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Note: This document has been updated following comments received on earlier versions by
member s of the DWG (on two occasions) and the EAF WG. Modifications arising from
comments provided by these members are shown highlightediin'green. It was re-tabled at a
recent meeting of the PWG astheir final chance for further comments, but none have been
received by the deadline stipulated. It is intended to be finalised by MCM, together with
intended recommendation of a new OMP for hake at the end of October, so that the 26
October meeting will be the last chance for any further comments by members of the DWG.
Note the sections highlighted in yellow give hake-specific proposals; different entries would
be made in those sections for a new OMP for another species.




1. Metarule Process

Metarules can be thought of as “rules” which pregfgavhat should happen in unlikely,
exceptional circumstances when application of tA€ Henerated by the OMP is considered
to be highly risky or highly inappropriate. Metlesi are not a mechanism for making small
adjustments, or ‘tinkering’ with the TAC from theMP. It is difficult to provide firm
definitions of, and to be sure of including all pite, exceptional circumstances. Instead, a
process for determining whether exceptional cirdamses exist is described below (see Fig.
1). The need for invoking a metarule should bduatad by the MCM [Demersal] Working
Group (hereafter indicated by WG), but only proddieat appropriate supporting
information is presented so that it can be revieateal WG meeting.

1.1  Description of Process to Determine Whether Egtional Circumstances Exist



While the broad circumstances that may invoke tetamle process can be identified, it is
not always possible to pre-specify the data that tngger a metarule. If a WG Member or
Observer, or MCM Management, is to propose an earegd circumstances review, then
such person(s) must outline in writing the reasehyg they consider that exceptional
circumstances exist, and must either indicate wiierelata or analyses are to be found
supporting the review, or must supply those datanatyses in advance of the WG meeting
at which their proposal is to be considered.

Every year the WG will:
. Re\Wn and fishery indicators, and atheprelevant data or information on

the n, fishery and ecosystem, and conalsanple routine updated assessment
(likely no more than core reference set models usélte OMP testing refitted taking a
further year’s data into account).

* On the basis of this, determine whether thereidegxe for exceptional circumstances.

Examples of what might constitute an exceptionaurnstance in the case of [hake] include,
but are not necessarily limited to:

» [Survey estimates of abundance that are apprgamitside the bounds predicted in the
OMP testing.

» CPUE trends that are appreciably outside the bopretficted in the OMP testing.

.Catch species composition in major componentsefiiher s that differ
markedly from previous patter Y).]

Every two years the WG will:

» Conduct an in depth stock assessment (more inetisan the annual process above, and
in particular including the conduct of a range ehgtivity tests).

* On the basis of the assessment, indicators andthey relevant information, determine
whether there is evidence for exceptional circuncsa.

The primary focus for concluding that exceptiorietumstances exist is if tieé population
assessment/indicator review process provides eeapfireciably outside the range of

(Every year) IF the WG concludes that there is nmsufficient evidence for exceptional
circumstances, the WG will:



» Report to the Chief Director Research, MCM thategtional circumstances do not exist.

IF the WG has agreed that exceptional circumstaexiss, the WG will:
» Determine the severity of the exceptional circumests.
* Follow the “Process for Action” described below.

1.2 Specific issues that will be considered annyglegarding Underlying Assumptions
of the Operating Models (OMs) for the OMP Testingdeess)

The following critical'@aspects of assumptions uhdeg the OMs for [hake] need to be
monitored after OMP implementation. Any appre@adbviation from these underlying
assumptions may constitute an exceptional circumstéi.e. potential metarule invocation)
and will require a review, and possible revisiointhe OMP:

» [Over recent years species splits of catches th@mmajor fisheries considered in
projections are not substantially different fromgh assumed for the OM projections, or
(as appropriate) not outside the bounds for whgdveiated feedback to changes has
been incorporated within the OMP.

» Selectivities-by-age of the major fisheries do differ substantially from assumptions
made for OM projections.

« New CPUE and survey abundance estimates are wteihounds projected by the
OMs.

» Recruitment levels are within bounds projectedhizy®Ms.]

1.3 Description of Process for Action
If making a determination that there is evidencexafeptional circumstances, the WG will
with due promptness:

» Consider the severity of the exceptional circumstar(for example, how severely “out of
bounds” are the recent survey results or recruitrestimates).

» Follow the principles for action (see examples Blo

* Formulate advice on the action required (this candtlide an immediate change in TAC,
a review of the OMP, the relatively urgent colleatof ancillary data, or conduct of
analyses to be reviewed at a further WG meetirigemear future).

* Report to the Director Research, MCM that excepti@ircumstances exist and provide
advice on the action to take.

The|Chief Director Research, MCM will:
» Consider the advice from the WG.
» Decide on the action to take, or recommendatiomsake to his/her principals.

Examples of ‘Principles for Action’



If the risk is to the resource, or to dependemetated components of the ecosystem,
principles may be:

- The OMP-derived TAC should be an upper bound.

- Action should be at least an x% decrease imT&he output by the OMP, depending on
severity.

If the risk is of an unnecessary limitation on fiséery to socio-economic detriment,
principles may be:

- The OMP-derived TAC should be a minimum.

- Action should be at leasta y% increase in tA€ Dutput by the OMP, depending on
severity.

For certain categories of exceptional circumstanggscific metarules may be developed and
pre-agreed for implementation should the associgtedmstances arise (for example, as has
been the case for OMP’s for the sardine-anchowhefiswhere specific modified TAC
algorithms come into play if abundance estimatesifsurveys fall below pre-specified
thresholds). Where such development is possthie preferable that it be pursued.
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2. Regular OMP Review and Revision Process

The procedure for regular review and potentialgiewi of the OMP is the process for
updating and incorporating new data, new infornmatind knowledge into the management
procedure, including the operating models (OMsYldee testing the procedure. This process
should happen on a relatively long time-scale wdyjeopardising the performance of the
OMP, but can be initiated at any time if the WG sider that there is sufficient reason for
this, and that the effect of the revision wouldshéstantial. During the revision process the
OMP should still be used to generate TAC recommimugaunless a metarule is invoked.

2.1 Description of Process for Regular Review (§ég. 2)

Every year the WG will:

» Consider whether the procedure for Metarule Probassriggered a review/revision of
the OMP. Note that if proposals by a WG Membe®bserver, or MCM Management,
for an exceptional circumstances review includegesgons for an OMP review and
possible revision, they must outline in writing tieasons why they consider this
necessary, and must either indicate where thealataalyses are to be found supporting
their proposed review, or must supply those da&natyses in advance of the WG
meeting at which their proposal is to be consideléis includes the possibility of a
suggested improvement in the manner in which thé*@lslculates catch limitation
recommendations; this would need to be motivatecepgrting results for this amended
OMP when subjected to the same set of trials as wsed in the selection of the existing
OMP, and arguing that improvements in anticipatedgsmance were evident.

Every two years the WG will:

» Conduct an in depth stock assessment and revieulg@m, fishery and related
ecosystem indicators, and any other relevant datgfarmation on the population, fishery
and ecosystem.

* On the basis of this, determine whether the asssa#sor other) results are outside the
ranges for which the OMP was tested (note thatuesiain for exceptional circumstances
would be carried out in parallel with this processe procedures for the Metarule Process),
and whether this is sufficient to trigger a reviewision of the OMP.

» Consider whether the procedure for the Metarule€s® triggered a review / revision of
the OMP.

Every four years since the last revision of the OfE®WG will:

* Review whether enough has been learnt to apprediaiplrove/change the operating
models (OMs), or to improve the performance of@M\P, or to provide new advice on
tuning level (chosen to aim to achieve managemigjectves).

» On the basis of this, determine whether the nearinétion is sufficient to trigger a
review/revision of the OMP.



In any year, IF the WG concludes that there isiciefit new information to trigger a
review/revision of the OMP, the WG will:

» Outline the work plan and timeline (e.g. over agetof one year) envisaged for
conducting a review.

» Report to the Chief Director Research, MCM thataew/revision of the OMP is
required, giving details of the proposed work pdaual timeline.

» Advise the Chief Director Research, MCM that the ®ban still be applied while the
revision process is being completed (unless exmegiticircumstances have been
determined to apply and a metarule invoked).

In any year, IF the WG concludes that there ise®drto commence a review/revision of the
OMP, the WG will:

* Report to the Chief Director Research, MCM thag\d@ew/revision of the OMP is not yet
required.

The Chief Director Research, MCM wiill:
» Review the report from the WG.

» Decide whether to initiate the review/revision @ss.



Figure 2. Flowchart for Regular
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