


[image: A blue circle with white fish in it

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]

[image: ]SC14-Report Annex 11
Exceptional circumstances JM MSE

[bookmark: _Hlk494797535][bookmark: _Hlk494804323]SC14 Meeting Report 
Annex 11: Developing exceptional circumstances for jack mackerel MSE


The JM framework should separate three judgments for every potential trigger:
· Outside the tested envelope?
· What is the resulting stock or management risk?
· How much does it influence the MP recommendation?
This avoids treating every unusual observation as a crisis while ensuring that a benign-looking observation is investigated when it strongly affects the TAC.
An annual JM exceptional-circumstances review could examine:
· Stock and fishery indicators.
· Availability, quality, precision, and methodological consistency of MP inputs.
· New information about recruitment, productivity, natural mortality, or stock structure.
· Changes in fleet behavior, fishing areas, selectivity, or monitoring coverage.
· Catch and other removals relative to the recommended TAC and tested assumptions.
· Whether observed indicators remain within OM-generated predictive ranges.
· Whether the MP is behaving consistently with its intended yield, safety, and stability objectives.
For each item, the Working Group could record:
	Question
	Finding

	Is it outside the MSE-tested range?
	Yes, no, or uncertain

	Is the departure explained?
	Scientific or operational explanation

	What is the stock-risk implication?
	Low, moderate, or high

	What is its influence on the TAC?
	Low, moderate, or high

	Is it already covered by a robustness OM?
	Relevant OM or gap

	What action is appropriate?
	Monitor, investigate, recondition OMs, retune MP, or conduct full MSE


The predictive bounds and severity categories would need to be agreed for jack mackerel e.g., outside of 95% CPUE bound is an example. 
Experience from other examples shows that exceptional-circumstances monitoring should be a structured scientific diagnosis rather than an automatic MP override. The Working Group should distinguish whether an observation lies outside the conditions tested in the MSE, whether it creates resource risk, and whether it materially affects the TAC recommendation. Depending on that diagnosis, the response may range from continued monitoring or targeted investigation to OM reconditioning, MP retuning, or full MSE redevelopment.
This suggests that JM should specify both an annual exceptional-circumstances protocol and a separate schedule for comprehensive MP review before implementation.
Distinguishing from an MP review
An MP is intended to balance three broad objectives over the long term:
· Yield: acceptable catches.
· Status and safety: low risk to the resource.
· Stability: limited catch variability.
Robustness comes from testing the MP across operating models representing plausible uncertainties—not merely against the most likely assessment.
A scheduled MP review responds to:
· New monitoring data and updated estimates of stock behavior.
· New scientific findings or revised uncertainty.
· Opportunities to improve performance while retaining acceptable risk.
The operating models are then revised or reconditioned and the existing MP is retested. Importantly, a review does not presume that the MP must change:
1. Retain it if it still meets the agreed objectives.
1. Retune its parameters if performance is no longer adequate.
1. Change its structure only when retuning is insufficient or a clearly better design is justified.
This differs from an exceptional-circumstances check. That is a more frequent check of whether monitoring observations remain within the conditions anticipated by the MSE. An exceptional-circumstances finding may trigger interim action or bring the full MP review forward.
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