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Erratum to FCR v2.0 

Re-released 1st October, 2015 
 
On October 1st, 2014 the MSC released the MSC Fisheries Certification Requirements 
(FCR) v2.0. Minor revisions that consist mainly of editorial changes have been incorporated 
to FCR v2.0 and are outlined below:  
 

Section Description of Amendment 

All Capitalised Fisheries Standard 

All Corrected hyperlinks  

All Replaced ócritical guidanceô with óregular guidanceô icon and vice versa 

2 Added ñq. MSC Template for Stakeholder Input into Fishery 
Assessmentsò  

5.1 Replaced ñMSC General Requirements for CABsò with ñMSC General 
Certification Requirementsò 

6.1  Replaced ñMSC General Requirements for CABsò with ñMSC General 
Certification Requirementsò 

7.1.5.5 Corrected numbering. Replacedò with ñaò 

Table 1, Row B Replaced ñLinkages to and maintenance of a wild stockò with ñFeeding 
and Husbandryò 

7.8.3.3 Replaced ñ7.4.13ò with ñ7.4.12.aò 

7.23.11.1 Deleted ñwith the expertise equal to the members of the original teamò 

7.23.11.2 Amended cross reference. Replaced ñ7.5.1ò with ñ7.23.11.1.aò 

PA6.1.2 Replaced ñISBDò with ñIPIò 

PD2.8.2.1 Replaced second ñPD2.8.2.1ò with PD2.8.2.2ò 

GPE2.1.1 Replaced ñTable G12ò with ñTable G11ò 

PE3.1 Corrected numbering. List starts with ñaò 

PF2.3.3.6 Replaced ñhò with ñaò 

Table PF4, 
column 4 

Replaced ñHigh productivityò with ñLow Productivityò  

Table PF4, 
column 1  

Replaced ñproductivity determinantò to ñProductivity Attributeò 

Table PF5, row 4, 
column 2 

Added ñsò to ñindividualò so it reads ñindividualsò 

Table PF12, row 4 
ñinner shelfò 

Updated incorrect number references 

Table PF12, row 
4, column 3 

Replaced ñ4ò with ñ3ò 

PF8.6 Deleted ñof the relevant activityò  

PF8.7.8 Deleted ñfor each componentò  

PF8.8.1 Deleted ñconvertedò 
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Table SA10, 
scoring issue (SI) 
(b) 

Added at SG100  ñMinor primary species are highly likely to be above 
the PRIò 

Table SA12, 
scoring issue (SI) 
(a) 

Added ñprimaryò 

Table SA12, SI (b) Added ñprimaryò  

Table SA13, SI (b) Added ñMinor secondary species are highly likely to be above 
biologically based limitsò 

Table SA13 Replaced ñbiological based limitò with ñbiologically based limitò 

Table SA19 Added ñin the area(s) where the UoA operates.ò  

Table SA19, SI (b) Added brackets 

SA4.3.4.1.b Deleted ñA coherent, logical set of practices or proceduresò.  

Table SA20, SI (d) Added brackets 

SC4.4.2 Added ñNo modifications to Table SA26.ò 

Table SC15 Added ñin the area(s) where the UoA operates.ò  

Table SC15, SI 
(b) 

Added brackets 

Table SC16, SI 
(d) 

Added brackets 

SC6.1.2 Amended cross reference. Replaced ñSC6.1.2 and SC6.1.3ò with 
ñSC6.1.1.1 and SC6.1.1.2ò 

SC6.1.3 Amended cross reference. Replaced ñSC6.1.3.aò with ñSC6.1.1.1.a and 
SC6.1.1.2.aò 

G7.4.2 Deleted repeated text. ñThe existence of lawsuits are not considered a 
barrier to certification, otherwise parties opposed to certification could 
simply lodge lawsuits to prevent an outcome they did not supportò 

G7.23.6.1 Replaced ñG7.23.8ò with ñG7.23.6.1ò 

GPF4.1.4 Added ñless resilientò 

GPF4.1.5.1 Replaced ñsevenò with ñ15ò, ñnineò with ñ8ò  

GPF4.1.5. Replaced ñPSA resultsò with ñDetermining PSA - MSC score for species 
groupsò  

GPF4.5.1 Deleted ñThe relative position of the component on the plot will 
determine relative risk. The overall risk value for a component is the 
Euclidean distance from the origin of the graph (0, 0) (Box GPF1).ò 

GPF7.1.5 Replaced ñSA3.13.4ò with ñSA3.13.3ò 

GSC2.9  Deleted repeated text ñIn 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., mate selection, redd building, incubation and any 
rearing) occur without human intervention.ò 

Figure GSA1: Revised figure 

GSC2.1.1 Added footnote with reference 
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Responsibility for these Requirements 

The Marine Stewardship Council 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 MSCôs website. 

 

Versions issued 

Version No.  Date Description Of Amendment 

Consultation 
Draft 

17 January 2011 First publication of consolidated MSC scheme requirements, 
released for consultation. 

0.0 7 March 2011 First draft of revisions following MSC and CAB consultations. 

0.8 19 May 2011 Draft issued to the MSC Technical Advisory Board for final 
review and sign-off. 

1.0 15 August 2011 First version issued for application by Conformity Assessment 
Bodies. 

1.1 24 October 2011 Version issued incorporating revised Group CoC requirements 
and correcting typos, page numbering, wrong and missing 
referencing and unreadable flowcharts. 

1.2 10 January 2012 Version issued incorporating TAB 20 agreed changes regarding 
reassessment, objections procedure, modifications to the 
default assessment tree to assess bivalves, implementation 
timeframes and ASC requirements. 

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

1.3 14 January 2013 Version issued incorporating TAB 21 and BoT 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 CABs 
procedures as a result of the speed and cost review.  
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Marine Stewardship Council 

Vision 

Our vision is of the worldôs 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 worldôs 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.  

 

Focus 

We will: 

¶ Collaborate with fishers, retailers, processors, consumers and others to drive change 
forward; 

¶ Never compromise on the environmental standard we set, nor on our independence; 

¶ Continue to lead the world in wild-capture fishery certification, with the most trusted, 
recognised and credible seafood ecolabel. 
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General Introduction 

Fisheries certification 

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

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

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 standard applies to wild-capture fisheries that meet the scope requirements 
provided in section 7.4. 

The MSC Fisheries Standard comprises three 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 (including habitat and associated dependent and ecologically 
related species) on which the fishery depends. 

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 Ƽ 

Effective date 

Release date: 1st October 2014 
Effective date: 1st April 2015 
 
The implementation timelines are different for the process requirements and the standard 
requirements. Although these requirements are found in the same document, the MSC 
Fisheries Standards are located in the S-Annexes, while the process requirements are found 
in the main document of the FCR and the P-Annexes.  

First full assessments that commence after the effective date shall be conducted in 
accordance with the new standard requirements in FCR v2.0 in addition to using the new 
processes, including the RBF (Annex PF). 

All other assessment processes (including first assessments, surveillance audits, certificate 
extensions and reassessments) in existing fisheries (in assessment or certified before the 
effective date) that commence1 after 1st April 2015 shall be conducted in accordance with 
the new process requirements in FCR v2.0, with the exception of the RBF requirements 
(Annex PF). Existing fisheries still using the standard requirements v1.3 shall apply the RBF 
requirements as published in CR v1.3 (Annex CC), unless variation is requested and granted 
to allow use of the RBF process in FCR 2.0 (Annex PF). Such request shall confirm how the 
differences between CR versions are to be allowed for and which sections of Annex PF shall 
be applied. Ƽ 

Existing fisheries (in assessment or certified) shall apply the new standard requirements in 
addition to the RBF (Annex PF) at their first reassessment commencing after 1st October 
2017. 

Any fishery may elect to use the new process and standard requirements as of the 
publication date (1st October 2014) if they wish and CABs can confirm their readiness to 
apply.  

Fisheries which entered full assessment prior to 10 March 2012 and which have not 
published their PCDR by 1 December 2014 shall apply FCR 7.3. 

CABs shall use the same version of the FCR process for each full assessment (i.e., from the 
start of announcement of the fishery through to certification), and for each individual 
surveillance, except in cases where the assessments are delayed, as covered by FCR 
sections 7.3.3-4, and allowing for the special case of the RBF process, as outlined above.  

Review 

Sections of the FCR 1 to Annex PF cover the processes by which fisheries are assessed by 
CABs. Changes may be made to these documents annually.  

Annex SAïSD are the MSC Fisheries Standard. Changes to these annexes will only be 
made as part of a standard review conducted in accordance with the ISEAL Standard 
Setting Code. The next review of the standard will be in 2019. 

                                                
1 Commencing: announcing a full assessment, reassessment, or surveillance audit of a fishery, entering a 

contract for a CoC audit 
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MSC welcomes comments on the Fisheries Standards at any time. Comments will be 
incorporated into the next review process. Please submit comments by mail or email to 
contact details provided at the beginning of the document.  

More information about the MSC policy development process and MSC Standard Setting 
Procedure can be found on the MSC Policy website and MSC website. 

Introduction to this document 

The set of sections comprising the MSC Fisheries Certification Requirements consists of: 

1. The MSC Fisheries Standard, which is composed of three core principles and has three 
associated modifications for use in different types of fishery (Annexes SA, SB, SC and 
SD). 

2. Guidance to the MSC Fisheries Standard (Annexes GSA, GSB, GSC and GSD). 

3. Sections 1-8 and process annexes (PA-PF).  

4. Guidance to sections 1-8 and guidance to the process annexes (GPA-GPX). 
 

Fisheries Certification Requirements 

The purposes of the MSC Fisheries Certification Requirements are: 

1. To establish consistent certification requirements to enable all conformity assessment 
bodies (CABs) to operate in a consistent and controlled manner; 

2. To provide the transparency that is required of an international certification scheme for it 
to have credibility with potential stakeholders, including governments, international 
governmental bodies (e.g., regulatory bodies, fishery managers), CABs, suppliers of fish 
and fish products, non-governmental organisations and consumers; 

3. To provide documentation designed to assure long-term continuity and consistency of 
the delivery of MSC certification. 

 

Guidance 

The Guidance to the MSC Fisheries Certification Requirements (GFCR) has been produced 
to help CABs interpret the MSC Fisheries Certification Requirements. 

Guidance has been developed to: 

¶ Provide clarification on questions asked by CABs; 

¶ Address areas of concern to the MSC; 

¶ Act as a training aid for both MSC and CAB staff; 

¶ Detail processes that should be followed in special cases. 
 

Guidance to the MSC Fisheries Standards has also been developed to: 

¶ Confirm MSCôs intent on specific aspects of the assessment requirements in Annex SA, 
to enable CABs to operate in a consistent and controlled manner; 

¶ Provide the transparency that is required of an international standard setting body for it 
to be credible with stakeholders, including governments, fishery managers, CABs, 
suppliers of fish and fish products, non-governmental organisations and consumers; 

http://improvements.msc.org/
http://www.msc.org/
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¶ Specify a system that ensures the MSC ecolabel on fish or fish products is a credible 
assurance that the fish is derived from a well-managed and sustainable fishery, as 
defined by the MSCôs Principles and Criteria. 

The headings and numbering in the guidance, when included, match those in the FCR 
exactly, with numbers prefaced with the letter ñGò to indicate Guidance. 

The MSC recommends that CABs read the MSC Fisheries Certification Requirements in 
conjunction with the MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Certification Requirements (GFCR). 
Text from the MSC Fisheries Certification Requirements is not repeated in the guidance 
document. 

Where guidance is provided that generally relates to the subject of a major heading, or 

relates to the content of a specific clause, this icon Ƽ appears at the end of the title or 

clause, and if critical guidance is included, this icon Ż appears. These icons provide 

hyperlinks to the related guidance section. 

 

Auditability 

This guidance is not directly auditable. It is, however, expected that the critical guidance 
identified in this document will be followed by CABs where applicable unless there is a 
justification for not doing so. It is likely that this critical guidance would be referenced by the 
accreditation body in any non-conformity to related FCR clauses. 

The presence of critical guidance is identified with this icon Ż and includes: 

¶ Special cases: These relate to requirements that apply to a particular type of fishery, 
data or situation. For example, when assessing an LTL stock the speciesô role in the 
ecosystem should be considered in reference points. 

¶ Additional clarification on how a clause in the FCR would usually be expected to be 
implemented. The use of different methods would need to be justified. 

 

Critical guidance is identified within the guidance itself with a sidebar, as illustrated in this 
paragraph. 

Within the guidance, this icon ƶprovides a hyperlink back to the corresponding section or 
clause in the requirements. 

 

Derogations 

Derogations are indicated by a footnote including: 

a. The authority who made the decision on the derogation; 

b. The date or meeting number of the decision; 

c. The date on which the derogation came into force or expires; and 

d. A short description of the derogation. 

A derogation indicates a measure which allows for all or part of the requirement to be 
applied differently, or not at all, to certain applicants or certificate holders.  
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MSC Fisheries Certification Requirements 

1 Scope Ƽ 

MSC Fisheries Certification Requirements are for CABôs use when assessing fisheries 
against the MSCôs Fisheries Standard. 

2 Normative Documents Ƽ 

The documents listed below contain provisions which, through reference in this text, become 
part of the MSC Fisheries Certification Requirements. 

For documents which specify a date or version number, earlier amendments or revisions of 
that document do not apply as a normative requirement. CABs are encouraged to review the 
most recent editions and any guidance documents available to gain further insight about how 
a document has changed, and to consider whether or not to implement latest changes. 

For documents without dates or version numbers, the latest published edition of the 
document referred to applies unless otherwise stated in this document. 

In addition, the normative documents listed in MSC General Certification Requirements 
Section 2 also apply to implementation of the MSC Fisheries Certification Requirements. 

a. MSC Pre-Assessment Reporting Template; 

b. Annual Pre-Assessment Reporting Template; 

c. MSC Fishery Announcement Template; 

d. MSC Notification Report Form; 

e. MSC Client Document Checklist; 

f. Use of the RBF in a Fishery Assessment Form; 

g. MSC Fishery Assessment Scoring Worksheet (including special versions for enhanced 
bivalves and salmon); 

h. MSC RBF Worksheets (now including original PSA worksheet and other options); 

i. MSC Full Assessment Reporting Template (including special versions for enhanced 
bivalves and salmon); 

j. Template for Peer Review of MSC Fishery Assessments; 

k. MSC Surveillance Announcement Template; 

l. MSC Surveillance Reporting Template; 

m. MSC Surveillance Review of Information Template; 

n. MSC Reduced Re-assessment Reporting Template; 

o. MSC eCert Database User Manual for CABs; 

p. MSC Variation Request Form. 

q. MSC Template for Stakeholder Input into Fishery Assessments 

http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents
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3 Terms and Definitions Ƽ 

3.1  All definitions are in the MSC-MSCI Vocabulary. 

3.2  Terms or phrases used in MSC Fisheries Certification Requirements that have 
more than one definition are defined within the text where such terms or phrases 
appear. 

4 General Requirements  

4.1 Submission of reports, data and requests to MSC and 
publication of reports by MSC  

4.1.1 The CAB shall submit all information and data that are part of the fishery 
assessment and surveillance process through the MSC database, i.e., eCert. 

4.2 Consultation requirements Ƽ 

4.2.1 The CAB shall hold stakeholder consultations so that the team becomes aware 
of all concerns of relevant stakeholders. 

4.2.2 CABs shall send a copy of a consultation announcement to all identified 
stakeholders including the ñMSC Template for Stakeholder Input into Fishery 
Assessmentsñ no longer than 4 days after the start of each consultation period. 

Ƽ 

 4.2.2.1 CABs shall note that the MSC does not consider posting information on the 
MSC website and MSC email announcements as meeting the 
requirements set out in 4.2.2.  

4.2.3 CABs shall acknowledge receipt of stakeholder comments during the 
assessment process within 10 days of receiving them. 

 4.2.3.1 CABs shall inform the sender how and when the CAB will address their 
comments. 

4.2.4 Stakeholder comments may be received in a written or oral form. 

4.2.5 Where the RBF is used to evaluate and score specified Performance Indicators 
(PIs), CABs shall carry out stakeholder consultation to gather data to inform the 
scoring in conformance with the requirements set out in PF2.2 Stakeholder 
involvement with the RBF. 

4.2.6 Except where otherwise required, the CAB shall specify, in their consultation 
announcements, a deadline for the receipt of information or feedback from 

stakeholders of 5pm GMT on the last day of the consultation period. Ƽ 

4.2.7 CABs may follow guidance to consultation provided in Annex GPX. 

http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents#Vocab
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
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4.3 Use of confidential information in fishery assessments Ƽ 

4.3.1 The CAB shall encourage stakeholders not to withhold information, including 
their concerns and knowledge about the fishery in question. 

4.3.2 The CAB shall inform stakeholders that unless covered by 4.4.1 below any 
information that they cannot share with all stakeholders, even under a 
confidentiality agreement, shall not be: 

 4.3.2.1 Referenced in the assessment. 

 4.3.2.2 Used in determining the assessment outcome. 

 4.3.2.3 Used as the basis for an objection to a certification. 

4.3.3 The CAB shall ensure that information kept confidential is restricted to: 

 4.3.3.1 Financial transactions about certification. 

 4.3.3.2 The financial affairs of individual companies or information that may lead to 
this information being made public. 

 4.3.3.3 Information that is the subject of relevant national privacy or data 
protection legislation in the clientôs country. 

4.3.4 If the CAB wishes to use information that the owner requires to be kept 
confidential and that is additional to that specified in 4.3.3, the CAB shall submit 
a variation request from the requirements 4.3.3 to the MSC. 

 4.3.4.1 If the variation request is accepted by the MSC, the CAB may use the 
information in its assessment. 

4.4 Access to information Ƽ 

4.4.1 The CAB shall ensure that un-published key information, which is necessary for 
stakeholders to be able to properly review the logic used by the team to score a 
PI, are made available. 

 4.4.1.1 The CAB shall make unpublished key information available before the 
posting of the Public Comment Draft Report, and shall ensure that the 
information is available throughout the subsequent stages of the 
assessment process until such time as a certification decision is made. 

 4.4.1.2 The CAB shall note that unpublished information does not include peer-
reviewed or grey literature. 

 4.4.1.3 The CAB shall note that providing the information referred to in 4.4.1.2 is 
made available to stakeholders, this information does not have to be 
formally published in the public domain. 

4.5 Confidentiality agreements   

4.5.1 The owner of key information may require stakeholders sign confidentiality 
agreements before granting access to it. In these cases the CAB shall: 

 4.5.1.1 Require those requesting access to key information to do so in writing. 

 4.5.1.2 Ensure signed confidentiality agreements are in place before permitting 
access to the confidential information. 
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4.5.2 The CAB may use the key information in its assessment even if some or all 
stakeholders refuse to sign a confidentiality agreement. 

5 Structural Requirements  

5.1  There are no additional requirements additional to ISO 17065 and MSC General 
Certification Requirements. 

6 Resource Requirements  

6.1.  There are no additional requirements additional to ISO 17065 and MSC General 
Certification Requirements. 

7 Process Requirement s Ƽ 

7.1 Pre-assessment Ƽ 

7.1.1 The pre-assessment is optional. Ƽ  

7.1.2 CABs shall have objectives for the pre-assessment that include: Ƽ 

 7.1.2.1 Enabling CAB planning for a full assessment. 

 7.1.2.2 Informing the client of the likelihood of achieving certification. 

 7.1.2.3 Enabling client planning for the full assessment. 

7.1.3 The CAB shall appoint an individual or team qualified in conformity with the 
requirements of Table PC2   and any one of the qualifications and competencies 
listed in Rows 1-5 of Table PC3, to conduct the pre-assessment evaluation. 

7.1.4 CABs shall ensure that any guidance given to clients during pre-assessment is in 

conformity with ISO 17065. Ƽ 

7.1.5 The CAB shall include the following activities as part of the pre-assessment: 

 7.1.5.1 A meeting with the client. 

 7.1.5.2 Decisions on potential field site visits, if required. 

 7.1.5.3 An assessment of the extent to which the fishery is consistent with the 
MSC Fisheries Standard (Annexes SA, SB, SC and SD). 

 7.1.5.4 An evaluation of the fisheryôs readiness for assessment. 

 7.1.5.5 A review of the availability of data. 

a. If data are not thought to be available, the CAB shall indicate likely use 
of the RBF (Annex PF). 

 7.1.5.6 Defining the options for the scope of the full assessment (consistent with 
section 7.4). 

http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/
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 7.1.5.7 Describing potential obstacles or problems that may be a barrier to 
certification. 

7.1.6 If the CAB conducts a pre-assessment, the report shall conform to the ñMSC 
Pre-Assessment Reporting Templateò found at MSC website.  

 7.1.6.1 CABs shall use the version of the MSC Pre-Assessment Reporting 
Template which was current at the time the Pre-Assessment report was 
prepared. 

 7.1.6.2 The CAB shall inform the client that some sections of the Pre-Assessment 

Reporting Template are mandatory and some optional. Ƽ 

7.1.7 The CAB shall inform the client of the requirements for proceeding to a full 

assessment. This includes ensuring the client informs the CAB of: Ƽ 

 7.1.7.1 Any actions known to be needed prior to a full assessment, or issues that 
may be a barrier to certification. 

 7.1.7.2 Communications that may need to take place with management agencies, 
environment groups, post-harvest sectors, relevant commercial and non-
commercial fishing groups to explain the MSC assessment process and 
the implications (including costs and benefits) of certification. 

 7.1.7.3 The completion of the Client Document Checklist, identifying the type and 
extent of data and information that the client will need to make available for 

a full assessment (see checklist here). Ż. 

 7.1.7.4 The location, timing and form of any announcements to be made about the 
clientôs intention to proceed to full assessment. 

 7.1.7.5 Whether the client would like to receive the optional MSC training material 
on the fishery assessment process for clients. 

7.1.8 The CAB shall treat the existence, process and outcomes of the pre-assessment 
as confidential to the client, the CAB and MSC, unless otherwise directed by the 
client. 

7.1.9 CABs shall provide the MSC with an annual report on the fishery pre-
assessment reports they have provided to clients over the period 1st April to 31st 

March by the following 30th of April. Ƽ 

 7.1.9.1 Annual reports shall be sent to the MSC standards email 
(standards@msc.org) as an attachment using the form ñAnnual PA 
Reporting Templateò. 

 7.1.9.2 Where information relating to a specific MSC pre-assessment report has 
changed since a previous annual report submitted to MSC, CABs shall 
include an entry in the bottom section of the latest annual report giving the 
current status of these fisheries. 

 7.1.9.3 The first annual report submitted shall include data for all previous MSC 
pre-assessment reports provided to clients irrespective of the year they 
were prepared. 

7.2 Application review  

7.2.1 No additional requirements additional to ISO 17065 and MSC General 
Certification Requirements. 

http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
mailto:standards@msc.org
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7.3 Assessment timelines  Ƽ 

7.3.1 The CABôs indicative timeline, submitted with the fishery assessment 
announcement (7.8.2) shall form the basis for tracking the assessment process 
by stakeholders. 

 7.3.1.1 The CAB shall, within 10 days of a delay occurring, provide an updated 
timeline and explanation of the cause of the delay to the MSC for posting 
to the MSC website. 

7.3.2 If the period from the full assessment announcement to the receipt of the Final 
Report by the MSC is more than 18 months, the CAB shall withdraw the fishery 
from the MSC assessment process.  

7.3.3 If the period from the full assessment announcement to the first on-site 
assessment visit exceeds 4 months the CAB shall use the most recent version of 
the MSC Fisheries Certification Requirements for the remainder of the 

assessment. Ƽ 

7.3.4 If the period from full assessment announcement to the receipt of the Public 
Comment Draft Report by the MSC exceeds 9 months the CAB shall:  

 7.3.4.1 Within 5 days of the 9 month deadline, provide the MSC with a statement 
for posting on the MSC website requesting, for a period of 30 days, 
stakeholder submission of any new information relating to the fishery that 
the team should consider in the assessment of the fishery. 

 7.3.4.2 Directly notify stakeholders participating in the fishery assessment of the 
opportunity to submit new information relating to the fishery that the team 
should consider in the assessment of the fishery. 

 7.3.4.3 Following the 30 day period within which stakeholders have the opportunity 
to submit new information 

a. Review any new information provided. 

b. Review the outcomes of any scoring of the fishery previously 
undertaken against the most recent version of the MSC Certification 
Requirements. 

c. Assess new information following all steps from scoring the fishery 
(7.10) to peer review (7.14) against the most recent version of the MSC 
Fisheries Certification Requirements. 

i. The team may limit the scope of this assessment to the re-scoring 
of those PIs for which there is new information and for which the 
requirements have changed in the most recent version of the MSC 
Certification Requirements. 

7.4 Confirmation of scope Ƽ 

Confirming that the fishery is within the scope of the MSC Fisheries Standard  

7.4.1 The CAB shall verify that the fishery is eligible for certification through the 

following determinations: Ƽ 

 7.4.1.1 The following taxa shall not be target species of the fishery under Principle 
1: 
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a. Amphibians; 

b. Reptiles; 

c. Birds; 

d. Mammals. 

 7.4.1.2 The fishery shall not use poisons or explosives. 

Controversial unilateral exemption to an international agreement 

 7.4.1.3 The fishery shall not be conducted under a controversial unilateral 
exemption to an international agreement.  

a. CABs shall use these definitions to interpret this criterion: 

i. Controversial means creating a controversy in the wider 
international community rather than simply between two states. 

ii. Unilateral means arising from the action of a single state. 

iii. 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, when in either such 
case the effect is to undermine the sustainable management of the 
fishery. 

iv. International agreements are those with a direct mandate for 
sustainable management of the resources affected by the fishery 
according to the outcomes expressed by Principles 1 and 2. 

b. When verifying fishery conformity with this criterion, CABs shall take 
into consideration: 

i. The relationship between international and coastal state 
jurisdictions recognised by relevant international agreements. 

ii. Whether exemptions result in the implementation of a higher or 
lower level of conservation than are currently agreed by an 
international management body. 

iii. In all cases, the important point is whether the sustainable 
management of the fishery is undermined. 

 7.4.1.4 The client or client group shall not include an entity that has been 
successfully prosecuted for a forced labour violation in the last 2 years. 

a. If an entity that belongs to a certified client group is successfully 
prosecuted for violations of laws on forced labour, such entity shall be 
considered as having become out of scope and shall be withdrawn 
from the certificate or client group. 

Controversy ï disputes in fisheries Ƽ 

7.4.2 A fishery shall not be eligible for certification if there is no mechanism for 

resolving disputes, or if the disputes overwhelm the fishery. Ƽ 

 7.4.2.1 If a fishery applying for certification is the subject of controversy and/or 
dispute at any time during the assessment process or certification cycle, 
the CAB shall consider: 

a. If the fisheries management regime (national or international system or 
plan) includes a mechanism for resolving disputes. 
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b. If there is a mechanism for resolving disputes, whether that mechanism 
is adequate to deal with potential or existing disputes. (e.g., do 
stakeholders have access to the mechanism for resolving disputes and 
is there sufficient scope to cover the relevant issues). 

c. If disputes overwhelm the fishery enough to prevent it from meeting the 
MSCôs Fisheries Standard. 

 7.4.2.2 The CAB shall decline the application where it judges 7.4.2 applies. 

Enhanced fisheries Ƽ  

7.4.3 Using the criteria in Table 1 the CAB shall determine if the fishery is an 

enhanced fishery. Ƽ 

 7.4.3.1 An enhanced fishery shall only be eligible for assessment if it conforms to 
all of the scope criteria. 
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Table 1: Scope criteria for enhanced fisheries  

A Linkages to and maintenance of a wild stock 

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

ii The species are native to the geographic region of the fishery and the natural 
production areas from which the fisheryôs catch originates unless MSC has accepted a 
variation request to include introduced species for the pilot phase. 

iii There are natural reproductive components of the stock from which the fisheryôs 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. 

Note: 

This requirement shall apply to the ñcurrentò status of the fishery. Wild stocks shall be 
managed by other conventional means. 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. 

B Feeding and Husbandry 

i 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.g., filter 
feeding in mussels), or at a level and duration that provide only for the maintenance of 
condition (e.g., crustacean in holding tanks) rather than to achieve growth. 

ii In CAG systems, production during the captive phase does not routinely require disease 
prevention involving chemicals or compounds with medicinal prophylactic properties. 

C Habitat and ecosystem impacts 

i Any modifications to the habitat of the stock are reversible and do not cause serious or 
irreversible harm to the natural ecosystemôs structure and function. 

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: 

¶ Large-scale artificial reefs. 

¶ 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 (ISBF) 

7.4.4 A CAB shall only accept an application for certification from a fishery on an 
introduced species if it meets the scope criteria contained in Table 2. 
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Table 2: Provisional scope criteria for ISBF  

A Irreversibility of the introduction in the new location 

i The introduced species has a large population size (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. 

iii 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. 

B History of the introduction 

i 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. 

ii 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 standard. 

C No further introductions 

i There is no continuing introduction of the introduced species being considered for 
certification to the location (i.e., the species is now entirely self-sustaining in its new 
location). 

 

 7.4.4.1 If the fishery is based upon an introduced species, the CAB shall follow the 
necessary steps in Annex SD. 

 7.4.4.2 CABs shall note that the requirements for ISBF are part of a pilot 
programme and may be subject to change. 

7.4.5 During the assessment, the CAB shall withdraw the fishery from assessment if it 
does not continue to meet scope requirements of 7.4.1ï7.4.4. 

 

Defining the unit of assessment and unit of certification Ƽ 

7.4.6 After receiving an application for certification, the CAB shall review all pre-
assessment reports about the fishery and other information that is available to it, 
and shall determine the unit of assessment required. 

7.4.7 The CAB shall confirm the proposed unit of assessment (UoA) (i.e., what is to be 

assessed) to include: Ƽ 

 7.4.7.1 The target stock(s), 

 7.4.7.2 The fishing method or gear type/s, vessel type/s and/or practices, and 

 7.4.7.3 The fishing fleets or groups of vessels, or individual fishing operators 
pursuing that stock, including any other eligible fishers that are outside the 
unit of certification. 

7.4.8 The CAB shall confirm the proposed unit of certification (UoC) (i.e., what is to be 

covered by the certificate) to include: Ƽ 

 7.4.8.1 The target stock(s), 
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 7.4.8.2 The fishing method or gear type/s, vessel type/s and/or practices, and 

 7.4.8.3 The fishing fleets or groups of vessels or individual fishing operators 
pursuing that stock including those client group members initially intended 
to be covered by the certificate. 

7.4.9 The UoA and UoC shall not be defined based on the species caught as 
determined at the time of fishing, where the objective is simply to exclude certain 

hauls from the assessment. Ƽ 

7.4.10 The CAB shall not change the UoA and UoC during the assessment unless: Ƽ 

 7.4.10.1 The UoA is announced provisionally in the initial announcement and 
confirmed later in conformance with 7.10.2. 

7.4.11 The CAB shall undertake an initial review of key traceability factors and shall 

document whether any of the following risks are applicable: Ƽ 

a. The possibility of non-certified gears being used within the UoC. 

b. The possibility of vessels from the UoC fishing outside the unit of 
certification or in different geographical areas (on the same trips or 
different trips). 

c. The possibility of vessels from outside the UoC or client group fishing 
the same stock. 

d. Any other risks of substitution between fish from the UoC and fish from 
outside this unit. 

 7.4.11.1 Potential traceability risks found during the initial review are to be included 
in the Chain of Custody section in the Notification Report. 

 7.4.11.2 The CAB shall notify the fishery of its obligations to meet traceability 
requirements before it sells product as certified or under-assessment 

including that: Ƽ 

a. Systems are in place to ensure that fish and fish products from the UoC 
are traceable back to the UoC. 

b. Systems are in place to ensure that fish and fish products from the UoC 
shall be segregated from any products not included in the UoC. 

Other eligible fishers and entities and certificate sharing  

7.4.12 The CAB shall identify if there are other eligible fishers or other entities that may 

share the certificate as new client group members. Ƽ 

 7.4.12.1 Fishers or other entities not identified as part of the UoA or the client group 
members shall not be eligible to gain access to the certification later unless 
they conform to the requirements of 7.22.3. 

 7.4.12.2 If there are other eligible fishers or other potential client group members 
within the UoA, the CAB shall require the client to: 

a. Prepare and publish a statement of their understanding and willingness 
for reasonable certificate sharing arrangements. 

b. Inform other eligible fishers and/or other entities of the public statement 
and of the opportunity to share the certificate during relevant 
interactions with the eligible fishers and other entities as is practicable. 
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Inseparable or practicably inseparable catches 

7.4.13 The CAB shall identify if there are catches of non-target (P2) stock(s) that are 

inseparable or practicably inseparable (IPI) from target (P1) stock(s). Ƽ 

 7.4.13.1 The CAB shall only recognise stock(s) as being an IPI stock, where the 
inseparability arises because either:  

a. The non-target catch is practicably indistinguishable during normal 
fishing operations (i.e., the catch is from a stock of the same species or 
a closely related species); or 

b. When distinguishable, it is not commercially feasible to separate due to 
the practical operation of the fishery that would require significant 
modification to existing harvesting and processing methods. 

And: 

c. The total combined proportion of catches from the IPI stock(s) do not 
exceed 15% by weight of the total combined catches of target and IPI 
stock(s) for the UoA; 

d. The stocks are not ETP species; and 

e. The stocks are not certified separately. 

7.4.14 If IPI stocks are identified and are below the level of 15% specified in 7.4.13.1.c, 
the CAB shall, as early as practicable in the assessment process and following 
the variation request procedure set out in section 4.12 of the GCR, submit a 
variation request to the requirements section 7.4 to the MSC to either:  

 7.4.14.1 Allow fish or fish products to be considered as coming from IPI stocks to 
enter into chains of custody subject to Annex PA.  

a. The variation request to allow fish or fish products to be considered as 
coming from IPI stocks to enter into chains of custody shall include a 
detailed and substantiated rationale of how the catches under 
consideration fulfil the requirements of 7.4.14.1 above. 

b. If this variation request is accepted, the requirements for IPI stocks in 
Annex PA shall apply. 

 7.4.14.2 Allow fish or fish products considered as coming from IPI stocks to enter 
chains of custody, with an exemption to the additional assessment 
requirements for IPI stocks given in PA4.2. 

a. The variation request to allow an exemption to requirements for IPI 
stocks shall include a detailed and substantiated rationale showing 
that, in addition to 7.4.13.1: 

i. The catch proportion of IPI stocks calculated in 7.4.13.1.c is less 
than or equal to 2% and the total catch of IPI stock(s) by the UoA 
does not create a significant impact on the IPI stock(s) as a whole. 

ii. CABs shall note that significance will be assessed on basis of the 
status of the IPI stock, and the risk that the IPI catch poses to the 
health of the IPI stock. 

7.4.15 The CAB shall use the evaluation against the requirements specified in 7.4.13 -
7.4.14 above to determine the eligibility of catches of IPI stock(s) to enter further 
certified chains of custody. This evaluation shall not influence the final 
determination.  

http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents
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Overlapping fisheries 

7.4.16 The CAB shall determine if the assessment of the applicant fishery will result in 
an assessment of overlapping fisheries.  

 7.4.16.1 If the assessment is based on overlapping fisheries, the CAB shall follow 
the necessary steps for harmonisation in Annex PB. 

7.5 Team selection  

7.5.1 The CAB shall announce a team for a fisheries assessment comprising a team 
leader and a minimum of one additional team member who meets the 
qualifications and competency requirements specified in Tables PC1, PC2 and 
PC3 in Annex PC and in line with the requirements in the General Certification 
Requirements (GCR). 

7.5.2 If the CAB is to use the Risk Based Framework (RBF) (Annex PF), at least one 
team member shall have received training that has been approved by the MSC 
in the use of the RBF as detailed in Table PC3 in Annex PC. 

7.5.3 If events outside the CABôs control mean that team membership must change 
during an assessment, the CAB shall announce the new team members to 
stakeholders. 

7.6 Determination of eligibility dates Ƽ 

7.6.1 The CAB shall nominate a date from which product from a certified fishery is 
eligible to be sold as MSC certified or bear the MSC ecolabel (the eligibility date). 

This shall be either: Ƽ 

 7.6.1.1 The date of the certification of the fishery; or  

 7.6.1.2 The publication date of the first Public Comment Draft Report. 

7.6.2 If the eligibility date is set before the certification date, the CAB shall inform the 
fishery that any fish harvested after the eligibility date and sold or stored as 
under-assessment fish shall be handled in conformity with relevant under-
assessment product requirements in the MSC Chain of Custody standard. 

7.7 Preparing for announcement Ƽ 

7.7.1 CABs shall use the structure and the default set of PISGs in the default tree as 
set out in Annex SA in all assessments with the following exceptions:  

 7.7.1.1 For enhanced bivalve fisheries, CABs shall score the fishery according to 
the requirements set out in the enhanced bivalve default tree (Annex SB). 

 7.7.1.2 For salmon fisheries, CABs shall score the fishery according to the 
requirements set out in the salmon default tree (Annex SC). 

 7.7.1.3 If the fishery is an enhanced fishery for a species other than bivalves or 
salmon, CABs shall apply paragraph 7.7.4 below. 

http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/chain-of-custody-certification-scheme-documents
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 7.7.1.4 If the CAB judges that the default assessment trees provided are 
inappropriate for the fishery and require modification, it shall follow 

paragraph 7.8.5. Ƽ 

Fishery that has failed or withdrawn from assessment Ƽ 

7.7.2 If the scope of the fishery contains a fishery that has failed or withdrawn 
assessment: 

 7.7.2.1 The CAB shall follow the version of the MSC Fisheries Certification 
Requirements in place at the time of the re-assessment. 

 7.7.2.2 The CAB may not require the client to submit a revised Client Document 
Checklist. 

Fishery with IPI stocks 

7.7.3 Where there are IPI stocks within the scope of certification the team shall apply 
Annex PA. 

Fishery with enhanced stock Ƽ 

7.7.4 If the scope of the fishery contains an enhanced fishery that is not covered in 
Annexes SB and SC: 

 7.7.4.1 The CAB shall review and if necessary modify the default tree taking into 
account the PIs required to assess the enhancements. The CAB shall 
assess: 

a. Enhancement activities against the impacts on the natural reproductive 
component of the associated wild stock  

b. The extent of translocation against: Ƽ 

i. The effect on the natural genetic characteristics of the stock 

ii. The environmental impacts of translocation 

c. Environmental modification activities under the P2 assessment for their 
impacts on other species or the wild environment. The CAB shall 
consider environmental impacts, including:  

i. Feed augmentation. Ƽ 

ii. The use of medicines or other chemical compounds. 

iii. Fertilisation to enhance natural food availability. 

iv. Removal of predators or competitors. 

d. The impacts of habitat modification under the habitats and ecosystems 
components in P2. The CAB shall consider environmental impacts 

including: Ƽ 

i. If serious or irreversible harm may be caused to the natural 
ecosystemôs structure and function, including the natural food 
chains of predator and/or prey species. 

ii. The types and extent of habitat modifications and the possibility of 
these causing serious or irreversible impacts. 

 7.7.4.2 The CAB shall note that: 

http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
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a. The MSC may require additional consultation with other CABs 
developing performance assessment guidance for similar fisheries. 

b. In cases where the CABôs proposed modifications to the default tree for 
an enhanced fishery are later found by the MSC to produce a 
determination and/or conditions that do not conform to MSC 
requirements: 

i. The CAB shall review and, if necessary, revise its assessment and 
scoring to conform to the MSC Fisheries Certification 
Requirements. 

ii. The timing of the review and revisions shall be at the discretion of 
the MSC, and may include a requirement for an expedited audit. 

iii. The process shall be sufficient to ensure the continued validity of 
the determination taking account of MSC Fisheries Certification 
Requirements. 

 7.7.4.3 If the CAB decides that the tree requires modification it shall follow 
paragraph 7.8.5.  

Harmonisation of overlapping fisheries 

7.7.5 If the scope of the fishery contains a fishery that overlaps with another certified 
or applicant fishery, Annex PB shall be applied. 

Use of risk based methods for a data-deficient fishery 

7.7.6 The CAB shall use the criteria in Table 3 to make a decision on whether a fishery 
may or may not be data-deficient with respect to one or more PI. Ƽ 

 7.7.6.1 A PI may contain both data-deficient and non-data-deficient scoring 
elements. 

 7.7.6.2 The CAB shall use the criteria in Table 3 to make a decision on whether a 
particular scoring element may or may not be data-deficient. 

 7.7.6.3 The criteria in Table 3 shall be applied to all known scoring elements in P1 
and P2. Ƽ 

 7.7.6.4 Uncertainties in the stock definition or stock assessment models shall not 
be used as a rationale for using Annex PF in cases where some form of 
indicators and reference points are available for the fishery. Ƽ 

 7.7.6.5 If the decision is taken that a fishery is data-deficient with respect to one or 
more PI, the team may use Annex PF to score it. 

 7.7.6.6 If a PI contains both data-deficient and non-data-deficient scoring 
elements, the CAB shall: 

a. Use Annex PF to assess data-deficient scoring elements 

b. Score non-data-deficient scoring elements using the tree announced in 
the assessment.  

 

  



  Fisheries Certification Requirements v2.0 

Document: MSC Fisheries Certification Requirement v2.0 page 32 
Date of issue: 1st October 2014  © Marine Stewardship Council 2014 

Table 3: Criteria for triggering the use of the RBF  

Performance 
Indicator  

Criteria Consideration Notes 

1.1.1 Stock 
status 

Stock status reference points 
are available, derived either 
from analytical stock 
assessment or using empirical 
approaches 

Yes Use default PISGs within 
Annex SA for this PI 

No Use Annex PF (RBF) for this 
PI 

2.1.1 Primary 
species 
outcome 

& 

2.2.1 Secondary 
species 
outcome 

Stock status reference points 
are available, derived either 
from analytical stock 
assessment or using empirical 
approaches 

Yes Use default PISGs within 
Annex SA for this PI 

No Use Annex PF (RBF) for this 
PI 

2.3.1 ETP 
species 
outcome (where 
there are no 
national 
requirements for 
protection and 
rebuilding) 

Can the impact of the fishery in 
assessment on ETP species be 
analytically determined? 

Yes Use default PISGs within 
Annex SA for this PI 

No Use Annex PF (RBF) for this 
PI 

2.4.1 Habitats 
outcome 

Are both of the following 
applicable: 

1 Information on habitats 
encountered is available 

2 Information of impact of 
fishery on habitats encountered 
is available 

Yes Use default PISGs within 
Annex SA for this PI 

No Use Annex PF (RBF) for this 
PI 

2.5.1 Ecosystem 
outcome 

Is information available to 
support an analysis of the 
impact of the fishery on the 
ecosystem? 

Yes Use default PISGs within 
Annex SA for this PI 

No Use Annex PF(RBF) for this 
PI 

 

Weighting Ƽ 

7.7.7 The team shall use the default weighting contained within the ñMSC Fishery 
Assessment Scoring Worksheetò when using the default tree. 

 7.7.7.1 Where necessary, the team shall make changes to the default weighting 
when they propose changes to the default tree. 

7.7.8 Weights in each level of the final tree (i.e., Principle, component or PI) shall add 
up to a total sum of 1. 

 7.7.8.1 Teams shall give equal weighting to each PI within a component of the 
tree, and to each component within a Principle of the tree. 
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7.8 Announcement of Fishery Assessment  Ƽ 

7.8.1 Prior to announcement the CAB shall obtain from the client a completed Client 
Document Checklist. 

7.8.2 The CAB shall formally announce the fishery assessment by completing and 
submitting the MSC Fishery Announcement Template (available on the MSC 
website) for posting on the MSC website.  

7.8.3 The announcement shall contain the following information: Ż  

 7.8.3.1 Confirmation that the fishery is within scope of the MSC standard. 

 7.8.3.2 An indicative timetable. 

 7.8.3.3 The statement on certificate sharing described in 7.4.12.2.a, if applicable. 

 7.8.3.4 The names and CVs of the team and team leader, an explanation of how 
they meet the competency criteria in Annex PC and confirmation that the 
team has no conflicts of interest in relation to the fishery under 
assessment. 

 7.8.3.5 The choice of assessment tree to be used to score the fishery, and 

whether it requires modification or not. Ƽ 

7.8.4 If a default assessment tree is to be used, the announcement of the fishery 
assessment shall include the announcement of the site visit, including the date 
and location of the site visit. 

 7.8.4.1 The site visit shall commence no earlier than 30 days from the date posting 

the announcement on the MSC website. Ż 

 7.8.4.2 The announcement shall contain an invitation for stakeholder participation 
in the assessment process. 

 7.8.4.3 CABs shall additionally ensure that those stakeholders identified in the pre-
assessment report are invited to participate in the assessment process. 

 7.8.4.4 Where the CAB proposes to use the RBF (Annex PF) PF2.1 and PF 2.3 
shall additionally be followed. 

7.8.5 If the CAB decides that any of the default trees needs modification the CAB 

shall: Ż 

 7.8.5.1 Apply and obtain a variation from the MSC to FCR 7.7.1. 

 7.8.5.2 Inform stakeholders in the ñAnnouncement of Fishery Assessment 
Templateò by posting a notice on the MSC website about the draft tree and 
the reasons for modifications to the default tree. 

a. The CAB may announce the site visit, following FCR 7.8.4, in this 
announcement taking account of the additional time needed to finalise 
the assessment tree to be used. 

 7.8.5.3 Submit the draft tree to MSC for posting on the website. 

 7.8.5.4 Allow at least 30 days from the date of posting on the MSC website for 
comment on the draft tree. 

 7.8.5.5 Consider all stakeholder comments, recording why comments have been 
accepted or rejected. 

 7.8.5.6 Review the decision to modify the default tree in light of those comments. 

http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
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 7.8.5.7 Confirm the final tree to be used to stakeholders within 10 days of the 
consultation period closing. 

 7.8.5.8 Proceed to announce the site visit (7.8.4). 

 7.8.5.9 Re-publish the assessment timelines. 

 7.8.5.10 Include the changes to the default tree in the Public Comment Draft 
Report, and all related fishery assessment reports. 

7.8.6 CABs shall distribute the ñMSC Template for Stakeholder Input into Fishery 
Assessmentsò to all identified stakeholders at the same time as the 
announcement that the fishery is entering assessment. 

7.8.7 At the same time as providing documents for publication required in 7.8.2ï7.8.3, 
the CAB shall give the MSC: 

 7.8.7.1 A completed copy of the ñMSC Notification Report Formò.  

 7.8.7.2 A copy of the Client Document Checklist. 

 7.8.7.3 If the fishery is enhanced and is found to be within scope, an assessment 
of each enhancement activity undertaken by the fishery and a documented 
rationale for the determination that the fishery is within scope. 

7.8.8 The CAB shall give the MSC a copy of any pre-assessment report(s) it has 

written for the fishery. Ƽ 

 7.8.8.1 If the CAB is aware of any other pre-assessment report(s) written by other 
parties it shall inform the MSC of the reportôs author. 

7.9 Site visit: Assessment visits, stakeholder consultation and 
information collection Ƽ 

7.9.1 The team shall carry out the on-site assessment as planned. The team shall: Ƽ 

 7.9.1.1 Conduct stakeholder interviews to make sure that the team is aware of any 
concerns or information that stakeholders may have. 

a. The team shall allow private interviews with the team for stakeholders 
who request one. 

b. The team shall use any information provided in private in conformity 
with the confidentiality requirements in 4.4. 

c. If stakeholders do not wish or are not able to be interviewed, the team 
shall inform them that they may send written information to the team. 

7.10 Scoring the fishery Ƽ 

7.10.1 After the team has compiled and analysed all relevant information (including 
technical, written and anecdotal sources), they shall score the UoA against the 
Performance Indicator Scoring Guideposts (PISGs) in the final tree. The team 

shall: Ƽ 

 7.10.1.1 Discuss evidence together. 

 7.10.1.2 Weigh up the balance of evidence. 

http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
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 7.10.1.3 Use their judgement to agree a final score following the processes below. 

7.10.2 Following the site visit, changes to the target stocks listed for assessment under 
Principle 1 may be made. 

 7.10.2.1 The team shall assess any stock or species initially proposed for 
assessment under Principle 1 (7.4.8), that will no longer be assessed 
under P1, instead against the relevant P2 PIs. 

 7.10.2.2 The team shall not assess any stock not originally proposed as P1 species 
in P1. 

 7.10.2.3 The requirements in the SGs shall be regarded as follows: 

a. In order to achieve an 80 score, all of the 60 scoring issues and all of 
the 80 issues shall be met, and each scoring issue shall be justified by 
supporting rationale. 

b. In order to achieve a 100 score, all of the 60 issues, all of the 80 
issues, and all of the 100 issues shall be met, and each scoring issue 
shall be justified by supporting rationale. 

7.10.3 The team should assign scores for individual PIs in increments of five points. Ƽ 

 7.10.3.1 If scores are assigned in divisions of less than five points, the team shall 

justify the reason for this in the report. Ƽ 

7.10.4 Scores for each of the three Principles shall be reported to the nearest one 
decimal place. 

7.10.5 The team shall score individual PIs. 

 7.10.5.1 The team shall assess the PI against each of the scoring issues at the 
SG60 level. 

a. If one or more of the SG60 scoring issues is not met, the UoA fails, and 
no further scoring is required for the PI. 

i. Teams shall not assign a numeric score of less than 60 for a PI, but 
they shall record in narrative form their rationale for determining 
that the PI is scoring less than 60. 

ii. A UoA for which one or more PIs is not scored shall not be 
awarded certification. 

 7.10.5.2 If all of the SG60 scoring issues are met, the PI must achieve at least a 60 
score, and the team shall assess each of the scoring issues at the SG80 

level. Ż  

a. If not all of the SG80 scoring issues are met, the PI shall be given an 
intermediate score (65, 70 or 75) reflecting overall performance against 
the different SG80 scoring issues: 

i. Award 70 where performance against the scoring issues is mid-way 
between SG60 and SG80 (some scoring issues are fully met, and 
some are not fully met); and 

ii. Award 75 when performance against the scoring issues is almost at 
SG80 (most scoring issues are fully met, but a few are not fully 
met); and 

iii. Award 65 when performance against the scoring issues is slightly 
above SG60 (a few scoring issues are fully met, but most are not 
fully met). 
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b. If one or more of the SG80 scoring issues is not met, the PI shall be 
assigned a condition (or conditions). 

 7.10.5.3 If all of the SG80 scoring issues are met, the PI must achieve at least an 
80 score, and the team shall assess each of the scoring issues at the 
SG100 level. 

a. If not all of the SG100 scoring issues are met, the PI shall be given an 
intermediate score (85, 90 or 95) reflecting overall performance against 
the different SG100 scoring issues. 

i. Award 90 where performance against the scoring issues is mid-way 
between SG80 and SG100 (some scoring issues are fully met, and 
some are not fully met); and 

ii. Award 95 when performance against the scoring issues is almost at 
SG100 (most scoring issues are fully met, but a few are not fully 
met); and 

iii. Award 85 when performance against the scoring issues is slightly 
above SG80 (a few scoring issues are fully met, but most are not 
fully met). 

iv. If all of the SG100 scoring issues are met, the PI shall be given a 
100 score. 

7.10.6 To contribute to the scoring of any PI, the team shall verify that each scoring 
issue is fully and unambiguously met. 

 7.10.6.1 A rationale shall be presented to support the teamôs conclusion. Ƽ 

 7.10.6.2 The rationale shall make direct reference to every scoring issue and 
whether or not it is fully met.  

 7.10.6.3 An exception to 7.10.6.2 is permitted only for those PIs that include only a 
single scoring issue at each SG level. 

a. For these PIs, it is permitted to ópartially scoreô issues to obtain 
intermediate scores. 

b. A rationale shall be provided, clearly explaining which aspects of the 
scoring issue are met. 

7.10.7 In Principle 1 or 2, the team shall score PIs comprised of differing scoring 
elements (species or habitats) that comprise part of a component affected by the 

UoA. Ż 

 7.10.7.1 If any single scoring element fails to meet SG80, the overall score for that 
element shall be less than 80 so that a condition is raised, regardless of 
the situation with regard to other elements, some of which may be at the 
SG100 level. 

 7.10.7.2 The score given shall reflect the number of elements that fail and the level 
of their failure rather than being derived directly as a numerical average of 
the individual scores for all elements (which might well raise the average 
score for a PI above 80 if one element scores 100 even when one element 
is given a condition). 

 7.10.7.3 Scores should be determined for each scoring element by applying the 
process in section 7.10.5 to each scoring element. 

 7.10.7.4 Table 4 shall be used to determine the overall score for the PI from the 
scores of the different scoring elements. 
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 7.10.7.5 Where some scoring elements have been scored using the RBF, the 
converted MSC score shall be treated as an individual scoring element 

score when combining element scores in Table 4. Ƽ 
 

Table 4: Combining element scores  

Score  Combination of individual scoring elements 

<60 Any scoring element within a PI which fails to reach SG60 shall not be assigned a 
score. Teams shall record their rationale in narrative form for the PI rather than 
assigning actual scores of less than 60. 

60 All elements meet SG60 and only SG60. 

65 All elements meet SG60; a few achieve higher performance, at or exceeding SG80, 
but most do not meet SG80. 

70 All elements meet SG60; some achieve higher performance, at or exceeding SG80, 
but some do not meet SG80 and require intervention action to make sure they get 
there. 

75 All elements meet SG60; most achieve higher performance, at or exceeding SG80; 
only a few fail to achieve SG80 and require intervention action. 

80 All elements meet SG80. 

85 All elements meet SG80; a few achieve higher performance, but most do not meet 
SG100. 

90 All elements meet SG80; some achieve higher performance at SG100, but some do 
not. 

95 All elements meet SG80; most achieve higher performance at SG100, and only a 
few fail to achieve SG100. 

100 All elements meet SG100. 

 

7.10.8 The team should modify these scores where appropriate:  

 7.10.8.1 Downwards by the scores falling between two SGs obtained by the 
individual elements that fail to meet an upper SG level. 

 7.10.8.2 Upwards by the scores falling between two SGs obtained by the individual 
elements that exceed an upper SG level. 

 7.10.8.3 Upwards change should never rise as high as 80 if the team judges that a 
condition is required. 

7.10.9 The CAB shall not certify a UoA if the weighted average score for all PIs under 
each Principle is less than 80 for any of the three Principles. 

7.10.10 The CAB shall not certify a UoA if any individual scoring issue is not met at the 
SG60 level, contributing to a score of less than 60 on any PI. 

 

7.11 Setting conditions Ƽ 

7.11.1 The CAB shall set one or more auditable and verifiable conditions for continuing 
certification if the UoA achieves a score of less than 80 but equal to or greater 

than 60 for any individual PI. Ƽ 
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 7.11.1.1 The CAB shall ensure that every PI that receives a score of less than 80 
has its own distinct condition associated with it. 

 7.11.1.2 The CAB shall draft conditions to follow the narrative or metric form of the 
PISGs used in the final tree.  

 7.11.1.3 The CAB shall draft conditions to result in improved performance to at least 
the 80 level within a period set by the CAB but no longer than the term of 
the certification unless: 

a. There are exceptional circumstances, and the CAB determines that 
achieving a performance level of 80 may take longer than the period of 

certification. Ƽ 

i. The CAB shall interpret exceptional circumstances in 7.11.1.3.a to 
refer to situations in which, even with perfect implementation, 
achieving the 80 level of performance may take longer than the 
certification period. 

ii. In exceptional circumstances, the CAB shall specify conditions that 
spell out: 

   A The significant and measurable improvements (in terms of 
milestones or outcomes) that must be achieved and the score 
that must be reached during the certification period and at the 
end of the certification period. 

   B What constitutes a successful overall outcome to achieve the 
80 performance level over a longer, specified time period. 

 7.11.1.4 The CAB shall draft conditions to specify milestones that spell out: 

a. The measurable improvements and outcomes (using quantitative 
metrics) expected each year. 

b. The specific timeframes over which the milestones and the whole 
condition must be met. 

c. The outcome and score that shall be achieved at any interim 
milestones. 

 7.11.1.5 The CAB shall create a schedule of conditions stating the action(s) to be 
taken within a specified timeframe. 

7.11.2 The CAB shall require the client to prepare a ñclient action planò that includes: 

 7.11.2.1 How the conditions and milestones will be addressed. 

 7.11.2.2 Who will address the conditions. 

 7.11.2.3 The specified time period within which the conditions and milestones will 
be addressed. 

 7.11.2.4 How the action(s) is expected to improve the performance of the UoA. 

 7.11.2.5 How the CAB will assess outcomes and milestones in each subsequent 
surveillance or assessment. 

 7.11.2.6 How progress to meeting conditions will be shown to CABs. 

7.11.3 The CAB shall not accept a client action plan if the client is relying upon the 
involvement, funding and/or resources of other entities (fisheries management or 
research agencies, authorities or regulating bodies that might have authority, 
power or control over management arrangements, research budgets and/or 
priorities) without: 
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 7.11.3.1 Consulting with those entities when setting conditions, if those conditions 
are likely to require any or all of the following: 

a. Investment of time or money by these entities. 

b. Changes to management arrangements or regulations. 

c. Re-arrangement of research priorities by these entities. 

 7.11.3.2 Being satisfied that the conditions are both achievable by the client and 
realistic in the period specified. 

 7.11.3.3 Interpreting the word óentitiesô in 7.11.3.1 to mean all fisheries 
management or research agencies, authorities or regulating bodies that 
might have authority, power or control over management arrangements, 
research budgets and/or priorities. 

7.11.4 If the CAB cannot find evidence to show that funding and/or resources are, or will 
be, in place to address conditions, the UoA shall not be certified. 

7.11.5 Where the client and the CAB are unable to agree on the terms of conditions and 
milestones that will achieve the required increase in the score in question, the 
UoA shall not be certified. 

7.11.6 Conditions and milestones shall be included in all versions of reports. 

7.11.7 If a condition or milestone relates to reducing uncertainty or improving 
processes, the CAB shall include in its reports a narrative about the ultimate 
ecological or management outcome that the condition aims to achieve over the 
longer term. 

7.11.8 7.11.1 to 7.11.3 should be completed prior to peer review. 

7.11.9 Where there are IPI stocks within the scope of certification, the team shall follow 
Annex PA . 

 

7.12 Determination of the traceability systems and point(s) at 
which fish and fish products enter further Chains of 
Custody  Ƽ 

7.12.1 The CAB shall determine if the systems of tracking and tracing in the UoA are 
sufficient to ensure all fish and fish products identified and sold as certified by the 

UoA originate from the appropriate Unit of Certification (UoC). Ƽ 

 7.12.1.1 Systems shall allow the UoA to trace any fish or fish products sold as 
MSC-certified back to the UoC. 

 7.12.1.2 Appropriate records shall be maintained that demonstrate the traceability 

of certified fish or fish products back to the UoC. Ƽ 

 7.12.1.3 The CAB shall document the risk factors outlined in the ñMSC Full 
Assessment Reporting Templateò, identifying any areas of risk for the 

integrity of certified products and how they are managed and mitigated. Ƽ 

 7.12.1.4 For each risk factor, there shall be a description of the risk present and 

details of the mitigation or management of risk. Ƽ 

 7.12.1.5 The CAB shall identify and document: Ż 

a. The UoC, 

http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents
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b. The point of intended change of ownership of product, and 

c. The point from which subsequent Chain of Custody is required. 

 7.12.1.6 Where there are IPI stocks within the scope of certification, teams shall 
follow Annex PA and report on the verification of the traceability systems 
including: 

a. An evaluation of the species, stock, proportion and weight of the catch 
of IPI stock(s) and their eligibility to enter further certified chains of 
custody, as per Annex PA. 

7.12.2 If the CAB makes a positive determination under 7.12.1, fish and fish products 
from the UoA may enter into certified chains of custody and be eligible to be sold 
as MSC-certified or carry the MSC ecolabel. 

 7.12.2.1 The CAB shall determine and document the scope of the fishery certificate, 
including the parties and categories of parties eligible to use the certificate 
and the point(s) at which chain of custody is needed. 

a. Chain of custody certification shall always be required following a 
change of ownership of the product to any party not covered by the 
fishery certificate. 

b. Chain of custody certification may be required at an earlier stage than 
change of ownership if the team determines that the systems within the 
fishery are not sufficient to make sure all fish and fish products 
identified as such by the fishery originate from the UoC. 

7.12.3 If the CAB makes a negative determination under 7.12.1, the CAB shall state in 
its reports that fish and fish products from the UoA are not eligible to be sold as 
MSC-certified or carry the MSC ecolabel. 

 7.12.3.1 This determination shall remain in force until revised by the CAB in a 
subsequent assessment. 

7.12.4 The CAB shall inform the UoA that if they sell or label non-eligible (non-

conforming) product as MSC-certified, they must: Ƽ 

a. Notify any affected customers and the CAB of the issue within 4 days of 
detection 

b. Immediately cease to sell any non-conforming products in stock as MSC-
certified until their certified status has been verified by the CAB 

c. Cooperate with the CAB to determine the cause of the issue and to 
implement any corrective actions required 

 

7.13 Preliminary Draft Report for client review   

7.13.1 Once conditions (7.11) and the point at which fish may enter further chains of 
custody (7.12) have been determined, the CAB shall: 

 7.13.1.1 Issue a preliminary draft report to the client. 

 7.13.1.2 Ensure the preliminary draft report and all subsequent versions of the 
fisheries assessment report conform to the ñMSC Full Assessment 
Reporting Templateò found at http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-
documents. 

http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents


  Fisheries Certification Requirements v2.0 

Document: MSC Fisheries Certification Requirement v2.0 page 41 
Date of issue: 1st October 2014  © Marine Stewardship Council 2014 

a. CABs shall use the version of the ñMSC Full Assessment Reporting 
Templateò current at the time of the fishery announcement or any 
subsequent version. 

7.13.2 The CAB shall give the client an opportunity to question the team and have an 
issue re-examined if the client has a concern that insufficient information is 
available to support the teamôs decisions or that a decision has been made in 
error. 

 7.13.2.1 The CAB shall require clients to provide objective evidence in support of 
any additional claims or any claimed errors of fact. 

 7.13.2.2 The team does not have to accept client requests for changes in the report, 
but shall provide justifications for whatever responses are made to client 
comments. 

 7.13.2.3 A period of up to 30 days shall be made available after receipt of the draft 

report for the client to consider the report and respond to it. Ƽ 

7.13.3 Following client comments and changes (if any) the team may or may not revise 
the Preliminary Draft Report to become the Peer Review Draft Report. 

7.13.4 Any comments made by the client and the team shall be documented and 
retained by the CAB and shall be available upon request to any party. 

 

7.14 Peer review and Peer Review Draft Report 2Ƽ 

7.14.1 The CAB shall arrange a review of the Peer Review Draft Report by a group of 
experts from the Peer Review College. 

7.14.2 The CAB shall send the Peer Review College a copy of the announcement of the 
fishery entering assessment, the Notification Report and an assessment timeline 
which shall specify a projected timeframe for the peer review process. 

 7.14.2.1 The CAB shall update the timeframes on the MSC website as and if 
required. 

 7.14.2.2 The CAB shall notify the Peer Review College of any changes to the 
projected timeframe that will affect the peer review process. 

7.14.3 The CAB shall obtain from the Peer Review College: 

 7.14.3.1 The names of the peer reviewers that are proposed to carry out the peer 
review and details of their qualifications and competencies 

 7.14.3.2 Confirmation that the competencies of the peer reviewers match the 
required competencies 

 7.14.3.3 Confirmation of the availability of the peer reviewers within the timetable 
nominated by the CAB. 

7.14.4 Following the site visit, CABs shall provide the Peer Review College with the 
contact details of all the registered stakeholders to enable the college to 
undertake the stakeholder consultation on potential conflicts of interest of the 

peer reviewers proposed. Ƽ 

                                                
2 Derogation: CABs shall apply section 27.14 of the MSC Certification Requirements version 1.3 until 
the MSC publicly announces on the MSC website and notifies CABs that the Peer Review College 
has been established to undertake the activities detailed in section 7.14 of version 2.0. 
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7.14.5 At the same time that the CAB forwards the Preliminary Draft Report to the 
client, the CAB shall provide a copy to the Peer Reviewer College. Ƽ 

7.14.6 The CAB shall confirm the anticipated date that the Peer Review Draft Report 
will become available. 

7.14.8 The CAB shall obtain from the Peer Review College confirmation that the peer 
reviewers have no conflicts of interest in relation to the fishery under 
assessment. 

7.14.8 The number of peer reviewers shall normally be two. 

 7.14.8.1 Under certain conditions the number of peer reviewers may be less than or 

more than two. Ƽ 

 7.14.8.2 CABs shall agree the final number of peer reviewers with the Peer Review 
College. 

 7.14.8.3 The Peer Review Collegeôs decision on the choice of peer reviewers is 

final. Ƽ 

7.14.9 The CAB shall present the information in 7.14.3.1 and 7.14.3.2 in the Public 
Comment Draft Report and subsequent reports. 

7.14.10 The peer review draft report shall be sent to the Peer Review College and shall 
incorporate the client action plan and conditions (if applicable), scores, 
weightings and a draft determination. 

 7.14.10.1 The CAB shall use the ñMSC Full Assessment Reporting Templateò  to 
create the report. 

7.14.11 Upon receipt of the peer reviewersô written comments, the team shall: 

 7.14.11.1 Explicitly address all the issues raised changing any part of the scoring, 

conditions and report as the team sees necessary. Ż 

 7.14.11.2 Incorporate peer reviewer comments, team responses to those comments 
and any appropriate changes into the peer review draft report to create the 
Public Comment Draft Report. 

 7.14.11.3 Amend any conditions as required, and ensure the fishery client amends 
the client action plan, as required. 

 

7.15 Public Comment Draft Report  

7.15.1 The Public Comment Draft Report (PCDR) shall include: 

a. The scores and weightings; 

b. The draft determination on whether or not the applicant will be recommended 
for certification; 

c. The eligibility date; 

d. The surveillance programme; 

e. Any conditions, and 

f. The client action plan for any conditions. 

http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
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7.15.2 Any references used to support statements in the evaluation tables of the reports 
shall be included in the 'References' section of the table and an in-text reference 
(e.g., number or author, date) made to the relevant source. 

7.15.3 The CAB shall use the ñMSC Full Assessment Reporting Templateò to create the 
report. 

 7.15.3.1 The CAB shall make the Public Comment Draft Report available for 
comment by stakeholders and peer reviewers for a period of at least 30 
days. Stakeholders and peer reviewers shall be informed that they are to 
provide objective evidence in support of any additional claims or any 
claimed errors of fact. 

7.15.4 CABs shall include the following in a separate section or appendix to the Public 
Comment Draft Report: 

 7.15.4.1 Written submissions from stakeholders (if any) received during consultation 
opportunities on: 

a. The announcement of full assessment. 

b. The proposal for the modification of the default tree and/or use of the 
RBF (Annex PF). 

 7.15.4.2 All written and a detailed summary of verbal submissions received during 
site visits material to the outcome of the assessment including those with 
information that could influence: 

a. A PI score that would have fallen below 60. 

b. A PI score that would have fallen between 60 and 80. 

c. A principle score that would have fallen below an aggregate 80 score 
due to the changes to one or more PIs. 

 7.15.4.3 Explicit responses from the team to submissions described in 7.15.4.1 and 
7.15.4.2. 

a. The CAB shall identify specifically: 

i. What (if any) changes to scoring, rationales, or conditions have 
been made; 

ii. And where changes are suggested but no change is made, a 
substantiated justification. 

7.15.5 The team shall review the Public Comment Draft Report taking account of the 
stakeholder and peer reviewer comments received during the consultation period 
(7.15.3.1) and revise the report as appropriate creating a draft final report. 

7.15.6 Changes to scoring shall only be made where: 

  a. Justified by stakeholder and peer reviewer comments received during 
consultation opportunities described in 7.15.3.1. 

b. The information considered to justify scoring changes was available at 
the time of publication of the PCDR. 

 

7.16 Determination  Ƽ 

7.16.1 The team shall consider the changes made to the PCDR under 7.15 and shall 
confirm or amend the draft determination. 

http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents
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7.16.2 The team shall record the final determination in a final report following 7.17. 
 

7.17 Final Report  

7.17.1 The CAB shall use the ñMSC Full Assessment Reporting Templateò to create the 
report. 

7.17.2 The CAB shall actively notify stakeholders involved in the fisheryôs certification 
assessment process of the existence of the final report. 

 

7.18 Objections procedure  Ƽ 

7.18.1 CABs shall note that an objection may be lodged with the MSCôs Independent 
Adjudicator in conformity with the MSC Objections Procedure found in Annex PD 
during a period of 15 working days from the posting of the Final Report and 
Determination on the MSC website. 

7.18.2 The CAB shall not make a certification decision until: 

 7.18.2.1 The 15 United Kingdom working day period for objection is complete and 
no objections have been received; or 

 7.18.2.2 If objection(s) are received, until the objections procedure has finished in 
conformity with Annex PD. 

 

7.19 Public Certification Report  

7.19.1 At the end of the full assessment process the CAB shall finalise a Public 
Certification Report in accordance with this section that shall incorporate the final 
report 7.17 and, if relevant, any written decisions arising from the objections 
procedure 7.18. The Public Certification Report shall be released to the public 
identifying an intention to certify or fail the fishery. 

7.19.2 The CAB shall use the ñMSC Full Assessment Reporting Templateò to create the 
report. 

7.19.3 If other eligible fishers are identified in the unit of assessment (UoA), the CAB 
shall make sure that, immediately following the release of the Public Certification 
Report: 

 7.19.3.1 A statement describing the certificate sharing mechanism is submitted for 
public posting on the MSC website. 

7.19.4 The CAB shall determine which entities should or should not be allowed to use 
the fishery certificate they have issued. Only fish caught by those fishers that are 
identified by reference to or on a valid fishery certificate by the CAB shall be 
eligible for chain of custody certification and subsequent use of the MSC 
ecolabel. 

 7.19.4.1 The CAB shall define entities in this case to include any processing 
companies or producer organisations or other bodies that the client wishes 
to make the certificate available to, at the exclusion of other non-client 
group members. 

http://www.msc.org/
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 7.19.4.2 The CAB shall provide a statement for MSC to post on its website defining: 

a. Which parties (vessels, fleets and/or any other client group members, 
including named companies) are currently eligible to access the 
certificate; 

b. Which other eligible fishers, if such exist, may be able to access the 
certificate through the mechanism of certificate sharing; and 

c. Which points of landing or other transfer may be used for the sale of 
fish from the certified fishery into further chains of custody. 

 

7.20 Certificatio n decision and certificate issue  Ƽ 

7.20.1 If the CAB makes a decision to award certification, the award of the certificate 
shall take place only after the Public Certification Report has been posted on the 
MSC website. 

7.20.2 CABs shall submit to the MSC a copy of each fishery certificate issued, for 
posting on its website, within 10 days from the date it is issued. 

7.20.3 CABs shall make sure that when changes to the information contained on a 
fishery certificate are made that they provide the updated copy of the fishery 
certificate to the MSC for posting on its website within 10 days of changes 
occurring. 

 

7.21 Fisheries that fail or withdraw from assessment  

Fisheries that withdraw from assessment 

7.21.1 In circumstances where the fishery client and CAB make the decision not to 
proceed with the assessment, the fishery can be withdrawn from assessment at 
any time and will be removed from the MSC website. 

Fisheries that fail assessment 

7.21.2 Where the CAB makes a decision not to award certification and fail the fishery, 
the Public Certification Report released to the public: 

 7.21.2.1 Shall not specify any mandatory conditions or defined actions that would 
need to be undertaken before the fishery could be reconsidered for 
certification in the future. 

 7.21.2.2 Shall outline draft and non-binding conditions for any PIs that score more 
than 60 but less than 80. 

 7.21.2.3 Shall clearly specify that the conditions outlined are non-binding and serve 
to provide an indication of the actions that may have been required should 
the fishery have been certified. 

 7.21.2.4 Shall not include an agreement from the client to address conditions as in 
7.11.2. 
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Fisheries that re-enter assessment 

7.21.3 Full versions of the Preliminary Draft Report, Peer Review Draft Report, Public 
Comment Draft Report, Final Report and Public Certification Report shall be 

produced in the event that a failed fishery re-enters full assessment. Ƽ 

7.21.4 The reports shall also: 

 7.21.4.1 Specify that the fishery has re-entered full assessment. 

 7.21.4.2 Summarise the details of the initial assessment, including: 

a. The results of the original assessment. 

b. The date of the original determination not to certify. 

 7.21.4.3 Identify those PIs for which scoring and/or the rationale for scoring has 
changed from the original assessment. 

 

7.22 Extension of scope of fishery certificate (Expedited 
Assessment)  Ƽ 

7.22.1 An existing fishery certificate may be extended to include another fishery within 
its scope providing: 

 7.22.1.1 The target P1 species of the new proposed UoA was previously assessed 
under P1 or P2 of the existing fishery certificate. 

 7.22.1.2 The two fisheries have some assessment tree components that are the 

same. Ƽ 

 7.22.1.3 The fisheries are in close geographical proximity. Ƽ 

7.22.2 The request for an expedited assessment, for the purpose of extending a fishery 
certificate can only be made by a holder of a valid MSC fishery certificate. 

7.22.3 

 

Where the client of an existing certificate requests for an extension of the fishery 
certificate, the CAB shall use the version of the assessment tree that was used 
for the assessment of the existing certified fishery, in the assessment of the new 
UoA. 

7.22.4 The CAB shall identify the assessment components in the new proposed UoA 
and carry out a gap analysis to confirm which assessment components are the 

same as for the certified fishery. Ƽ 

 7.22.4.1 If all the assessment tree components of the new fishery are the same as 

for the certified fishery, the fisher group is an ñother eligible fisherò group. Ƽ 

a. If the new fisher group was not clearly identified at the start of the 
assessment as such an óother eligible fisherô (and thereby included in 
the UoA) it may still be possible to extend the certificate providing: 

i. The client is willing to extend the certificate to the applicant fishery. 

ii. The CAB confirms that all assessment tree components are the 
same as for the existing fishery certificate. 

iii. The CAB confirms that extending the scope of the certificate does 
not have implications for any PIs. 
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 7.22.4.2 If some assessment tree components are not the same as assessment 
components in the certified fishery the CAB shall carry out an expedited 
assessment according to Annex PE. 

7.22.5 

 

The duration of the extended certificate (if the assessment results in certification) 
shall only be as long as the initial certificate. 

7.22.6 Reassessment of both the extended UoA and the originally certified fishery shall 
be carried out at the same time and using the most recent version of the 

assessment tree. Ƽ 

7.22.7 The expedited assessment mechanism described here and in Annex PE may 
also be used by an existing fishery seeking to modify its UoA by moving a 
species previously considered in Principle 2 to Principle 1. 

 

CAB assistance with certificate sharing 

7.22.8 If the certificate has other eligible fishers and/or a certificate sharing mechanism 
the CAB shall, within 30 days of receiving a request to share the certificate, 
facilitate the clientôs and other eligible fishersô engagement in good faith efforts to 
enter into a certificate sharing agreement. 

7.22.9 If the membership of the client group or the unit of certification changes at any 
point during a certification period (e.g., due to a new certificate sharing 
agreement), the CAB shall, within 10 days, provide an update to the statement 

lodged against 7.19.3.1 for MSC to post on its website. Ƽ 
 

7.23 Surveillance  Ƽ 

Surveillance level 

7.23.1 During each full assessment, surveillance and re-certification assessment, the 
team, with input from the client shall determine the level at which subsequent 
surveillance of the fishery shall be undertaken. 

7.23.2 Surveillance audits shall take place according to the default surveillance level 
described in Table 5, unless the team decides on a reduced surveillance 

programme (see section 7.23.4). Ƽ 
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Table 5: Surveillance Levels  

Surveillance level  Surveillance requirements 

Level 6 

Default Surveillance 

4 on-site surveillance audits 

Level 5 3 on-site surveillance audits 

1 off-site surveillance audit 

Level 4 2 on-site surveillance audits 

2 off-site surveillance audits 

Level 3 1 on-site surveillance audits 

3 off-site surveillance audits 

Level 2 1 on-site surveillance audits 

2 off-site surveillance audits 

1 review of information 

Level 1 

Minimum Surveillance 

1 on-site surveillance audit 

1 off-site surveillance audit 

2 review of information 
 

7.23.3 The following types of surveillance audits are available based on the 
characteristics of the fishery: 

 7.23.3.1 On-site audit ï The audit involves face to face engagement with the client, 
conducting stakeholder interviews and review of changes in management 

and science in the fishery. Ƽ 

 7.23.3.2 Off-site audit ï The audit involves engagement with the client, conducting 
stakeholder interviews and review of changes in management and science 

in the fishery and is undertaken by the auditors from a remote location. Ƽ 

 7.23.3.3 Review of information ï The audit involves seeking the views of the client 
and identifying if there are any issues requiring further investigation. The 
audit is undertaken from a remote location. The CAB publishes a statement 
of review of information. 

7.23.4 The CAB shall determine whether the fishery is eligible for a reduction of 
surveillance levels and the number of team members dependent upon the 
number of conditions outstanding and the ability of the CAB to verify information 

and progress against the conditions remotely.  Ż 

 7.23.4.1 In the initial certification period the number of auditors for surveillance 
activities shall be at least 2. The on-site audit may be undertaken by a 
minimum of 1 auditor who is supported by the rest of the assessment team 
from a remote location. 

 7.23.4.2 In the second and subsequent certification periods a reduced team of 1 
auditor may be used if the fishery has conditions associated with only one 
Principle, or no conditions. 

 7.23.4.3 The surveillance level for the fishery shall be determined on the basis of 
the confidence of the CAB in its ability to verify information, and progress 
towards meeting conditions, remotely. 

a. Surveillance level 1 may only be chosen if, following an assessment or 
surveillance audit, the fishery has no outstanding conditions. 
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7.23.5 Where a reduced surveillance level is adopted the team shall provide a rationale 
of how the fishery meets the criteria in 7.23.4. 

 

Surveillance audit timing 

7.23.6 Surveillance audits shall be undertaken by the anniversary date of the certificate 
unless the following applies: 

 7.23.6.1 CABs may elect to undertake surveillance audits up to 6 months earlier or 
later than the anniversary date, where this deviation is appropriate given 

the circumstances of the fishery. Ƽ 

 7.23.6.2 The reasons for deviating from the anniversary date shall be detailed as 
part of the surveillance programme. 

7.23.7 There shall be 4 surveillance audits before the fifth anniversary of the existing 
certificate. 

 

Surveillance programme 

7.23.8 The team shall agree a surveillance programme for the duration of the certificate 
with the client, based on 7.23.1 to 7.23.7.  

7.23.9 The surveillance programme shall be published in the Public Comment Draft 
Report. 

 7.23.9.1 The team shall review the proposed surveillance programme for the Final 
Report and Public Certification Report to take account of any changes to 
the assessment. 

7.23.10 The surveillance programme may be amended following a surveillance audit, 
and if so shall be published in the surveillance report. 

 

Preparing the surveillance audit 

7.23.11 The CAB shall plan each surveillance audit, including: 

 7.23.11.1 During initial surveillance cycle, the CAB shall appoint a team of 2 or more 
auditors to conduct the surveillance audit. 

a. The team shall comprise a team leader and a minimum of one 
additional team member who together meet at least three of the 
Fishery Team qualifications and competency requirements specified in 
Table PC3. 

 7.23.11.2 During second or subsequent surveillance cycles, the CAB shall appoint 
one or more auditors to conduct the surveillance audit following the 
requirements of 7.23.4.2. 

a. If two or more auditors are appointed as the assessment team, the 
requirements set out 7.23.11.1.a shall apply 

b. If a single auditor is appointed in accordance with 7.23.11.2 the auditor 
shall either 

i. Meet the team leader requirements specified in Table PC1 and at 
least one of the fishery team qualification and competency criteria 
(Table PC3) relevant to the outstanding conditions in the fishery; or 

ii. Meet the team member requirements in Table PC2 and at least one 
of the fishery team qualification and competency criteria relevant to 
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the outstanding conditions in the fishery, so long as the CAB can 
demonstrate how oversight of the audit is ensured. 

 7.23.11.3 CABs shall ensure that the auditing team has local knowledge of the 
fishery and, if the RBF has been used in the assessment, meets the RBF 
competency requirements in Table PC3. 

 7.23.11.4 CABs shall use the ñMSC Surveillance Announcement Templateò to notify 
stakeholders and the MSC of the: 

a. Time and dates of the surveillance activities; 

b. Location the surveillance activities will be carried out; 

c. What will be assessed/reviewed during the audit; and 

d. The relevant skills and expertise of auditors carrying out the 
surveillance audit. 

 7.23.11.5 CABs shall submit this information for posting on the MSC website at least 
30 days before the audit activities are carried out. 

 

Surveillance audit activities 

7.23.12 During each on-site and off-site surveillance audit, the CAB shall: 

 7.23.12.1 Actively seek the views of the client about: 

a. Changes to the fishery and its management; 

b. Performance in relation to any relevant conditions of certification; 

c. Any developments or changes within the fishery which impact 
traceability and the ability to segregate MSC from non-MSC products; 
and 

d. Any other significant changes in the fishery. 

 7.23.12.2 Hold stakeholder interviews and actively seek the views of stakeholders to 
ensure that the team is aware of any concerns of stakeholders. 

a. Where stakeholders do not wish to be interviewed they shall be 
informed that they may submit written information to the team. 

 7.23.12.3 Apply the provisions of 4.3ï4.5 regarding access to information. 

 7.23.12.4 Review the following: 

a. Any potential or actual changes in management systems. 

b. Any changes or additions/deletions to regulations. 

c. Any personnel changes in science, management or industry and their 
impact on the management of the fishery. 

d. Any potential changes to the scientific base of information, including 
stock assessments. 

e. Any changes affecting traceability 

 7.23.12.5 Where the information base for PI scores has changed the CAB shall: 

a. Report and record what has changed in the information base. 

b. Re-score the PI following scoring processes set out in 7.10. 

http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates


  Fisheries Certification Requirements v2.0 

Document: MSC Fisheries Certification Requirement v2.0 page 51 
Date of issue: 1st October 2014  © Marine Stewardship Council 2014 

i. If the new score is less than 80, the CAB shall define conditions 
and require the client to develop a Client Action Plan for the new 
conditions. 

7.23.13 At each on-site or off-site surveillance audit the team shall evaluate progress 
against conditions. 

 7.23.13.1 The team shall audit conformity with, and progress and performance 

against, certification conditions. Ż 

a. The CAB shall document conformity with, and progress and 
performance against, certification conditions using the narrative or 
metric form of the original condition. 

b. The CAB shall document whether progress is óon targetô, óahead of 
targetô or óbehind targetô, as well as its rationale for such a judgement. 

i. If progress against the measurable outcomes, expected results or 
(interim) milestones specified when setting the condition is judged 
to be behind target, the CAB shall specify the remedial action, and 
any revised milestones, that are required to bring process back on 
track within 12 months to achieve the original condition by the 
original deadline. 

c. To verify that conditions have been met and outcomes have been 
achieved, the CAB shall: 

i. Examine relevant objective evidence, and following that 
examination, 

ii. Re-score all relevant PISGs relating to that condition and only if the 
score is raised above 80 should the condition be closed out. In 
doing this: 

   A The rationale for the re-scoring and closing out of the condition 
shall be documented in the Surveillance Report. 

 7.23.13.2 In the event that the CAB determines that progress against a condition is 
not back óon targetô within 12 months of falling óbehind targetô, the CAB 
shall: 

a. Consider progress as inadequate. 

b. Apply the requirements of GCR 7.4 (suspension or withdrawal).  

 7.23.13.3 In the event that the requirements of any condition are changed, the CAB 
shall provide written justification for this in the Surveillance Report. 

7.23.14 During each review of information surveillance audit, the CAB shall: 

 7.23.14.1 Perform the activities specified in 7.23.12.1 and 7.23.12.5. 

 7.23.14.2 If the CAB has access to new information that may affect the scoring of any 
PI under a review of information audit, it shall undertake an off-site audit 
according to 7.23.12. 

7.23.15 In the event that the CAB determines that the information required to carry out an 
off-site surveillance audit or a review of information has not been provided or is 
unavailable the CAB shall conduct an on-site audit. 

http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/
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Reporting 

7.23.16 The CAB shall prepare a surveillance report according to the relevant MSC 
template below found at http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents: 

 7.23.16.1 For on-site and off-site surveillance audits, fisheries surveillance reports 
shall conform to the template ñMSC Surveillance Reporting Templateò 

 7.23.16.2 For review of information surveillance audits, fisheries surveillance review 
of information reports shall conform to the template ñMSC Surveillance 
Review of Information Templateò 

7.23.17 The CAB shall send the surveillance report to the client along with any requests 
or conditions that may arise from surveillance activities. 

 7.23.17.1 Where new conditions are identified, the CAB shall require client to 
prepare a client action plan. 

7.23.18 This Surveillance Report shall be forwarded to the MSC within 60 days of 
completing the audit, for publication on the MSC website.  

7.23.19 The CAB shall include all written submissions made by stakeholders during the 
annual surveillance audit process in full in a separate section or appendix to the 
annual surveillance report together with explicit responses of the team that 
identify what changes to scoring, rationales or conditions have been made and, 
where no changes were made, justifies that action. 

7.23.20 At the time of submission of each surveillance report, the CAB shall add catch 
figures for the UoC share of the catch for the most recent fishing year into the 
MSC database for each UoC. 

 

Additional audit considerations 

7.23.21 Where there are IPI stocks within the scope of certification teams shall follow 
Annex PA during each surveillance audit. 

 

Expedited audit 

7.23.22 The CAB shall undertake an ñexpedited auditò, including as it determines 
necessary review of documents and an on-site audit if: 

 7.23.22.1 The CAB becomes aware of major changes in relation to the 
circumstances of the fishery, or of significant new information that may 

cause a major change. Ƽ 

a. A ómajor changeô is one that is likely to be material to the certification 
status. A change in scope, a PI score falling below 60 or outcome PI 
score falling below 80, or a change that could bring about a Principle 
Level aggregate score to drop below 80, shall be considered material 
to the certification status. 

b. To avoid unnecessary expedited audits, CABs shall ensure that an 
expedited audit is only triggered when the information available 
supports the conclusion that an actual material change has taken place 
in the status or management of the fishery.  

c. Significant new information becomes available in relation to the 
circumstances of the fishery including during the period between the 
original assessment and the issue of a certificate which is likely to be 
material to the certification status.  

http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
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 7.23.22.2 An expedited audit can be a review of information, off-site audit or on-site 
audit, based on what the CAB determines necessary. 

 

7.24 Re-assessment   

7.24.1 The CAB should commence the re-assessment of a certified fishery by the fourth 
anniversary of the existing certificate. Exact timing and planning of the re-
assessment shall remain the responsibility of the CAB, in consultation with the 
client. 

Full re-assessment activities 

7.24.2 When conducting a re-assessment of a certified fishery, the CAB shall: 

 7.24.2.1 Apply all of the steps of the MSC Certification Requirements in force at the 
time of the re-assessment. 

a. If a modified tree was used during the initial assessment, the CAB shall 
only have to consult on re-application of this modified tree where no 
appropriate new default tree has been released by the MSC. 

 7.24.2.2 Take into account all surveillance reports, outcomes, and evaluate 
progress against certification conditions. Unless exceptional circumstances 
apply (7.11.1.3) or paragraph (b) applies, the fishery shall have met all 

conditions and milestones. Ƽ 

a. In the event that there are unmet conditions, the CAB shall apply 
7.23.13.1 and 7.23.13.2 (except 7.23.13.2.b.) in determining the 
adequacy of progress against those conditions and milestones. If the 
CAB concludes that the client has made inadequate progress, it shall 

not grant a new fishery certificate. Ƽ  

b. For fisheries with conditions written against performance indicators in 
assessment trees which differ from those in the tree being used in the 
reassessment, CABs shall consider if the conditions as originally 
formulated are appropriate to meet the SG80 outcome for the PI, or the 

equivalent PI, within the reassessment tree; Ƽ 

i. If the conditions are appropriate to deliver SG80 outcomes in the 
reassessment tree, progress against these conditions shall be 
evaluated according to paragraph (a) above. 

ii. If the conditions are not appropriate to deliver SG80 outcomes in 
the reassessment tree, CABs shall consider what action is needed 
to deliver the outcome required at SG80 level, and evaluate 
whether this outcome has been achieved. 

   A If the SG80 level has not been achieved, such conditions shall 
be rewritten against the reassessment tree, with a timeline for 
completion of less than one certification period. 

   B If the SG80 level has been achieved, or if achievement of the 
condition would not affect the score of any PI which would 
otherwise score less than 80 in reassessment tree, these 
conditions shall be considered closed. 
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 7.24.2.3 Maintain records of its consideration of the issues above, as well as any 
rationale for decisions made relating to these issues. 

7.24.3 Where there are IPI stocks within the scope of certification, teams shall follow 
Annex PA. 

7.24.4 The CAB shall note that the objections procedure in Annex PD applies in 
reassessment. 

 7.24.4.1 If an objection is made to the recertification of a client, a CAB may extend 
the expiry date of the existing fishery certificate by up to a maximum of 6 
months to allow the objection process to be followed. 

7.24.5 The CAB shall produce a Full Re-assessment Report that shall conform to the 

ñMSC Full Assessment Reporting Templateò. Ƽ 
 

Reduced re-assessment activities 

7.24.6 A fishery is eligible for reduced reassessment if: 

  a. The fishery was covered under the previous certification or scope 
extension;  

b. The fishery had no conditions remaining after the 3rd surveillance audit, 
and 

c. The CAB confirms that all standard related stakeholder comments have 
been addressed by the 3rd surveillance audit. 

7.24.7 If the fishery is eligible for reduced re-assessment, the CAB shall provide a 
detailed explanation of how the reduced re-assessment criteria (7.24.6) are 
satisfied at the time of announcing the re-assessment. 

7.24.8 A reduced re-assessment shall follow the full reassessment requirements except 
that: 

  a. The CAB may undertake the assessment with one assessment team 
member onsite and other team member(s) working from a remote 
location. 

i. The CAB shall take into account any issues raised in previous 
audits by stakeholders, as well as availability of information on P1, 
P2 or P3, that would enable comprehensive review by an off-site 
auditor, in determining the competencies required of the on-site 
and off-site team members. 

b. Only one peer reviewer is required to review the re-assessment peer 

review report. Ƽ 

7.24.9 Reduced re-assessment reports shall conform to the template ñMSC Reduced 
Re-assessment Reporting Templateò. 

 

8 Management System Requirements for CABs  

8.1 The CAB shall conduct and document a review of each fishery assessment 
completed to identify any corrective or preventive actions that would contribute to 
continual improvement. The CAB shall: 

http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
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8.1.1 Consider submissions and / or comments from stakeholders or other parties on 
the CABôs activities and processes in the review. 

 

 

 

 

 

End of Fisheries Certification Requirements 
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Annex PA: Requirements for inseparable or practicably 
inseparable (IPI) stocks 

PA1 Scope  

PA1.1 

 

The requirements of this annex shall apply to all inseparable or practicably 
inseparable (IPI) catch within fisheries being assessed. 

PA2 Default Tree  

PA2.1 The CAB shall review and if necessary propose modifications to the default tree 
if the MSC accepts the variation request to proceed with the assessment of IPI 
stock(s). 

PA2.1.1 Using the tree, the CAB shall: 

 PA2.1.1.1 Assess the IPI catch under the primary or secondary species component of 
Principle 2 and 

 PA2.1.1.2 Separately assess the impact of all fishing activity on the IPI stock(s) 
considered for entry into certified chains of custody using the criteria 
specified in PA4.2 for the purposes of determining the eligibility for the 
catches of IPI stock(s) to enter further certified chains of custody. 

PA3 Conditions  

PA3.1 Where there are IPI stocks within the scope of certification, the CAB may make 
recommendations to promote the future Principle 1 assessment of the IPI 
stock(s), or to promote the development of techniques to effectively separate 
catches of currently IPI stock(s). 

 PA4 Entry into Further Chains of Custody  

PA4.1 The CAB shall ensure that only defined and limited proportions of catches from 
MSC-approved IPI stocks enter into certified chains of custody. 

PA4.1.1 The MSC ecolabel is only permitted for use on these catches for a maximum of 
one certification period. 

PA4.2 The CAB shall verify that the IPI stock(s) meet the following requirements, prior 
to being considered eligible to enter further certified chains of custody: 

PA4.2.1 The IPI stock(s) are likely to be above biologically based limits (FCR Table SA8), 
or if below the limits, there are measures in place that are expected to make sure 
that all fishing-related mortality does not hinder the recovery and rebuilding of IPI 
stock(s). 
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PA4.2.2 If the stock status is poorly known, there are measures or practices in place that 
are expected to keep the IPI stock(s) above biologically based limits, or to 
prevent all fishing activity from hindering recovery. 

PA4.2.3 The measures are considered likely to work, based on plausible argument (e.g., 
general experience, theory or comparison with similar fisheries/species). 

 

PA5 Surveillance  

PA5.1 If the fishery includes IPI stocks, the CAB shall review and document the 
continuing performance of IPI stock(s) eligible to enter further certified chains of 
custody against the requirements in PA4.2. 

PA6 Re-Assessment  

PA6.1 IPI stocks are only eligible for the period of one certificate. For continued 
certification CABs shall inform clients of the following options:Ƽ 

PA6.1.1 Certify all IPI Stocks against Principle 1 at re-assessment; 

PA6.1.2 Develop techniques to effectively separate catches of currently IPI stock(s), from 
target stocks so the IPI scope criteria are no longer met; or 

PA6.1.3 Develop measures to reduce the proportion of IPI stocks so as to be able to 
submit a variation request to the requirements for IPI stocks (7.4.14.2). 

PA6.2 The CAB shall conduct an assessment of remaining IPI stock(s) against Principle 
1 at re-assessment. 

  

 

 

 

 

  

End of Annex PA 
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Annex PB Harmonised fisheries ï Normative Ƽ  

PB1 Scope Ƽ 

PB1.1 This annex shall be used where fisheries overlap, requiring harmonised 
assessments. 

PB2 Assessment Tree Ƽ  

Different versions of standards 

PB2.1 Fisheries using different CR versions of the default trees (Annexes SA, SB, 
SC and SD) shall not be required to harmonise their default trees. 

PB2.2 If the scope of the assessment includes a UoA which overlaps with one or 
more UoAs that are also in assessment or recently certified (within the last 
5 years), the assessment should use the same assessment tree as used in 
the earlier fishery. 

PB2.3 If there is justification for differing trees to be used the CAB shall submit a 
variation request to requirement PB2.2 to the MSC following the procedure 
set out in the GCR including providing a detailed and substantiated 
rationale showing that:  

 PB2.3.1 Aspects of previous trees are included in the new tree. 

 PB2.3.2 All PISGs have been set at equivalent levels. 

 PB2.3.3 

 

Where PISGs differ, the differences have been identified and evidence 
provided to show that if a PI or scoring issue is missing, the topic it 
covers is adequately covered elsewhere in the tree. 

PB2.4 If the MSC: 

 PB2.4.1 Accepts the variation request, differing trees may be used. 

 PB2.4.2 Does not accept the variation request, the same tree shall be used. 
 

PB3 Harmonised Fishery Assessments for Overlapping 

Fisheries Ż 

PB3.1 CABs assessing overlapping fisheries shall ensure consistency of outcomes so 
as not to undermine the integrity of MSC fishery assessments. 

PB3.1.1 CABs shall prepare for harmonisation with overlapping fisheries early in each 
assessment or surveillance process and not later than the site visit stage (rather 
than after scoring/re-scoring is concluded). 

PB3.2 Where assessments of two or more fisheries occur at the same time, CABs shall 
coordinate their assessments so as to make sure that harmonisation of important 
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steps in the assessment and subsequent surveillance audits takes place and that 
outcomes are harmonised. 

 PB3.2.1 CABs shall undertake the following activities: 

a. Mediation where appropriate. 

b. Coordination meetings between CABs. 

c. Coordinated assessment planning and conduct, including coordinated 
process steps and publications of assessment products. 

d. Use of common assessment trees where appropriate (covered in PB2). 

e. Sharing of fishery information. 

 PB3.2.2 CABs shall ensure that conclusions are consistent between the two (or 
more) fisheries, with respect to evaluation, scoring and conditions. 

PB3.3 Where a fishery under assessment overlaps with a certified fishery, CABs shall 
coordinate their assessments so as to make sure that key assessment products 
and outcomes are harmonised. 

 PB3.3.1 Where an assessment overlaps with a certified fishery or fishery in 
assessment that a CAB has already scored, the new assessment team 
shall use as their baseline the rationale and scores detailed for the 
previously scored fishery. 

 PB3.3.2 To achieve harmonisation, CABs shall undertake the following key 
activities: 

a. The use of common assessment trees where appropriate (as covered 
in PB2). 

b. Coordination meetings between CABs and mediation as necessary 
(particularly where the later CAB does not agree with the conclusions 
of the earlier CAB). 

c. The sharing of fishery information. 

d. The achievement of consistent conclusions with respect to evaluation, 
scoring and conditions. 

 PB3.3.3 The team shall explain and justify any difference in the scores in the 
scoring rationale for relevant PIs. 

a. Only in exceptional circumstances, such as demonstrably different 
fisheries, or demonstrably different requirements arising from different 
versions of the default assessment trees, shall CABs determine that 
the outcome in harmonised fisheries is materially different in overall 
scores and conditions. 

i. Exceptional circumstances shall be fully documented, together with 
clear indication of agreement between the CABs responsible for the 
overlapping fisheries. 

b. Non-material differences in scores shall be clearly justified. 

 PB3.3.4 The team responsible for any new assessment shall consider the findings 
of any recent surveillance report(s) produced for overlapping certified 
fisheries. 

PB3.4 Where a fishery under surveillance overlaps with a certified fishery, CABs shall 
also coordinate assessments so as to make sure that key assessment products 
and outcomes remain harmonised. 
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 PB3.4.1 In this case, CABs shall follow similar steps to those given in PB3.3.1ï
PB3.3.4 in order to achieve harmonisation. 

PB3.5 CABs shall note that the MSC may at its discretion: 

 PB3.5.1 Facilitate joint communications and meetings between CABs. 

 PB3.5.2 Require peer review of assessment reports by a member or members of 
the team assessing an overlapping fishery. 

 PB3.5.3 Undertake other actions, as it sees fit, in order to ensure harmonisation has 
been carried out effectively, and in order to ensure that the integrity and 
credibility of the MSC is not undermined by differing assessments of 
overlapping fisheries. 

 

 

 

  

End of Annex PB 
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Annex PC: Fishery team leader, team member, team and 
peer reviewer qualifications and competencies  

Introduction  

This annex sets out the requirements for fishery team leader, team member and team 
qualifications and competencies which CABs shall verify in accordance with the GCR.  

PC1 Fishery Team Leader Qualification and Competency 
Criteria  

Table PC1: Fishery Team Leader Qualification and Competency Criteria  

1. General 

Qualifications 

a. Degree or equivalent in business, economics, science or technical subject e.g.: supply chain 
and logistics management, food/seafood science and fisheries science; or 

b. 5 yearsô experience in the fisheries sector related to the tasks under the responsibility of the 
team leader. 

Verification Mechanisms 

¶ CVs 

¶ Certificates 

2.  Understanding of MSC Fisheries Standard and MSC Fisheries Certification Requirements 

Qualifications 

a. Pass MSCôs annual fishery team leader training on updates to the fishery requirements within 3 
months of the effective date of new requirements and prior to undertaking assessments against 
new requirements; and  

b. Pass MSCôs fishery team leader training course every 3 years. 

Competencies 

To be able to: 

i. Describe the intent and requirements of the MSC Principles & Criteria; 

ii. Place the different steps of the fisheries assessment process in the correct order; 

iii. Identify the steps where stakeholder consultation occurs; 

iv. Score a fishery using the default assessment tree; 

v. Describe how conditions are set and monitored; 

vi. Describe the reporting stages including the role of the peer reviewer. 

Verification Mechanisms 

¶ Examination pass 

¶ Witness or office audits by the accreditation body 

¶ CAB witness audits 

3.  Assessment experience 
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Qualifications 

a. Have undertaken 2 MSC fishery assessment or surveillance site visits as a team member in the 
last 5 years; or 

b. For new fishery team leaders only undertake an assessment as team leader which will be 
witnessed by ASI as part of a CABôs initial accreditation audit. 

Competencies 

i. Ability to apply knowledge of auditing techniques in the gathering of information, the scoring of 
the fishery and the rationales for the scores given. 

Verification Mechanisms 

¶ CAB records 

¶ Previous employer reference letter 

¶ Witness or office audits by MSCôs accreditation body 

¶ CAB witness audits 

¶ Previous audit reports 

4.  Communication & Stakeholder Facilitation Skills 

Qualifications 

a. Experience in applying different types of interviewing and facilitation techniques. 

Competencies 

i. Ability to effectively communicate with the client and other stakeholders. 

Verification Mechanisms 

¶ CV 

¶ CAB records 

¶ Witness or office audits by MSCôs accreditation body 

¶ CAB witness audits 
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PC2 Fishery Team Member Qualification and 
Competency Criteria  

Table PC2: Fishery Team Member Qualification and Competency Criteria  

1.  General 

Qualifications 

a. University degree in fisheries or marine conservation biology, or natural resources or 
environmental management or relevant field e.g., economics, mathematics, statistics; or 

b. 5 years management or research experience in a marine conservation biology or fisheries, 
natural resources or environmental management position. 

Verification Mechanisms 

¶ CVs 

¶ Certificates 

2. Understanding of MSC Fisheries Standard and relevant MSC Certification Requirements 

Qualifications 

a. Pass MSCôs fishery team member training course every 3 years; or  

b. Have undertaken at least 2 MSC fishery assessment or surveillance site visits in the last 5 
years. 

Competencies 

To be able to describe the intent and requirements of the MSC Fisheries Standard. 

ii. To be able to score a fishery using the default assessment tree. 

iii. To be able to describe how conditions are set and monitored. 

Verification Mechanisms 

¶ Examination pass 

¶ CAB records 
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PC3 Fishery Team Qualification and Competency 
Criteria  

PC3.1.1 CABs shall ensure that the fishery team collectively complies with the 

qualification and competency criteria listed in Table PC3. Ƽ 

 

Table PC3: Fishery Team Qualification and Competency Criteria  

1. Fish stock assessment Ƽ 

Qualifications 

a. 5 years or more experience applying relevant stock assessment techniques being used by the 
fishery under assessment; or  

b. Primary authorship of two peer reviewed stock assessments of a type used by the fishery under 
assessment. 

Competencies 

i. Ability to undertake a stock assessment using stock assessment techniques relevant to the 
fishery 

Verification Mechanisms 

¶ CV with full publication list 

¶ Employerôs reference letter 

¶ CAB witness audits 

2 Fish stock biology / ecology Ƽ 

Qualifications 

a. 5 years or more experience working with the biology and population dynamics of the target or 
species with similar biology. 

Competencies 

i. Demonstrate knowledge of, and ability to interpret, scientific information relating to the biological 
processes of the target species, or species with similar population dynamics. 

Verification Mechanisms 

¶ CV with full publication list 

¶ Employerôs reference letter 

¶ CAB witness audits 

3 Fishing impacts on aquatic ecosystems 

Qualifications 

a. 5 years or more experience in research into, policy analysis for, or management of, fisheries 
impacts on aquatic ecosystems. 

Competencies 

i. Demonstrate knowledge of and ability to interpret scientific data relating to fishery impacts on 
the ecosystem 

Verification Mechanisms 

¶ CV 

¶ Employerôs reference letter 

¶ Witness or office audits by MSCôs accreditation body 

¶ CAB witness audits 
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4 Fishery management and operations 

Qualifications 

5 years or more experience as a practicing fishery manager and/or fishery/ policy analyst. 

Competencies 

Ability to: 

i. identify likely problems for fishery under P1 and P2 that would arise from poor management 

ii. demonstrate a good understanding of the types of management system(s) and laws applicable 
to the fishery under assessment 

Verification Mechanisms 

¶ CV with full publication list 

¶ Employerôs reference letter 

¶ Witness or office audits by MSCôs accreditation body 

¶ CAB witness audits 

5 Current knowledge of the country, language and local fishery context Ƽ 

Qualifications 

a. Knowledge of a common language spoken by clients and stakeholders; and either 

b. Two years fishery work experience in the country or in a relevant fishery in the last 15 years; or 

c. Two assignments in the country or region in which the fishery under assessment is based in the 
last 10 years; or 

d. Primary authorship of at least one published paper in a journal or grey literature in the last 5 
years on a fishery issue in the country or region in which the fishery under assessment is 
based. 

Competencies 

Ability to: 

i. Communicate effectively with stakeholders in the country in a common language 

ii. Explain the geographical, cultural, and ecological context of the fishery under assessment. 

Verification Mechanisms 

¶ CV 

¶ Employerôs reference letter 

¶ Journal extracts 

¶ Witness or office audits by MSCôs accreditation body 

¶ CAB witness audits 

6 Understanding of the CoC Standard and CoC Certification Requirements 

Qualifications 

a. Pass MSCôs Traceability training module every 3 years 

Competencies 

i. To be able to explain the elements of traceability which are relevant to fishery assessments. 

Verification Mechanisms 

¶ Examination pass 

¶ CAB records 

¶ CAB witness audits 

7 Use of the RBF (when applicable) 

Qualifications 
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a. Pass MSCôs RBF training course every three years. 

b. Pass MSCôs annual RBF training on updates to the RBF requirements within 3 months of the 
effective date of the FCR. 

Competencies 

Demonstrate an understanding of: 

i. when the RBF can be used 

ii. how to implement RBF components 

iii. how to engage stakeholders effectively when the RBF is used 

iv. how Performance Indicators are scored when the RBF is used 

v. the reporting of the RBF process and outcomes 

Verification Mechanisms 

¶ Examination pass 

¶ CAB witness audits 

 

 

 

 

  End of Annex PC 
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Annex PD: Objections Procedure ï Normative 

PD1 Background Ƽ 

PD1.1 Documents  

PD1.1.1 The parties to the objection shall: 

a. Use the version of the objections procedure that corresponds with the 
version of the process requirements against which the fishery is being 
assessed. (See section on implementation timeframes).  

b. Use the same version of the objection procedure throughout the entire 
objection process. 

 

PD2 Objections Procedure  

PD2.1 Object and purpose 

PD2.1.1 The purpose of the Objections Procedure is to provide an orderly, structured, 
transparent and independent process by which objections to the Final Report 
and Determination of a Conformity Assessment Body (CAB) can be resolved. 

 PD2.1.1.1 It is not the purpose of the Objections Procedure to review the subject 
fishery against the MSC Fisheries Standard, but to determine whether the 
CAB made an error of procedure, scoring or condition setting that is 
material to the determination or the fairness of the assessment. 

PD2.1.2 Subject to PD2.3.1.3 the procedure is open only to parties involved in or 
consulted during the assessment process. 

PD2.1.3 An independent adjudicator will examine the claims made by an objector in a 
notice of objection and will make a written finding as to whether the CAB made 
an error that is material to the determination or the fairness of the assessment. If 
any error is identified, and if there is adjudged to be a real possibility that the 
CAB may have come to a different conclusion, the independent adjudicator will 
remand the determination back to the CAB for reconsideration. 

PD2.1.4 In the event that a notice of objection is filed, a certificate shall not be issued or 
ecolabel licensing agreements entered into relating to any fishery product until 
the objections procedure has run its course in accordance with the procedures 
set out in this Annex, and the Public Certification Report has been issued in 
accordance with Fisheries Certification Requirements (FCR) 7.19.1. 

 

PD2.2 The independent adjudicator 

PD2.2.1 The MSC Board of Trustees shall appoint an independent adjudicator to consider 
all objections to a Final Report and Determination. 
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 PD2.2.1.1 The independent adjudicator shall be appointed for a period of 3 years and 
may be reappointed. 

 PD2.2.1.2 The decision of the MSC Board of Trustees in appointing or reappointing 
the independent adjudicator shall be final. 

 PD2.2.1.3 The independent adjudicator shall perform all the functions allocated to him 
or her in accordance with the procedures set out in the FCR. 

 PD2.2.1.4 A different independent adjudicator may be appointed at any time to act in 
cases where original independent adjudicator is unavailable to act for any 
reason, including a conflict of interest or unavailability. 

 PD2.2.1.5 In the event that, in relation to any particular objection, there is a conflict of 
interest involving the independent adjudicator, unless the parties agree 
otherwise he or she shall excuse him or herself from further participation in 
that particular objection. In the event of any difference of opinion between 
the independent adjudicator and any party to the objection as to whether a 
conflict of interest exists, the decision of the MSC Board of Trustees on the 
matter shall be final. 

PD2.2.2 The independent adjudicator may be removed by the MSC Board of Trustees for 
good cause, including incompetence, bias or impropriety. 

PD2.2.3 The independent adjudicator shall be independent of the MSC, but the MSC may 
provide him or her with appropriate administrative and logistic support, including 
sending and receiving notices and correspondence. 

 

PD2.3 Notice of objection 

PD2.3.1 A notice of objection to a Final Report and Determination may be submitted by: 

 PD2.3.1.1 The fishery client(s). 

 PD2.3.1.2 Any party to the assessment process that made written submissions to the 
CAB during the fishery assessment process or attended stakeholder 
meetings. 

 PD2.3.1.3 Any other party that can establish that the failure of the CAB to follow 
procedures prevented or substantially impaired the objecting party's 
participation in the fishery assessment process. 

PD2.3.2 A notice of objection must be submitted no later than fifteen days after the date 
on which the Final Report and Determination is posted on the MSC website. 

PD2.3.3 A notice of objection must be submitted in the format prescribed by the MSC 
(http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents). It shall be addressed to 
the independent adjudicator and sent to objections@msc.org.   

PD2.3.4 The notice of objection must set out clearly and precisely the basis upon which 
PD2.7.2 is said to apply. It must: 

 PD2.3.4.1 Identify the alleged errors in the Final Report and Determination. 

 PD2.3.4.2 Explain in sufficient detail why it is claimed that the alleged errors were 
material to the determination or the fairness of the assessment. 

 PD2.3.4.3 Include a summary of the evidence to be relied on in support of the 
objection. 

http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents
mailto:objections@msc.org
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 PD2.3.4.4 Include only information that existed in final (not draft) form in the public 
domain at the time the Public Comment Draft Report was published on the 
MSC website. Information that came into existence after that date cannot 
be used as a basis for objection (see FCR 7.15.6). 

PD2.3.5 If it is asserted that the determination should be remanded for the reasons set 
out in PD2.7.3, the notice of objection must specify, in sufficient detail, the: 

 PD2.3.5.1 Nature of the additional information that it is asserted should reasonably 
have been made available to the CAB, and 

 PD2.3.5.2 Reasons why it is considered that the information, if considered, could 
have been material to the determination or the fairness of the assessment. 

PD2.3.6 Upon receipt of a notice of objection, the independent adjudicator shall proceed 
in the manner set out in PD2.4. 

PD2.4 Procedure on receipt of a notice of objection 

PD2.4.1 If the independent adjudicator, in his or her discretion, determines that the notice 
of objection is not in the form required by these procedures or has no reasonable 
prospect of success, the independent adjudicator may either: 

 PD2.4.1.1 Dismiss all or part of the objection, giving written reasons; or 

 PD2.4.1.2 Request further clarification from the objector on all or part of the objection. 

PD2.4.2 For purposes of this section, an objection has a ñreasonable prospect of 
successò if, in the view of the independent adjudicator: 

 PD2.4.2.1 It is not spurious or vexatious; 

 PD2.4.2.2 Some evidence is presented on the basis of which the independent 
adjudicator could reasonably expect to determine that one or more of the 
conditions set forth in PD2.7.2 are satisfied.  

PD2.4.3 In the event that the independent adjudicator decides to dismiss the objection, 
the objector may nonetheless submit an amended notice of objection within 5 
days of being so notified by the independent adjudicator.  

 PD2.4.3.1 An objector shall have only one opportunity to submit such an amended 
notice of objection. 

PD2.4.4 In the event that the independent adjudicator requests further clarification from 
the objector, the independent adjudicator shall notify the objector in writing of the 
clarification sought and the time limit for responding (which, in the absence of 
special circumstances to justify a longer time, should normally be not more than 
5 days). 

 PD2.4.4.1 If the objector fails to respond within the time specified, it shall be assumed 
that the objector does not wish to proceed further and the independent 
adjudicator shall thereupon issue a notice in writing dismissing the 
objection. 

PD2.4.5 If the independent adjudicator, in his or her discretion, determines that the 
amended notice of objection submitted under PD2.4.2 or PD2.4.3 does not 
disclose any of the grounds set out in PD2.3.4, is not in the form required by 
these procedures, has no reasonable prospect of success or is spurious or 
vexatious, the independent adjudicator shall dismiss the objection, giving written 
reasons therefore.  
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PD2.4.6 If a notice of objection is received in the correct format and by a person entitled 
to make an objection under PD2.3.1 but dismissed on other grounds by the 
independent adjudicator, the MSC shall ensure the notice of objection and 
independent adjudicator notice of dismissal are posted on the MSC website. 

PD2.4.7 Where a notice of objection is accepted, the independent adjudicator shall 
promptly notify the CAB, the fishery client(s) and the objectors.  

 PD2.4.7.1 The MSC shall ensure the notice of objection is posted on the MSC 
website. 

 PD2.4.7.2 The date upon which the notice of objection is posted shall be the ñdate of 
publicationò. 

PD2.4.8 The fishery client(s) or any stakeholder that participated in the fishery 
assessment process (other than the objector(s)) may, within 15 days of the date 
of publication, submit written representations on the matters raised in the 
accepted notice of objection.  

 PD2.4.8.1 All such written representations shall be submitted through the 
independent adjudicator and shall be posted on the MSC website. 

PD2.5 Reconsideration by the CAB 

PD2.5.1 Where a notice of objection has been accepted, the CAB shall be required to 
reconsider its Final Report and Determination in light of the matters raised in the 
notice of objection.  

 PD2.5.1.1 The CAB shall, within 20 days of the date of publication, provide a written 
response to the notice of objection. 

 PD2.5.1.2 The response shall provide appropriate information indicating the extent to 
which the matters set forth in the notice of objection were considered in the 
fishery assessment and the impact thereof on the determination. 

 PD2.5.1.3 In formulating its response, the CAB shall also take into account any 
written representations received in accordance with PD2.4.8. 

 PD2.5.1.4 The CAB shall also indicate and give reasons for any proposed changes to 
its Final Report and Determination in the light of the reconsideration. 

PD2.5.2 The response of the CAB shall be made available to all parties, including the 
objector(s), the fishery client(s) and the MSC and shall be posted on the MSC 
website. 

PD2.5.3 Upon receipt of the response by the CAB, the independent adjudicator shall 
consult with the objector(s), the fishery client(s) and the CAB in order to 
determine whether the response of the CAB, including any proposed changes to 
the Final Report and Determination, adequately addresses the issues raised in 
the notice of objection. 

 PD2.5.3.1 The independent adjudicator shall strive to conclude such consultations 
within a period of 10 days but may if necessary, at his or her discretion 
after consultation with the parties, extend such period if it appears that 
there is a real and imminent prospect of reaching a solution that is 
acceptable to all relevant parties. 

PD2.5.4 In the event that the issues raised in the notice of objection can be resolved 
through consultations, the CAB, in consultation with the independent adjudicator, 
shall make such changes and revisions to the Final Report and Determination as 
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may be agreed and shall proceed to prepare a Public Certification Report in 
accordance with FCR 7.19.1. No further appeal or objection shall be permitted. 

PD2.5.5 In the event that some or all of the issues raised in the notice of objection cannot 
be resolved through consultations, the independent adjudicator shall notify all 
parties that the adjudication phase will commence immediately in accordance 
with PD2.6. 

 

PD2.6 Adjudication 

PD2.6.1 Subject to PD2.9 (Costs), the independent adjudicator shall, within 30 days of 
the date upon which the parties were notified of the intention to proceed to 
adjudication, convene an oral hearing of the objection, unless the parties to the 
objection agree otherwise.  

 PD2.6.1.1 A written hearing shall be undertaken if the parties agree that an oral 
hearing is not wanted. 

PD2.6.2 The oral hearing is intended to provide an opportunity for the CAB, the 
objector(s) and the fishery client(s) (if not the objecting party) to present their 
respective cases in person, including by video or teleconference. 

PD2.6.3 The independent adjudicator shall conduct the hearing in accordance with the 
provisions of this section but may also promulgate additional rules of procedure, 
including time limits on oral presentations and rules as to representation. 

 PD2.6.3.1 The independent adjudicator shall normally aim to complete the hearing 
during one session but may, where necessary, adjourn to continue the 
hearing using electronic communications or other means. 

PD2.6.4 The fishery client(s), the objector(s), and the CAB may submit additional or 
supplementary written representations on the matters raised in the notice of 
objection or in the written representations submitted by other parties under 
PD2.4.8. 

 PD2.6.4.1 All such written representations shall be submitted through the 
independent adjudicator and must be received no later than 5 days before 
the date set for an oral hearing or as set out by the independent 
adjudicator in the case of a written hearing. 

 PD2.6.4.2 A list of the persons whom the parties would wish to attend the hearing 
shall be submitted to the independent adjudicator for circulation to all 
hearing parties and must be received no later than 5 days before the date 
set for hearing. 

PD2.6.5 The independent adjudicator shall evaluate objections solely on the basis of: 

 PD2.6.5.1 The record, which shall include and be limited to: 

a. The Final Report of the CAB and the record on which the Final Report 
was based, including written submissions and reports provided to the 
CAB during the assessment process, the written record of oral, written 
or documentary evidence submitted in the assessment process, as well 
as any other evidence referenced or cited in the final report; 

b. The notice of objection; 

c. Any written representations submitted pursuant to PD2.4.8 and 
PD2.6.4; 
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d. Any representations made by any party at an oral hearing pursuant to 
these procedures; and 

e. Other clarifications required by the independent adjudicator. 

 PD2.6.5.2 Any additional information, not forming part of the record, that was in 
existence prior to the posting of the Public Comment Draft Report and is 
relevant to issues raised in the notice of objection that: 

a. Was known or should reasonably have been known to any party to the 
assessment process; and 

b. Should reasonably have been made available to the CAB; and 

c. If considered, could have been material to the determination or the 
fairness of the assessment. 

 PD2.6.5.3 The MSC Fisheries Standards (Annexes SA, SB, SC and SD); and 

 PD2.6.5.4 The FCR current at the time of the assessment in question, together with 
GFCR and amendments thereof made by the MSC Technical Advisory 
Board and the Board of Trustees, any related interpretations to these 
documents whether or not of mandatory effect with regard to CAB 
conformity made by the MSC and MSCôs accreditation body. 

PD2.6.6 The independent adjudicator may not consider issues not raised in the notice of 
objection, even if the independent adjudicator is of the view that a particular 
issue should have been raised.  

 PD2.6.6.1 In no case shall the independent adjudicator substitute his or her own 
views or findings of fact for those of the CAB. 

PD2.6.7 The independent adjudicator may solicit external advice on technical matters 
from, and for this purpose may sit with and receive technical advice from, 
qualified experts.  

 PD2.6.7.1 Such technical experts shall not take part in decision making.  

 PD2.6.7.2 Any written reports or advice tendered by the technical experts shall be 
attached to the independent adjudicatorôs written decision. 

PD2.6.8 The experts selected by the independent adjudicator to provide advice in relation 
to any particular objection shall not be involved in any activity that constitutes a 
conflict of interest. Such conflicts include, but are not limited to, the following 
criteria: 

 PD2.6.8.1 Experts shall not be members of the MSC Board of Trustees, Technical 
Advisory Board, Stakeholder Council or MSC; 

 PD2.6.8.2 Experts shall not have commercial involvement with the CAB, the subject 
fishery or the objector(s); 

 PD2.6.8.3 Experts shall not be involved in management or lobbying for or against the 
fishery or be involved with an organisation that has indicated its opposition 
to the certification of the fishery under objection; 

 PD2.6.8.4 Experts shall not have been involved in any part of the current assessment 
process for the fishery under objection. 

PD2.6.9 In order to facilitate the Objections Procedure, the MSC may maintain a public 
register of suitably qualified persons willing and available to act as independent 
experts. Experts may, however, be selected who are not on the register. 
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PD2.6.10 At any stage of the objections process, any party to an objection may, by 
notification in writing, call the attention of the independent adjudicator to an 
alleged error of fact, procedural error or unfairness on his or her part with respect 
to the objections process and the independent adjudicator shall respond as soon 
practicable. 

 

PD2.7 Powers of the independent adjudicator 

PD2.7.1 The independent adjudicator shall issue a decision in writing either: 

 PD2.7.1.1 Confirming the determination by the CAB; or 

 PD2.7.1.2 Remanding the determination to the CAB. 

PD2.7.2 The independent adjudicator shall remand the determination to the CAB if he or 
she determines either: 

 PD2.7.2.1 There was a serious procedural or other irregularity in the fishery 
assessment process that was material to the fairness of the assessment; 
or 

 PD2.7.2.2 The setting of conditions by the CAB in relation to one or more 
performance indicators cannot be justified because the conditions 
fundamentally cannot be fulfilled, or the condition setting decision was 
arbitrary or unreasonable in the sense that no reasonable CAB could have 
reached such a decision on the evidence available to it; or 

 PD2.7.2.3 The score given by the CAB in relation to one or more performance 
indicators cannot be justified, and the effect of the score in relation to one 
or more of the particular performance indicators in question was material to 
the determination because either: 

a. The CAB made a mistake as to a material fact. 

b. The CAB failed to consider material information put forward in the 
assessment process by the fishery or a stakeholder. 

c. The CAB failed to consider material information put forward by the peer 
reviewer(s). 

d. The scoring decision was arbitrary or unreasonable in the sense that 
no reasonable CAB could have reached such a decision on the 
evidence available to it. 

PD2.7.3 It is necessary to remand the determination in order to enable the CAB to 
consider additional information described in PD2.6.5.2 and described in the 
notice of objection.  

 PD2.7.3.1 In such a case, the remand shall be limited to a request to the CAB to 
consider the impact of the additional information on its original 
determination and to provide a response in accordance with PD2.8.2. 

 

PD2.8 Remand 

PD2.8.1 In the event that a determination is remanded, the independent adjudicator 
shall state, in writing, the grounds upon which the objection has been 
remanded, the specific matters that the CAB must consider in the remand and 
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the relationship of these matters to the MSC Fisheries Standard or procedural 
rules.  

 PD2.8.1.1 Copies of the remand shall be sent to the MSC, the fishery client(s) and the 
objecting party. 

PD2.8.2 Within 10 days after receipt of the remand instructions, unless the independent 
adjudicator has granted the CAB a specific amount of additional time, the CAB 
shall respond in writing to the matters specified in the remand, with copies sent 
to the MSC, the fishery client(s) and the objecting party. The response of the 
CAB shall either: 

 PD2.8.2.1 Include a statement of ñno changeò in relation to the scoring of 
performance indicators. 

 PD2.8.2.2 Indicate any proposed changes to the justification for a score or indicate a 
change in the score in relation to any of the performance indicators. 

 PD2.8.2.3 Give reasons for its decision under either PD2.8.2.1 or PD2.8.2.2. 

PD2.8.3 Any party to the objection may make written submissions on the matters 
specified in the remand or on the response thereto by the CAB under PD2.8.2. 
Such submissions must be received by the independent adjudicator no later 
than 5 days following the response by the CAB. 

PD2.8.4 The independent adjudicator shall, within 10 days of the response by the CAB, 
either: 

 PD2.8.4.1 Accept the response as adequately addressing the findings raised in the 
remand and confirm the original or amended Final Report and 
Determination by the CAB. 

 PD2.8.4.2 After reviewing the response of the CAB, determine that the objection shall 
be upheld on one or more of the grounds specified in PD2.7.2. 

PD2.8.5 If the CAB does not respond to the remand within the time limits specified in 
PD2.8.2 the independent adjudicator shall proceed to PD2.8.4 as if the CAB 
had made a ñno changeò response to the remand. 

PD2.8.6 The independent adjudicator shall include in the final decision a summary of 
conclusions from previous decisions, in order to provide a complete record of 
issues, including for example issues that are rejected, dismissed or closed 
prior to the final decision. 

PD2.8.7 A decision by the independent adjudicator under PD2.8.4 is final. No additional 
objections may be lodged under these procedures in respect of such decision. 
The certification decision of the CAB shall be made with reference to the 
decision of the independent adjudicator. 

PD2.8.8 In the event that the independent adjudicator confirms the amended 
determination, the CAB shall make such amendments to the Final Report and 
Determination as may be necessary in the light of the findings of the 
independent adjudicator and shall proceed to issue a Public Certification 
Report in accordance with FCR 7.19.1, which shall be assessed for adequacy 
by the independent adjudicator as per PD2.8.9. 

PD2.8.9 The independent adjudicator shall, prior to the issue of the Public Certification 
Report, determine whether the amendments to the Final Report and 
Determination made by the CAB adequately address the findings of the 
independent adjudicator. 
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a. If the independent adjudicator determines that the amendments adequately 
address the findings of the independent adjudicator, the MSC shall publish 
the Public Certification Report in accordance with FCR 7.19.1. 

b. If the independent adjudicator determines that the amendments do not 
adequately address the findings of the independent adjudicator, the Public 
Certification Report shall not be published, and the independent 
adjudicator shall send the Public Certification Report back to the CAB for 
further amendments to be made and then to be considered by the 
independent adjudicator as per PD2.8.9. 

PD2.8.10 Nothing in these procedures shall prevent any party to a fishery assessment 
from submitting a complaint relating to the CAB to MSCôs accreditation body in 
accordance with the procedures of that provider.  

 PD2.8.10.1 No such appeal to the MSCôs accreditation body shall affect the outcome 
under this Objection Procedure. 

 

PD2.9 Costs 

 

PD2.9.1 The costs of the adjudication process, up to a maximum level established from 
time to time by the MSC Board of Trustees, shall be borne by the objector or, if 
there is more than one objector, the objectors in equal shares. 

PD2.9.2 In exceptional circumstances, the independent adjudicator may decide to waive 
the costs in respect of an objector in whole or in part in accordance with PD2.9.6. 

PD2.9.3 The MSC shall provide information relating to the costs agreement and waiver 
application to the objector(s) at the earliest opportunity after the acceptance of 
the notice of objection and in any case no later than 5 days from when the notice 
of objection is accepted as per PD2.4.7. 

PD2.9.4 Notwithstanding the provisions of PD2.6, an objection shall not proceed to 
adjudication unless, within 10 days after the date on which the independent 
adjudicator notifies the parties that the adjudication phase will commence, the 
objector(s) has either: 

 PD2.9.4.1 Signed a costs agreement with the MSC; or 

 PD2.9.4.2 Obtained a waiver from the independent adjudicator in accordance with 
PD2.9.6. 

PD2.9.5 An application for a waiver shall be made in writing to the independent 
adjudicator by a duly authorised representative of the objector within 15 days 
from when the notice of objection is accepted per PD2.4.7.  

 PD2.9.5.1 Such an application should provide the justification as to why a waiver is 
sought and must be accompanied by appropriate evidence to demonstrate 
exceptional circumstances, including, where available, the objector's most 
recent audited financial report. 

PD2.9.6 The independent adjudicator shall decide within 5 days, to refuse the application 
or to waive the whole or part of the costs that would otherwise be attributed to 
the objector. A waiver shall only be granted if the independent adjudicator is 
satisfied that there are exceptional circumstances justifying such a waiver. The 
onus is on the objector to demonstrate that there are such exceptional 
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circumstances. In determining whether there are exceptional circumstances, the 
independent adjudicator shall take into account: 

 PD2.9.6.1 Any evidence relating to the financial ability of the objector to meet the 
costs of the adjudication process. 

 PD2.9.6.2 The impact on the objectorôs other activities of paying the costs of the 
adjudication process. 

 PD2.9.6.3 The ability of the objector to raise funds from external sources, including 
support from other participants in the assessment process, for the 
purposes of meeting the costs of the adjudication process. 

PD2.9.7 Where the application is refused or where a partial waiver is granted, the 
objector must sign a costs agreement with the MSC in order for the objection to 
proceed further. 

PD2.9.8 In the event that, 10 days after the date on which the independent adjudicator 
notified the parties that the adjudication phase will commence, any objector has 
not either signed a costs agreement with the MSC or obtained a waiver from the 
independent adjudicator in accordance with PD2.9.6, the objection in respect of 
that objector shall be considered to have been dismissed. 

 PD2.9.8.1 If there is more than one objector, the independent adjudicator shall 
nonetheless go on to consider the notice of objection submitted by those 
objectors that have either signed a costs agreement with the MSC or 
obtained a waiver from the independent adjudicator in accordance with 
PD2.9.6. 

 PD2.9.8.2 If the independent adjudicator fails to decide the waiver issue within the 
time specified by PD2.9.6, and such failure is attributable solely to the 
independent adjudicator, the time deadline specified in the first sentence of 
this subsection shall be extended for such limited period as the MSC 
considers appropriate under the circumstances. 

PD2.9.9 Nothing in this section shall prevent reconsideration by the CAB and 
consultations pursuant to PD2.5. 

PD2.10 General provisions relating to the objections process 

PD2.10.1 Where these procedures require that any notice or document is to be submitted 
to the independent adjudicator or to the MSC within, or before, a specified time 
limit, the following provisions shall be applied in order to determine whether the 
notice or document was served in time: 

 PD2.10.1.1 Any references to time shall be, unless it is otherwise specifically stated, 
British Standard Time or, during daylight savings, British Daylight Time. 

 PD2.10.1.2 "Days" means "working days". 

 PD2.10.1.3 A document served after 5 p.m. or at any time on a Saturday, Sunday or a 
United Kingdom Bank Holiday will be treated as being served on the next 
working day. 

 PD2.10.1.4 Where the time limits prescribed in these procedures do not account for 
statutory holidays in countries where involved stakeholders reside, the 
independent adjudicator may allow an extension of time limits so as to give 
effect to the intent of these procedures; that all parties have the nominated 
number of days within which to respond. 
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 PD2.10.1.5 In exceptional circumstances, the independent adjudicator may consider 
and grant an extension to any of the time limits set out in these 
procedures. 

PD2.10.2 Service shall be effective if made by hand, or by facsimile or by the provision of 
the information in an electronic document containing a digital signature. 

PD2.10.3 Service by hand shall be effective when made. Delivery by facsimile shall be 
effective when the "transmit confirmation report" confirming the transmission to 
the recipient's published facsimile number is received by the transmitter. An 
electronic document is presumed to be received by the addressee when it enters 
an information system designated or used by the addressee for the purpose of 
receiving documents of the type sent and it is capable of being retrieved and 
processed by the addressee. 

PD2.10.4 The working language of the MSC is English. Documents shall be submitted in 
English, or with an accompanying full English translation at the cost of the 
submitting party. 

PD2.10.5 For the avoidance of any doubt, every notice or document issued, or posted on 
the MSC website, by the independent adjudicator or the MSC, shall bear the 
date upon which it was so issued or posted and shall also specify the date upon 
which any subsequent notice, response, submission or document is required to 
be submitted in accordance with these procedures. Notwithstanding any other 
provision of these procedures, and regardless of whether a particular document 
is posted on the MSC website or not, any documentation submitted by any party 
to an objection, except for documentation relating to costs under PD2.9, shall be 
available to any other party. 

PD2.11 Final documentation of an objection on the MSC website 

PD2.11.1 In accordance with FCR 7.19.1, the Public Certification Report shall include all 
decisions made by the independent adjudicator and shall indicate all the 
changes to the Final Report and Determination that have been made as a result 
of the objection. 

PD2.11.2 All objections-related documents, except the Public Certification Report, will be 
removed from the MSC website 6 months after the completion of the 
assessment. 

 

 

 

  

End of Annex PD 
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Annex PE: Expedited assessment for extension of scope ï 

Normative Ż 

PE1 Scope  

PE1.1 The requirements of this annex shall apply to all expedited assessments for the 
purpose of extending an existing fishery certificate. 

PE2 Assessment Process  

PE2.1 Prior to full announcement the CAB shall submit a statement to the MSC 
announcing its intent to undertake an expedited assessment. 

PE2.1.1 The statement shall include the following: Ƽ 

 PE2.1.1.1 Rationale justifying the outcome of the gap analysis described in 7.22.3; 

 PE2.1.1.2 The assessment components held in common between the two fisheries; 

 PE2.1.1.3 The assessment components that will be assessed in the expedited audit; 
and 

 PE2.1.1.4 Rationale confirming if there are any potential implications for other PIs. 

PE2.2 The expedited assessment shall be undertaken including at least the following 
steps:  

PE2.2.1 The CAB shall announce at least one auditor meeting the criteria in Annex PC, 
Table PC2. 

 PE2.2.1.1 The auditor shall also meet the criteria in Table PC3 rows 1ï4 appropriate 
to the assessment components to be re-assessed. 

PE2.2.2 The CAB shall conduct the expedited assessment either during a special on-site 
expedited audit or during a regular on-site surveillance audit. 

 PE2.2.2.1 The CAB shall notify stakeholders and the MSC specifically identifying that 
the scope of the expedited assessment or regular surveillance audit will 
include an extension of scope of the certificate to another fishery. 

a. The CAB shall identify in the notification which assessment 
components will be assessed in the expedited assessment. 

PE2.2.3 CABs shall evaluate the assessment components using all requirements in 

section SA2 following the process as described in FCR7.10, 7.11, and 7.12. Ż 

 PE2.2.3.1 If the stock under assessment overlaps with another fishery or fisheries, 
the harmonisation steps in Annex PB shall be followed. 

 PE2.2.3.2 If there are any changes in the other assessment components, the relevant 
PI shall be re-scored. 
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PE3 Reporting  

PE3.1 CABs shall produce the following reports using the appropriate templates and 
follow procedures outlined in sections 7.13 through to 7.19: 

a. Preliminary Draft Report for client review; 

b. Peer Review Draft Report; 

c. Public Comment Draft Report; 

d. Final report; and 

e. Public Certification Report. 

PE3.1.1 When the expedited assessment is taking place during a regular surveillance 
audit for the certified fishery, separate reports shall be produced for the 
expedited assessment according to sections FCR 7.13 through to 7.19.1: 

PE3.1.2 Sections 1, 2, 3.1-3.3, 4, 5, and 6 of the ñFull Assessment Reporting Templateò 
shall, where appropriate, be populated from the previous Public Certification 
Report 

PE3.1.3 The minimum number of peer reviewers for expedited audits shall be one. 

 PE3.1.3.1 All other requirements for peer review outlined in section FCR 7.14 shall 
apply3. 

PE4 Certification Decision and Certificate Issue  

PE4.1 CABs shall make a determination regarding the assessment outcome and notify 
stakeholders of the Final Report. 

PE4.2 An objection may be lodged in conformity with the MSC Objections Procedure 
found in Annex PD during a period of fifteen working days from the posting of the 
Final Report and Determination on the MSC website. 

PE4.3 If it is determined that the scores from the assessed PIs in combination with the 
scores obtained for the commonly held components with the existing certificate 
meet the requirements for certification, the CAB shall: 

PE4.3.1 Include the new UoA within the scope of the existing valid fishery certificate. 

PE4.3.2 Follow the requirements on certification decision and certification issue in FCR 
7.20. 

PE4.4 If the determination is that the fishery has not met the requirements for 
certification, the CAB shall report this in the Final Report and Public Certification 
Report and shall make no changes to the existing certificateôs scope, which shall 
remain valid. 

 

 

                                                
3 CABs shall apply section CL3.2 of the MSC Certification Requirements version 1.3 until the MSC 
publicly announces on the MSC website and notifies CABs that the Peer Review College has been 
established to undertake the activities detailed in section PE3.1.1.3 of version 2.0. 

 

End of Annex PE 
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Annex PF: Risk-Based Framework ï Normative 

PF1 Introduction to the Risk -Based Framework (RBF) Ƽ 

PF1.1 Applying the RBF in scoring different PIs Ż 

PF1.1.1 There are four methodologies within the RBF: Ƽ 

a. Consequence Analysis (CA); 

b. Productivity Susceptibility Analysis (PSA); 

c. Consequence Spatial Analysis (CSA); 

d. Scale Intensity Consequence Analysis (SICA). 

PF1.1.2 The team shall verify that they can use the RBF for a particular PI and shall 
identify any implications for other PIs using Figure PF1 and  

Table PF1 prior to proceeding. Ƽ  
 

 

 

 

  

For PI 2.5.1 

Undertake SICA 

Assign SICA score 

For PI 1.1.1 

Undertake CA 

Use scoring Tables 
PF7 and PF8 to 

determine final score 

Undertake PSA 

For PIs 2.1.1, 
2.2.1 & 2.3.1 

Undertake PSA 

Use scoring Table 
PF8 to determine final 

score 

Data-deficient scoring 
element 

For PI 2.4.1 

Undertake CSA 

Use scoring Table 
PF18 to determine 

final score 

Figure PF 1: How to apply the RBF in scoring  
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Table PF1: RBF methodologies PIs and implications for non -RBF PIs  

PI RBF Notes 

1.1.1 Stock status Yes CA and PSA shall both be undertaken if scoring 
using the RBF. 

1.1.2 Stock rebuilding No If the RBF is used to score PI 1.1.1, this PI is not 
scored. 

1.2.1 Harvest strategy No Score as normal. 

1.2.2 Harvest control tools and rules No Score as normal. 

1.2.3 Information/monitoring No Score as normal. 

1.2.4 Assessment of stock status No If RBF is used to score PI 1.1.1, a default score of 
80 shall be awarded to this PI. 

2.1.1 Primary species outcome Yes PSA alone shall be undertaken if using the RBF. 

2.1.2 Primary species management 
strategy 

No Score as normal. 

2.1.3 Primary species information No If the RBF is used to score PI 2.1.1, use the RBF 
alternative within scoring issue (a). 

2.2.1 Secondary species outcome Yes PSA alone shall be undertaken if using the RBF. 

2.2.2 Secondary species 
management strategy 

No Score as normal. 

2.2.3 Secondary species information No If the RBF is used to score PI 2.2.1, use the RBF 
alternative within scoring issue (a). 

2.3.1 ETP Species outcome Yes PSA alone shall be undertaken if using the RBF. 

2.3.2 ETP Species management 
strategy 

No Score as normal. 

2.3.3 ETP Species information No If the RBF is used to score PI 2.3.1, use the RBF 
alternative within scoring issue (a). 

2.4.1 Habitats outcome Yes CSA alone shall be undertaken if using the RBF. 

2.4.2 Habitats management strategy No Score as normal. 

2.4.3 Habitats information No If the RBF is used to score PI 2.4.1, use the RBF 
alternative within scoring issues (a) and (b). 

2.5.1 Ecosystem outcome Yes SICA alone shall be undertaken if using the RBF. 

2.5.2 Ecosystem management 
strategy 

No Score as normal. 

2.5.3 Ecosystem information No Score as normal. 

Principle 3 PIs No The RBF shall not be used to score any PIs within 
Principle 3. 

PF2 Stakeholder Involvement in RBF  

PF2.1 Announcing the RBF Ż 

PF2.1.1 If the team determines that the RBF is to be used, the team shall: 
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 PF2.1.1.1 Describe and justify the use of the RBF using the form ñUse of the RBF in a 
fishery assessment formò. 

 PF2.1.1.2 Send the form to the MSC for publication on its website. 

 PF2.1.1.3 Using the form, notify stakeholders of the proposal to use the RBF. 

 PF2.1.1.4 Allow at least 30 days for comment. 

 PF2.1.1.5 Consider all stakeholder comments, recording why each comment has 
been accepted or rejected. 

 PF2.1.1.6 Review the decision to use the RBF (in light of those comments). 

 PF2.1.1.7 Notify the MSC if a decision is made not to use the RBF for any PI for 
which it was previously announced. 

 PF2.1.1.8 Repeat steps PF2.1.1.1 to PF2.1.1.7 if the team determines that the RBF is 
to be used for PIs not previously announced. 

PF2.2 Information gathering Ƽ 

PF2.2.1 Prior to the site visit, the team shall gather information needed for scoring 

including: Ƽ 

a. Management arrangements in place together with any specific strategies, 

such as bycatch mitigation or recovery strategies. Ƽ 

b. Descriptions of any monitoring strategies in place, including at-sea observer 
programmes (coverage, duration, objectives). 

c. Maps of: 

i. The distribution of fishing effort within the jurisdictional boundaries of the 
fishery. 

ii. The distribution of all fishing effort on the target stock outside the fishery 
being certified. 

iii. Species, habitat and community distributions (including depth ranges). 

d. When using the CA, information needed to: 

i. Assist in identifying the most vulnerable subcomponent for a species. 

ii. Score the consequence of fishing activity on the species. 

e. When using the PSA, information needed for scoring: 

i. The productivity attributes of each species. 

ii. The susceptibility attributes of the species. 

f. When using the CSA, information needed to: Ƽ 

i. Define habitat(s) 

ii. Score the consequence attributes of the UoAôs habitat(s) 

iii. Score the spatial attributes of the UoAôs habitat(s). 

g. When using the SICA, information needed for scoring: 

i. The spatial scale of the fishery on the ecosystem 

ii. The temporal scale of the fishery on the ecosystem. 

http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/
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iii. The intensity of the fishery on the ecosystem 

iv. The consequence of the activity on the ecosystem. 

PF2.2.2 The information shall be used to inform the stakeholder meetings and should be 
made available to attendees where possible. Information can also be collected 
during the site visit, and post-site visit as necessary. 

PF2.2.3 The team shall use all the data available as part of the assessment and reflect 
the analysis of this information when scoring the fishery. 

PF2.3 Stakeholder consultation 

PF2.3.1 The team shall carry out a stakeholder consultation process to gather data and 
to seek expert opinions (see section 7.8). 

PF2.3.2 The CAB shall inform stakeholders of the use of the RBF in the fishery 
assessment by including in communication, as a minimum, text equivalent to the 

following: Ƽ 

 PF2.3.2.1 ñA key purpose of the site visit is to collect information and speak to 
stakeholders with an interest in the fishery. For those parts of the 
assessment involving the MSCôs Risk Based Framework (RBF, see 
http://www.msc.org/about-us/standards/methodologies/fam/msc-risk-
based-framework), we will be using a stakeholder-driven, qualitative and 
semi-quantitative analysis during the site visit. To achieve a robust 
outcome from this consultative approach, we rely heavily on participation of 
a broad range of stakeholders with a balance of knowledge of the fishery. 
We encourage any stakeholders with experience or knowledge of the 
fishery to participate in these meetings.ò 

PF2.3.3 The team shall plan the stakeholder consultation strategy to ensure effective 

participation from a range of stakeholders.  Ƽ 

 PF2.3.3.1 A range of stakeholder groups shall be consulted. Ż  

 PF2.3.3.2 Stakeholders shall be identified early in the assessment process. Ż 

 PF2.3.3.3 Meetings shall be organised to allow for the highest participation of 

stakeholders. Ƽ 

 PF2.3.3.4 Meetings shall be structured to encourage engagement amongst 

stakeholders. Ƽ 

 PF2.3.3.5 Where different language groups, educational/vocabulary levels or cultural 
behaviours are present, the team shall consider separate consultations 

tailored to those specific interest groups. Ż 

 PF2.3.3.6 Stakeholder consultation shall be conducted in a language that can be 

understood by all stakeholders. Ƽ  

a. Any materials required for the stakeholder consultation shall be 
prepared in language understood by all participants. 

 PF2.3.3.7 Background information shall be made available on the fishery ahead of 
the meeting so that the stakeholder consultation process is focused on 
providing information required for the RBF scoring process, while allowing 

participants to express their expert opinions. Ƽ 

http://www.msc.org/about-us/standards/methodologies/fam/msc-risk-based-framework
http://www.msc.org/about-us/standards/methodologies/fam/msc-risk-based-framework
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 PF2.3.3.8 Participatory tools shall be used, where appropriate, to increase the 

effectiveness of the consultation. Ƽ 

PF2.3.4 This information shall be used to inform the scoring of the CA, PSA, CSA and 
SICA. 

PF2.3.5 The team shall be responsible for scoring PIs. Ƽ 

PF3 Conducting a Consequence Analysis (CA)  

PF3.1 Preparation  

PF3.1.1 The team shall conduct a CA for each data-deficient species identified under PI 

1.1.1 (target species). Ż 

PF3.1.2 A CA shall only be conducted where some qualitative or quantitative data exist 
from which trends in one or more of the four key consequence subcomponents 
listed in Table PF2 can be identified. 

 PF3.1.2.1 Where there are no indicator data as defined in PF3.1.2, the fishery cannot 

be assessed against the MSC standard. Ƽ 

PF3.1.3 The team shall use the CA scoring template in Table PF2, reproduced in the 
ñMSC Full Assessment Reporting Templateò 
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents to present the scores and 
rationales of the CA. 

PF3.2 Stakeholder involvement within CA Ƽ 

PF3.2.1 The team shall use input from stakeholders to: 

a. Provide information suitable for the qualitative evaluation of the risks that the 
fishing activity poses to the species included in the risk assessment. 

b. Assist in identifying the most vulnerable subcomponent for a species. 

c. Assist in scoring the consequence of fishing for a species. 

 

http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents
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Table PF2: CA Scoring Template  

Principle 1:  

Stock status outcome  

Scoring element Consequence subcomponents Consequence score 

 

 
Population size 

 

Reproductive capacity 
 

Age/size/sex structure 
 

Geographic range 
 

Rationale for most vulnerable 
subcomponent 

 

Rationale for consequence score 
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PF3.3 Determine the CA score  

PF3.3.1 Scoring shall be undertaken only for the subcomponent (population size, 
reproductive capacity, age/size/sex structure or geographic range) on which the 
team decides that the fishing activity is having the most impact.  

PF3.3.2 The team shall draw on indicator and trend data and use this data in working 
with stakeholders at the CA consultation meeting(s) to assign a score for the 
consequence of the fishing activity on the subcomponent on which the fishery is 

having the most impact, using Table PF3. Ż 

PF3.3.3 The team shall interpret the terms óinsignificant changeô, ópossible detectable 
changeô and ódetectable changeô as follows: 

 PF3.3.3.1 óInsignificant changeó shall mean that changes in the subcomponents are 
undetectable or if detectable, these are of such a low magnitude that the 
impact of the fishing activity cannot be differentiated from the natural 
variability for this population. 

 PF3.3.3.2 óPossible detectable changeó shall mean that changes are detected and 
can be reasonably attributable to the fishing activity, but these are of such 
a low magnitude that the impact of the fishery is considered to be minimal 
on the population size and dynamics. 

 PF3.3.3.3 óDetectable changeó shall mean that changes to the subcomponent can be 
attributed to the fishing activity and changes are of such magnitude that 
cannot be considered as minimal. 

PF3.3.4 Where there is no agreement between stakeholders, the team shall use the 
consequence category with the lowest score (60, 80 or 100).  

PF3.3.5 The team shall fail the fishery if the consequence of the activity is determined to 
be at higher risk than 60 level in Table PF3. 

PF3.3.6 The team shall take the final CA score into section PF5. 
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Table PF3: CA scoring  of subcomponents  

 Consequence Category 

Subcomponent  100 80 60 Fail 

Population size Insignificant change 
to population 
size/growth rate (r). 
Change is unlikely 
to be detectable 
against natural 
variability for this 
population. 

Possible detectable 
change in 
size/growth rate (r) 
but minimal impact 
on population size 
and none on 
dynamics. 

Full exploitation 
rate but long-term 
recruitment 
dynamics not 
adversely 
damaged. 

Consequence 
is higher-risk 
than 60 level. 

Reproductive 
capacity 

Insignificant change 
in reproductive 
capacity. Unlikely to 
be detectable 
against natural 
variability for this 
population 

Possible detectable 
change in 
reproductive 
capacity but 
minimal impact on 
population 
dynamics. 

Detectable change 
in reproductive 
capacity. Impact on 
population 
dynamics at 
maximum 
sustainable level, 
long-term 
recruitment 
dynamics not 
adversely affected. 

Age/size/sex 
structure 

Insignificant change 
in age/size/sex 
structure. Unlikely 
to be detectable 
against natural 
variability for this 
population. 

Possible detectable 
change in 
age/size/sex 
structure but 
minimal impact on 
population 
dynamics. 

Detectable change 
in age/size/sex 
structure. Impact 
on population 
dynamics at 
maximum 
sustainable level, 
long-term 
recruitment 
dynamics not 
adversely affected. 

Geographic 
range 

Insignificant change 
in geographic 
range. Unlikely to 
be detectable 
against natural 
variability for this 
population. 

Possible detectable 
change in 
geographic range 
but minimal impact 
on population 
distribution and 
none on dynamics. 

Detectable change 
in geographic 
range up to 10% of 
original distribution 
due to fishing 
activities. 

 

PF4 Conducting a Productivity Susceptibility Analysis 
(PSA) 

PF4.1 Preparation 

PF4.1.1 The team shall use the ñMSC RBF Worksheetò found at 
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-
scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates to calculate PSA scores. 

http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
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 PF4.1.1.1 The score for each component of the PSA shall be recorded in the ñMSC 
RBF Worksheetò. 

PF4.1.2 The scores and rationales for each component shall be documented in the PSA 
rationale tables in the ñMSC Full Assessment Reporting Templateò found at 
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-
scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates 

PF4.1.3 The team shall conduct a PSA for each data-deficient scoring element identified 
within a given PI, unless the options in PF4.1.4 or PF4.1.5 are chosen. 

PF4.1.4 The team may elect to conduct a PSA on ñmainò species only when evaluating PI 

2.1.1 or 2.2.1. Ƽ 

 PF4.1.4.1 If the team decides to consider ñmainò species only, final PI score shall be 
adjusted downward according to clause PF5.3.2. 

PF4.1.5 When assessing a large number of species under PI 2.1.1 or 2.2.1, the team 
may elect to group species according to similar taxonomies and undertake a 

reduced number of PSAs. If the team decide to group species, it shall: Ƽ 

 PF4.1.5.1 List all species and group them according to similar taxonomy. Ż 

 

 PF4.1.5.2 Identify at least the two most at-risk species within each taxonomic group. 
The decision of which the species are most at risk shall be determined by: 

Ż 

a. Selecting the species with the highest risk score when scoring the 
productivity part of the PSA for all species; and 

b. Working with stakeholders to identify qualitatively which species are 
most at risk within each group.  

 PF4.1.5.3 If there are several species that appear to have a similar level of risk and 
the team and stakeholders cannot agree on which one is most at-risk for a 
given PI, a PSA shall be conducted on all of them. 

 PF4.1.5.4 The process of grouping species and choosing the species most at risk 
within each group shall be well documented and the choice justified in the 
assessment documentation. 

 PF4.1.5.5 The representative most at-risk species shall be included in the PSA and 

will determine the score for the species group. Ƽ 

 PF4.1.5.6 If the team decide to group species according to similar taxonomies, the 

final PI score shall be adjusted downwards according to clause PF 5.3.2. Ƽ 

PF4.2 Stakeholder involvement within the PSA 

PF4.2.1 The team shall use input from stakeholders to: 

a. Assist in the identification of species that are affected by the UoA. 

b. Assist in the scoring of the susceptibility attributes within the PSA. 

http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
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PF4.3 PSA Step 1: Score the Productivity attributes Ƽ 

PF4.3.1 The team shall score the productivity of each data-deficient species. Ż 

PF4.3.2 The team shall score each productivity attribute on a three-point risk scale: low 

(3), medium (2) or high (1), using the cut-offs in Table PF4. Ƽ 

 PF4.3.2.1 The average maximum size and average size at maturity attributes shall be 
scored in non-invertebrate species only. 

 PF4.3.2.2 The density dependence attribute shall be scored in invertebrate species 
only. 

 PF4.3.2.3 The team shall enter the three-point scores into the ñMSC RBF Worksheetò 
to calculate the overall productivity score. 

 PF4.3.2.4 Where there is limited information available for a productivity attribute, the 
more precautionary score shall be awarded. 

 

 
Table PF4: PSA Productivity attributes and scores  

Productivity Attribute  High productivity 

(Low risk, score=1) 

Medium 
productivity 

(medium risk, 
score=2) 

Low productivity 

(high risk, score=3 

Average age at maturity <5 years 5-15 years >15 years 

Average maximum age <10 years 10-25 years >25 years 

Fecundity >20,000 eggs per 
year 

100-20,000 eggs per 
year 

<100 eggs per year 

Average maximum size 

(not to be used when scoring 
invertebrate species) 

<100 cm 100-300 cm >300 cm 

Average size at maturity 

(not to be used when scoring 
invertebrate species) 

<40 cm 40-200 cm >200 cm 

Reproductive strategy Broadcast spawner Demersal egg layer Live bearer 

Trophic Level <2.75 2.75-3.25 >3.25 

Density dependence 

Ż 

(to be used when scoring 
invertebrate species only) 

Compensatory 
dynamics at low 
population size 
demonstrated or 
likely 

No depensatory or 
compensatory 
dynamics 
demonstrated or 
likely 

Depensatory 
dynamics at low 
population sizes 
(Allee effects) 
demonstrated or 
likely 

PF4.4 PSA Step 2: Score the susceptibility attributes Ƽ 

PF4.4.1 The team shall score the susceptibility of each data-deficient species. Ż 

PF4.4.2 The team shall score 4 susceptibility attributes (areal overlap (availability), 
encounterability, selectivity and post-capture mortality) on a 3-point risk scale: 
high (3), medium (2) or low (1), using the cut-offs in  
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Table PF5. 

 PF4.4.2.1 The team shall enter the 3-point scores into the ñMSC RBF Worksheetò to 
calculate the overall susceptibility score. 

 PF4.4.2.2 Where there is limited information available to score a susceptibility 
attribute, the more precautionary score shall be awarded. 

PF4.4.3 When scoring susceptibility, the team shall take into account the impacts of 
fisheries other than the UoA according to the following requirements:  

 PF4.4.3.1 When scoring PI 1.1.1, all fisheries impacting the given target stock shall 

be identified and listed separately. Ƽ 

 PF4.4.3.2 When scoring PI 2.1.1, all MSC UoAs impacting each main primary 

species shall be identified and listed separately. Ƽ 

 PF4.4.3.3 When scoring PI 2.2.1, if the UoA has main species with catches at 10% or 
more of the total catch by weight of the UoA, all MSC UoAs having a catch 
of the same species that is 10% or more of the total catch of the UoAs shall 
be identified and listed separately. 

a. If the UoA does not have main species with catches at 10% or more of 
the total catch by weight of the UoA, the team may elect to conduct the 
PSA on the UoA only. 

 PF4.4.3.4 When scoring PI 2.3.1, only the UoA shall be taken into account. 
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Table PF5: PSA Susceptibility attributes and scores  

Susceptibility attribute  Low susceptibility 

(Low risk, score=1) 

Medium 
susceptibility 

(medium risk, 
score=2) 

High susceptibility 

(high risk, score=3 

Areal overlap (availability) 

Overlap of the fishing effort 
with a species concentration 
of the stock 

<10% overlap 10-30% overlap >30% overlap 

Encounterability 

The position of the 
stock/species within the 
water column relative to the 
fishing gear, and the position 
of the stock/species within 
the habitat relative to the 
position of the gear 

Low overlap with 
fishing gear (low 
encounterability) 

Medium overlap with 
fishing gear 

High overlap with 
fishing gear (high 
encounterability) 

 

Default score for 
target species (P1) 

Selectivity of gear type 

Potential of the gear to 
retain species 

a Individuals < size 
at maturity are 
rarely caught 

a Individuals < size 
at maturity are 
regularly caught 

a Individuals < size 
at maturity are 
frequently caught 

b Individuals < size 
at maturity can 
escape or avoid 
gear 

b Individuals < half 
the size at 
maturity can 
escape or avoid 
gear 

b Individuals < half 
the size at 
maturity are 
retained by gear 

Post-capture mortality 
(PCM) 

The chance that, if captured, 
a species would be released 
and that it would be in a 
condition permitting 
subsequent survival 

Evidence of majority 
released postcapture 
and survival 

Evidence of some 
released postcapture 
and survival 

Retained species or 
majority dead when 
released 

Default score for 
retained species (P1 
or P2) 

 

 

PF4.4.4 Where the impacts of fisheries other than the UoA are taken into account each 

fishery affecting the given stock shall be identified and listed separately. Ƽ 

 PF4.4.4.1 To account for impact of other fisheries on a given stock the team shall 
determine the contribution of each fishery on the total catch of the given 
stock. 

a. If precise catch data are available, weights for each fishery shall be 
assigned according to known proportions of total catch of the given 
stock. Ƽ 

b. If catch data are not available, a qualitative information-gathering 
process shall be used and documented to apply a weight to each 
fishery according to Table PF6. Ƽ 

PF4.4.5 A weighted average of PSA scores for each fishery affecting the given stock 
shall be calculated in order to derive the final overall PSA score except in the 
following case: Ƽ  

 PF4.4.5.1 If catch data cannot be estimated for a particular fishery (gear type) using 
either qualitative or quantitative data, the susceptibility score for the overall 
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PSA shall be based on the attributes of the gear with the highest 
susceptibility score. 

 

 
Table PF6: Weighting of fisheries  

% contribution of catch  Weighting score 

0ï25 1 

25ï50 2 

50ï75 3 

75ï100 4 

 

PF4.4.6 The team shall score areal overlap (availability) as follows: Ż 

 PF4.4.6.1 The team shall generate areal overlap scores after consideration of the 
overlap of the fishing effort with the distribution of the stock. 

 PF4.4.6.2 Where the impacts of fisheries other than the UoA are taken into account, 
the areal overlap shall be scored as the combined overlap of all listed 
fisheries with the areal concentration of a stock. 

 PF4.4.6.3 The resulting areal overlap risk scores shall be entered into those cells in 
the ñMSC RBF Worksheetò for all listed fisheries. 

 PF4.4.6.4 The scoring of areal overlap shall consider the concentration of species 

and the overlap of the fishing gear with the concentration species. Ƽ 

 PF4.4.6.5 For species with good distribution maps, availability areal overlap shall be 
scored using detailed mapping analysis: the amount of overlap between 
fishing effort and species stock distribution. 

 PF4.4.6.6 For species without good distribution maps, stakeholder generated maps 
may be used. 

PF4.4.7 The team shall score encounterability as follows: Ż 

 PF4.4.7.1 The team shall generate encounterability scores after consideration of the 
likelihood that a species will encounter fishing gear that is deployed within 
the geographic range of that species. 

 PF4.4.7.2 Where the impacts of fisheries other than the UoA are taken into account, 
encounterability shall be scored as the combined encounterability of all 
listed fisheries. 

 PF4.4.7.3 The resulting encounterability risk scores shall be entered into those cells 
in the ñMSC RBF Worksheetò for all listed fisheries. 

 PF4.4.7.4 The scoring of encounterability shall consider the concentration of species 
and the overlap of the fishing gear with the concentration species. 

 PF4.4.7.5 The deployment of fishing gear in relation to each species adult habitat is 
the main aspect to be considered for each species. 

PF4.4.8 The team shall score selectivity as follows: Ż 

 PF4.4.8.1 The team shall generate a selectivity score for each gear type after 
consideration of the potential of gear to capture or retain the species that 
encounters the fishing gear. 

http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
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 PF4.4.8.2 The selectivity risk scores for each combination of gear type and species 
shall be determined individually, and entered into the ñMSC RBF 
Worksheetò. 

 PF4.4.8.3 Scores for gear selectivity shall be assigned using the two categories 
specified in  

Table PF5. Ƽ 

a. Where elements (a) and (b) indicate different risk scores, the team 
shall assign a score as the average of the two categories, rounded up 
to the nearest whole number on the 1:3 scale. 

 PF4.4.8.4 Terms órarelyô, óregularlyô and ófrequentlyô in  

Table PF5 shall be interpreted as follows:  

a.  óRarelyô means that the capture of individuals smaller than the size at 
maturity occurs in less than 5% few gear deployments. 

b.  óRegularlyô means that the capture of individuals smaller than the size 
at maturity occurs in 5% to 50% of the gear deployments. 

c.  óFrequentlyô means that the capture of individuals smaller than the size 
at maturity occurs in more than 50% of gear deployments. 

PF4.4.9 The team shall score PCM as follows: 

 PF4.4.9.1 The team shall use its knowledge of species biology and fishing practice 
together with independent field observations to assess the chance that, if 
captured, a species would be released and that it would be in a condition 

to permit subsequent survival. Ż 

 PF4.4.9.2 The PCM risk scores for each combination of gear type and species shall 
be determined individually, and entered into the ñMSC RBF Worksheetò. 

 PF4.4.9.3 In the absence of observer data or other verified field observations made 
during commercial fishing operations that indicate the individuals are 
released alive and post-release survivorship is high, the default value for 
the PCM of all species shall be high. 

 PF4.4.9.4 The team may reduce the PCM score from the default score in situations 
where: 

a. A high score has been allocated for the selectivity; and 

b. A large portion of animals are returned alive and survive the encounter. 

PF4.4.10 The team may adjust the susceptibility scores if additional information regarding 
an attribute that justifies a change in score is available and the source of data is 

appropriate to the fishery (ies) or region (s). Ƽ 

 PF4.4.10.1 The team shall record the rationale for all changes made. 

PF4.5 PSA Step 3: Determine the PSA score and equivalent MSC 
score  

PF4.5.1 The team shall use the ñMSC RBF Worksheetò to calculate the overall 
productivity and susceptibility risk scores (PSA score) and the equivalent MSC 

scores for each scoring element. Ƽ 
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PF5 Scoring the Fishery Using the RBF for Species 
Performance Indicators (PIs 1.1.1, 2.1.1, 2.2.1 and 2.3.1)  

PF5.1 Scoring species PIs 

PF5.1.1 When scoring PI 1.1.1, both the CA and PSA shall be used to produce an overall 
score for each scoring element. 

 PF5.1.1.1 The overall score for the scoring element shall be assigned according to 

the rules in Table PF7. Ƽ 

 

Table PF7: Rules for use of CA or PSA scores  

CA PSA Rule 

80 or 100 Ó80 Score awarded shall be at the midway point between CA and PSA 
scores. 

80 or 100 Ó60 and <80 Score awarded for PI shall be less than 80, as near to the midway 
point between CA and PSA scores as possible. 

80 or 100 <60 Fail 

60 Ó80 Score awarded for PI shall be less than 80, as near to the midway 
point between CA and PSA scores as possible. 

60 Ó60 and <80 Score awarded for PI shall be at the midway point between CA and 
PSA scores. 

60 <60 Fail 

<60 Ó80 Fail 

<60 Ó60 and <80 Fail 

<60 <60 Fail 

 

PF5.1.2 When scoring PIs 2.1.1, 2.2.1 and 2.3.1, the PSA alone shall be used to produce 
an overall score for each scoring element. 

PF5.2 Combining scoring elements 

PF5.2.1 In cases where there is only one scoring element for the PI, the team shall 
consider this as the overall MSC score. 

PF5.2.2 In cases where there are multiple scoring elements and they are all ódata-
deficientô (RBF), the team shall derive a final MSC score by applying rules in 

Table PF8. Ƽ 

PF5.2.3 In cases where there is a combination of both ódata-deficientô (RBF) and species 
scored using default tree, the team shall consider all scoring elements for this PI 
to derive a final MSC score by using Table PF8.  
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Table PF8: Combining multiple species scores  

MSC Score  Requirement to gain score 

none Any scoring elements within a PI that fail to reach a score of 60 represent a 
failure against the MSC Fisheries Standard and no score shall be assigned. 

60 All elements have a score of 60, and only 60. 

65 All elements score at least 60; a few achieve higher scores, approaching or 
exceeding 80, but most do not reach 80. 

70 All elements score at least 60; some achieve higher scores, approaching or 
exceeding 80; but some fail to achieve 80 and require intervention action 

75 All elements score at least 60; most achieve higher scores, approaching or 
exceeding 80; only a few fail to achieve 80 and require intervention action 

80 All elements score 80 

85 All elements score at least 80; a few achieve higher scores, but most do not 
approach 100 

90 All elements score at least 80; some achieve higher scores approaching 100, 
but some do not. 

95 All elements score at least 80; most achieve higher scores approaching 100; 
only a few fail to score at or very close to 100 

100 All elements score 100. 

PF5.3 Adjusting PIs scores 

PF5.3.1 Where no additional information exists to bring to bear on the PI, the team shall 
apply the score directly to the PI with the accompanying scoring template and a 
rationale provided as justification. 

 PF5.3.1.1 If there is additional information that justifies modifying the MSC score 
either upward or downward by a maximum of 10 points, such information 

shall be used to reach the final MSC score for the PI. Ƽ 

a. The team shall use all information that is available on the UoA to inform 
the assessment. 

b. The team shall provide the justification for any score modification. 

PF5.3.2 The final PI score shall be capped by the team in cases where only a subset of 
the total number of species has been evaluated. 

 PF5.3.2.1 If the team has only considered ñmainò species in the PSA analysis, the 
final PI score shall not be greater than 80. 

 PF5.3.2.2 If the team has opted to use the species grouping option, the final PI score 
shall not be greater than 80. 

PF5.3.3 The CA, PSA scores (equivalent MSC score) and overall MSC scores shall be 
recorded in the Scoring Tables in the ñMSC Full Assessment Reporting 
Templateò. 



  Fisheries Certification Requirements v2.0 

 

Document: Process Annexes and Guidance v2.0 page 96 
Date of issue: 1st October 2014  © Marine Stewardship Council 2014 

PF6 Setting Conditions Using the RBF for Species PIs  

PF6.1 PIs 1.1.1, 2.1.1, 2.2.1 & 2.3.1 

PF6.1.1 Where any score is less than 80 the team shall set a condition on that PI. 

PF6.1.2 If a condition is triggered when assessing a PI using the CA or PSA, the team 
shall make sure that the client action plan proposed by the fishery is capable of 
raising the score to 80, addressing all the species for which the score falls below 

80, and without causing additional associated problems for other species. Ƽ 

PF6.1.3 If the action plan is not capable of raising the CA or PSA score to 80 within a 
suitable timeframe, the team shall not allow a fishery to use the RBF for this 

species in subsequent MSC assessments. Ƽ 

 PF6.1.3.1 In such cases, the team shall raise a condition on the PI that there shall be 
information collected and analysis completed when there is a direct 
measure of stock status that can be compared with biologically-based 
reference points by the time of re-assessment. 

PF7 Conducting a Consequence Spatial Analysis (CSA) 
Ƽ 

PF7.1 Preparation 

PF7.1.1 The team shall use the ñMSC RBF Worksheetò found at 
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-
scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates to calculate CSA scores. 

PF7.1.2 The scores and rationales for each scoring element (habitat) shall be 
documented in the CSA rationale tables in the ñMSC Full Assessment Reporting 
Templateò found at http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-
certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates. 

PF7.1.3 The team shall use the CSA to score the outcome PI 2.4.1 when the available 

information is not adequate to score the default assessment tree. Ƽ 

PF7.1.4 The team shall conduct the CSA for each data-deficient UoA. 

PF7.1.5 The team may elect to conduct the CSA on ñmainò habitats only. Ƽ 

 PF7.1.5.1 If the team decides to consider ñmainò habitats only, the final PI score shall 
be adjusted downward according to clause PF7.6.4. 

PF7.1.6 Expert judgement shall be applied throughout the CSA. 

PF7.1.7 When scoring, the team shall consider the full range of possible interactions, and 
a precautionary approach shall be taken, scoring the highest possible risk score 

of the relevant ranges, if: Ƽ 

 PF7.1.7.1 Possible scores from fishing activity or impact cut across more than one 
threshold range or more than one proxy range. 

 PF7.1.7.2 Gear has been modified in a way that could increase its impact. 

http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
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PF7.2 Stakeholder involvement within the CSA Ƽ 

PF7.2.1 The team shall use input from stakeholders to: 

 PF7.2.1.1 Assist in the identification of the habitat(s) that are impacted by the UoA. 

 PF7.2.1.2 Assist in the scoring of the consequence and spatial attributes within the 
CSA. 

PF7.2.2 The team shall be responsible for scoring the PI. 

 PF7.2.2.1 Stakeholders do not have to reach consensus. 

PF7.3 CSA Step 1: Define the habitat(s) 

PF7.3.1 The team shall list and define each habitat associated with the ñmanaged areaò 
(i.e., each habitat in the full area managed by the governance body(s) 

responsible for fisheries management in the area(s) where the UoA operates). Ƽ 

 PF7.3.1.1 SA3.13.5 and the subclauses shall apply here. 

 PF7.3.1.2 Each habitat within the UoA shall be treated as a scoring element. 

PF7.3.2 Habitats in the UoA shall be categorised on the basis of their substratum, 
geomorphology, and (characteristic) biota (SGB) characteristics ( 

Table PF9: SGB habitat nomenclature (modified from Williams et al., 2011)). For 
example, one habitat may be defined as ñMedium-Outcrop-Large erect.ò 

PF7.3.3 The biome, sub-biome, and feature shall also be listed ( 

Table PF10). Ƽ 
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Table PF9: SGB habitat nomenclature (modified from Williams et al., 2011 4) 

Substratum  Geomorphology Biota 

Fine (mud, sand) 

¶ Mud (0.1 mm) 

¶ Fine sediments(0.1-1 mm) 

¶ Coarse sediments (1-4 mm) 

Flat 

¶ Simple surface structure 

¶ Unrippled/flat 

¶ Current rippled/directed 
scour 

¶ Wave rippled 

Large erect 

Dominated by: 

¶ Large and/or erect sponges 

¶ Solitary large sponges 

¶ Solitary sedentary/sessile 
epifauna (e.g., ascidians/ 
bryozoans) 

¶ Crinoids 

¶ Corals 

¶ Mixed large or erect 
communities 

Medium 

¶ Gravel/pebble (4-60 mm) 

Low relief 

¶ Irregular topography with 
mounds and depressions 

¶ Rough surface structure 

¶ Debris flow/rubble banks 

Small erect/ 
encrusting/burrowing 

Dominated by: 

¶ Small, low-encrusting 
sponges 

¶ Small, low-standing 
sponges 

¶ Consolidated (e.g., 
mussels) and 
unconsolidated bivalve 
beds (e.g., scallops) 

¶ Mixed small/low-encrusting 
invertebrate communities 

¶ Infaunal bioturbators 

Large 

¶ Cobble/boulders (60 mm - 3 
m) 

¶ Igneous, metamorphic, or 
sedimentary bedrock (>3 m) 

Outcrop 

¶ Subcrop (rock protrusions 
from surrounding sediment 
<1 m) 

¶ Low-relief outcrop (<1 m) 

No fauna or flora 

¶ No apparent epifauna, 
infauna, or flora 

Solid reef of biogenic origin 

¶ Biogenic (substratum of 
biogenic calcium carbonate) 

¶ Depositions of skeletal 
material forming coral reef 
base 

High relief 

¶ High outcrop (protrusion of 
consolidated substrate >1 
m) 

¶ Rugged surface structure 

Flora 

Dominated by: 

¶ Seagrass species 

 

  

                                                
4 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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Table PF10: List of example biomes, sub -biomes, and features (modified from Williams et al., 
2011) 

Biome  Sub-biome Feature 

Coast (0-25 m) 

Shelf (25-200 m) 

Slope (200-2,000 m) 

Abyss (>2,000 m) 

Coastal margin (<25 m) 

Inner shelf (25-100 m) 

Outer shelf (100-200 m) 

Upper slope (200-700 m) 

Mid-slope (700-1,500 m) 

Seamounts 

Canyons 

Abyss 

Shelf break (~150-300 m) 

Sediment plains 

Sediment terraces 

Escarpments 

Plains of scattered reef 

Large rocky banks 
 

PF7.4 CSA Step 2: Score the consequence attributes (Table PF11) Ƽ 

Table PF11: Consequence attributes (modified from Williams et al., 2011)  

Habitat -productivity attributes  Gear-habitat interaction attributes 

1. Regeneration of biota 

2. Natural disturbance 

1. Removability of biota 

2. Removability of substratum 

3. Substratum hardness 

4. Substratum ruggedness 

5. Seabed slope 

 

PF7.4.1 Regeneration of biota Ƽ 

 PF7.4.1.1 This attribute shall be scored on the basis of the rate of the recovery of 
biota associated with the habitat using information on age, growth, and 
recolonisation of biota where available (Table PF12). 

 PF7.4.1.2 Where information on age, growth, and recolonisation of associated biota 
is not available for the UoA, reference shall be made to comparable data 
from studies elsewhere. In the absence of such comparable studies, the 
proxies in Table PF12 shall be used as a surrogate for accumulation and 
recovery time. 

 PF7.4.1.3 Record the ñregeneration of biotaò score for each habitat in the ñMSC RBF 
Worksheetò. 
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Table PF12: Scoring regeneration of biota based on age, growth, and recolonisation of biota (modified from Williams et al., 2011)  

Sub-
biome  

Using available data Using surrogate when data are not available 

 Annual Less 
than 
decadal 

More 
than 
decadal 

No epifauna Small erect/ 
encrusting 

Large erect 
(sponges) 

Large erect 
(ascidians and 
bryozoans) 

Seagrass 
communities/ 
mixed faunal 
communities/ 
hard corals 

Crinoids/ 
solitary/mixed 
communities/ 
hard and soft 
corals 

Coastal 
margin 
(<25 m) 

1 2 3 1 1 1 1 2 1 

Inner 
shelf (25-
100 m) 

1 2 3 1 1 2 2 2 2 

Outer 
shelf 
(100-200 
m) 

1 2 3 1 1 3 2 3 3 

Upper 
slope 
(200-700 
m) 

1 2 3 1 1 3 3 3 3 

Mid-slope 
(700-
1,500 m) 

1 2 3 1 2 3 3 3 3 
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PF7.4.2 Natural disturbance Ƽ 

 PF7.4.2.1 This attribute shall be scored on the basis of the natural disturbance that is 
assumed to occur at the particular depth zone in which the habitat and 
fishing activity occurs (Table PF13). 

 PF7.4.2.2 Where information on disturbance is unavailable, proxies shall be used as 
outlined in Table PF13. 

 PF7.4.2.3 Record the ñnatural disturbanceò score for each habitat in the ñMSC RBF 
Worksheetò. 

 

Table PF13: Scoring natural disturbance (modified from Williams et al., 2011)  

Attribute  Score 

1 2 3 

Natural disturbance Regular or severe 
natural disturbance 

Irregular or moderate 
natural disturbance 

No natural disturbance 

Natural disturbance (in 
absence of information) 

Coastal margin and 
shallow inner shelf 
(<60 m) 

Deep inner shelf and 
outer shelf (60-200 
m) 

Slope (>200 m) 

 

PF7.4.3 Table PF14 and Table PF15 shall be used to score the gear-habitat interaction 
attributes. 

 PF7.4.3.1 If the UoAôs gear type is not provided in Table PF14 and Table PF15, the 
team shall score the attributes using the most similar gear in terms of 
extent of bottom contact that is provided. 

a. The team shall be precautionary when determining the most similar 
gear type. 

b. The team shall provide justification for the selection of the most similar 
gear type. 

PF7.4.4 Removability of biota Ƽ 

 PF7.4.4.1 This attribute shall be scored on the basis of the likelihood of attached 
biota being removed or killed by interactions with fishing gear (Table 
PF13). 

 PF7.4.4.2 This attribute shall also consider the removability and mortality of structure-
forming epibiota and bioturbating infauna. 

 PF7.4.4.3 Record the ñremovability of biotaò score for each habitat in the ñMSC RBF 
Worksheetò. 

PF7.4.5 Removability of substratum Ƽ 

 PF7.4.5.1 This attribute shall be scored on the basis of clast (rock fragment or grain 
resulting from the breakdown of larger rocks) size and likelihood of the 
substratum being moved (Table PF14). 

 PF7.4.5.2 Scoring of this attribute shall consider the gear type being assessed. 

 PF7.4.5.3 Record the ñremovability of substratumò score for each habitat in the ñMSC 
RBF Worksheetò. 

 

http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
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Table PF14: Scoring the removability of biota and removability of substratum attributes 
(modified from Hobday et al., 2007 5) 

Gear type  Removability of biota Removability of substratum 

 Low, 
robust, 
small (<5 
cm), 
smooth, or 
flexible 
biota 

OR 

robust, 
deep-
burrowing 
biota 

Erect, 
medium 
(<30 cm), 
moderately 
rugose, or 
inflexible 
biota 

OR 

moderately 
robust, 
shallow-
burrowing 
biota 

Tall, 
delicate, 
large (>30 
cm high), 
rugose, or 
inflexible 
biota 

OR 

delicate, 
shallow-
burrowing 
biota 

Immovable 
(bedrock 
and 
boulders 
>3 m) 

<6 cm 
(transferable) 

6 cm - 3 m 
(removable) 

Hand 
collection 

1 1 1 1 1 2 

Demersal 
longline 

1 1 2 1 1 1 

Handline 1 1 2 1 1 1 

Trap 1 2 2 1 1 1 

Bottom gill 
net or other 
entangling 
net 

1 2 3 1 1 1 

Danish seine 1 2 3 1 2 3 

Demersal 
trawl 
(including 
pair, otter 
twin-rig, and 
otter multi-rig) 

1 3 3 1 3 3 

Dredge 3 3 3 1 3 3 

 

PF7.4.6 Substratum hardness Ƽ  

 PF7.4.6.1 This attribute shall be scored on the basis of substrata composition (Table 
PF15). 

 PF7.4.6.2 Scoring of this attribute shall consider the substrata identified via the SGB 
characterisation process (CSA step 1). 

 PF7.4.6.3 Record the ñsubstratum hardnessò score for each habitat in the ñMSC RBF 
Worksheetò. 

PF7.4.7 Substratum ruggedness Ƽ 

                                                
5 Hobday, A. J., Smith, A., Webb, H., Daley, R., Wayte, S., Bulman, C., Dowdney, J., Williams, A., Sporcic, M., 

Dambacher, J., Fuller, M. and Walker, T.(2007).  Ecological risk assessment for the effects of fishing: 
methodology.  Report R04/1072 for the Australian Fisheries Management Authority, Canberra. 
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 PF7.4.7.1 This attribute shall be scored on the basis of the extent to which available 
habitat is actually accessible to mobile gear given the ruggedness of the 
substratum (Table PF15). 

 PF7.4.7.2 Scoring of this attribute shall consider the characteristics of the substratum 
and the gear type being used. 

 PF7.4.7.3 Record the ñsubstratum ruggednessò score for each habitat in the ñMSC 
RBF Worksheetò. 

PF7.4.8 Seabed slope Ƽ 

 PF7.4.8.1 This attribute shall be scored on the basis of the impact to habitat that 
occurs as a result of slope steepness and mobility of substrata once 
dislodged (Table PF15). Scoring this attribute shall consider the degree of 
slope. 

 PF7.4.8.2 Record the ñseabed slopeò score for each habitat in the ñMSC RBF 
Worksheetò. 

PF7.4.9 The aggregate consequence score for each habitat shall be determined by using 
the ñMSC RBF Worksheetò. 
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Table PF15: Scoring the substratum hardness, substratum ruggedness, and seabed slope attributes (modified from Hobday et al., 2007)  

Gear type  Substratum hardness Substratum ruggedness Seabed slope 

 Hard 
(igneous, 
sedimentary, 
or heavily 
consolidated 
rock types) 

Soft (lightly 
consolidated, 
weathered, 
or biogenic) 

Sediments 
(unconsoli-
dated) 

High relief 
(>1 m), high 
outcrop, or 
rugged 
surface 
structure 
(cracks, 
crevices, 
overhangs, 
large 
boulders, 
rock walls) 

Low relief 
(<1.0 m), 
rough 
surface 
structure 
(rubble, small 
boulders, 
rock edges), 
subcrop, or 
low outcrop 

Flat, simple 
surface 
structure 
(mounds, 
undulations, 
ripples), 
current 
rippled, 
wave 
rippled, or 
irregular 

Low degree (<1): 

Plains in coastal 
margin, inner or 
outer shelf or 
mid-slope 

OR 

terraces in mid-
slope 

OR 

rocky banks/ 
fringing reefs in 
coastal margin, 
inner or outer 
shelf, or upper or 
mid-slope 

Medium 
degree (1-
10): 

Terraces in 
outer shelf 
or upper 
slope 

High degree 
(>10): 

Canyons in 
outer shelf, or 
upper or mid-
slope  

OR 

seamounts/ 
bioherms in 
coastal 
margin, inner 
shelf, or 
upper or mid-
slope 

Hand collection 1 2 3 3 3 1 1 2 3 

Demersal longline 1 2 3 2 3 3 1 2 3 

Handline 1 2 3 2 3 3 1 2 3 

Trap 1 2 3 2 3 3 1 2 3 

Bottom gill net or 
other entangling 
net 

1 2 3 2 3 3 1 2 3 

Danish seine 1 2 3 1 1 3 1 2 3 

Demersal trawl 
(including, pair, 
otter twin-rig, and 
otter multi-rig) 

1 2 3 1 3 3 1 2 3 

Dredge 1 2 3 1 1 3 1 2 3 
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PF7.5 CSA Step 3: Score the spatial attributes Ƽ 

PF7.5.1 Gear footprint Ż 

 PF7.5.1.1 This attribute shall be scored on the basis of the gearôs potential for 
disturbance and the number of encounters required to produce an impact 
on a habitat, taking into account the size, weight, and mobility of individual 
gears and the footprint of the gears (Table PF16). 

 PF7.5.1.2 PF7.4.3.1 and its subclauses shall apply here. 

 PF7.5.1.3 Record the ñgear footprintò score for each habitat in the ñMSC RBF 
Worksheetò. 

 

Table PF16: Scoring the gear footprint attribute (modified from Hobday et al., 2007)  

Gear type  Gear footprint score 

Hand collection 1 

Handline 1 

Trap 1 

Demersal longline 2 

Bottom gill net or other entangling net 2 

Danish seine 2 

Demersal trawl (including pair, otter twin-rig, and otter multi-rig) 3 

Dredge 3 

 

PF7.5.2 Spatial overlap Ƽ 

 PF7.5.2.1 This attribute shall be scored on the basis of spatial overlap between the 
habitat(s) distribution within the ñmanaged areaò and the distribution of 
areas fished by the UoA (Table PF17: ). 

 PF7.5.2.2 SA3.13.5 and the subclauses shall apply here. 

 PF7.5.2.3 Record the ñspatial overlapò score for each habitat in the ñMSC RBF 
Worksheetò. 

PF7.5.3 Encounterability Ż 

 PF7.5.3.1 This attribute shall be scored on the basis of the likelihood that a fishing 
gear will encounter the habitat within the ñmanaged areaò, taking into 
account the nature and deployment of the fishing gear and the possibility of 
its interaction with the habitat (Table PF17: ). 

 PF7.5.3.2 SA3.13.5 and the subclauses shall apply here. 

 PF7.5.3.3 Record the ñencounterabilityò score for each habitat in the ñMSC RBF 
Worksheetò. 

PF7.5.4 The aggregate spatial score shall be determined by using the ñMSC RBF 
Worksheetò. 

 

http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates


  Fisheries Certification Requirements v2.0 

 

Document: Process Annexes and Guidance v2.0 page 106 
Date of issue: 1st October 2014  © Marine Stewardship Council 2014 

Table PF17: Scoring spatial attributes (modified from Williams et al., 2011)  

Spatial 
attribute  

Score 

0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 

Spatial 
overlap 

UoA 
overlap 
with a 
habitat is 
Ò15% 

UoA 
overlap 
with a 
habitat is 
Ò30% 

UoA 
overlap 
with a 
habitat is 
Ò45% 

UoA 
overlap 
with a 
habitat is 
Ò60% 

UoA 
overlap 
with a 
habitat is 
Ò75% 

UoA 
overlap 
with a 
habitat is 
>75% 

Encounter-
ability 

Likelihood 
of 
encounter-
ability is 
Ò15% 

Likelihood 
of 
encounter-
ability is 
Ò30% 

Likelihood 
of 
encounter-
ability is 
Ò45% 

Likelihood 
of 
encounter-
ability is 
Ò60% 

Likelihood 
of 
encounter-
ability is 
Ò75% 

Likelihood 
of 
encounter-
ability is 
>75% 

 

PF7.6 CSA Step 4: Determine the CSA score and equivalent MSC 
score Ƽ 

PF7.6.1 The team shall use the ñMSC RBF Worksheetò to obtain the MSC CSA-derived 
score for each habitat (scoring element) and the equivalent MSC score. 

PF7.6.2 The team shall convert the CSA score into a final MSC score for PI 2.4.1. 

 PF7.6.2.1 In cases where there is only one habitat (scoring element), the team shall 
convert the MSC CSA-derived score into the final MSC score. 

a. The MSC score for the one scoring element shall become the final 
MSC score. 

b. The final MSC score shall be rounded to the nearest whole number 
(e.g., 87) and shall be recorded in the ñMSC Full Assessment 
Reporting Templateò. 

 PF7.6.2.2 In cases where there is more than one scoring element and they all receive 
the same MSC CSA-derived score, the team shall convert the MSC CSA-
derived scores into the final MSC score. 

a. The MSC scores for the scoring elements shall become the final MSC 
score (e.g., if they are all 64, the final score is 64). 

b. The final MSC score shall be rounded to the nearest whole number and 
shall be recorded in the ñMSC Full Assessment Reporting Templateò. 

 PF7.6.2.3 In cases where there is more than one scoring element and they receive 
different MSC CSA-derived scores, the team shall derive the final MSC 
score by applying the rules in  

Table PF18. 

a. The final MSC score shall be in an increment of 5 (e.g., 60, 65, 70) and 
shall be recorded in the ñMSC Full Assessment Reporting Templateò. 

b. The PI shall fail if any scoring element is assessed as high risk (i.e., 
<60). 
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Table PF18: Combining multiple scoring element scores  

MSC Score  Requirement to gain score 

none Any scoring elements within a PI that fail to reach a score of 60 represent a 
failure against the MSC Fisheries Standard and no score shall be assigned. 

60 All elements have a score of 60 and only 60. 

65 All elements score at least 60; a few achieve higher scores, approaching or 
exceeding 80, but most do not reach 80. 

70 All elements score at least 60; some achieve higher scores, approaching or 
exceeding 80; but some fail to achieve 80 and require intervention action. 

75 All elements score at least 60; most achieve higher scores, approaching or 
exceeding 80; only a few fail to achieve 80 and require intervention action. 

80 All elements score 80. 

85 All elements score at least 80; a few achieve higher scores, but most do not 
approach 100. 

90 All elements score at least 80; some achieve higher scores approaching 100, 
but some do not. 

95 All elements score at least 80; most achieve higher scores approaching 100; 
only a few fail to score at or very close to 100. 

100 All elements score 100. 

 

PF7.6.3 Where no additional information exists to bring to bear on the PI, the team shall 
apply the MSC score directly to the PI within the ñMSC Full Assessment 
Reporting Templateò and provide rationale as justification. 

 PF7.6.3.1 If there is additional information regarding the attribute(s) that justifies 
modifying the MSC score either upward or downward by a maximum of 10 
points, such information shall be used to reach the final MSC score for the 

PI. Ż 

a. The team shall use all information that is available on the UoA to inform 
the assessment. 

b. The team shall provide the justification for any score modification. 

PF7.6.4 If the team has only considered ñmainò habitats in its CSA analysis, the final PI 
score shall not be greater than 95, reflecting the fact that only the ñmainò habitats 
were assessed. 

PF7.7 Setting conditions using the CSA 

PF7.7.1 Where any habitat (scoring element) score is less than 80 the team shall set a 

condition on the PI. Ƽ 

 PF7.7.1.1 If a condition is triggered when assessing the PI using the CSA, the team 
shall make sure that the proposed client action plan is capable of raising 
the score to 80, addressing all the habitats for which the score was below 
80 and without causing additional associated problems. 
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PF8 Conducting a Scale Intensity Consequence 
Analysis (SICA)  

PF8.1 Preparation Ƽ 

PF8.1.1 The team shall conduct a SICA for each data-deficient ecosystem identified 
within PI 2.5.1. 

PF8.2 Stakeholder involvement within the SICA Ƽ 

PF8.2.1 The team shall use input from stakeholders to: 

 PF8.2.1.1 Assist in the identification of ecosystems which are affected by the fishery. 

 PF8.2.1.2 Provide information suitable for the qualitative evaluation of the risks that 
the fishing activity poses to the ecosystem. 

 PF8.2.1.3 Assist in scoring the spatial and temporal scales and the intensity of the 
fishing activity. 

 PF8.2.1.4 Assist in scoring the consequence for the ecosystem. 

PF8.3 SICA Step 1: Prepare SICA scoring template for each data-
deficient ecosystem 

PF8.3.1 The scores and rationales shall be documented in the SICA scoring template 
(Table PF19), in the ñMSC Full Assessment Reporting Templateò found at 
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-
scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates.  

 

http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-forms-and-templates
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Table PF19: SICA scoring template for PI 2.5.1 Ecosystem  

Performance Indicator  

PI 2.5.1 Ecosystem outcome  

Spatial scale of 
fishing activity 

Temporal scale 
of fishing 
activity 

Intensity of 
fishing activity 

Relevant 
subcomponents 

Consequence score 

 

Fishery name:    Species composition  

Functional group 
composition 

 

Distribution of the 
community 

 

Trophic size/structure  

Rationale for spatial scale of 
fishing activity 

 

Rationale for temporal scale of 
fishing activity 

 

Rationale for intensity of fishing 
activity 

 

Rationale for Consequence score  

 

 



PF8.4 SICA Step 2: Score spatial scale of fishing activity potentially 
causing an impact to the ecosystem 

PF8.4.1 The team shall work with stakeholders at the SICA consultation meeting(s) to 
assign a spatial scale score. 

PF8.4.2 The greatest spatial extent shall be used to determine the spatial scale score for 

the overlap of the ecosystem with the fishing activity (Table PF20). Ƽ 

 PF8.4.2.1 Only the overlap of the ecosystem with the fishing activity of the UoA shall 
be considered. 

PF8.4.3 The score shall be recorded in the SICA scoring template for each component 
and the rationale documented. 

 

Table PF20: SICA spatial scale score Table  

<1% 1-15% 16-30% 31-45% 46-60% >60% 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

PF8.5 SICA Step 3: Score temporal scale of fishing activity potentially 
causing an impact to the ecosystem 

PF8.5.1 The team shall work with stakeholders at the SICA consultation meeting(s) to 
assign a temporal scale score. 

PF8.5.2 The highest temporal frequency shall be used for determining the temporal scale 

score for the overlap of the ecosystem with the fishing activity (Table PF21). Ƽ 

 PF8.5.2.1 Only the number of the days of the fishing activity of the unit of assessment 
shall be considered. 

PF8.5.3 The score shall be recorded onto the SICA scoring template for each component 
and the rationale documented. 

 

Table PF21: SICA temporal scale score  

1 day every 
10 years or 
so 

1 day every 
few years 

1-100 days 
per year 

101-200 
days per 
year 

201-300 
days per 
year 

301-365 
days per 
year 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

PF8.6 SICA Step 4: Score the intensity  

PF8.6.1 The team shall work with stakeholders at the SICA consultation meeting(s) to 

assign a score for intensity. Ż 

 PF8.6.1.1 The intensity of the activity shall be based on the spatial and temporal 
scale of the activity, its nature and extent. 
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 PF8.6.1.2 The direct impacts of the fishing activity to the ecosystem under evaluation 

shall be considered for the score for intensity (Table PF22). Ż 

PF8.6.2 The score shall be recorded in the SICA scoring template for the component in 
question and the rationale documented. 

 

Table PF22: SICA intensity score Table  

Level  Score  Description 

Negligible 1 remote likelihood of detection of fishing activity at any spatial or 
temporal scale 

Minor 2 activity occurs rarely or in few restricted locations and 
detectability of fishing activity even at these scales is rare 

Moderate 3 moderate detectability of fishing activity at broader spatial scale, 
or obvious but local detectability 

Major 4 detectable evidence of fishing activity occurs reasonably often at 
broad spatial scale 

Severe 5 occasional but very obvious detectability or widespread and 
frequent evidence of fishing activity 

Catastrophic 6 local to regional evidence of fishing activity or continual and 
widespread detectability 

 

PF8.7 SICA Step 5: Identify the most vulnerable subcomponent of the 
ecosystem, and score the consequence of the activity on the 
subcomponent 

PF8.7.1 The team shall work with stakeholders at the SICA consultation meeting(s) to 
select the subcomponent on which the fishing activity is having the most impact. 

PF8.7.2 One subcomponent shall be selected that represents the subcomponent on 

which the fishing activity is having the most impact. Ƽ 

PF8.7.3 When choosing which subcomponent to score, the team shall recognise that 
different subcomponents may be proxies for measuring the same effect but are 
much easier to observe and score on a qualitative basis. 

PF8.7.4 The consequence score shall be based on information provided by all 
stakeholders and the expert judgement of the team and shall draw qualitatively 

from the scale and intensity scores. Ż 

 PF8.7.4.1 In the absence of agreement or information, the highest risk score 

considered plausible shall be used. Ƽ  

PF8.7.5 The consequence of the activity shall be scored using the SICA consequence 
Table PF23. 

PF8.7.6 The team shall record the consequence score as fail if the consequence of the 
activity is determined not to meet the performance levels in consequence 
category 60. 

PF8.7.7 When assessing ñchangesò to subcomponents, only changes due to fishing 
activities shall be considered. 
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PF8.7.8 The consequence score shall be recorded in the SICA scoring template and the 
rationale documented. 

 

Table PF23: SICA cons equence score  

 Consequence Category 

Subcomponent  100 80 60 Fail 

Species 
composition 

Interactions may be 
occurring that affect 
the internal 
dynamics of 
communities, 
leading to change in 
species 
composition not 
detectable against 
natural variation 

Impacted species 
do not play a 
keystone role 
(including trophic 
cascade impact) ï 
only minor changes 
in relative 
abundance of other 
constituents. 
Changes of species 
composition up to 
5%. Time to recover 
from impact up to 5 
years 

Detectable 
changes to the 
community species 
composition 
without a major 
change in function 
(no loss of 
function). Changes 
to species 
composition up to 
10%. Time to 
recover from 
impact on the scale 
of several to 20 
years 

Consequence 
is higher-risk 
than 60 level 

Functional 
group 
composition 

Interactions that 
affect the internal 
dynamics of 
communities 
leading to change in 
functional group 
composition not 
detectable against 
natural variation 

Minor changes in 
relative abundance 
of community 
constituents up to 
5% 

Changes in relative 
abundance of 
community 
constituents up to 
10% chance of 
flipping to an 
alternate state/ 
trophic cascade 

Distribution of 
the community 

Interactions that 
affect the 
distribution of 
communities 
unlikely to be 
detectable against 
natural variation 

Possible detectable 
change in 
geographic range of 
communities but 
minimal impact on 
community 
dynamics change in 
geographic range 
up to 5% of original 

Detectable change 
in geographic 
range of 
communities with 
some impact on 
community 
dynamics. Change 
in geographic 
range up to 10% of 
original. Time to 
recover from 
impact on the scale 
of several to twenty 
years 

Trophic/size 
structure 

Changes that affect 
the internal 
dynamics unlikely to 
be detectable 
against natural 
variation. 

Change in mean 
trophic level and 
biomass/number in 
each size class up 
to 5%. 

Changes in mean 
trophic level and 
biomass/number in 
each size class up 
to 10%. Time to 
recover from 
impact on the scale 
of several to 20 
years. 
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PF8.8 Scoring PI 2.5.1 using the RBF 

PF8.8.1 The SICA score shall determine the final score for the ecosystem. 

PF8.8.2 The team shall consider if there is additional information to bring to bear on the 
PI. 

 PF8.8.2.1 If not, the team shall apply the converted score directly to the PI with the 
accompanying scoring template and a rationale provided as justification. 

 PF8.8.2.2 If there is additional information that justifies modifying the MSC score 
either upward or downward by a maximum of 10 points, such information 
shall be used to reach the final MSC score for the PI. 

 PF8.8.2.3 The team shall use all information that is available on the UoA to inform the 
assessment. 

 PF8.8.2.4 The team shall provide the justification for any score modification. 

 PF8.8.2.5 The team shall record all changes to the score and justification for the 
changes. 

PF8.8.3 The team shall record the final PI score in the SICA table within the ñMSC Full 
Assessment Reporting Templateò. 

PF8.9 Setting conditions using the RBF (PI 2.5.1) 

PF8.9.1 Where any score is less than 80, the team shall set a condition on that PI. 

 PF8.9.1.1 If a condition is triggered when assessing a PI using the SICA, the team 
shall make sure that the client action plan proposed by the fishery is 
capable of raising the score to 80. 

 PF8.9.1.2 If the action plan is not capable of raising the SICA score to 80 within a 
suitable timeframe, the team shall not allow a fishery to use the RBF for 
this PI in subsequent MSC assessments. 

a. In such cases, the team shall raise a condition on the PI that there shall 
be information collected to support an analysis of the impact of the 
fishery on the ecosystem by the time of re-assessment. 
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Annex SA: The Default Assessment Tree ï Normative 

The default tree structure, includes the PISGs for each of the three MSC Principles to be 

used in fishery assessments Ƽ 

ScopeƼ 

To be eligible for certification against the MSC Fisheries Standard a fishery must meet the 
scope criteria. The normative requirements for scope criteria are presented in FCR 7.4. 

SA1 General  

SA1.1 General requirements Ƽ 

SA1.1.1 CABs shall focus all assessments of fisheries against the MSC Fisheries 
Standard on: 

a. The outcomes of fisheries management process. 

b. The management strategies implemented that aim to achieve those 
outcomes. 

SA1.1.2 CABs shall apply requirements set out in Annex PF when using the RBF. 

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

Figure SA 1: Principle 1 Default Tree Structure  

Marine Stewardship Council 
Default Assessment Tree Structure

MSC Fisheries Standard

Principle 1 Principle 2 Principle 3

Outcome
Harvest Strategy
(Management)

PI 1.1.1: Stock Status

PI 1.1.2: Stock Rebuilding

PI 1.2.1: Harvest Strategy

PI 1.2.2: Harvest Control Rules & Tools

PI 1.2.3: Information/Monitoring

PI 1.2.4: Assessment of Stock Status
 

 

SA2.1 General requirements for Principle 1 Ż 

SA2.1.1 In Principle 1, teams shall score the whole of the target stock(s) selected for 
inclusion in the Unit of Assessment (UoA). 
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SA2.2 Stock status PI (PI 1.1.1) Ƽ 

Table SA 1: PI 1.1.1 Stock status PISGs  

Component  PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Outcome Stock status 

 

1.1.1 

 

The stock is 
at a level 
which 
maintains 
high 
productivity 
and has a 
low 
probability of 
recruitment 
overfishing. 

(a) 

Stock status 
relative to 
recruitment 
impairment. 

It is likely that 
the stock is 
above the 
point where 
recruitment 
would be 
impaired 
(PRI). 

It is highly 
likely that the 
stock is above 
the PRI. 

There is a high 
degree of 
certainty that 
the stock is 
above the PRI 

(b) 

Stock status 
in relation to 
achievement 
of Maximum 
Sustainable 
Yield (MSY). 

Ż 

 The stock is at 
or fluctuating 
around a level 
consistent with 
MSY. 

There is a high 
degree of 
certainty that 
the stock has 
been fluctuating 
around a level 
consistent with 
MSY or has 
been above this 
level over recent 
years. 

 

Scoring stock status Ż 

SA2.2.1 In P1 the terms ñlikelyò, ñhighly likelyò and ñhigh degree of certaintyò are used to 
allow for either qualitative or quantitative evaluation. In a probabilistic context 
and in relation to scoring issue (a): 

 SA2.2.1.1 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). 

 SA2.2.1.2 Highly likely means greater than or equal to the 80th percentile. 

 SA2.2.1.3 High degree of certainty means greater than or equal to the 95th 
percentile. 

SA2.2.2 The team shall consider the biology of the species and the scale and intensity of 
both the UoA and management system and other relevant issues in determining 

time periods over which to judge fluctuations. Ż 

SA2.2.3 Where information is not available on the stock status relative to the Point of 
Recruitment Impairment (PRI) or MSY levels, proxy indicators and reference 

points may be used to score PI 1.1.1. Ż 

 SA2.2.3.1 Where proxy indicators and reference points are used to score PI 1.1.1, 
the team shall justify their use as reasonable proxies of stock biomass for 

the PRI and/or MSY. Ż 

SA2.2.4 The recent trends in fishing mortality rate may be used as a means of scoring 

stock status. Ż 
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 SA2.2.4.1 In this case, teams shall demonstrate that 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 Where several species or stocks are fished as stock complexes, they may be 
treated as separate UoAs, or as separate scoring elements within a single UoA 
(as in the case of multiple primary species considered under PI 2.1.1). In either 
case, for each SG the team shall seek evidence that, as an outcome, the levels 
of ólikelihoodô meet the levels of ólikelihoodô specified in SA2.2.1 for each 

separate stock. Ƽ 

SA2.2.6 Where species or stocks are fished as stock complexes, the overall target 
reference points should be consistent with the intent of the PI, and maintain the 
high productivity of the stock complex. 

 

Consideration of Environmental Variability 

SA2.2.7 As ecosystem productivity may change from time to time as marine 
environments change naturally, for instance under conditions of regime shift, the 
team shall verify that reference points are consistent with ecosystem productivity. 

Ż 

 SA2.2.7.1 If changes in fishery productivity are due to natural environmental 
fluctuations, teams shall accept adjustments to the reference points 
consistent with such natural environmental fluctuations. 

 SA2.2.7.2 If fishery productivity is being affected through human-induced impacts 
(either directly from the UoA or from other sources such as pollution or 
habitat degradation), no changes to reference points are justified. 

a. The impacts should be resolved. 

b. The UoA should receive a reduced score in PI 1.1.1 until the stock is 
above the unadjusted reference points. 

 

Treatment of key Low Trophic Level (LTL) 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. Ƽ 

SA2.2.9 Teams shall treat a stock under assessment against Principle 1 as a key LTL 
stock if: Ƽ 

  a. It is 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 two of the following sub-criteria i, ii and iii. 

i. A large proportion of the trophic connections in the ecosystem 
involve this stock, leading to significant predator dependency; 

ii. A large 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.,  the 
ecosystem is ówasp-waistedô). 
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b. It is not one of the species types listed in Box SA1, but in its adult life 
cycle phase it meets at least two of the sub criteria in SA2.2.9a.iïiii, 
and additionally meets the following criteria: 

i. The species feeds predominantly on plankton; has a trophic level of 
about 3 (but potentially ranging from 2 to 4); 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 forms dense schools. 

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

i. In the case where there is no information on a sub-criterion in 
SA2.2.9, the stock shall be assumed to meet that sub-criterion. 

ii. In providing rationales against the key LTL sub-criteria 
(SA2.2.9.a.iïiii), teams shall document the choice of spatial scale 
and provide reasonable justification for the choice. 

SA2.2.10 Teams shall determine whether a species is to be considered a key LTL species 
based on its status at the time of assessment. The determination shall be 
reviewed at each surveillance audit. 

 

Box SA 1: Species types that are defined by default as ñkey LTL stocksò for the purposes of an 
MSC assessment. See ASFIS List of Species for species included in different families and 
orders (http://www.fao.org/fishery/collection/asfis/en)  

Box SA1: Species types that are defined by default as ñkey LTL stocksò for the 
purposes of an MSC assessment. Ƽ  

See ASFIS List of Species for species included in different families and orders 
(http://www.fao.org/fishery/collection/asfis/en)  

¶ Family Ammodytidae (sandeels, sandlances) 

¶ Family Clupeidae (herrings, menhaden, pilchards, sardines, sardinellas, sprats) 

¶ Family Engraulidae (anchovies) 

¶ Family Euphausiidae (krill) 

¶ Family Myctophidae (lanternfish) 

¶ Family Osmeridae (smelts, capelin) 

¶ Genus Scomber (mackerels) 

¶ Order Atheriniformes (silversides, sand smelts) 

¶ Species Trisopterus esmarkii (Norway pout) 

 

  

http://www.fao.org/fishery/collection/asfis/en
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Scoring of key LTL stocks 

Table SA 2: PI 1.1.1 Stock status PISGs applicable to key LTL stocks  

Component  PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Outcome Stock status  

 

1.1.1A 

 

The stock is 
at a level 
which has a 
low 
probability of 
serious 
ecosystem 
impacts. 

(a) 

Stock 
status 
relative to 
ecosystem 
impairment. 

It is likely that 
the stock is 
above the point 
where serious 
ecosystem 
impacts could 
occur. 

It is highly 
likely that the 
stock is above 
the point where 
serious 
ecosystem 
impacts could 
occur. 

There is a high 
degree of 
certainty that 
the stock is 
above the point 
where serious 
ecosystem 
impacts could 
occur. 

(b) 

Stock 
status in 
relation to 
ecosystem 
needs. 

 The stock is at 
or fluctuating 
around a level 
consistent with 
ecosystem 
needs. 

There is a high 
degree of 
certainty that 
the stock has 
been fluctuating 
around a level 
consistent with 
ecosystem 
needs or has 
been above this 
level over recent 
years. 

 

SA2.2.11 Stocks identified as key LTL stocks shall be scored using Table SA2 and as 
detailed in SA2.2.12 to SA2.2.16 below. 

SA2.2.12 When scoring PI 1.1.1A scoring issue (a), the point where serious ecosystem 
impacts could occur shall be interpreted as being substantially higher than the 
point at which recruitment is impaired (PRI), as determined for the target species 
in a single species context. Ƽ 

a. Such point may be analytically determined from ecosystem models, but in 
any case shall not be less than 20% of the spawning stock level that would 
be expected in the absence of fishing. 

SA2.2.13 When scoring PI 1.1.1A scoring issue (b), the expectations for key LTL species 
shall be as given below: Ƽ 

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

b. A higher or lower target level, down to a minimum allowed 40% of the 
spawning stock level that would be expected in the absence of fishing, may 
still achieve an 80 level score if it can be demonstrated, through the use of 
credible ecosystem models or robust empirical data for the UoA/ecosystem 
being assessed, that the level adopted: Ƽ 

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); and 
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ii. Does not reduce the abundance level of any other species or trophic 
group by more than 70%. 

SA2.2.14 At SG100 in scoring issue (b) a higher degree of certainty is required when 
considering the ecological impact of the UoA on the stock. 

a. For key LTL species to score 100 the expectations for ecosystem needs 
reference levels may remain as specified at SG80, but teams shall 
demonstrate that biomass levels are fluctuating ñaboveò the required level. 

SA2.2.15 Where proxy indicators and reference points are used 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. Ż 

a. Where fishing mortality rate is used 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 0.5M or 0.5 FMSY, where FMSY 
has been determined in a single species context. 

b. 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.  

c. Departures from these default levels may be justified if it can be 
demonstrated that SA2.2.13.b is met. 

SA2.2.16 Performance against these reference points shall be judged (in PI 1.1.1A) in the 
context of recruitment variability typical for the given species in its ecosystem. Ƽ 

 

Consideration of uncertain information 

SA2.2.17 The consideration of the status of the stock in P1 shall include mortality that is 
observed and mortality that is unobserved. 
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SA2.3 Stock rebuilding PI (PI 1.1.2) Ż 

Table SA 3: PI 1.1.2 Stock rebuilding PISGs  

Component  PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Outcome Stock 
Rebuilding  

 

1.1.2 

 

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

(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. Ż 

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

(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, or it is 
likely based on 
simulation 
modelling, 
exploitation 
rates or 
previous 
performance 
that they will be 
able to rebuild 
the stock within 
the specified 
timeframe. 

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. 

  

SA2.3.1 Teams shall only score this PI when Stock Status PI 1.1.1 does not achieve an 
80 score.  

SA2.3.2 In cases where stocks score 80 or above on PI 1.1.1 at the time of assessment, 
but scores are then reduced during a certification cycle, the team shall ensure 
that rebuilding strategies and monitoring are put in place within one year of 
becoming aware of the reduced status, (or as early as practicable in stocks that 

are not assessed on an annual basis). Ż 

SA2.3.3 The team shall require that where a score of between 60 and 80 is awarded, the 

subsequent conditions are fulfilled within one certification period. Ż 

SA2.3.4 In Scoring Issue (b), where fishing mortality rate is available for the UoA: Ż 
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 SA2.3.4.1 Current F shall be ñlikelyò to be less than FMSY to justify an 80 score; and 

 SA2.3.4.2 Current F shall be ñhighly likelyò to be less than FMSY to justify a 100 score. 

 SA2.3.4.3 A UoA need not meet the above requirements if there is alternative clear 
evidence that the stocks are rebuilding. 

SA2.3.5 In UoAs that use assessments and reference points that are regarded as proxies 
of FMSY and/or BMSY, teams shall take account in their scoring of any differences 
between the proxy reference levels and MSY levels and shall provide justification 
that the assigned Scoring Guidepost (SG) level is met. 
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SA2.4 Harvest strategy PI (PI 1.2.1) Ż 

Table SA 4: PI 1.2.1 Harvest strategy PISGs  

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Harvest 
strategy 
(management) 

Harvest 
strategy 

 

1.2.1 

 

There is a 
robust and 
precaution
ary harvest 
strategy in 
place. 

(a) 

Harvest 
strategy 

design Ż 

The harvest 
strategy is 
expected to 
achieve stock 
management 
objectives 
reflected in PI 
1.1.1 SG80. 

The harvest 
strategy is 
responsive to 
the state of the 
stock and the 
elements of the 
harvest strategy 
work together 
towards 
achieving stock 
management 
objectives 
reflected in PI 
1.1.1 SG80. 

The harvest 
strategy is 
responsive to 
the state of the 
stock and is 
designed to 
achieve stock 
management 
objectives 
reflected in PI 
1.1.1 SG80. 

(b) 

Harvest 
strategy 
evaluation 

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

The harvest 
strategy may not 
have been fully 
tested but 
evidence exists 
that it is 
achieving its 
objectives. 

The 
performance of 
the harvest 
strategy has 
been fully 
evaluated and 
evidence exists 
to show that it is 
achieving its 
objectives 
including being 
clearly able to 
maintain stocks 
at target levels. 

(c) 

Harvest 
strategy 
monitoring 

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

  

(d) 

Harvest 
strategy 
review 

  The harvest 
strategy is 
periodically 
reviewed and 
improved as 
necessary. 

(e) 

Shark finning 

It is likely that 
shark finning is 
not taking 
place. 

It is highly 
likely that shark 
finning is not 
taking place. 

There is a high 
degree of 
certainty that 
shark finning is 
not taking place. 
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  (f) 

Review of 
alternative 
measures 

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. 

There is a 
regular review 
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. 

There is a 
biennial review 
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. 

 

SA2.4.1 Teams shall interpret: Ƽ 

 SA2.4.1.1 ñEvaluatedò at SG100 to mean ótested for robustness to uncertainty, 
appropriate to the scale and intensity of the UoAô.  

 SA2.4.1.2 ñTestedò at SG80 to mean the involvement of some sort of structured 
logical argument and analysis that supports the choice of strategy.  

SA2.4.2 If conditions are set, changes to the Harvest Control Rules or assessment 
method may be needed to make these conditions operational. If new HCRs or 
assessment methods require different or additional information, the team shall 
ensure that it shall be either already available or shall be made part of the 
condition. 

 

Shark finning Ƽ 

SA2.4.3 If the target species is a shark, the team shall score scoring issue (e) to ensure 
that shark finning is not being undertaken in the fishery.  

SA2.4.4 In scoring issue (SI) (e) the terms ñlikelyò, ñhighly likelyò and ñhigh degree of 
certaintyò are used to allow for either qualitative or quantitative evaluation. 

 SA2.4.4.1 The team shall consider how the level of external validation and 
regulations in place work together to deliver the required confidence that 
shark finning is not taking place. 

SA2.4.5 When scoring SI (e) at SG60, the expectation shall be that one of the following 
subparagraphs applies:  

 SA2.4.5.1 If fins are cut on board: 

a. There are regulations in place governing the management of sharks; Ƽ 

b. Shark fins and carcasses shall be landed together in compliance with a 
ratio specifically relevant for the species, fishing fleet and initial post-
catch processing (e.g., fresh/frozen/dried); and Ƽ 

i. The team shall document the justification for using the specific 
ratio. 

c. Good external validation of the vesselsô activities is available to confirm 

that it is likely that shark finning is not taking place. Ż  

 SA2.4.5.2 If sharks are processed on board: Ƽ 
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a. There are regulations in place governing the management of sharks;  

b. There is full documentation of the destination of all shark bodies and 
body parts; and 

c. Some external validation of the vesselôs activities is available to confirm 
that it is likely that shark finning is not taking place.  

SA2.4.6 When scoring SI (e) at SG80, the expectation shall be that one of the following 
subparagraphs applies:  

 SA2.4.6.1 All sharks are landed with fins naturally attached;  

 SA2.4.6.2 If sharks are processed on board: 

a. There are regulations in place governing the management of sharks;  

b. There is full documentation of the destination of all shark bodies and 
body parts; and 

c. Good external validation of the vesselsô activities is available to confirm 
that it is highly likely that shark finning is not taking place.  

SA2.4.7 When scoring SI (e).at SG100, the expectation shall be that one of the following 
subparagraphs applies:  

 SA2.4.7.1 If sharks are landed with fins naturally attached, there is some external 
validation such that there is a high degree of certainty that shark finning is 
not taking place.  

 SA2.4.7.2 If sharks are processed on board  

a. There are comprehensive regulations in place governing the 
management of sharks;  

b. There is full documentation of the destination of all shark bodies and 
body parts; and  

c. Comprehensive external validation of the vesselsô activities is available 
to confirm with a high degree of certainty that shark finning is not taking 
place.  

Unwanted catch 

SA2.4.8 Scoring issue (f) requires that UoAs review whether the use of alternative 
measures could reduce the mortality arising from unwanted catches from the 
target stocks. 

 SA2.4.8.1 Teams shall apply scoring issue (f) to target stocks in P1 in the same way 
as applied to species in P2, noting sections SA3.5.3 and related guidance. 
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SA2.5 Harvest control rules and tools PI (PI 1.2.2) Ż 

Table SA 5: PI 1.2.2 Harvest control rules and tools PISGs  

Component  PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Harvest 
strategy  

Harvest 
control rules 
and tools 

 

1.2.2 

 

There are 
well defined 
and effective 
harvest 
control rules 
(HCRs) in 
place. 

(a) 

HCRs design 
and 
application  

Generally 
understood 
HCRs are in 
place or 
available that 
are expected to 
reduce the 
exploitation rate 
as the point of 
recruitment 
impairment 
(PRI) is 
approached. 

Well defined 
HCRs are in 
place that 
ensure that 
the 
exploitation 
rate is reduced 
as the PRI is 
approached, 
are expected 
to keep the 
stock 
fluctuating 
around a 
target level 
consistent with 
(or above) 
MSY, or for 
key LTL 
species a level 
consistent with 
ecosystem 
needs. 

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

(b) 

HCRs 
robustness to 

uncertainty Ƽ 

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

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

(c) 

HCRs 

evaluation Ƽ 

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

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

Evidence 
clearly shows 
that the tools in 
use are effective 
in achieving the 
exploitation 
levels required 
under the 
HCRs. 
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SA2.5.1 Teams should require additional precaution to be built into the HCR at SG100 so 
the HCR keeps stocks well above limit reference points. 

Scoring óavailableô HCRs at SG60 Ż 

SA2.5.2 In scoring issue (a) at the SG60 level, teams shall accept óavailableô HCRs 

(instead of HCRs that are óin placeô) in cases where: Ż 

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 óavailableô HCRs as óexpected to reduce the exploitation 

rate as the point of recruitment impairment is approachedô only in cases where: Ż 

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 quantitative simulation testing is 
available, ñmost of the timeò 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. Ƽ        

SA2.5.5 In scoring issue (c) at the SG60 level, where HCRs are recognised as óavailableô, 

teams shall include in their rationale: Ż 

a. Evidence that HCRs are being óeffectivelyô used in other named UoAs, also 
managed by the same management body, including the basis on which they 
are regarded as óeffectiveô; 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 Ƽ 

SA2.5.6 In scoring issue (c) for ñevidenceò teams shall include consideration of the 
current levels of exploitation in the UoA, such as measured by the fishing 
mortality rate or harvest rate, where available. Ƽ  

SA2.5.7 Where information is not available on the exploitation rate consistent with 
achieving a long term MSY, proxy indicators and reference points may be used 
to evaluate the effectiveness of HCRs in scoring issue (c). Ƽ 

 SA2.5.7.1 Where proxies are used to score scoring issue (c), the team shall justify 
their use as reasonable proxies of the exploitation rate. 
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SA2.6 Information and monitoring PI (PI 1.2.3) Ƽ 

Table SA 6: PI 1.2.3 information and monitoring PISGs  

Component  PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Harvest 
strategy  

Information / 
monitoring 

 

1.2.3 

 

Relevant 
information 
is collected 
to support 
the harvest 
strategy. 

(a) 

Range of 
information 

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

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

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.  

(b) 

Monitoring Ƽ 

Stock 
abundance 
and UoA 
removals are 
monitored and 
at least one 
indicator is 
available and 
monitored with 
sufficient 
frequency to 
support the 
harvest control 
rule. 

Stock 
abundance and 
UoA removals 
are regularly 
monitored at a 
level of 
accuracy and 
coverage 
consistent with 
the harvest 
control rule, 
and one or 
more 
indicators are 
available and 
monitored with 
sufficient 
frequency to 
support the 
harvest control 
rule. 

All information 
required by the 
harvest control 
rule is 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. 

(c) 

Comprehen-
siveness of 
information 

Ƽ 

 There is good 
information on 
all other fishery 
removals from 
the stock. 
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SA2.6.1 The team should identify which information from the information categories in 
SA2.6.1.1 is relevant to both the design and effective operational phases of the 
harvest strategy, Harvest Control Rules and tools, and their evaluation should be 

based on this information. Ż 

 SA2.6.1.1 The team shall determine a combined score for this PI 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. Stock structure; 

b. Stock productivity; 

c. Fleet composition; 

d. Stock abundance; 

e. UoA removals; 

f. Other data. 

SA2.6.2 Teams shall interpret ñsufficient informationò 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. 

SA2.6.3 Teams shall interpret ña comprehensive range of informationò and ñall 
informationò at the SG100 level to include information provided by a strategic 
research plan. 

 SA2.6.3.1 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. 

SA2.6.4 The teams shall also consider the veracity of information. 
 

  



  MSC Fisheries Standard v2.0 

 

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard (Annexes S)  and Guidance v2.0 page 131 
Date of issue: 1st October 2014  © Marine Stewardship Council 2014 

SA2.7 Assessment of stock status PI (PI 1.2.4) Ƽ 

Table SA 7: PI 1.2.4 Assessment of stock status PISGs  

Component  PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Harvest 
strategy  

Assessment 
of stock 
status 

 

1.2.4 

 

There is an 
adequate 
assessment 
of the stock 
status. 

(a) 

Appropriaten
ess of 
assessment 
to stock 
under 
consideration 

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

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

(b) 

Assessment 
approach 

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

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

 

(c) 

Uncertainty 
in the 
assessment 

The 
assessment 
identifies 
major 
sources of 
uncertainty. 

The 
assessment 
takes 
uncertainty 
into account. 

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

(d) 

Evaluation of 
assessment 

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

(e) 

Peer review 
of 
assessment 

 The 
assessment of 
stock status is 
subject to peer 
review. 

The assessment 
has been 
internally and 
externally peer 
reviewed. 

 

SA2.7.1 For SG80, when considering an assessment which covers multiple sub-stocks of 
a single species or a complex of several different species, the team should take 
into account that the level of assessment required for individual stocks within the 
stock complex should reflect their ecological importance. 
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SA3 Principle 2  

Figure SA 2: Principle 2 Assessment Tree Structure  

Default Assessment Tree Structure

MSC Fisheries Standard

Principle 1 Principle 2 Principle 3

Primary Species Secondary Species ETP Species Habitats Ecosystem

PI 2.1.1: Outcome (O)

PI 2.1.2: Management (M)

PI 2.1.3: Information (I)

PI 2.2.1: O

PI 2.2.2: M

PI 2.2.3: I

PI 2.4.1: O

PI 2.4.2: M

PI 2.4.3: I

PI 2.3.1: O

PI 2.3.2: M

PI 2.3.3: I

PI 2.5.1: O

PI 2.5.2: M

PI 2.5.3: I
 

 

SA3.1 General requirements for Principle 2 Ƽ 

SA3.1.1 The team shall determine and document under which component P2 species will 

be assessed prior to scoring the Unit of Assessment (UoA). Ƽ 

 SA3.1.1.1 Teams shall provide both the common and the scientific name for each 
main species in a P2 assessment. If applicable, the stock component that 
each species belongs to shall also be outlined in the report. 

SA3.1.2 The team shall consider each P2 species within only one of the primary species, 

secondary species or ETP species components. Ƽ 

SA3.1.3 The team shall assign primary species in P2 where all the following criteria are 

met: Ƽ 

 SA3.1.3.1 Species in the catch that are not covered under P1 because they are not 
included in the UoA;  

 SA3.1.3.2 Species that are within scope of the MSC program as defined in FCR 
7.4.1.1; and 

 SA3.1.3.3 Species where management tools and measures are in place, intended to 
achieve stock management objectives reflected in either limit or target 
reference points. 

a. In cases where a species would be classified as primary due to the 
management measures of one jurisdiction but not another that overlaps 
with the UoA, that species shall still be considered as primary. 

SA3.1.4 The team shall assign secondary species in P2 as species in the catch that are 
within scope of the MSC program but are not covered under P1 because they 

are not included in the Unit of Assessment and: Ƽ 
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 SA3.1.4.1 Are not considered óprimaryô as defined in SA 3.1.3; or 

 SA3.1.4.2 Species that are out of scope of the program, but where the definition of 
ETP species is not applicable. 

SA3.1.5 The team shall assign ETP (endangered, threatened or protected) species as 

follows: Ƽ 

 SA3.1.5.1 Species that are recognised by national ETP legislation; 

 SA3.1.5.2 Species listed in the binding international agreements given below: Ƽ 

a. Appendix 1 of the Convention on International Trade in Endangered 
Species (CITES), unless it can be shown that the particular stock of the 
CITES listed species impacted by the UoA under assessment is not 
endangered. 

b. Binding agreements concluded under the Convention on Migratory 
Species (CMS), including: 

i. Annex 1 of the Agreement on Conservation of Albatross and 
Petrels (ACAP); 

ii. Table 1 Column A of the African-Eurasian Migratory Waterbird 
Agreement (AEWA); 

iii. Agreement on the Conservation of Small Cetaceans of the Baltic 
and North Seas (ASCOBANS); 

iv. Annex 1, Agreement on the Conservation of Cetaceans of the 
Black Sea, Mediterranean Sea and Contiguous Atlantic Area 
(ACCOBAMS); 

v. Wadden Sea Seals Agreement; 

vi. Any other binding agreements that list relevant ETP species 
concluded under this Convention. 

 SA3.1.5.3 Species classified as óout-of scopeô (amphibians, reptiles, birds and 
mammals) that are listed in the IUCN Redlist as vulnerable (VU), 
endangered (EN) or critically endangered (CE). 

SA3.1.6 In PIs 2.1.2 and 2.2.2, the term óunwanted catchô shall be interpreted by the team 
as 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. Ƽ 

SA3.1.7 The team shall consider species used as bait in the UoA, whether they were 
caught by the UoA or purchased from elsewhere, as either primary or secondary 
species using the definitions provided under SA 3.1.3 and SA 3.1.4 respectively. 

SA3.1.8 The consideration of the impact of the UoA on all components in P2, including 
unwanted catch, shall include mortality that is observed and mortality that is 

unobserved. Ƽ 

SA3.1.9 The team shall interpret key words or phrases used in P2 as shown in Table 
SA8. Ƽ 

 

  

http://www.cites.org/eng/app/appendices.php
http://www.cites.org/eng/app/appendices.php
https://data.acap.aq/
https://data.acap.aq/
http://www.unep-aewa.org/en/legalinstrument/aewa
http://www.unep-aewa.org/en/legalinstrument/aewa
http://www.ascobans.org/
http://www.ascobans.org/
http://www.accobams.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=category&layout=blog&id=68&Itemid=1
http://www.accobams.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=category&layout=blog&id=68&Itemid=1
http://www.accobams.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=category&layout=blog&id=68&Itemid=1
http://www.waddensea-secretariat.org/about-us
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Table SA 8: Principle 2 Phrases  

Term Definition and discussion 

Biologically 
based limits 

There is a benchmark against which status of a component can be 
evaluated, and the benchmark is chosen to provide a high probability of 
persistence of the species over time. 

For many fish species this will be equivalent to the point below which 
recruitment may be impaired (PRI). For others (e.g., out of scope 
species) this should have the same general intent but alternatives such 
as minimum viable population size (MVP), Potential Biological Removal 
(PBR) or other metrics which help determine the sustainability of a 
population, may be used. 

The benchmark should be derived from biological information that is 
relevant to the ecosystem feature and UoA, although the information 
does not necessarily have to come from the specific area. 

Broadly 
understood 

There is a general knowledge of the componentôs status, the UoAôs 
impact on the component, the componentôs distribution or the key 
elements of the component. This general knowledge can be acquired 
from diverse sources that are relevant to the component and UoA but 
does not have to be locally derived information. 

Does not 
hinder 

The impact of the UoA is low enough that if the species is capable of 
improving its status, the UoA will not hinder that improvement. It does 
not require evidence that the status of the species is actually improving.  

If necessary The term ñif necessaryò is used in the management strategy PIs at 
SG60and SG80 for the primary species, secondary species, habitats 
and ecosystems components. This is to exclude the assessment of 
UoAs that do not impact the relevant component at these SG levels. 

In place When a measure or strategy is ñin placeò the measure or strategy has 
been implemented, and if multiple measures have been identified to 
address an impact of the UoA, there is a specified process with a clear 
timetable and endpoint for implementation of all of the measures. 

Information is 
adequate 

ñAdequateò refers to the quantity and quality of information needed to 
justify the level of risk or certainty associated with the specific Scoring 
Guidepost (SG). The adequacy of information may vary for the different 
information scoring issues and SGs, depending on what the information 
is used to support. 

Measures / 
Partial 
Strategy/ 
Strategy/ 
Comprehensive 
Strategy 

ñMeasuresò are actions or tools in place that either explicitly manage 
impacts on the component or indirectly contribute to management of 
the component under assessment having been designed to manage 
impacts elsewhere. 

A ñpartial strategyò represents a cohesive arrangement which may 
comprise one or more measures, an understanding of how it/they work 
to achieve an outcome and an awareness of the need to change the 
measures should they cease to be effective. It may not have been 
designed to manage the impact on that component specifically. 

A ñstrategyò represents a cohesive and strategic arrangement which 
may comprise one or more measures, an understanding of how it/they 
work to achieve an outcome and which should be designed to manage 
impact on that component specifically. A strategy needs to be 
appropriate to the scale, intensity and cultural context of the fishery and 
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Term Definition and discussion 

should contain mechanisms for the modification fishing practices in the 
light of the identification of unacceptable impacts. 

A ñcomprehensive strategyò (applicable only for ETP component) is a 
complete and tested strategy made up of linked monitoring, analyses, 
and management measures and responses. 

MSC UoAs Those UoAs that are in assessment or certified at the time the UoA 
announces its assessment or reassessment on the MSC website. 

Objective Basis 
for Confidence 

ñObjective basis for confidenceò, as used at the SG80 level in the P2 
management PIs (Management Strategy Evaluation scoring issue) 
refers to the levels of information required to evaluate the likelihood that 
the management partial strategy will work.  

¶ The SG60 level for these PIs requires ñplausible argumentò based 
on expert knowledge;  

¶ The SG80 level requires expert knowledge augmented by some 
information collected in the area of the UoA and about the specific 
component(s) and/or UoA;  

¶ The SG100 level requires all preceding information augmented by 
relatively complete information on the component, much of which 
comes from systematic monitoring and/or research. 

Serious or 
irreversible 
harm to 
ñstructure and 
functionò 

Serious or irreversible harm to ñstructure or functionò means changes 
caused by the UoA that fundamentally alter the capacity of the habitat 
or ecosystem to maintain its structure and function.  

For the habitat component, this is the reduction in habitat structure, 
biological diversity, abundance and function such that the habitat would 
be unable to recover to at least 80% of its unimpacted structure, 
biological diversity and function within 5-20 years, if fishing were to 
cease entirely.  

For the ecosystem component, this is the reduction of key features 
most crucial to maintaining the integrity of its structure and functions 
and ensuring that ecosystem resilience and productivity is not 
adversely impacted. This includes, but is not limited to, permanent 
changes in the biological diversity of the ecological community and the 
ecosystemôs capacity to deliver ecosystem services. 

Within ñWithinò means on the precautionary side of a limit, for example, above 
BLIM or below FLIM. 

 

SA3.2 General requirements for outcome PIs Ƽ 

SA3.2.1 If a team determines that a UoA has no impact on a particular component, it shall 
receive a score of 100 under the Outcome PI. 

SA3.2.2 The team shall consider both the current outcome status and the resilience of 
historical arrangements to function adequately and deliver low risk under future 
conditions when scoring outcome PIs. 

SA3.2.3 The definitions of required probability in P2 shall be those in Table SA9. Ƽ 
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Table SA 9: Probability required at different sco ring guideposts. The language of probability in 
PI 2.4.1 and 2.5.1 is reversed, but holds the same probability expectation as for PI 2.2.1  

Performance 
indicator  

SG60 probability 
requirement 

SG80 probability 
requirement 

SG100 probability 
requirement 

PI 1.1.1 Likely = > 70th %ile Highly likely = > 80th %ile High degree of certainty 
= > 95th %ile 

PI 2.1.1 Likely = > 70th %ile Highly likely = > 80th %ile High degree of certainty 
= > 90th %ile 

PI 2.2.1 Likely = > 60th %ile Highly likely = > 70th %ile High degree of certainty 
= > 80th %ile 

PI 2.3.1 Likely = > 70th %ile Highly likely = > 80th %ile High degree of certainty 
= > 90th %ile 

PI 2.4.1 Unlikely = < 40th %ile Highly unlikely = < 30th %ile Evidence of highly 
unlikely = < 20th %ile 

PI 2.5.1 Unlikely = < 40th %ile Highly unlikely = < 30th %ile Evidence of highly 
unlikely = < 20th %ile 

 

SA3.2.4 The team shall interpret the phrase óabove the point where recruitment would be 
impairedô in the SGs for primary species as outlined in SA2.2.3 under Principle 1. 

 

SA3.3 General requirements for information PIs Ż 

SA3.3.1 If a team determines that the UoA has no impact on a particular component and 
has therefore scored 100 under the Outcome PI, the Information PI shall still be 
scored. 

SA3.3.2 Teams shall interpret the SG100 level relating to ñinformation adequate to 
support a strategyò to include information provided by a strategic research plan, 
that addresses the information needs of management. 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 management system. 
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SA3.4 Primary species outcome PI (PI 2.1.1) 

Table SA 10: PI 2.1.1 Primary species outcome PISGs  

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Primary 
species 

Outcome 

Status 

 

2.1.1 

 

The UoA 
aims to 
maintain 
primary 
species 
above the 
point where 
recruitment 
would be 
impaired 
(PRI) and 
does not 
hinder 
recovery of 
primary 
species if 
they are 
below the 
PRI. 

(a) 

Main primary 
species stock 
status 

Main primary 
species are 
likely to be 
above the PRI 

 

OR 

 

If the species 
is below the 
PRI. the UoA 
has measures 
in place that 
are expected 
to ensure that 
the UoA does 
not hinder 
recovery and 
rebuilding 

Main primary 
species are 
highly likely to 
be above the 
PRI 

 

OR 

 

If the species is 
below the PRI, 
there is either 
evidence of 
recovery or a 
demonstrably 
effective 
strategy in place 
between all 
MSC UoAs 
which 
categorise this 
species as 
main, to ensure 
that they 
collectively do 
not hinder 
recovery and 
rebuilding. 

There is a high 
degree of 
certainty that 
main primary 
species are 
above PRI and 
are fluctuating 
around a level 
consistent with 
MSY. 

(b) 

Minor 
primary 
species stock 
status 

  Minor primary 
species are 
highly likely to 
be above the 
PRI. 

 

OR  

 

If below the PRI, 
there is 
evidence that 
the UoA does 
not hinder the 
recovery and 
rebuilding of 
minor primary 
species. 

 

SA3.4.1 The team shall determine and justify which primary species are considered 
ómainô and which are not. Ƽ 

SA3.4.2 A species shall be considered ómainô if: Ż 
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 SA3.4.2.1 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;  

 SA3.4.2.2 The species is classified as óLess resilientô 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. Ż 

a. Teams shall use one or both of the following criteria to determine 
whether a species should be classified as óLess resilientô 

i. The productivity of the species indicates that it is intrinsically of low 
resilience, for instance, if determined by the productivity part of a 
PSA that it has a score equivalent to low or medium productivity; or 

ii. Even if its intrinsic resilience is high, the existing knowledge of the 
species indicates that its resilience has been lowered due to 
anthropogenic or natural changes to its life-history. Ƽ 

SA3.4.3 In the case where individuals are released alive they shall not contribute to the 

definition of ómainô.Ż 

a. Teams shall provide strong scientific evidence of a very low post-
capture mortality. 

SA3.4.4 In cases where a species does not meet the designated weight thresholds of 5% 
or 2% as defined in SA3.4.2.1 and SA3.4.2.2, the assessment 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. Ƽ 

SA3.4.5 All other primary species not considered ómainô shall be considered óminorô 
species. 

SA3.4.6 At the SG80 level, where a species is below the level at which recruitment could 
be impaired, the team shall recognise ñevidence of recoveryò or a ñdemonstrably 
effective strategyò as being in place such that all MSC UoAs do not collectively 
hinder recovery of the species using any or a combination of the following as 

rationale: Ż 

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

b. Indirect evidence from time series of indicators or proxies of stock status 
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 FMSY. 

d. Direct evidence that the proportion of combined catch by all MSC UoAs 
relative to the total catch of the stock does not hinder recovery. 

SA3.4.7 When assessing scoring issue (a), the team shall take into account whether 
there are any changes in the catch or mortality of unwanted species resulting 
from the implementation of measures to minimise their mortality (PI 2.1.2 scoring 

issue (e)). Ż 
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SA3.5 Primary species management strategy PI (PI 2.1.2) Ż 

Table SA 11: PI 2.1.2 Primary species management strategy PISGs  

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Primary 
species 

Management 
strategy 

 

2.1.2 

 

There is a 
strategy in 
place that is 
designed to 
maintain or 
to not hinder 
rebuilding of 
primary 
species; and 
the UoA 
regularly 
reviews and 
implements 
measures, 
as 
appropriate, 
to minimise 
the mortality 
of unwanted 
catch. 

(a) 

Management 
strategy in 

place Ƽ 

There are 
measures in 
place for the 
UoA, if 
necessary, 
that are 
expected to 
maintain or 
to not hinder 
rebuilding of 
the main 
primary 
species at/to 
levels which 
are likely to 
be above the 
PRI. 

There is a 
partial strategy 
in place for the 
UoA, if 
necessary, that 
is expected to 
maintain or to 
not hinder 
rebuilding of the 
main primary 
species at/to 
levels which are 
highly likely to 
be above the 
PRI. 

There is a 
strategy in 
place for the 
UoA for 
managing main 
and minor 
primary species. 

(b) 

Management 
strategy 
evaluation 

The 
measures 
are 
considered 
likely to 
work, based 
on plausible 
argument 
(e.g., general 
experience, 
theory or 
comparison 
with similar 
UoAs/ 

species). 

There is some 
objective basis 
for confidence 
that the 
measures/ 
partial strategy 
will work, based 
on some 
information 
directly about 
the UoA and/or 
species 
involved. 

Testing 
supports high 
confidence that 
the partial 
strategy/ 
strategy will 
work, based on 
information 
directly about 
the UoA and/or 
species 
involved. 

(c) 

Management 
strategy 
implementation 

Ƽ 

 There is some 
evidence that 
the measures/ 
partial strategy 
is being 
implemented 
successfully. 

There is clear 
evidence that 
the partial 
strategy/ 
strategy is being 
implemented 
successfully 
and is 
achieving its 
overall 
objective as 
set out in 
scoring issue 
(a). 

(d) 

Shark finning 

Ƽ 

It is likely 
that shark 
finning is not 
taking place. 

It is highly 
likely that shark 
finning is not 
taking place. 

There is a high 
degree of 
certainty that 
shark finning is 
not taking place. 



  MSC Fisheries Standard v2.0 

 

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard (Annexes S)  and Guidance v2.0 page 140 
Date of issue: 1st October 2014  © Marine Stewardship Council 2014 

(e) 

Review of 
alternative 

measures Ƽ 

There is a 
review of the 
potential 
effectiveness 
and 
practicality of 
alternative 
measures to 
minimise 
UoA-related 
mortality of 
unwanted 
catch of main 
primary 
species. 

There is a 
regular review 
of the potential 
effectiveness 
and practicality 
of alternative 
measures to 
minimise UoA-
related mortality 
of unwanted 
catch of main 
primary species 
and they are 
implemented as 
appropriate. 

There is a 
biennial review 
of the potential 
effectiveness 
and practicality 
of alternative 
measures to 
minimise UoA-
related mortality 
of unwanted 
catch of all 
primary species, 
and they are 
implemented, as 
appropriate. 

 

SA3.5.1 Teams shall score this PI even if the UoA has no impact on this component. ų 
 

Shark finning 

SA3.5.2 If the primary species is a shark, the team shall score scoring issue (d) (following 
SA2.4.3ïSA2.4.7) to ensure that shark finning is not being undertaken in the 
UoA. Ƽ 

 

Reviewing measures for unwanted catch 

SA3.5.3 If there is unwanted catch as defined in SA3.1.6, the team shall assess scoring 

issue (e). Ż 

 SA3.5.3.1  ñAlternative measuresò in scoring issue (e) shall be interpreted by the team 
as alternative fishing gear and/or practices that have been shown to 
minimise the rate of incidental mortality of the species or species type to 

the lowest achievable levels. Ż 

 SA3.5.3.2  ñRegular reviewò in scoring issue (e) shall mean at least once every 5 
years. Ƽ 

 SA3.5.3.3 óóAs appropriateò in scoring issue (e) in the context of implementing 
reviewed measures shall be interpreted by the team as situations where 

potential alternative measures reviewed are: Ż 

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 on other species or habitats, and 

d. Not cost prohibitive to implement. Ƽ 
 

  



  MSC Fisheries Standard v2.0 

 

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard (Annexes S)  and Guidance v2.0 page 141 
Date of issue: 1st October 2014  © Marine Stewardship Council 2014 

SA3.6 Primary species information PI (PI 2.1.3) Ƽ 

Table SA 12: PI 2.1.3 Primary species information PISGs  

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Primary 
species 

Information  

 

2.1.3 

 

Information 
on the nature 
and amount 
of primary 
species 
taken is 
adequate to 
determine 
the risk 
posed by the 
UoA and the 
effectiveness 
of the 
strategy to 
manage 
primary 
species. 

(a) 

Information 
adequacy for 
assessment 
of impact on 
main primary 

species Ƽ  

Qualitative 
information is 
adequate to 
estimate the 
impact of the 
UoA on the 
main primary 
species with 
respect to 
status. 

 

OR  

 

If RBF is used 
to score PI 
2.1.1 for the 
UoA: 

Qualitative 
information is 
adequate to 
estimate 
productivity 
and 
susceptibility 
attributes for 
main primary 
species. 

Some 
quantitative 
information is 
available and is 
adequate to 
assess the 
impact of the 
UoA on the 
main primary 
species with 
respect to 
status. 

 

OR  

 

If RBF is used 
to score PI 
2.1.1 for the 
UoA: 

Some 
quantitative 
information is 
adequate to 
assess 
productivity and 
susceptibility 
attributes for 
main primary 
species. 

Quantitative 
information is 
available and is 
adequate to 
assess with a 
high degree of 
certainty the 
impact of the 
UoA on main 
primary species 
with respect to 
status. 

(b) 

Information 
adequacy for 
assessment 
of impact on 
minor 
primary 
species  

Ƽ 

  Some 
quantitative 
information is 
adequate to 
estimate the 
impact of the 
UoA on minor 
primary species 
with respect to 
status. 

(c) 

Information 
adequacy for 
management 
strategy 

Information is 
adequate to 
support 
measures to 
manage main 
primary 
species. 

Information is 
adequate to 
support a 
partial strategy 
to manage main 
primary species. 

Information is 
adequate to 
support a 
strategy to 
manage all 
primary species, 
and evaluate 
with a high 
degree of 
certainty 
whether the 
strategy is 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

achieving its 
objective. 

 

SA3.6.1 For any data-deficient scoring elements that have been scored using the RBF, 
the team shall use the second part of Scoring Issue (a) for those elements. 

SA3.6.2 The team shall report the catch and UoA-related mortality of all main species 
taken by the UoA together with a description of the adequacy of the information, 
including identifying data sources used and indicating whether they are 
qualitative or quantitative. 

 SA3.6.2.1 Where a coefficient of variation (CV) or precision of an estimate is known, 
this shall be included in the description of adequacy of the information 
delivered. 

 SA3.6.2.2 Where a species or proportion of the catch of a species has been 
assessed by the team to be óunwantedô as determined under SA3.1.6, the 
estimates of the proportion of the catch that are unwanted for each of 
these species shall be indicated. 

SA3.6.3 In scoring issues (a) and (b) teams shall consider the following when determining 
the adequacy of the information in relation to its ability to determine and to detect 

changes in the outcome indicator score: Ż 

 SA3.6.3.1 That higher quality information shall be required to demonstrate adequacy 
as the importance, or difficulty, of estimating the true impact of the UoA on 

a species in relation to its status increases. Ż 

 SA3.6.3.2 That in determining the adequacy of the methods used for data collection, 
the team shall consider: Ƽ 

a. The precision of the estimates (qualitative or quantitative); 

b. The extent to which the data are verifiable (on their own or in 
combination with other data sources); 

c. Potential bias in estimates and data collection methods; 

d. Comprehensiveness of data; and 

e. The continuity of data collection.  

SA3.6.4 For scoring issue (c) teams shall consider the adequacy of information in relation 
to supporting the management measures, partial strategy or strategy including 
the ability to detect any changes in risk level to main species, e.g., due to 
changes in the operation of the UoA or the effectiveness or implementation of 

the management system. Ż 
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SA3.7 Secondary species outcome PI (PI 2.2.1) 

Table SA 13: PI 2.2.1 Secondary species outcome PISGs  

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Secondary 
species 

Outcome 

Status 

 

2.2.1 

 

The UoA 
aims to 
maintain 
secondary 
species 
above a 
biologically 
based limit 
and does not 
hinder 
recovery of 
secondary 
species if 
they are 
below a 
biologically 
based limit. 

(a) 

Main 
secondary 
species stock 
status 

Main 
secondary 
species are 
likely to be 
above 
biologically 
based limits. 

 

OR 

 

If below 
biologically 
based limits, 
there are 
measures in 
place 
expected to 
ensure that the 
UoA does not 
hinder 
recovery and 
rebuilding. 

Main secondary 
species are 
highly likely to 
be above 
biologically based 
limits. 

 

OR 

 

If below 
biologically based 
limits, there is 
either evidence 
of recovery or a 
demonstrably 
effective partial 
strategy in place 
such that the UoA 
does not hinder 
recovery and 
rebuilding. 

AND 

Where catches of 
a main secondary 
species outside of 
biological limits 
are 
considerable, 
there is either 
evidence of 
recovery or a, 
demonstrably 
effective 
strategy in place 
between those 
MSC UoAs that 
have 
considerable 
catches of the 
species, to 
ensure that they 
collectively do not 
hinder recovery 
and rebuilding. 

There is a 
high degree 
of certainty 
that main 
secondary 
species are 
above 
biologically 
based limits. 

(b) 

Minor 
secondary 
species stock 
status 

  Minor 
secondary 
species are 
highly likely to 
be above 
biologically 
based limits. 
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OR  

 

If below 
biologically 
based limits 
there is 
evidence that 
the UoA does 
not hinder the 
recovery and 
rebuilding of 
minor 
secondary 
species. 

 

SA3.7.1 The team shall determine and justify which secondary species are considered 
ómainô and which are not. Ƽ 

 SA3.7.1.1 For species that are defined as óin scopeô, the requirements in SA3.4.2ï
SA3.4.5 shall apply here. 

 SA3.7.1.2 For species that are defined as óout of scopeô (amphibians, reptiles, birds, 
mammals) that are not classified as ETP, all species impacted by the UoA 
shall be considered ómainô. 

a. The requirements in SA3.4.3 shall also apply here 

SA3.7.2 The team shall evaluate the evidence of recovery or the demonstrable 
effectiveness of the strategy in place by following the general approach outlined 

in SA3.4.6. Ż 

 SA3.7.2.1 In the last part of scoring issue (a) at SG80, teams shall consider only the 
impacts of those MSC UoAs with óconsiderable catchesô.  

 SA3.7.2.2 Considerable catches should be interpreted as those where main 
secondary species comprise more than 10% of the catch by weight of the 
UoA. 

SA3.7.3 When assessing scoring issue (a), the team shall take into account whether 
there are any changes in the catch or mortality of unwanted species resulting 
from the implementation of measures to minimise their mortality (PI 2.2.2 scoring 

issue (e)) Ż 
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SA3.8 Secondary species management strategy PI (PI 2.2.2) Ż 

Table SA 14: PI 2.2.2 Secondary species management strategy PISGs  

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Secondary 
species 

Management 
strategy 

 

2.2.2 

  

There is a 
strategy in 
place for 
managing 
secondary 
species that 
is designed 
to maintain 
or to not 
hinder 
rebuilding of 
secondary 
species; and 
the UoA 
regularly 
reviews and 
implements 
measures, 
as 
appropriate, 
to minimise 
the mortality 
of unwanted 
catch. 

(a) 

Management 
strategy in 
place  

Ƽ  

There are 
measures in 
place, if 
necessary, 
which are 
expected to 
maintain or 
not hinder 
rebuilding of 
main 
secondary 
species at/to 
levels which 
are highly 
likely to be 
above 
biologically 
based limits 
or to ensure 
that the UoA 
does not 
hinder their 
recovery. 

There is a 
partial strategy 
in place, if 
necessary, for 
the UoA that is 
expected to 
maintain or not 
hinder rebuilding 
of main 
secondary 
species at/to 
levels which are 
highly likely to 
be above 
biologically 
based limits or 
to ensure that 
the UoA does 
not hinder their 
recovery. 

There is a 
strategy in 
place for the 
UoA for 
managing main 
and minor 
secondary 
species. 

(b) 

Management 
strategy 
evaluation 

The 
measures 
are 
considered 
likely to 
work, based 
on plausible 
argument 
(e.g., general 
experience, 
theory or 
comparison 
with similar 
UoAs/ 
species). 

There is some 
objective basis 
for confidence 
that the 
measures/ 
partial strategy 
will work, based 
on some 
information 
directly about 
the UoA and/or 
species 
involved. 

Testing 
supports high 
confidence that 
the partial 
strategy/ 
strategy will 
work, based on 
information 
directly about 
the UoA and/or 
species 
involved. 

(c) 

Management 
strategy 
implementation  

Ƽ 

 There is some 
evidence that 
the measures/ 
partial strategy 
is being 
implemented 
successfully. 

There is clear 
evidence that 
the partial 
strategy/ 
strategy is being 
implemented 
successfully 
and is 
achieving its 
overall 
objective as 
set out in 
scoring issue 
(a). 
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(d) 

Shark finning Ƽ 

It is likely 
that shark 
finning is not 
taking place. 

It is highly 
likely that shark 
finning is not 
taking place. 

There is a high 
degree of 
certainty that 
shark finning is 
not taking place. 

(e) 

Review of 
alternative 
measures to 
minimise 
mortality of 
unwanted 
catch 

There is a 
review of the 
potential 
effectiveness 
and 
practicality of 
alternative 
measures to 
minimise 
UoA-related 
mortality of 
unwanted 
catch of main 
secondary 
species. 

There is a 
regular review 
of the potential 
effectiveness 
and practicality 
of alternative 
measures to 
minimise UoA-
related mortality 
of unwanted 
catch of main 
secondary 
species and 
they are 
implemented as 
appropriate. 

There is a 
biennial review 
of the potential 
effectiveness 
and practicality 
of alternative 
measures to 
minimise UoA-
related mortality 
of unwanted 
catch of all 
secondary 
species, and 
they are 
implemented, as 
appropriate. 

 

SA3.8.1 The team shall score this PI even if the UoA has no impact on this component. 

SA3.8.2 If the secondary species is a shark, the team shall score scoring issue (d) 
(following SA2.4.3ïSA2.4.7) to ensure that shark finning is not being undertaken 
in the UoA. 

SA3.8.3 For this PI, in addition to determining unwanted catch as defined in clause 
SA3.1.6, the team shall consider all species that are out of the scope of the 
programme as defined in FCR 7.4.1.1 as unwanted catch. 

SA3.8.4 In assessing scoring issue (e), clause SA3.5.3 and its sub-clauses shall apply 
here. 

 

 

  






























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































