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Report of the Second Intersessional Meeting of Panel 4  
on North Atlantic Swordfish Management Strategy Evaluation (MSE) 

(Online, 30 June 2023) 
 
 
1.  Opening of the meeting and meeting arrangements 
 
The meeting was opened by the Chair of Panel 4, Mr Amar Ouchelli (Algeria). 
 
 
2.  Appointment of the Rapporteur 
 
Dr Lisa Crawford (United States) was appointed as rapporteur. 
 
 
3.  Adoption of agenda 
 
In response to a request for clarification, an SCRS representative clarified that his presentations under 
agenda items 4 through 9 would provide a review of the work completed since the First Intersessional 
Meeting of Panel 4 on North Atlantic Swordfish Management Strategy Evaluation (MSE) in March 2023, with 
time for CPCs to ask questions and that discussion of the key decisions needed from Panel 4 would take 
place under agenda item 10. The agenda was adopted without changes and is included as Appendix 1. 
 
The List of participants is attached as Appendix 2. 
 
 
4.  Review of Panel 4 feedback and requests in March 2023 
 
Dr Kyle Gillespie (SCRS Swordfish Species Group Coordinator and North Atlantic Swordfish (N-SWO) 
Rapporteur) presented a summary of the work done by the SCRS on MSE for North Atlantic swordfish since 
the First Intersessional Meeting of Panel 4 on North Atlantic Swordfish Management Strategy Evaluation 
(MSE). Dr Gillespie reviewed the discussions, decisions, and requests made by the Panel at its March 
meeting, including with respect to the operating model (OM) grid and steepness values; assessing minimum 
size limits and increases in catchability via robustness tests; refinement of management objectives and 
Candidate Management Procedure (CMP) specifications; and the overall process regarding the N-SWO 
management strategy evaluation (MSE). Details on these decision points can be found in the Report of the 
First Intersessional Meeting of Panel 4 on North Atlantic Swordfish Management Strategy Evaluation (MSE).  
 
 
5.  Summary of work done since the March 2023 meeting of the Panel 
 
Dr Gillespie presented a summary of the work done by the SCRS on MSE for North Atlantic swordfish since 
the Intersessional Meeting of Panel 4 in March 2023. The SCRS refined the OM structure, reconditioned the 
OMs, continued developing robustness and sensitivity tests, tested additional CMPs, and created plots to 
demonstrate tradeoffs in CMP performance. These revisions were approved by the Swordfish Species Group 
and communicated to stakeholders during the First Ambassadors Webinar on Northern Atlantic Swordfish 
MSE (N-SWO MSE) on 12 June 2023. The following sections provide further details on these updates.  
 
 
6.  Modifications to the OM grid 
 

Since the First Intersessional Meeting of Panel 4 on North Atlantic Swordfish Management Strategy 
Evaluation (MSE) in March 2023, the SCRS revisited the steepness values as part of the OM grid. The values 
initially tested were 0.6, 0.75, and 0.9. New steepness values were generated and compared to similar 
species, leading to new values of 0.69, 0.8, and 0.88 with a midpoint of 0.8. A steepness value of 0.6 was 
retained as a robustness OM. These values were accepted by the Swordfish Species Group. The grid was 
reconditioned using historical biomass trends and productivity assumptions.  
 
 

https://www.iccat.int/Documents/Meetings/Docs/2023/REPORTS/2023_PA4_SWO_MSE_MAR_ENG.pdf
https://www.iccat.int/Documents/Meetings/Docs/2023/REPORTS/2023_PA4_SWO_MSE_MAR_ENG.pdf
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Dr Gillespie presented further modifications to the OM grid, namely the initial robustness OMs: recruitment 
variability, inclusion of catch at length data, and a 1% annual increase in catchability across a historical 
period. At the Panel’s request, climate change was introduced as a potential robustness test, as it will have 
impacts on distribution, reproductive traits, and growth. However, Dr Gillespie explained that the 
connections between climate change and these life history characteristics have not been analyzed, and more 
time is needed to measure if climate change is having an effect on stock productivity. Implementation error 
(e.g., a way to account for overharvests, including from illegal, unreported, or unregulated (IUU) fishing), 
minimum size limits, and alternative management cycles were also included as robustness tests.  
 
One CPC asked about the timeframe for conducting each robustness test, the feasibility of conducting 
multiple robustness tests, and what could be achieved by the end of the year. Dr Gillespie explained that, 
given the large number of robustness tests requested and the complex nature of certain tests, such as the 
alternative scenarios for climate change, the SCRS would likely not be able to accomplish the entire list 
before November 2023. The SCRS was interested in the Panel’s input concerning which tests to prioritize 
this year and, to facilitate discussion, offered guidance on which tests could likely be accomplished in the 
near-term to inform the Panel’s selection of a management procedure (MP) in November, and which tests 
would take more time. 
 
 
7.  Management objectives and key performance metrics 
 
Dr Gillespie provided an overview of the management objectives categories (status, stability, yield, and 
safety) and summarized what the Panel discussed at the First Intersessional Meeting of Panel 4 on North 
Atlantic Swordfish Management Strategy Evaluation (MSE) in March 2023. The probability values 
considered for the status management objective category were 51%, 60%, and 70% PGK (probability of the 
stock to be in the green quadrant of the Kobe plot). For safety, the SCRS considered a 5%, 10%, and 15% 
probability of breaching LRP (Limit Reference Point, 0.4BMSY). Dr Gillespie provided an example of 
10 simulations of minimum performance criteria over the first 10 years of 15% safety where BLIM equaled 
0.4SBMSY. Under one example only one simulation fell below the LRP, while in the second example, two 
simulations fell below the LRP. For stability, the probability values considered were +/-25% and no limit. A 
list of all the performance metrics for each management objective was presented. 
 
Next, Dr Gillespie provided a summary of the tuning process and explained that tuning is important to allow 
for comparison among CMPs. In the conceptual model, many CMPs are created and then tuned to achieve 
PGKSHORT (PGK over the short timeframe, i.e., 1-10 years). Each CMP is then tuned three times to 51%, 60%, 
and 70% PGK. Results are examined to verify if any CMPs failed to meet the safety criteria, and if so, they 
are redesigned or discarded. Those CMPs that meet safety and status criteria are kept and tradeoffs between 
these CMPs are assessed. 
 
As an example, Dr Gillespie showed the performance of two CMPs over three probability levels of PGK over 
short, medium, and long time frames. He continued to describe the SCRS’ methodology for filtering those 
CMPs that are considered “dominated” during testing by examining the tradeoffs between PGK and median 
TAC over short, medium, and long time frames. “Dominated” CMPs are those with worse performance with 
respect to both metrics. CMPs are only removed from further testing if they are considered “dominated” in 
all three time frames. Twenty-five CMPs remained after filtering dominated CMPs with respect to PGK and 
TAC. The SCRS also assessed whether CMPs were dominated by examining tradeoffs between TAC and the 
TAC variability (median variation in TAC vs. median TAC in 2024 and median TAC in short, medium and 
long time frames). CMPs are only removed if they are considered to be dominated in all four plots. After 
filtering out the dominated CMPs, only 13 remained for consideration. Dr. Gillespie provided a list of the 13 
CMPs and denoted the empirical and model-based CMPs. He reiterated the importance of visualizing CMP 
performance using plots to discuss tradeoffs. 
 
One CPC asked for confirmation on the approach to address variability in TAC between management cycles. 
Specifically, the CPC noted that, for model-based CMPs, the SCRS should be testing a TAC stability clause 
allowing a 25% increase and no limit on decreases when the stock was outside of the green quadrant of the 
Kobe plot as discussed at the First Intersessional Meeting of Panel 4 on North Atlantic Swordfish 
Management Strategy Evaluation (MSE) in March 2023. The CPC explained that it would be inappropriate 
to limit how much the TAC could decrease when the stock is not in the green quadrant and noted that this 
approach was taken for northern albacore tuna. Dr Gillespie clarified that the SCRS is currently testing CMPs 
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with a 25% stability cap applicable to both increases and decreases in TAC. The SCRS is also testing CMPs 
using no limitations on the amount the TAC can increase or decrease. He noted that if the Panel wants the 
SCRS to test model-based CMPs by applying a limit on TAC increases but no limit on TAC decreases when 
the stock is outside the green quadrant, such testing could be done and the results compared. The CPC 
strongly supported this work and noted the matter could be further considered under agenda item 10. 
 
One CPC asked the SCRS to clarify if the model-based CMPs have only been tuned to 51% for PGK and if it 
was possible to tune to 60% and 70%. The SCRS clarified that the empirical CMPs tested thus far have been 
tuned to 51% for PGKSHORT. If the Panel requested other tuning parameters, the efficiency frontier would 
shift, and any CMPs tuned to 51% would no longer be considered, and the list of top-performing CMPs would 
change. The SCRS Chair further clarified that the SCRS is in the process of identifying the highest performing 
CMPs across the tradeoff space considering multiple performance metrics. He reminded the Panel that the 
decision can be made to increase PGK at the expense of yield. 
 
 
8.  Initial CMPs and their results 
 
Dr Gillespie provided an overview of the initial CMPs and their results. There were several plot types shown 
including: time-series plots of SSB/SSBMSY1 and TAC, Kobe time plots, and quilt plots. For the time-series 
plots, Dr Gillespie explained that each plot demonstrates how each CMP responds to a range of conditions 
and biomass changes. The Kobe time plots show the percentages of simulations in the Kobe matrix over a 
given time period to provide a sense of the probability of being in any area of the Kobe matrix in any given 
year for simulation modeling. Quilt plots help in the consideration of management tradeoffs. Each row 
represents a CMP, and each column represents a different performance metric. The color of the boxes in the 
plot refer to the relative scale of the values within each column: lowest values are light, and highest values 
are dark. Dr Gillespie reminded the Panel that the SCRS will continue to perform calculations and report on 
testing. He advised that the Panel needs to consider the volume of information produced and consider what 
information is important when making decisions about CMPs. He also explained that the results of the CMP 
testing will be in the results section online in an interactive application, rather than in primary summary 
tables.  
 
Dr Gillespie also summarized the outputs of the MSE process including various plot types, which may be 
important for decision-making. These plots can be reviewed by the Panel in an online application called the 
Slick tool. An external expert provided an overview of the Slick tool, which is designed to be an interactive 
application to look at the results of an MSE in a way that allows the user to control how information is 
presented. The expert demonstrated how to load data files, see CMPs, view radar plots with performance 
metrics, filter results, and toggle through various performance metrics. Results and plots will be 
continuously updated as more results become available. 
 
One CPC asked why, given the healthy status of the stock, CMPs indicate the need to reduce the TAC in the 
early part of the projection period. Dr Gillespie explained that for some scenarios the projection outputs 
show that SSB increases and the TAC stays the same. He clarified that if the Panel expressed desire to see 
results of 60% or 70% PGK in the short-term, then some drop in TAC would be required and looking at 
multiple time periods may be helpful for decision-making. The external expert added that, in the early 
stages, the SCRS is looking to find the best model performance by identifying the most responsive CMPs, 
understanding why certain CMPs are non-responsive and attempting to modify them, and optimizing model 
performance to meet fishery objectives. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1 SSB is spawning stock biomass, i.e., biomass of mature females. SSB/SSBMSY is a measure of whether a stock is overfished.  
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9.  MSE development timeline for 2023 
 
Dr Gillespie provided an overview of the MSE development timeline. Over the next few months, the technical 
team will develop additional CMPs, communicate model tradeoffs, and continue work on CMPs. He 
explained that the more CMPs that are presented will allow the technical team and the Panel to discuss 
tradeoffs and make better decisions. Dr Gillespie presented an MSE development timeline beyond 2023 that 
detailed the activities, data inputs, and associated years. Based on Panel feedback, the SCRS considered the 
timing of MSE review, MP runs, and advice implementation. For the default management cycle, advice will 
be given for three years, and in the final year of TAC implementation, the MP will be run again with updated 
data and stock assessment data to ensure that the simulation framework is appropriate and the MSE is 
working properly. Exceptional circumstances will be evaluated annually. MSE review was added to the 
timeline for 2032. 
 
One CPC asked how the review specified in 2032 is different from the MP review conducted during stock 
assessments and why the MSE is only reviewed and reconditioned after the MP has been applied four times, 
which is nine years into the process. Dr Gillespie clarified that there are two forms of review denoted in the 
table: the first form is stock assessments, which allows new information about stocks to be used in the place 
of values that were estimated by the MSE to verify that conditioning from the past is appropriate; the second 
form is MSE review, which takes a broad look at simulation procedures and informs whether simulations 
need to be reconditioned. If the stock assessment steps indicate that other factors need to be considered, 
then a review before year nine will be required. The Panel can request that these reviews be undertaken. 
The SCRS Chair discussed the process related to interactions between the SCRS and the Panel when 
factoring new information into the process. He explained that it is possible to recondition earlier than 
scheduled if any issues are detected before year 9. Exceptional circumstances could be identified, for 
instance, or early reconditioning could be triggered based on the outcome of a stock assessment. 
 
 
10.  Key decisions to be taken by PA4 for: 
 
a.  Choice of a key performance metrics, timeframes, and minimum/maximum acceptable thresholds 

(if applicable) for each of the Status, Safety, Stability, and Yield objectives 
 
Dr Gillespie reintroduced the questions and key decisions to be made by the Panel, and he summarized key 
factors to consider when choosing performance metrics. Factors to consider include: species biology, time 
period, current Kobe status, base case models for MSE, key tradeoffs for metrics, relationships between 
status, yield, safety, and stability, and levels of variability. 
 
i. Status: stock being in the green quadrant of the Kobe matrix 

 
One CPC stressed that 51% was not an acceptable value for status and expressed a strong preference for 
values of 60% to 70%. Another CPC agreed and suggested eliminating 51% as a minimum acceptable 
threshold value and expressed preference for probability values of 60% and 70%. Dr Gillespie warned that 
the current results reflect untuned CMPs, and the point of choosing tuning parameters is to make sure the 
models are responsive to biomass trends and patterns. Considering comments made by others, a CPC asked 
that the Panel consider narrowing the status values to 55%, 60%, and 65%. Another CPC expressed interest 
in tuning to the three previously identified levels with a goal of exploring tradeoffs and narrowing down the 
status percentage. A third CPC proposed testing CMPs at status values between 60% and 70% PGK.  
 
An observer supported narrowing the status values to between 60% and 70%, and explained that 51% is 
not appropriate as it is essentially equal odds for being in or out of the green quadrant. They noted that a 
status level of 60% PGK has been adopted for the two previous ICCAT MPs. Further, the observer suggested 
that the TAC levels that were displayed in the quilt plot would be likely to increase after tuning, which would 
represent an increase from recent catch levels.  
 
With respect to primary performance metrics for status, the Panel agreed to PGKSHORT, PGKMEDIUM, PGKALL, 
and PNOF (probability of not overfishing). Due to differing views of the CPCs on whether to further limit or 
narrow the range of PGK values to be tested for the status management objective, the Panel decided to 
continue testing 51%, 60%, and 70%.  
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ii. Safety: stock breaching the limit reference point (LRP) 
 

Dr Gillespie explained that there are four possible performance metrics for the safety management objective 
that represent four time frames, and there are three probability values associated with each performance 
metric. Any performance metric that does not meet the 15% threshold probability level of falling below the 
LRP (i.e., BLIM, which is defined as 0.4*BMSY) is discarded. He asked the Panel for feedback regarding the time 
frames. The SCRS Chair added that for the safety metric of BLIM in bluefin tuna CMP testing, performance 
had to be tuned so that it could be viewed as a reduction in fishing intensity to increase the model 
performance relative to safety. As a consequence, PGK could rise and it may be the case that a percentage 
would not have to be selected for safety. He explained that the objective of the testing is for CMPs to achieve 
minimally acceptable management objectives, which may require exceeding the minimum values for some 
of the objectives, i.e., exceeding PGK while meeting the safety objective or vice versa. Dr Gillespie affirmed 
the point of the SCRS Chair, explaining that safety is not a tuning target, but a filter. The SCRS has tested 
multiple acceptable values including 5%, 10%, and 15%, all of which are maintained with the initial set of 
CMPs because they are able to exceed 15% of BLIM safety threshold. In other words, the CMPs have a 15% 
or lesser chance of breaching the LRP and most are below 5%.  
 
The SCRS Chair provided an overview of how safety was viewed in previous MSE determinations. He 
reiterated that the safety management objective refers to the probability associated with breaching the LRP. 
Previously, safety had been examined across the entirety of projections, with the exception of the early 
10-year period for bluefin tuna. In that MSE, evaluation of safety did not begin until year 11. He explained 
that the SCRS does not have the same concerns for N-SWO because the stock status at the beginning of the 
projection period is much higher than for bluefin tuna. He noted that evaluating safety for the early years of 
the projection period may be appropriate, and that it may be prudent to test LRPSHORT and LRPALL to 
determine if there is more than a 15% probability of the stock falling below BLIM in the short term and over 
the entire 30-year projection period. If the Panel preferred that the LRP is never breached, that would 
reduce the number of permutations to be run. 
 
Following the comments from the SCRS Chair, one CPC expressed a preference for testing LRPALL across the 
30-year time frame as the primary performance metric. The Panel agreed, noting that the SCRS would also 
test the three other LRP timeframes (short, medium, and long) and present those outputs to the Panel.  
 
Regarding the safety percentage, an observer suggested narrowing the value to be tested to reduce the SCRS 
workload. The observer stressed that 15% was too high given the healthy status of the stock, expressed a 
preference for 5%, and suggested a compromise of 10%, which would give clear direction to the SCRS. Some 
CPCs were not ready to narrow down the safety percentages, wishing to see the outcome of testing first. The 
value of this approach in the bluefin tuna context was noted.  
 
The Panel agreed that the SCRS should continue to test 5%, 10%, and 15% as the threshold values for safety, 
with 15% acting as a filter to remove CMPs that do not satisfy this management objective.  

 
iii.  Stability: change in TAC between management cycles (if desired) 
 
Dr Gillespie presented the choice between two performance metrics: VarC and MaxVarC, which refers 
respectively to the median and maximum variation in TAC between management cycles over all years. As a 
primary performance metric, the Panel chose VarC. With respect to the threshold values for the stability 
management objective, the SCRS reminded the Panel that it was testing a 25% cap on TAC changes (up or 
down) between management cycles and no cap. A CPC reiterated its request from the March Panel 4 meeting 
that the SCRS test the model-based CMPs with a stability clause of +/-25% when the stock is in the green 
quadrant of the Kobe plot and a 25% cap on TAC increases and no limit on decreases when the stock is 
outside the green quadrant. Another CPC noted its preference for testing a cap on both TAC decreases and 
increases regardless of whether or not the stock was in the green quadrant as this would provide stability 
to the fleet.  
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The SCRS Chair clarified that, under the current approach, the SCRS is evaluating no limits on TAC change 
(up or down) between management cycles and, separately, it is looking at limiting TAC changes between 
management cycles to +/-25%. The SCRS could, for model-based CMPs only, add testing of a limit of +/-25% 
when the stock is in the green quadrant of the Kobe plot and a limit of 25% for TAC increases and no limit 
on decreases when the stock is outside the green quadrant. This approach, however, would not work for 
empirical CMPs as it would not be known if the stock is in the green quadrant since empirical CMPs are not 
based on stock assessments.  
 
The Panel agreed to continue testing a stability clause of +/- 25%, as well as no limits for all CMPs, and, for 
model-based CMPs only, to add testing of both +/-25% when the stock is in the green quadrant of the Kobe 
plot and 25% for TAC increases and no limit on decreases when the stock is outside the green quadrant. 
With respect to primary performance metrics, the Panel agreed to use VarC while acknowledging that 
information on MaxVarC would still be provided.  
 
iv.  Yield: catch levels 
 
Dr Gillespie explained that the four performance metrics in the yield category represent three time spans: 
years 1-10 (short), years 11-20 (medium), and years 21-30 (long); as well as one time point for assessing 
the TAC in year one (TAC1). Following the intervention of a CPC, the Panel asked that the SCRS consider all 
four time span options for yield (TAC1, TACSHORT, TACMEDIUM, TACLONG). 
 
b. Tuning objective, including time frame  
 
The Panel was presented with a choice of tuning objectives, including the time frame. The SCRS 
recommended tuning to PGKSHORT at three probability values (51%, 60%, and 70%) and using safety as a 
filter. The SCRS also noted that the MSE technical team could explore alternative timeframes to see how 
CMP performance is affected. After prolonged discussion about the effect of different timeframes on TAC, 
numerous CPCs expressed support for the SCRS recommendation and the Panel agreed to this way forward. 
 
c.  Definition of minimum threshold for TAC change between management cycles, if desired 
 
Dr Gillespie introduced the next decision related to the possible establishment of a minimum threshold for 
TAC change between management cycles. The Panel was asked if there was interest in setting such a 
threshold and, if so, whether the value should be expressed in tonnes or as a percentage of the TAC. 
Depending on the Panel’s feedback, the SCRS could conduct testing to inform the Panel of the potential 
consequences of various minimum threshold values to potentially include in the MP. Dr Gillespie noted that 
the value tested would be an upper threshold and the Panel could adopt any value equal to or less than that 
value in the MP should it decide that establishment of a minimum TAC change threshold was desirable. 
 
A CPC noted that establishing a minimum TAC change threshold would relieve CPCs of the obligation to 
implement relatively small changes in the TAC resulting from the application of the MP, reducing the 
administrative burden on the Panel and its CPCs. It was noted that Panel 2 adopted minimum TAC change 
thresholds of 50 t in the West and 1,000 t in the East for bluefin tuna. Those thresholds were evaluated to 
ensure that there would be no negative effects on the stocks if implemented. A CPC expressed a preference 
for setting a threshold in tonnes rather than establishing a percentage and suggested that 100-200 t be used 
for testing. Another CPC noted uncertainty about the need for the threshold as domestic changes in quota 
are typical, and there is little administrative burden associated with changes in TAC. That CPC expressed a 
preference for no threshold but suggested that if one was to be considered, it should be small and 
symmetrical. Another CPC agreed that a minimum TAC threshold should be tested through MSE and 
suggested a value of 200 t. There was general support for this approach, with the understanding that the 
Panel was not making a decision to adopt a 200 t threshold at this meeting. Rather, the Panel would 
reconsider the issue after seeing the results of the testing by the SCRS.  
 
The SCRS Chair noted that the technical team would proceed with testing a value of 200 t. If the Panel 
considered at a later stage that the value was too high, it could consider a lower value or chose not to set a 
minimum TAC change threshold. The value would also be evaluated symmetrically, that is, the same tonnage 
in the case of an increase or decrease in TAC.  
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d. Prioritize robustness OMs for analysis in 2023 
 
Dr Gillespie presented a table containing the work plan and priorities for CMP testing over the coming 
months. Additional tests were included in the table for the Panel’s consideration including: increases in 
catchability, climate change (by looking at recruitment as a proxy for climate change until a more robust 
approach could be developed), and size limit (including removing all size regulations). Further testing could 
allow the SCRS to differentiate between CMPs that are otherwise able to achieve management results, which 
could explain the behavior of a CMP when exposed to situations outside the OM grid. The SCRS reiterated 
the timing constraints associated with adding additional tests and asked for the Panel’s guidance on the 
direction for the technical team regarding possible robustness tests.  
 
One CPC expressed interest in examining the size limit to better understand how the current regulations 
are working. They also expressed interest in understanding climate change effects on recruitment. Another 
CPC intervened to support testing the effects of climate change on recruitment and also expressed a 
preference to see the output from the robustness test looking at implementation error, given the comments 
in the Report for Biennial Period, 2022-23 Part I (2022), Vol. 2 on IUU fishing, underestimates of discards, 
and other aspects of underreporting. A third CPC expressed a preference for testing climate change effects 
on recruitment, size limit, and catchability in historical and projection periods. The external expert 
reiterated the timing limitations associated with the additional tests requested, noting that testing size 
limits and recruitment patterns do not require model reconditioning, and expressed gratitude to the Panel 
for providing a clear ranking of priorities for robustness tests. He explained that the immediate priority for 
the technical team is to refine CMPs for OMs.  
 
One CPC asked if the climate change tests would involve time series data or if data collection would be 
required. Dr Gillespie explained that climate change is complex and will have numerous effects on the life 
history of the stock including distribution, reproduction, size classes, and movement patterns. Climate 
change analyses will likely also need to consider how fishing fleets respond to climate change, such as 
moving fishing grounds. The SCRS cannot yet say which data sources will be used to assess and predict 
climate change impacts. The Panel was reminded that, given the scope, it will take years to fully understand 
the effects of climate change on the stock; however, in the near-term, assumptions can be made with regard 
to climate change impacts on the productivity of the stock through recruitment deviation tests. 
 
After a productive discussion, the Panel agreed that the prioritized list, in no particular order, of robustness 
tests would be as follows: climate change (recruitment), catchability (historical and projection), 
implementation error, size limits, and minimum threshold for TAC change.  
 
 
11. Other matters 
 
One CPC noted that one of the assumptions in the MSE process is that the TAC is set equal to catch. They 
mentioned that, over a number of years, the catch has been less than the TAC by a significant amount and 
asked the SCRS how this discrepancy could be accounted for in the MSE process. The SCRS Chair explained 
that setting the TAC equal to catch would not be an issue in the process because empirical- and model-based 
procedures look at how the population is responding to actual catch taken. In practice, the actual catch 
would be used regardless of whether it is equal to the TAC. Dr Gillespie added that, from a technical 
perspective, this would be a simple phenomenon to test in simulations by including negative patterns in the 
implementation error. The CPC noted that they have no issue with the MSE or OMs, but rather they are 
concerned with how the Panel would implement the MP given the mismatch in recent years between the 
catch and the TAC and the potential impact on allocations. The CPC suggested that the SCRS might explore 
whether the mismatch could be addressed within the CMPs. The SCRS Chair clarified that, with the MSE, the 
selectivity patterns are not from current allocations but from selectivity patterns observed in the data. If 
the TAC was set higher than catch, this would be the same as the best estimate from a stock assessment. The 
SCRS Chair noted that TAC advice comes from the MSE analysis to achieve management objectives across 
yield, safety, status, and stability. He indicated that, if the TAC can be supported by the stock, but it exceeds 
the catch, this could raise management questions, such as with regard to allocations. He stressed that it 
would not be appropriate to bring such matters to the SCRS, as policy decisions related to management 
measures are for the Panel to decide upon. 
 
 

https://www.iccat.int/Documents/BienRep/REP_EN_22-23-I-2.pdf
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12.  Adoption of the report and closure 
 
The Panel agreed to adopt its report by correspondence. 
 
After thanking the Secretariat, SCRS, interpreters, rapporteur, and participants for their hard work and 
contributions to the meeting, the Chair adjourned the meeting.  
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Appendix 2 
 

List of participants* 1 
 

 
CONTRACTING PARTIES 
 
ALGERIA  
Ouchelli, Amar * 
Sous-directeur de la Grande Pêche et de la Pêche Spécialisée, Ministère de la pêche et des productions halieutiques, 
Route des cuatres canons, 16000 Alger 
Tel: +213 550 386 938, Fax: +213 234 95597, E-Mail: amarouchelli.dz@gmail.com; amar.ouchelli@mpeche.gov.dz 
 
Tamourt, Amira 1 
Ministère de la Pêche & des Ressources Halieutiques, 16100 Alger 
 
ANGOLA 
Tungo, Manuel Bengui 
Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries, Luanda 
Tel: +244 923 805 835, E-Mail: manueltungo@yahoo.com.br 
 
CANADA 
Atkinson, Troy 
Nova Scotia Swordfisherman's Association, 155 Chain Lake Drive, Suite #9, Halifax, NS B3S 1B3 
Tel: +1 902 499 7390, E-Mail: atkinsontroy215@gmail.com; hiliner@ns.sympatico.ca 
 
Boudreau, Cyril L. 
Senior Fisheries Strategist Nova Scotia Department of Fisheries and Aquaculture, Hailfax, Noca Scotia B3J 2R5 
Tel: +1 902 266 8345, E-Mail: Cyril.Boudreau@novascotia.ca 
 
Cossette, Frédéric 
200 Kent St., Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0E6 
Tel: +1 343 541 6921, E-Mail: frederic.cossette@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 
 
Couture, John 
Oceans North, 74 Bristol Drive, Sydney NS B1P 6P3 
Tel: +1 902 578 0903, E-Mail: jcouture@oceansnorth.ca 
 
Duprey, Nicholas 
Senior Science Advisor, Fisheries and Oceans Canada, 200-401 Burrard Street, Vancouver, BC V6C 3R2 
Tel: +1 604 499 0469, E-Mail: nicholas.duprey@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 
 
Gillespie, Kyle 
Aquatic Science Biologist, Fisheries and Oceans Canada, 125 Marine Science Drive, St. Andrews, NB, E5B 0E4 
Tel: +1 506 529 5725, E-Mail: kyle.gillespie@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 
 
Hanke, Alexander 
Research Scientist, Fisheries and Oceans Canada, 531 Brandy Cove Road, St. Andrews, NB E5B 2L9 
Tel: +1 506 529 5912, E-Mail: alex.hanke@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 
 
Marsden, Dale 
Deputy Director, International Fisheries Policy, Fisheries and Oceans Canada, 200 Kent Street, Ottawa, ON K1A 0E6 
Tel: +1 613 791 9473, E-Mail: Dale.Marsden@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 
 
CURAÇAO 
Ramos, Ernesto 
Fishery observer of Curaçao 
E-Mail: ernesto.ramos@gobiernu.cw 
 
 

 
* Head Delegate 
1 Some delegate contact details have not been included following their request for data protection. 
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Suarez, Carl Michael 
Senior operator of the Fishery Monitoring Centre, Ministry of Economic Development, Directorate of Economic Affairs, 
Amidos Building, Pletterijweg 43 A, Willemstad 
Tel: +59 995 297 213, E-Mail: michael.suarez@gobiernu.cw 
 
EUROPEAN UNION 
Howard, Séamus 
European Commission, DG MARE, Rue Joseph II 99, 1000 Brussels, Belgium 
Tel: +32 229 50083; +32 488 258 038, E-Mail: Seamus.HOWARD@ec.europa.eu 
 
Jonusas, Stanislovas 
Unit C3: Scientific Advice and Data Collection DG MARE - Fisheries Policy Atlantic, North Sea, Baltic and Outermost 
Regions European Commission, J-99 02/38 Rue Joseph II, 99, 1049 Brussels, Belgium 
Tel: +3222 980 155, E-Mail: Stanislovas.Jonusas@ec.europa.eu 
 
Cortina Burgueño, Ángela 
Puerto Pesquero, edificio "Ramiro Gordejuela", 36202 Vigo, Pontevedra, Spain 
Tel: +34 986 433 844, Fax: +34 986 439 218, E-Mail: angela@arvi.org 
 
Mathieu, Héloïse 
Comité des Pêches Guadeloupe (CRPMEM-IG), 2 bis rue Schoelcher, 97110 Pointe-à-Pitre, Guadeloupe, France 
Tel: +33 590 909 787, E-Mail: mathieu.crpmem971@orange.fr 
 
Orozco, Lucie 
Chargée de mission affaires thonières, Direction générale de affaires maritimes, de la pêche et de l'aquaculture 
(DGAMPA), Bureau des Affaires Européennes et Internationales (BAEI), 1 place Carpeaux, 92055 La Défense, Ile de 
France, France 
Tel: +33 140 819 531; +33 660 298 721, E-Mail: lucie.orozco@mer.gouv.fr 
 
Paumier, Alexis 
Ministère de la mer - Direction Générale des Affaires Maritimes, de la Pêche et de l'Aquaculture (DGAMPA), Bureau de 
l'appui scientifique et des données (BASD), Tour Sequoia, 75000 Paris, France 
Tel: +33 687 964 560, E-Mail: alexis.paumier@agriculture.gouv.fr 
 
Rosa, Daniela 
PhD Student, Portuguese Institute for the Ocean and Atmosphere, I.P. (IPMA), Av. 5 de Outubro s/n, 8700-305 Olhao, 
Portugal 
Tel: +351 289 700 508, E-Mail: daniela.rosa@ipma.pt 
 
Rueda Ramírez, Lucía 
Instituto Español de Oceanografia IEO CSIC. C.O. de Malaga, Puerto pesquero s/n, 29640 Fuengirola Málaga, Spain 
Tel: +34 952 197 124, E-Mail: lucia.rueda@ieo.csic.es 
 
Sarricolea Balufo, Lucía 
Secretaría General de Pesca, Ministerio de Agricultura, Pesca y Alimentación, Calle Velázquez, número 144, 28006 
Madrid, Spain 
Tel: +34 913 476 170; +34 618 330 518, E-Mail: lsarricolea@mapa.es 
 
Teixeira, Isabel 
Chefe de Divisão de Recursos Externos da Direção-Geral de Recursos Naturais, Segurança e Serviços Marítimos, DGRM, 
Avenida Brasilia, 1449-030 Lisbon, Portugal 
Tel: +351 919 499 229, E-Mail: iteixeira@dgrm.mm.gov.pt 
 
Trigo, Patricia 
DGRM, Avenida Brasilia ES8, 1449-030 Lisbon, Portugal 
Tel: +351 969 455 882; +351 213 035 732, E-Mail: pandrada@dgrm.mm.gov.pt 
 
FRANCE (ST. PIERRE & MIQUELON) 
Haziza, Juliette * 
Chargée de mission des négociations thonières, Secrétariat d'Etat à la mer - Direction Générale des Affaires Maritimes, 
de la Pêche et de l'Aquaculture (DGAMPA), 92055 La Défense 
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Couston, Constance 
Boulevard Constant Colmay, 97500 Saint-Pierre 
Tel: +33 508 551 535, E-Mail: constance.couston@equipement-agriculture.gouv.fr 
 
THE GAMBIA 
Jallow, Momodou S. 
Deputy Head of Research and Development, Department of Fisheries, Ministry of Fisheries, Water Resources and 
National Assembly Matters, 6 Marina Parade, Banjul 
Tel: +220 791 0892, E-Mail: ms.underhil@gmail.com 
 
Sidibeh, Momodou 
Deputy Director of Fisheries, Ministry of Fisheries and Water Resources, Gambia Fisheries Department, 6 Marina 
Parade, Banjul 
Tel: +220 772 1004, E-Mail: mbailo85@hotmail.com 
 
GUINEA (REP.) 
Kolié, Lansana 
Chef de Division Aménagement, Ministère de la Pêche et de l'Economie maritime, 234, Avenue KA 042 - Commune de 
Kaloum BP: 307, Conakry 
Tel: +224 624 901 068, E-Mail: klansana74@gmail.com 
 
JAPAN 
Kawashima, Tetsuya 
Counsellor, Resources Management Department, Fisheries Agency of Japan, Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo 1008907 
Tel: +81 335 028 460, E-Mail: tetsuya_kawashima610@maff.go.jp 
 
Kumamoto, Jumpei 
Technical Official, Fisheries Agency, Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, International Affairs Division, 
Chiyoda-Ku, Tokyo 100-8907 
Tel: +81 3 3502 8460, Fax: +81 3 3504 2649, E-Mail: jumpei_kumamoto270@maff.go.jp 
 
MEXICO 
Soler Benítez, Bertha Alicia 
Comisión Nacional de Acuacultura y pesca (CONAPESCA), Av. Camarón Sábalo 1210 Fracc. Sábalo Country Club., 82100 
Mazatlán, Sinaloa 
Tel: +52 669 915 6900 Ext. 58462, E-Mail: bertha.soler@conapesca.gob.mx; berthaa.soler@gmail.com 
 
MOROCCO 
Abid, Noureddine 
Chercheur et ingénieur halieute au Centre Régional de recherche Halieutique de Tanger, Responsable du programme 
de suivi et d'étude des ressources des grands pélagiques, Centre régional de l'INRH à Tanger/M'dig, B.P. 5268, 90000 
Drabed, Tanger 
Tel: +212 53932 5134; +212 663 708 819, Fax: +212 53932 5139, E-Mail: nabid@inrh.ma 
 
Bensbai, Jilali 
Chercheur, Institut National de Recherche Halieutique à Casablanca - INRH/Laboratoires Centraux, Ain Diab près du 
Club équestre OULAD JMEL, Rue Sidi Abderrhman / Ain Diab, 20100 Casablanca 
Tel: +212 661 59 8386, Fax: +212 522 397 388, E-Mail: bensbaijilali@gmail.com 
 
Haoujar, Bouchra 
Cadre à la Division de Durabilité et d'Aménagement des Ressources Halieutiques, Département de la Pêche Maritime, 
Nouveau Quartier Administratif, BP 476, 10150 Haut Agdal, Rabat 
Tel: +212 253 768 8115, Fax: +212 537 688 089, E-Mail: haoujar@mpm.gov.ma 
 
PANAMA 
Duarte, Robert 
Biólogo, Autoridad de Recursos Acuáticos, Calle 45, Bella Vista, Edificio Riviera, 0819-02398 
Tel: +507 511 6036; +507 696 56926, E-Mail: rduarte@arap.gob.pa 
 
TRINIDAD & TOBAGO 
Daniel, Janelle 
Senior Fisheries Researcher, #35 Cipriani Boulevard, Port of Spain 
Tel: +1 868 623 6028, Fax: +1 868 623 8542, E-Mail: janelledaniel@gmail.com 
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UNITED STATES 
Kryc, Kelly * 
U.S. Federal Government Commissioner to ICCAT and Deputy Assistant Secretary for International Fisheries, Office of 
the Under Secretary for Oceans and Atmosphere, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA); 
Department of Commerce, 1401 Constitution Ave, Washington, DC 20230 
Tel: +1 202 961 8932; +1 202 993 3494, E-Mail: kelly.kryc@noaa.gov 
 
Blankenbeker, Kimberly 
Foreign Affairs Specialist, Office of International Affairs, Trade, and Commerce (F/IATC), NOAA, National Marine 
Fisheries Service, 1315 East-West Highway, Silver Spring Maryland 20910 
Tel: +1 301 427 8357, Fax: +1 301 713 1081, E-Mail: kimberly.blankenbeker@noaa.gov 
 
Bogan, Raymond D. 
Alternate U.S. Recreational Commissioner, Sinn, Fitzsimmons, Cantoli, Bogan, West and Steuerman, 501 Trenton 
Avenue, P.O. Box 1347, Point Pleasant Beach, Sea Girt New Jersey 08742 
Tel: +1 732 892 1000; +1 732 233 6442, Fax: +1 732 892 1075, E-Mail: rbogan@lawyernjshore.com 
 
Crawford, Lisa 
1315 East-West Highway, Silver Spring, Maryland 20910 
Tel: +1 301 427 8525, E-Mail: lisa.crawford@noaa.gov 
 
Delaney, Glenn Roger 
Alternate U.S. Commercial Commissioner, 601 Pennsylvania Avenue NW Suite 900 South Building, Washington, D.C. 
20004 
Tel: +1 202 434 8220, Fax: +1 202 639 8817, E-Mail: grdelaney@aol.com 
 
Keller, Bryan 
Foreign Affairs Specialist, Office of International Affairs, Trade and Commerce (F/IATC), NOAA, National Marine 
Fisheries Service, 1315 East-West Highway, Silver Spring, Maryland 20910 
Tel: +1 202 897 9208; +1 301 427 7725, E-Mail: bryan.keller@noaa.gov 
 
Miller, Shana 
The Ocean Foundation, 1320 19th St., NW, 5th Floor, Washington, DC 20036 
Tel: +1 631 671 1530, E-Mail: smiller@oceanfdn.org 
 
Park, Caroline 1 
NOAA Office of the General Counsel for Fisheries, Silver Spring, Maryland 20910 
 
Schirripa, Michael 
Research Fisheries Biologist, NOAA Fisheries, Southeast Fisheries Science Center, 75 Virginia Beach Drive, Miami, 
Florida 33149 
Tel: +1 305 445 3130; +1 786 400 0649, Fax: +1 305 361 4562, E-Mail: michael.schirripa@noaa.gov 
 
Sissenwine, Michael P. 
Marine Policy Center, Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution, 39 Mill Pond Way, East Falmouth Massachusetts 02536 
Tel: +1 508 566 3144, E-Mail: m.sissenwine@gmail.com 
 
Soltanoff, Carrie 
Fishery Management Specialist, Highly Migratory Species Management Division, NOAA National Marine Fisheries 
Service, 1315 East-West Highway, Silver Spring, Maryland 20910 
Tel: +1 301 427 8587, Fax: +1 301 713 1917, E-Mail: carrie.soltanoff@noaa.gov 
 
Yanoff, Callan 
Foreign Affairs Officer, Office of Marine Conservation (OES/OMC), U.S. Department of State, Rm 2758, 2201 C Street 
NW, Washington, DC 20520-7878 
Tel: +1 301 356 6822, E-Mail: yanoffcj@state.gov 
 
URUGUAY 
Domingo, Andrés * 
Dirección Nacional de Recursos Acuáticos - DINARA, Laboratorio de Recursos Pelágicos, Constituyente 1497, 11200 
Montevideo 
Tel: +5982 400 46 89, Fax: +5982 401 32 16, E-Mail: dimanchester@gmail.com 
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Jiménez Cardozo, Sebastián 
Vice-Convenor of ACAP’s Seabird Bycatch Working Group, Constituyente 1497, 11200 Montevideo 
Tel: +598 240 04689, E-Mail: jimenezpsebastian@gmail.com; sjimenez@mgap.gub.uy 
 
VENEZUELA 
Novas, María Inés 
Directora General de la Oficina de Integración y Asuntos Internacionales, Ministerio del Poder Popular de Pesca y 
Acuicultura - MINPESCA 
Tel: +58 412 456 3403, E-Mail: oai.minpesca@gmail.com; asesoriasminv@gmail.com 
 
Arocha, Freddy 
Asesor Científico, Instituto Oceanográfico de Venezuela, Universidad de Oriente, A.P. 204, 6101 Cumaná Estado Sucre 
Tel: +58 424 823 1698; +58 412 692 8089, E-Mail: farochap@gmail.com 
 
 
OBSERVERS FROM COOPERATING NON-CONTRACTING PARTIES, ENTITIES, FISHING ENTITIES 
 
COSTA RICA 
Álvarez Sánchez, Liliana 
Funcionaria de la Oficina Regional del Caribe – Limón, Instituto Costarricense de Pesca y Acuicultura, 4444 
Tel: +506 863 09387, Fax: +506 263 00600, E-Mail: lalvarez@incopesca.go.cr 
 
Pacheco Chaves, Bernald 
Instituto Costarricense de Pesca y Acuicultura, INCOPESCA, Departamento de Investigación, Cantón de Montes de Oro, 
Puntarenas, 333-5400 
Tel: +506 899 22693, E-Mail: bpacheco@incopesca.go.cr 
 
 
OBSERVERS FROM NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS 
 
ASSOCIAÇAO DE CIENCIAS MARINHAS E COOPERAÇAO - SCIAENA 
Abril, Catarina 
Incubadora de Empresas da Universidade do Algarve, Campus de Gambelas, Pavilhão B1, 8005-226 Faro, Portugal 
Tel: +351 912 488 359, E-Mail: cabril@sciaena.org 
 
ECOLOGY ACTION CENTRE - EAC 
Arnold, Shannon 
Marine Coordinator, Ecology Action Centre, 2705 Fern Lane, Halifax, Nova Scotia B3K 4L3, Canada 
Tel: +1 902 329 4668, E-Mail: sarnold@ecologyaction.ca 
 
PEW CHARITABLE TRUSTS - PEW 
Galland, Grantly 
Officer, Pew Charitable Trusts, 901 E Street, NW, Washington, DC 20004, United States 
Tel: +1 202 540 6953; +1 202 494 7741, Fax: +1 202 552 2299, E-Mail: ggalland@pewtrusts.org 
 
Wozniak, Esther 
The Pew Charitable Trusts, 901 E Street, NW, Washington DC 20004, United States 
Tel: +1 202 657 8603, E-Mail: ewozniak@pewtrusts.org 
 
THE OCEAN FOUNDATION 
Bohorquez, John 
The Ocean Foundation, 1320 19th St, NW, Suite 500, Washington DC 20036, United States 
Tel: +1 202 887 8996, E-Mail: jbohorquez@oceanfdn.org 
 
THE SHARK TRUST 
Hood, Ali 
The Shark Trust, 4 Creykes Court, The Millfields, Plymouth PL1 3JB, United Kingdom 
Tel: +44 7855 386083, Fax: +44 1752 672008, E-Mail: ali@sharktrust.org 
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OTHER PARTICIPANTS 
 
SCRS CHAIR  
Brown, Craig A. 
SCRS Chairman, Sustainable Fisheries Division, Southeast Fisheries Science Center, NOAA, National Marine Fisheries 
Service, 75 Virginia Beach Drive, Miami, Florida 33149, United States 
Tel: +1 305 586 6589, E-Mail: craig.brown@noaa.gov 
 
 
EXTERNAL EXPERT 
Hordyk, Adrian 
2150 Bridgman Avenue, Vancouver British Columbia V7P2T9, Canada 
Tel: +1 604 992 6737, E-Mail: adrian@bluematterscience.com; a.hordyk@oceans.ubc.ca 
 
 

***** 
 

ICCAT Secretariat 
C/ Corazón de María 8 – 6th floor, 28002 Madrid – Spain 

Tel: +34 91 416 56 00; Fax: +34 91 415 26 12; E-mail: info@iccat.int 
 
 
Manel, Camille Jean Pierre 
Neves dos Santos, Miguel 
Ortiz, Mauricio 
Taylor, Nathan 
Mayor, Carlos 
De Andrés, Marisa 
 
ICCAT INTERPRETERS 
Baena Jiménez, Eva J. 
Calmels, Ellie 
Gelb Cohen, Beth 
González, Fernando 
Liberas, Christine 
Pinzon, Aurélie 
 

 


