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Recommendations from the SCRS relevant to Plenary

The 2026 recommendations from the SCRS that are relevant to Plenary were compiled by the Secretariat directly from the 2026 SCRS Plenary meeting report (document PLE-104). The Recommendations with financial implications are not contained herein, as those are included in Appendix 2 of the ICCAT budget proposal (document STF-203).


· In view to providing clarity to CPCs and assisting them to submit the complete data sets required by ICCAT for scientific purposes in a timely manner, with the aim of strengthening the capacity of all the ICCAT scientific groups to provide updated and robust scientific information to the Commission, the Committee recommended that the Secretariat: 

· Provides a document that compiles and clarifies the list of scientific data to be provided annually to the Commission, per species, fisheries, gear, etc., including any relevant coverage rate and information on the mandatory versus voluntary nature of each data requirement; 
· Explores options for assessing and presenting the level of completeness and quality of scientific data submitted by CPCs; 
· Provides annually to the Committee a report on the completeness in scientific data submissions per CPC; 
· Identifies ahead of each stock assessment preparatory meeting any outstanding data gaps that might affect the capacity of the relevant Species Group to undertake the assessment and notify the relevant CPC(s); 
· Provides to each Species Group (in September) an annual overview of the relevant fisheries, including trends in key fisheries indicators, such as catch, effort, capacity and any other relevant information included in the scientific data submitted by CPCs for that reporting year. 
 
· Noting the interest of the Commission to streamline the reporting requirements and avoid unnecessary duplications in data reporting, the Committee recommends that the Commission notes that the information included in the CPCs’ Annual Reports Part I is already provided to the subsidiary bodies of the Committee in a more detailed, accurate and useful manner through other sources. Therefore, the Committee is of the view that Part I of the CPCs’ Annual Reports do not provide any added value to its scientific work. 

The Committee provides the following guidance specifically for bluefin tuna for the MP review process for the consideration of the Commission. This guidance could be considered for other MSEs conducted at ICCAT.

Management Procedure review process

Management Procedures (MPs) are developed to provide TAC recommendations that meet primarily high catch (Yield), low resource risk (Status and Safety), and low catch variability (Stability) performance objectives. These are to be achieved over a fairly long period chosen to be in line with the speed of the stock’s dynamics – typically 20 or 30 years for tuna stocks.

MPs are tested by computer simulations to achieve this by applying them to a set of operating models (OMs) for the fisheries and tuna stock(s), which are developed based on the best available science at the time. Those models cover the range of uncertainties about fisheries’ and stock dynamics. Hence, even if perceptions about the stock’s most likely behaviour are wrong, the catch and risk outcomes from applying the MP should still be acceptable (i.e. the MP is to be “robust” to uncertainties).

Nevertheless, it is customary to “review” an MP at regular multi-year intervals (Panel 2 chose six years for Atlantic bluefin tuna). The reasons for the review are to allow for:

1) Updated estimates of the fisheries’ and stock’s behaviour, and the associated performance indicators, given the availability of further monitoring data since the previous review (e.g. from recent surveys, updated fishery indices, fishery catch composition, fishery removals, etc.).
2) New scientific findings, which may change perceptions about key uncertainties concerning the fisheries’ and stock’s behaviour, and their magnitudes.
3) Adjustments to the MP which improve performance, e.g. provide greater expected catches while meeting the same risk threshold.

In light of such new information, the OMs are revised (including re-conditioning), and then used to check that the MP will still meet its intended management objectives.

i) If the existing MP still meets the adopted objectives (Rec. 23-07) under the revised OMs, there may be no need to modify it.
ii) However, if the MP’s performance against especially the management objectives adopted deteriorates meaningfully, the MP will need to be modified (to a greater or lesser extent) to again satisfy those objectives. Often this can be achieved quite simply by modifying (re-tuning) one or more of the values (parameters) in the MP formula without any need to change its structure.
iii) This process also retains the possibility to propose improvements (possibly including structural changes) to the MP to better meet management objectives.

This “MP review process” is quite different from the “exceptional circumstances checks” which are conducted regularly (often annually) following the exceptional circumstances protocol (ECP). Exceptional circumstances checks are simply tests made to ensure an MP is “on course”, by checking that monitoring data (such as indices) remain within the ranges expected. If they do not, “Exceptional Circumstances” may be declared, and that may necessitate a move away from the current MP as the basis to set the TAC. Often this may result in the MP review process (to check and possibly amend the MP) being brought forward from the year originally scheduled for the next review.

Agreement on what constitutes a sufficient basis to change an MP following this review process is a matter for expert judgement in the Species Groups, first scientific and then management, responsible for decision making.
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