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STANDING COMMITTEE ON FISHERIES
Chairman: Mr. Grant Deachman

Viee-Chairman: Mr. G. Blouin

and Messrs.

Barnett, Crouse, McQuaid,
Basford, Granger, McWilliam,
Béchard, Howard, - *Noble,
Carter, Keays, Nowlan,
Cashin, Leblanc (Rimouski), O’Keefe,
Chatterton, MacLean (Queens), Patterson,
Crossman, McLean (Charlotte), Stefanson,

e | F 4N Tucker—(24).
*Replaced by Mr. Bower on February 22, 1966.

M. Slack,
Clerk of the Committee.



ORDERS OF REFERENCE
House of COMMONS,
MonpAY, February 7, 1966.

Resolved,—That the following Members do compose the Standing Committee
on Fisheries:

Messrs.
Barnett, Crouse, McQuaid,
Basford, Deachman, McWilliam,
Béchard, Granger, Noble,
Blouin, Howard, Nowlan,
Carter, Keays, O’Keefe,
Cashin, Leblanc (Rimouski), Patterson,
Chatterton, MacLean (Queens), Stefanson,
Crossman, McLean (Charlotte), Tucker—(24).

TUESDAY, February 22, 1966.

Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Bower be substituted for that of Mr. Noble
on the Standing Committee on Fisheries.

TuEsDAY, March 22, 1966.

Ordered,—That, saving always the powers of the Committee of Supply in
relation to the voting of public monies, the items listed in the Main Estimates
for 1966-67, relating to the Department of Fisheries be withdrawn from the
Committee of Supply and referred to the Standing Committee on Fisheries.

Attest.

LEON-J. RAYMOND,
The Clerk of the House.

23837—13



2314 s«awow 90t JoriT—, mm

v

f%“?ﬁ‘l’}‘ﬁ e r"-:‘_:' o




MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

TUESDAY, February 22, 1966.
(1)

The Standing Committee on Fisheries met at 12:00 noon this day, for the
purposes of organization.

Members present: Messrs. Barnett, Basford, Béchard, Blouin, Carter,
Cashin, Chatterton, Crossman, Crouse, Deachman, Granger, Howard, Keays,

LeBlanc (Rimouski), MacLean (Queens), McLean (Charlotte), Noble, Nowlan,
O’Keefe, Patterson and Tucker. (21)

The Committee Clerk attending, and having called for nominations, on
motion of Mr. Tucker, seconded by Mr. Béchard, it was

Resolved,—That Mr. Deachman do take the Chair of this Committee as
Chairman.

Mr. Deachman, having been declared elected as Chairman, thereupon took
the Chair, and thanked the members for the honour conferred upon him.

On motion of Mr.-Basford, seconded by Mr. Granger,
Resolved,—That Mr. Blouin be elected Vice-Chairman of this Committee.

On motion of Mr. Chatterton, seconded by Mr. Nowlan,

Resolved,—That a sub-committee on agenda and procedure be appointed,

composed of the Chairman and a minimum of four members to be appointed by
him after consultation with the Party Whips.

At 12:10 p.m. the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

Dorothy F. Ballantine,
Clerk of the Committee.
Fripay, March 25, 1966.
(2)

The Standing Committee on Fisheries met at 9.55 a.m. this day, the
Chairman, Mr. Deachman, presiding.

Members present: Messrs. Barnett, Béchard, Bower, Carter, Chatterton,
Crossman, Deachman, Howard, Leblanc, (Rimouski), MacLean (Queens),
MecLean (Charlotte), O’Keefe, Stefanson (13).

In attendance: The Hon. H. J. Robichaud, Minister of Fisheries.

On motion of Mr. O’Keefe, seconded by Mr. Howard,

Resolved,—That the Committee print 750 copies in English and 250 copies in
French of its Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence.
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6 FISHERIES March 25, 1966

The Chairman read the Committee’s Order of Reference dated March 22,
1966.

The Chairman then called the first item of the estimates of the Department
of Fisheries:

1. Departmental Administration—
and invited the Minister to make an opening statement.

The Minister made a lengthy statement in which he reviewed the activities
of his department and emphasized the expansion of the fisheries of Canada.

Messrs. Barnett and MacLean (Queens) commented on the Minister’s
statement.

The Chairman advised that the steering subcommittee would meet early
next week.

The questioning of the Minister being deferred until the next sitting, at
10.55 a.m., the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

M. Slack,
Clerk of the Committee.



EVIDENCE

FripAY, March 25, 1966.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, I will call the meeting to order. I think we can
say we can see a quorum at this time.

I will begin by asking for a motion that the committee print 750 copies in
English and 250 copies in French of its Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence.

As you know, under the new rules permission from the House is not
required to print; it is clearly a matter of determining the quantity. It has been
suggested that a proper quantity would be 750 copies in English and 250 copies
in French.

Mr. O’KEEFE: Mr. Chairman, I move that we cause to have printed 750

copies in English and 250 copies in French of our Minutes of Proceedings and
Evidence.

Mr. HowARD: I second the motion.
Motion agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN:‘I will read now the committee’s terms of reference:

Ordered,—That, saving always the powers of the committee of supply
in relation to the voting of public moneys, the items listed in the main
estimates for 1966-67, relating to the Department of Fisheries be with-

drawn from the committee of supply and referred to the Standing Com-
mittee on Fisheries.

We are ready to call item 1, departmental administration.

I will invite the Hon. H. J. Robichaud, Minister of Fisheries, who is with us
today, to make an opening statement.

Before calling on the Minister, you will note that you all have copies of the
estimates. There are not too many of these and, if you are going to use them, I

would ask that you keep them in your possession and bring them back to the
next meeting.

I will now call item 1.

1. Departmental administration including grants and contributions as
detailed in the estimates. $1,552,000

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Robichaud, you may now proceed.

Hon. H. J. RosicHAUD (Minister of Fisheries) : Mr. Chairman and gentlemen,
I welcome this opportunity to introduce the 1966-67 estimates of my department
to the Standing Committee on Fisheries.

7



8 FISHERIES March 25, 1966

It is my intention this morning to make a rather lengthy report in order to
cover, as much as possible, the entire activities of my department. I expect to
have copies of my remarks available within the next 10 or 15 minutes for every
member of the committee. This will allow all members to have a copy of my
remarks just in case the report of the committee is not available for your next
meeting. Also, I will have a translation of these remarks ready sometime this
afternoon.

Mr. Chairman,

In the introduction of the 1966-67 estimates of my department befo::e this
committee I should like to emphasize that the fisheries of Canada are in the
throes of enormous expansion. Never before has there been so much action for

the advancement of the industry and those who depend upon it for their
livelihood. :

New vessels and new plants are continually under construction, and
considerable capital is being attracted into the fisheries. Such action reflects
confidence that the industry will continue to grow in stature resulting in
increased returns not only to those who invest their money in it but also to
those who wrestle with the elements to harvest the resources of the sea for the
tables of Canadians and others around the world.

In spite of all the navigation aids and other devices available, no fisherman
ever goes to sea without taking risks. Fishing will always be a hazardous calling,
and every year it takes its toll of human lives. This was brought tragically to
our attention only a few weeks ago, when the Newfoundland trawler “Blue
Mist” failed to return to her home port of Grand Bank, where 13 mothers and
their 29 children waited in vain for their men to come home. Everyone here, I

am sure, will agree with me that our fishermen and their families deserve a
high tribute.

The fishing industry must keep pace with modern development because of
the competition from other countries not only in our markets but on the main
fishing grounds, the source of supply. This places a heavy responsibility on those
concerned with our fisheries. We must help the people concerned wherever
possible, and keep a watchful eye on the conservation aspects of the fisheries
which are so vital to the future of thousands of individuals and hundreds of
businesses. The situation calls for a combination of boldness and careful

consideration and this is reflected in the wide variety of activities covered by
these estimates.

I should like at this point to give an outline of the progress of the
commercial fisheries. In 1965, the value of production of the Canadian fishing
industry exceeded $300 million for the first time. That is the gross sales value of
fishery products of all kinds—the port-market value, the value of fish landed and
sold by fishermen, would be slightly more than half that amount. To a large
extent recent increases in production values reflect rising prices for fish and fish
products but on the Atlantic Coast the total quantity of production is increasing
as well. Landings in all the fisheries of Canada last year totalled 2.4 billion
pounds, divided roughly among the Pacific Coast 25 per cent, the inland lakes
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five per cent and the Atlantic Coast 70 per cent. On the basis of_ value as landed
the breakdown is a little different, being 30 percent fc_)r the Pacific Coast, 10 per
cent for the inland lakes and 60 per cent for the Atlantic Coast.

It was a disappointing year in the fisheries of the Pacific Coast. Lapdings of
salmon, halibut and herring all declined from the level of the preceding year,
and the pack of canned salmon (913,000 cases) was the smallest since 1960. ;f
comparison is made with the previous five years (1960-64), however—and, in
view of the dominant role of cyclical runs of salmon in the Pacific fisheries, this
is probably more meaningful than a year-to-year comparison—it appears that in
total the 1965 landings were only very slightly lower in quantity, and actually
10 per cent higher in value, than the annual average for that period.

A contrast with the situation in general was provided by the troll fishery for
coho salmon in 1965. The quantity landed was the highest on record for this
fishery and in value surpassed the 1964 landings by almost 15 per cent. A
two-year contract negotiated early in the season between fishermen and fish
buyers provided for price increases ranging from about three per cent to 10 per
cent (and higher in 1966) for several species of salmon. The price of halibut,
averaging at dockside 34 cents a pound for the season as compared with 25 cents
last year, seems to have reached a new “high”. Herring prices, following
protracted negotiations at the beginning of the current winter season, were set
at a level approximately 20 per cent above those of a year ago.

A significant development in the Pacific fisheries is the expansion of the
fishery for groundfish species (other than halibut). Landings of this group of
species totalled nearly 40 million pounds in 1965, an increase of 30 per cent over
the preceding year. Extensive new facilities for the processing of groundfish are
being constructed and the growth of a specialized fleet is expected to follow—the
groundfish stocks of the Pacific Coast are capable of sustaining year-around
fishing operations. This development is related to the continued increase in the
demand for groundfish products and the emergence of supply shortages else-
where, including the Atlantic Coast of Canada as I shall describe in a moment.

In passing, I may refer to the steps that are being taken toward more
effective management of the Pacific salmon resources—through control of the
entry of equipment and manpower in the overcrowded fisheries based on these
resources. The measures to be implemented will, we hope, not only permit more
efficient regulation of the fisheries (in the interest of conserving the stocks) but
also encourage the development of an economically efficient industry—one that,
besides providing adequate returns to the capital and labour employed, may

contribute substantially to financing the cost of research and resource-develop-
ment programs in the salmon fisheries.

Gaps in our statistical information on the freshwater fisheries make an
assessment of their progress somewhat difficult. Data on landings from the
Great Lakes and from Great Slave Lake, together with statistics of exports and
cold-storage holdings, suggest little change overall between 1964 and 1965.
Production in these fisheries has been relatively static in physical terms for a
number of years, declines in one area or in the case of one species being offset
by gains elsewhere. There is some indication, however, that prices generally
were higher in 1965 than in the preceding year. Of importance,. among
developments during the past year, was the establishment of a commission of
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enquiry, the “Meclvor” Commission, to investigate and report on the marketing
problems of the freshwater fisheries. The report of this commission is expected
to be available early in the summer. As a related matter, my department in
association with the Department of Northern Affairs has been studying the
implications for the fishing industry of the Northwest Territories of reorganiza-
tion of the domestic and export trade in freshwater fish. A report on this subject
is being submitted to the Federal-Provincial Prairie Fisheries Committee and
the study is being extended to include other aspects of the fishing economy of

the Territories.

Turning to the Atlantic Coast, we find that records were broken again in
1965. The quantity of fish produced rose in every province except Newfound-
land—and even in Newfoundland, with landings valued at almost $24 million,
returns from the fisheries were the highest ever recorded. For the region as a
whole, the value of production increased by 10 per cent as compared with 1964.
There were exceptions to the general trend: the inshore cod fishery in New-
foundland, the lobster fishery in certain areas of Newfoundland and in the
Northumberland Strait and the swordfish fishery of Nova Scotia registered
declines. As a result of the shortfall in the Newfoundland cod fishery, the
production of salt fish dropped about 20 per cent below that of the preceding
year.

Fish prices have been rising steadily for a number of years—about twice as
fast as prices generally, in fact—but until recently the price rise was induced by
the demand for the quasi-luxury products of the fisheries, such as those derived
from lobster and salmon. During the last two or three years, however, an
upward trend has become visible in the prices for groundfish products, for
example hitherto depressed by supply factors such as the availability of cod
from small-boat fishing enterprises with low “opportunity” costs. This situation
is changing rapidly in the current period. Groundfish prices are at an unprece-
dentedly high level and there is every reason to believe that the upward trend
will continue.

Two developments of particular significance in the Atlantic region at the
present time are: (1) the flow of investment funds from outside the industry in
Canada, and from sources abroad, for expansion of the ground-fisheries, and (2)
the expansion of the pelagic fisheries, more especially the herring fishery—the
latter representing an extension of operations by firms from the Pacific Coast.
At present the herring landings are being utilized chiefly for reduction pur-
poses, that is the production of meal and oil, but it is expected that an expanded
herring fishery for food purposes will ultimately develop also.

Our exports of fishery products were valued at well over $200 million in
1965 and we are now the second ranking fish-exporting country in the
world—only Japan is ahead of us and we are climbing faster than they are. Qur
best customer is still the United States and a larger proportion than usual of
our exports went to that country in 1965. Exports to Caribbean and to European
countries were less than normal last year because the products principally
exported to those areas (cured codfish and canned salmon, respectively) were in
short supply. The demand for the products of the fisheries continues to grow
and, if we maintain our efficiency as producers, there is no doubt of the future
success of the fishing industry in this country.
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At the Federal-Provincial Conference on Fisheries Development held in
Ottawa in 1964, as you are all aware, it was decided to formulate and implement
a program for the development of Canada’s commercial fisheries. This is now
actively underway and will be given added impetus through the Fisheries
Development Bill now before the House.

While much effort is aimed at bettering the offshore fisheries, where large
modern trawlers and seine net vessels are required, I can assure you that we
are not overlooking the smallboat fisheries. My Department, as well as the
provincial fisheries authorities, are giving a great deal of study to this segment
of the industry. Our development program here, too, provides for new and
improved boats—we have built and are building experimental craft which will
increase efficiency and, at the same time, improve fishermen’s earnings.

I should like to make particular mention of the developments which are
taking place to exploit the herring resources of the Atlantic Coast. Exploratory
and demonstration projects undertaken by my department over the past two
years have indicated that not only are there substantial quantities of herring
available, but that we have now been successful in bringing to bear on these
resources the modern fishing vessels, fishing gear and the techniques and skills
which are required. There is investment of a great deal of private capital. With
a view to assuring a consistent approach to herring development activities, we
are holding a Canadian Atlantic Herring Fishery Conference to take place in
Frederiction early in May.

We are experimenting with synthetic materials to improve fish catching
efficiency in various netting operations, and a number of other projects are
under way to improve trawling techniques for catching groundfish. These
include, in particular, the so-called “Atlantic Western Trawl”, designed by our
technologists and already demonstrating its catching ability. We have also been
carrying out intensive studies to improve the over-all efficiency of stern
trawling operations for groundfish; we are combining the best available ideas in
our plans for a more effective stern trawler.

e (10.15am.)

Last summer we brought over to this country three Scottish fishing
skippers to determine the feasibility of Scottish seining in our groundfish
fishery. Their fiindings have led us to believe that such seining techniques hold
much promise, and later this year we plan to charter a Scottish seine net vessel
to demonstrate this method to our fishermen.

During the past two years we have had a Norwegain whaling vessel under
charter, with a view to a revival of whaling operations on the North Atlantic
coast. The results have been so satisfactory that we foresee a worthwhile
whaling industry emerging in Newfoundland as well as in Nova Scotia.

We have also brought specialists to this country from the United States and
Japan to demonstrate their techniques and show how they could be adapted to
our fisheries. This form of technical assistance is proving its worth and we are
Prepared to expand this method of instruction and demonstration to fulfill a
long-felt need.

Squid fishery activities are being expanded in Newfoundland. Squid are not

°n1Y_ an export item but are the cod fishermen’s first choice for bait and,
traditionally, they are caught as the schools move into the shallow waters off
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Newfoundland. This has meant that squid could be caught only during a very
short season. Last year we co-operated with the province in introducing
mechanized squid jiggers, which were adopted enthusiastically by the fisher-
men; this year we are laying emphasis on the catching of squid in deeper
waters, in the hope of extending the season and assuring a more constant supply
of squid for bait and for human consumption.

We have a promising exploratory program under way in areas which hold
promise for shrimp fishing in Atlantic waters, since it is felt that this species
could provide a profitable operation for many fishermen. Also in co-operation
with the Atlantic provinces, we are attempting to establish a crab fishery and
extend the eel fishery.

We are conducting experiments in seaweed harvesting; we are encouraging
the processing of new fish products, and we are working on projects to improve
the handling and storage of fish.

There is a continuing program under way in the Atlantic provinces for the
construction of additional fresh fish collection centres and community stages for
salt fish. This, once again, is a federal-provincial undertaking whereby the
federal government meets the cost of the buildings, including supporting marine
works, and the province undertakes responsibility for making building sites
available and assuring normal maintenance and operation of the facilities. I
might add that the thinking behind this program is directed quite logically to

the provision of better facilities for the fishermen and improved quality of their
product.

In all these aspects of development it is recognized that the industry is
increasingly being faced with manpower problems due to the lack of highly
skilled and trained people. Every effort is being made in co-operation with the
Department of Labour and the provinces to provide the training facilities and
instruction which is necessary. We have a current technical assistance program
through which highline fishermen and other specialists are assigned to projects
and areas where special skills and experience are necessary. These skills as I

said, are not only recruited from different fishing areas of Canada, but from
other fishing countries.

One other example of financial assistance being provided directly to
individuals among our fishing force is seen in the agreement which my
department has entered into with the Government of Newfoundland to provide
financial assistance to fishermen and their families moving from isolated
communities to areas with greater economic prospects within the province. This
joint program is being administered by the Government of Newfoundland and
reports I have received indicate that a substantial number of fishermen and
their families are taking advantage of the plan.

It has been part of our plans in recent years to provide incentives to
fishermen to invest in more efficient fishing vessels, and to this end the
fishermen’s indemnity plan was devised to provide fishermen operating fishing
vessels the protection of insurance against total or partial loss for a nominal
premium. In most cases, fishermen could not obtain insurance from commercial
firms, except at a very high premium for which they felt they could not pay. As
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of March 1966, 8,355 vessels are insured under the Plan for an appraised value

of $30,484,215. The upper limit on such vessels has now been raised from
$12,500 to $15,000.

On February 1st, 1966, the plan was extended to cover fixed fishing gear,
shore installations and miscellaneous equipment. The premium under this new
part of the plan is one per cent of the appraised value and has been instituted to
cover a real need in the fishing industry. Here again in most cases, fishermen
could not obtain from commercial firms the insurance protection they required
to protect them against possible loss. As of March 1966, a month after this new

plan came into operation, five policies have been issued for a total appraised
value of $17,600.

The Newfoundland bait service, taken over by the Federal Department of
Fisheries at the time of Confederation, to provide frozen bait to fishermen
where these facilities were not available from the fishing trade, has been
extended. At the present time there are in operation or about to be in operation
19 depots and 38 holding units, in addition to the bait vessel “Arctica”. The
average sales of bait in recent years have been from two to two and a quarter
million pounds of herring; one and a quarter to one and a half million pounds

of squid; between 750 thousand and 850 thousand pounds of caplin, for a total
of between four million and 4,600,000 pounds of bait.

Early in the winter, I directed that a committee on the Newfoundland bait
service be set up to study its requirements and suggest how it could better
serve the interests and needs of the fishermen. This committee was composed of
representatives of the fishing industry and the federal and provincial Depart-
ments of Fisheries. The report from this committee has not yet been studied in
depth but some of its recommendations are that a few more units be established
in Newfoundland and in Labrador and that a depot be built in Labrador. I have
not had time to study the other recommendations as the report has just come to

hand, but it indicates the continuing need of the bait service in Newfoundland
and Labrador.

The payment of assistance to producers of salted fish was introduced in an
attempt to equalize the income of those fishermen who cannot sell their fish to
the processers because of distance and transport facilities. Fishermen who can

sell fish obtain a better price for it than can those selling salted fish, and this
assistance helps to equalize their incomes.

I should like to report that the planned division of the Department’s
Conservation and Development Service into two new services which was
announced in August, 1965, has now been implemented. The need for this
reorganization was brought about by the increased growth and complexity of
operations of the former Service. The responsibilities of the former protection
branch of the Conservation and Development Service has been assumed by the
new Conservation and Protection Service. The administration and operation of
programs designed to maintain and expand stocks of fish, mollusca, crustacea
and marine mammals through development and enforcement of regulations is
the principal function of this new Service.

A new Resource Development Service will be responsible for developing
measures to preserve and extend stocks of fish, shellfish and crustacea, through
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the application of scientific and technical knowledge and will carry out expand-
ed programs formerly assigned to the fish culture development branch of the
previous Conservation and Development Service.

The expenditures for conservation and protection of the fisheries resource
are mainly to provide for the usual supply, maintenance and replacements in
the wide-spread protection organization. One special item, I fe€l, requires some
elaboration. This is the construction of a large new patrol vessel, one hundred
and eighty feet in length, for the Pacific coast, the plans and specifications of
which are now complete. Our own fishing fleets are showing increasing interest
in the groundfish stocks in the Pacific, particularly on the more offshore
grounds. Other nations are also casting their eyes towards these stocks and over
the past twelve months a large fleet of Soviet trawlers has operated periodically
on the fishing grounds adjacent to British Columbia.

If we are to maintain effective patrols offshore and manage the complex
inshore fisheries effectively and maintain the integrity of Canadian fishing zones
we must have a capable, well-manned, all weather vessel for this purpose. The
new patrol vessel has been designed with this in mind and, at the same time,
will be of a type of construction which will permit her use in exploratory
fishing and research work, as well as to assist in resource development projects
which may take place at remote locations along the coast. She will also have
marine search and rescue capabilities to meet our commitments within the
Search and Rescue Organization on the Pacific coast.

The Resource Development Service’s primary function is the maintenance,
expansion and management of the salmon and other fisheries resources
throughout most of Canada’s coastal regions and in some of the inland waters.

The most difficult maintenance problems at the present time are the control of

pollution from forest and field pesticide spraying programs, pulp mill and
mining operations, and a variety of manufacturing enterprises. Departmental
specialists who are conversant with fishery problems resulting from various

types of pollution conduct negotiations with the companies and agencies con-

cerned in order to arrive at equitable solutions. At present the Department is
negotiating with a number of pulp mill concerns in British Columbia, New
Brunswick and Nova Scotia.

The construction storage dams for hydro-electric and other purposes on
salmon spawning rivers create serious fish maintenance problems. Fish passage
facilities or other corrective devices must be incorporated in these water-use
projects in order to maintain the fish runs. At the present time the Depart-
ment’s biologists and engineers are directing the design of a fish collection and
hatchery system for the Mactaquac hydro power installation on the Saint John
River in New Brunswick. Similar negotiations are progressing with the compa-
ny responsible for the hydro-electric installation at Bay D’Espoir, Newfound-
land.

The expansion of the salmon resource through the application of scientific
knowledge to greatly improve the freshwater habitat of these species is the
most challenging of the Resource Development Service’s responsibilities. In
British Columbia, where the recently completed Big Qualicum River salmon
development project is being assessed, an extensive spawning channel project
is under way on Babine Lake. Early results from a controlled flow spawning
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channel in Newfoundland indicate that this technique can be used successfully
for the rehabilitation of Atlantic salmon. A program is being developed to
introduce salmon to inaccessible reaches of the Exploits River system through
the use of spawning channels. Other development projects include the rehabili-
tation and maintenance of a salmon run to the East River Sheet, Harbour in
Nova Scotia, and the establishment of a technique to provide supplies of oyster
seed stock for Maritime growers.

The Resource Development Service works hand in hand with the Conser-
Vation and Protection Service in the scientific management of the salmon fishery
in British Columbia. Management biologists analyze catch data as they are
received and conduct tagging programs and test fisheries to delineate migration
Toutes, timing and exploitation rates. The resulting information is used as a
basis for regulating the fishing periods and the escapement of adequate stocks
of salmon to spawn.

In 1964, as you know, the Territorial Sea and Fishing Zones Act was passed

Y Parliament and proclaimed in force. It established a 12-mile fishing zone

around our coasts. The Act also empowered the government to draw straight

aselines from which the territorial sea and fishing zone could be measured.

ntil such time as any straight baselines are drawn, the 3-mile territorial sea

and the additional 9-mile fishing zone is measured, in most instances, following
the sinuosities of the coast.

In an irregular coastline such as we have, baselines may be drawn in a
Number of ways. Large bodies of water are involved which, if enclosed by
aselines, would affect the interests of other countries. Therefore, the govern-
Ment has been negotiating with a number of countries which have been fishing
Or many years off the Canadian coast regarding the establishment of the
Proposed baselines.

The negotiations which have proved to be difficult and drawn out are
Continuing. As has been reported by the Secretary of State for External Affairs,
e Honourable Paul Martin, the Canadian Government is now awaiting a
Tesponse from the United States Government to proposals put forward by the
anadian Government designed to establish exclusive fishing zone rights for
anadian fishermen.

In the meantime, until the negotiations have been complete'd, we 'have
add_ed 9 miles to the present 3-mile limit and, therefore, a 12-mile limit 1.'?or
shing js an established fact and is being enforced against all countr}es
€Xcepting those which have traditional fishing rights off our coasts and with
Om we are carrying on negotiations.

b Although the establishment of exclusive fishing zones off our cosasts would
se a great benefit to Canadian fishermen, we must not lose sight of the fact that
Ome of our major fisheries can and are being exploited many }.mndreds of

irélles beyond any baselines that may be established. Over-exploitation of these

& Sources beyond the Canadian exclusive fishing zones would affect their growth
1d abundance inside our exclusive fishing zones.

e TIO meet the problems of conservation in these fisheries, vyhmh_ can be

i:tp loited on the high seas, we have entered into a number of t.reatles with otl'ler

e €rested countries. Canada is now a party to seven international conservation
Onventions. These are:



16 FISHERIES March 25, 1966

the convention between Canada and the United States for the preserva-
tion of the halibut fishery of the northern Pacific Ocean and Bering
Sea

the convention between Canada and the United States for the protection,
preservation and extension of the sockeye salmon fisheries in the
Fraser River system

the international convention for the high seas fisheries of the north
Pacific Ocean between Canada, Japan and the United States

the interim convention on conservatio of north Pacific fur seals between
Canada, Japan, U.S.S.R., and the United States

the international convention for the northwest Atlantic fisheries

the convention on Great Lakes fisheries between Canada and the United
States

and the international convention for the regulation of whaling.

The negotiation, revision and implementation of the fisheries treaties are
the primary responsibility of the Department of Fisheries. The department is
represented on all of the commissions by one of its senior officers. It also
supplies jointly with its research body, the Fisheries Research Board of Canada,
the technical and expert advisers required to assist the Canadian section of each
commission. Also the implementation and enforcement of any conservation
measures recommended by any of the commissions are the responsibility of the
department.

To further the development of fisheries, four federal-provincial committees
have been established. They are:

(1) the Federal-Provincial Atlantic Fisheries Committee composed of
Newfoundland, Nova Scotia, Prince Edward Island, New Brunswick
and Quebec

(2) the Federal-Provincial Committee for Ontario fisheries

(3)A the Federal-Provincial Prairie Provinces Fisheries Committee com-
posed of Manitoba, Saskatchewan and Alberta, and

(4) the Federal-Provincial British Columbia Fisheries Committee.

These committees, which are on a continuing basis and on a Deputy
Minister level, meet annually and more frequently when required, for the

purpose of considering and co-ordinating proposals of common interest for the
development of fisheries.

In this world, there are very few questions on which people agree, but one
of them is the value of science to improve the economic lot of mankind.

In spite of the long, steady growth of research carried out by the Fisheries
Research Board, there are ever-increasing demands for more research. During
the past year, the fishing industry, through the Fisheries Council of Canada, has
been pressing for more research on utilization of under-developed resources; on
improved handling and processing; and on development of new products.
Industry has become more interested in application of existing knowledge and
new research for management of resources such as Pacific salmon, Atlantic
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!Obsters, and oysters on both coasts. Provincial governments have been enlarg-
ing their efforts to develop fisheries and the Department has been working very
closely with them through the four federal-provincial committees already
mentioned. Each of these committees has made specific requests for new
research. Canadian involvement in international affairs, also outlined, continues
to expand in such fields as Great Lakes pollution, tuna, whales, pink salmon and
At_lantic salmon. Each of these new interests leads immediately to requests for
scientific advice and new investigations.

Despite the addition of fisheries laboratories at Ste. Anne de Bellevue and
Sault Ste. Marie, and those to be built at Nanaimo, St. John’s, Newfoundland,
and Winnipeg, research facilities must be strengthened during the next few
Years. I attach great importance to the developing needs for laboratory build-
ings, research vessels and new equipment.

The board has been giving serious attention to long-term requirements for
expanding recruitment of high-calibre scientific staff. Improved board-universi-
ty relations represent a significant step in this direction and the estimates fgr
1966-67 include funds to initiate a University grants program which will
Tequire expansion in future years.

 Other increases for the fiscal year 1966-67 include increased emphasis on
biological oceanography on the Atlantic Coast, expansion of freshwater research
Programs in the central area, including study of Great Lakes pollution and
Increased research on the handling and processing of fish and the improvement
and development of fisheries products.

The department has always recognized the necessity for maintaining the
‘Pest quality possible in our fishery products. This country is one of the leaders
m_ fish quality control, and it is our intention to remain so. Our products are
Widely accepted around the world, however, both my department and the
Industry recognize the need for continued improvement and vigilance to meet
?he increasing market demand for higher quality. This has lead to a greater
involvement of laboratory services in the inspection of fish and shellfish
Products produced by our industry.

. The normal functions of the departmental inspection service laboratories
include such activities as continuous participation in the quality control of fish
and shellfish; plant sanitation; the purity of plant water supphes and shellfish
OXicity control programs. However, the laboratories are being used more and
more in the development of new and improved standards for various fish
Products. All these services are provided by our seventeen permanent or mobile
aboratory units as the need dictates.

During the fiscal year 1966-67 new laboratory space will be made avai}ajble
at Grand Bank in Newfoundland. This laboratory will be capable of providing
Services to an area producing well in excess of 100 million pounds per year.

The growing freezing capacity of the fishing industry has been reflected 10
the expanded production of frozen fish and shellfish products during the current
fiscal year, Regulations providing for the compulsory registration of fresh and
frozen fish plants became effective in April 1965. Since then 195 plants across

Canada have received certificates of registration.
23837—2
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A complete redrafting of the regulations under the Fish Inspection Act and
the Meat and Canned Foods Act has been distributed to the processing industry
and a series of meetings has been conducted with appropriate organizations
from coast to coast. As a result of subsequent discussions with the processing
industry, it is contemplated that new regulations will become effective April 1st,
1967. These new regulations will provide for the compulsory inspection of fish
and shellfish products for import and export; the increase in the number of
types of plants subject to registration; provision for a widening of regulations
involving quality designation, and provision for fishing boat inspection.

Mr. Chairman, we have jumped about somewhat in presenting this brief
review; however, I hope I have given the members of this committee some of
the information they require. It has, of course, been impossible to touch on all
of the subject matter which is of interest to the members, and I, together with
members of my staff are at your service to remedy this if it is necessary to do
so.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, we have a very few minutes left before we will
have to rise and go to the House. I do not think that any one person should take
up too much time in putting questions at this time; perhaps we could allow one
question and a supplementary for those of you who wish to ask the Minister a
question. Then we will have to adjourn.

I will recognize hands now. Mr. Barnett is first.

Mr. BARNETT: Mr. Chairman, in view of the few minutes that we have left
perhaps rather than beginning to question the Minister at this time one or two
comments about his statement might be appropriate.

I am speaking for most members of the committee when I say that the
Minister’s introductory statement will provide quite a basis for a detailed
consideration of the operations of his department which some of us have been
looking forward to for quite some time.

Mr. Chairman, I am sure that with the time at our disposal this morning we
cannot go through the statement. However, I would like to say that it does raise
some questions in the minds of those who have listened to it. Certainly, it has
raised some questions in my mind.

I think the statement is significant not only for what it says but for what it
does not say. My first comment would be that while I find a good deal of it very
meaty it did seem to me that the Minister used a good deal of verbiage in
dealing with the question of the implementation of the Territorial Waters and
so-called 12 mile fishing zone compared to the real accomplishments in that
field. As you know, Mr. Chairman, some of us are quite unhappy with the action
taken and the progress made by the government in this field to date.

One of the matters that I think arises out of the Minister’s statement which
perhaps we could discuss is the efforts expended to promote sales. The Minister
made reference to an expanding market, and I think one of the questions which
some of us would like to raise is whether we should not be considering a federal
fisheries marketing board or service which would actively pursue this question
of our world markets.
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Another subject which certainly is of great concern to all of us is this
whole question of pollution; I think perhaps in this particular field we would
like to have some detailed study made and information forthcoming on the
question of what effect pollution spread into the high seas may be having on our
future fisheries in the high seas. Those of us who were at the Federal-Provincial
Fisheries Conference have tried to follow the developments that arose there-
from. Of course, we do know that in this connection we have bills before the
House. My own feeling is that it might be useful, if it can be arranged, to have
some time set aside so that we will have an opportunity to consider that bill in
this committee before its final passage. In that way we could go into more detail
on just what may be accomplished which we probably would not be able to do
in committee of the whole on the floor of the House.

One observation I would like to make, Mr. Chairman—and I will not extend
my remarks beyond this at this point—is that I find a good deal of significance in
the relative position indicated by the Minister with regard to the fisheries of
British Columbia compared to those of the Atlantic coast.

The Minister did make reference to the existence of a Federal-Provincial
Fisheries Committee, but to me it is not without significance that although he
referred in his remarks to specific arrangements, agreements and activities
entered into between the Federal Government and some of the Provincial
Governments on the Atlantic coast and in the inland provinces, there is no
reference to any real agreement or activity between the Federal Government
and the Provincial Government of British Columbia, the area in which I
Teside. From the statistics the Minister has given us I would say that the
apparent complacency on the part of the Government of British Columbia is
Something which should be of concern to all members of this committee. If the
Province of British Columbia does not show a more specific interest in co-
Operating with the Federal Department of Fisheries on specific matters for the
development of our British Columbia coastal fisheries we are likely to find
Ourselves being relegated further down the list so far as the total fishing picture
In Canada is concerned.

The CHAIRMAN: I now will call upon Mr. MacLean (Queens).

_ Mr. MacLeaN (Queens): Mr. Chairman, as you have said, the House meets

n about 10 minutes. In that short time we cannot effectively broach the general

Problem which we have in our minds with regard to the activities of the
€partment of Fisheries.

I want to congratulate the Minister for giving a very excellent general
Introduction to many of the problems that exist. However, there is the question
of what will be the most efficient way to pursue the activities of the depart-
Inent I see no relationship between the order in which the Minister presented

review—although it is a very good one—and the appearance in the estimates
of the various activities of the department. I think we should give some
c°11$1dera’uon to how we should proceed with an examination of the estimates or
of the Minister’s statement, as the case may be. Members of the comm1ttee
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might wish to go over the Minister’s statement in the order in which the various
subjects are raised by him or, in the alternative, the committee might wish to
proceed in the order in which the various items appear in the estimates. As
I said, Mr. Chairman, I think this is something we should consider.

I do not wish to say anything more at the present time except that there
are a great number of questions, I am sure, in the members’ minds with regard
to the various activities in which the department is involved. I think that the
pursuit of these questions will have to wait until a subsequent meeting.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. MacLean and Mr. Bechard, do either of you have
anything to say at this time?

Mr. McLeAN (Charlotte): Mr. Chairman, I do not think we have sufficient
time this morning to go into the things which we would like to bring up,
because we have to go to the House in a few minutes.

Mr. CHATTERTON: Mr. Chairman, is it the intention of the Minister to be
present at the next meeting?

The CHAIRMAN: I am informed that he will be at other meetings.

In the few moments that are left I would like to tidy up one item. I was
given powers at the organization meeting to appoint a steering committee
consisting of the Chairman and a minimum of four members. This steering
committee will now have to meet quickly and decide when the next meeting
will be held and the procedure we will follow for examination of the depart-
ment. It will have to decide whether we want the minister to come back, and so
on.

® (10.47 am.)

I think there are two New Democratic Party members on the committee.
But will you flip a coin or find out in some other way between yourselves the
question of which one of you is going to be on the steering committee.

Mr. BARNETT: I would like to propose Mr. Howard’s name as a member of
the steering committee.

Mr. HowARD: He has beaten me into submission!

The CHAIRMAN: There are more Conservative members on this committee,
though Mr. Crouse is not here today, for instance. Will you be able to give me a
name in due course—on Monday by the time the House opens if possible?

I think the other member will be Mr. Patterson, who is from the other
party. He is not here this morning but I will speak to him.

That will get us off to a good start with the steering committee. We will
meet on Monday between five and six o’clock to get these matters settled.

Is that agreeable to everyone?
Agreed.
I have no other item of business.

Mr. CARTER: I take it there will be no meeting of this committee on
Monday.
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The CHAIRMAN: That is right; it will be staged some time during next week.

Mr. CArTER: Will you arrange the meetings in such a manner that they will
not clash with the meetings of the Transportation Committee?

The CHAIRMAN: A great many committees have been set up. We are doing
everything we possibly can to find rooms and interpreters and reporters for all
of the committees.

This committee stands adjourned until the call of the Chair.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, March 31, 1966.
(3)

_The Standing Committee on Fisheries met at 9.35 am., this day, the
Chalrman, Mr. Deachman, presiding.

Members present: Messrs. Barnett, Basford, Béchard, Bower, Carter, Cashin,
Crossman, Crouse, Deachman, Granger, Howard, Keays, LeBlanc (Rimouski),
MacLean (Queens), McQuaid, McWilliam, Patterson, Stefanson, Tucker (19).

In attendance: The Hon. H. J. Robichaud, Minister of Fisheries; and from
the Department of Fisheries: Dr. A. W. H. Needler, Deputy Minister; Mr. S. V.
Ozere, Assistant Deputy Minister (International); and Dr. R. R. Logie, Assistant
Deputy Minister (Operations).

‘The Committee resumed consideration of Item 1—Departmental Adminis-
tration—of the Estimates of the Department of Fisheries.

_ The Minister was examined on his statement to the Committee of March 25,
assisted by Dr. Needler.

The Chairman requested the members of the Subcommittee on Agenda and
rocedure to meet this afternoon when Orders of the Day are reached in the
Ouse,

_ The examination of the Minister still continuing, at 11.00 a.m., the Com-
Mittee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

M. Slack,
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE

THURSDAY, March 31, 1966.

® (9.35 am.)

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, we have a quorum now. You will recall that at
our last meeting we heard the statement of the Minister on item 1, departmen-
tal administration, on page 140 of the Estimates which were given to you at the
last meeting.

Item 1 having been called and the statement of the Minister having been
eard, we will now proceed to the business of questioning the Minister. I will
Tecognize the members who wish to question the Minister.

Before doing so I will ask the Minister whether there is any further
(Sitatement he wishes to make this morning at the opening of this meeting, or
Oes he prefer us to proceed directly with the questioning?

Hon. Mr. RoBICHAUD: No, Mr. Chairman, I have no further statements to
Make, I believe the statement I made at the first meeting of this committee last
Week was a lengthy one; it covered in detail the programs now under way in
he Department of Fisheries. As you have stated, I am prepared this morning to
answer questions which will be addressed to me.

Mr. HowaRD: Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to ask the Minister one thing.
The Minister mentioned something to me a moment ago about a proceeding in
he House, and I wonder whether, in view of the fact that all the members of
€ committee are interested in that subject, a public comment might not be
Made about the Bill so that everyone will know what is likely to take place.

Hon. Mr. ROBICHAUD: Yes, Mr. Chairman, I am prepared to answer this
Question. As all the members noticed last evening, Bill No. C-145 on the
isheries Development Act, was announced as the first order of business for
t°daY. It is my intention to see the House leader, after this committee meeting,
0 ask him that the discussion on this Bill be postponed for a few days. I cannot
State at present when it will be called back, but I will ask the House leader that
he discussion on Bill No. C-145 not take place today.

Mr. CarTER: Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the Minister whether he
Wo‘:ﬂd elaborate a little more specifically than he has done in his statement on
Policy with respect to inshore fisheries as distinct from offshore fisheries, and
i.ﬂs? on the policy with respect to the salt fish industry. The Minister’s statement
Indirectly reflects on the inshore fishery when he speaks about the necessity of
Conservation on the Grand Banks because offshore overfishing would have a
detrimental effect on inshore fishery which would perhaps deplete the stock.

25
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Some of us are a bit worried, at least I am, because my own riding depends a
great deal on inshore as well as offshore fishery. I think it would be useful if we
had a clear statement of policy on just what the department envisages for
inshore fishery. Is it to disappear within five, ten or fifteen years? Are we
gearing our policy in that direction, and also, what is the policy with respect to
the salt fish industry?

Hon. Mr. RoBicHAUD: Mr. Chairman, first, with regard to inshore fishery,
I want to assure the hon. member that we believe there is an urgent need
to protect inshore fishery, not only along the shores of Newfoundland but
along the cost of all of the Atlantic provinces and Quebec and also the
coast of British Columbia. We realize that it is of major importance for the
Province of Newfoundland to protect its inshore fishery. I understand in
Newfoundland we have close to 20,000 fishermen engaged in inshore fishery. In
order to provide further assistance to this type of fishery we introduced, over a
year ago, a special subsidy for vessel construction from 35 feet in length to 45
feet in length. In other words, we have reduced the minumum length of vessels
to which a subsidy would be applicable from 45 feet to 35 feet. We have also
carried out a number of experiments in order to determine better methods of
fishing for the inshore fishermen. This is part of the activity of the department
in this field.

With regard to overfishing of offshore fishery, Canada has for years
recognized the need for control of this fishery. As the hon. members know, this
control is exercised by ICNAF, and 13 countries fishing in this section of the
Atlantic are members of ICNAF. Under the protocol of ICNAF certain regula-
tions are implemented and enforced in order to protect our offshore fishery.

The hon. member has also mentioned the salt fish industry. He is aware, as
all members are, of the report which we received some months ago following a
full investigation of the salt fish industry and particularly the marketing of salt
fish from the Atlantic provinces and Quebec. This report did not recommend the
establishment of a fish marketing board but recognized the need for better
control of the salt fish industry. One of the main problems of this industry is
quality control, and this again applies in particular to Newfoundland because in
that province most of the processing, or a large part of the processing, is being
done by the fishermen themselves. Already the Department of Fisheries has
taken action. We have initiated a program of quality control. We have assigned
a special staff in certain areas in order to educate the fishermen in preparing a
better quality salt fish, and we will increase this program in the following
~ seasons so that we can arrive at better quality standard which will be more
acceptable to the normal markets.

Mr. CARTER: I take it from what the Minister has said that the present policy
is not geared to the possible disappearance of either the inshore fishery or the
salt fish industry in the foreseeable future.

Hon. Mr. RoBicHAUD: No, Mr. Chairman, I think it is just the contrary. The
present policy is geared to maintaining and improving inshore fishery because
we recognize that there is a need for this fishery, and we also recognize that
there is a need to maintain the salt fish industry on account of the large number
of fishing communities, particularly in Newfoundland where it would be
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ilmpossible to have the fishing industry depending on fresh and frozen fish only.
t is the intention of the Department of Fisheries to do everything possible to
preserve and improve this fishery.

Mr. CarTer: I am glad to hear that, Mr. Chairman, because the inshore
gshery in my province, and particularly in my riding, is made up of different
sheries. The inshore fisherman is not supported by one fishery alone. He has
seasonal fisheries: mackerel in the early part of the year, and then lobster,
salmon, and in between he has the cod fishery on the fishing grounds. When we
talk about inshore fishery we usually only think of the hook and line fishery for
cod, but if that were to disappear, the other industries in my riding would
disappear with it. I am therefore very glad to know that that is not the
Intention of the department; that we still want to preserve all these inshore
Industries.

h .Hon. Mr. RopicHAUD: I noticed that the hon. member has mentioned the
herqng industry. We are now giving special attention to the development of thp
b:?rlng fishery on the Atlantic coast. For this purpose a special conference 1S

ing called early in May in Fredericton, New Brunswick, with representatives
of the Atlantic provinces, and representatives of the industry and the provincial
governments of the Atlantic provinces and Quebec in order to determine what
iS the best method or the best approach to be made for the development of the

herring industry.

. Mr. Carrer: I have many more questions, Mr. Chairman, but I think I
ould rather give somebody else a turn and then come back.

. Mr. MacLEAN (Queens): Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask 2 question
ich I think will perhaps open a very large subject. I would like to refer to
gar,agl‘aph 9 of the Minister’s statement, as well as paragraph 4, and there are
arious other paragraphs that bear on this point. I think it might be advanta-
geous to the committee if a statement were made directly by one of the
4 inister’s scientific advisers on the general question of the state of the available
esource of fish in both oceans. As the Minister’s statement points out, there 1s 2
great increase in the activity of the fishing industry and an increasing pressure
on the stocks available. Of course, generally speaking, fishery stocks are not
a‘c?.le.d by any individual or any province, or even any nation, and unless the
eivity is controlled or directed in a scientific manner, there tends to be a gen~
ral free-for-all in the exploitation of the stocks and varieties that are most
Profitable economically at the moment. In this whole question, which is a very
oé;rge one, there is, for example, the effect of increaseq pressure on the stoqk
» for example, codfish and various other groundfish 1n the western Atlantic
cea}n, caused by the increased fishing activity of other countries, such as the
Oviet Union and others.

als The Same question which causes considerabl.e conc
g o applies to salmon and other species. There 13 also a
egard to the future possibility of the exploitation of specles that have not been

shed to any great extent by Canada in the past, where developmept of 'fhe
fishery of these species might reduce the pressure on some other species which
™May be overfished.

ern in the Pacific Ocean
a related question with
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I will admit this is a very large question but I think it is very important
and basic and should have as definite an answer as it is possible to give from a
scientific point of view; so that the industry in general may have some fairly
valid estimate of the justification of increasing investment in the industry with
regard to the various species.

Hon. Mr. RoBicHAUD: Mr. Chairman, I am sure that the hon. member has
raised a very important point having to do with the state of available resources
of the fisheries on both coasts. I believe the Deputy Minister, Dr. Needler, might
be in a position to answer the points raised by the hon. member.

Mr. BARNETT: Mr. Chairman, just before the Deputy Minister commences,
may I make a reference to the question raised by the member for Queens, with
particular reference to the statement by the Minister on page 3 of his statement

where he refers to the growth of fishing for groundfish on the Pacific coast. He
states as follows:

This development is related to the continued increase in the demand
for groundfish products and the emergence of supply shortages else-
where, including the Atlantic coast of Canada.

I have looked through the remainder of the Minister’s statement and I have
failed to find the description of the supply shortages on the Atlantic coast as
referred to by the Minister. Perhaps the Deputy Minister could expand on that
point while he is dealing with the matter raised by the member for Queens.

Mr. MACLEAN (Queens): Might I ask an additional question for clarifica-
tion? I took this to mean that on the Atlantic coast the supply was not meeting
the demand. I took this to mean that there is an increasing world demand for
fishery products rather than a shortage of available stocks. However, I would
like to have that clarified.

e (9.55 am.)

Dr. A. W. H. NEepLER (Deputy Minister, Department of Fisheries): Mr.
Chairman, I think the point which Mr. Barnett raised is answered in the
paragraph at the top of page 5, which refers to the marketing position.

_So far as groundfish industries are concerned, quite recently the demand
has increased in relation to the supply, so prices are increasing. I think Mr.

MacLean is correct; there was no thought of implying that the supply actually
had decreased. The statistics do not show this.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, may I interrupt the proceedings for a moment
and say that in the process of recording the evidence our voices are being
tape-recorded this morning. Some members are speaking in a tone which is so
low that much of what they say is escaping the tape recording machinery. In
view of this, I would ask that members speak up a little louder and make an
effort to be clear. This also would assist the reporters who are experiencing a
little difficulty with the noise in the room.

Mr. MacLean, had you completed your questioning?

Mr. MacLEAN (Queens): Yes, Mr. Chairman, I had finished for now.
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The CHAIRMAN: Have you completed you statement, Mr. Needler?

Mr. NEEDLER: Mr. Chairman, I was just answering Mr. Barnett’s comment
on Mr. MacLean’s question, and now I would like to attempt to make some sort
of an answer to Mr. MacLean’s question.

Obviously, this is such a large question that one could take one or two
hours before fully exhausting it. However, I will try to give an account in a
nutshell, as it were, of the situation as we see it.

In the Atlantic, where the groundfish stocks have been substantially
exploited for some 450 years, there had been no signs of overfishing until
quite recently. But, the fishing power of all countries, including our own, has
been increasing and, in recent years, I think a summary of scientific opinion
would be that with some of the species maximum yield has been attained while
others are approaching it. We have not yet reached the stage in the groundfish
fishery as a whole where more fishing will not increase the total catch, but we
have reached the stage where more fishing certainly will make it more difficult
to catch the fish. For example, one of the stocks that has been very extensively
fished and is at its maximum is haddock in the George’s Bank area. Some of the
cod stocks are approaching their maximum, but some other species have not yet
approached their maximum yield.

Of course, this whole subject is under review by ICNAF, which is the
I11'5§I'1'1rcl‘cional Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries. This commission
at its last meeting or so discussed possible further restrictive measures. And I
am syre that further discussions along these lines will take place at its next two
or three meetings. However, my own feeling is that so far the decrease in the
catch per effort has been offset by increased prices, so it is still possible to
€xpand the fishery profitably.

: Also, Mr. Chairman, I feel it would be rather unwise or almost an
Impossible position to take to discourage Canadian competition for our share of
these resources when other countries are still increasing their efforts.

. Of course, apart from the groundfish resources we have some important
inshore resources on the Atlantic coast; I am thinking of the lobster resource,
which is intensively exploited. This resource, more Or less, is in a state of
equilibrium, and production is being maintained. Then, we have other inshore
resources such as oysters and so on, and I think good regulation and develop-
ment of cultural methods perhaps can increase the production of these.

The big group of resources are what we call the pelagic fish, which are fish

at swim up in the water and not on the bottom, examples of which are the

erring, mackerel, and so on. There is definite evidence that in that area we are
taking to date only a small proportion of the yield that the stocks would
Support. There are some others we would like to know how to exploit more
eﬁﬁCiently but about which we have still a lot to learn—for example the caplin,
Which are readily caught in the early summer. However, to date they have been
Caught for a very short season and we are undertaking efforts to discover how
to catch them over a longer season.

It is quite clear that on the Pacific coast the salmon, ltlerring. and halibl}t
eries are exploited almost to their limit. There are certain herring stocks in
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the north which might be exploited more intensively, but the general picture is
that full use is made of these resources. On the other hand, most of the ordinary
groundfish—that is, bottom fish—to date are underexploited, and some expansion
is possible in this connection.

I think perhaps, Mr. Chairman, that although I could go on for much longer
I have given the general picture, as we see it.

The CHAIRMAN: Have you a question, Mr. Carter?

Mr. CARTER: Mr. Chairman, I have a supplementary question on this point.

Dr. Needler referred to the depletion of the haddock stock on George’s
Bank, which shows signs now of being overfished. I would like to comment that,
in my opinion, the depletion of this stock is not so much because of actual
overfishing but of destruction of young fish because of the methods used which
prevent them from growing to commercial size.

Mr. NEepLER: Mr. Chairman, I think it was the opinion of those who
investigated this fishery intensively over the last two or three decades that it
was desirable to take fewer small haddock; to that end, there was, by
regulation, a minimum mesh size put into effect for that purpose.

I would like to caution about the use of the word ‘“depletion”; I do not
think that the yield of haddock from George’s Bank is significantly below the
maximum that can be maintained.

Mr. CaARTER: I wish to bring to your attention the waste involved. I
personally have seen miles and miles of young haddock floating on the water;
these have been hauled up from the bottom, killed and, because they are of no
commercial value, thrown away. As I have said, I have seen miles and miles of
fish floating on the top of the water, which is a tremendous waste. Something
certainly should be done to prevent that kind of waste, particularly when, as
you say, we have reached the maximum yield from George’s Bank.

Mr. NEepLER: I say, Mr. Chairman, there are minimum mesh sizes in effect
now in the trawl fisheries in the ICNAF area. Very careful investigation is
being made to ascertain what these minimum mesh sizes should be. This is not a
simple question because the mesh size which would best protect one species
sometimes would prevent the exploitation of another. But, so far as this is

concerned, I believe the present regulations have been well considered and are
as effective as they can be.

The CHAIRMAN: I think the Minister has something further to say.

Mr. ROBICHAUD: Yes, I have, Mr. Chairman.

While we are on these most important subjects, the availability of fishery
resources and the control of various types of fisheries, may I take this
opportunity to advise the members of this committee that following numerous
representations which the Department of Fisheries has received in recent
months it is my intention to introduce for the coming lobster fishing season,
1966, a trap limit or, in other words, a lobster trap control in district number 8.
We chose this district because we had the largest number of representations,
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both from the Prince Edward Island side and the New Brunswick side of the
Northumberland Strait. The representations came from fishermen in those
areas, and they suggested that there should be a trap limit. We recognize and
realize it will be very difficult for the officers of the department to enforce such
regulations. For this reason we thought we would like to have one year to
experiment. I wish to say that it is our intention, if we can find a workable
system for controlling the number of lobster traps placed by individual boats,
and at a later date to extend this control to other districts. I am not in a position
to state exactly what the number of traps per boat will be but, if it is to be
effective, it has to be a limit that will be acceptable to the majority of
fishermen and it will have to be somewhat below the number now used by the
majority of fishermen concerned. Also, in order to exercise proper control we
W111 have to tie this to boat identification, which we believe we can do under
existing Department of Transport licensing regulations.

Now, we may have to find means of identifying the lobster traps used by
the different fishermen, if this control is to be effective. I am making this
announcement this morning because I want to give the fishermen of district
Number 8, where the season opens in the month of August, a special warning so
that they do not try to prepare a larger number of traps than will be allowed
under the regulation. I am sure that those who have been engaged in catching
lobsters in district number 8 in the last five or six years will realize that this
PYDE of control is essential. As I have said, I have decided this control should be
1n effect for the coming season.

Mr. TuckEgR: Could we be advised where district number 8 is?

_ Mr. RosicuAUD: District 8 comprises the northern and western sections of
Prince Edward Island, all of the Northumberland Strait side of the province of
ew Brunswick from Pointe Sapin, and it covers the counties of Kent,
Vestmorland, in N.B. and Cumberland in Nova Scotia. It is a large fishing
district. As I said, we have been receiving representations from fishermen for a
Number of years to the effect that a trap limit should be exercised.

Mr. Tucker: Then there are three provinces involved?
Mr. RoBICHAUD: Yes.

Mr. MacLEAN (Queens): Could I ask the Minister if a limit on the number
of traps has been decided?

Mr. RoBicHAUD: Well, Mr. Chairman, what we have in mind is approxi-
Mately 250 traps per lobster boat. As I have said, if it is to be effective, we must
€crease the number of traps now being used. We feel, even with this limited
Dumber, the catch could be as high as it has been in previous seasons but
eCfluse of a decrease in the expenses of fishermen in preparing smaller gear
lr operating expenses could be reduced to such an extent as to result in a
Profitable operation.

Mr. McQua: I was wondering if that figure of 250 traps—

The CHAIRMAN: Just a moment, Mr. McQuaid. We want to proceed with an
Orderly method of questioning. Mr. Basford had his hand up but he has had to
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leave to attend another meeting. However, he will be back. The next member
who indicated he had a question was Mr. Howard; however, Mr. Howard, you
are on your second round of questioning because you opened the discussion this
morning. I will recognize Mr. Crouse at this time. Would members who wish to
put questions please indicate by raising their hands so that we may be able to
proceed in an orderly fashion.

Mr. CrROUSE: Mr. Chairman, my question would deal with another matter
and because Mr. McQuaid is concerned with a problem in the lobster industry I
would suggest that you allow him to put his question first.

The CHAIRMAN: Did you say your question concerned another matter?
Mr. CROUSE: Yes. It would be acceptable if I followed Mr. McQuaid.

The CHAIRMAN: I understand, Mr. McQuaid, your question relates to the
subject we are discussing.

Mr. McQuaip: Yes. Mention was made of 250 traps. Does that figure
approximate what has been suggested by the fishermen themselves?

Mr. RoBicHAUD: Yes, it does. This figure was arrived at through discussions
with a large majority of the fishermen. However, there is no doubt that there
are exceptions. Some have suggested that the figure be 300 or 350, but the
majority feel that if it is to be effective we should not go any higher than 250.
Personally, I must say that I would prefer to set a figure of 225. This does not
mean that after a year or two of experiment we may not have to reduce this
number again.

e (10.15 am.)

Mr. CrosSMAN: What is the average number of traps per fisherman now?

Mr. RoBICHAUD: It varies substantially, Mr. Chairman, in different districts:
and even in certain areas in different districts.

We received from one area a petition—signed by a small number of
fishermen, I must admit—asking that the limit be 550 traps, which as you know
will not be effective whatsoever.

Mr. CROSSMAN: On the over-all, what would be the average in District No.
8?

Mr. RoBicHAUD: The average might be between 250 and 300 traps, but the
idea of this program is to limit the number particularly for those fishermen who
have been accustomed to fish from 500 to 600 traps.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. MacLean.

Mr. MacLeEaN (Queens): Mr. Chairman, I do not want to take another turn
of questioning, but I would just suggest that I suspect, although I do not know,
that the committee might be interested in pursuing the subject which I raised,
and to which Dr. Needler was replying, perhaps to a greater extent. Dr. Needler
has not dealt with the problem in the Pacific Ocean in regard to fish; and, if it is
agreeable to the committee, perhaps he would like to say something about that;
but I do not insist.
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I did have one specific question with regard to this general topic, however,
and it was this. I understand that studies have been under way with the idea of
initiating a whaling operation in the Atlantic provinces. Perhaps Dr. Needler
might be able to say something about the stocks.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. MacLean, this gets away from the subject of lobster
trapping, on which we had a consecutive group of questioning.

Mr. MacLeEaN (Queens): I do not want to cut that short.

The CHAIRMAN: If we have finished discussing that topic, I should go to Mr.
Crouse, who has had his hand up on the first line of questioning. We can
Perhaps catch this later Mr. MacLean. I hope Mr. Howard will enlarge on his

Subject of the Pacific coast, because we are getting very far out in the Atlantic
at the moment.

Mr. Crouse: Earlier the Minister spoke of the potential in the herring
1ndustry and of his hopes of further developing this industry.

In Nova Scotia, as the Minister is well aware, we are concerned at the
Mmoment about the regulation which at present prohibits herring seiners from
Grand Manan to carry out herring seining on the New Brunswick coast between
the months of April and November. As a result of this action by the Department
We have the entire Bay of Fundy seining fleet operating on the Nova Scotia
Coast. This causes overcrowding in Nova Scotia ports; it shortens the available
Supply of fish for all the operations of seiners in the area.

: I would like to ask either the Minister or the Deputy Minister how long it
1S planned to retain what I would refer to as this New Brunswick regulation.

Mr. RoBrcHAUD: I am sorry, I cannot agree with the statement made by the
hon. member that it is a New Brunswick regulation.

Herring seiners not only from Grand Manan but herring seiners from
anywhere are not allowed to fish in a certain area in the Bay of Fundy for the
Period of May 15 to November 15 in each year. This applies to all seiners, not
only seiners from Grand Manan.

The main purpose of this regulation is to protect over 225 weirs—I am
Subject to correction on this figure—presently in operation in the Bay of Fundy
area along the coast of Grand Manan and the mainland of New Brunswick, and
also around Campobello Island. One of the main purposes of this regulation is to
®nsure a continuous supply during the summer months to the nine sardine
Cannerieg operating in that area and providing employment to well over 1,000
Workers. Furthermore, during that period of the year, sardines are subject to be

ected by what is known as red feed and during that period they are not of

Suﬂiciently high quality to be canned. So they must be kept, because if they are

€bt undisturbed in weirs for a period of ten days to two weeks and probably

less than that, my advisers tell me they get rid of this red feed. This is one of
€ reasons the regulation is being enforced.

But I want to advise the hon. member that this whole situation is now under
Very active review. In fact, I had a meeting with my Deputy Minister and
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senior officials of the department just late last week on this matter, and we are
now reviewing this regulation to find out if it would not be proper to make
further changes which probably would be more acceptable to all concerned.

Mr. CROUSE: Mr. Chairman, I thank the Minister for his explanation. I
would like to point out that the views I have expressed on this matter are not
my views alone. They are endorsed by a leading editorial in the Halifax
Chronicle Herald of March 21 of this year, and I think that for the benefit of
the committee I should quote part of that editorial which gives the views of
Nova Scotia’s fisheries minister on this particular matter. The editorial states as
follows:

It is understandable that Nova Scotia Fisheries Minister Haliburton
should feel strongly about federal Fisheries Minister Robichaud’s refusal
to end the ban on herring seining over a wide area of New Brunswick
coastal waters in the Bay of Fundy, between April and November.

The ban, initiated two-and-a-half years ago, ostensibly as a tempo-
rary measure to protect weir fishermen in a 20-by-40 mile section around
Grand Manan Island, forces large numbers of New Brunswick herring
seiners over to the Nova Scotia side of the bay, and clearly discriminates
against Nova Scotia purse-seiners and unprotected weir fishermen, who
are thus faced with massive comptettion in their home waters.

Repeated efforts by Mr. Haliburton to persuade the federal govern-
ment to lift the ban have failed. In recent weeks, they have even failed to
elicit a response from Ottawa.

Nor is it encouraging to recall, as Mr. Haliburton did the other day,
that an earlier assurance was given by Mr. Robichaud that the ban would
be ended last year. Instead, the regulations have been incorporated in an
order-in-council, and now are to be strictly enforced, presumably, by a
federal fisheries patrol craft which is to operate in this area.

That is not all the editorial, but it is the most important part of it. I
mention this because the Minister has now stated that they are going to review
the matter again. Evidently this is the same assurance that was given a year
ago, and still there has been no action.

In my opinion this regulation is diseriminatory. One cannot pit one
Canadian fishermen against another. One cannot say that all Canadian fisher-
men are equal but some are more equal than others. I feel it is only proper on
behalf of Nova Scotia fishermen that I again register strong objection to this
particular regulation.

Mr. RoBicHAUD: May I be allowed to reply very briefly to this editorial,
which I would say is not entirely according to facts?

There has been no refusal on the part of the Department of Fisheries to end
the ban. In the fall of 1964, the opening date was advanced at the request of the
fishermen, and there has been response from Ottawa to representations made by
the Nova Scotia minister of fisheries. Following his request to reconsider this
matter, we sent a senior official of the Department to Halifax to meet with
representatives of the provincial government. The patrol boat referred to has
nothing to do with the implementation of this regulation. Regular patrols have
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been carried on in that area for a number of years. Furthermore, contrary to
What is specified in the editorial that has been quoted, this regulation did not
change the pattern of fishing of seiners from the New Brunswick side of the
bay. For years when herring or sardines, and particularly herring, were avail-
able on the Nova Scotia side of the bay, New Brunswick seiners have been
Operating in that particular area. So it is not right to state that owing to this
regulation the New Brunswick seiners have changed their pattern and have been
Operating on the Nova Scotia side of the bay. But again I wish to emphasize that
this whole regulation is under review, not only as it affects the New Brunswick
Side of the bay but the Nova Scotia side also, particularly as it refers to the
Operation of the seiners and the weir operators. It is under review and we hope

:.Ye will be able to make some changes or amendments to the present regula-
ions.

Mr. CrRoUSE: May I pose just one further brief question, Mr. Chairman?

I have listened carefully to all that the Minister has stated on this
Particular problem, but I find it difficult to equate his reply with the actual facts
In the area. As he is well aware, there are weirs on the New Brunswick coast
and there are weirs on the Nova Scotia coast. He has stated to the committee

that this regulation was in force to protect the weirs on the New Brunswick
Coast,

Mr. RoBicHAUD: That is right, yes.

Mr. CrRoUSE: What protection do we have for the weirs on the Nova Scotia
Coast?

f Mr. RoBicHAUD: I want to be understood correctly. I said it is to protect the
Weirs on the New Brunswick coast in order to supply the canneries during the
Summer months in an effort to give a year round operation to those canneries.

Urthermore, the main purpose of the regulation is to control the quality of
Sardines,

; I am sure the hon. member knows that the large proportion of sardines used
N the nine or ten canneries to which I referred comes from the New Brunswick
S}de of the bay, while the larger proportion of fish caught on the Nova Scotia
Side are matured herring which are not entirely or not to a large extent used
Or canning purposes, but which are processed as fish meal. So there is a
€rence between the operations of the weirs on the New Brunswick side and
OSe on the Nova Scotia side. But what we are doing now is to review the
€ntire regulation in order to provide as nearly as possible similar protection ‘for
€ weirs on the Nova Scotia side. There are between 40 and 44 weirs in
%eration on the Nova Scotia side and maybe five times that number on the
.eV_V Brunswick side. We are trying now to amend the regulation to provide
SImilar protection of the weirs on both sides of the bay.
th Mr. Crouse: Mr. Chairman, I thank the Minister for his remarks. I know
at all the fishermen, especially those in the Nova Scotia area, will be looking
Orward to the facts of this review with considerable interest. I do hope he will
;nake these facts available to the weir fishermen and to all the seine operators
N that area in the very near future.

The CrAIRMAN: Mr. Howard.
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Mr. HowARD: Mr. Chairman, I thought the first remarks I made really were
in the field of discussion on the estimates and not part of the so-called round of
questioning; they merely dealt with the procedural question in the House on
which I thought the committee might like to have some knowledge. But that is
beside the point.

The CHAIRMAN: We have rounded up a good many questions on the
Atlantic side and we can proceed to the Pacific.

Mr. HowARD: As I say, it is beside the point, but I think perhaps you were
in error in assessing things in the way you did.

What I want to mention arises out of the comments of Mr. MacLean and
Mr. Carter, and the answers given thereto, because of the situation that exists
as you know it on the Pacific coast. It relates partly also to some of the things
the Minister said the other day.

I would like to start by referring to or quoting page 2 of the Minister’s
presentation, in which he said it was a disappointing year for the fisheries of the
Pacific coast. There is not any suggestion that that is not a fact; it was a
disappointing year. And the prospects so far, at least in one of the fisheries, for
this current calendar year are equally disappointing. I am referring to the
herring fisheries.

In response to a question from Mr. Carter, the Minister indicated that
special attention was being given to the Atlantic coast fishery and that there
were some conferences scheduled to deal with this sort of thing.

I would like to urge upon the Minister that some special consideration be
given to the Pacific coast herring fishery as well. Dr. Needler mentioned,
referring to herring fishery among others, that perhaps on the Pacific coast it
was being exploited to the full. Once that situation of exploiting a fishery to the
full prevails, there is a danger of over-exploitation and consequent decline and
depletion in the stocks available. Since May of last year the herring catch on the
west coast has been in the neighbourhood of 180,000 tons, I am given to
understand, compared to an average of some 265,000 tons, which as you can see
is a decline of approximately 75,000 to 85,000 tons in the catch, maybe a third or
thereabouts less than has been the average. This is a matter of great concern.

Our native Indian people on some parts of the coast use as one of their
sources of food herring eggs or herring spawn. These are spawned on the beach
on seaweed, or even on twigs and branches of hemlock trees attached to logs.
This is a source of food for the native people. So far this year—and this is the
time of the year when the native people collect spawn for food purposes— there
is a noticeable lack of it, indicating again that there is something seriously
wrong with the herring fishery on the west coast.

I would urge the Minister, in the light of what he said about herring fishery
on the Atlantic, in the light of Dr. Needler’s statement that the herring fishery
on the Pacific is being exploited to the full, in the light of the decline in the
catch this year over previous years, and in the light of herring spawn at least in
certain areas, to give some special attention to the herring fishery on the Pacific
coast, although I am not decrying the fact that there seems to be a concentration
of interest in the Atlantic coast. I have raised this matter on other occasions
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regarding what I considered to be a sort of disparity in financing of, and
disparity in attention given to, the Atlantic coast versus the Pacific coast, but
there is this urgent question.

® (10.35 a.m.)

I would also like to speak with respect to the Minister’s statement on page 2
Where he states:

Landings of salmon, halibut and herring all declined from the level
of the preceding year, and the pack of canned salmon, (913,000) cases,
was the smallest since 1960.

This too is an area which needs special attention. For some years now
Salmon fishermen have been curtailed in their operations to one and two days a
Week fishing, partly because of the number of fishermen involved in the salmon

shery, partly because of the necessity of escapement in order to provide spawn
for future years, They have bitterly complained over the years about the fact

shﬂ'; their catch per fisherman declined, especially in relation to the catch of
almon,

There was a comment by Dr. Needler that salmon fishery on the Pacific
Coast appears to be exploited fully. There are a number of factors that
Contribute to this: One of them is the amount of gear in the water, the other is

€ matter, which has recently come to light but about which we had some con-
¢ern for some years, of the interception of homebound salmon by other nations.

one instance the United States in Alaska, just north of the area from which I
Come, was the the contributing factor in it. At one stage, the Minister, during
One of his trips home, made the comment that in order to deal partly with this
QUestion he and his department will be involved policy-wise in a question of
Icence limitations.

There was a round of applause for that proposal because in certain sections

of the fishing industry this had been advocated and advanced for some years,
and, in fact, at one time we had an investigation and study of that question by
Dr, Sol Sinclair who made a report about the matter. However, nothing further
1as been developed about that particular aspect of it except the increase of the
.Icence fee. Most fishermen, as I know them, would go along with the increase
N the licence fees if they saw that it was an integral part of the larger plan to
deal with the question of declining catches and decline in the salmon fishery
"self, but if it is to be simply a matter of an increase in the licence fee with no
€r concomitant action in that field, then the fishermen, and rightly so, would
Want to object, and probably are objecting. Some announcements and some

terminations have to be made on this matter.

N The halibut fishery is almost in the same class, being a fishery, as Dr.
eedler said, which is exploited to the limit. Halibut stocks range over many
Undreds, perhaps even thousands, of miles along the bottom of the ocean.

X €y are exploited by a number of nations, of which Canada is one. In this field
? Wwell there has to be something more than just a statement that it was a
1Sappointing year. I hope the Minister will be able to go into some detail and
el us what is contemplated or planned with respect to these important fisheries

on zt;;e Pacific coast which, he says, resulted in a disappointing year having
39—2
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taken place last year. He also made reference to it indirectly by saying that the
fishing industry must keep pace with the modern development because of the
competition of other countries, and the like. The Minister’s statement is full of
platitudinous statements about the difficulties and about the things which, in a
general way, should be done, such as keeping pace with the modern develop-
ments. However, the fishermen on the coast, and I likewise, are interested in
some details about what is specifically contemplated to deal with these par-
ticular matters.

On page 3 of his statement, the Minister deals with the question of
groundfishery other than halibut. He makes reference to the fact that there was
a significant development in the Pacific fishery through the expansion of the
groundfish species. He also noted the landings of this group of species totalled
nearly 40 million pounds in 1965, which was a fair increase over the previous
years, and partly reflects, I think, the fullness of the exploitation of the three
major fisheries of halibut, herring and salmon.

The fishermen, realizing that perhaps they are limited in their engagement
in the other fisheries, extended into other fields, notably the field of ground-
fish. Here also we find that other nations fish groundfish. For instance
Japan, I understand, had a catch in that same year of 1.2 billion pounds, as
compared with our 40 million. The Soviet Union had a catch somewhere in the
same area. We know that groundfish also migrate quite extensively. Some
action has to be taken in the field of conservation, and one of the ways of partly
dealing with it, I think, would be by an early declaration of base lines with
respect to the mile limit. A declaration should be made of a base line on the
Pacific coast which would contain within it Queen Charlotte Sound, Hecate
Strait and Dixon Entrance, areas which are exploited for groundfish. The
declaration should state that those should be contained within the Canadian
waters. This would be a partial solution.

There is the question of the international treaties. Other nations, such as
Japan and the Soviet Union, are making tremendous catches in these fields. We
have an appreciation of the necessity of going further into groundfishery
because of the possibilty of increased marketing and because of the limitations
which exist in the other fisheries. I think we have to move towards interna-
tional conventions on these fisheries, as we have done in the field of salmon,
halibut and herring on the Atlantic coast, and of other fisheries. Canada should
be taking the lead in trying to get nations which border on the Pacific ocean to
become involved, at least in preliminary discussions, to see whether or not we
can establish some sort of treaty which will get us actively into the field of
conservation so that we do not find ourselves in the position of having
unnecessarily overexploited this newly developing groundfishery.

These are just a few of the points. I will confine my remarks to them
because they were opened up by the comments of Mr. MacLean and by Mr.
Carter. We would certainly appreciate some rather extensive policy pronounce-
ments about things which will happen in these particular fields.

The CHAIRMAN: Before I ask the Minister or Dr. Needler to reply to Mr.
Howard’s questions and lengthy statement, I want to make a couple of points. I
think there are a couple of matters which perhaps need to be discussed by the
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steering committee. I wonder whether I could get the steering committee
together today, immediately after orders of the day. We could then polish up
Whatever we have to do in about ten minutes’ time. If this suggestion is
agreeable to the steering committee, we will meet in room 16 immediately
f0110wing the orders of the day. The members of the steering committee are Mr.
Barnett, Mr. Patterson, and I will ask the Conservatives to send one of their
members to 1the committee today. There will also be one more member from our
Party, and that will constitute the five people in the steering committee.

The other point I have to make is that, owing to the sittings of other
Committees, we will wind up our business today at 11 o’clock. Undoubtedly, the
steering committee will set the time of another meeting of this committee
cllJefore the Easter recess. We will discuss that at the meeting after orders of the

ay.

Mr. Minister, do you want to reply to Mr. Howard now?

Hon. Mr. RoBicHAUD: Yes, Mr. Chairman, but I will be very brief. I will ask
Dr. Needler to deal with the points raised by Mr. Howard. The hon. member has
Teferred to the Atlantic coast herring conference which has been called to meet
e*_‘rly in May in Fredericton. This does not mean that the Department of
Fisheries is showing special interest in the herring fishery on the Atlantic coast
to the detriment of the important herring fishery of the Pacific coast. As was
Mentioned by the hon. member at the first meeting of the committee, more
Interest is shown in the fishing industry by the provincial governments of the
tlantic provinces than by the government of the Province of British Co-
lumbia. This meeting, which will take place in Fredericton, has been called
following special interest shown in the herring fishery by the representatives of
l}e governments of the Atlantic provinces and Quebec, and by the industry. In
View of the large capital investment which is now taking place in the herring
md.UStry in the Atlantic provinces, we felt that such a conference was necessary.
1s conference is sponsored by the Federal Provincial Fisheries Committee of
he Atlantic provinces and Quebec. However, I must state that a similar study
On the herring fishery of British Columbia was undertaken a few years ago.

At this point I might ask Dr. Needler to carry on and answer the different
Questions raised by the hon. member, particularly the one referring to the
ICence limitation. It is true that I made a statement to that effect a year ago,
and T want to assure the hon. member that very important discussions have
Faken place with the parties interested, with the representatives of the fisheries
md_uStry, and the representatives of the fishermen’s union, regarding a policy
Which wil have the effect of controlling and limiting, if I may use that
expression, the number of salmon licences on the Pacific coast. I will ask Dr.

eedler to deal with those two problems in particular.

Mr. Howarp: I wonder if I could make this one comment, before Dr.
NEGdler speaks, in response to what the Minister said. I am not an apologist for
€ provincial government in British Columbia. I think they are lacking in
g‘any ways in the things that that government does not do. Undoubtedly, one
i:ld In which they are remiss in their responsibilities to British Columbians is
hot engaging as much as they can in the question of fisheries. However, it
Would seem to me that despite this closed eye approach of the provincial
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government in British Columbia, the Minister and the federal government have
a direct responsibility in the herring fishery and other fisheries on the west
coast, and should therefore not use that as an excuse not to do anything.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Howard, in fairness to the Minister and taking into
account the time we have left, may I say you had an opportunity to present
quite a lengthy statement. Before you enlarge on the Minister’s last remark, I
think we should hear the Minister and Dr. Needler out on your statement. We
will then proceed to an examination of that, if there is to be such an
examination. I will call on Dr. Needler to proceed upon that.

Mr. HowaRp: No, Mr. Chairman. I do not think that the statement of the
Minister should go by for another week before we make some comments about
it. This is my contention.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Howard, as Chairman of the committee I think I must
be fair not only to the Minister but also to those who have questions to put to
him. You have had the opportunity to make a lengthy statement, the lengthiest
statement this morning, and a very good statement it was indeed, regarding the
views of the west coast fishermen. I think, in fairness to the Minister and the
department, we should now hear their reply to that statement. I am going to
call on Dr. Needler.

Mr. HowaRrD: May I raise this matter, Mr. Chairman? Perhaps I can raise
this as a point of order. I realize the time that is involved, but you have not
interrupted other hon. gentlemen when they wanted to have a by-play, back
and forth, with the Minister about comments he made. I appreciate your desire
to be fair; I hope you will be fair in our case as well as with others. I merely
want to indicate clearly that the government has the responsibility to proceed in
spite of the reluctance of the provincial government, if they show any interest
in this matter, because in this regard there is a direct constitutional responsibil-
ity revolving on the Minister and the department.

The CHAIRMAN: I think that line of further questioning can be left until we
hear the Minister’s and the Deputy Minister’s statements in full.

Mr. NEEDLER: Mr. Chairman, as regards the herring fishery, I think it
should be stated quite clearly that it is not right to say the department has done
nothing about herring. In fact, the study of herring fisheries on the Pacific coast
over the last two or three decades has actually been considerably more
intensive than the study of those fisheries on the Atlantic coast. They are
continuing at an intensive pace. One of the points that should be made also is
that there is a herring management committee on the Pacific coast through
which the department has conferred with representatives of the fishermen’s
organizations and processors, and that two or three years ago this committee
conducted quite a serious review of the conditions in the fishery. As the
Minister pointed out, we are trying to have more discussions on the Atlantic
coast to catch up with the Pacific coast in this regard.

One of the effects of the intensive fishery of herring on the Pacific coast—not
overfishing but intensive fishing which approaches the fullest exploitation—is
that the ages of the fish have been reduced and only two or three age groups
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constitute most of the catch. Under these circumstances, natural variations in
the production of young herring tends to produce a very great change in the
abundance of herring from year to year. The surprising thing is that the
abundance has been as constant as it has been. The very intensive research does
Not indicate at all that the stocks have been reduced to such a level that the
Production of young herring has been affected.

As regards the salmon fishery—which is one of the points made by Mr.
Oward—as many members here must already know we are discussing with the
United States the problems of the interception of British Columbia’s salmon in
Alaska, and indeed we are going to have a meeting on this subject with them
Next week. The steps that have been taken regarding the registration of fishing
Vessels and the special fee for registration of the fishing vessels for the salmon
ﬁShery, are preparatory to further measures to restrict entry into the salmon
ﬁSfltéry in an attempt to reduce the fishing effort and to make that fishery a more
Tational and profitable one. We have held two discussions with the representa-
tives of the fishermen’s organizations and processors, one last August and one
3gain during the winter. We will be holding further discussions, and I would
€ to assure Mr. Howard that the steps that have been taken are only initial
Steps and not, in any sense, final steps.

Mr. Howarp: Could you say when these further discussions might take
Place? Is there any plan for them at the moment?

 Mr. NEepLER: We cannot set a date yet, but it will be some time in the
SPring or early summer.

; I think you mentioned the halibut fishery. Of course, the halibut fishery is
belng affected to some degree by the large trawler fishery of the U.S.S.R. to our
Northwest and in the Gulf of Alaska, but the halibut fishery has, as you know,

€en under a very intensive study by an international commission. I think it
fan be regarded as one of the world’s examples of study and regulation. Unless
€ exploitation of ten times more groundfish could be stopped in order to

pr;)tect halibut, I think we will have to face some difficulties of this kind in the
Uture,

I fully agree with Mr. Howard that there is need for more study of
Sroundfishery on the Pacific coast. The Fisheries Research Board has been
c(’Ilduc‘cing an intensive research program on these species. It is very difficult to
Make 3 research program quantitative except through a well developed fishery.

the present time we are carrying out explorations. There was quite an
®xploration carried out last summer through co-operation between the Research
>0ard and the Industrial Development Service, and these programs are to help
0 the exploitation of the fisheries. I would like to assure Mr. Howard that

Studies certainly will be continued. Mr. Chairman, I think that is all I have to
Say at this time.

® (10.55 am.)

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, it is getting close to 11 o’clock and I think
Tather than recognize members who wish to put new questions I will allow Mr.
OWard to put a supplementary question, and then we will have to adjourn.
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Mr. HowARrDp: Yes. If I directed a new question at this time it probably
would open up too broad a field for us to deal with at this time. With regard to
the ground fishery one way I could suggest to deal with this problem would be
the early establishment of straight base lines, which may help. Then, there
could be the question of international discussions with a view to holding a
convention in this field. But, as I say, that is a fairly broad subject to get into
with the few minutes we have left.

The CHAIRMAN: I think it is agreed that we are not ready to leave item 1 at
this time. We are having a meeting of the steering committee this afternoon.

I recognize Mr. Keays.

Mr. KeEAays: Mr. Chairman, I have not a question, but I am wondering
whether it would not be of some advantage to the committee if we could have
at some future meeting a review of the legislation concerning fishery policy in
so far as it affects each province. I would like to know which provinces advance
their own fisheries, and which waters in each province are not affected by
federal legislation. I do know of some areas in fisheries which are not affected
by the federal system at all, and in this regard I am thinking of fresh water
fisheries. In the province of Quebec, of course, we administer our own fisheries.
I would like to know the extent of federal jurisdiction in these areas.

The CHAIRMAN: I understand from the Minister, Mr. Keays, that he will be
prepared to make a short statement on that subject; it is just a matter of fitting
it into our hearings at the appropriate time. The steering committee will take
that up this afternoon, when it meets, after orders of the day.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

TuEsSDAY, April 5, 1966.
(4)

The Standing Committee on Fisheries met this day at 9:35 am., the
Chairman, Mr. Deachman presiding.

Members Present: Messrs. Barnett, Basford, Béchard, Blouin, Bower,
Cameron (Nanaimo-Cowichan-The Islands), Carter, Cashin, Chatterton, Cross-
man, Crouse, Deachman, Granger, Keays, MacLean (Queens), McQuaid, Mc-
William, Nowlan, Patterson, Stefanson, Tucker—(21).

Also present: Mr. Howard.

_In attendance: Mr. Homer Stevens, Secretary-Treasurer of the United
1shermen and Allied Workers’ Union, Vancouver, B.C.

Also in attendance: From the Department of Fisheries: Mr. S. V. Ozere,
Assistant Deputy Minister (International); Dr. R. R. Logie, Assistant Deputy
Minister (Operations); Mr. I. S. McArthur, Director General, Economic Service;
Mr. J. J. Lamb, Director of Administration and Dr. W. R. Martin, Assistant
Chairman, Fisheries Research Board of Canada.

The Chairman read the First Report of the Subcommittee on Agenda and
rocedure which contains the following recommendations to the Committee:

1. That written questions of reasonable number and length, may be
put by members to the Minister or his Deputy Minister.

2. That the Minister or appropriate departmental official may reply
verbally in summary form for the printed record.

3. That study papers and a bibliography may be given to Committee
Members by the Department for their information, on the subject matter
of verbal or written questions.

4. That, for the purpose of accommodating witnesses, Item 1 of the

Estimates—Administration—to stand over each day to enable witnesses to
appear.

5. That a definite time limit be put on witnesses and the questioning
of witnesses, not to exceed one hour.

6. That the Committee try to accommodate witnesses representing
the industry, when they are in Ottawa and available, giving regard to the
cost of travelling to Ottawa from the Atlantic or Pacific provinces.

7. That all these suggestions for Committee procedure are ex-
perimental in nature and at the discretion of the Chair.

On motion of Mr. Barnett, seconded by Mr. Crouse,

Resolved,—That the First Report of the Subcommittee be adopted.

45
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The Chairman called Item 1—Departmental Administration—of the main
estimates; he then introduced Mr. Homer Stevens, Secretary-Treasurer of the
United Fishermen and Allied Workers’ Union of British Columbia.

Moved by Mr. Patterson, seconded by Mr. Cashin, that Mr. Stevens be
heard.

Mr. Stevens was called, addressed the Committee and was questioned.

Mr. Barnett submitted a list of written questions (See Appendix “A” of
today’s Minutes of Proceedings).

Mr. Crouse suggested and it was agreed that copies of written questions
should be supplied to members of the Committee.

Questioning of the departmental officials still continuing, at 11:00 a.m., the
Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.
J. H. Bennett,
Clerk of the Committee.

Note: Mr. Barnett’s questions follow:
APPENDIX “A”

The following written questions were received from members by the
Chairman and transmitted to the Department of Fisheries for written replies.

1. Mr. Barnett—April 5, 1966.

What progress is being made in the field of artificial salmon spawning in
B.C. and elsewhere in Canada both on an experimental and commercial basis,
especially in the areas of Big Qualicum River, Robertson Creek, Campbell River
and Tlupana Inlet; and what success can the government report on experiments
to transplant Pacific Coast pinks to the Atlantic Coast?

2. Mr. Barnett—April 5, 1966.

What is the present appraisal of the Department of pollution of Canadian
fishing waters resulting from domestic and industrial pollutants of all kinds;
and what is the Department’s detailed appraisal of the effect of pulp mill
effluent across Canada and in the area of the Alberni Inlet?



EVIDENCE

TUESDAY, April 5, 1966.

The CHAIRMAN: Well, gentlemen, we have an enormous attendance this
morning. Thank you very much.

Since we last met we have had a meeting of the subcommittee on agenda
and procedure which took place last Friday afternoon. Present at that meeting,
along with myself, were Messrs. Barnett, Cashin, Crouse and Patterson.

. We dealt with matters relating to what our procedure and agenda would be
ln' dealing with the estimates before us. I have seven points I want to review
With the committee before we proceed to further examination of the estimates
this morning. They are:
(1) That written questions, of reasonable number and length, may be
put by members to the Minister or his Deputy Minister or to the
department.

Now, simply, what that means is that rather than take up the time of the
Committee with the discussion of questions where members are interested in
sc{me technical matter affecting probably other votes than Vote No. 1, regarding

isheries, they may present a written question requesting information; and if
thQSe written questions are submitted to me they will then form part of the
Printed record of the committee and, I hope, will assist in speeding up
Procedure.
(2) That the Minister or appropriate departmental official may reply
verbally in summary form for the printed record.

This simply means that to keep down lengthy explanations of technical
Matters in the committee we are hoping that this will result in more summa-
Tized replies from departmental officials.

(3) That study papers and a bibliography may be given to the
committee members by the department for their information, on the
subject matter of verbal or written questions.

That is to say, where a question is too long and too technical to form part
of the printed record, or to be read at the meeting, this would enable you to
Tesent a written question or a verbal question, to have that identified by title
Or by brief summary in the printed record; and to have copies of that paper
Passed to the members of the committee. I think it would be of considerable
assistance to the members of the committee in getting at some of the technical
etails surrounding this industry which many of you on this committee are
IMterested in from a technical standpoint, since many of you are thoroughly
Versed in what the industry does.

(4) That, for the purpose of accommodating witnesses, Item (1) of
the estimates—Administration—to stand over each day to enable witnesses
to appear.

47
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In other words, we would not close Item No. 1 until we got to the end of
our examination; so that at no time would we close the discussion on the
possibility of hearing anybody that the committee wanted to hear from.

(5) That a definite time limit be put on witnesses and the guestion-
ing of witnesses, not to exceed one hour.

On this point, we do not normally, on the examination of estimates of the
committee, examine outside witnesses on Item No. 1. But this is a committee
dealing with the industry, and, as a committee, we may find it advantageous to
listen to witnesses. However, in order not to hold up the work of the committee
in passing the estimates and returning them to the House we appeal to the
witnesses and to the members of the committee to deal with these matters
expeditiously so that we can get on with our work.

(6) That the commtitee will try to accommodate witnesses repre-
senting the industry when they are in Ottawa and available, giving
regard to the cost of travelling to Ottawa from the Atlantic of Pacific
provinces.

By this I mean that this committee has not requested, and I do not suppose
would receive permission, to call witnesses from coast to coast. We have one
here today, and I will introduce him in a moment. If the witnesses are here and
are available to the committee for questioning, then I would hope that we
would be prepared to hold Item No. 1 open and examine them verbally if they
wish to appear and if the committee wishes to examine them.

(7) That all these suggestions for committee procedure are ex-
perimental in nature and at the discretion of the Chair.

What I mean by that is simply that if you intend to bring any application
to examine the estimates of the committee I would ask the committee to bear
with me so that we can accomplish this in a way advantageous to every member
of the committee, and, at the same time, expedite the movement of the
estimates through the committee and back to the House.

Those are the seven recommendations.

Do we have a mover for these recommendations?
Mr. BARNETT: I so move.

Mr. Crousk: I second the motion.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any questions?

Motion agreed to.

Gentlemen, as you know, the Alaska Fisheries Convention is meeting in
Ottawa this week. ;

One of the gentlemen here attending this meeting is Homer Stevens, who is
Secretary-Treasurer of the United Fishermen and Allied Workers Union, from
the west coast, and who is the bargaining agent for the fishermen on the west
coast.

The fishermen speak kindly of him; sometimes the industry does not speak

kindly of him. He is a hard bargaining driver for the fishermen on that coast.
He has asked if he can appear before the committee, and I ask you now whether
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Or not, under the regulations which we are trying out this morning, you wish to
hear Mr, Stevens and to examine him, possibly this morning.

Mr. PATTERSON: I so move.
Mr. CasHIN: I second the motion.
Motion agreed to.

The CualrMAN: I would hope, before this committee hearing is over, that we
Would have an opportunity to examine others with, perhaps, different views
than those which Mr. Stevens will present.

I think I should warn the committee that we have five committees meeting
this morning and we are going to have to vacate these premises at 11 o’clock; so
let us bear that in mind as we move along.

& Mr. Stevens, how do you want to proceed? Have you a statement to make
rst?

Mr. HomeR STEVENS (Secretary-Treasurer of the United Fishermen and
Allied Workers Union): Well, I have some notes.

The CHAIRMAN: Well, will you proceed, please.

Mr. STeEvENS: Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I want to
thank you for the opportunity to be here this morning and to indicate some of
Our views regarding the estimates which have been introduced here in commit-
tee, and to indicate some of the problems that we feel need to be tackled,
Particularly with regard to the Pacific area.

~ Mr. Deachman, in introducing me, said something about my being a hard
dere1‘, which I took as a compliment, but I find from sitting in on these
Conferences that we have some hard-driving taskmasters who keep us going
Pretty well all the hours of the day and night.

I think it is important that we should indicate that some of the major
Problems that exist in the Pacific area are being tackled.

i With regard to preventing the interception of salmon, this has been going

N for quite a long time. However, we feel that the present estimates which do

lnch‘}de increases in the Fisheries budget, so to speak—I do not know if I am

Qualified to deal with this in more detail—represent an increase of something of
€ order of $2.7 million in the estimates introduced a year ago.

g We think this is a step forward, but we do not consider that it is nearly
eOUgh. It is a welcome increase, but it will not solve the problem. There has to
more money allocated.

de liThet reason for this statement falls into several categories: First of all, the
Cline in our salmon stocks, which brings us here with quite a large delegation.
the I think we met most of the members of the committee and the members of
House about a month ago.

_It has been quite serious. We do not see at the moment the bottom of the
Ine. It seems to be continuing.
th Secondly, there has been a real decline in the halibut stocks, particularly in .

oy ering Sea and the decline is now developing in the gulf of Alaska and
N off the coast of British Columbia.

dec]
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Thirdly, there is a major decline, which was not fully ascertained when we
were here a month ago; in the sense that while the herring fisheries had shown
some signs of a drop we did not have the full season’s picture; the season did
not end until March 20. Now that we have the figures, the indication is that
from an average catch of about 250,000 to 265,000 tons over the last few years
we have dropped suddenly to 180,000 tons.

To go back to salmon again for a moment, the figure there, as we indicated
in our submission a month ago, now averages about 65 million pounds of salmon
per year as compared to the early 1950s. This would represent a decline of one
third; and last year’s production was merely of the order of half of the early
1950s—95 million pounds compared to 180 million pounds.

In our brief, which we did present, we indicated that some expenditure of
the order of about $10 million per year, in our opinion, would be necessary to
arrest the decline and begin the rebuilding of the salmon industry, and this
should be devoted primarily to what we normally refer to as fish culture.

Examination of expenditures would indicate that the present expenditures
for fish culture—that is, salmon culture—in the Pacific run around $2 million
per year. We are not forgetting that the department has, under way, or in the
process of being started, a number of fish culture efforts—the ones referred to by
the Minister when he spoke before the committee—and perhaps some others
which are on the drawing board, but the impact is such that all the environ-
mental conditions, mining developments and everything that man does.in the
stream to improve the conditions on the present scale will not now meet the
situation. They will not change this from a decline into a rapid increase back to
the potential, or nearly the potential, that the British Columbia rivers, streams
and lakes can support.

Fourthly—and we can agree here with the Minister’s remarks where he
indicated this—we must keep pace with modern progress in the development of
markets for fish and fish products, as well as dealing with the competition which
exists right on the fishing grounds. This is a development which has brought
big, modern fishing vessels and processing ships not only to the Pacific but to
the Atlantic as well, right off the coast of Canada.

The Japanese and the Soviet fleets operating in the Bering Sea, the Gulf of
Alaska, off the coast of British Columbia and down towards California have
been harvesting, or have harvested, something in the order of about 2.4 billion
pounds of groundfish in a single year. I do not know exactly at this moment any
fisheries administrative personnel, or scientists, who can tell us exactly what the
harvest is. We do know that it is increasing; and when reference is made to 40
million pounds’ production last year of groundfish in British Columbia I think it
is in order that everyone should keep in mind that 2.4 billion pounds is being
harvested by fleets which, you might say, were not even around, or in
operation, perhaps 15 years ago, or even as late as 10 years ago, and which, of
course, are increasing. We feel that if Canada is to keep pace and is to meet the
competition, then the program of development must include the most modern,
up-to-date fishing vessels, transport vessels and processing ships as well as the
development of processing plants in a rounded out way. We do not feel that this
can be overemphasized.
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® (9.57 am.)

I certainly cannot find the words to indicate what we consider to be the
Dotential on the one side if we do this or what we consider to be the danger if
We fail to take the opportunity that presents itself now.

We feel there is a great variety of ground fish and other species available
out there in which we could be sharing. We do not see on the horizon as a result
of private investment by companies, or the ability of the fishermen themselves,
any such development on the scale and of the order that must be undertaken.

It is true that there is under construction and will be in operation fairly
Soon one major freezing fresh-fish plant, and this is of course welcomed by the
fishermen and by the economy out in British Columbia. But when one thinks of
What js happening out there in terms of all the other modern facilities, it is
Teally only a drop in the bucket.

We also want to mention here that there is one species of fish, the grey fish
Shark, with which the Department of Fisheries has experimented in many
Ways. At one time we had a bounty on them; they paid so much for the proof
that the fishermen were simply destroying them. This was applied to the livers
of the fish. Very recently we learned that in Norway, for example, there is

€velopment in the use of this fish for food. They sell the main part of the car-
Cass in England, and the so-called belly flaps are sold in West Germany where
€Y are considered to be a luxury in a smoked condition. This has resulted in a
femendous increase in the catch, to the point where the Norwegian authorities
y:"e now placed maximum limits on the tonnage of dogfish to be landed per
A ?I‘_as well as a minimum limit on the size of dogfish that can be used; I think
IS in the order of about 50,000 tons, and some 30 inches in minimum size. This
as been done in order that this resource is not destroyed.
W We in British Columbia are plagued by this resource in a different sense.
oue consider that we have been plagued with it in as much as they tear and rip
T nets and they eat a lot of fish which we think they should not eat, fish
5 Uch we think we could harvest. They have been generally considered as a
ulsal{lce, and we have been wanting to have them destroyed as a nuisance. Yet
mere 1s a resource in regard to which, given the proper approach and develop-
- €0t, we would probably find the Department would have to step in eventually
We did this and place restrictions on the number of dogfish that can be taken
€T season,

There was an interesting development this past winter with an experiment
:n a subsidized basis to see whether we could produce these fish on our Pacific

Oast ang ship them as products to Western Germany and England. It has been
pm_Ven that it can be done, but at the moment it still has to be subsidized
malnly because of high freight costs and factors of this kind. Nevertheless, we
€€l that if there is to be a development it may mean that more money has to be

en't in order to get it under way. We consider that eventually as a result of

€ Initia] assistance it should be possible for that phase of the industry to
€Come self-supporting; and it would, of course, be a tremendous asset to the
. ‘®'men through the winter months in the off seasons when they cannot fish

fOrthon or when they are closed down at the end of the halibut season, and so
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I want to speak to a bill which is not before the committee and I am told
the only way in which I can do this is to refer to it as a development program.
We welcome the consolidation of the idea that there must be a development
program, but we feel quite strongly it should not be limited specifically to cold
storage facilities. It should be broadened out to include every type of fish
processing plant. There may be need for assistance, for example, in starting a
new plant which would involve a combination of cold storage facilities, cannery
facilities, reduction facilities, pickling, smoking and so forth. It may be that
some initiative should be shown in developing plants that are not even
concerned with the matter of cold storage because they have either public or
other private cold storage facilities near at hand. We do not think this should be
limited. This should be broadened.

We also feel this should be broadened from the present concept of
assistance to developing vessels so that it includes transport and processing ships.
We cannot see any reason why there should be any such limitations in a bill or
in a program which is designed to expand and to keep us up to date, to
modernize us, to make us able to meet the competition. Further, we feel that
while the intent of federal-provincial co-operation and joint development
programs to that end is good, it should not always have to await provincial
action. That is to say, it should not have to await an agreement between the
particular province—in this case I am speaking about British Columbia, but it
could apply anywhere else—and the federal government. If there are individuals
or if there are groups of individuals who have formed companies or co-opera-
tives or other groups that are interested in some new development, and if it
seems that it is logical that we should go into this in order to expand our fishing
economy, then the legislation itself should give the federal government permis-
sion to move right into a direct agreement with such persons, co-ops and
private companies, whether they be large or small. Sometimes the province may
be very slow in getting around to the point of action. We consider this is one of
the drawbacks we have been facing out in British Columbia.

I would like to mention, Mr. Chairman, that I can leave with you some
resolutions. I think some members of the committee already have copies of
these resolutions which indicate that there is now at least an awareness that
more will have to be done by the Province of British Columbia, but we should
not have to await that action.

We also feel that an advisory group as indicated in the program is a very
good thing, but we feel it should not be left simply to discretion as to whether it
is going to be set up in the first place or, in the second place, whether it will
include all the people in the industry who may be interested. We think the
fishermen, the shore plant workers, people in the industry, and of course the
necessary personnel from government departments and so on, should be there
in an advisory capacity discussing these programs right from the word go. We
may have our differences, but we do find on many occasions that there is
generally broad agreement through the industry. For example, on the matter of
dogfish, I do not think there has been an organization in the province of British
Columbia which has not come out and said that we should have a dogfish

program, though there may be differences about how we should approach &

project. We think the best possible advice that can be obtained from within the
industry itself should be looked at before the government makes its decision-
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We are concerned, for example, with the kind of development that took place
on the east coast with the construction of a modern up-to-date tuna seiner,the
“Golden Scarab”. After her maiden voyage we were shocked to find there were
No Canadians on board. The vessel was being manned by Americans, Puerto
Ricans and so forth. This is not in the interests of fisheries development as far as
Canada is concerned. There are many reasons, into which I will not go at the
Moment, which lead to that situation. If it is to be a development, it should be
In the full Canadian interest, which includes the fishermen and shore plant
Workers, Not only that, but the production of that vessel was not coming into
Canadian ports to be processed; it was being processed elsewhere.

We are concerned about such things as the loss of existing plants which have
formed the basis of an economy. For example, the Nasset cannery is the only
sh Processing plant left on the Queen Charlotte Islands, and there were several
efore. We think this must be looked at as a part of the development. We do not
Want to see development that simply ignores the needs of certain communities.
€ must take this into account and every effort must be made to see this
€mployment continues.

Each development will have some other side effects, and they should be
Considered. We think there should be action by the government now to make
s“Fe that that particular plant continues to operate in this coming season. We

Ink what will happen if action is not taken is that the government will end
up by spending more money in welfare and assistance to those people than they
Would spend in actually keeping a plant in operation. Of course the loss of

Uman dignity and other things of that kind could be expanded upon.
th At this point I would like, Mr. Chairman, to pass around for the benefit of

€ committee members copies of the resolution which was adopted, as we
Understood it, by the legislative committee in British Columbia and then
;Irl(t)l"oduced intp the House and agcepted there. I do this for one reason. It appears
Siom the readmg of fche resolu.tlon-—fand incidentally we made several submis-
can§ to the legislative committee in British Columbia—that it is lacking in

rle as to the jurisdiction, responsibility and extent to which they as a

TOovince can assist in fisheries development and fishery culture work, and a
ﬁlslmbfir of other things, and even whether they should have a minister of

€ries for the province. We do not agree that there should be any “unclarity”.
oel thln}t the example set in the Maritimes is there to be seen and that British
Opixl:'mble-l should be following _it. In any event, it would be helpful in our
govelon if therg were an ofﬁmgl statement of some kind frgm ‘ghe federal
wel, 'nment which would make it perfectly clear that the province is not only
Come but that it is anxiously awaited and needed in the kind of development

€ are talking about in British Columbia.

We are concerned that there is not at the moment a training school for

& rI}’len. We have noted references to them in the remarks passed here in

Mmittee, There should be a proper training school which would educate

s.e_rmen in the most modern developments. We note no mention of specific

corltlsl} CO:.lumbia-federal programs of the kind that are envisaged in the present
Nsolidation in the bill, and we think there is a much greater need here.

Sub, Fjin.ally, we do feel that some of the other points raised in our previous
Mission—for example, the matter of an all-inclusive treaty—must be pursued,

fishe
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because without such a treaty all other efforts that may be made in rehabilita-
tion of the salmon resource and other forms of protection will come to nothing.
As we have said so many times, we think action by Canada to set up the proper
lines of the twelve-mile limit must also be undertaken.

I have covered the main points of my submisison, Mr. Chairman. I have
brought copies of documents, resolutions and so on, which I would like to leave
with the members of the committee. These are simply for background informa-
tion. I am not going to speak to them this morning but I would try to answer
questions on any of the subjects I have touched upon or on other matters that
may be of interest to the committee.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Chatterton.

Mr. CHATTERTON: Mr. Stevens, you said this treaty should be all-inclusive.
We have been told that Russia is not interested in partaking in the negotiation
of the treaty. Have you any evidence to indicate that Russia is interested?

Mr. STEVENS: Yes, we sent a delegation over to the Soviet Union last fall
specifically to see if they were interested. There were five delegates, and I was
one of them. We toured across the country from their capital city to the Pacific
area and to the island of Sakhalin, and back. Everywhere, we found not only
interest but quite keen interest, and particularly when we got to the Pacific
area, where they are also affected by some of the problems that face us. If there
is any restriction it would be on the basis that they consider they have not been
invited to participate.

Mr. CHATTERTON: Do you think Russia would be interested in the abstention
principle?

Mr. STevENS: I do not-think Russia will accept the abstention principle that
was contained in the old fisheries treaty. Japan was a member of the treaty and
is now negotiating to try to get that principle taken out. It is very strongly
indicated that there will be no such principle in the new tripartite treaty. Not
only Russia but many other nations object to the concept of abstention as being
a barrier to new development by countries that have not already had a certain
type of development. They objected to that on principle and would never go
along with it. In fact, the abstention principle was something relatively recent
in the sense of fishery agreements, and one does not have to have an abstention
principle to have a fisheries treaty. For example, there is the treaty of the
Atlantic, the fur seal treaty, and a number of others in which the abstention
principle is not enunciated. This is part of the good conservation that is going to
be necessary in an over-all fisheries treaty, and the Soviet Union, as are other
nations, is telling its scientists that they cannot overdo this sort of thing; and
they are finally going to have to work with other countries in conservation.
They did indicate that they felt any such treaty would have to be based on the
principle of a thorough consideration of research with a very frank exchange of
information pertaining to the fishery itself.

Mr. BasrorDp: What is the treaty without the abstention principle?

Mr. STevENS: The abstention principle deals with certain conditions under
which a nation will totally abstain. That is what we call the abstention
principle. There are many good things that can be written into a treaty—in-
cluding limits and quotas, how much fish a particular nation might catch, areas
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in which they should not fish in the interests of good conservation, and so
forth—that do not specifically come within the stated three conditions, so to
Speak, of the so-called abstention principle which, in any event, as I said before,
IS no longer going to be in existence.

® (10.14 am.)

Mr. PATTERSON: Mr. Chairman, I have a supplementary question. In past
Years the United Fishermen and Allied Workers Union has been very insistent
that the abstention principle be maintained in any negotiations or treaties
dFEWn up. May I put this question. Are you retreating from that position now in
View of conditions which may have arisen since?

Mr. STeveENs: I think, if you examined every brief, every submission and
€very letter that we have written you will find that we never did come out and
Say that the abstention principle as laid down in that treaty was the answer.

at we did say was that there should be complete and total cessation of high

Seas salmon fishing with mother ship fleets and that this could be pursued along

e lines of prior ownership by the nations which produce the salmon; in other
Words, there should not be a piracy form of harvesting on the high seas.

With regard to the halibut resources, because of very bad depletion of this
SPecies by overfishing, there was joint development of this fishery by Canada
And the United States. We felt we should have some priority rights and that the

apanese and Russians should recognize the work that was being done, the
€Xpenditure of funds that were taking place, the restrictions and so forth, and
8lve us special consideration.

In respect of the groundfish fishery, we said we wanted to enter into an
a8reement which would allow those nations to harvest but that they should give
anada a share of it and, also apply good conservation principles to the
TeSource so it would be there at its maximum potential for all generations to
fome. These are the sort of things we were requesting. We were against the
reaty as drafted. In fact, we held up our signatory in the first place, thereby
& aying it considerably. We criticized that treaty as being a sell-out of our
fritage from the day it was signed.

Mr. BARNETT: Mr. Chairman, the last answer given by Mr. Stevens more or
covered the point I wanted to raise with him as to the distinction between
€ abstention principle and the carrying on of the Pacific salmon fisheries.

Mr. Stevens: I would like to add something at this point, if I may.

lesg

Mr. BarneTT: If this line of questioning of Mr. Stevens has been completed

Imight raise another question with him at this time.

Mr. Stevens: If 1 might complete one thought in regard to this high seas
i ty, I would like to do so. You see, the abstention principle, as applied there,
N 1ot stop Japan from harvesting North American salmon anyway because the
con, on did not regognize the line that was drawn; and we were against the
int;:ept that even if the sglmon had abided by the line, that we should enter
SthSUCh an agreement with Japan to allow them to search for someone else’s
cou] On, because the reverse can be _appl?ed. I.f China came into the picture she
on th Say that she was not asked to join in this agreement and instead of fishing

€ eastern side, where Japan is harvesting their fish, China could go over to

tl‘ea
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the western side. You have there the principal difference; they could fish
anywhere in the Pacific for someone else’s salmon.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Barnett, did you have a further question?

Mr. BARNETT: I would like to hear your assessment of the value of our
groundfish fisheries or, indeed, any other aspect of our fisheries contained in the
bill passed in the last Parliament, which was an act regarding the establishment
of base lines which would make this part of our territorial waters. In this
regard I am confining my question to the west coast, with which we members in
the west are familiar, Hecate Strait, Queen Charlotte Sound and the Dixon
Entrance. Mr. Stevens’ early remarks indicated limitations, as we have them at
the moment. I am thinking of our traditionally main fisheries and the possibili-
ties that lie in the development of our groundfish fisheries. I have heard it
suggested that these lines would have some bearing on ensuring us a basic
source of supply. Have you any comment on this aspect?

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Barnett, I am just wondering whether or not we are
beginning to get pretty far afield from the consideration of the estimates. I
think your question lies more in the field of international treaties. I do not want
to hamstring the committee on any point it may wish to discuss but I am
wondering whether we should not stay within our agenda. I know the topic that
has been raised is one that could be expanded a great deal because it is a very
intricate one but I hesitate to allow that topic to be discussed further in this
committee this morning. I would invite you, Mr. Barnett, to return to the
subject matter that we have before us.

Mr. CHATTERTON: With deference, Mr. Chairman, I think this is a matter of
great importance and significance for the fishing industry on both coasts.

The CHAIRMAN: I agree.

Mr. CHATTERTON: And, I think Mr. Stevens should be allowed to at least
make a complete comment with regard to the position of their union on this.

The CHAIRMAN: Very good.

Mr. STEVENS: If the base lines were drawn from headland to headland, as
was indicated eventually would be done—and, we thought it would have been
done by now—it would have prevented, for example, the Russian fleet from
entering Queen Charlotte Sound, as it did over the past winter, and moving
right into an area where the Canadian trawler fleet has just begun some
expansion. Although our fleet has been fishing there for many years the
potential is much greater than had been used up to that point. On the contrary,
of course, if the Russians or the Japanese are allowed to continue in these
waters we could find that the resource which we are now harvesting would be
depleted rapidly to the point where it would no longer be economic for our
fishermen to operate there. If this line was drawn so that it included the whole
of the Dixon Entrance, Hecate Strait, Queen Charlotte Sound and, of course,
down along the west coast, it would provide quite a wide belt of a fishery and a
resource, which would be very important to our future economy. This does not
give us entire protection because the modern ships can fish outside that limit.
However, our continental shelf does drop off very rapidly outside the 12-mile
limit. In fact, the limit, as we think it should be drawn, in many cases is beyond
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the continental shelf, particularly in the northern part of British Columbia. But,
as I say, it does extend beyond it in some other portions, particularly toward
the southern part of the island. There is a need for an over-all conservation
agreement if we foresee the possibility of Canadian fisheries developing in the
Gulf of Alaska and up into the Bering Sea. The other agreement I mentioned is
also of interest, but the 12-mile limit, if drawn, would give us something. The
Way it is now it does not help us at all.

Mr. BarNETT: Without entering into a broad general discussion I was
Wondering whether Mr. Stevens has any information as to what proportion of
our current groundfish catch, which he claimed to be of the order of 40 million
Pounds, comes from within the waters I raised in my initial question?

Mr. STEVENS: I cannot give you a specific percentage but I would say a very

large proportion and perhaps almost all of the increase has come from within

at area around Queen Charlotte Sound. I would like to qualify something else.

€ present 12-mile limit does not give us any added protection. It does give us
Some but it is small by comparison to what it would be if we had the base lines.

Mr. BasForp: Mr. Chairman, I would like to refer to Mr. Stevens’ statement
on the development of our fisheries resources, the need for new ships and that
Sort of thing. Reference was made to fish canneries, processing operations and so

on. In your view, do you see this as the role of the department or of
80vernment?

: _Mr. STEVENS: Well, I find it difficult as a representative of citizens to try to
dlshnguish between a particular department and a government. For example, as
A taxpatyer, I do not know whether I agree with the dollar being split the
Wway it is now, from my observations in the local newspapers.

. Government development may include the Fisheries Department; it may

nclude the Department of Agriculture and it may include the Department of

Orestry. We are looking to this department, which is responsible for fisheries,

With assistance from any other departments necessary; and, of course, we think
€re has to be a greater investment—that is, public investment—which will be

‘: Urned many times in the sense of expansion of the economy. I do not know
hether or not I have answered your question.

Mr. Basrorp: No, you did not.
Mr. StevENS: What is your question?

br MI‘: Basrorp: Well, you keep telling us that we need the best possible ships,
», OC‘?S_Slng facilities and so on. What do you see as the role of government in
“quiring this end?

Mr. StEvENS: Oh, I understand.

Mr. Basrorp: Do you think we should have a nationalized industry? How

% You think we should go about this?

Pro M{‘- STEVENS: We have not proposed a nationalized industry; what we are
Posing is the joint development of public investment, private investment

You Co-operative investment and, perhaps, individual. investment. I will give

gre an example of the sort of thing we have seen, which we think can lead to
ater development.

238419
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We sent a delegation on one occasion over to the city of Bergen. There we
noted that they had one of the most modern up to date fish processing plants in
the world, with all the necessary facilities. This plant was operated jointly by
the Government of Norway, the city of Bergen and private companies and
co-operatives in that area. Because they were all making use of it this enabled
them to expand into many fields they had not been operating in before. So, if
this sort of thing was applied to the Pacific coast, the eastern coast or the prairie
provinces perhaps should be a combination sort of thing. Sometime in the
future it may be that some will say: “Let us nationalize the whole thing”; or,
perhaps it might be decided to keep it at that level for a very very long time.

Mr. CHATTERTON: What are the present limiting factors to the development
of our groundfish industries?

Mr. STEVENS: Well, one of them, in the past, has been marketing, but that
seems to be improving with the growing shortage of certain species of fish—or, at
least, the products of that fishery. I am not saying it is eliminated. I think a lot
of attention would have to be given to marketing as well. The other limitations
include such things as the ability of our present fleet to go far afield as well as
to fish in our near water areas for the species of groundfish we have in mind.
You see, to have a fully effective fishery you should be able to operate in all
waters and at great distances as well as close to home. This is what is happening
to nations like the Soviet Union and Japan.

Mr. CHATTERTON: Why are not more people making use of the 50 per cent
subsidy with regard to trawlers?

Mr. STEVENS: Well, this is suitable in terms of developing, say, a modern
fleet. It is being used to a certain extent at the present time, but it also means
there has to be quite a large private capital investment, some of which is not
available to the individual. If the big companies want to, they can finance 2
further portion, but if they decide not to then they just do not. Individual
fishermen simply cannot go into that. Up to the present time it has been used
on the Pacific coast for the expansion of the already existing fleets.

e (10.30 am.)

These vessels here have been built under this and other subsidy programs;
which have gone back into the salmon, halibut and herring resources where wé
are already heavily overcrowded; and the kind of vessels we are using in our
manufacture would be, largely, an entirely different class of vessel, running
into, we will say, a 3,000 ton catching-processing combination vessel as com-
pared to, perhaps, the 200 or 300 ton vessel which is presently being built.

There are many other factors, such as the organization of it so that they
would be working in one sort of harmonious group with direction from a sort of
organized, agreed-upon central agency. This happens in the major fleets, and
this is one of the real achievements.

Mr. BasrForp: I might agree that that might be desirable, but it seems to mé
that our fishermen are a pretty independent lot. They want to go on their ow?
boats and fish off their own boats. How do you, then, combine them into 2
co-operative fleet?
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y Mr. STEVENS: Well, one of the most striking examples of the ability of the
Individual fisherman in British Columbia—with regard to this characteristic that
You mention—has been his ability to adjust to the needs of the growing fleets of
the fishermen themselves. One example is in the complete planning that now
€Xxists, and one of the most advanced methods that has been found of harvesting

erring in our own waters is on an organized basis, with a dispatcher sitting in
_he company office, talking to a fleet commander, or to the captains of the
Individual vessels, working through the fleet commander and harvesting the
_herring catch; whereby the fish transport vessels and so on are being directed
In their movements in general. You do not tell them, “Set here,” or “Set there,”
So far as setting their nets is concerned, but you do give an indication of where
You want the exploratory fishing to be conducted, as well as achieving the result
that they are ready to move, and where the fish is going to be transported to in
order to get the best possible results from the equipment.

_ Mr. CuarTERTON: Until now the processing of the groundfish was the
hn'dting factor. Would this plan solve this problem?

Mr. STEVENS: We would like to say that it will assist; but it will not solve it.
Just taken by itself it will not have the capacity for the developments we are
inking of, in the first place, and there will be other limitations, in the matter
of whether our fishing vessels will cover the whole area up to Bering Sea and
back again. We think there will have to be other processing plants and other
Processing equipment that will have to be installed.

The CuairMAN: We have been questioning Mr. Stevens for the better part
of an hour now, and we want to be in a position to make progress by standing
tem No. 1 and continuing with the discussion of other votes under the Fisheries
€partment estimates.
I do not want to cut this examination off abruptly, but I hope we are just
about at the point where we can terminate our questioning.

Mr. CuaTTERTON: It has been proposed to expand the net fishing some 75

Miles southward from the Dixon Entrance. What is your reaction to that
Propogal?

Mr. SteVENS: A net fishing extension?

Mr. CaaTTERTON: Yes.

Mr. SteveNs: For which species?

Mr. CHATTERTON: For salmon; it was made by Nelson Brothers.

e M}‘- STEVENS: I am afraid I have not heard of it. But the only extension that
Ue.thlnk might be, or should be, undertaken is in the negotiations with the

Nited States, which are going forward, and we feel we should be prepared to
Move decisively there so to enable us to intercept not only our own fish but

Some of the Alaska fish, until they come to their senses. But I hope it will not be
Necessary,

Mr. Basrorp: I would like—

The CrarRMAN: Can we make this the last question, Mr. Basford?
2384193
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Mr. Basrorp: I would like to go back to what I was asking before, about
the development of this co-operative fishing operation.

At the present time the catch of one vessel is owned by that vessel and
divided amongst the crew and the owner. If you are going to develop this type
of fishing fleet it is obvious that you are going to have to do away with this
system and divide the return from the catch amongst all the vessels participat-
ing.

Mr. STEVENS: This is, perhaps, incorrect in two things. First of all, while it
has not been entirely documented, in the main, the real ownership of the
present fishing fleet is not in the hands of private, individual fishermen,; it is, in
the main, in the hands of the fishing companies who own a great deal of the
fleet, and perhaps through the government assistance programs that have been
developed up to this point, and in the hands of banks and mortgage companies,
to some extent, but to a much lesser extent. So that whether the sharing
arrangement is to be done entirely through a pool is also questionable.

We did have a pooling system on herring in which, we will say, twenty
vessels would combine and every man in this fleet, from the time the fleet was
operating, shared equally the total harvest of herring.

That no longer exists in British Columbia, but there are still three and
four-boat pools that have been formed, and perhaps in some cases they are
larger.

It is also possible to make adjustments so that the endeavour of the
individual does bring something more, if he is successful than just what he
would normally get as part of a pooled endeavour. You can have a pool
established, particularly if the vessel is doing exploratory work, but you can
also credit the individual vessel with the result of greater effort, or greater skill,
for what might be considered as initiative.

Mr. BASFORD: Are your members prepared to enter into these co-operative
fishing operations?

Mr. STEVENS: Our members have entered into them in the past, and I am
quite sure they would be quite ready and willing to enter into whatever was
necessary in terms of this sort of thing to make the operations successful,
because it would be in their best interest to do so.

Mr. Basrorn: I see that I am getting glares from the Chairman, so I will
stop now!

Mr. Stevens: I want to thank the committee very much for having given
me the opportunity to be here. I have another engagement over in the East
Block, if I might be excused.

The CHAIRMAN: We would like, I am sui'e, to thank Mr. Stevens for being
here and for giving us his time this morning.

Mr. STEVENS: Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, in accordance with arrangements which we
approved this morning, I would hope that we would now be in a position to
stand Item No. 1, leaving it open for the next meeting, and to continue now to
the consideration of Vote No. 5 which appears at page 144 of the estimates of
the Fisheries Department.
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This is a long item, covering operations and maintenance, including
Canada’s share of the expense of the International Commission, detailed in the
estimates, and of the cost of programs and projects shared jointly with the
Provinces and the industry.

® (10.40 a.m.)

Mr. BARNETT: Before Item 1 is stood over, in accordance with the recom-
Mmendations that the committee adopted earlier on the matter of questions—and
Perhaps having been in the steering committee meeting I may have had some
advantage on this point—I have prepared certain written questions. Inasmuch as
I think they are of a rather technical nature in some respects, and because this
May be our last meeting before the Easter recess, I wonder if I may follow that
Procedure and turn in the questions to you now so they might be given
Consideration.

The CHAIRMAN: Yes, Mr. Barnett; I will accept those questions now, the
Understanding being that they will be given to the Department to study, and at
Our next meeting or at the appropriate time in the estimates they will be
brought forward for inclusion in the record of that day and for reply. Is that
agreeable?

Mr. BARNETT: Yes.
May I be allowed to make a very brief comment about the questions?

Mr. Crouse: Mr. Chairman, it was my understanding on the steering
Committee that questions submitted were to be read by the Chairman at the
upe. of their submission so we would all know what had been asked and thus
®liminate the possibility of any member of the committee duplicating questions.

Mr. BARNETT: I believe this was the understanding.

o The CuAIRMAN: These questions are relatively lengthy. Would members
d8ree f:o the suggestion that photo copies be made of these questions for
Mmmediate distribution to the members? This might serve the same purpose.

Mr. Bower: I would agree to that suggestion, Mr. Chairman.

h The CuamrMAN: Is this agreed as a method of procedure? We will have
§10t0 copies made immediately and they will be put in the mail this day to all
€mbers of the committee.

Agreed.

& Mr. BARNETT: I listed these roughly in a form that might be developed for
Dol?rd-er paper question. They deal with two fields; they deal with the matter of
ution of fishery waters and with the matter of the artificial salmon spawning
annel program.
% t}?’he point I wanted to make was that by submitting them to the committee
obpo 18 way, rather th'c}n by putting them formally on t‘he order paper, an
emll‘)tumty would be given for some formal or informal discussion with those
- €rs of the Department concerned about the way in which the questions
" D9sed and developed. These are fields that are technical; and perhaps the
stions are difficult for a layman to formulate in a manner that may enable
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the Department to supply the information that is being requested, so they may
not exactly cover the point. It does seem to me that if this technique can be
used in the committee we might be able to more easily obtain the information
that is available. This process might be a little more flexible than the one which
is provided for formally putting this kind of question on the order paper.

The reason for my saying this is that I want to make it clear that with
these questions going into the Department I for one would welcome any
discussion or suggestions from the Department on any particular points for
clarification of my questioning. This of course is related to the answers that the
Department might bring forward later on.

The CHAIRMAN: Let me say, Mr. Barnett and members of the committee,.
that we are feeling our way in this procedure of written questions and replies
from the Department. The questions will now be studied and made available to
the Department, and I may have to consult with the steering committee
between now and the time of our next meeting in regard to our approach to this
program, but let me assure you that we will pursue it and see if we can make
the most of it.

Mr. MacLeAN (Queens): May I ask one brief question before Item 1 is
stood?

While it is agreed that Item 1 is normally the vehicle under which one
hears witnesses and so forth, there is also the detail of the expenditures that
appear in Item 1, and I would like to know when it is proposed that the
committee might be able to pursue the definite points that appear under Item 1
as to changes in various expenditures and this sort of thing, as detailed on page
141.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. MacLean, the Chair is at the disposal of the committee.
If it is the wish of the committee to proceed to the consideration of votes under
Item 1 I would be quite prepared to proceed along those lines rather than move
first to Item 5. We have a number of men from the Department here this
morning.

What is the feeling of the committee? Is it agreeable to the committee that
we proceed to the items under No. 1?

Agreed.

Mr. MacLeEAN (Queens): It is quite brief, and we might be able to clear it
up before our time expires this morning.
The CHAIRMAN: On Vote No. 1.

Department of Fisheries

1. Departmental Administration, including grants and contributions
as detailed in the Estimates, $1,552,000.

Shall Vote No. 1 carry?

Mr. MAcLEAN (Queens): In the details on page 141 there are listed the
approximate values of major services not included in these estimates. They are
services provided by other departments. I would like to ask what is the

e
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€xplanation of the increase in the value of the accommodation in the Depart-
mEI}t’s own buildings from $718,000 to $938,000. Is it that there is more space
available or is it that the value of the space has increased?

The CHAIRMAN: I will call on Mr. Ozere, the Assistant Deputy Minister.

. Mr. S. V. Ozere (Assistant Deputy Minister, Department of Fisheries): I
thmk, Mr. Chairman, probably Mr. Lamb would be a more appropriate person
to deal with this.

. Mr. J. J. LamB (Director, Administration Service, Department of Fisher-
es): Mr. Chairman, we really have no comparison for that. One reason is that
u_ildings constructed in recent years have averaged at $36 per square foot. As I
salfl before, we have no comparison of just how the increase is made or what
b1111dings are involved. We can procure that information for the committee.

Mr. MAacLEAN (Queens): I do not think it is necessary to pursue that. I
Would be satisfied if I could be told whether this increase is due to additional or
gher costs of departmental headquarters’ accommodation or whether it is
'{hroughout the country in the Department’s offices and accommodation general-

Mr. Lams: It would be the accommodation outside Ottawa. Our Ottawa

atcommodation is included in the figure shown as the space provided by the

€partment of Public Works. The outside buildings would be those provided for
sheries research, for our inspection station at Halifax for instance, and so on.

Mr. MacLeAN (Queens): That answers my question.

Mr. CHATTERTON: I have two questions, Mr. Chairman, and one is in respect
of the contributions to the Canada Pension Plan. The figure shown is $181,300.
S that the government’s contribution?

My second question is in connection with accommodation provided by the

DeDartment of Public Works. Does that include wharves administered by Public
orks?

Mr. Lams: No.
The CuaRMAN: What is the answer to Mr. Chatterton’s first question?
Mr. Lams: It is the government’s contribution only.

The CHAIRMAN: And on the question of accommodation provided by Public
ks what is your answer?

Wor
Mr. Lams: It would be only office accommodation and laboratory accommo-
on and that sort of thing, not wharves.

The CrARMAN: Mr. Keays.

% Mr. Keavs: I would like to go back to the question asked by Mr. MacLean
5 hen the statement was made that the price of rental was roughly $36 per
Quare foot on an annual basis.

datj

Mr. Lams: That is not the price of rental; that is the price of construction.
¢ (1050 am.)
Mr, KEAys: How does this vary across the country?
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Mr. LaMB: This is an average figure.
Mr. KEAYS: You have not the low and the high?
Mr. LaMB: No.

Mr. BARNETT: Mr. Chairman, I was wondering if we could have some
explanation of the relatively small amount of $10,000 which I notice continues
to be the same. This amount is for grants to Canadian universities for research
in social sciences. Could I be informed what the department is undertaking with
these grants. I am referring to the details at page 143 of our estimates book.

Mr. I. S. McARTHUR (Director General of Economic Services, Department of
Fisheries): Grants have been made to the Universities of British Columbia,
Dalhousie and Memorial for special research projects in fisheries economics.

The University of British Columbia has a scholarship fund for all graduate
students to help them in the preparation of their thesis based on economics and
fisheries resources. Dalhousie University is assigning a graduate student to
special economic studies in the Maritimes area, and the grant to Memorial
University is financial assistance toward their recently established institute of
social and economic research. This is something that we have just begun to get
into. Also, perhaps I should say that I have just assumed this responsibility
within the last couple of months so I am not too familiar with this particular
field of activity. But, what we are attempting to do is interest universities in
fishery economics and to get research projects going in order to develop an
interest on the part of not only university professors but, particularly, students.
I might say we have great difficulty in staffing our economic service and, among
other things, we look on this as a valuable contribution toward developing an
interest on the part of universities and their students in our work. We hope that
it will help us over the long run to recruit. Then, there is the value of the work
they carry out on these special projects.

Mr. CHATTERTON: Is this the total sum provided by the Department of
Fisheries to universities for research in fisheries?

Mr. McARTHUR: No. This us just in the economics field.
Mr. CHATTERTON: Then, there are others?

Mr. McARTHUR: Yes. Grants appear elsewhere in the estimates and, of
course, the Fisheries Research Board also works with the universities.

Mr. CrROUSE: Mr. Chairman, while we are on this point I would like to ask
the specialists of the Department of Fisheries who are with us this morning if
any thought has been given to asking our universities to carry out some
practical research programs for the development, for example, of artificial
oyster raising, artificial clam development programs and artificially raising
lobsters. I mention this because these are three forms of fishery operations on
the east coast that have declined in recent years. As a practical means of
encouraging university students to take a more active interest in fishery
programs and the development of such I wonder if the department has given
any thought to this type of encouragement to our universities and to students
who would be interested in such programs.

e ——
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Mr. W. R. MARTIN (Assistant Chairman, Fisheries Research Board of
Canada): The Fisheries Research Board is actively expanding its relationship
Wwith universities, and for the year 1966-67 is proposing a fund of $265,000 for a
University grant program. In developing this program the initiative for grant
Proposals is taken by the universities. We have a grants committee in the
Tesearch board that reviews the various proposals. These proposals greatly
€xceed the amount of money for these allotments and the grant committee will
Select areas of research at the universities having regard to their scientific
Content as related to that of the board and the applicability of the research to
the fishery needs of the country.

Mr. Crousk: I have a supplementary question. Has any thought been given
by the department to setting aside some isolated bay or inlet for, let us say,
Dalhousie University students, for practical experimental work in the fields I

ave mentioned, so that this could be carried out by the students and some
actual facts determined relative to the development of these three types of

heries, namely the development of oysters, clams and lobsters by artificial
bl‘eeding methods, in order that we could start farming the seas, so to speak,
a{ld put back something that we have been taking away for a long time. In my
View, we cannot continue to constantly remove from the sea something that we
have been taking without any thought of the future in recent years without
Making some effort to put it back.

. Mr. MarTIN: Mr. Chairman, the Fisheries Research Board is making all of
1ts facilities across the country available to universities, and this includes use of
our laboratories, research vessels, and our field establishments, wherever they
May be. In the Newfoundland area, for example, the development of a new
abo.ratory at Logy Bay is expected to be a co-operative venture, with the

ational Research Council investing money in this project. The province of

ewfoundland, the university and the Fisheries Research Board will be
c("Oll'er:;\ting in a joint venture in that area. I am not aware of any specific
areas allotted to research by universities set up by the Federal Government.

thi Mr. Crousk: I have one final question. Would the department not think that
hig would be advisable?

Mr. MaRTIN: Mr. Chairman, we are very conscious of the need of support-
Universities in this field. We will have an expanding program projected

OVeI‘. the next few years and your suggestions will be examined within this
SPecial program.

o The CualrRMAN: We will have officials of the Fisheries Research Board here
disen we are examining vote number 20. So, we could proceed with this
Cussion at our next meeting, if that meets the wishes of all members present.
it:")‘-ﬂd suggest that we leave vote number 1, without carryi'ng th.e individual
callins’ because we may want to return to it. The meeting will adjourn to the
of the Chair, which will be after Easter.
Mr. CarteR: Before we do that Mr. Chairman, could I ask a question on
Procequre,
mj W’ha?t arrangements are being made with regard to organizations who
ioght Wish to appear before this committee. I am thinking of fisheries organiza-
1S and others. Are we going to invite certain ones to come?

ing
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The CHAIRMAN: No. The only thing that we have done—and these sugges-
tions were put to you by the steering committee this morning—is this. If an
opportunity arises to hear someone in the industry who wants to be heard and if
the committee is agreeable to have them, then we should hear them. I am not
proposing that we get involved in the formal calling of witnesses to this
committee; this would be merely incidental to the process of educating our-
selves on the subject matter of the estimates.

Mr. CARTER: Mr. Chairman, I had the Newfoundland Federation of Fish-
ermen in mind, and in all probability they would not know that this committee
is sitting at the present time. How do we go about hearing such organizations?

The CHAIRMAN: Well, you may advise them, if you wish. If they can find a
way of getting here other than by government expense we, as a committee,
would be happy to see them. I am not saying this on behalf of the committee
but I certainly would think that the committee would entertain such a
suggestion.

Mr. CARTER: I do not know where you got the idea that they would request
government assistance to come. I did not suggest that they would require
government assistance. I think they are quite able to get here on their own, if it
is their desire to come.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

TuespAYy, April 19, 1966.
(3)

.The Standing Committee on Fisheries met this day at 11:22 a.m., the
Chalrman, Mr. Deachman presiding.

Members present; Messrs. Barnett, Béchard, Bower, Blouin, Chatterton,
TOouse, Deachman, Granger, Keays, LeBlanc (Rimouski), MacLean (Queens),
CQuaid, Nowlan, Patterson—(14).

In attendance; From the Department of Fisheries: Dr. A. W. H. Needler,

uty Minister; Mr. S. V. Ozere, Assistant Deputy Minister (International);
T. I. S. McArthur, Director General, Economic Service; Mr. L. S. Bradbury,
Irector, Industrial Development Service; Mr. J. J. Lamb, Director of Ad-

Ministration; Dr. F. R. Hayes, Chairman, Fisheries Research Board of Canada;

Cr. J. A. Rogers, Director of Administration, Fisheries Research Board of
anada and Mr. J. G. Hutchison, Chief of the Protection Branch.

i _The Chairman read a letter from the Fisheries Council of Canada, respect-
ng its proposed appearance before the Committee on May 3.

Dep

On motion of Mr. Barnett, seconded by Mr. Chatterton,

4 gesolved,—That a representative of the Fisheries Council of Canada be
ard,

m The Chairman called Item 1—Departmental Administration—Main Esti-
ates~Fisheries, and questioning of the Departmental Officials resumed.

Ma: Item 1 being allowed to stand, the Chairman called Item 5, Operation and
tir?l?:&enance (Fisheries Management and Development), and questioning con-
InittAl,lswers to Mr. Barnett’s written question (see Appendix “A” to Com-
& ee‘s Minutes of Proceedings of April 5, 1956) being read, at 1:00 p.m. the
Mmittee adjourned to the call of the Chair.
J. H. Bennett,
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE

TuESDAY, April 19, 1966.

The CHAIRMAN: I understand that Mr. O’Keefe will be here in a moment or
two, therefore I am going to call the meeting to order now. This would bring us
Up to a quorum. And here is Mr. Béchard. We have now achieved our quorum.

: The first item of business I have to deal with is a letter form Mr. Gordon
0Brien, the manager of the Fisheries Council of Canada, who has asked for
pe_l‘mission to appear before the committee. Under the tentative rules which we
aid down at our meeting on April 5, he would be permitted to appear before

€ committee and make a statement of somewhere between 15 minutes to 20
Minutes or so, as was our last witness, Mr. Stevens of Vancouver. Then he
Would be available for questioning as the manager of the Fisheries Council of
4nada; and his appearance would not consume more than one hour of the
Committee’s time.

If this committee were to approve his appearance I might be able to
Schedule him to be here on May 3.
I simply want to ask the committee members now whether or not they
Would be agreeable to having Mr. O'Brien, the manager of the Fisheries Council
Canada, and whoever he might want to bring along with him from the
Ouncil, appear before the committee on May 3 next.

Mr. BarRNETT: I would so move.
Mr. CHATTERTON: I will second that.
Motion agreed to.

m 'I_'he CHAIRMAN: We now come to the second item on the agenda this
Oning, which is to return to an examination of the estimates.
un You will recall that at the last meeting we were considering the items
beli:r Vote No. 1 and we had proceeded to about page 143 of the estimates, I
ve.

™ V_Ve have the deputy minister and members of his staff with us this
Orning,

thi I will now call for Vote No. 1 to remain standing. We are not proposing at

th S Point to carry Vote No. 1. All we want to do is to hold Vote No. 1 open in

Wi: €vent that we wish to recall the Minister or to recall any witness you might

br h o appear before us. We could then clear off the items under this vote and
oceed to the next item.

I will call the items appearing on page 143, or any items under Vote No. 1.

S Mr. BarngTT: Mr. Chairman, sinqe this committee last met some negotia-
an ds on some important salmon questions on the west coast, betwg.en oux:selves
leastthe United States, have, I believe, been concluded for the time being, at

- Inasmuch as this involves quite an important matter in relation to our
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fisheries on the west coast I was wondering whether we might have such
information as is available at this point on what happened at these negotiations
and where the situation stands in respect of the surf line as it is referred to on
the west coast. I think that the committee might be informed on what has
happened.

The CHAIRMAN: Dr. Needler?

Dr. A. W. H. NEEDLER (Deputy Minister): Mr. Chairman, these negotiations
are still under way and I would not like to go into too much detail; but I can
give an outline at the present stage.

The week before last there was a meeting here in Ottawa for three days
with representatives of the United States’ government on two items which are
very closely related. One was a problem of mutual concern in the area between
northern British Columbia and Alaska, where an investigation was carried out
to discover the directions in which salmon were moving, and who was catching
whose salmon, as it were. The other item was the protocol within the Fraser
River which brought pink salmon under the administration of the Salmon
Commission.

We had held a meeting in Washington in October at which we had some
preliminary information on the situation of the two countries, and this was 2
second phase. Perhaps I should explain at this stage that this line should more
properly be called the seaward limit for net fishing for salmon, and in order to
discourage the development of high seas salmon fisheries the United States and
Canada entered into a mutual agreement at a meeting in Seattle in 1957 which
set lines outside of which the two countries agreed not to allow their nationals
to fish for salmon; that is British Columbia, Washington, Oregon, and California.
This line was set against the coast except where it crossed bays, and came to be
called the surf line.

In Alaska there was an alternative agreement in 1957 before the line had
been defined, and when the proposed line was announced by the United States
it was discovered that it was three miles farther out than the line would have
been had it been defined in the same manner as it was farther south. This was
discovered in 1959 and there were some protests on the part of the Canadian
government, but no action was taken.

At the more recent meeting the statement was made on behalf of the
Canadian government that because of the inequity of the manner in which the
lines were drawn the lines could no longer be considered to exist as agreed
boundaries between our two countries. We suggested that we have a meeting in
May at which these seaward fishing limits will be re-negotiated on a more
equitable basis.

One of the important features of those lines is that on the west coast of
Prince of Wales Island, on the outer coast, there is a fisheries which has taken 2
considerable quantity of salmon bound for the Skeena River.

There is a strong feeling among our fishermen and the industry that if the
seaward net fishing limits had been established in Alaska in the same way a$
they had been farther south, then the United States’ opportunity to catch
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Salmon bound for the Skeena River would have been considerably reduced. The
Investigation shows that there is some truth in this, although the establishment
of the line in the same way farther south would not stop all catching by Alaska
of salmon bound for British Columbia. It might reduce the inequity.

Farther south, the United States had suggested some changes in the
Convention area which would, in effect, increase the United States’ share of the
Catch of pink salmon and sockeye salmon bound for the Fraser River. The
Statement was made on behalf of Canada that changes in the convention area,
Which had that effect, could not be considered, although Canada would be
Willing to reconsider the whole sharing arrangement in the whole convention
area, having in mind that, in equity, we should have a larger share of Fraser

1ver salmon, it being a Canadian river, and its maintenance quite a considera-
ble cost to the Canadian economy.

Was that too long an answer? It is an important subject on the Pacific
Coast.

Mr. BARNETT: I have one supplementary question on the general salmon
Question. As I understand it some of the pink salmon have entered the Strait of
uan de Fuca, and while they are making runs bound for the Fraser some of
them are bound for what I have heard referred to as the Bellingham-Puget
Sound area.

I wonder if we could be given any indication of the relative importance of

'fhe runs to the Puget Sound area compared with the Fraser River runs, and any

Information as to how far the Americans are arguing that those are their

Salmon? I ask this in the light of the statement that Dr. Needler made about the

effect of the American proposals being such as to take a larger share of our
raser River salmon.

Mr. NeepLER: Well, I would not like to go into quantities at the moment,
use these are quite variable. I think it is pretty clear that the pink salmon

und for Puget Sound south of the convention area and caught mainly in the
area by the United States, served by runs from the convention area, are not
Teally as important as the Fraser River stocks in general, although in certain
Years they may be.

beca

I_ would also like to point out that there are some Canadian stocks, bound
rivers outside the convention area, which are caught in the convention area.

Mr. BARNETT: That is the extreme north of the Fraser?

e Mr. NEEDLER: Yes, All of these are subject to the equal sharing agreement;
. _lf you remove any component from the convention area which is entirely
~Nited States fish—or almost entirely—this is removed from the sharing and it
‘Creases the United States’ share of the rest of it. Of course, we feel that

actually if there is any change it should be in our favour because it is a
anadian river.

The CratrRMAN: Shall Vote No. I stand.

& Mr. Nowwran: I do not know if this is the time and place, when Dr. Needler
the €re, to talk about something on the east coast, and which certainly concerns
Province of Nova Scotia. If this is not the time to ask then you can tell me.

for
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This was a question which was asked of the Minister on January 18 at the
time of some private conversations. The season was not open. It started on April
15. On Sunday there were over 30 seiners between the New Brunswick coast
and the Annapolis Basin.

I am wondering what the department is contemplating, and when this
restriction on Nova Scotia and New Brunswick is going to be removed; and also
whether, in your opinion, Dr. Needler, it is necessary on biological grounds to
maintain this restriction which has been in vogue for over two and one-half
years?

If this is getting into an element of policy, then I will certainly direct the
question to the Minister. I did not want to get into a controversial subject here.
But there have been representations to the Nova Scotia ministry of fisheries and
to the Minister of Fisheries. We were content to wait until April 15, but there is
no sign that this policy has been changed. I would like to know if Dr. Needler
has any comment on this, or should I direct my question to the Minister?

Mr. NEepLER: I do not think it would be proper for me to answer that
question at all fully. I think it would be better for the Minister to do so. The
matter is undoubtedly under consideration and under discussion. Some changes
are being considered, but I cannot say anything more than that.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Nowlan, you realize that by standing Vote No. I, we
will have an opportunity of recalling the Minister, and you would be able to
develop that question then.

Before calling on Mr. Chatterton, I think Mr. Bower had his hand up &
moment ago.

Mr. Bower: No.

Mr. NowrAN: I would suggest, as a supplement, that if the Minister is
recalled he could go into the biological necessity of this restriction, because I
understand from talking to officials in Nova Scotia that there is a real question
about the biological necessity of bringing the herring from one side to the other.
But we would like to go into this matter.

Mr. NEEDLER: This is not only a matter of biology; it is a matter of
economics and fishing methods; and, in general, there is no evidence of any
long-term overfishing of herring anywhere—and I mean “long-term” in the
sense of a number of years.

There is evidence that if you catch herring in one way in a locality you will
not. catch them another way; and the considerations entering into this are
mainly the methods of catching fish. ;

Mr. CHATTERTON: Dr. Needler, in some of the oyster beds, particularly
around the Crofton-Thetis Island area, it is maintained that the yield of oysters
has been diminished because the water has been affected by the effluent from
the pulp mill. Have any tests been made with regard to the possibility of such
an effect and, if so, what has been the outcome of the tests?

Mr. NEeDpLER: Well, it is hard to give a simple answer. There has been @
considerable amount of investigation by the department and the Fisheries
Research Board at Nanaimo on the quality of the water in the Crofton area and
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in the matter of what effect the outflow from the pulp mill has on growth and
Teproduction.

In the immediate vicinity of the outflow there are demonstrable effects, but
the effects are not very demonstrable when you get even a fairly short distance
away; without looking at the reports I would not like to say how far that is, but
I mean a matter of a mile or two.

Mr. CHATTERTON: Could Dr. Needler perhaps look at these reports and at
Some future meeting give a more detailed answer on that question, and also

W}iether negotiations have been carried on with the operators of the pulp
mil].

Mr. NeepLER: I think we could have a statement on that quite readily,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. CHATTERTON: And also whether negotiations have been carried on with
the Pulp mill owners.

Mr. NEepLER: This point could be covered.

® (11:40 am.)

. Mr. Keays: At our last meeting an explanation was given of accommoda-
tion in this department’s own buildings. I am not too clear on this item. There is
i f_igure of $3.60 mentioned as the cost per square foot. Does this mean
Maintenance of the department’s own buildings outside of Ottawa? Also, there

are five or six items in the estimates which mention repairs, upkeep of buildings
and works,

k .The CHAIRMAN: May I interrupt you, Mr. Keays? Are you referring to a
peCIf‘:lc item? This sounds to me like a specific detail of the estimates. Does your
Question come specifically under vote 17

Mr. Keays: No, Mr. Chairman; it is not included in the estimates but it does
§°me under vote 1. This matter was raised at the last meeting and that is why I
™M putting my question this morning.

The CHARMAN: Would you proceed.

lik Mr. Keays: As I say, this matter was raised at the last meeting and I woixld
€10 get a little more clarification on that expenditure.

Mr. NeepLER: Mr. Chairman, may I ask Mr. Lamb to explain this. I was not

2ere at the last meeting but I think Mr. Lamb was, and he would be pleased to
*Plain it to you.

Ch _Mr. J. J. LamB (Director of Administration, Department of Fisheries): Mr.
ot tal{rman, so far as the department’s own buildings are concerned they are all

Slde of Ottawa. The accommodation in Ottawa is provided by the Depart-
paent °f_Public Works, and that is shown in the first figure at the top of the
in, sgte' It includes not only the accommodation in Ottawa but accommodation, for
~ance, at Quebec City, Halifax, St. John’s, or wherever there are federal

Udings in which offices are located. Our own buildings would house such
bui!;g~s as fish hatcheries, bait depots, one or two inspection laboratories, and
Ings operated by the Fisheries Research Board.
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Mr. Keays: Does this come under the title of accommodation and is .this an
arbitrary amount you set aside for the cost of depreciation of the buildings or
the maintenance of same?

Mr. LaMB: They are figures which are established by the Department of
Public Works so far as their own figures are concerned, and it is worked out on
the basis of office furniture, as provided, at .079 cents per square foot of office
space; 0.22 cents for laboratory; .006 cents per square foot for storage space
involved; replacement of fire losses: .003 cents for offices; .0015 cents for
laboratory and .009 cents per square foot for storage space; and grants to
municipalities in lieu of taxes, 49 cents per square foot. These are figures givep
to us by the Department of Public Works and we do not have too much detail
on how these figures really are worked out.

Mr. KeAys: In other words, is this an amount you provide for the cost of
maintenance on your buildings?

Mr. LaMB: This attempts to give some information to Parliament of the cost
of accommodation provided by the Department of Public Works.

The CHAIRMAN: Shall vote 1 stand or are there further questions?

Mr. BARNETT: Mr. Chairman, while we are on this question of accommoda-
tion may I say I do think that I understand the situation in respect of
accommodation provided by the Department of Public Works to this department
as well as others. But, could we have some further explanation on the item of
accommodation for this department’s own buildings which is listed here at
$938,000. It is not included in the estimates and, perhaps, it relates to the
various items which provide for construction expenses and so on. I always had
thought that the buildings built by and for the department were items which
were listed in the estimates of the department. I have in mind the provision of
accommodation in isolated places for fisheries inspectors and so on. I gather that
your explanation did not cover this matter of $93,000 which, it says, is not
included.

Mr. LaMB: It would not cover residences in isolated places. We do not have
here at the present time the detail on how this $938,000 has been arrived at, but
we will provide a statement showing that figure for you at a later date.

Mr. Keays: Is this some form of cross-accounting between the department
and the Fisheries Research Board?

Mr. LamB: No; it simply includes their buildings plus our own building$:
However, I do not have at the moment the detail of each building making upP
that total.

Mr. Keavs: I am wondering whether this figure of $938,000 is an item™
which would be found in the public works estimates?

Mr. LAMB: No. These are our own.
Mr. KeEAYs: Then where does it come from?

Mr. Lams: Well, it is a matter of accommodation, as I said earlier, which
has been figured out. The Department of Public Works has established 2
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formula for this and we use it so far as our own buildings are concerned to

arrive at this total. It is not for construction; we are just trying to set down an
annual cost.

Mr. KEAys: This is an estimated figure?

Mr. NEEpLER: This is an estimate of the annual cost or the annual value of
the accommodation which is provided on the basis of existing buildings; it is not

:n expenditure this year. It is a value received by former government expendi-
ure,

The CHAIRMAN: Shall vote 1 stand?
Some hon. MEMBERS: Agreed.

The CHAIRMAN: We shall now proceed to vote number 5.
Department of Fisheries

5. Operation and maintenance, including Canada’s share of the
expenses of the International Commissions detailed in the estimates and
of the costs of programs and projects shared jointly with the provinces
and industry, $18,009,000.

The CHAIRMAN: The details of this vote will be found at page 144 of the

estimates. This relates to fisheries management and development and, under

at, industrial development service including the federal shares of the costs of
Programs and projects shared jointly with the provinces and industry.

Mr. MAacLEAN (Queens): Mr. Chairman, I would like to have someone give

us a detailed explanation of the increase set out. I approve of it and am
elighted to see an increase in this vote. But, I believe some increases are
Caused solely by the increased cost of service. Of course, owing to the fact that
Costs are going up, some of the figures reflect this increase. But, in addition to
e increase in cost I believe there is also an increase in the shared programs
With the provinces. Perhaps we could have some information on what these
Increases are for and what current programs are being carried out jointly with

Provincial Departments of Fisheries in respect of the development of the
Industry,

- I_VIr. NEEDLER: Mr. Chairman, I do not know what degree of detail is wanted
I this connection.

Mr. MACLEAN (Queens): Well, you could give it in general terms.

Mr. NeepLER: The increase actually is due mainly to an increase in program
Tather than increase in cost. The most expensive item in the program under
In l.IStrial development service has to do with the improvement of vessels and
cs lng gear, exploration of new resources, demonstration of new and improved

atch{ng techniques, development of new products, development of processing
achlnery, and the carrying out of pilot plant operations.

By _Included in the development service are operations mainly being carried

¢ In the five Atlantic provinces. The basic reason this work is concentrated in

inESe. Provinces is the need of economic development on behalf of fishermen and

1S respect there is a very active co-operative program between the federal

ie‘f’al‘tment and the provincial government. Actually, we could go so far as to
€ You a list of all the projects, if you wish.
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Mr. MACLEAN (Queens): Mr. Chairman, I think it would be very beneficial
if we had this information, although I do not think it would be necessary for it
to be read into the record. Perhaps it could be included in the proceedings, if
the members of the committee so desire.

Mr. NEeDLER: I will give you an example. In co-operation with the province
of Prince Edward Island there is, for example, an amount of $3,000 for
exploratory fishing for scallops; the federal contribution is $3,000 and the
provincial contribution is $1,000. I may say, in general, that if an exploratory
project or an experiment to improve fishing techniques has a broad general
value—in other words, the information could be used by any province—then the
federal government usually pays 75 per cent of the cost. But, if the project is
very local in character and likely to benefit only the province with which the
arrangement is made there is generally a 50-50 cost sharing.

In Prince Edward Island there are five projects with a total federal share
of $28,000 and a total provincial share of $11,000; these are for herring scouting,
trawling crab, trawling, exploratory fishing, and a few small items classified as
miscellaneous. We could give you this sort of information for all the provinces
quite readily at another meeting, or we could table the information.

Mr. MAcLEAN (Queens): Thank you very much. Perhaps Dr. Needler would
say a word about the progress which is being made with regard to the
development of the herring fishery generally in the Atlantic provinces. I am not
referring to additional sardine fisheries because the future prospects are for
considerable development of this fishery.

Mr. NEEDLER: Mr. Chairman, over the years a great deal of research has
been done with herring. Incidentally, one of the largest items was a federal-
provincial program in the 1940’s; research has shown the herring stocks of the
Atlantic are not exploited to a very great degree. I could make a comparison
with the Pacific Coast; the total annual mortality rate of the herring stocks is of
the order of 75 to 80 per cent. There is about a 50 per cent natural mortality
rate at the ages in which they are caught. The fisheries take about 50 per cent
of what is left. Putting the two together it is roughly 75 to 80 per cent.

On the Atlantic Coast the corresponding figure of total mortality rate is
more likely to be 10 or 15 per cent on the amount of stocks we know. There are
large stocks to be exploited; there are traditional fisheries for bait, for sardines,
for vinegar cured herring, for kippers and so on, which have a considerable
value, and these could be greatly expanded. Recently there has been a develop-
ment in herring fishing for reduction in much the same manner as on the Pacific
Coast. Naturally, this development has been sparked, one might say, by the
operations of a Pacific Coast firm in Newfoundland and Nova Scotia. There is @
great deal of increased interest in herring fishing for this purpose. I believe
there have been inquiries from about a half a dozen other firms, some of them
on the Atlantic Coast and some elsewhere, for discussions with federal or
provincial governments as to where best to engage in such a fishery. Also, there
is great potential which no one really has started to exploit yet for an expansion
of the food herring fishery.

The federal-provincial investigation by the Atlantic herring investigatiofl
committee, which I referred to in the 1940’s, showed that in the Gulf of St
Lawrence during about four months in the summer there are some very fat
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herring of the same quality as the best food herring in Europe, and two or three
times as abundant as in the North Sea. Recently, there have been some inquiries
for supplies of herring from Europe and, actually, there have been some
_Shipments of frozen herring fillets in the last two or three years indicating there
18 a potential market for those, too. It is my opinion that when this committee
meets five or ten years from now it may designate the herring fishery as three
or four times as important as it is now.

Mr. MAcLEAN (Queens): I have one brief detailed question. I notice that
the amount for telephones and telegrams has more than doubled. It has been
Stated that with the new system of government telephone use there would be an
Over-all saving of perhaps $2 million for the government as a whole. Could I be

at_ivised of the explanation for the indicated trend being in the opposite
direction?

Mr. NEepLER: Mr. Chairman, I think the answer simply is that there is a
8reat deal of increased activity in field operations, which are the ones which are
Most expensive so far as this sort of communication is concerned.

® (12:00)

Mr. NEEDLER: Might I be permitted to add some comments on this question
of sharing, Mr. Chairman. The federal-provincial Atlantic fisheries committee,
Which is a committee of five provincial deputy ministers and myself, is
spO_nsoring a conference on herring in Fredericton from May 5 to May 7, at
Which we well bring together fishermen, professors, scientists and administra-
tors to review the potential of this industry from the point of view of the
Tesource, the methods of catching, the methods of processing, and the markets.

€ purpose of this is to lay a better background for a good rational develop-
Ment in everybody’s interest. We expect to have close to 300 people there, with
Some experts from the Pacific coast, from Europe and from the United States.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. MacLean, I have been glancing at the estimates on the
telephone and telegram items as a result of your last question, and I note that
€ telephone and telegraph services are up right through these votes. If, as you
Say, government services have been reduced by the new lease plans, it would be
lntel"esting for this committee to know why this department’s telegraph and
€lephone services seem to be up in general. I wonder whether, perhaps at
anO_ther meeting, we might get a little more detailed explanation of this item
Which continues to puzzle me.
i Mr. MacLEAN (Queens): I would be pleased if we might do so. I imagine I
OW the explanation, that this cost is for field telephone use where the new
80vernment leasing system does not, perhaps, apply. However, I am only

i‘SSuming that, and I would like to have a more detailed explanation at some
ater time,

s Mr. NEEDLER: Mr. Chairman, Mr. Lamb has pointed out to me that these

!mates were prepared before the new government system was developed, and

t Ue a large increase like that under the development service will doubtless
€ reflected in some increase, there might be savings in the other items.

Mr Mr. Crouse: Mr. Chairman, some of my questions follow those initiated by
tha.t lacLean. I believe I understood the deputy minister correctly when he said
1t was his intention at the next meeting to table the programs that are
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being carried out under this particular vote so that we would know the
development procedures taking place in all the provinces. Speaking as a Nova
Scotian, I would certainly be interested in knowing how much the province of
Nova Scotia would share in the increase which, I think, amounts to some
$410,000.

Specifically speaking, I am interested in the salmon development industry
in Nova Scotia at present. In Lunenburg county we have had, for example, two
rivers which used to yield large quantities of salmon, namely the Gold River
and the La Have River. I believe last year the catch in the La Have River was at
a lower ebb than at any time since records have been kept. I understand the
dollar value to Canada of the tourist industry is second only to the pulp and
paper industry.

In Lunenburg county especially we are very much concerned at the present
time with the reduction in our salmon fishing industry and the effects it is
having on our tourist trade. I would therefore like to ask the deputy minister if
he could outline in some detail the manner in which the federal government is
planning to assist the provincial government in establishing salmon runs. For
example, it is the feeling in the Bridgewater area that the salmon fishing on the
La Have River is very low; it is almost extinct owing to the fact that the dams
we had in the river, which were built there years ago by the logging industry,
have been washed out, with the result that the spring run-off is not retained
and the salmon just cannot get up the river into the pools upstream to spawn.
It has been suggested that log dams be built to conserve the water run-off and
restore the salmon fishing in this particular river. I would like to ask the deputy
minister just how far the federal authorities are prepared to go, in co-operation
with the provinces, towards that type of restoration.

Mr. NEEDLER: I cannot answer this question in great detail. First I might
say that Mr. Crouse is right regarding the tabling of these projects, and when I
mentioned Prince Edward Island I picked the smallest of the Atlantic provinces;
the activities of the others are all considerably greater. The federal government,
as you know, has now what we call a resource development branch. I am sorry
that the estimates have not been separated out in this way, because the
separation has also taken place since these estimates were drafted. However,
this work which you referred to would come under what is called in these
estimates the conservation and development service. The federal government,
under the resource development service in the Maritime provinces, has operated
hatcheries and has undertaken some other expenditures intended to maintain
the flow in this sort of thing, but we do not have an extensive program for the
latter purpose. It is our intention, however, to discuss this with the provincial
government and attempt, if we have the money, to expand our activities, and
also to work out a co-operative arrangement with them. Basically, the federal
government feels that it has some responsibility, maybe the main responsibility
for the maintenance of anadromous fish such as salmon. In the past this
responsibility has been exercised mainly with respect to commercial fisheries.

In the case of the La Have River, the low water is likely to have much
more adverse effect on angling than on the total stock, and, where this aspect
comes into the picture, we attempt to enter into some co-operation with the
provincial governments. In this particular case, I do not have the details at
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hand, and indeed I do not believe that I have enough information on hand at the
Moment on what the provincial government might be doing, but we intend to
discuss this with them.

Mr. CrousE: Well, Mr. Chairman, the Nova Scotia Anglers Association have
Mmade representations to me and have informed me that large quantities of
Salmon in schools have been seen in recent years just below the bridge near

ridgewater. They were unable to go farther up the river because of the lack of
controlled water in the river. I understand that recently the provincial Minister
of Fisheries has stated that he is willing to do whatever is necessary to improve
this situation, but he has not been given any assistance from the federal
authorities towards this end. I would like to ask the deputy minister if his

€partment could contact the Minister of Fisheries in Nova Scotia and assist

u_n, with the knowledge they have from previous experience, to restore runs on
this particular river. It is virtually important to that section of Nova Scotia.

i Mr. NEEDLER: It is our intention, Mr. Chairman, to proceed in the manner
Which Mr. Crouse suggests. However, at this stage it would not be possible to
Predict what proportion of our resources could be assigned to any particular
Tlver. However, we do intend to discuss this with the provincial authorities.

Mr. Crouse may be aware that a good many years ago the provincial
g(?Vernment did have an experimental dam on the river in Lunenburg county
With the intention of producing artificial freshets and making salmon come in at
Will and so improve angling. That was operated entirely by the provincial
80vernment.

Mr. Crousk: I have a further question but it pertains to the lobster

deVelopmen‘c and I am not sure whether it comes under this vote.

The CHAIRMAN: Suppose you proceed, Mr. Crouse.

. ‘Mr. Crousg: In Nova Scotia the lobster industry is worth around $10
;ml!lon to our province, and this year’s catch is exceptionally small. This
sf"lVGd the question regarding the similarity of the offshore and inshore lobster
inOCks' This is a very controversial item, especially in view of the fact that we
X Canada still do not permit the licensing of deep sea draggers for the catching

°ff§hore lobsters while this practice is followed in the United States, with the
€rican port of New Bedford, I believe, being the main centre of the deep sea
Ster fishing industry in the United States.

Wh‘I would now like to pose this question: Who owns the offshore lobsters

ar;Ch are worth over $1 million to the American fishermen? Did these lobsters

ins}llVe on the offshore banks as a result of the lobster seed drifting there from

g Ore stocks, or were they there originally, and does the lobster seed drift
™ the offshore stocks of lobsters to our inshore banks?

bl My question to the deputy minister is: Has his department carried out any

c@nkton tests to determine whether lobster seed comes from offshore to the

A ore: banks? Has his department made any studies of the currents in there to
€mine which way these seed lobsters are travelling?

lop

Mr. NEeDLER: Maybe I should get Dr. Hayes or an official from the Research
9ard to answer this question. I hope that with his blessing I will be able to
SWer this question myself since I was director of St. Andrew’s station on the

€y
St coast for many years.
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Many lobster investigations have been carried out. Also, extensive investi-
gations have been made of the currents. The conclusion I would draw from
this—I think it is the general conclusion of our scientists—is that the reproduc-
tion is very much better inshore than offshore. The lobster require fairly high
temperatures during the larvae period, the period during which they swim in
the water, to let them get down rapidly to deeper waters where they are safer.
Higher temperatures occur in the inshore waters in such places as Lunenburg
county, and so on. This idea is borne out by the fact that when you look at the
lobster population, there are more younger lobsters there than in offshore
waters. In the offshore waters you tend to get an average large size and some
very old lobsters, the sort of population which you get where there is no very
intensive fishing and not very good reproduction; whereas, where you have
very good reproduction and very intensive fishing, you have lots of little
lobsters. Therefore, the nature of the population itself, or what is known as the
lobster history, indicates that the reproduction inshore is more efficient than
offshore.

Mr. CrROUSE: Am I to assume from what the deputy minister has stated that
in his opinion the offshore stocks are supported by lobster seed coming from the
inshore population?

Mr. NEEDLER: I am not saying this is so in black and white but I would say
that there would be many more lobsters offshore from inshore than inshore
from offshore. As you go farther south where the temperatures are higher there
may be more possibility of offshore stocks being self-supporting.

Mr. CRouse: Well, Mr. Chairman, there is just one comment which I would
like to make on the deputy minister’s statement. I agree with him that in
warmer water lobsters would grow faster, and this of course is the real reason
for the large lobster growth on the offshore banks; the George’s Bank area is
relatively close to the gulf stream where there is considerably warmer water
than we have, for example, near Lunenburg or anywhere along the coast of
Nova Scotia. This has resulted in larger quantities of lobster growing on the
offshore banks, especially in the George’s Bank area.

It is my understanding that we not only have the United States fishermen
fishing lobsters on the George’s Bank but we have other nations fishing there as
well. The only records that we have are those of the United States people, and
their estimated catch exceeds $1 million. In the New Bedford area they are
expanding their offshore lobster fleet, which would indicate to me that it is 2
profitable industry. We know the total catch in Nova Scotia is worth something
like $10 million. We know the United States catch on the offshore bank, which
is George’s Bank, is worth over $1 million. What we do not know is the number
of deep sea lobsters that are taken there by the Russians, the Norwegians 0F
other countries fishing that particular bank. I would like to know our reason for
continued conservation practices in so far as that bank is concerned. Why do W€
continue to prohibit Canadian fishermen from securing a licence to operate i
that same area and catch these offshore lobsters in view of their value to the
Canadian fishermen and to our economy?

Mr. NEepLER: Well, Mr. Chairman, there are two or three points here. Oné
of them is to get the factual background. The concentration of lobsters in thesé
offshore grounds in George’s Bank is much smaller than in the inshore grounds:
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In inshore grounds conservation in the lobster producing area is in the order of
20,000 to 40,000 per square mile, or something of this order. The indications are
at the concentration of lobsters on the offshore banks is actually smaller.

® (12: 20 p.m.)

As far as licensing is concerned, I think that there is every reason to
be!ieve that we should be fishing lobsters offshore, but whether we should be
doing this on George’s Bank or not I would not like to say. Some of our lobsters
are outside of the present territorial waters or fishing zones, and there has been,
for some time, a sort of gentleman’s agreement, although I may be getting on
dangerous ground here. If we fish lobsters immediately off the United States
Continental shelf, there may be some upset in this arrangement. This has not
been examined lately at all, and the fishing zone is sufficient to protect most
Mshore Jobster grounds; but under the former regime which existed a few years
380 it would have been quite possible for the United States fishermen to come
and fish on the inshore lobster grounds at Yarmouth county. This was never

One, and there has been some reluctance to get into competition in catching

::18 another’s lobsters until it was pretty clear what these populations really
€re,

Mr. CrousE: One further question on this particular matter: Is any thought
g given to carrying out tests to determine if the offshore lobsters on
eorge’s Bank are helping to seed the inshore grounds? Is there any thought
€Ing given to carrying out tests to determine whether the currents are
farrying the seed to the inshore grounds?

§ This is a very important industry, and if the offshore lobsters are helping to
aeed the inshore grounds in the Nova Scotia area in particular, this, I submit, is
NCluestion that should be taken up with the International Commission of the
orth Atlantic Fisheries to determine some international conservation measure
i control to keep the offshore seeding conditions in the same condition as for
Ur inshore lobsters; and if there is no restriction, or any conservation practice
all others on these banks, then the continued depletion of our inshore lobster
Srounds is a certainty and this would have a considerable effect on those in
0‘?1?78 Scotia involved in lobster fishing. Are you giving any thought to carrying
tests to see whether the offshore grounds are seeding the inshore grounds?

bein

thi Mr. NeepLer: I do not think there is a specific research program aimed at

IS at the present time, although there has been exploration and examination

yeaObSter stoclfs carried out last year; and I am not sure about the plans for this

ins}f' But I think there is still a sound basis for the scientific opinion that the
ore lobsters are self-supporting, and more so than the offshore.

sug Mr. Crouse: In view of the importance of this industry I would like to
thisgeSt to the deputy minister, Mr. Chairman, that some thought be given to

Proposal which I have just made, that a study be made of the currents to
™ more about this particular problem.

Mr. NEEDLER: Well, actually, the current system is pretty well known now.

lob tT 0 answer the question which you have asked, which is what contribution
Ster larvae produced in the offshore grounds are making to the inshore

ig -
. 0;13;1‘15, I would say it would lead to a very difficult and expensive research
09—2
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program. There are things that cannot be identified. You would have to have a
quantitative investigation of them that would show their flow, and while I fully
sympathize with your assessment of the problem, I believe that the scientific
basis for believing that the inshore lobsters are self-supporting is very sound,
and that a research program designed to show this seeding process, as you quite
properly call it, would be so expensive, perhaps, and so inconclusive, as not to
rate very high in research work.

Mr. CrRoUSE: In conclusion I can only deduce that we are continuing to
refrain from catching the lobsters at George’s Bank to appease the American
fishermen. Is that correct?

Mr. NEeDLER: I do not think that we should say that we are doing it for
that purpose. I think that we should be carrying out an exploration of offshore
lobsters in the waters off our own coast, and I think I agree with Mr. Crouse
that we should seriously reconsider our present regulations which, at the
moment, do prevent our people from getting into the offshore fisheries.

Mr. CRoUSE: There is the possibility, then, Mr. Chairman, that in the not
too distant future it would be possible to reconsider the present regulations
which prevent offshore landings, so that some ships may be licensed in
particular areas to operate on grounds which are not presently fished by our
inshore fishermen, but on banks which investigation has shown contain lobsters,
in the deep sea areas close to Nova Scotia?

Mr. NEepLER: That is my personal opinion.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Keays had his hand up before Mr. Bower, but I do not
want to interrupt this interesting exposition on lobsters. Does your question
have to do with lobsters, Mr. Bower?

Mr. Bower: Last week in Yarmouth I ran into considerable preoccupation
as to where the baseline would be and would there be any assurance that it
would be so drawn as to protect the Seal Island area for lobsters, and would the
proposed 12-mile baseline be effective. Would the baseline be so located as t0
leave Seal Island substantially outside the 12-mile limit?

Mr. NEeEpLER: I am afraid I cannot answer that question because the
drawing of the baselines is still under discussion. However, I think that 2
12-mile zone from almost any conceivable baseline would protect most of the
lobster grounds.

Mr. BoweR: In that particular area?

Mr. NEEDLER: Yes; any island, recognizable as such, would have a 12-milé
zone around the island; and the 12-mile zone around Seal Island, and the
12-mile zone even based on the sinuosity of the coast would actually protect theé
great majority or almost all of our lobster grounds that are now exploited bY
the inshore fishermen.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Keays, are you asking a question on lobsters?
Mr. KeEAYS: I am on the subject of herring and salmon.

The CHAIRMAN: I think there may be a short question from Mr. Barnett.
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Is this a short supplementary question, Mr. Barnett?

Mr. BARNETT: Yes; it is related to this very intriguing question that Mr.
Crouse has raised. I am sure that the committee realizes that my question does
Not arise from any local knowledge, but I would like to ask what relationship

€re js, if any, between this question about the lobster situation and the
fonvention on the continental shelf. Does the question of, as I understand it, our
Tight to catch on the continental shelf apply.

Mr. NEEDLER: Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Ozere to answer that.
The CHAIRMAN: Yes, Mr. Ozere?

Mr. S. V. OzeRE (Assistant Deputy Minister): Mr. Chairman, so far as the
Continental shelf convention is concerned, the position in the convention is that
all resources lying on the continental shelf that are, at their harvestable stage,

continuous contact with the bottom, are included as part of the resources of
€ continental shelf.

. Now, there are certain species like shellfish and oysters and things of that
king that definitely can be classified as being in continuous contact with the
b",tbom. Whether or not lobsters would be in that category is something for the
SC{entists to determine. To date I do not think questions of that kind have been

rals_ed, although there had been some question raised as to king crabs on the
acific coast.

® (12: 30 p.m.)
Mr. BarNeTT: I understand that crabs were included.

lob Mr. Ozere: There is some question with regard to crabs but, so far as
Sters are concerned, this is something which will have to be determined.

c(:1'1'1'“11)8 Dr. Needler could take over now and say whether or not they are in
Dstant contact with the bottom at the time when they are being harvested.

0 The CuarrMAN: That is like a billiard player; it is a question of whether or
t he keeps one foot on the floor.

.Mr. NEeEDLER: I do not think there is any doubt; neither lobsters nor crabs
11'} contact with the bottom absolutely all the time. They certainly are not.
u » 1t becomes a matter of international interpretation whether or not they
Qr:g-lfy. And, as Mr. Ozere implied, the United States has claimed that king
Wills are continental shelf animals even though biologists might argue 'there
Act be some seconds in their life when they are not on the bottom either.
Ually, this has been accepted, I believe, by the U.S.S.R. But, this may be
~Interest on their part because they have a lot of king crab grounds, too.

Wh Mr, Chairman, I do not think it is possible to give a very firm answer on
‘ether or not lobsters could be accepted internationally as continental shelf

thén}:}ls- Some flat fish are in contact with the bottom, certainly well over half
Ime,

are

The CHAIRMAN: Have you a question on the same subject, Mr. Keays?

by Mr, KEAys: Mr. Chairman, I have a supplementary question to the one put

. T. MacLean with regard to herring. If I recall correctly, there is a
909\2;
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tremendous amount of herring off the shores of the Magdalen Islands for the
next five or six weeks during this period of the year. I am wondering whether
we are taking advantage of the potential that exists around these islands. I
understand that in the spring of the year ships come from Newfoundland and
Nova Scotia to pick up some of these herring, which is used for bait and so on. I
understand there is a tremendous amount of this herring not being captured.
Because of insufficiency of funds perhaps the fishermen are unable to acquire
the proper traps to capture these herring and within the last five or six years
the quantity has been growing. I am wondering whether or not we are taking
full advantage of this potential.

Mr. NEEDLER: Mr. Chairman, I think the main obstacle at the moment to the
full utilization of these herring is economics. The season is so short that it is
difficult to establish an economic reduction industry, although there has beeD
some reduction. When the herring are inshore to spawn, in the Gulf of St
Lawrence and elsewhere, they tend to be of a rather poor quality because they
are rather thin. Also, they are only suitable for certain food uses. A little earlier
I said that one of the things we hoped to do was develop a fuller utilization of
our herring. These same herring stocks which are in the very shallow waters
around the Magdalen Islands and Prince Edward Island as well as various other
areas in the southern gulf in May are scattered over wider areas away from
shore, still in the southern gulf, for the four months, and they change in 2
matter of two or three weeks from very thin to very fat herring during Jun€
because this is the time when plankton food is much more plentiful. We areé
anxious to develop a use for these herring. But, as I said, in the short seasoB
they are rather thin and this produces a bit of an economic barrier. I think W€
have to catch them over a longer season when their quality is better.

Mr. Keays: Do you believe there is any further hope for the bloater
industry?

Mr. NEepLER: I would like to ask Mr. McArthur to answer your question
He is Chairman of the Fisheries Prices Support Board.

Mr. 1. S. McARTHUR (Director General, Economics Service, Department of
Fisheries): I am not sure just what Mr. Keays means by further hope for ﬂ';e
bloater industry. Of course, there has been a continuing market for Bloaters 1
the Dominican Republic and one or two other places, and this is quite
substantial. There is a fairly level and consistent market for about 400,000
boxes of the annual catch. But, this product is very, very low in price. A sm
excess in production tends to cause a very sharp drop in prices because thé
market for this particular product is a very specialized one and easily can b€
oversupplied. But during the last one or two years the price has been relatively
good and there has been a fairly consistent market for good quality bloaters:
think it is a market that will continue for quite some considerable timeé
However, I would not say it is an expanding market.

Mr. KeAys: Is there any hope for a larger consumption of this product?

Mr. McArTHUR: I would doubt whether there would be an expandin®
market. In years when there was a surplus, when the Fisheries Prices Suppo®
Board purchased it, we sent samples to many countries, with absolutely no
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Tesponse whatever. We just could not find people who were interested. It would

€ a lot of market development to change food habits and to encourage
People, who had never used it before, to accept this product. Even in Mexico we
fould find no interest at all at very low prices.

Mr. Keays: My next question concerns the salmon industry. As you, no
dOUbt, are aware, we are very proud of our Gaspe salmon and we are deeply
foncerned about this product. The number of fish is declining. A few years ago
We discovered there was a large concentration of salmon off the shores of

Teenland, and they were making some fabulous catches in that area. Has there
€en any consultation between Greenland and Canada with regard to limiting
€Ir catch of that particular salmon?

- Mr. NEEDLER: Yes, there have been discussions at the official level between
Canada, the United States and Denmark with regard to this matter, and there
aas been some joint research. The research carried out in 1965 really was not
. €quate enough to show the whole situation and there is a discussion being

arl'l_e(i on at the forthcoming meeting of the Northwest Atlantic Commission to

Consider ways and means of learning more about who is getting whose salmon.
€ do know that some of our salmon have been caught in Greenland; the
88ing shows that. Some European salmon have been caught there. We are
Sreatly concerned about this. We certainly want to prevent overfishing of large
& on in Greenland. But the basic information, which would give us a firm
thgument with the Danish government, is a little bit inadequate and we are

frefore trying to mount a real research program on this subject; we are

€mpting to have an item of that sort in the supplementary estimates. To

farn where our salmon go out to sea in a quantitative way is quite expensive;

Would involve special operations and so forth.

ta

¢ (12: 40 p.m.)

Wh Mr. BarwerT: I wonder if Dr. Needler could give us some information on
€re Iceland fits in here.

The CramrMmaAN: T do not want to interrupt the train of Mr. Keays’ thought.

Whi Mr, KEAys: How much information have we on the increase in salmon
Ich we have been getting in Greenland within the last four or five years?

h, Mr. NeEpLER: We have the information but I do not have it with me now.
€ 1965 catch was smaller than the 1964 catch. The 1964 catch was the largest.

Mr. Keavs: What ships are pursuing these fisheries, what nations?

2k Mr, NEEDLER: The fishery is done almost entirely by native Greenlanders iq
' territorial waters. It is done very close inshore, right in the bays.

fur Mr. KEAays: Are you concerned with this? I gather you are going to have
d?er talks with the Danish government regarding this industry or this new

Co Mr _NEEDLER: We will have further discussions at the Northwest Atlantic
bu{“mlssmn meeting in early June regarding, first of all, the research problem

also we will be seeing Danish representatives at that time.

td
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Mr. BARNETT: I was wondering if we could have a word from Dr. Needler
on where Iceland fits into the picture of this north Atlantic salmon fishery?

Mr. NEeEDLER: I do not want to commit myself on this without looking it up;
but I do not think Iceland is taking salmon in the Greenland area, or likely t0
be taking any of our salmon.

Mr. BARNETT: I saw a reference somewhere which suggested that Iceland
was involved. I am not quite sure whether it was a matter of other nations
fishing salmon originating from salmon streams in Iceland or whether the
Icelanders were being accused of taking other people’s salmon. I was wondering
whether any information was available in this regard.

Mr. NEeEDLER: Mr. Chairman, the European Atlantic salmon stocks are of
about the same size as the North American stocks. You might read “Canadian”
for “North American” because practically of all the North American stocks aré
Canadian. If the Icelanders are catching salmon in their own waters, they are
more likely to be European or their own.

Mr. BARNETT: I was intrigued because, as I read it, there was some questiqn
of the intermingling of European and North American salmon stocks 11'1
mid-Atlantic, which, I think, you will appreciate intrigued me in view of certai?
questions on the Pacific under discussion.

Mr. NEEDLER: We would like to learn more of this, and we are trying t0
mount a better research program, but we do know that both European an
Canadian salmon occur in the Greenland area. We do not know how important
this is quantitatively, in other words what proportion of our salmon ever get
there.

Mr. BLouIN: Mr. Chairman, I just want to ask Dr. Needler to return 10
this question of Greenland salmon. Is it true that there are no restrictions o
the salmon catch in Greenland such as we have in Canada?

Mr. NeepLER: I do not know what regulations they have but as far as I
know they are not restricting in any way the total quantity caught.

Mr. BLouiN: That is what I heard.

Mr. NEeDLER: However, we do not do so either; we only restrict the time®
at which they can be caught and the methods by which they are caught. I would
have to look up Greenland regulations, if I could find them.

Mr. Brouin: Do they have regulations?

Mr. NEepLER: The Danish government has a very sophisticated and well
advanced fisheries administration. They are very much interested in Greenland
They have an aboriginal population there which they have to support. As 2
matter of fact, the resistance to any attempt on our part to have the Greenla®
fishery limited would be largely based on the Danish government’s need to
support the natives.

The CHAIRMAN: It is now a quarter to one. There is one item I wish to tak®
up here before we leave and that is the question of the submission of writte?
questions. You will remember that the committee agreed to the following.

'
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Mr. BoweR: There is just one remark, supplementary to what Mr. Crouse
has said, which I wish to make. It is a matter of great importance and it relates
to Shelburne county. The Cape Sable Island area has had an extremely low
Ca!iCh both in the fall and now. Shelburne county has advanced some reasons for
this, one being the close operations of the Russian fleet, overfishing, and the
Possibility of some change in the lobster life itself. Has the department any idea

on the cause for this big drop in the particular area of western Shelburne
County?

Mr. NEepLER: I do not think we have any firm opinion on this. Of course,
there are natural fluctuations. I would think it highly unlikely that there was a
suCl'den change in the lobsters habits, but there are changes in the conditions
Which lead to changes in reproduction from year to year. Lobster stocks have on
he whole been relatively constant as compared with other stocks in the sea in
8eneral, but, nevertheless, there are some actual fluctuations. We would have to
Make a much closer examination before the question could be answered.

_Mr. BoweRr: I think this year there has been a sharper drop in the spring
ﬁshlng than they have experienced before, and also a sharper drop off from one
Year to the following year. They are disturbed because they wonder about the
Uture, will this continue in this way or is this just an exception?

Mr. NEEDLER: We will certainly be looking into it.

The CHAIRMAN: I want to return to the subject of the submission of
Questions to the committee. You will remember that you agreed that written
ql{ES_tions, of reasonable number and length may be put by members to the

ister or his deputy minister. Secondly, it was agreed that the Minister or the
aPpropriate departmental official may reply verbally or in some written form
Or the printed record. Thirdly, we agreed that study papers and bibliography
t Ay be given to the committee members by the department for their informa-
a1°n on the subject matter of verbal or written questions. Following the

Ereement reached at our last meeting I will ask Dr. Needler to proceed to read
b‘e Questions received from Mr. Barnett and his reply thereto as well as the

lbhogl‘aphies which are appended to the questions which would then become
Part of the committee’s records, if the committee agrees to that procedure.

Si Mr. NeepLER: The answers to these two questions are moderately brief.
Ince they are in writing perhaps I had better give you a copy of them.

th The CramrMAN: In accordance with the instructions which were given to
€ Chair the questions and replies thereto should properly be read into the

r a
r::?;;d unless the committee directs me otherwise. Shall these questions be now

Mr. Parterson: I think the understanding was, when the recommendations
€ made, that at least a brief reply would be read into the record.

& thThe CHAIRMAN: I would prefer to proceed on this basis because I think this
Twi € correct procedure for a committee of this kind. Unless there is objection,
11 ask Dr. Needler to read the question and his reply thereto.
Mr. NeEpLER: The first question is from Mr. Barnett and it reads as follows:

\ What progress is being made in the field of artificial salmon spawn-
Ing in B.C. and elsewhere in Canada both on an experimental and

Wer,
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commercial basis, especially in the areas of Big Qualicum River, Rob-
ertson Creek, Campbell River and Tlupana Inlet; and what success can
the government report on experiments to transplant Pacific coast pinks to
the Atlantic coast? '

The rather brief reply is as follows:

Controlled flow (artificial) spawning channels have been constructed
by the department in British Columbia for Pacific salmon and in New-
foundland for Atlantic salmon. Early results in the Pacific area were
sufficiently successful to justify a large scale spawning channel program
in British Columbia. Additional channels are now planned for the
Newfoundland area.

e (12: 50 p.m.)

Experimental results from the Robertson Creek and Big Qualicum
River facilities are still being assessed. However, over-all successes to0
date in vastly improved salmon fry survival justified the currently active
five-year, $5 million salmon development program on Babine Lake.
Fisheries Research Board studies indicated that Babine Lake could
support far more sockeye fry than were being supplied by the existing
tributary streams which have limited spawning areas. Therefore several
large sockeye spawning channels and ancillary flow control works were
proposed and are now being constructed on Fulton River and on Pinkut
Creek. The second year of construction is about to commence on this
project.

Available information has not indicated that controlled spawning
facilities are required on the Campbell River. No data are available on
the requirements for Tlupana Inlet.

Other large scale production channels have been constructed in
British Columbia for pink and sockeye salmon by the International
Pacific Salmon Fisheries Commission. Facilities have been completed by
this agency at Seton and Weaver Creeks.

With regard to what success the government can report on experi-
ments to transplant Pacific Coast pinks to the Atlantic Coast, Fisherie$
Research Board experimental transplants of pink salmon from British
Columbia to Newfoundland began in 1962 when 2.5 million eggs wereé
shipped from Glendale River to a North Harbour River spawning chan-
nel. Fry survival was 86 per cent—which I would say is very high—and i?
1964 a small number of adults returned—22 to the commercial fishery, 25
to the North Harbour River and 2 others to the Haricot River.

Fry survival from the 3.4 million eggs shipped in January 1965 was
84 per cent. Adult returns from this planting are expected during the
summer and fall of 1966.

A further 3.3 million pink salmon eggs were transplanted from:the
Lakelse River to the North Harbour River in November 1965. Returnmg

‘adults are expected in 1967.

‘The results to date are not particularly encouraging, but the experi~
ment is continuing with theé hope that success may be achieved.
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The CHAIRMAN: Then, question No. 2?
Mr. NEEDLER: Yes.

1 What is the present appraisal of the department of pollution of
Canadian fishing waters resulting from domestic and industrial pollutants
of all kinds; and what is the department’s detailed appraisal of the effect
of pulp mill effluent across Canada and in the area of the Alberni Inlet?

Rapid expansion of domestic and industrial pollution problems on
both coasts and in the Great Lakes have necessitated increased action and
research by the Department of Fisheries and the Fisheries Research
Board.

The department has biologists, engineers and supporting staff active-
ly engaged in pollution control studies. This activity by the department
and other control agencies has made industry aware of the dangers of
pollution and, consequently, far more co-operative than in the past in
introducing treatment facilities; and this is industry generally, Mr.
Chairman, not the fishing industry alone. The incorporation of effective
treatment facilities by pulp mill and other industrial operators has
reduced the danger to fisheries from new installation. Many existing
plants have to be cleaned up before it could be said that Canada has no
water pollution problems.

The Fisheries Research Board carries out studies of effects of mining
pollutants, pulp mill effluents and pesticides in the laboratory and in the
field to form the basis for advice to governments on control require-
ments. Oceanographic studies of estuaries and harbours provide informa-
tion on appropriate locations for water intakes and sewage disposal.

The Fisheries Research Board is undertaking a large new program of
research on the biological productivity of lakes and the effects of nutrient
enrichment as they relate to the problem of pollution on the lower Great
Lakes. The program is designed to gain an adequate understanding of
normal and accelerated aging of lakes so that effective means can be
found to combat this major pollution problem.

Thorough studies were conducted in the Port Alberni area prior to
the commencement of operations by the original pulp mill. Since that
time, the mill has increased production and plans are now being made to
extend water quality studies to determine the possible effect increased
effluent might be having on resident and transient fish populations.
Continued field laboratory studies at Alberni Inlet have disclosed sub-
stantial seasonal reductions in dissolved oxygen.

at '_I‘he CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, it is now about five minutes to one, and I think
this point we can entertain a motion to adjourn to the call of the Chair.

) At the next meeting we will proceed with Vote No. 5.
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STANDING COMMITTEE ON FISHERIES
Chairman: Mr. Grant Deachman

Vice-Chairman: Mr. G. Blouin

and Messrs.

Barnett, Chatterton, McQuaid,
Basford, Crossman, McWilliam,
Béchard, Crouse, Nowlan,
Bower, Granger, O’Keefe,
1Cameron (Nanaimo- Keays, Patterson,

Cowichan-The Islands), LeBlanc (Rimouski), Stefanson,
Carter, MacLean (Queens), Tucker—(24).
Cashin, McLean (Charlotte),

J. H. Bennett,
Clerk of the Committee.

1Replaced by Mr. Howard on April 19, 1966.

CORRECTION— (English Copy Only)
PROCEEDINGS No. 4—Tuesday, April 19, 1966

On page 67 in the Minutes of Proceedings, the last paragraph should
read as follows: Answers to Mr. Barnett’s written questions (See Appendix “x
to Committee’s Minutes of Proceedings of April 5, 1966) being read, af
1:00 p.m. the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.”



ORDER OF REFERENCE

TuEsDAY, April 19, 1966.

Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Howard be substituted for that of Mr.
?I}rlxeron (Nanaimo-Cowichan-The Islands) on the Standing Committee on
1sheries.

Attest.
LEON-J. RAYMOND,
The Clerk of the House.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

Tuespay, April 26, 1966.

(6)

_The Standing Committee on Fisheries met this day at 11:08 a.m. The
Chairman, Mr. Deachman presided.

Members present: Messrs. Barnett, Béchard, Bower, Carter, Chatterton,
-rOssman, Crouse, Deachman, Granger, Howard, McLean (Charlotte), McWil-
am, O’Keefe, Patterson, Stefanson, Tucker (16).

In attendance: From the Department of Fisheries: Dr. A. W. H. Needler,
Depu'cy Minister; Mr. S. V. Ozere, Assistant Deputy Minister (International);
. R. R. Logie, Assistant Deputy Minister (Operations); Mr. I. S. McArthur,
Dll‘ector General, Economic Service; Mr. L. S. Bradbury, Director, Industrial
evelopment Service; Mr. J. J. Lamb, Director of Administration; Mr. A. W.
_bet, Chief, Financial Services; Mr. J. A. Rogers, Director of Administration,
Isheries Research Board; Dr. F. R. Hayes, Chairman, Fisheries Research Board;
Dr' W. R. Martin, Assistant Chairman, Fisheries Research Board; Mr. H. V.
€mpsey, Director, Inspection Service; and Mr. C. R. Levellton, Director, Con-
Servation and Development Service.

On motion of Mr. Howard, seconded by Mr. Tucker,

Resolved,—That the Committee increase the printing of its Minutes of
eedings and Evidence in English from 750 to 1200 copies.

M The Chairman informed the Committee of a letter that has been sent to
for' f‘xntle, General Secretary, Newfoundland Federation of Fishermen, in-
™Mming him of the Committee’s progress and willingness to hear his views.

Proe

The Chairman referred to an invitation to the Committee, from the Min-
of Fisheries, to attend a ‘fish dinner’ on or about May 17, 1966.

(Fi Tht? Chairman called Item 5—Main Estimates—Operation and Maintenance
“'.henes Management and Development) and read a list of departmental
Clals present.

Questioning of the departmental officials resumed.

ect D_I‘- Needler presented a list of Department of Fisheries Development Pro-
$ In Co-operation with the Atlantic Provinces.

ADer. Howard proposed and it was agreed that this list appear as an

endix to the Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence of this day. (See
Ppendix)

of Questioning continuing, at 1:00 p.m. the Committee adjourned to the call
the Chair,

Ister

J. H. Bennett,
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE

(Recorded by Electronic Apparatus)
TuESDAY, April 26, 1966.

The CHAIRMAN: Order. Hold on for one second and I shall figure out
Where we are going to start, then we will turn to your question. I think we
haq proceeded as far as Vote No. 5, and we were dealing with the Industrial
Nevelopmen’c Service, Conservation and Development, and so on, under Vote

0.. 5.

Now, before we get going, I notice that the reporters are not here at the
Moment, I just want to ask are you prepared to go ahead without reporters

€re? You are on tape, and you are prepared to go ahead without the reporters?

Some hon. MEMBERS: Yes.

The CHAIRMAN: Thank you. I will do my best to see that you get the
Names of the persons who are speaking so that it is on your tape for you. Mr.
Oward had his hand up on a matter of privilege, I think, at this point.

. Mr. Howarp: It is not strictly a matter of privelege but it is a matter I
think the Committee might concern itself with. At our initial meeting, we
Passed 5 motion to print, I think it was 750 copies in English, and 250 in

ench of the proceedings of the Committee. In so far as the English copies
ar? concerned, I think perhaps there is a scarcity of them. I know in speaking
With the member for Comox-Alberni, he too has experienced difficulty in
Setting a sufficient number to send out to people, fishermen particularly, who
are interested. I wondered if the Committee might, without my suggesting
any Number, consider talking in general terms about the possibility of increas-
Ng the number of copies printed and see whether or not we can come to some
fonsensus as to what would be an acceptable, or desirable number.

» The CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Mr. Howard. Is there anyone else in the room
ho has a number of fishermen in his own area to which he would be mailing
Ese reports, and who has been reviewing the number that we should print?

g Carter, you have a comment to make?

fish Mr. CaRTER: Well, 75 per cent or 80 per cent of my constituents are
€rmen, and they have a large number of fishermen’s locals. I certainly

Woulq like to be able to provide each of these locals with a copy of the
Proceedings.

The Cramman: Mr. Tucker, you had your hand up for comment.
Mr. Tucker: I, too, would like to receive extra copies.

We The CHATRMAN: We seem to be looking at a demand here. I had not realized
hag a best seller emanating from this Committee, but we seem to be creating

95
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a demand, and I would be willing to entertain a suggestion from anyone in
the Committee in regard to an amendment to our original resolution to print
750 in English.

Mr. Howarp: Would 1200 seem to be a reasonable number as far as the
English is concerred. I don’t know about the French version. It may not be.

The CHAIRMAN: The suggestion has been made by Mr. Howard that we
print 1200. Do I hear any other comment?

Mr. Howarp: Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I could put it formally, then.
I would move that we print 1,200 copies in English and that we attempt tO
have the proceedings up to now reprinted in that number as well,

The CHAIRMAN: Seconded by Mr. Tucker. The resolution is that we print
1,200 and we attempt to bring up to—I say attempt because the difficulty of
these things is considerable, as you know—that number the reports that have
already been printed. All in favour? Opposed, if any? Motion agreed to. Now;
I have one item of business to report to you in addition to the hearing of the
United Fishermen and Allied Workers from the coast, at the suggestion of
Mr. Granger, a member of this Committee. I wrote a letter to Mr. Pat Antle,
who is the General Secretary of the Newfoundland Federation of Fishermen,
letting him know that the Committee is meeting at this time, and that if he
or any of the officers of his Federation should be here, I would make recom-
mendation to the Committee that they be heard.

. Now, they are certainly not going to make a trip to do so, but M
Granger said it would be a courtesy to that federation of fishermen to let them
know what we are doing, so I have sent them the material to let them know
we are here and that we are sitting at this time, if they want to get in touch
with us.

In addition to that, we have also, on May 3, approved to hear Mr. O’Brien;
of the Fisheries Council, and I think some gentlemen whom he is bringing
with him, Further than that, I understand from the Minister that on or about
May 17, and the date will be confirmed to you by invitation, the Minister i$
asking us to be his guests at the Fisheries kitchen, and there we are going 10
have a fish fry or all the lobster you can eat, or something of that kind. So wé
have a very good program lined up to the end of our estimates. We have this
morning departmental officials with us again, and if the hon. gentlemen haveé
not already exhausted themselves in their very able discussions on the Minister’s
bill last night in the House of Commons, I will now entertain questions in
respect of Vote No. 5, which we are continuing with this morning.

Mr. CHATTERTON: There is the explanation of repairs and upkeep of
buildings and works?

The CHAIRMAN: On page 146 of the Estimates, Mr. Chatterton.

Mr. CuaTTERTON: Do I take it that these fishermen’s wharves are operated
by the Department of Public Works. If not, who is responsible? Does this, OF
any part of the estimates of $204,200 cover the upkeep of those fishermen’s
wharves?

Mr. NEepLER: This does not cover the public wharves. This item covers
such items as hatcheries and fishways and buildings, structures that are use
by the conservation and development service.
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Mr. CHATTERTON: Is anywhere in the estimates provision for such upkeep
of fishermen'’s wharves, or is that handled by another department?

e Mr. NeepLER: This would be the Department of Public Works, Mr. Chair-
an.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Carter has his hand up.

Mr. CARTER: Mr. Chairman, I am assuming we are on page 147, Conserva-

tion and Development Service. Have we reached that yet?

; The CHAIRMAN: Well we were dealing with an item that Mr. Chatterton
Taised, an item which is on page 146, but under Vote No. 5, you are free to
take up any item under Vote 5.

_ Mr. CarTER: I am concerned with the broad question of conservation and
With less wasteful methods of harvesting the fishery resources, particularly of

e Atlantic, and, I suppose, the same would apply to the Pacific. The method
Most commonly used now is the dragger; there has been a rapid extension,
ntensification of the use of draggers, during the past few years. We are now
80ing into another phase of the dragger industry which will utilize stern

aggers, and the stern draggers will enable more intensification of the fishing
€Cause the stern draggers can fish in weather when side draggers cannot.

We must assume that when a person invests $1,000,000 or $1,500,000 in
the stern dragger that they are going to use this method for at least fifteen or
Wenty years, to get their investment back, which would indicate that this
YPe of fishing is going to continue for many years yet.

I consider the dragger method of fishing very wasteful. I have personally,
my own boat, steamed through miles and miles of water strewn with
Small fish of no commerecial value which have been hauled up by these draggers

32;1 thrown overboard again because they are too small to be of any commercial
ue,

That is, to my mind, a waste of fishery resources which constitutes a
Problem with which we should be trying to cope. I think Mr. Needler, or one of
€ witnesses, indicated in the early days of our Committee that the haddock
Shery on George’s Bank had already reached maximum yield and perhaps
tould pe regarded as being overfished. What I would like to know, from Mr.
€edler—1J realize this is an international matter, but I think Canada has so
Much at stake that we should be taking the initiative—is what other methods
re.being explored to eliminate the waste inherent in the dragger method of
ﬁs Ing, and particularly what advances are being made with electronic fishery,
sh forms and other methods of harvesting the fish resources of our waters.

M Mr. NeepLer: Mr. Chairman, this is obviously a very big subject. As

. Carter says, the principal method of catching groundfish in the Atlantic
elsewhere in the world, as a matter of fact, is the Otter trawl, the
ler or dragger, as it is sometimes called, and this does, sometimes, catch
uar’_1ti'cies of small fish or quantities of undesirable species, unmarketable
Pecies, that are discarded.

en 'l;'he principal way of coping with the capture of small fish has been by
OQCtu_lg’ through the international commissions, in this case the International
Mission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries, regulations which require a

tl‘aw
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certain minimum mesh size. In certain cases, this has been shown to release
fish which are not marketable and indeed to cull the fish almost as people
would cull them for market. But since we are dealing with a number of
different species, this is not possible for all species.

The other side of the coin, however, is that this method of fishing does
catch kinds of fish which are not available to hook and line fishing at all, or
practically not available, such as the yellowtail, which is commonly called
sole of course, on the market, (Limada) and various species of flat fish and
red fish and so forth; so that on the whole, the dragging method, the otter
trawl method, actually does make better use of the resource as a whole than
any other known method.

Some other methods are explored, the modification of the drag which is
known as the Danish seine, sometimes now just simply called a seine net
because we use the Scottish modification. Electronics are used, of course, t0
make the drags themselves more efficient, and there have been attempts to use
purse seining for cod and other groundfish species. In our development activities,
we have explored the use of gill nets, which are quite selective as far as size is
concerned for certain fisheries, certain cod fisheries especially; but I do not
think any of these methods shows any promise at all of replacing the otter trawl
or drag as the most effective means of harvesting groundfish.

As I say, while there is some waste because everything that comes up in
the trawl is not used, it is also true that the trawl harvests a lot of resources
that are not harvested by any other method.

Mr. CARTER: I would like to follow up there, Mr. Chairman, the method
described by Mr. Needler as gill nets and Danish seines. These, I understand,
are methods applicable only to the inshore fishery. I never heard of any deepsed
dragger using these methods. I understand him to say that the otter trawl is
more efficient in one way in that it brings up species which you would not get
with hook and line. He mentioned the grey sole and flounder; but my under-
standing is that this type of fish has its own grounds mainly, so that, for example
George’s Bank is mostly haddock. You exploit there the haddock fishery of
George’s Bank. I do not think very many people go there dragging for sole OF
small groundfish of that nature.

e (11:25 am.)

Dr. Needler said that something was done in this direction by enlarging the
mesh of the trawl which culled out the fish. I am not convinced that it actually
works this way. It does release some fish, but the number of fish released 15
not at all in proportion to the increase in the size of the mesh. It would be i.f
the mesh remained square when you are dragging it along, but we all know it
does not. It stretches out in a diamond shape and the two sides come closé
together; so that what happens is that you release the fish on the outside, but
the small fish that are caught in the middle are either killed by the pressure of
the weight of the fish on them as you haul them up to the surface, or if nots
they are killed because they come up to the surface, and fish like haddock
can live only at a certain pressure. When they get to the pressure, the air pres-
sure inflates them and they can’t go down any more. Now that doesn’t happe?
to cod. Small cod, when released, can get down, but haddock can’t. He just
floats around and dies. I think this waste of young fish that hasn’t any chanc€
to grow up to be of commercial value is a very serious problem. I would hop€
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thé}t we would be looking at it from that standpoint and not accepting the
Principle that there is nothing more that can be done than just enlarge the
Mmesh of these trawls.

Mr. NEEpLER: Mr. Chairman, I would like to assure Mr. Carter and the
Committee that this problem is one that is regarded very seriously by not only
Ourselves but the other countries engaged in the fishery.

I would agree that no perfect method which will effectively select sizes of

_Sh has been developed, but I would also disagree with Mr. Carter on some of
his statements because it has been shown by extensive underwater observations
and experiment, that in general, the meshes do stay open, and there have been
€xtensive experiments on the size of the fish released and those retained which
Show that the mesh size is quite effective.

Mr. CarTER: Can Mr. Needler tell me what changes have been made in
the mesh sizes with respect to cod and haddock. I mean by international agree-
Ment. There is not much point in our draggers conforming to a certain mesh
Size if it is not going to be adopted by other countries.

Mr. NEepLER: I don’t have in my mind the mesh sizes which are now
*equired under the Northwest Atlantic Treaty. Before this treaty existed, there
Were, of course, no minimum mesh sizes. Perhaps Dr. Martin knows these off

and. Might I ask him to comment.

Mr. W. R. MARTIN (Assistant Chairman, Fisheries Research Board): Mr.
ch{:lirman, the mesh sizes that are in effect in the northwest Atlantic area are all
% inch mesh size in the George’s Bank area, the southern end of the convention
area for cod and haddock: in the Maritimes area, sub-area 4, the mesh size is
» for cod, haddock and flounders; in the Newfoundland area, sub-area 3, the
esh size applying to cod and haddock is 4 inches, and the commission has
Tecommended that a 4% inch mesh size should apply throughout the convention
rea; as soon as this proposal is ratified by all member governments in the
c‘)l'nrnission, that mesh size will become effective.

Mr. CARTER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN: I think members of the Committee would be interested to
knoW the officers of the department who are here with us to-day, because it is
3 impressive list and I am going to give your their names. There is Dr.

€edler, the Deputy Minister; Mr. Ozere, who is the Assistant Deputy; Dr.
I‘_°gie, the Assistant Deputy Minister of Operations; Mr. McArthur, Director
€neral of Economic Services; Mr. Bradbury, the Director of Industrial Develop-
meflt Service; Mr. Lamb, the Director of Administration; Mr. Abbott, the
,hlef of Financial Services; Mr. Gratton, the Assistant Chief of Financial Ser-
Vices; Mr. Rogers, the Director of Administration of the Fisheries Research
ard; Mr, Morin, the Financial Services of the Fisheries Research Board; Dr.
spaYes, the Chairman of the Fisheries Research Board; Dr. Martin, who just
Oke, who is the Assistant Chairman of the Fisheries Research Board; H. V.
emPSey, the Director of Inspection Services, and Mr. Levelton, the Director of
ODservation and Protection Services. I think the Committee would want me
thank Dr. Needler for bringing such an able body of his officers here to this
Ceting. It is an impressive showing from the Department.
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Mr. McLEAN (Charlotte): When I started in the fisheries forty years ago
we did not have a deputy minister.

The CHAIRMAN: Well, we are a long way up from the floor, Dr. McLean.
Mr. McLEAN (Charlotte): It has given me a vast inferiority complex.

Mr. BARNETT: Mr. Chairman, as you may recall, when we were considering
the Fisheries Development Bill in committee last night, I asked the Minister to
give us some indication of what expansion in expenditure might be involved
in the bill when it came into effect. I made particular reference to an item in
Vote 5 which describes his programs, and projects shared by the provinces. I
asked the Minister if he would care to deal with the question then, or whether
perhaps it might be pursued in the committee. I think that in the interest of
getting these bills dealt with last night he suggested that this question might
be pursued in the Committee. Might I pose the question which I asked last
night. As a result of the passage of the bill, is it anticipated that the amount I
mentioned, namely $1,130,000, will be expended. I am assuming, and if I am
wrong I can be corrected, that this item is one which falls within the terms
of reference of the Fisheries Development Bill.

I would also like to enquire whether there are any other points in the
estimates where appropriations would be involved in the application of the
terms of the bill. I am wondering in particular whether any of the expenditures
listed under Vote 10 which has to do with, as I understand it, the capital ex-
penditures of the Department, would be involved in implementing the bill. I
should like any particulars that are available as to what expansion and in
what direction is envisaged or planned by the Department. You will recall
that the terms of the bill says that any expenditures under the act will be made
out of appropriations of the fund, by Parliament and I think this obviously
makes the question relevant to the consideration of the estimates.

Mr. NEEDLER: Mr. Chairman, I don’t know that we could say that in the
present year the passage of the bill would lead to an increase in the amounts
that are shown on page 144. You will notice that. this particular item, programs
and projects shared by the provinces, shows an increase of more than 50 per cent.
It is not the only item. The items under Vote 10 are in the main not develop-
ment items. They are rather items which indirectly may contribute to develop~
ment but they are departmental facilities. But the other items, immediately
following the one that Mr. Barnett mentioned, “development and demonstratio?
of vessels, gear and related equipment”, and “development and demonstratio?
of facilities for processing, packaging, storing and transporting”, there ar€
similarly development projects, but carried out without provincial share.

It might be of interest to the Committee to know that in our presentatio®
to Treasury Board regarding Industrial Development Service estimates, W€
have forecast very considerable increases in the coming years. Whether thes€
will be realized or not, of course, depends on factors beyond the department’s
control, but I could read the forecast figures which were presented. The figuré
for 1965-66 is not forecast; the actual appropriation was $3,270,000. This yeals
1966-67, the figure in the estimate is $3,709,000; and I can give approximate
forecasts for the following years, 1967-68, $6,250,000; 1968-69 $8,884,000, 1969~
70, over 11 million. This indicates the sort of thinking that we have regarding
the expansion of this sort of development project.



April 26, 1966 FISHERIES 101

Mr. BARNETT: Mr. Chairman, I think that information should be of interest
to all members of the Fisheries Committee. Perhaps as one member I might say
that the knowledge that the department has such plans in mind may give us
Some opportunity of indicating our desires which respect to the Treasury Board
action when the time comes. I was wondering whether we might have now,
Or associated with the Committee’s proceedings, some of the lists of the major

evelopment projects, or some indication of where we might find the reference
to the development projects that are currently at hand that are covered under
these items.

Mr. NEeEpLER: Mr. Chairman, at the last meeting of the Committee, I
Suggested that we might provide the Committee with a listing of projects.
€ have available for distribution to members of the Committee a listing of
the projects that come under this particular item; that is, the programmes
and projects shared by provinces. These, unfortunately, do not include anything
In British Columbia. There are some projects under the following item in
ritish Columbia.
® (11:40 a.m.)

Mr. BARNETT: I would appreciate it if he would provide us with a list.

I am sure we would find it quite interesting and useful. We do, of course,

Tad in various press releases from time to time, the details of projects as

they are announced, but I think it will be a very useful reference. I may

.ave some other questions on other aspects of this Vote, but I think perhaps
there are other members, I will leave the matter to them.

Mr. CHATTERTON: Could Dr. Needler tell us why are not any of these
Other federal-provincial projects undertaken in British Columbia?

Mr., NEepLER: Mr. Chairman, I think the answer to that question is not
Wholly in our hands. However, it is quite clear that over a number of years
€ Atlantic provinces have been very active in what we might call fisheries
€velopment activities, and they do have, actually, ministers of fisheries: they
.ave fishermen’s loan boards; they have staffs which play a very active part
- €xploring the resource and the introduction of new methods and in assistance
fishermen in improving their equipment. This is more true, actually, of the
Ve Atlantic provinces than of the other parts of Canada. It is beyond me
answer why.

ta Mr. CHATTERTON: It is not for lack of good projects that might be under-
en?

Mr. NEepLER: Oh, no.

in Mr. BarnerT: I should like to ask one more question. I am wondering,
the light of some of the discussions and the development of, as I understand

I ; it ;

th the federal-provincial fisheries committee for the prairie region, whether

Ouir-e are any indications of development of joint projects with respect to
in

land fisheries in the offing.

su Mr. NeepLer: I think that there are prospects for the development of
¢h Projects. But there are none covered by the program for 1966-67. The
ﬁs}? federal-provincial committees in the west, the federal-provincial prairie
€ries committee and the federal-provincial British Columbia fisheries com-
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mittee, are quite young, and I would think that out of them might come
some such projects. I think that such projects could readily be arranged within
the general expansion which is part of the department’s thinking.

The CHAIRMAN: Before I turn to Dr. McLean, I see Mr. Stefanson is
pricking up his ears here because this is relevant to the Lake Winnipeg fishery.
Have you any further questions in that regard, Mr. Stefanson?

Mr. STEFANSON: I had originally intended to ask questions on this before
Mr. Bennett raised his particular section. Has the department had any specific
discussion on projects for the prairies or for Manitoba in particular that could
be worked out under this arrangement?

Mr. NEEDLER: Yes, there have been projects discussed and there have
been some projects undertaken by the department alone without the provinces:

Mr. STEFANSON: Do they participate in hatcheries and are they doing
anything about improving the spawning grounds in Lake Winnipeg?

Mr. NEepLER: I think, if my memory is correct, the responsibility for the
regulation of the fisheries and for the development of the resource, fish culturé
activities, has been delegated to the provinces in these cases. I think that
all of the provinces have some activities in this regard, but the federal
government does not take part in such activities in the prairie provinces, as
far as I know.

Mr. STEFANSON: Under this particular arrangement, they could participafﬂe
in this type of project, could they, or under the bill that was just passed in
the House?

Mr. NEepLER: Mr. Chairman, the main purpose of the bill is industrizg\l
development rather than resource development, but in spite of that, there 15
no impossibility at all of the federal government co-operating with the prov-
inces in these fields if the provinces wished it, and if it became part of
government policy.

Mr. McLeaN (Charlotte): Well, I see the Fisheries Department here have
herring scouting and assessment and herring scouting in the gulf and straif,
and so forth. Now, it seems to me that there are two sides to the coin. At the
present time the Fisheries Department, the government is saying, ‘“‘go ahead
and exploit all the fisheries”. Is there any appropriation to guard the fisheries
against overfishing and all that sort of thing? I think of the clam industry i
my county. We had quite a number of clam factories, and they have all dis-
appeared. My company owned the last one and they are not able to operate:
It was agreed by everybody in the clam industry, about twenty or twenty-
five years ago, that they would practice conservation; but the Fisheries Deé-
partment did nothing about it. Now, we have no clams.

We have a situation in the herring business. Everybody now is getting int0
the herring, for reduction plants for fish meal. The sardine industry has bee?
there for the last hundred years and the government or the Fisheries Depart-
ment or anybody else has never been able to tell us the source of our supply
of the small fish. But lately in Nova Scotia, and down our way too, they havé
gone into the reduction plants. A reduction plant will leave about $20; whereas
a canning plant will leave about $80 in the community. We have seen th€
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Dilchard industry on the west coast. When I first went in the business, the
Pilchard industry on the west coast was a great deal larger than the sardine
Industry in the United States on the east coast and in Canada. But the pil-
chard industry on the West Coast has practically disappeared. The government
of the United States tried to practice conservation by licensing and so forth,
but they went out to sea with these mother ships and one thing and another

afld they got up one fine morning and had no pilchards and have not had any
Since,

Now, what are we doing in the Fisheries Department? We are going to
€xploit the fisheries in every way. What are we doing to protect what we
ave? That is what I would like to know. Have we any appropriation, or is
€re any part of the Fisheries Department that is going to try to protect and
S€e that our industries continue, or are we just going to go ahead and exploit
tl'}e spawned herring? I figured that even last year there were billions and
illions of spawn that would never be hatched because it would never be laid.
€ we doing anything about this? We have gone on for a hundred years and
We do not know what we are doing, it seems to me it is about time we did
Something about that; that we should have some appropriation to guard against
he overfishing as well as encouraging everybody to get into the fishing busi-
Ress. T was talking to someone not long ago and they said the Atlantic Sugar
Heople are going in and the expenditure of so many millions is going in. I said,
It is quite a lot for Atlantic Sugar; they borrowed only $10,000,000 down in
€ States”. But they said: “Oh, well, the government is putting up most of it.
hFY are only puting up $1,500,000 to get in the business.” Now, how long is
1S going to continue? How long is this going to be encouraged by the Fisheries
e_Dartment? That is what I would like to know. Are we all going to have a
Quick dollar and are we all going to be out of business in four or five years. Can
€y tell us that?

Mr. NEEDLER: Mr. Chairman, I would like to dispel one or two impressions.
of them might be that the financing of such groups as the last big ex-
Pansion of herring meal operations, comes primarily from the Fisheries De-

gartment. In actual fact the encouragement of this industry comes mainly fro
ther sources. 1

One

ab, I would also like to say that, far from knowing nothing, we know quite a lot
. out the cases that Dr. McLean has mentioned. The mechanism for protect-
thg Stocks and fisheries has two main elements: one is research to discover
'© effects of the fishery on the stocks, and this involves knowing the life
Stories of the fish or shellfish concerned, their growth rates, their mortality
getes’ their parasites, and so forth, and also research on the fishery itself to
Quantitative measures of the relationship of the fishery to the stock.

I would say that the research is mainly conducted by the Fisheries Research
ard anq it has an active herring investigation at the present time and has
lemaCti\fe investigations on clams and on pilchards in the past. The other
3 ent is what is now part of the Conservation and Development Services’

lat?se!‘Vation and Protection, the development and enforcement of fishery regu-
Ons, and that comes under Vote 5. The Conservation and Development
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Service has been split in two parts: Conservation and Protection, which covers
fishery regulations and Resource Development, which covers fish culture and
positive measures.

This latter item does have quite an important part to play in maintaining
certain stocks that are susceptible to it. I do not not know whether you want me
to go into clams and pilchards Mr. Chairman. I could offer some explanations
of what happened. As far as the herring are concerned, they are certainly
quite different in their life history and in their capacity for reproduction from
the clams, which, in our area, are very slow growing and which have uncertain
reproduction. I would just like to assure the Committee and Dr., McLean that,
with this large development of the herring fishery, we will certainly keep as
close a watch as we possibly can on what is happening to the stock. The de-
partment has as often been accused of over-regulating fisheries as of having
too few restrictions.

Mr. HowArD: Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I could ask Dr. Needler, with
respect to the mimeographed list which he has just given to the Committee
of federal-provincial projects in the Atlantic provinces, whether with respect
to British Columbia, there are similiar projects which the Department of
Fisheries has in mind which might be developed, or might be approached in
this way?

Mr. NEEDLER: Mr. Chairman, there are projects that could be carried out
in co-operation with the province. There are also projects which we carry
out ourselves of the same general nature, and if you wish, we could have 2
supplementary list of some of the major projects of this sort across the country
that we have carried out. I think that could be done, Mr. Bradford.

e (11:55 am.)

In addition to this, I might say that there is a great body of technical
assistance which is given in small pieces, as it were has been one of the
functions of the Industrial Development Service to import the best knowledgeé
on fishing methods from all over the world. We brought someone from Japa?
to tell the Newfoundlanders how to jig squid more effectively and they are
now using his methods. And we have done similar things in other parts. Thes€
are not readily all listed because they are too numerous, but there are somé€
exploratory projects of a larger nature which could quite readily be listed:

Mr. Howarp: As I understand it, there would be one list containing
projects which the Fisheries Department has or is engaging in. Would it b€
possible to have a list, so far as British Columbia is concerned of prOJects
which might be developed on a co-operative basis, or would this be a bit
presumptious of me?

Mr. NEEDLER: I would sooner not do that without discussing the list first
with the province.

Mr. Howarp: What I want to get at is this. If there are projects similal
in nature to those in the list provided to us; to make a quick reference, foF
instance, to Newfoundland, we see such references as shrimp fishery, squi
fishery, cod seining, things which, to me, obviously would fall within the
jurisdiction of the federal authorities. What I want to get at is, is there any~
thing constitutionally to prevent the federal Department of Fisheries fro™
engaging in these projects in the possibility that the British Columbia govern”
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ment decides it does not want to enter into any of these things in a co-operative
way? I am concerned that the development of the fisheries in British Columbia

not lag because of the reluctance of one of the governments to assist in
developing.

The CHaiRMAN: Mr. Howard, your question is getting pretty political. I
think it is in the realm of the Minister.

Mr. HowARrp: Just a minute, Mr. Chairman. You did not let me finish, and
I should say I can appreciate that this is something that perhaps Dr. Needler
Would not care to answer directly because of his position; but it is something
which I would like to have an answer to. If at some subsequent time the
Minister, who is in the political sphere of things, may want to take the responsi-
bility of dealing with it, this would satisfy me. I think it would be neces-
sary to explore it, because my concern is, and I am sure the concern of others,
With the development and enhancement of the fisheries themselves, and it does
not really matter to me whether it is the federal government that does it, or
Whether it is done co-operatively along with the province, or whether the
Province does it itself, as long as it is done.

The CHAIRMAN: Did you know, Mr. Howard, we have stood Vote No. 1,
With the view to recalling the Minister, when we have gone to the various
Votes and items. Would it satisfy you if that question were to be brought
forward at that time? :

Mr. Howagrp: Yes. Perhaps I should ask a question for clarification pur-
Poses then. Is it desirous to delay the putting of questions of that nature that
Involve political matters rather than straight administrative or technical
Matters? Would it be better to postpone even putting them on the record until
ater on, until we get back to Item 1, or would this be a sort of advance notice?

The CrAIRMAN: I think it is nice to have the advance notice, Mr. Howard,
but I think we must bear in mind as a Committee that we are here at this
Point on the examination of votes other than Vote No. 1. We are examining

€ departmental officers on matters of administration and nonpolitical mat-
ters, and we have stood Vote No. 1 with a view to having a go at the
inister when we get him back at the end of our meeting.

. Mr. Howarp: There is no disagreement on my part. Could I follow along
With one or two other items, then, that perhaps will not be quite so sensitive?

Noticed in Vote No. 5, in two places, one on page 145 and another listing
On page 146, there are two items for a charter aircraft, one for $100,000, and
the other in the amount of $252,500. I know the Department of Transport,
and undoubtedly the Department of National Defence, owns a number of
Alreraft, and so far as I am able to gather, these aircraft are not used to the
€xtent that they might be used, and as a consequence we have large capital
dMounts tied up in aircraft that are not being used to full economic advantage.
0 other words, there is a waste. Now, it may be that the Department of
Tansport or R.C.A.F. aircraft are not suitable; are not small enough or are
ot of the type that could be used by the Department of Fisheries in the work

at it does. But it seems to me that it is something that, if it has not been
&Xploreq yet, could be explored to see whether or not we might make an ar-

rangement with D.O.T. or the R.C.A.F. to have available to us some of the
23911—p
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aircraft that they have that are not being used, for the purposes here, and
have it charged merely as a service from one department to the other, instead
of an outright expenditure out of the public treasury to some private groups.

Mr. NEEDLER: Mr. Chairman, we use military or Department of Transport
aircraft when they are available and suitable for various purposes. For ex-
ample, military aircraft have been used even in oceanographic investigations,
believe it or not; and we made use of Department of Transport aircraft during
the sealing season. But in general, these aircraft that are chartered under these
items are for local transport and protection and of a sort that the Department
of Transport does not have available. I think also that there is some reluctance
on the part of the government to enter into competition with private com-
panies for the sort of thing that they can do, for example the sort of thing
the bush pilot can do.

Mr. HowARrp: How is this reflected in your bookkeeping arrangements?
When you use, for argument’s sake, Department of Transport aircraft, how
does this show up? Anywhere is there a charge and a payment, or is it—

Mr. NEepLER: No. I think it is just—department—
Mr. HowAarp: Just provided?
Mr. NEEDLER: Yes.

The CHAIRMAN: Does that answer your question for the moment, Mr.
Howard?

Mr. Howarp: I think this would perhaps be the one under which to deal
with it. I understand that we are exporting, probably in fresh frozen state,
salmon roe, salmon eggs, that are stripped in the cannery, after the fish are
landed, and that we also, in order to do this, have employed, in some instances;
to the extent of which I do not know, but we have employed workers from
another country to come over and work in the plants and do the actual strip-
ping, or the work of taking the eggs and arranging them for other canning, Of
whatever they do with them, or freezing them and exporting them. Am I correct
in my understanding of this?

Mr. NEEDLER: Mr. Chairman, I know of certain individuals coming from
another country, in this case Japan, to conduct some experiments in the use of
herring or salmon roe, with the idea of developing something. I am not myself
aware of any number of workers coming to do this. I think there have been only
instructional or experimental developments, as far as I know.

Mr. HowaRrp: Yes. If that is the case, I think there could not be perhap$
much argument about it. But I had understood, or it had been represented to mé
that it had gone beyond that, and that this was the actual sort of production and
export stage that they were engaging in. The people who complained weré
naturally shore workers who saw that here were jobs that they could readily
well do without any difficulty, and they could not see that these should be ré-
moved from them by people from other countries. :

Mr. NEEDLER: I am not aware of it reaching that stage.
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The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Chatterton had his hand up. He is next, followed by
Mr. Carter, and I think followed by Mr. Crouse. That is the order that we are
in now.

Mr. CHATTERTON: Mr. Chairman, my question arises from the answer that
Dr. Needler gave, or from the answer I thought he gave to the question raised
by Mr. Stefanson with regard to the resource development, particularly the
Spawning beds in Lake Winnipeg. Do I take it that the attitude of the department
has been that the improvement or restoration of spawning beds, for instance, in
our rivers in British Columbia, is a provincial responsibility?

Mr. NEEDLER: Mr. Chairman, in British Columbia the responsibility for the
Tegulation and resource development of the purely fresh water species has been
delegated to the province, although in all provinces, the fisheries are primarily,

om the jurisdictional point of view, a federal responsibility. In British Colum-
ia, the responsibility, as far as the purely fresh water species is concerned,
has been delegated to the province. But the federal Department of Fisheries
Still takes responsibility as far as the anadromous species are concerned, and
these are, of course, principally salmon.

Mr. CHATTERTON: This is a qualicum in development; the provincial gov-
€rnment had no participation in that.

Mr. CARTER: Mr. Chairman, I have two or three short questions, but before
L begin, I would like to address myself to the point raised by Mr. Howard about
€ question which he will want to discuss with the Minister when he is avail-
able on Item 1. I am interested in that question too, and had intended to raise it.
€ reason I am mentioning it now is that while it may have political over-
Ones, it is really not a political question, but a constitutional question, and
Berhaps when the Minister does arrive, it would be well if he could have his
Constitutional advisers with him. That appears particularly from the answer
Which Mr. Needler just gave to Mr. Chatterton.
Now, with respect to this list that was distributed about projects carried on
n Co-operation with the provinces, these are joint projects. There must be other
prPJects which are being carried on solely by the federal government. I wonder
4 it would be too much trouble to have a list of these for each province?

Mr. NEEDLER: Mr. Chairman, I already suggested that we provide you with
Such a list of the major projects without going down into every little time we
8ave some technical advice.

¢ Mr. CaRTER: Yes. In my own province I have two things in mind. One is the
fansfer of Pacific salmon to replenish Atlantic salmon stocks and things of
that nature. I would also like some information, if the vyit_ness can give it, about
€ effect of this hydro-electric development in my riding at Bay d’Espoir. I
_derstand that this hydro-electric development will drain the basin of Grey
er, which is an excellent salmon river. I wonder if Mr. Needler could give
Some information as to what is happening there. Has the department taken
Y steps to ensure the survival of the salmon in that river, or will it cease to

€ a salmon river once that development takes place?

Mr. NgepLER: Mr. Chairman, I dont have the details of this, but I believe

that Dr. Logie might be able to answer this question.
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Mr. LoGie: Mr. Chairman, I dont have the details at my fingertips either,
but I can speak in generalities here. Our resource development branch in New-
foundland has been negotiating in this matter for a year or more, and I
believe that the tentative agreement at the moment is that there will be
enough water diverted from the hydro-electric development to avert the
calamity that Mr. Carter fears.

I should also say that none of these things are official until they are ap-
proved by our Minister. He has sole power under Section 20 of the Fisheries
Act to approve. So we are in the advanced negotiation stage, but our field
people in Newfoundland feel that the arrangements are the best that can be
made and are reasonably adequate.

Mr. CarTER: I would like to ask Mr. Needler if the federal government is
carrying out any project or has in mind any project that would determine the
relationship of the inshore fishery in Newfoundland to the offshore fishery.

e (12:10 p.m.)

There is a fear and there is some evidence in recent years to believe that
with the intensification of the offshore fishery on the Grand Banks, that this
intensification has had an adverse effect on the inshore fishery, which would
indicate, in turn, that there is some relationship between the two. Because it
appears obvious that the fish caught on the small inshore fishing grounds do not
breed on these grounds. They must breed elsewhere and migrate to these in-
shore fishing grounds later.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Carter, we had a very able discussion on that at our
last meeting, led by Mr. Crouse, and I wonder whether we are covering ground
twice here.

Mr. CarTER: I was not able to be present at our last meeting, Mr-
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN: The minutes will be available and I think you will find
that this subject was thoroughly covered at the last meeting, and I think you
will appreciate we are anxious to make progress.

Mr. CARTER: Yes. Can I ask Mr. Needler if it is fair to assume now from
the scientific evidence available that as far as the Atlantic fisheries are con-
cerned, we have already reached or are approaching the maximum yield, and
any development or intensification on the part of Canada, or on the part of any
other country for that matter, would not increase the over-all total catch, put
would merely result in a scramble for each country to get a bigger share O
what is available.

Mr. NEeDLER: Mr. Chairman, this was discussed at one of the earlief
meetings of the Committee, but I could repeat the sense of what I said them
and that is that this is true of some species and some ‘stocks, but that it is not
quite true yet for the groundfish fisheries as a whole i.e. that more intensivé
fishing would not increase the yield. There is some room for expansion iP
groundfish as a whole.

Mr. CarTER: Can you name the fish? Does that include cod, haddock:
flounder and sole?

l
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Mr. NEepLER: I would not like to go into detail, Mr. Chairman, but I think
that there are still some stocks of cod that could support a larger poundage.
I think there are some stocks that are fully utilized.

Mr. CARTER: Just one final question. Reverting back to Mr. Needler’s
answer to the questions I raised about the otter trawl, does the Department
have any slides or moving pictures showing how these trawls operate when
they are being dragged through the water, and when they are dragged along
the bottom, and when they are being hoisted up to the ships? Are there any
Visual aids that can give us some education on that?

Mr. NEEDLER: I think, Mr. Chairman, that there are two or three films
available. I don’t know whether we have them right in the Department, but
there are two or three films available taken under water when the trawl was
actually in action, not by our people but in the United States and also by the
British. They can be made available.

Mr. CARTER: It would be useful if we could see some of these films, Mr.
Chairman, if a screening could be arranged some time.

Mr. CROUSE: Mr. Chairman, some of my questions arise out of the question
Posed by Dr. McLean. I was very much interested in the answers given by the
Deputy Minister, in explanation of the decline in the catch of clams, for example.
I have checked over the list that was supplied to the Committee this morning
Concerning fisheries development projects in co-operation with the various
Provinces; and I cannot help but express concern over the fact that in the
Provinces listed, namely Newfoundland, Prince Edward Island, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick and the province of Quebec, I fail to see any consideration
being given to one of our major fishing industries by the Fisheries Department,
Namely, the lobster industry.

According to the records last year, the lobster industry in the province of

ova Scotia alone was some $12,000,000 to our fishermen, and judging by the
fiecrease in catch this year, it is evident that something is happening to this
Industry. Now, I would point out that this industry is vitally important to our
Inshore fishermen, and it covers almost the entire area of the Atlantic provinces.

While many of our lobster fishermen are young men, the industry provides
4 major part of the income for our older fishermen, men who are no longer
Capable of going to sea for extended periods on the new and modern draggers.

view of the importance of retaining this industry and of assisting it, I would
ask the Deputy Minister first whether any thought has been given to the artificial
Tfaising of lobsters. I realize that I raised this question at the previous meeting,
Ut in view of the facts that have been laid before us today, I cannot help but
Again express my concern over the fact that the lobster industry is evidently
Not recognized for some research or some development program. I would like
o know if the Deputy Minister or his officials feel that the previous tests
fonducted on artificial raising of lobsters have been conclusive. I would like to
OW whether they plan any development program for this particular fishing.

lis Mr. NEgpLER: Well, Mr. Chairman, I would first like to point out that this
t that we distributed is a list of development projects under the Industrial

€velopment Service, and that these are either explorations for unexploited or
239113
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underexploited stocks of fish, or they are attempts to test and demonstrate new
fishing methods, or in a few cases, new processing methods. These activities are
not really applicable to the lobster fishery because in general it is very inten-
sively exploited already. I would say, however, that in 1965-66, there were
lobster deep sea exploration projects. Coming to the protection of the resource,
the lobster industry has had probably one of the most intensive and lengthy
research studies of any species going back, on a large scale, to the '30’s, and on
a small scale before that, and I think the Department spends more effort in
regulating the lobster fishery than any other fishery.

As far as the artificial propagation of lobsters is concerned, we have done
relatively little. Some years ago, I do not recall exactly, but I would think in
the early ’50’s, over a number of years there was a lot of activity in the United
States trying to improve techniques for the artificial propagation of lobsters.
We observed these quite closely and in general found that they were not 2
paying proposition. Many years ago the Canadian Government operated lobster
hatcheries. I think they were closed some 45 or 50 years ago. They were closed
because it was shown through research that they were doing more harm than
good. They were simply taking the eggs which the female lobster hatches very
well. She carries them, as you know, on the underside of the tail and keep$S
them aerated and so forth so there is a very high proportion hatched. By putting
them in a hatchery, we actually hatched a lower proportion than the female
lobster did. So this activity was stopped.

When you try to carry lobsters farther than that you have a number of
things to contend with. You have to hold them and feed them for quite 2
while. They tend to be cannibalistic, and in order to bring any large number
through successfully, you really have excessive expense. Nobody has yet
devised means of getting past this. If anybody had a promising idea in this
field, I am sure that the research board and the resources development branch
between them would try it out, but at the moment, I don’t know of any
promising idea. There has been intensive work in the United States.

Mr. CrousSE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My next question is also related
to a question raised by Dr. MacLean when he expressed concern over theé
amount of money being provided to new companies, as it were, and he specifi-
cally named the Atlantic Sugar Refinery which is scheduled to receive
considerable assistance running into many millions of dollars to enable them
to participate in the expansion of processing companies as well as the expansio?
of ships for the fishing industry. I join with him in his concern, and woul
point to a question that I placed on the Order Paper at the beginning of this
session relating to the amount of shipbuilding subsidy that was paid to Scarrab
Fishing Ventures Limited on the Tuna Seine or Golden Scarrab.

I was informed, in answer to my question, how many pounds of tuné
were landed in Canadian ports by the Canadian subsidized ship since it
started fishing operations, that the answer was nil. T asked, how much money
in the form of subsidy was paid to this company, and the answer was $764,250'
I asked, how many Canadian fishermen were employed on the Golden Scar'fab
and I was informed there was a erew of 13, and that of this total, there was
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only one Canadian. I asked, what is the amount of the special subsidy paid
to the owners of the Golden Scarrab by the Industrial Development Service of
the Federal Department of Fisheries, I was informed $25,000.

Now, we are departing in Canada, according to the bill which we debated
last night in the House of Commons, on a very extensive fisheries development
Program. I approve of this type of program in principle, but in view of the
Teplies received to my questions on the Golden Scarrab I would like to ask the

€puty Minister or his officials, what safeguards are they building in for the
ﬁshing industry already established in Canada? Are we to assist at the expense
of almost $1 million to the Canadian taxpayers the construction of ships
Which I understand from other sources, leave this country, and here I am
Teferring to the Golden Scarrab, to fish off the coast of Peru. This ship has
€eén in foreign waters during the past year or more. It is contributing nothing
0 the Canadian economy; it is not employing Canadian labour, and I submit
this Committee that this is not the intention of the Canadian Government
When setting aside funds for the development of the fishing industry. This
O€s nothing to help Canadian industry in any way after the ship is constructed.
should like to ask the Deputy Minister what safeguards are being set up to
Protect the Canadian taxpayer from further exploitation at this time.
. Mr. NeepLER: Well, Mr. Chairman, this is quite a large question. I would
like tqo say that personally I share Mr. Crouse’s concern regarding the financing
3 Processing plants. I think that the question of what financing is needed and
Should pe provided would warrant close examination although the picture is
Rot at all uniform. In other words some parts of the industry may need more
exlc°uragement than others. I would, however, like to point out that in the
Sample that was mentioned, the Department of Fisheries was not the principal
agent of government. I believe that, in most instances, where new processing
b ants have been established on the Atlantic coast, a good part of the financial
aSs}St'clnce has been from provincial sources, and in no case, does the financial
3ssistance to the plants emanate from the Department of Fisheries.
® (12:30 p.m.)

d In the case of the Golden Scarrab, the subsidy paid was all from other
Wep_al‘tl.nents than fisheries and our only expenditure was for the $25,000.
b Ich is mentioned as a subsidy but which was put forward on a value received
J35Is. For this amount the vessel provided accommodation and records and
r °1'ma}tion which would enable us to make some assessment of what was
qi‘lgpemng. In fact, the information that was provided in answer to your

thi Stion might very well not have been forthcoming if it had not been for
§ arrangement.

The question of what safeguards are being built in, or are to be built in,

ot really be answered. The department has considered proposing for the

Yo a’gions governing the subsidies granted to this department, some conditions

ifardl.ng crewing to ensure that the vessels are manned by people, at least
Mg in the Canadian fishing communities.

1 € recent tuna development which involves the construction of some
shi € Vessels, has been proceeding under the ordinary Department of Transport
unp ullding assistance and under other financial advantages that can be gained

;;‘ federal government regulations, although not fisheries. However, I believe
11—33
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the fact that the company is constructing a processing plant in Canada, in New
Brunswick, may very well change the picture to which you referred and can
be expected to lead to the basing of the operations in Canada, and the processing
of the fish in Canada, and the manning of the vessels from Canada. If the
fish are not processed in Canada, I think that the company woiild be making
a mistake to be building a processing plant.

As far as the manning is concerned, I think that this may very well change,
too, when the vessels have a home port in Canada, or land their catches in
Canada. This, however, is I think, an operation that is rather difficult to fore-
cast. It is difficult to forecast the course of its development.

Mr. McLEAN (Charlotte): For your information, Mr. Crouse, on this tuna,
this company I understand has bought a sardine plant in the United States
which they are going to use for canning tuna, opposite to where they are
supposed to be located in New Brunswick.

Mr. Crouse: Well, this brings to mind my next question with regard to
tuna development. I would like to ask the Deputy Minister whether any firm
commitment has been made by these companies, namely the Atlantic Sugar
Refinery Company, with regard to the area in which they propose to catch
these tuna? Will the ships be operating in foreign waters, or will they be
utilizing the tuna off the coast, for example, of Nova Scotia, Prince Edward
Island and Newfoundland. Has any indication been given to the Government
relative to the area in which the ships will operate. That is question No. 1.
While I am at it, I may as well pose the other question I had in mind: it deals
with the reply the Deputy Minister gave a moment ago concerning fish plants
and the development. I think all the members of this Committee realize that
up to the present time the Department of Fisheries has not participated in the
development of fish plants. But as I interpreted the bill that was presented t0
us last evening, is it not possible under the certain terms of that bill for the
Government under the Fisheries Department, to assist in the development of
new plants as well as new fishing draggers.

Mr. NEepLER: Which question first, sir?
Mr. Crouske: I am not particular.

Mr. NEEDLER: As far as the grounds where the tuna will be caught are
concerned, the company, I am sure, has not made any commitment as t0
where they will fish; this would be rather unusual. They have indicated t0
us informally though that they still plan to fish in distant waters. The avail-
ability of tuna, in large enough quantities to make the operation of such vessels
profitable, is such that one would not expect them to be able to operate prof-
itably on tuna in Canadian waters. They would have to operate either off
the west coast of the Americas in the tropics or in the tropical Atlantic. AS
a tuna seining operation it would have to be a distant operation, in my
opinion, in order to pay.

I have forgotten the other question.

Mr. Crouse: I stated, Mr. Chairman, I agreed with the Deputy Minister
that it was not possible to develop fish processing plants prior to the bill
but as I interpreted the terms of the bill, is it not possible for the Fisheries
Department now to assist in the construction of plants and new draggers.
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Mr. NeepLER: I could say, Mr. Chairman, that the department, of course,
has been concerned in the financial encouragement of improvement in vessels
for many years. The interpretation which I would place on the bill would
!)e that its authority would certainly comprise experimental operations ‘to
Improve processing. The department has been interested in this. It is not
In the present thinking of the department, to my knowledge, that it would
fngage in the financing of processing plants other than cold storages.

~ Mr. Crouse: Mr. Chairman, I believe all of the Committee were sur-
Prised to hear the Deputy Minister state that these new tuna ships, when
Constructed, would be required to operate almost continuously in southern
Waters in order to operate profitably. The Golden Scarrab left Canada with
4 crew of Canadians and it landed one trip in Peruvian waters, and then the
anadian crew was dismissed. This ship, to the best of my knowledge, is
NOW manned by a crew of Mexicans and Puerto Ricans seamen and I believe
that T would be remiss in my duties if I did not stress the fact that in the
tlantic provinces we have an unemployment rate, today, which is double
hat of the unemployment in any of the other parts of Canada. Some of
€se men would be inlerested and would certainly make suitable fishermen
for ships of the size of the Golden Scarrab and I believe the Government and
fSpecially the Fisheries Department, which is assisting in this development
as a responsibility and duty to make certain that these ships, assisted through
sub'Sidies from the Canadian taxpayers, are manned during the period in
Wh{ch they owe any moneys to fisheries loan boards, or during the five year
Period that I believe the subsidy arrangements apply. I believe it is their
responsibility to make certain that, at all times, they are crewed by Canadian
shermen,

I have one other question and it relates to the estimates under Vote 5
Where we find the item, charter of boats. It is listed on page 146 in the
aIIlf’llnt of $247,600, and on page 148, $5,700. Could the Deputy Minister ex-

4N, in view of the fact that we have a large number of ships in the Fish-
Eries Department, the need for this large expenditure for boat charge?

Mr. Neeprer: I understand, Mr. Chairman, that there are very few
Chartereq boats in our patrol service on the Atlantic, but there are quite a
te“’-(:hartered for part of the year from the Pacific, mainly in the adminis-
Tation of the salmon fishery regulations. Where we have chartered boats we

Ve done this with the feeling that this was actually the cheapest way of
YOviding the service. It only pays to own and operate boats, if suitable
9ats can be obtained in no other way, or if the boats are used for a high

e .
fough proportion of time, to make it more expensive to charter.

- .The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, we are coming on towards the end of this
SSlon of the Committee and I am hoping we are going to be able to make
O8ress on Vote No. 5.

M Mr, Howarp: What I wanted to raise did not have to do with the vote,
aho. Chairman. I wondered whether this list that Mr. Needler presented today
out the development projects in co-operation with the number of provinces

Might not be attached as an Appendix to today’s proceedings, so that those
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who read the proceedings will see what we have been referring to, as well
as with subsequent lists of information which might be presented.

The CHAIRMAN: I wonder if we can tackle them one at a time. Let us
deal with this one now and then let us look at the size of the other ones and
the nature of them when they come along. Is the Committee agreed to table
this with todays report?

Agreed.

Is Vote 5 agreed to?

Mr. BARNETT: Mr. Chairman, I really caught your eye. I had in mind quite
a different line of questioning. There are one or two questions that have arisen
in my mind at least out of some of the questions asked by Dr. MacLean and
by Mr. Crouse. Perhaps I might just raise them while we are on the subje<_3t
matter. I was interested in the reference to the matter of lobsters. In this
connection, I would be interested to know whether the department has any
reports they can give the Committee on what I understand is an attempt t.O
transplant lobster to the Pacific coast. I believe in the Barclay Sound area, if
my memory serves me right in what is known as Useless Lagoon. I am
wondering whether we have any indications so far as to whether Useless
Lagoon is going to become less useless.

Mr. NEepLER: I am afraid, Mr. Chairman, I don’t have details on this:
Maybe Dr. Hayes could answer this.

Dr. Haves: There were several hundred lobsters moved there. They weré
screened for health last year before they were taken out and placed on thiS
reef, and the reef is being watched to see that the lobsters will accommodaté
themselves. There is no fishing except the matter of seeing whether they aré
surviving and up to the first time many of them are surviving and a few havé
developed the disease called gaschemia which is prevalent on the Atlan’ﬂc
coast. They were all freed from the disease when they were shipped out put
they must have been carriers. This is also being observed so all we can say
now is that the lobsters have not died but it is too early to say whether they
will spawn and reproduce out there at the present time.

e (12:45 pm.)

Mr. BARNETT: Apparently they are something like salmon on the Atlanti¢
coast. I was quite interested in a reference earlier when Dr. McLean W&
asking some questions, and Mr. Needler’s reference to what happened to
the pilchards. Now a question that I often have asked is what happened to
our pilchards of the West coast? If Mr. Needler has an answer that is more
or less definitive on that, I think it would be a very useful bit of informatio?
to have. I might pose another related question at the same time. With referenc®
to the ability of clams to reproduce successfully, I recall to my mind the
visit to the fishery research station at Penang Island where we had a very
interesting lecture from the director of the institute about the love life
of prawn and of the experiments that have been successful in inducing betté”
reproduction of the prawn. I am wondering whether we are doing any work i
this matter of the ability of the clam to multiply and replenish the clam bed®
I ask particularly having in mind the establishment of a plant in my are?
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Which I understand expects to do some clam canning from the local beds, and

fthe question of whether this is something that will continue would be of
Interest.

Mr. NEepLER: Well, Mr. Chairman, I cannot probably answer either of
these to the satisfaction of the Committee. Regarding the pilchards, the cause
for the disappearance is a matter of great controversy among fishery scientists.

. general, the scientists of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service—and our
Scientist Dr. Hart was a student of pilchards, he did research on pilchards when
€ was at Nanaimo—believe that the pilchards disappeared for natural causes.
€re was evidence of disease, for example, as anybody associated with the
hery at that time would recall.

There is, on the other hand, a body of opinion, mainly among the scientists
of the California State Administration, which believes that overfishing was
€ main cause. It is very difficult to do a good detective job on a crime that is

:h{lt old, so I do not imagine that this difference of opinion will ever be re-
Olved.

R Mr. BARNETT: Are they virtually extinct, or has there been any indication
hat they may make a come back at the present time.

Mr. NEeDLER: There are now large populations of pilchards. It was the
larger’ older individuals that migrated northward, larger, older individuals of
Ohe of two large stocks of pilchards that has disappeared, but the other large
Stock of pilchards in California, or at least another large stock, has shown signs
of recovery.

Mr. BarNETT: What about clams?

Mr. NeepLER: The culture of clams—clam farming has been the subject
Of a great deal of experimentation. I am afraid I cannot answer the particular
mstance that you have in mind, and I do not know what the population is in
Our area or what the prospects are, but at the moment, there are no demon-
Strateq economic techniques for growing clams artificially. It is not as easy to
apture and handle the very young clams as it is oysters or mussels either.
h° Oysters and mussels have been the subject of successful culture but clams
ave not to my knowledge.

The CHAIRMAN: Shall Vote 5 carry?

Mr. BarNETT: I had some questions that I wanted to ask on Vote 5 to
en“}ble me at least to understand a little better the meaning of some of the
Sstimates as they are set out. I understand the arrangements within the De-

artment, under Vote 5 for example, we have quite a number of positions listed
€r the conservation and development service, operation and maintenance.
€ have quite a number of positions listed under the sections service, and
der the field services administration.
th, I was wondering if we could have some explanation of how and where
€Se divisions apply in the field. We have statistics showing so many positions
e, but somewhere along the line some of these statistics are people that
fiel dmeet, those of us who come from fishing areas, as representatives in the
s of the Department, one of the things that have never been quite clear
my mind is whether, when these items are listed, they apply to individuals
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in all cases doing specific jobs, or whether in some cases a member of the
department one meets in the field is dividing his time between the inspection
service and conservation development service. Perhaps we could have some
explanation of just who these people are in the field under the salary classi-
fications. :

The CHAIRMAN: I am trying to understand your question as best I can,
but I think you will have to pinpoint the area that you want the explanation on
a little more if you can. Have you some particular classification in mind, or
have you some area of service in mind, in which you are interested?

Mr. BARNETT: In my area, if I meet the representatiive of the Fisheries
Department in Tofino, Uquot, Port Hardy or any one of a dozen other places
I could mention, there is usually one man wearing the Fisheries Department
uniform; there are other places such as Nanaimo, Campbell River where they
may be a number of people; and I would like to have clarified just what
is the job that these people are doing in relation to the estimates that we
have before us, and generally speaking in what salary classification are they
shown in the estimates? Perhaps I have not made myself clear yet—

Mr. NEepLER: Mr. Chairman, I have a general idea of it. I feel a little
embarrassed because there has been some reorganization of the department
since these estimates were prepared.

Mr. BARNETT: That is why I raise this question because I felt that—

Mr. NeepLER: You will have noticed that departmental administration
is one item, and this is mainly the headquarters administration in Ottawa; the
fields services administration is in the main headquarters of the four or five
regions of Vancouver, Winnipeg, Halifax and so forth. This field services ad-
ministration includes things like personnel, accounting and so forth.

Of the actual field people, there are three main components, (in the de-
partment as distinct from the Fisheries Research Board). There are the
protection officers whose job is to enforce fishery regulations.

Mr. BARNETT: This is under the inspection services?

Mr. NEEDLER: No, these are under conservation and development. They are
among these 247, for example. There are 1,033 salaried positions there. Some
of these are protection officers; some of them belong to that service; others
belong to the fish culture service, in the operation of hatcheries, in the building
of fish ways and this sort of thing.

Then there is the inspection service which shows on page 147; these aré
people who inspect for product quality, and they inspect plants for proper
operation, sanitation and so on.

There are some other field services, the Fishermen’s Indemnity Plan for
example, has 148; this is also a field service. These are the people who
administer the insurance plan.

One of the purposes of the reorganization that has just taken place and
that resulted, for example, in Dr. Logie’s appointment as Assistant Deputy
Minister of operations last August was to have a single direction of these field
services I have mentioned so as to avoid overlap, or to get the most efficient
use of the personnel. So, under Dr. Logie’s direction, there is a director noWw
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of resource development (that is fish culture), a director of conservation and
Protection (that is regulations of fisheries), a director of inspection, (that is
Inspection of products and plants) and a director of special programs which
Include the insurance plan, the Newfoundland bait service and so forth, and
We believe that this new organization will give better assurance of using the
Personnel to the best advantage.

. Mr. BagneTrT: The people who are fisheries officers in a spot where there
IS only one man may do jobs under several fields under this general service.
S that correct?

Mr. NeeprLEr: It is brought about through the regional directors. We are
changing the name. The regional directors office, in your area, Mr. Herston, for
€xample, in Vancouver, and his staff at that headquarters, are in charge of all

€se services.

Mr. BarNETT: I was wondering where in this listing provision is made for
the part time patrolmen that you made reference earlier when Mr. Crouse
WE}S asking the question about the charter boats. You indicated that they were
Pl‘lncipally used in British Columbia for the seasonal patrol work. Where in

€ estimates are the complement of people that you hire in that field?

q Mr. NeepLER: I am told that these are in the item on 146, about half way
OWn the page, and is entitled “Casuals and Others”, 234 of them, counting
€ whole of Canada.

. Mr. BarnerT: Now, just above that we find “ships officers and crews
€asonal”. These are just the additional people?

Mr. NeepLEr: Employees on the vessels.
Mr. BARNETT: Of department vessels?
Mr. NeepLER: Of department vessels, yes.

th _Mr. BarneTT: Of department vessels, not the people who are providing
®Ir own boats?

.Mr. NEeeDLER: That is right. There are some vessels, especially on the At-
antie coast; there are a great many vessels that are laid up over winter. The
fasonals further up, the 160. This includes also some seasonal employees under

Culture operations.
> The CrHARMAN: Gentlemen, we are coming up to 1 o’clock and I notice

" € Mmembers are getting restless. I am just wondering whether or not we
regag"mg to be able to carry Vote 5 and make progress before we leave, having
v *d to the fact that we have a number of items to go th}'ough yet, we also

€ an opportunity to review what we are doing and to pick up any threads

t
tl}:at are left unravelled when we call the Minister back. If that is suitable to

cOmmit’cee, I would call Vote 5. Mr. Howard has his hand up.

ihvo%wr' Howarp: What I wanted to ask about is perhaps something that

Com V‘es a combination of both the technical aspect of things and the political

Wi pllcations. It relates to what Mr. Robichaud said in his opening statement

Obey Tespect to what he classified as a large fleet of Soviet trawlers, which had

twe ated periodically in fishing grounds adjacent to British Columbia in the past
Ve months. I think he related this primarily to grounfish stocks. At this
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juncture, having in mind the time and the fact that we are fast losing the
Committee—we have in fact lost it already—I would like some explanation
or report of the knowledge that the Department of Fisheries has about the
Soviet Union’s activities, what they were fishing for, their catch if we know
about that, what areas were they in, the size of the fleet as'we are able to know
it, in order that this may be used to perhaps give us a better idea of discussing
in greater detail the NORPAC Treaty which is under vote 5.

The CHAIRMAN: This is a very interesting topic and one which we are not
going to settle in a minute or two because it is an area of considerable interest
to the west coast. I wonder whether it would be agreeable to you and to the
Committee if Dr. Needler and the department took your question as notice and
if we were able to tidy this up under Vote 1 when we return to the examina-
tion of Vote 1.

Mr. Howarp: Well, it is quite agreeable to me. I just want the information-
It does not really matter to me if you do it under Vote 1 or any other number:

Mr. CHAIRMAN: Does Vote 5 carry?

Mr. BARNETT: I appreciate your desire to have visible evidence of making
progress—

The CHAIRMAN: It is always satisfactory to a Committee Chairman, MI:
Barnett, as I think you will appreciate.

Mr. BARNETT: —but I do have a few more questions relating very specifically
to some of the details of Vote 5.

The CHAIRMAN: Is it your wish that Vote 5 not carry today, Mr. Barnett?

Mr. BARNETT: If we could keep it then I think it would be more orderly
than for me to try to come back to them on Rule 1. I assure you, Mr. Chairmam:
it is not from any desire to delay progress.

The CHAIRMAN: Thank you, gentlemen. We will rise now and will me‘?t
again at the call of the Chair. We will probably have another meeting this
week if we can possibly manage it.
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APPENDIX
DEPARTMENT OF FISHERIES
Fisheries Development Projects in Cooperation With
Newfoundland
1966/67
% Federal Provincial
1. Combination Fishing Boats ........ 50-50  $150,000  $ 150,000
2. Scottish Seine Netting Demonstration  75-25 18,750 6,250
3. Shrimp Fishery .......e......co.. 75-25 30,000 10,000
40Squid Fishexy i ... . 05668 esnsn.. 75-25 48,750 16,250
5. Snap Gear Longlining ............ 75-25 7,500 2,500
6. Herring Scouting and Assessment .. 75-25 60,000 20,000
7. Synthetic Cod Traps ............. 50-50 15,000 15,000
8. Cod ST e et pRe S Rl o B 75-25 75,000 25,000
9. Food Processing ................. 75-25 15,000 5,000
10, Labrador—Implementation of pro-
1 Pesals: 1 . 58 . hiocks s ciscecing. 50-50 50,000 50,000
. Miscellaneous .............co.neuss 50-50 15,000 15,000
$ 485,000 $ 315,000
9 December, 1965.
DEPARTMENT OF FISHERIES
Fisheries Development Projects in Cooperation With
Province of Prince Edward Island
Basis for
Shared Cost Amount
Name of Project % Federal  Provincial
* Herring Scouting in the Gulf and
9 Strait 0087E.......88+8T....... 75-25 $ 17,500 $ 2,500
k Shrlmp Trawling and Exploratory
3 Eishing 000,28, . .....08:08 . . ..... 75-25 7,500 2,500
* Crab Trawling and Exploratory Fish-
4 g . 0008, ....... 0808, ...... 75-25 7,500 2,500
5 E’SDIOratory Fishing for Scallops .... 75-25 3,000 1,000
* “iscellaneous and Unforeseen ...... 50-50 2,500 2,500

$ 28,000

$ 11,000
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DEPARTMENT OF FISHERIES

Fisheries Development Projects in Cooperation With

Nowva Scotia

Basis for
Shared Cost
Name of Project %
Deep Water Longlining ................ 50-50
Scottish Seine Netting ................ 75-25
Exploitation of Silver Hake, Argentine,
Monkfish and Skatewings .......... 75-25
SN AEISTETY . . i caseen s 75-25
LB e T e R SRR, - S 75-25
Demonstration of Inshore Dragging ....  50-50
Introduction of Hydraulic Lobster Pot
Hatler, , 8RN s 08T L aovatn 50-50
Washeri for Shrimp* ......0%%0% ... vanv 50-50
Holding Tank for Live Crabs .......... 50-50
Frozen Herring for Europe ............ 50-50
Miscellaneous and Unforeseen ......... 50-50

April 26, 1966

Amount
Federal Provincial

$ 69,000 $ 23,000
36,000 12,000
36,000 12,000
60,000 20,000
60,000 20,000
3,000 3,000
2,000 2,000
1,500 1,500
2,500 2,500
7,500 7,500
5,000 5,000

$ 282,500 $ 108,500

DEPARTMENT OF FISHERIES

Fisheries Development Projects in Cooperation With

New Brunswick

Basis for

Shared Cost
Name of Project %
Craly PISIEE R e, 2 e e e YL s e s 75-25
Light Attraction System for Sardines ... 50-50
Typical Bloater Processing Plant ...... 50-50
Irish  Mogss Haevesting . 0 2 v, Joi & 50-50
Dragger to Scotch Seine Netter Con-

VCESTOLE. Sl oot s oo s A3« B hats 4 50-50
Shrimp FISRIRE ... .0 dedh o . o Bas. 75-25
Herring Exploration in the Gulf ....... 75-25
Vessel Conversion to Combination Opera-

RANS: 5 oo BBBT i« - i BRI < s 50-50
Blel "FUSHIRE  ..vvvoceoeenooenmsns oo tiBE 50-50
SméiEFishing GBE.T. ... ... CE4BE . . coiewn 50-50
Miseellaneous Q0%E. .......88-8%....... 50-50

Amount
Federal Provincial

$ 37,500 $ 12,500
4,000 4,000
6,000 6,000
2,000 2,000
4,000 4,000
37,500 12,500
37,500 12,500
25,000 25,000
2,500 2,500
2,000 2,000
5,000 5,000

$ 163,000

$ 88,000
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DEPARTMENT OF FISHERIES
Fisheries Development Projects in Cooperation With
the Province of Quebec
Name % Federal Provincial
Seaweed SUrvey ..........ceeeeieinnnn 50-50 $ 5,000 $ 5,000
Exploratory fishing for shrimps in the
Gulf of St. Lawrence ............. 75-25 12,000 3,000
slll‘vey of scallop grounds at Magdalen
T e R o O B 50-50 8,000 8,000
Mollusc survey of inshore waters ..... 50-50 5,000 5,000
Portable echo sounders on inshore boats
(continued from 1965) ........... 50-50 2,500 2,500
Charting fishing banks of the Anticosti
Island and North Shore regions ... 75-25 12,000 4,000
Fish detection by helicopter ........... 75-25 10,500 3,500
Gillnetting for redfish (continued from
T R PRy SR Sp 1 75-25 4,500 1,500
Fishing with lights (continued from 1965)  75-25 12,000 4,000
Electrical fishing «(charfer) - . < s v asn 50-50 15,000 15,000
Vacuum forming of blocks and freezing
under pressure (carried over from
LT ORI C N U B 50-50 28,000 28,000
Labqratory experiments in clam cleans-
Ing (continued from 1965) ........ 50-50 2,500 2,500
Ocessing of new fishery products ....  75-25 6,000 2,000
MeChanical gutting of fish aboard small
R R S S R 50-50 2,000 2,000
Scellaneous and Unforeseen ......... 50-50 5,000 5,000
$ 130,000 $ 91,000
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

TuEspAY, May 3, 1966.
(7

The Standing Committee on Fisheries met at 9.42 a.m. The Chairman, Mr.
Deachman presided.

Members present: Messrs. Barnett, Béchard, Bower, Carter, Cashin, Chat-
terton, Crossman, Crouse, Deachman, Granger, Howard, Keays, LeBlanc (Ri-
Mouski), MacLean (Queens), McQuaid, McWilliam, Stefanson, Tucker (18).

In attendance: From the Fisheries Council of Canada: Mr. David F. Corney,
Mlﬂgrave, N.S., President; Mr. R. I. Nelson, Vancouver, Vice-President; Mr.
pr LeBlanc, Montreal, Vice-President; Mr. L. Olmstead, Wheatley, Ontario,
VICe—President; Mr. K. F. Harding, Prince Rupert, B.C., Director; Mr. R. L.

ague, Vancouver, Past President and Mr. C. Gordon O’Brien, Ottawa, Manager
of the Council; From the Department of Fisheries: Dr. A. W. H. Needler,
€puty Minister; Dr. R. R. Logie, Assistant Deputy Minister (Operations) and
€partmental officials.

The Chairman presented copies of a brief received from the Campbell

River Chamber of Commerce, to the Committee members.

The Committee reverted to Item 1—Estimates—Departmental Administra-

tCiZ“f*and introduced Mr. David F. Corney, President of the Fisheries Council of
Nnada,

% Mr. Corney read a prepared statement, was questioned thereon, assisted by
€mbers of the Fisheries Council of Canada.

Questioning continuing at 11.00 a.m., the Committee adjourned to the call
%f the Chair,

J. H. Bennett,
Clerk of the Committee. -
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EVIDENCE
(Recorded By Electronic Apparatus)

TUESDAY, May 3, 1966.
® (9.40 am.) :

The CHAIRMAN: Order. We reached an arrangement of a sort of informal
hearing of people and organizations connected with the fisheries industry, and
of those we heard Homer Stevens of the Fishermen’s Union on the west coast
Who, I see, is back again as a spectator here today. This is a fast meeting
Committee. We are grateful to have him before us to give his views and we have
also here with us this morning representatives from the Fisheries Council of
Canada. We are going to hear from them in a minute in the same way that we

€ard from Mr. Stevens; that is, they will present a brief of about 15 or 20
Minutes followed by a question period. ’

I am also grateful to have officers of the Department here again with Dr.

Needler who will have an opportunity to hear what the Fisheries Council will
ave to say and, undoubtedly, this will prompt questions from the members. It
Will be of value to the Department officers to have an opportunity to hear what
€ Council says. Before doing that, I want to make reference to a document or

2 letter which I received from Mr. C. W. Ross, Director of the Chamber of
Ommerce of Campbell River on Vancouver Island, dated April 25, 1966, in
Which he tells about Tyee salmon fishing in the Campbell River area. It is a
Very famous sport in that area and does a great deal towards the promotion of
Ourism on Vancouver Island. It is a very interesting document. I am not going
0 read what he says but I think every member of the Committee will find it
Very interesting indeed to read his letter. I have had photo copies made for the
Members and I am going to have them distributed to the members of the
b°mmittee. It is a little new, from the standpoint of the things that we have
€en interested in here, because it is a good brief on the value of a sports
Shery in this particular area. I think you will probably recognize the fine hand
3 our friend, Tom Barnett, here behind us. I think this is in his riding, and I
v:}SDGCt that he has probably said to these people that they had better tell ‘us

at they are doing. :

5 Y_Ou will recall the last time we met I was plaintively calling to have Vote
wFal‘rled. We did not get that far. Today I am farther from it. We will now;
lth_ the permission of the Committee, revert to Vote No. 1 for the purpose of
faring the Fisheries Council of Canada. I will call Vote No. 1 and ask Mr. D F.
itzgney of Mulgrave, Nova Scotia, General Manager of Acadia Fisheries, Lim-
that, and President of the Fisheries Council of Canada, to present the brief
» he hag brought with him. He has with him this morning his Vice-President,
Lirﬁ .R- B Nelson of Vanvouver who is President of Nelson Brothers Fisheries,
Quell;ced; V1§:e-President Mr. G. Guy LeBlane, Montreal, Production Manager of
M €c United Fisheries; Mr. K. F. Harding, Prince Rupert, British Columbia,
steagral Manager of the Prince Rupert Co-operative Association; Mr. L. Olm-
0of Wheatley Ontario, President of Olmstead Fisheries and Mr. R. L.
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Payne, General Manager of J. H. Todd and Sons, Vancouver, who is a past
president. Also here this morning is Mr. C. Gordon O’Brien of the Fisheries
Council. We are very grateful that these people could come this morning. I will
call on Mr. Corney. sl -V

DEPARTMENT OF FISHERIES

~+ . Departmental Administration, including grants and contributions
as detailed in the Estimates $1,552,000.

© Mr. D. F. CorNEY (General Manager, Acadia Fisheries Ltd.): Well, Mr.
Chairman and members of the Standing Committee on Fisheries, we appreciaté
this opportunity to appear before this Committee. The Chairman has given all
our names in the introductions; I will not belabour that point.

Appendix “A ‘in this report indicates the membership of the Fisheries
Council of Canada which consists of 17 Associations covering Canada from coast
to coast. The last time this Council appeared before a similar standing commit-
tee, was on June 22, 1964, in connection with Bill No. S-17, an Act Respecting
the Territorial Sea and Fishing zones of Canada. On that occasion, Mr. Don F-
Miller, the president at that time, emphasized the fact that this Council is the
only national and the only truly representative fisheries organization operating
in this country. Its membership includes private, corporate and co-operative
organizations across Canada. We speak, therefore, with a keen sense of our
responsibilities to all segments—particularly the fishermen.

The advantage which Canada enjoys, bordering on three oceans which, I
might add, is a unique world distinction, and being adjacent to some of the
richest fisheries in the world on both the Atlantic and the Pacific—will become
increasingly significant as time passes. We are in a favourable position 10
produce what we need from the sea for domestic consumption and to maintain
and improve our position in export markets. This calls for good co-operation
between government and industry.

We are here, gentlemen, because you are the people who have considerable
to say about providing funds for the work of the Department of Fisheries. Our
views on where some of these funds should go may be helpful—at least we hop€

Conservation :
There is tremendous pressure on world stocks of fish—to meet the demand
for protein—and the growing pressure from foreign fleets makes it imperaive
that all possible measures be taken to protect Canadian fisheries for Canadians:
The matter of fishing zones and territorial waters is pertinent here—and we areé
concerned that the Department of Fisheries, together with other departments
involved, are not, in our opinion, making much progress on this problem. ;
‘Since we are blessed with some of the finest fishing grounds in the world, it
is Canada’s responsibility to play a leading role in developing internation?
agreement in this field of conservation.
: In this general field, we are encouraged by the increasing attention being
given to pollution problems.

Inspection :
Industry helped to initiate and has supported the department in .1ts
program of improved inspection over the years. This inspection service—a joi*
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effort of government and industry—is now regarded by many countries as one of
the finest in the world today. At the moment, however, we feel that the
Program is a bit too ambitious—unless steps can be taken to properly train
sufficient staff to administer the regulations in a uniform manner across the
country.

We feel that greater recognition should be given by the department to the
Practical problems in production and processing. In certain cases, better com-
Munications would be helpful.

Research

We would like to see more emphasis on the technological and developme.nt
Work of the Fisheries Research Board of Canada. This means greater financial
Support to that board in order to augment this phase of its work.

Coordination of Effort

There are many governments, and agencies of governments, involved in
fisheries development. We feel that it would be appropriate for this department
to make a serious study of this matter with a view to coordinating the efforts of
all governments and agencies operating in this field.

Assistance to Fishermen
We feel that this department should take over the responsibility for
Supervising the payments of assistance to needy fishermen—as recommended by

€ Committee of Inquiry into the Unemployment Insurance Act (Gill Com-
Mittee).

Salmon Development

Of all the directions in which government expenditure can be made for
€velopment of the fishing industry, the most productive is the development of
Our salmon resource, but it is receiving far less attention than it deserves.

Rather than increasing, as it could be, salmon production in the past few
Years has been declining. This is especially true of Chum salmon but also of the
Other species. There is a great deal of speculation as to causes. One of these
Must certainly be the increasing pace of industrialization in B.C. We have
!deed been fortunate in the cooperation which has been received from industry
and various government agencies in minimizing the impaect of industrial growth
On the salmon resource. The officials of the Department of Fisheries and
Mternational Pacific Salmon Fisheries Commission and members of the forest

ustry should be commended on the agreements they have worked out for
Yeatment of pulp mill effluent in the interior of B.C. But pollution and
=) el_‘a!:ions of water sheds will become more and more common and the utmost
Vigilance and prevention must be practised. ;
i With adequate protection and use of development techniques the salmon
SOurce can be increased greatly.
. The artifical spawning channel and flow and temperature control tech-
RNiques have been developed in a large part by Canadian Government biologists
Sahneng%neers. It has the potential of increasing, by many times, the survivgl gf
esti on in some of the most critical stages of its life cycle. For example, it is
Vlmated that the survival in the egg to fry stage can be increased from an
frage 10 per cent in nature, to an average 50 per cent plus in an artificial
paWl’ling channel!
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A number of spawning channels have been built in British Columbia. Some
are of an experimental nature but are contributing to the total salmon
stock—Jones Creek, Robertson Creek and Big Qualicum River. Those at Seton
Creek for Pink salmon, Puntledge River for Chinook and Weaver Creek for
Sockeye were built with a specific rehabilitation job in mind. The first stage of
the Department of Fisheries $5 million project on Babine Lake aimed at
increasing Skeena River Sockeye runs is complete and will receive spawners this
year. Tenders have been called for the second phase of the project which will
eventually see acres of new spawning gravel at Fulton River and Pinkut Creek
and will increase the annual Skeena Sockeye catch by an estimated one million
fish worth over $2 million per year to the fishermen. A number of artificial
spawning channels are planned by the International Pacific Salmon Fisheries
Commission for the Fraser River stocks of Pinks and Sockeye—at Seton Creek (2
second one), Barriere or Raft Rivers and Nadina River.

All this is commendable and our own criticism is with the speed with which
projects and plans are going ahead. There are many areas in British Columbia
where salmon production could be much increased by improving the natural
condition of spawning streams. With the knowledge we have of the results that
can be achieved, there should be no stinting in planning, engineering and
construction of the facilities wherever they have application.

In addition, the potential of hatcheries as a development tool should not be
ignored. Hatcheries lost favour in British Columbia in the 1930’s because their
contribution to salmon stocks apparently did not justify their cost. But in latter
years evidence has arisen to suggest that hatchery techniques can be improved-
Work done in Washington State and now being assessed, suggests that some, at
least, of the hatcheries for Chinook and Cohoe salmon are contributing signifi-
cantly to production of these species. It may be that this technique may hold
promise equal to or greater than the spawning channel. In any case, it should be
thoroughly explored. The same attention must be given to other techniques,
tried and untried, which may have an application for increasing salmon
production.

The salmon resource is a public one, belonging to the people of Canada. The
necessary expenditure of Government funds on development of the resourcé
should be considered a public investment—and a gilt-edged one—in the capacity
of this most valuable of our fishes to create wealth for the nation.

The Fisheries Research Board of Canada and the Department of Fisheries
are preparing a joint report, which should be ready soon, which will undoubt-
edly lead to requests for increased appropriations for this purpose. We hope€
that such a request will have the full support of this committee. Thesé
techniques may well be quite applicable to the east coast as well.

Groundfish Development

The Canadian fishing industry is embarking on an expansion of the
groundfish fishery. Recent improvements in North American market demand
brought about in part by a variety of factors such as population increasé
developments in product presentation and changes in fish production in Euro-
pean countries, have permitted a substantial growth in Canadian groundﬁsh
production. '
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~ In large part also this growth is due to efforts of the industry in promoting
1ts products, improving production techniques and, together with the trawl
fishermen, prospecting new grounds and fishing methods. We have been en-
Couraged by the Minister of Fisheries to develop this fishery. We confidently
€xpect the demand will continue to grow and to call for much greater
€xploitation on both coasts. We are confident too of our ability to meet this
demand, barring, of course, depletion of our resource by foreign fishermen.

It is inconveivable that the Government should urge the industry to
develop the resource on the one hand, and, on the other, fail to provide
Protection against foreign fishing fleets. The fishing industry should not be
€xpected to accept the risks involved in providing the fishing, processing,
distribution and marketing facilities for a groundfish resource which is com-
Pletely open to this large, unselective and virtually uncontrolled foreign effort.

. The Department of Fisheries is now providing valuable assistance to the
Industry by helping to prospect new trawl grounds along the B.C. coast. The

elated extension of the steel trawler subsidy to British Columbia will also be
an important factor in the expansion of the groundfish catches in that area.

® (9.55 a.m.)

Predators

. We are of the opinion that predator fish are a serious problem in the
Industry. The Department is carrying out an experiment in the commercial
Utilization of dogfish in B.C. However, it is our view that this program by itself
IS not sufficient, and we suggest that an intensive program must be carried out
20 bring about a sharp reduction in the population of dogfish on the Pacific
Oast,

Intensive work on the utilization of predator fish is required.

Lake Erie Perch
There is a need for government assistance to enable an orderly production
and marketing of perch in Lake Erie. This is a case where the Fisheries Prices
Upport Board could conceivably play a valuable role—at little cost to the
axI_)E\yers. A floor price in surplus production periods for a three to four-week
Period in the spring and again in the fall, could well solve a serious problem.

c0‘nclusio'n
We have touched on a number of points, gentlemen. We have suggested:—

(a) A more concentrated Canadian approach to conservation problems;

(b) A more realistic handling and extension of inspection;

(c) Greater emphasis on technological research;

(d) More coordination among agencies dealing with fisheries develop-
ment;

(e) Changes in giving assistance to needy fishermen;

(f) A greater emphasis on salmon development;

(g) Continuing attention to expanding the groundfish fishery;

(h) That the predator fish problem receive more attention; and

(i) That the problem of orderly production and marketing of Lake Erie
perch receive federal government attention.

We shall be pleased to try and answer your questions.
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APPENDIX A

MEMBER ASSOCIATIONS
OF THE
FISHERIES COUNCIL OF CANADA
Atlantic Fisheries By-Products Assciation,
HALIFAX, N.S.

Canadian Atlantic Salt Fish Exporters Association
HALIFAX, N.S.

Fish Distributors Association of Ontario,
TORONTO, Ont.

Fisheries Association of B.C.
VANCOUVER, B.C.

Frozen Fish Trades Association Limited, The
ST. JOHN’S, Newfoundland.

Montreal Fish Merchants Association,
MONTREAL, P.Q.

New Brunswick Fish Packers’ Association,
MONCTON, N.B.

Newfoundland Fish Trades Association,
ST. JOHN’S, Newfoundland.

Nova Scotia Fish Packers Association,
HALIFAX, N.S.

Ontario Fish Processors’ Association,
PORT DOVER, Ont.

Prairie Fisheries Federation,
WINNIPEG, Man.

P.E.I Fisheries Federation,
CHARLOTTETOWN, P.E.I.

Prince Rupert Fishermen’s Co-operative Association,
PRINCE RUPERT, B.C.

Prince Rupert Wholesale Fish Dealers Association,
PRINCE RUPERT, B.C. '

Quebec Fish Producers Association,
QUEBEC, P.Q.

Quebec United Fishermen,
MONTREAL, P.Q.

Vancouver Wholesale Fish Dealers Association,
VANCOUVER, B.C.

May 3, 1966
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The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen on behalf of the Committee I wish to thank
Mr. Corney for the presentation of his brief and I now call on members of the
Committee for any questions they may have in regard to it.

\ Mr. CARTER: I would like to ask Mr. Corney about the statement on page
Seven where he refers to “together with the trawl fishermen prospecting new
8rounds and fishing methods.” I wonder if he could elaborate on or give more
details about the fishing methods?

Mr. CorNEY: I wonder if you could repeat the question.

Mr. CARTER: On page seven you say “In large part also this growth is due
to efforts of the industry in promoting its products, improving production
echniques and together with the trawl fishermen prospecting new grounds
and fishing methods.” Now I am just wondering what new fishing methods
ave been employed by the trawl fishermen or by the industry in the ground
fish production?

Mr. CorNEY: There have been quite a number of new methods. On the east
Coast there has been a considerable development in the type of trawler. There
las been a move towards stern trawling techniques as opposed to the conven-
tional side trawler techniques which has necessitated a tremendous capital
€Xpenditure. This is one area. The terrific foreign fishing pressure on the
8rounds has made it necessary for the fishermen to explore for new fishing
anks on the east coast. These are just a couple of the items.

On the west coast the groundfish fishery is a fairly new enterprise and the
Shermen in the industry there have been doing some considerable work
€Xploring the grounds and in tooling up their vessels so that they could, in fact,
€xploit this type of fishery. This has been done with considerable success. These
are some of the things that have been done.

; _Mr. CARTER: Have there been any new developments in the trawl itself to
Minimize the waste of fish which are not of commercial size?

Mr. CornNEY: Well, of course, on the east coast the fishing is done under the
Tules and regulations as laid down by IGNAF and enforced by our own
€partment of Fisheries. There are definite mesh sizes permitted in the trawl.
The industry adheres to these sizes and the Department of Fisheries are very
aggressive in checking these mesh sizes as the vessels come in. We, in the
sheries, have some concern about this on the east coast because we, alone, are
€ ones that are being policed, you might say in the Canadian industry;
€reas the foreign people are farther from home and they do not have the
calne control. Nevertheless, in Canada, we are taking the lead, I think, in
OntrOlling mesh sizes to protect the resource. -

Mr. CarTER: I understand we are limited to 44-inch mesh on George’s Bank
S haddock and 4 inch on the other grounds. That is my understanding; you
N correct that, if it is wrong. Do you have any information of the sizes of
Mesh ysed by foreign draggers?
Mr. CornNey: The only information I have is something I would not be
DreF’al‘ed to give before this Committee, other than that our trawlers have on
CCasions—on the east coast banks, the foreign vessels and our own vessels are in
€ry close contact and, on numerous occasions, we get tangled in one of their

for
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trawls or they get tangled in one of ours and we get them aboard our ship or
they get ours aboard their ship. We have no documented evidence but we have
seen that, on occasions, the mesh sizes of foreign vessels seem to differ from our
own and. differ from the regulations that we adhere to but we cannot bring
documented proof of this. Therefore, this is one point on which I do not want to
elaborate too much.

Mr. CARTER: I would like you to clarify; these mesh sizes are smaller than
our own. Are they smaller than the sizes agreed upon by international
agreement?

Mr. CorNEY: I am not prepared to make a statement on that because it
would require that we bring forward the proof and I cannot do this. Therefore,
I am not at liberty to make a statement.

Mr. HowaRD: Mr. Chairman, I think first that Mr. Corney and the Fisherie$
Council should be congratulated for one, the brevity and, two, the succinctness of
the presentation. It usually takes a great deal of verbiage to cover so many
points. I think you should be congratulated in succeeding in a very short period
of time and in a small number of words to do it.

There are a number of things I would like to inquire about, but our usual
procedure is to have a sort of a round of questions so that one person does not
“hog” it all. I would like to deal with page 2, if I could, first, in which you make
reference to our territorial waters and the fishing zones, these express your
concern that the Department of Fisheries, together with other departments
involved, are not making much progress in the course of establishing what weé
hoped would be a straight baseline system enclosing certain waters. When the
Fisheries Council made its presentation with respect to Bill No. S-17 which wa$
the bill that set up the fishing zones and allowed for the straight baselin€
system to be introduced by Order in Council, the government said it based the
bill upon that presentation and endorsed it in its essence. In that presentation
the Fisheries Council, as I recall it, set out a proposed baseline which, on the
west coast, embraced or included the Queen Charlotte Sound, Hecate Strait and
Dixon Entrance as Canadian waters. I would like to ask whether this is still the
position of the Fisheries Council that the straight baselines should be draw?
in such a way as to enclose those waters as Canadian territorial waters?

Mr. CorNEY: I might say I do not feel the Fisheries Council position ha$
changed. However, I would prefer if Mr. Robert Payne, our representative from
the west coast, could answer that particular question?

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Payne, we have a problem of having to speak into the
microphones here and so, when you are speaking, would you please take your
place at the table? It would be helpful to the transcription system.

Mr. R. L. PAYNE (General Manager, J. H. Todd and Sons): Mr. Chairman, 1
understand the question to be “is the Fisheries Council still in favour of theé
position which it enunciated as the basis for Bill No. S-17"". The answer, I think
is yes, very much so, very strongly in favour of a boundary. But there has beeP
a dialogue on this subject at some length and the original statement of th€
Council was that it was proposed that the territorial waters should be on 2
straight baseline with an additional margin, and beyond that a fisherie®
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boundary. Since then, the fisheries Council, as a result of the dialogue, has
taken the position that the fact of territorial waters is really beyond the
Purview of the Council. The Council is concerned only with fisheries matters,
and it considers that a fisheries boundary which had the effect of enclosing the
Waters originally proposed could be entirely adequate for the purposes of
fisheries and the territorial waters, as a separate area, with different implica~
tions, is something which, perhaps should be considered in a different arena.

Mr. Howarp: Well, perhaps I should rephrase it then and simply refer to
What, in the act, is referred to as a fishing zone or fisheries boundaries. In so far
a8 your position is concerned, purely with fisheries, it is still the position, then,
that the fisheries boundary, in a fishing zone, should be drawn in such a way as
to include within it Queen Charlotte Sound, Hecate Strait and Dixon Entrance?

Mr. PAYNE: Yes. If I might just amplify a little on that point, sir, Bill No.
8-17 came up some time ago, and the proposals which led to the bill were in
anticipation of events which did subsequently take place. The Russian fleets have
Now appeared on the west coast, as it was felt they would do. They had not

ne so at the time those proposals were made, so there is an even stronger
fEGIing now that these fishing boundaries are essential to the protection of this
Potentially very important fishery.

® (10.10 a.m.)

Mr. HowaARrp: I noticed, in your brief, on page seven you make reference to
foreign fishing fleets and I was going to touch on that but you have raised the
Matter anyway beforehand. I wonder if I could ask a further question here. Has

€re been any correspondence with the Department of Fisheries or with any
dgency of government about the necessity of moving quickly in establishing
ese straight baselines and the consequent fishing zones within the last year,

Say?

: .Mr. CORNEY: Yes, the Fisheries Council arranged a meeting and the
erllster of Fisheries and the Secretary of State and their colleagues were kind
fNough to receive us on November 19 of last year at which time we came to

cttaWa and made a full coverage of this question and made our position very
ear,

~ Mr. Howarp: Would the Council, and I assume it would not, have any

°blections if we inquired in the House about making public or tabling any
Orrespondence or documents exchanged between yourself and the government?
ould you have any objection to that?

g Mr. CORNEY: No, we would have no objection to it. I might say that the
vZ"el’nment received us very well, but they did impress upon us that this was a
.Y delicate international matter and there was all sorts of confidential
Omation that they could not divulge to our group. So we are not in a
Position to know, at this time, just how negotiations with the other countries
Te Proceeding. They may be well on the verge of having this problem solved
+ .2 Owing to diplomatic circumstance, may not be able to divulge all this

Ormation publicly to an organization as broad as our Council.

" Mr. Howarp: Do not feel unique in that position. I think I should refrain
Om going further into other matters now, Mr. Chairman.
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The CHAIRMAN: I will call on Mr. Chatterton who has his hand up to speak
next.

Mr. CHATTERTON: Mr. Corney, you described some of the rehabilitation:
projects with regard to salmon on the Pacific coast, at Jones Creek, Robertson
Creek, Big Qualicum and Babine Lake developments. The United Fishermen
and Allied Workers Union had recommended that the appropriation for deve-
lopment of our west coast fisheries be increased by fivefold. Would you say that
if the government did that today there is sufficient knowledge available to use
this money in actual developments with good results, or is the limitation the
lack of knowledge and technical information such as in the case of Campbell
River, development of the Chinook, rehabilitation?

Mr. CornEY: I will ask Mr. Payne to answer that question.

Mr. PayNE: I understand your question to be, sir, that if the appropriation
were increased fivefold forthwith could it be usefully absorbed?

Mr. CHATTERTON: Yes.

Mr. PAYNE: A proper judgment on that question, I think sir, must await the
report which the Department and Fisheries Research Board are preparing
together. This report will be available shortly, probably within the next month
and it will spell out, hopefully, the direction in which a development program
might well go. There are serious misgivings in some areas about the ability of
the system to usefully absorb a large block of funds in a short period of time-
At the same time, there are sentiments elsewhere and I, personally, subscribe t0
these sentiments, that the ability to use a large block of funds productively in
salmon development is really limited, not so much by the availability of trained
personnel as by the ability to organize. There is no shortage of highly trained
people for the key spots in the program that might well emerge.

There is a problem in amplifying the efforts of those people with the
appropriate support staff. My personal feeling is that this is not an insurmount-
able problem at all and that the Department might well have to, on 2
temporary basis at least, engage consulting engineering firms, design firms and
so on to implement a program. This is normal practice in most circles, excepting
this particular area of fisheries, and there is no reason why this kind of practicé
should not be employed in fisheries development. So, generally speaking, I think
the answer to your question must be that the funds could be absorbed and used
productively without waste provided the organization of the Department was
set up to handle it, but we will all have a better basis for our judgments when
this report on salmon development comes forth.

Mr. CHATTERTON: It is described as lack of organization. You have implied
inability to organize the whole program. Could this be accomplished bY
engaging these private consultants? Is there sufficient knowledge for them t0
make good use of the moneys, if it were to be appropriated?

Mr. PaynE: I hope there is nothing I said which implied that the depart-
mental organization is deficient at this time because I certainly did not wish t©
imply that at all. What we are considering is a hypothetical situation of a largé
block of funds being available in the foreseeable future and what is likely t0
happen. The departmental organization is going to have a major organizationad
task on its hands if that takes place. Perhaps I could digress a little. Let u®
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consider the kind of problem we are talking about and let us consider only one
Sector of the development program which would be a program of artificial
Spawning streams. ;

An artificial spawning stream is really a very simple device in principle. It
is an arrangement on an already existent stream with an existing brood stock
Whereby the effects of flooding and drought are minimized so there has to be
Ssome kind of a water containment—a dam arrangement—and, if one wants to go
first class, there has to be some kind of a temperature control. These are the two
things. The third one might be a beneficiation of the gravel so that there is a
Mmaximum quality—a good quality of gravel in the bed. These, gentlemen, are not
biological problems. These are engineering problems and if the biologists
Specify, in broad terms, what they want, the number of cubic feet per second
Over the gravel, the size of gravel, the temperature range, then there are many,
Many very well qualified engineering firms that can take a specific area and
design a facility. The state of the art is such that it is just about ready to be

ed over to engineers for design and to constructors for construction.

X Mr. CHATTERTON: The brief by the Campbell River Chamber of Commerce
m_dicated that although the Department was prepared to develop the Campbell
1ver, to rehabilitate the spawning grounds, and so on, of chinook salmon, the
epartment indicates they do not have sufficient data, facts available, and they
May not have this until 1970, in order to be able to undertake such a project. Is

:his typical? Does this apply throughout British Columbia or is this a special
ase?

. Mr. Payne: Could we not say, sir, generally that every decision is made on
nlS_ufﬁcien'c evidence. The real question is “when does the preponderance of
€vidence indicate that the action is valid”? and there seems to be no reasonable
doubt now that the preponderance of evidence in respect of artificial spawning
stI‘E!ams, is that they are economically justifiable generally. I do not know the
Specifics of the Campbell River case but, certainly, it is possible to make a case
Or proceeding slowly in order to proceed with absolute security. It is not
Possible to make a very good case on that basis. As I say, I do not know the
ampbell River situation specifically but I would seriously doubt that anyone

Could argue against moving quickly on the grounds that the evidence is
Msufficient.

2 Mr. BARNETT: Mr. Chairman, I would be interested in pursuing the question
f the suggested Campbell River spawning area which, according to the brief
I"Ifisented by the Campbell River Chamber of Commerce, is primarily concerned
:g:‘h the possible increase in the stocks of Chinook or Tyee salmon in that
€am but I think, perhaps, inasmuch as Mr. Payne has said he is not aware of
€cifics, I will not do that. ¢
th I.WOuld like to ask one or two questions with the background of what is in
€ Fisheries Council brief in mind in relation to developments which are not
s9u°h8d on in the brief but which have become of current interest, perhaps
Nce the initial preparation of the brief. In particular, I have reference to the
gues‘cion of some negotiations on the west coast fisheries matter between
Urselves and the United States in respect to what we refer to as the surf line
- tl_le question of the division of the pink salmon catch in the international
Mmission area in the lower fishing grounds leading into the Fraser River.
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Many of us have become aware of certain statements made by Senator Warren
Magnusson of the United States which, as I read the report that was in the
press, in effect, suggest that the United States, in his view, may have to take
what might be called economic action in respect of our fisheries markets or the
future of our fisheries markets in the United States, as part of the round of
negotiations that I think we all realize are not complete at this point between
the Americans and ourselves, inasmuch as a further meeting on this question
has been announced for May. I think this is a matter that ties in very closely
with the earlier questions about the projected expenditures in salmon conserva-
tion and development on the Pacific coast. If the Council feels it is in a position
to give us some assessment of what they consider to be the potential of the
remarks attributed to Senator Magnusson, I think it would be useful to us. I
suppose this is in an area somewhat similar to that of the negotiations on the
fishing zones in that, perhaps, the Fisheries Council has not full knowledge of
everything that may be going on between the two countries any more than
private members of the House have; but my understanding is that the Council
and its members are concerned, among other things, with the future of our fish
markets. I think that any views that the Council can give the Committee on
whether Senator Magnusson’s statement is an idle threat or whether it is
something that should be a matter of concern to all those who are interested in
the future of our fisheries, in our marketing of fish products, and the general
economic picture would be quite useful at this stage.

e (10.25 a.m.)

Mr. CorNEY: Yes; I would say that the question of Mr. Magnusson’s
comments is one that cannot be taken lightly because of the position he holds
and I would like to ask Mr. Nelson, who is very closely associated with this
problem, to answer your question.

Mr. R. I. NELSON (Vice-President, Fisheries Council of Canada): We
consider the statement by Senator Magnusson a threat but not of too much
seriousness. I think we should, first of all, look at his statement. It seems to be 2
little misleading. He implies that Canadian fisheries products receive special
consideration from the United States. This is not the case. Qur fisheries products
are treated in the same manner as imports from any other countries. The fish
that are involved in this particular dispute, net caught salmon, are pretty well
all canned. There is a high duty in the United States on canned salmon. There i$
no Canadian salmon exported to the United States, to speak of, anyhow. As far
as the total exports of fisheries products to the United States are concerned, I
think the United States at the present time, imports about 60 per cent of her
fisheries requirements. With the tremendous unfavourable balance of trade W€
have with the United States, it seems inconceivable that they could, in this
particular case, discriminate against us in the marketing field.

Mr. BARNETT: I noticed in a recent bulletin of the Fisheries Association of
British Columbia, reference was made to the fact that you just mentioned. I am
wondering, whether in your view, Senator Magnusson’s remarks are relate
purely to the fish catch that is involved in the negotiations in respect of
marketing, or whether one could properly read a broader implication in the
remarks?

Mr. NeLson: I felt that he was speaking of all Canadian fisheries exports-
As for Senator Magnusson’s statement, I think the worst part of it is that the
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Publicity has all come from the American side. In his statement he implies that,
Somehow, we are trying to get more salmon than we are entitled to, when in
actual fact, all we are trying to do is to get our own salmon. We are trying to
have the Americans desist from catching Canadian salmon and we, on our part,
have offered to stop catching American salmon. I think, in his remarks, it is
Implied that we are trying to get something we are not entitled to and one of
the unfortunate parts about this, which is giving us bad publicity, is that there
1S no refutation from the Canadian side on a similar level.

Mr. CornEY: If I might broaden the answer just a little bit, Mr. Chairman,
I'do not think it is as commonly known, perhaps, as it should be that there has
een a tremendous increase in the world production of fish over the last few
Years. I think something in the neighbourhood—and my statistics might be a
little erroneous here—of one third of the total world production is now going
Into concentrates or fish meal. We know, from close association, that the
Production of countries such as Russia, Japan and many of the European
Countries is increasing tremendously. We also know that the American produc-
tion of fish and the Canadian production are maintaining a pretty steady level
Over the years. We are putting more effort into it but we are still not raising
our total production as much as a lot of people might think. We also are aware of
€ fact that the American market is growing by leaps and bounds, if for no
Other reason than the annual increase in population. Since the United States can
Produce only about 40 per cent of their own needs, at the present time, this is
4 country which is actively going out into the world in an effort to acquire
€nough fish, in a very competitive system, to supply their own needs.

We know, for instance, that the market in Europe and in other countries,
apart from the United States, is growing and that the need for fish is becoming
More prevalent and the pressures are becoming greater all the time. My
Personal opinion, and, I think, the opinion of the Council, were we to deliberate

is matter, would be that in the future we are going to have much larger
Markets than we, as Canadians, are going to be able to supply, unless we can do
sf"mething to increase our production substantially over what it is at the present
me., The problem of the future, in our minds, is not a question of markets.
Arring the seasonal cycles and the occasional ups and downs in fluctuations
~these things do occur as you go along a long course—generally, we do not
Oresee a real market problem in a world that is crying for protein. The major
r’f’ObIem in our mind, is developing production techniques, conservation tech-
Niques and even developing the ability to enable more fish to be available to
:atch- We think these are the problems. They are production problems for the
Uture so that any current threats or suggestions that the United States might
but e€mbargos or high duties or, in some way, try to impede the flow of
Anadian fisheries into that traditional market, we feel are used more for the
t}‘:.rpose of negotiation, shall I say, than for the fact that they could actually do
1S without tremendous upheaval in their own system of supply.

M The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Barnett, I have three members’ names on my record:
T. MacLean (Queens), Mr. Keays and Mr. Cashin. You have had the floor now
o S0mething like 12 or 13 minutes. I wonder whether you are coming quickly

1o the boint as I would like to give them an opportunity.
239139
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Mr. BARNETT: I have just one more question, Mr. Chairman, that I would
like to ask while we are on this subject, if I may. One of the questions I might
have asked has been, in effect, answered and that was the question of what
alternative marketing opportunities there might be. The other question I would
like to ask—I have no reference to it before me—has to do with salmon. It is in
my recollection that some time earlier in the context of negotiations about the
renewal of NORPAC, Senator Magnusson made some quite strong statements, in
effect, condemning the idea of the Japanese being able to take their salmon. I
am just wondering whether, in view of the Council, there may be someé
inconsistency in his present position which would seem to imply that we are not
within our rights to want to be able to take our salmon in relation to the
American fishing effort.

Mr. CorNEY: This is a question of a more local nature. I will ask Mr. Payneé
if he would try to answer one.

Mr. PAYNE: Yes, sir. The American position is completely inconsistent. With
the Japanese, they argue that the fish are bound for the Bristol Bay area of
Alaska; they are fished by the American fishermen in the inshore area; the
Americans have been conserving that resource for lo, these many years, and the
Japanese should, therefore, withhold. The position which they hold in that
debate is exactly the Canadian position in the debate with the Americans. The
Americans, on the one hand, are arguing that the owner of the home stream has
a special interest and, on the other hand, their other interests override the homeé
stream interests. So, Mr. Magnusson would have a difficult time sustaining the
case that he was being at all consistent.

Mr. MACLEAN (Queens): Mr. Chairman, I have a general comment and
question to put to the president. My experience has been that there is excellent
support for the fishing industry among members of Parliament who come from
fishing areas regardless of their party, or anything else. This has been the cas.e
for many years. Generally their comment with regard to fisheries estimates 15
that, as far as fisheries development is concerned, more public money should b€
invested in this matter.

I feel that in the mind of the public generally, the fishing industry tends t-o
be looked upon as one of the poorer relatives of our economy. For example, !
there is a conflict between the fishing industry and, perhaps, some other moré
dramatic development such as the pulp and paper industry or mining or theé
development of power, where the development of these industries have som€
conflict with the interests of the fishing industry, public opinion is apt to con‘fe
down against the fishing industry and in support of the other more dramati®
developments. What has your Council been able to do to get more gener
public support, educating the public, if you wish, into realizing that support f0*
conservation and development of the fishing industry, as a resource is, as your
brief says, a gilt-edged public investment?

I believe strongly in this but I find a tendency, over the years, that if ther®
is a pulp mill development, for example, they should not be required to tsak.e
proper precautions against polluting streams, and this sort of thing, if this 15
going to inhibit that development. This often seems to be the public attitude. '
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I think that in order for the fishing industry—I am now thinking of
government support, development and research of the fishing industry—to reach
the point which I think it should reach, there has to be broader public support
for this sort of thing and a more general realization that the fishing industry is
One of the great industries of our country. It has one of the greatest possible
futures in development. It can supply employment and income for Canadians
and improve our balance of trade in the international field and so on. This is a
broad and nebulous subject, perhaps, in a way but have you any comments to
make on it?
® (10.40 a.m.)

Mr. PAYNE: I feel something like the politicians trying to represent a very
broad and varied country—a country of differing regions. In the fisheries, we
have the west coast which has its own particular types of problems and types of
a§sets. As we come inland, to the prairies, we have a completely different set of
Circumstances. We move on to the east coast—Quebec and Ontario—and here,
again, you have different problems. In the maritimes and in Newfoundland we
'ave completely differing problems. So it is very difficult for an organization
e the Fisheries Council to make broad statements that will fit into the
Over-all situation in Canada in its totality.

. However, I think it can be safely said that the regional associations, for
Instance, the associations which make up the Council from the west coast, have
€en very outspoken and very aggressive in their publicity and in their desire
°_inform the public as to the situation that exists in that particular region. I
f‘h}nk this also applies in other areas so that rather than the Council doing this,
1t is done more on a regional basis.

We also must bear in mind that the fishery is a little different from other
Industries in that it still remains an industry of hunters rather than the normal
Pe of industry. As such, it has all sorts of colour and it is a very dramatic
mdustry and a very interesting one but one which differs greatly from a solidly

ased productive industry like pulp and paper, and so forth.

I think with those general remarks, I would like Mr. O’Brien to deal with
Your question a bit more specifically.

_Mr. C. GornoNn O’BRIEN (Manager, Fisheries Council of Canada): Mr.
Chalrman, Mr. MacLean has raised a very interesting point. What has this
O}II}cil done or what does it contemplate doing in respect of moulding public
%inion? Mr. Corney has mentioned that we have had, at various times,
I)rob!ems where public opinion was extremely important to our cause. The
assic example, of course, is the question of power on the Fraser River where
€ Fisehries Association of British Columbia, the largest association of the four
tie have in British Columbia, put a great deal of effort, time and money into get-
Ng the public support necessary to keep the dams off the Fraser; for how long
We do not know, perhaps, but the effort has been successful to date. We have often
efgl{dEred about this role of the council—whether it was being done in a very
ag Clent manner? As you probably know, we are likely the smallest national
SOciation located in Ottawa. We run a rather neat small operation and our
t§. Séc Teason for the Council has been as the connecting link, in an administra-
Way, between the government and the industry.
It is a big country and to have people running 2,000, 2,500 or 1,500 miles,
& multitude of small problems and bigger problems, made it necessary to
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have somebody here who could take these things up. We have had it said, more
than once, to us by some of the members that they felt we should be more
active in impressing our views on them. This, I guess, goes back to the
conservative nature of the industry, in a sense. We do not like the word “lobby”
and we have, perhaps, leaned over a little backwards, if you like, in this respect.

Our contacts, as you know, are practically 100 per cent with the adminis-
trative people in the government. On this basis we have been, as the former
minister will appreciate, most successful in that there is not any regulation
passed in any department of government today without first being passed
through the Council office for the opinions of the fishing industry. This is not
done from the standpoint of any political implications, but simply from an
administrative point of view. The department people have found that this is
good business. We come out with a better regulation when we are finished.

I think I would simply say, Mr. MacLean, on this question, that you have
given us considerable food for thought because, within the Council at the
moment, there is some discussion of an enlargement of our role and, I hope, our
staff. These are some of the things that we will actually have to consider while
we are discussing this matter. We appreciate the suggestion that there is a role
here on which we could, perhaps, do a better job.

Mr. MAcLEAN ('Queéhs): It would seem to me the sub-heading “Research”,
might be divided® into two questions: research that we do ourselves, or the
Department does, on behalf of the Canadian people in this field; secondly, I
would like the views of someone who represents the Council on this matter
which applies not only to Canada but many other countries. For example, someé
of our basic industries, such as agriculture, have agricultural attachés in
embassies in leading agricultural countries so that these attachés can keep the
Canadian Government informed of developments in that industry in other
countries. What is the view of the Council with regard to the possibility of
Canada having fisheries attachés in embassies in, perhaps, four or five of th.e
leading fishing countries in the world, such as Japan, Peru and Russia, if
possible, so that we could keep abreast of developments in the fishing industries
in other countries? I know that contact is always kept through the Department
with their opposite numbers in other countries, and so on, but such a plan
would, I believe, be a more direct channel of communication and have more
official status, perhaps, than is the case where the industry tries to, and oftel
succeeds, keep fairly close tab on developments in other countries and also the
officials of the Department in a semi-official way. I believe that possibly there i$
an opportunity here to allow the Canadian industry to have official contact with
the industry in other countries so that we might be fully aware of developments
throughout the world.

Mr. CorNEY: Well, Mr. MacLean, in answer to that question, I must say that
we, in the industry, feel that we have a very excellent flow of information, poth
from the technological point of view and, also, in regard to other matters
relating to the fishery from nearly all of the countries of the world. The trade
commissioners in the various countries are certainly most helpful and mos?
aggressive in complying with any of industry’s requests for information relating
to the fishery and they seem to have developed good sources of information.
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The industry, itself, has developed reasonably good contacts in other
countries with regard to the development of gear, fishing equipment, and so on.
If I were asked to answer your question for the Council, I would have to say
this is a question that we have not dealt with in our Council deliberations as
Such. I think a review of the opinions of the members of Council would come up
Wwith the feeling that through the industrial development service of the De-
Partment of Fisheries, the trade commissioners and the many other trade
lissions that have been carried out regarding the scientific exchange of
Information that at present exists, we are reasonably well informed with regard
to developments in other countries. I am not trying to throw cold water on your
Suggestion but I think this is the opinion that probably the Council would come
Up with had this question been placed before them as a body.

Mr. MacLEAN (Queens): One further brief question, Mr. Chairman; I am
Sorry to take so much time. This refers to the east coast. Is there an appreciable
trend towards a lessening of production for a given amount of effort in the
groundfish industry on the Atlantic coast owing to the lowering of the stocks by
Pressure on them?

Mr. CorNEY: Well, Mr. MacLean, I would have to give you a personal
answer to this question and I think that I can speak fairly coherently and in
Armony with what other operators would say. We have only to go back a
Period of four or five years to recognize—and I can say this without any
Teasonable chance of successful contradiction—that the amount of fishing effort—
am speaking here of the number of trawlers and the power and fishing
Capability of deep sea trawlers—has increased considerably. The landings have
also increased but, I think, not nearly in proportion to the effort that has been
Placed into it.
I might also say that there is an apparent trend toward catching smaller
which is one of the first indications that the maximum sustained yield
Position is being reached, at least, or that we are moving towards this. It is only
& matter of a few years ago that there was no concern about this as the growth
of the fish was such that the productivity of the fleet was not keeping up with
€ development and growth of the fish. This situation, we feel, does not apply
0day, We know there are certain areas, where we used to harvest abundantly,
.whiCh are now absolutely barren of the species we used to take. I mention, for
lnstiinvce, the St. Pierre bank, the haddock fishery there was a very productive
e a few years ago. We know the Russians came in one season and took out
eI.I'Iendous tonnages. Since that time, the haddock fishery has been almost
Sxtinet in those particular grounds. We see the same thing happening with the
¢ ddock fishery on the Grand Banks. We think and not without some evidence,
rhat the same thing is happening to other varieties. This is one of the major
®asons for our pressing for the territorial waters, the 12-miles limit, baseline to
Jaseline, Also, we are now engaged in consultation with other industry officials
:: North America to try to get a common approach on the part of industry
Wards pressing for greater conservation measures.

ma Mr. Keavs: Mr. Chairman, before I ask questions on salmon development,
coy I say that the Province of Quebec has heeded Mr. MacLean’s remarks
fNcerning special attachés in other countries. This summer, I believe, the
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province will have a special attaché in Washington concerning himself with
fishery products only. Probably this will be followed by other provinces.

I am very interested in the statement made by Mr. Corney on salmon
development. I know the most productive development of the salmon resource
is receiving far less attention than it deserves. I take from that, that the largest
returns we are getting for our money in relation to the expenditures on’
research and development, are in the time and energy. Could Mr. Corney
elaborate on what extra attention we should be giving to salmon development?

Mr. CorNEY: Thank you very much. I am going to ask Mr. Payne to answer
for this is a British Columbia question.

e (10.55 am.)
Mr. KEays: I am very interested in the Atlantic salmon, of course.

Mr. PAYNE: The extra attention which might be given salmon is that kindy
of attention which leads directly to increasing the numbers. I infer, sir, from
your remarks that there is a second question; why have we not been doing more
than we have, if this is so productive? The answer to that is this. A great deal of
work has been done over the years. It has developed that we now appear to be
on a threshold. We now appear to have within our grasp a technique for
significantly enhancing the numbers. The work which has been done, these
streams which have been enumerated in the report, are all generating evidence
that suggests that this sort of activity can make a remarkable change in the
number of salmon available if it is expanded and carried out on a commercial
basis, that is, carried out, with an idea, not of a pilot plant but of a productive
unit. So the reason that the results have not thus far been apparent, is that the
work has just now been done—that is, it has been going on over a long period of
years but it has just now reached a period of fruition. ;

The work that can be done from here, in this area, is a matter of refinement
and proof. At this moment, nobody is absolutely certain that the increased frys
which result from an artificial spawning stream, are as healthy as those which
are generated in the wild state. But all the evidence suggests that they are-
There is not quite enough evidence as we sit here at this minute and so further
proof should be developed along that line.

As the brief suggests, the hatchery technique, which fell into disreputeé
some 30 years ago, fell into disrepute for a reason and nobody, at this moment;
really knows why hatcheries, under those conditions, were unsuccessful as they
were apparently. Another area is to determine why hatcheries were unsuccess-
ful if, in fact, they were and to eliminate the causes of the satisfaction. There 15
a whole area of research projects, in this sort of problem, that need to be done:
This is the kind of work that might well go into salmon development—the
implementation of the salmon stream program with a concomitant program 0*
research.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, we are coming up to eleven o’clock and we aré
going to have to vacate this room to permit the Public Accounts Committee;
which is hot on our heels, to use it. I see the Chairman has put his head through
the door once. At this point I would like to thank the members of the Fjsheritfs
Council of Canada very much for their very able presentation made this
morning.
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Mr. CasHIN: I would just like to make a point. I would liked to ask some
questions. I noticed, in previous committees, that we have had difficulty in
getting quorums. This does not seem to be the history of this Committee to date
and I wonder—I am concerned, as I think many of us are, about the co-ordina-
tion of committees—why it was that this morning this Committee was scheduled
for this room at eleven o’clock. I presume the reason is that all other committee
Tooms are occupied at the present time, although that may not be the case. I
would just like to register again some malcontent about the way the commit-
tees have been operating. I know that, perhaps, we would not be able to
Continue any time past eleven because of commitments of other members, but
Sometimes, particularly when we have outside delegations, such as we had
today, it might not be a bad idea to plan that we may wish to go twenty
minutes or half an hour after the time. I would just like to register that.

The CHAIRMAN: Our problem with going an extra twenty minutes is simply
this. We are operating seven committees this morning and to operate seven
Committees through the morning with the really limited facilities we have,

When you consider the availability of transcription equipment in rooms and so

on, makes it impossible for us to do anything else except split these rooms into
two morning periods. So what we are doing at the present moment is operating

2 room such as this at two periods a morning. This is true of other committees
as well. .

There is another point, too, and that is, we were agreed, in this Committee,
that on the presentation of briefs by people such as the Council, they would be
heard for a period of an hour. We have been at it now for one and a quarter

ours this morning and have had a good run at it. I think, in fairness to the
Committee operation, we must come to an end now.

Mr. HowARrp: Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I might raise this matter very
bl‘ieﬂy. I realize that we have this policy in the Committee of a limitation of an
our; but the Council has presented, as I said earlier, a very broad-ranging
rief and I—and Mr. Cashin said he had some questions he would like an-
Swered—wanted to follow it up and Mr. Barnett as well, and I am sure other
Members have too. I wonder whether we might not consider waiving that hour’s
Imitation and seek to meet this afternoon if the Council desires to, so that we
tan follow some of these matters up. We may have to get permission from the
Ouse to do this but this is purely a mechanical thing. I put forward the
Suggestion in a formal way that we should arrange to meet this afternoon if it
Meets the wishes of the Committee and the Council.

The CHAIRMAN: The problem of meeting while the House is sitting is the
old problem of withdrawing quorum from the House of Commons. It has to
ght for its quorum as well.

~ Mr. Howarp: Could we reduce our quorum here to something manageable
Or just have a blind eye when you see.

Mr. CarTER: Could we continue until they get their quorum, Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN: There is a very good suggestion. I just wonder what the
State of their quorum is at the moment, and whether we have time for another
®0 minutes while they are waiting for a quorum. If this is so, we can, with the
Permission of the Public Accounts Committee, go on. I wonder, Mr. Bennett, if
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you would rush to the door and see what the situation is? In the meantime, lgt
Mr. Keays continue with his question. We will see how far we get with this
device.

Mr. HowaRrp: We will run into the middle of an answer or the middle of 2
question when they say “we have our quorum” and we will be back where we
are now.

The CHAIRMAN: Half a loaf will be better than none. We will carry on with
Mr. Keays.

Mr. Keays: There have been many rumours in the past to the effect that
the production of copper ore in mines situated close to some of our eastern
rivers may have had a disastrous effect on our salmon production. Would you
like to elaborate on this, Mr. Corney?

Mr. CorNEY: I believe that Dr. Hayes is here. This is a question that he or
Mr. LeBlanc might answer. I am afraid I am not qualified to deal with it. Would
you deal with it Guy?

Mr. G. Guy LEBLANC (Vice-President, Fisheries Council of Canada): I have
been told, from speaking to scientists at the Defence Research Board, that the
development of the mining industry in northern New Brunswick, copper mines,
has had a disastrous effect on the salmon of the Miramichi River and rivers
flowing to Chaleur Bay. It takes, if I am right, just a few copper elements t0
kill a number of young salmon which makes it quite difficult for the—

An hon. MEMBER: May we have the room? We have a quorum.

The CHAIRMAN: This brings us to the end of the sitting, gentlemen. Thank
you very much. I am sorry to have to interrupt you, Mr. LeBlanc.

The meeting is adjourned.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, May 5, 1966.
(8)

The Standing Committee on Fisheries met at 9.43 a.m. The Chairman, Mr.
Deachman presided.

Members present: Messrs. Barnett, Béchard, Bower, Carter, Chatterton,
Deachman, Howard, LeBlanc (Rimouski), McQuaid, McWilliam, O’Keefe, Pat-
terson, Tucker (13).

In attendance: From the Department of Fisheries: Dr. R. R. Logie, Assistant
Deputy Minister (Operations); Dr. F. R. Hayes, Chairman, Fisheries Research
BOard; Mr. J. J. Lamb, Director of Administration; Mr. J. A. Rogers, Director of
Administration, Fisheries Research Board; Mr. K. C. Lucas, Director, Resource

evelopment; and Mr. W. E. Snaith, Resource Development.

. The Chairman proposed to allow Item l—Estimates—Departmental Ad-
Minjistration and Item 5—Estimates—Fisheries Management and Development to
Stand.

Following discussion Mr. Howard was allowed to read a prepared state-
Ment. (see evidence)

To accommodate departmental officials, Item 20—Estimates—Fisheries Re-

Search Board of Canada was called, and Dr. Hayes, Chairman of the Fisheries

€Search Board of Canada, addressed the Committee and was questioned,
assisted by departmental officials.

- The Chairman addressed the Committee on future meetings, discussion of
briefg submitted and allowed Mr. Howard’s statement to stand as Notice of
Otion at the next meeting.

i Mr. Howard proposed and it was agreed to append a list of Department of
Isherieg projects for 1966-67 to this day’s Minutes of Proceedings and Evi-
€nce. (see Appendix 2)

. Questioning of departmental officials continuing, at 11.30 a.m. the Com-
NMittee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

J. H. Bennett,
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE
(Recorded by Electronic Apparatus)

THURSDAY, May 5, 1966. -
® (9:45 am.) ‘

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, we have a quorum. The last time we met we
had reverted to Item No. 1 for the purpose of hearing the Fisheries Council of
Canada. In the meeting previous to that we had been taking up vote No. 5, and
at the close of that meeting had stood vote No. 5. I am advised this morning that

€ Fisheries Research Board people under Doctor Hayes who are here this
Mmorning will not be here next week as they have to go to some meeting. I just
Wonder whether or not it would be useful to the Committee at this point to
2gain stand vote No. 1 so that we may return to that when we need to
Te-examine the Minister or hear the Minister. . sver foo

Second, that we, for the moment, stand Item No. 5 on which we were
Working, and that we take up No. 20 which is the vote covering the Fisheries
€search Board: that we dispose of No. 20 this morning, if we possibly can, and
€n revert to No. 5. Is that a satisfactory way of going ahead? '

.~ Mr. Howarp: Mr. Chairman, before we proceed to deal with that, there is
Something that has occurred within the last little while on which I. think
fgrhaps the Committee might want to take some action. I have prepar_e‘_d in
k Ug_h form a piece of paper—very rough, as a matter of fact, because I notice in
ead_lng it that there are a couple of typographical errors in it which ¢an be
Oga_nghte'ned out—which would ask the gentlemen to distribute, with some words
& it Yvhlch I think might be a declaration of the Commiftee, with respect to two
fol”y Important matters on the west coast involving the salmon industry, as a
mal motion of endorsation, if it so desires, or to alter it, if it so desires.

dist I think we should do something to deal with this particular matter. If it is
Tibuted perhaps I could read what I have written. If you rule that we do not

mave a quorum, then I will desist and we will cancel the meeting. This is not
¥ dESire_ G

DresI di_d not particularly intend to finalize this with a motion; I wanted to

erEnt it to the Committee for the purpose of discussion to see whether or not
Withe ?re other ideas about it, but I think it is something that we should deal
reaq] t would only take a moment to read, and perhaps then I could, while

un, Ng, point out the typographical errors so that it would become more
T Herstandaple,

this The CrAtRMAN: M. Howard, before you proceed to read it, I want to put
iy 9 Yyou. In fairness to the Committee and to other members of ‘th‘e
Mittee, we must proceed in this Committee only on motions that are before

147
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it and motions that are given to us by the government. We are on the
examination of the estimates, and if this is a matter that can be brought before
us on the examination of the estimates and we may deal with it, well and good.

Another point that I must make is that, when a motion is brought before a
Committee, I think we must be in a position where we are very certain that 2
quorum of people happens to be in the room. Now, Mr. Howard, you and I
know, and Committee members know, that people come and go in this room and
on every occasion on which we have had in the past we have had a quorum here:
If we have not a quorum at the moment, we may consider that we may have it
before we finish the meeting.

I would make this suggestion. If you are going to make a motion, is this
something that we could leave until toward 11 o’clock, and could we begin to
consider it at, let us say, half past ten or a quarter to eleven, in that area, and
could we go ahead on vote No. 20 at the moment? Would that be a satisfactory
way of proceeding?

Mr. HowaARD: Mr. Chairman, we cannot go ahead on vote No. 20 if we do
not have a quorum. Obviously we have a quorum if you called the meeting t0
order, and you said so. I have no objection to the matter; I am not counting the
number of members who are here, or who are not. We have a quorum and
think we are properly under way, and all I want to do is to present a matter for
the consideration of the Committee.

The CHAIRMAN: I am afraid, Mr. Howard—and I have mentioned this
before—that the Committee must proceed by way of motion, and I think you an
I as parliamentarians know that.

Mr. Howarp: Well, Mr. Chairman, then we will proceed by way of motion:
I would like to read this and wind up with a motion.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Howard, before you proceed to a motion, I will call foF
a quorum and I will ask the clerk to poll the Committee to see whether or not
we have a quorum. If we have a quorum, we can proceed then to hear youf
motion. If we cannot, we cannot.

Mr. Howarp: And if we do not have a quorum, we cannot proceed to do
anything else?

The CHAIRMAN: That would be so.
Mr. HowaRrp: Regrettable.

Mr. BARNETT: May I make a suggestion on the question that is unde®
discussion. Could we allow Mr. Howard to bring this matter before the Com~
mittee in his statement under Item No. 1 where we were when the Committ€®
last met; and then, if there is any question in connection with the matter that
has just been the subject of some exchange between yourself and the ho™
member from Skeena, could we then perhaps agree to postpone action on it, ©
consideration of action on it, until later on in the meeting? I think by then W
could agree that we could at any time refer to Item No. 1—

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Barnett, I am tied by the rules of the House o:,
Commons. The rule is that we must proceed by way of motion. If this is read W
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are in the process of putting a motion before this Committee, and the Com-
mittee, properly to have a motion put before it must see a quorum. I am going
to call upon the clerk now to ascertain whether or not we have a quorum. If the
motion is to be put, then it will be the first item of business.

Mr. BARNETT: Well, I do not want to prolong this, Mr. Chairman. What I was
suggesting, in effect—and what I understood was that when we are on Item No.
1 of the estimates it is permissible under the rules either in the House or in the
Committee for a member to be given the floor to make a statement of his views
In respect to the fisheries policy. I thought perhaps that it might be under that
Tule that you would allow Mr. Howard to make a short statement which he
happens to have in written form, and it is available to the Committee. Then as
to the question of the procedure under motion on which I agree with you—

The CHAIRMAN: I think we can settle your point now, Mr. Barnett. It has
already been made clear to us that a motion has to be put—

Mr. Howarp: Only upon your insistence, Mr. Chairman, only upon your
Tequest. My initial words were that I did not particularly want to follow this
Up with a motion. It was merely something that I wanted to say to the Com-
Mittee, and then the Committee could take whatever action it wanted on it.
You then said, that the only way to proceed is by way of motion, and at your
Tequest I said that I would wind it up with a motion. Now, if you do not re-
Quest me to wind it up with a motion, I will not.

The CHAIRMAN: Are you proceeding to make a motion this morning, Mr.
Howard?

Mr. Howarp: What I want to do is to proceed to read this particular
d°Cl1ment, which is in fact a statement of mine with respect to certain fisheries
Matters of interest to the west coast, mainly the salmon fishery, and our
Telationship with the United States, both with respect to Fraser River salmon
and with respect to the pinks and sockeyes that range through Alaskan waters
M coming home to spawn in the Nass and the Skeena Rivers. This is what I
Wanted to do. As I said initially, I did not declare that I would wind it up with a
Motion, except when you raised the matter that we could only proceed by way
2 Motion, and to meet your request I said, “Fine, I will wind up with a motion,

en’?; ;
Mr. CHATTERTON: Mr. Chairman, I suggest that in view of what has just
N said, that you allow the statement in the same way as any statement
Would be made under Clause 1 of a bill, or Item 1 of the estimates.

bee

The CHAIRMAN: It is simply a statement by the hon. member.
Mr. CHATTERTON: Then the Committee can decide what to do with it.

Stat The CuamrMAN: If I understand you correctly, Mr. Chatterton, then this

€ment would be made as a statement under Item No. 1, and we are not in

€ Process now of considering a motion being put before this Committee. Is this
derstood by the Committee?

Agreed.

Mr. CuaTTERTON: Not at this time, anyhow.
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The CHAIRMAN: Not at this time. We are not at this time considering a
motion before this Committee; we are merely hearing a statement by a member
of the Committee under Item No. 1, before proceeding to vote No. 20. Is that
your understanding of the way we will proceed, Mr. Howard?

Mr. HowARD: This is what I wanted to do in the first instance.

The CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much. Go ahead.

Mr. HowARp: It is drafted in such a way that, if the Committee desires to

take some action on it, it is prepared in that form. I read:

The House of Commons Standing Committee on Fisheries, hav-
ing taken note of the meeting between Canada and the United States in
Ottawa on April 4 to 6 regarding salmon fishing problems of common
concern in the Pacific northwest, British Columbia and southeastern
Alaska herewith endorse the position taken at that meeting by the
Canadian delegation.

We feel that, inasmuch as the United States delegation would not
agree to move its southeastern Alaskan salmon net fishing limits inward
in the spirit of the 1957 agreement establishing such limits, the Canadian
delegation had no alternative, regrettable as it may be, but to announceé
that it must review its established limits with the possibility that those
limits be moved seaward.

Knowing that the catching of Canadian-bound salmon by United
States fishermen in Alaskan waters has been a matter of grave concern to
Canadians we think- that the meeting, subsequent to the Canadian
announcement about the net fishing limits, took a forward step in
recommending to the respective governments that another meeting be
held in Seattle, Washington, beginning on May 17.

For the time being, Mr. Chairman, we will leave the next sentence aside;

because I want to interpose it somewhere later on. Proceeding then to the next

paragraph:

We urge the Canadian government to agree to such a recommenda-
tion and to do everything in its power to get the United States govern-
ment also to agree. We make this statement knowing that the pressures
of the fishing industry in Alaska are to have a postponement of the
meeting to a time beyond the coming salmon fishing season.

We then interpose here the sentence that we left aside in the previous
paragraph, so it would read:
We further urge the Canadian government to exert itself fully t0
prevent any postponement or adjournment for this would leave 1O
alternative but for Canada to take unilateral action.

We feel it is imperative that an agreement be reached as soon as

possible in order to conserve Canadian salmon and to protect the

interests of Canadian salmon fishermen to the full.

We also note, with regret, that United States Senator Warren G-
Magnuson recently made the declaration that the United States may have

to curtail the importation into that country of Canadian fisheries prodUlcts :

£
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if Canada continues to exert its desire for fair play in the catching of
Fraser River stocks of salmon. We feel that Senator Magnuson, by such
statements, merely detracts from the spirit of co-operation necessary to
develop mutual understandings between our two countries.We feel that a
mutually acceptable agreement about division of catch is necessary, but
cannot see how such an agreement can be reached when one party to the
discussions resorts to the threat of economic sanctions. We strongly urge
the Canadian government to ignore such threats for they appear to be
groundless in any event.

And that is the end of it. At some subsequent time when we have a
Quorum, perhaps the Committee could consider a motion to do something with
the particular statement, either to endorse it or to refer it to the steering

Committee for consideration, or whatever course the Committee might want to
take,

The CHAIRMAN: Fine. I just want to repeat that, as it stands now, it is in
effect really a proposal, or suggestion, that this Committee might take action
a_long these lines; This is at the moment your statement, and, as you say, at a
little 1ater date, at a little later time, this morning we might take this thing up,
and you might see fit to make it a motion if you wish. That would be up to you
a8 an individual member of the Committee, Mr. Howard.

Mr. HowARp: Without running into the problem of a quorum; I do not want
to Tun again into the question of counting a quorum, and then having to
adjourn the meeting because of some impropriety.

The CHAIRMAN: We are always faced with the question of quorum in any
Meeting of a standing committee in the House of Commons.

Mr. Howarp: But perhaps later on in the morning we can come back to it.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, I wonder if we might at this point proceed to
Stand Ttem No. 1 and Item No. 5 and proceed to the consideration of Item No. 20.

3 Mr., BARNETT: Mr. Chairman, in view of the earlier exchange I hesitate to
Taise this question, but as you will recall, at our last meeting we primarily were
€aling with the hearing of the delegation from the Fisheries Council of Canada.
OU announced to the meeting that you had received a brief from the Campbell
Ver Chamber of Commerce in respect of a certain project. As you know the
ampbell River happens to be in my constituency, but I did not raise the
Westion at the last meeting because we had a fisheries delegation, as to what
€ committee might wish to do with the brief, in view of the fact that it was
€Ing received in written form and there was no request that it be presented by
elegation to travel here from the Campbell River. The question I raise is
€ther I could properly propose that the Committee receive the brief and take
Onto consideration which, in effect, would be official acknowledgement by the
Mmittee of the representation received from the Campbell River delegation.

it §

® (10:00 am.)

Wo The CramrMaN: I do not think that is likely to be a problem, Mr. Barnett. I
Oder whether or not it is something that we could leave to the steering
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committee to take care of, and we will take care of it as a formal matter at our
next meeting, then we would have a proper recommendation from the re-
presentation of the parties comprising the Committee and to the Committee as a
whole, and we would deal with it then. This would be an easy and a simple
way of doing it, and I would anticipate no problem, but I think I should seek
the advice of the steering committee before moving to do so, if that is agreeable
to you.

Mr. BARNETT: I agree to that.

The CHAIRMAN: Can we now proceed to the consideration of Vote No. 20,
Office of the Fisheries Research Board? The details appear on page 155 of the
estimates.

DEPARTMENT OF FISHERIES

20. Administration, Operation and Maintenance, including an amount
of $265,000 for grants for Fisheries Research and for Scholarships and
authority to make recoverable advances of amounts not exceeding in
the aggregate the amount of the share of the International Great Lakes
Fishery Commission of the cost of work on lamprey control and lamprey
research, $8,770,000.

I wonder if we could proceed with, perhaps, a statement from Dr. Hayes
who is here this morning, in regard to the work of the Fisheries Research
Board. I think it would be useful to the Committee to hear him briefly, and
following Dr. Hayes’ brief statement, to proceed to the examination of that
board. Is that agreeable to hon. members?

Dr. F. R. HAYEs (Chairman, Fisheries Research Board): The board’s set-up
is really three main research parts which correspond in a sense to an integrate
fishing operation. One part is biological oceanography which corresponds 10
finding the fish and understanding the conditions of the water where the fish
are, and its counterpart in fresh water; work understanding the conditions of
fresh water where the fish are. It is found in this respect that fish tend t0
accumulate along boundaries of water masses, either where there is a certall
salt change or a certain temperature change, or a current going through
somewhere. The understanding of these underwater weather conditions has 2
great deal in common with the defence needs for seagoing underwater objects
like submarines. So we have set up on the east coast a joint operation towar
this end with the Department of Mines and Technical Surveys which 15
responsible for physical oceanography to attempt to understand these factors
and, ultimately, to predict the conditions where fishes will tend to congregate.

Most of the fishing in the past on the east coast has been for groundﬁSh’
and I think there is a tendency to seek additional species which are moving
freely in the water above the bottom and, for this reason, it will be importal
for us to understand these factors.

On the west coast, most of the fishing has been for salmon and for some
inshore groundfish, and we have a large resource of groundfish a little further
away which will have to be developed, and their habits and their movemen
understood. ‘
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The second stage of the board’s work is connected with what might be called
catching the fish. This involves understanding the rate of development of the
species and their life histories, and at what size they can be most profitably
taken, and how much of the stock can be taken each year without depleting the
fisheries. For that reason, we are interested in the life histories and distribution
of quite a variety of fishes.

The peculiarity of fishing as compared to, let us say, agriculture or forestry
is that the waters are not owned or controlled by anybody, and the great
fisheries are in international waters. We, therefore, have to spend a lot of time
doing international work. Actually, 28 per cent of our work is spent in
biological operations which are carried on, on fisheries which are shared by
Canada and other countries. These lead to the considerable number of treaty
Organizations in which the board acts as adviser to the department in building
Up Canada’s position. One of these would be the pink salmon which was
Mmentioned earlier this morning. We have seven or eight of these covering
Several fisheries in regions of water: whales, seals, and so on.

We also are concerned with the environment of our inshore fisheries and, of
Course, improving things like lobsters which do not get into international
Waters very much.

; The third part of our work is concerned with the quality of the product as
1t‘ reaches the consumer. In these we operate two major technological laborato~
Tles, one in Halifax and one in Vancouver. The Halifax laboratory has two
Subsidiaries which are under scientific direction; one at Grande Riviére in
aspé, and one at St. John’s, Newfoundland. These laboratories are concerned
With the study of the chemistry of decomposition and the bacteriology of
€composition of fishery products, and with the rates of spoilage of fishes, with
Teezing and the possible effects of freezing in periods of glut and then
fethawing and fileting, and then refreezing and all these matters connected
With the quality so that the consumer can get a wholesome product. These
OPeratijons take about 14 per cent of our budget.

4 These biological operations at sea account for more money because we have
O operate ships, and crews, and we require more field assistance in these
OPerations than we do in our technological laboratories.

In addition to this, we are concerned with the development of fisheries; that

1S, with this line between the industrial development service and the research

ard on where you end research on say, gear, and where it turns into
®Mmonstrations of gear.

q We are responsible for developing methods of fishing, the industrial
€Velopment service for showing the industry how to carry them out. So we

angmpt to work with the inspection service of the department on the products,

al With the development service on introducing new methods, new gear, and
S0 10 find the fish and to know the conditions of the water.

This, sir, is in general the operation of the board.

B Mr. Howarp: Mr. Chairman, there are a number of things that I had in
0d, but I think perhaps I would like to deal with just one of them at the
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moment. As time proceeds this will give other members of the Committee an
opportunity to deal with their questions. We may be able to get back to me
again later on. ;

The Minister, in his opening remarks on March 25, and I will quote from
page 15 of his presentation, although I am sure that Dr. Hayes is familiar with
it, said:

Despite the addition of fisheries laboratories at Ste. Anne de Belle-
vue and Sault Ste. Marie, and those built at Nanaimo, St. John’s,
Newfoundland, and Winnipeg, research facilities must be strengthened
during the next few years. I attach great importance to the developing
needs for laboratory buildings, research vessels and new equipment.

This was in the context of his talking about the Fisheries Research Board. I
have had it posed to me from a number of fishermen, especially in the light of
one, the extension of the establishment of the 12-mile fishing zone and the
prospects that it will move even further seaward with the announcement of any
straight baselines, plus the expansion into the groundfish stocks which were
some 40 million pounds last year, I gather, and the fact that close to the Prince
Rupert area is a fairly large area which might provide, or probably does
provide, good habitat for different types of groundfish in addition to halibut.

I wondered about the prospects of establishing some sort of laboratory,
whether it be a technological one or a biological research basin, or what, in the
Prince Rupert area, so that it would be closer to the Dixon Entrance, Queen
Charlotte, Hecate straits area, to take advantage of and be closer to the spot, as
it were, to research into the groundfisheries there particularly, but also to dea
with other fisheries. Has this been given any consideration by the board, or do
you have any comment to make, pro and con, about it?

Mr. HAYES: As you know, the first technologists were appointed a few years
after the end of the first world war, and they worked at first at Nanaimo; then
they split off from Nanaimo and established a station at Prince Rupert which
was, of course, a major station. This went on in this location for a number of
years when because of considerations, which were before my time, and I do not
altogether know what they were, the station was moved to Vancouver, it was
downtown Vancouver, and it was then moved from towntown Vancouver to the
campus of the University of British Columbia, where it is located now.

We have two problems, one of which is to be near the fisheries, of coursé
and the other problem is to be near a centre of communication for our
scientists, which has great effect on the recruitment of scientists. When we
started out, the kinds of problems which the corps had, and this is fifty years
ago, were very local, and communications were slow; you tended to locate a
station on the seashore where you could use a small boat and do the work. Th.e
kind of work which we were doing in the early days was fairly primitive, and 1
has become more sophisticated now.

One runs into the problems of both large libraries and computers a_nd
heavy instrumentation and sources of radioactive traces, and things whi¢
almost require major centres of scientific activity. We are having trouble wit
recruitment in several of our isolated stations for this reason. It is difficult

l‘\\
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get the kind of people that we need for our work unless they have both the
opportunity to talk to their people in the same line of work, and also
opportunity to get at these major types of apparatus which are coming into
science today. For this reason, we are tending rather in the direction of basing
our people on a major laboratory and having them go for a certain length of
time to branch laboratories where they can work, and I think this could very
well be done in Prince Rupert.

We have, for example, a French establishment on Babine Lake, and our
people go up to Nanaimo for six months. I am in favour of extending this kind
of thing. We are going to be working on the problems of pollution in the whole
of central Canada from a Winnipeg laboratory, and we are undoubtedly going
to have to have establishments at a number of points on the Great Lakes for
work there. I think if we could work something out in these directions, we
would solve our recruiting problems and perhaps also solve the problems of
having a man on the spot when he was needed.

Mr. Howarp: I was not thinking so much of the sophistication, the
refinements and the necessities of science today with the tools which you
Mentioned, as I was in terms of the on the spot smaller in size type of operation.

the prospects are good, then I assume that—and I do not want to ask you to
Mmake pronouncements which perhaps the Minister might make—if we presssure
the Minister into the finding of money to put into effect his statement about the
Necessity of expanding the facilities as he said, we might have a good prospect
of having such an on the spot facility established in Prince Rupert or relatively
close thereto.

_ Mr. Haves: It is possible to keep technicians in isolated places that have
Scientists come in from a major station and spend some part of the year there.
€ are doing this in several places now. Babine Lake is one example, and we

:Ctually have technicians in Great Slave Lake all the year round. This is quite
0ssible,

® (10:15 a.m.)

e Mr. Howarp: Could I ask how close to realization this prospect may help
TInce Rupert and the lab.

Mr. Haves: Therefore it has not been discussing a laboratory at Prince
?upert, to my knowledge. We have been discussing the laboratory on the
Uampus at Memorial University of St. John’s and one on the campus of the

Nversity of Manitoba at Winnipeg, and an enlargement of our Vancouver
Aboratory and an enlargement of the Nanaimo laboratory. This is a current—

. Mr. Howarp: I think perhaps my course might be then to communicate
With the Minister, by way of suggestion. I am not sure of the relationship
tetWeen the Fisheries Research Board and the political end of it. I always

Ought they were sort of a bit removed, that the Board is more of an entity

to itself than, say, the administrative section of the Department.

Bo Mr. Hayves: This is correct. The board is similar to the Defence Research
:rd_and the Medical Research Council in that it should have a research
Tation directed by research people and so the majority of the board are
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actually scientific, and this has been done in a number of boards of this kind.
This removes the board from the administrative part of the Department and
places it directly under scientific direction. The board reports to the Minister,
the same as any other part of the Department.

Mr. Howarp: Thank you very much.

Mr. CHATTERTON: My question is along the same lines. I understand that
there was originally a proposal that he push an aggressive research institute in
Victoria, and then the plans were changed to make it a combined operations,
combined with transport, fisheries, the research institute. Did Mr. Hayes say
whether that new establishment would involve research from the fisheries
board?

Mr. Haves: Yes, sir. It was about nearly ten years ago that the Fisheries
Research Board turned over its responsibility for physical oceanography to the
Department of Mines and Technical Surveys.

The CHAIRMAN: May I interrupt for a moment? I wonder whether it would
be better if Dr. Hayes were at the head of the table here where everybody
could see him while he is speaking. Doctor, you have your back to a number of
the members of the Committee. I wonder if you could come around here and
join us at the table? I think this would be a better way of proceeding.

Mr. HAYES: About ten years ago, or nearly that long, the board changed its
responsibility for physical oceanography and turned it over to the Department
of Mines and Technical Surveys. This had arisen from a wartime condition;
prior to the war it was the sole custodian of physical oceanographical research.

During the war it was taken by the navy and it turned out eventually that
our oceanographic people were spending more of their time on defence than
they were on fisheries. For this reason, it was thought that another departrnent
might handle it. On taking it over, the Department of Mines and Technica
Surveys undertook to set up an establishment on the east coast and aP
establishment on the west coast, and decided that the east coast would com®
first. They have set up the establishment on the east coast, and before they got
around to the west coast the pressure came on for them to enter the Great
Lakes on account of the pollution problem. So they have now, as I understand
it—and this is not my department at all—postponed somewhat their practic€
there. They have, however, appointed half a dozen physical oceanographers WPO
are attached to the board’s work at Nanaimo and the board is conducting it$
biological oceanography together with holding the fort, so to speak, until the
other department can take over with physical oceanographers who are on loan
to us from them.

It is their intention, I understand, when they do locate, to locate in Victoria-
We have not considered whether or not at that time we would move 01‘11'
physical and our biological oceanographers from Nanaimo to Victoria. This W}
be an open question, there will be a great pull from the laboratory to keep then?
there and possibly some other pressures to put them in with the Mines ar
Technical Surveys, as we have done on the east coast. We have not had t°
consider the problem of moving our show from Nanaimo to Victoria yet, since?
will be several years, presumably, before the laboratory is located there.
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The CHAIRMAN: Have you any further questions, Mr. Chatterton?
Mr. CHATTERTON: Would somebody else like to have a turn?

The CHAIRMAN: I think you might as well continue here for the moment
until you have dealt with your questions.

Mr. CHATTERTON: May I ask Dr. Hayes about the development of Zones
Creek, the Qualicum River and so on, and at Babine Lake; was the work carried
out according to the specifications of your board, the physical work, and so on?

Mr. HAaYES: Our board works very closely in conjunction with the develop-
Mment service of the Department, and the engineering work is in general done by
the Department. If there is to be an assessment of an experiment of the type you
Mentioned which is carried out, the board is often responsible for the scientific
assessment of the value of the work. The Qualicum project, I think, is a
Department project with which the board is not officially concerned; but in

abine both the board and the Department are concerned with their parts of it.
e are, supposedly, without prejudice, taking an objective view to see whether
Or not the thing works since we have no stake in the installation.

Mr. CHATTERTON: Mr. Payne from the Fisheries Council told us at the last
Meeting that he attributed the loss to the lack of available fishing information. If
€ Department appropriated a fairly large sum of money, such money could be
Usefully employed to extend such developments as rehabilitation of spawning
channels, establishing of spawning channels and the rehabilitation of existing
SPawning areas. Would you agree that there is sufficient knowledge available to
Carry out these things?

Mr. Haves: I am not congenitally quite as optimistic as Mr. Payne on the
Success of dealing with animals. Mr. Payne is an engineer, and I think the
€hgineering features are the easiest part of it. You can buy engineering
Constructions with money when it comes to keeping animals alive under certain
Conditions. It is a very subtle matter, and I would not say that research has yet
Teached the place where I would have confidence that the thing would go on an
€ngineering basis.

: Mr. BARNETT: Mr. Chairman, my questions are rather closely related, I
thlnk, to some of those asked by Mr. Chatterton. I was going to raise the
Question of the development of the oceanographic development in the Victoria
al:ea- I wonder if you could tell us something of the relationship between the
stlsh_eries Research Board—I presume we are referring now primarily to the

Ation at Nanaimo—and the Institute of Oceanography and the Fisheries Insti-
Ute on the campus at the University of British Columbia. You mentioned that

c;‘ technological research establishment of the board is now established on the
Mpus,

Vs I ask the question in part because I did have an opportunity when the

- \versity entertained British Columbia members when they were having a

Attle toyr of those two institutes on the University campus, and I would be glad
You could tell us what correlation there is between the effort there and the
Ort of the Research Board.
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Mr. Haves: Well, 1 think I might say that oceanographic efforts are biased
in certain directions, and the board’s oceanographic efforts have a bias toward
fisheries, and Mines and Technical Surveys toward defence, ice clearance and soO
on applications, and the University Institute of Oceanography has a bias toward
the production of graduate students. This is its research function, to build its
research in teaching around the production of recruits for the profession
prevention. This institute in the University of British Columbia is supported by
grants from the National Research Council of something over $100,000 a year,
and receives some other grants from some other bodies. It does not receive large
grants from the Fisheries Research Board, although this year it is to receive
some sum of money, and may receive more in future years; we are just
entering on the support program. But it does not have any responsibilities for
economic aspects of the subject. It is to produce recruits and conduct fun-
damental researches.

We contribute some ship time to it and the Department of Mines and
Technical Surveys contribute a larger amount of ship time. The ship time gets
very expensive; it costs for a ship like the Cameron or the G. B. Reid about 2
thousand dollars a day, so that this contribution of a cruiser for a year is an
appreciable support for these oceanographic academic institutes.

As to the Department of Fisheries in the University of British Columbia,
we have close and friendly relations with it, but no official ones. It is the polic¥y
of the board that our scientists may lecture in universities and contribute to ﬂ}e
instruction of students in relevant areas, and the people from Nanaimo do, 11
fact, do some lecturing in the Institute of Fisheries at U.B.C., but the station, @
couple of hours away, is a little far for students or staff to commute very often-
But there is some teaching done and their students do some graduate work iP
our Nanaimo station and also in our technological station on the U.B.C. campus$;
so that we are participating in the training program of the university at theé
graduate level, and hope to do more of this in the future.

Mr. BARNETT: I presume, these institutions on the campus, could be
regarded as a potential recruitment ground for bodies such as the Fisheries
Research Board?

Mr. HAYEs: Yes, sir, I think recruitment is going to be one of our most
pressing problems in the next decade because the universities are expanding:
and medical research is expanding. We are going to be in an extremely difficult
competitive position, and anything that the board can do to strengthen its ared
of science in the universities will, I am sure, be good for our recruiting an
very much in our interest in the long run. For that reason, we have establishe
a university support program beginning this year, and we hope to increase this
in the years ahead. .

Mr. BARNETT: I would like, if I might, to direct a question or two on the
project at the big Qualicum River and at Robert’s Creek, both of which happe?
to be in my constituency, and I occasionally have an opportunity of having 2
look at them, although not as often as I would like, owing to the amount of time
we spend here in Ottawa. Earlier in this Committee we had a bit of discussion on
the question of salmon hatcheries and why they were abandoned by the
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Department on the west coast a number of years ago, and what future potential
there is in this way of increasing salmon, and I gather that there are some
experiments going on on the Atlantic coast in reference to their salmon.

On the other hand, I understand that at the Big Qualicum River, a program
has been under way of planting eyed eggs in the gravel and allowing them to
Proceed naturally from that point. I wonder if you could give us any assessment
of that program to date?

® (10:30 am.)

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Barnett, I think this is a question which is not in the
board’s jurisdiction. If Mr. Lucas of the department is here this morning
Perhaps he could answer your question.

Mr. BARNETT: Well, if it is a matter that could be dealt with in that way. I
Traised it partly because of Dr. Hayes’ suggestion that they were in a position to
Mmake a detached analysis. I was not sure whether in fact they had been doing
this in connection with this program.

The CHAIRMAN: Having regard to the available time of Mr. Hayes this
m(?rning, I wonder whether we could leave that question until later and at this
Point confine ourselves specifically to the research board.

Mr. BARNETT: Well I will be glad to do that. But, if I may, I would like to
DQSe another question which arises indirectly out of the brief from the Campbell
lver Chamber of Commerce on the Campbell River. One of the statements in
at brief suggested out of a total of 285 personnel at Nanaimo biological
Station, there were six people employed to study Chinook salmon. Of these two
Wel:e scientists; the remaining laymen worked part time. In another part of
their prief they make reference to the fact that they have been informed by the
€dera] Department of Fisheries that information available from Washington
1d Oregon will not be processed until 1970. This I understand is in connection
With some work the Americans are doing with regard to increasing the Chinook
Salmon runs to the Columbia river area. Now I wonder if Dr. Hayes would care
0 comment on this statement. I raise it now because of the fact that he is here
%Ind t.his refers directly to the work of the Fisheries Research Board at the
anz_umo station. Also I would like his point of view in respect of ‘the
I’OSSIbili’cy of increasing Chinook salmon runs by artificial means, and how far
€ have advanced in this connection.

b Mr. Haves: I am sorry but I do not know the details of the five or seven
:°P1e working in this particular project. Possibly Mr. Lucas does. There were
V€ beople plus two scientists working at Campbell River, and I am afraid I do

ow the details of the work that was being done there, which is mentioned
Your brief,

i Referring to your first question I can comment on the production of salmon
" e Columbia river program. This is a large scale hatchery program which is
arried out by tagging fish in the number of hatcheries and ascertaining their

8ration after being liberated to find out what effect these hatcheries will have

Zictual fishery and the increase in stocks; this program is now under way
2
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and the first returns are beginning to come in, but it will be several years
before the assessment of this hatchery program is possible. We through our
scientists at the Nanaimo station are participating in the program and hope to
benefit from whatever knowledge comes out of the assessment; if it proves that
these Columbia river hatcheries are successful in increasing the stock then the
experiment will have quite an effect on the possibility of re-establishing
hatcheries in Canada for special purposes. But so far it is rather doubtful about
what you can do with hatcheries in the way of increasing stocks. We do not
seem to know enough about the behaviour of small fish when they get out of
the hatcheries and what proportion of them survive. This is one of the objects
of this experiment of which you speak.

Mr. BARNETT: Some time ago, there was a report carried in the Reader’s
Digest concerning some development of a run of spring salmon into the Lake
Washington area, I believe it was, near Seattle, which caused quite a bit of
interest. I had some correspondence about it. From reading the report, oné
could get the impression that this question of development of spring salmon
runs was well on its way to a solution. I do not know whether you have had this
particular article drawn to your attention but if you are familiar with it I was
wondering if you would perhaps indicate if it was pretty well in accordance
with the known facts, or was it over optimistic or under optimistic in respect O
that particular project?

Mr. Haves: I am afraid I have not seen the article. But it has been possible
on a number of occasions to introduce runs of salmon. The crucial question that
arises is whether the new run that you introduce can produce sufficient eggs t0
maintain the stock, and if it does not produce enough eggs to maintain the stock
that was transferred there, then the thing is going to go down hill over a few
years and finally peter out. This is the present doubt that we have, for instance;
about transplanting pinks to Newfoundland. We have had a few adult salmon
back but not enough to lay the number of eggs that we originally put in there-
Because this would lead to a gradual decline it is necessary to watch thesé
things for several years and to have perhaps some good breeding years
intervene. There is a certain amount of luck in getting the stock established t0
perpetuate itself. Now, this has not been done very often and I would not b€
inclined to be over-optimistic about a single report of a single run returning in
this way.

Mr. BARNETT: You can do that without much trouble. I 