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Responsibility for these requirements

The Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) is responsible for these requirements.

Readers should verify that they are using the latest copy of this and other documents. Updated
documents, together with a master list of all available MSC documents, can be found on the MSC
website_ (msc.org-).

Versions published

Version no. | Date Description of amendment
Draft released-forconsultation:
1.0 15 August 2011 First version issued for application by Conformity Assessment
Bodies- (CABS).
11 24 October 2011 Version issued incorporating revised Group SeESChain of

Custody requirements and correcting typos, page numbering,
wrong and missing referencing, and unreadable flowcharts.

12 10 January 2012 Version issued incorporating FABTechnical Advisory Board
20 agreed changes regarding reassessment, objections
procedure, modifications to the default assessment tree to
assess bivalves, implementation timeframes, and
ASCAquaculture Stewardship Council requirements.

Minor edits, wrong and missing referencing, typos, and
unreadable figures were corrected.

13 14 January 2013 Version issued incorporating FABTechnical Advisory Board
21 and BeTBoard of Trustees agreed changes.

Minor edits and clarifications were also incorporated.

2.0 1 October 2014 Version issued incorporating changes to the standard as a
result of the Fisheries Standard review and changes to
CABsCAB procedures as a result of the speed and cost

review.

2.01 31 August 2018 Version issued incorporating updated cross-references in
alignment with revision to the ‘'MSC Fisheries Certification
PrecessProcess’.

3.0 26 October 2022 Version issued incorporating changes to the Standard as a

result of the Fisheries Standard review.
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The Marine Stewardship Council

Vision
Our vision is of the world’s oceans teeming with life, and seafood supplies safeguarded for this and
future generations.

Mission

Our mission is to use our ecolabel and fishery certification program to contribute to the health of the
world’s oceans by recognising and rewarding sustainable fishing practices, influencing the choices
people make when buying seafood, and working with our partners to transform the seafood market to
a sustainable basis.
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General introduction

Fisheries certification

With international consultation with stakeholders, the MSC has developed standards for sustainable
fishing and seafood traceability. These standards ensure that MSC labelled seafood comes from, and
can be traced back to, a sustainable fishery.

The MSC standards and requirements meet global best practice guidelines for certification and
ecolabelling programs.

The MSC Fisheries Standard sets out requirements that a fishery must meet to enable it to claim that
its fish come from a well-managed and sustainable source.

Throughout the world, fisheries are using good management practices to safeguard jobs, secure fish
stocks for the future, and help protect the marine environment. The science-based MSC
environmental standard for sustainable fishing offers fisheries a way to confirm sustainability, using a
credible, independent, third-party assessment process. It means sustainable fisheries can be
recognised and rewarded in the marketplace, and gives an assurance to consumers that their
seafood comes from a well-managed and sustainable source.

The MSC Fisheries Standard applies to wild-capture fisheries that meet the scope requirements
provided in Section 1.

The MSC Fisheries Standard is comprised of the following core Principles:
Principle 1: Sustainable target fish stocks

A fishery must be conducted in a manner that does not lead to over-fishing or depletion of the
exploited populations and, for those populations that are depleted, the fishery must be conducted in a
manner that demonstrably leads to their recovery.

Principle 2: Environmental impact of fishing

Fishing operations should allow for the maintenance of the structure, productivity, function, and
diversity of the ecosystem on which the fishery depends. The ecosystem includes habitat and
associated dependent and ecologically related species.

Principle 3: Effective management

The fishery is subject to an effective management system that respects local, national, and
international laws and standards, and incorporates institutional and operational frameworks that
require use of the resource to be responsible and sustainable.
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Implementation timeframes

Effective dates of the MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0

This section outlines the circumstances under which the MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0 shall be used.
It is the intent of the MSC to ensure that all:

¢ Initial assessments are against the MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0 as soon as possible.

e Existing Units of Certification are given a period of at least 3 years to come into compliance with
the revised Standard, as per Essential Component A.3.22 of the ‘GSSI Global Benchmark Tool'.

e Units of Certification are assessed against the MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0 within 6 years of the
publication of MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0.

Publication date: 26 October 2022.

CABs shall conduct any initial assessment that is announced on or after 1 May 2023 in conformity
with the MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0.

CABs shall conduct any reassessment that is announced on or after 1 November 2025 in conformity
with the MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0.

CABs may elect to use the MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0 as of the publication date (26 October
2022).

For fisheries that are certified against a version of the MSC Fisheries Standard published before the
MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0, CABs shall apply the MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0 by 1 November
2028 as per the MSC Fisheries Certification Process v3.0 7.32.

Review

The MSC welcomes comments on the MSC Fisheries Standard. Comments will be considered as part
of the next review process. The next review will start within 5 years of the publication of this
document. Please submit comments for this review to standards@msc.org.

More information about the MSC policy-development process and the MSC Standard Setting
Procedure can be found on the MSC website (msc.org).
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Introduction to this document

The MSC Fisheries Standard is composed of 3 core Principles and has three4 associated
modifications for use in different types of fishery: SB, SC, SD, and SE.

Guidance

Guidance is provided in the MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard to help CABs interpret the MSC
Fisheries Standard. The MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard is maintained as a separate
document.

The headings and numbering in the MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard, when included, match
those in the MSC Fisheries Standard exactly, with numbers prefaced with the letter “G” to indicate
guidance.

The MSC recommends that CABs read the MSC Fisheries Standard in conjunction with the MSC
Guidance to the Fisheries Standard. Text in the MSC Fisheries Standard is not repeated in the MSC
Guidance to the Fisheries Standard.

Where general guidance is provided that relates to the subject of a major heading, or relates to the
content of a specific clause, this icon @ appears at the end of the title or clause in the MSC Fisheries
Standard. These icons provide hyperlinks to the related guidance section in the MSC Guidance to the
Fisheries Standard.

In the MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard, this icon A provides a hyperlink to the corresponding
section or clause in the MSC Fisheries Standard.

Auditability of guidance

The guidance in the MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard is not directly auditable.

Derogations

Derogations are temporary normative measures that allow for an MSC requirement to be applied
differently or disregarded. Derogations are provided:

e Inresponse to editorial errors.

e Inresponse to force majeure, where intent is no longer fit for purpose and threatens MSC
credibility.

e As a provision to test a policy change or modify the implementation timeframe when publishing a
revised version of the normative document.

Derogations are posted on a public log. The MSC requires CABs to follow relevant derogations.
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Scope

Scope requirements of the MSC Fisheries Standard

The Unit of Assessment (UoA) shall not target species of the following taxa under

11.2

Principle 1:
a.  Amphibians.

b. Reptiles.
c. Birds.

d. Mammals.

The UoA shall not use poisons or explosives.

Enhanced fisheries

113

If a fishery is enhanced, the UoA shall conform to all the criteria in Table 1. @

Table 1: Scope criteria for eligible enhanced fisheries

At some point in the production process, the system relies upon the capture of fish and shellfish
from the wild environment. Such fish and shellfish may be taken at any stage of the life cycle,
including eqgs, larvae, juveniles, or adults. The “wild environment” in this context includes
marine, freshwater, and any other aquatic ecosystems.

The species are native to the geographic region of the fishery and the natural production
areas from which the fishery’s catch originates.

There are natural reproductive components of the stock from which the fishery’s catch
originates that maintain themselves without having to be restocked every year.

iv | Where fish stocking is used in hatch-and-catch (HAC) systems, such stocking does not form a
major part of a current rebuilding plan for depleted stocks.

v | The UoA shall incorporate some element of harvest of a wild population.

vi | The UoA shall be managed so that the natural productivity and genetic biodiversity of the wild

population is not undermined with respect to any impacts on long-term sustainability.

The production system operates without substantial augmentation of food supply.

In HAC systems, any feeding is used only to grow the animals to a small size prior to release
(not more than 10% of the average adult maximum weight), such that most of the total growth
(not less than 90%) is achieved during the wild phase.

In catch-and-grow (CAG) systems, feeding during the captive phase is only by natural means
(e.q. filter feeding in mussels), or at a level and duration that provide only for the maintenance
of condition (e.q. crustaceans in holding tanks) rather than to achieve growth.

In CAG systems, production during the captive phase does not routinely require disease
prevention involving chemicals or compounds with medicinal prophylactic properties.
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i | Any modifications to the habitat of the stock are reversible and do not cause serious or
irreversible harm to the natural ecosystem’s structure and function. Modified habitats include
fish aggregating devices (FADS).

Note: Habitat modifications that are not reversible, are already in place, and are not created
specifically for the fishery shall be in scope. This includes:

e Large-scale artificial reefs.

e Structures associated with enhancement activities that do not cause irreversible harm to
the natural ecosystem inhabited by the stock, such as salmon fry farms next to river
systems.

Introduced Species Based Fisheries

1.14 If the target species under Principle 1 is an introduced species, the UoA shall conform to
all_the criteria in Table 2.

a. If the fishery targets an introduced species, the Conformity Assessment Body (CAB)
shall apply Section SD.

Table 2: Scope criteria for Introduced Species Based Fisheries

i The introduced species has a large population size that is comparable to or larger than the
population sizes of other native species occupying similar ecological niches in the new
location.

ii | The species has spread to a range beyond that of its initial introduction in the new location.

There is evidence to demonstrate that the species cannot be eradicated from the location by
known mechanisms without serious ecological, economic, and/or social consequences.

The species was introduced to the new location prior to 1993; this being the year that the
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), which includes provisions on introduced species,
was ratified.

il If the introduction occurred after the CBD was ratified, such fisheries shall only potentially be in
scope if the introduction was non-deliberate and occurred at least 20 years prior to the date
the application is made for assessment against the MSC Fisheries Standard.

i There is no continuing introduction of the introduced species being considered for certification
to the location.
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Conviction for a serious crime

115

The client or client group shall not include any vessel that has been implicated in the

conviction of a “serious crime” for an offence listed in Table 3Table whilst undertaking

fishing operations in the last 2 years. @

a. The term “serious crime” means conduct constituting an offence punishable by a

deprivation of liberty for at least 4 years.

1151

If a vessel has been implicated in the conviction of a “serious crime" listed in Table

3 whilst undertaking fishing operations, the client or client group shall exclude the

vessel from the UoA, UoC, and fishery certificate for 2 years. m

a. The client or client group shall inform their CAB immediately if a vessel has

been excluded.

b. The client or client group shall provide all relevant information to their CAB to

demonstrate that the vessel has been excluded. ®

Table 3: List of offences

lllegal fishing

e Non-compliance with regulations

Relevant legal and/or customary

specific to governing sustainable

framework frameworks

fishing practices

Transnational

e Participation in an organised

United Nations (UN) Convention

organised crime

criminal group
e lLaundering of proceeds of crime

against Transnational Organized
Crime

e Corruption
e Obstruction of justice
e Smuggling of migrants

Protocol against the Smuggling of
Migrants by Land, Sea and Air

Trafficking of

e Human trafficking

people

Trafficking of

e Prostitution and sex trafficking

e Drug trafficking

Forced Labour Convention

Maritime Labour Convention

UN Convention against Transnational
Organized Crime

UN Convention against lllicit Traffic in

unauthorised o Trafficking of protected species Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic

goods or their parts Substances of 1988
Convention on International Trade in
Endangered Species of Wild Fauna
and Flora

Piracy e Engagement in piracy UN Convention on the Law of the Sea

e Supporting piracy to occur
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Conviction for shark finning

1.1.6 The client or client group shall not include any vessel that has been implicated in a
conviction for a shark-finning violation in the last 2 years. @

1.1.6.1 If a vessel is implicated in a conviction for a shark-finning violation, the client or
client group shall exclude the vessel from the UoA, Unit of Certification (UoC), and
the certificate for 2 years. @

a. If avessel has been excluded, the client or client group shall inform their CAB
immediately.

a. The client or client group shall provide all relevant information to their CAB to
demonstrate that the vessel has been excluded. ®-to-certain

Conviction for forced or child labour

1.1.7 The CAB shall determine the eligibility of fishery applicants erand certificate holders_with
respect to the MSC'’s labour policy using the relevant sections within the MSC Labour
Eligibility Requirements..

Normative documents

The documents listed below contain provisions that, through reference in this text, become part of the
MSC Fisheries Standard.

For documents listed, the latest published edition of the document applies.
The documents are:

a. MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard.

b. MSC Fisheries Certification Process.

c. MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Certification Process.

d. ‘MSC-MSCI Vocabulary’.

e. MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox.

Terms and definitions
All definitions are in the ‘MSC-MSCI Vocabulary’.

Concepts, terms, or phrases used in the MSC Fisheries Standard that have more than 1 definition are
defined within the text where such terms or phrases appear.
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SA: The default assessment tree — normative

Scope

To be eligible for certification against the MSC Fisheries Standard, a fishery shall meet the scope
criteria in Section 1.

SA1l General

SAl.1 General requirements

SA1.1.1 CABs shall focus all assessments of fisheries against the MSC Fisheries Standard on:
a. The outcomes of the fisheries management process.
b. The management strategies implemented that aim to achieve those outcomes.

SA1.1.2  When using the Risk-Based Framework (RBF), CABs shall apply requirements set out in
Tool A of the ‘MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox’.

SA1.1.3 CABs shall follow subsequent standard sections for species that require the use of a
modified default assessment tree.
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SA2 Principle 1

MSC Fisheries Standard

T
[ 1 1

Principle 1 Principle 2 Principle 3
|
( ]
Harvest strategy
1 Outcoms 1 (management)
| PI1.1.1: Stock status — Pl11.2.1: Harvest strategy

L] PI1.1.2: Stock rebuilding Ll El 1'3&?925”:;‘36530‘?:""°’

PI1.23:
Information/monitoring

Pl 1.2.4: Assessment of
stock status

Figure SA1: Principle 1 default assessment tree

SA2.1 General requirements for Principle 1
SA2.1.1 In Principle 1 (P1), the team shall score the whole of the target stock(s) selected for
inclusion in the UoA.

SA2.1.1.1 The team shall apply the decision tree in Figure SA3_and the supporting
requirements (SA3.1.4) to determine the Principle 1 stock. @

SA2.1.2 In P1, the terms “likely”, “highly likely”, and “high degree of certainty” are used to allow for
either qualitative or quantitative evaluation.

SA2.1.2.1 In a probabilistic context and in relation to scoring issue (a):

a. ‘“Likely” means greater than or equal to the 70th percentile of a distribution (i.e.
there shall be at least a 70% probability that the true status of the stock is
higher than the point at which there is an appreciable risk of recruitment being

impaired).

b. “Highly likely” means greater than or equal to the 80th percentile.

c. “High degree of certainty” means greater than or equal to the 95th percentile.

SA2.1.3 When considering the effectiveness of a management strategy and its ability to meet P1
outcomes, the CAB shall take into account any impacts of fishing overcapacity and other

issues resulting from subsidies. @
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SA2.1.3.1 If overcapacity exists as a result of subsidies, the management system should be
robust enough to deal with this issue and still deliver a sustainable fishery as per

Principle 1.

SA2.2 Stock status Performance Indicator (Pl 1.1.1)

Table SA1: PI11.1.1 stock status Performance Indicator Scoring Guideposts

Component Scoring
issues
Outcome Stock status  (a) It is likely that the Itis highly There is a
111 Stock status stock is above the likely that high degree
o relative to point whereof the stock is  of certainty
The stock is | recruitment recruitment would above the that the
at a level impairment. be PRI. stock is
whichthat impairedimpairment above the
maintains (PRI). PRI.
high
productivity (b The stockis  Thereis a
and has a Stock status at or high degree
low in relation to fluctuating of certainty
probability of  achievement around a that the
recruitment  of maximum level stock has
overfishing. ' systainable consistent been
yield (MSY). with MSY. fluctuating
around a
level
consistent
with MSY or
has been
above this
level over
recent years.

Scoring stock status

SA2.2.1  All management systems shall have reference points, as confirmed in Performance
Indicator (PI) 1.2.4 scoring issue (b).

SA2.2.1.1  Where these are not stated explicitly, they should be implicit within the decision
rules or management procedures (MPs). @

SA2.2.2  When scoring PI 1.1.1 scoring issue (b), the team shall consider: @
a. The biology of the species and stock status in recent years.
b. The scale and intensity of both the UoA and management system.
c. Other relevant issues in determining time periods over which to judge fluctuations.

SA2.2.2.1 The team shall provide a clear rationale as to why the Scoring Guidepost (SG) 80 or
100 levels are met.

SA2.2.2.2 The rationale shall include details of the time period over which this is assessed.
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SA2.2.3 If information is not available on the stock status relative to the PRI or MSY levels, the
team shall use proxy indicators and reference points to score Performance Indicator (PI)
111 @

SA2.2.3.1 If the team uses proxy indicators and reference points to score Pl 1.1.1, the team
shall justify their use as proxies of stock biomass for the PRI and/or MSY.

SA2.2.3.2 If the team uses proxy reference points to score the stock biomass status, the team
shall assign higher scores where greater confidence is provided by the proxy
information. ®

SA2.2.4  If the team uses recent trends in fishing mortality to score stock status, the team shall
demonstrate that the fishing mortality rate (F) has been low enough for long enough to
ensure that the required biomass levels are now “likely” to be met. ®

Stock complexes

SA2.2.5 |If several species or stocks are fished as stock complexes, the team shall treat them as
either:

a. Separate UoAs, or

b. Separate scoring elements within a single UoA, as in the case of multiple in-scope
species considered under Pl 2.1.1.

SA2.2.5.1 In either case, the team shall seek evidence for each SG that, as an outcome, the
levels of “likelihood” meet the levels of “likelihood” specified in SA2.1.2 for each
separate stock.

SA2.2.6  For species or stocks fished as stock complexes, the overall target reference points
(TRPs) shall:

a. Be consistent with the intent of the Pl and

b. Maintain the high productivity of the stock complex.

Consideration of environmental variability

SA2.2.7 A ime i nae
naturauy—#epmstaweeundepeendm&eﬂre@mesm The team shall venfy that reference

points are consistent with ecosystem productivity.

SA2.2.7.1 If changes in fishery productivity are due to natural environmental fluctuations, the
team shall accept adjustments to the reference points in scoring Pl 1.1.1.

Treatment of key low trophic level stocks

SA2.2.8 The team shall consider the trophic position of target stocks to ensure precaution in
relation to their ecological role, in particular for species low in the food chain. @

SA2.2.9 The team shall treat a stock under assessment against Principle 1 as a key low trophic
level (LTL) stock if either a or b below are met: ®

a. Itis one of the species types listed in Box SA1, and in its adult life-cycle phase the
stock holds a key role in the ecosystem, such that it meets at least 2 of the following
sub-criteria:

i.  Alarge proportion of the trophic connections in the ecosystem involve this stock,
leading to significant predator dependency. @
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i. Alarge volume of energy passing between lower and higher trophic levels passes
through this stock.

iii. There are few other species at this trophic level through which energy can be
transmitted from lower to higher trophic levels, such that a high proportion of the
total energy passing between lower and higher trophic levels passes through this
stock: i.e. it is a “wasp-waisted” ecosystem. @

b. Itis not one of the species types listed in Box SA1, but in its adult life-cycle phase it
meets at least 2 of the sub criteria in SA2.2.9a.i—iii, and the species:

i. Feeds predominantly on plankton,

ii. Is characterised by small body size, early maturity, high fecundity, and short life
span: default values: < 30cm long as adults, mean age at maturity <= 2, > 10,000
eggs/spawning, maximum age < 10 years, respectively, and

iii. Forms dense schools.

SA2.2.10 The team shall provide evidence specifically addressing each of the sub-criteria in SA2.2.9
to justify any decision not to define the stock as a key LTL species in the ecosystem under
assessment.

SA2.2.10.1 If information is unavailable on a sub-criterion in SA2.2.9, the team shall assume
that the stock meets that sub-criterion.

SA2.2.10.2 When formulating rationales against the key LTL sub-criteria (SA2.2.9a.i-iii), the
team shall:

a. Document the choice of spatial scale.
b. Provide reasonable justification for the choice.

SA2.2.11 The team shall determine whether a species is to be considered a key LTL species based
on its status at the time of assessment. The-determination-shal-bereviewed-at-each

Box SA1l: Species types defined by default as key LTL stocks for the purposes of an MSC
assessment

See ‘ASFIS List of Species for Fishery Statistics Purposes’ for species included in different families
and orders (FAO, 2022)%.

e Family Ammodytidae (sandeels, sandlances)

e Family Clupeidae (herrings, menhaden, pilchards, sardines, sardinellas, sprats)
e Family Engraulidae (anchovies)

e Family Euphausiidae (krill)

e Genus Calanus (copepods)

e Family Myctophidae (lanternfish)

e Family Osmeridae (smelts, capelin)

e Genus Scomber (mackerels)

e Order Atheriniformes (silversides, sand smelts)

e Species Trisopterus esmarkii (Norway pout)

1 FAO 2022. ASFIS List of Species for Fishery Statistics Purposes. Fisheries and Aquaculture Division. Rome.
https://www.fao.org/fishery/en/collection/asfis/en [accessed on 12 August 2022].
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Scoring of key LTL stocks

Table SA2: Pl 1.1.1A stock status PISGs applicable to key LTL stocks

Component PI Scoring
issues
Outcome Stock status (a) Itis likely that  Itis highly There is a
1L1.1A Stock status the stock is likely thatthe  high degree
o relative to above the stock is above = of certainty
The stock is ecosystem point where the point that the stock
at a level that = impairment. serious where serious  is above the
has a low ecosystem ecosystem point where
probability of impacts could | impacts could = serious
serious occur. occur. ecosystem
ecosystem impacts could
impacts. occur.
(b) The stock is Thereis a
Stock status at or high degree
in relation to fluctuating of certainty
ecosystem around a level  that the stock
needs. consistent has been
with fluctuating
ecosystem around a level
needs. consistent
with
ecosystem
needs or has
been above
this level over
recent years.

SA2.2.12 The team shall score stocks identified as key LTL stocks against Pl 1.1.1A instead of Pl

1.1.1.
a. The team shall use Table SA2 and associated requirements SA2.2.13 to SA2.2.17
below.

SA2.2.13 When scoring Pl 1.1.1A scoring issue (a), the team shall interpret ‘the point where serious
ecosystem impacts could occur’ as being substantially higher than the PRI. @

a. Such a reference point shall not be less than 20% of the total biomass (Bo) or the
spawning stock level (SSBo) that would be expected in the absence of fishing.

SA2.2.14 The team shall expect the following of key LTL species when scoring Pl 1.1.1A scoring
issue (b): @

a. The default biomass target level consistent with ecosystem needs shall be 75% of the
Bo or SSBo that would be expected in the absence of fishing.

b. However, a higher or lower target level, down to a minimum 40% of the Bo or SSBo
that would be expected in the absence of fishing, may still achieve an 80-level score if
it can be demonstrated, using a credible ecosystem model or robust empirical data for
the UoA/ecosystem being assessed, that the level adopted:

i. Does not impact the abundance levels of more than 15% of the other species and
trophic groups by more than 40% compared to their state in the absence of fishing
on the target LTL species.
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Does not reduce the abundance level of any single ecosystem group (species or
trophic group) by more than 70% (compared to its biomass level in the absence of
fishing on the target LTL species).

SA2.2.15 At SG100 in scoring issue (b), the team shall require a higher degree of certainty when

considering the ecological impact of the UoA on the stock.

SA2.2.15.1 For key LTL species to score 100, the team shall demonstrate that biomass levels
are fluctuating “above” the ‘level consistent with ecosystem needs’ at SG80.

SA2.2.16 If the team uses proxy indicators and reference points to score key LTL species at PI
1.1.1A, the team shall justify their use as reasonable proxies of stock biomass for the
points where serious ecosystem impacts could occur and the level consistent with
ecosystem needs. @

SA2.2.16.1 Where the team uses fishing mortality rate to score stock status, the default fishing
mortality required to maintain a stock fluctuating around the level consistent with
ecosystem needs shall take the value of:

SA2.2.16.2

SA2.2.16.3

a. 0.5M, where M is the natural mortality of the species, or

b. 0.5Fwmsy, where the maximum rate of fishing mortality (Fusy) has been
determined in a single-species context.

Proxy fishing mortalities required to maintain the stock above the point where
serious ecosystem impacts could occur shall be lower than assumed to be able to
keep the population above the point where recruitment would be impaired.

Departures from these default levels may be justified if the team can demonstrate
that SA2.2.14.b is met.

SA2.2.17 The team shall judge performance against these reference points in the context of
recruitment variability typical for the given species in its ecosystem.

SA2.3 Stock rebuilding PI (P11.1.2)

Table SA3: P11.1.2 stock rebuilding PISGs

Component

Scoring
issues

Outcome

Stock
rebuilding

112

Where the
stock is
reduced,
there is
evidence of
stock
rebuilding
within a
specified
timeframe.

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0
Date of publication: 26 October 2022

(a)
Rebuilding
timeframes

A rebuilding
timeframe is
specified for
the stock that
is the shorter
of 20 years
or 2 times its
generation
time. For
cases where
2 generations
is less than 5
years, the
rebuilding
timeframe is
up to 5 years.
®

The shortest
practicable
rebuilding
timeframe is
specified that
does not
exceed one
generation
time for the
stock.
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Scoring
issues

SA2.3.1

(b)
Rebuilding
evaluation

Monitoring is
in place to
determine
whether the
rebuilding
strategies are
effective in
rebuilding the
stock within
the specified
timeframe.

There is
evidence that
the rebuilding
strategies are
rebuilding
stocks, oritis
likely based
on simulation
modelling,
exploitation
rates, or
previous
performance
that they will
be able to
rebuild the
stock within
the specified
timeframe.

IfP11.1.1/P11.1.1.A score less than SG80, the team shall score PI 1.1.2.

SA2.3.2

There is
strong
evidence that
the rebuilding
strategies are
rebuilding
stocks, or it is
highly likely
based on
simulation
modelling,
exploitation
rates, or
previous
performance
that they will
be able to
rebuild the
stock within
the specified
timeframe.

If the score for PI 1.1.1/PI 1.1.1A changes during a certification cycle, the team shall

update P11.1.2 as follows:

a. If the score is increased from below SG80 to SG80 or above, the team shall remove

P11.1.2 from the scoring of P1 and consider the condition to be closed.

b. If the score is reduced to less than SG80, the team shall score Pl 1.1.2 within 12

months of becoming aware of the reduced status.

SA2.3.3

subsequent conditions are fulfilled within 1 certification period. @

SA2.3.4

fishing mortality rate is available for the UoA: m
a. Current F shall be “likely” to be less than FMSY to justify an SG80 score.

The team shall require that where a score of between SG60 and SG80 is awarded, the

In scoring issue (b), unless there is clear evidence that the stocks are rebuilding, where

b. Current F shall be “highly likely” to be less than Fusy to justify an SG100 score.

SA2.3.5

In UoAs that use assessments and reference points that are regarded as proxies of Fusy

and/or biomass at MSY (Bwmsy), the team shall, in their scoring, take account of any
differences between the proxy reference levels and MSY levels.

SA2.4

Table SA4: Pl 1.2.1 harvest strategy PISGs

Component PI

Scoring
issues

Harvest strategy Pl (Pl 1.2.1)

Harvest Harvest
strategy strategy
)(management 121

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0
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(@)

Harvest
strategy
desigh @

The harvest
strategy is
expected to
achieve stock

The harvest
strategy is

responsive to

the state of

The harvest
strategy is
responsive to
the state of
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Component

Scoring
issues

There is a
robust and
precautionary
harvest
strategy in
place.

(b)
Harvest
strategy
evaluation

(©)
Harvest
strategy
monitoring

(d)
Harvest
strategy
review

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0
Date of publication: 26 October 2022

management
objectives
reflected in
PI1.1.1/
PI1.1.1A
SG80.

The harvest
strategy is
likely to work
based on prior
experience or
plausible
argument.

Monitoring is
in place that is
expected to
determine
whether the
harvest
strategy is
working.

the stock and
the elements
of the harvest
strategy work
together
towards
achieving
stock
management
objectives
reflected in
PI1.1.1/
PI1.1.1A
SG80.

The harvest

strategy may
nothavehas

been fully

the stock and
is designed
to achieve
stock
management
objectives
reflected in
PI1.1.1/
PI1.1.1A
SG80.

The
performance
of the harvest
strategy has

tested butand = been fully

is expected to = evaluated
meet the and evidence
objectives exists to show
reflected in that it is
PI1.1.1/ achieving
Pl1.1.1A itsthe

SG80 or there = objectives

is evidence reflected in
exists-that PI1.1.1/
itthe harvest PI1.1.1A
strateqy is SG80
achieving its including
objectives- being clearly
reflected in able to
P11.1.1/ maintain
PI1.1.1A stocks at
SG80. target levels.

The harvest
strategy is
periodically
reviewed and
improved as
necessary.
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SA2.4.1

a.

Scoring
issues
(e) #There is Itis-highly
Shark finning = kelya high hkehthat
degree of shark finning
certainty that | is-nettaking
shark finning place:
is not taking
N place.
=
() There has Thereis a Thereis a
Review of been areview review every  review that
alternative of alternative 5 years of happens
measures measures to  alternative every 2 years
minimise measures to  of alternative
UoA-related minimise measures to
mortality of UoA-related minimise
unwanted mortality of UoA-related
catch of the unwanted mortality of
target stock. catch of the unwanted
target stock catch of the
and they are target stock,
implemented  and they are
as implemented,
appropriate. as
L appropriate.

The team shall interpret: @

“Responsive” at SG80 and SG100 scoring issue (a) to mean that the harvest strateqy

allows management to be adaptive to the development and implementation of the
differing elements of the harvest strategy and action has been taken by management,
when required.

“Designed” at SG100 scoring issue (a) to mean a harvest strategy that includes a

SA2.4.2

management procedure (MP) that has been developed through management strategy

evaluation (MSE).

“Tested” at SG80 scoring issue (b) to mean the involvement of some sort of structured
logical argument and analysis that supports the choice of strategy.

“Evaluated” at SG100 scoring issue (b) to mean “tested for robustness to uncertainty,
appropriate to the scale and intensity of the UoA”.

When setting conditions, if new harvest control rules (HCRs) or assessment methods

require different or additional information, the team shall ensure that: @

a.

The information is already available, or

b.

The information is made part of the condition.

Shark finning

SA2.4.3 If the target species is a shark, the team shall score scoring issue (e).
SA2.4.3.1 The team shall interpret the term “shark” to refer to any species within the
taxonomic groups Selachimorpha and Rhinopristiformes.
a. Ifthe UoA is part of a management agency whose definition of “shark” includes
additional species, the management agency’s definition shall apply.
SA2.4.4 At scoring issue (e) at SG60, the team shall:
Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0 Page 23
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Determine that a fins naturally attached (FNA) policy is in place for all retained sharks.

Apply the Evidence Requirements Framework in Tool B of the MSC Fisheries

Standard Toolbox to establish that the information used to determine that an FNA or
non-retention policy is in place and enforced has a very high degree of accuracy.

“Unwanted catch”

SA2.4.5

If there is “unwanted catch” of the target P1 stock, the team shall score scoring issue (f).

SA2.4.5.2

When applying scoring issue (f) to target stocks in P1, the team shall include

consideration of “alternative measures” directed at minimising mortality of

“unwanted catch” from ghost gear.

SA2.5 Harvest control rules and tools PI (Pl 1.2.2)

Table SA5: Pl 1.2.2 Harvest control rules and tools PISGs

Component

PI

|

Harvest
strategy

Harvest
control rules
and tools

122

There are
well-defined
and effective
harvest
control rules
{HCRs} in
place.

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0
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Scoring SG60 SG80
issues
T
(a) Generally Well-defined
HCRs design | understood HCRs are in
and HCRs are in place that
application®  place o+ ensure that
available-that  the
are expected = exploitation
to reduce the | rateis
exploitation reduced as
rate as the the PRI is
point of approached,
recruitment and are
: : expected to
(PRI} is keep the
approached.  stock
fluctuating
around a
target level
consistent
with (or
above) MSY,
or for key LTL
species a
levelat levels
consistent
with
ecosystem
needs.

(b) The HCRs are
CR likely to be
The rob_ust to the

robustness of main
HCRs to uncertainties.

uncertainty @

SG100

The HCRs are
expected to
keep the
stock
fluctuating at
or above a
target level
consistent
with MSY, or
another more
appropriate
level most of
the time
taking into
account the
ecological role
of the stock;
most of the
time.

The HCRs
take account
of awide
range of
uncertainties
including the
ecological role
of the stock,
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Component PI Scoring SG60 SG80 SG100
issues

and there is
evidence that
the HCRs are
robust to the
main
uncertainties.

(c) There is Available Evidence
Evaluation of = some evidence clearly
HCRs ®m evidence that indicates that shows that
tools used or  the tools in the tools in
available to use are use are
implement appropriate effective in
HCRs are and effective  achieving the
appropriate in achieving exploitation
and effective | the levels
in controlling = exploitation required
exploitation. levels under the
required HCRs.
under the
HCRs.

SA2.5.1 The team should require additional precaution to be built into the HCR at SG100 so that
the HCR keeps stocks well above limit reference points (LRPs).

SA2.5.2  The team shall interpret:

a. “Generally understood” at SG60 to mean HCRs that can be shown to have been
applied in some way in the past but have not been explicitly defined or agreed.

b. “Well defined” at SG80 to mean HCRs exist in some written form that has been
agreed by the management agency, ideally with stakeholders and state what actions
will be taken at what specific TRP levels.

c. “In place” at SG60 and SG80 to mean the HCR has been adopted by the
management agency, and/or there is evidence or documentation that management
actions have been taken where required.

SA2.5.2 In scoring issue (a) at the SG60 level, teams shall accept ‘available’ HCRs (instead of
HCRs that are ‘in place’) in cases where: !l

a. Stock biomass has not previously been reduced below the MSY level or has been
maintained at that level for a recent period of time that is at least longer than 2 generation times of the
species, and is not predicted to be reduced below BMSY within the next 5 years; or

b. In UoAs where BMSY estimates are not available, the stock has been maintained to
date by the measures in use at levels that have not declined significantly over time, nor shown any
evidence of recruitment impairment.

SA2.5.3 Teams shall recognise ‘available’ HCRs as ‘expected to reduce the exploitation rate as the
point of recruitment impairment is approached’ only in cases where: !! a. HCRs are effectively used in
some other UoAs, that are under the control of the same management body and of a similar size and
scale as the UoA; or b. An agreement or framework is in place that requires the management body to
adopt HCRs before the stock declines below BMSY.

SA2.5.4 In scoring issue (a) at the SG100 level, where guantitative simulation testing is available
“most of the time” should be interpreted as the stock being maintained at or above MSY or some
ecologically more relevant target point at least 70% of the time.
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SA2.5.5 In scoring issue (c) at the SG60 level, where HCRs are recognised as ‘available’, teams shall

include in their rationale: !!

a. Evidence that HCRs are being ‘effectively’ used in other named UoAs, also

managed by the same management body, including the basis on which they are

regarded as ‘effective’; or

b. A description of the formal agreement or legal framework that the management

body has defined, and the indicators and trigger levels that will require the

development of HCRs.

Evaluating the effectiveness of HCRs
SA2.5.3

In scoring issue (c), for “evidence” the team shall use the current levels of exploitation in

the UoA, such as measured by the fishing mortality rate or harvest rate, where available.

SA2.5.3.1

If information is not available on the exploitation rate consistent with achieving a

long-term MSY, the team shall provide justification where available proxy indicators
and reference points are used as reasonable proxies of the exploitation rate.

SA2.6

Information and monitoring PI (Pl 1.2.3)

Table SA6: Pl 1.2.3 information and monitoring PISGs

Component PI

Harvest Information (@)
strategy fand Range of
monitoring information
1.2.3
Relevant
information is
collected to
support the
harvest
strategy.
b
Monitoring @

Scoring issues

SG60

Some
relevant
information
related to
stock
structure,
stock
productivity,
and fleet
composition
is available
to support
the harvest
strategy.

Stock
abundance
and UoA
removals
are
monitored
and at least
onel
indicator is
available

SG80

Sufficient
relevant
information
related to stock
structure, stock
productivity,
fleet
composition
and, other data
are available to
support the
harvest
strategy.

Stock
abundance and
UoA removals
are regularly
monitored at a
level of
accuracy and
coverage
consistent
with the

SG100

A
comprehensive
range of
information (on
stock structure,
stock
productivity,
fleet
composition,
stock
abundance,
UoA removals,
and other
information such
as
environmental
information),
including some
that may not be
directly relevant
to the current
harvest strategy,
is available.

All information
required by the
harvest eentro}
rulestrateqy is
monitored with
high frequency
and a high
degree of
certainty, and
there is a good

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0
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Component PI Scoring issues  SG60 SG80 SG100
and harvest eentrol | understanding
monitored relestrateqy, of the inherent
with and enel or uncertainties in
sufficient more the information
frequency indicators are [(data}) and the
to support available and robustness of
the harvest | monitored with assessment and
control sufficient management
rulestrateqy | frequency to tein dealing with
. support the this uncertainty.
harvest eentrol
rulestrategy.
(c) There is good
Comprehensive information on
ness of all other fishery
information @ removals from
the stock.
SA2.6.1 In considering the status of the stock in P1, the team shall consider information about

mortality that is observed and mortality that is unobserved.

SA2.6.2

The team shall identify which information from the information categories in SA2.6.3_is

relevant to both the design and effective operational phases of the harvest strategy. ®

SA2.6.2.1

The team should base its evaluation on this information.

SA2.6.3

The team shall determine a combined score for this Pl on the quality of data available,

weighted by information category on the relevance to the harvest strategy, HCR, and
management tools. Information categories include: @

a
b
c.
d
e
f.

SA2.6.4

Stock structure.

Stock productivity.
Fleet composition.

Stock abundance.

UoA removals.
Other data.

The team shall interpret “sufficient” information at the SG80 level to mean that all

information required to implement the harvest strategy is available at a quality and quantity
necessary to demonstrate achievement of the SG80 outcome PI 1.1.1.

SA2.6.5

The team shall interpret a “comprehensive range of information” and “all information” at

the SG100 level to include information provided by a strategic research plan.

SA2.6.5.1

SA2.6.6

This information shall go beyond the immediate short-term management needs to
create a strategic body of research relevant to the long-term UoA-specific
management system.

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0
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SA2.7 Assessment of stock status Pl (Pl 1.2.4)

Table SA7: Pl 1.2.4 assessment of stock status PISGs

Component PI

Scoring
issues

Assessment
of stock status

124

Harvest
strategy

There is an
adequate
assessment
of the stock
status.

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0

Date of publication: 26 October 2022

(@
Appropriatene
ss of
assessment
to stock under
consideration

(b)
Assessment
approach

©
Uncertainty in
the
assessment

@
Evaluation of
assessment

The
assessment
estimates
stock status
relative to
generic
reference
points
appropriate to
the species
category.

The
assessment
identifies
major
sources of
uncertainty.

The
assessment is
appropriate
for the stock
and for the
harvest
control

rulestrateqy.

The
assessment
estimates
stock status
relative to
reference
points that are
appropriate to
the stock and
can be
estimated.

The
assessment
takes
uncertainty
into account.

The
assessment
takes into
account the
major features
relevant to the
biology of the
species and
the nature of
the UoA.

The
assessment
takes into
account
uncertainty
and-is
evaluatingeval
uates stock
status relative
to reference
points in a
probabilistic
way.

The
assessment
has been
tested and
shown to be
robust.
Alternative
hypotheses
and
assessment
approaches
have been
rigorously
explored.
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Component PI Scoring
issues
(e) The The
Peer review of assessment assessment
assessment of stock status | has been
is subject to internally
peer review. and
externally
peer
reviewed.

SA2.7.1 For SG80, if considering an assessment that covers stock complexes (see SA2.2.5) the
team shall take into account that the level of assessment required for individual stocks or
species within the complex should reflect their ecological importance.
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MSC Fisheries Standard

Principle 1

Principle 2

Principle 3

In-scope species

ETP/OOS species

Ecosystem

[

P12.1.1: Outcome status

P12.2.1: Outcome status

P12.3.1: Outcome status

Pl 2.4.1: Outcome status

Pl 2.1.2: Management
strategy

Pl 2.2.2: Management
strategy

Pl 2.3.2: Management
strategy

Pl 2.4.2: Management
strategy

P1 2.1.3: Information

P12.2.3: Information

P12.3.3: Information

P1 2.4.3: Information

Figure SA2: Principle 2 assessment tree structure

SA3.1 General requirements for Principle 2
SA3.1.1  The team shall interpret the following terms used in Principle 2 as follows:
a. “Does not hinder recovery” means the impact of the UoA is low enough that if the
status of the species can improve, the UoA will not hinder that improvement.
b. “If necessary”, in the management Pls, excludes:
i.__The assessment of UoAs that do not have scoring elements at these SG levels.
ii. Scoring elements with impacts determined to be “negligible”.
c. “In place” means the measure, partial strategy, strategy, or comprehensive strategy
has been fully implemented in the UoA.
d. “Minimise” means reduce to lowest achievable level.
i.__In determining the lowest achievable level, the team shall consider the
requirements of each component.
e. “Negligible” means not material or significant.

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0
Date of publication: 26 October 2022

i. _In determining whether an impact is “negligible”, the team shall consider the
relevant requirements of each component.

“Unwanted catch” is the part of the catch that a fisher did not intend to catch but could

not avoid and did not want or chose not to use. @
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Designation of Principle 2 species

SA3.1.2  The team shall identify and categorise all Principle 2 (P2) species under the following
Principle 2 components: @

a.In-scope species.
b.Endangered, threatened, or protected (ETP) and out-of-scope (OOS) species (hereafter

ETP/O0QS).

c. Habitats.

SA3.1.2.1 The team shall apply SA3.1.4—SA3.1.5 and the supporting decision tree in Figure
SA3_to determine SA3.1.2.a and SA3.1.2.b.

SA3.1.2.2 The team shall assign any invertebrate identified as a benthic habitat-forming species
(e.q. coral species), to the habitats scoring component.

SA3.1.2.3 The team shall provide a rationale for the categorisation of all Principle 2 species.

SA3.1.2.4 The team shall provide the common and the scientific name for each species
assessed under P2.

SA3.1.2.5 If applicable, the team shall outline in the assessment report the stock component
that each species belongs to.

SA3.1.2.6 The team shall score each Principle 2 species as a scoring element under the
component to which it is assigned.

SA3.1.3 If the team determines that there are no scoring elements in a particular component, the
team shall award a score of SG100 under the Outcome PI.

SA3.1.3.1 The team shall still score the Management and Information Pls.

SA3.1.4  The team shall assign species as ETP/OOS in P2 as follows:

a. Species impacted by the UoA that are classified as amphibians, reptiles, birds, or
mammals (hereafter known as OOS species).

b. Species impacted by the UoA that are classified as fish or invertebrates and are listed
in any of the following, subject to modifications if relevant as per SA3.1.4.1-4: @

i. Appendix 1 of the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species

(CITES).
ii. Appendix 2 of CITES.

ii. _Appendix 1 of the Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild

Animals (CMS).
iv. Appendix 2 of CMS.

V. The International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) Red List of Threatened
Species and classified globally as “Critically Endangered (Cr)”.

vi. The IUCN Red List of Threatened Species and classified globally as “Endangered
(En)".

vii. National ETP legislation.

SA3.1.4.1 The team shall make and document modifications to the species list created by the
application of SA3.1.4.b_for the purposes of component reclassification (e.g. to in-
scope or Principle 1 components). The team shall base modifications on the
application of a and b below:

a. Species taxonomy and associated ETP listing (SA3.1.4.2).

b. Whether the species meets modification criteria based on life history
characteristics, management status, and stock status (SA3.1.4.3).
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SA3.1.4.2 The team shall make modifications based on species taxonomy and associated
ETP listing following the application of SA3.1.4.b, as follows: @

a. The team shall only make modifications to Chondrichthyan species listed on
CMS Appendix 2 or CITES Appendix 2.

b. The team shall only make modifications to non-Chondrichthyan species listed
on CMS Appendix 2, CITES Appendix 2, the IUCN Red List of Threatened
species classified globally as “En” or listed in National ETP Legislation.

i. Foraand b, the team shall only make modifications to species listed on
CITES Appendix 2 in cases where the species concerned are permitted to
be exported and traded by the relevant management authority/authorities.

C.__The team shall make modifications to non-Chondrichthyan species globally
listed as IUCN “Cr” as per SA3.1.4.3.in cases where the [IUCN assessment is
determined to be “needing update” as defined by the IUCN.

i. The team shall only implement modifications as per SA3.1.4.3. when the
information supporting the modification criteria is more recent than the
IUCN assessment.

SA3.1.4.3 The team shall only make modifications to the species list resulting from application
of SA3.1.4.2 when at least 2 of the following modification criteria are met:

a. Life history characteristics: the species is inherently resilient to exploitation as
demonstrated by high productivity attributes.

i. The team shall determine this criterion is met if the stock/species achieves
an overall average productivity score of less than 2, using Table A8 in the
MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox_(PSA productivity attributes and scores
for fish and invertebrates).

b. Management status: the stock is subject to measures or management tools,
reflected in either LRPs or TRPs (or equivalent), intended to achieve stock
management objectives in response to directed exploitation.

c. Stock status: the stock is at a level that maintains high productivity.

i. The team shall determine this criterion is met if the stock is at or fluctuating
around a level consistent with achieving SG80 for Pl 1.1.1, scoring issue

(b).

i. The team shall make determinations as per SA3.1.4.3.c.i_using information
from stock assessment(s) that have been subject to peer review, consistent
with achieving SG80 for PI 1.2.4, scoring issue (e).

SA3.1.4.4 The team shall only apply the modifications once per certification cycle at the
beginning of each assessment (e.qg. initial assessment; reassessment; transition
assessment; scope extension assessment). @
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Catch and impact of the fishery
(i.e. UoA catch & other species impacted)

] v

Out-of-scope (OOS) species: In-scope species:
mammal, bird, reptile, or amphibian fish or invertebrate

!

Is the species listed in any of the following?

« Appendix 1 of CITES
Yes « Appendix 1 of CMS
« IUCN "Cr" (which does not require updating as per
SA3.1.4.2.c)

No
¥

Is the species a
Chondrichthyan?
Yes No

'

Is the species listed in any of the
following?

Yes—|
«IUCN "En"
« National ETP legislation

No
¥

Is the species listed in any of the Is the species listed in any of the
following? following?

No—|

« Appendix 2 of CITES « Appendix 2 of CITES

* Appendix 2 of CMS « Appendix 2 of CMS

« [UCN "Cr" (which does require updating
[ as per SA3.1.4.2.c)

Yes +IUCN "En"

+ National ETP legislation

Principle 1 species J ’
or Yes

No
Principle 2 In-scope species

Does the species meet at least 2 of the
modification criteria?

No-

« Life history characteristics
« Management status
* Stock status

I
Yes
A

Principle 1 species

Principle 2 ETP/OOS species or

Principle 2 In-scope species

Figure SA3: Decision tree for species categorisation

SA3.1.5 The team shall assign species as In-scope in P2 as follows:

a. Species that are not assessed under Principle 1.
b. Species that are not classified as ETP/OOS.

c. Species used as bait in the UoA, whether caught by the UoA or purchased from
elsewhere. @

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0 Page 33
Date of publication: 26 October 2022 © Marine Stewardship Council 2022



MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0

SA3.1.6  When assessing the impact of the UoA on all components within P2, including “unwanted
catch”, the team shall assess mortality that is observed and mortality that is unobserved,
including that from ghost fishing.

SA3.1.6.1 The team shall document the assessment of observed and unobserved mortality in
scoring rationales. ®
SA3.1.7 When considering the effectiveness of a management strategy and its ability to meet P2

outcomes, the team shall take into account any impacts of fishing overcapacity and other
issues resulting from subsidies.

SA3.1.7.1 If overcapacity exists as a result of subsidies, the management system should be
robust enough to deal with this issue and still deliver a sustainable fishery as per
Principle 2.

SA3.2 General requirements for outcome Pls

SA3.2.1  The team shall interpret definitions of required probability in Principle 2 as per Table SA8.
O]

Table SA8: Probability required at different scoring guideposts

Performance SG60 probability SG80 probability SG100 probability

indicator requirement requirement requirement

PI21.1 “Likely” = > 70th %ile “Highly likely” = > 80th “High degree of certainty”
%ile* = > 90th %ile

PI221 “Unlikely” = > 70th %ile “Highly unlikely” = > 80th “High degree of certainty”
Yoile* = > 95th %ile

Pl 2.3.1 and “Unlikely” = < 40th %ile “Highly unlikely” = < 30th Evidence of “highly

PlI2.4.1 Yoile unlikely” = < 20th %ile

Pl 2.1.2d and | “High degree of certainty”

Pl12.2.2d = > 95th %ile*

SA3.3 General requirements for management Pls @
SA3.3.1 _ The team shall interpret:

a. “Measures” to mean actions or tools that explicitly manage impacts on the component
or indirectly contribute to management of the component under assessment having
been designed to manage impacts elsewhere.

b. “Partial strategy” to mean a cohesive arrangement that may comprise 1 or more
measures, an understanding of how the measures work to achieve an outcome and
an awareness of the need to change the measures should they cease to be effective.
A “partial strategy” may not have been designed to manage the impact on that
component specifically.

c. “Strategy” to mean a cohesive and strategic arrangement that may comprise 1 or
more measures and an understanding of how the measures work to achieve an
outcome. A “strategy” should be designed to manage impact on that component
specifically, it needs to be appropriate to the scale, intensity, and cultural context of
the fishery and should contain mechanisms for the modification of fishing practices if
unacceptable impacts are identified.

d. “Comprehensive strategy” to mean a complete and tested strateqy made up of linked
monitoring, analyses, and management measures and responses. The term is only
applicable to the ETP/OOS component.
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General requirements for information Pls

The team shall interpret the SG100 level relating to “information adequate to support a

strategy” to include information provided by a strategic research plan that addresses the
information needs of management.

SA3.4.1.1

SA3.5

management system.

In-scope species outcome Pl (P 2.1.1)

Table SA9: PI 2.1.1 in-scope species outcome PISGs

This information shall go beyond the immediate short-term management needs to
create a strategic body of research relevant to the long-term fishery-specific

In-scope
species

Outcome
status

2.1.1

The UoA aims
to maintain in-
scope species
above the PRI
and does not
hinder
recovery of in-
scope species

if they are
below the

PRI.

(a) Main in-scope | Main in-scope | There is a
Main in-scope | Species are species are high degree
species stock | likely to be highly likely | of certainty
status above the to be above that main in-
PRI. the PRI. scope species
o o are fluctuating
- - around a level
If the species | If the species | consistent
is below the is below the with MSY.
PRI, it is PRI, there is
likely that the | evidence of
UOA does not | recovery, or it
hinder is highly

recovery and

likely that the

rebuilding.

UoA does not
hinder
recovery and
rebuilding.
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Minor in- listedMinor
scope species in-scope
stock status species are
highly likely
to be above
the binding
international
agreements
givenPRI.

or

If below:
unlessitecan
be-shewn the
PRI, there is
evidence that
the partieular
stoek-ofUoA
does not
hinder the
recovery and
rebuilding of
minor in-
scope species
concluded

under-this
Convention.

SA3LE9

SA3.5.1 Ifinformation is not available on the stock status relative to the PRI or MSY levels, the
team shall use proxy indicators and reference points as per SA2.2.3. ®

SA3.5.2 The team shall determine and justify which in-scope species are considered “main” and
which are “minor”. ®

SA3.5.2.1 The team shall consider a species “main” if: @

a. The catch of a species by the UoA comprises 5% or more by weight of the total
catch of all species by the UoA, or
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b. The species is classified as “less resilient” and the catch of the species by the
UoA comprises 2% or more by weight of the total catch of all species by the
UoA, or:

i. _The team shall classify a species as “less resilient” if:

A. The productivity of the species indicates that it is intrinsically of low
resilience, and/or

== o, a

B. lts intrinsic resilience is high and existing knowledge of the species
indicates that its resilience has been lowered because of
anthropogenic or natural changes to its life history.

c. The species is a shark and the fishery trades in shark fins.

SA3.5.2.2 If a species does not meet the designated weight thresholds of 5% or 2% as
defined in SA3.5.2.1, the team shall still classify a species as “main” if the total
catch of the UoA is exceptionally large, such that even small catch proportions of a
P2 species significantly impact the affected stocks/populations.

SA3.5.2.3 The team shall consider all other in-scope species that are not considered “main” as
“minor” species.

SA3.5.3 The team shall consider UoA impact as “negligible” for “minor species” that make up < 2%
of total UoA catch, except in cases where SA3.5.2.2 applies.

SA3.5.4 If there are no “main” species scoring elements, the team shall award a score of 100 for
scoring issue (a).

SA3.5.5 Atthe SG8O0 level, if a species is below the level at which recruitment could be impaired
the team shall recognise “evidence of recovery” using at least 1 of the following as
rationale: @

a. Direct evidence from time-series estimates of stock status.

b. Indirect evidence from time-series of indicators or proxies of stock status that are
indicative of the state of the whole stock.

c.__Indicators, proxies, or absolute estimates of exploitation rate that show that fishing
mortality experienced by the stock is lower than Fusy.

d. Direct evidence that the proportion of catch by the UoA relative to the total catch of the
stock does not hinder recovery.
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In-scope species management strategy Pl (Pl 2.1.2) @

Table SA10: Pl 2.1.2 in-scope species management strateqy PISGs

PI

O
In-scope

species strateqy

2.1.2

Thereis a
strategy in
place that is

designed to
maintain or to

not hinder
rebuilding of

in-scope
species.

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0
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anagement

Scoring SG60
issues
L

(a) There are

Management  measures in

strategy in place for the

place ® UoA, if
necessary,
that are

expected to
maintain or to
not hinder
rebuilding of
the main in-
scope species
at/to the in-
scope species
outcome
SG60 level.

SG80

Thereis a

evaluated;
and-partial
strategy in

place for the
benchmark-is

chosenUoA, if
necessary
that is
expected to
provide-a-high
probability-of
persistencem
aintain or to
not hinder
rebuilding of
the main in-
scope species
at/to the in-
scope species
outcome
SG80 level.

or

Where in-
scope species
outcome fails
to meet the
SG80, a
demonstrably
effective
strategy is in

place
between all

MSC UoAs
that
categorise
this species
as main In-
scope to
ensure that
they
collectively do
not hinder
recovery and
rebuilding.

SG100

Thereis a
strategy in
place for the
UoA for
managing
main and
minor in-
scope species
to achieve the
in-scope
species
outcome
SG80 level of
performance.
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Scoring

issues

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0
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(b)
Management
strategy
effectiveness

(c)
Review of
alternative
measures

(d)
Shark finning

((e)
Ghost gear
management
strategy

The There is some  Thereis
measures, if evidence that = evidence that
necessary, the measures/ = the partial
are partial strategy/
considered strateqy, if strategy is
likely to work | necessary, is = achieving the
for the main achieving the  objectives set
in-scope objectives for = outin scoring
species, main in-scope issue (a),
based on species set based on
plausible outin scoring  information
argument. issue (a) directly about
based on the UoA
some and/or
information species
directly about  involved.
the UoA
and/or
species
involved.
Thereis a Thereis a Thereis a
review of review at review that
alternative least once happens
measures to  every 5years | every 2 years
minimise of alternative | of alternative
UoA-related measures to measures to
mortality of minimise minimise
unwanted UoA-related UoA-related
catch of main | mortality of mortality of
in-scope unwanted unwanted
species. catch of main | catch of all in-
in-scope scope
species and species, and
they are they are
implemented | implemented
Las Las
appropriate. appropriate. |
Thereis a .
high degree
of certainty
that shark
finning is not
taking place.
There are Thereis a Thereis a
measures in partial strategy in
place for the strateqgy in place for the
UoA, if place for the UoA, if
necessary, UoA, if necessary
that are necessary, that is
expected to that either expected to
minimise explicitly minimise
ghost gear manage ghost gear
and its impact | impacts-on and its impact
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Scoring

issues

\
on all in- the on all in-
scope compenentor = scope

species. indirectly species.

expected to
minimise
ghost gear
and its impact
on all in-
scope
species.
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Reviewing “alternative measures” for “unwanted catch”

SA3.6.1 If there is “unwanted catch”, the team shall score scoring issue (c).

SA3.6.1.1 The team shall interpret “alternative measures” as alternative fishing gear and/or
practices (i.e. those not already used in the UoA prior to the review) that have been
shown to minimise incidental mortality of the species or species type to the lowest
achievable levels. @

a. _The team shall only consider “alternative measures” directed at minimising
mortality of “unwanted catch” from ghost gear within scoring issue (e).

SA3.6.1.2 The team shall verify that a “review” includes consideration of the potential
effectiveness and practicality of “alternative measures”. @

SA3.6.1.3 The team shall interpret “implemented as appropriate” as situations where potential
“alternative measures” reviewed are: @

a. Determined to be more effective at minimising the mortality of “unwanted catch”
than current fishing gear and practices.

b. Determined to be comparable to existing measures in terms of effect on target
species catch and impacts on vessel and crew safety.

c. Determined to not negatively impact other species or habitats.

d. Not cost prohibitive to implement.

Shark finning

SA3.6.2 If the in-scope species is a shark, the team shall score scoring issue (d) following
SA2.4.3-SA2.4.4.

Ghost gear management strateqy ®

SA3.6.3  The team shall score scoring issue (e) where the corresponding ghost gear management
scoring issue, Pl 2.2.2 scoring issue (e), is not scored (i.e. in scoring scenarios where
there are no ETP/OQS scoring elements):

a. The term “if necessary” is used at SG60, SG80, and SG100 referring to whether the
risk of ghost fishing or ghost gear impacts are either demonstrably absent or
“negligible” (as defined in SA3.6.4.1). @SA3-2——Generalrequirements-for-outcome
Pis

SA3.6.4  The team shall interpret “minimise” in scoring issue (e) as a reduction of ghost gear and its
impact to the point where the risk of ghost fishing or ghost gear impacts are either
demonstrably absent or “negligible”.

SA3.6.4.1 The team shall use its expert judgement in determining what is “negligible”.

a. In making this determination, the team shall consider:

i. The significance of the ghost gear risk in relation to the prevalence of ghost
gear and vulnerability of species (for in-scope and/or ETP/OOS scoring

components).

i. The significance of ghost gear risk in relation to the prevalence of ghost
gear and the sensitivity/and or vulnerability of habitats (for habitats scoring
component) at risk of ghost gear impact.
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In-scope species information Pl (P11 2.1.3)

Table SA11: Pl 2.1.3 in-scope species information PISGs

In-scope SA3:Information | (a) Information is | H-ateam Information is
species 213 Information adequate to determines adequate to
= adequacy for | broadly that-a-UoA estimate the

Information is assessment understand has-ne-impaet | impact of the
adequate to of impact on the impact of | ena UoA on the
determine the main in- the UoA on particular stock status of
impact of the scope the stock compeonentit | main in-scope
UoA on in- species status of shall-receive species with a
scope species main in- ascore of very high
and the scope 100-underthe | degree of
effectiveness of species. Outcome accuracy.
management PkInformation
measures or is adequate
strategies in to estimate
place. the impact of

the UoA on

the stock

status of

main in-

scope

species with

ahigh

degree of

accuracy.

SA3.2.2 . (b) . The team shall
Information consider-both
adequacy for the-current
assessment outcome
of impact on status-and the
minor in- resilience of
scope historical
species arrangements

to function
adequately
and-deliverlow
risk-under
future
conditions
when-scoring
outcome
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Pis:Information

is adequate to
estimate the

impact of the
UoA on the
stock status of
minor in-
scope species
with a high
degree of
accuracy.
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(©) Information is | Information is | Fhe-definitions
Information adequate to adequate to olrogired
adequacy for | support support a probability in
management | measures to | partial P2 shall be
strateqy manage strategy to those in.
main in- manage main | Information is
scope in-scope adequate to
species. species. support a
strategy to
manage all in-

scope species
and evaluate
with a high
degree of
certainty
whether the
strateqy is
achieving its
objective.

SA3.7.1  The team shall report the catch- and UoA-related mortality of all “main” species taken by

the UoA.

SA3.7.1.1 If the team has assessed a species or proportion of the catch of a species as

“unwanted catch”, the team shall indicate the proportion of the catch that is

unwanted for each of these species.

SA3.7.2  In scoring issues (a) and (b), the team shall apply the Evidence Requirements Framework

in Tool B of the MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox_to determine which guidepost is met.

SA3.7.3 In scoring issue (c), the team shall use its expert judgement to consider the adequacy of

information in relation to supporting the management measures, partial strategy, or

strateqy, including the ability to detect any changes in risk level to in-scope species. @

SA3.8 ETP/OOS species outcome Pl (Pl 2.2.1)

Table SA12: P12.2.1 ETP/OOS species outcome PISGs

TP/O0S PLOutcome
species status

2421

The direct
effects of the
UoA do not
hinder
recovery of
the ETP/O0S
unit to
favourable
conservation
status.
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(@) The direct EvidenceThe | Thereisa
Direct effects | effects of the direct effects high degree
O] UOA are of the UoA of certainty
unlikely to are highly that the direct
hinder unlikely to effects of the
recovery of hinder UoA do not
the ETP/OOS | recovery of hinder
unit to the ETP/OOS | recovery of
favourable unit to the ETP/O0S
conservation favourable unit to
status. conservation favourable
status. conservation
status.
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SA3.8.1  The team shall identify the ETP/OOS unit(s). @

SA3.8.1.1

The team shall identify the ETP/OQOS unit(s) on the basis of either:

SA3.8.1.2

a. Biological distinctiveness (defined by any genetic, life history, behavioural, or
morphological characteristics), or

b. Conservation and management purposes (defined based on geographic
boundaries but drawing on biological information).

In making relevant determinations, the team shall consider biology and distribution

SA3.8.1.3

of the ETP/OOS unit relative to the scale and intensity of the UoA, as per
SA3.8.1.1.

Where organisations responsible for assessing status of species have identified

SA3.8.1.4

specific ETP/OQOS units in order to assess impacts of the UoA or wider fleet that
meet the requirements in SA3.8.1.1_and SA3.8.1.2, the team shall select these units
as the ETP/OOS unit.

Where organisations responsible for assessing status of species have not identified

SA3.8.1.5

specific ETP/OOS units in order to assess impacts of the UoA or wider fleet, or
those units do not meet the requirements in SA3.8.1.1 and SA3.8.1.2, the team
shall select the most relevant unit for assessing the impacts of the UoA on the
population, following SA3.8.1.1 and SA3.8.1.2.

The team shall treat each ETP/OOS unit selected as a separate scoring element.

SA3.8.1.6

The team shall justify the selection of each ETP/OQOS unit.

SA3.8.2 The team shall evaluate the likelihood that the UoA does not hinder recovery of the

ETP/OOS unit to favourable conservation status through:

a. Review of quantitative assessment(s) that determine the impact of the UoA with

respect to favourable conservation status, or

b. Review of evidence that the UoA impact is “negligible”.

SA3.8.2.1 The team shall consider favourable conservation status to be a level equivalent to
at least 50% carrying capacity unless the team has defined a higher level based on
the life history characteristics of the ETP/OQS unit.

SA3.8.2.2  Where the following reference points are specified and are set at a level of at least
50% carrying capacity, the team shall consider the reference point equivalent to
favourable conservation status:

a. Optimum Sustainable Population.

b. Maximum Net Productivity Level.

c. Maximum Sustained Fishing Mortality.

d. Fishing Mortality or Biomass-based reference points.

SA3.8.2.3 The team shall evaluate whether the UoA would hinder recovery (as defined in
SA3.1.1) of the ETP/OOS unit to favourable conservation status within a timeframe
of 3 generations or 100 years, whichever is shorter.

SA3.8.2.4 Where the UoA impact on the ETP/OOS unit is “negligible” (as defined in
SA3.8.2.5), the team shall also consider this as evidence that the UoA is not
hindering recovery at all SG levels.

SA3.8.2.5 The team shall define the UoA impact as “negligible” when the following
requirements are met:

a. The UoA has achieved at least a score of 80 for Pl 2.2.3 scoring issue (a), and:
i. For OOS species, based on the information in (a), the average estimates of
mortality from the UoA are less than 10 individuals per year, and the lower
bound of estimated breeding population size is equal to or greater than
5,000 individuals, or
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i. For fish or invertebrate species, UoA mortalities represent less than 2% of
total UoA catch.

SA3.8.2.6  The team shall identify in the report all ETP/OOS species on which the UoA has a
“negligible” impact and provide a rationale for considering them as such.

SA3.8.3 At the SG80 level for scoring issue (a), if the ETP/OOS unit is a marine mammal and
intentional harassment or intentional killing of that ETP/OOS unit is an integral part of the
fishing operation, the team shall verify that it is estimated to be at or above favourable
conservation status with a “high degree of certainty” (as per Table SA8).

SA3.8.3.1 The team shall verify the status of the ETP/OOS unit using a guantitative estimate
of the population size within the last 5 years that has been:

a. Produced by an independent research organisation or has been independently
verified, and

b. Made publicly available.

SA3.8.3.2 _ “Intentional” shall mean any action that is not deemed to be “incidental” to fishing
operations. @

a. The term “incidental” describes consequences or results that were neither
intended nor anticipated.

SA3.8.3.3 “Harassment” shall mean any act of pursuit, torment, or annoyance that has the
potential to:

a. Injure a marine mammal, or

b. Disturb a marine mammal by causing disruption of behavioural patterns,
including, but not limited to, migration, breathing, nursing, breeding, feeding, or
sheltering.
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“Integral part” shall mean a tactical or necessary part of the fishing operation of any

a. The term “tactical” describes actions instituted by the UoA whilst undertaking

fishing operations (e.g. deploying or hauling fishing gear) that either make use

of (e.q. used to help facilitate capture of target species), or target (e.q. pursue

b. The term “necessary” describes actions required, or expected, to maximise

Where the team trigger SA3.8.3_for an ETP/OOS unit, the maximum score the team

SA3.8.34
vessel within the UoA.
or encircle) marine mammals.
catch or its efficiency.
SA3.8.3.5
shall award for that unit is 80.
SA3.8.3.6

The team shall apply SA3.8.3 irrespective of:

a.  Whether the UoA impact on the ETP/OOS unit is determined to be negligible as

per SA3.8.2.5.
b. Whether the RBF is triggered for the relevant ETP/OOS unit.

c. _Whether the client, or entities within the client group, are permitted to

intentionally kill or harass marine mammals (i.e. through permits or other types

of allowances).

SA3.9 ETP/OOS species management strategy Pl (Pl 2.2.2)

Table SA13: Pl 2.2.2 ETP/OOS species management strategy PISGs

ETP/O0S SA3:Manage | (a) There are Thereis a Thereis a
species ment strategqy | Management | measures in strategy in comprehensi
2422 strategy in place, if place, if ve strategy in
= place ® necessary, necessary, place that is
The UoA has that are that is expected to
precautionary expected to expected to minimise the
management minimise the | minimise the UoA-related
strategies in UoA-related UoA-related mortality of
place mortality of mortality of the ETP/O0S
designed to: the ETP/OOS | the ETP/OOS | unit and
unit and unit and achieve the
w achieve the achieve the ETP outcome
catches of the oucome~ | oucome | performance.
- .
W SG80 level of | SG8O0 level of
minimised performance. | performance.
and where
possible
eliminated
— Ensure that
the UoA does
not hinder
recovery to
Favourable
Conservation
Status.
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(b) Evidence
Management indicates that
strategy the
effectiveness measures
] strateqgy, or
comprehensi
ve strategy
have reduced
or minimised
the mortality
of the
ETP/O0S
unit.
~ N
©) Thereisa Thereisa
Review of review at review that
alternative least once happens
measures to every 5 years | every 2 years
minimise of the of alternative
mortality of alternative measures to
the ETP/O0OS measures to minimise
unit @ minimise UoA-related
UoA-related mortality of
mortality of the ETP/O0S
the ETP/OOS | unit, and they
unit and they | are
are implemented
implemented as appropriate
as appropriate | for the
for the ETP/O0S
ETP/O0S unit.
~ unit. 7
1d) Thereis a )
Shark finning | high degree
of certainty
that shark
finning is not
L taking place. J
e . . ~N
(e) There are Thereis a Thereis a
Ghost gear measures in partial strategy in
management | place, if strategy in place for the
strategy necessary, place for the UoA, if
for the UoA UoA, if necessary
that are necessary, that is
expected to that is expected to
minimise expected to minimise
ghost gear minimise ghost gear
and its impact | ghost gear and its impact
on the and its impact | on the
ETP/O0S on the ETP/O0S
unit. ETP/O0S unit.
~ ﬂ J
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SA3.9.1 In scoring issue (a), the team shall interpret “measures”/“strategy”/“comprehensive
strategy” in place that is/are expected to minimise mortality as including “measures” that
have been shown to minimise mortalities through:

a. Spatial and/or temporal gear restrictions or closures, or

b. Modification of fishing gears and practices, or

c. Maximising the live release of individuals while ensuring the safety of the fishing crew.

SA3.9.1.1 The team shall justify how these measures are expected to minimise the UoA-
related mortality based on at least 1 of the following:

a. The use of best practice mitigation “measures”, where these have
demonstrably achieved minimisation of mortalities of a species with a specific
gear type.

b. Comparison with similar fisheries and species (similar gear, area of operation,
and interactions with the ETP/OOS unit).

c. From trials or application in the UoA itself.

SA3.9.2 In scoring issue (b), the team shall review evidence and provide rationale on the
effectiveness of the “measures”, “strateqy”, or “comprehensive strategy” in achieving the
objective of minimising mortality of the ETP/OQOS unit.

SA3.9.2.1  Within the rationale, the team shall include evidence of “demonstratable reductions
in ETP/OOS unit mortalities” since implementation of the
“measures”/’strateqy”/’comprehensive strategy”, unless ETP/OOS mortalities are
“negligible”, as per SA3.8.2.5, or “minimised”.

a. The team shall interpret ETP/OOS unit mortalities as “minimised” when both of
the following are met:
i. The ETP/OOS unit score meets at least the SG80 for ETP outcome (PI

2.2.1) scoring issue (a) or achieves a score of 80 or above when applying
the RBF in the ‘MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox'.

ii. The ETP/OOS unit score meets the SG100 for ETP Management (Pl 2.2.2)
scoring issue (a).

b. The team shall interpret “Demonstrable reductions in ETP/OQOS unit mortalities”
as a clear trend showing a decline in mortalities due to the implementation of
“measures” described in SA3.9.1 since the “measures” were introduced.

Reviewing “alternative measures” for ETP/OOS species

SA3.9.3 The CAB shall assess scoring issue (c) unless ETP mortalities are zero or “negligible”.

SA3.9.3.1 “Alternative measures” shall be interpreted as alternative fishing gear and practices
(i.e. those not already used in the UoA prior to the review) that meet the criteria for
“measures” that are expected to minimise mortality as per SA3.9.1.1.

SA3.9.3.2 “Implemented as appropriate for the ETP/OOS unit” shall be interpreted as
situations where potential “alternative measures” reviewed are:

a. Determined to be more effective at minimising the mortality of the ETP/OOS
unit than the current fishing gear and practices.

b. Determined to be comparable to existing measures in terms of effect on target
species catch, and impacts on vessel and crew safety.

c. Determined to not negatively impact other species or habitats.

Shark finning

SA3.9.4 Ifthe ETP species is a shark, the team shall score scoring issue (d) following SA2.4.3—
SA2.4.4,
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Ghost gear management strategy

SA3.9.5 In assessing scoring issue (e), the team shall apply SA3.6.3—4
SA3.3 General requirements for information Pls .

a. The team shall only assess scoring issue (e) when there are ETP/OQOS scoring
elements.

b. The term “if necessary”, used at SG60, SG80, and SG100, refers to whether the risk
of ghost fishing or ghost gear impacts are either demonstrably absent or “negligible”.

SA3.10 ETP/OOS species information Pl (Pl 2.2.3)

Table SA14: Pl 2.2.3 ETP/OOS species information PISGs

ETP/O0S SA3Information | (a) Information is | Information is | Information is

species 2034 Information adequate to adequate to adequate to

== adequacy for | broadly estimate the | estimate the
Information is assessment | understand | impact of the | impact of the
adequate to of impacts the impact of | UoA on the UoA on the
determine the the UoA on ETP/O0S ETP/OOS unit
impact of the the unit, and to and to estimate
UoA on the ETP/O0S estimate whether the
ETP/OOS unit unit. whether the UoA may be a
and the UoA may be | threat to its
effectiveness athreattoits | recovery, with a
of recovery very high
management with a high degree of
measures or degree of accuracy.
strategies in accuracy.

place.

Ll . (b) Information is | Information | Information is
Information adequate to is adequate | adequate to
adequacy for | support to supporta | supporta
management | measures to | strategy to comprehensive
strategy manage manage strategy to

impacts on impacts on manage impacts
the the on the
ETP/O0OS ETP/O0OS ETP/OQS unit,
unit. unit, and to and to evaluate
measure the
trends to effectiveness of
evaluate the | the measures
effectiveness | to minimise
of the mortality with a
measures to | high degree of
minimise certainty.
mortality.

SA3.10.1 In scoring issue (a), the team shall apply the Evidence Requirements Framework in Tool B
of the MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox4——Primary-species to determine which scoring
quidepost is met.

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0 Page 49
Date of publication: 26 October 2022 © Marine Stewardship Council 2022

‘/ Merged Cells

Inserted Cells

Inserted Cells

[
[ Inserted Cells
[
[

Inserted Cells

[ Inserted Cells

‘ Merged Cells



https://www.msc.org/docs/default-source/default-document-library/for-business/program-documents/fisheries-program-documents/msc-fisheries-standard-toolbox.pdf#page=93
https://www.msc.org/docs/default-source/default-document-library/for-business/program-documents/fisheries-program-documents/msc-fisheries-standard-toolbox.pdf#page=93

SA3.10.2
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In scoring issue (b), the team shall use its expert judgement to consider the adequacy of

information in relation to supporting the management

‘measures”,

strategy”, or

“comprehensive strategy”.

SA3.11 Habitats outcome PI (Pl 2.43.1)

Table SA15: Pl 2.3.1 habitats outcome PISGs

Scoring
issues
Habitats Outcome @ The UoAis The UoA is There is
status Less unlikely to highly evidence that
2314 sen§itive reduce unlikely to the UoA is
= habitats structure and | reduce highly
The UoA does function of structure and unlikely to
not cause less sensitive | function of reduce
serious or habitats to a less sensitive | structure and
irreversible point where habitats to a function of
harm to there would point where less sensitive
habitat be serious or | there would habitats to a
structure and irreversible be serious or | point where
function harm. irreversible there would
considered on harm. be serious or
the basis of irreversible
the area harm.
coveredby -
the (b) The UoA is The UoA is There is
governance More unlikely to highly evidence that
body(ies) sensitive reduce unlikely to the UoA does
responsible habitats structure and reduce not-hinder the
for fisheries function of structure and | recoveryis
management more function of highly
in the area(s) sensitive more unlikely to
where the habitats to a sensitive reduce
UoA operates. point where habitats to a structure and
there would point where function of
be serious or | there would more
irreversible be serious or | sensitive
harm. irreversible habitats to a
there would
be serious or
irreversible
harm.
SA3.11.1 The team shall assess the habitats component in relation to the effects of the UoA on the

SA3.11.2

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0

structure and function of the habitats impacted by the UoA. ®

a.
b.

Each different habitat shall be scored as a separate element.

If there is insufficient information for assessment of Pl 2.3.1, the team shall use the
RBF Consequence Spatial Analysis (CSA) (as defined by A2.1.2 in the MSC Fisheries
Standard Toolbox).

The team may use the RBF CSA even if there is sufficient information to assess Pl

2.3.1.

If a benthic habitat is being assessed, the team shall recognise habitats based on the

following habitat characteristics: ®
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a. Substratum — sediment type.
b. Geomorphology — seafloor topography.
c. Biota — characteristic floral and/or faunal group(s).

SA3.11.3 The team shall determine and justify which habitats impacted by the UoA are less
sensitive or more sensitive, as follows: ®

a. The team shall define a less sensitive habitat as a habitat that would be able to
recover to at least 80% of its unimpacted structure and function within 20 years if
fishing were to cease entirely.

b. The team shall define a more sensitive habitat as a habitat that would be unable to
recover to at least 80% of its unimpacted structure and function within 20 years if
fishing were to cease entirely.

SA3.11.3.1 The team shall recognise habitats designated as FAO Vulnerable Marine

Ecosystems (VMES) as “more” sensitive habitats. ®

SA3.11.3.2 The team shall determine whether a habitat is “less” or “more” sensitive,
irrespective of its protection status.

SA3.11.4 Inthe case of “less” sensitive habitats, the team shall interpret “serious or irreversible
harm” as reductions in habitat structure and function, such that the habitat would be
unable to recover at least 80% of its hypothetical climax state within 20 years if fishing on
the habitat were to cease entirely. @

SA3.11.5 Inthe case of “more” sensitive habitats, the team shall interpret “serious or irreversible
harm” as reductions in habitat structure and function below 80% of the unimpacted state.
O]

SA3.11.6 When assessing the status of habitats and the impacts of fishing, the team shall consider
the full area managed by the local, regional, national, or international body(ies)
responsible for fisheries management in the area(s) where the UoA operates, otherwise
known as the “managed area”. ®

SA3.11.6.1 The team shall use all available information (e.g. bioregional information) to
determine the range and distribution of the habitat under consideration.

SA3.11.6.2 The team shall use all available information to determine whether this distribution is
entirely within the “managed area” or extends beyond the “managed area”.

SA3.11.6.3 If a habitat’s range falls entirely within the “managed area”, the team shall consider
the habitat’s range inside the “managed area”.

SA3.11.6.4 If a habitat’s range extends beyond the “managed area”, the team shall consider the
habitat’s range both inside and outside the “managed area”. ®
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SA3.12 Habitats management strategy PI (Pl 2.3.2)

Table SA16: Pl 2.3.2 habitats management strategy PISGs

Component

PI

Scoring
issues

Habitats

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0

Management
strategy

2.3.2

Thereis a
strategy in
place that is
designed to
ensure the
UoA does not
pose a risk of
serious or
irreversible
harm to the
habitats.

Date of publication: 26 October 2022

(@
Management
strategy in
place

(b)
Management
strategy
effectiveness

=
(©)
Compliance
with
management
requirements
and other
MSC
UoAs’/non-
MSC
fisheries’
measures to
protect more
sensitive
habitats

There are
measures in
place, if
necessary,
that are
expected to
achieve the
habitat
outcome
SG80 level.

The
measures, if
necessary,
are
considered
likely to work,
based on
plausible
argument.

Information is
adequate to
broadly
understand
compliance in
the UoA with
management
requirements
to protect
more
sensitive
habitats.

Thereis a
partial
strategy in
place, if
necessary,
that is
expected to
achieve the
habitat
outcome
SG8O0 level or
above.

There is some
evidence that
the measures/
partial
strategy, if
necessary, is
achieving the
objectives set
outin Sl (a),
based on
information
directly
about the
UoA and/or
habitats
involved.

Information is
adequate to
determine,
with a high
degree of
accuracy,
compliance in
the UoA with
both its
management
requirements
and protection
measures
afforded to
more
sensitive
habitats by

© Marine Stewardship Council 203

Thereis a
strategy in
place for
managing the
impact of all
MSC
UoAs/non-
MSC fisheries
on habitats.

There is
evidence that
the partial
strategy/strat
egy is
achieving the
objectives set
outin Sl (a),
based on
information
directly
about the
UoA and/or
habitats
involved.

~
Information is
adequate to
determine,
with a very
high degree
of accuracy,
compliance in
the UoA with
both its
management
requirements
and with
protection
measures
afforded to
more
sensitive
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Component Scoring
issues
other MSC habitats by
UoAs/non- other MSC
MSC UoAs/non-
fisheries, MSC
where fisheries,
relevant. where
relevant.
(d) There are Thereis a Thereis a
Ghost gear measures in partial strategy in
management | place, if strategy in place for the
strategy necessary, place for the UoA, if
for the UoA UoA, if necessary,
that are necessary, that is
expected to that is expected to
minimise expected to minimise
ghost gear minimise ghost gear
and its impact | ghost gear and its impact
on all and its impact | on all
habitats. on all habitats.
habitats.

" o«

SA3.12.1 The team shall consider the differences between “measures”, “partial strategy”, and
“strategy” as they apply to habitat management. @

SA3.12.1.1 In scoring issue (a) at the SG60 and SG80 levels, the “measures” or “partial
strateqy” respectively, for a UoA that encounters more sensitive habitats shall
include, at a minimum: @

a. Requirements to comply with management “measures” to protect “more”
sensitive habitats.

b. Implementation by the UoA of precautionary measures to avoid encounters with
“more” sensitive habitats and avoid potential serious or irreversible harm.

SA3.12.1.2 In scoring issue (a) at the SG100 level: m

a. The “strateqy” for a UoA that encounters “more” sensitive habitats shall include
a comprehensive management plan that is supported by a comprehensive
impact assessment that determines that all fishing activities will not cause
serious or irreversible harm to “more” sensitive habitats.

b. A management “strategy” shall be in place for all UoAs, including those that do
not reqularly contact benthic habitats, because gear loss or unexpected benthic

impact could occur.
SA3.12.2 The team shall score scoring issue (c) if:

a. The UoA impacts a “more” sensitive habitat, and/or

b. Another MSC UoA or non-MSC fishery, where relevant, impacts a “more” sensitive
habitat within the UoA’s “managed area” (as defined in SA3.11.6).

SA3.12.2.1 For scoring issue (c), to avoid the possibility that the cumulative impact of MSC
UoAs could cause serious or irreversible harm to “more” sensitive habitats, the
team shall assess the extent to which the UoA:

a. Takes into account and implements, “where relevant”, precautionary protection
measures implemented by other MSC UoAs.

b. Takes into account information from non-MSC fisheries, where available and
“where relevant”.
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In determining “where relevant’, the team shall include: ®

SA3.12.3

a. Consideration only of areas where closure is clearly aimed at precautionary

protection of more sensitive habitats, based on scientific rationale and best

practice. The team shall not include closures that are designed for other

purposes.

b. Avoidance of closed areas arising from move-on rules and consideration of

other “measures” implemented by all MSC UoAs.

c. Avoidance of any relevant move-on areas implemented by non-MSC fisheries if

the area coordinates are available.

In scoring issue (c), the team shall apply the Evidence Requirements Framework in Tool B

of the MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox_to determine which guidepost is met.

Ghost gear management strategy

SA3.12.4

In assessing (d), the team shall apply SA3.6.3_and SA3.6.4-strategy.

SA3.12.4.1 The term “if necessary” used at SG60, SG80, and SG100 refers to whether the risk
of ghost fishing or ghost gear impacts are either demonstrably absent or

“negligible”.

SA3.13 Habitats information PI (Pl 2.2:23.3)

Table SA17: Pl 2.3.3 habitats information PISGs

Component

Scoring
issues

Habitats Information (a) The types and | The nature, The
21233 Information distribution of | distribution, distribution of
R quality habitats are and habitats is
Information is broadly vulnerability | known over
adequate to understood. of habitats in their range,
determine the the UoA area | with particular
impact of the are known at | attention
UoA on a level of given to the
habitats, detail relevant | occurrence of
including to the scale vulnerable
changes in and intensity | habitats.
the risk posed of the UoA.
by the UoA
over time.
(b) Information is | Information is | Information is
Information adequate to adequate to adequate to
adequacy for | broadly estimate the | estimate the
assessment understand impacts of the | impacts of the
of impacts the impacts of = UoA on UoA on
gear use on habitats with a | habitats with a
habitats. high degree | very high
of accuracy. | degree of
accuracy.
(c) Adequate Changes in
Monitoring @ information habitat
continues to distributions
be collected over time are
to detect any | measured.
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Component PI Scoring
issues
increase in
risk to
habitats.

SA3.13.1

SA3.13.2

The team shall interpret “vulnerability” for the SG80 and SG100 levels to mean the
combination of:

a. The likelihood that the gear would encounter the habitat.

b. The likelihood that the habitat would be altered were an encounter between the gear
and the habitat to occur.

In scoring issue (b), the team shall apply the Evidence Requirements Framework in Tool B

SA3.14

of the MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox to determine which guidepost is met.

Ecosystem outcome Pl (Pl 2.4.1)

Table SA18: Pl 2.4.1 ecosystem outcome PISGs

Component PI Scoring
issues
Ecosystem Outcome (a) The UoA is The UoA is There is
status Ecosystem unlikely to highly evidence that
241 status disrupt the unlikely to the UoA is
key elements | disrupt the highly
The UoA does underlying key elements | unlikely to
not cause ecosystem underlying disrupt the
serious or structure and | ecosystem key elements
irreversible function to a structure and | underlying
harm to the point where function to a ecosystem
key elements there would point where structure and
underlying be serious or | there would function to a
ecosystem irreversible be serious or | point where
structure and harm. irreversible there would
function. harm. be serious or
irreversible
harm.
SA3.14.1 This PI considers the wider ecosystem structure and function. The team shall score the

SA3.14.2

direct effects of the UoA on other components of the assessment (i.e. P1 target species,
in-scope species, ETP/OOS species, and habitats) separately to this PI.

The team shall identify and describe the assessed ecosystem in relation to the spatial and

SA3.14.3

temporal scale of the UoA and its intensity.

The team shall identify and assess all relevant key ecosystem elements on which the UoA

SA3.14.4

has an impact.
The team shall interpret “key” ecosystem elements as: ®

a. The features of an ecosystem considered most crucial to the ecosystem’s
characteristic nature and dynamics.

b. The features most crucial to maintaining the integrity of its structure and functions and
the key determinants of its resilience and productivity.
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SA3.14.5 The team shall identify whether the UoA impact on key ecosystem element(s) includes

indirect effects on ETP/OQOS units. @

SA3.14.5.1 The team shall evaluate whether any identified indirect impacts are “likely” to hinder

SA3.14.5.2

the recovery of the ETP/OOS unit.

Where it is determined that indirect impacts are “likely” to hinder recovery of

ETP/OOS units, the team shall consider this to be evidence that the UoA is “likely”

to disrupt the key elements underlying ecosystem structure and function to a point

where there would be serious or irreversible harm.

SA3.14.6 The team shall ensure that any qualitative analysis and/or expert judgements used to
score a UoA at SG60 and SG80 are approximately equivalent to the quantitative
probability interpretation in SA3.2.1 and Table SA8.

SA3.14.6.1 The team shall provide justification for equivalence.

SA3.14.6.2 The team shall use a range of informed viewpoints or alternative hypotheses to
make qualitative judgements about the probability interpretation of the SG.

SA3.15 Ecosystem management strategy Pl (Pl 2.4.2)

Table SA19: Pl 2.4.2 ecosystem management strategy PISGs

Component Scoring
issues
Ecosystem Management | (a) There are Thereis a Thereis a
strategy Management | measures in | partial strategy in
242 strategy in place, if strategy in place for
place @ necessary, place, if managing the
There are which necessary, impact of the
measures in considers the | thatis UoA on the
place to potential expected to key elements
ensure the impacts of the | achieve the underlying
UoA does not UoA on the Ecosystem ecosystem
pose a risk of key elements | outcome structure and
serious or underlying SG8O0 level. function.
irreversible ecosystem
harm to structure and
ecosystem function.
structure and
function. (b) The There is There is
Management | measures, if | some evidence that
strategy necessary, evidence that | the partial
effectiveness | are the strategy/
considered measures/ strategy is
likely to work, | partial achieving the
based on strategy, if objectives set
plausible necessary, is | outin scoring
argument. achieving the | issue (a)
objectives set | based on
out in scoring | information
issue (a) directly about
based on the UoA
some and/or
information ecosystem
directly about | involved.
the UoA
and/or the
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Component PI Scoring

issues

ecosystem
involved.

SA3.15.1 In scoring issue (a), the team shall consider whether the management is capable of
adapting to environmental changes.

SA3.15.2 In scoring issue (a) the team shall interpret “strategy” to include well-understood functional
relationships between the UoA and the “key” elements of the ecosystem. @
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SA3.16 Ecosystem information PI (Pl 2.4.3)

Table SA20: Pl 2.4.3 ecosystem information PISGs

Component PI Scoring
issues
Ecosystem Information (a) Information Information
243 Information is adequate is adequate
o quality to identify the | to broadly
There is key elements | understand
adequate of the the key
knowledge of ecosystem. elements of
the the
ecosystem ecosystem.
and the main
impacts of the | (p) Main impacts | Main impacts = Main
UoA on key Investigation | of the UoA on | of the UoA on | interactions
ecosystem of UoA the key the key between the
elements. impacts ecosystem elements of UoA and the
elements can | the key
be inferred ecosystem ecosystem
from existing have been elements
information. investigated | have been
in detail. investigated
in detail.
(c) The main The impacts
Understand- functions of of the UoA on
ing of the the
component components components
(i.e. P1 target in the are identified
species, in- ecosystem and the main
scope and are known. functions of
ETP/OOS these
species, and components
habitats) in the
functions ecosystem
are
understood.
(d) Adequate Information
Monitoring data continue | is adequate
to be to support the
collected to development
detect any of strategies
increase in to manage
risk level. ecosystem
impacts.
SA3.16.1 In scoring issue (d) the team shall interpret “information is adequate” to include an

understanding of the effects of climate change on the natural productivity of the UoAs. m
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MSC Fisheries Standard

Principle 1

Principle 2

Principle 3

2

-  Governance and policy

Fishery-specific
management system

PI 3.1.1: Legal and/or
customary framework

Pl 3.2.1: Fishery-specific
objectives

and responsibilities

| Pl 3.1.2: Consultation, roles

PI 3.2.2: Decision-making
processes

P13.1.3: Long-term
objectives

Pl 3.2.3: Compliance and
enforcement

P1 3.2.4: Monitoring and
management performance
evaluation

Figure SA:SA4: Principle 3 default assessment tree struecture
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Marine Stewardship Council
Default Assessment Tree Structure

MSC fisheries standard

Principle 1 Principle 2 m

Governance & Policy

Pl 3.1.1: Legal and/or Customary Framework ‘

Fishery Specific
Management System

Pl 3.2.1: Fishery Specific Objectives

Pl 3.1.2: Consultation, Roles & Responsibilities

Pl 3.2.2: Decisicn Making Processes

Pl13.2.3: Compliance & Enforcement

NN

Pl 3.1.3: Long Term Objectives ‘

Pl13.2.4: Monitoring & Management
Performance Evaluation

SA4.1 General requirements for Principle 3

SA4.1.1  The team shall determine and document which jurisdictional category or combination of
jurisdictional categories apply to the management system of the UoA, including: @

a. Single jurisdiction.

b. Single jurisdiction with indigenous component.

. Shared stocks.

Stocks of highly migratory species (HMS).

c
d. Straddling stocks.
e
f.

Stocks of discrete high seas non-HMS

SA4.1.1.1 The team shall consider formal, informal, and/or traditional management systems
when assessing performance of UoAs under Principle 3.

SA4.1.2  The team shall evaluate all UoAs under P3 Pls, regardless of whether or not the UoA is
subject to international cooperation to manage stocks.

SA4.1.3  The team shall not individually assess the performance of other fisheries’ management
bodies where they are also subject to international cooperation to manage the stock,
except where they impact directly on P1 and P2 outcomes and/or P3 implementation. @

SA4.1.4 The team shall provide, in the rationale, evidence demonstrating the
validity and robustness of the conclusions for scores that are based on the
consideration of informal or traditional management systems.

a. Using different methods to collect information.

Cross-checking opinions and views from different segments of the stakeholder
community.

SA4.1.5 The team shall consider the scale and intensity of the UoA in determining the
appropriateness of the management system.

SA4.1.4.1
The juri
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SA4.2 Principle 3terminology
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SA4.2.1  The term “explicit” as used in P3 scoring guideposts shall refer to:
a. Formally codified or documented management “measures” and mechanisms, and/or
b. Informal management “measures” and mechanisms that are well established and
effective.
SA4.2.1.1 In scoring management performance in the continuum from implicit to “explicit”, the

team shall consider:

a. The extent to which such management “measures”, whether formal or informal,
are established in the UoA.

b. How well they are understood and applied by users within the UoA.

c. The extent to which such measures are considered durable and unambiguous.

SA4.3 Legal and/or customary framework PI (Pl 3.1.1)

Table SA21: PI 3.1.1 legal and/or customary framework PISGs

Component PI Scoring
issues
Governance | Legaland/or | (a) There is an There is an There is an
and policy customary Compatibility | effective effective effective
framework of laws or national legal | national legal national legal
3.1.1 standards system and a | system and system and
o with effective | framework organised binding
The management | for and effective | procedures
management | @ cooperation cooperation governing
system exists with other with other cooperation
within an parties, where | parties, where | with other
appropriate necessary, to | necessary, to | parties that
and effective deliver deliver deliver
legal and/or management | management | management
customary outcomes outcomes outcomes
framework consistent consistent consistent
that ensures with MSC with MSC with MSC
that it: Principles 1 Principles 1 Principles 1
—Is capable and 2. and 2. and 2.
of delivering
sustainability | ®) The The The
in the UoA(s). Resolutlon of | management | management | management
disputes system system system
— Observes O] incorporates incorporates incorporates
the legal oris subject | oris subject | oris subject
rights created by law to a by law to a by law to a
explicitly or mechanism | transparent | transparent
established by for the mechanism | mechanism
custom of resolution of for the for the
people legal disputes | resolution of resolution of
dependent on arising within | legal disputes, | legal disputes,
fishing for the system. which is which is
food or considered appropriate to
livelihood. to be the context of
_ effective in the fishery
anlncorporates dealing with and has been
appropriate most issues tested and
dispute and that_ is proven to be
appropriate to | effective.
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Scoring
issues
resolution the context of
framework. the UoA.
(c) The The The
Respect for management | management | management
rights @ systemhasa | systemhasa | systemhasa

mechanism to
generally
respect the
legal rights
created
explicitly or
established by
custom of
people
dependent on
fishing for
food or
livelihood in a
manner
consistent
with the
objectives of
MSC
Principles 1
and 2.

mechanism to
observe the
legal rights
created
explicitly or
established by
custom of
people
dependent on
fishing for
food or
livelihood in a
manner
consistent
with the
objectives of
MSC
Principles 1
and 2.

mechanism to
formally
commit to the
legal rights
created
explicitly or
established by
custom of
people
dependent on
fishing for
food and
livelihood in a
manner
consistent
with the
objectives of
MSC
Principles 1
and 2.

SA4.3.1

At the SG60 level for scoring issue (a), the team shall interpret “compatibility of laws or

standards with effective management” as follows:

a. For a UoA not subject to international cooperation for management of the stock, this

means:

. The existence of national laws, agreements, and policies governing the actions of

all the authorities and actors involved in managing the UoA.

ii. That these laws, agreements, and/or policies provide a framework for cooperation

between national entities on national management issues, as appropriate for the

context, size, scale, or intensity of the UoA.

For a UoA subject to international cooperation for management of the stock, for

example, shared, straddling, HMS, and high seas non-HMS, this means:

i. The fishery is not conducted under a “controversial” “unilatera

I e

exemption” to an

“international agreement”, and @

ii. National and international laws, arrangements, agreements, and policies exist that

govern the actions of the authorities and actors involved in managing the UoA,

and

iii. A framework for cooperation with other territories, sub-regional, or regional

fisheries management organisations exists, or

iv. Other bilateral/multilateral arrangements exist that create the cooperation required

to deliver sustainable management under the obligations of the United Nations

Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) Articles 63(2), 64, 118, and 119,

and the 1995 United Nations Fish Stocks Agreement (UNFSA) Article 8.
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Cooperation shall at least deliver the intent of UNFSA Article 10 paragraphs relating

SA4.3.1.2

om

a. The collection and sharing of scientific data.

b. The scientific assessment of stock status.

c. Development of scientific advice.

The flag state of participants in the UoA shall have at least cooperating non-

member status within a relevant sub-regional or regional fisheries management
organisation, or another bilateral/multilateral arrangement, if such exists.

SA4.3.2 At the SG8O0 level for scoring issue (a), the team shall interpret “compatibility of laws or

standards with effective management” as follows:

a. For a UoA not subject to international cooperation for management of the stock, this

means.

The existence of national laws, agreements, and policy governing the actions of

all the authorities and actors involved in managing the UoA.

That these laws, agreements, and/or policies also provide for organised

cooperation between national entities on national management issues; for
example, between regional and national management, state and federal
management, indigenous, and other groups.

b. For a UoA subject to international cooperation for management of the stock, this

means: @

The existence of national and international laws, agreements and policies

governing the actions of the authorities and actors involved in managing the UoA.

That effective regional and/or international cooperation creates a comprehensive

cooperation under the obligations of UNCLOS Articles 63(2), 64, 118, 119, and
UNFSA Article 8.

That cooperation shall at least deliver the intent of UNFSA Article 10 paragraphs

relating to the collection, sharing, and dissemination of scientific data; the
scientific assessment of stock status and development of management advice; the
agreement and delivery of management actions consistent with this sustainable
management advice; and on monitoring and control.

That the flag state of fishery participants in the UoA shall be members of the

relevant organisation or participants in the arrangement, or agree to apply the
conservation and management measures established by the organisation or
arrangement, if such organisation or arrangement exists.

SA4.3.3 At the SG100 level for scoring issue (a), the team shall interpret “compatibility of laws or

standards with effective management” as follows: @

a. For a UoA not subject to international cooperation for management of the stock, this

means:

National laws, agreements, and policies governing the actions of all the authorities

and actors involved in managing the UoA.

That these laws, agreements, and/or policies also provide for a formal system for

cooperation between national entities; for example, between regional and national
management, state and federal management, indigenous, and other groups.

b. For a UoA subject to international cooperation for management of the stock, this

means:

The existence of national laws, agreements, and policies governing the actions of

the authorities and actors involved in managing the UoA.

That binding legislation exists governing comprehensive international cooperation

under the obligations of UNCLOS Articles 63(2), 64, 118, 119, and UNFSA
Articles 8 and 10.
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iii. That cooperation under the regional fisheries management organisation
(REMO)/arrangement, and the actions of the REMO, shall demonstrably and
effectively deliver UNFSA Atrticle 10.

The team shall interpret across SGs 60, 80, and 100 that “effective national legal

SA4.3.4

system” means that the client can provide objective evidence that most of the
essential features and elements needed to deliver sustainable fisheries are present
in:

a. A coherent, logical set of practices or procedures, or

b. Within a coherent, logical, supporting, “rule-making” structure.

At the SG60 level for scoring issue (b), the team shall expect that the UoA is not subject to

SA4.3.5

disputes that overwhelm the fishery enough to prevent it from meeting the objectives of
MSC P1 and P2. m

For scoring issue (c), the team shall not make its own judgements or unilateral decisions

about whether or not custom or national treaties relating to aboriginal or indigenous

people have conferred rights upon any particular group or individual.

SA4.3.6

The team shall interpret “generally respect” in scoring issue (c) at SG60 to mean that there

is some evidence that the legal and/or customary framework for managing fisheries

considers the legal rights created explicitly or established by custom of people dependent

on fishing for food or livelihood, and their long-term interests.

SA4.3.7

The team shall interpret “observe” in scoring issue (c) at SG80 to mean that:

a.

There are more-formal arrangements such as bylaws or regulations that make explicit

the requirement to consider the legal rights created explicitly or by custom of people

dependent on fishing for food or livelihood.

Those people’s long-term interests are taken into account within the legal and/or

SA4.3.8

customary framework for managing fisheries.

The team shall interpret “formally commit” in scoring issue (c) at SG100 to mean that the

client can demonstrate a mandated legal basis where rights are fully codified within the

fishery management system, and/or its policies and procedures for managing fisheries

under a legal framework.

SA4.4

Table SA:SA22: PI 3.1.2 consultation, roles, and responsibilities PISGs

Component

PI

Scoring
issues

Consultation, roles, and responsibilities PI (Pl 3.1.2)

Governance
and policy

Consultation,
roles and

Q)

Roles and

Organisations
and

Organisations
and

Organisations
and

responsibilitie | responsibilitie | individuals individuals individuals

S s involved in the | involved in the | involved in the

312 management | management | management
process have | process have | process have

The been been been

management identified. identified. identified.

system has Functions, Functions, Functions,

effective roles, and roles, and roles, and

consultation responsibilitie | responsibilitie | responsibilitie

processes s are s are s are

that are open generally explicitly explicitly

to interested understood. | defined and defined and

well well
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Component Scoring
issues
and affected understood understood
parties. for key areas | for all areas
The roles and of of
responsibilitie responsibility | responsibility
s of and and
organisations interaction. interaction.
and
individuals (b) The The The
who are Consultation management | management | management
involved in the | processes @ system system system
management includes includes includes
process are consultation consultation consultation
clear and processes processes processes
understood by that obtain that regularly | that regularly
all relevant relevant seek and seek and
parties. information accept accept
from the main | relevant relevant
affected information, information,
parties, including including
including local local
local knowledge. knowledge.
knowledge, The The
to inform the management | management
management | system system
system. demonstrates | demonstrates
consideration | consideration
of the of the
information information
obtained. and explains
how it is
used or not
used.
(c) The The
Participation consultation consultation
process process
provides provides

opportunity
for all
interested and
affected
parties to be
involved.

opportunity
and
encouragem
ent for all
interested and
affected
parties to be
involved, and
facilitates
their effective
engagement.

SA4.4.1  The team shall focus scoring on the effectiveness and transparency of the consultation
processes implemented by fishery managers to obtain and consider information from a
wide range of sources, including local knowledge, for input into a broad range of
decisions, policies, and practices within the management system. @

SA4.4.2  The team shall not focus scoring under this PI on the type of information obtained, nor on

mandating for what or how it must be used.
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The team shall verify that consultation processes within the management system include
consideration of consultation processes at the management system level and fishery-
specific management systems that occur within it.

The team shall consider consultation processes that exist at a multinational level and a
national level, subject to SA4.1.3.

a. Qualitative information, and/or
b. Anecdotal information, and/or
c. Quantitative information, and/or
d

Data that comes from individuals or groups local to the fisheries managed under the
UoA’s management system.

Long-term objectives PI (Pl 3.1.3)

Table SA:SA23: Pl 3.1.3 long-term objective PISGs

Scoring
issues
Governance Long-term (a) Long-term Clear long- Clear long-
and policy objectives Objectives® | objectivesto | term term
3.1.3 guide objectives that | objectives that
decision- guide guide

The making, decision- decision-
management consistent making, making,
policy has with the MSC | consistent consistent
clear long- Fisheries with the MSC | with the MSC
term Standard and | Fisheries Fisheries
objectives to the Standard and | Standard and
guide precautionar | the the
decision- y approach, precautionar | precautionar
making that are implicit y approach, y approach,
are consistent within are explicit are explicit
with the MSC management | within within and
Fisheries policy. management | required by
Standard, and policy. management
incorporates policy.
the
precautionar
y approach.

SA4.5.1 The team shall interpret “management policy” to mean outside the specific UoA, hence at

SA4.5.2

SA4.6
SA4.6.1

a higher level or within a broader context than the fishery-specific management system.

The team shall interpret the “precautionary approach” for the purposes of scoring this PI to
mean:

a. Being cautious when information is uncertain, unreliable, or inadequate.

b. That the absence of adequate scientific information shall not be used as a reason for
postponing or failing to take conservation and management measures.

Fishery-specific management system Pls

The team shall ensure that all aspects of the fishery-specific management system are
appropriate to the scale, intensity, and cultural context of the fishery.
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SA4.7 Fishery-specific objectives Pl (Pl 3.2.1)

Table SA:SA24: Pl 3.2.1 fishery-specific objectives PISGs

Component PI Scoring
issues
Fishery- Fishery- (a) Objectives, Short- and Well-defined
specific specific Objectives® | which are long-term and
management | oObjectives broadly objectives, measurable
system 321 consistent which are short- and
- with achieving | consistent long-term
The fishery- the outcomes | with achieving = objectives,
specific expressed by | the outcomes | which are
management MSsC expressed by | demonstrably
system has Principles 1 MSC consistent
clear, specific and 2, are Principles 1 with achieving
objectives implicit within ' and 2, are the outcomes
designed to the fishery- explicit within | expressed by
achieve the specific the fishery- MSC
outcomes management | specific Principles 1
expressed by system. management | and 2, are
MSsC system. explicit within
Principles 1 the fishery-
and 2. specific
management
system.

SA4.7.1  The team shall verify that the individual harvest or management strategies that are scored
in Pls under P1 and P2 are consistent with the fishery-specific objectives being scored
under P3.

SA4.7.1.1 The team shall assess objectives under this PI.

SA4.7.1.2 The team shall assess strategies that implement the objectives under P1 and P2.

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0 Page 68
Date of publication: 26 October 2022 © Marine Stewardship Council 2022



MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0

SA4.8 Decision-making processes Pl (Pl 3.2.2)

Table SA25: Pl 3.2.2 decision-making processes PISGs
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Fishery-
specific
management
system

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0

Decision-
making
processes

3.2.2

The fishery-
specific
management
system
includes
effective
decision-
making
processes
that result in
measures
and
strategies to
achieve the
objectives,
and has an
appropriate
approach to
actual
disputes in
the fishery.

Date of publication: 26 October 2022

Scoring
issues
(a) There are There are
Decision- some established
making decision- decision-
processes @ making making
processes in processes
place that that result in
resultin measures
measures and
and strategies to
strategies to | achieve the
achieve the fishery-
fishery- specific
specific objectives.
objectives.
(b) Decision- Decision- Decision-
Responsive- making making making
ness of processes processes processes
decision- respond to respond to respond to all
making serious serious and issues
processes @ issues other identified in
identified in important relevant
relevant issues research,
research, identified in monitoring,
monitoring, relevant evaluation,
evaluation, research, and
and monitoring, consultation,
consultation, evaluation, ina
ina and transparent,
transparent, consultation, timely, and
timely, and ina adaptive
adaptive transparent, manner, and
manner, and timely, and take account
take some adaptive of the wider
account of the = manner, and implications of
wider take account | decisions.
implications of | of the wider
decisions. implications of
decisions.
(c) Decision-
Use of making
precautionary processes
approach use the
precautionar
y approach
and are based
on best
available
information.
(d) Some Information Formal
Accountability | information on | on the reporting to all
and the fishery’s fishery’s interested
transparency | performance performance | stakeholders
of and and provides
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management
system and
decision-
making
process

(e
Approach to
disputes

management
action is
generally
available on
request to
stakeholders.

Although the
management
authority or
fishery may
be subject to
continuing
court
challenges, it
is not
indicating a
disrespect or
defiance of
the law by
repeatedly
violating the
same law or
regulation
necessary for
the
sustainability
of the fishery.

management
action is
available on
request, and
explanations
are provided
for any
actions or lack
of action
associated
with findings
and relevant
recommendati
ons emerging
from
research,
monitoring,
evaluation,
and review
activity.

The
management
system or
UoA is
attempting to
comply in a
timely fashion
with judicial
decisions
arising from
any legal
challenges.

comprehensi
ve
information
on the
fishery’s
performance
and
management
actions and
describes how
the
management
system
responded to
findings and
relevant
recommendati
ons emerging
from
research,
monitoring,
evaluation,
and review
activity.

The
management
system or
UoA acts
proactively to
avoid legal
disputes or
rapidly
implements
judicial
decisions
arising from
legal
challenges.

The team shall verify that the absence of adequate scientific information is not used as a

reason for postponing or failing to take conservation and management measures.

At SG80 and SG100, the team shall interpret the “precautionary approach” in this Pl to

mean that decision-making processes use caution when information is uncertain,

At SG100, the team shall verify that resulting measures and strategies from decision-

making processes involve comprehensive, integrated measures or holistic strategies,

SA4.8.1
SA4.8.2
unreliable, or inadequate.
SA4.8.3
rather than individual or single measures.
SA4.8.4
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Date of publication: 26 October 2022

In assessing scoring issue (d), the team shall consider:

Page 71

© Marine Stewardship Council 2022



MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0

a. Public access to information on the fishery’s performance and fisheries data.

a. Availability of information to stakeholders on actions taken by management that have
implications for sustainable use of fisheries resources.

b. Transparency of the decision-making process, so that it is clear to all stakeholders
that decisions were arrived at based on available evidence and due process.

SA2.4.4.1 Atthe SG6O level, the team should make available to all stakeholders on request at

least a general summary of information on subsidies, allocation, compliance, and
fisheries management decisions.

SA2.4.4.2 Atthe SG80 level, in addition to the information provided at the SG60 level, the
team should make available to all stakeholders:

a. Information on decisions.
b. Fisheries data supporting decisions.
c. The reasons for decisions.

SA2.4.4.3 Atthe SG100 level, the information listed in the SG60 and SG80 levels shall be
comprehensive and available openly, publicly, and regularly to all stakeholders.
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SA2.5 Compliance and enforcement Pl (Pl 3.2.3)

Table SA26: Pl 3.2.3 compliance and enforcement PISGs
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Component PI Scoring SG60 SG80 SG100
issues
Fishery- Compliance &) MCS An MCS A
specific and MCS system mechanisms | system -has | comprehensi
management | enforcement ® has-been been ve MCS
system 323 i j system is
- exist within exists within well
Monitoring, the UoA. and | the UoA. and |
control, and are has established
surveillance implemented | demonstrated | within the
(MCSs) inthe fishery | an-abilityto UoA.and-has
mechanisms and-there-isa | enforce demenstrated
ensure the reasenable relevant a-consistent
management expectation management | ability-te
measures in thatthey-are | measures; enforee
the UoA are effective- strategies relevant
enforced and and/errules. | management
complied with. measures;
strategies
Sl
(b) Sanctions to Sanctions to Comprehensi
Sanctions @ address non- | address non- | ve sanctions
compliance compliance to address
exist within exist, which non-
the UoA. and @ are compliance
there-is-seme | appropriate to | exist that are
evidencethat | the UoA, and | appropriate to
they-are are applied. the UoA and
applied. are are
consistently consistently
applied and applied and
thought to
provide provide
effective effective
(c) Information is | Information is | Information is
Compliance adequate to adequate to adequate to
(information) broadly estimate estimate
understand compliance in | compliance in
compliance in | the UoA with the UoA with
the UoA. a high avery high
Fishers-are degree of degree of
generally accuracy. accuracy.
thought-to Seme There is a
the e S e
management | demoenstrate that-fishers
- )
assessment. | with-the the
when system-under  system-under
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management | infermation-of | the-effective
of the fishery. | impertanceto | management
management
of the fishery.
(d) Systematic Majority of Majority of
Compliance non- regulations, regulations,
(outcome) ® compliance including all including all
of requlations | requlations regulations
specific to specific to specific to
governing governing governing
sustainable sustainable sustainable
fishing fishing fishing
practices on practices on practices on
the water is the water, are | the water, are
not evident likely to be consistently
within the complied with. | complied with.
UoA. TFhereis-no
evidence-of
systematic )
non—complia
nee-

SA2.5.1 The team’s judgement on this Pl shall be informed, to the extent possible, by independent
and credible information from relevant compliance and enforcement agencies or
individuals and/or stakeholders.

SA2.5.2  In scoring issue (d), the team shall include compliance with regulations associated with
“protected habitats” and “protected species”.

SA2.5.2.1 The team shall interpret “protected habitats” to mean habitats that have been
afforded a level of protection by a competent authority.

SA2.5.2.2 The team shall interpret “protected species” to mean species, stocks, or populations
that have been listed in national ETP legislation.

SA2.5.3  The team shall, at SG100 for scoring issue (a), consider whether the MCS systems are
comprehensive in relation to their coverage, the independence of the systems, and the
internal checks and balances.

SA2.5.4  In scoring issue (c), the team shall apply the Evidence Requirements Framework in Tool B
of the MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox to determine which guidepost is met.

SA2.5.5 In scoring issue (d), the team shall interpret “systematic non-compliance” to mean the

recurring infringement of regulations specific to governing sustainable fishing practices on

the water.
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SA2.6 Monitoring and management performance evaluation PI (PI
3.2.4)

Table SA:SA27: PI 3.2.4 monitoring and management performance evaluation PISGs

Component Scoring
issues
Fishery- Monitoring (a) There are There are There are
specific and Evaluation mechanisms mechanisms mechanisms
management | management | coverage in place to in place to in place to
system performance evaluate evaluate key | evaluate all
evaluation some parts of | parts of the parts of the
324 the fishery- fishery- fishery-
- specific specific specific
Thereis a management | management | management
system for system. system. system.
monitoring
and (b) The fishery- The fishery- The fishery-
evaluating the | |nternal specific specific specific
performance | and/or management | management | management
of the fishery- | external system is system is system is
specific review subject to subject to subject to
management occasional regular regular
system internal internal and internal and
against its review. occasional external
objectives. external review.
There is review.
effective and
timely review
of the fishery-
specific
management
system.
SA2.6.2  The team shall interpret “occasional” and “regular” relative to the intensity of the UoA.
SA2.6.1  The team shall interpret “external review” at SG80 and 100 to mean external to the

fishery-specific management system, but not necessarily international.
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Section SB: Modifications to the default assessment tree for
enhanced bivalves — normative @

Modifications to the default assessment tree structure to be used in enhanced bivalve fishery
assessments.

SB1 General

SB1.1 General requirements

SB1.1.1 The team shall apply Section SB as a supplement to Section SA in all enhanced bivalve
fishery assessments.

SB1.1.1.1 This Section includes only additions or modifications to the default assessment
tree and requirements in Section SA.

SB1.1.1.2  Unless otherwise noted, all other Section SA PISGs and requirements apply.

SB2 Principle 1

SB2.1 General requirements for Principle 1

SB2.1.1 The team shall clearly define in the Announcement Comment Draft Report (FCP 7.8) the
type of enhanced bivalve fishery that will be assessed.

SB2.1.2  The team shall make an initial evaluation of whether there is evidence that an enhanced
CAG bivalve fishery negatively impacts the parent stock.

SB2.1.3  The team shall make an initial evaluation of whether there is translocation. @

SB2.1.3.1 The team shall include in the rationale whether translocation negatively impacts
the parent stock.

SB2.1.4 If an enhanced CAG bivalve fishery does not involve translocations, and there is no
evidence that it negatively impacts the parent stock, the team may choose not to score
Principle 1.

SB2.1.4.1 The team shall include a rationale for this decision in the ‘MSC Notification Report
Form’ and Full Assessment Report.

SB2.1.4.2 If Principle 1 is not to be scored, Row 1 in FCP Table PC3 is not applicable.
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Table-SB:
SB2.1.5.1 The team shall conduct the assessment on all sources of seed stock used in the
fishery.
SB2.1.5.2 The team shall score enhanced CAG bivalve fisheries that involve translocations

against the genetic outcome Pl 1.1.3.

SB2.1.6  The team shall score bivalve fisheries that involve hatchery enhancement and that are
assessed as HAC fisheries against Principle 1 Pls as per the default assessment tree in
Section SA or the RBF requirements in Tool A of the MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox
Genetics.
SB2.1.6.1  The team shall score enhanced HAC bivalve fisheries against the genetic

SB2.2 Genetic outcome PI (P11.1.3)

component Pls 1.1.3,1.2.5, and 1.2.6.

Table SB1: PI11.1.3 genetic outcome PISGs

Component PI Scoring SG60 SG80 SG100
issues
Genetics Genetic (@) The fishery is | The fisheryis | An
outcome Genetic unlikely to highly independent
113 impact of impact unlikely to peer-reviewed
o enhancement | genetic impact scientific

The fishery activity structure of genetic assessment

has wild structure of confirms with

negligible populations to | wild a high

discernible a point where | populations to | degree of

impact on the there would a point where | certainty that

genetic be serious or | there would there are no

structure of irreversible be serious or | risks to the

the harm. irreversible genetic

population. harm. structure of
the wild
population
associated
with the
enhancement
activity.
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SB2.3 Genetic management Pl (Pl 1.2.5)

Table SB2: Pl 1.2.5 Genetics-componentgenetic management PISGs

Component

Genetics

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0

PI

Genetic
management

125

There is a
strategy in
place for
managing the
hatchery
enhancement
activity such
that it does
not pose a
risk of serious
or irreversible
harm to the
genetic
diversity of
the wild
population.

Date of publication: 26 October 2022

Scoring SG60 SG80 SG100
issues
(a) There are Thereis a Thereis a
Genetic measures in | partial strategy in
management | place, if strategy in place to
strategy in necessary, place, if maintain the
place which are necessary, genetic
expected to which is structure of
maintain the expected to the population
genetic maintain the at levels
structure of genetic compatible
the population | structure of with the SG80
at levels the population | genetic
compatible at levels outcome level
with the SG80 | compatible of
genetic with the SG80 | performance
outcome level | genetic (PI1.1.3).
of outcome level
performance of
(P11.1.3). performance
(PI1.1.3).
(b) The There is some | The strategy
Genetic measures are | objective is based on
management | considered basis for in-depth
strategy likely to work | confidence knowledge of
evaluation @ based on that the the genetic
plausible partial structure of
argument. strategy will the
work based population,
on information | and testing
directly supports high
relevant to the | confidence
population(s) | that the
involved. strategy will
work.
(©) There is There is clear
Genetic some evidence that
management evidence that | the strategy
strategy the partial is being
implementatio strategy is implemented
n being successfully.
implemented There is some

successfully,
if necessary.

evidence that
the strategy
is achieving
its overall
objective.
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SB2.4 Genetic information PI (Pl 1.2.6)

Table SB3: Pl 1.2.6 Genetics-componentgenetic information PISGs

Component PI Scoring
issues
Genetics Genetic (a) Qualitative or | Qualitative or | The genetic
information Information inferential inferential structure of
1.2.6 quality information information Fhe population
is available on | and some is understood
Information on the genetic quantitative in detail.
the genetic structure of information Information is
structure of the are available | sufficient to
the population population. on the genetic | estimate the
is adequate to Information is | structure of impact of
determine the adequateto | the hatchery
risk posed by broadly population. enhancement
the understand Information is | with a high
enhancement the likely sufficient to degree of
activity and impact of estimate the | certainty.
the hatchery likely impact
effectiveness enhancement. | of hatchery
of the enhancement.
management
of genetic (b) Information is | Information is | Information is
diversity. Information adequate to adequate to adequate to
adequacy for | support support a support a
genetic measures to | partial comprehensi
management | manage main | strategy to ve strategy to
strategy genetic manage the manage the
impacts of the | main genetic | genetic
enhancement | impacts of the | impacts of the
activity on the | enhancement | enhancement
stock, if activity on the | activity on the
necessary. stock, if stock and
necessary. evaluate with
a high
degree of
certainty
whether the
strategy is
achieving its
objective.
SB3 Principle 2
SB3.1 General requirements for Principle 2 @
SB3.1.1  All Principle 2 Pls in Section SA are applicable to enhanced HAC bivalve fisheries.
SB3.1.2  The team shall not score enhanced CAG bivalve fisheries based solely on spat collection
for the in-scope species Pls. @
SB3.1.2.1 The team shall score enhanced CAG bivalve fisheries involving dredging for seed

against the in-scope species Pls as per Section SA.

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0
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per the requirements in Section SA.

SB3.1.4

as per Section SA.

SB3.1.4.1

SB3.1.4.2

SB3.1.5

For enhanced CAG bivalve fisheries, the team shall score Pls for ETP/OOS species as

For enhanced CAG bivalve fisheries, the team shall score Pls for habitats and ecosystems

The team shall take into account the specific habitat and ecosystem impacts

associated with enhanced CAG bivalve fisheries.

For suspended culture systems, the team’s scoring shall consider the habitat
impacts of bio-deposition and benthic organic enrichment, and the ecosystem and
carrying capacity impacts of localised phytoplankton depletion from bivalve

filtration. @

If an enhanced CAG bivalve fishery involves the translocation of seed or adult shellfish,

the team shall score the fishery against the translocation PISGs 2.5.1, 2.5.2, and 2.5.3.

SB3.2

Translocation outcome PI (P1 2.5.1)

Table SB4: Pl 2.5.1 translocation eemponentoutcome PISGs

Component PI Scoring SG60 SG80 SG
issues
Translocation | Translocation | (a) The The There is
outcome Impact of translocation translocation evidence that
251 translocation | activity is activity is the
activity ® unlikely to highly translocation
The introduce unlikely to activity is
translocation diseases, introduce highly
activity has pests, diseases, unlikely to
negligible pathogens, or | pests, introduce
discernible non-native pathogens, or | diseases,
impact on the species into non-native pests,
surrounding the species into pathogens, or
ecosystem. surrounding the non-native
ecosystem. surrounding species into
ecosystem. the
surrounding
ecosystem.
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SB3.3 Translocation management PI (Pl 2.5.2)

Table SB5: Pl 2.65.2 translocation component
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Translocation

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0

Translocation
management

252

There is a
strategy in
place for
managing
translocations
such that the
fishery does
not pose a
risk of serious
or irreversible
harm to the
surrounding
ecosystem.

Date of publication: 26 October 2022

Scoring
issues
(a) There are There is a There is a
Translocation | measures in | partial strategy in
management | place which strategy in place for
strategy in are expected | place, if managing the
place to protect the | necessary, impacts of
surrounding that is translocation
ecosystem expected to on the
from the protect the surrounding
translocation surrounding ecosystem.
activity at ecosystem
levels from the
compatible translocation
with the SG80 | activity at
translocation levels
outcome level | compatible
of with the SG80
performance translocation
(P12.5.1). outcome level
of
performance
(P12.5.1).
(b) The measures | A valid An
Translocation | are documented independent
management | considered risk peer-reviewed
strategy likely to work | assessment scientific
evaluation ® based on or equivalent | assessment
plausible environmental = confirms with
argument. impact a high
assessment degree of
demonstrates | certainty that
that the there are no
translocation risks to the
activity is surrounding
highly ecosystem
unlikely to associated
introduce with the
diseases, translocation
pests, activity.
pathogens, or
non-native
species into
the
surrounding
ecosystem.
(c) Contingency A formalised
Translocation measures contingency
contingency have been plan in the
measures agreed inthe | case of an
case of an accidental
accidental introduction of
introduction of | diseases,
diseases, pests,
pests, pathogens, or
pathogens, or | non-native
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non-native
species due
to the

translocation.

species due
to the
translocation
is
documented
and available.
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SB3.4 Translocation information PI (Pl 2.5.3)

Table SB6: Pl 2.65.3 translocation component

Component PI Scoring SG60 SG80 SG100
issues
Translocation | Translocation | (a) Information is | Information is | Information from

information Information available on sufficientto | frequent and
253 quality the presence | adequately comprehensive

or absence of | inform the monitoring
Information diseases, risk and demonstrates
on the impact pests, impact no impact from
of the pathogens, assessments | introduced
translocation and non- required in diseases, pests,
activity on the native the SG80 and non-native
environment species at the | translocation | species with a
is adequate to source and management | high degree of
determine the destination of | level of certainty.
risk posed by the performance
the fishery. translocated (P12.5.2).

stock to guide

the

management

strategy and

reduce the

risks

associated

with the

translocation.

SB4  Principle 3

SB4.1 General requirements for Principle 3

SB4.1.1 The team shall score enhanced bivalve fisheries against Principle 3 Pls as per Section
SA, with the exception of CAG fisheries, where P1 is not scored.

SB4.1.2  If P1is not scored, the team shall focus P3 scoring on whether or not the appropriate and
effective legal and/or customary framework is capable of delivering sustainable fisheries in
accordance with P2 PISGs.

End of Section SB
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Section SC: Modifications to the default assessment tree for
salmon fisheries — normative

Modifications to the default assessment tree structure, including the PISGs for each of the 3 MSC
Principles to be used in salmon fishery assessments. ®

SC1 General

SC1.1 General requirements

SC1.1.1  The team shall apply Section SC as a supplement to Section SA_in all salmon fishery
assessments. @

SC1.1.1.1 Only additions or modifications in relevant sections of the default assessment tree
and requirements are included in this Section.

SC1.1.2 The team shall score salmon fisheries against all Pls and scoring issues in Section SC.

Table SC1: Terms and definitions

Atrtificial The artificial propagation of fish that are released into the natural environment.
production Artificial production is commonly used to increase the number of fish available to be
caught or to rebuild depleted populations. It includes hatchery operations.

Avrtificially Those fish whose parents spawned in a hatchery or artificial habitat as described
produced fish | above.

Biological The escapement that provides the greatest potential for maximum sustainable yield.?2
Escapement
Goal (BEG)

Diversity (of The genetic variation and adaptations to different environments that have
salmon) accumulated between populations of salmon.

Enhancement | Artificial intervention in the natural life cycle of salmon. This may include artificial
production as defined above or other measures such as spawning channels, and
lake fertilization-fertilisation.

Population A component of ar-a stock management unit (SMU-). Population refers to the wild
production components whichthat may occupy different locations at different times. A
population could be a group of interbreeding salmon that is relatively isolated-f-e-;,
hence relatively demographically uncoupled from other such groups, and is likely to
be adapted to the local habitat)-.

Production Recruits per spawner x total spawners. i-e;The total production of the population.
(of salmon)

Productivity The number of recruits per spawner. The term productivity is used in Section SA to
(of salmon) mean productivity at the stock, not individual level. AssessmentteamsThe team
should consider this when assessing salmon fisheries.

2 Alaska Department of Fish and Game. (N.d.) Alaska fisheries sonar — escapement goals.
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Productivity The rate of biomass production per unit area per time.

(related to the

ecological

community or

the

ecosystem)

Swsy Spawner abundance at maximum sustainable yield.2

Stock A group of enrel or more salmon populations. Generally, fishery management goals

management | have been established by the management agency at this aggregate level. SMU is a

unit {SMY) broad management concept; not every population with a defined goal need be an
individual SMU, but may be part of an SMU. For salmon fishery assessments-steek’,
“stock” in Section SA refers to the SMU level.

Wild fish F1 generation fish whose parents spawned in the wild, regardless of parental lineage
{Fi-generation);. Wild fish are also referred to as natural-origin fish.

3 Department of Fisheries and Oceans. (2013) Proceedings of the National Workshop for Technical Expertise in
Stock Assessment (TESA): Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY) Reference Points and the Precautionary
Approach when Productivity Varies. DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Proceed. Ser. 2012/055
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SC2 Principle 1

MSC Fisheries Standard

T
[ 1 1
Principle 1 Principle 2 Principle 3
)|
[ 1 1
Outcome Harvest strategy Enhancement
(management)
PI11.1.1: Stock status — Pl1.2.1: Harvest strategy — PI1.3.1: Enhancement
outcome
Pl 1.1.2: Stock rebuilding || PI1.2.2:Harvest control L Pl 1.3.2: Enhancement
rules and tools management
PI11.23: PI 1.3.3: Enhancement
Information/monitoring ] information
P11.2.4: Assessment of
1 stock status

Figure SC1: Principle 1 modified default Tree-Struectureassessment tree for salmon fisheries

SC2.1 General requirements for Principle 1

SC2.1.1 The team shall consider the unique population structure of salmon in its assessment of

Principle 1. @

SC2.1.2 The team shall regard stock management units (SMUs) as equivalent to single stocks in
Section SA.

SC2.1.3 Where Section SA default requirements apply, this is specifically noted in that section for
Principle 1.
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Table SC2: Pl 1.1.1 stock status PISGs

Component PI

Scoring
issues

Outcome Stock status (a) Itis likely that | Itis highly There is a
111 Stock status the SMU is likely thatthe | high degree
o above the SMU is above | of certainty
The SMU is at LRP. the LRP. that the SMU
a level which is above the
maintains LRP.
high
production
and has a low
probability of
falling below
its LRP.
(b) The SMU isat = Thereis a
Stock status or fluctuating | high degree
in relation to around its of certainty
the TRP. m TRP. that the SMU
has been
fluctuating
around its
TRP, or has
been above
its TRP over
recent years.
(c) The majority
Status of of component
component populations in
populations. the SMU are
within the
range of
expected
variability.

Scoring stock status

with the intent in SA PI 1.1.1 for the outcome Pls. ®

Persistence in the presence of directed fishing.b.

in the absence of directed fishing.

In scoring PI 1.1.1 for salmon fisheries, the level of the LRPs and TRPs shall be consistent

The LRP shall be a level at which the SMU has a high probability of:

Recovery to high production

The TRP, generally expressed as a target escapement goal or target harvest rate,

shall be a level at which the SMU maintains high production, such as BEGs or

SC2.2.1
SC2.2.1.1
SC2.2.1.2
Swisy.
SC2.2.2
the SMU. @
SC2.2.2.1

escapement goals, or other surrogate reference points. @

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0
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If no distinction is made between wild fish and artificially produced fish in
estimates of spawning escapements or other surrogate reference points, the team
shall score stock status lower than in cases where wild fish are enumerated
separately.

The team shall consider the following in scoring Pl 1.1.1 for salmon, reflecting the periodic

recruitment patterns of these species. ®

SC2.23.1

SC2.2.3.2

SC2.2.3.3

SC2.2.3.4

SC2.2.4

Stock status: taking into consideration the specific dynamics of salmon stocks, the
fishery shall meet the SG60 requirement in Pl 1.1.1 scoring issue (a) if the
average SMU spawning stock size is above the LRP.

The terms “likely”, “highly likely”, and “high degree of certainty” are used to allow
for qualitative and quantitative evaluation. Where time-series data are available,
the team shall interpret:

a. “Likely” to mean = 60% of the 15 most recent years (= 9 of the 15 years).

b. “Highly likely” to mean = 80% of the 15 most recent years (= 12 of the 15
years).

c. “High degree of certainty” to mean > 90% of the 15 most recent years.

Stock status in relation to TRPs: in scoring issue (b) of Pl 1.1.1, where time-series
data is available, the team shall interpret:

a. “Fluctuating around” at the SG80 level to mean an SMU meeting its TRP in =
50% of the 15 most recent years (2 8 of the 15 years).

b. A *high degree of certainty” at the SG100 level to mean that the SMU has met
its TRP in 2 80% of the15 most recent years (= 12 of the 15 years).

Status of component populations: scoring issue (c) allows for qualitative and/or
guantitative analysis. If population-specific reference points are neither defined,
nor individual populations monitored, the team may make a reasoned argument
based on expert judgement and qualitative information to score this scoring issue.

a. Fishing should allow for the persistence of component populations, recognising
that at any point in time there are “likely” to be some populations at low and
high productivity in the absence of fishing.

SA2.2.2-SA2.2.7 shall also apply.

SC2.3 Stock rebuilding PI (P11.1.2)

Table SC3: Pl 1.1.2 stock rebuilding PISGs

Component

PI Scoring
issues

Outcome

Stock (@ A rebuilding The shortest
rebuilding Rebuilding timeframe is practicable
1.1.2 timeframes specified for rebuilding

the SMU that timeframe is
Where the is the shorter specified that
SMU is of 20 years does not
reduced, or 2 times its exceed 1
there is generation generation
evidence of time. time for the
stock SMU.
rebuilding
within a
specified
timeframe.
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Component PI Scoring
issues
(b) Monitoring is There is There is
Rebuilding in place to evidence that | strong
evaluation determine the fishery- evidence that
whether the based the rebuilding
fishery-based | rebuilding strategies
rebuilding strategies are being
strategies are being implemented
are effective implemented | effectively, or
in rebuilding effectively, or | itis highly
the SMU it is likely likely based
within the based on on simulation
specified simulation modelling,
timeframe. modelling, exploitation
exploitation rates, or
rates, or previous
previous performance
performance that they will
that they will be able to
be able to rebuild the
rebuild the SMU within
SMU within the specified
the specified | timeframe.
timeframe.
(c) Enhancement | Enhancement | Enhancement
Use of activities are activities are activities are
enhancement | notroutinely | very seldom | notused asa
in stock used as a used as a stock
rebuilding @ stock stock rebuilding
rebuilding rebuilding strategy.
strategy but strategy.
may be
temporarily in
place as a
conservation
measure to
preserve or
restore wild
diversity
threatened by
human or
natural
impacts.

SC2.3.1 The team shall only score this Pl when stock status does not meet the SG80 level in PI
1.1.1 because of low stock levels, such that the SMU needs rebuilding. ®

SC2.3.3 In scoring issue (a), at the SG60 level, for cases where the time for 2 generations is less
than 5 years, the rebuilding timeframe is up to 5 years.

SC2.3.4  In scoring issue (c), the team shall interpret:

management strategy or used in lieu of wild salmon population management.

b. “Very seldom” as used only for short-term emergency cases that do not form part of a
long-term management or rebuilding strategy.

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0
Date of publication: 26 October 2022

Page 91
© Marine Stewardship Council 2022



SC2.3.5

SC2.4 Harvest strategy Pl (P1 1.2.1)

MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0

SA2.3.2-SA2.3.5 shall also apply.

Table SC4: Pl 1.2.1 harvest strategy PISGs

Component

\
Harvest
strategy
(management

)

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0

PI

Harvest
strategy

121

Thereis a
robust and
precautionary
harvest
strategy in
place.

Date of publication: 26 October 2022

Scoring
issues

(a)
Harvest
strategy
design

(b)
Harvest
strategy
evaluation

(c)
Harvest
strategy
monitoring

SG60

The harvest
strategy is
expected to
achieve SMU
management
objectives
reflected in PI
1.1.1 SG8o,
including
measures
that address
component
population
status issues.

The harvest
strategy is
likely to work
based on prior
experience or
plausible
argument.

Monitoring is
in place that is
expected to
determine

SG80

The harvest
strategy is
responsive to
the state of
the SMU, and
the elements
of the harvest
strategy work
together
towards
achieving
SMU
management
objectives
reflected in PI
1.1.1 SG8o,
including
measures
that address
component
population
status issues.

The harvest
strategy has
been tested
and is
expected to
meet the
objectives
reflected in PI
1.1.1 SG80 or
there is
evidence that
the harvest
strategy is
achieving its
objectives
reflected in PI
1.1.1 SG8O0.

SG100

The harvest
strategy is
responsive to
the state of
the SMU and
is designed
to achieve
SMU
management
objectives
reflected in PI
1.1.1 SG80,
including
measures
that address
component
population
status issues.

The
performance
of the harvest
strategy has
been
evaluated
and evidence
exists to show
that itis
achieving its
objectives
reflected in PI
1.1.1 SG8O,
including
being clearly
able to
maintain
SMUs at
target levels.
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Component PI Scoring

issues

(d)
Harvest
strategy
review

((e)
Review of
alternative
measures

SG60

whether the
harvest
strategy is
working.

There has
been a review
of the
potential
effectiveness
and
practicality of
alternative
measures to
minimise
UoA-related
mortality of
unwanted
catch of the
target stock.

SG80

Thereis a
review every
5 years of
alternative
measures to
minimise
UoA-related
mortality of
unwanted
catch of the
target stock
and they are
implemented
as
appropriate.

SG100

The harvest
strategy is
periodically
reviewed and
improved as
necessary.

Thereis a 3
review every
2 years of the
potential
effectiveness
and
practicality of
alternative
measures to
minimise
UoA-related
mortality of
unwanted
catch of the
target stock,
and they are
implemented,
as
appropriate.

SC2.4.1 In scoring issue (a), the team shall evaluate whether fishery managers attempt to minimise
harvest of any weak component population(s) within the SMU through differential harvest.
O]

SC2.4.2 In scoring issue (a), the team shall consider whether the harvest strategy of a salmon
fishery with artificial production is designed to control exploitation rates on wild stocks in
order to allow for self-sustaining, locally adapted wild populations. @

SC2.4.3 SA2.4.1-SA2.4.5 shall also apply.

SC2.5 Harvest control rules and tools PI (Pl 1.2.2)

Table SC5: Pl 1.2.2 HCRs and tools PISGs

Component Pl Scoring SG60 SG80 SG100
issues
[ I I I I
Harvest HCRs and (a) Generally Well-defined | The HCRs are
strategy tools HCR design understood HCRs are in expected to
122 and HCRs are in place that keep the SMU
- application place or ensure that fluctuating at
There are available that  the or above a
well-defined are expected  exploitation target level
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PI

and effective
HCRs in
place.

MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0

Scoring
issues

(b)

HCR
robustness to
uncertainty

(c)
HCR
evaluation

(d)
Maintenance
of wild
component
populations

SG60

to reduce the
exploitation
rate as the
SMU LRP is
approached.

There is
some
evidence that
tools used or
available to
implement
HCRs are
appropriate
and effective
in controlling
exploitation.

Itis likely that
the HCRs and
tools are
consistent
with
maintaining
the diversity
and
productivity of
the wild
component
populations.

SG80

rate is
reduced as
the LRP is
approached
and are
expected to
keep the SMU
fluctuating
around a
target level
consistent
with MSY.

The HCRs are
likely to be
robust to the
main
uncertainties.

Available
evidence
indicates that
the tools in
use are
appropriate
and effective
in achieving
the
exploitation
levels
required
under the
HCRs.

Itis highly
likely that the
HCRs and
tools are
consistent
with
maintaining
the diversity
and
productivity of
the wild
component
populations.

SG100

consistent
with MSY or
another more
appropriate
level, taking
into account
the ecological
role of the
stock, most of
the time.

The HCRs
take account
of awide
range of
uncertainties,
including the
ecological role
of the SMU,
and there is
evidence that
the HCRs are
robust to the
main
uncertainties.

Evidence
clearly
shows that
the tools in
use are
effective in
achieving the
exploitation
levels
required
under the
HCRs.

There is a
high degree
of certainty
that the HCRs
and tools are
consistent
with
maintaining
the diversity
and
productivity of
the wild
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SC25.1

PI
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Scoring
issues

SG60

SG80

maintaining the SMU at an abundance consistent with high production.

SC2.5.2

SG100

component
populations.

In scoring issue (a), the team shall consider whether the HCRs and tools are capable of

In scoring issue (d), the team shall consider empirical and/or analytical evidence, such as

field evidence and/or simulations of multiple population complexes, that supports the
likelihood that the established set of HCRs and tools will result in the abundance and
spatial/temporal distribution of component populations consistent with maintaining their
diversity and productivity. ®

SC25.3

a.

SC2.6

The following shall also apply:
SA2.5.1-SA2.5.3.

Table SC6: Pl 1.2.3 information and monitoring PISGs

Information and monitoring PI (Pl 1.2.4-13)

Component Scoring
issues
Harvest Information (@ Some Sufficient A
strategy and Range of relevant relevant comprehensiv
monitoring information® | information information erange of
123 related to related to information,
SMU SMU including some
Relevant structure, structure, that may not be
information is SMU SMU relevant to the
collected to production, production, current harvest
support the and fleet fleet strategy, is
harvest composition is | composition available.
strategy. available to and other
support the data is
harvest available to
strategy, support the
including harvest
indirect or strategy,
direct including
information harvests and
is available spawning
on some escapements
component fora
populations. | representativ
erange of
wild
component
populations.
(b) SMU wild SMU wild All
Monitoring abundance abundance information
and UoA and UoA required by
removals are | removals are | the harvest
monitored and | regularly strategy is
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Component Pl
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Scoring
issues

at least 1
indicator is
available and
monitored
with sufficient
frequency to
support the
harvest
strategy.

monitored at
alevel of
accuracy and
coverage
consistent
with the
harvest
strategy, and
1or more
indicators
are available
and monitored
with sufficient
frequency to
support the
harvest
strategy.

monitored
with high
frequency and
a high degree
of certainty,
and there is a
good
understanding
of the inherent
uncertainties
in the
information
(data) and the
robustness of
assessment
and
management
to this
uncertainty.

SC2.6.1

SC2.6.2

SC2.7

(c)
Comprehensi
veness of
information

Table SC7: Pl 1.2.4 assessment of stock status PISGs

Component PI

Scoring
issues

There is good
information on
all other
fishery
removals from
the SMU.

Assessment of stock status Pl (Pl 1.2.4)

For scoring issue (a), at the SG80 level, “sufficient relevant information” shall include
direct evidence and/or analysis and risk assessments. @

SA2.6.1-SA2.6.6 shall also apply.

Assessment
of stock status

124

Harvest
strategy

There is an
adequate
assessment
of the stock
status of the
SMU.

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0
Date of publication: 26 October 2022

@

Appropriatene

ss of
assessment

to stock under

consideration

(b)
Assessment
approach @

The
assessment
estimates
stock status

The
assessment is
appropriate
for the SMU
and for the
harvest
strategy.

The
assessment
estimates
stock status

The
assessment
takes into
account the
major features
relevant to the
biology of the
species and
the nature of
the UoA.

The
assessment
estimates with
a high level of
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Scoring

issues

©
Uncertainty in
the
assessment

(d)
Evaluation of
assessment

©
Peer review of
assessment

relative to
generic
reference
points
appropriate to
salmon.

The
assessment
identifies
major
sources of
uncertainty.

relative to
reference
points that are
appropriate to
the SMU and
can be
estimated.

The
assessment
takes
uncertainty
into account.

The
assessment
of SMU
status,
including the
choice of
indicator
populations
and methods
for evaluating
wild salmon in
enhanced
fisheries, is
subject to
peer review.

confidence
both stock
status and
reference
points that are
appropriate to
the SMU and
its wild
component
populations.

The
assessment
takes into
account
uncertainty
and is
evaluating
stock status
relative to
reference
points in a
probabilistic
way.

The
assessment
has been
tested and
shown to be
robust, and
alternative
hypotheses
and
assessment
approaches
have been
rigorously
explored.

The
assessment,
including
design for
using
indicator
populations
and methods
for evaluating
wild salmon in
enhanced
fisheries, has
been
internally
and
externally
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Scoring
issues

®
Representativ
eness of
indicator
stocks @

()

Definition of
SMUs @

SG60

Where
indicator
stocks are
used as the
primary
source of
information for
making
management
decisions on
SMUs, there
is some
scientific
basis for the
choice of
indicators.

The majority
of SMUs are
defined with a
clear rationale
for
conservation,
fishery
management,
and stock
assessment
requirements.

SG80

Where
indicator
stocks are
used as the
primary
source of
information for
making
management
decisions on
SMUs, there
is some
evidence of
coherence
between the
status of the
indicator
streams and
the status of
the other
populations
they represent
within the
management
unit, including
selection of
indicator
stocks with
low
productivity to
match those
of the
representative
SMU where
applicable.

The SMUs
are well
defined and
include
definitions of
the major
populations,
with a clear
rationale for
conservation,
fishery
management,
and stock
assessment
requirements.

SG100

peer
reviewed.

Where
indicator
stocks are
used as the
primary
source of
information for
making
management
decisions on
SMUs, the
status of the
indicator
streams are
well
correlated
with other
populations
they represent
within the
management
unit, including
stocks with
lower
productivity.

There is an
unambiguous
description of
each SMU
that may
include the
geographic
location, run
timing,
migration
patterns,
and/or
genetics of
component
populations,
with a clear
rationale for
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Component PI Scoring SG60 SG80 SG100
issues

conservation,
fishery
management,
and stock
assessment
requirements.

SC2.7.1  In scoring issue (b), the team shall assess whether reference points will maintain the Swmsy
or similarly abundant levels. ®

SC2.7.1.1 In enhanced salmon fisheries, the team shall consider whether the reference
points are based only on wild fish. ®

SC2.7.1.2 TRPs shall be a level at which the SMU maintains high production, such as BEGs
or Swsy.

SC2.7.2 In scoring issue (f), the team shall evaluate factors such as number, spatial distribution,
and migration timing of the indicator stocks relative to the SMU. ®

SC2.7.3  In scoring issue (g), the definition of SMUs shall reflect an understanding of the population
structure, including information on the component populations. @

SC2.7.3.1 In defining SMUs, the team shall assess whether wild and artificially influenced
components are clearly distinguished. @

SC2.8 General requirements for enhancement Pls

SC2.8.1 The team shall score all salmon fisheries against the enhancement Pls.

SC2.8.1.1 Where there are no enhancement activities associated with the UoA, the default
score for these enhancement Pls shall be 100.

SC2.8.2 The team shall interpret key words or phrases used in the enhancement Pls in Section SC
as per Table SC8.

Table SC8: Enhancement terms and definitions @

Term Definition and discussion

Habitat enhancement The team should consider any modification to habitat that increases
the production beyond the normative processes of the habitat, with
the intent of increasing fishery production, to be artificial production.

The team may consider habitat modification intended to return habitat
to its normative state to be restoration. The team does not need to
consider this under the enhancement Pls.

Hatchery enhancement Hatchery operations, such as seeding of a lake with fish released after
being raised in a hatchery.

“Integrated” hatchery Where a hatchery population is associated with a wild population and
production the hatchery program is managed, intentionally or in practice, in such
a way that gene flow from the wild to the hatchery population is non-
negligible.
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Term Definition and discussion

pHOS The proportion of hatchery-origin fish spawning naturally contributing
to the natural spawning population. The team should use the simple
4-year arithmetic mean for the purpose of assessments.

pNOB The proportion of natural-origin (wild) fish contributing to the hatchery

broodstock. The team should use the simple 4-year arithmetic mean
for the purpose of assessments.

“Segregated” hatchery Where hatchery populations are maintained as isolated reproductive

production groups and hatchery fish do not stray into and spawn with wild
populations, or do so only to a very limited extent.
Stray rate The proportion of fish that do not home accurately and return to some

other location.

SC2.9 Enhancement outcomes PI (Pl 1.3.1)

Table SC9: PI1.3.1 enhancement outcomes PISGs

Component  PI Scoring
issues
Fishery Enhancement | (a) Itis likely Itis highly Thereis a
enhancement | outcomes Enhancement | that the likely that high degree
13.1 impacts @ enhancement | the of certainty
- activities do | enhancement | that the
Enhancement not have activities do enhancement
activities do significant not have activities do
not negatively negative significant not have
impact the impacts on negative significant
wild stock(s). the local impacts on negative
adaptation, the local impacts on
reproductive | adaptation, the local
performance, | reproductive | adaptation,
or performance, | reproductive
productivity or performance,
and diversity | productivity or
of wild and diversity | productivity
stocks. of wild and diversity
stocks. of wild
stocks.
SC2.9.1 The team shall determine the method used to score this Pl based on the level of available
information.
SC2.9.1.1 If relevant studies on enhancement outcomes are available, the team shall use
these to score this Pl. @
SC2.9.1.2 If there are no relevant studies on enhancement outcomes, but estimated pHOS

and proportion of natural-origin, wild fish contributing to the hatchery broodstock
(PNOB) values are available, the team shall use these to score this PI in relation
to default values appropriate to the species and type of enhancement. @

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0
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SC2.9.1.3 If neither relevant studies nor estimates of pHOS nor pNOB are available, the
team shall use expert judgement to score this Pl using a precautionary approach.
O]

SC2.10 Enhancement management Pl (Pl 1.3.2)

Table SC10: PI 1.3.2 enhancement management PISGs

Component Scoring
Fishery Enhancement | (a) Practices Thereis a Thereis a
enhancement | management = Management @ and partial comprehensive
132 strategy in protocols are | strategy in strategy in
e place @ in place to place to place to protect
Effective protect wild protect wild wild stocks from
enhancement stocks from stocks from significant
and fishery significant significant negative
strategies are negative negative impacts of
in place to impacts of impacts of enhancement.
address enhancement. | enhancement.
effects of
enhancement | (b) The practices | There is some | There is clear
activities on Management | and protocols | objective evidence that
wild stock(s). | strategy in place are basis for the
evaluation considered confidence comprehensive
likely to be that the strategy is
effective strategy is successfully
based on effective, protecting wild
plausible based on stocks from
argument. evidence that | significant
the strategy detrimental
is achieving impacts of
the outcome enhancement.
metrics used
to define the
minimum
detrimental
impacts.

SC2.10.1 The team shall assess whether management seeks to minimise the number and
proportion of hatchery fish interbreeding with wild fish in natural spawning areas. ®

SC2.11 Enhancement information PI (Pl 1.3.3)

Table SC11: PI 1.3.3 enhancement information PISGs

Component Scoring
issues

Fishery Enhancement | (a) Some Sufficient A
enhancement | information Information relevant relevant comprehensi

133 adequacy ® information qualitative ve range of

- is available on | and relevant
the gquantitative quantitative
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Scoring
issues

Relevant
information
is collected,
and
assessments
are adequate
to determine
the effect of
enhancement
activities on
wild stock(s).

contribution of
enhanced fish
to the fishery
harvest, total

information
is available on
the
contribution of

information
is available on
the
contribution of

escapement, enhanced fish | enhanced fish
and hatchery | to the fishery | to the fishery
broodstock. harvest, total harvest, total
escapement, | escapement,
and hatchery | and hatchery
broodstock. broodstock.
(b) The effect of A moderate- | A
Use of enhancement | level comprehensi
information in | activities on analysis of ve analysis
assessment wild-stock relevant of relevant
status, information is | information is
productivity, conducted conducted
and diversity and used by and routinely
are taken into | decision used by
account makers to decision
qualitatively. quantitatively | makers to
estimate the determine,
impact of with a high
enhancement | degree of
activities on certainty, the
wild-stock guantitative
status, impact of
productivity, enhancement
and diversity. | activities on
wild-stock
status,
productivity,

and diversity.

SC2.11.1

produced fish. @

SC2.11.2
SC3

SC3.1
SC3.1.1
SC3.1.2
SC3.1.3

Principle 2

fishery.

SC3.1.4

of enhancement activities.

General requirements for Principle 2
All Principle 2 Pls in Section SA shall apply.
This section includes only additions and modifications.

SC3.2-9 No modifications to Section SA

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0
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In scoring issue (a), “information” shall include the marking and monitoring of artificially

In its assessment, the team shall consider the methods of artificial production. @

The team shall explicitly consider enhancement activities that are associated with the

The team shall score all Performance Indicators and Scoring Issues even in the absence
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SC3.10 ETP/OOS species outcome PI (Pl 2.2.1)

Table SC12: Pl 2.2.1 ETP/OOS species outcome PISGs

Component

PI

ETP/O0OS

Outcome

species

status

22.1

The
ETP/OQS unit
is at
favourable
conservation
status, or the
UoA and
associated
enhancement
activities do
not hinder

recovery to
this level.

Scoring
issues
(@ The direct The direct Thereis a
Direct effects | effects of the effects of the high degree
UoA, UoA, of certainty
including including that the direct
enhancement | enhancement | effect of the
activities, are activities, are | UoA,
unlikely to highly including
hinder unlikely to enhancement
recovery of hinder activities, do
the ETP/OOS | recovery of not hinder
unit to the ETP/OOS | recovery of
favourable unit to the ETP/O0S
conservation favourable unit to
status. conservation favourable
status. conservation
status.

SC3.11 ETP/OOS species management strateqy Pl (Pl 2.2.2)

Table SC13: Pl 2.2.2 ETP/OOS species management strategy PISGs

Component Scoring
issues
ETP/O0S Management | (a) There are Thereis a Thereis a
species strategy Management | measures in strategy in comprehensive
222 strategy in place, if place, if strategy in
— place necessary, necessary, that | place that is
The UoA and that are is expected to expected to
associated expected to minimise the minimise the
enhancement minimise the UoA- and UoA- and
activities have UoA- and enhancement enhancement
precautionary enhancement | related-mortality | related-
management related- of the ETP/OOS | mortality of the
strategies mortality of unit and ETP/OQOS unit
designed to: the ETP/OOS | achieve the and achieve the
unit and ETP/O0S ETP/O0S
M achieve the outcome SG80 | outcome SG80
Incidental ETP/O0S level of level of
catches of the —
ETP/OOS unit outcome performance. performance.
are minimised SG80 level of
I — performance.
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Scoring
issues

and where

possible
eliminated.

— Ensure that

unit is at
favourable
conservation
status, or the
UoA and
associated
enhancement
activities do
not hinder

recovery to
this level.

the ETP/OOS

(b)
Management
strategy
effectiveness

Evidence
indicates that
the measures
strategy, or
comprehensiv

e strategy have
reduced or

minimised the

mortality of the
ETP/OQS unit.

(©) Thereis a Thereis a
Review of review every 5 | review every 2
alternative years of the years of
measures to alternative alternative
minimise measures to measures to
mortality of minimise UoA- | minimise UoA-
the ETP/O0OS and and
unit enhancement enhancement
related-mortality | related-mortality
of the ETP/OOS | of the ETP/OOS
unit, and they unit, and they
are are
implemented as | implemented, as
appropriate for appropriate, for
the ETP/O0S the ETP/O0S
(d) Thereis a
Shark finning | high degree
of certainty
that shark
finning is not
taking place.
() There are Thereis a Thereis a
Ghost gear measures in partial strategy | strategy in
management | place, if in place for the place for the
strategy necessary, UoA and UoA and
for the UoA associated associated
and enhancement enhancement
associated activities, if activities, if
enhancement | necessary, that | necessary, that

activities, that

is expected to

is expected to

are expected

minimise ghost

minimise ghost

to minimise

gear and its

gear and its

ghost gear

impact on the

impact on the

and its impact

ETP/OOS unit.

ETP/OOS unit.

on the
ETP/OOS
unit.
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Table SC14: P1 2.2.3 ETP/OOS species information PISGs

ETP/O0S Information (&) Information is | Information is | Information is
species 203 Information adequate to adequate to adequate to
— adequacy for broadly estimate the estimate the
Information is | assessment understand impact of the impact of the
adequate to of impacts the impact of UoA and UoA and
determine the the UoA and associated associated
impact of the associated enhancement | enhancement
UoA and enhancement | activities on activities on
enhancement activities on the ETP/OOS | the ETP/OOS
activities on the ETP/OOS | unit, and to unit, and to
the ETP/OOS unit. estimate estimate
unit and the whether the whether the
effectiveness UoA and UoA and
of associated associated
management enhancement | enhancement
measures or activities may | activities may
strategies in be a threatto | be a threat to
place. its recovery, its recovery,
with a high with a very
degree of high degree
accuracy. of accuracy.
(b) Information is | Information is | Information is
Information adequate to adequate to adequate to
adequacy for | support support a support a
management | measures to | strategy to comprehensi
strategy manage the manage ve strategy to
impacts on impacts on manage
the ETP/OOS | the ETP/OOS | impacts on
unit. unit, and to the ETP/O0S
measure unit, and to
trends to evaluate the
evaluate the effectiveness
effectiveness | of the
of the measures to
measures to minimise
minimise mortality with
mortality. ahigh
degree of
certainty.
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SC3.13 Habitats outcome Pl (Pl 2.3.1)

Table SC15: Pl 2.3.1 habitats outcome PISGs

Component PI Scoring
issues
Habitats Outcome (@ The UoA and | The UoA and | Thereis
status Less sensitive | its associated | its associated | evidence that
231 habitats enhancement | enhancement | the UoA and
— activities, is activities is its associated
The UoA and unlikely to highly enhancement
its associated reduce unlikely to activities is
enhancement structure and reduce highly
activities do function of structure and unlikely to
not cause less sensitive | function of reduce
serious or habitats to a less sensitive | structure and
irreversible point where habitats to a function of
harm to there would point where less sensitive
habitat be serious or | there would habitats to a
structure and irreversible be serious or | point where
function, harm. irreversible there would
considered on harm. be serious or
the basis of irreversible
the area harm.
covered by
the ((b) The UoAand | The UoAand | Thereis
governance More its associated | its associated | evidence that
body(ies) sensitive enhancement | enhancement | the UoA and
responsible habitats activities is activities is its associated
for fisheries unlikely to highly enhancement
management reduce unlikely to activities is
in the area(s) structure and | reduce highly
where the function of structure and | unlikely to
UoA operates. more function of reduce
sensitive more structure and
habitats to a sensitive function of
point where habitats to a more
L there would point where sensitive
be serious or | there would habitats to a
irreversible be serious or point where
harm. irreversible there would
harm. be serious or
irreversible
harm.
(©) The The Thereis a
Impacts due enhancement | enhancement | high degree
to activities are activities are of certainty
enhancement | unlikely to highly that the
activities have adverse | unlikely to enhancement
within the impacts on have adverse | activities do
UoA habitat. impacts on not have
habitat. adverse
impacts on
habitat.
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SC3.13.1 The team shall interpret “habitat” in this Pl to include, but not be limited to:

a. Water quality.

MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0

b. Access for wild fish to spawning habitat.

c. Quality of stream habitat. ®

SC3.13.2 The team shall assess impacts that result from the physical operation of the culture facility
are not necessarily evaluated in the context of some broader regional resource

consequence.

SC3.13.2.1 The enhancement-related habitat modifications shall have minimal adverse
impacts on the surrounding habitats. ®

SC3.14 Habitats management strateqy PI (Pl 2.3.2)

Table SC16: Pl 2.3.2 habitats management strategy PISGs

Component Pl

Habitats Management
strategy

2.3.2

Thereis a
strategy in
place that is
designed to
ensure the
UoA and
associated
enhancement
activities do
not pose a
risk of serious
or irreversible
harm to the
habitats.

Scoring SG60 SG80 SG100
issues
(@) There are Thereis a Thereis a
Management | measures in partial strategy in
strategy in place, if strategy in place for
place necessary, place, if managing the
that are necessary, impact of all
expected to that is MSC
achieve the expected to UoAs/non-
habitat achieve the MSC fisheries
outcome habitat UoAs and
SG80 level. outcome associated
SG80 level or | enhancement
above. activities on
habitats.
(b) The measures | There is some | There is
Management | are evidence that | evidence that
strategy considered the the partial
effectiveness | likely to work, =K measures/pa | strategy/strat
0] based on rtial strategy | egy is
plausible is achieving achieving the
argument. the objectives | objectives set
set out in SI outin Sl (a),
(a), based on | based on
information information
directly about | directly about
the UOA, its the UOA, its
enhancement | enhancement
activities, activities,
and/or and/or
habitats habitats
involved. involved.
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Scoring
issues

((c)
Compliance
with
management
requirements
and other
MSC
UoAs’/non-
MSC
fisheries’
measures to
protect more
sensitive
habitats

(d)

Ghost gear
management
strategy

SG60

Information is
adequate to
broadly
understand
compliance in
the UoA with
management
requirements
to protect
more
sensitive
habitats.

There are
measures in
place, if
necessary,
for the UoA
and
associated
enhancement
activities, that
are expected
to minimise
ghost gear
and its impact
on all
habitats.

SG80

Information is
adequate to
estimate, with
a high
degree of
accuracy,
compliance in
the UoA with
its
management
requirements
and protection
measures
afforded to
more
sensitive
habitats by
other MSC
UoAs/non-
MSC
fisheries,
where
relevant.

Thereis a
partial
strategy in
place, if
necessary,
for the UoA
and
associated
enhancement
activities, that
is expected to
minimise
ghost gear
and its impact
on all
habitats.

SG100

Information is
adequate to
estimate, with
avery high
degree of
accuracy,
compliance in
the UoA with
its
management
requirements
and with
protection
measures
afforded to
more
sensitive
habitats by
other MSC
UoAs/non-
MSC
fisheries,
where
relevant.

Thereis a
strategy in
place for the
UoA and
associated
enhancement
activities that
is expected to
minimise
ghost gear
and its impact
on all
habitats.

SC3.14.1 The team shall consider whether management strategies for enhancement activities are in
place to reduce impact on: @

a. Water quality,
b. Access of natural origin fish to spawning habitat, and

C.

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0
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SC3.15 Habitats information PI (Pl 2.3.3)

Table SC17: Pl 2. 3.3 habitats information PISGs

Component Pl Scoring SG60 SG80 SG100
issues
Habitats Information (@) The types and | The nature, The
and Information distribution of | distribution, distribution of
monitoring quality the habitats and habitats is
233 are broadly vulnerability of = known over
understood. the habitats in | their range,
Information is the UoA area | with particular
adequate to are known at | attention
determine the a level of given to the
risk posed to detail relevant | occurrence of
the habitat by to the scale vulnerable
the UoA and and intensity habitats.
associated of the UoA.
enhancement
activities and | (p) Information is | Informationis | Information is
the ) Information adequate to adequate to adequate to
effectiveness | adequacy for | broadly estimate the | estimate the
of the strategy | assessment understand impacts of the | impacts of the
FO manage of impacts the impacts of = UoA, UoA,
impacts on gear use and | including including
the habitat. enhancement | enhancement | enhancement
activities on activities, on activities, on
habitats. habitats with a | habitats with a
high degree | very high
of accuracy. | degree of
accuracy.
(c) Adequate Changes in all
Monitoring information habitat
continues to distributions
be collected over time are
to detect any | measured.
increase in
risk to
habitats.
SC3.15.1 The team shall consider whether information on enhancement facilities and activities is

SC3.15.2

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0

collected to support the outcome in P12.3.1. @

In scoring issue (b) at SG60, the team shall verify that any information legally required by
operating permits relevant to these habitat issues is collected.

Date of publication: 26 October 2022
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SC3.16 Ecosystem outcome PI (Pl 2.4.1)

Table SC18: Pl 2.4.1 ecosystem outcome PISGs

Component

Ecosystem

SC3.16.1

PI

Outcome
status

24.1

The UoA and
associated
enhancement
activities do
not cause
serious or
irreversible
harm to the
key elements
of ecosystem
structure and
function.

Scoring
issues

G
Ecosystem
status

(b)

Impacts due
to
enhancement
0]

SG60

The UoA is
unlikely to
disrupt the
key elements
underlying
ecosystem
structure and
function to a
point where
there would
be serious or
irreversible
harm.

Enhancement
activities are
unlikely to
disrupt the
key elements
underlying
ecosystem
structure and
functionto a
point where
there would
be serious or
irreversible
harm.

SG80

The UoAis
highly
unlikely to
disrupt the
key elements
underlying
ecosystem
structure and
function to a
point where
there would
be serious or
irreversible
harm.

Enhancement
activities are
highly
unlikely to
disrupt the
key elements
underlying
ecosystem
structure and
function to a
point where
there would
be serious or
irreversible
harm.

SG100

There is
evidence that
the UoA is
highly
unlikely to
disrupt the
key elements
underlying
ecosystem
structure and
function to a
point where
there would
be serious or
irreversible
harm.

There is
evidence that
the
enhancement
activities are
highly
unlikely to
disrupt the
key elements
underlying
ecosystem
structure and
function to a
point where
there would
be serious or
irreversible
harm.

In scoring issue (b), the team shall consider “key elements underlying ecosystem structure

and function” to include the ecological productivity and abundance of wild salmon and
other components of the aquatic ecosystem as a result of predation, competition for

resources, and disease transmission. @

SC3.16.2

programs into the following 2 categories: @

a. Disease transmission.

b. Predation/competition.

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0
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SC3.17 Ecosystem management Pl (Pl 2.4.2)

Table SC19: Pl 2.4.2 ecosystem management PISGs

Component Scoring
issues
Ecosystem Management | (a) There are Thereis a Thereis a

strategy Management | measures in | partial strategy that
240 strategy in place, if strategy in consists of a

place necessary, place, if plan in place
There are which necessary, that includes
measures in consider the which takes measures to
place to potential into account address all
ensure the impacts of available main impacts
UoA and the UoA on information of the UoA
enhancement the key and is on the
activities do elements expected to ecosystem,
not pose a underlying limit impacts | and at least
risk of serious ecosystem of the UoA on | some of these
or irreversible structure and | the measures are
harm to function. ecosystem so | in place.
ecosystem as to achieve
structure and the
function. Ecosystem

outcome
SG80 level.

(b) The There is There is

Management | measures are = some evidence that

strategy considered evidence that | the partial

effectiveness | likely to work, | the strategy/

O] based on measures/pa | strategy is
plausible rtial strategy | achieving the
argument. are achieving | objectives set

the objectives | out in scoring
set out in issue (a),
scoring issue | based on

(a), based on | information
some directly about
information the UoA
directly about | and/or

the UoA ecosystem
and/or the involved.
ecosystem

involved.

(c) There is There is clear

Management some evidence that

strategy evidence that | the partial

implementatio the strategy/strat

n measures/pa | egy is being

rtial strategy | implemented
is being successfully
implemented and is
successfully. achieving its
objective as
set out in
Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0 Page 111
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Component PI Scoring SG60 SG80 SG100
issues
scoring issue
().
(d) There is an There is a There is a
Management | established tested and comprehensi
of artificial evaluated ve and fully
enhancement | production artificial evaluated
activities @ strategy in production artificial
place that is strategy with production
expected to sufficient strategy to
achieve the monitoring in | verify with
Ecosystem place, and certainty that
outcome evidence is the
SG60 level. available to Ecosystem
reasonably outcome
ensure with SG100 level
high likelihood | is achieved.
that the
strategy is
effective in
achieving the
Ecosystem
outcome
SG8O0 level.
SC3.17.1 In scoring issue (d), the team shall consider whether management measures are in place

that decrease ecological risk of enhancement activities. ®

SC3.18 Ecosystem information Pl (Pl 2.4.3)

Table SC20: Pl 2.4.3 ecosystem information PISGs

Component

Ecosystem

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0

PI

Information
and
monitoring

243

There is
adequate
knowledge of
the impacts of
the UoA and
associated
enhancement
activities on
the
ecosystem.

Date of publication: 26 October 2022

Scoring SG60 SG80 SG100
issues
(a) Information is | Information is
Information adequate to adequate to
quality identify the broadly
key elements | understand
of the the key
ecosystem. elements of
the
ecosystem.
(b) Main impacts | Main impacts | Main
Investigation of the UoA of the UoA interactions
of UoA and and between the
impacts associated associated UoA and
enhancement | enhancement | associated
activities on activities on enhancement
the key the key activities and
ecosystem elements of the key
elements can | the ecosystem
be inferred ecosystem elements
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Component Scoring
issues
from existing | have been have been
information. investigated | investigated
in detail. in detail.
(c) The main The impacts
Understandin functions of of the UoA
g of the and
component components associated
(i.e. P1 target in the enhancement
species, in- ecosystem activities on
scope and are known. the
ETP/OOS components
species, and are identified,
habitats) and the main
functions functions of
these
components
in the
ecosystem
are
understood.
(d) Adequate Adequate
Information information is | information is
relevance available on available on
the impacts of | the impacts of
the UoA and the UoA and
associated associated
enhancement | enhancement
activities on activities on
these the
components components
to allow some | and elements
of the main to allow the
consequence | main
s for the consequence
ecosystemto | s for the
be inferred. ecosystem to
be inferred.
(e) Adequate Information is
Monitoring data continue | adequate to
to be support the
collected to development
detect any of strategies
increase in to manage
risk level. ecosystem
impacts.

SC3.18.1 The team shall assess whether relevant information is collected to understand the impacts
of enhancement activities on the receiving ecosystem. ®

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0 Page 113
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SC4.1
SC4.1.1

Principle 3

modifications. @

SC4.1.2

fishery. @

MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0

General requirements for Principle 3
All Principle 3 Pls in Section SA shall apply. This Section includes only additions and

SC4.2-3 No modifications to Section SA

SC4.4
SC4.4.1

the fishery and enhancement activities. @

SC4.4.2

SC4.5

Table SC21: Pl 3.1.3 long-term objective PISGs

There are no modifications to Table SA18.

Long-term objectives Pl (Pl 3.1.3)

Consultation, roles, and responsibilities Pl (Pl 3.1.2)

In scoring this PI, the team shall consider whether the consultation process covers both

The team shall explicitly consider enhancement activities that are associated with the

Component Pl Scoring SG60 SG80 SG100
issues

Governance Long-term (@) Long-term Clear long- Clear long-

and policy objectives Objectives objectivesto | term term
313 guide objectives that | objectives that

decision- guide guide
The making, decision- decision-
management consistent making, making,
policy for the with the MSC | consistent consistent
SMU and Fisheries with the MSC | with the MSC
associated Standard and | Fisheries Fisheries
enhancement the Standard and | Standard and
activities has precautionary | the the
clear long- approach, are | precautionary | precautionary
term implicit within | approach, are | approach, are
objectives to management | explicit within | explicit within
guide policy. management | and required
decision- policy. by
making that management
are consistent policy.
with the MSC
Fisheries
Standard and
incorporates
the
precautionary
approach.
SC4.5.1 The team shall assess whether the fishery’s enhancement activities have explicit long-

term objectives and a guiding policy context that: @

a.

Is consistent with managing for sustainable Principle 1 and Principle 2 outcomes for

wild salmon.

b. Shapes short-term objectives and decision-making processes.

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0

Date of publication: 26 October 2022
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SC4.6 No modifications to Section SA

SC4.7 Fishery-specific objectives PI (Pl 3.2.1)

Table SC22: Pl 3.2.1 fishery-specific objectives PISGs

Component

Fishery-
specific
management
system

SC4.7.1

PI

Fishery-
specific
objectives

321

The fishery-
specific and
associated
enhancement
management
system(s)
have clear,
specific
objectives
designed to
achieve the
outcomes
expressed by
the MSC
Principles 1
and 2.

Scoring
issues

@

Objectives

SG60

Objectives,
which are
broadly
consistent
with achieving
the outcomes
expressed by
the MSC
Principles 1
and 2, are
implicit within
the fishery
and
associated
enhancement
management
system(s).

SG80

Short- and
long-term
objectives,
which are
consistent
with achieving
the outcomes
expressed by
the MSC
Principles 1
and 2, are
explicit within
the fishery
and
associated
enhancement
management
system(s).

SG100

Well defined
and
measurable
short- and
long-term
objectives,
which are
demonstrably
consistent
with achieving
the outcomes
expressed by
the MSC
Principles 1
and 2, are
explicit within
the fishery
and
associated
enhancement
management
system(s).

The team shall evaluate whether clear objectives exist for the fishery’s enhancement

activities that are consistent with achieving specific, related outcomes in Principles 1 and

2.@

SC4.8

Decision-making processes PI (Pl 3.2.2)

Table SC23: Pl 3.2.2 decision-making processes PISGs

Component PI Scoring SG60 SG80 SG100
issues
Fishery- Decision- (@) There are There are
specific making Decision- some established
management | processes making decision- decision-
system 302 processes making _ making
processes in processes
The fishery- place that that result in
specific and result in measures and
associated measures and | strategies to
enhancement strategies to achieve the
management achieve the fishery-
system fishery- specific and
includes specific and enhancement
effective objectives.
Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0 Page 115
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Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0

decision-
making
processes
that result in
measures and
strategies to
achieve the
objectives and
has an
appropriate
approach to
actual
disputes in
the fishery.

Date of publication: 26 October 2022

Scoring
issues
enhancement
objectives.
(b) Decision- Decision- Decision-
Responsive- making making making
ness of processes processes processes
decision- respond to respond to respond to all
making serious serious and issues
processes issues other identified in
identified in important relevant
relevant issues research,
research, identified in monitoring,
monitoring, relevant evaluation,
evaluation, research, and
and monitoring, consultation,
consultation, evaluation, ina
ina and transparent,
transparent, consultation, timely, and
timely, and ina adaptive
adaptive transparent, manner, and
manner, and timely, and take account
take some adaptive of the wider
account of the = manner, and implications of
wider take account | decisions.
implications of | of the wider
decisions. implications of
decisions.
(c) Decision-
Use of making
precautionary processes
approach use the
precautionary
approach and
are based on
best available
information.
(d) Some Information Formal
Accountability | information on | on fishery reporting to all
and performance performance | interested
transparency | and and stakeholders
of management | management | provides
management | action is action is comprehensi
system and generally available on ve
decision- available on request, and information
making request to explanations on fishery
process stakeholders. | are provided performance
for any and
actions or lack | management
of action actions and
associated describes how
with findings the
and relevant management
recommendati | system

ons emerging

responded to
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Scoring SG60 SG80 SG100
issues
from findings and
research, relevant
monitoring, recommendati
evaluation, ons emerging
and review from
activity. research,
monitoring,
evaluation,
and review
activity.
(e) Although the The The
Approach to management | management | management
disputes authority or system or system or
fishery may fishery is fishery acts
be subjectto | attemptingto | proactively to
continuing comply in a avoid legal
court timely fashion | disputes or
challenges, it | with judicial rapidly
is not decisions implements
indicating a arising from judicial
disrespect or | any legal decisions
defiance of challenges. arising from
the law by legal
repeatedly challenges.
violating the
same law or
regulation
necessary for
the
sustainability
of the fishery.

SC4.8.1 In scoring issue (a), the team shall include determination of production levels and

strategies in decision-making processes surrounding enhancement activities. @

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0
Date of publication: 26 October 2022
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SC4.9 Compliance and enforcement Pl (Pl 3.2.3)

Table SC24: Pl 3.2.3 compliance and enforcement PISGs

Component

Fishery-
specific
management
system

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0

Compliance
and
enforcement

3.2.3

MCS
mechanisms
ensure the
management
measures in
the UoA and
associated
enhancement
activities are
enforced and

complied with.

Date of publication: 26 October 2022

Scoring
issues
(a) MCS An MCS A
MCS system mechanisms | system exists | comprehensi
exist within within the ve MCS
the UoA and UoA and system is well
associated associated established
enhancement | enhancement | within the
activities. activities. UoA and
associated
enhancement
activities.
(b) Sanctions to Sanctions to Comprehensi
Sanctions address non- | deal with non- | ve sanctions
compliance compliance to address
exist within exist that are non-
the UoA and appropriate to | compliance
associated the UoA and exist that are
enhancement | associated appropriate to
activities. enhancement | the UoA and
activities, and | associated
are applied. enhancement
activities, and
are
consistently
applied.
(c) Information is | Informationis | Information is
Compliance adequate to adequate to adequate to

(information)

(d)
Compliance
(outcome)

broadly
understand
compliance in
the UoA

Systematic
non-
compliance of
regulations
specific to
governing
sustainable
fishing
practices on
the water is
not evident
within the
UoA and
associated
enhancement
activities.

estimate
compliance in
the UoA with
a high degree
of accuracy.

Majority of
regulations,
including all
regulations
specific to
governing
sustainable
fishing
practices on
the water, are
likely to be
complied with.

estimate
compliance in
the UoA with
a very high
degree of
accuracy.

Majority of
regulations,
including all
regulations
specific to
governing
sustainable
fishing
practices on
the water, are
consistently
complied with.
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The team shall consider whether private hatchery operators cooperate with management

authorities in collection and sharing of information important to ensure that artificial
production activities are complying with legal and management system objectives and
requirements.

SC4.10

3.2.4)

Monitoring and management performance evaluation Pl (Pl

Table SC25: PI 3.2.4 monitoring and management performance evaluation PISGs

Component

Fishery-
specific
management
system

PI

Monitoring
and
management
performance
evaluation

324

There is a
system for
monitoring
and
evaluating the
performance
of the fishery-
specific and
enhancement
management
system(s)
against its
objectives.

There is
effective and
timely review
of the fishery-
specific and
associated
enhancement
program(s)
management
system.

Scoring SG60 SG80 SG100

issues

(@) The fishery The fishery The fishery

Evaluation and and and

coverage associated associated associated
enhancement | enhancement | enhancement
program(s) program(s) program(s)
have in place | have in place | have in place
mechanisms mechanisms mechanisms
to evaluate to evaluate to evaluate all
some parts of | key parts of parts of the
the the management
management | management | system.
system. system.

(b) The fishery- The fishery- The fishery-

Internal specific and specific and specific and

and/or associated associated associated

external enhancement | enhancement | enhancement

review @ program(s) program(s) program(s)
management | management | management
system is system is system is
subject to subject to subject to
occasional regular regular
internal internal and internal and
review. occasional external

external review.
review.

SC4.10.1 The team shall evaluate whether hatchery operational plans include well-designed and
supported provisions for monitoring the fishery’s enhancement activities that are
consistent with achieving specific, related outcomes and objectives in Principles 1 and 2.

SC4.10.1.1 The team shall evaluate the impacts of enhancement activities on natural

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0

production components and ecosystem function.
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SC5 Allowances for inseparable or practicably inseparable
catches in salmon fisheries

SC5.1 Inseparable or practicably inseparable catches in salmon
fisheries

SC5.1.1 The CAB shall only treat catches of salmon stock as inseparable or practicably
inseparable (IPI), as per FCP 7.5.12, if they are not certified separately and are either:

a. Non-target species (scored in P2, not P1), or

b. Non-local stocks of species targeted in the fishery (stocks that are caught in the
fishery but do not breed within the UoA and are not therefore normally scored as part
of the SMU).

SC5.1.1.1 If the proposed IPI stock is a different salmon species to the target species
(SC5.1.1.a), the CAB shall:

a. Only consider it not commercially feasible to separate the species when the
total catches from the IPI stock(s) do not exceed 5% by weight of the total
combined catches of target and IPI stock(s) within the UoA.

b. Assess the proposed IPI stock under P2 in accordance with FCP Annex PA.

SC5.1.1.2 If the proposed IPI stocks are non-local stocks of the same species as the P1
target stock within the UoA (SC5.1.1.b):

a. The total catches from the IPI stock(s) shall not exceed 5% by weight of the
total combined catches of target and IPI stock(s) within the UoA.

b. FCP 7.5.12.1.d shall not apply to these stocks. However, if these stocks are
outside biologically based limits, the CAB shall demonstrate that the fishery:

i. Does not catch 30% or more of the total removal of the stock.

ii. Is “highly likely” not to significantly hinder (consistent with GSA3.6) the
stock’s recovery.

iii. Has implemented practical measures to reduce impacts on the stock.

SC5.1.2  In considering whether proposed IPI stocks meet the defined 5% upper catch limits
(SC5.1.1.1 and SC5.1.1.2), the CAB shall take into account catch data from the most
recent 2 or more years prior to the date on which the eligibility is decided, as necessary to
allow for the normal age at spawning of each of the species under consideration.

SD: Introduced species Based Fisheries (ISBF) — Normative

SD1 General®

SD1.1.1.1 “Introduced species” are defined as per Table 2.

SD1.1.1.2 This Section includes only additions and modifications in relevant sections of the
default assessment tree and requirements.

SD2 Principle 1
SD2.1 General requirements for Principle 1

SD2.1.1  The team shall consider the ecological role of the introduced species.
SD2.1.2  The team shall assess the ISBF against default PISGs in Principle 1. @

SD2.1.2.1 If necessary, the team shall make modifications to the scoring issues at PI 1.1.1
and PI 1.2.2 for fisheries that include setting TRPs at levels that may be lower
than MSY, to reduce biodiversity impact.
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a. The team shall not accept LRPs set at levels below which there is an
appreciable risk of impairing reproductive capacity.

SD3  Principle 2

SD3.1 General requirements for Principle 2

SD3.1.1  The team shall determine whether the introduced species is not the target species in the
fishery being considered for certification but is an in-scope species that is impacted in
some way by fishing activity on the target species.

SD3.1.1.1 If the in-scope introduced species is being managed for high productivity because
it is a target species in another managed fishery, the team shall evaluate the
fishery to determine whether its impact on the in-scope introduced species is
acceptable.

SD3.1.1.2 If the in-scope introduced species is subject to a formal or informal eradication
policy because it is considered to have a “nuisance” status, the team shall not
take the impact of the fishery on the introduced species into consideration in the
assessment.

SD3.1.2 The team shall assess measures in place in the fishery to prevent further ecosystem
impacts that may have occurred as a result of the introduction of the species to the new
location under the ecosystem component of Principle 2.

SD3.1.2.1 If relevant, the team shall add an additional scoring issue and corresponding
guideposts at 60, 80, and 100 levels to the ecosystem management Pl 2.4.2, to
evaluate measures in the fishery to prevent progression of further ecosystem
impacts from occurring as a result of the presence of the introduced species.

SD3.1.2.2 The team shall review the following measures when assessing this additional
scoring issue:

a. Setting TRPs at levels that allow for recovery of species impacted by the
introduction.

b. Containment measures, such as fishing down at the boundaries of the stock
to prevent further spread.

Protection and/or creation of faunal refugia.

d. Provisions in legislation to prohibit further introductions of any other alien
species.

e. Other relevant mechanisms.

SD3.1.3 If relevant, the team shall add a corresponding ecosystem information scoring issue that
addresses the collection of information important to understanding and preventing further
impact of the introduced species on biodiversity.

SD3.1.4  If the fishery has no measures in place for Pl 2.4.2 and corresponding information in Pl
2.4.3, the team shall justify why measures are not considered necessary in that fishery to
prevent further impact on biodiversity, if applicable.

End of Section SD
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Section SE: Principle 1 for stocks managed by Regional
Fisheries Management Organisations

This section contains modifications to the FCP and the default assessment tree structure for the
assessment of stocks managed by RFMOs. Section SE relates to the scoring and associated
conditions of scoring issues (a) and (b) in PI 1.2.1 and P1 1.2.2.

SE1 General requirements for Section SE

SE1.1 Modifications to the FCP and default assessment tree

SE1.1.1 The team shall apply Section SE when the target stock(s) being assessed is/are managed
by an REMO. ®m

SE1.1.2 The team may apply Section SE when the target stock(s) being assessed is/are not
managed by an REMO.

SE1.1.2.1  Where there are overlapping UoAs, the CAB shall ensure a harmonised approach
to the application of Section SE.

SE1.1.2.2 The team shall apply Section SE to UoAs that include target stocks not managed
by REMOs only if the majority (more than half) of overlapping UoCs (i.e. UoCs
that include the same P1 target stock) agree to do so. @

a.  Where no overlapping UoCs exist, SE1.1.2.2 shall apply to UoAs.

SE1.1.3 The team shall apply Section SE only if there is evidence that the REMO is committed to
the development of a harvest strategy that includes a management procedure (MP) tested
within a management strateqy evaluation (MSE) framework. @

SE1.1.3.1 Evidence could include:

a. The adoption of a workplan with an associated timeline by the REMO for
development and implementation of harvest strategies.

b. Letters of correspondence identifying the commitment of that REMO or the
management strateqgy evaluation testing framework being outlined in
management measures and/or resolutions.

SE1.1.3.2 The team shall confirm the commitment of the REMO.

a. The team shall include evidence for this in the Announcement Comment Draft
Report.

SE1.1.4  Unless specifically noted, the CAB and the team shall follow:

a. All other FCP requirements.

b. Section SA_default assessment tree PISGs and requirements.

SE1.1.5 This section only includes additions or modifications to the requirements of the FCP_and
the Section SA _default assessment tree.

SE2 Principle 1 requirements

SE2.1 Harvest Strateqy P11.2.1

SE2.1.1  To determine whether the harvest strategy is “evaluated”, the team shall use only
evidence from the adopted harvest strategy, either: @

a. Through direct application of the harvest strategy, or

b. From modelled predictions of the harvest strateqy, if an effectiveness review has not
occurred before the end of the second phase.

SE2.1.2 If “available” HCRs are scored in Pl 1.2.2 (SE2.2), Pl 1.2.1 scoring issue (a) (Table SA4)
shall only meet SG60.
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SE2.2 Harvest control rules and tools Pl (P11.2.2)

Table SE1: P11.2.2 harvest control rules and tools PISGS

Component PI Scoring
issues
Harvest HCRs and (a) HCRs are Well-defined | The HCRs are
strategy tools HCR design expected to HCRs are in expected to
102 and reduce the place that keep the
—— application® exploitation ensure that stock
There are rate as the the fluctuating at
well-defined PRIl is exploitation or above a
and effective approached rate is target level
HCRs in and are either | reduced as consistent
place. generally the PRI is with MSY, or
understood approached, another more
and in place,  andare appropriate
or available. expected to level, taking
keep the into account
stock the ecological
fluctuating role of the
around a stock, most
target level of the time.
consistent
with (or
above) MSY
or for key LTL
species at a
level
consistent
with
ecosystem
needs.
(b) The HCRs are = The HCRs
HCR likely to be take account
robustness to robust to the of a wide
uncertainty ® main range of
uncertainties. | uncertainties
including the
ecological role
of the stock
and there is
evidence that
the HCRs are
robust to the
main
uncertainties.
(©) There is Available Evidence
HCR some evidence clearly
evaluation evidence that | indicates that = shows that
tools used or the tools in the tools in
available to use are use are
implement appropriate effective in
HCRs are and effective | achieving the
appropriate in achieving exploitation
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Component PI Scoring
issues
I
and effective | the levels
in controlling | exploitation required
exploitation. levels under the
required HCRs.
under the
HCRs.

SE2.2.1  The team should require additional precaution to be built into the HCR at SG100 so that
the HCR keeps stocks well above LRPs.

SE2.2.2  The team shall interpret:

a. “Generally understood” at SG60 to mean HCRs that can be shown to have been
applied in some way in the past but have not been explicitly defined or agreed.

b. “Well defined” at SG80 to mean HCRs that exist in some written form that has been
agreed by the management agency, ideally with stakeholders, and that state what
actions will be taken at what specific TRP levels.

c. “In place” at SG60 and SG80 to mean the HCR has been adopted by the
management agency and/or there is evidence or documentation that management
actions have been taken where required.

Scoring “available” HCRs at SG60

SE2.2.3  In scoring issue (a) at the SG60 level, the team shall accept “available” HCRs instead of
HCRs that are “in place” if:

a. Stock biomass has not previously been reduced below the MSY level, or has been
maintained at that level for a recent period of time that is at least longer than 2
generation times of the species, and is not predicted to be reduced below Busy within
the next 5 years, or

b. In UoAs where Busy estimates are not available, the stock has been maintained to

date by the measures in use at levels that have not declined significantly over time,
nor shown any evidence of recruitment impairment.

SE2.2.4  The team shall recognise “available” HCRs as “expected to reduce the exploitation rate as
the PRI is approached” only if:

a. “Generally understood” or “well-defined” HCRs are in place for some other UoAs that
are under the control of the same management body, and of a similar size and scale
as the UoA, or

b. An agreement or framework is in place that requires the management body to adopt
HCRs before the stock declines below Buwsy.

SE2.2.5 In scoring issue (a) at the SG100 level, where quantitative simulation testing is available
“most of the time”, the team should interpret the stock as being maintained at or above
MSY or some ecologically more relevant target point at least 70% of the time.

SE2.2.6  In scoring issue (c) at the SG60 level, where HCRs are recognised as “available”, the
team shall include in its rationale:

a. Evidence that HCRs are being “effectively” used in other named UoAs that are
managed by the same management body, and the basis on which they are regarded
as “effective”, or

b. A description of the formal agreement or legal framework that the management body
has defined, and the indicators and trigger levels that will require the development of
HCRs.
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Evaluating the effectiveness of HCRs

SE2.2.7 _In scoring issue (c) for “evidence”, the team shall use the current levels of exploitation in
the UoA, such as measured by the fishing mortality rate or harvest rate, where available.

SE2.2.7.1 If information is not available on the exploitation rate consistent with achieving a
long-term MSY, the team shall provide justification where available proxy
indicators and reference points are used as reasonable proxies of the exploitation
rate.

SE3  Process requirements for Section SE

SE3.1 Setting conditions

SE3.1.1 The CAB shall follow SE3.2-SE3.4 when setting a condition for P1 1.2.1 and P11.2.2
under Section SE. @

SE3.1.1.1 The CAB shall not follow condition setting requirements in the FCP _for PI 1.2.1
and P11.2.2.

SE3.2 Requirements for setting a condition for a P1 target stock that
has not been part of a certified UoA prior to effective date of the
MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0

SE3.2.1 Ifthe UoA comprises a target stock(s) that is not part of a certified UoA, the CAB shall
follow SE3.2.2 to SE3.2.9.

SE3.2.1.1 If the target stock(s) is part of a UoA that is already certified against either v1.3,
v2.0 or v2.01 of the MSC Fisheries Standard, the CAB shall follow SE3.3.

SE3.2.1.2 If the target stock(s) is part of a UoA that is already certified against v3.0 of the
MSC Fisheries Standard, the CAB shall follow SE3.4.

SE3.2.2 If the UoA does not meet SG100 for PI 1.2.1 scoring issues (a) and (b) and does not meet
SG80 for PI 1.2.2 scoring issues (a), (b), and (c), the CAB shall set a condition to result in
improved performance sufficient to meet these SGs.

SE3.2.3 The CAB shall structure the condition in two phases and set a timeline of a maximum of
two terms of certification.

SE3.2.3.1 For phase 1 of the condition, the CAB shall:

a. Set phase 1 of the condition to result in improved performance to SG100 for
P11.2.1 scoring issue (a) and SG80 for PI 1.2.2 scoring issue (a).

b. Draft phase 1 of the condition to follow the narrative form of SG100 for Pl
1.2.1 scoring issue (a) and SG80 for PI 1.2.2 scoring issue (a) and the
relevant accompanying requirements used in the assessment tree.

c. Specify the deadline as a maximum of one term of certification.
SE3.2.3.2  For phase 2 of the condition, the CAB shall:

a. Set phase 2 of the condition to result in improved performance to SG100 for
P11.2.1 scoring issue (b) and SG80 for PI 1.2.2 scoring issues (b) and (c).

b. Draft phase 2 of the condition to follow the narrative form of SG100 for PI
1.2.1 scoring issue (b), SG80 for Pl 1.2.2 scoring issues (b) and (c), and the
relevant accompanying requirements used in the assessment tree.

c. Specify the deadline for phase 2 as a maximum of one term of certification.

d. Specify that the outcomes of phase 1 (SE3.2.3.1) are to be maintained during
phase 2. ®
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SE3.2.4  The CAB shall specify the following milestones in the condition: @

a. Phase 1:

i. _Management objectives, performance indicators, and data needs are defined.

ii. Operating models and candidate management procedures that include
mechanisms for catch or effort constraints are tested through management
strategy evaluation simulations.

iii. _Demonstration of consultation and input from stakeholders.

iv. Preferred harvest strategy(ies) adhering to a management procedure approach
with an agreed catch or effort constraint identified.

b. Phase 2:

i. Mechanism for catch or effort constraints is agreed.

ii. Harvest strateqy adhering to a management procedure approach, with and
including catch or effort constraints or resource-sharing mechanism that follows
scientific advice, is adopted and implemented.

iii. Effectiveness review schedule of implemented harvest strategy is determined.

SE3.2.5 The CAB shall specify the timeframes over which the milestones must be met within each
phase. m

SE3.2.5.1 The CAB should ensure that milestone timeframes align with the plans developed
by the relevant management agency of the UoA(s).

SE3.2.6  The CAB shall use the milestones and associated timeframes to evaluate progress
against the condition at each surveillance audit. @

SE3.2.7 The CAB shall inform the client that if they are unable to complete phase 1 within the first
term of certification, they will not be eligible for reassessment at the end of the first term of
certification.

SE3.2.8 If the client and the CAB cannot agree on the condition, milestones, timeframes, and
deadlines, the CAB shall not certify the UoA.

SE3.2.9 The CAB shall include the condition and milestones in the Client and Peer Review Draft
Report and all subsequent reports.

SE3.3 Requirements for setting a condition for a P1 target stock that is
part of a UoA previously certified against v1.3, v2.0, or v2.01 of
the MSC Fisheries Standard

SE3.3.1 If the UoA comprises a target stock(s) that is part of a UoA that is certified against either
v1.3, v2.0 or v2.01 of the MSC Fisheries Standard, including those with open conditions
onPl11.2.1 and Pl 1.2.2, the CAB shall follow SE3.3.2_to SE3.3.9.

SE3.3.1.1 If the target stock(s) is part of a UoA that is already certified against v3.0 of the
MSC Fisheries Standard, the CAB shall follow SE3.4.

SE3.3.2 If the UoA does not meet SG100 for PI 1.2.1 scoring issues (a) and (b) and SG80 for PI
1.2.2 scoring issues (a), (b), and (c), the CAB shall conduct a gap analysis to determine
the status of the UoA relative to the milestones in SE3.3.5. @

SE3.3.2.1 The CAB shall complete the gap analysis during the preparation phase of the
Announcement Comment Draft Report.

SE3.3.2.2 The CAB shall include the gap analysis as an annex to the Announcement
Comment Draft Report.

SE3.3.3 If the UoA does not meet SG100 for PI 1.2.1 scoring issues (a) and (b) and does not meet
SG80 for PI 1.2.2 scoring issues (a), (b), and (c), the CAB shall set a condition to result in
improved performance sufficient to meet these SGs.
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SE3.3.4 The CAB shall structure the condition to set a deadline of a maximum of one term of
certification.

SE3.3.4.1 The CAB shall use the results of the gap analysis in SE3.3.2_to determine the
exact condition deadline. ®

SE3.3.5 The CAB shall draft the condition to specify the following milestones within the timeline
outlined in SE3.3.4.

a. Management objectives, performance indicators, and data needs are defined.

b. Operating models and candidate management procedures that include mechanisms
for catch or effort constraints are tested through management strategy evaluation
simulations.

c. Demonstration of consultation and input from stakeholders.

d. Preferred harvest strategy(ies) adhering to a management procedure approach with
an agreed catch or effort constraint identified.

e. Mechanism for catch or effort constraints is agreed.

f. Harvest strategy adhering to a management procedure approach, with and including
catch or effort constraints or resource-sharing mechanism that follows scientific
advice, is adopted and implemented.

g. Effectiveness review schedule of implemented harvest strateqy is determined.

SE3.3.6 The CAB shall specify the timeframes over which the milestones must be met.

SE3.3.6.1 The CAB should ensure that milestone timeframes align with the plans developed
by the relevant management agency of the UoA(s).

SE3.3.7  The CAB shall use the milestones and associated timeframes to evaluate progress
against the condition at each surveillance audit.

SE3.3.8 If the client and the CAB cannot agree on the condition, milestones, timeframes, and
deadlines, the CAB shall not certify the UoA.

SE3.3.9 The CAB shall include the condition and milestones in the Client and Peer Review Draft
Report and all subsequent reports.

SE3.4 Requirements for setting a condition for a P1 target stock that is
already part of a UoA that is certified against v3.0 of the MSC
Fisheries Standard

SE3.4.1 If the UoA comprises a target stock(s) that is already certified against version v3.0 of the
Fisheries Standard, including those that have undertaken early application of Section SE
as per Tool D of the MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox, the CAB shall adopt the condition,
milestones, timeframes, and deadlines set for the UoA that is already certified.

SE3.5 Requirements for evaluating progress against the condition

SE3.5.1 The CAB shall follow SE3.5 when evaluating progress against the condition for PI 1.2.1
and PI 1.2.2 under Section SE. ®

SE3.5.1.1 The CAB shall not follow requirements for evaluating progress against conditions
in the FCP.

SE3.5.2 At each surveillance audit, the team shall evaluate progress against the condition.

SE3.5.2.1 The team shall use the milestones and associated timeframes to evaluate
progress against the condition.

SE3.5.3 The team shall document whether progress is “on target”, “ahead of target” or “behind
target”. ®

SE3.5.3.1 The team shall justify the determination.

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0 Page 127
Date of publication: 26 October 2022 © Marine Stewardship Council 2022


https://www.msc.org/docs/default-source/default-document-library/for-business/program-documents/fisheries-program-documents/msc-fisheries-certification-process-v3.pdf

MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0

SE3.5.3.2 If progress against the milestones is behind target, the team may specify remedial
action and revise milestone timeframes that are required to bring progress back
on target within 12 months (and by the next surveillance audit) to achieve the
condition by the deadline.

SE3.5.3.3 The CAB shall not revise deadlines for phases or the condition deadline (see
SE3.5.5.2_and SE3.6.2).

SE3.5.4 If the CAB determines that progress against a condition is not back “on target” by the next
surveillance audit, the CAB shall: @

a. Consider progress against the condition as inadequate.

b. Apply the requirements of GCR 7.4_(suspension or withdrawal).

c. _Inform the fishery client that they cannot enter the same UoC(s), or any entity in the
UoC(s), into full assessment under either the same or an alternative name, unless the
cause for suspension has been addressed.

SE3.5.5 For conditions set for P1 target stocks under SE3.2. @

SE3.5.5.1 By the phase 1 timeframe in SE3.2.5, the CAB shall determine whether phase 1 of
the condition is complete.

a. The team shall confirm that all milestones in phase 1 have been achieved.
b. The team shall rescore P1 1.2.1 scoring issue (a) and P1 1.2.2 scoring issue

@).

c. The CAB shall only record phase 1 as completed if:
i. The UoC meets SG100 for PI 1.2.1 scoring issue (a).
ii. The UoC meets SG80 for Pl 1.2.2 scoring issue (a).

SE3.5.5.2 If phase 1 of the condition is not completed by its deadline, the CAB shall:

a. Consider progress against the condition as inadequate.

b. Apply the requirements of GCR 7.4 _(suspension or withdrawal).

Inform the client that they cannot enter into reassessment.

d. Inform the fishery client that they cannot enter the same UoC(s), or any entity
in the UoC(s), into full assessment under either the same or an alternative
name unless the cause for suspension has been addressed.

SE3.5.5.3 By the phase 2 timeframe in SE3.2.5 the CAB shall determine whether phase 2 of
the condition is complete.

a. The team shall confirm that all milestones in phase 2 have been completed.

b. The team shall rescore Pl 1.2.1 scoring issue (b) and PI 1.2.2 scoring issues

(b) and (c).
c. The CAB shall only record phase 2 as completed if:
i. The UoC meets SG100 for PI 1.2.1 scoring issue (b).

ii. The UoC meets SG80 for P1 1.2.2 scoring issues (b) and (c).

iii. The UoC continues to meet milestones completed in phase 1 in
SE3.5.5.2,

SE3.5.5.4 If phase 2 of the condition is not completed by its deadline, the CAB shall:

a. Consider progress against the condition as inadequate.

b. Apply the requirements of GCR 7.4 _(suspension or withdrawal).

c. Inform the client that they cannot enter into reassessment.
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d. Inform the fishery client that they cannot enter the same UoC(s), or any entity
in the UoC(s), into full assessment under either the same or an alternative
name unless the cause for suspension has been addressed.

For conditions set for P1 target stocks under SE3.3. ®

SE3.5.6.1 By the milestone timeframes in SE.3.3.6_the CAB shall determine the condition is

complete.
a. The team shall confirm that all milestones in SE3.3.5_have been completed.

The CAB shall only record the milestones as completed if:
i. The UoC meets SG100 for Pl 1.2.1 scoring issues (a) and (b).
ii. The UoC meets SG80 for PI 1.2.2 scoring issues (a), (b), and (c).

SE3.5.6.2 If all milestones in SE3.3.5_are not completed by the condition deadline, the CAB

SE3.5.7

shall:

a. Consider progress against the condition as inadequate.

b. Apply the requirements of GCR 7.4 _(suspension or withdrawal).

Inform the client that they cannot enter into reassessment.

d. Inform the fishery client that they cannot enter the same UoC(s), or any entity
in the UoC(s), into full assessment under either the same or an alternative
name unless the cause for suspension has been addressed.

The CAB shall clearly report the progress of the condition in all surveillance reports and at

SE3.6

reassessment reporting stage. @

Regquirements for closing the condition

SE3.6.1

The CAB shall only confirm that the condition is closed when:

SE3.6.2

a. The milestones in phase 1 and phase 2 have been achieved.

b. The UoC meets SG100 for PI 1.2.1 scoring issues (a) and (b), and SG80 for P1 1.2.2

scoring issues (a), (b), and (c).

If the condition is not closed by its deadline, the CAB shall:

a. Consider progress as inadequate.

b.

Apply the requirements of GCR 7.4 (suspension or withdrawal).

C.

Inform the client that they cannot enter into reassessment.
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Responsibility for the- MSC-Guidanceto-the Fisheries
Standardthese requirements

The Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) is responsible for the-MSC-Guidance-to-the-Fisheries
Standardthese requirements.

Readers should verify that they are using the latest copy of this and other documents. Updated
documents, together with a master list of all available MSC documents, can be found on the MSC
website_(msc.org-).

Versions published

Version no. = Date Description of amendment
2.0 1 October201415 New document issued as part of the MSC Fisheries Standard
August 2011 Review, which was completed in 2014.

2.01 31 August 2018 Version issued incorporating updated cross-references in
alignment with revision to the MSC Fisheries Certification
Process.

3.0 31 October 2022 Version issued incorporating changes to the MSC Fisheries
Standard as a result of the MSC Fisheries Standard review.
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Introduction to this document

The MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard is composed of Annexes GSA, GSB, GSC and GSD.

The MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard is provided to help Conformity Assessment Bodies
(CABs) interpret the MSC Fisheries Standard. The MSC maintains the MSC Guidance to the
Fisheries Standard-is-maintained as a separate document.

The headings and numbering in the MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard, when included, match
those in the MSC Fisheries Standard-exactly-with. Numbers prefaced with the letter “G”-te indicate
guidance.

The MSC recommends that CABs read the MSC Fisheries Standard in conjunction with the MSC
Guidance to the Fisheries Standard. Textinthe-MSC-Fisheries-Standard-is-hetrepeated-in-The MSC

Guidance to the Fisheries Standard does not repeat text in the MSC Fisheries Standard.

Where-In the MSC Fisheries Standard, this icon @ at the end of the section title or clause indicates
that there is guidance is-provided-that generally relates to the subject of a-major-headingorrelatesto
MQMMWIW%M%%%

that section or clause.

These icons provide hyperlinks to the related guidance section in the MSC Guidance to the Fisheries
Standard.

Hlustratedrln thls parag#apkk
document, this icon A provides a hyperlink back-to the corresponding section or
clause in the MSC Fisheries Standard.

Auditability of the MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard
The gmdance contalned in the MSC Gmdance to the Flsherles Standard i is not dlrectly audltable tis,
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GS1 Scope

GS1.1  Scope requirements of the MSC Fisheries Standard

GS1.1.3 Enhanced fisheries A

Cateqories of enhanced fisheries

Table 1.in the MSC Fisheries Standard defines the criteria by which enhanced fisheries may be
identified as being within the scope of the MSC Fisheries Standard. The categories of enhanced
fisheries that may be in scope are as follows:

e Hatch and ineludes:catch (HAC).

o This production system may be considered within scope in certain circumstances, reflecting
the established case history and precedent set by hatchery-stocked salmon fisheries.

o For these types of fishery, more-intensive culture activities may be allowed as long as they
only apply to a brief period within the species’ life cycle.

o HAC operations that must not form the basis of a recovery and rebuilding plan. If rebuilding
has been done by stocking in the past, it shall not result in an out-of-scope determination as
long as other measures are now in place to manage wild stocks.

e Catch and grow (CAQG).

o This production system’s “grow-out” and holding systems may be considered within scope
under certain conditions.

o CAG has some features of intensive aquaculture, requiring routine inputs, such as feed,
chemical, or medicinal treatments, that are out of scope.

o CAG systems that only require limited enhancement, such as rope culture of bivalves, may be
considered within scope for the entirety of their operation.

e Habitat-modified.

o This production system involves modification to habitat, such as salmon fry farms located next
to river systems.

A single fishery may display several of the features of CAG, HAC, or habitat-modified fisheries. In the
application of MSC requirements, it is intended that any overlap between categories should not
become complicating factors in determining whether a Unit of Assessment (UoA) is in or out of scope.
In some cases, distinctions are drawn between applications of the criteria to these different
categories.

For enhanced fisheries, only the part of the catch that is clearly landed during the catching operation,
such as that permanently removed from the water by the fishery, would be eligible to enter into MSC
certified chains of custody. The part of the catch that is clearly landed would be subject to the normal
chain of custody and fishery traceability requirements. Operations in which no part of the catch is
clearly landed are considered inseparable from any subsequent “grow-out” phase, and the scope
criteria for enhanced fisheries apply to the operation in its entirety.

Scope criteria B: feeding and husbandry

The application of criterion Bii in Table 1 _specifically to CAG operations recognises that some HAC
fisheries may routinely use disease prevention and other measures to maximise survival. These
practices are allowed because the short duration of the captive-growth phase will limit the potential
environmental impacts. However, these impacts are included in the Principle 2 assessment.
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Scope criteria C: habitat and ecosystem impacts

Habitat modifications in enhanced fisheries can include:

e Physical changes to the seabed or river course. The wide range of possible modifications include:

o Construction of simple ponds in intertidal areas.

o Watercourse management measures aimed at improving spawning habitats.

e The use of a range of man-made structures associated with the rearing or capture of fish that are
not strictly fishing gear. For example:

o Fish attracting and/or fish aggregating devices (FADS).

e Lobster casitas.

e Mussel culture ropes in CAG systems.

Such artificial habitat modifications either enhance the productivity of the fishery, or facilitate the
capture or production of commercial marine species.

GS1.1.5 & GS1.1.6 Exclusion of vessels A

The MSC'’s intent is to prevent access to a certificate where there is evidence of serious crimes or
shark-finning offences whilst undertaking fishing operations. This is achieved by preventing vessels
implicated in these activities from being included on a fishery certificate.

The team should interpret implication of a vessel to mean that a person, or people, committed a
serious crime or a shark-finning offence on board the vessel at some point in the “last 2 years”.

In cases where fishing operations are not vessel-based, the requirement should be interpreted to
mean the exclusion of the individual fishing operator who committed a serious crime or a shark-finning
offence while undertaking fishing operations.

Two-year timeframe

The team should calculate the “last 2 years” from the date the CAB announces the fishery
assessment on the MSC website.

Location of the activity

If a vessel has been implicated in the conviction of a serious crime or a shark-finning violation in the
“last 2 years” in any jurisdiction or area, not only those included in the UoA, the vessel should not be
included on a certificate.

GS1.1.5 Conviction for a serious crime_ A

The definition for serious crime provided is based on that used in the United Nations (UN) Convention
against Transnational Organized Crime.

GS1.1.5.1 & GS1.1.6.1 Excluding vessels for 2 years A

The 2-year exclusion timeframe is calculated from the date the vessel was excluded. The date of
exclusion is the date the updated certification documents were published on the MSC website.

If the vessel was excluded at the point of the initial certification, the date of its exclusion is the date
the CAB announces the fishery assessment on the MSC website.
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An updated vessel list is an example of relevant information.
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Section-GSA The default assessment tree—Guidance

Background to Annex GSA guidance A

Unless the team can show just cause for why a different tree should apply, the team should use the
hierarchical structure and the prescribed default set of Performance indicaters-and-Indicator Scoring

Guideposts (PISGs) are-used-in all assessments-urless-a-team-can-shewjustcauseforwhy-a
different tree should apply.

Structure of the default assessment tree

The default assessment tree structure is divided into four4 main levels for the purposes of scoring, as
summarised below:

e Principle: the Principles represent the overarching basis for the assessment tree.

e Component: a high-level sub-division of the Principle.

e Performance Indicator (PI): A Pl is a further sub-division of the Principle.

e Scoring Issue (SI): a sub-division of the PI into related but different topics. Each Pl has one or

more seering-isstesSls against which the fishery is assessed at the SG-66,-80SG60, SG80, and
100SG100 levels.
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PI2.1.1: Outcome status

—{ P122.1: Outcome status

Pl 2.3.1: Outcome status

P12.4.1: Outcome status

Scoring issue (a)

PI12.1.2: Management
strategy

P12.1.3: Information

Pl 2.2.2: Management
strategy

P12.3.2: Management
strategy

Pl 2.4.2: Management
strategy

— P12.2.3: Information

Pl 2.3.3: Information
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Figure GSA:GSAL: Default assessment tree levels relevant to scoring fisheries

Marine Stewardship Council

Default Assessment Tree Structure

MSC Principles & Criteria
for Sustainable Fishing
(MSC Standard)

Principle 1

e ]

Retained Species

P12.1.1: Outcome (0)

Principle 2 Princip|e
\ \
‘ Bycatch Species ‘ ‘ EPT Species ‘ Habitats ‘ ‘ Ecosystem ‘ Component

PI2.4.1:0 ‘ ‘PIZ.SJ:O ‘
Performance

PI242:M ‘ ‘PIZ.S.Z:M ‘ Indicators

P12.4.3:1 ‘ ‘PI 2.53:1 ‘
Scoring
Issues

P12.1.3: Information (I)

For each seering-issue-secoring-guidepostsSl, SGs are defined at 60, 80, and 100 levels. In scoring a
fishery, CABs-identify-the CAB identifies:

e The level achieved by the fishery for each seering-issueand-Sl.

Document: MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v2.01
Date of publication: 31 August 2018

page 6

© Marine Stewardship Council 2018



MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v2.01

e The overall level achieved as a result for the PI.
In order to pass, a fishery mustis required to achieve:
e Atleast a 60 score for each Pl-and-.

e Atleast an aggregate 80 score for each Principle-in-erder-to-pass—\Where-. For a score of less
than 80-is-achieved, a condition is assigned.

In some fisheries, the CAB can also score multiple ““scoring elements{elements”, such as multiple
bycatch species or habitats)-can-alse-be-secered, within a given PI.

For specific details on scoring, see FCP 7.15; and the-related guidance.

Default-draft-and-final assessment trees

Section SA is designed to be applicable to most standard-types-offishery-Otherfisheries. Section SB
and Section SC are default assessment trees are-available-for some-specialfishery-types-such-as

enhaneed-bivalves and salmon—@ther—speenal respectlvelv The CAB mav develop mOdIerd

f|shery types that cannot be adequately assessed by—the—eembmahen—ef—ms-m—theagamst eX|st|ng

default tree;-as:
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Performance indicators

Criteria

+~ Stock status

Principle 1
1. Outcome

w Recovery & Rebuilding

2. Harvest strategy

~ Performance of harvest strategy

~n Harvest control rules & tools

w Information / monitoring

» Assessment

Principle 2
1. Retained
species

~ Status
~ Management
w Information

2. Bycatch
species

~ Status
~ Management

w Information

3. ETP
species

~ Status

~ Management

4. Habitats 5. Ecosystem

policy

+~ Legal and/or customary framewol
n Consultation roles and resps

w Information
~ Management

~ Status

w Information
+~ Status

n Management
w Information

Principle 3
1. Gowernance and

w Long term objectives

2. Fishery specific
management

w Compliance and enforcement

~ Fishery specific objectives
n Decision making processes

o1 Monitoring and evaluation

Scope

iolod—Taraet
g (o

- g
High productivity
If depleted, recovery plan
Reproductive capacity

rinciple 2. Ecosystem
Functional relationships
Biodiversity and ETP spp
If depleted, recovery plan

rinciple 3. Management system
Management system criteria

No controversial unilateral exemption
Clear long-term objectives, etc
Appropriate to cultural context and scale
A4 Obsene legal and customary rights
A5 Dispute resolution mechanism

A6 Incentives, no negative subsidies
A7 Timely, adaptive, precautionary

A8 Research plan

A9 Stock assessments conducted
A10 Mgmt measures and strategies
A11 Compliance, MCS

>>>T0lwnvk glwonveE P
= 5

>
w N

B Operational criteria

B12 Bycatch and discards

B13 Habitat impacts

B14 Destructive fishing practices

B15 Operational waste

B16 System, legal and admin requirements
B17 Collabaration in data collection
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GSALl.1 General requirements A

Box GSAL: Precautionary approach

The-precavtionary-approach

International and customary law requires the use of the precautionary approach in fisheries
management. The MSC uses as its baseline definition for the precautionary approach the
definitions included in the Food and Agriculture Organization of the UN (FAO) International Code of
Conduct for Responsible Fisheries*-{1995) and the UN Fish Stocks Agreement>{1995};, Article 6 of
which states:

The precautionary approach shall be interpreted to mean being cautious when information is
uncertain, unreliable or inadequate and that the absence of adequate scientific information shall not
be used as a reason for postponing or failing to take conservation and management measures
(The UN Fish Stocks Agreement, 1995)..

In the ‘MSC standardFisheries Standard’, the application of the precautionary
approach in fisheries management systems is explicitly scored in Pls 3.1.3 and
3.2.2. However, the MSC-alse-intendsMSC'’s intent is that the precautionary
approach te-be applied implicitly throughout the Certification
ReguirementsStandard. To capture this intent, the MSC system has been designed
to give higher scores where there is more certainty about the outcome, or where
management systems appropriately apply precaution under conditions of
uncertainty. The team should, where limited information is available, teams-should
be more precautionary in theirits assessment of information adequacy to support
an outcome Pl score.References

4 FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries. Rome: FAO.1995.
5 The UN Fish Stocks Agreement, United Nations conference on straddling fish stocks and highly migratory fish
stocks, Sixth session, New York, 24 July — 4 August, 1995.
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Box GSA2: The MSC'’s intent and understanding of the standard in relation to illeqgal,
unreported, and unregulated fishing

MSC s-intentand-understanding-of the-standard-inrelationte-The FAO definition of illegal,

unreported, and unregulated (IUU) fishing

The FAO-definition-of lUU-fishing is as followsS(FAO, 2002):;

Illegal fishing refers to fishing activities:

e Conducted by national or foreign vessels in waters under the jurisdiction of a state, without the
permission of that state, or in contravention of its laws and regulations;.

o Conducted by vessels flying the flag of states that are parties to a relevant regional fisheries
management organisation (REMO) but operate in contravention of the conservation and
management measures_(CMMs) adopted by that organisation and by which the states are
bound, or relevant provisions of the applicable international law;-er.

e Inviolation of national laws or international obligations, including those undertakenconducted

by cooperating States to a relevant regienal-fisheries-managementorganisationREMO.

Unreported fishing refers to fishing activities:

Whiche That have not been reported, or have been misreported, to the relevant national authority,
in contravention of national laws and regulations;-er.

Undertakene  Conducted in the area of competence of a relevant regional-fisheries-management
erganisation-whichREMO that have not been reported or have been misreported, in
contravention of the reporting procedures of that organisation.

Unregulated fishing refers to fishing activities:

e Inthe area of application of a relevant regional-fisheries-management-erganisationRFEMO that
are conducted by vessels without nationality, or by those flying the flag of a state not party to
that organisation, or by a fishing entity, in a manner that is not consistent with or contravenes

the censervation-and-management-measuresCMMs of that organisation:-er.

e _Inareas or for fish stocks in relation to which there are no applicable conservation or
management measures and where such fishing activities are conducted in a manner
inconsistent with state responsibilities for the conservation of living marine resources under
international law.

These definitions of IUU fishing have been adopted and incorporated into action plans to deter and
eliminate 1UU fishing at both the national level {in the case of the United States, New Zealand, and
Australia), and regienal-fisheries-management-erganisations{RFMOs),, such as the International
Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT) and the Commission for the
Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources (CCAMLR;), as well as economic entities-{e-g-;,
such as the European Union).. RFMOs publish lists of vessels engaged in IUU fishing in their areas
of responsibility.

6 FAO (2002) Implementation of the International Plan of Action to Prevent, Deter, and Eliminate lllegal,
Unreported and Unregulated Fishing. FAO Technical Guidelines for Responsible Fisheries 9. Rome: Food and
Agriculture Organization, FAO. Available at: http://www.fao.org/3/y3536e/y3536e00.htm [accessed on 17 July
2022].
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IUU fishing can also apply at a state level;; for example, where coastal nations or their sub-
jurisdictions-(e-g-;, such as internal states or provinces), have inadequate regulation to prevent
illegal, unreported, or unregulated catches.

In relation to IUU, the MSC-intentionMSC’s intent is that Units of Assessment (UoAs) be harvested
legally and that IUU is non-existent;; or where IUU does exist, it is at a minimum level such that
management measures, including assessments-and, harvest control rules (HCRs), and the
estimation of IUU impacts on harvested species and the ecosystem; are capable of maintaining
affected populations at sustainable levels.

Specifically:
e The team should consider unreported IUU fishing sheuld-be-censidered-as “unobserved
mortality”.

e The unitof-assessment{UoA) should be free from IUU catches of target (P1) species. Fhis-will
be-assessed-The team should assess this in P1, and in P3-{: compliance with national and
international laws and monitoring, control, and surveillance {(MCS};-), such as in Pls 3.1.1,
3.2.2,3.2.3).

e The stocks that are the source of P1 certified fish should have only minimal IUU fishing, which
mustshould be taken into account by management and mustshould not have a material impact
on the ability of the management system to deliver a sustainable fishery:-this. The team should
be-clearly-considered-by-assessment-teamsconsider this in the Pls on harvestcontrol
ralesHCRs, information, and assessment of stock status in P1-{e-g-, such as in Pls 1.2.2,
1.2.3, 1.2.4);, including in-documentation of “unobserved mortality-".

e The requirement for compliance with national and international laws combined with the
requirement that the UoA should not be causing serious and irreversible harm in P2 means that
the UoA should also be free from 1UU fishing for P2 species. WhileThe team should document
the impact of other IUU fishing on P2 components sheuld-be-documented-where known.
However, unlike in P1, iithe team need not be-intreducedintroduce it into the assessment of the
specific impact of the UoA-(, or cumulative UoAs)-.

e The MSC Chain of Custody StandardMSC-chain-ofcustody-standard requires that neither
chain of custody certificate holders nor certified UoAs should use vessels that are listed on IlUU
blacklists to catch or transport fish.

e The MSC Chain of Custody StandardMSC-chain-ef-custody-standard is designed to ensure that
MSC -labelled products cannot be mixed with products from a non-certified UoA, where there
may be a risk of IUU fishing.

Specific guidance is provided in the-GCR-which-has-evelved-sinee-FAML{2008)-to-include
guidanee-in-relation to local-and, nationaltaws;-as-well-as-, and international laws_as follows:

e P11.2.3: GSA2.6.3 on information categories to consider for fishery removals.

e P2 general guidance: GSA3.1.6.1 on considering observed and unobserved fishing mortality,
including illegal fishing, and/or unregulated catches.

e P13.2.3: GSA4.1 on considering compliance and enforcement.

Evaluation-ofWhen evaluating the effectiveness of MCS in UoAs where a less formalised MCS
system exists, the team may consider the role and effectiveness of a range of factors in deterring

illegal activity, which-areas described in GSA4.9 on assessing informal and traditional approaches
in Pl 3.2.3. GSA4.9 also includes additional guidance on P3 (Pl 3.2.3-}-is-given-in—
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GSA2 Principle 1

GSA2.1 General requirements for Principle 1 A

Outcome component

Background
The eutcome-component-has-two-Pls—Theteam should score stock status Pl (1.1.1) is-scored-to

reflect management behaviour that:

e _Increases the probability that exploited biomass fluctuates around the biomass at maximum
sustainable yield (Bwsy) target, or a higher target if this is warranted from a consideration of the
trophic inter-dependencies of the target species (see Box GSA3 below);-and).

* Decreases the probability that exploited biomass will drop significantly towards the point where
recruitment becomes impaired;-either through recruitment “overfishing-erthreugh”, genetic
effects, or imbalances in sex ratio.

thaksteelereb%dm@y&e*peeteeksmcks Wheserth a status &eurrenﬂ%below the pomt a%wh4ehof
recruitment is-impaired-{termed-the-impairment (PRI) would not achieve the necessary pass level in PI
1.1.1, even if there arewere recovery plans or programmes in place whichthat are effectively
increasing the status of the stock, until such time as the stock status again meets SG60.

The following outcomes would attract scores of 80 or higher:
e A higher likelihood of fluctuation around the target biomass level.

e Biomass levels in excess of target levels, which imply a lower probability of being below target
levels.

e A higher probability of being above the point at which recruitment could be impaired, often used
as a biomass limit reference point- (LRP).

e InPI1.1.2, a more rapid demonstrated rebuilding of stocks from the point where they attract only
a 60 score to levels able to deliver MSY.

An explanation of the MSC’s intent and understanding in relation to MSY is provided in Box GSA3.

Box GSA3: MSCThe MSC’s intent on the achievement of MSY in P1

The MSCntentiornMSC's intent is that fisheries be harvested no more than is consistent with MSY
{, as required by the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS), and that this is
achieved through use of appropriate target reference points (TRPs) and limit reference points
(LRPs), and of harvest strategies{, as required by the 1995 United Nations Fish Stocks Agreement
(UNFSA) and CeCRF).the UN Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) 1995 Code of Conduct for
Responsible Fisheries (CCRF), where:

o Atargetreference-pointTRP reflects a management objective to be achieved-{e-g-; for
example, performance consistent with MSY}while-the-limit.

e An LRP reflects an undesirable state to be avoided with high probability-{e-g-;; for example
impaired recruitment)-.

The most basic definition of MSY is the largest long-term average annual catch that can be
sustained over time. The FAO Glossary defines MSY as-—:

The largest average catch or yield that can continuously be taken from a stock under existing
environmental conditions. For species with fluctuating recruitment, the maximum might be obtained
by taking fewer fish in some years than in others->-.

Document: MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0 Page 13
Date of publication: 26 October 2022 © Marine Stewardship Council 2022



MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0

The constant fishing mortality that gives this MSY is Fusy, aRéhwhere F is the fishing mortality rate. The average
population size while MSY is provided is Busy.

MSY was originally defined in terms of simple production models;-but. However, the concept is now
equally applicable to any model of the stock and fishery-{e-g-;; for example, more complex

production models, dynamic pool models, ““per-recruit-medels’” models, multi-stock/mixed stock
models, ecosystem models, and meta-population models)-.

There are many ways to estimate MSY and related reference points. Many of them, and-particularly
the older methods which-were-common at the time UNCLOS and UNFSA were agreed, make
substantial assumptions-ane-se. Therefore, there can be considerable uncertainty about the
accuracy of the estimates of MSY and related reference points.

Because the productivity-{e-g-;, or recruitment), of many fish stocks is naturally highly variable
through time, the biomass can vary greatly around Busy-{, in some cases even with an appreciable
chance of the stock being below the biomass limitreference-point)LRP, when fished at the constant
Fusy. Fo-an-extent-This variability in stock biomass can be mitigated by use-efa-harvesteontrol
ruleusing an HCR that reduces the fishing mortality when stock biomass is low or a-limitreference
peintan LRP is approached, as recommended by UNFSA and CeSRECCRE. For some harvest
controlrulesHCRs, including the constant escapement policies common in salmon and some low
small pelagic fisheries, the fishing mortality is reduced to zero at a threshold stock biomass’{e-g-

Mace 2001)..

Reflecting the uncertainty usual in the estimation of MSY reference points and the variability of
productivity usual in fish stocks, the UNFSA guidelines and othersé-{e.g--Mace-2001) recommend
that Fmsy should be treated as a precautionary limitreferencepeintLRP, rather than a target

reference-peint.TRP. This is appropriate in ‘commen-practice’‘common practice” application of-the
MSY concepts, in which there is little explicit consideration of uncertainty and/or use of approximate

methods for determining MSY reference points and/or use of surrogates for fishing mortality or
stock biomass.

The “best practice’practice” current view of MSY is that it is the largest long—term average catch
that results from a constant F or variable F harvestcontrolruleHCR, while simultaneously giving a
high chance of avoiding the biomass limitreference-peint-withLRP. MSY is determined by
simulation testing-{e-g-;, such as via management strategy evaluation methods®-Sainsbury-et-al:
2000, Butterworth-and-Punt-2003), that includes realistic representation of the major likely
uncertainties-{e-g-; for example, observation uncertainty, estimation uncertainty, recruitment
variability, model structure uncertainty, and implementation uncertainty}.. Fmusy determined this way
could be an appropriate targetreference-pointTRP, because its method of calculation internalises
uncertainty, variability, and the biomass limitreference-pointLRP.

MSY stock status

The stock status consistent with MSY is fundamentally defined in the terms Fusy and Busy;-and-se.
Hence, the ‘MSC standardFisheries Standard’ provides default targetTRPs and limitreference
pointsLRPs for these. The team can use approximations for Fusy and Busy ean-be-used-where they
are expected to achieve performance consistent with MSY10-{e.g.-Witherall-et-al- 2000, Clarke
2002, Zhou-et-al-2012)..

7 Mace, P.M. (2001) A new role for MSY in single-species and ecosystem approaches to fisheries stock
assessment and management. Fish and Fisheries 2: 2-32.

8 Mace, P.M. (2001) A new role for MSY in single-species and ecosystem approaches to fisheries stock
assessment and management. Fish and Fisheries 2: 2-32.

9 Sainsbury, K.J., Punt, A.E., and Smith, A.D.M. (2000) Design of operational management strategies for
achieving fishery ecosystem objectives. ICES Journal of Marine Science 57: 731-741.

For example: Butterworth, D.S., and Punt, A.E. (1999) Experiences in the evaluation and implementation of
management procedures. ICES Journal of Marine Science 56: 985-998.

10 witherall, D., Pautzke, C., and Fluharty, D. (2000) An ecosystem-based approach for Alaska groundfish
fisheries. ICES Journal of Marine Science 57: 771-7.

Clark, W.G. (2002) Fss% revisited ten years later. North American Journal of Fisheries Management 22(1): 251—
257.

Zhou, S., Shaowu, Y., Thorson, J.T., Smith, A.D.M., and Fuller, M. (2012) Linking fishing mortality reference
points to life history traits: an empirical study. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Science 69: 1292—-1301.
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SC10——The team can use directly measurable-{, empirical} proxies or surrogates for fishing
mortality or biomass-(eg-;, for example average length or length distribution, catch rate,
recruitment, and escapement-ete-);, and associated empirical harvest strategies, can-be
used-where they are expected to achieve performance consistent with MSY or a similar
“highly productive” level' {Starret-al- 1997 Prince-et-al 2011).

Multi-steek_(i.e. multispecies fisheries-(containing-biological-interactions-but stocks-are-separately

11 Starr, P.J., Breen, P.A., Hilborn, R., and Kendrick, T.H. (1997) Evaluation of a management decision rule for a
New Zealand rock lobster substock. Marine and Freshwater Research 48: 1093-1101.

Prince, J.D., Dowling, N.A., Davies, C.R., Campbell, R.A., and Kolody, D.S. (2011) A simple cost-effective and
scale-less empirical approach to harvest strategies. ICES Journal of Marine Science 68: 947-960.
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Itis the MSC intent that any stock proposed for assessment against Principle 1 (P1) cannot be
determined to be an Endangered, threatened, or protected (ETP) and out-of-scope (OOS) species
(hereafter ETP/OQS). In this context the team needs to provide evidence that decision tree Figure
SA3 (and supporting requirements) has been applied to determine the P1 stock.

GSA2.1.3  Subsidies in fishing A

The MSC does not name individual subsidy types as harmful or not harmful to fishing. However, some
subsidies may;-hewever; contribute to overcapacity, which may compromise the ability of a
management system to effectively control fishing effort.

GSA2.2 Stock status Performance Indicator (Pl 1.1.1) A

The terms “likely”, and “highly likely” are used to allow scoring by either qualitative or quantitative
approaches:

e Examples of qualitative interpretation include:

o Analogy with similar situations.

o__Plausible argument.

o __Empirical observation of sustainability.

o Qualitative risk assessment.

e Examples of quantitative interpretation include:

o __The use of measured data from the relevant fishery.

o__ Statistical analysis.

o Quantitative risk assessment.

o Quantitative modelling.

GSA2.2.1.1 Determination of status with respect to PRI and Busy A

The team should score PI 1.1.1 against the conceptual levels PRI and MSY. Such levels may or may
not be used as explicit reference points in a fishery.

When well-managed stocks do not have TRPs or LRPs, or their values are not consistent with the
conceptual levels of PRI or MSY, the team will still need to assess the stock in terms of the overall
outcome objectives. For example, for SG80 the stock status is “highly likely” to be above the point at
which there is an appreciable risk that recruitment is impaired and will be at or around a level
consistent with Busy.

The team should interpret the PRI as the point below which there is an increased risk that
recruitment may be substantially impaired. Fisheries should be managed such that the risk
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fstocks fallrng below this level |s very low. The MSC default groxres for the PRI and MSY

GSA22_Steck-Status PHPIHL1-1)GSA2.2.2  Scoring fluctuations around the
target MSY level — scoring issue (b) A

FIuctuatron in this context refers to the varrabrlrty over time around a point, acknowledgrng that the
magnitude of fluctuation will be influenced by the biology of the species, and that short-term trends
may be apparent in such fluctuations.

Examples of situations that may be regarded as “fluctuating around a level consistent with MSY” and
thus able to achieve at least an 80 score for Pl 1.1.1 scoring issue (b) are given below. ln-censidering
-figure is given as a hypothetical level that may

The team should note that the 90%Bwsy figure in the example below is given as a hypothetical level

that may be appropriate for species types with average levels of fluctuations. Other values may be
appropriate for other species types.

Examples: 80 score

Examples of situations that may be regarded as “fluctuating around a level consistent with MSY”
and thus able to achieve an 80 score for Pl 1.1.1 scoring issues (b)-are-given-belows:):

e Aninstantaneous estimate of current stock status that is not less than 90%Bwsy.
e Arecent series of estimates of stock size that has:

o A median or mean value over the last one generation time that is not less than 90%Bwsy.
(For a definition of generation time, see GSA2.2.4, Box GSA4;-and-which-has-)
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SCi7——o Atrend that is consistent with an expectation that the future biomass will continue
to fluctuate around Bwsy. {Fer-definition-ef"generation-time’-see-guidance)

A consistent downward trend over recent years to levels below Busy would not be consistent
with this expectation, unless accompanied by projections or other information suggesting
that the trend will soon be reversed-(e-g-;; for example, due to incoming strong recruitment
or recent reductions in exploitation level}.. The time series may include estimates that are
less than 90%Buwsy, seas long as these are shown to be part of a long-term fluctuation
around Busy.

e A series of estimates showing a steady increase in stock size that has recently returned to a
level not less than 90%Bwsy, and is expected to continue building to above Bwsy, and thereafter
to fluctuate around Buwmsy.

Examples: 100 score

Examples of situations that may achieve the higher 100 score on PI 1.1.1 scoring issue (b)-are

given below:):

e Arecent series of estimates of stock size that has a mean or median over the last two2
generation times that is not less than 90%Bwsy.

e A series of estimates of stock size that have been above Busy in all years of the last one
generation time.

The team should note that, in reviewing fluctuations in stock size, teams-sheuld-note-that-a model-
derived estimate of stock size from the most recent year will often be more uncertain than a model-
derived estimate from earlier years. Feams-should-take-this-into-account-se-as-To avoid rapid
changes in status of MSC certified stocks_and consequent changes in certification status, as specified
in FCP 7.30;-which-are-pessibly-ret, the team should consider that model-derived estimates may not
be indicative of actual material change in stock status;-and-se-aveid-unnecessary-changes-in
certification-status-as-specified-in—. The team should note that a single estimate of stock status
unsupported by an estimate of certainty, either derived from a time-series trend or from a statistical
model, should only rarely-be used to justify a material change in the score.

The MSC has chosen not to define its requirements in relation to the eemmenly-used-definitions
“overfished”and-“terms “overfishing” and “overfished”. Nevertheless, these terms are commonly used,
and are referred to in some guidance as follows:

e “Overfishing:” is fishing mortality higher than Fusy;-.
o The fishing mortality level that results, in the long term, in the stock being at maximum
sustainable yieldMSY.

e “Overfished:": biomass stock size is lower than a limit defined in relation to MSY.

o The FAO Ecolabelling Guidelines define “overfished” as below a biomass limit-reference
point:LRP. The limit is often taken to be 50%Bwsy, which is the default assumption for the
point below whichreeruitment-may-be-impaired-(the PRI} as defined by the MSC. Hewever;

o The term is not commonly used internationally to relate to the PRI, and hence its use in MSC
program documents is limited.

GSA2.2.3 Determination-of-status-with-respectto-PRlIand-Busy
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In this section the term “reference point” is used in relation to determination of status;-net-inrelation-to

Writing the PISGs in terms of biomass and fishing rate metrics ereates-an-appearancewould suggest
that the ‘MSC Fisheries StandardStandard’ is not well suited for etherthan-large-industrial-fisheries
with-formalisedthat do not commonly have stock assessments ard-conducted in which biological

reference points for biomass based-reference-points-and/or fishing mortality are estimated. This is not
the intent.

Default values for the levels of the PRI and Bwmsy, as used in scoring the stock status Pl 1.1.1, are
given below. They are often related to Bo, the steck-statusestimated “unfished biomass” that would be

present in the absence of fishing._Stock status is typically expressed as population biomass relative to
Bwsy, a proxy for Busy, or a specified management target, but in some cases may instead be
expressed relative to Bo.

e Inthe case where neither Busy nor the PRI are analytically determined, the following default
reference points may be appropriate for measuring stock status depending on the species:
Bumsy=40%Bo;-PRI=20%Bo=4Busy=

Ia-the-case-whereBusy = 40%Bo.
PRI = 20%Bo = ¥%2Bwsy.

o _If either Busy or the PRI are analytically determined, the team should preferentially use those

values sheuld-be-used-as the reference points for measuring stock status unless additional
precaution is sought.

e Inthe case where Busy is analytically determined to be greater than 40%Bo, and there is no
analytical determination of the PRI, the default PRI should be ¥2Bwsy. This case covers the
situationsituations of low productivity stocks, where higher default PRIs may be justified.
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e Inthe case where Busy is analytically determined to be lower than 40%Bo-{, as in some “highly
productive” stocks);, and there is no analytical determination of the PRI, the default PRI should be
20%Bo unless Busy< < 27%Bo, in which case the default PRI should be 75%Bwsy.

«  For stocks with average productivity, where Bwsy is not analytically determined but assumed to be
40%Bo and a management triggerreference-pointTRP is set greater than 40%Bo for
precautionary reasons, the default PRI should still be set at 20%Bo=4 = %2Bwmsy unless it is
analytically determined. This covers situations where the management authority has deliberately
chosen a conservative targetreference-peintTRP, but where the default PRI is still appropriate.

e Incases where the PRI is set at 20%Bo, a-the team may assume the default value for the Busy
may-be-assumed-to be 2xPRE-2 x PRI.

o In othercases,ferinstance where the PRI is set at the lowest historical biomass, ithe team
cannot be-assumedassume that Busy = 2xPRE-TFeams-shall-2PRI. The team is expected to justify
any ‘reference point” used as a proxy of Busy in terms of its consistency with Busy.

o Where historical estimates of stock size and resulting recruitment are available, the PRI may be
identifiable as the stock size below which reduced recruitment has been observed, and above
which recruitment appears to be more related to environmental factors than to stock size.

e Where a biomass escapement strategy is used, the team should ensure it allows for optimised
catches while ensuring that enough spawning biomass remains to avoid recruitment impairment.
Typically, an annual escapement of around 40% is considered a pragmatic proxy for MSY.

The default PRI values given above-{*%, %2Bwmsy or 20%Bo), apply to stocks with average productivity.
Such points are generally consistent with being above the point at which there is an appreciable risk
that recruitment is impaired;-though. For some shert-lived highly productive” stocks, the actual point at
which there is an appreciable risk that recruitment is impaired may be lower than 20%Bo-and. For
some long-lived species, it may be higher than this20%Bo.

Wherelf management has defined a target range for Busy rather than a single value, the team should
score the stock status PI 1.1.1 against this range. Ihe%ams#mul&alseeer}stdepmmmeferenee
ment-The application of TRP
ranges rather than a single value may be seen in fisheries tarqetlnq “highly productive” stocks as a
way of dealing with the inherent variability in biomass. A range provides some intrinsic flexibility for
determining whether the stock is fluctuating at or around Bwsy. The team should:

Wheree Provide sufficient rationale to demonstrate how the stock is indeed fluctuating at or around
Bwsy.

o Consider whether different “reference points” are required for different components of the stock in
its assessment.

If proxies are used that are not expressed as percentages of Bo, teamsthe team should generally
ensure that:

e Any ‘reference point” used as a proxy for scoring the PRI is set above the point where there is an
appreciable risk of recruitment failure;and.

e Any ‘“reference point” used as a proxy for the MSY level maintains the stock well above the PRI
and at levels of production and stock sizes consistent with Busy or a similar “highly productive”
level.

Wherelf proxy “reference points” are defined in this way, teamsthe team should take account of the
difference between the “reference point” and the required {PRI or MSY} levels in theirits scoring.

ParticularcautionThe team should be givencautious regarding ““per-reeruitrecruit” stock assessment
approaches that do not include any form of stock-recruit relationship. Levels of Fo.1 or Faowspr (Where
SPR is spawning potential ration) will usually, for example, provide more reliable proxies of Fmsy than
Fmax When a “per-recruit’ approach is used.

The team should not assume “reference points” such as precautionary “reference points” for
spawning stock biomass (Bea), that are used as a precautionary-buffer to reduce the chance of
declining to a limit level such as the PRI-sheuld-also-netbe-assumed, to be consistent with Busy. For
example, the team should regard the Bwsvytrigger approach (where Busvtigqer iS @ biomass “reference
point” that triggers a cautious response when stocks fall below a trigger level) used in ICESfer
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example;-sheuld-beregarded as setting a lower limit to the likely range of values that Busy may take,
and not as an estimated value for Bwsy.

In ICES assessments, the team may regard fisheries with biomass (B>) > Busvytrigger ay-be-regarded
as “fluctuating around Bmsy™{", thereby achieving an 80 score}-.

The team may also use proxy indicators and “reference points-e+” for measuring stock status may
also-be-used-where the exact relationship with the PRI, Busy, and Fusy levels are not known.-ta-these

Examples: proxies
Examples-of-such-proxies and necessary considerations-are-given-belew:consideration

Wheree If empirical values of catch per unit effort (CPUE-), not based on an explicit stock
assessment), are used as reference points for monitoring biomass, teamsthe team could
provide rationales that the values adopted are consistent with MSY or a similar “highly
productive” level. ChecksThe team may be-reededneed to check to ensure, in this case, that
spatial changes in fishing, or changes in the catchability of gearsgear do not reduce the
reliability of the proxy indicators.

Wheree If reference points for measuring stock status are based on some historical state, the team
should:

o Consider the position of the stock at that time should-be-considered-relative to the
unexploited level-and.

o__Consider the likely proximity to Busy. Evidence-sheuld-be-presented
o Provide evidence that the stock was not over-exploited at the historical reference time-and.
o Provide evidence that the catch was sustainable and “highly productive:”.

Wheree If mean fish sizes are used as reference points for the exploitation level, teamsthe team
should provide rationales that the values adopted are consistent with Fusy or similar levels.

o In crustacean fisheries that seek to protect from harvest the
complete female reproductive capacity in the population (ke-single sex harvesty—Fhe),
reference points used-here-could relate to metrics such as percent fertilised eggs and/or other
female population indicators that are used in evaluating the management system’s
effectiveness at achieving its goal.

e Biomass escapement strategies are used for a variety of fisheries including those that target
stocks that are short-lived, semelparous, exhibit high natural mortality, and/or a weak stock-
recruit relationship (e.q. salmon or squid). A target amount or percentage of individuals needed
to survive (“escape”) is determined that ensures there is sufficient spawning biomass.
Escapement can be expressed in absolute or relative terms. Provided the stock can be shown
to be fluctuating around a “highly productive” level and is above any point where recruitment
could be impaired, these proxies may be seen as being at a level consistent with MSY. The
level of escapement can be kept constant, based on average conditions, or be variable to
account for differences in year classes (e.g. real-time management).

e For fisheries targeting semelparous species (e.g. cephalopods), some stocks have almost full
replacement of the population during each generational cycle. Investigating the spawner-
recruitment relationship may help estimate stock size from prior data, and from that, a level of
harvest that can maintain productivity consistent with MSY.
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Examples: using proxy reference points

Examples of how the 66,-80team may justify SG60, SG80, and 480-SGSG100 levels may-be
justified-in these situations-are-given-below:

At-eSG60: if no decline has been observed in enel proxy of biomass for at least one generation
time of the species and the proxy indicates that the stock is “likely” above the PRI.

At-SG80: if no decline has been observed in twe2 proxies of biomass for one generation time
and at least one proxy indicates that the stock is at a “highly productive” level.

At SG-100:e SG100 if no decline has been observed in three3 proxies of biomass for one
generation time and at least twe?2 proxies indicate that the stock is at a “highly productive”
level.

In these cases, where higher scores are justified by the use of more than one proxy
indicatersindicator, such proxies should be independent of each other and also reasonably be
expected to be promes of the quantlty of mterest—(J_SUCh as CPUE in the case of stock biomass)—Fhe

In some cases, itthe team may reasenably-be-arguedargue that enel good proxy is better than twe2
or more weak proxies.

GSA2.2.32 A

For example, as with a “traffic lights” approach to management.

GSA2.2.4  Scoring stock status using fishing mortality rate (F-A

The team should examine the history of fishing-mertality-should-be-examinedE to determine whether
the stock biomass could be assumed to be at the required level for each SG. Obvioushy-this
dependsThis will depend on the starting status for stock biomass, the trajectory of fishing mortality,
and the length of time that fishing mortality has been at a certain level.

Fhe-following-expectations-sheuld-be-applied-If the starting biomass is unknown, the team should

apply the following expectations:

e Atleast a60SG60 score is justified if F is “likely” to have been at or below Fusy for at least enel
generation time of the species-{, or for at least two2 years, if greater).. This level of F is generally
expected to be able to recover, or maintain, a population te-be-“likely” to be above its PRI.

e Atleast an-80-scoreSG80 is justified {where B is “highly likely” to be above the PRI and at or
“fluctuating around Bwsyy, if F is likely to have been at or below Fusy for at least twe2 generation
times-{, or for at least feur4 years, if greater)-.

A-100e SG100 score is justified if F is “highly likely” to have been below Fusy for at least twe?2
generation times-{, or for at least four4 years, if greater)-.

Clearly-these-arejustThese guidelines; are based on anthe assumption that fishing mortality will in
these cases be at or very closely below Fusy. The lower the fishing mortality has been, the shorter the
time interval required for recovery. For instance, while most species require about 2 generation times
to recover from the PRI to Busy when fishing is at FMsy, when F is reduced to 80%Fwsy or 60%Fwsy,
the time for recovery may be halved. CABsThe team should take these issues into account when
scoring.

Document: MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0 Page 23
Date of publication: 26 October 2022 © Marine Stewardship Council 2022



MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0

Box GSA4: Generation time

tinition: . .
The MSC defines a generation time (GT) as the average age of a reproductive individual in an
unexploited stock'?,censistent-with-the-definition-in-Goodyear-1995;

¢ Za-1aEal
g—l EaNa

where a is age, A is the oldest age in an unfished state, Ea is the maturity at age a, and Na is the
number per recruit alive at age a in the absence of fishing-e+-.

N, = Nye~™M% where M is natural mortality and No =1 (per recruit).

AThe equation provided above computes GT with the parameter Ea being “maturity at age a”. The
original Goodyear formula computes GT with the parameter Ea being “mean fecundity of females at
age a”, which is estimated based on the product of the fraction of mature females and the average
fecundity of mature females. The equation provided above is consistent with the original Goodyear
formula but is more accessible because the information required is less onerous. The underlying
assumption in the equation above is that fecundity is constant for all ages in the population, so that
GT can be computed using the fraction of mature females only, referred to as “maturity”.
Information about female fecundity, which requires specific equipment and expertise and thus is
more expensive than maturity information, is not necessary to compute GT.

Another reasonable approximation for GT, when 0.1 <M <2 is;
1/M + Amso
where Amso is the age at 50% maturity.

The team should use an appropriate formula considering the data available, or peer-
reviewed/published material for the target stock.

When several methods can be applied and it is not clear which should be chosen, the team should
apply weight of evidence and precautionary approaches for the computation of GT.

12 Goodyear, C.P. (1995) Red snapper in U.S. waters of the Gulf of Mexico: 1992 assessment update, National
Marine Fisheries Service, Southeast Fisheries Science Center, Miami Laboratory. Gulf of Mexico. NMFS/SEFSC.
Cited by Restrepo, V.R., Thompson, G.G., Mace, P.M., Gabriel, W.L., Low, L.L., MacCall, A.D., Methot, R.D.,
Powers, J.E, Taylor, B.L., Wade. P.R., and Witzig, J.F. (1998) in Technical Guidance on the Use of Precautionary
Approaches to Implementing National Standard 1 of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act. NOAA Technical Memorandum NMFS—F/SPO-31, 17 July 1998.

Document: MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0 Page 24
Date of publication: 26 October 2022 © Marine Stewardship Council 2022




MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0

Box GSA5: Consideration of fishing mortality rate in MSC assessments

. ion_of fishi . .

The guidance in this section covers thea specific situation: where fishing-mertality-(F) is being used
as an |nd|cator of the status of the stock; when actual blomass estlmates are not avallable In-this

Guidance-is-alse-provided-later-en-The use of fishing mortality information;-where-itis-availablein
its-mere-normal-contextas is usually an indicator of the level of exploitation in a fishery. This is
particularly relevant in the scoring of the rebuilding PI, 1.1.2, and the harvesteentrelrule{HCR) PI,
1.2.2. The general expectations in these cases are summarised below:

e PI11.1.2 (rebuildingy:-When-Biemass{) — when B} is below a level at which it could be regarded
as ““fluctuating around Busy;Busy”, then F should normally be less than Fusy, in order to
achieve recovery to such a level.

e PI11.2.2 (HCRs}:) — to be regarded as working effectively, HCRs will normally maintain F equal
to or less than Fusy.

Only a few exceptions to these general ‘rules’“rules” are allowed;-as-supperted-by. The team
should support exceptions with clear justifications, such as the special nature of a stock
assessment approach or the availability of other specific information.

For further details, see the-guidance-sections-GSA2.3.4 and GSA2.5.3(scering-issue-{c))—TFeams.

The team should alse-note that F should be maintained at lower than MSY levels in key low trophic
level (LTL) fisheries.

GSA2.2.5-2.2.6 Stock complexes A

See comments on multi-stock and mixed stock fisheries and stock complexes in Box GSA3. [Field Code Changed

GSA2.2.7  Consideration of environmental variability-{, including climate change),
and human-induced impacts A

MSCrecognises-thatthe-Ecosystem productivity effisheries-is-affected-by-arangemay change
naturally over time, for example under conditions of regime shift. Where changes to stock productivity
are the result of natural fluctuations in environmental factors—as-much-as-byconditions, the levels-of
fishing-and-the-management-of- the fishery—Theactualvalues of reference points may thusalso
change-over-time, as reflected in stock assessments;-and. These changes may-be-allowed-forinare

acceptable when scoring the status of the stock in Pl 1.1.1.-Section—+ecognises-the-situation

In situations where the productivity of the fishery-is-reduecedstock is affected through human-induced
impacts, either bydirectly from the UoA (e.g. excessive fishing;) or byfrom other human-induced
impaets{e-g-sources such as pollution or habitat degradation (e.g. the clearance of mangrove
swamps affecting fish nursery areas)-—tn-these-cases-there-is-no-justification-forreducing-the-),
reduction of reference points andis not justified. The fishery should receive a lower score in P1 1.1.1
until effective management is in place and the stock returns to healthy levels.

Hewever-The MSC recognizesrecognises the multipurpose nature of use patterns, particularly in
inland waters. Example uses include:

e Dam construction for water supply and power-channelization.
e Channelisation for navigation and flood control-.
e Land drainage-and-.

e Wetland reclamation for agricultural uses-ete--.
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Such uses are generally fundamental to the functioning of modern society and outside ef-the
management control of the fishing sector. Where users from other-sectors{, non-fishery} sectors have
impacts on the fishery, management should take-inte-aceeuntconsider these impacts when devising a
strategy for achieving management objectives.
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Example:

If water is withdrawn for agriculture and urban supply and this has an adverse impact on fish
stocks, the management of the fishery is expected to address this fact-{, perhaps by reducing
fishing or with time/area closures)-.

Although-Climate change is now-generally-accepted-as-a petential-human-induced: impact on fishery
productivity-it-is-. However, the impact of climate change is not ene-that-can-be-easily ‘resolved-in-the

sense-reguired-by—. Such changes are thus regarded as more similar to the-situation-withthose
arising from regularly occurring {e-g--decadal)-cycles or regime shifts, as covered under SA2.2.7.1.
FeamsThe team should note the further guidance on scoring of climate ehangeschange in-Pls-:

e PI11.1.2.2 (stock rebuilding—, see GSA2.3),).

e Pl 1.2.2 (harvest control rules, and the scoring erof uncertainty);-ane-in).
e Pl 2.54.3 (ecosystem information—, see SA3.16.1)-.

Consegquently-in-situations-wherelf there is evidence that productivity changes are related to the
impacts of long-term climate change, CABsthe team should note that appropriate adjustments need to
be made to reference points-and. In such instances, the team should use indicators-used to determine
stock status.

getLTL species

should-, also referred to as foraqe frsh plav a crucral role in

level—To-datemarine food webs in many ecosystems. For this reason, the MSC has enhy-defined
specific management and outcome performance-requirements for key LTL stocks;-because. The
intent of the MSC'’s requirements on the treatment of LTL stocks is focused on limiting the ecosystem

|mpacts caused bv the commercral harvest of the—hrghr-ythese |mp0rtant Fele—that—&hey—play—wrthm

Box GSAG6: Special management requirements for key LowFrophictevelL TL stocks

The ecological importance of LTL species such as sardines, anchovy, and krill and the control they
can exert on the rest of the food web is well established*®.

Because of their significant ecological importance, unsustainable exploitation of forage fish
populations can impact the marine food web by causing declines in top marine predator, seabird
and marine mammal populations, or even threaten food security in some countries by diverting
forage fish from human consumption.

A principal distinction within the MSC requirements is the recognition of key LTL stocks as separate
from non-key LTL stocks. The intent is that the team should assess all forage fish stocks against
their potential ecosystem importance when applying for certification against the MSC Standard, but
the specific higher management requirements only apply to those stocks recognised as “key LTL”".

A species that feeds predominately on plankton and is found in the diets of many predators will
likely be a key LTL stock. The MSC guidance on this topic (GSA2.2.9) provides examples of how
these criteria can be met. Following a precautionary approach, if it is not possible to provide a

13 Cury, P., Bakun, A., Crawford, R.J.M., Jarre, A., Quifiones, R.A., Shannon, L.J., and Verheye, H.M. (2000)
Small pelagics in upwelling systems: patterns of interaction and structural changes in “wasp -waist” ecosystems.
ICES Journal of Marine Science 57: 603-618.
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justified argument that at least 2 of the criteria are NOT met, the team should treat the stock as key
LTL.

The first 2 criterial* and the thresholds used relate directly to the levels of ecosystem impact that
the depletion of the LTL species would have. If the team determines a species to be key LTL, the
removal of this species beyond defined precautionary reference points would likely cause a
cascade effect in the wider ecosystem.

The MSC defines the default precautionary reference points for management of key LTL species
as:

e A biomass that is 75% of the unexploited level in the system, or

e Atarget exploitation rate of 0.5Fmsy or 0.5M, the natural mortality of the species.

In fisheries where there is sufficient understanding of the system, the team can use credible
ecosystem models (as defined in SA2.2.14) to adjust these default reference points to specific
levels appropriate to the fishery, where these levels are shown not to have adverse ecosystem
effects.

The MSC’s intent is that the team should evaluate key LTL target stocks scored under Pl 1.2.1
scoring issue (a), Pl 1.2.2 scoring issue (a), and PI 1.2.4 scoring issue (b) against management
objectives in P11.1.1A at the SG 80 level and not P1 1.1.1.

If an LTL stock is not key, it is assumed that the impacts of removing it are not of particular
importance to the wider ecosystem. The team should assess the stock in P1 1.1.1, using the default
requirements.

GSA2.2.9 Identification of key LowTFrophic-Level{LTL} stocks A

ingThe team should use the following to demonstrate whether a stock under
assessment should be treated as a key LTL stock-may-include-:

e The use of qualitative information on the ecosystem;-.

e Diet matrices to construct food webs-and/er-the-use-of-,

e Ecosystem models that demonstrate the connection between species and trophic groups in the

ecosystem.

If the team uses ecosystem models-are-to-be-used, they must be “credible”. “Credible’The team
should be-interpreted-to-meaninterpret “credible” as:

e Publicly available and well documented:, such as peer-reviewed scientific papers.

e Fitted to time-series data;-and.

e Comprehensive-{, dealing with the whole ecosystem, including all trophic levels'%).-See-also

7

14 Smith, A.D.M., Brown, C.J., Bulman, C.M., Fulton, E.A., Johnson, P., Kaplan, I.C, Lozano-Montes, H.,
Mackinson, S., Marzloff, M., Shannon, L.J., Yunne-Jai, S., and Tam, J. (2011) Impacts of fishing low-trophic level
species on marine ecosystems. Science 333, 1147-1150.

Essington, T., and Plaganyi, E. (2013) Model and data adequacy for Marine Stewardship Council key low trophic
level species designation and criteria and a proposed new assessment index. Marine Stewardship Council
Science Series. Available at: https://www.msc.org/docs/default-source/default-document-library/what-we-are-
doing/research-and-science-series/model-and-data-adequacy-for-msc-key-ltl-species-designation-and-criteria-
and-a-proposed-new-assessment-index.pdf

15 Essington, T., and Plaganyi, E. (2013) Model and data adequacy for Marine Stewardship Council key low
trophic level species designation and criteria and a proposed new assessment index. Marine Stewardship
Council Science Series. Available at: https://www.msc.org/docs/default-source/default-document-library/what-we-
are-doing/research-and-science-series/model-and-data-adequacy-for-msc-key-Itl-species-designation-and-
criteria-and-a-proposed-new-assessment-index.pdf
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Where species are aggregated into trophic groups in ecosystem models, the degree of aggregation

should adhere to the-guidance-provided-in-Fulten-et-al-{(2003)16 that:
e Aggregations do not include serially linked groups-{: predators and prey)-and.

Fhate Aggregations are not across species, age classes, or functional groups with rate constants
that differ by more than 2-te—3-fold. Wherelf possible, the team should base information about
trophic connection sheuld-be-based-on empirical evidence of trophic dependence.

The team may also use diet matrices, which characterise the proportion of prey eaten by each
predator, in addition to the simple linkages between predators;-may-alse-be-used-. If diet matrices are
used, theythe team must alse-be-constructed-adhering-toconstruct them in adherence with the

Example:

In-eases-wherelf key LTL stocks are identified by using total catch as a proxy for total biomass of
the stock, the team should scale this proxy-needs-to-be-sealedup to the spatial extent of the stock
and its predators. For example, the CAB should interpret a low-volume fishery in a major coastal
upwelling system would-be-interpreted-differently thanto one in a small embayment with several
locally -dependent predators.

guidancel’-ef Fulton-et-at{2003)-.

In determining key LTL status, the team should consider the spatial scale of the ecosystem that
could be affected, and from which information should be derived;-needs-te-be-considered.. This
should generally correspond to the spatial distribution of the stock being fished; and could be broader
in some instances-(; for example, if the stock occurs within a well-defined spatial entity such as a gulf
or regional seay-. It will not necessarily correspond to the jurisdictional scale of the fishery. If the
spatial scale of the ecosystem is considerably larger than the stock distribution, the team should
consider potential impacts en-predaters-of localised depletion weuld-need-to-be-consideredon
predators.

Considering temporal scale, seasonality is not relevant to determining key LTL status. I the stock meets two or more of the sub-criteria in SA2.2.9

Where during only part of the year (e.g. during spawning of feeding aggregations but not during the
rest of the year when the stock is dispersed or mixed with other stocks) the team should consider the
criteria met and designate the stock as key LTL.

If the target stock or stock component under assessment is widely distributed and is present in more
than one ecosystem, the assessment-of-sub-criteriai-i-and-ii-in-paragraph—in-Annex-SAteam should
focus on the ecosystem containing the largest abundance of the species when assessing sub-criteria
i, il and iii in SA2.2.9.a-.

16 Fulton, E.A., Smith, A.D.M., and Johnson, C.R. (2003) Effect of complexity on marine ecosystem models.
Marine Ecology Progress Series 253: 1-16.

17 Fulton, E.A., Smith, A.D.M., and Johnson, C.R. (2003) Effect of complexity on marine ecosystem models.
Marine Ecology Progress Series 253: 1-16.

18 Cury, P., A. Bakun, R.J.M. Crawford. A. Jarre, R.A. Quinones, L.J. Shannon and H.M. Verheye (2000) Small
pelagics in upwelling systems: patterns of interaction and structural changes in ‘wasp waist’ ecosystems. ICES
Journal of Marine Science 57:603-619.

Cury, P., L. Shannon and Y.-J. Shin (2003) The functioning of marine ecosystems: a fisheries perspective.
Pp103- 123 In Responsible Fisheries in the Marine Ecosystem, M. Sinclair and G. Valdimarsson (eds). FAO,
Rome and CABI, Oxon UK.
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2.2.9.a.i Key LTL criterion i — connectivity A

In quantitative terms, food webs can be used to investigate connectance, which can be expressed as
unweighted Preperticnal-Connectance“‘proportional connectance” or the weighted SURF index-{,
where SURF is SUpportive Role to Fishery ecosystems).. SURF has the advantage that it is relatively
insensitiveless sensitive to the grouping of predator and prey species;-cennectance-is-highly-sensitive
to-them-(Essington-and-Plaganyi,- 2012 —MSCpublication-series). than connectance’®.

Proportional connectance (PC) is calculated-as-follows; from a diet matrix that has n components, and
only requires a knowledge of the interaction between groups, not the proportional diet fraction of each
group-, as follows:

e The total connectance (T) in a diet matrix is the number of all positive-{, non-zero), diet

interactions between components (i.e--. predator-prey).

e The connectance (C) of a component is the total number of prey interactions plus the total
number of predator interactions of that component calculated from the diet matrix.

e Then the proportional connectance of prey i is PC; = %

SUREF is calculated as follows:

" 2
Zi=l(Pj,i)
T

e SURF, =
e Where pij is the diet fraction of predator j on prey i-{: the proportion of the diet of predator j that is
made up of prey i}..

Figure GSA2 shows the results, for key and non-key LTL species classified according to the MSC
definition-{as-given-in:: if, when fishing at B/Bo== 40%, no single ecosystem group is reduced by
more than 70% of its Bo, and no more than 15% of ecosystem groups are perturbed by more than
40% from their Bo) using the data in Smith et al. (2011)?, of calculating connectance and SURF.

19 plaganyi, E.E. and Essington, T.E. (2014) When the SURFs up, forage fish are key. Fisheries Research 159:
68-84.

20 Smith, A.D.M., Brown, C.J., Bulman, C.M., Fulton, E.A., Johnson, P., Kaplan, I.C, Lozano-Montes, H.,
Mackinson, S., Marzloff, M., Shannon, L.J., Yunne-Jai, S., and Tam, J. (2011) Impacts of fishing low-trophic level
species on marine ecosystems (2011) Science 333: 1147-1150.
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Figure GSA:GSA2: PC and SURF scores calculated from Ecopath with Ecosim (EwE)
ecosystem models presented in Smith et al, (2011};)%, plotted against their impact on the
ecosystem: category 1 satisfies SA2.2.43al4a at B/Bo = 40% and is classified as non-key LTL;
category 2 fails SA2.2.43al4a and is classified as key -LTL
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21 Smith, A.D.M., Brown, C.J., Bulman, C.M., et al. (2011) Impacts of fishing low-trophic level species on marine
ecosystems. Science 333, 1147-1150.

Document: MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0 Page 31
Date of publication: 26 October 2022 © Marine Stewardship Council 2022



MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0

The team should assume that based on the analyses illustrated in the-fellewing-sheuld-be-assumed
by-assessmentteamsFigure GSA2:

e Connectance values of less than 4% wewtdwill normally indicate a non-key -LTL stock:.

e Connectance values of greater than 8% weuldwill indicate a key LTL stock.
e SUREF values of less than 0.001 will normally indicate a non-key LTL stock.
e SURF values of greater than 0.065001 will normally indicate a key -LTL stock.

In-the-intermediate-zone,-where-the-classification-of the-steckis-uneertain; The team may take further
qualitative evidence of predator dependency may-be-takenin the intermediate zone into consideration,
e-g=where the classification of the stock is uncertain. For example:

e If the stock is important in the diets of many higher predators for much of the year-(‘impertance’,
where “importance” here might be shown by:

o The species being the preferred diet of a predator, compared to other prey species that also

occur in the diet depending on availability;-er-by-the-species-having-higher-calerific- value-or
other specific fithess, e.g., for the development of juveniles),

7, OF
o The species having higher calorific value or other specific fitness; for example, for the
development of juveniles.

e Ifland-based colonies of predators-(, including seals, fur seals, sea lions, penguins, and other
birds), are considered particularly dependent on this LTL stock;-er.

o __Iflarge aggregations of other species are known to gather to feed on this LTL stock.

In-the-absenece-of-alf there is no credible quantitative model, assessing-the percent-of
connectionsteam will require ecosystem-specific understanding of the food web connections in the
whole ecosystem basedin order to assess the percentage of connections. The team should base this
understanding on a comprehensive species list that identifies links for major prey and predators,
particularly dependent predators of the LTL stock in question, ard-supported by the considerations

presented in-paragraphs-above.

2.2.9.a.ii Key LTL criterion ii — energy transfer A

Argument-to-e The team may determine whether sub-this criterion 1b-is triggered may-be-based on
1)

o Empirical data;2)-.
o Credible quantitative models;—and/or3)-.
o Information about the relative abundance of the LTL stock in the ecosystem.

e Consumer biomass ratio is calculated as the biomass of the candidate key LTL stock, divided by
the biomass of all consumers in the ecosystem-(i.e--: all ecosystem components that are not
primary producers or detritus)—e--: consumer biomass ratio = BL1L/Bconsumers.

* Model-based results suggest that the team should regard any LTL stock that constitutes more
than 5% of the consumer biomass in the ecosystem sheuld-beregarded-as a key LTL stock.

e The importance of the size of a key LTL stock in determining whether there is a large volume of
energy transfer through it will ef-ceurse-depend upon the size of the total energy in the
ecosystem, and in the consumer biomass, as defined above.

Although-e The size of the catch of a key -LTL stock is not directly indicative of its likely
importance in energy transfer;-nevertheless. However, in approximate terms, catch size can be
assumed to relate to ecosystem importance-and. The team may be-useduse catch size to support
a plausible argument that aan LTL species meets, or does not meet; criterion SA2.2.14:, as
follows:
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o LTL stocks that are subject to small catches {<by small-scale fisheries, where small catches
are < 50,000-t000t average total catch from the stock over the last 5 years)-by-small-scale
fisheries, will not normally be key LTL stocks. Catches less-thanbeneath this threshold may
still indicate key LTL stocks in cases where they are taken from unusually small ecosystems.

TFhe-situation-with-o It is less easy to predict the status of LTL stocks thatare-subject to large
catches-{e-g-—=, where large catches are > 100,000-t000t total catches from the stock over

the last 5 years)-inrespectofkey-LT L status-isless-easy-to-predict—CABs. The CAB should;
hewever; not assume that these fisheries are accessing non-key LTL stocks.

2.2.9.a.iii Key LTL criterion iii — Wasp-waisted-ness
Fhe“wasp-waistedness” Awaisted-ness’

This sub-criterion requires that “there are few other species at this trophic level through which energy
can be transmitted from lower to higher trophic levels, such that a high proportion of the total energy
passing between lower and higher trophic levels passes through this stock™.

e Simple food webs will be sufficient to determine whether there are significant other functionally
similar species {at a similar trophic level} to the candidate LTL stock.

o Although for the candidate LTL species, the focus is on the adult component of the stock
(SA2.2.9.a, SA2.2.9.h), the consideration-of-otherspecies-atthe-same-trophic-levelteam
should consider all life stages (including juveniles) of theseother species_at the same trophic
level.

Examination-ofe The team may examine catch statistics of other species of the types listed in Box SA1
or SA2.2.9.b within the same ecosystem may-alse-allow-determination-ofto determine whether

there are few significant catches of other species at this trophic level.

o In ecosystems where the catches of the candidate LTL stock are less than those of all other

species at the same trophic level, the team may regard the ecosystem may-beregarded-as
not “wasp-waisted” and the candidate stock will not normally be a key LTL stock.

Example:

Sardine would be considered a key LTL species in the southern Benguela current system but not in
the northern Humboldt system in its current state-(, as atof 2010};. If the Humboldt system were to
shift to a sardine-based rather than an anchovy-based system, itsardine would once again become
a key LTL species in that ecosystem.

As with other MSC guidance on ecosystem change-{, for instance relating to climate change; and
multi-decadal environmental cycles);-CABs-need, the CAB needs to:

e Be aware of changes in ecosystem structure and productivity;-and-assess-{.

e Assess in surveillance reports, or in assessment-//reassessment), the extent to which the fishery
has taken these into account;. For instance:

o Inthe case of productivity, by adjusting target/imit reference-points;-or TRPs and LRPs.

o Inthe case of ecosystem regime shifts such as above, by reconsidering the species against
the key LTL species definition.

GSA2.2.1112-GSA2.2.1615 Scoring stock status for key LTL stocks A

Estimates for Bo referred to in SA2.2.13 and SA2.2.14 can be determined using credible single
species or ecosystem models or frem-robust empirical data (such as fishery independent surveys:).
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See Smith et al-{2011).22 for the justification of the-impact levels required in SA2.2.14.b and the use of
a default 75%Bo target level for their achievement.

GSA2.2.1516 Scoring key LTL stocks based on fishing mortality rate {F}-A

In the absence of robust estimates for Bo, target fishing-rortality-ratesk values that would achieve the
appropriate target biomass levels can be adopted. i

foreeStudies?® have found that exploitation rates_of about half MSY rates were required to limit the
ecosystem impacts to the same levels obtained at the default 75%Bo.

For key LTL species, the team should modify default expectations provided in GSA2.2.4 {for non-key
LTL species)-sheuld-be-modified to reflect the higher biomass levels expected and the lower fishing
mortality-ratesF needed.

At least a-60-seoreSG6O is justified if F is “likely” to have been somewhat below Fusy but not as low
as 50%Fwsy for at least one generation time of the species, or for at least twe?2 years, if greater)-.

At least an-80-seereSG80 is justified if F is “likely” to have been at 0.5Fwmsy or 0.5M for at least twe2
generation times-{, or for at least four4 years, if greater)-.

A-100-seoreSG100 is justified if F is “highly likely” to have been below 0.5Fusy or 0.5M for at least
twe2 generation times-(, or for at least feur4 years, if greater)..

GSA2.2.36——17 Allowing for recruitment variability A

Environmental variability is generally high for fisheries based on key LTL species compared to non-
LTL fisheries. In some cases, this makes biomass-based reference points meaningless and better
justifies the use of F-based management approaches.

GSA2.3 Stock rebuilding PI (P11.1.2) A

Background

aeh+evesteelerebwldmg49ael@up494heﬂ4—l—l§@8@4evekme MSC Flsherles Standard does not
refer to “formal recovery plans’-as”. This is because, in some jurisdictions, this termlnology carries
specific legislative or regulatory meaning. Fisheries are instead expected to have “recovery

strategles“ which may or may not be bmdmg |n a statutory context Sueh—reeex,cepy—s#ategtes-are

22 Smith, A.D.M., Brown, C.J., Bulman, C.M., Fulton, E.A., Johnson, P., Kaplan, I.C, Lozano-Montes, H.,
Mackinson, S., Marzloff, M., Shannon, L.J., Yunne-Jai, S., and Tam, J. (2011) Impacts of fishing low-trophic level
species on marine ecosystems. Science 333, 1147-1150.

23 pikitch, E., Boersma, P.D., Boyd, I.L., Conover, D.O., Cury, P., Essington, T., Heppell, S.S., Houde, E.D.,
Mangel, M., Pauly, D., Plaganyi, E., Sainsbury, K., and Steneck, R.S. (2012) Little Fish, Big Impact: Managing a
Crucial Link in Ocean Food Webs. Lenfest Ocean Program. Washington, DC. 108 pp.
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Scoring issue (a) -— rebuilding timeframes A

Wherelf quantitative stock assessment information is used in scoring this PI, teamsthe team should
note that stock rebuilding timeframes required in scoring issue (a) relate to the time required for the
stock to recover from the current level to the-Busv-level{, or a level regarded as “‘consistent with
MSY¥-MSY” where proxies are usedy-.

mbu#@ﬁgﬂalaﬂ&mamn%naxmm%@%On thls baS|s it may be |mp055|ble for some
stocks to achievemeet recovery targets in a five-5-year timeframe because of the life-history
parameters of the species under assessment:-. Such parameters include:

e Growth rate;-.

e Size or age at maturity or recruitment to the fishery;-.
e Stock size or age composition;-lengevity;-and;-.

e Longevity.

e Natural mortality;-ameng-otherthings—On-the-other-hand.

However, some very-fast-growing stocks may recover fasterin less than enel certification period (5
years)-and-for-this-reasen). An extension to 5 years is allowed for these stocks.

As allowed in the scoring of other Pls, SABsthe CAB should apply the definition of generation time
given in Box GSA4—.

GSA2.3.2——GSA2.3.3  Timeframes for achieving conditions A

FeamsThe team should note that stocks that trlgger rebuilding may be allowed enel year to put
rebuilding strategies and monitoring in place.

failedThis would likely be relevant if the stock status dropped below SG80 for P1 1.1.1/PI .1.1A after
certification. If one year is needed in this instance, the team should put a condition on P1 1.1.1 to allow
P11.1.2 to be scored at the next surveillance. After one year, the team can then rescore Pl 1.1.2 and
assign conditions as appropriate. Given that the SG60 level would not be met for PI 1.1.2 when the
one-year condition is put in place, the team should submit a variation request against FCP v3.0

7.15.7.2.a, 7.15.13, 7.15.14, and 7.16.3is-net-metin-thisfirstyear..

The team may consider allowances of more than 1 year in fisheries where stock assessments and the

development of management advice are not an annual event;-the-team-may-consider-allowances-of
more-than-one-year.

If P1 1.1.2 scores less than 80SG80, due to a lack of evidence for rebuilding, the condition applied to
develop such evidence should still be achieved within the normal maximum five-5-year duration of the
certificate (as required in SA2.3.3). While_the MSC'’s allowance for “exceptional circumstances” in
FCP 7.16.6 may still apply to rebuilding of the stock-{, which may be constrained by the species
biologyy,, it should not apply here to the necessary reduction in exploitation rate-{, which is regarded
as being under the control of management and not constrained by the species biology3-.

The MSC wishes to avoid the situation thatin which fisheries appear in the upper left corner of a
“Kobe plet;plot”, with high exploitation rates even when stock size is reduced. FeamsThe team
should thus consider whether any condition on rebuilding could reasonably be achieved in less than
the maximum five-5-year period;-e-g-; for example, on an ‘aceelerated-two-"accelerated” 2-year
timescale. The team should expect fisheries in this situation should-be-expected-to begin effective
rebuilding-(, and thereby achieve-themeet SG80 levelfor this PI), as fast as reasonably possible.

GSA2.3.4  Scoring fishing mortality rate as evidence of rebuilding A
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The MSC'’s expectation of rebuilding is that, for most stocks, scores of 86SG80 or 206SG100 will
require fishing-mertalityF to be lower than Fusy, as described in SA2.3.4.a and 2.3.4.b2:3.4-2.. The
alternative allowance in SA2.3.5 would apply only in exceptional circumstances where there is real
demonstrated recovery in the stock even though F is not less than Fusy. This may still occur in some
years;; for example, in HCRs where F is specifically used as a target rather than a limit, as described
in the examples in Box GSAS.

}The alternative allowance in SA2.3.5 may also be temporarily acceptable following a series of recent
high levels of recruitment due to good environmental conditions. In such cases, the “alternative clear
evidence that the stocks are rebuilding” should include that the stock has increased in at least the
“last twe2 years-{", or other period as used in the assessment of the fishery}.. In these cases, the
team should not accept evidence of only enel year/period of growth sheuld-net-be-accepted-as
sufficient-evidence-inthese-cases—Fhe, In its scoring rationale in these cases, the team should-thus
include some understanding of why the stock is rebuilding even though F is higher than Fusy.

FeamsThe team should give-particularconsideration-toeconsider the level of fishing mortality in cases
where environmental variability appears to be affecting the ability of the stock to recover.

In situations where climatic cycles-{e-g-;, for example decadal-seale} cycles, are shown to be reducing
the potential of the stock to achieve good recruitment, 86SG80 or 180-seoresSG100 may still be
justified when fishing-mertalityrateF is ‘ikely“likely” or “highly likeh/likely” below Fusy and the
expectation is that good recruitment will be restored when climatic conditions permit.
ConsiderationThe team should also be-given-teconsider the target levels that are expected for
rebuilding, consistent with GSA2.2.7.

GSA2.4 Harvest strategy Pl (Pl 1.2.1)

Key elements of harvest strategies include:

effort, taking into account issues such as overcapacity and its causes;.

e The control rules and tools in place, including the ability of the management system to control

e The information base and monitoring stock status-ané-.

e The responsiveness of the management system and fleet to stock status.

CABsThe CAB should also consider whether there are issues that might compromise the
effectiveness of the harvest strategy, such as fishing overcapacity caused by subsidies. If
overcapacity exists as-a-+resultbecause of subsidies, the management system should be robust
enough to deal with this issue and still deliver a sustainable fishery in accordance with MSC
PrineiplePrinciples 1 &and 2.

The elements of the harvest strateqgy need to work together. The team should therefore consider:

e The overall performance of the harvest strateqy.

e How its elements contribute to allowing the management system to be responsive to the state of
the stock.

In terms of being responsive to the state of the stock, the team should provide evidence that the
harvest strategy allows an adaptive management system. This could include demonstrating that the
harvest strategy allows or has allowed the management authority to respond to issues in a clear,
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transparent, and consistent manner. This may include prior evidence of action that management has
taken when shortcomings in the elements of the harvest strateqy have been identified. A responsive
harvest strategy should demonstrate that the management agency has acted, when required.

A responsive harvest strategy does not need a “well-defined” HCR for it to be responsive.

For highly fluctuating or dynamic stocks that can have their stock status driven by environmental
factors, a responsive harvest strateqy should allow management to reduce exploitation to levels that
are consistent with the natural environmental fluctuations. In such cases, the harvest strategy should
allow management to alter exploitation in an adaptive manner, to levels that are appropriate for the
stock to meet the objectives reflected in P1 1.1.1/P1 1.1.1A SG80 under fluctuating environmental
conditions.

Additionally, for “highly productive” species such as small pelagic fishes and invertebrates with short
generation times (e.g. < 1 year), there can be trade-offs between catch rates, fishery stability, and
management and conservation objectives?4. Because life history can affect such trade-offs?5, the
design of the harvest strategy should be appropriate for the species, and scoring should reflect this.

To achieve this, a robust management system may include:

e Use of in-season monitoring and adjustments.

e Consideration of long-term climactic changes such as regime shifts in the harvest strategy?.

¢ Maintenance of buffers to account for uncertainty?’.

Assessing informal approaches agalnst Pl11.21

the assessment sheuld-factorin-the likelihood of changes within the fishery that could petentialhy-lead
to an increase in the risk of impact from fishing activity over time.

FeamseThe team should-further consider how elements of the strategy are combining to ensure that
the fishery is moving in the desired direction or operating at a low risk level-and-that-gualitative-or
sei-guantitabive-objectives-are-being-achieved.

TFheree The team should beconsider how qualitative or semi-quantitative objectives are being
achieved.

e The team should provide evidence that the expected objectives are being achieved--Evidencemet.
The team may be-demenstrateddemonstrate this evidence through local knowledge or research.

CABse The team should determine the extent to which there is a feedback and learning mechanism
to inform the harvest strategy on an ongoing basis. Depending on the scale of the fishery, this
could be through:

o Informal stakeholder processes that are based on local knowledge of the fishery, or

o Any other less subjective review process.

24 Cochrane, K.L., Butterworth, D.S., De Oliveira, J.A.A., Roel, B.A. (1998) Management procedures in a fishery
based on highly variable stocks and with conflicting objectives: experiences in the South African pelagic fishery.
Reviews in Fish Biology and Fisheries 8: 177-214.

25 Siple, M., Essington, T, & Plaganyi, E. (2018) Forage fish fisheries management requires a tailored approach
to balance trade-offs. Fish and Fisheries. 20.

26 King, J.R. & McFarlane, G.A.. (2006) A framework for incorporating climate regime shifts into the management
of marine resources. Fisheries Management and Ecology.13. 93-102.

27 pikitch, E., Boersma, P.D., Boyd, I.L., Conover, D.O., Cury, P., Essington, T., Heppell, S.S., Houde, E.D.,
Mangel, M., Pauly, D., Plaganyi, E., Sainsbury, K., and Steneck, R.S. (2012) Little Fish, Big Impact: Managing a
Crucial Link in Ocean Food Webs. Lenfest Ocean Program. Washington, DC. 108 pp.
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GSA2.4.1 Interpretation of terms A

As used in SKS| 1.2.1b at the 100 level, an ‘evaluation’‘evaluation” may range from a subjective
stakeholder process in small-scale/data-deficient (SS/DD) fisheriesfishery to quantitative
management strategy evaluation {(MSE)-as appropriate to the fishery.

TFesting'For “tested” at the 80SG80 level in SHSI 1.2.1b, the team can include:
e The use of experience from analogous fisheries;-.

o Empirical testing-{, for example practical experience of performance-er-.

o Evidence of past performance}-and-.

e Simulation testing-{, for instance using computer-intensive modelling such as management

strategy evaluation{MSE))-Testing.

Teams should only assess that the harvest strateqy is ‘tested and expected to achieve its objectives’,
if there hasn’t been an update to stock status following the implementation of the harvest strateqy.
Once there is an update to stock status after the direct implementation of the HS used to score Pl
1.2.1, the team should assess if the HS is achieving the objectives of P1 1.1.1/1.1.1A.

For tested and evaluation in scoring issue (b) at the harvest-strategy level, the team should consider
the full interactions between different components of the harvest strategy, including:

e The HCRs;-.
e Use of information-and-the-.
e Assessment of stock status. A-scere-0f100

SG100 for this-SILSI 1.2.1b requires a broader evaluation than that considered in the evaluation of
the robustness of HCRs in SI1SI 1.2.2b.

GSA2.4.2 Setting conditions A

If conditions are set, changes to the HCRs or assessment method may be needed to make these
conditions operational.

GSA2.4.3-GSA2.4.4 Shark finning A

Background

At its December 2011 meeting, the MSC Board of Trustees resolved that shark finning shall not be
undertaken within MSC certified fisheries.

The intent of scoring issues{e}-shark finning in PIs 1.2.1, 2.1.2, and 2.2.2 is to provide-a-mechanism
forenable scoring athe fishery on the CAB’s level of certainty that a-CAB-has-that-shark finning is not

taking place. These scoring issues intendare designed as a combination of policies and information
thresholds determined by the evidence requirements, to assess the arrangements that are in place to

ensure shark finning is not taking place.-ft-is-designed-as-a-combination-of regulations-and-external

GSA2:4.5—GSA2.4-7-Fins naturally attached and-fin:-carcass-ratios

Fhe-MSC-considers-that-a-pelicyrequiring-the-tanding-of-all sharks-with-A fins naturally attached
(FNA) DO|ICV, as deflned |n the MSC MSCI Vocabularyas—the—mest—nge;e{ﬁappmael%suﬂng—that

Document: MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0 Page 38
Date of publication: 26 October 2022 © Marine Stewardship Council 2022


https://www.msc.org/docs/default-source/default-document-library/for-business/program-documents/chain-of-custody-supporting-documents/msc-msci-vocabulary.pdf

MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0

Whete needs to be in place for all retained sharks. Where reference is made to the requirement for
ENA, in order to facilitate freezing and storage, the

fishery could partially cut the fins, including for the purposes of draining blood to avoid

ammemaﬁenammonlsatlon and foId them around the carcasses. FNArmeIHdeyeawng#.eﬂfms

should be attached to a substantlal part of the shark not]ust some vertebrae aIIowmq the shark to be
easily identified to the species level. If fins are removed and then artificially attached to the carcass
via ropes or wire or placed into a bag that contains that carcass and fins, this would not constitute
ENA.

Foculatens
Regulationsreferto-Non-retention policies

A non-retention policy, including species specific policies, is one where any captured individuals must
be released and cannot be landed or retained in whole or in part. If a UoA operates under a non-
retention policy, the same level of information accuracy determined through the evidence
requirements applies to the implementation of an FNA policy.

ENA policies

FNA policies can be included in regulations governing the management of sharks, including but not
limited to prohibiting shark finning, such as:

e Ratified RFMO conservation measures;-.

e National or international MOUJsmemoranda of understanding or agreements,-implementation.

e National plans of NROAsaction on sharks;-natienal-.

e Legislation regulating the management and catch of sharks;-ete.
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AtSG-100-"comprehensive-external-validatione UoA/company level codes of conduct.

If a management agency has a requirement for FNA but it includes exemptions, the UoA should
demonstrate that it is adhering to the FNA component. This may be from documented evidence that
the UoA has put in place a code of conduct or policy that mandates its vessels operate with FNA.

Evidence of shark finning

SC24——The team is required—Fhis-givesconsideration-of-the-continuity-of datacollection;
precision-and- to apply the Evidence Requirements Framework in the ‘MSC
Flsherles Standard Toolbox to evaluate the accuracy of lnformatlon —and—any

confldence in the team s determlnatlon that an FNA pollcy isin plac As part of thls process, the

team is requnred to-be

e Consider any documentation that supports the implementation of an FNA policy in practice.

e Assess the appropriateness of enforcement in the UoA with respect to monitoring compliance with
the FNA policy.
If there is objective verifiable evidence that indicates shark finning is taking place in the UoA, the CAB

should not certify the UoA unless the client or client group excludes the vessel(s) involved from the
UoA for 2 years, following procedures in FCP 7.4.

Objective verifiable evidence could be any documented statement of fact based on observations or
measurements, or tests that can be verified.

If there is objective verifiable evidence that indicates shark finning is taking or has taken place on
board a vessel that operates in a UoA/Unit of Certification (UoC) within the last two years:

e The fishery client(s) should exclude the vessel from the UoA(s)/UoC(s).

e The vessel should not operate in the UoA(s)/UoC(s).

e The vessel will not be eligible to access any fishery certificate for two years from the date of
exclusion.

Guidance to the FCP (GFCP) G7.4.7_provides information on this process.

The date of exclusion is the date an updated vessel list was published on the Track a Fishery website.
If fishery clients do not exclude vessels that are involved in shark finning practices, the CAB should
not certify or maintain the certification of the fishery.
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It does not matter where the vessel was operating, who was operating the vessel or who owned the
vessel when the shark-finning incident took place, the MSC'’s intent is that any vessel involved in the
practice of shark finning in the last two years is not eligible to access any MSC fishery certificate,
cannot operate within any UoC, and cannot be an “eligible fisher” in any UoA irrespective of
ownership or name change.

Fishery clients and CABs should refer to the process for excluding an entity in FCP 7.4.5—7 for details
on excluding vessels from the UoA(s)/UoC(s).

Note: the UoA is included in the text above (as well as the UoC). This is because UoAs can include
“other eligible fishers” that were considered in the full assessment but are not part of the UoC
because they have not entered into a certificate-sharing mechanism. Please refer to FCP 7.5.11_and
GFCP 7.5 for more information on “other eligible fishers”. It is the MSC’s intent that vessels identified
as “other eligible fishers” that have engaged in shark finning are excluded from accessing the
certificate via the certificate-sharing mechanism. In order to implement this intent, the CAB and client
should not list these vessels as “other eligible fishers”.

Scenario 1: Evidence of shark finning is identified during a full assessment

If, during a fishery assessment, the team identifies objective verifiable evidence that indicates shark
finning is taking place on board vessels that operate in the UoA, the vessel(s) engaged in the shark
finning should be excluded from the UoA.

Scenario 2: Evidence of shark finning is identified during a surveillance audit

At each surveillance audit the team should review observer data, and other sources of information, in
order to detect whether shark finning has taken place on board vessels that operate in the
UoA(s)/UoC(s) in the last two years or since the last surveillance audit. If the CAB identifies objective
verifiable evidence that shark finning is taking place on board vessels that operate in the
UoA(s)/UoC(s), they should immediately inform the fishery client. The fishery client should exclude
those vessels from those UoA(s)/UoC(s) and ensure the vessels do not have access to the certificate.

Scenario 3: Evidence of shark finning is identified between surveillance audits

Fishery clients may reqularly review observer data, and other sources of information, between
surveillance audits in order to detect whether shark finning is taking place on board vessels that
operate in their UoA(s)/UoC(s). Fishery clients may receive information from other fishery clients or
stakeholders that indicates shark finning is taking place on board vessels that operate in their
UoA(s)/UoC(s). As soon as fishery clients become aware that shark finning is taking place on board
vessels that operate in their UoA(s)/UoC(s), they should:

e Exclude those vessels from those UoA(s)/UoC(s).

e Ensure the vessels do not have access to the fishery certificate.

e Inform their CAB immediately.

The MSC'’s intent is that if fishery clients are aware that shark finning is taking place on board vessels
that operate in their UoA(s)/UoC(s), they should not wait until a surveillance audit before taking action
and informing their CAB. This would contravene the MSC'’s position that shark finning is not to be

undertaken within MSC certified fisheries. If a fishery client has not excluded vessels involved in shark
finning from their UoA(s)/UoC(s), the MSC'’s intent is clearly stated in the MCS Fisheries Standard
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GSA2.5 Harvest control rules &and tools PI (Pl 1.2.2) A

For LTL species, for the fishery to
score 60 or above under Pl 1.1.1A, the TRPs and LRPs need to take into account the ecological role
of the stock for the fishery-to-score-60-er-abeve-underPL1.1-1.. The harvest strategy, control rules,
information requirements, and assessment aise-need to be consistent with this distinction-fertow
trophiclevel species. When Pl 1.1.1A is scored, the team should interpret references to P1 1.1.1 in the
quidance below as PI 1.1.1A and the objectives required therein.

There aremay be conceptual differences in the reference points that-may-be-invelved-inwhen scoring
Pl 3:1.1-anrd-Pk.1.2 and Pl 1.2.2. This is because fisheries may use different reference points for

measurlng stock status {eutc—eme)—and as tnggers in the HCRsZS—DetAAmg—et—aI-QZOJ.—La—b)— —pt:ewde

For example, a flshery that uses an epr|C|t BMSY reference

hawesestrategwased—b%theﬂMs&
point as a target for the fishery biomass may;-fer-example have triggerreference-pointsTRPs for
adjustlng F at values of blomass either at BMSY, or above or below BMSY B T

The focus in thls PI is thus on the reference pomts used ina flshery to trigger changes in
management actions, and how they work in combination to achieve the outcomes required in P1 1.1.1.

Scoring issue (a) — HCR design and application A

sueees%The team should c0n5|der the baS|s for plau5|b|||ty and practlcallty of de5|gn sheuleHee

considered-in relation to the scale and intensity of the fishery;; for instanee-utilising-example, using:
e Empirical information;-.

e Relevant science;-ormedel-.

28 Dowling, N.A., Dichmont, C.M, Haddon, M., Smith, D.C., Smith, A.D.M., Sainsbury, K. (2015) Guidelines for
developing harvest strategies for data-poor species and fisheries. Fisheries Research 171 pp 130—140.
Dowling, N.A., Haddon, M., Smith, D.C., Dichmont, C.M., and Smith, A.D.M. Harvest Strategies for Data-Poor
Fisheries: A Brief Review of the Literature. CSIRO.

29 Dowling, N.A., Dichmont, C.M, Smith, A.D.M. Smith, D.C. and Haddon, M., 2011a. Guidelines on developing
harvest strategies for data-poor fisheries. CSIRO.

Dowling, NA., Haddon, M., Smith, D.C., Dichmont, C.M. and Smith, A.D.M., 2011b. Harvest Strategies for Data-
Poor Fisheries: A Brief Review of the Literature. CSIRO.
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e Model-based approaches, such as MPmanagement procedures and MSEmanagement strateqy
evaluation.

The HERsteam should be-scoredscore HCRs against their ability to deliver the levels expressed in
scoring issue (a) (consistent with the actual outcomes measured in Pl 1.1.1).

o Atthe601evelSG60, HCRs should be “likely” to ensure that stocks will be maintained above the
PRI.

o At the-80levelSG80, HCRs should also ensure that the stock is “likely” to fluctuate around a Busy
level. Testing may show that this is achieved by the inclusion of a Busy consistent reference point
as a trigger in the HCRs-{, such as an inflection in a ““*hockey stick’stick” formj, at a point that
would deliver Busy in the long term.

e Atthe1001levelSG100, greater certainty is required. The team should regard fisheries with HCRs
that target stock levels above Bumsy-{e-g--, for example a biomass that maximises net economic
returns (Bmev)y-sheuld-alse-beregarded), as at least meeting the 80 level-and. Projections in the
fishery may show that the HCR would “likely” achieve the higher £86SG100 score by fluctuating
more above than around Buwsy.

HCRs will usually include some form of dynamic rule, requiring that a change of some sort will be
made in response to a fishery indicator moving above or below one of the triggerreference
points-TRPs. In lightly exploited fisheries, it may be that some reference points are set to trigger
changes in data collection or assessment approaches, as certain thresholds are reached30-{see
Dowling et al, 2011a)..

HCRs are often applied on a frequent basis, such as with the annual setting of FACstotal allowable
catch (TAC) or effort restrictions.

e Such HCRs respond dynamically to the monitoring data from the fishery with regular adjustments
to input/output-type management measures.

e In data-poor fisheries whichthat are managed without such input/output controls, management
may comprise only technical measures, such as size limits, gear restrictions, closed seasons, and
closed areas.

o Inthese cases, the specific terms of the technical measures are usually set and fixed for a
relatively long period of time-{, several years};, based on occasional strategic stock
assessments; that are shown to deliver defined target-and/TRPs or limitreference
peints:LRPs.

o The team may regard such an arrangement-may-be-regarded as equivalent to a dynamic

HCR operating over a longer time scale in cases where some indicators are monitored to
confirm that the HCRs are delivering the intended targets for the stock.

At-e For “highly productive” species, the 80-leveldesign of the HCR should consider life history, as this
can affect performance of the control rule. Given the propensity for changes in productivity with
these species, adaptive and responsive control rules are key to assist with detecting and
responding to changes in biomasssL.

At SG80 in scoring issue (a), ‘the team should expect “well-defined-HCRs-in-these-cases-would-be
expecteddefined” HCRs to explicitly include the conditions under which the technical measures in the
fishery would be expected to be revised in the future.

Example:

Relatively sedentary bivalves often have fishery management trigger points based on population
densities collected through systematic surveys, where these index densities are established based

30 Dowling, N.A., Dichmont, C.M, Smith, A.D.M. Smith, D.C., and Haddon, M. Guidelines on developing harvest
strategies for data-poor fisheries. CSIRO.

31 pikitch, E., Boersma, P.D., Boyd, I.L., Conover, D.O., Cury, P., Essington, T., Heppell, S.S., Houde, E.D.,
Mangel, M., Pauly, D., Plaganyi, E., Sainsbury, K., and Steneck, R.S. (2012). Little Fish, Big Impact: Managing a
Crucial Link in Ocean Food Webs. Lenfest Ocean Program. Washington, DC. 108 pp.
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on the species population dynamics and the inherent productivity of the habitat and environmental
conditions.

There may be no formal stock assessment, but yield is calculated on a proportion of the observed
biomass, and the harvested fraction determined on empirical evidence from historical catches and
their consequences.

The team should note that, while such arrangements can work,-teams-should-note-that HCRs
based on taking a constant percentage of the year’s estimated biomass should not be regarded as
meeting the requirement of avoiding the PRI, unless some lower threshold is defined.

The CAB should not always interpret the requirement that an HCR reduces exploitation rates as the

limitreference-peintLRP is approached should-not-always-be-interpreted-as requiring the control rule

to deliver an exploitation rate that is a monotonically decreasing function of stock size:

e Any exploitation rate function may be acceptable se-leng-asif it acts to keep the stock above a
limitreferencepeintan LRP that avoids possible recruitment failure and attempts to maintain the
stock at a targetreferencepointTRP that is consistent with Busy or a similar “highly productive”

level.

e This outcome includes the requirement that the HCR should act to cause stocks to rebuild to the

targetreferencepoitTRP when they are below it; maintenance of a stock at a level just above
the limitreferencepeintLRP would not be acceptable.

e Areduction of exploitation rate may not always mean that the control rule requires a reduction in
““total"” exploitation rate, but instead could fer-instance-involve reducing exploitation rate on parts

of the stock-(e-g-;; for example, by age or sex)-.

e The team should assume that reductions in exploitation rate are-assumed-te-refer primarily refer
to reductions in catches and effort, and not to gear modifications, unless these have the effect of
reducing catches/effort.

As noted in the guidance on Pl 1.1.1, HCRs may include both explicit and implicit reference points.

BExamples:
Example
If a management strategy is based solely around a targetreferencepointTRP, the HCR, when

combined with the-targetreference-pointTRP, should ensure that the stock remains well above the
PRI-and. This should ensure that the exploitation rate is reduced as this point is approached. This
is an implied limitreferencepointLRP.

Equally, a management strategy based solely around a-limitreference-peintan LRP should imply
that there is a targetreference pointTRP close to or at Busy-{, or some other measure or surrogate
that maintains the stock at high productivity};, and at a level that is well above the limitreference
pointLRP.

GSA2.5.2 “Generally understood’'understood” HCRs at SG60 vs ““well-
defined’defined” HCRs at SG80
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For “generally understood” and in-place HCRs, there should be at least some implicit agreement
supported by past management actions that demonstrates that “generally understood” rules exist.
There should be the expectation that management will continue to follow such “generally understood”
rules in future and act when changes in explicit or implicit reference points are identified.

When determining whether a “generally understood” HCR is in place in the fishery under assessment,
the team needs to determine whether the fishery will take appropriate management action in line with
what they perceive as the “generally understood” rule. The team should consider evidence of positive
action being taken in the past as evidence that there is a “generally understood” rule in place. The
team should provide clear reference to documents or other evidence that actions were taken on
specific dates.

The team should provide evidence and examples of the positive actions taken in response to
generally understood HCRs for the target stock when they are in place.

The team should apply a precautionary approach to scoring when there is uncertainty over whether
an HCR meets the requirements of “generally understood”, and whether there is sufficient evidence to
support this. Note, the full definition for HCRs in the MSC-MSCI Vocabularytn-seoring-issue{a);-and
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unexpected-happens_should only apply at the SG80 level, given the term ‘well-defined’ is used in this
definition.

The team should not consider the following as evidence that an HCR is in place:

e A poorly defined commitment such as “we agree to implement an HCR sometime in the future”.

e General regulations, such as convention texts or references to the Fish Stocks Agreement.

o However, binding commitments such as those in national law may be used as evidence, if
supported by evidence of management action.

e Scientific recommendations on HCRs or reference points that have not yet been adopted by the
actual management agency.

The team should not expect that “in place” arrangements require formal indefinite binding agreement.
For example, CMMs approved by RFMO Commissions are regarded as “active” resolutions and may
thus be accepted as in place even though they may be overturned in the future.

Scoring issue (b) — scoring uncertainty in the HCRs A —Fhe-seofing-guidepests

The SGs reflect the degree of confidence there is in the HCR performance in relation to risks; caused
by beth-known and unknown factors.

Known factors include:

e Observation and process errors whichthat are often accounted for in stock assessments.

Unknown factors may-include:

e Unpredictable effects from climate;-.

» Environmental or anthropogenic non-fishery related factors, which could, for example, lead to
periods of low recruitment or growth-.

e High natural mortality-er-migration-—.

e Migration.

These and other changes to the population dynamics may not have been fully accounted for in the
stock assessment or projections. Another important reason why-there-may-befor limited confidence in
aan HCR is wherethat it has not been fully agreed by stakeholders, and it is uncertain whether the
fishing community will comply with the HCR. This last issue is important to ensure HCRs are not only
theoretical rules on paper; but are-actually applied in practice.

The team can use testing to support the requirement that the control rules and/or management

actions are designed to take into account uncertainty-can-be-supported-by-testing—Festing-can-include

intensive-modelling-sueh-as-MSE)-. Testing can include:

Although The use of experience from analogous fisheries.

e Empirical testing; for example, practical experience of performance or evidence of past
performance.

e Simulation testing, for instance using computer-intensive modelling such as management strategy
evaluation.

It may generally be the case that limit-reference-peintsLRPs are set at the point that reproductive
capacity starts to be appreciably impaired; for some fisheries, especially those for small pelagic
species and annual species where there-the stock recruit relationship is very steep. However,

management may choose to set a-limitreference-pointan LRP above this level. Maintaining a buffer
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can allow for adaptability to changes in production®?. Where this results in more precautionary
management, it may assist the fishery in achieving-the-80meeting SG80 or 180-levelSG100 for
scoring issue (b).

HCRs in small-scale fisheries may still achieve high scores if uncertainties are well considered. The
team may thus score simple HCRs linked to reliable indices of stock status may-thus-seere-highly on
this issue without management strategy evaluations.

ScoringIssue{(c) —
GSA2.5.3 Evaluating the effectiveness of HCRs {SA2.5:6—SA2.5-74)

ta-the-third— PI11.2.2 scoring issue_(C) A teams-ust

In this scoring issue, the team is required review the ability of the tools associated with the HCRs to

achieve the exploitation levels. Such tools weuld-include;
e Management measures like total-allowable-catehes{TACs) and fishing limits;-and-.

e Arrangements for sharing TACs between participants in the fishery, including between states in

shared stock flsherles Iheexammaﬂewhe#emayeen&deﬁh&eve#al#usteweﬁeﬁeeﬁvenes&ef

Seection-For this examination, the team may consider the overall history of effectiveness of the tools
used in the fishery, in terms of their ability to achieve the desired exploitation rates and biomass
levels, and the current status.

SA2.5.3 requires that teamsthe team examine the current exploitation levels in the fishery, as part of
the evidence that the HCRs are working-, for example through evidence that current F is equal to or
less than Fusy-sheuld-usually-be-taken-as-evidence that the HCR is-effective-. The team may also

accept current F levels greater than Fusy may-alse-semetimes-be-aceepted-in cases where-steck
biomass-is-currently-higher than Busv-or where stock-assessmentinformation-is-comprehensive, and
itis-appropriate to-treat Fusvis a target reference point (see ). :

e Stock biomass is currently higher than Bwsy, or

° Stock assessment information is comprehensive and it is appropriate to treat Fusy as a TRP

1see Box GSA5

However, the team should not use F < Fusy as the sole evidence for the existence of an effective
HCR. F could, for example, be lower than Fusy just because effort is currently low, even though there
has been no management commitment or attempts to actually control effort at a level that would
constrain F to Fusy by the HCR. However, if F has been constrained at F < Fusy by the tools, the team
could accept this as part of the evidence that the HCRs are being effective. Evidence for the
effectiveness of an HCR should in fact require the consistent achievement of the target exploitation
level, which may be well below Fusy if stocks are currently below Buvsy. The team should take
particular care when assessing the effectiveness of capacity limitation measures in fisheries, for
example in comparison to well-monitored effort controls and catch limits, in terms of their likely ability
to meet management goals and target exploitation levels.

To avoid severe socio-economic impacts in a fishery, the team may also make allowance for the
gradual adjustment of fishing-mertality-ratesk down to appropriate levels in cases where the pace of
change is limited-te-aveid-severe-secio-economic-impacts-in-a-fishery. In these cases, projections of

32 pikitch, E., Boersma, P.D., Boyd, I.L., Conover, D.O., Cury, P., Essington, T., Heppell, S.S., Houde, E.D.,
Mangel, M., Pauly, D., Plaganyi, E., Sainsbury, K., and Steneck, R.S. (2012) Little Fish, Big Impact: Managing a
Crucial Link in Ocean Food Webs. Lenfest Ocean Program. Washington, DC. 108 pp.
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stock status should confirm that the expected future adjustments in F will still lead to fluctuations
around MSY levels within a reasonable timescale.

Wherelf proxy indicators and reference points are used in the fishery instead of explicit estimates of F
and Fusy (as allowed in SA2.2.3);), the team should assign higher scores-should-be-assigned where
greater confidence is provided by the proxy information, similar to the scoring of Pl 1.1.1. Where
higher scores are justified by the use of twe2 or more proxy indicators, they should be independent of
each other and alse-reasonably-be expected to be proxies of the quantity of interest-{, such as mean
fish size in the case of exploitation rates).. The team should present a rationale for how the proxies
conform to these principles.

As with the case of using proxies for scoring stock biomass in Pl 1.1.1, it may sometimes be argued
that enel good proxy is better than twe2 or more weak proxies.

Examples: 60,-80SG60, SG80, and 400-SGSG100 levels

Examples of how the 60,-80team may justify SG60, SG80, and 106-SG-levels-may-be
justifiedSG100 in these situations-are-given-below:;

e Atleast a-60-score-may-be-SG60 is justified if erel proxy indicates that “overfishing” is not
occurring;.

o Atleast an-80-score-may-beSG80 is justified if erel or more proxies indicate that it is “likely”
that “overfishing” is not occurring. In this case, the extra confidence may be due to the
availability of a second proxy indicator, or whenmay arise because a minimum 70% probability
level can be assigned to the single indicator used-{, as compared to the SG60 level where this
probability level may not be demonstrated);-anéd.

A-100-score-may-be-e SG100 is justified if twe2 or more proxies indicate it is “highly likely” that
“overfishing” is not occurring.

Assessing informal approaches to HCRs

In informally managed fisheries, CABsthe CAB should assess the extent to which there are
management tools and measures in place that are consistent with ensuring that susceptibility of the
target species to removal is no higher than that which would cause the risk to the target species to be
above an acceptable risk range. Measures could be spatial, temporal, or changes to gear overlap.

AssessmentsThe team should also consider measures in place to respond to changes in the fishery,
for example; by reducing the susceptibility of target species when the fishery is not heading in the
direction of its objectives.

Metapepulatiens

Seerngssues-{b)-and (e_) equire-thatteams-assess whetneror Rotthe seiectio
wide-range-ofMetapopulations

The team should address uncertainties-

Uneertainties relating to the metapopulation structure
assessmentteam-—Feams. The team should note the descriptions of different types of

rmetapopulationsmetapopulation in GFCP G7.5.-

GSA2.6 Information monitoring Pl (Pl 1.2.3)
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GSA2.6.13 Information categories A

Stock structure could incorporate information describing:
e The distribution and geographical range of the stock;-.
e The relationship of the geographical range to the harvest control;-and-.

Stock productivity could incorporate-maturity—growth—:

e The age, size, sex, and genetic structure of the stock.

e Maturity.
e Growth.

e Natural mortality,-density-.
e Density-dependent processes;-.

e The stock-recruit relationship-and-.

e Fecundity.

Fleet composition could incorporate information on associated effort by gear type/method of

capture, including fleet characteristics in both targeted and non-targeted fisheries taking the species.
jon Information is required for the whole stock-as-a-whele, but better

information would usually be expected from the fishery unit thatis-being-assessedunder assessment.

Stock abundance could incorporate information relating to absolute or relative abundance indices

including-recruitment,-age,-size,-sex-and-;

e Recruitment.

o Age.
e Size.
o Sex.

e Genetic structure of the stock.

o Reflecting the guidance on surrogate measures under Pl 1.1.1, the team may meet the

requirement for ““stock abundance’abundance” information at SG60 and SG80 may-be-met-by
the-use-efusing surrogate indicators that provide an adequate proxy for stock abundance.

Fishery removals could incorporate information describing:
e The level, size, age, sex, and genetic structure of landings;-disecards;-.

e Discards.

e lllegal, unreported, unregulated, recreational, customary, and incidental mortality of the target

stock by location and method of capture.

Information is required for the whole stock-as-a-whele, but better information would usually be
expected from the fishery being assessed.
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Other data may include environmental information such as temperature, weather, and other factors
that may influence fish populations and fishing.

Scoring issues (b) and (c) — scoring fishery removals A

The distinction between scoring issues (b) and (c) for Pl 1.2.3 at SG80 relates to the relative amount
or quality of information required on fishery removals.

Scoring issue (b) relates to fishery removals specifically by those vessels covered under the unit-of
assessmentUoA, which need to be regularly monitored and have a level of accuracy and coverage
consistent with the harvest-contrelruleHCR. For example, where depletion methods are used, they
should be tested against catch and effort data at a determined frequency consistent with the HCR; for
example, weekly, or monthly.

The reference to ‘ether“other” fishery removals in scoring issue (c) relates to vessels outside or not
covered by the unit-of-assessmentUoA. These require good information but not necessarily to the
same level of accuracy or coverage as that covered by the-secend-scoring issue-_(b).

Metapopulations
Metapepulatiens
Understanding dispersal pathways and population connectivity is important for devising effective

harvest strategies-and-therefore. The team should specifically address information related to the

metapopulation structure-sheuld-be-specifically-addressed-by-the-assessment-team.

Information that could be relevant to the assessment would-includeincludes:

e The life cycle of the species, including its spatial distribution and temporal distribution.

e ldentification of local populations and the extent to which they are connected; and function as

either sinks or sources, reflecting the dispersal of both larvae and adult.

e The role of oceanographic features or any other mechanisms in controlling larval dispersal and

connectivity.
existence-of-e__Genetic studies comparing local populations.
e Variations in population structure-and.

e Variations in demographic parameters between sources and sinks.

GSA2.7 Assessment of stock status Pl (Pl 1.2.4) A

Background

This PI refers to stock assessments, but in some circumstances, particularly under SG100, iithe team
may befind it useful to consider -MP/AMSEwhether management procedure / management strategy
evaluation approaches were used to test the robustness of the stock assessment to uncertainty and
alternative hypotheses.

Document: MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0 Page 50
Date of publication: 26 October 2022 © Marine Stewardship Council 2022



MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0

For some harvest strategies, stock assessment methods may not be model-based but based on stock
status relative to empirical reference points-{e-g-; for example, catch rate; and density;. Survey
abundance, among-etherthings)-and decision rules may be-censtructed-ef-comprise rules using
these indices rather than stock status estimates from analytical assessments. Other harvest
strategies may utiliseuse complex analytical models.

The “default” reference points described in GSA2.2.4 are equivalent to the “generic” reference points
referredtoin P11.2.4.

For example, when scoring Pl 1.2.4b at SG60, an assessment might use the Busy = 40%Bo and/or
PRI = 20%Bo values. While at SG80, the fishery may have estimated its own Bwmsy for the stock (e.g.
35%Bo). Note the expectation that these levels may be adjusted for different types of stock (mainly
whether they are long-lived/slow-growing, or short-lived/fast growing).

Short-lived species

Assessment of cephalopods can prove challenging because of aspects of their life history and
because there are fewer analytical stock assessments available than for finfish. As such, application
of assessment methods may be successful for some stocks but not others. For example, some
species may experience complete replacement of the population at every generational cycle, causing
there to be few or no other cohorts. For these stocks, sequential analysis of cohorts may then not be
a suitable form of assessment. The team needs to consider:

e The nature of the stock.

o Whether the assessment method is appropriate and able to model any rapid changes.

Metapopulations

iepsWhere several or many local populations exist within a metapopulation, it is unlikely
that full stock assessments would be derecompleted annually for each local population. The degree
of self-recruitment and demographic connectivity among sub-populations should dictate the specific
assessment required to allow for responsible and sustainable harvest.

AssessmentteamsThe team should specifically-take-into-considerationconsider the appropriateness
of the stock assessment in relation to the metapopulation structure.

FeamsThe team should also assess whether er-net-the stock assessment identifies and takes-inte
aeeeuntconsiders major sources of wreertaintiesuncertainty related to the metapopulation structure.
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GSA3 Principle 2

GSA3 1 Generalreguirementsfor Principle 2 A

Background
The Principle 2 assessment is divided into fivefour components;, which are considered to cover the

range of potential impacts of the UoA on the ecosystem-elements-that-may-be-impacted-by-afishery
(See below)..

Table GSA:GSA1: Components of Principle 2

Component ‘ ‘

WM@ Managed.-in-Species within scope {e-g--of the MSC program (fish and
species shellfishjinvertebrates) that are not covered under Principle 1 and are not

ETP/OOS species.

SecondaryETP/O0S

species

availability-Endangered, threatened, or protected (ETP) species and
species out of scope (O0S) of the MSC program (birds, mammals,
amphibians, and reptiles).

Habitats The chemical and bio-physical environment, including biogenic structures,
where fishing takes place.

Ecosystem Broader ecosystem elements such as trophic structure and function,
community composition, and biological diversity.
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GSA3.1L—314—Desighatior-of-RN2-species- General requirements for
Principle 2 A

In Principle 2, the MSC useuses the term ‘species’“species” in scoring issues and requirements-within
primary. secondary-and ETP-Pls-As-in-Principle 1 {see ), itis the MSC’s-intent that. The term
‘species’as-used-in-Principle-2-could mean an entire species, or-enly a stock or population of a
spemes as approprlate to the spemes and the context of the flshery in assessment —Asanexample—a

GSA3.1.1.f
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ESA3-1.6  Unwanted Catch A

Where a UoA has a management plan, some species and sizes may be considered and designated
to be ‘unwanted catch’ (including through using terms such as ‘non-target’, ‘bycatch’ or ‘discards’ in
the plan). If not designated, unwanted catch of species are those that are not covered under the plan.
Unwanted catches of species may also be designated as catch that is prohibited in that fishery.

Unwanted catch may also include the part of the catch that has been thrown away or slipped where
the components of that catch may not survive after release.

See GSA3.1.6.1 for a further description of unwanted catch.

GSA3.1.2-3.1.7 Designation of P2 species A

Principle 2 species are species impacted by the UoA and not under assessment in Principle 1. The
decision tree outlined in Figure GSA3_provides an overview of the intent of the separation between in-
scope and ETP/OOS species components. This should be reviewed in conjunction with the decision
tree outlined in Figure SA3 for determining ETP/OOS species.
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Principle 2 species

Is it out of scope? Yes ETP/OOS
(No)
Isit ETP? Yes

T
No )

In-scope species

Figure GSA3: High level overview of Principle 2 species designations

Where a fishery assessment has more than one UoA, for species assessed and scored as meeting
the Principle 1 requirements, the team does not need to score the same species under Principle 2 for
another UoA. It is assumed that if the species meets the Principle 1 requirements in UoAl there is no
need to score the same species under P2 in UoA2, and vice versa.

GSA3.1.4.b National ETP legislation A

The MSC'’s intent in specifying this designation criterion is that these species have been identified
under any relevant national legislative frameworks in response to their ETP status. This legislation
may take many forms but examples of this could include:

e Primary legislation3? — this legislation usually outlines general principles and provides powers for
further requlation. The term describes the main laws passed by the legislative bodies of a country.
Examples can include an “Act” or “Bill”.

e Secondary legislation34 — this legislation usually consists of more detailed provisions covering a
particular subject. The term describes laws created under powers granted through primary
legislation. An example can include a “Statutory Instrument”.

Where teams are unsure whether a species is listed within “National ETP legislation” as described
within SA3.1.4.b, the precautionary principle should be applied.

GSA3.1.4.2 ETP/OOS list modification for Chondrichthyan species A

The MSC’s intent is specifying modifications for all Chondrichthyan species rather than just those
shark species identified in the shark-finning requirements, i.e. only those within the Selachimorpha
and Rhinopristiphormes. The difference is intentional as there is a greater risk of shark finning in the

33 https://www.parliament.uk/site-information/glossary/
34 https://www.parliament.uk/site-information/glossary/
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Selachimorpha and Rhinopristiphormes, but all Chondrichthyans are relevant for the ETP/OQOS listing
criteria.

GSA3.1.4.4 Applying modifications to ETP/OQOS list at scope extension A

The MSC'’s intent is that modifications to the ETP/OOS list are only applied once per certification
cycle. However, if an ETP/OQOS species is removed from any of the lists under SA3.1.4.b, or the
status or management changes such that modifications applied under SA3.1.4.1-3.1.4.3 mean that
an ETP species is eligible to be scored under Principle 1, the modifications may be reviewed as part
of the scope extension process to move the species to Principle 1.

GSA3.1.5.c Bait A8

Bait is always assessed as a scoring element within the in-scope species component since use of
ETP/OOS species is not consistent with the MSC’s intent. Wild-caught bait, whether caught within the
fishery or purchased from elsewhere, needs to be considered in an assessment because all aspects
of the fishery need to be sustainable, including those relating to the stocks of the bait species.
Therefore, the team should present rationale that even purchased bait comes from well-managed and
healthy stocks.

Bait from sources other than wild-caught, such as terrestrial origin products or aguaculture by-
products are beyond the MSC'’s bait requirements. Sources of such products do not need to be
considered as scoring elements in the in-scope species Pls. However, when scoring the ecosystem
Pls, the team may consider the impact on the ecosystem of using these products.

GSA3.1.6.1 Unobserved Mortality A

The total impact of the fishery on all components in P2 needs to include observed and unobserved
fishing mortality:

Observed mortality includes:

e Catches:;.

e Catches that are thrown away, including slippage.
Unobserved mortality can include, but is not limited to:

e lllegal fishing and/or unregulated catches;.

e Animals that are injured and subsequently die as result of coming in contact with fishing gear;.

e Animals that are stressed and die as a result of attempting to avoid being caught by fishing gear.

SCG38———e  Ghost fishing (GSA3.6.3-4Ghest fishing-(mertality-of free-living-or-benthic-erganisms
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35 http://www.fao.org/fishery/topic/14798/en
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GSA3.2

GSA3:2 General requirements for outcome Pls A /[Field Code Changed

Background

The outcome Pls assess the-current status of each component and whether the fishery is posing a
risk of serious or irreversible harm to the component or hindering its recovery.
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GSA3.2.31 Interpretation of likelihood levels A . [ Field Code Changed

The_team may interpret terms in Table SA8-may-be-interpretable either:

gualitatively (e.g..e Qualitatively, for example, through analogy with similar situations, plausible
argument, empirical observation of sustainability and qualitative risk assessment), or;

guantitatively (e.g.,e Quantitatively, for example, through measured data from the relevant fishery,
statistical analysis, quantitative risk assessment and quantitative modelling)-.

GSA3-3GSA2 shows the MSC’s intent for the maintenance of each P2 component in relation to

sustainability levels.
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Table GSA2: MSC outcome expectations for each P2 component

In-scope The intent of the SGs is that a fishery is managed such that the stock biomass is
(2.1.1) maintained above the PRI. This reflects the language used for P1 1.1.1.

Where the PRI is not defined by management, other biologically based limits (BBL) or
proxies can be used to score this Pl (see GSA2.2.3 on proxies).

ETP/OOS | The intent is that the UoA does not hinder the recovery of ETP/OOS populations to
(2.2.1) favourable conservation status.

Habitats The SGs refer to the changes caused by the UoA that fundamentally alter the capacity
(2.3.1) of the habitat to maintain its ecological structure and function or recover from the
impact.

Ecosystem | Changes caused by the fishery that fundamentally alter the capacity of the ecosystem to
(2.4.1) maintain its key structure and function or recover from the impact. The team may
interpret this to mean changes that seriously reduce the ecosystem services provided
by the component to the fishery, to other fisheries, and human uses.

The components of P2 may be subject to human impact from sources other than the UoA. For
example, in-scope species may be target species in other fisheries, while habitats and ecosystem
processes may be impacted by coastal-zone or other developments or introduced species.

If the component status is low, for whatever reason, the operative issue for the majority of the SGs in
P2 assessments is whether the UoA is hindering recovery. In these cases, the team should base the
assessment on the marginal contribution that the UoA makes to the status or recovery of the
component under consideration. If the UoA is not the root cause of human impacts on the component,
actions of the UoA cannot redress the situation. In any event, the UoA is required not to hinder
recovery or rebuilding.

GSA3.3 General requirements for trfermatiormanagement Pls A = [ Field Code Changed
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Background

Fhe-intent-of-the- P2 Species-Management-Pls(2-1-2, 222 2.32)the management PIs is to assess
the arrangements in place to manage the impact that the UoA has on the P2 speciescomponents to

ensure that it does not pose a rlsk of serlous or |rreverS|bIe harm to {hﬁn{er—wth&easeeﬁm
A -the

components of the ecosvstem The SGs contaln a mlxture of reqwrements for elther measures or
strategles to be in place In addltlon to the definitions provided in SA3.3. 1 the team should use Table

which prowdes asummary Of reqwrements at each SG When assessing manaqement arranqements

Table GSA3: Guidance to interpreting management arrangements required at each scoring
quidepost

Scope UoA or wider UoA and wider
Objective Limiting impact / not Limiting impact / not Defined management
hindering recovery SG60 | hindering target
outcome status recovery SG80
outcome status
Design Either designed for component, or Designed for
incidental (having been designed to manage component
impacts elsewhere)
Linkages Unlinked Some cohesive links | Strategically linked
Responsiveness Non-responsive Response where sho | Fully responsive

wn to be ineffective

Cumulative UoA only UoA and other MSC All fisheries
UoAs
Direct indirect Direct only Direct and Indirect
impacts
Monitoring B Some Full

Measures could include the closure of an area that was primarily put in place to avoid the catch of
juvenile target species and enhance target species sustainability, but also has a beneficial effect on
other species caught by the UoA, such as other juvenile finfish.

A partial strategy may not have been designed to manage the impact on that component specifically.
However, if such measures are effective in assisting the UoA to achieve the SG80 level for the
outcome P, this could be considered as sufficient in meeting the criteria for partial strategy.

A strategy could include voluntary or customary arrangements, agreements, or practices, and/or
codes of practice where they can be demonstrated to be working by achieving the corresponding
outcome Pl at SG80 or higher.

A comprehensive strategy, only used in the ETP/OOS management Pls, requires that the
management ensures and continues to confirm that the UoA achieves the corresponding outcome

reguirements.
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“Alternative measures”

The Management Pls also assess “alternative measures” to minimise the impact of the UoA on
species and habitats. Fisheries need to review “alternative measures” that are shown to minimise
mortality of the species or species group in guestion as well as “alternative measures” to reduce
impacts on habitats.

Box GSA7: The MSC'’s intent on reducing the impact of fisheries on unwanted catch and on
habitats

The FAO states that:

Selective and environmentally safe fishing gear and practices should be further developed and
applied, to the extent practicable, to maintain biodiversity and to conserve the population structure
and aquatic ecosystems and protect fish quality. Where proper selective and environmentally safe
fishing gear and practices exist, they should be recognized and accorded a priority in establishing
conservation and management measures for fisheries3e.

e Fisheries should take account of the potential for both positive and negative impacts of
“alternative measures” on species and habitats (refer to GSA3.6.1.1) when considering whether
such measures should be implemented.

“Alternative measures” should avoid capture of the species in the first place or increase its
survivability if released. Alternatively, in the case of in-scope species, measures could use the
unwanted catch in some way so that it would no longer be “unwanted”. If there are no “unwanted”
species, the team does not need to score the issue on reviewing “alternative measures” in that PI.

The language used in the scoring issue is based on that used by the FAO37. The FAO also
provides management planning guidelines for all significant sources of fishing mortality in a fishery
and requirements for management actions pertaining to bycatch and discards3, including:

e Reviewing effectiveness of existing initiatives to address bycatch and discard problems.

e Reviewing potential effectiveness of alternative methods to address the bycatch/discard
problem.

The MSC’s intent is that the team should, in the outcome and information Pls, consider the efforts
of the UoA to minimise the mortality of this “unwanted” catch. The team should score information
on the effectiveness of the measures, including any reduction of unwanted catch, for example,
lower catch rate, in the information PI. This information on the reduced catch rate of the species
may improve certainty that a species is above the PRI/biologically based limits or, if below
PRI/biologically based limits, form part of a strategy to ensure that the MSC UoAs do not
collectively hinder recovery of this species. The team should also consider this when scoring the
outcome PlI.

The arrangements in place to manage impacts on the species may include measures to address both
wanted and unwanted catch (see Box GSA7-and—belew).). With respect to unwanted catch,
measures may include-{(FAO;-2011):;

e Input and/or output controls;.

e _Improvements of the design and use of fishing gear and unwanted catch-mitigation devices;.

e Spatial and temporal measures;.

e Limits and/or quotas on unwanted eatehes;catch.

* Bans on throwing away or slipping catch that create an incentive to reduce unwanted catch,

provided that the unwanted catch cannot be released alive;.

36 FAO (1995) Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries. Rome: FAO.
37 FAO (1995) Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries. Rome: FAO.
38 FAO (2011) International Guidelines on bycatch management and reduction of discards. Rome: FAO.
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* Measures to increase survivorship of unwanted catch that is thrown away or slipped;.

catch.

e Incentives for fishers to comply with measures to manage and/or reduce mortality of unwanted

In these Pls, CABsthe team should also consider incentives that might compromise the effectiveness
of the management strategy meeting P2 outcomes, such as fishing overcapacity caused by subsidies.
If overcapacity exists as-a-result-efdue to subsidies, the management system should be robust

enough to deal with this issue and still deliver a sustainable fishery in accordance with MSC Principle

2. I the management system-is-not robust enough-to-deal-w

GSA3.4 General requirements for information Pls A

The requirements in the information Pls are framed in terms of information adequacy. The team may
use many forms of information in order to score the UoA; for example, written, verbal, photographs,

and first-hand accounts. This information may come from different, potentially competing sources; for
example, the client, fishers, community members, non-governmental organisations, and government
agencies.

It is expected that the team will apply either the Evidence Requirements Framework in the MSC

Toolbox, where required, or use its expert judgement to decide whether the available information is
adequate in the context of the outcome and management Pls.

For some forms of information, support can be derived from published scientific literature that refers
directly or indirectly to the subject of interest, from the client or stakeholders, or from first-hand
observations. The team will need to be satisfied that information:

e Is objective.
e Has been generated through acceptable scientific methods.

e Can be independently verified.

When presented with information that may not be verifiable, the team may find it useful to “triangulate
opinions”. The team can do this by cross-checking statements made by people against other opinions
and perspectives held by other stakeholders. A range of triangulated opinions will:

e Offer different perspectives, highlight diverse views, or potentially reveal vested interests.

e Help verify or authenticate information.

e Challenge the assumptions or biases of others.

Triangulation may not reveal the one true answer; it may simply yield a fuller, more complete
understanding when all the information is brought together. Ultimately, the team will need to use its

expert judgement and make decisions based on the best available information, independent of its
source.

Box-GSA-MSCHntenton-tnwanted GSA3.5 In-scope species outcome Pl
(P12.1.1)

GSA3.5.1 Determining the point of recruitment impairment and habitatsthe use of
proxies A

For additional help on the interpretation of this term, including the use of proxy reference points, the
team should refer to the Principle 1 guidance in GSA2.2.3.
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GSA3.5.2 Designation of “main” and “minor” species A

When considering species for designation as “main”, the team should use a precautionary approach.
The overall intent when designating “main” species is that the team should have a good
understanding of the long-term average catch composition of P2 species of the UoA before it releases
the Public Comment Draft Report. In addition, the team should be confident that the species
compositions, as well as their respective catch volumes, are unlikely to change over the lifetime of the
certificate.

Considering the variability of the catch composition over the last 5 years or fishing seasons, the team
should recognise that some species might be “main” in some years but not in others. Depending on
data availability, the team may choose a different length of the time series. However, the team should
provide a rationale for the duration chosen.

If catch percentages are unknown or too uncertain to enable determination of which species are
“main”, the team should use and document a gualitative information-gathering process to determine
whether the catch of the species by the UoA comprises more than 2% or 5% of all species caught by
the UoA. The team should be precautionary in its classification of “main” and “minor species”. This
implies that more species might be considered “main” unless the team provides rationale to justify
otherwise. This might be the case for fisheries that need to use the Risk-Based Framework (RBF)
methodology (the MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox Section A) and/or have very low sample sizes so
that the standard deviation is very high.

In-scope species

Less resilient?

Is it = 2% of the catch? Is it = 5% of the catch?

G (o) (o) G

Minor

Main

Figure GSA4: Decision tree for determining “main” and “minor” species in the in-scope
species component

Sharks
Shark fins are considered to have high commercial value. Thus, when a fishery trades shark fins, the

team should consider shark to be a main species, even when sharks comprise less than 5% of the
catch.
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GSA3.5.2.1.b Designating less-resilient species as “main” at 2% A

Resilience here is based on the species life-history characteristics and the risk to the stock from
anthropogenic activities, not the actual impact of the UoA on the stock. The team should assess the
actual impact of the UoA on the stock under the outcome PI.

The team may use the productivity part of the Productivity Susceptibility Analysis (PSA) as a
precautionary and robust method of quickly determining the intrinsic resilience of a species, in cases
where it scores either low or medium productivity (SA3.5.2.1.b.i.A). The team may take an overall
average productivity score of = 2 to indicate that the species has a life-history equivalent to medium or
lower productivity. Using this threshold would be a precautionary way of designating a species as
“less resilient”. See of the MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox Tool A for full details on the PSA
analysis.

However, the team should note that the productivity score is not the only method available to help
designate species as “less resilient”. A wide variety of other sources of information can also be used,
either apart from or in combination with the productivity score. For example, Fishbase provides
designations for some species as being either of low, medium or high resilience/productivity.

If the intrinsic resilience is high but the species is still at risk for other reasons, the team could
consider investigating species declines, population size, and extrinsic threats. For example, the
current abundance of the population may affect natural resilience if depensation effects are apparent
and impair natural reproductive ability.

The team may also consider the spatial distribution of the species and the degree of spatial overlap
with commercial fishing operations to determine 1 of the following:

o Whether the species is at risk of being locally depleted in the assessment area.

o Whether the species has only a limited distribution, so is likely to be more severely affected by
fishing pressure.

Whether the species is part of a widely distributed and highly migratory population, in which case the
cumulative impacts on the population may be greater and more difficult to account for.

GSA3.5.2.2 Exceptionally large catch A

If the UoA takes an influential proportion of the stock, the team may still designate a species as “main”
if it falls under the designated weight thresholds of 5% or 2%.

For example, a stock might be in such a poor state that all impact by the UoA is important enough to
consider, even in cases where the catch proportion is so low that it would normally be classified as a
“minor” species.

Another example is where the relative catches of both target and the P2 species are exceptionally
large such that the risk to the population of the impacted P2 species is significant enough to warrant a
designation as “main”. Exceptionally large catch of the P2 species can either be relative to the
impacted stock size, or in the absence of full information, a catch by the UoA of 400,000mt of the

target species.

GSA3.5.5 Species below the PRI A

The team should note, at SG80, that the recovery of a species in P2 that is below the PRI (or other
limit with similar intent and outcome) is only required to levels above the PRI or biologically based
limit, and not to the MSY or equivalent target levels required in P1, as specifically referred to in Pl
1.1.2 on stock rebuilding. P1 and P2 set critically different bars in this regard.

The team may find it useful to first evaluate whether recovery of a species below the PRI is happening
on a stock level, as evidenced by a demonstrably increasing trend in biomass. If direct evidence from
time-series estimates of stock status is not available, the team may use proxy approaches, including
reference to fishing mortality levels and the use of simulation studies.
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Generally, if fishing mortality for the entire stock, not just the marginal fishing mortality of the UoA, is
less than Fusy, the team can reasonably expect that recovery of the stock is not hindered. This
determination will hold true in most cases. However, in some cases, to ensure that rebuilding
objectives are likely to be met, the team may need to consider the extent to which total F is below
Ewsy.

If there is no evidence of recovery as outlined above, by either evaluating stock biomass or total
fishing mortality, SA3.5.5.d_allows an SG80 score in cases where the proportion of catch by the UoA
is effectively not hindering recovery. In other words, if total fishing mortality is not below Fusy, the
team needs to evaluate whether the marginal fishing mortality caused by the UoA is material to the
stock’s ability to recover. The team could determine this in a practical way by examining likely
population trajectories if all the other fisheries reduced their catches to zero, in which case the only
catches are being taken by the fishery under assessment. Since this will often be difficult to
determine, the MSC allows that the team may use the UoA’s catch in proportion to the total catch of a
stock as a reasonable proxy of whether that UoA, on its own, could be hindering recovery.

The team’s judgement on whether the UoA is hindering recovery will depend on the proportion of
catch and the overall level of F that is causing the problem. In some cases, the team might find it
more useful simply to assess the marginal F by the UoA in terms of the weight of catch removed in
relation to the overall abundance of the stock, rather than in relation to the total catch. In this case, the
team may need to investigate whether the UoA has greater impact on certain size classes of the
stock, such as juveniles, as the actual impact of the UoA on the population biomass could be different
if only mature adults are targeted. In evaluating whether the UoA’s stock removals are hindering
recovery, the team may also find it useful to evaluate the overall resilience of the species and/or the
spatial distribution of the species and evaluate, for example, whether the species is at risk of being

locally depleted.
The team should note that:

e The impact of a UoA should here be assessed in terms of stock removals and the marginal F of
the UoA.

e The percentages listed here should therefore not be confused with the percentages used to
designate “main” species, which are based on the proportion of a species as part of the total
catch of the UoA.

In a multi-species fishery context, the target levels of biomass or fishing mortality for some species
that would be acceptable at SG100 may be different from those usually applied to a single species.
However, in all cases, target levels of biomass or fishing mortality should result in low risk of serious
or irreversible harm to in-scope species.

The team should refer to GFCP Annex GPB1.5.1.b—c for additional guidance on the harmonisation of
scores and conditions when evaluating the cumulative impacts of MSC UoAs.
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GSA3.6 In-scope species management strategy Pl (P12.1.2) A

Scoring issue (a) “if necessary” ATheMSC-intent-onreducingfisheries’

R s et e o anelns nadon haliinie
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If the UoA has no, or negligible (see SA3.1.1.e) impact on this component, the team does not need to
score scoring issue (a) for SG60 and SG80.

However, there is no “if necessary” clause in SG100. For the team to score SG100 on this
component, a management strategy should be in place for the UoA for P2 species.

Scoring issue (a) MSC UoAs collectively not hindering recovery A

If a species is below the point where recruitment might be impaired, the second part of the clause in
scoring issue (a) “demonstrably effective strategy” is scored and the impact of all MSC UoAs with that
species as “main” needs to be considered.

To determine whether a strategy is “demonstrably effective”, the team may use:

e Direct evidence that the proportion of combined catch by all MSC UoAs relative to the total catch
of the stock does not hinder recovery, or

e Simulation studies that combine information on recent and expected F levels, stock size, and
recruitment, etc. to confirm that the stock is expected to recover.

Even if the total catch of a species is clearly hindering recovery (e.qg. total fishing mortality is not below
Fumsv), the team may still determine a strategy is demonstrably effective between all MSC UoAs if the
proportion of combined catch by the UoAs is effectively not hindering recovery. The team needs to
evaluate whether the marginal fishing mortality caused by the UoAs is material to the stock’s ability to
recover. For example,

e Combined catches of all MSC UoAs of less than 30% of the total catch of a species may not be
influential in hindering a recovery in a marginal sense and nothing the UoA does would be likely to

change the situation.

e UoA catches of more than 30% might be influential, such that if the UoA took action to reduce its
catches, the stock might well start to recover.

If a species below the PRI has an overarching recovery strategy in place, with effort controls set on
total fishing mortality that are adhered to, an SG80 score may also be achieved where evidence
exists that the fishing mortality caused by all MSC UoAs is within the limits set by the recovery
strategy in place for the species.
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Recovery strategies differing between UoA jurisdictions

GSA3.5:3There may be instances where stocks below the PRI have a distribution across multi-
jurisdictional boundaries, such as shared, straddling, highly migratory species (HMS), and high seas
non-HMS stocks, but there are no comprehensive management efforts in place set to manage and
recover most of the stock complex across all boundaries. Instead, separate parts of the stocks may
only be governed through regional management measures. Separate UoAs impacting the same stock
may thus have to comply with separate strategies for their respective jurisdiction.

In these cases, and other applicable situations, where a demonstrably effective strategy between the
MSC UoAs needs to be in place, the different jurisdictional strategies do not have to be aligned and
harmonised between UoAs in order to meet this requirement at SG80 The intent is instead to evaluate
whether the separate strategies together achieve the outcome that recovery of the species is not
hindered by those MSC UoAs. If not, the team should require some alignment of mitigation processes
between UoAs.

Examples: UoAs in different jurisdictions

When separate jurisdictions have set different landing limits on the same depleted species, one
UoA would have to comply with a requirement to release all catches alive and another might have
an allowance to land only a small amount each year. In such cases, the team would have to:

e Evaluate the validity of each separate strategy.

e Calculate the combined mortality caused by each UoA.

o Determine whether these 2 strategies combined constitute a demonstrably effective strategy to
“not hinder recovery”.
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GSA3.6.1 Reviewing measures for reducing unwanted catch, scoring issue (c) A

The team should assess as unwanted catch any non-negligible proportion of the catch that meets the
unwanted definition {see-SA3-1.6-and-(SA3.1.1.f) for a particular species-should-be-assessed-as
e

However-in-cases-where-If there is “negligible” (as defined in SA3.1.1.e) unwanted catch of a
species, the team may use theirits discretion as to whether the scoring issue wouldwill be scoredbut
the-deeision. The team should be-made-in-aceordance-withuse a precautionary approach- when

determining what is ‘regligible - the-MSC-does-not-specify“negligible”. When determining whether a set
eut-off;catch is negligible, the team may consider the significance of the catch in relation to-things-ike

for example:
e The proportion of the unwanted catch as-part-ef the-tetal-catch-or-as part of the total catch.

e The proportion of the unwanted catch as part of the total amount of unwanted catch,-as-wel-as-.

e The regularity of the catch occurring-when-deciding-whether-it-is-negligible.
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Example 1

In a North Sea groundfish UoA, a percentage of the catch includes gurnard, all of which are thrown
back dead. In this case, the gurnard would be unwanted. The team should score this scoring issue
for this catch.

However, if all or almost all of the gurnards were to be kept for crew consumption or, for example,
landed and sold, the catch would no longer be considered unwanted. In this case, the team should
not score scoring issue (c).
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Example 2

In a longline UoA where a percentage of the catch includes a skate species, the skate species is
immediately cut from the line rather than being landed. In this case, the team should consider the
skate to be unwanted catch. The team’s review of “alternative measures” should reflect the need to
minimise the mortality of the species, with the expectation that released skate will have high
survivability or avoid capture in the first place.

Example 3

In a mixed-species UoA, all species are landed and consumed or sold, so there is no unwanted
catch. In this case, the team should not score scoring issue (c).

Example: review of “alternative measures”
The management body for a fishery has investigated several measures that could be used to
minimise the catch of species A, a species that is discarded with poor survivability.

The management body selected 4 potential measures that have been used in similar gear in other
fisheries or to minimise mortality of this species. The management body does not have guantitative
estimates of the levels by which the potential measures might reduce the catch of species A
through their own field testing, but they have considered other studies indicating that implementing
3 of these measures would have no or little effect on reducing the catch of this species.

However, the 4th measure is estimated to reduce catch of this species by 80%. The measure:

e Is not expensive to implement.

e Will not require replacing of current gear.

o Will not affect crew safety or significantly add time to vessel operations.

e Slightly reduces the catch of the target species, but not significantly.

e Does not cause increased catches of other P2 “unwanted” or ETP/OOS species.

o Does not have a negative impact on habitat.

The management body recommends use of measure 4 but has not yet required it in legislation, nor
has the fishery chosen to adopt it. This fishery has clearly reviewed “alternative measures” but has
not yet implemented them.

This fishery would meet SG60 if it:

e Has clearly reviewed “alternative measures” but has not yet implemented them.

e Were to adopt the use of this measure and it was being used at the time of the site visit.

e Has no plans to conduct another review of measures.
This fishery would meet SG80 if:

e It were to adopt the use of this measure.

e The measure was being used at the time of the site visit.

e Another review was scheduled to take place in 3 years’ time.
This fishery would meet SG100 if:

e It were to adopt the use of this measure.

e The measure was being used at the time of the site visit.

e It planned to review “alternative measures” every 2 years.

GSA3.5:36.1.1 “Alternative measures” A
The assessment-team should alse-consider:

e How the “alternative measures’ for review have been selected-and-.
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e Whether appropriate gearsgear and practices have been considered as part of the review.

The review-

Where- may consider “best practice” measures in a gear/species/region that have been established
as achieving the lowest achievable levels—, and therefore meetingmeet the FAO’s description of
“proper selective and environmentally safe fishing gear” (see Box GSA7)—these-measures-should-be
included-in-the review.).

Where-If “best practice” has not been established, or it is not clear which measures reduce catch to
the lowest achievable levels, the-assessment team should assess whether the review considers
measures that are expected or known to minimise mortality of the unwanted species.

The gear and practices selected for review may be from a number of sources, including those that
have been shown to be effective in similar fisheries or regions, or those presented as ““best

practice’practice” in international fora.

SoemeThe list below highlights some repositories of expertise for mitigation methods but is not an
exhaustive list. International fora with information and/or expertise on reducing unwanted catches
include-[Nete:this-listi i ighti itorie ise
B ) ive tist]::

e Bycatch Reduction Techniques Database, Consortium for Wildlife Bycatch Reduction3®,

e Agreement on the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels (ACAP)4°.

e Agreement on the Conservation of Small Cetaceans of the Baltic, North East Atlantic, Irish and
North Seas (ASCOBANS)1,

e Inter-American Convention for the Protection and Conservation of Sea Turtles (IAC-Sea

Turtles)*2.

e __International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN)*3.

e UNEP-CMS (United Nations Environment Programme — Convention on Migratory Species)*4.

In addition, many national bodies and regional-fishery-management-organisations{RFMOs) have

developed policies and procedures to reduce unwanted catch, e.g--for example:
e The US NOAA Bycatch Reduction Engineering Program (BREP)-and-the-).

e Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources (CCAMLR).

e The Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission, which also maintains a bycatch
mitigation information system#s for that region.

Where the P2 components are required to be harmonised with other MSC certified fisheries, teamsthe
team should consider whether the UoA under assessment has considered the gear and practices
used in these fisheries as part of their list of ““alternative measures;measures”, if they have been
shown to minimise unwanted eatchescatch.

In situations where the proposed alternative mitigation measures are cost prohibitive or impractical for
the fishery to implement, other lower cost “alternative measures” may be considered, such-asfor
example, improved education for fisheries regarding “best practice” approaches. This is not meant to
be a means to avoid the costs associated with implementation of gear modifications or other
measures; but asis an alternative to achieve minimisation when other measures would render the
fishery economically unviable.

39 http://www.bycatch.org

40 http:/lwww.acap.aq

41 http://lwww.ascobans.org

42 http:/lwww.iacseaturtle.org

43 https://www.iucn.org

44 http:/lwww.cms.int

45 https://www.wepfc.int/bycatch-mitigation-information-system-bmis
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GSA3.5:36.1.2 Review of “alternative measures” A

aHeasPene&peFeemﬁeaﬂen%yel&Some flsherles may need to review “alternative measures” more
frequently, depending on the extent and nature of the unwanted catch-{e-g—due-te-; for example, as a
result of changes in stock size).. The team may determine that a review should occur more frequently
if information becomes available indicating that the existing measures are ineffective;-e--_and do not
lead to any reductions in mortalmes of unwanted speues{eg—a{ for example as determined during
a surveillance audit: ; A

GSA3.6.1.3 Implemented as appropriate A

At SG80, the “alternative measures” may be implemented either within the UoA or in the wider fishery
as part of a sub-strategy or code of conduct, etc. on unwanted catch-{which. This could be either
species-specific or eeveringcover all unwanted catchy-.

Evidence of implementation may fer-example-include:
e The development and use of codes of conduct-e+-.

e Adescription of appropnate ways of handllng gear and catch on board vessels and in crew
tralnlng records y y

Wheree Evidence from the fleet or observers that measures are being implemented by fishers.

¢ A summary document listing information and measures reviewed along with an analysis of the
measures and their appropriateness for the UoA.

e The minutes of a meeting that has considered “alternative measures”.
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If the measures reviewed are shown to be more effective at minimising unwanted catch, but the
measures are not implemented, the assessmentteam should review the reasons for this, which can
be:

e Evidence that the practicality {e-g—crew-safetytargetcatch,vesseloperations)}-would be

adversely affected by implementing the measures reviewed:;. Examples of such practicalities
include crew safety, target catch, and vessel operations.

e Evidence that the UoA has assessed the economic costs and benefits of implementing the
measure and determined that the potential costs would adverselyhave an adverse impact on the
economic viability of the fishery;-er.

e Evidence that the UoA has considered the implications of relevant solutions on other species and

habltats and found that there are negatlve consequences forspeeres%eg—eausmguthem%ﬁfau

o Species, causing them to fall below the PRI or outside biologically based limits, or hindering

their recovery from such a state.

o Habitats, causing serious or irreversible harm to the habitat, such that the measures should
not be implemented.

The FAO (2011)*6recegnizes recognises that there are beth-costs and benefits to implementing
different-measures that include direct and indirect costs, such as:

e Cost of the gear;-.

e __Impact on revenue from catch volumes or quality;-.
e Operational efficiency-and-.

e Access or restriction to fishing opportunities.

In-additien,-Costs can be mitigated through the application of grants/loans and preferential treatment
on duties and taxes for investment in new technologies. The_team’s judgement of whether costs are
prohibitive should take-inte these issues into account together with the size and scale of a fishery.

Example: prohibitive costs A

The management body of a small-scale UoA in a developing country reviews potential mitigation
measures on a regular basis. One measure-reviewed measure has been shown in-similarfisheries
to reduce mortality of unwanted catch_in similar fisheries but does not affect target catch efficiency
or crew safety. However, the UoA vessels decide not to implement the measure because they
determine that there would be a 10% mcrease in costs ansmg from greater Iength of time for settrng

Issue (e).. ThIS cost increase would significantly |mpact their economic viability, even when offset

by potential benefits.

On-the-other-hand—if-In this UeA-case, the team would review evidence that the costs would be
projected to increase by 10%, based on projected cost of purchasing measure and loss/gain in
target species catches/quality, and that this increase would have a significant impact on the
economic viability of the UoA; for example, based on comparison to profit and loss, or turnover.

46 FAO (2011) International Guidelines on Bycatch Management and Reduction of Discards. Rome/Roma, FAO.
2011. 73 pp.
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The UoA could still meet SG80 for this scoring issue (c) if the team concludes that:

° Implementing this measure would be cost prohibitive for the UoA.

e The measure review was not implemented on this basis.

The UoA could meet SG80 or higher if:

e The cost of implementation in this UoA was partially covered by a donation for the purpose

from a funding body and an-a non-governmental organisation (NGO;), so that the increased
cost to the UoA was not prohibitive-te-them,—and-.

e All other criteria werehave been met.

The MSC has purposely not been prescriptive about determining what is cost effective or safe,
recognising that what could be unsafe or economically unviable in one fishery might be safe and
economically viable in another. The team will need to use its expert judgement to assess this.
GSA3.6.1.3 indicates that there should be evidence that the fishery assessed the costs and
benefits of “alternative measures”. It does not stipulate whether this needs to be a fully guantitative
cost/benefit analysis or whether a gualitative indication considering costs of implementing
measures versus fishery profits would be enough. The MSC does not want to unduly burden the
fishery clients, so size and scale of the fishery could be a factor in determining the extent to which
they assess costs and benefits of “alternative measures”. Thus, an industrial fishery with large profit
margins indicating they did not implement a measure because it was too expensive would need to
provide a more detailed indication that the costs would impact their viability than would a small-
scale fishery with slim profit margins, which might be able to simply indicate the cost of any
measures compared with profit. In both cases there should be some evidence that the fishery or
management body investigated the costs of implementing the gear; for example, by contacting a
supplier for a quote or referring to a catalogue.

To determine the point at which a measure becomes cost prohibitive, the team should consider-that

e The point at which the potential costs would adversely impact the economic viability of the
fishery (this may constitute the point at which the measure becomes cost prohibitive).

e That size and scale of the fishery.

e Opportunities to mitigate costs (e.qg. through grants/funding).
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GSA3. 6 epenioe i opnnn e o L0 0 1 30

Background
Ih&PZ—speete&m#eﬁnaﬂen—Pls{—)—add%ess#}e—mie#nat@n—basﬁeHhe— Ghost gea
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The following definitions (adapted from FAO Voluntary Guidelines on the Marking of Fishing Gear4")
are to be used when considering ghost gear and its impacts:

e Ghost fishing: the capture and/or entanglement of target, non-target, and ETP/OOS species by
ghost gear.

e Ghost fishing mortality: the mortality of organisms arising from the entrapment, entanglement,
or other physical interactions with ghost gear.

e Ghost gear: fishing gear or parts thereof (including fish aggregating devices) that are abandoned,
lost, or discarded at sea. This is more formally referred to as “Abandoned, Lost, or Discarded
Fishing Gear” (ALDFG).

e Abandoned fishing gear: fishing gear over which that operator/owner has control and that could
be retrieved by the owner/operator but that is deliberately left at sea due to force majeure or other
unforeseen reasons.

e Discarded fishing gear: fishing gear that is deliberately released at sea without any attempt for
further control or recovery by the owner/operator.

e Lostfishing gear: fishing gear over which the owner/operator has accidentally lost control and
that cannot be located and/or retrieved by the owner/operator.

e Ghost gear impact: environmental impacts resulting from ghost gear, including ghost fishing
and/or its physical impact on habitats.

e Fish aggregating device (FAD): a permanent, semi-permanent or temporary object, structure, or
device of any material, man-made or natural, that is deployed, and/or tracked, and used to
agaregate fish for subsequent capture. A FAD can be either an anchored FAD (aFAD) or a drifting
FAD (dFAD). In MSC assessments, FADs are not considered a gear type as such because they
do not capture fish, but merely facilitate subsequent capture. FADs therefore may be included as
a functional part of certain fishing gear types (e.q. purse seine, handline) as they are sometimes
used to facilitate the capture efficiency of these gears.

e Fishing gear: a tool with which living aguatic resources are captured. This refers to any physical
device, or part thereof, or combination of items, that may be placed on or in the water or on the
seabed, with the intended purpose of capturing or facilitating the capture, or harvesting of marine
organisms, in accordance with MARPOL Annex V48149,

Whilst it is recognised that it is challenging to completely eliminate some ghost gear (e.g. gear loss
from severe storms), it is the MSC's intent that fisheries aim to minimise ghost gear and its impact on
marine ecosystems as much as possible.

Various approaches can be taken to manage ghost gear and its impacts. As proposed by McFadyen
et al. (2009)%°, interventions can be broadly divided between measures that:

e Prevent (by avoiding the occurrence of ghost gear in the environment).

e Mitigate (by reducing the impact of ghost gear in the environment).

e Remediate (by removing ghost gear from the environment).

These include but are not limited to those listed in Table GSA4.

47 FAO (2019) Voluntary Guidelines on the Marking of Fishing Gear. Directives volontaires sur le marquage des
engins de péche. Directrices voluntarias sobre el marcado de las artes de pesca. Rome/Roma. 88 pp.
Licence/Licencia: CC BY-NC-SA 3.0 IGO.

48 IMO (1973) International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships, 1973, as modified by the
Protocol of 1978 relating thereto (MARPOL).

49 MO (2006) Guidelines on Annex V of MARPOL Regulation for the Prevention of Pollution by Garbage from
Ships.

50 McFadyen, G., Huntington, T., and Cappell, R. (2009) Abandoned, lost, or otherwise discarded fishing gear.
UNEP Regional Seas Reports and Studies, No. 185; FAO Fisheries and Aquaculture Technical Paper, No. 523.
Rome, UNEP/FAO. 2009. 115pp.
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Table GSA4 Example of ghost gear management measures

Prevention
reproduction, natural mortality, age at maturity and lifespan are
available) (DFO;-2012).e Marking and identification of fishing
ear.
e Spatial and/or temporal measures to reduce gear conflict.
e Fishing input controls to limit gear use (e.qg. limits on soak time
for passive gear types).
e Gear design to reduce whole or partial loss of the fishing gear
(including technology to track gear position).
e Vessel design to reduce discarding of gear and other aquatic
litter.
e Use of end-of-life fishing gear disposal facilities.
e Fisher education and awareness on preventing gear loss.
Mitigation e Gear design to reduce the incidence and duration of ghost
fishing.
Remediation e Lost gear reporting, locating, and recovery initiatives.

It is widely accepted that prevention is better than mitigation or remediation of ghost gear impacts. It is
the MSC'’s intent to promote effective management strategies to avoid gear loss. Therefore, it is
expected that measures should include 1 or more preventative measures at SG60. It is expected that
a partial strategy should include at least 2 measures that work together to prevent ghost fishing by the
UoA. A strategy may also include mitigation and remedial measures to address ghost fishing by the
UoA.

When considering approaches to managing ghost gear and its impacts, the assessment team should
consider current “best practice”, referring to:

e FAO (2009) for basic principlesS?.

e FAO (2019) ‘Voluntary Guidelines on the Marking of Fishing Gear’>2,

e The revised 2021 Global Ghost Gear Initiative (GGGI) ‘Best Practice Framework for the
Management of Fishing Gear’s2.

51 McFadyen, G., Huntington, T., and Cappell, R. (2009) Abandoned, lost, or otherwise discarded fishing gear.
UNEP Regional Seas Reports and Studies, No. 185; FAO Fisheries and Aquaculture Technical Paper, No. 523.
Rome, UNEP/FAO. 2009. 115pp.

52FAO (2019) Voluntary Guidelines on the Marking of Fishing Gear. Directives volontaires sur le marquage des
engins de péche. Directrices voluntarias sobre el marcado de las artes de pesca. Rome/Roma. 88 pp.
Licence/Licencia: CC BY-NC-SA 3.0 IGO.

53 Global Ghost Gear Initiative (2021) Best Practice Framework for the Management of Fishing Gear: June 2021
Update. Prepared by Huntington, T. of Poseidon Aquatic Resources Management Ltd. 94 pp plus appendices.
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e 2019 International Seafood Sustainability Foundation (ISSF) ‘Recommended Best Practices for
FAD Management in Tropical Tuna purse seine fisheries’, for examples of “best practices” with
respect to mitigating ghost gear impacts from lost or discarded FADs.

Note that this list of reference documents presented here are not exhaustive: there may be more
suitable examples of best practice measures to apply in specific fishery scenarios.

GsA363a “linecessary” A

54 Restrepo, V., Koehler, H., Moreno, G., and Murua, H. (2019) Recommended Best Practices for FAD.
management in Tropical Tuna Purse Seine Fisheries. ISSF Technical Report: 2019-11. International Seafood
Sustainability Foundation, Washington, D.C., USA.
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This clause is used to exempt fisheries from requiring ghost gear management strategies in scenarios

where it can be demonstrated that the risk of ghost gear impacts or ghost fishing on the relevant
component is negligible (or demonstrably absent). Examples may include fisheries characterised by
an absence of fishing gear such as those involving hand collection (e.g. “hand-dived scallops” or
“hand dredging”). In this scenario the S| would receive a score of SG100.

Example of scoring 2.3.2 (d) — Habitats ghost gear management strategy

The fishery context: a purse seine fishery using dFADs operating within the WCPFEC region. No net
loss is reported however net panels are known to be lost from time to time. There is some
information on the number of dFADs released annually but an absence of information on numbers
lost or retrieved. Whilst dFADs are marked, there is a lack of information on the fate of majority of
dFADs deployed. The dFADs deployed are characterised by “non-entangling” design.

Scoring considerations: The team have identified a number of “more sensitive” habitat scoring
elements (e.g. coral aggregations) within the region at risk from ghost gear impact. Key ghost gear
impacts include the smothering and physical abrasion of biogenic habitat features. The team
consider impact from the net loss on scoring habitats elements to be relatively minor. This
conclusion is based on information on scale of loss, location of gear deployment relative to habitats
and data analysed on ocean current conditions/patterns. The team consider that dFAD impact is
unclear. Whilst dFADs are marked and the quantities deployed are known, there is a lack of
validated information on lost dFADs or prevalence/location of dFADs beaching.

The team considers dFAD marking an example of ghost gear preventative measures (as per Table
GSAA4) so consider that SG60 is met. Whilst the dFAD design is “non-entangling”, the team don't
consider a ghost gear mitigation measure in the context of habitat impact specifically (i.e. ghost
fishing mitigation is more relevant for ETP/OOS component and considered there).

In order to score SG80 (partial strategy) or SG100 (strategy), the team consider further
preventative measures are required, with an understanding of they work together to minimise
habitat impact. Examples of these may include reducing dFAD use, implementation of dFAD
tracking and retrieval measures, providing better information on prevalence and location of lost
dFADs, and improved dFAD design to mitigate ghost gear impact on habitats (e.g. biodegradable

components).
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GSA3.7 In-scope species information Pl (Pl 2.1.3)

GSA3.73 A

The team should use information that is adequate to support understanding of the effectiveness and
practicality of measures used by the UoA and potential “alternative measures”, if:

e There is unwanted catch, and

e Scoring issue (c) on the “review” of “alternative measures” is scored in the management Pl 2.1.2.

GSA3.8 ETP/OOS species outcome PI (Pl 2.2.1)
Defining ETP/OOS unit A

The identification of the appropriate ETP/OOS unit(s) is essential for assessing the impact of the UoA

(or MSC UoAs) on ETP and OOS species. The MSC recognises that there are a variety of ways that
this has been approached across taxa and in different management contexts.

The MSC'’s intent is that the team indicates which ETP/OOS unit(s) has been selected, and that the
ETP/OOS unit(s) is appropriate to the species and the context of the fishery in assessment. The
selection should also be precautionary. The ETP/OOS unit(s) may be a species, a population, a
stock, or another category.

Organisations responsible for assessing the status of species may have already identified an
ETP/OQOS unit based on:

e Biological attributes.

e Impacts of the UoA on that unit, in terms of scale and intensity.

e Geopolitical boundaries.

In such cases, these units would normally be used by the team. However, if the organisation
responsible for assessing status has not selected the most appropriate and precautionary unit based
on the criteria above, the team will need to select a different ETP/OQOS unit.

Organisations responsible for assessing the status of species may include relevant management
authorities associated with the UoA but also international organisations, such as the International
Whaling Commission (IWC), and Instruments associated with the Convention on Migratory Species;
for example, ASCOBANS and ACAP.

The team will need to determine the appropriate ETP/OOS unit(s) and provide a justification for this
choice, if:

o An ETP/OOS unit(s) has not already been identified by the organisations responsible for
assessing status of species, or

e A unit appropriate for assessing impact of the UoA has not been identified by the organisations
responsible, or
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e The organisations responsible differ in how they identify a unit.

The selection of the unit(s) may be a compromise between using the ETP/OOS unit(s) that best
reflects the subset of individuals that are impacted by the UoA, whilst also ensuring that mortalities
can still be attributed to the ETP/OOS unit(s) in question. However, the team should also be
precautionary when determining the unit(s).

For example, where multiple populations of the same species overlap so that it is not possible to
determine from which population an individual mortality came from, the team should select a higher
taxonomic level (e.q. species) as the ETP/OOS unit(s), provided the individual populations are likely
to have the same status. However, in the situation described above, if the individual populations have
different status, the team should be more precautionary and select the more vulnerable population as
the ETP/OOS unit(s). Where there is evidence that the fishery overlaps geographically with only (or
mainly) one population, the team should consider the impact of fishing mortalities on that population

as the ETP/OOS unit(s).

The team should note that uncertainty in population structure (i.e. whether the fishery is impacting
single or multiple units) can make defining an ETP/OOS unit(s) particularly challenging. Ideally, the
degree of connectivity and self-recruitment will determine the most appropriate ETP/OOS unit(s). For
example, where a single population is completely isolated and there is no or little connectivity or
geographic overlap with other populations, this single population is likely to be the most appropriate
ETP/OOS unit. However, where there is high level of connectivity between metapopulations, the wider
metapopulation is likely to be the most appropriate ETP/OOS unit. Where little is known about
connectivity, approaches that consider the ability to identify impacts and implement management
measures may be more appropriate. In this case, selecting the ETP/OOS unit at the smallest scale
that is practical makes it harder to falsely conclude that the population is at a higher level than it really
is.

To help illustrate the intent of these requirements, examples of how identifying ETP/OOS units of
assessment in different contexts are provided below.

Example:

The UK Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) defines cetacean populations as “a

collection of individuals all of the same species with a tendency to be found in the same area.
Populations contain genetic variation within the population itself, and between other populations.
Populations can exist in isolation, or can co-exist at least during a part of the year with other
conspecific populations (i.e. other populations of the same species) in the same area”. The INCC
notes that most cetaceans in UK waters are part of larger biological populations, with ranges
extending into waters of other countries or the High Seas. However, to obtain the best conservation
outcomes for species, it divides the populations into smaller management units, which provide an
indication of the spatial scales at which impact assessments, cumulatively or in combination, need
to be assessed for key cetacean species in UK waters. The management units are based on best
understanding of biological population structure and any ecological differentiation between
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populations, but the boundaries are determined either by political boundaries (e.g. UK vs Irish
waters) or the management of human activities (e.g. ICES divisions for fisheries management)®®.
For example, for bottlenose dolphin (Tursiops truncatus) the JNCC identifies seven management
units in the UK, some of which fall into UK waters and others are shared with other countries, e.qg.
Greater North Sea®t. These seven management units could be considered ETP/OOS units for the
purposes of fishery assessments. Where a fishery overlaps with multiple ETP/OQOS units, each
would be considered a separate scoring element.

Example 2: Global marine turtles

For marine turtles, regional management units (RMUs) were developed through the [IUCN Marine
Turtle Specialist Group to evaluate the relative impacts of fisheries on appropriate population units
for widely distributed species®”:58, RMUs are biologically and geographically explicit population
segments. They use spatially integrated information, including information on individual nesting
sites, genetic stocks, and geographic distributions of different life-history stages to account for
complexities in marine turtle population structures.>® RMUs are equivalent to IUCN sub-
populations, so they are used as the appropriate demographic unit for IUCN Red List assessments.
The use of spatial information allows overlap of individual RMUs with specific fisheries to be
evaluated. The RMU would also be the most relevant ETP/OOS unit for most fishery assessments.
However, there are some areas (e.g. Australia) where genetic sub-structuring exists, and specific
genetically defined management units have been identified. For UoAs in those areas, these
management units may be the more relevant ETP/OOS unit.

Example 3: Oceanic whitetip shark in Western Pacific

The oceanic whitetip shark (Carcharhinus longimanus) is distributed globally in tropical and sub-
temperate waters. Oceanic whitetips were evaluated as Critically Endangered as a species on the
IUCN Red List in the 2018 assessment®. The IUCN assessment indicates that there are no data
available on the global population size of the oceanic whitetip shark, but that preliminary results
from genetic studies suggest there may be some differences between individuals in the Western
Atlantic and Indo-Pacific®.

The Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission (WCPFC) undertook a stock assessment
for the oceanic whitetip shark stock in the Western and Central Pacific Ocean (WCPQ) in 2019
20192, This stock assessment indicated that there is no evidence for more than one population
within the WCPO but that there is limited horizontal movement inferred from satellite tagging,
suggesting that there is a potential for regional residency in the Pacific Ocean. Defining the stock at
this scale also allows for the WCPFC, as the relevant management body, to assess the impact of

55 JAMMWG (2015) Management Units for cetaceans in UK waters (January 2015), JINCC Report No. 547,
JNCC, Peterborough, ISSN 0963-8091.

56 JAMMWG (2015) Management Units for cetaceans in UK waters (January 2015), JINCC Report No. 547,
JNCC, Peterborough, ISSN 0963-8091.

57 Wallace, B.P., DiMatteo, A.D., Hurley, B.J., Finkbeiner, E.M., Bolten, A.B., et al. (2010) Regional Management
Units for Marine Turtles: A Novel Framework for Prioritizing Conservation and Research across Multiple Scales.
PLoS ONE 5(12): e15465. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0015465.

58 Wallace, B.P., Kot, C.Y., DiMatteo, A.D., Lee, T., Crowder, L.B., and Lewison, R.L. 2013. Impacts of fisheries
bycatch on marine turtle populations worldwide: toward conservation and research priorities. Ecosphere 4(3):40.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/ES12-00388.1

59 Wallace, B.P., DiMatteo, A.D., Hurley, B.J., Finkbeiner, E.M., Bolten, A.B. et al. (2010) Regional Management
Units for Marine Turtles: A Novel Framework for Prioritizing Conservation and Research across Multiple Scales.
PLoS ONE 5(12): e15465. Available at: doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0015465

60 Righy, C.L., Barreto, R., Carlson, J., Fernando, D., Fordham, S., Francis, M.P., Herman, K., Jabado, R.W., Liu,
K.M., Marshall, A., Pacoureau, N., Romanov, E., Sherley, R.B., and Winker, H. (2019) Carcharhinus longimanus.
The IUCN Red List of Threatened Species 2019: e.T39374A2911619. Available at:
http://dx.doi.org/10.2305/IUCN.UK.2019-3.RLTS.T39374A2911619.en

61 Righy, C.L., Barreto, R., Carlson, J., Fernando, D., Fordham, S., Francis, M.P., Herman, K., Jabado, R.W., Liu,
K.M., Marshall, A., Pacoureau, N., Romanov, E., Sherley, R.B., and Winker, H. (2019) Carcharhinus longimanus.
The IUCN Red List of Threatened Species (2019). e.T39374A2911619 Available at:
http://dx.doi.org/10.2305/IUCN.UK.2019-3.RLTS.T39374A2911619.en

52 Tremblay-Boyer, L., Carvalho, F., Neubauer, P., and Pilling, G. (2019) Stock assessment for oceanic whitetip
shark in the Western and Central Pacific Ocean (2018) WCPFC-SC15-2019/SA-WP06. Report to the WCPFC
Scientific Committee. Fifteenth Regular Session, 12—-20 August 2018, Pohnpei, Federated States of Micronesia.

98 pp
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fisheries in the region on this stock and to apply management measures. Given that the stock is
based on some biological information and is managed at stock level by the relevant management
body, the WCPO stock of oceanic whitetip is a relevant ETP/OOS unit.

Example 4: Black-browed albatross populations in the South Atlantic

There are several possible taxonomic units below species that CABs could consider in this case —
for example, seabirds can be grouped by “colony”, “sub-colony” or “breeding site”, “island group”,
“population” or, in the case of coastal breeding birds, by administrative unit such as county or
country. Considering different political responsibilities, legislation, threats, population trends and
dynamics, at-sea distributions, and migration patterns, “island group” may be the most relevant
ETP/OOS unit, where practical, or country for continental land masses. For example, the
Agreement on Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels (ACAP) assigns priorities for research and
monitoring at the island group level, and this is also the level at which ACAP identifies Priority
Populations (as flagships); i.e. those populations declining at more than 3% per year, hold more
than 10% of global breeding numbers, and are at risk from fisheries requiring international action to
improve their conservation.

An example supporting selection of island group as the ETP/OOS unit is the case of black-browed
albatross (Thalassarche melanophris) in the South Atlantic. The 2018 IUCN status assessment of
black-browed albatross determined that as a species they are Least Concern®3. There are no sub-
population assessments for this species group at this time in [IUCN. However, black-browed
albatross from different island groups would likely qualify as [IUCN sub-populations, i.e. they can be
defined as geographically or otherwise distinct groups in the population between which there is little
demographic or genetic exchange. Black-browed albatrosses in the Falkland Islands are
genetically distinct from those elsewhere, and the status trend is increasing, whereas on South
Georgia the population is declining®. The South Georgia population cannot be genetically
distinguished from birds breeding on islands in Chile; however, in most seabird species, including
albatrosses, banding studies indicate that individuals show very high micro-philopatry, often
recruiting into the same sub-colony or, in species where nests are loosely aggregated, into the
same sub-area from which they fledged®. Most of the remainder recruit onto the same island or
stretch of coast (“colony”), relatively few into adjacent colonies and very small numbers (or none)
into colonies in other island groups.

Given that there is also an understanding of at-sea distribution for the populations from different
island groups, and generally good separation between individuals from island groups at sea, the
island group (e.g. South Georgia, Falkland Islands) level would be the most relevant ETP/OOS unit

for fisheries interacting with this species.

63 BirdLife International (2018) Thalassarche melanophris. The IUCN Red List of Threatened Species 2018.
Available at: https://dx.doi.org/10.2305/IUCN.UK.2018-2.RLTS.T22698375A132643647.en

64 Burg, T.M., Catry, P., Ryan, P.G., and Phillips, R.A. (2017) Genetic population structure of black-browed and
Campbell albatrosses, and implications for assigning provenance of birds killed in fisheries. Aquatic
Conservation: Marine and Freshwater Ecosystems DOI: 10.1002/aqc.2765

65 Gauthier, G., Milot, E., and Weimerskirch, H. (2010) Smallscale dispersal and survival in a long-lived seabird,
the wandering albatross. Journal of Animal Ecology 79: 879-887.
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The situation with common minke whales (Balaenoptera acutorostrata) in the North Pacific around
Japan is a good example of when the team may need to be more precautionary when selecting an
ETP/OOS unit. The IUCN status of common minke whales is Least Concern®. There is uncertainty
about the exact population structure of minke whales in the North Pacific, but the International
Whaling Commission (IWC) recognises at least two populations of minke whales in this region: the
‘O’ type are relatively abundant whereas the ‘J’ type have been heavily depleted®’. The two
populations have different overall distributions but mix in some areas where they are subject to
bycatch and directed takes. Where the UoA overlaps with the area in which the species mix in
distribution or the distribution is uncertain, the choice of ETP/OOS unit should be precautionary.
This is because it is not always possible to distinguish the population from which the individual
mortalities came from. Thus, unless there is evidence to the contrary from the UoA, the ‘J’ type
minke whales would be the most relevant ETP/OQOS unit.

Where the UoA overlaps with the area where reliable spatial information indicates that only the ‘O’
type of whale is distributed, it would be more appropriate to select only the ‘O’ type as the
ETP/OOS unit.

Scoring issue (a) — assessment of direct UoA effects on ETP/OOS unit(s) A

The MSC'’s intent is that the UoA does not hinder the recovery of the ETP/OOS unit to a level
consistent with achieving favourable conservation status. In the MSC context, direct effects of the
UoA on the ETP/OOS unit covers injuries and mortalities due to interaction with the fishing gear or
vessels, including unobserved or cryptic mortality that may result from ghost fishing. Direct effects
may also include sub-lethal effects, such as injuries that do not immediately result in death and loss of
fitness due to disturbance. The indirect effects of the UoA on the ETP/OOS unit are those that result
from fishery impacting the ecosystem in a way that consequently effects the ETP/OOS unit. These
indirect effects are assessed as part of the Ecosystem Outcome Pl 2.4.1.

If an ETP unit is already at a level consistent with favourable conservation status, this may be used as
evidence that the UoA does not hinder recovery of the ETP unit to this level. However, the team
should consider whether there are other factors that would mean that the UoA may be hindering
recovery; for example, if the impact assessment evaluating status relative to favourable conservation
status was undertaken more than 5 years ago, or the ETP/OOS unit has shown steady declines likely
attributable to UoA mortalities.

Determining whether impacts are negligible

The MSC has defined thresholds for teams to use to determine whether ETP/OOS unit mortalities can
be considered “negligible”, i.e. a level at which teams are required to consider that the UoA is not
hindering recovery (at all SG levels) of the ETP/OOS unit. The use of “negligible” is intended to
ensure that there is no need for a qualitative or quantitative evaluation of the impact of the UoA on the
ETP/OOS unit, where fishing mortalities are “highly unlikely” to impact the population of the ETP/O0S
unit. The ETP/OOS unit should still be scored at the SG60, 80, and 100 levels but the “negligible”
criteria may be used as a justification that the UoA is not hindering recovery.

It is not possible to consider that the impact on an OOS species is “negligible” if the ETP/OOS unit
has a breeding population (e.g. mature adults) size of less than 5,000 individuals. It is also not
possible to consider that the impact is negligible if average annual mortalities from the UoA are
greater than 10 individuals. These levels were set with precautionary values considering that for a
population size of 10,000 individuals, 10 would be 0.1% of the population. However, a % threshold
was not used overall as the MSC’s intent is that when mortalities are greater than 10, the UoA impact
is assessed in the ETP/OOS outcome Pl.

When there are mortalities of ETP/OOS units above “negligible” levels, the team will need to:
e Apply the RBF (MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox Section A), or

Evaluate the ikelinood that the UoA s hindering recovery to favourable based on existing quaniitative s, such as those provided in Table GSAS

66 Cooke, J.G. (2018) Balaenoptera acutorostrata. The IUCN Red List of Threatened Species 2018: Available at:
https://dx.doi.org/10.2305/IUCN.UK.2018-2.RLTS.T2474A50348265.en.
67 ]JWC (2021) Scientific Committee Report (SC68C). International Whaling Commission. 200pp.
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The “nedligible” criteria are provided for OOS species using the number of individuals rather than

weight. However, recognising that for many fish and invertebrate species the catch is reported by
weight, a threshold of < 2% of UoA catch is applied.

Determining the likelihood of hindering recovery to favourable conservation status

The favourable conservation status reference point is set as a minimum of 50% of carrying capacity
but may be higher depending on the life-history characteristics of the species. Different terms may be
used to characterise the TRPs consistent with the MSC definition of favourable conservation status
including optimum sustainable population (OSP), maximum net productivity level (MNPL) and
maximum sustained fishing mortality (MSM). Fishing mortality or biomass-based reference points,
such as MSY, may be used if they are set to ensure recovery to at least 50% of carrying capacity.

Where ETP/OOS units are not “likely” to be at favourable conservation status, the UoA needs to
demonstrate that any mortalities from the ETP/OOS unit are “unlikely” to hinder recovery. That is, the
level of mortalities is low enough that they would not prevent recovery to favourable conservation
status, if the species is capable of recovering to this level, within 100 years or 3 generations,
whichever is shorter.

It is not the MSC'’s intent that the team undertake an assessment of the status of the ETP/OOS unit or
estimate the impact of fishing mortalities. It is for the UoA(s), or organisations responsible for
assessing status of species, to undertake these analyses and provide them to the team to consider.
When applying the MSC scoring guidepost probability levels, the team should then assess this
information, including considering the quality and recency of the assessment and the UoA-specific
information used.
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ETP species distribution

imits)-For marine mammals, the US defines populations

in relation to Optimum Sustainable Population. Populations that are not at Optimum Sustainable
Population are those below their MNPL, or below 50—-70% of a historical population size
representing carrying capacity®. To evaluate this, mortality limits for marine mammals are
represented using potential biological removal (PBR), which is linked mathematically to the MNPL,
specifically to achieve the conservation objective that 95% of simulated populations met two
criteria:

e That populations starting at MNPL stayed there or above for 20 years.

e That populations starting at 30% of carrying capacity recovered to at least MNPL over 100
years®.

Thus, PBR as applied in this case is an appropriate method to determine whether the UoA hinders
recovery to favourable conservation status.

In this example, a management agency calculated a PBR of 100 individuals for dolphin A in 2020.
To assess SG60, the team would evaluate the likelihood that the UoA-related mortality presented
for dolphin A was below this level. The PBR uses a precautionary value for a recovery factor and
the assessment was undertaken recently, so the probability that the PBR is consistent with
achieving the population objective has a high degree of certainty. However, the team also needs to
consider the quality of the UoA-related mortality information. If the average estimate of UoA
mortalities of dolphin A is 90 individuals (i.e. close to the PBR limit) over the period 2015-2020, but
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this estimate is based on very limited fishery-independent information that was then scaled to the
UoA level, the team may decide that it is only “likely” (SG60) that the UoA is not hindering recovery.
However, if higher-quality estimates of UoA mortalities were provided, despite the number of

mortalities being close to the PBR limit, the team may decide that a score of 80 is appropriate.

Methods for assessing status of the ETP/OOS unit or impact of the UoA

Several methods are available to estimate the status of the ETP/OOS unit, or whether the impact of
the UoA(s) would hinder recovery to favourable conservation status. Possible methods include stock
assessments or population viability analyses. Examples of other commonly used methods are
presented in Table GSA5. The MSC does not advocate the use of one method over another, because
each may have pros and cons in a given situation. With all of these methods, the team should
consider the appropriateness of the assessment for estimating whether the fishery hinders recovery of
the ETP/OOS unit to a level consistent with favourable conservation status, as well as the uncertainty
associated with the outcomes.

Table GSA5: Examples of application of methods to estimate impact and associated
population objectives

PBR as PBRis | Gerrodette [ Inserted Cells
usedin - Figtre-GSA-Example-ot-EF-distribution-inrelationto linked and
the US | MSC UoAs and-two national EEZs, with international mathem | DeMaster, [ Inserted Cells
Marine | agreementforETR species atically | 19907; Inserted Cells
Mammal to the Wade
Protectio achievin | 199g871:
n Act g above

the

68 Gerrodette, T., and DeMaster, D.P (1990) Quantitative determination of optimum sustainable population level.
Marine Mammal Science 6: 1-16.

69 Wade, P.R. (1998) Calculating limits to the allowable human-caused mortality of cetaceans and pinnepeds.
Marine Mammal Science 14(1): 1-37.

70 Gerrodette, T. and DeMaster, D.P. (1990) Quantitative determination of optimum sustainable population level.
Marine Mammal Science 6: 1-16.

7t Wade, P.R. (1998). Calculating limits to the allowable human-caused mortality of cetaceans and pinnepeds.
Marine Mammal Science 14(1): 1-37.

Document: MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0 Page 99
Date of publication: 26 October 2022 © Marine Stewardship Council 2022



MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0

- 1 (th

]
N
o
s
[}
3
N

7 MSC UoAs bound of | 202273

. N OSP,

equivale

~ ETP species distribution set to
~ achieve
S~ the
~ -

Te-a _ _-~=""] conserva
tion

The PBR level is defined as the maximum number of biecti
animals, not including natural mortalities, that may be onjective

0,
removed from a marine mammal stock while allowing that ﬂ}atﬂ
stock to reach or maintain its optimum sustainable o lat
population. Z'muﬁ
Equation: _Qogulatio

ns met
PBR = Nmin0.5RmaxFr two
. criteria:
Where: 1) that
e Nwmn= minimum population estimate of the stock %w
e 0.5Rwmax = one-half the maximum theoretical or E’:\rting
estimated net productivity rate of the stock at a small at MNPL
population size stayed
o there or
e Fr=recovery factor specified between 0.1 and 1. above
Current marine mammal stock assessment guidelines for 20
set the default recovery factor for endangered species at vears or
0.1 and for depleted and/or threatened or stocks of )2/—]”%511
unknown status at 0.5 ;
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72 NMFS (2016) National Marine Fisheries Service Procedure 02-204-01: Guidelines for preparing stock
assessment reports pursuant to the 1994 amendments to the Marine Mammal Protection Act. 23 p. Available at:
https://media.fisheries.noaa.gov/dam-
migration/guidelines_for_preparing_stock_assessment_reports_2016_revision_gamms_iii_opr2.pdf

73 MMC (2022) MMPA provisions for Managing Fisheries Interactions with Marine Mammals. Available at:
https://www.mmc.gov/priority-topics/fisheries-interactions-with-marine-mammals/mmpa-provisions-for-managing-
fisheries-interactions-with-marine-mammals.
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PBR for PBR level defined as above, but equation differs: Maintain | Dillingham
albatross —~ populatio | and
es and PBR = 1fB n at or Fletcher

i 74
%rels 1is the coefficient that incorporates species maximum above its | 20117

minimal growth rate and species-appropriate multiplier and includes
~— | uncertainty in the estimate of the number of breeding pairs.
demogra

phic B recovery
informati is the estimated number of breeding Pairs. factor

on value
f = recovery factor between 0.1 and 1. Recommended f = selected

0.1 for threatened and above species, f = 0.3 for near —more
threatened and f = 0.5 for all other species. precautio

nary
values
would
lead to
maintena
nce of
populatio
nat
levels
closer to
carrying
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74 Dillingham, P. W., and Fletcher, D. (2011) Potential biological removal of albatrosses and petrels with minimal
demographic information. Biological Conservation, 144(6): 1885-1894.
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Fixed % | Using a basic population model for harbour porpoises and ASCOB UNEP/ASC
total assuming no uncertainty in any parameter, the maximum ANS OBANS
abundan | anthropogenic removals that achieves the ASCOBANS interim 202076
ce as interim objective over an infinite time horizon is 1.7% of the objective
used by | population size in that year. To reach the objective, the is 80% of
ASCOB | intermediate precautionary aim is to reduce bycatch to less K. The
ANS for | than 1% of the best available population estimate. overall
harbour objective
porpoise is to
in the minimise
Baltic (.e.
Sea ultimatel
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to zero)
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mortality.
Removal | The RLA comprises a simple population model that is fitted The Hammond
s limit to a time series of estimates of abundance to estimate ASCOB etal.,
algorith population growth rate and depletion, which are then used in | ANS 20197
m (RLA), | removals calculation. The RLA is tuned through computer interim

as used | simulation to set limits to anthropogenic mortality that allow conserva

7S Curtis, K.A, and Moore, J. (2013) Calculating reference points for anthropogenic mortality of marine turtles.
Aquatic Conservation: Marine and Freshwater Ecosystems 23. 10.1002/aqc.2308.

76 UNEP/ASCOBANS (2020) Resolution 8.5. Monitoring and Mitigation of Small Cetacean Bycatch. ASCOBANS
9th Meeting of the Parties, 7-11 September 2020. UNEP/ASCOBANS/Res8.5 (Rev.MOP?9).

77 Hammond, P.S., Paradinas, I., and Smout, S.C. (2019) Development of a Removals Limit Algorithm (RLA) to
set limits to anthropogenic mortality of small cetaceans to meet specified conservation objectives, with an
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example implementation for bycatch of harbour porpoise in the North Sea. INCC Report No. 628, INCC,
Peterborough, ISSN 0963-8091.
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sustaina | population objective and has been adapted from the PBR is that Fisheries
bility approach. In the SEFRA approach, this value is comparedto | Risk =1 | New
threshol | a modelled estimate of total fishery-related deaths (D). A risk | correspo | Zealand,
d (PST) ratio (D/PST) is calculated to give the overall risk ranking. ndstoa | 20207°;
in the The risk score is expressed as a Bayesian distribution median Sharp,
New including uncertainty, so a level of confidence that the populatio | 20178°
Zealand | objective will be achieved can be specified. n-
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explicit Equation: on
risk PST = 0.5 ®*rmax*N outcome
assessm Where @ is an adjustment factor estimated by simulation o 75%
e—[m ) and defined to ensure that impacts equal to PST (R = 1) of the _the
ferFRA correspond to a defined population stabilisation objective. _p_:gl?;vzft
seabirds
Sustaina | The proportion of each species’ population that is vulnerable | Depends | Zhou and
bility to capture, after accounting for various selectivity effects, is on Griffiths
assessm | assessed against biological reference points (BRPS) referenc | 20088t
ent for developed from empirical equations that relate life-history e point
fishing traits to natural mortality (M) (e.g. comparisons with selected.
effects maximum sustainable fishing mortality). Not designed to Can use
(SAFE) estimate recovery timeframes. MSM
as used which is

8 Richard, Y., Abraham, E., and Berkenbusch, K. (2020) Assessment of the risk of commercial fisheries to New
Zealand seabirds, 2006-07 to 2016-17. New Zealand Aquatic Environment and Biodiversity Report 237. Available
at: https://www.mpi.govt.nz/dmsdocument/39407 -aebr-237-assessment-of-the-risk-of-commercial-fisheries-to-
new-zealand-seabirds-200607-t0-201617

7 Fisheries New Zealand (2020) National Plan of Action — Seabirds 2020. Supporting Document. Available at:
https://www.mpi.govt.nz/dmsdocument/40658-National-Plan-Of-Action-Seabirds-2020-supporting-document

80 Sharp, B.R. (2017) Spatially Explicit Fisheries Risk Assessment (SEFRA): A framework for quantifying and
managing incidental commercial fisheries impacts on non-target species. Chapter 3 in: Aquatic Environment and
Biodiversity Annual Review (AEBAR) 2017: A summary of environmental interactions between the seafood sector
and the aquatic environment. Ministry for Primary Industries, New Zealand, 724 pp.

81 Zhou, S., and Griffiths, S.P. (2008) Sustainability assessment for fishing effects (SAFE): a new quantitative
ecological risk assessment method and its application to elasmobranch bycatch in an Australian trawl fishery.
Fish. Res., 91: 56-68.
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Ecologic | EASI-Fish first estimates the instantaneous fishing mortality | Depends | Griffiths et
al rate from the volumetric overlap of multiple fisheries on a on al., 201982
assessm | species’ 3-dimensional spatial distribution, in this case referenc
ent of developed using a relative environmental suitability (RES) e point
the model based on presence-only data coupled with selected
sustaina | environmental data for the assessment region. The eq.F
ble estimated fishing mortality is then used in length-structured value at
impacts | “per-recruit” models to determine the vulnerability status of MSY

of each species using conventional and precautionary fishing- (Fmsy)
fisheries | mortality and spawning-stock-biomass-based BRPs
(EASI- commonly used in stock assessment.

Note on the Use of IUCN Red List and Favourable Conservation Status

The IUCN Red List provides threat statuses for species or populations. The team should not use
these threat statuses as an automatic evaluation of whether an ETP/OOS unit is currently at a level
consistent with favourable conservation status. The IUCN Red List was developed to identify risk of
extinction, so it is possible that an ETP/OOS unit listed as Least Concern may not be at favourable
conservation status but has not yet depleted to a level or at a rate that would trigger a higher threat
categorisation on the IUCN Red List. In addition, the IUCN Red List may not provide a threat

82 Griffiths, S.P., Kesner-Reyes, K., Garilao, C., Duffy, L.M. and Roman, M.H. (2019) Ecological Assessment of
the Sustainable Impacts of Fisheries (EASI-Fish): a flexible vulnerability assessment approach to quantify the
cumulative impacts of fishing in data-limited settings. Marine Ecology Progress Series, 625, 89-113.
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evaluation at the same level as the ETP/OQOS unit; for example, if it provides a threat status for a
species but not the specific population impacted by the UoA.

The IUCN Red List assessment may provide useful information on the current population size and
trends for species, where these have been updated reqularly, as well as links to relevant risk
assessments. However, the intent of the MSC requirements is that there is a specific quantitative
analysis on the status of the ETP unit with respect to favourable conservation status or the potential
for any mortalities from the UoA(s) to hinder recovery to this level.

GSA3.8.3 Intentional harassment or intentional killing of marine mammals A

The targeted exploitation of marine mammals is not within scope of the MSC Fisheries Standard.
However, its understood that some fisheries intentionally kill or harass marine mammals whilst
targeting species in the scope of the MSC Fisheries Standard. The intent of SA3.8.3 is to ensure that
for any UoAs in which intentional harassment or intentional killing of marine mammals is an integral
part of the fishing operation (activity or practice), such activity has not hindered recovery to favourable
conservation status.

The MSC recognises that there are challenges in clearly demonstrating that a UoA has not hindered
recovery when considering all potential sources of impact associated with intentional harassment or
intentional killing of marine mammals (including observed mortality, unobserved/cryptic mortality, sub-
lethal population-level impacts, or any other impact that may affect population status).

Consequently, this requirement focuses on evaluating outcome status in a more precautionary
manner by requiring a high degree of certainty that recovery is not necessary or has already occurred.

The team should interpret “high degree of certainty” as a probability level that is equal to or greater
than the 95th percentile, consistent with the SG100 level in Table SA8.

GSA3.8.3.2-3.8.34 A

An example of the intentional harassment or intentional killing of marine mammals as an integral part
of the fishing operation is the intentional pursuit and encirclement of marine mammals with fishing
gear (e.g. purse seine nets) or vessels.

The team should not consider the following examples of intentional harassment or intentional killing of
marine mammals as being an integral part of the fishing operation:

e The use of non-lethal deterrent devices or actions aimed at deterring marine mammals from
damaging catch or gear, or otherwise deployed to reduce entanglement risk, except where:

o ltis demonstrated that their continued deployment/use causes serious injury or directly
compromises marine mammal survival.

o Firearms are used o deter or kil marine mammals. These are lethal devices and i used as an integral part of the UoA fishing operation, should irigger the application SA3.8.3

Document: MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0 Page 107
Date of publication: 26 October 2022 © Marine Stewardship Council 2022



MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0

Document: MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0 Page 108
Date of publication: 26 October 2022 © Marine Stewardship Council 2022



MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0

Document: MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0 Page 109
Date of publication: 26 October 2022 © Marine Stewardship Council 2022



MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0

Document: MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0 Page 110
Date of publication: 26 October 2022 © Marine Stewardship Council 2022



MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0

e The unwanted catch of marine mammals, as this outcome is normally considered to be
unintentional.
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diameter) structure SC55.1.8 Large andforerect
SC55.1.3 Coarse sediments (1-4 rippled/directed sponges
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i 9y
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. .
. spenges
SC55.1.16 Rough surface sponges
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flow/rubble unconselidated
sl
enerusting
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communities
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SC55.1.23-Cobble/boulders{60 SC55.1.25-Suberop-{rock SC55.1.27-No-apparent
(=3m) sediment<1-m)
outerop-(<l-m}
Example: Application of SA3.8.3 | wigh relief Flora [D leted Cell
for 2.2.1 scoring issue (a) p ¢ ; ¢ | Domi . cetec e
Eishery A is a purse seine fishery consolidated substrate Seagrass-species [Deleted Cells
that targets a species of tuna. The >1-m)
fishery comprises 18 vessels, with | pugged surface structure
2 UoAs. UoA1 targets free school

83 83 williams, A., Dowdney, J., Smith, A.D.M., Hobday, A.J., and Fuller, M., 2011. Evaluating impacts of fishing
on benthic habitats: A risk assessment framework applied to Australian fisheries. Fisheries Research 112(3):154-
167.
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(unassociated) sets, and UoA2
targets FAD sets. The fishery
interacts with 10 ETP/OOS units,
2 of which are marine mammals (a
species of baleen whale and a

species of dolphin).

The team considered whether
there is evidence that the fisheries
interactions with the 2 marine
mammal ETP/OOS units involved
the intentional harassment or
intentional killing of that unit as an
integral part of the fishing
operation, as per the definitions
set out in SA3.8.3.2-SA3.8.3.4.

The team found that the dolphin
interactions were incidental
bycatch recorded in unassociated
sets. Therefore, the team did not
trigger the application of SA3.8.3
to score the direct effects of the

dolphin ETP/OQOS unit.

The baleen whale interactions had
occurred where the fishery had
set on (encircled) the whale.
Available observer data
highlighted that these whale sets
were an intended part of the
fishery’s operations, comprising
3% of sets in UoA2. This part of
the fishery operation was
determined to be a form of
intentional harassment and
determined to be an integral part
of the fishing operation. As such,
the team triggered the application
of SA3.8.3 for UoA2 to score the
impacted baleen whale ETP/OO0S
unit at the SG80 level.

The team assessed the available
information about the proportion of
whales released alive, the scale
and intensity of the fishery and
findings from several studies on
the post-capture survival rates of
the species. In combination with
studies on the status of the
species, the team used this
information to determine that
U0A2 is unlikely to hinder
recovery of the ETP/OQOS unit to
favourable conservation status.
The fishery therefore met SG60
for scoring issue a. However,
there was insufficient information
available to enable the team to
determine the population status of
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the baleen whale ETP/OOS unit
was at a level consistent with
favourable conservation status
with a high degree of certainty as
required by SA3.8.3 to meet SG80
for this unit. Therefore, for UoA2,
the baleen whale ETP/OOS unit
did not meet SG80 for scoring
issue a.

The team assessed the other 9
ETP/OQOS units that did not trigger
SA3.8.3. These all met SG60 and
met or exceeded SG80 for the
direct effects scoring issue (Pl
2.2.1 (a)). In the scoring rationale,
the team included explanations for
each unit.

The team applied the scoring
element approach set out in FCP
v3.0 7.15Selidreef-of biegenic
.
 bi A .
carbonate)

. As only
one of 10 scoring elements failed

to achieve SG80, the score for

2.2.1 (a) was 75.

The team set a condition against
Pl 2.2.1 for the fishery to verify the
status of the ETP/OOS unit using
a quantitative estimate of the
population size. Within the Client
Action Plan, the client set out that
they will contract a university to
undertake a study of the
population of the baleen whale
ETP/OQS unit with results to be
made publicly available.

GSA3.9 ETP/OOS unit management strategy Pl (Pl 2.2.2) A

The MSC'’s intent for this Pl is that management measures or strategies are implemented that deliver
the ETP/OOS outcome SG80 level and minimise mortalities of the ETP/OOS unit.

Management measures or strategies should be designed to achieve both of these objectives and
should have been implemented “on the water”.

Scoring issue (a) — Management strategy A

‘If necessary”

If the UoA has no, or “negligible” (as defined in SA3.8.2.5) impact on this component, the team does
not need to score scoring issue (a) for SG60 and SG80.
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However, there is no “if necessary” clause in SG100. For the team to score SG100 on this
component, a comprehensive strategy should be in place for the UoA for ETP/OOS species since
incidental impacts could still occur and management needs to be responsive.

Measures expected to minimise mortality

Measures that are expected to minimise mortality are defined in this requirement. The assessment
team should consider:

e How the measures have been selected.

e Whether they represent “best practice” when it comes to minimising mortality or have been
shown to be effective at minimising mortality in the UoA or similar fisheries, i.e. to the extent
practicable.

Where “best practice” has been established as achieving the lowest UoA mortality possible whilst not
negatively affecting the mortality of other non-target species or unduly affecting targeting catch rates
(a small decrease in target catch may be expected, e.q. 10%), the expectation is that these measures
are implemented in the fishery in order to meet at least the SG60 level.

Where “best practice” is established

“Best practice” may already be established by national management agencies or in international fora.
The MSC’s intent is that where “best practice” measures exist and at least one “best practice”
measure is implemented in the fishery, the measures expected to minimise mortality part of Pl 2.2.2
scoring issue (a) would be met at the SG60 level. To achieve SG80 or higher for this part of Pl 2.2.2
scoring issue (a), two or more “best practice” measures should be applied (unless only one “best
practice” measure exists). In this context it is also the MSC’s intent that any relevant legally mandated
best-practice measures for the UoA should be complied with. This compliance aspect is considered in
Pl 3.2.3 scoring issue (d) as per SA4.9.2.
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The FAO produces Best Practice Technical Guidelines for bycatch of birds, turtles, and mammals,
although these are not updated regularly®*. Also, the ACAP reviews and identifies “best practice”
mitigation measures for seabird bycatch in a number of gear types. In order to be considered “best
practice”, a number of criteria are required to be met including:

e Individual fishing technologies and technigues should be selected from those shown by
experimental research to significantly reduce the rate of seabird incidental mortality to the lowest
achievable levels.

e Fishing technologies and techniques, or a combination thereof, should have clear and proven
specifications and minimum performance standards for their deployment and use.

e Fishing technologies and techniques should be demonstrated to be practical, cost effective and
widely available.

e Fishing technologies and techniques should, to the extent practicable, maintain catch rates of
target species.

o Fishing technologies and techniques should, to the extent practicable, not increase the bycatch of
other taxa.

e Minimum performance standards and methods of ensuring compliance should be provided for
fishing technologies and techniques and should be clearly specified in fishery regulations®®.

Where “best practice” is not clearly established

For some species/gear interactions, there are no established “best practice” measures. In these
cases, the measures applied in the fishery should be selected from those that are shown to reduce
mortality rates to the lowest practicable levels in the UoA or similar fisheries.

For example, when pingers are used correctly (i.e. applied across the entire UoA and adequately
monitored for placement and functioning), they may be considered to minimise harbour porpoise
bycatch in gillnets. However, pingers could not be considered to minimise common dolphin bycatch in
gillnets because there is no clear evidence for their consistent effectiveness. For common dolphins,
the UoA would need to have implemented other measures that are expected minimise mortality, e.g.
based on measures that have been shown to be successful elsewhere or through development of
new measures tested in the UoA itself in order to meet the SG60 requirement.

Scoring issue (b) — management strateqgy effectiveness A

The MSC’s intent is that the UoA needs to provide evidence that it is progressing towards achieving
the objectives of minimising mortality of the ETP/OOS unit. There are four possible ways of

demonstrating this:
1. There is evidence that the UoA has zero mortalities (including unobserved) of the ETP/OOS unit.

Sbi——2. The “negligible” requirements in SA3.8.2.5

84 FAO (2009) Fishing operations. 2. Best practices to reduce incidental catch of seabirds in capture fisheries.
FAO Technical Guidelines for Responsible Fisheries: No. 1, Suppl. 2. Rome: FAO. 49pp.
85 https://www.acap.aq/bycatch-mitigation/mitigation-advice
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apply.

3. There is evidence of demonstrable reductions in the mortality of the ETP/OOS unit over time.

4. The UoA may not have evidence of demonstrable reduction but it:

a. Is “highly unlikely” to be hindering recovery of the ETP/OOS unit to favourable conservation
status (demonstrated through meeting SG80 in Pl 2.2.1 (a) or scoring 80 or above when the

PSA is applied.

b. Has a “comprehensive strategy” and has applied all existing “best practice” measures
expected to minimise mortality (demonstrated through meeting SG100 in P1 2.2.2 (a).

Where none of these four criteria apply, the MSC'’s intent is that the UoA does not meet SG80 for this
scoring issue.

For demonstrable reduction, a specific magnitude of reduction is not specified. However, the MSC’s
intent is that real, on-the-water progress towards reducing the mortality rate needs to be
demonstrated by the UoA in order to meet SG80. Overall declining trends in ETP/OOS unit mortalities
over a five-year period, for example, could be taken as evidence of demonstrable reductions, even if
there may be some stochasticity in ETP/OOS unit mortalities over this time. However, the team
should also consider the reasons for any reductions, including whether the reductions may be due to
a decline in the abundance of the ETP/OQOS unit rather than the implementation of management
measures to minimise mortality. The MSC'’s intent is that if the demonstrable reductions are likely to
be caused by declines in abundance rather than the measures implemented by the fishery, this would
not be considered evidence of demonstrable reductions and SG80 would not be met.

Example:

Reductions in UoA-related mortality are demonstrated in longline fishery 1, which interacts with 3
seabird units: A, B, and C. Bird-scaring (tori) lines and offal-discharge practices were introduced as
“best practice” mitigation measures in the year 2000. In 2005, the bycatch rate for all 3 seabirds
had reduced from 0.2 birds/1,000 hooks to < 0.05 birds/1,000 hooks. The population sizes for
seabird units A, B, and C had remained relatively stable during this period and the number of birds
following the vessels remained consistent. However, the number of mortalities had demonstrably
declined. Fishery 1 would meet at least SG80 for Pl 2.2.2 scoring issue (b).Ofthe-nrorth-coastef

86 Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, 2009. International guidelines for the management of
deep-sea fisheries in the high seas. FAO, Rome.
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Scoring issue (c) — “Review” of “alternative measures” A

Where mortalities are above the defined “negligible” level, a review of “alternative measures” by the
UoA or related management agency is required. The MSC’s intent is that even when implementing
“best practice”, current measures may not allow these levels to be reached; therefore, reqular (at least
5-yearly) reviews of “alternative measures” are needed. There is no 60 level because it is assumed
that at least one such review took place in order for the current measures to minimise mortality to be
implemented. At SG80, if the additional “alternative measures” are shown to be more effective than
current measures, these should be implemented unless they:

e Negatively affect crew safety, or

e Unduly affect target species catch (i.e. more than 10%), or

e Negatively impact on other species or habitats.

For example, in the longline fishery 1 example above, bird-scaring lines have led to a demonstrable
reduction in bird mortalities between the years 2000 and 2005. However, from 2005 to 2020 the level
of mortality has remained around 0.05 birds/1,000 hooks. In real terms, this represents hundreds of
individual mortalities of seabird units A, B, and C annually. There are therefore mortalities above the
“negligible” level of these ETP/OOS units and the assessment team would need to assess scoring
issue (c). The UoA would need to demonstrate whether any other “alternative measures” had been
considered and whether they had been implemented. If not implemented, justification for not doing so,
in relation to the scoring requirement, would be required in order to meet SG80.

In the longline fishery 1 example, night-setting was reviewed in 2018 as an “alternative measure”. It
was demonstrated to reduce the mortality of seabird units A and B but increase the mortality of non-
target fish species and seabird unit C. This measure was therefore not implemented. This would
demonstrate that SG80 was met. However, if this review did not also consider “best practice”
measures for seabirds and longlines, such as forms of line weighting, it would not meet SG80.

GSA3.11 Habitats outcome Pl (P1 2.3.1) A

Treatment of impact not caused by the UoA

Only the impact of the UoA itself is used to determine the status of the habitat. However, if non-UoA
anthropogenic activities (or natural events) have had an impact on the habitat, the team should
assess the UoA'’s relative impact as per GSA3.2.

Treatment of “more” sensitive habitats

An individual UoA may achieve an SG80 score in the outcome PI 2.3.1 when fishing on a “more”
sensitive habitat because its individual impact is unlikely to cause the “more” sensitive habitat serious
and irreversible harm. However, the MSC recognises the unique value of “more” sensitive habitats
and the possibility that all fishing, where all fishing includes all MSC UoAs plus other fisheries, may
nevertheless be causing “more” sensitive habitats to fall below 80% of their unimpacted state.
Therefore, unless there is a comprehensive management plan covering all fishing impacts on the
“more” sensitive habitat, under the management Pl 2.3.2 (see SA3.12.1.1), the MSC requires that
UoAs avoid “more” sensitive habitats even if they score higher than 80 on the outcome PI 2.3.1.

GSA3.11.1 Habitat structure and function A

The team’s assessment should take into account both the impact on the habitat and the habitat’s
delivery of ecosystem services. For example, if only a part of the habitat is affected by fishing but this
part delivers the greatest ecosystem services, the team should take this into account in the
assessment.
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GSA3.11.2 Habitat characteristics A

Usually, habitats impacted by the UoA are benthic habitats (i.e. are associated with, or occur on, the
bottom) rather than pelagic habitats, which are near the surface or in the open water column.
However, the team may consider impacts on:

e The biotic aspects of pelagic habitats.

e Habitats that the gear may accidentally come into contact with if gear loss or malfunction were to
occur. This is required to meet SG100 under the management Pl 2.3.2 (SA3.12.1.2.b)

The team may use Box GSA8 to cateqgorise the habitats encountered by the UoA, according to their
SGB status.

Box GSA8: SGB habitat nomenclature®’

Substratum

Fine (mud, sand)
e Mud

(< 0.1mm particle diameter)

e Fine sediments

(0.1-1mm)
e Coarse sediments
(1-4mm)
Medium
e Gravel/pebble (4-60mm)
Large

e Cobble/boulders (60mm—3m)

e |gneous, metamorphic, or sedimentary rock (> 3m)

Solid reef of biogenic origin

e Biogenic (substratum of biogenic calcium carbonate)

e Depositions of skeletal material forming coral reef base

Geomorphology

Flat

e  Simple surface structure

e Unrippled/flat

e Current rippled/directed scour
e Wave rippled

Low relief
e Irreqgular topography with mounds and depressions

e Rough surface structure

e Debris flow/rubble banks

Outcrop

87 Modified from Williams, A., Dowdney, J., Smith, A.D.M., Hobday, A.J., and Fuller, M. (2011) Evaluating
impacts of fishing on benthic habitats: A risk assessment framework applied to Australian fisheries. Fisheries
Research 112(3):154-167.
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e Subcrop (rock protrusions from surrounding sediment (<1m))

o Low-relief outcrop (<1m)

High relief
e High outcrop (protrusion of consolidated substrate (>1m))

e Rugged surface structure

Biota

Large erect, dominated by:

e Large and/or erect sponges

e Solitary large sponges

e Solitary sedentary/sessile epifauna (e.g. ascidians/bryozoans)

e Crinoids
e Corals

e Mixed large or erect communities

Small erect/encrusting/burrowing, dominated by:

e Small, low-encrusting sponges

e Small, low-standing sponges

e Consolidated bivalve beds (e.g. mussels)

e Unconsolidated bivalve beds (e.g. scallops)

e Mixed small/low-encrusting invertebrate communities

e Infaunal bioturbators

No fauna or flora
e No apparent epifauna, infauna, or flora

Flora, dominated by:
e Seagrass species

GSA3.11.3 A__

The team should use a precautionary approach when determining whether a habitat impacted by a
UOA is “less” sensitive or “more” sensitive.

Unimpacted habitat structure and function

Unimpacted habitat structure and function (i.e. unimpacted habitat state) is used in determining
whether habitats are “less” or “more” sensitive. The team should therefore consider the following:

For habitats that have been afforded protection by a competent authority:

o If the habitat was already impacted by any fishery at the time it was afforded protection, and all
the impact occurred after 2006, the unimpacted state is the idealised expected recovery state.

e If the habitat was already impacted by any fishery at the time it was afforded protection, and all
the impact occurred before 2006, the unimpacted state is the current state of the habitat at the
time it was afforded protection.

e If the habitat was not impacted at the time it was afforded protection, the unimpacted state is the
current state of the habitat at the time it was afforded protection.
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The idealised expected recovery state is the unimpacted state as defined in a recovery plan, or
assumed from modelling predictions, or comparisons with historical data and/or adjacent habitats.

For habitats that have not been afforded protection by a competent authority, the unimpacted state is
that which is:

e Defined in a recovery plan, or

e As assumed from:

o___Modelling predictions, or

o__Comparisons with historical data, or

o___Adjacent or comparable habitats.

If the unimpacted state has not been defined, and cannot be assumed from available information or
data, it should be considered as the state of the habitat in year 2006. The year 2006 is the date of the
UNGA Resolution 61/105828. In this instance, there is an acceptance that the UoA should not be
penalised for historical damage (i.e. damage prior to 2006).

Habitat recovery

Habitat recovery relates to the whole habitat, not just some species within the habitat. Likelihood of
recovery should take into account the likely speed of recovery, as well as the certainty of recovery of
a habitat.

The MSC has nominated the 80% level as a reasonable point at which to expect most of the habitat's
structure and function (including abundance and biological diversity) to have been restored, taking
into consideration the likely logistic population growth of habitat-forming organisms.

The team may consider using the Benthic Impacts Tool (MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox Tool

CkLikelihoed-of) to help determine recovery should-takeinte-account-the likely-speedrates of habitats
and therefore help inform scoring of reeeveryPl 2.3.1 (a).

GSA3.11.3.1 FAO VME A -higher score for recovery within-1year, forinstance, than
—
FAOQO Vulnerable Marine Ecosystems (VMESs) are habitats that have been designated as welsuch by a

competent authority, based on the VME criteria as the-certaintydefined in the International Guidelines
for the Management of Deep-sea Fisheries in the High Seas®.

GSA3.11.4 “Serious or irreversible harm” to “less” sensitive habitats A recoverrof

The hypothetical climax state is the state to which a habitat would eventually recover to (in the
absence of all fishing), when considering existing environmental and anthropogenic conditions.
Climax states are generally considered to be stable, and towards the end of ecological succession.

“Less” sensitive habitats should not be retrospectively classified as “more” sensitive habitats if unable
to recover to at least 80% of their hypothetical climax state within 20 years if fishing were to cease
entirely.

88 United Nations General Assembly (2006) Resolution 61/105: Sustainable fisheries, including through the 1995
Agreement for the Implementation of the Provisions of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea of
10 December 1982 relating to the Conservation and Management of Straddling Fish Stocks and Highly Migratory
Fish Stocks, and related instruments (8 December 2006). A/UNGA/RES/61/105.

89 Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (2009) International guidelines for the
management of deep-sea fisheries in the high seas. FAO, Rome.
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GSA3.11.5 “Serious or irreversible harm” to “more” sensitive habitats A

In the case of “more” sensitive habitats, “serious or irreversible harm” is a reduction in habitat
structure and function below 80% of the unimpacted state. The unimpacted state is as defined in
GSA3.11.3.

The MSC'’s intent is to not hold UoAs responsible for historical damage to “more” sensitive habitats
unless they were responsible for such impact. Therefore, if the habitat is currently below 80% of its
unimpacted state, and the impact was clearly caused by other MSC UoAs, or non-MSC fisheries, then
the UoA would meet at least SG60, However, avoidance of such habitats would be required under Pl
2.3.2 until the habitat has recovered to at least 80% of its unimpacted state, and there is a
comprehensive plan showing that all fishing will allow the habitat to recover to, and maintain, at least
80% of its unimpacted state. If the UoA was responsible for the impact, it would fail to meet SG60
unless it undertook immediate action to avoid the habitat.

The team should not consider minimal damage that occurs to an FAO-designated VME when a move-
on rule is triggered as “serious or irreversible harm”, even when the habitat is below 80% of its

unimpacted level.
The team may consider the pre-existing historical extent of “more” sensitive habitats if:

e The historical extent is known.

* Recovery in those areas of historical extent would be possible.

Example:

Off the north coast of Australia, several shelf-break VME areas have been damaged but are still
there in reduced form and would recover if left undisturbed for several years. -and—provide-seme

the-unimpacted-levelin-around-5-years-C d-with-the-un ted-status-of-the-habitatin-the
years: i

L daran thic moanc th
S a

tad laval in E vanare
¥ g

Document: MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0 Page 122
Date of publication: 26 October 2022 © Marine Stewardship Council 2022



MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0

Examples of recovery rates and resulting habitat

Figure and Table provide some examples of recovery rates and resulting habitat status in some
hypothetical situations. For each of these examples, it is assumed that the UoA is the only one
impacting the habitat; therefore, all fishing impacts on the habitat are covered by 1 UoA. If multiple
UoAs were impacting the habitat, the impact of individual UoAs would be less.

Example A

The dotted line represents the current status, in relation to unimpacted status, of the habitat
impacted by a moderate-impacting UoA; for example, demersal longline. This UoA:

e Has an impact on 60% of the entire distribution of this habitat type.

e Fully protects 40% of the habitat type inside a closed area, which is not shown in figure.

Because the gear has a moderate impact, the habitat status in the fished parts of the habitat is 50%
of the unimpacted level. The recovery rate for this habitat type is fast, and it is likely that the overall
status of the habitat would rise above 80% of the unimpacted level in around 5 years. Combined
with the unimpacted status of the habitat in the closed area, this means that the habitat would
recover to 80% of the unimpacted level in 5 years, achieving at least an 80 score and potentially a
higher score if there is greater confidence supported by evidence for this expected recovery.

Example B

The dotted and dashed line represents the status of the habitat impacted by a UoA with a high
impact, such as demersal trawl. This UoA:

e Protects 40% of the habitat type.
e Fishes the other 60%.

The status of the impacted habitat area is shown in the figure but the status of the habitat within the
protected area is not shown.

Since this is a high-impacting gear, the habitat has been degraded in the fished areas to 10% of the
unimpacted level. This habitat is not very resilient, barely reaching the 80% level in 20 years and
not reaching it in 5 years. Figure-GSA-An-illustration-of-differentAcross both the closed area and
the impacted areas, the UoA would be unlikely to be causing “serious or irreversible harm” but with
less confidence than in example A, possibly achieving an SG60 score.

Example C
The solid line represents the same high-impacting UoA that:

e Protects 40% of a slow-growing habitat.
e Fishes the other 60% of that habitat.

The fished habitat has been degraded to 10% of the unimpacted level. This habitat has a very slow
recovery rate and will take more than 20 years to reach the 80% unimpacted level. This UoA is,
therefore, causing serious or irreversible harm to this habitat and would be unlikely to score a 60.
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Recovery of habitat (%)

0 5 10 15 20

Figure GSA5: Example recovery rates for habitats over time under different fishing
conditions where fishing is removed at year 0

Table GSA6
100

80

50

Recovery of habitat (%)

0 5 10 15 20

Time (years)

provides additional details on the UoAs and habitats to accompany the examples provided in -
Figure GSAS.

Rows A-H illustrate in a qualitative sense how the overall habitat status could be estimated, both at
the current time and in the future depending on-(1)-the-extent-of-habitat protection-in-a-closed-area;

7
veryrate—Any
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e The extent of habitat protection in a closed area.

e The level of habitat degradation outside the closed area.

e The habitat recovery rate.

Any current scenario that results in the status of the overall habitat being less than 80% of
the unimpacted level is considered “serious or irreversible harm”. Row | gives the likelihood

of the UoAs causing “serious or irreversible” harm (see Table SA8

Fable-GSA:), and Row J gives the corresponding MSC scores.

Table GSA6: UoA and habitat characteristics for the examples in Eigure

UoA and habitat characteristics Example A Example B Example C
(dotted line) (dotted and (solid line)
dashed line)
A. Proportion of habitat fully protected | 40% 40% 40%
in closed area
B. Area of habitat subject to fishing 60% 60% 60%
C. Level of gear impact Moderate High High
D. Current status of habitats in fished 50% 10% 10%
areas (% of unimpacted levelstate)
E. Current overall status of habitat, 70% 46% 46%
compared to unimpacted levelstate (A
+ [B x D])
F. Habitat recovery rate Fast Medium Slow
G. Expected future status of habitats in | 100% 80% 50%
fished areas in 20 years if fishing
ceases (% of unimpacted levelstate)
H. Expected future overall status of 100% 88% 70%
habitat in 20 years, compared to
unimpacted levelstate (A + [B x G])
I. Likelihood that the UoA is causing Highly unlikely | Unlikely Not unlikely
serious or irreversible harm
J. MSC score 80 or higher, 60 (pass with < 60 (fail)
depending on condition)
confidence and
evidence
(unconditional
pass)

SB4-GSA3.134-1
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[ Field Code Changed

wider than the area{s)ywhere in which the UoA actually operates™ (i.e. the “managedUoA area’for
shert)). This is to eensiderensure by default the_consideration of habitat impacts within the areas
controlled by the management regimes under which the UoA operates. Fhis-may-be-a-single EEZa

Fwee A single exclusive economic zone (EEZ).

e A combination of EEZs, in the case of a UoA that fishes on a shared stock.

e A combination of an EEZ and an REFMO.
e Entirely an REFMO.

For many UoAs, the managed area may be only part of an EEZ; for example, the jurisdictional area
for the UoA or the area covered by a management plan under which the UoA operates.

There are 2 types of exceptional eases-existcase:

1. Situations where the range of the habitat(s) is much smaller than the area of the governance
body’s control-{e-g--, for example:

e Where the RFMO covers an entire ocean but the habitat is restricted in distribution}-er-.

e Where it is not sensible to consider the entire area because areas under that governance

body’s control are not contiguous (e-gwhere-an-EEZ covers-tweo-separate-areas)-or have
quite different bio-physical and habitat characteristics.

2. Situations where the managed area is extremely restricted, such as cases where an EEZ has only
a very narrow extent due-tebecause of encroaching baselines of adjoining EEZs, and it does not
make sense to consider such a narrow habitat within the assessment.
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Examples of these exceptional cases:

ion-for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources (CCAMLR)e CCAMLR
manages fishing throughout the Southern Ocean. Clearly, it would not be appropriate or
feasible to include the entire area covered by CCAMLR when considering the range of the
habitat(s) affected by vessels fishing only in the Ross Sea.

e Afishery that operates mainly in the Norwegian Trench overlaps with the North Sea and the
Norwegian EEZ. These latter twe2 areas cover more than 3 million km?2 in total. It is likely that
the UoA is fishing a relatively small portion of this total area and therefore impacting a small
portion of the habitat(s). Again, it would not be reasonable to consider the entire range of the
habitat(s) across the total area.

e The Gambia coastline is only 800-km800km long and the EEZ is only 19,500-km?500km?.
Several habitats extend along much of the western coast of Africa, extending into other EEZs.
Given the small area controlled by the Gambian government, it would be appropriate to
consider the entire range of the habitat(s) +arge-beyond the Gambian EEZ.

In such exceptional cases, it would be reasonable for the-assessment team to scale up or scale down
the “managed area” when determining the appropriate habitat range to consider. The team should

apply expert judgement and provide rationale for such scaling.

In a nested management situation, the team should consider the widest management range.
However, the examples given above for management regimes may apply.

sealing-GSA3.11.6.4  Habitat outside the “managed area” A14

Since different habitat types are scored as separate elements, there may be situations when a
particular habitat (or element) extends beyond the “managed area”. In such situations, if the habitat
extends significantly beyond the “managed area”, and as such, the “managed area” is a relatively
small portion of the habitat’s overall range, then the team should take into consideration habitat
outside the “managed area”. However, if the “managed area” covers a large part of the habitat's
range, the “managed area” itself will be sufficient for scoring.

GSA3.12 Habitats management strategy Pl (Pl 2.43.2) .A

When scoring the habitat Pls, the team should consider any habitat-specific management that exists
for the “managed area”.

The MSC’s approach to management of MEs‘more” sensitive habitats

The MSC'’s approach to the assessment of sustainability with regard to MEs‘more” sensitive habitats
is based on the-United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) resolutions (especially 61/105° and
64/72°%) and mere-specifically-the FAO Guidelines for deep-sea fisheries®2. The central requirements
of the FAO Guidelines for designated VMEs are as follows:

e A set of criteria for identifying VMEs.

9 United Nations General Assembly (2006) Resolution 61/105: Sustainable fisheries, including through the 1995
Agreement for the Implementation of the Provisions of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea of
10 December 1982 relating to the Conservation and Management of Straddling Fish Stocks and Highly Migratory
Fish Stocks, and related instruments (8 December 2006). A/IUNGA/RES/61/105.

91 United Nations General Assembly (2009) Resolution 64/72: Sustainable fisheries, including through the 1995
Agreement for the Implementation of the Provisions of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea of
10 December 1982 relating to the Conservation and Management of Straddling Fish Stocks and Highly Migratory
Fish Stocks, and related instruments (4 December 2009). A/IUNGA/RES/64/72.

92 Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (2009) International guidelines for the management of
deep-sea fisheries in the high seas. FAO, Rome.
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e Impact assessments to determine #whether fishing activities are likely to produce significant
adverse impacts on VMEs.

e Acquisition of data to determine the fishing footprint and the interaction of fisheries with VMEs.
o Development of a “functioning regulatory framework” that includes regulations to protect VMEs.

* _Inthe absence of a “functioning regulatory framework;”, establishment of an interim precautionary
approach that allows for the development of appropriate censervation-and-management
measuresCMMs to prevent significant adverse impacts on VMEs while preventing such impacts
from taking place inadvertently and that consists of-(a)-:

o Closing of areas where VMEs are known or likely to occur-and-(b})-.

o Refraining from expanding the level or spatial extent of effort of vessels involved in deep-sea
fisheries.

These elements are incorporated into the MSC requirements by requiring either a comprehensive
management plan {see—and-the-)-that determines that all fishing will not cause serious and
irreversible harm to VMEs"more” sensitive habitats (which includes designated FAO VMES), or that
MSC UoAs should avoid VMEs-“more” sensitive habitats |nd|V|duaIIy and cumulatively-(implementing.
Given the complexity of undertaking an impact assessment on “more” sensitive habitats, the finat

bullet above).

The wording-of the-management-Pl-2.4.2 requiresMSC considers that management
measuresistrategies-are-expectedmost UoAs should choose to deliver-the-outcome-Pl's-SG80-level;

which-is-based-on-an-assessment-of-the- UoA’s-impactapply the simpler approach of avoiding “more”
sensitive habitats altogether.

FhisFor scoring issue (b) at the SG60 level, some examples of “plausible argument” are general
experience, theory, or comparison with similar UoAs or habitats.

The team should be-takenalso take this approach as the desired outcome of the management
measures/strategies for ren-VME"less” sensitive habitats-as-well.

GSA3.12.1 A

SBb5-GSA3-14L

Where-there is a VME"more” sensitive habitat in the UoA’s “managed area’{see-”, the subeclauses;
and-the-);team should score the management Pl 2.43.2-is-seered in relation to both ren-VME"less”
sensitive and “more” sensitive habitats-ard-VMEs.

Table GSA3

GSA3-14-2- provides generic guidance-is-givern on the differences between “measures;-’, “partial
strategy;’, and “strategy-{see)-". Table GSA7 provides examples of “measures;-", “partial strategies;”,
and “strategies” in terms of benthic habitats. These are only examples of such management levels
and do not necessarily meet the whole of the scoring rationale requirements. AssessmentteamsThe
team should always use theirits expert judgement to determine how well, or otherwise, management
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measures, partial strategies, or strategies are designed to ensure the UoA does not pose a risk of
“serious or irreversible harm’” to relevant habitats.

A strategy should include regular review of “alternative measures” to reduce the impact of the UoA on
the habitat. Appropriate-The team should also consider appropriate “alternative measures”
determined in this review sheuld-alse-be-considered-during the review of measures to minimise
unwanted catch (Pls 2.1.2,2.2.2; and 2.32.2), particularly when making a decision on which
measures to implement-{refer.

UoAs are expected to take appropriate action, within measures/strategies, to avoid impacting “more”
sensitive habitats. Precautionary measures/strategies to avoid encounters with “more” sensitive
habitats are also required, and }.these may include closed areas, move-on rules, frozen footprints,
gear modifications (or restrictions), authorisation to undertake new fishing activities, and/or
consideration of dFADs, taking into consideration their design, monitoring and retrieval strategies.

GSA3.44-212.1.1 A

A partial strategy for a UoA using a pelagic gear or a low-impacting bottom gear, such as a gear with
a footprint score of 1 in Table A28 in the MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox, may not need to include
reguirements and imglementations The team should provide rationale in those cases. The team may

GSA3.12.12 A

A comprehensive management plan could also include avoidance measures to ensure that serious or
irreversible harm to VVMEs more” sensitive habitats does not occur.

Some damage to VMEs‘more” sensitive habitats is acceptable as long as overall “serious or
irreversible harm’” to structure and function is avoided. If a strategy eheesesdoes not te-afford
complete protection to all VMEs‘more” sensitive habitats in an area, this deecision-should includebe
supported by an impact assessment to demonstrate that:

e “Serious or irreversible harm” is avoided-and-that VMEs.

e “More” sensmve habltats are not |mpacted bJLmore than 20% of their unlmpacted B

In cases where a comprehensive management plan is in place but the VME"more” sensitive habitat is
below the 80% recovery criterion, the plan should first allow the VME more” sensitive habitat to
recover to at least 80% of its unimpacted state before fishing continues. In other words, the only

aIIowance for contlnued flshlng by MSC UoAs ona W%s—(a)—#—theﬁeus—a—eemppehen%plan—tha{

Feeeveredr%&srabeve%«% more” sensmve habltat is When

e There is a comprehensive;_plan that shows that all fishing will keep the “more” sensitive habitat at
80% or recover it to 80%.

e The “more” sensitive habitat has recovered to, or is above, 80%.

A formal comprehensive impact assessment may not be necessary in all cases-{e-g-;; for example
when benthic gear areis prohibited but pelagic gear areis permitted because the risk to benthic
habitats is very-negligible)}—Referto-. See Table GSA7 for an example of a strategy for a pelagic UoA.
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Fable GSA:Table GSA7: Potential measures, partial strategies, and strategies in relation to
habitat impacts

9 Grieve, C., Brady, D.C. and Polet, H., 2011. Best practices for managing, measuring, and mitigating the
benthic impacts of fishing: final report to the Marine Stewardship Council. Unpublished work.
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Examples of potential measures, partial strategies, and strategies in relation to habitat

impacts®’

inshore tropical waters

Trawling is banned in inshore
waters during the seasonal
monsoon to protect juvenile and
spawning habitat for fish and
invertebrate species.

Cod UoA using fixed gear (e.q. v The management arrangements in
gillnets) in inshore zones and place are designed to manage
mobile gear (e.q. otter trawl) in impacts on other components
offshore zones under the assessment tree; for
There are some closed areas and exam_ple, F.>1 ?”d P2 species. They
closed seasons for specific gear in contnb_ute indirectly to manaqement
either or both the inshore and of habitats because (.)f inshore
offshore zones, though these are areas closed to mo_blle gear and
primarily stock and bycatch sea_sonal closures In the offshore
management measures, Some envwonment_, and distribution of
habitat protection is afforded by relevant habltats_ e>‘<tends well
these management arrangements. beyond known f|_sh|nq areas..The
Monitoring and information arranqements mlqht_ be con_sujered
gathering efforts are directed at cohesive, bL.Jt ther_e is no evidence
species management of efforts to investigate _them
J)—g—arran ements. through the Ie_ns of habitat
armangements. management in order to understand
how they work to meet desirable
habitat outcomes and avoid posing
risk of serious or irreversible
harm to relevant habitats.
Multi-species trawl UoA in v The seasonal closure can be

considered an individual tool or
action that seeks to explicitly
protect juvenile and spawning
habitat despite being designed to
enhance the sustainability of
species of interest. However, there
is little evidence to suggest that
impacts of the arrangement are
investigated to determine whether
or not habitat protection is occurring
or to understand how the measure
works to achieve habitat protection;
nor are there any other measures,
plans, or statutes that would
determine how managers would
change the seasonal closure if it
ceased to be effective from a

habitat perspective.

Groundfish trawl UoA in offshore
zones with explicit links to other

AN

There is a clear multi-species
management approach with the
linking of species/gear
management plans. The closed

97 Modified from: Grieve, C., Brady, D.C., and Polet, H. (2011) Best practices for managing, measuring, and
mitigating the benthic impacts of fishing: final report to the Marine Stewardship Council. Unpublished work.
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species/multi-gear management
plans

Some closed areas within the
groundfish UoA prohibit use of any
bottom-contacting fishing gear.
Non-UoA, environmental
protection-led regulations designate
2 habitat areas of concern, which
are also closed to bottom-
contacting fishing gear. Vessel
monitoring systems and other
enforcement efforts aim to ensure
no violation of closed or protected
areas. Information gathering seeks
to monitor the protected zones, and
fishing impacts are considered in
subsequent analyses.
Arrangements about the use or
otherwise of bottom-contacting gear
have changed according to shifting
distributions of benthic species of
interest to the other UoAs.

areas contribute indirectly to the
management of habitats for the
groundfish UoA, though they were
established to protect the stocks of
other sessile target species (e.q.
scallops). The habitat-protection
zones, though designed for broader
conservation purposes, serve to
protect habitats of concern. The
arrangements could be considered
cohesive, particularly as there is
evidence of strict enforcement of
the protection zones and closed
areas, coupled with high sanctions
imposed for violators. Similarly,
there are some efforts to
understand how bottom-contacting
gear might impact other benthic
biota, but these are aimed at
interests other than those in the
UoA. The closed areas and
protection zones were not designed
specifically to manage habitats in
relation to the groundfish UoA, nor
are there specific mechanisms
described that would enable
managers to appropriately modify
fishing practices were unacceptable
impacts to habitats identified.

Co-managed and community- v There is science-based rationale for
based managed tropical UoAs protecting the habitats as
using multiple gear on a diverse spawning, larval, or juvenile areas
range of habitats for the sustainability of fish species.
Under a broad marine management The ar.ra_nqements are cohesive,
area, which was not specifically £omprising several MEASUres that
designed to manage fishing but |n_d|r§ectlv_protect habitats for )
general community uses of the biodiversity DUFPOSES. There IS
marine environment, protection is SOme understandlnq_of how this
afforded to a mosaic or patchwork works to protect habitats and a
of seaqrass. mangrove. and coral demonstrable awareness o_f the
reef habitats where bottom- need to_chanqe Measures if the_v
contacting gear use is restricted or Stop beln_q effect_lve from a habitats
banned. The cultural context and perspective. While the .
scale of the various UoAs lend marjaqement gpproach Is not
themselves to the community- Qes]qngd explicitly to manage .
based management approach. fishing _|mpacts on habitats, there is
a functioning management
framework, although not strictly
speaking “regulatory”, that suggests
UoAs in the area do not cause
serious or irreversible harm to
habitats. There are some efforts
aimed at understanding how
specific strategies might work in
relation to the various habitats
impacted by the community’s
fishing. Despite the cultural context
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and relatively small scale of
individual UoAs, the total approach
does not add up to a strategy
within a functioning regulatory
framework that is directed
specifically at management of
habitat impacts of the UoA or other
MSC UoAs.

Midwater trawl UoA on
continental slope where some
seamounts are encountered and
rare bottom contact is made

In acknowledgement that these
features can be considered FAO-
designated VMESs (or more
sensitive habitats), some
seamounts are afforded strict
protection from any bottom-
contacting gear, including midwater
trawl gear, and there is a complete
ban on the use of bottom/otter trawl
gear on all seamounts. This gear
restriction constitutes the key part
of the UoA management strategy.

AN

The strateqgy is cohesive by virtue
of permitting only midwater trawling
on any seamount in the region. The
functioning requlatory framework is
explicit with the ban on bottom-
contacting gear on all seamounts
and as such represents a
precautionary approach. Other
MSC UoAs are also required to
comply with these rules. Managers
have implemented a mechanism to
avoid contact with VMEs
(seamounts) by mandating the use
of only non-bottom-contact gear.
However, while the strateqgy is
designed to avoid serious or
irreversible harm to these
habitats, it can only be considered
a partial strategy. This is because
it relies upon the generally
accepted rarity of bottom contact by
midwater trawls and other gear
rather than an explicit means of
understanding the effectiveness of
the management approach in
ensuring that serious and
irreversible harm is not happening
to seamounts or the mechanism
that might need to be in place if it
ceases to be effective.

Demersal trawl UoA in inshore
and offshore areas

Overarching management
framework takes an ecosystem-
based fisheries management
approach involving impact
assessments for management
plans (including impacts on
habitats), spatial controls like
closures to protect essential fish
habitat, effort reduction rules, and
buyout/lease-back arrangements
incentivising the use of less bottom-
contacting gear to catch fish
quotas.

(AN

Management is cohesive and
strategically aimed at managing the
impacts of the UoA, other MSC
UoAs, and non-MSC fisheries on
relevant habitats within a
comprehensive ecosystem-based
management plan. There are a
suite of measures and tools
available and evidence of their use.
Ecological risk and impact
assessments have been carried out
and have determined that all fishing
activity will not cause serious or
irreversible harm to habitats,
including more sensitive habitats.
There is active management
seeking to reduce the impact of the
UoA on both essential fish habitat
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and other habitats that were rated
higher risk from an ecosystem-
management perspective, including
more sensitive habitats. The
management plan has clearly
articulated objectives relating to the
habitats component and sets out
how management will be modified if
undesirable impacts are detected.
Monitoring and evaluation are
enshrined within the management
plan and are directed at
understanding fishing impacts on
habitats, as well as the usual
species-related monitoring and
evaluation. Explicit strategies aim to
manage the cumulative impacts of
fishing, by the UoA, other MSC
UoAs, and non-MSC fisheries, on
habitats in order to avoid serious
or irreversible harm.
Multiple UoAs targeting mixed- ¥ | Management is cohesive and
species complexes using strategic, aimed specifically at
multiple gear (bottom- and non- managing fishing impacts on
bottom-contacting gear, species, habitats, and other
including hand rakes, dredges, ecosystem components within a
trawl gear, gillnets, and trap and comprehensive management plan.
line methods) in inshore and Several measures are in place, and
offshore environments ranging research, monitoring, and
from cool temperate waters to evaluation are aimed at
warm tropical seas understanding the impacts of the
A bioregional marine planning UoA on habitats. Manaqemgnt
framework uses an ecosystem- strat'egles (e.0. plans) °°”ta'T‘ .
based fisheries management PTXD.I'C't mechanlsms for modifying
approach involving ecological risk fishing practlcgs based on .
assessments and risk-management qnacceptable impacts COmM
planning for fish. Precautionary light through researc_h, mqnltorlnq,
management approach to risks or evaluation. Thgre is evidence
identified for habitats includes thest_e hz_ave_ be(_en implemented to
closed areas for a variety of gear moqw fishing _|m_pacts on relevant
(that may change from vear to year) habitats. As _thls is one of t_he most
and a system of marine protected comprehensive and cohesive
areas (MPAs), offering more manaqemle.nt approaches, bOt.h.
permanent protection from any Iess_ sensitive and more ser_1$|t|ve
bottom-contacting gear. Habitat _habltats. as well as cumula_mve
mapping and strategic research impacts are expllc_ltlv considered by
lanning and execution are managers in the risk assessment
p—%proqressivelv closing the and management process, the
information gaps on the impacts of research strateqy, .and the‘
fishing on habitats, as well as the management decision-making
relative health of relevant habitats. processes.
Results are routinely used to inform
fishery-management decisions.
Pelagic longline UoA targeting v | The use of the gear, the
migratory pelagic species understanding that comes from
Document: MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0 Page 140

Date of publication: 26 October 2022 © Marine Stewardship Council 2022



MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0

There is little or no known bottom
contact by the gear, except perhaps
in cases of gear loss. The species
targeted cannot be caught using
trawl or other bottom-contacting
gear.

years of peer-reviewed research
about its impacts, and the specific
management strategy that
mandates only its use could be
construed as a cohesive and
strategic arrangement. This is

supported by demonstrable
understanding of how the use of
pelagic longlines work to avoid
impacting benthic habitats
specifically, and some
understanding about the impacts of
lost gear on habitat, and the relative
effects of such impacts are deemed
to be low risk for overall habitat
health. Periodic assessments (i.e.
directed research and risk
assessments) are conducted to
inform management decision
makers about lost-gear impacts to
ensure that management strategies
are working and are demonstrably
avoiding serious or irreversible
harm to habitats and to determine
whether changes need to be made
to mitigate unacceptable impacts.

An MSC UoA needs to have some way of assessing whether the actions of all MSC UoAs and other
non-MSC fisheries, where relevant, are applicable to itaveiding-impacts-on-VMEsthe avoidance of
impacts on more sensitive habitats. An area may be closed to fishing by the management entity, or by
a client fishery or non-MSC fishery (prior to the management entity doing so). The team should
consider all of these closed area scenarios when scoring the UoA. For instance, a “precautionary
VME closure” might be declared by a trawl UoA on triggering a move-on rule, and MSC UoAs
impacting in that elesureclosed area would be required to respect this closure under the requirements

of the management PI 2.43.2. However, other measures, such as changing to a semi-pelagic gear,
may not be relevant or appropriate for other MSC UoAs.
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GSA3-1513 Habitats information PI (Pl 2.43.3) A

Assessing informal approaches against Pl 2.43.3

FeamsThe team should consider whether gualitative-and/orguantitative-information is available to
understand:

e The distribution of habitat-and-.

e The impact of the UoA on habitat.

The assessmentteam should factor in the likelihood of changes within the UoA that could potentially
lead to an increase in the risk of impact from fishing activity over time.

FeamsThe team should-further consider whether information is collected to detect these changes to
ensure that the UoA is moving in the desired direction or operating at a low-risk level.

Infermation-may-be-from-Examples of information type include:

e Local knowledge or research from fishers or community members. {-may-be

e Place-based {i-einformation that is local to a particular geographical area)-and-may-have.

e Information with social, economic, or ecological dimensions.

The information will reflect the knowledge and opinions about issues held by individuals and groups
local to the UoA. Local knowledge can be valuable first-hand experience that might provide
information on a wide range of topics, including:

e Habitat distribution and range;-.

e Gear impacts on local habitats;-.
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e Gear and UoA spatial overlap with habitats;—ane-.

e Scale and intensity of the UoA.

e Depending on the scale of the UoA, this information could be collected through informal

stakeholder processes or a less subjective review process.

Guidanee-on-Scoring issue (c) — monitoring ,A

When scoring issue (c) at the SG80 level, the team should consider all potential increases in risk,
such as changes in:

e The scoring of the outcome Pl-in-.

e The operation of the UoA;-erin-.

e The effectiveness of the measures.

GSA3.15:2

GSA3-1614 Ecosystem outcome PI (Pl 2.54.1)

GSA3.14.4 “Key” ecosystem elements A

“Key” ecosystem elements may include:

e “Key” prey, predators, and competitor species.

e Predator-prey interaction.

e Food web interactions.

e Community composition.

e Carrying capacity.

e Species biodiversity.

e Genetic diversity.
e Migratory behaviour.

GSA3.14.5 Indirect impacts on ETP/OOS species A Baekground

Indirect effects of the UoA on ETP/OOS species are those that result in changes to the “key”
ecosystem elements as identified above.

The Ecosystem-component-considers-the-broadteam is required to evaluate whether any of the

impacts of the UoA on “key” ecosystem elements indirectly impact ETP/OOS units and hinder their
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recovery. Indirect effects of fishing may have positive or negative effects on ETP/OOS units. The
MSC'’s intent is that any ecological

communily-and-ecosystem-in-which-the fishery-operates. The
Eeesystem—eempenem—deeseffects of the UoA/OOS do not Fepea&—the—status—assessmeﬁt—ef—the—e&he#

RI2 5 requiresthalthe-fishery-doesnelcause "sefious e-irreversible-harm-te-the-lkay
clomonicetoeer minmoinsinreand fensten—Rloac o oo e—nndermercdonileon

5ueh—ha¥m—Assessment&ef—the++sk&ef—seneu&eHrreversmle harm” to the ecosystemm—il\l

Types of |nd|rect effects may include:
Serious e Changes to trophic structure or irreversible-harmfunction.

e Removal of biomass as food source for the ETP/OOS unit (including localised depletions) or its
prey (trophic interactions).

e Addition of biomass due to discards or offal discharge.

e Changes to essential habitat for the species.

The team should provide rationale on which indirect effects, if any, it has considered in relation to the

comoetbral e ncosuaier o dauar coanuclone copenc copldpelucled [ P/OOS unil | he tean

should provide detail of methods used to evaluate these effects.

-The following case studies
|Ilustrate how |nd|rect effects have expllcnlv been con5|dered and espeeeuydeeuceaseel
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GSA3-18-L-ETP/OOS units, and how these relate to key ecosystem elements-may-include-trophic

Case study 1: CCAMLR krill fisheries

CCAMLR has an objective to conserve marine living resources. This includes preventing changes or
minimising risk of changes in the marine ecosystem that are potentially not reversible over two to
three decades®®.

An example of how this objective is operationalised is that CCAMLR considers the needs of
dependent predators such as marine mammals and seabirds when setting quotas for krill harvesting.
Krill is an important prey species for seals, cetaceans, and penguins in the Southern Ocean. Indirect
impacts of the krill fisheries include removal of krill as prey species, with localised depletion being a
key concern given the patchiness of the krill resource® and references therein). CCAMLR sets a
precautionary catch limit that ensures at least 75% of pristine krill biomass is maintained, and to
prevent localised depletion an additional cap is set which cannot be exceeded until the catch is sub-
divided into small spatial units'®. In addition, the Government of South Georgia and the South
Sandwich Islands, in whose waters a proportion of the krill fishery takes place, include a number of
additional protection measures including a closed season during the times when key predators are
breeding, coastal protection zones to reduce competition with land-based predators°.. Indirect
impacts from the UoA on ETP/OOS units should be considered as part of whether the UoA is likely
to cause serious and irreversible harm to the predator-prey ecosystem element.

Case study 2: Burry Inlet cockle fishery

The Burry Inlet hand-raked cockle fishery is managed by Natural Resources Body for Wales (NRW),
whose overall aim in managing the fishery is to develop a thriving cockle fishery that supports,
protects, and enhances the needs of the community and the environment on which it depends 2.
The Burry inlet is a Special Protection Area under the European Commission Directive 79/409 on the
conservation of wild birds and is also a Ramsar site'%. The large estuarine complex supports
internationally or nationally important wintering populations of wildfowl including (amongst many
others) pintail, shelduck, shoveler, oystercatcher, knot, and redshank%4.

98 CCAMLR (1980) Convention on the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources. Hobart: CCAMLR.
Available at: https://www.ccamlr.org/en/organisation/camir-convention-text

9 pikitch, E., Boersma, P.D., Boyd, I.L., Conover, D.O., Cury, P., Essington, T., Heppell, S.S., Houde, E.D.,
Mangel, M., Pauly, D., Plaganyi, E., Sainsbury, K., and Steneck, R.S. (2012) Little Fish, Big Impact: Managing a
Crucial Link in Ocean Food Webs. Lenfest Ocean Program. Washington, DC. 108 pp.

100 pikitch, E., Boersma, P.D., Boyd, I.L., Conover, D.O., Cury, P., Essington, T., Heppell, S.S., Houde, E.D.,
Mangel, M., Pauly, D., Plaganyi, E., Sainsbury, K., and Steneck, R.S. (2012) Little Fish, Big Impact: Managing a
Crucial Link in Ocean Food Webs. Lenfest Ocean Program. Washington, DC. 108 pp.

101 Bamford, C.C.G., Warwick-Evans, V., Staniland, 1.J., Jackson, J.A., and Trathan, P.N. (2021) Wintertime
overlaps between female Antarctic fur seals (Arctocephalus gazella) and the krill fishery at South Georgia, South
Atlantic. PLoS ONE 16(3): €0248071. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0248071.

102 NRW (2013) Burry Inlet Cockle Fishery Order 1965: Management Plan 2013. Available at:
http://naturalresources.wales/media/679996/burry -inlet-cockle-fishery-order-1965-mp.pdf [accessed on 19 July
2022].

103 NRW (2013) Burry Inlet Cockle Fishery Order 1965: Management Plan 2013. Available at:
https://naturalresources.wales/about-us/strategies-and-plans/burry-inlet-management-plan-cockle-fishery-order-
1965/?lang=en

104 NRW (2013) Burry Inlet Cockle Fishery Order 1965: Management Plan 2013. Available at:
https://naturalresources.wales/about-us/strategies-and-plans/burry-inlet-management-plan-cockle-fishery-order-
1965/?lang=en
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Cockles are a key prey source for many overwintering birds in the Burry Inlet, so the indirect impact
of the fishery relates to removal of biomass as a food source for bird species. To ensure that the
fishery does not adversely impact the bird species whilst also maintaining a cockle resource for
continued exploitation, a TAC is established each year for the fishery based on the results of twice-
annual stock assessment surveys and the food requirements of the overwintering birds of the Burry
Inlet!%. A Bird Food Model is used to calculate the food requirements of birds, modelled based on
the mean of peak counts of oystercatchers over recent years and information from the literature on
energy requirements of the birds and energy content of shellfish%. The catch returns from the
licensed fishers are monitored to see how much cockle is being removed each month in relation to
the set TAC. This enables the TAC or daily quota to be amended if necessary to ensure enough food
is left for the birds, as well as to ensure sustainable resource use!?’.

The team should consider indirect impacts from the UoA on ETP/OOS units as part of whether the
UoA is likely to cause “serious and irreversible harm” to the predator-prey ecosystem element.

GSA3.15 Ecosystem management strategy Pl (Pl 2.4.2)

Scoring issue (a) — management “strategy” in place A

See SA3.3.1 for more details on “measures”, “partial strategy” and “strategy”.

GSA3.15.2 Interpreting “strateqy” A

At SG80 and SG100, partial strategies and strategies, respectively, may contain measures designed
and implemented to address impacts on components that have been evaluated elsewhere in this
framework.

If the measures address specific ecosystem impacts effectively enough to meet the appropriate
standard, it is unnecessary to have special “ecosystem measures” to address the same impacts.

UoAs should be capable of adapting management to environmental changes as well as managing the
effect of the UoA on the ecosystem.

GSA3.16 Ecosystem information/monitoring PI (Pl 2.4.3)

GSA3.16.1 Climate change A

The team should consider monitoring the effects of environmental change on the natural productivity
of the UoAs as “best practice”. The team should include recognition of the increasing importance of

climate change.

GSA4 Principle 3

GSA4.1 General requirements for Principle 3 AA

An MSC UoA might include only a sub-set of fishers-{, such as vessels, fleet operators, and individual
fishermen} within a wider fleet of fishers fishing for the same biologically distinct stock, using the same
method, and under the same or similar management system or arrangements. However, teamsthe

105 NRW (2013) Burry Inlet Cockle Fishery Order 1965: Management Plan 2013. Available at:
http://naturalresources.wales/media/679996/burry-inlet-cockle-fishery-order-1965-mp.pdf.

106 Stillman, R. & Wood, K. (2013) Predicting oystercatcher food requirements on the Dee Estuary. A report to
Natural Resources Wales. Bournemouth University, Bournemouth University.

107 NRW (2013) Burry Inlet Cockle Fishery Order 1965: Management Plan 2013. Available at:
http://naturalresources.wales/media/679996/burry-inlet-cockle-fishery-order-1965-mp.pdf.
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e The management of the wider fleet that denotes the specific “fishery” is the subject of assessment
under the fishery-specific management system Pls.

e The team may consider special or additional management arrangements or features unigue to the
vessels in the UoA. The team may reflect this in the scores under the fishery-specific
management system PIs.

Example:

In some Regional-Fisheries-ManagementOrganisations{RFMOs);, compliance can be the

responsibility of a compliance committee, and sanctions can be brought by:

e The RFMO itself {e-g--threughin instances of loss of access to resources, such as when a

Member’s vessel is identified as IUU, or when there is loss of access by athe Member itself}

B
e The flag state of the vessel havirg-thein violation. H-a-vielatien-is

For violations not in any way under the control of the national management authority of the fishery
(&g

e The fishery consisting of vessels from flag state X should not be held responsible for the non-
compliance of flag state Y vessels.

e If the fishery consists of vessels registered with flag state X, and the non-compliance is by

vessels registered with flag state Y3, its internal compliance should not be part of the

assessment (i.e., in the previous example the fishery consisting of vessels from flag state X

However, the team should consider the effectiveness of the following actions:

e Atthe national level-{ie-: the compliance of flag state X vessels)-and.

e Atthe RFMO level{: the overall effectiveness of compliance to deliver sustainable outcomes}

should be considered.
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GSA4.1.1  Assessment of multi-level management systems A

Table GSA:-GSAS8: Examples of types of jurisdiction for different management systems

Type of jurisdiction \ Management system

Purely domestic fishery The fishery management framework may exist
at a local, regional, or national scale within the
jurisdiction of a single state.

Additionally, a purely domestic UoA may exist in
multiple jurisdictions within a state, for example
under a federal system of government.

Trans-boundary fish stocks, straddling fish When fish stocks are exploited by #w62 or more
stocks, stocks of highly migratory fish species, states, international law becomes relevant.
and discrete high seas fish stocks These multi-level management systems may

have a variety of jurisdictional arrangements
that might apply to that UoA-and-are-therefore.
The team is required to be-considered-by-the

assessmentteamconsider these jurisdictional
arrangements.

GSA4.1.3 Fisheries management bodies that are subject to international
cooperation A

Under international law, as set out in the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) and
related instruments, the states concerned, including the relevant coastal states in the case of shared
stocks, straddling stocks, and highly migratory species, are required to cooperate to ensure effective
conservation and management of the resources.

The relevant instruments that set out these requirements are:
e United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS),, 1982;).

e United Nations Agreement for the Conservation and Management of Straddling Fish Stocks and
Highly Migratory Fish Stocks, 1995 (UNESA):

e FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries, 1995 (including the FAO Compliance
Agreement of 1993).

The MSC considers UNFSA Article 10 and the UNCLOS requirements as a basis for MSC
requirements relating to cooperation for UoAs that are subject to international cooperatlon for
management of the stock. y

%eqa%ﬁmn&m%}epelaberateekm‘mese reqwrements to cooperate should apply to:

The-intente UoA participants, even if cooperation is te-imitnot formally required by the extent-of
responsibility-of the-UoA-for-the-actions-ef-nen-UeArelevant REMO/regional fisheries
management bedies-unless-they-impact-directly-onarrangement (REMA) or if an REMO/REMA

does not exist.

o UoAs in the high seas, even if the target species are not HMS, shared, or straddling stocks and

are not formally covered by the delivery-of P1-and-P2-outcomes:UNFSA requirements.

Document: MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0 Page 148
Date of publication: 26 October 2022 © Marine Stewardship Council 2022



MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0

The requirements are further elaborated in SA4.3.1-4.
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GSA4.1.4.1 Informal or traditionally managed systems A

A key characteristic of management mechanisms and measures in traditionally managed or self-
governing UoAs is that they may be undocumented or may not be formally ratified.

The CAB could use:

e Semi-structured interviews with a range of stakeholders or other participatory tools to collect
information. The information in the sample should be representative of the reality of the UoA.

e Multiple stakeholder participatory approaches can-be-used-to cross-check opinions and views
from different segments of the stakeholder community.

e Both of the above could-be-used-by-the- CAB-to support the rationale and validate the conclusions
provided for the scores as required in SA4.3clauses-under-.

GSA4.3 Legal and/or customary framework PI (P1 3.1.1) A

Background

A fishery management system’s local, regional, national, or international legal and/or customary
framework is:

e The underlying formal or informal supporting structure that incorporates all the-formal and informal
practices;.

e Procedures and instruments that control or have an impact on a UoA. This includes policies and
practices of both government and private sectors, including-{butand is not limited to)::

o Implementing agencies-{e-g-;; for example, fisheries agencies; and conservation agenciesy;.

o Fishery business groups-(e-g-; for example, catch sector cooperatives; and industry
associations);.

o Fishing vessel owners:.
o Indigenous groups;.
o Local civil society or community groups.

e The government sector, including all applicable government systems, the courts, and the relevant
parliamentary and regulatory bodies. The management system is the complex interaction of
government legislation, er-industry, or customary practice;-butis-netlimited-to-allsuch-elements;.
However, it may also include controls and practices that-are-used-in a UoA andthat result in “hard”
{law) or “soft” {law, which are accepted practice) controls over actual on-water catching practices.

The team may consider governance structures and mechanisms introduced in a UoA to achieve
certification to an ISEAL Code compliant international voluntary sustainability standard to be part of a
customary framework. Nevertheless, this certification itself does not automatically qualify a fishery to
meet MSC scoring requirements. The team should:

e Review the legal and/or customary frameworks in place.

e Reach a scoring determination based on its judgement.
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Assessing informal and traditional approaches

In all scoring issues in this PI, for management systems whichthat are less clearly articulated, such as
informal and traditional management systems, evidenece-ofthe team may determine the extent to
which this scoring issue is met eould-be-through:

e Accepted norms;.

e Commonly held values;.

o Beliefs-and/or.

e Agreed rules across the fishing communities of which the UoA is part.

Scoring issue (a) — Compatibility of laws or standards with effective management A

The team may determine this by examining:

which management takes place;.

e The presence or absence of the essential features of an appropriate and effective structure within

lfe_Whether those features are hard or soft;.

He_Whether the framework has a focus on long-term management rather thethan short term;.

e How ifmanagement manages risk and uncertainty;.

He_Whether the framework is transparent and open to scrutiny, review, and adaptation as new
information becomes available.

The essential features needed to deliver sustainable fisheries are defined by their relevance to
achieving sustainable fisheries in accordance with P1 and P2 appropriate to the size and scale of the
UoA, and may include:

e Establishing when and where people can fish;.

e Who can fish;.

e How they may fish;.

e How much they can catch;.

e What they can catch;.

e Who they talk to about the “rules” for fishing;.

e How they might gather relevant information and decide what to do with it;.

e How they know that people are abiding by whatever rules are made-and.

e How they catch, sanction, or penalise wrongdoers.

With these features, the operational framework could be said to be compatible with local, national, or
international laws or standards.

For a UoA not subject to international cooperation for management of the stock, national entities
expected to cooperate on national management issues include regional and national management,
state and federal management, indigenous groups, and other groups, as appropriate to the UoA
under assessment.
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Scoring issue (b) — Resolution of disputes A

Issues and disputes involving allocation of quota and access to marine resources are outside the
scope of an assessment against the MSC Fisheries Standard.

When there are no immediately obvious structures for dispute resolution, the team could use
participatory techniques-ceuld-be-used to:

e ldentify and evaluate the presence of dispute resolution mechanisms used in the UoA:.

e Obtain information on these dispute mechanisms;.

e Assess the effectiveness of such mechanisms.

To minimise the likelihood of subjectivity, assessmentteamsthe team should include participants
and/or interviewees from a wide variety of stakeholder types and from stakeholders operating outside
the UoA. Fishers may be able to draw up charts or use other visual or non-textual means to help
explain or demonstrate the process for resolving conflicts in the UoA.

The team can determine the level of transparency and effectiveness of the systems ean-be

determined by:

e Using information on the proportion of stakeholders that-are-aware of the existence of any dispute
resolution arrangements:.

Thee  Examining history and stories of how disputes have been dealt with in the past;.

e Ascertaining whether the presence or absence of unresolved disputes can be considered

significant indicators of the existence and/or effectiveness of dispute-resolution mechanisms.

The team can determine evidence of consistency with this requirement-can-be-determined-by using
field observations and structured interviews with fishers and fishing community leaders to ascertain
the following:

e The extent to which fishery participants are aware of established rights;.

e Responses in the past within the UoA to disputes over established rights:.

e Accepted norms and practice across the UoA that isare supportive of such established rights.

Scoring issue (c) — Respect for rights A

This scoring issue encompasses groups of individuals with customary rights, as well as indigenous or
aboriginal groups with established rights, who are dependent on artisanal or subsistence fishing for
either food or livelihood.

GSA4.3.1.b.i Controversial unilateral exemptions to an international agreement A

When assessing whether the fishery is conducted under a controversial unilateral exemption to an
international agreement, the team should consider:

e The relationship between international and coastal state jurisdictions recognised by relevant
international agreements.

e Whether exemptions result in the implementation of a higher or lower level of conservation than
are currently agreed by an international management body.

e Whether the sustainable management of the fishery is undermined.

The team should interpret these terms as follows:

e Controversial” means creating a controversy in the wider international community rather than
simply between 2 states.

e “Unilateral” means arising from the action of a single state.
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e “Exemption” means a refusal to join or abide by the rules of an international management body, or
the taking of a reservation or exception to a measure adopted by such body, where in either case
the effect is to undermine the sustainable management of the fishery.

“International agreements” are those with a direct mandate for sustainable management of the
resources affected by the fishery according to the outcomes in Principles 1 and 2.

GSA4.3.1.1 Cooperation A

With respect to UNFSA Atrticle 10, the requirement under SG60 (SA4.3.1)-extends) applies to the
generation of scientific advice, not its implementation (UNFSA Article 10 paragraphs d, e, f, and g). A
framework for cooperation with other parties could include fer-example-the ability for parties to
coordmate suentlflc adV|ce to respectlve management agenmes -At—seég-n-n&e*peeted-that—meﬂag

GSA4.3.3-2—

ALECE80—arganized.b Organised and effective cooperation A _

At SG80, “organised and effective cooperation” with other parties extends to UNFSA Article 10
paragraphs a, h, and j, and could include-forexample the establishment of approprlate cooperative
mechamsms for effect|ve monltormg, control, surve|llance

contracting-party-or-cooperating-nron-member., and enforcement.
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Further, at SG80 and SG100, the flag state(s) of vessels from the UoA should be participating either:

e Inarelevant REMO or other arrangement as members, or

e __If membership is prohibited for political reasons, as a cooperating non-contracting party or
cooperating non-member.

GSA4.3.43 Binding procedures A

At SG100, binding procedures governing cooperation with other parties could include ferexample-the
agreement and compliance with eenservation-and-management-measures;CMMs to ensure the long-
term sustainability of straddling fish stocks and highly migratory fish stocks.

GSA4.3.4 Disputes that overwhelm the fishery A

The team should consider whether any outstanding disputes are of substantial magnitude and involve
a significant number of interests such that the UoA is unlikely to meet the objectives of MSC
Principles 1 and 2. However, the existence of disputes are of themselves not enough to stop a fishery
from being eligible for certification. The existence of lawsuits is not considered a barrier to
certification, as otherwise parties opposed to certification could lodge lawsuits to prevent an outcome
they did not support. The team should use its best judgement to determine whether a dispute
compromises the ability of the management system to provide sustainable management, either at the
time of assessment or within the subsequent certification period.

GSA4.3.5.1 Formal and informal practices and procedures A

These practices or procedures could be formalised under rule of law; or be informal but known
through traditional or customary means.

GSA4.4 Consultation, roles, and responsibilities Pl (Pl 3.1.2) A

Background

i In scoring the PI, the team may consider the roles
and responsibilities of the fishers in relation to their cooperation with the collection of relevant
information and data-{e-g-;, where relevant and/or necessary. Examples of relevant information and
data include catch, discard, and other information of importance to the effective management of the

resources and the UoA)-where-relevant-and/ornecessany-in-scoring-this-P
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Evaluation-ofEffectiveness of consultation processes

When evaluating the effectiveness of consultation processes, the team might consider the general
absence of discrimination against any individuals and/or organisations from any known consultations
as-partof-the-measure-of performance-against-this-seering-issue-. However, the team needs to

support any such conclusions reed-te-be-supperted-bywith valid information collected by rigorous and
robust means.

Effective consultation processes within the management system mustshould be appropriate to the
scale, intensity, and cultural context of the UoA. FerexampleThis could include, but impertantlyis not
confinedlimited to, consultation at the level of broad policy development and at the level of research
planning.

In multinational arrangements, there should be adequate consultation at the YeAs'UoA’s national and
international level. Thus, for consultation requirements the team should assess:
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e The management authority-dealing-with-the- UeA-directly{e-g-, such as the coastal state or the
flag state}-and-, dealing with the UoA directly.

e The international organisation, where such exists;-should-be-assessed-for-consultation
requirements.Itis-a not-a requirement-that-.

The team is not required to score elements are-scored-against this PI for:

e Other non-UoA states whichthat are members of the international organisation;-e+-.

e Members of a bilateral/multilateral arrangement.

Assessing informal and traditional approaches

In some traditionally managed UoAs or in UoAs under self-governance, specific roles and
responsibilities may not always be clearly articulated or immediately apparent. A range of entities, ad
hoc committees, and other groups with a variety of labels, including NGOs, may have responsibility

for different fishery management roles. The arrangements may not be formally codified but may be
widely understood across the UoA.

The team may need to work with stakeholders to prepare simple governance, institutional, or system

maps to verify the extent to which roles and responsibilities are defined across the management

system.

In the absence of a documented consultation procedure, the team could demonstrate evidence to

verify the extent and transparency of consultation processes ean-be-demenstrated-by alternative

means:_including:

Thiscan-include-e  Identifying the existence, content, and relative frequency of invitation letters
to meetings.-t-can-alse-includea

e Consideration of activities of YJeAs’the UoA’s extension officers;-hew-well.

e The use of local announcements-are-used;-.
e The use of posters;-and-.
e The extent of awareness of fishers about meeting agendas, meeting content and outcomes.

GCABsThe CAB may need to interview fishers about selected case studies to determine how
information collected from stakeholders has been used in the past.

Information-If the team demonstrates that valid and rigorous methods were used, the team may
consider information from such interviews may-be-considered-as representative of how the
|nformat|on collected from stakeholders is generally used—providing-the- CABs-demenstrate-thatvalid

-. Conducting interviews with different stakehelderstakeholders and
cross-checking the information is one way of validating the results.

Scoring issue (b) — Consultation processes A

The intent of scoring issue (b) is that:

e The management system is open to stakeholders.

e Information viewed as important by those parties can be fed into and considered by the process in
a way that is transparent to the interested stakeholders.

When determining that a process “reqularly” seeks and accepts information, the team should use its
expert judgement to determine what frequency of review is appropriate. It is not necessary that the
definition of the term “reqularly” is the same in all contexts throughout the MSC Fisheries Standard, as
different frequencies of review may be appropriate in different contexts.
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GSA4.4.1 Transparency A

Meeting SG100 may not necessarily require additional reporting beyond what may already occur in a
fishery management system. Examples include:

e Regqular newsletters, broadcasts, or reports that go out to stakeholders.

e Information pages published and distributed.

e A public record of the minutes of meetings, including use of email or other e-technologies.

e Report-back meetings or other such means of reporting when stakeholders do not have access or
ability to read reports, do not watch broadcasts, or do not use computers.

The team should verify that the evidence offered:

e Meets the standard of demonstrating consideration of the information, hence is transparent.

e Explains how the information was or was not used.

A UoA cannot meet SG100 without being transparent on how provided information is or is not used.

GSA4.4.5 Local knowledge A
“Local knowledge”:

e May be long-term knowledge held by many fishers or the community.-H-wight

e May be location-based-{i-e--, so local to a particular geographical area);ane-.

e May have social, economic, or ecological dimensions.

o Wil reflect the knowledge and opinions about issues held by individuals and groups local to

relevant UoAs.

“Local knowledge” can be valuable first-hand experience that might inform any fisheries management
process, including:

e Fisheries research;-.

e Data collection-and-.

e Resource assessment;-.

e __Monitoring, control, and surveillance operations;-.

e Policies and processes;-and-.

e Fisheries management policies, practices, and/or decisions.

Evaluation of the relative value and robustness of local knowledge in the management process may
form part of the process of being transparent about how information is considered and used or not
used under SG80 and SG100.

Individuals or groups as referred to in SA4.4.5 could include, but not be limited to;-fishers;—:

e Fishers.

e Indigenous people;-.

e Local community representatives or groups;-.

e Local civil society groups-tike, such as local NGOs;-.

e Local fishing businesses and/or their representativestocal-.

e Local-government representatives-er-politicians.

o Politicians.
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GSA4.5 Long-term objectives PI (Pl 3.1.3) A

Background

~Where UoAs fall under dual control, the objectives of the management agency
for-allcontrolling those UoAs are the subject of Pl 3.1.3. Examples of UoAs under its-control-Where
UeAs-fallunderdual control {e-g—-include:

. Internatlonally managed UoAs where management falls to both a national agency and a

e Federally managed UoAs that have some provincial or state management component.

This PI deals only with the broader management policy context—perhaps, which could exist within
overarching legislation, or-perhaps policy or custom that applies to many or all UoAs within a broader
management system. Consideration should focus on whether laws, policies, practices, or customs at
that higher level imply and/or require long-term objectives that are consistent with the precautionary
approach.

Scoring issue (a) — Objectives assessing informal approaches in Pl 3.1.3 A
Within-the-seering-issue-in-this-PL-The CAB could infer consistency with reguirements-in-scoring issue

(a) by the practices operating within the UoAs covered by the management system.

The CAB could use the following to evaluate how-the-UeA-is-considered-to-performthe UoA’s
performance against this scoring issue:

o Areview of the factors that have influenced recent decisions in the UoA:.

« Knowledge of the extent to which such factors are consistent with achieving sustainability-ané.
e The application of the precautionary approach.

The €ABteam should consider #whether decisions have been taken:

e On the basis of the ecological health of the UoA and associated ecosystems, or

e For other reasons that are not compatible with achieving sustainability over the long term.

SeeringWhen scoring this PI, the team should focus on the consistency of any long-term objectives
within overarching management policy-with. The team should expect the netiens-ef-beirgUoA to be

cautious when information is uncertain, and takingto take action even when information is inadequate.

This Pl ferms-anis important part-efto the overall understanding of the use or otherwise of a
precautionary approach in the UoA-but. However, it is not concerned with the operational
implementation of the precautionary approach within the ““day-to-day’day” management of the UoA
itself.

This Pl is not:

e A second opportunity to score UoAs on the use orotherwise-of target and limit-reference
pointsLRPs, which are scored under P1 of the default tree;-rorto-pointteams-towards.
e A second opportunity to refer the team to Article 6, Annex Il of the Fish Stocks Agreement for a

prescriptive list of what mustis required to appear in management policy in relation to the
precautionary approach.-l-is-alse-net
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e Adirection to re-seorerescore management strategies or outcomes covered both in P1 and P2, or
decision-making processes covered in a separate Pl under P3, where precaution and the
precautionary approach are also mentioned.

GSA4.7 Fishery-specific objectives PI (Pl 3.2.1)

Scoring issue (a) — objectives assessing informal and traditional approaches A

In some traditionally managed fisheries, or fisheries under self-governance, objectives may not
always be stated quantitatively or be expressed in a way that is specific to the particular species or
fishery. Objectives may specify social and/or economic objectives. In some fisheries, objectives may
be defined in terms of addressing further declines, rather than specifically maintaining optimum yields
or biomass levels.

The team can determine compliance of the fishery with MSC requirements can-be-determined-byby
considering how well these variously formulated objectives align with achieving sustainability as
expressed-by-MSCper Principles 1 and 2. Objectives that are defined to meet social needs may in
some cases be consistent with achieving sustainability as articulated in Principles 1 and 2. However,
to be-considered-as consistent with achieving sustainability, such objectives should not be designed
to meet social needs at the expense of ecological considerations.

valua a-sy ob V72 0 o encv-with-achieving-outeo nle nd-2-the CAB
needs-te The team should determine iwhether the fishery is subject to considerations whichthat may
lead the emphasis on social or economic objectives to pose potential risks to achieving the outcomes
required by Principles 1 and 2.

GSA4.7.2 Measurable objectives A

Example:

An example of an explicit “measurable” objective is “the impact on dependent predators will be
reduced by x% over y years”.

GSA4.8 Decision-making processes Pl (Pl 3.2.2)
Scoring issue (a) — decision making processes A Background

The CAB should interpret A ing-informal-and-traditional-approaches established” decision-

making processes sheuld-be-understoed-to mean that:

e There is a process that can be immediately triggered for fisheries-related issues;-.
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e The process has been tnggered in the past and has led to decisions about sustalnablllty in the
f|shery

These processes may or may not be formally documented or codified under an official statute.
Key considerations for assessing whether the system is well -established or not include:

e The extent to which the system is recognised by stakeholders in the fishery-and-.
e The durability or permanency of the decision-making process.

CABsThe team may need to use semi-structured interviews with a range of stakeholders to obtain
information about how any decision-making process works. FhisThe team may ivelve-selectingneed
to select a case study event {e-g--stock-decline-in-the-past—a-specific-observation-across-the-fishery
or-other-ecological-change)-and determiningdetermine from interviews if;whether and how decisions
were made in response to the event Aswt#gene#a#equwementsrelaﬂngtetheuseeﬁseme

sheutd—beuev@eneedrAppropnate case study events |nc|ude

Secoring-issue-(d)-considers-the-importance-of stakeholder-access-to-e A stock decline in the past.
e A specific observation across the fishery-information.

e Other ecological change.

As with general requirements relating to the use of semi-structured interviews, the team should
prowde ewdence of a means of cross- checklnq views and data—valldatmq conclusmns and ac—eess—te

Scoring issue (b) — responsiveness of decision-making processes A -

The team should consider all constituents and operational levels of the fishery-specific management
system when assessing the responsiveness of decision-making. Where relevant, the team should
ensure that the assessment of this scoring issue:

e Recognises decision-making at the level most relevant to the UoA.

e Is not unduly determined by decision-making in other constituents or levels of the fishery-specific
management system.

For example, the nature and severity of issues arising at different levels of a management system
may vary, as might the responsiveness of decision-makers to those issues. In a co-management
situation, decision-makers may need to respond to issues not directly relevant to the management of
the UoA.

Similarly, in a network of local management bodies, decision-making processes in one part of the
network may be materially different to those in the UoA, despite both bodies being part of the same
fishery-specific management system.

Scoring issue (d) — accountability and transparency A Accountability-should-be
. 5 ’ )

The CAB should interpret “accountability” to mean that:

e Management is answerable to stakeholders on management of the fisheries;-and-thatthis.

e The answerability of management is demonstrated by the provision of information on the fishery
to stakeholders.
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The data that are required to be available to stakeholders exeludesexclude data or information that
isare subject to national privacy and data protection regulation and laws associated with the fishery.

When considering the-public access to information on the-fisheries’ performance and data, the team
could include-consideration-ofconsider:

e The extent to which accurate and up-to-date data available to management isare reported to the
public or at least accessible on request to stakeholders.

e The resolution at-which-data-are-of the available data.

e Whether the data and ensuring-that-itisinformation available are appropriate to the type and
nature and type-of the fishery-and.

e Whether the data and information available are of sufficient clarity to ensure meaningful
engagement of stakeholders in the decision-making process.

The availability of information to stakeholders on actions taken by management that have implications
for sustainable use of fisheries resource could include:

e Availability of information, or at least non-confidentiality of information, on subsidies that may be
considered to have implications for sustainability.

e Availability of information, or at least non-confidentiality of information, on who, for example
licence holders, has access {license-helders)-to the resource.

e Availability of information on infractions against fishery regulation and consequent penalties
and/or fines.

e Availability of information on outcomes and impact of management decision where such
information is available.

When assessing the importance of any evidence relating to this issue, the team should consider
#whether any violations of the same law or regulations compromise the ability of the management
system to deliver sustainable fisheries in-accordance-withas per the outcomes intended-byin P1 and
P2.
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Assessment-ofWhen assessing fisheries against this issue, the team may consider the extent to
which there may be other or higher authorities to whom fishers or other stakeholders may appeal if
they are dissatisfied with fishery rules or their implementation in the fishery by local managers.

If any such appeals have been made, the team should consider and score the responsiveness or
otherwise of local managers or leaders-should-be-considered-and-scored.

The team may use semi-structured interviews may-be-used-by-CABs-to determine the extent to which
stakeholders believe that local ‘managers’/managers or leaders respect er-otherwise-any judgements
or decisions made by any higher or other authority.

The team can use the interviews can-alse-be-used-to determine the extent to which:

e Managers implement their own rules.

e Stakeholders believe the management system is sufficiently proactive to avoid disputes.

CABsThe team may consider collective, participative, and publicallypublicly accountable involvement
in management of the fishery by a broad spectrum of local stakeholders of the fishery as potential
evidence of the presence of proactive avoidance of legal disputes. The team may use supporting
evidence may-come-from multiple and cross-checked, semi-structured interviews fromwith a range of
stakeholders representing different interests within the community.

GSA4.9 Compliance and enforcement Pl (P1 3.2.3) A

Background

This requirement extends to compliance with management measures associated with MPAs and
habitats, as well as other spatial management approaches. Compliance-is-judged-with-respect-teThe
team should judge compliance on the formal requirements of an MPA’s management system relating
to fishing activity, including any requirements for research and impact assessment, rather than with
respectto-an MPA'’s objectives, which are unsupported by specific Pls (see GSA3.12 for discussion of
habitat management strategies).
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Box GSA:-Marine-protected-areasGSA9: MPAs and other spatial management approaches

Marine-protected-areas{MPAs) and other spatial management approaches are potentially valuable
management tools. In this context, the term “MPAs” refers to the full range of MPA categories
defined by the IUCN, from strict nature reserves to protected areas with sustainable use of natural
resources, and “other spatial management” including requirements that are part of fishery
management arrangements or plans. While-there-is-netan

An MPA may or may not contribute to the delivery of a sustainable fishery and there is no explicit
requirement to have MPAs or other spatial management approaches in place for fisheries to meet
the MSC standard;. However, the MSC does require that the effectiveness of the management
system—, to which an MPA or other approach may contribute—,_ is sufficient to achieve:

e The sustainability of fish and other species-and-.

e Ecosystem impacts.

Assessing informal and traditional approaches

Evaluation-of-effectiveness of MCS in fisheries where a less-formalised MCS system exists, the team
may consider the role and effectiveness of a range of factors in deterring illegal activity. These factors
may include the following:

o :
e Social disapproval, such as public “naming and shaming”, for violating fishery customs, rules, or
regulations important for sustainability.

e Fines and penalties imposed by community institutions or other local bodies.

e Prevailing norms;.

e Self-monitoring;.

e Presence of community fish watchers or wardens;.

e Accessibility to the resource:.

e Ability to smuggle catches onshore without detection;.

e Mobility and homogeneity of the members of the fishery;.

e Exclusivity of access and market-related factors such as value, demand, or preferences (e-g-

preferencesfor example, regarding size).

Scoring issue (a) — Monitoring, Control, and Surveillance system A

An MCS system (SG80) is a suite of well-integrated mechanisms and tools that work together to
improve compliance with regulations. An MCS system should cover all 3 dimensions of routine fishing
operations! (as listed below), and include reporting requirements and physical inspections:

e Prior to fishing (e.qg. valid documentation, training and vessel set-up).

e During fishing.
e During landing of catch.

108 FAO (2002) Chapter 8: Fishery monitoring, control and surveillance (Bergh, P.E. and Davies, S.). In A Fishery
Manager's Guidebook — Management Measures and their Application (ed. Cochrane, K.L.). Fisheries Technical
paper 424. Rome, Italy. 231pp.

Document: MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0 Page 163
Date of publication: 26 October 2022 © Marine Stewardship Council 2022



MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0

At SGlOO a comprehenswe MCS svstem is as descnbed for SG80 and SA4. 9 31he—e*tent—te—wh49h

, but should also be risk-based, adaptable, and able to respond to issues in a timely and transparent
manner. It should include a process for compliance data acquisition and analysis and, where
appropriate to the fishery, should include physical inspections both onshore and at-sea.

Scoring issue (b) — sanctions A
At SG80 and SGlOO%@eHng%sue{b)—#meme#shene&ma&agamﬂ%ys@m%pa#ﬂemw

the seventy of sanctlons and penalnes-fewmlaﬂens)-dees-net-neeessa;ﬂy
indicate-that-their likelihood to deter non-compliance should be appropriate and adequate to the UoA,
such that they provide deterrence.

At SG100, comprehensive sanctions are those that can respond to a wide range of infringements, in
various ways, in order to ensure effective deterrence. For example, the sanctions may be graduated
(i.e. consist of a series of structured incremental sanctions of increasing severity) or multifaceted.

Scoring issue (d) — compliance outcome A and

If a UoA has few non-compliance issues and infringements, it may be difficult to demonstrate effective
enforcement are-effective;of management measures. This scenario may not indicate highly effective
MCS. Instead, it eeuld-meanmay imply that MCS is infactineffective, and whatis-happening-isan
absenece-of deteetioninfringements are not being detected or recorded. In contrast, a high number of
infringements within a UoA may imply an effective and transparent MCS system. The team should
therefore use expert judgement when evaluating information from management authorities.

The team should consider regulations specific to governing sustainable fishing practices on the water

as those associated with the ‘how, what, where, and when’ of fishing activities. They may include (but

not be restricted to):

e Requlations associated with gear restrictions.

e Catch reporting, quota limits.

e Landing obligations.

e By-catch.
e Spatial and temporal restrictions.

These requlations are important in achieving and maintaining sustainable fisheries and should
therefore be considered at all jurisdictional levels.

The team should interpret “systematic non-compliance” as recurring infringement of reqgulations in a
coherent and coordinated manner. For example, if large number of fishers in the UoA are not
complying with regulation(s) on a regular basis, the team should regard this as systematic non-
compliance. Ad hoc infringements by individual fishers should not constitute systematic non-
compliance. Systematic non-compliance demonstrates that the MCS enforcement mechanisms and
sanctions in place are not effective in preventing frequent re-offence by the UoA. When assessing
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scoring issue (d), systematic non-compliance is specific to those regulations governing sustainable
fishing practices on the water.

At SG80 and SG100, “majority of regulations” is not restricted to regulations specifically governing
sustainable fishing practices on the water (i.e. as defined at SG60). Instead, it should include
requlations associated with the 3 dimensions of routine fishing operations outlined in ‘Scoring issue
(a) — Monitoring, Control, and Surveillance system’ above.

GSA4.10 Monitoring and management performance evaluation Pl (Pl 3.2.4) A

Fishery-specific management system

In both scoring issues and in each SG under this PI, relevant parts of the fishery-specific
management system may include:

e A decision-making process that responds to both wider management issues of stock-wide; and/or

specific local stakeholder concerns;.

e Data collection;.

e Scientific research:.

e MCS-{i-e: Compliance and enforcement Pl 3.2.3);.

e Collaborating in and initiating a fishery-specific or national research plan;.

e Responding to feedback and response;-and.

e Monitoring systems as required by the management strategy and information Pls in P1 and P2.

Assessing informal and traditional approaches
ineint | | . | I

Assessments-againstWhen assessing this Pl-may, the team should consider:
e Whether there are opportunities and/or forums for decision-makers to receive feedback on the

management system. It should also consider other practices such as exchange of information

e Other practices such as exchange of information between the community and the management
institution.

e The reqularity of such opportunities.

Where community organisations are operational, these monitoring systems can be self-determined;
but-de. However, they require the support of an external evaluation from a higher authority, and
evidence that specific checks may be made. The external authority might include provincial or
national government agency, university, NGO, or donor.-Activities-that-should-be-verified

To verify activities, the team should ensure compliance with the following indicators:

* An effective organisational structure to implement decisions and corrective actions;-.

e Evidence that policies are formulated, initiated, and monitored;-ané-.
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e Where relevant, activities take account of community and scientific advice, which may include
consideration of supporting risk assessments undertakenconducted by a scientific organisation or
university;-.

e Evidence of an effective system of custodial management and self-determined fisheries control
systems.

The process-of reviewsteam should hewever-not be-explicit-limit the review process to a sub-
management or community organisation. ta-the-eventlt may be that national or provincial government
departments delegate specific duties to sub-management organisations, where key parts of the
management system require stock-wide management, beyond community level;—&. In such cases, the
team review should alse-include-the-take into account:

e Higher authorities and their performance in ensunng management aga|nst national and
|nternat|ona| measures

e Whether the correct tools are in place to ensure that appropriate decisions at the national level
are passed down to the sub-management and community organisations.

neeessam%mtema{{enaFDependmg on the scale and |nten5|ty of the flshery, Rexternal review could
be by:

e Another department within an agency;.

e Another agency or organisation within the country;.

e A government audit that is external to the fisheries management agency;.
e A peer organisation, nationally or internationally;-and.

e External expert reviewers.

End of Annex GSA Guidance
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-~ End of Section SA Guidance
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Section GSB Modifications to the default tree for enhanced
Bivalve Fisheriesbivalves — guidance A

Foreword to ArrexSection GSB
AnnexSection GSB is intended to provide supplemental guidance and interpretation when applying:

e The default assessment tree (Sections SA, GSA(Arnexes-SA-GSA)-and-).

e The modifications to the default assessment tree (Section SBit-{Annex-SB)) for assessing
enhanced bivalve fisheries.

The numbering of sections in this AnrexSection corresponds to the equivalent sections in Section
SB-.

GSB2 Principle 1

GSB2.1 General requirements for Principle 1 A

it—SineeBecause bivalve culture cannot lead to exploitation rates that approach limit-reference
peintsLRPs, it is not managed as such. Scoring enhanced CAG bivalve fisheries for P1 stock status is
therefore not usually appropriate. However, teamsthe team should still reed-to-determine that there is
no threat to the target species;and-if-se-cenfirmed. Once this has been determined, the team should
confirm there is no need to:

e Score Pl-nerto-.

e Have a P1 expert on the team.

GSB2.1.23 Translocation A

Translocations of marine shellfish have the potential to affect the genetic integrity of wild populations,

depending on the scale of the translocation. The team should:

e Examine each situation.

e Provide rationale and evidence explaining the level of risk if it exists.

The team can achieve this by scoring the genetic outcome Pl.
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GSB2.1.5 Scoring Principle 1 Pls A

To ensure that the exploitation of the source seed resource is properly managed, the team should

score enhanced CAG bivalve fisheries involving translocations that remove seed stock from source

locations

following Pls:
e Stock status.

e Harvest strategy/control rules, and tools Pls.

Because it is problematic to assess stock size in relation to biomass or fishing mortality, the team may
use the RBF (MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox Tool A).

In addition to genetic impacts, moving shellfish from one geographic area to another can introduce
disease and/or pests, which affect the parent stock and other species within the ecosystem. For CAG
fisheries that involve translocation, the assessment team should examine each situation and provide
rationale and evidence explaining the level of risk if it exists. The team can achieve this by scoring the
translocation Pls within Principle 2.

Note that management bodies may define shellfish translocations based on movement of shellfish
between/among areas where harvest is permittable or not (e.q. between areas with differences in
water quality, or risk of pest or disease). As such, when determining risk from translocations in
scoring, the team should consider any management measures in place, including efforts to address
potential disease and/or pest concerns to the species and geographic region where the individuals
are out-planted. Examples of practices for managing disease and/or pest impacts from CAG
enhancement include:

e Guidance on identification of pest and disease species.

e Detailed information on the current location and extent of pest and disease species.

e Quarantine and control measures.

e Licensing and permitting, whether that be for facilities, location(s), and/or translocation activities.

GSB2.3 Genetic management Pl (Pl 1.2.5)
Scoring issue (b) — pla_usible arqument_A

109 Hedgecock D, S Edmands, and P Barber. 2007. Genetic approaches to measuring connectivity.
Oceanography 20:70-79.
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Examples of plausible argument used in scoring issue (b) may include general experience, theory, or
comparisons with similar fisheries or species.

GSB3 Principle 2

GSB3.1 General requirements for Principle 2

GSB3.1.12 A

There are normally no primary-orsecondaryin-scope species captured in enhanced CAG bivalve
fisheries based solely on spratspat collection;-therefore, Therefore, the team does not need to score
Pls for primary-and-secondaryin-scope species-do-not-need-to-be scored. Fisheries with-some-level of
. However, for fisheries where dredging;-hewever; may involve the capture of primary-er-secendaryin-
scope species;-forthese-species-theprimary-and-secondary-Pls-are-, the team is required to be
seored-score the in-scope Pls as per Section SAthe-requirementsin-Annex-SA.,

There is a potential for enhanced CAG bivalve fisheries to interact with ETP/OOS species.

GSB3.1.3-24.2 A

For suspended culture-the- systems, when scoring ef-Principle 2 habitat Pls, the team should elearly
focus on the benthic impacts of bio-deposition and organic enrichment;-and-the,

When scoring ef-ecosystem Pls, the team should elearly-focus on issues relating to:

e Carrying capacity-ane-.

110 Hedgecock D, and K Coykendall. 2007. Genetic risks of hatchery enhancement: The good, the bad, and the
unknown. In Ecological and Genetic Implications of Aquaculture Activities. Edited by TM Bert, pp. 85-101.
Dordrecht: Springer.
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e« The trophic effects of bivalve filtration/feeding.

.Shellflsh farming
may occur where the natural benthic enV|r0nment is already heavily enriched with organic matter prior
to the initiation of any culture activities. In thesesuch cases, eemparingthe team can compare

measurements taken underneath farms to measurements taken in control sites outside of-the farm
canto show that the culture activity is not directly responsible for the anoxic conditions.

Assessment-teamsThe team could apply the sulphide (S?) methodology in justifying theirits scores for
habitat status:

e For SG60, the SG-60-level-for-habitats,-assessment-teams-mustteam is required to justify that the
fishery is “unlikely” to reduce habitat structure and function to a point where there would be
serious or irreversible harm. This could correspond to levels of total “free’sulfideS? in surficial
sediment beneath farms of < 3,000-4M000UM.

o For SG80, the SG-80evetor-habitatsassessment-teams-mustteam is required to justify that the
fishery is “highly unlikely” to reduce habitat structure and function to a point where there would
be serious or irreversible harm. This could correspond to levels of total free’sulfideS* in surficial
sediment beneath farms of < 1,500-4M500uM.

e For SG100, the SG-100levelfor-habitats;-assessment-teams-mustteam is required to justify that
there is evidence that the fishery is “highly unlikely” to reduce habitat structure and function to a
point where there would be serious or irreversible harm. This could correspond to negligible levels

111 Bivalve Aquaculture Dialogue. 2010. Bivalve Aquaculture Dialogue Standards.
http://www.worldwildlife.org/what/globalmarkets/aquaculture/WWFBinaryitem17872.pdf
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of total “free’sulfideS? in surficial sediment beneath farms, such as would be found at background
levels for that environment.

Phytoplankton depletion/ecological carrying capacity

: Methods for determmmg the
impact of suspended blvalve farming operatlons on phvtoplankton depletion range from simple
clearance- and retention-time calculations to expensive and complex computer modelling of
ecological carrying capacity of affected water bodies. While it can be difficult to account for all the
variables involved in coastal ecological processes, relativelythe team can use simple calculations ean
be-used-to determine whether or not production is “likely” to be sustainable.

The maln threat associated with the translocatlon of shellfish is the |ntroduct|on of dlseases pests, or

~Itis |mportant that
the team assesses these risks ateassessedthrough establlshed protocol andthat is validated through
independent scientific review. For general guidance on translocation, see GFCP G7.7.1.2.b.

The removal of seed from an area either through dredglng or spat collection may have P2 |mpacts

GSB3.2 Translocation outcome Pl (Pl 2.5.1)

Scoring issue (a) — non-native species A

In scoring issue (a), the team should interpret “non-native species” to mean a species not already
established in the ecosystem.

GSB3.3 Translocation management Pl (Pl 2.5.2)

Scoring issue (b) — plausible argument A

Examples of plausible argument used in scoring issue (b) may include general experience, theory, or
comparison with similar fisheries or species.

GSB4 Principle 3

GSB4.1 General requirements for Principle 3 A

In cases where P1 is not scored, when scoring f-P3, the team should focus only on the relevant
management systems applicable to maintaining sustainable-P2 outcomes.
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Marine Stewardship Council
Default Assessment Tree Structure

MSC Fisheries Standard

o] [ ]

|
oo
—|PI 1.1.1: stock Status ‘ —|P| 1.2.1: Harvest Strategy |
=Pl 1.2.2: Harvest Control Rules & Tools
—{P11.1.2: 5tock Rebuilding ﬂIPI 1.2.3: Information/Maonitaring |
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MSC Fisheries Standard

| Secondary Species | ETP Species | | Habitats | | Ecosystem |

Primary Species

Pl 2.1.1: Outcome (O}

Pl 2.1.2: Management {M)

P12.1.3: Information {1) |

Marine Stewardship Council
Default Assessment Tree Structure

MSC fisheries standard

Principle 1 Principle 2 Principle 3
Fishery Specific
Management System

Governance & Policy

Pl 3.1.1: Legal and/or Customary Framework Pl 3.2.1: Fishery Specific Objectives

Pl 3.1.2: Consultation, Roles & Responsibilities

4{!‘\ 3.1.3: Leng Term Objectives

P13.2.3: Compliance & Enforcement

Pl 3.2.4: Monitoring & Management

P13.2.2: Decision Making Processes ‘
Perfermance Evaluation ‘
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Principde 2 and 3 Mo Change

MSC Fisheries Standard

Principle 1 Principle 2

Harvest Strategy
[Management]

—| Pl 1.1.1: Stock Status 4|P' 1.2.1: Harvest Strategy ‘
%PI 1.2.2; Harvest Control Rules & Tools

Pl 1.1.2: Stack Rebuilding
4|P| 1.2, 3 Information/Manitaring ‘

FI'1.L.3: Ganetic Dutcome

Outcome

-|PI 1.2.4; Assessment of Stock Status ‘

4|PI 1.2.5 Genetic Management ‘

4|PI 1.2.6: Genetic Information ‘
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MSC Fisheries Standard
Principle 1 Principle 3
Not Applicable principle 2 No Change
Primary and ETP Species Hahitats Ecosystem
Secondary
Species
Mot Applicable Pl2.51:0
FH—{Pl2.5.2: M

Guidance on Benthic Organic
Enrichment and Localised
Phytoplankton Depletion
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MSC Fisherles Standard

[reo ]
| | | I |

SEcundarySpEciesH ETF Species ‘ ‘ Habitats ‘ ‘ Ecosystern ‘ ‘ Translocation ‘

‘ Primary Species

PI2.1.1: Qutcome (0] | P221:0 | —{m 23.1:0 | PI24.1:0 | PI251:0 |

B 2.2.2: M —{PI 23.2:M | PI24.2:M | P25z M

Pl2.23:1 —{PI 23.3:1 | Pl2.4.3:0 | PI2.53:1

1.2- Management
M}

Pl 2.1.3: Information {1} |

MSC Fisheries Standard
[ |
Principle 1 Principle 2 Principle 3
Mot Applicable No change Mo change
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MSC Fisheries Standard

o]

‘ Primary Species

SEcundarySpEcies‘ ‘ ETP Species ‘ ‘ Habitats ‘ ‘ Ecosystem ‘ ‘ Translocation ‘

Pl 2.1.1: Qutcome (0] | Pl221:0 | —{PI 131:0 | FI241:0 | PI251:0 |

P122.2: M _{m 23EM | PI242:M | P52 M

Pl223:1 —{PI 2331 | Pl2a3| | PI253:1

1.2: Management
M)

Pl 2.1.3: Infarmation {1) |

Table GSB1: Summary of scoring required for different types of enhanced bivalve fisheries
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Fisherytype End of Annex GSB Guidance
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Section GSC Modifications to the default assessment tree for
salmon fisheries —Guidance

Foreword to AnnexSection GSC Guidance-A

AnnexSection GSC provides guidance and interpretation in applying:

e The default assessment tree (Section SA}-and-).

e The modifications for salmon fisheries (Section SC{Annex-SC);), based on the above

considerations.
AssessmentteamsThe team should not deviate from this guidance without justification.

Forthe-purpeses-of-the-MSC,-Salmon fisheries with an enhancement component are required to
conform to the scope criteria in Table 1Table-1-inthe—Enhancementis-used-to-define of the
Standard.

The CAB should interpret “enhancement” as any activity aimed at:

e Supplementing the survival and growth of enel or more aquatic organisms, or at

e Raising the total production or the production of selected elements of the salmon populations

beyond a level that is sustainable by natural processes.

GSC1 General requirements

GSC1.11 A

For the purposes of salmon assessments, the assessmentteam should consider ArnexSection GSC
guidance as taking precedence over Section GSA. Where no guidance is provided, the team should
use Section GSAbe-used-.

&GSE112
%MBHHMWMWW } Y 0 } i g
GSC1.1.3 A

Examples of stock management units (SMUs) and populations are shown in Table GSC1.

Table GSC1: Terms and definitions

Term Guidance to definitions in Annex SC
\
Population Examples of populations, enel or more of which would normally comprise a single SMU,
include:
e Conservation Units (CUs) under Canada’s Policy for the Conservation of Wild Salmon

Policy (WSP-er).
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‘ Guidance to definitions in Annex SC

Term
«  Evolutionarily Significant Units (ESUs) under NOAA’sthe National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)'s application of the US Endangered Species Act
for salmon.
Stock In practice, an SMU may-be-comprised-of:

Ma_nagement e Comprise an array of wild production ;:omponents, such as populations of Prince
Unit (SMU) William Sound pink salmon {(Figure GSC1 scenario A)-eritrmay-).

e Represent a collection of populations such as early summer, summer, or late Fraser

River sockeye.

In some situations, a population may be larger and more widely distributed than the
localizedlocalised management units, such as terminal chum fisheries in British Columbia
(Figure GSC1¢{: scenario B). In this situation, the team may treat these component SMUs
rmay-be-treated-as onel SMU for assessment purposes as long as the impacts of fishing
on the population and the component SMUs are similar.

Reference points are set for and evaluated at the SMU level, taking into account specific
thresholds or other constraints that apply to enel or more component populations of that
SMU.

Figure GSC1: Fwe2 potential scenarios illustrating the relationship between populations and

SMUs

QQ

SMU

{
/

-
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GSC2 Principle 1
GSC2.1 General requirements for Principle 1

GSC2.11 A

In P1, the complexity of salmon population dynamics requires that within-Prineiple-Lthe team should
consider the sustainable management of salmon sheuld-be-considered-at two2 levels!2{Portley-and
Geiger2044' )

e Level 1: the level of the SMU. The objective of management should be to:

o Ensure that spawner abundance in the SMU is maintained at a level consistent with high
production-{; for example, for a target such as spawner abundance at maximum sustainable
yield (Swsy;), or a proxy that reflects equal or lower risks to enrel or more populations)-.

e Level 2: the level of the populations within an SMU. The objective of management should be
to:

o Ensure that the diversity and productivity of these populations are maintained at levels that
ensure a high probability of persistence over time;-anéd.

o Enable them to-allew-that-they-could rebuild to high production in time in the absence of
fishing.

GSC2.2 Stock status PI (P11.1.1) A
In PI 1.1.1, the team should assess the status of an SMU is-assessed-in relation to reference points.

The definition of the SMU, establlshment of |ts reference points, and de5|gn of its related
management strategy should a W

e Take into consideration the need to manage populations within the SMU to reflect the different
productivities and other features of those populations.

e Follow the guidance for Pls 1.2.1 to 1.2.4 as appropriate.

Scoring issue (b) — TRPs A

Examples of TRPs include target escapement goals and target harvest rates.

GSC2.2.1 A [ Field Code Changed

Escapement-based reference points generally refer to spawner abundance only in assessments of
current status relative to HmitLRPs and targetreferencepoints:TRPs. The team may, where other
reference points are used, refer to GSA2.2.3such-as-. Example of other reference points include:

e Target harvest rate;-.

e Fishing mortality-ef-.

112 portley, N., and Geiger, H.J. (2014) Stock management units and limit reference points in salmon
fisheries: Best practice review and recommendations to the MSC. Marine Stewardship Council Science
Series 2: 89-115.

113 portley N and Geiger HJ (2014) Stock management units and limit reference points in salmon
fisheries: Best practice review and recommentdations to the MSC. Marine Stewardship Council Science
Series 2: 89 — 115.
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e Other proxies-teams-may-referto—.

GSC2.2.2 A

The team should evaluate whether achievement of spawning goals
is solely for wild-{, natural-origin} salmon, ie—-after excluding:

e Hatchery fish;-.
e The contribution from spawning channels;-and-.
o Removal of fish for hatchery breod-stoeckbroodstock.

GSC2.2.2.1-2 A

Faetors-thatThe team should be-censideredconsider the following factors in estimating escapement of
only wild fish-relude:

e Relative abundance of artificially -produced versus wild salmon.

e Presence and enumeration of artificially -produced fish in the salmon fishery and on the wild
spawning grounds;-and.

e The management system’s intent efas to how artificially -produced fish are accounted for in
terms-ef-meeting reference points.

GSC2.23 A

la-seme-situations-Scoring Pl 1.1.1 for salmon fisheries is-netstraightforward.can be complex. Where
the following situations arise, the following guidance applies:

e If there are no limitreference-pointsLRPs defined by management, as is often the case with
salmon fisheries, assessment-teamsthe team should refer to GSC2.7the-guidance-in-.

Intheeventthate  If 15 years of data are not available, the team should apply equivalent
percentages should-apphy-to the timeframe that is available.

o If the targetreferencepointTRP is expressed as a range, with an upper and a lower bound;-:

o The SMU should have met or exceeded the mid-point of the escapement goal range, and/or
R e

o The team should look for evidence that directed fishing is lowered as the lower bound is
approached.

e The threshold levels in SC2.2.3.1 and SC2.2.3.3 assume an approximately random distribution of
performance over the 15-year period. Where this is not the case, and there is instead a consistent
trend downwards such that most of the failures to reach the escapement goals were in the most
recent years, then SG-80SG80 is not met.

Fore  The team may consider each cycle line separately in the case of:

o Species or stocks that display cyclic dominance, such as pink salmon where separate stock

dynamics pertain to alternate years, or Fraser-sockeye-where-each-cyele-line-spawns-enly
every-fourth-year-each-eyeledinemay-be-considered-separatehy-
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o Fraser sockeye where each cycle line spawns only every 4th year.

For example, the team may assess pink salmon even-year and odd-year populations sheuld-be

assessed-separately.

Consideration of environmental variability and its impact on stock status is covered in SA2.2.7.

GSC2.3 Stock rebuilding PI (P1 1.1.2) A

The requirements for rebuilding salmon SMUs differ from those for other species in the following
ways;:

e The complex structure of salmon stocks requires rebuilding strategies to account for specific
populations that may have lower productivities than the SMU average. One example is effective
differential harvest protection through proven time and area strategies to minimizeminimise
harvest impacts on low-abundance or less-productive populations.

o Reduced stock status may be caused by:

o The fishery, y i e i i
ta-the-formerin which WhICh case the rebundlng strategy is the respon5|b|I|ty of the flshery
management agency.

o Other human intervention such as habitat degradation or environmental change.

o If-inthelattertwo-cases; reduced stock status is caused by human intervention and the impact is
out of the management control of the fishery-(i.e—the-fisheryr-managementageney), the fishery
response should take into account the multipurpose nature of the use patterns in those waterways
{e-g=. For example, the fishery management agency should adjust management goals either up
or down to be appropriate to the new productivity of the systemy..

Scoring issue (c) — use of enhancement in stock rebuilding A
In scoring issue (c), use of enhancement in stock rebuilding, the team should consider the following:

 Routine use of artificial production to meet escapement goals as a rebuilding strategy-ceuld-be

described-as-simply-using-artificial-productionto-, and therefore mitigate “overfishing” and
maintain harvest rates that are not sustainable, and-therefore-would generally not meet the-SG60

guidepost.

e Habitat modification may be used occasionally used-to assist rebuilding.

Given that the focus of the MSC assessment is on the-wild steckstocks, there should be only limited
and temporary use of such methods to rebuild wild stocks, consistent with MSC guidance on scope
criteria for enhanced fisheries.

Under exceptional circumstances, use of hatchery production as a rebuilding strategy could be
targeted at a specific population within an SMU that is severely depleted and has not responded to
other significant management action. In the extreme case, this would include recovery hatchery
programs (see GSC2.9) designed to prevent the extirpation of severely depleted populations. It is
important that any population where artificial production is used as part of the rebuilding strategy is
neither targeted by the fishery nor exposed to non-targeted harvesting that substantially
redueeshinders rebuilding attempts. ta-the-case-where

When an artificial production strategy is used, #the team should be-censidered-asconsider it an
interim strategy of short, finite duration in order to address immediate demographic risks to the
population.

In such a case the team should:
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e Assess the circumstances driving the program-ane-.

e Verify that itthe program has been carefully designed to contribute to the long-term viability of the

depleted wild population.

Under these types of pregramsprogram, addressing demographic risks often resultresults in
unintentional interactions between cultured and wild fish that will exceed any routine interaction
benchmarks.

The rebuilding plan should:

e Justify the need te-usefor enhancement tools-{, if used),-.

e Evaluate the potential risk involved;-.

e Define the time-bound duration for supplementation-and-.

e Include monitoring and evaluation of the supplementation effort to assess the natural population

response in productivity, abundance, life history, and genetic diversity.

{Fhese-areThis is in compliance with the scope criteria for “Hatch-and-Catch”HAC fisheries as defined
in SAL)..

GSC2.31 A

In the default tree, PI 1.1.2 is triggered for any score below 80 in Pl 1.1.1. However, salmon fisheries
may score below 80 in Pl 1.1.1 fer-3-+reasens;-due to:

e Reduced abundance,-due-to

e Afailure to enumerate hatchery origin fish in spawning escapements, or

e A combination of beththe above.

P11.1.2 is only triggered when PI 1.1.1 scores below 80 due to a reduced stock status;.

PI11.1.2 is not triggered if the sub-80 score is due solely to a failure to enumerate artificially -produced
fish on the spawning grounds. In the-latterthis case, the team should add a condition sheuld-be-added
in PI 1.3.3.

GSC2.3.2 A

FhereThe team should behave a clear expectation of component population rebuilding except under
well-documented exceptional circumstances;. None should remain chronically depressed relative to
their biologically based limits or population-specific reference points-{, if estimated)-.

Evidence to verify that no fisheries are targeting or otherwise excessively harvesting populations that
are below their LRP during the rebuilding period would include the use of specific and effective
management strategies, to differentially avoid interception of those SMUs and depleted populations

while-condueting-otherfisheriesduring fishing. The rebuilding timeframes for individual populations
may exceed those for the SMU.

GSsC2.4 Harvest Strategy Pl (Pl 1.2:1)-.1)

GSC2.4.1 A

Activities that demonstrate fisheries managers-attemptmanagers’ attempts to minimise harvest on
weak populations include:
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» Fisheries are managed to achievemeet objectives at the SMU scale, but population-level units are
also defined for conservation and research purposes:.

e Population-specific reference points are established, and stock status against those benchmarks

is monitored when stock status problems are perceptible at the SMU level;-and.

SMUs are enacted. Generally, population-specific reference points have not replaced SMU
reference points-butharvesteontrelrules; however, the team can be-adaptedadapt HCRs to
account for component population status.

e When faced with stock-status problems, provisions linking population status with management of

o Differential harvest; for example, altering the time, location, or effort of the fishery.

GSC2.4.2 A
Proven management strategies designed to control exploitation rates on wild stocks include:

o Differential harvest of artificially produced fish at higher rates than wild fish;-and-.

e Ensuring wild harvest rates are consistent with meeting SMU TRPs (escapement goals) for wild

fish. This would include fish produced from spawning channels, which even if not marked, could
be subject to time and area management strategies to achieve differential harvest rates.

GSC2.5 Harvesteontrolrules  HCRs and tools Pl (P11.2.2) A

As a result of the stock structure of salmon, there will likely be a distribution of impacts across
populations.

TFeamsThe team should consider this in terms of:

e The population’s natural productivity-as-wel-as-.

e The differential harvesting from each population.

This may vary over time due-teas a result of changes in beth-natural processes-and, fishery activities,
or fishery management.

GSC2.52 A

Ia-the-event-thatitislt may not be possible to distinguish component populations while the fishery is
operating or to regulate catches of specific populations. If so, the team should evaluate whether
fishery managers attempt to utilizeuse differential harvest and selection pressure on fish with different
life-history traits-{, such as return timing and size/age at return}, which may vary among component
populations, in order to minimizeminimise impact on any one life history.

Further considerations may include:

e Demonstrated understanding that underlying component population structure exists and needs to
be conserved within the SMU:.

e The range in productivity levels of different component populations;.

e Expected variability in environmental conditions that could differentially affect population capacity

and productivity;-and.

fish, non-compliance with regulations by fishing vessels, and management error.

e Expected variability in meeting SMU goals due-tobecause of natural variation in catchability of
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GSC2.6 Information and monitoring PI (P1 1.2.3) A

In this PI, Assessment-teamsthe team should consider whether the information collected supports the
harvest strategy at the SMU level while also maintaining individual component populations.

Scoring issue (a) — comprehensive range of information A

“Comprehensive range” of information in SG100 can include-_information on:

e SMU structure.

e SMU production.
e Fleet composition.
e SMU abundance.

o UoA removals.

e Estimates of the impacts of fishery harvest on the SMU and the majority of wild component
populations.

e The environment.

GSC2.6.1 A
For-example,~Examples of “sufficient relevant infermation’information” (SG80) mightinclude:

e Evidence that the abundance of wild component populations has been maintained at levels and

spatial distributions that show persistence of the populations, as described from aerial and other

index survey counts of spawners-that-shew-persistence-of the-populations.

e Evidence that the management strategy has incorporated approaches that minimizeminimise

fishery impacts on weak wild populations, for example;-:

o Time/area closures to minimizeminimise harvests of weak populations, and/or

o Targeting and achieving the upper end of the TRP escapement range for the SMU as a

means to maintain populations with lower productivity.

o Explicit trade-off and risk analyses, such as that undertakenconducted for the Skeena River
Independent Science Review!4-(Walters-et-al-2008*%); which considers how the current
definition of SMU reference points and management strategies, combined with possible variability
in status and productivity of individual stock components, affects the status of individual
populations.

A ““‘comprehensive range’range” (SG100) of information would include more rigorous analyses, for
instance in addition to the above, stochastic simulations/risk analyses that also explicitly take into
account observation error and uncertainty reflected by deviations between management targets and
final end-of-season outcomes. An example of such analyses includesis the harvestecentrolrulesHCR
recently developed for Fraser River, British Columbia sockeye salmon'6-(Pestal-et-al-2012+*7%).. The
paper-expleredstudy explores alternative harvesteentrelrulesHCR/guidelines that can respond to
decreases in productivity.

114 Walters, C.J., Lichatowich, J.A., Peterman, R.M. and Reynolds, J.D. (2008) Report of the Skeena
Independent Science Review Panel. A report to the Canadian Department of Fisheries and Oceans and the
British Columbia Ministry of the Environment.

115 http:/iwww. psf.ca/sisrp.pdf

116 pestal, G., Huang, A-M., Cass, A., and the Fraser River Sockeye Spawning Initiative (FRSSI) Working Group.
(2012) Updated methods for assessing harvest rules for Fraser River Sockeye salmon (Oncorhynchus nerka).
Research Document 2011/133, Pacific Region, Canadian Science Advisory Secretariat.

117 pestal, G., A-M. Huang, A. Cass and the FRSSI Working Group. Updated methods for assessing harvest
rules for Fraser River Sockeye salmon (Oncorhynchus nerka). Research Document 2011/133, Pacific Region,
Canadian Science Advisory Secretariat.
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GSC2.7 Assessment of stock status PI (Pl 1.2.4) A

TFhe-assessment-ofWhen assessing stock status-includes-consideration-of, the team should consider
reference points. Reference points in salmon fisheries often differ from those of wholly marine
species.

While these reference points may not be expressed in terms of MSY neror PRI, the intent should be
consistent with Box GSA3Bex-GSA3- in guidance for the default tree.

Scoring issue (b) — assessment approach A

In this scoring issue-{b)-Assessmentapproach, reference points in salmon fisheries may take several
forms.

Targetreference-pointsTRPs are required to be consistent with maximum-sustainable-yield(MSY);, or

a proxy that reflects equal or lower risks to one or more component populations.

sustamable—we#d—éDF@m)-Examples of these are biological escapement goals (BEGS) or spawner

abundance required to achieve MSY (Swsv). Where such quantitative reference points cannot be
defined, the following guidance allows for proxies se-long-asprovided they are consistent with
maintaining high production.:

Targetreference-pointseTRPs may be expressed as escapement goals, target harvest rates, or
fishing mortality targets-:

o The goals may take the form of Bielogical-Escapement Goals{BEG),-Management
EscapementGoals{MEGBEGSs, management escapement goals (MEGSs), and sustainable
escapement goals (SEGSEGSs), along with conservation unit benchmarks, ameng-ethers:

Fhey-mayetc.

o The goals can be calculated using a variety of methods-such-as; for example, Ricker spawner
recruit analysis, yield analysis, spawning habitat capacity, or sustained yield analysis. Farget

o TRPs may be single points or ranges.

o Any method of analysis is acceptable as long as the goal is maintaining high production or
achieving a high probability of maintaining a substantial {e-g-—=>Bwsv}-population over the long
term—Examples-areprovided; for example, a population that is > Busy over the long term. See

examples in Table GSC2.

Limitreference-pointse LRPs are only sometimes explicitly defined in salmon fisheries and may take
the form of minimum stock size threshold, Sgen, or others as defined by management-{. See
examples in Table GSC2}..

Where a-limitreference-pointan LRP is not defined, a default limitreference-pointLRP should be an
escapement of at least 50% of the Smsy escapement goal, or some other proxy of high abundance as

described in (a)-abovel?-(Portley-and Geiger 2014424,

For escapement goals expressed as ranges, the team should consider:

e Whether the range is quantitatively derived;-and-.

118 http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm%3Fadfg%3Dsonar.escapementgoals

119 http://www.pac.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/publications/pdfs/wsp-eng.pdf

120 portley, N, and Geiger, H.J. (2014) Limit Reference Points for Pacific Salmon Fisheries, North American
Journal of Fisheries Management. 34:2, 401-410, DOI: 10.1080/02755947.2014.882453.

121 pPortley, N and Geiger, H.J. 2014. Limit Reference Points for Pacific Salmon Fisheries, North
American Journal of Fisheries Management. 34:2, 401-410, DOI: 10.1080/02755947.2014.882453.
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e The logic by which itthe range was established.

The-Assessment team should determine whether:

e The range will maintain the population around Swsy-ard-subseguenty-whether.

e The default LRP is more appropriately defined as:

o 50% of the lower bound of the range-the-lowerbeund-of the-range;or.

o 50% of the midpoint of the range.

Table GSC2 shows example target and Limit-Reference-PointsLRPs for salmon fisheries in selected
jurisdictions. This list is not all-inclusive-and. The team may use other reference points may-be-used
se-long-asif they are consistent with an annual percent harvest rate that achieves maximum

sestdpablegeld o snones sbupelepeee 0t LIS LIS Y OF SMsy.
Table GSC2: Example FargetTRPs and Limit-Reference-PointsLRPs for salmon fisheries in

selected jurisdictions

Management
region

1-Alaska

Existing

FhreeAny of these 3
types of escapement
gealsgoal, expressed in
numbers of fish-all-are,
can potentially
useablebe used based
on the data available
and the method-used:

e Biological

escapement goals

e Sustainable

escapement goals

e Optimal

escapement goals

Existing

Minimum stock size
thresholds {for stocks
harvested by the
Southeast Alaska troll
fishery):: 50% of the
escapement goal’s
lower bound with the
exception of those
Chinook salmon
escapement goals that
have been reviewed
by the Pacific Salmon
Commission’s
Chinook Technical
Committee-{. For
these stocks-, the
minimum threshold
amounts to 50% of the
midpoint between the
escapement goal
upper and lower
boundsy-.

Suggested proxy limit
reference points when
LRPs are not
established by
management

50% of the escapement
goal Swsy point estimate.
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Management
region

2-British Columbia

MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0

Existing

Various escapement
goals, expressed in
numbers of fish, and
specific to particulal
fisheries-ineluding::
e Management

escapement goals

escapement
goals
minimume Interim
escapement goals.

e Minimum
escapement goals.

e Escapement goals.
*  Sim: 85% of the

escapement that
produces MSY - for

Chinookj.

Existing

e Sgen{, currently
integrated into the
harvest-control
rulesHCRs for the
Barkley Sound,
B.C. fishery, and
foreseen in other
fisheries-in-the

e Total allowable
mortality rule
eutoffs{cut-offs
for Fraser River,
B.C. sockeye).

e Tyee test fishery
escapement eutoff
{cut-off for Skeena
River, B.C.

sockeye).

Suggested proxy limit
reference points when
LRPs are not
established by

management

. Sgen{,_if a
benchmarking result
is available).

o 50% of the

escapement goal
Swsy point estimate.

numbers of fish and
specific to particular
fisheries, including:

e Escapement goals.

thresholdse
Thresholds.

e Upper management.

50% of escapement
goals, but with some
exceptions described
in Amendment 16 of
the West Coast
Salmon Management
Plan)..

3-Russia Escapement goals-(, None defined. 35--50% filled habitat
generally expressed in capacity.
terms of habitat
capacity;+e-: 70-—100%
filled habitat capacity).
4-Pacific Various escapement Minimum stock size 50% of the escapement
Northwest goals expressed in thresholds{, generally | goal Swsy point estimate.

Scoring issue (f) — stocks with lower productivity A

At SG80 and SG100, stocks with lower productivity are those with a higher conservation risk.

Scoring issue (g) — definition of stock management units A {SMUs)

In this scoring issue-<{g)Definition-of Stock-Management-Units{SMUs);, the team should consider the
following issues-could-be-considered-relevant-at SG60:
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* Knowledge of the physical habitat-{, such as lakes; and rivers, ete-}-and the wild populations that

inhabit them-and;.

e Arationale for choosing those populations as the basis for an SMU, taking into account the

objective of maintaining diversity and productivity of component populations.
Additional information is expected at SG80-such-as, including:

e ldentification and description of wild populations;.

e Description of which wild populations have management goals;.

e Description of which wild populations are monitored-and;.

e Rationale for the choice of wild populations having goals and monitoring, in+espect-ofbased on

their representativeness of the complete range of productivity and diversity amongst populations
in the SMU.

GSC2.7.1 A

The team should assess the adequacy of SMU reference points for SMUs with higher numbers of
populations, which are eharacterizedcharacterised by substantial population diversity and varying
productivities, as compared to simpler and more homogeneous SMUs.

e Ifthe SMU is composed of a single population, then-the concepts of single-stock management

apply, and the reference points of the SMU should apply to the population.
e If the SMU is composed of multiple populations, then-the team may define establishment of

reference points may-be-defined-as an aggregate for the components. However, the team should
verify that aggregate reference points and management strategies for the SMU sheuld-ensure
that the wild production components are maintained at a level that ensures a high probability of

their persistence over time.

GSC2.7.1.1 A

For salmon fisheries that are influenced by artificial production, the team should:

e Base reference points should-be-based-only on natural-origin-{, wild} fish. Evaluation-of

e When evaluating reference points-foer-enhanced-fisheries-should, consider the potential for
artificially produced fish to confound evaluation. The-assessmentteam-should-consider

e Consider the relative abundance of artificially produced versus wild salmon:-_(both presence and
abundance of artificially produced fish in the fishery and on the spawning grounds-—Forsuch

The intent of management should be to maintain high production of the wild SMU and productivity of
component populations to the extent te-whichthat the natural environment will allow.

GSC2.7.2 A

Within a watershed, geographic proximity and habitat type are predictors of correlations in abundance
of component pepulation-populations??.

Therefore, indicator populations should:

122 Stewart, I. J., Hilborn, R., and Quinn, T. P. (2003) Coherence of observed adult sockeye salmon abundance
within and among spawning habitats in the Kvichak River watershed. Alaska Fishery Research Bulletin 10:28—41.
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e Be distributed geographically throughout the SMU.

e Contain representative numbers of various spawning habitat types found within the watershed

‘

‘e “Some evidence of coherence’coherence” at the SG80 level to be a mean pairwise correlation

of at least 0.4;-and.
‘e “Well eorrelated’correlated” at the SG100 level to be a mean pairwise correlation of at least 0.6

or by means-with-similar eutcome-andintentmeans that determine the same level of certainty.

GSC2.7.3 A

A well-defined SMU is one that managers can directly-influence_directly through management actions
and harvest controls, which implies an understanding of how changes to harvest patterns impact
escapement.

i As an SMU is typically defined to aggregate
populations for the purpose of defining a management objective for practical fishery decision-making),
inclusion of populations within an SMU should be based on sharing, to some extent, similar
characteristics; such as:

e Run timings.

e Common region of origin;.

e Genetic characteristics;.

e Coastal migration patterns (i-e-—exposure to interception fisheries);).

e Population productivities;-and.

e Exposure to environmental conditions that affect annual survival rates.

GSC2.7.3.1 A

Enhancement increases the chance of overharvesting the less-abundant and/or less-productive
salmon stocks that migrate through fishing areas at the same time as the artificially -produced fish.

The team should assess whether wild and artificially influenced components are clearly distinguished:

e Indefining SMUs-and-.

e When evaluating their adequacy to support establishment of reference points and management

strategies.

In the special case of side-channel enhancement facilities, in order to estimate SMU status, it is
important to identify the overall channel and wild stock contributions to catch and escapement. Fhese

estimates-might-be-based-onThe team can assess these contributions in a number of ways:

e Using run-reconstruction techniques-(e-g-; for example, back calculating relative contributions of
component populations at various prior times and areas based on relative spawning escapement

abundances)-Assessment-might-alse-include.

e By periodic evaluation of juveniles produced from the channels in relation to the number of adults
spawning.
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e In some cases, depending on the population differences within a river system, it-might-be-possible
by estimating the contribution of spawning channel fish by use of genetic stock-

identification techniques. The-assessment-team-may-alse-consider

e By considering how similar the channel environmental conditions are relative to the natural
environmental conditions-{i-e=; for example, by looking at flow, temperature, complexity,
competitors, and predators;-ete-)-.

GSC2.8 General guidanee-to-requirements for enhancement Pls A

Table GSCG:GSC3: Enhancement terms and definitions

Term | Definition

Habitat enhancement May take the form of spawning channels, lake
fertilizationfertilisation, predator removal,
artificial gravel beds, etc.

‘Integrated“Integrated” hatchery production This is typically used for supplementation and
recovery-type programs.

pHOSHatchery-origin fish contributing to the These fish may be strays or may be the result of

natural spawning population (pHOS) returns of hatchery fish that were intended.

r

‘Segregated“Segregated” hatchery production This type is typically used for harvest
augmentation hatcheries.

GSC2.9 Enhancement outcomes Pl (Pl 1.3.1) A

Potential negative impacts may include:

e Outbreeding depression due to translocation of dissimilar brood stock into locally -adapted

populations;.

e Inbreeding depression or loss of native genetic diversity due to directed or inadvertent hatchery

selection or domestication;.

e Excessive impact on wild fish for hatchery broodstock:.

e Reduced natural juvenile survival due to predation, competition, and other ecological interactions;.

e Increased natural adult pre-spawn mortality due to handling and migration delays resulting from

effects of weirs:.

e Changes in spawning distribution due to weir effects resulting in reduced reproductive success;.

e Increased prevalence and impacts of disease,and.

e Reduction in smolts per spawner due to increased density-dependent effects.
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The risks {of these impacts, including probabilities as well as magnitudes of various negative effects)

of these-impacts, are a function of:

e Adult broodstock collection sources and their level of influence from natural populations:.

e Hatchery mating, incubation, and rearing practices;.

e Juvenile release numbers, life stage at release, size, acclimation, and geographical distribution;

and.

e Straying of returning adults-{: hatchery fish to natural spawning grounds and natural-origin fish
used for hatchery broodstock)-.

Scoring issue (a) — enhancement impacts A

In scoring issue (a), the CAB may consider the following situations;:

e Insystems subject to low levels of artificial production, the comprehensiveness of the studies
required for the team to judge that outcomes are likely being met can be considerably less than in
cases with substantial artificial production programsprogrammes. Low-level systems of artificial

production will be characterised byteralia the following, although this not an exhaustive list:

o The proportion of hatchery releases or production of juveniles from artificial habitat compared
to total artificially produced and wild production in a unit of certification is relatively small{<, <
10%Y;%.

o The management system has implemented measures and strategies that are known to be
effective at limiting the level and spatial extent of straying-ané.

o Unique wild populations are netlikelyunlikely to interact with hatchery fish spawning naturally.

e Recovery hatchery programs {are atrtificial production programs designed for the specific
conservation purpose of preventing the extirpation of severely depressed populations). These are
generally subject to more stringent design characteristics and performance benchmarks than
other hatchery programs. The goal of a recovery hatchery is typically to increase the number of
naturally spawning adults in the population. Consequently, the standard default assumptions
{(Box GSC1 below) do not apply. Recovery hatchery programs:

o Are implemented only after targeted commercial fishing on
the population has been eliminated or severely restricted. Fhese-programs

o Are temporary-in-nature-and-.

o Areintended to supplement depressed natural populations or provide fish for artificial
recolonisation of streams that have experienced local or brood-year extinctions, to maintain
genetic diversity within and among stocks, and to conserve valuable or rare genes and

genotypes. Fhey
o May, or may not, rely on captive broodstock to accomplish these goals. Recevery-hatcheries

o Attempt to minimizeminimise or eliminate negative effects common to fish culture, resulting in
as close to wild fish as possible-{primary-successeriteria-are-increased-abundanceof

a. Increased abundance of spawners and/or outmigrants.

a. Increased abundance of natural origin spawners.

=3

Maintained or increased long-term fitness: productivity and life history.

Lowered chance of extinction.

d. Recolonisation of a self-sustaining population.
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e. Brood-year reconstruction, while avoiding negative hatchery impacts as much as
possible.

e Spawning channels differ from hatchery programs but theythe team should be-scoredscore
them in a similar way.

In these systems, the entire natural reproduction life cycle occurs in a natural habitat, with the main
artificial production interventions being enhanced spawning gravel habitat and controlled channel
flows. Once fish enter the spawning channel, all reproduction processes-(e-g-;, such as mate
selection, redd building, |ncubat|on and any rearlng)l occur Wlthout human |ntervent|on%pawnmg

A A gtoBo Because
the consequences of straylng of adult returns Would typlcally not present the same concerns as
hatchenes 3 W pulati W

the team should not assess the potentlal

impacts of spawning channels according to Box GSC1 if the channel:

ine Is |so|ated from other spawning

populations genetically dissimilar to the population being enhanced in the spawning channel, or

e Exactly or very closely mimics the natural environment.

However, when assessing the likelihood that the spawning channel operation could be having a
significant impact on genetic and life-history diversity of wild populations, the team should consider
the size of the programme and similarity with nearby populations, based on expected straying
distances.

GSC2.9.1.1 A

“Relevant studies’studies” may include, but are not limited to,-:
e Studies on the same species as the UoA;-.

e Studies in the same or similar geographic area;—and/or.

e Studies in the same or similar habitat.

GSC2.9.1.2 A
Box GSC1 presents default acceptable impact guidelines for artificial production.

The guidance in Box GSC1 establishes default criteria for evaluating whether the proportions of
pHOS and propertien-of wild populations/spawning areas being affected by artificial production are
“likely” to have significant negative impacts on wild stocks. If other system-specific benchmarks have
been adopted by the fishery management system, the team should evaluate their appropriateness in
terms-of-delivering similar levels of performance to those in Box GSC1-{see-belew)..

Box GSC1 was developed fellewingfrom specific “best practice” considerations and science
developed from fitness modelling and empirical studies of yearling smolts released from the-riverine
species such as Chinook, coho, and steelhead hatcheries'?-{e.g--Ferd 2002, Grant- 1997 Paguet-et
al2011)..

123 Ford, M.J. (2002) Selection in captivity during supportive breeding may reduce fitness in the wild.
Conservation Biology 16:815-825.

Grant, S.W. (ed). (1997) Genetic effects of straying of non-native fish hatchery fish into natural populations:
proceedings of the workshop. U.S. Dep. Commer., NOAA Tech Memo. NMFS-NWFSC-30. (In particular, see
‘Conclusions of Panel’, 140-157.

Paquet, P.J., Flagg, T., Appleby, A., Barr, J., Blankenship, L., Campton, D., Delarm, M., Evelyn, T., Fast, D.,
Gislason, J., Kline, P., Maynard, D., Mobrand, L., Nandor, G., Seidel P., and Smith, S. (2011) Hatcheries,
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Specific studies on chum and pink salmon are rare, but the Recovery Implementation Science
Team!?*(RIST-2009-*%%) concluded that hatchery strategies that involve release of fish at earlier life
stages probably lead to smaller genetic changes than strategies that involve release of fish at later life
stages. It may therefore be reasonable to modify pHOS criteria for pink and chum salmon because
their hatchery rearing is the shortest-ef-all-species.. While the magnitude of relaxation will be situation-
specific, assessment-teamsthe team should provide rationale to support theirits decisions.

HIf the CAB considers additional evidence from species-specific studies is-considered-by-the-CAB-to
be more relevant to a specific situation-a-reasened-argument, it should provide justification for
adjustinghaving adjusted the default impact guidelines-should-be-made.

Box GSC:GSC1: Default acceptable impact guidelines for artificial production

The intent of this guidance is to help ensure that the majority of genetic diversity and productive
capacity of the SMU is protected from the risks of enhancement activities in freshwater production
areas. The guidelines in-the-Bexbelow are primarily derived from studies on Chinook, coho,
sockeye, and steelhead. The team may relax impact guidelines from these levels for pink and chum
may-be-relaxed-from-these-levels with sufficient justification (see above).

Atthe-eSGE0Hevel
For SG60
e Regardless of hatchery production strategy, pHOS at the level of the population should be

negligible (< 1%) in greatermore than-(=} 50% of populations, and these populations should be
representative of the productivity and genetic diversity of populations within an SMU.

e pHOS at the level of the SMU should be:

o No more than 10% for segregated hatchery programs;-such-that. Individual population
pHOS values above 10% would be expected to occur only in areas in closer proximity to
hatchery facilities, where values might be affected by smaller wild spawning populations
that are not important potential contributors to the wild diversity or productive capacity of

the SMU.

o No more than 33% for integrated hatchery programs.

e The level of enhancement in the remaining populations is unspecified at SG60.

At-theFor SG80 levet
Further pHOS at the level of the SMU should be:

e For segregated hatchery programs:

o No more than 5%:%.

o For integrated hatchery programs-{Fhese-limits-are-presented-graphically-in)::

o Where pNOB-<-5%;-the proportion of natural-origin, wild fish contributing to the hatchery
broodstock (pNOB) is no more than 5%%.

o Equal or less than pNOB, where 10% > pNOB > 5%%.

o No more than 10% for programs where pNOB is less-than< 20%:%.

o No more than 0.5 x pNOB for programs operating between 20% and 40% pNOB:.
o No more than 20% for programs operating at pNOB > 40%.

conservation, and sustainable fisheries—achieving multiple goals: results of the Hatchery Scientific Review
Group's Columbia River basin review. Fisheries 36:11, 547-561.

124 RIST (2009) Hatchery reform science: a review of some applications of science to hatchery reform issues.
125 RIST, 2009 http://www.nwfsc.noaa.gov/trt/trt_documents/RIST_RME_Review_2009_09_16_09_cor.pdf
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Figure-GSCE2 belowThe limits for integrated hatchery programs are presented graphically in Figure
GSCa2.

Figure GSC2 depicts the maximum allowable average propertion-of-hatchery-origin-fish-in-natural
spawning-pepulations{pHOS) within an SMU at SG80, in relation to the propertion-ef-natural-origin
{wild)-fish-contributing-to-the-hatchery-broedstoek{pNOB).pNOB. These guidelines are based
primarily on studies of riverine species such as Chinook, coho, and steelhead. FheyThe team may
be-medifiedmodify these guidelines for pink and chum salmon, and for other species, with sufficient
reasoned-argument-and justification.

0.25 ¢
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Maximum allowable pHOS for
overall SMU at SG80
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Figure GSC2: Maximum allowable pHOS for overall SMU at SG80
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At the SG100 level
pHOS should be regligible{<< 1%)% in all populations in an SMU.
Further guidance in application of Box GSC1:

Wheree If there are both segregated and integrated hatchery fish spawning naturally within the
SMU, the assessment-team should consider the limits above in theirits assessment.

Wheree [f there are hatchery-origin spawners on the spawning grounds of the SMU under
assessment that originate from outside this SMU, the SMU-underassessment-theyteam
should be-assessed-atassess them using the segregated criteria limits above. Strays from
outside the SMU present a greater genetic risk than those originating within the SMU and are
therefore only permitted at lower limits.

GSC2.9.1.3 A

In-the-eventthatlf there are no scientific studies available and no information or estimates of pHOS
ner-pBNOB-existor pNOB, the team should carefully consider the potential impact based on:

e The magnitude of hatchery origin fish released, or

e The percentage of hatchery fish in the harvest of the SMU.

Scoring should be precautionary;-and. The team should provide sufficient justification previded-as to
why the magnitude or percentage of hatchery fish is “likely” to have a small impact with minimal
hatchery origin fish reaching the spawning grounds (i.e--. a small pHOS). Facters-thatThe team might
beconsidered-nelude-consider:

e Whether the hatchery type is an integrated or segregated hatchery program;-.
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e Whether there is differential harvesting to avoid hatchery fish en-appearing on the spawning
grounds;-.

e The location of the hatchery;-.
e Therelease site;and-.
e Where the fish are eventually harvested,and-.

e Whether the management agency remeveremoves hatchery fish prior to accessing the spawning
grounds.

GSC2.10 Enhancement management PI (Pl 1.3.2)

Scoring issue (a) — management strategy in place A

‘ f s s

To achieve the SG80 outcome, the

For scoring-issue (a), ‘Management strategy-in-place’; in-achievingTo achieve
team should reasonably expect the management system would-reasonably-be-expected-to design
and manage its hatchery-program outcomes with an understanding of:

e The wild population structure-ane-.

e Characteristics that its hatchery programs could be expected to affect;-as-well-as-the-development
of some.

The management system should also develop basic hatchery management objectives with respect to
limits on impacts within this context. {-ceuldThe team should consider-interalia;:

e Identification and description of populations within the SMU:.

e The level and spatial distribution of genetic and life-history diversity-{e-g-; for example, run timing,
spawning timing, age structure, juvenile life-history forms, and other unique phenotypic traits);.

e Populations with unique characteristics;.
e The relative abundance of wild populations-{: magnitude; and spatial distribution);.

o Expected spatial distribution and magnitude of natural spawning of hatchery returns in relation to
wild population abundance and diversity;-and.

e Objectives/Intent for limiting the magnitude and spatial distribution of pHOS consistent with
protecting the diversity and productive capacity of the SMU and its component wild populations.

GSC2.10.1 A

Adlikelihood-of minimizingThe team should expect the use and evaluation of proven artificial
production and harvest management strategies to help minimise the numbers and proportions of

hatchery fish |nterbreed|ng Wlth Wlld flsh in natural spawnlng areasmeew@w%esufxpened—b%ﬂw

-. Common

examples typlcally |nc|ude

e Siting of hatchery facilities in areas that are isolated from areas of high wild salmon abundance
and diversity for the species being produced;.

e Ensuring release at sites and with strategies that are likely to maximizemaximise imprinting and
homing;.

e ldentifying high-value watersheds where hatcheries are not used;.

e Fishing strategies that result in differential harvest rates between hatchery and wild fish to beth
limit straying and ensure sustainable wild harvest rates;.
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e Marking hatchery fish releases so that the distribution and composition of hatchery and wild fish
can be monitored in fisheries, spawning grounds, and in hatchery broodstock;.

e Active exclusion of marked hatchery fish from spawning in the wild through management of
passage through weirs;.

e Scaling hatchery release numbers to a level that is consistent with not exceeding hatchery stray
benchmarks in concert with other strategies.

GscC2.11 Enhancement information PI (Pl 1.3.3) A

Marklng and monitoring
programs WI|| be partlcularly relevant to evaluations of suffl(:|ency for thls |nd|cator The reason for this

amount of fry emigrating from these habitats-are-expected-to-be, is monitored annuaIIy to help gauge
the potential impact on wild populations.

Scoring issue (a) — information adequacy A

Ate For SG60—, the team should interpret “some relevant irformation-should-be
interpretedinformation” to mean that some artificially produced fish carry
receghizablerecognisable marks-{e-g-, such as fin clips, coded-wire tags, otolith marks, parent-
based tagging (PBT)), or thermal marks)-such-that. These should enable the team to make
approximate estimates ean-be-made-of contributions of hatchery salmon to harvests, hatchery
broodstocks, and spawning populations.

o ltis reasonable to expect these contribution estimates are either-being made or can beenbe
reasonably inferred from an understanding of the dynamics of the fishery and enhancement
programs, including from an existing understanding of size, location, and general release-to-
adult contribution rates.

Ate For SG80:, the team should interpret “sufficient relevant qualitative and quantitative
infermation-sheould-be-interpretedinformation” to mean a large representative fraction of
artificially produced fish-carry recegnizablerecognisable marks-{e-g-;, such as fin clips, coded-wire
tags, otolith marks, parent-based-tagging-(PBT), or thermal marks), to accurately estimate
contributions of hatchery salmon to harvests, hatchery broodstocks, spawning populations, and
escapes. For large hatchery programs this may be up to 100%. A

o Itis reasonable expectation-isto expect that these estimates are currently being made via
data collected through associated harvest, hatchery, and escapement monitoring programs at
a level of precision and accuracy necessary to support the harvest management strategy. As
the levels of hatchery-origin spawners approach the limits stated in Box GSC1Bex-GSC1;, the
necessary sampling frequency increases to achieve the required accuracy of estimates of
pHOS. The team should supplement direct estimates are-supplemented-bywith other
analytical methods.

Ate For For SGlOO— the team should interpret “comprehensive range of relevant quantitative
information” to mean that all artificially produced fish,
regardless of program size, carry marks-{e-g-, such as fin clips, coded-wire tags, otolith marks,
PBT), or thermal marks), allowing highly accurate and precise estimates of
hatchery salmon to harvests, hatchery broodstocks, spawning populations-and-escapes—A
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o__ltis reasonable to expect that these estimates of hatchery and wild contributions are currently

made through associated harvest, hatchery, and escapement monitoring programs, at a scale
and intensity of temporal and spatial coverage that provides comprehensive information and

understanding.
e “Total escapement” in SG60, SG80, and SG100 should be interpreted to mean both wild and
enhanced.
GSC2.11.1 A

The team should expect artificially produced fish are-expected-to be marked; and monitored in catch
and escapement, in sufficient quantities in-erderto enable the fishery to define targetreference
pointsTRPs for wild salmon populations and SMUs-{(e-g--escapement-goals);, implement harvest
strategies, and evaluate levels of interaction between hatchery and wild fish on spawning grounds.
Requirement of this information is implicit within the evaluation of stock status and reference points,
which do not include artificially produced salmon.

Hewever-the-explicitseoring-efOnly enhancement information should enly-be explicitly scored in this
PI.

GSC2.11.:42 A
The marking requirements described above in-the-guidance-on-speeific-scoring-issues-do not routinely

apply to fish produced from artificial spawning channels, because-the-same;

e The monitoring and information tools generallyavailable for hatcheries are not available for

spawning channels-as-compared-to-hatcheries.

e The absence of confined hatchery methods for incubation and rearing within a spawning channel
limits the practical marking tools available. Nevertheless-in-situations

However, where there is an increased likelihood of interactions between spawning channel strays and

dissimilar wild populations in areas of potential interaction, there-would-be-an-expectationthe team
should expect that the management system would assess those risks via:

e Visual marking of juveniles at emigration from the weir, or perhaps-via-the-use-of

e Genetic marking techniques.

The need for such information and monitoring would be greater where:

e The conditions of spawning channels differ greatly from the natural environment, or where

e The magnitude of adult production originating from the spawning channel exceeds the natural
production of wild populations with which the spawning channel fish might interact.
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GSC3 Principle 2

GSC3.13 Habitats outcome PI (Pl 2.43.1)

Scoring issue (dc) — impacts due to enhancement activities within the UoA A

In_this scoring issue-(e),-tmpacts-due-to-ephancement, the team should consider the following as
examples to demonstrate that hatchery facilities are “highly unlikely” to have adverse impacts at the
SG80 level:

e Facility design, construction, and operations limit effects on the riparian corridor and are

consistent with fluvial geomorphology principles-{; for instanee;example, they avoid bank erosion
or undesired channel modification}..

e Water withdrawals and in-stream water diversion structures for artificial production facility
operation do not:

o Prevent access to natural spawning areass-.

o Affect spawning behaviour of natural populations;-e+impact.

o Impact the juvenile-rearing environment.

For instaneeexample, in-stream flows between diversion and discharge return points, as well as
further flow impacts downstream, are not significantly diminished.

e Effluents from artificial production facilities conform with accepted or required levels that do not
detrimentally affect natural populations.

e Weir/trap operations used to collect hatchery broodstock do not:

o Prevent access to natural spawning areas;-do-not-.

o Affect spawning behaviour or success of wild fish,-and-do-net-.
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o Result in significant stress, injury, or mortality in natural spawners.

e Arecord of compliance with applicable environmental laws that are designed to protect natural

populations and habitats from potential adverse impacts of artificial production program operation.

GSC3.13.1.c A

For example, physical features, spawning and rearing flows, and water temperatures.

GSC3.13.2.1 A

Habitat modifications due to salmon enhancement activities can include-beth-;

e Physical changes to the river course-{e-g-;, such as spawning channels),-.

e Changes to water quality due to hatchery discharge;-anéd-.

e The use of a range of man-made structures associated with the rearing habitat.
Examples of adverse impacts include:

e Delay in reaching spawning grounds that reduces spawning success;.

* Blockage of access to spawning habitat from weirs used for hatchery broodstock collection;.

e Dewatering of downstream water channels used for spawning and rearing;.

e Increased water temperature from human activities sueh-that increases fish mortality rate

Hereases.

e Improper screening of water-intake systems that cause mortality or entrainment of wild fish,-and.

e Discharge of effluents or pollutants contrary to water quality standards.

GSC3.14 Habitats management strategy Pl (Pl 2.43.2) A

Enhancement facilities typically operate under a wide set of environmental regulations and review
requirements with respect to their potential impacts on aquatic habitat, such as-use-ef-drugs,fish

e Use of drugs.
e Fish-passage requirements.

e Water-discharge permits.

e Water-withdrawal authorisation.

The team should examine evidence to determine whether these requirements are in place and are
being met as part of the overall strategy for meeting the habitat status outcome.

Scoring issue (b) — management strateqy effectiveness A

For scoring issue (b) at the SG60 level, some examples of “plausible argument” are general
experience, theory, or comparison with similar UoAs or habitats.
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GSC3.14.1 A

Physical features, spawning and rearing flows, and water temperatures can be affected by
enhancement activities.

The team should expect to see management strategies that seek to achievemeet the typical
outcomes in GSC3.13.

Examples of such strategies could include:

e Facility design or maintenance plans and construction permit applications that specifically

consider and avoid known impacts:.

* Routine-(e-g--daily}, reqular inspections;; maintenance and assessment activities of physical
parameters such as flows, screen, and weir operations; and a record of taking actions in response
to these activities;.

e Implementation of withdrawal permit operating requirements-are-being-implemented;and. Or, if
the system does not operate under a formal permitting system, similar operating criteria are being
applied;.

e Implementation of regular fish-passage procedures based on explicit hatchery objectives-te,
which pass naturally spawning fish above any hatchery weir te-enable-sustainingand sustain
natural production consistent with available habitat capacity;.

e Implementation of fish-handling protocol, and staff provided with associated training/guidelines;;
for instanceexample, to ensure that captured adult wild fish are not injured and that upstream
migration delays are minimized;minimised.

e Active implementation and maintenance of water quality management strategies to meet effluent

discharge requirements;.

Annual or periodic reports that demonstrate review and mitigation actions for any such impacts_can be
used to confirm that these strategies are being utilised.

Enhanced salmon fishery interventions may also include-lake-fertilization:
e Lake fertilisation to enhance natural food production;-ané-.
e Removal of predators or competitors to maximizemaximise early-stage salmon survival.

The team should evaluate these impacts should-be-evaluated-in-accordance-withas per Pl 2.54.1.

GSC3.15 Habitats information Pl (Pl 2.43.3)

GSC3.15.1 A
Examples-efThe team may expect information that-may-be-expected-for-on enhancement activities to

include:

e The proportion of diversion of total stream flow between intake and outfall water;.

e Withdrawals compared to applicable passage criteria and to juvenile-screening criteria;.

o Discharge water quality monitoring data required by, or equivalent to, any environmental permit

provisions;.

e Water flow and temperature data above the hatchery intake and below the discharge;.

e Logs of periodic inspection above any hatchery weirs to ensure the passage of fish upstream is

not being impeded;.
e The number of adult fish aggregating and/or spawning immediately below water-intake
peinatpoints, compared to the number of adult fish passing water intake peint:points.

e Records of any fish mortalities or injuries eceurring-of fish or other aquatic resources in the

hatchery weir/traps, and in the natural habitat near {or within a zone of influence) of the hatchery.

Document: MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0 Page 204
Date of publication: 26 October 2022 © Marine Stewardship Council 2022



MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0

GSC3.16 Ecosystem outcome PI (Pl 2.54.1)

Scoring issue (b) — impacts due to enhancement A
In this scoring issue-(b}tmpacts-due-to-enhancement, the team should consider:

e The scale and size of the programs being assessed as part of creating a general risk framework

alongside-.

e Objective evidence for negative interactions, or lack of negative interactions.

In this context, the team may consider the fellewing-factors:

Fhe-magnitude of releases and returns of artificially produced fish in the area being assessed,
compared to the wild production from the same area.

Ia-situations-wherelf artificially -produced fish constitute a significant proportion of either juveniles or

returning adults to an area, the team should require a higher level of evidence sheuld-be-reguired-to
make a judgment about likelihood-, taking into account:

salmon.
e The level of total species production in the UoA compared to historic levels-while-alse-considering

e The likelihood that hatchery releases coincide in space and time with the presence of juvenile wild

e Potential changes in current habitat conditions and natural reproduction capacity compared to

thesehistoric levels.

e Indicators of any density-dependent processes that could potentially be related to the

enhancement program-by-virtue-ef-, because they are known temperal-and-spatialto overlap in
space and time with species or stocks that are exhibiting demonstrated changes in population
dynamics.

GSC3.16.1 A

The team should consider interactions at any life stage in both freshwater and marine habitats.
) :

The team should be-given-toconsider the ecosystem impacts of enhancement activities across the
entire geographic range of the salmon populations.
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GSC3.16.2 A

Disease transmission and predation/competition are differentissue-areas-that-haveissues requiring
very different levels of active management and information, monitoring and compliance requirements,
and capacities.

The team should assess the degree of likelihood that enhancement activities have minimal negative
effect on the productive capacity of wild salmon and other aquatic populations as a result of predation
and competition for resources, such as prey or spawning habitat.

GSC3.17 Ecosystem management perfermance-indicator-Pl (Pl 2.54.2) A

Current “best practice” for disease management in enhancement facilities reflectsinvolves a very
rigorous monitoring and adaptive management system using well-established policies, guidelines,
performance indicators, benchmarks, and procedures, which are designed to carefully protect
hatchery and natural fish populations from the importation, dissemination, and amplification of fish
pathogens and disease conditions.

The team should assess and verify the degree to which the hatchery management system is
implementing an approved, proven protocol in a manner that ensures the likelihood of meeting these
objectives and related outcome for Pl 2.54.1.

Scoring issue (b) — “plausible argument” A

Examples of “plausible argument” used in scoring issue (b) may include general experience, theory,
or comparison with similar UoAs/ecosystems.

Scoring issue (d) — management of enhancement activities A
In this scoring issue-<{e}—Managementof-enhancementactivities’, the team should deveteparticular

attention-tefocus on management of potential impacts of the release of fish from large-scale artificial
production operation; in particular, the strategies for avoiding adverse competition and predation
effects on the receiving ecosystems, including-inter—:

e Inter-species and intra-species competition, both inshore and offshore;-including-.

e Issues of carrying capacity.

GSC3.17.1 A

eﬁdﬁeaseuandreempe{men#predaﬂen—%exampl&Manaqement measures could include practlces

that minimizeminimise overlap in time and space between hatchery releases and the wild component

could be implemented.
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Examples:
Examples of strategies for minimizingminimising ecological risk include:

e Methods to minimizeminimise disease transmission.

e Hatchery programs scaled to fit carrying capacity of the watershed or basin.

e Coordination with other hatcheries to limit releases at a regional scale-(i.e--; for example, the

North Pacific, Columbia Basin, or major sub-basins).

e Releasing only smolts that will promptly out-migrate, unless the release of other life stages is

part of a specific biological objective.

e The use of acclimation ponds and volitional releases as a means to minimizeminimise residual

fish and straying of returning adults.

e Careful timing of releases; e-g-for example, release of predatory hatchery fish after wild salmon

reachreaches large enough sizes to avoid being consumed.

e Careful consideration of both the timing and magnitude of releases because high concentration
of hatchery fish in time and space may attract predators;-but and may-alse have an offsetting

e "

effect to some unknown extent by ““‘swamping®’ the predators with so marymuch prey that the

percent mortality on wild fish is also reduced.

e Rigorous marking and monitoring of hatchery fish and adaptive management.

GSC3.18 Ecosystem information Pl (Pl 2.54.3)

GSC3.18.1 A

With-respeetto-For hatchery operations, relevantinformation-to-understand-the team may use the
following to enable its understanding of the impacts on the receiving ecosystem-may-inctude:

thecollection-of-e Information on environmental health conditions;-.

e Culture and general health histories;.

e Information on pathogen detection collected at a relevant level of accuracy-and-ceverage

throughoutthe.

e Information covering the complete artificial production cycle consistent with requirements of
implementing the disease management strategy.

e Information on the distribution and size of artificially produced and wild fish at various life-cycle
stages in freshwater and marine areas-that-may-be-used, to identify the times and areas where
artificially produced fish could compete with or prey upon wild fish of the same species or with
other aquatic species;-with. These potential interactions_need to be understood at a level of detail
relevant to the scale and size of the enhancement programs.
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126 Walters, C.J. and S.D. Martell. 2004. Fisheries Ecology and Management. Princeton University Press,
Princeton, N.J., 399 pp.

127 Sainsbury K.J., A.E. Punt, A.D.M. Smith. 2000. Design of operational management strategies for achieving
fishery ecosystem objectives. ICES Journal of Marine Science 57: 731-741.

128 Walters, C.J. 1986. Adaptive Management of Renewable Resources. MacMillan, New York, 374 pp.

129 Collie, J.S., R.M. Peterman, and B.M. Zuehlke. 2012. A fisheries risk-assessment framework to evaluate
trade-offs among management options in the presence of time-varying productivity. Canadian Journal of
Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences. 69(2):209-223, plus supplement.
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End of Annex SC Guidance

Document: MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0 Page 211
Date of publication: 26 October 2022 © Marine Stewardship Council 2022



MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0

Document: MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0 Page 212
Date of publication: 26 October 2022 © Marine Stewardship Council 2022



MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0

Section GSD: Introduced species-Based-Fisheries (1SBF)}—
Guidance-based fisheries A

Background

Assessment of introduced species at Principle 1 is potentially complicated because of the varying, but
valid ecological objectives that can exist for fisheries that are based on introduced species.

In most 1SBEsintroduced species-based fisheries, objectives are set to ensure optimum productivity of
the target {introduced) species. In certain other fisheries, objectives may be set to keep populations of
the introduced species at a level that ensures wider ecosystem objectives are met. These wider
ecosystem objectives may include keeping the target stock at sub-MSY levels in order to allow for
some level of restoration of biodiversity.

9]

SC

B rsarereqredtoechetento-Principle 3

GSC4.1 General requirements for Principle 3

N

GShb21%

GSC4.11 A

In Principle 3, the following Performance Indicators have modifications to the requirements: Pl 3.1.2,
3.1.3,3.2.1,3.2.2,3.2.3, and 3.2.4. P1 3.1.1 should still be scored in accordance with Section SA.

The CAB should apply:

e All Section SA requirements.

e All Section GSA _guidance.
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e Modifications in Section SC.

e Supplemental guidance in Section GSC.

GSC4.1.2 A;which

This requirement is to ensure there is an institutional and operational framework for these activities,
appropriate to their size and scale, for implementing the related provisions of Principles 1 and 2
capable of delivering sustainable outcomes. When undertaking this additional assessment, the team
should:

e Examine specific relevant evidence.

e Document its consideration of this evidence relative to the scoring process.

The team may assess the size and scale of enhancement activities by considering a rough
comparison of the magnitude of releases and returns of artificially produced fish in the area being
assessed, compared to the wild production.

GSC4.4 Consultation, roles, and responsibilities Pl (Pl 3.1.2)

GSC4.4.1 A

The team should assess whether the management system has effective consultation processes that
are open to stakeholders and related to aspects of both the fishery and the enhancement activities.

GSC4.5 Long-term objectives PI (Pl 3.1.3)

GSC4.5.1 Aexploited

It is necessary for the salmon management agency to demonstrate that its key ecological objective for
its enhancement activities is managing sustainable wild salmon populations while minimising
potentially adverse effects of enhancement activities. The high-level or broad management policy
context should incorporate a precautionary approach that places the burden on the enhancement
programs to demonstrate that:

e They are minimising adverse impacts identified in Principle 1 and 2 indicators.

e This burden increases as the size of the enhancement activities, individually and cumulatively,
increases.

That burden of proof will also be higher for hatcheries than for other forms of artificial production that
generally have lower impacts.

GSC4.7 Fishery-specific objectives Pl (Pl 3.2.1

GSC4.7.1 A

The CAB should interpret “clear objectives” to mean that a management system with any significant
level of enhancement has documented enhancement objectives and operational requirements, which
are designed to minimise various impacts on natural population components and ecosystem function.
These are to be contained in a clear operational plan.
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GSC4.8 Decision-making processes Pl (Pl 3.2.2)

GSC4.81 A

If enhancement programs are significant, and uncertainties exist about the level of program impacts,
the team should consider whether the management system is making decisions about production,
measures, and strategies in a precautionary manner.

For example, the team may consider:

o Decisions about increasing or decreasing release levels.

e Whether measures are being implemented and evaluated that could be expected to reduce the
scale and magnitude of potential interactions between wild and enhanced populations.

e Whether monitoring and evaluation programs are being initiated and/or maintained to collect
essential information to inform future decisions.

In_ marine fisheries, it is widely recognised internationally that an ideal way to increase the chance of
meeting management objectives, improving future decision making, and increasing fairness is to
conduct thorough evaluations of a wide range of management options, data collection procedures,
and in some cases methods of data analysis'®°. These are done through probabilistic simulation
models/risk assessments. Some such analyses, variously called management strategy evaluations3!
and closed-loop simulations!32, have been done for Pacific salmon 2012133,

The most comprehensive examples of management strategy evaluations take into account:

e Time dynamics of fish populations.

e Dynamics of the fishery.

e Observation error.

e Implementation uncertainty, reflecting when requlations are followed imperfectly.

e Other sources of uncertainty.

The outcome of such evaluations is the identification of state-dependent decision-making rules that
will best meet complex management objectives in the presence of these uncertainties. For a given
fishery, the state-dependent rules are identified prior to the fishing and/or enhancement-activity
season and are the agreed-upon method for altering regulations based on in-season updates to the
states of the system. Those rules are not subject to in-season change based on lobbying by special

interest groups.

Most decisions in salmon management involve trade-offs between long-term conservation objectives
and short-term fish-harvesting objectives, and trade-offs between user groups. Learning which
decisions work best for meeting such complex objectives can be facilitated by decision-makers
publicly documenting the reasons for various decisions on fishing regulations and enhancement
activities, and comparing the expectations against outcomes.

The team should, in its scoring, consider whether such public documentation is provided.

GSC4.9 Compliance and enforcement Pl (Pl 3.2.3) A

No modifications to Section GSA.

130 Walters, C.J., and Martell, S.D. (2004) Fisheries Ecology and Management. Princeton University Press,
Princeton, N.J., 399 pp.

131 Sainsbury K.J., Punt, A.E., and Smith, A.D.M. (2000) Design of operational management strategies for
achieving fishery ecosystem objectives. ICES Journal of Marine Science 57:731-741.

132 Walters, C.J. (1986) Adaptive Management of Renewable Resources. MacMillan, New York, 374pp.

133 Collie, J.S., Peterman, R.M. and Zuehlke, B.M. (2012) A fisheries risk-assessment framework to evaluate
trade-offs among management options in the presence of time-varying productivity. Canadian Journal of
Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences. 69(2):209-223, plus supplement.
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GSC4.10 Monitoring and management performance evaluation Pl (Pl 3.2.4)

Scoring issue (b) — Internal and/or external review A

At SG60, information should be available internally for hatchery program performance review.

At SG80, information should be available externally and publicly to enable external scrutiny of
hatchery performance.

GSC5 Allowances for inseparable or practicably inseparable catches in
salmon fisheries

GSC5.12 A

For pink salmon, which have a 2-year life history, the team should calculate the average catch across
the most recent years of each cycle line.

For longer-lived salmon species, the team should calculate average recent catches across periods
appropriate to their life history in the region of the fishery.

Where different salmon species are in consideration as target and inseparable or practicably
inseparable (IPI) species, the team should first calculate average catches based on data from the
number of years appropriate to each species and then determine the percentage catches.

End of Section SC Guidance
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GSD1 General A

The team does not need to follow FCP 7.10.5 when adding an additional scoring issue and
corresponding guideposts, as per SD3.1.3_and/or SD3.1.4.

GSD2 Principle 1

GSD2.1 General requirements for Principle 1

GSD2.1.2 A

A fishery may choose to set its TRPs for the introduced species either at levels consistent with MSY,
or at lower levels aimed at mitigating the impact on other species. SD2.1.2.1 requires that where
TRPs are adjusted in this way, it may be appropriate to make a modification to the default tree to
reflect that modification (in PI 1.1.1 scoring issue (b) and Pl 1.2.2). SD2.1.2.1.ahigh-abundancelevels
further requires that the levels should not be set below the “PRI”, because in this case, the fishery
would not be able to maintain sustainable catches.

GSD3 Principle 2

GSD3.1 General requirements for Principle 2

GSD3.1.2-4 A

SD3.1.2 requires that CABs revise PI 2.4.2 (ecosystem management) in order to be able to evaluate
the efforts of the fishery to minimise the impacts of the introduced species. Additionally, SD3.1.3
requires CABs to address the collection of information important to understanding and preventing
further impact of the introduced species on biodiversity. In cases where no actual measures are in
place and there is no corresponding ecosystem information being collected, SD3.1.4 allows CABs to
provide a rationale as to why this is the case and the additional scoring issues are not required. The
team should provide a robust rationale in this situation. The team should support this rationale with
scientific evidence or logical argument that no more impacts are occurring and that further impact is
unlikely. The rationale should justify why measures are not necessary.

Ecosystem stability

For introduced species that have been in place for long enough that the ecosystem has stabilised, but
the new system is dramatically different from the original, SD3.1.2-4 are still relevant. The spread of
the species to new areas is still a possibility, even if the ecosystem of the current area has stabilised.

End of Section SD Guidance
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Section GSE: Principle 1 for stocks managed by Regional
Fisheries Management Organisations

GSE1 General requirements for section SE

GSE1.1.1 A
Section SE_applies to stocks managed by the following REMOs!34:

e CCAMLR: Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources.

e CCSBT: Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna.

e GFCM: General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean.

e IATTC: Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission.

o ICCAT: International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas.

e 10TC: Indian Ocean Tuna Commission.

e IPHC: International Pacific Halibut Commission.

o NAFO: Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization.

e NEAFC: North-East Atlantic Fisheries Commission.

e NPFC: North Pacific Fisheries Commission.

e SEAFO: South East Atlantic Fisheries Organization.

e SIOFA: South Indian Ocean Fisheries Agreement.

e SPRFMO: South Pacific Regional Fisheries Management Organization.

e WCPFEC: Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission.

The list of REMOs above has been modified from Lgbach et al. (2020)!35 and represents the relevant
RFEMOs recognised by the FAO at the time Section SE was developed (i.e. 2022). REFMOs that
manage salmon stocks are not included in this list because salmon fisheries are scored within Section
SC.

The assessment team can use Section SE_on a voluntary basis to score UoAs that include P1 stocks
not managed by the above RFMOs. Applying Section SE voluntarily would be particularly relevant to:

e Multi-jurisdictional or shared stocks, or

e Stocks managed by RFMOs that become established after the release of these requirements.

GSE1.1.2.2 A

The MSC'’s intent is that whilst the decision would apply to UoAs and UoCs, only UoCs are
responsible for deciding if to apply Section SE.

134 | gbach, T., Petersson, M., Haberkon, E. and Mannini, P. (2020) Regional fisheries management
organizations and advisory bodies. Activities and developments, 2000—2017. FAO Fisheries and Aquaculture
Technical Paper No. 651. FAO. https://doi.org/10.4060/ca7843en

135 | ghach, T., Petersson, M., Haberkon, E. and Mannini, P. (2020) Regional fisheries management
organizations and advisory bodies. Activities and developments, 2000—-2017. FAO Fisheries and Aquaculture
Technical Paper No. 651. FAO. https://doi.org/10.4060/ca7843en
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GSE1.13 A

If the target stock(s) is not managed by an REMO but undertakes the scoring of Section SE voluntarily
(SE1.1.2), evidence should come from the management agency responsible for the target stock.
Evidence that the REMO/management agency is committed to the development and adoption of a
harvest strateqgy that includes an MP tested within an MSE framework, is a key piece of information to
demonstrate the milestones within Section SE_are achievable.

GSE2

GSE2.1.1 Harvest Strategy P1 1.2.1 A

As used in P11.2.1 scoring issue (b) (Table SA4) at the 100 level, “evaluated” means guantitative
management strateqy evaluation as appropriate to the fishery.

For evaluating scoring issue (b) at the harvest-strategy level, the team should consider the full
interactions between different components of the harvest strategy, including:

e The HCRs.

e Use of information.

e Assessment of stock status.

GSE2.2 HCRs and tools PI (P11.2.2) A

For LTL species, the TRPs and LRPs need to take into account the ecological role of the stock for the
fishery to score 60 or above under Pl 1.1.1A. The harvest strategy, HCRs, information requirements,
and assessment need to be consistent with this distinction. When P1 1.1.1A is scored, references to
PI11.1.1 in the guidance below should interpreted as Pl 1.1.1A and the objectives required therein.

There may be conceptual differences in the reference points when scoring PI 1.1.1 and Pl 1.2.2. This
is because fisheries may use different reference points for measuring stock status and as triggers in
the HCRs!%6. For example, a fishery that uses an explicit Busy reference point as a target for the
fishery biomass may have TRPs for adjusting F at values of biomass either at Busy, or above or below
Busy. The focus in this Pl is thus on the reference points used in a fishery to trigger changes in
management actions, and how they work in combination to achieve the outcomes required in P11.1.1.

Scoring issue (a) — HCR design and application A

The team should consider the basis for plausibility and practicality of design in relation to the scale
and intensity of the fishery; for example, using:

e Empirical information.

e Relevant science.

e Model-based approaches, such as management procedures and management strateqy
evaluation.

The team should score HCRs against their ability to deliver the levels expressed in scoring issue (a).

e At SG60, HCRs should be “likely” to ensure that stocks will be maintained above the PRI.

e At SG80, HCRs should also ensure that the stock is “likely” to fluctuate around a Busy level.
Testing may show that this is achieved by the inclusion of a Bmsy consistent reference point as a

136 powling, N.A., Dichmont, C.M, Haddon, M., Smith, D.C., Smith, A.D.M., Sainsbury, K. (2015) Guidelines for
developing harvest strategies for data-poor species and fisheries. Fisheries Research 171 pp 130-140.
Dowling, N.A., Haddon, M., Smith, D.C., Dichmont, C.M., and Smith, A.D.M. Harvest Strategies for Data-Poor
Fisheries: A Brief Review of the Literature. CSIRO.
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trigger in the HCRs, such as an inflection in a “hockey stick” form, at a point that would deliver
Bwsy in the long term.

o At SG100, greater certainty is required. The team should regard fisheries with HCRs that target
stock levels above Bwsy, for example Bumey, as at least meeting the 80 level. Projections in the
fishery may show that the HCR would “likely” achieve the higher SG100 score by fluctuating more
above than around Buwsy.

HCRs will usually include some form of dynamic rule, requiring that a change of some sort will be
made in response to a fishery indicator moving above or below one of the TRPs. In lightly exploited
fisheries, it may be that some reference points are set to trigger changes in data collection or
assessment approaches, as certain thresholds are reached?37.

HCRs are often applied on a frequent basis, such as with the annual setting of TAC or effort
restrictions.

e Such HCRs respond dynamically to the monitoring data from the fishery with regular adjustments
to input/output type management measures.

e In data-poor fisheries that are managed without such input/output controls, management may
comprise only technical measures such as size limits, gear restrictions, closed seasons, and
closed areas.

o __Inthese cases, the specific terms of the technical measures are usually set and fixed for a
relatively long period of time (several years), based on occasional strategic stock
assessments that are shown to deliver defined TRPs or LRPs.

o The team may regard such an arrangement as equivalent to a dynamic HCR operating over a
longer time scale in cases where some indicators are monitored to confirm that the HCRs are
delivering the intended targets for the stock.

e For “highly productive” species, the design of the HCR should consider life history, as this can
affect performance of the control rule!38. Given the propensity for changes in productivity with
these species, adaptive and responsive control rules are key to assist with detecting and
responding to changes in biomass!3°.

At SG80 in scoring issue (a), the team should expect “well-defined” HCRs to explicitly include the
conditions under which the technical measures in the fishery would be expected to be revised in the
future.

Example

Relatively sedentary bivalves often have fishery management trigger points based on population
densities collected through systematic surveys, where these index densities are established based
on the species population dynamics and the inherent productivity of the habitat and environmental
conditions.

There may be no formal stock assessment, but yield is calculated on a proportion of the observed
biomass, and the harvested fraction determined on empirical evidence from historical catches and

their consequences.
The team should note that, while such arrangements can work, HCRs based on taking a constant

percentage of the year’s estimated biomass should not be regarded as meeting the requirement of
avoiding the PRI unless some lower threshold is defined.

137 Dowling, N.A., Dichmont, C.M, Haddon, M., Smith, D.C., Smith, A.D.M., Sainsbury, K. (2015) Guidelines for
developing harvest strategies for data-poor species and fisheries. Fisheries Research 171 pp 130-140

138 Siple, M., Essington, T, & Plaganyi, E. (2018). Forage fish fisheries management requires a tailored approach
to balance trade-offs. Fish and Fisheries. 20.

139 pikitch, E., Boersma, P.D., Boyd, I.L., Conover, D.O., Cury, P., Essington, T., Heppell, S.S., Houde, E.D.,
Mangel, M., Pauly, D., Plaganyi, E., Sainsbury, K., and Steneck, R.S. (2012). Little Fish, Big Impact: Managing a
Crucial Link in Ocean Food Webs. Lenfest Ocean Program. Washington, DC. 108 pp..

Document: MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0 Page 220
Date of publication: 26 October 2022 © Marine Stewardship Council 2022



MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0

The CAB should not always interpret the requirement that an HCR reduces exploitation rates as the
LRP is approached as requiring the control rule to deliver an exploitation rate that is a monotonically
decreasing function of stock size:

e Any exploitation rate function may be acceptable if it acts to keep the stock above an LRP that
avoids possible recruitment failure and attempts to maintain the stock at a TRP that is consistent
with Busy or a similar “highly productive” level.

e This outcome includes the requirement that the HCR should act to cause stocks to rebuild to the
TRP when they are below it. Maintenance of a stock at a level just above the LRP would not be
acceptable.

e A reduction of exploitation rate may not always mean that the control rule requires a reduction in

“total” exploitation rate, but instead could involve reducing exploitation rate on parts of the stock;
for example, by age or sex.

e The team should assume that reductions in exploitation rate refer primarily to reductions in
catches and effort, and not to gear modifications unless these have the effect of reducing
catches/effort.

As noted in the guidance on Pl 1.1.1, HCRs may include both explicit and implicit reference points.

Example

If a management strategy is based solely around a TRP, the HCR, when combined with TRP,
should ensure that the stock remains well above the PRI. This should ensure that the exploitation
rate is reduced as this point is approached. This is an implied LRP.

Equally, a management strategy based solely around an LRP should imply that there is a TRP
close to or at Busy, or some other measure or surrogate that maintains the stock at high
productivity, and at a level that is well above the LRP.

“Generally understood” HCRs at SG60 vs “well-defined” HCRs at SG80

For “generally understood” and in-place HCRs, there should be at least some implicit agreement
supported by past management actions that demonstrates that “generally understood” rules exist.
There should be the expectation that management will continue to follow such “generally understood”
rules in future and act when changes in explicit or implicit reference points are identified.

When determining whether a “generally understood” HCR is in place in the fishery under assessment,
the team needs to determine whether the fishery will in future take appropriate management action in
line with what they perceive as the “generally understood” rule. The team should consider evidence of
positive action being taken in the past as evidence that there is a “generally understood” rule in place.
The team should provide clear reference to documents or other evidence that actions were taken on
specific dates.

The team should provide evidence and examples of the positive actions taken in response to

“generally understood” HCRs for the target stock, in the case that “generally understood” HCRs are
“in place” or for other stocks in the case that they are “available”.

The team should apply a precautionary approach to scoring when there is uncertainty over whether
an HCR meets the requirements of “generally understood” and whether there is sufficient evidence to
support this. Note, the full definition for HCRs in the MSC-MSCI Vocabulary should only apply at the
SG80 level, given the term ‘well-defined’ is used in this definition.

The team should not consider the following as evidence that an HCR is in place:

e A poorly defined commitment such as “we agree to implement an HCR sometime in the future”.

e General regulations, such as convention texts or references to the Fish Stocks Agreement.

e However, binding commitments such as those in national law may be used as evidence, if
supported by evidence of management action.

o Scientific recommendations on HCRs or reference points that have not yet been adopted by
the actual management agency.
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The team should not expect that “in place” arrangements require formal indefinite binding agreement.
For example, CMMs approved by REMO Commissions are regarded as “active” resolutions and may
thus be accepted as in place even though they may be overturned in the future.

Scoring issue (b) — scoring uncertainty in the HCRs A

The SGs reflect the degree of confidence there is in the HCR performance in relation to risks caused
by known and unknown factors.

Known factors include:

e Observation and process errors that are often accounted for in stock assessments.

Unknown factors include:

e Unpredictable effects from climate.

e Environmental or anthropogenic non-fishery related factors, which could, for example, lead to
periods of low recruitment or growth.

e High natural mortality.

e Migration.

These and other changes to the population dynamics may not have been fully accounted for in the
stock assessment or projections. Another important reason for limited confidence in an HCR is that it
has not been fully agreed by stakeholders, and it is uncertain whether the fishing community will
comply with the HCR. This last issue is important to ensure HCRs are not only theoretical rules on
paper but are applied in practice.

The team can use testing to support the requirement that the control rules and/or management
actions are designed to take into account uncertainty. Testing can include:

e The use of experience from analogous fisheries.

e Empirical testing; for example, practical experience of performance or evidence of past
performance.

e Simulation testing; for instance, using computer-intensive modelling such as management
strategy evaluation.

It may generally be the case that limit reference points are set at the point that reproductive capacity
starts to be appreciably impaired, for some fisheries, especially those for small pelagic species and
annual species where the stock recruit relationship is very steep. However, management may choose
to set a limit reference point above this level. Maintaining a buffer can allow for adaptability to
changes in production4°. Where this results in more precautionary management, it may assist the
fishery in meeting SG80 or SG100 for scoring issue (b).

HCRs in small-scale fisheries may still achieve high scores if uncertainties are well considered. The
team may thus score simple HCRs linked to reliable indices of stock status highly on this issue
without management strategy evaluations.

Pl 1.2.2 scoring issue (c) — Evaluating the effectiveness of HCRs A

For Section SE, scoring can consider the overall history of effectiveness of the tools used in the
fishery prior to the implementation of the harvest strategy that was “designed”. At SG80, the team
should also assess the effectiveness of the implemented HCR within the “designed” harvest strategy

(see SE3), in terms of:

e The likelihood of achieving the desired exploitation rates and biomass levels.

140 pikitch, E., Boersma, P.D., Boyd, I.L., Conover, D.O., Cury, P., Essington, T., Heppell, S.S., Houde, E.D.,
Mangel, M., Pauly, D., Plaganyi, E., Sainsbury, K., and Steneck, R.S. (2012). Little Fish, Big Impact: Managing a
Crucial Link in Ocean Food Webs. Lenfest Ocean Program. Washington, DC. 108 pp.
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e The current status.

If under scoring issue (a) the “available” language is used, effectiveness should be assessed in terms
of the HCR applied to the other U

OA. If F < Fusy is demonstrated in the other fishery, this is not sufficient evidence on its own that
HCRs and tools are effective in that other fishery. Additional explanation is needed of how F < Fusy
has been achieved.

In this scoring issue, the team is required review the ability of the tools associated with the HCRs to
achieve the exploitation levels. Such tools include:

e Management measures like TACs and fishing limits.

e Arrangements for sharing TACs between participants in the fishery, including between states in
shared stock fisheries.

For this examination, the team may consider the overall history of effectiveness of the tools used in
the fishery, in terms of their ability to achieve the desired exploitation rates and biomass levels, and
the current status.

SE2.2.7 requires that the team examine the current exploitation levels in the fishery, as part of the
evidence that the HCRs are working; for example, through evidence that current F is equal to or less
than Fusy. The team may also accept current F levels greater than Fusy in cases where:

e Stock biomass is currently higher than Bwsy, or

e Stock assessment information is comprehensive, and it is appropriate to treat Fusy as a TRP (see
Box GSAS5.

However, the team should not use F < Fusy as the sole evidence for the existence of an effective
HCR. F could, for example, be lower than Fusy just because effort is currently low, even though there
has been no management commitment or attempts to actually control effort at a level that would
constrain F to Fvsy by the HCR. However, if F has been constrained at F < Fusy by the tools, the team
could accept this as part of the evidence that the HCRs are being effective. Evidence for the
effectiveness of an HCR should in fact require the consistent achievement of the target exploitation
level, which may be well below Fusy if stocks are currently below Busy. The team should take
particular care when assessing the effectiveness of capacity limitation measures in fisheries, for
example, in comparison to well-monitored effort controls and catch limits, in terms of their likely ability
to meet management goals and target exploitation levels.

To avoid severe socio-economic impacts in a fishery, the team may also make allowance for the
gradual adjustment of F down to appropriate levels in cases where the pace of change is limited. In
these cases, projections of stock status should confirm that the expected future adjustments in F will
still lead to fluctuations around MSY levels within a reasonable timescale.

If proxy indicators and reference points are used in the fishery instead of explicit estimates of F and
Fusy (as allowed in SA2.2.3), the team should assign higher scores where greater confidence is
provided by the proxy information, similar to the scoring of P1 1.1.1. Where higher scores are justified
by the use of 2 or more proxy indicators, they should be independent of each other and expected to
be proxies of the guantity of interest, such as mean fish size in the case of exploitation rates. The
team should present a rationale for how the proxies conform to these principles.

As with the case of using proxies for scoring stock biomass in Pl 1.1.1, it may sometimes be argued
that 1 good proxy is better than 2 or more weak proxies.
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Examples: SG60, SG80, and SG100 levels
Examples of how the team may justify SG60, SG80, and SG100 in these situations:

o Atleast SG60 is justified if 1 proxy indicates that “overfishing” is not occurring.

o Atleast SG80 is justified if 1 or more proxies indicate that it is “likely” that “overfishing” is not
occurring. In this case, the extra confidence may be due to the availability of a second proxy
indicator, or when a minimum 70% probability level can be assigned to the single indicator
used, as compared to the SG60 level where this probability level may not be demonstrated.

e SG100 is justified if 2 or more proxies indicate it is “highly likely” that “overfishing” is not
occurring.

Scoring “available” HCRs at SG60 A

The team may provide a rationale under SE2.2.4.a that this could reasonably be “expected” for the
target species in cases where HCRs are currently being “effectively” used by the same management
agency on at least 1 other species of similar importance, at similar average catch levels and value.

Alternatively, the team may provide a rationale under SE2.2.4.b_in cases where there is some sort of
arrangement in place that clearly requires that management will put HCRs in place as and when the
fishery reaches some pre-defined trigger level within the vicinity of Busy. Such arrangements:

e Would normally relate to lightly exploited fisheries that are still in the development stage.

e Should be explicit in requiring action at some defined point.

Although potentially driven by information and triggers, the arrangements are different to the actual
HCRs as they relate to the development of the HCRs themselves, while the HCRs define how
management measures will be adjusted in response to changes in fishery status.

Any commitment that will clearly deliver an HCR before the stock declines below Bwsy is sufficient.
However, lack of evidence is not acceptable (for example, “there is no evidence that the stock will be
below BMSY at this point”). Positive evidence is required, otherwise the precautionary approach
applies.

In cases where the stock has not yet been reduced and “available” HCRs are scored as meeting
SG60, the condition assigned to this Pl may allow longer than the normal 5-year time period for
delivery. While there will be advantages in designing and putting into place a “well-defined” HCR
during the certification period, it may also be acceptable to do this over a longer time period; for
example, if other conditions are being delivered first. The scoring of “available” HCRs is made on the
basis that the stock remains abundant and the criteria given in SE2.2.3 are still met. As soon as these
criteria are no longer met, the fishery will need to have at least “generally understood” HCRs in place
to meet SG60.

Similar to the situation with the rebuilding PI (see GSA2.3), the team should allow fisheries 1 year to
put HCRs in place. The team should not fail the fishery immediately if SG60 is not met in this 1st year.
If such fisheries fail to put in place either “generally understood” or “well defined” HCRs within 1 year,
the CAB should score the fishery as not meeting the SG60 level.

“Available” HCRs must be at least “generally understood” in nature. If the HCRs are “well-defined” in
the other stock, there would be more confidence that they are ‘available’ to the fishery in assessment.

CABs should note that the references to “other UoAs” in SE2.2.4.a_and “other named UoAs” in
SE2.2.6.a_is not meant to imply that such UoAs are necessarily in assessment or certified as MSC
fisheries. Although this may be the case, they may also just be other species or stocks that are also
managed by the same management body and considered in the assessment.

If HCRs are only regarded as “available” in scoring issue (a), it is not possible to score more than 60
for issue (c) because the SG80 refers to the tools “in use” in the fishery in assessment, not the tools
“in use or available”.
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Assessing informal approaches to HCRs

Within Section SE, informal approaches to HCRs are only appropriate at SG60 for scoring issue (a)

and (c).

Metapopulations

The team should address uncertainties relating to the metapopulation structure. The team should note
the descriptions of different types of metapopulation in GFCP G7.5.

GSE3

GSE3.1.1 Setting conditions A

The condition-setting requirements in Section SE_are specific to setting conditions for Pl 1.2.1 and Pl
1.2.2 when Section SE_is applied and therefore may differ from the condition setting requirements in
the FCP. Differences between Section SE_and the FCP_are intentional. The intent of SE 3.1.1_and
SE3.1.1.1.is to ensure the CAB follows the condition-setting requirements under Section SE _rather
than the condition-setting requirements in the FCP.

GSE3.2.3.2.d Maintaining phase 1 outcomes A

The preferred harvest strategy that is scored at the completion of the first phase does not necessarily
need to be the same one that is adopted at the completion of the second phase. However, if they do
change, the final adopted harvest strategy still needs to meet the required scoring criteria.

GSE3.2.4 Milestones A

Within the first milestone of the first phase, the management objectives should:

e Outline what the harvest strategy is aiming to achieve.
e Reflect the achievement of SG80in P 1.1.1.

The performance indicators should reflect these management objectives and include the desired level
of risk and timelines for meeting those performance indicators. Ultimately, the performance indicators,
trade-offs, and reference points etc. are determined by the stakeholders involved in the management
strateqy evaluation process.

The data needs within the first phase should outline:

e The type of data required.

e The assessment model that is to be used to inform the management procedure.

In this phase, a pre-agreed cut-off date should be considered for the data that will be used to inform
the management strategy evaluation process, including the operating models and the candidate(s)
and adopted management procedure.

The completion of the first phase involves the identification of a preferred harvest strategy adhering to
a management procedure approach. The evidence for this identification includes endorsement from
the management agency or relevant body, such as a Commission.

With respect to developing and implementing a catch or effort resource-sharing agreement, this could
exist in numerous forms. These include a pre-defined stock-wide reduction or individual fleet or
country-based allocation schemes. The key objective is that the harvest strategy has a mechanism to
reduce catches, when necessary.

Document: MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0 Page 225
Date of publication: 26 October 2022 © Marine Stewardship Council 2022


https://www.msc.org/docs/default-source/default-document-library/for-business/program-documents/fisheries-program-documents/msc-fisheries-certification-process-v3.pdf#page=81
https://www.msc.org/docs/default-source/default-document-library/for-business/program-documents/fisheries-program-documents/msc-fisheries-certification-process-v3.pdf
https://www.msc.org/docs/default-source/default-document-library/for-business/program-documents/fisheries-program-documents/msc-fisheries-certification-process-v3.pdf
https://www.msc.org/docs/default-source/default-document-library/for-business/program-documents/fisheries-program-documents/msc-fisheries-certification-process-v3.pdf

MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard v3.0

GSE3.2.5 and 3.2.6 Milestone timeframes A

Where possible, the milestones for the phased condition pathway should be completed sequentially.
The expectation is that the CAB should assess the milestones throughout each phase and not wait
until the end of each phase to assess progress.

GSE3.3.2 & GSE3.3.4.1  Condition deadline and milestone timeframes A

The MSC'’s intent is that CABs use the results of the gap analysis to set a condition deadline and
milestone timeframes that are commensurate with the time it would take to achieve the milestones,
within the time appropriate for the target stock. It is not the MSC'’s intent that the maximum time is
given as a default for the condition to be closed, regardless of the milestones that need to be
achieved.

GSE3.5.1 Evaluating progress against the condition A

The requirements for evaluating progress against the condition in section SE are specific to the
condition set for P1 1.2.1 and PI 1.2.2 when Section SE_is applied. Therefore, the requirements may
differ from the requirements for evaluating progress against conditions in the FCP. Differences
between Section SE_and the FCP_are intentional. The intent of SE3.1.1 and SE3.1.1.1 is to ensure
the CAB follows the requirements for evaluating progress against the condition in Section SE _rather
those in the FCP.

GSE3.5.3  “Behind target” A

“Behind target” means actions, outcomes, or milestones have fallen behind the timeframes specified
in a condition. Remedial action can include the CAB setting new milestones, provided these are still
expected to achieve the condition within the timeframes identified at the time of setting the condition.

GSE3.5.3, GSE3.5.5, GSE3.5.6 & GSE3.6.2  Full assessment after suspension
related to conditions A

The MSC'’s intent is that if a fishery has failed to achieve a condition by its deadline, the fishery client
is not allowed to enter the same UoCs, or entities in the UoC(s), into (re)assessment under either the
same or an alternative name or alias where the intention is to extend the duration of the condition into
a new certification period.

GSE3.5.4 Back “on target” A

Back “on target” means meeting the original milestones within 12 months of falling behind.

GSE3.5.7 Reporting condition progress A

Such reports include the Surveillance Reports, Announcement Comment Draft Report, Client and
Peer Review Draft Report, Public Comment Draft Report, Final Draft Report, and the Public
Certification Report.

End of Section SE Guidance

End of Guidance to the Fisheries Standard
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