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They r e commende d t h a t pair s of nets be c onstruct e d 5 one of 
each paj_y• as nee.rly Em possib l e rep1"ese11ta tive of' existing 
types of net ~ the ot~er of ova l seg ment mono f il ament, iden t
ica l exce; t f or the mater i a l 5 and t ha t the s e p a irs of nets 
be f ished one a g a ins t the other according to a predetermined 
plan. The g roup further reco~nen d ed a 5 a inst tests b a i ng 
conducted b y one fishing nat which conta i ned s lternative or 
r ano_omiz ed psnels of ti1e t 1" 0 ma t e :t· L;~ls un0_e :c test. They 
said that over seas test s using this method we r e believed to 
have ::;:iroduced false results as the more visible pane ls div
erted the fish t o ~he less visib le pane ls resulting in most 
of the fish bej_ng cs.U[ ht in t >.e l a tter. Thc~r said that , at 
this stage 9 it vva s impossible to s tat e t.~::_;.:; r:-, inimum numl , er of 
p a irs vihi ch rwuld b e r r::c;,u ir·ed to g ive 9 u:nder each combination 
of con.di tions 9 a sufficj_ent1y accur-2,te meas ure . o:f their 
relative fishing po~ers. 

They estimc ted th2t t he co s t of a p ~ir of nets ~ ould 
vary from £600 to £750, not incluc7-ing the cost of l abour. 
They ~Jointed out th:-::. t othe1~ costs -·;ot:i.l c7_ ha.Ve to ·be met 
before the comp2rative tests could ½e co mpl e t e d including 
tr2ns p ort, n et --lJ oe. ts o.nd sta.i'f, c.nd th2 t t h ese \"! ould not be 
inconside::s ·:J le. In conclus i on : t hey I' ,:: s o lved t het un.til a 
dec i sion -~: as r eache d on 1!.' ho -·· ou1d mee t thG costs; and j_f or 
~han the monsy ~ ould ~e a v ~i l 2b1e, further reports were not 
wa.rr ented. 

.[~p;il~BACK '?~-I.'.~.L I NG 'T'0 c :-,f,_SZ C_0M?libT'ZLY 

'l'he l a st meeting of the J:nt ,.:; rn i:;:_ t i on2,l ·,_,-'fl1.2. l ing Commiss 
ion9 at which Australia ~ as re9resented, adopted a recommend
a tj_on from it s rr e c hn.ic a l Con;:·iJitt e.,:; thst complet e pr'otection 
s h ould be aff'o1°ded al1 b.ump:Jack 1 . . '1'1.s,. l e s in t .h e :3outher n 
hemisphe1~e . In plenaI'Y session, .,\ustr e.lia mov e d to 1."e strict 
t h e proh ibition to water s south of t~e 40th paralle l of 
south l a titude~ but this ·s_;2,s l os t m1d corn:9J.3te protect ion 
for t h e 2:_Je c ies i n the sou.0c.h crn he misphere wa s a d opted. 

Bearj_a~ in mind t he r i ~ht ~ uatr alia h nd to lodg e a 
for-me l ob jection ··, j_thin 90 dc YS to ~,reve:,lt h e r from being 
bound by t he r e solution 9 it ~a s deci ded to c onsult , ith the 
parties concer~ed b efore de t e r mj_ninc ~hethe r or not the 
Stat e s h ould. r ecommend to t l-..e Co mmon1He e l th Gove:c· nrnent that 
it lodg e en objection to t h e Commiss ion' s restr ict iTig recomm
c:,ndation \,_;hich ,r,, ould " l" i t e H f i.nis 11 to humpbeck i-'212. l ing by 
the two existing 'i:fest ern -~'i..7-st ::.. ·e.lian comp2nj_es . .Afte1~ con-
sul t e. t ion 1. i th t 1.1e r ep1"esente, t i-✓-es o-.:: t __ G companie s 9 

1i:iho 
h 2.d also c1.tt ended the Inte:t n a t iorrnl -V-'i1w.l ing Comm is s ion 9 it 
,;...- a.s agr e ed t hs.t ther e Y'c. s no i mmediat e future in humpbg_ck 
'.':h a ling , s nd the.t there ·:· oulC:J_ °'.:le 1 it t le po int in asking the 
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Commonweal th Government to loct-:e a forma.l objection. This 
opinion was forwerded to the Dir e ctor bf the Fisheries 
Division of the _:-iepartmont of' Primary Industry, Mr. C.G. 
Setter, who it ~as expected would recommend to his 1:inister 
that Australia accept the prohibitioh. 

~rE:C CAIL-' :~-;~-). CR),YF'ISg 

It wi~l be reme~bered t hut 1 at the last Staff Con
ference,, SeDior Ins~ec;tor J.2. Munro s.sked for• a l e.gs. l 
opinion to be obtained whether ;;:ioasession of 1..mdersize 
heads (== c2.I12.pe.ces) of' cr 2,:;f' ish 1 . . -as sufficient evid.e n.ce 
that a person wa s in JosGession of undersize fish 9 for the 
)Urposas of section 24 (1) of the Fisheries Act. 

The ):ct ing Crown Solicitor 9 ( Fr. C. le :s. Lcc<:o·c.1_lant) 
in 8. memo::- a,1.dum dated September 13 9 expressed the opinj_on 
that a CE3' Ei.:)e. ce or he2d section of a cra~rfish ir.a s a n sub
stantial Ii part of tl'1e cr s.s- fi sJ.1. anc. 9 the::.:•efore 9 ther e Y1 as 
Ymrr-2nt for asserting thE-. t such e. part constituted a 11 fish 11 

for t~1e purposes of the section cuotedo Mr. Lan.zoulant 
referred to t h e decision of the Full Court in the case of 
James )3;r :L c Mu~1ro veY'sEs Vinc i Lomb2.rdo 9 whei-·e it became 
necess aI'y to de c ide 1,1hether a crayfish nta.iln was a 
crayfish. The opinion then expres s ed -by the Full Court 
W8,S tl7.o.t 8. svJ::.stnnti2l pa:ct of a cr c=.:yf i sh v,,as a. 11 cra;~0 f ish;: 9 

and t ' ,a t t:rn 1' t8. ils 1; in ouestion '.'.'ere such substential 
-□ 8 r + s "' ;·, -~ J-11.e..,,., ,,, -,"or"'" 1; ,. I" ;;,,-r ~ ,..,n, n 
..i..:. u r_ ...... l ._ 9 U -t:;- '-' -.J ---~J- J_;J_ o 

Concludj_ng hj_s opiniony Ur" Lo.ne;oulant -_ ,_,rote ~
nFurthermol"e~ j_t shoEld be bo r ne in mind by your 
Inspectors tt.e.t 9 in an e_ppropr iate case~ possession of 
an underst 7e he a d oP c:2_r-apa. ce 1.:viJ.l be good }~V:isl~_nc_~ 
tha t the possessor hEs recently been in possession of 
e,n entire crc:.;yfish '\':;hid1 wa s undersize:r" 

'f'iBST:CR1': _~·-· IS rTi:;RIEE( REJ3EJ:JWF CQI\fr~ITTEE 

The 2.~-mual meet j_ng of this committee 9 of v1hich the 
Director is cha irman 9 1 ill be held in Perth from October 
23 to 25 inclusive. The m2 in 1JUsiness to be transacted 
i;;,rill be a I'evim~' of progress rns. c:.e cu1c1 futu1"'e J,;_rork to be 
ur1de1"t2.ken :1.n respect of tl--:e cra:rf ish, pra'.~:n.; salmon 5 tmw. 
and ~/ ale Pesear ch pro grammes. Some discussion 9 it is 
believe d 5 will olso taLe pl2.ce in reJ.2tion to the cra.;yfish 
economic surve;y I to whj_ch refererice has !Jeen mr?.de else
where in this issue. 


