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Theviews andopinions expressed in this reportdo notnecessarily reflectthe official policy or position
ofthe Marine Stewardship Council. Thisis aworking paper, itrepresents work in progressand is part
ofongoing policydevelopment. Thelanguage usedindraftscoring requirements is intended to be
illustrative only, and mayundergo considerable refinementin later stages.
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(https://creativecommons.org/licenses /by/4.0)
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1 Impact Assessment Report - Overview

1.1 Impact Assessment Framework

Theaim ofimpact assessmentisto provide clearinformationontheimpacts ofthe options developed
to sort out the policy issues identified in the project inception. It serves as a basis for comparing
options against one another and against the business-as-usual scenario, and identify a preferred
option if possible. It does notreplace decision-making but is used as atool to support the decision-
making process and underpin evidenced based decision-making; increasing transparency, making
trade-offsvisibleand reducingbias.

Impact assessment should helpto:

e Specify howproposedoptionswilltackletheidentifiedissues and meet objectives
e Identifydirectandindirectimpacts,and howtheyoccur

e Assessimpactsinboth qualitativeand quantitativeterms.

o Helpfind perverseorunintended consequences beforetheyoccur.

e Wherepossible, make risks and uncertainties known.

This is achieved by following MSC’s Impact Assessment Framework that outlines when and how to
undertake Impact Assessment. This ensures an efficient, systematic and consistentapproachto policy
developmentto underpin a responsive, robust and credible program. In particular, the Impact
Assessment Framework defines the different types ofimpact (see below) and a suite of methodologies
best suitedto assessingeach type.

The impacttypes usedin thelmpact Assessment are defined as follows:

1. Effectiveness: Theextenttowhichthechangeis deemed likelyto be successfulin producing
the desiredresults andresolvingtheissue(s) originallyidentified.

2. Acceptability: Theextent thatthechangeis consideredtolerableorallowable, suchthat the
MSC programis perceived as credible and legitimate by stakeholders.

3. Feasibility: The practicalityofa proposed changeandthe extenttowhichachangeis likely to
be successfullyimplemented by fisheries within agiven settingand time period.

4. Accessibility & Retention: The extentto which the change affects the ability of fisheries (both
currently certified and those potentiallyenteringassessmentin thefuture) to achieveand
maintain certification (i.e. changes in scores, conditions and pass rates).

5. Simplification: Theextenttowhichthechange simplifies and does not further complicatethe
Standard such thatit can be easily and consistentlyunderstood and applied.

6. Auditability: The extenttowhichthechangecan objectivelybeassessed by Conformity
Assessment Bodies (CABs) and Accreditation Services International (ASI) to determine
whetherthe specified requirements are fulfilled, and CABs can provide scores.

The Impact Assessment report presents the results of this process, whereby each of the options for
proposed changestotheFisheries Standard aretested to understand theirpotential effectsacrossthe
six defined impact types.

1.2 Problem Statement

A combination of stakeholder feedbackand internal MSC review of application ofthe Risk-Based
Framework (RBF) (includingreview ofthe MSCissuelog and technical oversight), alongside external
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consultantreviews has highlighted that, in certain situations, the RBFis not deliveringits intent of
consistent, precautionaryand robust assessment outcomes aligned to the MSC Default Assessment
Tree. Withthe development of new assessment tools such as MERA (formerly known as MSC’s DLM-
tool) and the Habitats tool, the Fisheries Standard Review project Ensuringthe Risk Based Framework
continues to deliver precautionaryand consistentassessments for data-limited fisheries also aims to
delivera new scheme document (Fisheries Standard Toolbox) containinginstructions for using MSC
assessmenttools.Inresponsetotheseissues,theRBFprojectis dividedinto fourtopics, within
which, a number of specificissues areaddressed:

1. Fisheries Standard Toolbox (not consideredin this paper)
Align with intent ofthe default tree
i. PSAisnotappropriateforoutofscopespecies
ii.  PrecautionforKeyLTL speciesisnotbuiltintotheRBF
3. Triggeringrequirements and calibration
i. TriggeringcriteriaforuseoftheRBFare notauditable
4. Clarificationandredundancy (7 issues)

N

1.3 Objectives

The overarchingobjective ofthe RBF projectisto ensurethattheRBFis a consistent, robust and
precautionaryassessmenttool foruse by data-limited fisheries in MSC assessments.

1.4 Impact Assessment Summary Report

Arisk-benefit analysisis presented to support the comparison ofoptions under review in each topic.
Risk-benefit analyses are a means to capturethe expected negative (risk) and positive (benefit)
impacts ofa pre-defined change. The expected impacts are presented alongside oneanother, across
the priorityimpact types foreach Topic, to allow for easy and systematic comparisonofeffects. The
impacts describedinthetables are summarised from a combination ofsources including external
consultantreports, internal analyses of certified fisheries and preassessment dataas well as expert
judgement fromthe Executive.

1.4.1 Topic 2, Issue 1 — PSA for out of scope species

Data limited out of scope species (seabirds, marine mammals, reptiles and amphibians) can be
assessed usingthe RBF. TheRBF provides ariskstatus forout ofscopespeciesthatistranslatedto
an MSC scorefromthe outcome ofa PSA. The PSA currentlyusedin assessments was developedto
assessteleostfishand does notincludeappropriatelife historycharacteristicsforout of scope
speciesto allowtheirconsistent orrobust riskassessment. Table 1 presents therisk benefit analysis
forretainingthebusiness as usual scenario (Option0), andtheadoption of Option 1 and Option 2.

Summary of Options

Option 0 (business as usual), retains asystem forassessment of data-deficient often vulnerable
(high profile) species groups (e.g. Marine mammals) that is inappropriate for their life historytraits
and might delivereither overly precautionaryor less precautionaryoutcomes, dependingonthe
species and CAB interpretation of requirements. This option is neither auditable nor effective.

Option 1 proposes atailored PSAfor different taxonomic or species groups to betterassess them
based on life historycharacteristics. This could involverevising attribute descriptions onlyand
retainingexistingthresholds meaninghighly precautionary outcomes for most species. Alternatively,
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itcouldinvolvechangingall attributes and thresholdsofthe PSAwhich means changingthe
perspectiveonrisk from between different groups e.g. cetaceans relative to teleost fish, to within
groups (e.g. pinnipeds relativeto sirenians), which could reduce the overall precautionofthe method
but could be calibrated to MSCscores accordinglyto mitigatethat risk. Thesetwo approaches
present different resourcingimplications for further optionsdevelopment and impact assessmentin
2021.

Option 2 recognises that the PSAmay not be the best method to use forassessingthesespecies
groups and proposesto halttheuse of PSA forout of scope speciesinthe shorttermwhilst longer
term, enabling theuse of othertools and methods through the Fisheries Standard Toolbox (Topic1).
Whilst thereis currently flexibilityfor the use of other data-limited methods in fisheries assessments,
calibration ofthese approaches tothe MSC Standard has proved challengingand as yet has not been
completed by any CAB. With thisin mind, this means that until alternatives are available (potentially
developed by the MSC) therewould be no immediate data-deficient option for scoringout of scope
species and would likelyresultin higher data demands on fisheries and hamper accessibilityto the
program for some fisheries.

Comparison of Options

Option 1 would not limit accessibilityofthe program for data-limited fisheries and it tailors the PSA
to bettersuitthecontext ofout ofscopespeciestoensure moreappropriateoutcomes relativeto the
default assessment tree. Option 0 (business as usual) presents continued challenges for CABs to
apply the existingPSAto out of scope species and the outcomes may be eitheroverly precautionary
orless precautionarydependingonthespecies assessed and CAB interpretation ofrequirements,
meaning CABs opttoavoid usingthe RBF. If triggeringrequirements are made more explicit and
auditableas outlinedin Topic 3, this will likelymean more out of scope species trigger use ofthe
RBF. Consequently, retainingthe PSAtablesintheircurrent formis notviablefortheintegrityofthe
Standard. Option 2 limits the options forscoring data-deficientout of scope species. This would
mean that revisionsto the default assessment treewould be required to accommodatethis change,
oritwould mean an increasetothe evidencethreshold required forthese species groups, thus
limitingaccessibility. Taking forward Option 1 may mean significant investmentin consultation and
calibrationto ensureattributes and thresholdsare correctand outcomes are appropriate relative to
known status ofa range of out of scope species.

Table 1: Risks and benefits of retaining Option 0 (Business as Usual) or adopting Option 1 or Option 2.

Option 0 (Business as Option1 Option 2
Usual)

Impacttype | Risks Benefits Risks Benefits  Risks Benefits

QTSR - \Was made -ltis - PSA not -Better | -Doesnot - Removes
forfinfish alreadyin most reflects providea ambiguity of
and notout use appropriate | life precautionary | current
of scope thereforeno | methodfor | historyof | assessment triggering
species need to out of out of for data- requirements

change scope scope limited
- Consultant | process species species | fisheriesin - Removes
report has assessment the shortterm | need to
founditcan - Retains applythe
deliverunder data- RBFto




Impacttype

Acceptability

Option 0 (Business as Option1 Option 2
Usual)
Risks Benefits Risks Benefits  Risks Benefits
precautionary - Needs deficient | - May be seen | species for
outcomes significant | scoring | as loweringof | whichitwas
depending external option the baror not designed
onspecies inputand forOut of | increasingthe
calibration | scope bar - Linking with
- CABs are toget right | species | dependingon | theToolbox,
concerned it howitis other
is overly - More addressedin | methods
precautionary robust the default could be
forsome thanBaU | treeand how | used(not
species (ie. CABs PSA) that are
some species - approach better suited
can never Depends assessments forthese
close on species
conditions) approach | -Would groups
require further | which could

- CABs consideration | be
struggleto of howto implemented
apply addressthis | outsidethe
existing withinthe FSRona
requirements defaulttree if | separate
as not taken forward | timeline
tailored for
outofscope
species
-CABswould | -OtherSHs | -Depends | -Builds | -eNGOsmay [-CABsmay
notsupport | mightbe ok | onthe on be concerned | welcomethis
thisoptionas | withthis approach existing | itis not change as
they have approach and level of | approach | sufficiently they don’t
asked for given it precaution precautionary, | like using
more does not butwould the RBF (time
guidance/ have high depend on and effort)
revised stakeholder approach
approach interest taken inthe | -Fisheries

generally default tree unlikelyto
-eNGOsmay | (nobroad supportthis
be concerned | consultation ifitresultsin
itis not has been araised
sufficiently conducted performance
precautionary | yet on this bar

topic)




Option 0 (Business as

Usual)
Impacttype  Risks

Feasibility No risk

Benefits

No change

Option1

- Depends

Benefits

- Should

Option2

- Fisheries

-Onlythree

Benefits

Accessibility MRS
and
retention

on be may take fisheries
approach feasible | longerthan5 | haveapplied

as intent | years tomake |the RBFfor
-existing | isnotto | thenecessary | outofscope
fisheries raisethe | improvements | species.
may need | bar toenable
toaddress them to use
new -Retains | the default
conditions | data- tree.

limited

scoring

option

No change | - Existing - Retains | - 3 Existing -Onlythree

fisheries data- fisheriesmay | fisheries
couldincur | limited not have have applied
new scoring | sufficientdata | the RBFfor
conditions | option touse the outof scope
using for default tree. species so
revised existing the impact
approach | and new | - May limit would not be

fisheries | new fisheries | widespread
- Depends (ETP acrossthe
onlevelof | -Existing | informationPl | program.
precaution | fisheries | is problematic

should forroughly 47

be fisheriesin

retained | pre-

assessment
data)

1.4.2 Topic 2, Issue 2 — Precaution for Key LTL species is not built into the RBF
Data-deficient Low TrophicLevel (LTL) species can triggerthe RBFand the Outcome Pl can be
assessed usingthe ConsequenceAnalysis (CA) and the Productivity Susceptibility Analysis (PSA) in
Principle1.Thesespecies are characterized by high productivityand would thus generallyscore low
risk (i.e. high MSC scores). This means species designated as Key LTL could potentially pass the RBF
without due consideration oftheirkey roleinthe ecosystemas outlined in the Default Assessment

Tree.

Summary of Options

Option 0,a business as usual scenario, means that CABs continueto usetheexistingRBFCAand
PSA forassessing data-deficient KeyLTL species withoutanyadditional guidance. Whilst the RBF
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assessments have been found to be generally precautionaryfortheassessment of LTL stocks and no
Key LTL stocks haveyet triggered the RBF, thereis a riskthat assessments may not adequately
account forthekey ecosystemroles that these species play, resultingin less precautionary outcomes
relativeto MSC’s intentinthe default assessment tree.

Option 1 aims to clarifyguidanceand requirements to ensure precautionaryassessments ofthese
species are alignedwith P1 intentin the default assessment tree. This would mean liftingsome
aspects ofthe existingguidanceinto requirements and clarifying that CABs should accountfor
ecosystemneeds. This couldinclude small changes to productivity attributes and susceptibility
attributes for species that have been identified as Key LTL usingthecriteriaoutlined inthe Default
Assessment Tree (eg. Box SA1). It could alsoincludere-incorporatingthe ‘Scale and Intensity’
componentintothe ConsequenceAnalysis (i.e. SICA) toimprovetransparencyofthe scaleand
intensityofthefishingoperation under assessment fortheassessment ofKey LTL stocks inthe RBF.

Comparison of Options

Option 1 would increase precaution appliedto KeyLTL speciesintheRBF, aligned withtheintent of
the default assessment tree. Furtherimpact testingofthis option would focuson accessibilityand
the level of precaution needed within RBFassessmentsrelativeto the default assessment treeto
align with specific KeyLTL requirementsinPI1.1.1a, otherwiseit mayriskbecomingover
precautionaryand startto poseabarrierto accessibility. Option Ois least favoured as it does not
clarifyto CABshowto scoreKeyLTL stocks withintheRBFand could resultin less precautionary
assessment outcomes leadingto credibility concerns.

Table 2: Risks and benefits of retaining Option 0 (Business as Usual) and adapting Option 1 or Option 2.

Option 0 (Business as Usual) Option1

Impacttype  Risks Benefits Benefits

DERIZIES - Additional - Already - Could be overly | -1s explicitand clear
precaution not precautionary precautionary that certain species
appliedtoKey LTLin | forKey LTLand | dependingon should be treated with
the RBF LTLfisheries the attributes more precaution

currentlyinthe | and changes
- Couldresultin program adopted (testing -Alignswithintent of
under precautionary needed) the default tree
outcomes forKeyLTL

stocks (potential
credibilityrisk)

A= ELINAA -CABSs may continue | -Nota major -None - Clarity for CABs
toask howto stakeholder
addresskey LTLin concern - Clear forall SHs
RBF

- May enhance

- Fishery clients credibilityas more
raisedtheissuethat precautionary
RBFis less

precautionarythan
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the default treefor

LTL species
Feasibility -No risk - Feasible forall |-Couldincrease |-Shouldbe achievable
fisheriesifno the bar forfisheries (technically
change and affordable)
Accessibility [EEIEIELY - Accessibility -Would not -None
and maintainedand | affect any

retention

retention of
existing
fisheries
assured

existing certified
fisheriesas no
Key LTL
designated
fisheries have
yet applied the
RBF

-Increases
precaution for
Key LTL fisheries
comingintothe
program

1.4.3 Topic 3, Issue 1 - Triggering requirements for use of the RBF are not auditable
The RBFcan be triggered for data-deficient fisheries for multiple Principle Indicators (Pls) spanning
Principle 1 (P1) and Principle 2 (P2). Thisis donethrough ‘triggering criteria’. ASI haveraisedthe

concernthat someexistingtriggering criteriaare not auditable.

Summary of Options

Option 0,a business as usual scenario means that ambiguity and inconsistenttriggeringofthe RBF
will continue, leaving ASlin a position wherethey cannot raise non-conformities against these
criteria. Thisis acredibilityriskforthe MSC and a point of contention for CABs that have different
approachestotriggeringthe RBF, leadingtoinconsistent assessments and outcomes.

Option 1 proposesto reviseallthetriggeringcriteriaforthe RBFto align withthe Evidence
Requirements project. These ‘Evidence Requirements’ are likelyto comprise qualitative assessments
by CABs on the quality of specificinformation to assess different Pls. As such, quality ofinformation
couldformthebasis of triggering criteriaforthe RBF, definingwhat equates to a data-limited fishery.
However,itis likely that this method would not be sufficientlyauditableforthe purposes oftriggering
criteriafortheRBFand may also lead to double scoring.

Option 2 proposesto clarifythe language and align with wordinginthe default assessment tree
information and outcome PerformanceIndicatorsinorderto deliver more consistenttriggering
criteriafortherelevant components. Not onlywill this reinforcethe RBF s intentas a precautionary
scoringtoolforfisheries that do not have sufficient datato beassessed usingthe default
assessmenttree, butitwillalsoachieve thegoal of increased auditability. In turn, how ever, this
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couldresultin morefrequent triggeringofthe RBFwith potentially significant timeand cost
implications for fisheries. Thisalso links to Topic 2, wherebyincreased triggering of the RBF may
mean more out of scope species areassessed using the PSA.

Conclusion — Comparison of options
Option 2 clarifiesthetriggering criteriasufficientlyto be auditable for ASI. Option 1 willinvolve
qualitativejustification from CABs and would likelyresultininconsistentapproaches and outcomes.
Foroption 2,itwillbe important thatthereareno increasestothebarfor triggeringthe RBFand that
the requirements are updated to reflect the existingintent. Clarifyingthesetriggers could have large
impactsincludingincreased triggeringofthe RBFfor ETP and out ofscope species, meaning timeand
costimplications forfisheries. This links to Topic 2. Table 3 presents therisks and benefits of the

different options.

Table 3: Risks and Benefits of retaining Option 0 (Business as Usual) and adopting Option1 or Option 2.

Option 0 (Business as
usual)

Impact Type  Risks

Benefits

Option1

Risks

Benefits

Option 2

Risks

Benefits

Effectiveness & - Ambiguity | - Consistent | - Could - Clear
Ineffective remains approach resultin intent
with expert | across more
- CABs not judgement | triggers assessments | -
consistent required triggering Consistent
RBF application
Acceptability RN -Some - Unlikely -Alignswith | - CABs/ - ASI likely
acceptable | CABs tobe Evidence fisheries in favour of
for ASI don’t acceptable | Requirements | may worry improved
perceive | byASI (too | workpackage | it’stoo clarity
thistobe | qualitative) | in P3 prescriptive
a (improves or‘raising - Many
problem efficiency) the bar’ CABs and
SHs would
likely
approveof
enhanced
clarity
Feasibility None -No - -Dependent | - May mean | -Shouldbe
change Dependent | onoutcome | moreRBF feasible
on of Evidence assessments | given
outcomeof | work package | with cost intentis
Evidence implications | not
work changing
package
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Accessibility [NIE -No - -Dependent | - Some - Should be

and change Dependent | onoutcome | fisheries feasible

retention on of Evidence that have given
outcomeof | work package | usedthe intentis
Evidence defaulttree | not
work may haveto | changing
package apply RBF

Auditability [EE\[s]e None - Unlikely None - Could be -

auditable to provide overly Auditability

needed prescriptive | review
clarity highlighted
given this as best
qualitative option
approach
proposed

1.4.4 Topic 4, Issue 1 — Clarify Table PF3 language such as ‘detectable change’

Itis not clearwhat thedifference is between ‘insignificant’, ‘possible detectable’ and ‘detectable’
change inthe ConsequenceAnalysis (CA) method used forassessingP1 speciesinthe RBF. An
interpretationwasissuedin 2015toresolvethisissue,and a public consultation was held to gauge

stakeholder feedback. Consultationfeedback suggested additional guidancewas supported however
therewas not much appetiteforscoringexamples andthe alternative of percentage cut offswas also
not supported byall.

Two options havebeen consideredtoresolvethisissue:

0.) Businessas usual

1.) Amend requirements and / orguidanceto provide further examples forinterpretingthe
ConsequenceAnalysis Table.N.B. thereare significant linkages with Topic 4, Issue 2, and
alsowith Topic 2 Issue 2 regarding potential revisions to the Consequence Analysis table.

Summary of options

Option 0,a business as usual approachwould mean that CABs continueto usethe Consequence
Analysis (CA) table with limited guidance ofhow to interpret theseterms. Only 1 assessment so far
has received technical oversight comments regardingtheirinterpretation of therequirements,
indicatingthat CABs areable to interpret therequirements effectively most ofthe time.

Option1aims toincorporatethe existinginterpretation into requirements which was draftedin 2015
if appropriate, aligningwith theresolutionofotherlinked issuesinthisFSR. In developingthis option,
consideration will be given to clarifying and simplifying language and providing scoring guidance for
the use of proxy data. Importantly, this issue resolution depends on the resolution of a linked issue
(Topic 4,lssue 2 — Impact of fishingactivity), and is potentiallyalso linked to the outcomes of Topic 2,
Issue 2 regardingthetreatment of Key LTL speciesintheRBF.

Comparison of options
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Option 1 provides clearerguidanceto CABs on MSC’s expectationfor scoringand would minimize
anyinconsistencyandreinforcealignment ofthe RBFwith P1 intent. Updates would also align with
any other changes made to the CA as part oflinked issues under Topic 2 and Topic 4.

Table 4: Comparison of options to resolve Topic 4, Issue 1.

Impact Types

Effectiveness

Acceptability

Feasibility

Accessibilityand
retention

Auditability

Option 0 (Business as usual)

- limited
guidance
provided at
present

- BaU may not
align with other
potential changes
fromthis review
regarding CA

Benefits

-OnlyoneTO
comment has

been raised on
thisissueso far

Option1

- Could
inadvertently
raisethe bar

Benefits

- Revisions can
ensurealignment
with any updates
made to CA
language eg.
‘fishingactivity
issue’ (Topic 4
Issue?2)

language
-None - Not of -None perceived | -Linkedtoother
significant SH butwill depend issues, sooverall
concernitseems | on level of changes currently
changes unknown
-None No change Willdependon - Unlikely to
levelof changes | render CA
unfeasibleas
clarifying existing
intent
-None No change If bar is raised - Notintendedto
this will affect raisethe bar
fisheries thereforeshould
not posebarrier
-Broadlanguage | - Thishas not If onlyguidance, |- Clearer
is lesseasyto been raised by thisisnot requirements and
audit ASlas a normative guidanceis more

persistentissue

auditable

- Even guidance
supports
auditabilityand
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clarification of
MSC’s intent

1.4.5 Topic 4, Issue 2 — Remove the term ‘Fishing Activity’

In the ConsequenceAnalysis (CA), the emphasis forscoringis placed onthe impact ofthe ‘fishing
activity’ ratherthan the health ofthe stock as a whole. This does not fullyalign with the intent of
Principle 1 whereany change in stock status should be considered, regardless of whetheritis
directlyduetofishingactivityorother environmental factors.

PF 3.3.1 states that scoring ‘shall be undertaken onlyforthe subcomponent (population size,
reproductive capacity, age/size/sex structure or geographic range) on whichtheteam decides that
the fishing activity is havingthe mostimpact.’

Public consultationonthisissuein 2016 concluded thattheterm ‘fishingactivity’ should be
removed. Draft language was not consulted on followingthat. TAB confirmed that anychangein stock
status should beconsideredregardless of whetheritis directlyrelatedto fishingactivityorother
environmental factors (e.g. climate change) to be consistent with the Default Assessment Tree. Draft
language was presentedto a TABworkinggroupinjune 2016, howevernorecord could befound of
the feedback. The draft language presented was: ‘scoring shall be undertaken forthe subcomponent
(populationsize, reproductive capacity, age/size/sexstructure or geographicrange) on which the
team decides is the most vulnerableto a range of factors.’

Two options areconsideredtoresolvethisissueintheFSR:

0.) Businessas usual
1.) Reviserequirementstoremovetheterm‘fishingactivity’

Summary of options

In a business as usual scenario (Option 0), 6 fisheries (8 scoringelements) have used the CAto score
PI 1.1.1 in v.2.0 of the Fisheries Standard. Rationales were reviewed for teams choosing
subcomponents to score and in 3 scoring elements (2 fisheries), other factors aside from fishing
activitywereconsidered when determiningwhich subcomponentto score.

Option 1 aimstoalign with P1 requirements and guidance ((G)SA2.2.7), and adjust the language such
that the intent of the default tree is better reflected. Human induced impacts such as pollution or
habitat degradation are explicitly mentionedin P1 requirements and guidance as reasons for reducing
scoresinPl1.1.1,and couldthereforealso be considered explicitlyin the RBF.

In additionto this changein language, updates tothescoringtemplate could be made toimprove
transparencyofrationales forchoosingaspecific subcomponent.

Changes tothis clause, willhaveimplications fortherest ofthe CAwordingand would need further
impacttestingand generation ofoptionsto determineimpacts. Aconsultant would be needed to
investigatethis further priorto full consultation on optionsin 2021. Importantly, moving forward on
thisissue, Topic 2 —Issue 2, and Topic 4 —issue 1 would both be considered in combination with
thisissuetoensureconsistencyin proposalsforconsultation.
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An analysis of fisheries that have scored the CAfor P11.1.1, indicatethat 5 scoring elements (4
fisheries) did not considerimpacts wider than ‘fishing activity’ when determiningwhich
subcomponenttoscore.Achangeinthe requirements could haveimplications forthose fisheries,
however,itisuncleartowhat extentitwould impact themat this stage.

Comparison of options
Option 1 would clarifytheintent oftherequirements to ensurethat impactstothestockasawhole
are accounted forratherthan purelythefishing impacts. Thiswould ensure precaution and alignment
withtheintent ofthe default assessment tree. A change was already approved by TAB and a
consultation conductedin 2016 showed most stakeholderswerein favour ofclarifyingthewording.
This could marginallyincreasetheevidence bar for fisheries enteringthe programbutisa
clarification ofthe existingintent.

Table 5: Comparison of options to resolve Topic 4, Issue 2.

Impact Types

Effectiveness

Acceptablllty

Fea5|b|l|ty

Acce55|b|l|tyand
retention

Option 0 (Business as usual)

Risks

- Otherimpacts
underminingaP1
stockmay not be
consideredifthe
focusis purelyon
the “fishing
impact’

- Not aligned with
intent ofthe
default tree

Benefits

-Some
assessments are
considering
impacts wider
than ‘fishing
activity’ anyway

Option 1
NHS

-Knockon
implications for
rest of the CA
language

-May increase
the barin terms
of information
needs for
fisheries

Benefits

- Intentis clear
and aligns with
that of the default
tree.

- Precautionis
ensured

- Could be - Not of -None perceived | -Linkedtoother
credibilityrisk significant SH butwill depend issues, sooverall
concern at on level of changes currently
present changes unknown
-None -No change - Willdepend on | - Unlikely to
level of changes | renderCA
unfeasibleas
clarifyingexisting
intent
-None -No change -If baris raised - Notintendedto

this will
potentially affect
fourfisheries

raisethe bar

-Some fisheries
already explicitly
consideringwider
impacts
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Auditability -None -No change -None -No change
anticipated expected

1.4.6 Topic 4, Issue 3 — Remove RBF trigger for Primary Species

Currently primary species may triggerthe RBFas per Table 3 triggeringrequirements. The criteria of
the triggering requirements suggest that Primary Species could, in some cases, not havereference
points. Thisis paradoxical as it directlycontradictsthe definition of Primary speciesin Annex SA,
which are by definition managed to reference points and would thus never trigger the RBF, making
this optionredundant and confusing.

Froma review of TAB papers, the minutes of TAB 23 in April 2014, captured thisissue agreeingthat the
definition of Primary species excluded the use of the RBF for this PI.

Two optionsareconsideredtoresolvethisissue:

0.) Businessasusual
1.) Revisetriggercriteriasuchthat RBFcannotbetriggered for Primaryspecies.

Summary of options

Option 0,a businessas usual scenariowould leavethe contradictionin place. This doesn’tcause any
particular damage; howeverit means that confusion / bemusement would persistamongst CABs as
towhy this existsandit’s highly likely to remain useless unless the definition of primary species
changes as part of the efficiency project. Ultimately, at present, itis aredundant clausethat has
neverbeen used in any fishery assessment.

Option 1 proposestoremovetheoptiontotriggerthe RBFforprimaryspecies,thusremovingany
contradictionintherequirements, makingit clearthat all primary species are, by definition, managed
toreferencepoints.

Comparison of options

Dependingonoutcomes ofthe Efficiency Project, Option 1 would promote clarity ofthe MSC
requirements andintent. No negativeimpactis predicted as a result ofthis change given that no
fisheryhas ever triggered the RBF for primary species. Whilst retaining atrigger for primary species
(Option 0) does not do any actual damage and does not pose a substantialrisk, it does present a
contradiction between therequirementsin Annex SAon designating primary species, and the
triggering criteria (leading CABs to question whether a primary species can ever be without reference
points orBiologicallyBased Limits). SA3.1.3.3 in Annex SA shows that they cannot, therefore this
clauseis redundant and causes confusion.

Table 6: Comparison of options to resolve Topic 4, Issue 3.

O Option 0 (Business as usual) Option 1

Impact Types Benefits i Benefits

Effectiveness -Does not align -No changeand | - May depend on | - Alignswith
with defaulttree | covers outcomes ofthe [ definition of
Efficiencyproject




definition of unforeseen Primary species
Primary species circumstances in thedefaulttree
-Potential - Change will
impacts of need to align with
efficiencyworkis Efficiencyproject
changingP2 outcomes
species
designation -No fisheryhas
evertriggered
RBFfor Primary
species
Acceptability -None - Not of -None perceived | - Clearer more
significant SH consistent
concern requirements
generally
acceptable
Feasibility -None -No change -None -No change
Accessibilityand RIS -No change -None —no -None —removes
retention fisheries have the optionto
triggered RBFfor | scorePrimary
primaryspecies speciesusingthe
RBF
Auditability -None -No change -None -No change
expected

1.4.7 Topic 4, Issue 4 — Information requirements in Annex SA do not exist for all RBF

related Pls

Information requirementspecific languageis usedinthe default tree SGs to assist CABs when
scoringinformationinthesituationwherethe RBFhas been used to scorean outcome. These do not
exist forall RBFrelated Pls (Stock Status and Ecosystems do not have RBF specific information
scoringrequirements).

Two optionsareconsideredtoresolvethisissue:

0.) Business as usual

1.) ReviseRBFinformation requirements to streamlineand align with evidence requirements work
package in Principle 3

Summary of options
Abusiness as usual scenario (Option 1) leaves RBFrelated text withinAnnex SAscoring guideposts for
information Pls and would not provide RBF bespoke language for all Pls consistently. This does not
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align withtherecentapproachto streamlineevidencerequirementsand also does not account for the
need toaccount fortheshift ofthe RBFinto the Fisheries Standard Toolbox (Topic1).

Option 1 proposesachangeto theRBFinformation requirements. Notonlyisthis dependentonthe
evidencerequirements projectand how that evolves, butitis also linkedtothe creation ofa Fisheries
Standard Toolbox where otherassessmentmethods/Tools (e.g. MERA and Habitats Tool) maybe
usedin futureto derive status scores forvarious Pls. This option proposes to replacethe specific RBF
language forthe information Pls, with requirements statingthat where another method / Tool (e.g.
the RBF) has been used, informationto informthe outputs ofthat tool must be assessed against the
evidencerequirements framework. Thereare also dependencies identified with the efficiency project
hereinterms of the structure ofthe Standard regarding defining primary and secondary species etc.

Comparison of options

Option 1 enablesa more consistent format for RBFinformation scoring. It also provides project
streamliningwith the evidencerequirementsproject, and futureproofing fortheintroduction of other
assessmenttoolsintotheprogramviathe Toolbox (Topic1).This does not signifyachange inthe bar
but merely an opportunityto clarifyand streamline. Additionally, Option 0, would not be aligned with
the wider updates beingmade through the evidencerequirementsand Toolbox projects and, as such,
efficiencies would be missed.

Table 7: Comparison of options to resolve Topic 4, Issue 4.

Impact Types

Effectiveness

Option 0 (Business as usual)

NS

-Does notalign

with proposed genericand thus | streamline
updatesto not helpful requirements and
evidence coverallRBF

requirements

-Doesnot
accountforthe -Would align with
shifttothe changes

Toolboxanduse
of potential new

assessment Requirements
methods and work package in
toolsinthe P3.

Toolboxe.g.

MERA tool for -Would align with
data limited Efficiencyproject
assessments/ outcomes

Habitats tool

' Benefits

-No change

Option1
Risks

-Could be too

7 Benefits

- Could

methods
consistently

proposedin FSR
under Evidence

-Wouldaccount
forshiftingthe
RBFand other
methodsintothe
Toolbox
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Acceptability -None - Not of -None perceived | - Likelytobe
significant SH acceptableas
concern requirements are

quitegeneral at
present

Feasibility -None No change - Could slightly - Likely to be

raisethe bar feasible —
dependenton dependenton
outcome of outcome of
evidence evidence
requirements requirements
work package work package

Accessibilityand RIS No change None -None

retention

Auditability -None No change - Dependencies No change

with evidence expected
requirements

1.4.8 Topic 4, Issue 5 - Scoring selectivity in the CSA (adding more gears to the
lookup table)

The Consequence Spatial Analysis (CSA) requires gear specific scores when scoring the gear-habitat
interaction attributes. A number of gear types are included in the provided look-up tables (FCP v2.1
Table PF14 and Table PF15 and Table PF16). Theassessment team must scorethe attributes usingthe
most similar gear type when the UoA’s gear type is not provided and teams must provide a rationale
forthe selection (FCPv2.1 PF7.4.7.1).Sincetheintroductionofthe CSA, fisheries with new gear types
tothe MSC programentered assessment and thereforeit’s importantto checkwhetherthe new gears
that wereassessed need to be includedinto theattributetablesin the CSA. So far, only 7 fisheries (24
scoringelements, 6 different gear types) applied the CSA in theirassessment, ofwhich 3 fisheries (11
scoring elements, 3 different gear types) used a proxy for the assessed gear type when scoring the
attributes. When aproxywas used, scoring seemed adequate.

Two optionsareconsideredtoresolvethisissue:

0.) Businessas usual
1.) Revisethelookuptablestoincludenew gears

Summary of options

In the business as usual scenario (Option 0) the existing gear lookup tablewill continueto beusedin
the CSA assessments. Where CABs are assessing a gear that is not already listed, they must assign
theirownriskscorebased upontheclosest similar geartype inthe lookup table.

Option 1 proposes the introduction of new gear types and associated risk scores into the matrix,
increasing resolution. Whilst this could add clarity to the requirements, it would never be
comprehensive such that proxies would not be needed, thereforeitis not proposedto add these gear
types.
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Comparison of options

In the case of Option 0,onlythreefisheries applied a proxyforthe gear type based onthe risktable
providedandthe scores remained appropriate. Thus, it’s not considered necessaryto updatethe
scoringtableat this time, however, an improvementtothereportingtemplateis proposedinorderto
improvetransparencyforreportingwhen aproxyfor gear type has been usedwith a supporting
rationale. Thereis norisk perceivedwith this option. Option1 would provideawiderlist ofoptions
forscoring, however,would still fail to coverall possible gear types and thereforeitis likely that CABs
would still haveto apply a proxyapproachin some scenarios limitinganyvalue of intervention here.

Table 8: Comparison of options to resolve Topic 4, Issue 5.

Option 0 (Business as usual) Option1

Impact Types i Benefits Risks Benefits

Effectiveness -Inconsistent -No change - Will likely - Clearer lookup
scoringcould neverbe table for CABs
occurifsimilar - Currently being comprehensive
gears assessed | applied and proxies
usinga proxybut | infrequently continueto be
assigned used

differentscores |~ NO currentissue
with consistency

Acceptability -None - Not of significant | - None - Likely to be
SH concern perceived acceptableas
improved clarity

Feasibility -None No change Noneperceived | No change

AL I WELEE - None No change None -None
retention

Auditability -None No change -None Improved
auditability

1.4.9 Topic 4, Issue 6 — Protest scores

Thereis nodirect requirement that explicitly states that aCAB is responsibleforassigningfinal
scores and that a CAB may disregard scores that arenotfounded on reliableinformationi.e. Protest
scores given by stakeholders that opposethefisheryout of principle.

Two optionsareconsideredtoresolvethisissue:

0.) Businessasusual

1.) Reviserequirementstoensureitis explicitthat CABs areresponsibleforthe overall scoring of
the RBFand ensures that scores put forward by stakeholders are evidence based.
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Summary of options

In the business as usual scenario (Option 0), thereis potential for protest scores to featurein an RBF
assessment, however, there is no evidence of this ever having occurred in an assessment. In the
existing requirements, it is clear that ‘the team’ is responsible for scoring. The RBF is intended as a
precautionary tool for scoring of data-limited fisheries and therefore it is considered that is the
guidancewhich states that ‘where stakeholder consensus cannotbereached, the more precautionary
score should be awarded’ is appropriate. There is no evidence of this ever having been a problem in
assessments so far.

Option 1would ensurethat requirementsareclarified to state explicitlythat the CAB is responsible for
the scoring of the RBF, the risk of protest scores causing problems in RBF assessments should be
removed.

Comparison of options

Option Ois deemed to be appropriate giventhat no evidence has been found to suggest that this has
ever been an issue in RBF assessments to date. Existing requirements ensure that stakeholder
comments are accounted for and that the CAB should be precautionaryin scoring where there are
disagreements between stakeholders, however it is clear that the CAB is responsible for overall
scoring. Thisisalignedwiththeintent ofthe RBFbeing a precautionaryassessment tool.

Table 9: Comparison of options to resolve Topic 4, Issue 6.

Option 0 (Business as usual) Option 1

Impact Types NS " Benefits Risks Benefits

Effectiveness - Protest scores -No change - Could be -Would remove
could cause perceived as potential for
difficulties for - Currentlybeing | increased conflict | protest scoresto
CABsin applied without | of interestforthe | occur
assessments incident CAB conducting

the RBF
- Requirements
are precautionary
in linewith RBF
intent
Acceptability -None - Not of -As above —SHs | - Likelytobe
significant SH contributingto acceptableas
concern (raised RBFassessments | improved clarity
internally) may feel
contributionis
diminished by
CAB

Feasibility -None No change None perceived No change

Accessibilityand RIS No change None -None

retention

Audltablllty -None No change -None No change
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1.4.10 Topic 4, Issue 7 — Auditor Competency

RBFapplies onlyto Principle 1 and Principle 2. At present, onlyone member of theassessment team
needs to have passed the MSC trainingin the RBF, leading to a situation where P3 auditors can
conduct RBFassessmentsonP1and P2 and thattheP1 and P2 assessors forthat assessment may
not have any backgroundintheRBFand thus could lackunderstandingofhow it affects scoring. Itis
not known exactly how many (ifany) RBF assessments have been completed by P3 assessors,
however, at least one P1 RBFassessment has been completed whentheP1 assessorhas not
completedtheRBFtrainingbutthe P2 assessorhas, indicatingthat assessment teams are sharing
responsibilities forRBFscoringin certain situations.

Threeoptionsareconsideredtoresolvethisissue:

0.) Business as usual

1.) AllowonlyP1 and P2 assessorsto conduct RBFassessments fortheirrespective principles

2.) Requireeitherallassessors,orata minimumall team leaders do RBFtrainingand are
responsibleforoversightofthewholeprocess andscoring.

Summary of options

The business as usual scenario (Option 0) entails apersisting credibilityriskto the MSC, whereby the
Principleleads forP1 and P2 are notrequiredto havean understandingofthe RBFand how it affects
the scoringoftheirrespective principles. This could lead to inappropriate outcomes and reduced
credibilityof MSCassessments.

Option 1 proposesthatonlyP1and P2 assessors maycarry outtheRBFin a fullassessment and thus
must have passedthe training priorto usingthe RBFin an assessment. This reduces credibility risks,
ensuringtherelative Principle leadis responsible fortherelated RBFassessment with implicationfor
scoringonthat Principle. Thisincreases theburden ontheassessment teams, and reduced flexibility
does not align withthe existing process wherebyscoringis conducted bytheteam as a whole.

Option 2 proposes thatall assessors, or at least all team leaders must completethe RBFtraining, but
the actual load of conducting the RBF scoringin an assessment could be shared by the auditors
dependingonthe assessment. This would mean that all auditors areaware of how it works and how it
affects scoring overall for their principle, or conversely at least the team leaders with oversight of
scoringwould have completed the training and understand how it works. In both scenarios here,
credibility risks persist, as there would still be potential for a P3 auditor to undertake an RBF
assessment on stock status.

Comparison of options

Option 2would ensurethat, at a minimum, Team leaders that have oversight of scoringaretrainedin
the RBFand how it affects scoring. This ensuresthat the burden onthe CAB/assessors andthe P2
leads in particularwho often get the most workto do in an assessment can be shared between the
team but understandingofthe process will beassured amongst team members. This option does not
undermineany existing RBFassessments that have been conducted.
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Table 10: Comparison of options to resolve Topic 4, Issue 7.

Impact Types

Effectiveness

Acceptability

Feasibility

Option 0 (Business as Option1 Option 2
usual)
Risks Benefits Risks Benefits Risks Benefits
-P3 No change -None -Would -Team leader | - Means
auditors | (notclear ensure may not be less strain
orthe how many, if competency | relevant onthe
non- any RBF ofteamis Principle CAB and
relevant assessments aligned expert forthe | Team
Principle | have been with RBF leader has
auditor doneby aP3 Principle for oversight
can team RBF - Potential onthe
conduct | member) credibility | scoring
the RBF -Improved | riskremains | process
whichisa | -One credibility
credibility | member of -Scoring
risk the teamis is doneas

trained at a ateam

minimum

and scoring

isdoneas a

team
-None - -Enabling P3 | - Puts CABs | - Likelyto - Similar -Team
has not auditorsto undermore | be issuesto leader is
been do theRBF pressureto | acceptable | BaU option | required
raisedas | may be good | find formost unresolved |ata
big SH for relevant SHs minimum
concern accessibility | expertsto -more to have

in certain runthe RBF training RBF

areas for requirements | trainingto

CABs -P2 forCABsis a oversee

(expertsthat | auditors burden scoring

speak the have

local biggestjob

language overall so

may be the thiswould

P3 team add tothe

members) | burden
-None No change None No change | No change No change

perceived
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Accessibility [EEIIE No change - Could -None - Could -Does not

and increase increasecost | put excess

retention cost of of CABsto pressure
CABsto fishery onP2
fishery clients auditors
clients depending orspecific
depending onstrainon | Principle
onstrainon resources auditors
resources

PGNELIYAN - None No change -None No change [ None No change

Summary of impacts
A summary comparison ofthe different options foreachissueaddressed under eachrespectivetopic
is presented above.

Overall, themain impacts to consider are effectiveness, feasibility, accessibilityand retention as well
as auditabilityfor fisheriesinthe programand thoseaimingto enterassessmentinthenear future.
Some of thechanges outlined above may have consequences forfisheries in the programand future
assessments through the addition of precaution tothe RBF methods both forout ofscope species
assessments and for Key LTL species. Thisrisk needs to be managed through extensive calibrations
of any proposed changesin furtherimpact assessmentin 2021.As outlined above, clarifyingthe
triggering criteriaforthe RBFwill likely achievetheaim toimprove clarityand auditability, butas a
consequencemayresultinincreasedtriggeringoftheRBFin fisheries assessmentsin thefuture,
bothforout of scopespecies but also generallyfor secondaryspecies, habitats and ecosystems. This
means that particularlyunderTopic 2,theoutcome ofthat work must assure consistent, robust and
precautionaryassessment methodsforout ofscopespecies.

2 Conclusion & Next Steps

Optionsdiscussedinthis paperwill betaken forward for further development and impact
assessmentin 2021, includingpublic consultation.
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Appendix 1: Detailed impacts

The impact assessment forthis project has been conducted inaphased approach, wherebya broad
range of options wereconsidered at theinitial phase, and have since, been dismissed or combined
toform theoptions presentedin this paper. Thefollowingtable (TableAl),illustrates all options
considered undereachtopic attheinitial phase,and howtheseoptions have been reformulatedinto
‘combined options’for furtherimpact assessmentin 2021. Impacts analysed forthe ‘combined
options’ are presentedin detail below.
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Table A1: Progression of options considered through phased impact assessment, showing initial options considered, final combined options for further analysis.

Issue Initial Options Combined Options

1-Outof 1. BaU 0. BaU

scope 2. Updateattributedescriptiononly 1. RevisePSAtables

speciesPSA | 3. Updateattributes & thresholds 2. Haltuse of PSAfor outofscopespecies
4. Haltuse of PSAfor outofscopespecies

2 —Key LTL 1. Bau 0. BaU

speciesCA& | 2. Clarifyrequirements and guidance 1. Clarify requirements and guidance

PSA 3. Adapt equationforconvertingto MSCscoresto be more precautionary
4. Add guidanceonly

1 -Trigger 1. BaU 0. BaU

criterianot 2. Updatetriggersforall Plsto align with Evidence Requirements work 1. Updatetriggers forall Plsto align with

auditable package EvidenceRequirements work package.
3. Aligntriggersfor ETP, Habitats and Ecosystems with evidence 2. Clarify existingtriggersto reflectspecifics

requirements and update P2 and P1 speciesto clarify existingterms of the default tree foreach PI

4. Clarify existingtriggerstoreflectspecificsofthe default tree for each Pl

1 - Clarify 1. Bau 0. BaU

Table PF3in | 2. Amend wordingofrequirements 1. Clarifyrequirements and guidance

the CA 3. Add guidanceand examples

2 —-Remove | 1. BaU 0. Bau

CA ‘Fishing 2. Amend CAlanguage to coverotherimpactstowholestock, notjust 1. Amend CA language to coverotherimpacts

Activity’ fishingactivity towholestock, notjustfishingactivity

wording

3 -Remove | 1. BaU 0. Bau

trigger for 2. Removeoptiontotrigger RBFforprimaryspecies 1. Removeoptiontotrigger RBFforPrimary

Species




Issue Initial Options Combined Options

Primary

species

4 - RBF BaU BaU

information Include more specific RBFinformation requirementsunder P1 and Includeoverarchinginformation

requirements

EcosystemPls

Removethe specific RBFlanguage

Include overarching RBFinformation requirements linked to the methods
used

requirements forthe RBFmethods

5-CSA BaU BaU

selectivity Introduce new geartypesintothescoring matrix Introducenew geartypesintothescoring

gear matrix matrix

6 — Protest BaU BaU

scores Reviserequirementsto clarify CABs do final scoring Reviserequirementsto clarify CABs do
Add guidanceon CAB’srolein scoring final scoring

7 —Auditor BaU BaU

competency RevisesuchthatonlyP1 and P2 auditors can completed the RBFfortheir RevisesuchthatonlyP1 and P2 auditors

respectivePrinciple

Reviserequirements suchthat allassessors must betrainedin RBF, but
anyone can lead on itduringan assessment

Reviserequirements suchthat all Team Leaders must be trained in RBF
and oversee processifanotherassessordoingRBFscoring

can completetheRBFfortheirrespective
Principle

All assessors, or at least Team leaders
must complete RBFtraining, but any
assessorcan conduct an RBFassessment
in an audit.
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Followinginitialimpact assessment, options were eitherdismissed or combined to formthefinal
‘combined’ optionspresentedin this paperwhich are proposedto betaken forwardinto 2021 impact
assessment and consultation. The options dismissed for each Issue addressed, and theassociated
rationalefordismissingtheseoptionsis provided in Table A2.

Table A2: Overview of options dismissed following initial impact assessment with justification for why they were

dismissed.

Topic Issue

Options dismissed

Rationale for dismissing options

2 2 —Key LTL | Option3-Adaptthe equationused | Thiswould likelybetoo
toconvert PSAscoresto MSC precautionaryand inflexible causing
scoresto add precaution forKeyLTL | potentialaccessibilityand retention
species concerns
Nottransparent for stakeholders,
likely unacceptable
3 2 —Trigger Option 3 —align triggers for ETP, Thisisnota streamlined or
criteria Habitats and Ecosystems with consistentapproach
evidencerequirements and update . ' '
P2 and P1 species to clarifyexisting | Evidencerequirements fortriggers
terms unlikelyto be sufficientlyauditable
4 4 — RBF Option 2-Include more specific RBF | Not efficient to scatterRBF clauses in
information | informationrequirementsunderP1 |the defaultassessmenttree

requirements

and EcosystemPls

Would not account for movement of
the RBFintotheFisheries Standard
Toolbox

Option 3 - Removethe specific RBF
language

Would beineffectiveat clarifying
MSCintent oninformation
requirements forthe RBF

4 6 — Protest Option 3-Add guidanceon CAB’s Guidanceis notnormativetherefore
scores rolein scoring thisisineffectiveatresolvingthe
issue
Al1.1 Topic2,Issuel - PSAforoutof scope species

A1.1.1 Background

Out ofscopespecies coverreptiles, marine mammals, birds and amphibians.

The focus will be on birds, marine mammals, and reptiles (amphibians are not common bycatch but
could potentiallybe considered within the reptile scoringoptions).




In orderto determine potentialimpacts ofthedifferent optionsbeingproposed, it was first necessary
todeterminewhat these new PSA tables could look like. Thiswas done usingresults froma
consultancyreport carried outin 2019 (Good, 2019),and an in-house literature review to determine
whether otheradapted PSAmethods and attributes might be suitableforusein assessment ofthese
species groups. Itisworth notingthat PSAs for other species groups have been developed and could
apply buttheirapplicationis slightly different to that ofthe MSC, therefore any attributes and
thresholds used forthese species would need significant calibration with existing MSCfisheries to
ensurethetranslated MSCscores areappropriateand precautionaryrelativeto outcomes of default
treeassessments. Thiswould beundertakenin 2021 if Option 1is taken forward.

Options beingproposedtoresolvetheissueareas follows:

0. BusinessasUsual —existingMSCPSA attributetables continueto beappliedtoout ofscope
species
1. RevisePSAtablesto bettersuitout ofscopespecies —this canbe donein two ways:
a. Editattributedescriptionto enable moreconsistentandaccuratescoringforspecific
speciesinline with MSC’s intent, but retain existing PSArisk scoringthresholds
b. ReviseboththeattributesandthresholdsoftheexistingPSAtablesto betterreflect
life history strategies of different species groups enablingmore appropriate
assessments
2. Removethe optiontotheusethePSA foroutof scopespecies (meaningscoringwould needto be
undertaken usingthe default assessment tree)

The draft PSAtable options outlined above, are presented below by species group, demonstrating
the different (example) proposed attribute tables for each option. Original attributes are described in
black text. Additions to the existingattributes aredescribed using green text,and where proposals
includeremovingattributes orthresholds, theseare described using strikethrough text.

Potentialimpacts wereanalysed usinga qualitative framework comparingthe draft optionsagainst 6
differentimpact types (Effectiveness, Acceptability, Feasibility, Accessibilityand retention,
Simplification, and Auditability). Following an initial impact assessment, theimpact types that were
considered furtherwere, Effectiveness, Acceptability, Feasibility, Accessibilityand retention for
issues underTopic 2. Theimpact types ‘Simplification’ and ‘Auditability’ were not investigated
furtherforthis Topicasthesewerenot considered the mostimportantimpact types at present, given
thatthe PSAalready exists andis auditable, and whilst these options potentially create more
requirements, theyareaiming to simplify interpretation ofthe RBFforout of scope species and this
willbe considered furtherin futureimpact assessmentin 2021 dependent on which options are
taken forward.

The overallresults ofthe potentialimpacts ofall the different options are described in thefinal
sectionunderthistopic(see Section A1.5).

A1.2 Seabirds - detailed options

A1.2.1 Option 0 - Seabirds
Option 0 proposes no changeto the existing MSC PSA attributetable.

31



Table A3: Option 0 -business as usual PSA attribute table

Productivity Attributes (Seabirds Option 0)

Productivity High productivity Medium productivity | Low productivity

Attribute Low risk (1) Medium Risk (2) High Risk (3)

Average Age at <5 years 5-15 years »15years

maturity

Average Max age <10vyears 10 — 25 years »25 years

Fecundity »20,000 eggs per 100-20,000 eggs per | <100 eggs per year
year year

Average max size <100cm 100-300cm »300cm

(not scored for

inverts)

Average size at <40cm 40-200cm »200cm

maturity (not scored

forinverts)

Reproductive Broadcastspawner | Demersal egg layer Livebearer

strategy

Trophic level <2.75 2.75-3.25 »3.25

DensityDependence | Compensatory No depensatoryor Depensatory

(to be usedwhen dynamics at low compensatory dynamics at low

scoringinvertebrate | populationsize dynamics population sizes

species only)

demonstrated or
likely.

demonstrated or
likely.

(Allee effects)
demonstrated or
likely.

Susceptibility Attributes (Seabirds Option 0)

Susceptibility
Attribute

Low susceptibility
(lowrisk, score=1)

Medium
susceptibility
(mediumrisk, score
= 2)

High susceptibility
(Highrisk, score=3)

Areal overlap
(availability):
Overlap ofthe
fishingeffort with a
species
concentration ofthe
stock

<10% overlap

10-30% overlap

»30% overlap

Encounterability:
The position ofthe
stock/specieswithin
the water column
relativetothefishing
gear, and the
position ofthe
stock/species within
the habitat relative
tothe position ofthe
gear

Low overlap with
fishinggear (low
encounterability).

Medium overlap with
fishinggear.

High overlap with
fishinggear (high
encounterability).
Default scorefor
target species
(Principle1).
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Selectivityofgear
type:

Potential ofthe gear
toretain species

a.) Individuals<size
at maturityare

a.) Individuals<size
at maturityare

a.) Individuals<size
at maturityare

rarely caught. regularly caught. frequently
caught.
b.) Individuals<size | b.) Individuals<half | b.) Individuals<half

at maturity can
escape oravoid
gear.

the sizeat
maturity can
escape oravoid
gear.

the sizeat
maturityare
retained by gear.

Post-capture
mortality (PCM):
The chancethat,if
captured, a species
would be released
and thatitwould be
in a condition

Evidence of majority
released post-

captureand survival.

Evidenceof some
released post-
captureand survival.

Retained species or
majoritydead when
released.

Default scorefor
retained species
(Principle1or
Principle 2).

permitting
subsequent survival

A1.2.2 Option 1 - Seabirds
Option 1 proposestorevise PSAtablesto bettersuit out ofscopespecies —this canbe doneintwo
ways presented below:

a. Editattributedescriptionto enable moreconsistentandaccuratescoringforspecific
speciesinline with MSC’s intent, but retain existing PSArisk scoring thresholds

b. ReviseboththeattributesandthresholdsoftheexistingPSAtablesto betterreflect
life history strategies of different species groups enablingmore appropriate
assessments

Example PSA options were drafted based on a consultant report commissionedin 2019 (Good 2019),
and a review of related literatureincluding Fulton et al. (2019)*, Waugh et al. (2012)2, and Jimenez et
al.(2012)3.

Table A4: Option 1a. - Example draft Productivity and Susceptibility attribute table with revised attribute descriptions to
support more consistent scoring for seabirds. NB thresholds remain the same. (Potential revisions are added in green
text).

Productivity Attributes (Seabirds Option 1a)
High productivity | Medium
Lowrisk (1) productivity

Productivity Attribute Low productivity

High Risk (3)

1Fulton, E.A., Bulman, C., Thomas, L., Sporcic, M., and Hartog, J. (2019). Ecological Risk Assessment Global Review. Report fo rthe Fisheries
Research & Development Corporation. CSIRO, Australia.

2Waugh, S.M., Filippi, D.P., Kirby, D.S., Abraham, E., and Walker, N., (2012). Ecological Risk Assessment for seabirds interactions in
Western and Central Pacific longline fisheries. Marine Policy 36: 933-946.

3Jimenez, S., Domingo, A., Abreu, M., Brazeiro A., (2012). Risk assessment and relative impact of Uruguayan pelagic longliners on
seabirds. Aquatic Living Resources 25: 281-295.
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Medium Risk (2)

Average Age at <5 years 5-15 years >15vyears
maturity

Seabirds: median age

at first breeding

Average Max age <10years 10 — 25 years »25years

Fecundity
Seabirds:scoring
should consider
number of eggs per
nestand number of
nests peryear
(frequencyof
breeding)

»20,000 eggs per
year

100-20,000 eggs
per year

<100 eggs per year

Average max size (not
scoredforinverts)
Seabirds: scoring
should considerthe
largest dimension
(eitherwingspan or
length)

<100 cm

100-300cm

»300cm

Average size at
maturity (not scored
forinverts)
Seabirds:scoring
should considerthe
largest dimension
(eitherwingspan or
length)

<40cm

40-200cm

»200cm

Reproductive strategy
Seabirds: considered
live bearers

Broadcast spawner

Demersal egg layer

Live bearer

Trophic level

<2.75

2.75-3.25

»3.25

DensityDependence
(tobe usedwhen
scoringinvertebrate
speciesonly)

Compensatory
dynamics at low
population size
demonstrated or
likely.

No depensatoryor
compensatory
dynamics
demonstrated or
likely.

Depensatory
dynamics at low
population sizes
(Allee effects)
demonstrated or
likely.

Susceptibility Attributes (Seabirds Option1a)

Susceptibility
Attribute

Low susceptibility
(lowrisk, score=

1)

Medium
susceptibility
(mediumrisk, score
= 2)

High susceptibility
(Highrisk, score=3)

Areal overlap
(availability):

<10% overlap

10-30% overlap

»30% overlap
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Overlap ofthe fishing
effort with a species
concentration ofthe
stock

Seabirds: This should
consider seasonality
in bird distribution
(scoringshould takea
precautionary
approach and score
based onthe highest
potential overlap with
fishing effort)

Encounterability:

The position ofthe
stock/species within
the water column
relativeto thefishing
gear, and the position
of thestock/species
within the habitat
relativeto theposition
of the gear

All air breathing
species should be
considered default
high riskunless
mitigation measures
arein placeand a
lowerriskscorecanbe
justified

Low overlap with
fishinggear (low
encounterability).

Medium overlap
with fishing gear.

High overlap with
fishinggear (high
encounterability).
Default scorefor
target species
(Principle1).

Selectivityofgear
type:

Potential ofthe gear to
retain species
Seabirds: Scoring
shall consider how
regularlyindividuals
are caught by the gear

a.) Individuals< a.) Individuals< a.) Individuals<size
size at maturity size at maturity at maturityare
arerarely are regularly frequently caught.
caught. caught.

b.) Individuals< b.) Individuals< b.) Individuals<half

size at maturity
can escapeor

half the size at
maturity can

the sizeat
maturityare

regardless oftheirsize avoid gear. escape oravoid retained by gear.
gear.
Post-capture mortality | Evidenceof Evidenceof some Retained species or

(PCM):

The chancethat,if
captured, a species
would be released and
thatitwouldbeina

majorityreleased
post-captureand
survival.

released post-
captureand
survival.

majoritydead when
released.

Default scorefor
retained species
(Principle1or
Principle 2).
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condition permitting
subsequent survival
Seabirds: scoringshall
consider potential for
lethal encounterwhich
couldresultininjuryor
death.

In Option 1b, presented below, there could be potentialto develop amatrix of default scores for
specific species and gears underthe susceptibilityattributes which could be applied as default

scores. Thesedefault scores could bereducedifappropriatejustification were provided to

demonstrate that mitigation measures arein place forexample. One example of specific scoring

optionsforlonglinesisalso providedin Option 1bforscoringselectivity.

Table A5: Seabirds (Option 1b) Potential example productivity and susceptibility attributes for seabirds, showing original
attributes (black text) and proposed revisions (green text and strikethrough text).

Productivity Attributes (Seabirds Option 1b)

Productivity High productivity Medium productivity | Low productivity
Attribute Low risk (1) Medium Risk (2) HighRisk (3)
AverageAgeat Syears 535 years »5years
faturity
Median age at first <5years 5-7.5 years »7.5years
breeding (Waugh et
al.2012)
Average Max age <10vyears 10 — 25 years »25 years

year year

FecundityFactors
Index (FFI) (Waugh et
al.2012)

Annual breeding,
multiple egg clutches

Annual breeding,
single egg clutches

Biennial breeding,
single egg clutches

Averagemaxsize | <100em 106-360em | »300€em

{petscoredfor

irverts)

Averagesizeat = | «40€em 40-200cm »200-€m

maturity (not scored

forinverts)

Reproduetive | Broadeastspawner | Demersategglayer | bivebearer

strategy

DensityDependence | Compensatery | Ne-depensateryor | Depensatery

{tobeusedwhen | dynamicsatlow | compensatory | dynamicsatiow

speciesonlyr | demonstratedor | demonstratedor | {Alleceffects)
tkety:

Susceptibility Attributes (Seabirds Option1b.)
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Susceptibility
Attribute

Low susceptibility
(Lowrisk,score=1)

Medium
susceptibility
(Mediumrisk, score
= 2)

High susceptibility
(Highrisk, score=3)

0% overtap

10-30%evertap

»30%overap

Availabilitybased on
relative frequency
(FO) of occurrence
(%) from
observations near
fishingvessels

Population Size»
100,000 breeding
pairs

FO<25%

FO 25-50%

FO>50%

10,000- 100,000
breeding pairs

FO<10%

FO 10-25%

FO»>25%

<10,000 breeding
pairs

FO <5%

FO5-10%

FO»>10%

Encounterability:
The position ofthe
stock/species within
the water column
relativetothefishing
gear, and the
position ofthe
stock/species within
the habitat relative
tothe position ofthe
gear

All air breathers
shouldbe
considered default
high riskunless
mitigation measures
arein placeand can

Low overlap with
fishinggear (low
encounterability).

Medium overlap with
fishinggear.

High overlap with
fishinggear (high
encounterability).
Default scorefor
target species
(Principle 1)

be justified.

Selectivityof gear a.) Individuals<size | a.) Individuals<size | a.) Individuals <size
type: atmatdarityare at-maturityare atmatdurityare
Potential ofthe gear rarely caught. regularly caught. frequently
toretain species caught.
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b) Individualocsi b Individualschalf | b)ndividualochalf
gear
Selectivity (hooks) Culmen< FL FL <=Culmen»>=TL Culmen> TL

(culmenis bill
length, FL is front
length of the hook
and TListotal length
of thehook.
(exampleattributes
forlongline
assessment as per
Jimenezet al. 2012)

Post-capture
mortality (PCM):
The chancethat,if
captured, a species
would be released
and thatitwould be
in a condition
permitting
subsequent survival

Evidence of majority
released post-
captureand survival.

Evidenceof some
released post-
captureand survival.

Retained species or
majoritydead when
released.

Default scorefor
retained species
(Principle1or
Principle 2).

A1.3 Marine Mammals - detailed options

A1.3.1 Option 0 — Marine mammals
Option O proposes no changefromtheexisting MSC PSA attributetables.

Table A6: Marine Mammals (Option 0) - potential example productivity and susceptibility attributes for marine mammals

Productivity Attributes (Marine Mammals Option 0)

maturity (not scored
forinverts)

Productivity High productivity Medium productivity | Low productivity

Attribute Low risk (1) Medium Risk (2) High Risk (3)

Average Age at <5 years 5-15 years >15years

maturity

Average Max age <10years 10 — 25 years »25years

Fecundity »20,000 eggs per 100-20,000 eggs per | <100 eggs per year
year year

Average max size <100cm 100-300cm »300cm

(not scored for

inverts)

Average size at <40cm 40-200cm »200cm
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Reproductive Broadcast spawner | Demersal egg layer Livebearer
strategy

Trophic level <2.75 2.75-3.25 »3.25
DensityDependence | Compensatory No depensatoryor Depensatory
(tobe usedwhen dynamics at low compensatory dynamics at low
scoringinvertebrate | populationsize dynamics populationsizes

speciesonly)

demonstrated or
likely.

demonstrated or
likely.

(Allee effects)
demonstrated or
likely.

Susceptibility Attributes (Marine Mammals Option 0)

Susceptibility
Attribute

Low susceptibility
(lowrisk, score=1)

Medium
susceptibility
(mediumrisk, score
= 2)

High susceptibility
(Highrisk, score=3)

Areal overlap
(availability):
Overlap ofthe
fishingeffort with a
species
concentration ofthe
stock

<10% overlap

10-30% overlap

»30% overlap

Encounterability:
The position ofthe
stock/species within
the water column
relativetothefishing
gear, and the
position ofthe
stock/species within
the habitat relative
tothe position ofthe
gear

Low overlap with
fishinggear (low
encounterability).

Medium overlap with
fishing gear.

High overlap with
fishinggear (high
encounterability).
Default score for
target species
(Principle1).

Selectivityof gear
type:

Potential ofthe gear
toretain species

a.) Individuals<size
at maturityare
rarely caught.

a.) Individuals<size
at maturityare
regularly caught.

a.) Individuals<size
at maturityare
frequently
caught.

b.) Individuals<size
at maturitycan
escape oravoid
gear.

b.) Individuals<half
the size at
maturity can
escape oravoid
gear.

b.) Individuals <half
the sizeat
maturityare
retained by gear.

Post-capture
mortality (PCM):
The chancethat, if
captured, a species

Evidence of majority
released post-

captureandsurvival.

Evidenceof some
released post-
captureand survival.

Retained species or
majoritydead when
released.
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would be released
and thatitwould be
in a condition
permitting
subsequent survival

Default scorefor
retained species
(Principle1or
Principle 2).

A1.3.2 Option 1 — Marine Mammals

Option 1 proposestorevise PSAtablesto bettersuitout ofscopespecies —this canbe doneintwo
ways presented below:

a. Editattributedescriptiontoenablemoreconsistentandaccuratescoringforspecific
speciesinline with MSC’s intent, but retain existing PSArisk scoringthresholds.

b. ReviseboththeattributesandthresholdsoftheexistingPSAtablesto betterreflect life
historystrategies of different species groups enablingmore appropriate assessments.

Brown etal.(2013)4, developed a PSA for cetaceans whichis adopted as an example for Option 1b. It
is not clearthat these exact attributes and thresholds would be entirelyappropriate for pinnipeds or
sirenians, therefore, iftaken further, significant testingand calibrationwould berequired.

Table A7: Marine mammals (Option 1a) - Example PSA table with attribute descriptions edited to enable more consistent

scoring of marine mammals. Original thresholds remain unchanged. Potential revisions to attribute descriptions are

provided in green text.

Productivity Attributes (Marine Mammals Option 1a.)

Marine Mammals:
Oldestreproducing
female

Productivity High productivity | Mediumproductivity | Low productivity
Attribute Lowrisk (1) Medium Risk (2) HighRisk (3)
Average Age at <5years 5-15 years »15years
maturity
Marine Mammals:
Age at first
reproduction (female
sexual maturity)
Average Max age <10vyears 10 - 25 years »25 years

maturity (not scored
forinverts)

Fecundity »20,000 eggs per 100-20,000 eggs per | <100 eggs per year
year year

Average max size <100cm 100-300cm »300cm

(not scored for

inverts)

Average size at <40cm 40-200cm »200cm

4 Brown, S.L., Reid, D., and Rogan, E.,2013: Arisk-based approach to rapidly screen vulnerability of cetaceans
to impacts from fisheries bycatch. Biological Conservation 168 (2013) 78-87.
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Reproductive Broadcast spawner | Demersal egg layer Livebearer
strategy

Trophic level <2.75 2.75-3.25 »3.25
DensityDependence | Compensatory No depensatoryor Depensatory
(tobe usedwhen dynamics at low compensatory dynamics at low
scoringinvertebrate | populationsize dynamics populationsizes

speciesonly)

demonstrated or
likely.

demonstrated or
likely.

(Allee effects)
demonstrated or
likely.

Susceptibility Attributes (Marine Mammals Option

1a.)

Susceptibility
Attribute

Low susceptibility
(lowrisk, score=1)

Medium
susceptibility
(mediumrisk, score
= 2)

High susceptibility
(Highrisk, score=3)

Areal overlap
(availability):
Overlap ofthe
fishingeffort with a
species
concentration ofthe
stock

Marine Mammals:
This should consider
seasonalityin
distribution (scoring
should takea
precautionary
approachand score
based onthe highest
potential overlap
with fishing effort)

<10% overlap

10-30% overlap

»30% overlap

Encounterability:
The position ofthe
stock/species within
the water column
relativetothefishing
gear, and the
position ofthe
stock/species within
the habitat relative
tothe position ofthe
gear

All air breathing
species should be
considered default
high riskunless
mitigation measures
arein placeand a

Low overlap with
fishing gear (low
encounterability).

Medium overlap with
fishing gear.

High overlap with
fishinggear (high
encounterability).
Default scorefor
target species
(Principle1).

41



lowerriskscorecan
be justified

Selectivityofgear
type:

Potential ofthe gear
toretain species
Scoringshall
consider how
regularlyindividuals
are caught by the
gear regardless of
theirsize

a.) Individuals<size
at maturityare
rarely caught.

a.) Individuals<size
at maturityare
regularly caught.

a.) Individuals<size
at maturityare
frequently
caught.

b.) Individuals<size
at maturity can
escape oravoid
gear.

b.) Individuals <half
the sizeat
maturity can
escape oravoid
gear.

b.) Individuals<half
the size at
maturityare
retained by gear.

Post-capture
mortality (PCM):
The chancethat,if
captured, a species
would be released
and thatitwould be
in a condition
permitting
subsequent survival
Marine mammals:
consider possibility
forlethal encounter
(ie. Likelihood of
encounterleadingto
escape and survival
orleadingtoinjury
and or death.)

Evidence of majority
released post-

captureand survival.

Evidenceof some
released post-
captureandsurvival.

Retained species or
majoritydead when
released.

Default scorefor
retained species
(Principle1or
Principle 2).

Foroption 1b: Attributes have been adopted from Brown etal. (2013)4, whichincludes the use ofa

selectivity matrix for cetaceans detailed in Table A8.

Susceptibilityattributes for cetaceans have been derived by Brown etal. (2013)% and are derived

through aweighted geometric mean usingthefollowingequation: S= (axe2 x s2x PLE)?/¢, where S:
Susceptibility, a: Availability, e: Encounterability and PLE: Potential for Lethal Encounter.

Table A8: Marine Mammals (Option 1b) — Example revised attributes and thresholds are provided in green and original

removed attributes are described in black strikethrough text. This table covers marine mammals as a group and would be
expected to cover pinnipeds and sirenians as well as cetaceans.

Productivity Attributes (Marine Mammals Option 1b.)

Productivity High productivity Medium productivity | Low productivity
Attribute Low risk (1) Medium Risk (2) HighRisk (3)
AverageAgeat <5years 5-15years »5-years
faturity
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Mean age at first <=5years 6-10 years »=11vyears
reproduction (female
sexual maturity)
Average-Maxage 10years 10—25years »25-years
Oldestreproducing | <=44years 45-60 years »=61years
female

year year
Calf survival »=0.90 0.77 -0.89 <=0.76
(proportion)
Inter-calvingperiod | <=2.5years 2.6-3.5years »3.5years
Average-max-size «00€em 100-300-em »300cm
{netscoredfor
iAvertsy
Averagesizeat “4oem 40-200-em »200-em
maturitytnotscored
forinverts)
Reproduetive Broadeastspawner | Demersalegglayer Livebearer
Strategy
BensityDependence | Compensatory Neo-depensateryor Depensatery
{to-beusedwhen dynamicsatlow compensatory dynamiesatiow
speciesonly demenstratedor demenstratedor Alleeceffects)

tkely-
Susceptibility Attributes (Marine Mammals Option 1b.)

Attribute Low risk Medium Risk HighRisk

Score=1 Score=2 Score=3
Availability Globally (or multi- Restrictedto same Restricted to same

ocean basin)
distributed

hemisphere/ ocean
basin as fishery /
presenceof sub-
populations /sub-
species

region / countryas
fishery / presence of
sub-populations /
sub-species

Encounterability

Spatialand temporal
overlap but more
than half of habitat
range unaffected

Spatialand temporal
overlap and less
than half of habitat
range unaffected

Total spatial or
temporaloverlap

Selectivity (using
gear / species matrix
provided below)

Low potential for
capture

Moderate potential
forcapture

High potential for
capture

Potential for lethal

Interaction with gear

Interaction with gear

Interaction with gear

encounter unlikelytoresultin likely to resultin likely toresultin

injuryordeath injuryordeath death
Areat-evertap 0% overtap 10-30%evertap »30%overap
(availability):
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Overtapefthe
fiching off "
speeies
eoncentrationofthe
stoek
Enrcounterabitity: Low-overap-with Medivm-overlapwith | High-overapwith
Hhewatercotomn Defauttscorefor
Lati hefichi
’ EFg' .I|;
geat ol
" . o
hebhabi Lot
I . el
gear
ype: atmaturityare atmaturityare atmaturityare
Petentiateofthegear rarely-eaughts regularlycaughtc freguently
. . I
atmaturitycan thesizeat thesizeat
eseape-ofavoid aturityean maturityare
gear: escape-e+avoid retainedbygear
gear
Pest-captute Evidenceofmajority | Eviderceofsome Retairedspeeiesor
mottatity-(PEM)-: released-post released-post- majoritydead-when
eaptured;aspecies Defaultscorefor
woutd-bereleased retairedspecies
Ltposd Ll (Princip!
. i Prineiple2).
-
subseghentsurvival

The gear selectivitymatrix used for assessing cetaceans by Brown etal. (2013)“is defined in Table A9
and couldbeused in conjunction with Option 1b PSAtables described above as an example.

44



Table A9: Marine Mammals (Option 1b) - Gear/species selectivity matrix defined by Brown et al. 2013. Specific default risk
scores are assigned on a scale of 1-3 (low to high risk respectively) and these default values are then used to complete the
PSA and populate values for the ‘selectivity’ attribute.

Gillnets Longlines Pelagictrawl  Bottom Otter Seines

(demersal (demersal Pots (smallpelagic trawl (demersal (demersal
Species sp.) sp.) (crustaceans) sp.) sp.) sp.)
Atlantic
white-sided
dolphin 3 1 1 2 1 1
Bottlenose
dolphin 3 1 1 2 1 1
Common
Dolphin 3 1 1 2 1 1
Fin Whale 3 3 3 1 1 1
Harbour
Porpoise 3 1 1 1 1 1
Humpback
whale 3 3 3 1 1 1
Killer whale 2 1 1 1 1 1
Long-finned
pilot whale 2 1 1 1 1 1
Minke whale 3 3 3 1 1 1
Northern
bottlenose
whale 2 1 1 1 1 1
Risso's
dolphin 3 1 1 1 1 1
Sperm whale 2 1 1 1 1 1
Striped
dolphin 3 1 1 2 1 1
White-
beaked
dolphin 3 1 1 1 1 1
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Al1.4 Reptiles - detailed options

A1.4.1 Option O — Reptiles

Table A10: Option 0 — business as usual PSA table for reptiles with attributes and thresholds as published in MSC FCP

v2.2.
Productivity Attributes (Reptiles Option 0)
Productivity High productivity Medium productivity | Low productivity
Attribute Lowrisk (1) Medium Risk (2) HighRisk (3)
Average Age at <5 years 5-15 years »15 years
maturity
Average Max age <10years 10 — 25 years »25years
Fecundity »20,000 eggs per 100-20,000 eggs per | <100 eggs per year
year year
Average max size <100cm 100-300cm »300cm
(not scored for
inverts)
Average size at <40cm 40-200cm »200cm
maturity (not scored
forinverts)
Reproductive Broadcast spawner Demersal egg layer Livebearer
strategy
Trophic level <2.75 2.75-3.25 »3.25
DensityDependence | Compensatory No depensatoryor Depensatory
(tobe usedwhen dynamics at low compensatory dynamics at low
scoringinvertebrate | populationsize dynamics populationsizes

speciesonly)

demonstrated or
likely.

demonstrated or
likely.

(Allee effects)
demonstrated or
likely.

Susceptibility Attributes (Reptiles Option 0)

Susceptibility
Attribute

Low susceptibility
(lowrisk, score=1)

Medium
susceptibility
(mediumrisk, score
= 2)

High susceptibility
(Highrisk, score=3)

Areal overlap
(availability):
Overlap ofthe
fishingeffort with a
species
concentration ofthe
stock

<10% overlap

10-30% overlap

»30% overlap

Encounterability:
The position ofthe
stock/species within
the water column
relativetothefishing

Low overlap with
fishing gear (low
encounterability).

Medium overlap with
fishing gear.

High overlap with
fishinggear (high
encounterability).
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gear, and the
position ofthe
stock/species within
the habitat relative
tothe position ofthe

Default scorefor
target species
(Principle1).

gear
Selectivityof gear a.) Individuals<size | a.) Individuals<size | a.) Individuals<size
type: at maturityare at maturityare at maturityare

Potential ofthe gear
toretain species

rarely caught.

regularly caught.

frequently
caught.

b.) Individuals<size
at maturitycan
escape oravoid
gear.

b.) Individuals<half
the sizeat
maturity can
escape oravoid
gear.

b.) Individuals<half
the sizeat
maturity are
retained by gear.

Post-capture
mortality (PCM):
The chancethat,if
captured, a species
would be released
and thatitwould be
in a condition
permitting
subsequent survival

Evidence of majority
released post-

captureand survival.

Evidenceof some
released post-
captureand survival.

Retained species or
majoritydead when
released.

Default scorefor
retained species
(Principle1or
Principle 2).

A1.4.2 Option 1- Reptiles

Option 1 proposestorevise PSAtablesto bettersuit out ofscopespecies —this can be doneintwo

ways presented below:

a. Editattributedescriptionto enable moreconsistentandaccuratescoringforspecific species
in linewith MSC’s intent, but retain existing PSArisk scoringthresholds

b. ReviseboththeattributesandthresholdsoftheexistingPSAtablesto betterreflect life

historystrategies of different species groups enablingmoreappropriate assessments
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Table A11: Reptiles (Option 1a) - Example PSA attribute table for reptiles, with attribute descriptions edited to ensure

more consistent scoring. Thresholds remain unchanged. Potential revisions are provided in green text with original text in

black text or strikethrough.

Productivity Attributes (Reptiles Option 1a.)

Productivity High productivity Medium productivity | Low productivity
Attribute Lowrisk (1) Medium Risk (2) HighRisk (3)
Average Age at <5 years 5-15 years >15years

maturity

Average Max age <10years 10 — 25 years »25years
Fecundity »20,000 eggs per 100-20,000 eggs per | <100 eggs per year

Turtles: should be
calculated as:
(number ofeggs per
nest* number of
nests perseason) /
remigration interval

year

year

Average max size <100cm 100-300cm »300cm
(notscored for

inverts)

Average size at <40cm 40-200cm »200cm
maturity (not scored

forinverts)

Reproductive Broadcast spawner | Demersal egg layer Livebearer
strategy

Turtles: considered

live bearers

Trophic level <2.75 2.75-3.25 »3.25
DensityDependence | Compensatory No depensatoryor Depensatory
(tobe usedwhen dynamics at low compensatory dynamics at low
scoringinvertebrate | populationsize dynamics populationsizes

speciesonly)

demonstrated or
likely.

demonstrated or
likely.

(Allee effects)
demonstrated or
likely.

Susceptibility Attributes (Reptiles Option 1a.)

Susceptibility
Attribute

Low susceptibility
(lowrisk, score=1)

Medium
susceptibility
(mediumrisk, score
= 2)

High susceptibility
(Highrisk, score=3)

Areal overlap
(availability):
Overlap ofthe
fishingeffort with the
relevant spatial
management unit
(eg. RMU for turtles
orhabitat area) a

species

<10% overlap

10-30% overlap

»30% overlap
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concentrationofthe
stoek

Encounterability:
The position ofthe
stock/species within
the water column
relativeto thefishing
gear, and the
position ofthe
stock/specieswithin
the habitat relative
tothe position ofthe
gear

All airbreathing
species should be
considered default
high riskunless
mitigation measures
arein placeand a
lowerriskscorecan
be justified

Low overlap with
fishinggear (low
encounterability).

Medium overlap with
fishinggear.

High overlap with
fishinggear (high
encounterability).
Default scorefor
target species
(Principle1).

Selectivityofgear
type:

Potential ofthe gear
toretain species
Turtles: Consider
potential ofthe gear
toretainspecies
regardless ofsize at
maturity.

a.) Individuals<size
at maturityare
rarely caught.

a.) Individuals<size
at maturityare
regularly caught.

a.) Individuals<size
at maturityare
frequently
caught.

b.) Individuals<size
at maturitycan
escape oravoid
gear.

b.) Individuals<half
the sizeat
maturity can
escape oravoid
gear.

b.) Individuals<half
the size at
maturityare
retained by gear.

Post-capture
mortality (PCM):
The chancethat, if
captured, a species
would be released
and thatitwould be
in a condition
permitting
subsequent survival

Evidence of majority
released post-

captureandsurvival.

Evidenceof some
released post-
captureand survival.

Retained species or
majoritydead when
released.

Default scorefor
retained species
(Principle1or
Principle 2).

Option 1bforreptiles adopts amethod developed specifically forturtles (Nel etal. 2013%) with
slightlyadapted language to account for other reptiles such as seasnakes where possible. Itis

5Nel, R., Wanless, R.M., Angel, A., Mellet, B., Harris, L., (2013). Ecological Risk Assessment and Productivity — Susceptibility Analysis of sea

turtles overlapping with fisheries in the IOTC region. Unpublished Reportto I0OTC and I0SEA Marine Turtle MoU.



noted, however, that this method was onlydeveloped forturtles and thus may need added
calibration and edits to befully appropriate forotherreptile assessment.

When calculatingthe productivity attributes, the method applied by Nel et al. (20135) used a

weighted average applyingthe weightings detailed in Table A12. NB. ‘Natural survivorship’ was
measured twicewith aweighting of 5% forboth, whereas here, this has been groupedinto one

attributeintheproposal below, weighted at 10%. Susceptibility calculations, howeverhave not been
adapted as the susceptibilityattributes usedin this method where generally covered by the existing
attributesinthe MSCPSA, therefore minimal changes have been proposed.

Table A12: Reptiles (Option 1b) - Example PSA attribute table detailing example potential changes to attributes and

thresholds for reptiles adapted from Nelet al. (2013)° - potential revisions are indicated in green text and original
attributes are illustrated using black text, with those to be removed illustrated in strikethrough black text.

Productivity Attributes (Reptiles Option 1b.)

Productivity Attribute | Weighting | High productivity | Medium Low

Lowrisk (1) productivity productivity
MediumRisk (2) | HighRisk (3)

AverageAgeat «Syears 5-15years »5years

fRaturty

Recent (5-10year) 20% Increasing Stable Uncertain OR

populationtrend Declining

Turtles: RMU (Regional | 30% »5,000 annual 1,000- 5,000 <1,000 Annual

Management Unit) reproducing Annual reproducing

population size females reproducing females

(number of Large females Small

reproducing females) Medium

Other: Number of

reproducing females

Average age at 10% <16 years 16 — 30 years »30years

maturity

Average-Maxage 10years 10—25years 325-years

Feeundity »206;000-esgsper | 100-20,000-e8g5 | «100-eggsper
year peryear year

Natural survivorship 10% »75% 50-75% <50%

(nest / youngsuccess)

Average number of 10% »120 eggs / young | 90-120 eggs / <90 eggs /

eggs / young per young young

female (averageclutch

size)

Number of clutches 10% <4 clutches 4-6 clutches »6 clutches

perindividual per

season

Remigration / 10% <2.6years 2.6 — 4 years > 4 years

breedinginterval

Average-max-size{not 100€em 100-300-€m »300-€m

scoredforinverts)
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Average-sizeat “40-em 40-200-em »200-em
maturity{notscored
forinvertsy
Reproduetivestratesy Broadeast Bemersategg Hvebearer
Spawner tayer
Dencitnl - Nod 5
(tod I . | | .
o ] Lol . | .I ) | Lo
speciesonty) demonstratedor | demonstratedor | sizes{Alee
demeonstrated
ortikely:
Susceptibility Attributes (Reptiles Option 1b)
Susceptibility Weighting | Lowrisk (1) Mediumrisk (2) | Highrisk(3)
Attribute
Areal overlap N/A <10% overlap 10-30%overlap | >30% overlap
(availability):
Sverl iho fichi
s " .
! "
steek of RMU /
relevant habitat
/species distribution
area and fishery region
(possiblefished area)
Encounterability: The | N/A Lowoverlapwith | Medium overlap | High overlap
position ofthe fishing gear withfishinggear | withfishing
stock/species within gear
the watercolumn
relativetothefishing Default score
gear, and the position fortarget
of thestock / species species and air
withinthehabitat breathing
relativeto the position species
of the gear
Selectivity (based on N/A Individuals are Individuals are Individuals
gear risk matrix TBC) rarely caught / can | regularlycaught | frequently
escape oravoid and when caught | caught by gear
capture are unlikelyto and are
escape gear retained by the
gear.
Post-capture mortality | N/A Evidenceof Evidence of Retained
(PCM):Thechance majorityreleased | some released species of

that, if captured, a
specieswould be
released and that it
wouldbeina

post-captureand
survival

post-captureand
survival

majoritydead
when released.
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condition permitting Default score
survival forretained
species
(Principle1or
Principle 2).
B ittt . . . .
rarebycanaht regtarly are
eaught: freguently
caught:
stzeat hatfthesize «haltfthe
maturity-can at-maturity sizeat
aveidgear aveidgear are
retatned
bygear:

Ariskmatrix could bedevelopedtoalign with Option 1b such as the example presented below in
Table A13, developed forillustrative purposes onlyinthe context of options development for default
scoringofgear type. This could be developed based on outcomes from studies such as Nel et al.
(2013)5based onreportedincidences of bycatch per geartype.

Table A13: Example draft gear matrix (for illustrative purposes only) for assigning default risk scores per gear type for the
selectivity attribute based on level of recorded bycatch of turtles for different gear types.

Gear type Default risk score
Gillnets
Trammel nets
Beach Seines
Longline
Handline
Traps

== N W W W

A1.5 Comparison of options Topic 2, Issue 1

To determinethe feasibilityand accessibilityand retention risks to thefisheriesinthe programor
potentiallyenteringassessment, fisheries that have alreadyused the RBF to assess out of scope
specieswere considered usingOptions 0, 1a,and 1b to generate potentialriskscores and determine
the potentialimpacttothose UoAs. Theresultsofthose PSAanalyses are presented below. These
were conducted usingthe spreadsheet forRBFscoringand the proposed PSAtables foreach option
outlinedinsections A1.1-Al.4 above. Wherenecessary, theRBFspreadsheet calculationswere
adjustedtoaccountforthe new methods applied.
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Table Al4illustrates that the marine mammals had more precautionaryoutcomes usingthe existing
PSA compared with Option 1b (revisingboth the attributes and thresholds). Option 1ayielded the
most precautionaryoutcomes ofthethree options presented dueto theincreasein susceptibility
scores.

Table A14: Accessibility and retention analysis for Topic 2, Issue 1 showing the Productivity, susceptibility and final MSC
scores for options 0, 1a and 1b, using data from a certified fishery. Yellow highlight indicates a condition would apply to
the fishery, whereas green highlight indicates an unconditional pass.

Pl2.3.1 |

BuA Option 0 Option 1a Option 1b

Productivity | Susceptibility [MSC Score |Productivity | Susceptibility [MSC Score |Productivity | Susceptibility [MSC Score
Short-beaked common dolph 257 1.58 67 257 1.88 60 225 214 63
Dusky dolphin 2.29 1.58 76 2.29 1.88 69 2.00 1.70 81
South american fur seal 2.29 1.13 83 2.29 1.43 78 1.50 1.51 93
South american sea lion 287 1.08 75 287 1.28 72 1.50 1.51 93

An overview ofthe change to productivityscores when applyingthe different optionsis presented
below. This demonstrates that theriskrankingfor productivityis reduced when applying Option 1b.
As shown below in TableA15, no differenceis observed between Option 0 (business as usual) and
Option 1a(changingonlytheattribute description to aid more consistentscoring). Option 1b,
however, resultsin consistently lowerrisk scores, consistent with theapproach taken, which
changesthe relative perception of riskto within the marine mammal group.

Table A15: Productivity scores for a range of marine mammal species when applying the different proposed options for
PSA attributes and thresholds. Orange highlight indicates less precautionary scores that Option 0.

Pl 2.3.1

Species Option 0 Option 1a. Option 1b.

Maui's dolphin 243 243 225
Short-beaked common dolphin 257 267 2.25
Dusky dolphin 229 229 2.00
Blue Whale 2.86 2.86 2.75
Baird's beaked whale 2.86 2.86 2.75
Vaguita 243 243 1.60
Humpback whale 2.86 2. 86 2.60
South american fur seal 229 229 1.50
South american sea lion 257 257 1.50
Harbour porpoise 243 243 1.75
Dugong 2567 257 2.25
Manatee 243 243 175
Bottlenose dolphin (north sea) 2.71 271 2.00

An overview of seabird productivityscores (Table A16) indicates wider variabilityin scores dependent
onthe optionapplied. When compared with Option0, Option 1a (editingthe attribute descriptions to
aid more consistent scoring) provided eitherthe same scores or more precautionaryscores. Option
1b yielded morevariableresults with 3 species achieving higherrisk scores than Option 0, but the
rest beingless precautionaryscores than Option 0. This again seems consistent with thischangein
approach, wherebyriskis measured between seabirds and notacross species groups. Further testing
and analysis would be needed to determinewhetherthe attributes used are appropriate and full
calibrationtothe MSCstandard would also berequired.
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Table A16: Productivity scores for a range of seabird species when applying the different proposed options for PSA
attributes and thresholds. Green highlight indicates more precautionary scores than Option 0, and orange highlight
indicates less precautionary scores than Option 0.

Productivity Scores

Pl 2.3.1
Species Option 0 Option 1a |Option 1b
Atlantic puffin 2.29 2.29 2.33
Black guillemot 2.00 214 1.33
Brown noddy 229 229 2.00
Common loon 229 243 1.67
Greater sheanwater 243 243 2.00
Lesser frigatebird 243 257 3.00
Long-tailed duck 214 214 1.33
Western Grebe 214 214 1.33
Black-browed albatross 243 2.71 2.67
White-chinned petrel 2.57 2.57 2.33
Kelp Gull 214 214 1.00
Marbled murrelet 2.00 2.00 1.67

Furthertotheseinitial analyses, a consultant was also commissionedto run a smallinitial
calibration, comparingscores between fisheries certified on the default treeand scores generated by
the consultant usingthe proposed PSAtables as described in Options 0, 1a, and 1b. The consultant
was also asked to verify how appropriatetherevised attributes were and what further changes might
be needed.

Overall,the same pattern was found by the consultant, with Option 1byieldingless precautionary
scoresthanthedatarich fisheries scored usingthe default tree. Option 1awas generally more
consistently precautionaryaligningwith the default tree outcomes. Thefindings highlighted that both
PSAtableoptionswould need furtherinvestment in external review to ensurethe outcomes are
appropriate,includingawider calibration with existing certified fisheries. On balance, investingin
Option 1amay be more effective given thetime constraints ofthe FSR. Thereis no clear best practice
foran existingPSAapproach that coversallthese species groups, thus Option 1bwould need to
comprisean MSC bespoke PSAtailored foreach species group which willrequire significant
investmentin expert timeto get right.

Risks and benefits of the different options are described inthefollowingtables. Broadly speaking,
the mainrisk ofchangingthe PSAtables using Option 1a.arethat they could produce overly
precautionaryresults. The benefit, however, is that theywould be more consistently precautionary for
thesespeciesin assessments going forward, thus reducing credibilityrisks. Ifusing Option 1b., the
main riskis that this downgrades theriskrating, asit changes the perspectiveon riskfrombetween
species groups, e.g. Finfish vs seabirds, to lookingwithin groups, e.g. Gannet vs Albatross. Whilst
thisreducestheoverallriskscoreinthecurrent system, the equation set upto convert PSAscoresto
MSC scores, is based on theexisting PSA attributes and thresholds. Therefore, itis clear, that
recalibratingwould be needed to reflect the new attributes and thresholds forthose species to
adequately provide precautionconsistent with that ofthe MSC assessments in the default tree.
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Table A17: Risks and benefits of adopting Option 0 to resolve Topic 2, Issue 1.

Impacttype Risks

- Was made for finfish and not out of
scopespecies

Effectiveness

- Consultant reporthas foundit can
deliverunder precautionaryoutcomes
dependingon species

- CABsare concerneditis overly
precautionaryforsomespecies (ie.
some species canneverclose
conditions)

Benefits

-Itisalreadyin usethereforenoneed to
change process

- CABs may not support this option as
they have asked for more guidance /
revised approach

Acceptability

-eNGOs may be concerneditis not
sufficiently precautionary

- Other SHs might be ok with this
approach givenit does not have high
stakeholderinterest generally (no broad
consultation has been conductedyet on
thistopic)

Feasibility No risk

Feasible forall fisheries

Accessibility ENN{IIS
and

retention

Feasible forall fisheries

Table A18: Risks and benefits of adopting Options 1a (revise attribute descriptions) and 1b (revise attributes and

thresholds) toresolve Topic 2, Issue 1.
Impact type Option1a

Benefits

AU - Does notaccount | - Generally more

Option1b

Benefits

- Less precautionary | - Betterreflects

scores so far & will

forall key life
historytraits forall
species groups

precautionary
outcomes so far -
needs further
testing

- Similarapproach
to existingtables
sonotnew
process for CABs

need significant
testingand
calibration

- Changes
perception ofrisk
frombetween
species groupsto
within species
groups

life historytraits
of out of scope
species so may
be more
appropriateonce
sufficient testing
and calibration
completed
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Acceptability

Feasibility

Accessibility

and
retention

- Fisheries / CABs
may perceivethe
bartobetoohigh

-eNGOswould
generally agree
with more

-eNGOswouldnot | - May be more
approveifitlowers | widelyaccepted
the barand reduces | by CABsand

precautionary precaution fisheries as more
- CABs may stillfeel | scores appropriate
the attributes are approach
inappropriate for
outofscope
species
- May incur more -Should be -Some information | -Shouldbe

conditions generally feasible | may not be achievable by
forfisheries given | available most fisheries

- Some speciesmay | not much change

be unableto pass tocurrent process -Some

without conditions information may
be more easily
accessible

- May incur more - Promotes - Could be - May increase

conditionsfor improvements considered as accessibilityand

existingand
enteringfisheries

and likely will not
fail any existing
fisheries

loweringthebar retention

Table A19: Risks and benefits of adopting Option 2 (halt the use of PSA for out of scope species) to resolve Topic 2, Issue

1.
Impact type

Effectiveness

Acceptability

Risks

-Does not providea precautionary
assessment for data-limited fisheries

intheshortterm

- May be seen as loweringofthe baror
increasingthebardependingon how it
is addressedinthe default treeand
how CABs approach assessments

-Wouldrequirefurther consideration
of howto addressthis withinthe
default tree if taken forward

Benefits

- Removes ambiguity of current triggering
requirements

-Removes need to apply the RBFto
species forwhich it was not designed

- Linkingwiththe Toolbox, other methods
could be used (not PSA) that are better
suited forthesespecies groups which
couldbe implemented outsidethe FSRon
a separate timeline

-eNGOs may be concerneditis not
sufficiently precautionary but would
depend on approachtakenin the

default tree

- CABs may welcomethis changeas they
don’tlikeusingthe RBF (time and effort)

- Fisheries unlikelyto support thisifit
resultsinaraised performancebar
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Feasibility - Fisheries may take longerthan 5 - Onlythree fisheries have applied the
years to make thenecessary RBFfor out ofscopespecies.
improvementto enablethemto use
the default tree.

AW - Three existingfisheries may nothave | - Onlythree fisheries haveapplied the
and sufficient datato use thedefaulttree. | RBFforoutofscopespeciessothe
retention Wouldrequire mitigation plansinthe | impactwould notbewidespreadacross
default tree the program.

- Reduces accessibility for data-limited
fisheriesincomingtothe program-
(ETPinformation Plis problematic for
roughly 47 fisheriesin pre-assessment
data)

A1.6 Topic2,Issue2 - Precaution for Key LTL species is not built into
the RBF

Background
The RBFcan be used to assess target stocks under Principle 1 for data-deficient fisheries through the
use ofthe ConsequenceAnalysis (CA) and the PSA combined.

Specific guidanceis not provided for datalimited fisheries where the target speciesis a Key low
trophic level species. This does not align with theintent ofthe default treewhereKey LTL species are
considered with specific criteriaand increased precaution relative to stocks that do not meet the Key
LTL criteria. Given thattheRBFisintended to actas a precautionaryassessmenttoolrelativetothe
default assessmenttree,itis important that the RBFreflects theincreased precaution afforded for
Key LTL stocksin Principle 1 ofthe default treethrough the Consequence Analysis and the PSA.

In scopingoutthisissue,aconsultant was commissionedto conductacalibration exercise,
comparingscores between existingfisheries certified on the default treeand consultantgenerated
CA and PSA scores forarange of LTLand Key LTL species. Overallthe conclusionwas that the existing
RBF CA and PSA were precautionaryrelativeto the default tree. Therewere some suggested
alterations howeverthat the consultant proposedto improve clarityand ensure overall precautionis
applied tothesespecies. The proposal below builds onthat ofthe consultant.

Options consideredtoresolvethisissueare:

0. Businessas usual

1. Includemorespecific guidanceand requirements on howto considerKeyLTL speciesinthe
RBFaligningwiththeintent ofthe default tree.

Option 1 would enhanceclarityand overall consistencyand precautionofresults when usingthe
defaulttree toassess Key LTL species.
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Draft requirements and PSAtables are provided below for both options as examples of the changes

that could be implemented.

A1.6.1 Option 0

Option O proposes no changetotheexistingCAand PSA used by the MSC.

Table A20: Option 0 — business as usual PSA for Key LTL species

speciesonly)

demonstrated or
likely.

demonstrated or
likely.

Productivity Attributes

Productivity High productivity Medium productivity | Low productivity
Attribute Lowrisk (1) Medium Risk (2) HighRisk (3)
Average Age at <5years 5-15 years »15 years
maturity
Average Max age <10vyears 10 — 25 years »25 years
Fecundity »20,000 eggs per 100-20,000 eggs per | <100 eggs per year

year year
Average max size <100cm 100-300cm »300cm
(notscored for
inverts)
Average size at <40cm 40-200cm »200cm
maturity (not scored
forinverts)
Reproductive Broadcast spawner | Demersal egg layer Livebearer
strategy
Trophic level <2.75 2.75-3.25 »3.25
DensityDependence | Compensatory No depensatoryor Depensatory
(tobe usedwhen dynamics at low compensatory dynamics at low
scoringinvertebrate | populationsize dynamics population sizes

(Allee effects)
demonstrated or
likely.

Susceptibili

ty Attributes

Susceptibility
Attribute

Low susceptibility
(lowrisk, score=1)

Medium
susceptibility
(mediumrisk, score
= 2)

High susceptibility
(Highrisk, score=3)

Areal overlap
(availability):
Overlap ofthe
fishingeffort with a
species
concentration ofthe
stock

<10% overlap

10-30% overlap

»30% overlap

Encounterability:
The position ofthe
stock/species within
the watercolumn
relativeto thefishing

Low overlap with
fishinggear (low
encounterability).

Medium overlap with
fishinggear.

High overlap with
fishinggear (high
encounterability).
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gear, and the
position ofthe
stock/species within
the habitat relative
tothe position ofthe

Default scorefor
target species
(Principle1).

gear
Selectivityof gear a.) Individuals<size | a.) Individuals<size | a.) Individuals<size
type: at maturityare at maturityare at maturityare

Potential ofthe gear
toretain species

rarely caught.

regularly caught.

frequently
caught.

b.) Individuals<size
at maturitycan
escape oravoid
gear.

b.) Individuals<half
the sizeat
maturity can
escape oravoid
gear.

b.) Individuals<half
the sizeat
maturityare
retained by gear.

Post-capture
mortality (PCM):
The chancethat,if
captured, a species
would be released
and thatitwould be
in a condition
permitting
subsequent survival

Evidence of majority
released post-

captureandsurvival.

Evidenceof some
released post-
captureand survival.

Retained species or
majoritydead when
released.

Default scorefor
retained species
(Principle1or
Principle 2).

A1.6.2 Option 1

Suggested changes from theconsultantincluded:

e Revisionof productivitythresholds ‘average age at maturity’ and ‘trophic level’ to be more

precautionary, consistent with Patrick etal. 20095.

e Adapt susceptibilityattributestoincludethose of Patrick etal. 2009¢, which cover geographic
concentration and schooling aggregation / behaviour components.

e Considerdecreasingthecutoffvaluefor areal overlapto be consistentwithP11.1.1.A

(accountingforecosystemneeds)

e Useamore precautionaryequationto calculate susceptibilityapplyingageometric mean

ratherthan usinga multiplicativeapproach.

e Considerdefiningtermsusedinthe CA such as ‘full exploitation rate’ and ‘maximum
sustainablelevels’to align withintent ofthe Key LTL requirements under Principle 1.

¢ Patrick, W.S., Spencer, P., Ormseth, O., Cope, |, Field, J., Kobayashi, D., Gedamke, T., Cortes, E., Bigelow, K., Overholtz, W., Link, J., and
Lawson, P., (2009). Use of productivity and susceptibilityindices to determine the vulnerability of a stock: with example applicationsto six

U.S. fisheries.
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e (Considerre-adoptingthe Scalelntensity Consequence Analysis for species defined as Key LTL
in orderto provide moretransparencyonthescaleand intensityofthefishing operation
underassessment.

In Option 1,the PSAtable outlinedin Table A21 would beapplied in combination with a
ConsequenceAnalysis fortheassessment of Principle 1. This PSAtable could be applied only for
speciesthat are described underthetaxaidentifiedin Box SA1 and/orthat meet the requirements for
Key LTL stocks as described in Figure A1 and Figure A2 below for example.

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.

SA2.29 Teams shall treat a stock under assessment against Principle 1 as a key LTL
stock if:

a. lItis 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. Alarge proportion of the trophic connections in the ecosystem
involve this stock, leading to significant predator dependency;

ii. Alarge volume of energy passing between lower and higher trophic
levels passes through this stock;

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

Figure A1: Criteria used in the Fisheries Standard v2.0 for defining Key LTL stocks in the Default Assessment Tree (Annex
SA).
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Box SA1: Species types that are defined by default as “key LTL stocks” for the purposes of an
MSC assessment. See ASFIS List of Species for species included in different families and
orders (http://iwww.fao.org/fishery/collection/asfis/en)

Box SA1: Species types that are defined by default as “key LTL stocks” for the
purposes of an MSC assessment.

See ASFIS List of Species for species included in different families and orders
(http:/fvww fao.org/fishery/collection/asfis/en)

e Family Ammodytidae (sandeels, sandlances)

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

¢ Family Euphausiidae (krill)

e Family Myctophidae (lanternfish)

e Family Osmeridae (smelts, capelin)

e Genus Scomber (mackerels)

e Order Atheriniformes (silversides, sand smelts)

e Species Trisopterus esmarkii (Norway pout)

Figure A2: Box SA1 from the Fisheries Standard v2.0 which is used to identify Key LTL species for the purposes of an MSC
fisheries assessment.

The following PSAtableis adapted toincorporate attributes to enhance overall precaution of outputs
forLTL species as used in Patrick et al. (2009)6. N.B. Thethreshold used by Patrick etal. (2009)¢
concerningtrophiclevelwas not proposed followingreview as it would have been less precautionary
thanthe business as usual threshold.

Table A21: Option 1a. draft example proposed amendments to PSA table for (Key) LTL species adopting attributes from
Patrick et al. (2009)¢ outlined in green text. N.B. The threshold for trophic level from Patrick et al. 2009¢ was not proposed
as it would have been less precautionary than the existing thresholds.

Productivity Attributes

Productivity High productivity Medium productivity | Low productivity
Attribute Lowrisk (1) Medium Risk (2) High Risk (3)
Average Age at «Syears 5-45years »5years
maturity <2 years 2-4 years >4 years
Average Max age <10years 10 — 25 years »25years
Fecundity »20,000 eggs per 100-20,000 eggs per | <100 eggs per year

year year
Average max size <100cm 100-300cm »300cm
(not scored for
inverts)
Average size at <40cm 40-200cm »200cm
maturity (not scored
forinverts)
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Reproductive Broadcast spawner | Demersal egg layer Livebearer
strategy

Trophic level <2.75 2.75-3.25 »3.25
DensityDependence | Compensatory No depensatoryor Depensatory
(tobe usedwhen dynamics at low compensatory dynamics at low
scoringinvertebrate | populationsize dynamics populationsizes

speciesonly)

demonstrated or
likely.

demonstrated or
likely.

(Allee effects)
demonstrated or
likely.

Susceptibility Attributes
Susceptibility Low susceptibility Medium High susceptibility
Attribute (lowrisk, score=1) | susceptibility (Highrisk, score=3)

(mediumrisk, score
= 2)

Areal overlap
(availability):
Overlap ofthe
fishingeffort with a
species
concentration ofthe
stock

<10% overlap

10-30% overlap

»30% overlap

Encounterability:
The position ofthe
stock/species within
the water column
relativetothefishing
gear, and the
position ofthe
stock/species within
the habitat relative
tothe position ofthe
gear

Low overlap with
fishinggear (low
encounterability).

Medium overlap with
fishing gear.

High overlap with
fishinggear (high
encounterability).
Default scorefor
target species
(Principle1).

Selectivityof gear
type:

Potential ofthe gear
toretain species

a.) Individuals<size
at maturityare
rarely caught.

a.) Individuals<size
at maturityare
regularly caught.

a.) Individuals<size
at maturityare
frequently
caught.

b.) Individuals<size
at maturitycan
escape oravoid
gear.

b.) Individuals<half
the size at
maturity can
escape oravoid
gear.

b.) Individuals <half
the sizeat
maturityare
retained by gear.

Post-capture
mortality (PCM):
The chancethat, if
captured, a species

Evidence of majority
released post-
captureandsurvival.

Evidenceof some
released post-
captureand survival.

Retained species or
majoritydead when
released.
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would be released
and thatitwould be
in a condition

Default scorefor
retained species
(Principle1or

permitting Principle 2).

subsequent survival

Geographic Stockis distributed | Stockisdistributed | Stockisdistributed

concentration in>»50% ofits total in 25%1to0 50% ofits | in<25%ofitstotal
range totalrange range

Schooling/ Behavioural Behavioural Behavioural

Aggregation and
otherbehavioural
responses

responses decrease
the catchability of
the gear

responses do not
substantially affect
the catchability of
the gear

responsesincrease
the catchability of
the gear (i.e.
hyperstability of

CPUEwith schooling
behaviour)

At presentthe existing MSCPSA considerstheneedtoaccountforschoolingbehaviourandrelative
catchabilityintheadjustment of scores for areal overlap underthe susceptibility attributes. PF
4.4.6.d considersthis aspect with associated guidance, however, itis not always clear how areal
overlap has been calculated and often rationales lack extensivejustificationin fisheries
assessments, thereforeit may be pertinent to considerthis as astandalone scoringattribute within
the PSA. This may however mean adjustingtheareal overlap requirements such that double scoring
does not take place.

Otherapproachesthat could beusedtoincrease precautionandalign withintent ofthe default tree
includethefollowing:

In additionto adaptingthe PSAattributes, further clarity could also be providedinthe CA table (Table
A22),whereby theterms ‘full exploitation rate’ and ‘maximum sustainable levels’ used in Table PF3
could be defined specificallyforscoringofKey LTL species aligned with the default tree. This should
account forecosystemneeds. At present, underthe subcomponent‘population size’inthe CA, high
riskis defined by default for fisheries operatingat ‘full exploitation rate’, however, adefinitionis not
provided excepttoindicatethatthisrelatesto so called ‘large-scale’ fisheries. Forthe purposes of
the calibration conducted bythe consultant, ‘full exploitation’ rate was considered equivalent to
operatingat Fmsy. Wherethis was the case and where SSB and recruitment trends indicated no
concerns forthereproductive capacityofthe stock, thefisheryscored SG60inthe CA.

In relationtothedefault treeunderPrinciple 1,when assessingKey LTL species, Pl 1.1.1.Areflects
thatin ordertoscoreSG60: ‘Itis highly likelythat the stockis abovethe pointwhereserious
ecosystemimpacts couldoccur. Thisisto beinterpreted as being substantially higherthan the PRI
and ‘shallnot be lessthan 20% of the of the spawningstock level that would be expectedinthe
absenceof fishing’.

When scoringat SG80 Sl.b states the ‘stockis at orfluctuatingaround alevel consistentwith
ecosystemneeds’. Thisis furtherinterpreted as ‘the default biomass target level consistent with
ecosystemneeds shallbe 75% of the spawning stock level that would be expected in theabsence of
fishing.’
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Theserequirements could bereflected byapplying a more precautionarythresholdto the attribute
areal overlap underthe susceptibility attributes as outlined in Option 1b below (Table A23).Reducing
the highriskattributeto 25% instead of30% would increasethe precaution consistent with
requirementsinthedefaulttreetoaccount forecosystemneeds.

As a purely illustrative example, requirementsfor scoring ofthe CA could also be formulatedto be
more explicit as follows:

PFXXXX:WhereKeyLTL species are underassessment, CABs shall verifythat exploitation rates
account forecosystemneeds through useof precautionaryindicators to ensurethe stockremains

above levels where serious ecosystemimpacts could occur.

Toenhanceclarityand transparencyoftheassessment ofKey LTL stocks inthe RBF, the SICA could
be reintroduced, whichwould highlight the scaleand intensityofthefisheryunderassessment.

Table A22: Existing consequence analysis wording for the subcomponent population size.

Subcomponent

Consequence category

Fail

60

Population size Consequenceis Full exploitation | Possible Insignificant
higherriskthan rate but long-term | detectable changeto
60 level. recruitment changein population size/
dynamics not size/growthrate | growthrate(r).
adversely (r) but minimal Changeis
damaged. impacton unlikelyto be
populationsize detectable
and noneon against natural
dynamics. variability for this
population.

Option 1b. presents an alternativeapproach wherebythe ‘age at maturity’ productivity attribute
thresholdisreducedto provide more precaution aligned with Patrick etal. (2009)¢. In addition, the
susceptibilityattribute areal overlapis alsoreducedto add precaution aligned with accountingfor
ecosystemneeds. In this scenario, theadditional attributes from Patrick efal. 2009¢ are accounted
forin thecalculation ofareal overlap as is currentlythe casein the RBF which reduces potential for
doublescoring. Furthertestingin 2021 would considerthese options and scoringofthe RBFrelative
todatarich Key LTL fisheries.

Table A23: Option 1b. Draft example PSA tables for addressing Topic 2, Issue 2.

Productivity Attributes
Productivity High productivity Medium productivity | Low productivity
Attribute Low risk (1) Medium Risk (2) HighRisk (3)
Average Age at Syears 5315 years »5years
maturity <2vyears 2-4 years >4 years
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Average Max age <10years 10 — 25 years »25years

Fecundity »20,000 eggs per 100-20,000 eggs per | <100 eggs per year
year year

Average max size <100cm 100-300cm »300cm

(notscored for

inverts)

Average size at <40cm 40-200cm »200cm

maturity (not scored

forinverts)

Reproductive Broadcastspawner | Demersal egg layer Livebearer

strategy

Trophic level <2.75 2.75-3.25 »3.25

DensityDependence | Compensatory No depensatoryor Depensatory

(tobe usedwhen dynamics at low compensatory dynamics at low

scoringinvertebrate | populationsize dynamics population sizes

speciesonly)

demonstrated or
likely.

demonstrated or
likely.

(Allee effects)
demonstrated or
likely.

Susceptibility Attributes
Susceptibility Low susceptibility Medium High susceptibility
Attribute (lowrisk, score=1) | susceptibility (Highrisk, score=3)

(mediumrisk, score
= 2)

Areal overlap
(availability):
Overlap ofthe
fishingeffort with a
species
concentration ofthe
stock

<10% overlap

10-30%evertap
10-25% overlap

»30%everlap

»25% overlap

Encounterability:
The position ofthe
stock/species within
the water column
relativetothefishing
gear, and the
position ofthe
stock/species within
the habitat relative
tothe position ofthe

Low overlap with
fishing gear (low
encounterability).

Medium overlap with
fishing gear.

High overlap with
fishinggear (high
encounterability).
Default score for
target species
(Principle1).

gear
Selectivityof gear a.) Individuals<size | a.) Individuals<size | a.) Individuals<size
type: at maturityare at maturityare at maturityare

Potential ofthe gear
toretain species

rarely caught.

regularly caught.

frequently
caught.
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b.) Individuals<size
at maturity can
escape oravoid
gear.

b.) Individuals<half

the sizeat
maturitycan
escape oravoid
gear.

b.) Individuals <half
the sizeat
maturityare
retained by gear.

Post-capture
mortality (PCM):
The chancethat, if
captured, a species
would be released
and thatitwould be
in a condition

Evidence of majority
released post-

captureand survival.

Evidenceof some
released post-
captureand survival.

Retained species or
majoritydead when
released.

Default scorefor
retained species
(Principle1or
Principle 2).

permitting
subsequent survival

A1.6.3 Comparison of options

Toverify the potential accessibilityand retentionrisks ofthese options forfisheries within the
program, existingcertified fisheries that had used theRBFto score Principle 1 were explored. None of
the existing P1 RBFassessments were designated as Key Low Trophic Level species usingthe criteria
in thedefault tree. Threeassessments were undertakenonv1.3,and scored highly (low risk) inthe
SICA meaning theydid not have to undertake a PSA analysis, thereforeresults could notbe simulated
and compared. Onefishery that was a potential keylow trophic level stock, usedthe CAand the PSA
inv2.0.Usingoutputs ofthat assessment and simulatingresults withtherevised PSAtables, an
initial understandingofthe potentialimpacts can bederived.

The certified fisheryused the CA and the PSAanalysis to certifythetarget stocks of small pelagics.
The CAB justified that the stocks underassessment werenot Key LTL as perthe MSC criteriaunder
Principle1linthedefault assessment tree, howevertheresults can beused as an illustrative example
forthe option’simpacts. Theresults ofusingarevised PSA (Option 1a) are presented below in Table
A24.

Table A24: Comparison of Options 0 and 1a under Topic 2, Issue 2. Accessibility and retention PSA impact analysis for a
certified small pelagics fishery. Scores in Option 1a have been derived using a geometric mean for calculating
susceptibility where P denotes the Productivity score and S denotes the Susceptibility score.

Fishery

Option 0 Option1a

PSA
score

MSC P S
score

Gear Type P S MSC score

Trawl 1.29 | 2.33 | 2.66 80 1.29 2.80| 3.08 64

Trapnet 1.29 | 2.33 | 2.66 80 1.29 2.80 | 3.08 64
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Table A24 highlights that scores would be decreased ifapplying the proposed amendmentstothe
PSAtables described under Option 1a. This is largely due to the higher risk scores allocated forthe
two attributes adopted from Patrick etal. 2009. At present, thiswould not impact any existing
fisheries certified onthe RBF as they have not been assessed as Key LTL species. Foranythat do
meet that criteriain the future, however, this new approach could ensurethat amore precautionary
assessmentis conductedinlinewiththeadditional precaution mandatedin the default tree Key LTL
requirements underPIl1.1.1 A. Furthertestingand calibration of Option 1 would be neededin 2021
toensurethatany changes align withtheintent ofthe default tree key LTL requirements.

Risks and benefits of the different options aredescribed in Table A25.

Table A25: Risks and benefits of adopting Option 0 or Option 1 to resolve Topic 2, Issue 2.

Impact type

Effectiveness

Acceptability

Feasibility

Accessibility
and
retention

Option 0
Risks Benefits
- Additional - Already
precaution not precautionaryfor
appliedtoKey LTL | KeyLTLandLTL
in theRBF fisheries

- Couldresultin
under
precautionary

currentlyinthe
program based
on calibration

Option1

Risks

- Could be overly
precautionary
dependingonthe
attributes and
changes adopted
(testingneeded)

Benefits

- |Is explicitand clear
that certain species
should be treated
with more precaution

- Aligns with intent of
the default tree

exercise
outcomes for Key completed by
LTL stocks consultant
(potential
credibilityrisk)
-CABs may -Not a major -None - Clarityfor CABs
continueto ask stakeholder
how to address concern - Clear forall SHs
key LTLin RBF
-No Key LTL - May enhance
- Fishery clients stocks yet credibilityas more

raisedtheissue
that RBFis less
precautionarythan

assessed using
the RBF

precautionary

the default treefor
LTL species
-No risk - Feasible forall -Couldincrease | -Shouldbe
fisheriesifno the bar achievablefor
change fisheries (technically
and affordable)
-No risk - Accessibility -Increases - Would not affect any

maintained and
retention of

precaution for
Key LTL fisheries

existing certified
fisheries as no Key
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existingfisheries | comingintothe LTL designated
assured program fisheries haveyet
applied theRBF

A1.7 Topic3,Issuel - Triggering requirements are not auditable

A1.7.1 Background

Triggering criteriaarenot auditable. This has been highlighted by CABs and ASI during calibration
workshops and MSCTechnical Oversight. Anumberofthe clausesin Table 3 of the Fisheries
Certification Process could have multipleinterpretations leadingto inconsistent triggering ofthe RBF.
Theseissues are highlightedin Table A26 below.

The RBFisintended as a precautionaryassessmenttoolforfisheries with limited dataand
information.As such, thetriggeringrequirements should be prescriptive and easilyapplied to ensure
thatthosewiththe same level of data-deficiency must applythe appropriaterisk-based method.
CABs often avoid triggeringthe RBFwhere possible. Thisis likely predominantlya result ofthe
stakeholder engagement requirements which canbeonerous and the additionaltimeand cost it
adds to assessments. Alongsidethis reticenceto applythe RBF for cost and time reasons, CABs are
alsonot satisfied thatthe RBF is appropriate forout of scope species, so this links with outcomes of
Topic 2,Issuel.

A1.7.2 Objectives

Thisreview aimsto ensurethat triggeringrequirements forusingtheRBFareclearand auditable
when applied by CABs in an MSC fisheryfull assessment.

A1.7.3 Issues Identified

ASI have confirmed that thetriggeringrequirements forthe RBFare not auditableand the main
reasoningforthisisthe following:

1. Triggeringrequirements often askthatinformation oran analysisis available, howeveritis
not clearwho should have completed the analysis:
a. CABsare sometimes conductingtheirown analysistoarriveat conclusionsinthe
default tree
i. The expectationwould normallybethatanindependent partyhas conducted
theseanalyses orthese outcomes arebased upon peer reviewed studies
whichthe CABwouldthen use to audit duringa full assessment.

ii. Thisissuewas primarilyraisedin relationto P2 (primary, secondaryand ETP
species) triggering criteriabut could also be applicableto the P1 triggering
criteriaas currentlywritten, thereforethis is further explored as an option
below.

2. Asecondarycauseforlack of auditabilityis that theserequirements are generallyvague, for
example:
a. What constitutesinformation andisitadequate?
b. What constitutes an analysis?
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c. Inthecase of ETP,iftheimpact CAN be analyticallydetermined, HAS it been
analyticallydetermined and if so, by whom?

A1.7.4 Options being considered in the FSR RBF project:
0.) Businessas usual
1.) Updateall triggeringcriteriato align withthe ‘evidence adequacy’ framework (being
developedthrough evidencerequirements work packageinthe P3 FSR project)
2.) Updatetriggeringrequirementsto reflect specifics ofthe default tree for each Pl (e.g. the
presence/absenceofspecific datai.e. Analytical stock assessment)

The followingtables outlinethe draft options 0-2 as described above with draft changes
demonstrated using strikethrough ofthe original text and green text to denote proposed revisions.

NB.Option 2 has been drafted based on a broad understandingofthe shapeofthe evidence
requirements project, however full details of what the evidencerequirements will look like are not yet
available. Itisassumed that theserequirements willhavea focus on the quality of information being
usedto scorethefisheryforthe different Pls, howeveritis likely that the frameworkto assess quality
of informationwill beassessedin a qualitative manner lookingat differentindicators ofinformation
‘adequacy’, thereforeitis not clear how auditablethey will be in a ‘triggeringrequirements’ capacity.

A1.7.5 Option 0
Option 0 proposesno changefromtheexistingtriggeringrequirements used bythe MSC.

Table A26: Existing MSC RBF triggering criteria (Option 0) - Business as usual. This shows the existing Fisheries Standard
RBF Triggering Requirements as detailed in Table 3 of the FCP v2.1. NB. Red text illustrates aspects which are not
auditable or are vague, and which require clarification inthe RBF FSR project.

Performance Criteria Consideration Notes
Indicator
1.1.1 Stockstatus Stockstatus reference | Yes Use default
points areavailable Performancelndicator
derived eitherfrom Scoring Guideposts
analytical stock within default
assessmentorusing assessment tree for
empirical this PI.
approaches.
No Use Annex PF(RBF)
forthis PI.
2.1.1 Primary species | Biologicallybased Yes Use default
outcomeand2.2.1 limits are available, Performancelndicator
Secondaryspecies derived either from Scoring Guideposts
outcome analytical stock within default
assessmentorusing assessmenttreefor
empirical this PI.
approaches.
No Use Annex PF(RBF)
forthis PI.
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2.3.1ETP species Can theimpactofthe | Yes Use default
outcome fisheryon the ETP PerformanceIndicator
species be Scoring Guideposts
analytically within default
determined? assessmenttreefor
this PI.
No Use Annex PF(RBF)
forthis PI.
2.4.1 Habitats In linewiththe MSC Yes Use default
outcome fisheries standard Performancelndicator
habitats guidance Scoring Guideposts
(GSA3.13.1.1) are within default
both of thefollowing assessment treefor
applicable? this PI.

1. Information No Use Annex PF(RBF)
on habitats forthis PI.
encountered
is available.

2. Information of
impact of
fisheryon
habitats
encountered
is available.

2.5.1Ecosystem Isinformation Yes Use default
outcome available to support Performancelndicator
an analysis of the Scoring Guideposts
impact of thefishery within default
onthe ecosystem? assessment treefor
this PI.
No Use Annex PF(RBF)
forthis PI.

A1.7.6 Option1

Option 1 proposestochangealltriggeringcriteriato align with the P3 Evidencerequirements project.
Thisisbased ona broad and hypothetical understanding ofthe shape of that project whichis not yet

finalised.
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Table A27: Draft triggering criteria (Option 1) - change all triggering requirements to reflect the evidence requirements

work (green text indicates proposed revisions, black text denotes original text, and black strikethrough text indicates

potential deletions).

Performance Criteria Consideration Notes
Indicator
1.1.1 Stockstatus Steckstatus+eferenee | Yes Use default
pointsareavatable PerformanceIndicator
derived-eitherfrom Scoring Guideposts
analyticalstock within default
assessmenterusie assessmenttreefor
empirieat this PI.
appreaches:
No Use Annex PF(RBF)
Informationis forthis PI.
‘adequate’ to
determinestock
status as per
Evidence
requirements SAXXXX
2.1.1 Primary species | Biotogicatlybased Yes Use default
outcomeand2.2.1 lmitsareavatable; Performancelndicator
Secondaryspecies derived either from Scoring Guideposts
outcome analyticatstoek within default
assessmenptorusing assessment treefor
empirieat this PI.
appreaches.
No Use Annex PF(RBF)
Informationis forthis PI.
‘adequate’ to
determinebiologically
based limits as per
Evidence
requirements SAXXXX
2.3.1ETP species Cantheimpactofthe | Yes Use default
outcome fisheryontheETP PerformanceIndicator
speeiesbe Scoring Guideposts
anabyticaly within default
determined? assessmenttreefor
this PI.
Informationis
‘adequate’to No Use Annex PF(RBF)
determinetheimpact forthis PI.

(direct effects) of the
fisheryon the
recoveryof ETP
species as per
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Evidence
requirements SAXXXX

2.4.1 Habitats e withthe PMSE Yes Use default
outcome fisheriesstandard PerformanceIndicator
habitatseuidanee Scoring Guideposts
{GSA3 131D are within default
bothofthefollowing assessment tree for
applicable? this PI.
+—information No Use Annex PF(RBF)
enhabitats forthisPI.
encountered
2—tnformationof
impactof
fisheryon
habitats
encothtered

Informationis
‘adequate’ to
determinetheimpact
ofthefisheryonthe
habitats as per
Evidence
requirements SAXXXX

2.5.1Ecosystem ts-trfermation Yes Use default
outcome avattablete-support PerformanceIndicator
afanalysisofthe Scoring Guideposts
mpactofthefishery within default
ontheecosystem? assessmenttreefor
this PI.
Informationis
‘adequate’to No Use Annex PF (RBF)
determinetheimpact forthis PI.
ofthefisheryonthe
ecosystemas per
Evidence

requirements SAXXXX

A1.7.7 Option 2

Option 2 proposesto editthelanguageto be more specificallyaligned with the default tree
requirements foroutcomeand information. Thetable below presents anumber of sub-options
specificallyfor ETP requirements. These could beconsideredin futureas being standalonetriggers or
being usedtogethereitherwith ‘and’ or ‘or’ functions. Further suggestions were madethrough the
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auditabilityreview bythe assessorsinvolved and thesewill beintegrated into further options

developmentin2021.

Table A28: Draft triggering criteria (Option 2) - revise all triggering criteria to be more specific to the data needed in the

default tree (note multiple sub options are presented for ETP that could be considered together orin isolation going

forwards).
Performance Criteria Consideration Notes
Indicator
1.1.1 Stockstatus Stockstatus reference | Yes Use default
points areavailable Performancelndicator
derived either from Scoring Guideposts
analytical stock within default
assessmentorusing assessment treefor
empirical approaches this PI.
froman independent
source. No Use Annex PF(RBF)
forthis PI.
2.1.1 Primary species | Biologicallybased Yes Use default
outcomeand2.2.1 limits are available, Performancelndicator
Secondaryspecies derived either from Scoring Guideposts
outcome analytical stock within default
assessmentorusing assessmenttreefor
empirical approaches this PI.
froman independent
source. No Use Annex PF(RBF)
forthis PI.
2.3.1ETP species Isthe species No Use default
outcome (Option 2a) | classified by the [UCN PerformanceIndicator
as ‘data deficient’? Scoring Guideposts
within default
assessmenttreefor
this PI.
Yes Use Annex PF (RBF)
forthis PI.
2.3.1ETP species Is population status of | Yes Use default
outcome (Option 2b) | ETP species known? Performance Indicator
Scoring Guideposts
within default
assessmenttreefor
this PI.
No Use Annex PF (RBF)
forthis PI.
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2.3.1ETP species Have thedirect effects | Yes Use default
outcome (Option2¢) | ofthefisheryonthe PerformanceIndicator
ETP species been Scoring Guideposts
quantified. within default
assessment treefor
this Pl
No Use Annex PF(RBF)
forthis PI.
2.3.1ETP species Have thedirect effects | Yes Use default
outcome (Option 2d) | of thefisheryonthe Performancelndicator
ETP species been Scoring Guideposts
independently within default
quantified? assessment treefor
this Pl
No Use Annex PF (RBF)
forthis PI.
2.4.1 Habitats In linewiththe MSC Yes Use default
outcome fisheries standard Performance Indicator
habitats guidance Scoring Guideposts
(GSA3.13.1.1) are within default
both of thefollowing assessment treefor
applicable? this PI.
1. Specificand No Use Annex PF(RBF)
guantitative SGB forthis PI.

informationon
habitats
encounteredis
available.

2. Gear specific,
quantitative
information of
impact of the
fisheryon habitats
encounteredis
available
including
knowledge of
regeneration
abilitythatis
specifictothe UoA
and/or habitat
specific research
resultsthat
examine the




impact ofthe
gear(s) on habitats
in therelevant

area.
2.5.1Ecosystem tsirformation Yes Use default
outcome avaHablete-support Performance Indicator
ananalysisofthe Scoring Guideposts
impactoefthefishery within default
onrthe-ecosystem? assessment treefor
this PI.
Is quantitative
information available | No Use Annex PF(RBF)
toassessthe impact forthis PI.
ofthefishery onthe
ecosystem?

A1.7.8 Comparison of options
An auditabilityreview was conducted forthis Topic and associated options. This was done by 2
separateassessors familiarwiththe MSC requirements and the RBF as well as ASI.

Overall conclusions fromthe auditabilityreviews were that Option 2 provided the most effective
pathway to achievetheobjective of consistentoutcomes fromauditableand cleartriggering
requirements. Afew additional suggestions were madein the auditabilityreports which will be
furtherexploredin2021. Onerisk highlighted byauditorsintheauditability review was that,
tighteningup thesetriggeringcriteriacouldresultin alarge additional number of fisheries triggering
the RBF, dependent onthe extent of the changes. This linkstoissues addressedin Topic 2, ensuring
that the RBFisrobustand precautionaryforout of scope species, ifmore RBF assessments are
triggered. It also has potentialtimeand costimplicationsforfisheries dependingon how any
revisions are framed. These impacts will be furtherconsideredin 2021.

The mainrisks and benefits of therespectiveoptionsareoutlinedinthefollowing Table.

Table A29: Comparison of risks and benefits of the different options for resolving Topic 3, Issue 1.

Option0- BaU Option1 Option 2

Impact Type  Risks Benefits  Risks Benefits NHS Benefits

Effectiveness & - Ambiguity | - Consistent | - Could - Clear
Ineffective remains approach resultin intent
across more
- CABs not triggers assessments
consistent triggering Consistent
RBF application
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Acceptability

Feasibility

Accessibility
and
retention

Auditability

- Not -Some - Unlikely -Alignswith | -CABs/ - ASI likely
acceptable | CABs tobe Evidence Fisheries in favour of
for ASI don’t acceptable | Requirements | may worry improved
perceive | byASI and | workpackage | it’stoo clarity
thistobe | orCABs inP3 prescriptive
a (too (improves or‘raising - Many
problem | qualitative) | efficiency) the bar’ CABs and
SHs would
likely
approveof
enhanced
clarity
None -No - -Dependent | - May mean | -Shouldbe
change Dependent | onoutcome | moreRBF feasible
on of Evidence assessments | given
outcomeof | workpackage | with cost intentis
Evidence implications | not
work changing
package
None -No - -Dependent | - Some -Should be
change Dependent | onoutcome | fisheries feasible
on of Evidence that have given
outcomeof | work package | usedthe intentis
Evidence defaulttree | not
work may trigger | changing
package the RBF
- Not None - Unlikely None - Could be -
auditable to provide overly Auditability
needed prescriptive | review
clarity highlighted
given this as best
qualitative option
approach
proposed

A1.8 Topic4,Issuel - Clarify Table PF3 language such as ‘detectable
change’

A1.8.1 Background
Itis not clearwhat thedifference is between ‘insignificant’, ‘possible detectable’ and ‘detectable’
change inthe ConsequenceAnalysis (CA) method used forassessingP1 speciesintheRBF. An
interpretationwasissuedin2015toresolvethisissue,anda public consultation was held to gauge
stakeholderfeedback. Consultationfeedback suggested additional guidance was supported however
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therewas not much appetiteforscoringexamples and the alternative of percentage cut offs was also
not supported byall.

Two options have been consideredtoresolvethisissue:

2.) Businessasusual

3.) Amend requirementsand / orguidanceto provide furtherexamples forinterpretingthe
ConsequenceAnalysis Table. N.B. thereare significant linkages with Topic 4, Issue 2,and
alsowith Topic 2 Issue 2 regarding potential revisions to the Consequence Analysis table.

A1.8.2 Option 0

Option 0,a business as usualapproachwould mean that CABs continueto usethe Consequence
Analysis (CA) table with limited guidance of how to interpret theseterms. Only 1 assessment so far
has received technical oversight comments regardingtheirinterpretation ofthe requirements,
indicatingthat CABs areable to interpret therequirements effectively most ofthetime.

A1.8.3 Option 1

Option1aims toincorporatethe existinginterpretation into requirements which was drafted in 2015
if appropriate, aligningwiththeresolutionofotherlinkedissuesinthisFSR.In developingthis option,
consideration will be given to clarifying and simplifying language and providing scoring guidance for
the use of proxy data. Importantly, this issue resolution depends on the resolution of a linked issue
(Topic 4,lssue 2 — Impact of fishingactivity), and is potentiallyalso linked to the outcomes of Topic 2,
Issue 2 regardingthetreatment ofKey LTL speciesinthe RBF.

A1.8.4 Comparison of options

Option 1 provides clearer guidanceto CABs on MSC’s expectationfor scoringand would minimize
anyinconsistencyandreinforcealignment ofthe RBFwith P1 intent. Updates would also align with
any other changes made to the CA as part oflinked issues under Topic 2 and Topic 4.

Table A30: Comparison of options to resolve Topic 4, Issue 1.

Option 0 Option1

Impact Types Benefits i Benefits

Effectiveness - limited -OnlyoneTO - Revisions can
guidance commentsraised | inadvertently ensurealignment
provided at onthisissueso raisethe bar with any updates
present far made to CA

language e.g.
- BaU may not ‘fishingactivity
align with other issue’

potential changes
fromthis review
regarding CA
language
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Acceptability -None - Not of -None perceived | -Linkedtoother
significant SH butwill depend issues, sooverall
concernitseems | on level of changes currently

changes unknown

Feasibility -None No change Willdependon - Unlikely to

levelof changes | render CA
unfeasibleas
clarifying existing
intent

Accessibilityand RNl No change If bar is raised -Notintendedto

retention this will affect raisethe bar

fisheries thereforeshould
not posebarrier

Auditability -Broadlanguage | - Thishas not If onlyguidance, |- Clearer

is lesseasyto been raised by thisisnot requirements and
audit ASlas a normative guidanceis more

persistentissue

auditable

- Even guidance
supports
auditabilityand
clarification of
MSC’sintent

A1.9 Topic4,Issue2 -remove the term ‘fishing activity’

A1.9.1 Background

In the ConsequenceAnalysis (CA), the emphasis forscoringis placed onthe impact of the ‘fishing
activity’ ratherthan the health ofthe stock as a whole. This does not fullyalign with the intent of
Principle 1 whereany change in stock status should be considered, regardless of whetheritis

directlydueto fishingactivityorother environmental factors.

PF 3.3.1 states that scoring “shall be undertaken only for the subcomponent (population size,
reproductive capacity, age/size/sex structure or geographic range) on whichtheteamdecides that
the fishing activity is havingthe mostimpact.”

Public consultation onthisissuein 2016 concluded that theterm ‘fishingactivity’ should be
removed. Draft language was not consulted on followingthat. TAB confirmed that any changein stock
status should beconsideredregardless of whetheritis directlyrelated to fishingactivity of other
environmental factors (e.g. climate change) to be consistent with the Default Assessment Tree. Draft
language was presentedto a TABworkinggroupinjune 2016, howevernorecord could befound of
the feedback. Thedraft language presented was: “scoring shall be undertaken forthe subcomponent
(populationsize, reproductive capacity, age/size/sexstructure or geographic range) on which the
team decides is the most vulnerableto arange of factors.”

78




Two optionsareconsideredtoresolvethisissueintheFSR:

2.) Businessasusual
3.) Reviserequirementstoremovetheterm ‘fishingactivity’

A1.9.2 Option 0

In a business as usual scenario (Option 0), 6 fisheries (8 scoringelements) have used the CA to score
PI 1.1.1 in v.2.0 of the Fisheries Standard. Rationales were reviewed for teams choosing
subcomponents to score and in 3 scoring elements (2 fisheries), other factors aside from fishing
activitywereconsidered when determiningwhich subcomponentto score.

A1.9.3 Option 1

Option 1 aimsto align with P1 requirements and guidance ((G)SA2.2.7), and adjust the language such
that the intent of the default tree is better reflected. Human induced impacts such as pollution or
habitat degradation are explicitly mentionedin P1 requirements and guidance as reasons for reducing
scoresinPl1.1.1,and couldthereforealso be considered explicitlyin the RBF.

Draft example requirements:

“Scoring shall be undertaken for the subcomponent (population size, reproductive capacity,
age/size/sex structure or geographic range) on which the team decides is the most vulnerable to a
rangeoffactors”

Or

“Scoring shall be undertaken for the subcomponent (population size, reproductive capacity,
age/size/sex structure or geographic range) on which the team decides is the most vulnerable to a
range of factors including the fishing activity, environmental variation, or other human induced
impacts”

In additionto this changein language, updates tothescoringtemplate could be made toimprove
transparencyofrationaleforchoosingaspecific subcomponent.

Changes tothis clause, willhaveimplications fortherest ofthe CAwordingand would need further
impacttestingand generation of optionsto determineimpacts. Aconsultant would be needed to
investigatethis further priorto full consultation on optionsin 2021. Importantly, movingforward on
thisissue, Topic 2 —Issue 2, and Topic 4 —issue 1 would both be considered in combination with
thisissuetoensureconsistencyin proposalsforconsultation.

An analysis of fisheries that have scored the CAfor P 1.1.1, indicatethat 5 scoringelements (4
fisheries) did not considerimpacts widerthan ‘fishing activity’ when determiningwhich
subcomponenttoscore.Achangeinthe requirements could haveimplications forthosefisheries,
however,itis uncleartowhat extentitwould impactthemat this stage.

A1.9.4 Comparison of options

Option 1 wouldclarifytheintent oftherequirements to ensurethat impactstothestockasawhole
are accounted forratherthan purelythefishingimpacts. Thiswould ensure precaution and alignment
withtheintent ofthe default assessmenttree. A changewas already approved by TAB and a
consultation conductedin 2016 showed most stakeholderswerein favour of clarifyingthewording.
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This could marginallyincreasetheevidencebarfor fisheries enteringthe programbutis a
clarification ofthe existingintent.

Table A31: Comparison of options to resolve Topic 4, Issue 2.

Impact Types

Effectiveness

Acceptability

Feasibility

Accessibilityand
retention

Auditability

A1.10 Topic4, Issue 3 — remove RBF trigger for Primary species

Option 0
NS

- Otherimpacts
underminingaP1
stockmay not
consideredifthe
focusispurelyon
the “fishing
impact’

- Notaligned with
intent ofthe
defaulttree

Benefits

Some
assessments are
considering
impact wider
than ‘fishing
activity’ anyway

Option1
Risks

-Knockon
implications for
rest of the CA
language

- May increase
the barin terms
of information
needs for
fisheries

Benefits

-Intentisclear
and aligns with
that of the default
tree.

- Precautionis
ensured

- Could be - Not of -None perceived | -Linkedtoother
credibilityrisk significant SH butwill depend issues, sooverall
concern at on level of changes currently
present changes unknown
-None No change Willdependon - Unlikely to
level of changes | renderCA
unfeasibleas
clarifying existing
intent
-None No change If bar is raised - Notintendedto
this will affect raisethe bar
fisheries thereforeshould
not posebarrier
-None No change Noneanticipated | No change
expected

A1.10.1 Background
Currently primary species may triggerthe RBFas per Table 3 triggeringrequirements. The criteria of
the triggering requirements suggest that Primary Species could, in some cases, not havereference
points. Thisis paradoxical asit directlycontradictsthe definition of Primaryspeciesin Annex SA,
which are by definition managed to reference points and would thus nevertriggerthe RBF, making
this option redundant and confusing.
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Fromareview of TAB papers, the minutes of TAB 23 in April 2014, captured this issue agreeing that the
definition of Primary species excluded the use of the RBF for this PI.

Two optionsareconsideredto resolvethisissue:

2.) Businessasusual

3.) Revisetrigger criteriasuchthat RBFcannotbetriggered for Primary species.

A1.10.2 Option 0

Option 0,a businessas usual scenariowould leavethe contradictionin place. This doesn’tcause any
particular damage; however it means that confusion / bemusement would persist amongst CABs as
towhy this existsandit’s highly likely to remain useless unless the definition of primary species
changes as part of the efficiency project. Ultimately, at present, itis a redundant clausethat has
neverbeen used inany fishery assessment.

A1.10.3 Option 1

Option 1 proposestoremovetheoptiontotriggerthe RBFforprimaryspecies,thusremovingany
contradictionintherequirements, makingit clear that all primary species are, by definition, managed

toreference points.

A1.10.4 Comparison of options

Dependingonoutcomes ofthe Efficiency Project, Option 1 would promote clarityofthe MSC
requirements andintent. No negativeimpactis predicted as a result ofthis change given that no
fisheryhas ever triggered the RBF for primary species. Whilst retainingatrigger for primary species
(Option 0) does not do any actual damage and does not posea substantialrisk, it does presenta
contradiction between therequirementsin Annex SAon designating primary species, and the
triggering criteria (leading CABs to question whether a primary species can ever be without reference
points orBiologicallyBased Limits). SA3.1.3.3 in Annex SAshows that they cannot, thereforethis
clauseis redundant and causes confusion.

Table A32: Comparison of options to resolve Topic 4, Issue 3.

Option 0

Impact Types NS

-Does notalign
with default tree
definition of

Primaryspecies

Effectiveness

-Potential
impacts of
efficiencyworkis
changingP2
species
designation

Benefits

-No changeand

covers
unforeseen
circumstances

Option1

Risks

-Does not cover
unforeseen
circumstancesin
which CABs may
opttouse RBFfor
Primary species
(maybe reference
points exist but
informationis
poor?)

-No fisheryhas
evertriggered

Benefits

- Aligns with
definition of
Primary species
in thedefault tree

- Change will
need to align with
Efficiencyproject
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RBFfor Primary

species
Acceptability -None - Not of -None perceived | - Clearer more
significant SH consistent
concern requirements
generally
acceptable
Feasibility -None No change None -No change
AL I IWELEE - None No change None- no -None —removes
retention fisheries have the optionto

triggered RBFfor | scorePrimary
primaryspecies speciesusingthe
RBF

Auditability -None No change None No change
expected

A1.11 Topic 4, Issue 4 — Specific RBF Information requirements are
scattered in Annex SA and do not exist for all RBF related Pls.

A1.11.1 Background

Information requirementspecific languageis usedin the default tree SGs to assist CABs when
scoringinformationinthesituationwherethe RBFhas been used to scorean outcome. Thesedo not
exist forall RBFrelated Pls (Stock Status and Ecosystems do not have RBF specific information
scoringrequirements).

Two optionsareconsideredtoresolvethisissue:
2.) Businessasusual

3.) ReviseRBFinformation requirements to streamlineand align with evidence requirements work
package in Principle 3

A1.11.2 Option 0

A business as usual scenario would leave RBF related text within Annex SA scoring guideposts for
information Pls and would not provide RBF bespoke language for all Pls consistently. This do es not
align withtherecent approachto streamlineevidencerequirementsand also does not account for the
need toaccount fortheshift ofthe RBFinto the Fisheries Standard Toolbox (Topic1).

A1.11.3 Option 1

This option proposes achangetothe RBFinformation requirements. Not onlyisthis dependenton
the evidencerequirements projectand how that evolves, butitisalso linkedto thecreationofa
Fisheries Standard Toolbox where other assessment methods/Tools (e.g. MERA and Habitats Tool)
may be used in futureto derive status scores forvariousPls. This option proposesto replacethe

82



specific RBFlanguage fortheinformation Pls, with requirements stating that where another method /
Tool (e.g.the RBF) has been used, informationto informthe outputs of that tool must be assessed
againstthe evidencerequirements framework. Thereare also dependencies identified with the
efficiency project hereinterms of the structure ofthe Standard regarding defining primaryand
secondaryspecies etc.

A1.11.4 Comparison of options

Option 1 enablesa more consistent format for RBFinformation scoring. It also provides project
streamliningwith the evidencerequirementsproject, and futureproofing fortheintroduction ofother
assessmenttoolsintotheprogramviathe Toolbox (Topic1).This does not signifyachange inthe bar
but merely an opportunityto clarifyand streamline. Additionally, Option 0, would not be aligned with
the wider updates beingmade through theevidencerequirementsand Toolbox projects and, as such,
efficiencies would be missed.

Table A33: Comparison of options to resolve Topic 4, Issue 4.

Option 0 Option 1
Impact Types Risks Benefits NHS Benefits
Effectiveness -Does not align -No change -Could be too - Could
with proposed genericand thus | streamline
updates to not helpful requirements and
evidence coverall RBF
requirements methods
consistently
-Doesnot
accountforthe - Would align with
shifttothe changes
Toolboxanduse proposedinFSR
of potential new under Evidence
assessment Requirements
methods and work package in
toolsinthe P3.
Toolbox eg. Mera
/ Habitats tool - Would align with
Efficiencyproject
outcomes
-Would account
forshiftingthe
RBFand other
methods intothe
Toolbox
Acceptability -None - Not of -None perceived | - Likelytobe
significant SH acceptableas
concern requirements are
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quitegeneral at
present
Feasibility -None No change - Couldsslightly - Likely to be
raisethe bar feasible —
dependenton dependenton
outcome of outcome of
evidence evidence
requirements requirements
work package work package
Accessibilityand RN No change None -None
retention
Auditability -None No change - Dependencies No change
with evidence expected
requirements

A1.12 Topic4, Issue 5 — Scoring selectivity in the CSA (adding more
gears to the lookup table)

A1.12.1 Background

The Consequence Spatial Analysis (CSA) requires gear specific scores when scoring the gear-habitat
interaction attributes. A number of gear types are included in the provided look-up tables (FCP v2.1
Table PF14 and Table PF15 and Table PF16). Theassessment team must scorethe attributes usingthe
most similar gear type when the UoA’s gear type is not provided and teams must provide a rationale
forthe selection (FCPv2.1 PF7.4.7.1).Sincetheintroductionofthe CSA, fisheries with new gear types
tothe MSC programentered assessment and thereforeit’simportant to checkwhetherthe new gears
that wereassessed need to be includedinto theattributetablesinthe CSA. So far, only 7 fisheries (24
scoringelements, 6 different geartypes) applied the CSAin their assessment, ofwhich 3 fisheries (11
scoring elements, 3 different gear types) used a proxy for the assessed gear type when scoring the
attributes. When aproxywas used, scoring seemed adequate.

Two optionsareconsideredtoresolvethisissue:

2.) Businessasusual
3.) Revisethelookuptablestoincludenew gears

A1.12.2 Option 0

Inthebusiness as usual scenario (Option 0) the existing gear lookup tablewill continuetobeusedin
the CSA assessments. Where CABs are assessing a gear that is not already listed, they must assign
theirownriskscorebased upontheclosest similargeartype inthe lookup table.

A1.12.3 Option 1

Option 1 proposes the introduction of new gear types and associated risk scores into the matrix,
increasing resolution. Whilst this could add clarity to the requirements, it would never be
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comprehensive suchthat proxies would not be needed, thereforeitis not proposedto add these gear

types.

A1.12.4 Comparison of options
Option Ois deemed to be appropriateinthis case,as onlythreefisheries applied a proxyforthe gear
type based ontherisktable provided and the scores remained appropriate. Thus, it is not considered
necessaryto updatethe scoringtableat this time, however, an improvementto thereporting
templateis proposedinordertoimprovetransparencyforreportingwhen aproxyfor gear type has
been usedwith a supportingrationale. Thereis norisk perceived with this option. Option 1 would
provideawiderlist of options forscoring, however, would still fail to cover all possible geartypes
and thereforeitis likely that CABs would stillhaveto apply a proxyapproachin some scenarios

limitingany value of intervention here.

Table A34: Comparison of options to resolve Topic 4, Issue 5

Impact Types

Effectiveness

Acceptability

Feasibility

Accessibilityand
retention

Auditability

-Inconsistent
scoringcould
occurifsimilar
gears assessed
usinga proxybut
assign different
scores

Benefits
-No change

- Currentlybeing
applied
infrequently

-No currentissue
with consistency

Option 1

NS

- Will likely never
be
comprehensive
and proxies
continuetobe
used

Benefits

- Clearer lookup
table for CABs

-None - Not of -None perceived | - Likelytobe
significant SH acceptableas
concern improved clarity

-None No change None perceived No change

-None No change None -None

-None No change -None Improved

auditability

A1.13 Topic4, Issue 6 — Protest scores

A1.13.1 Background
Thereis nodirect requirement that explicitly states that a CAB may disregard unreasonable scores

that are not founded on reliableinformationi.e. Protest scores given by stakeholders that opposethe
fisheryout of principle.
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Two optionsareconsideredtoresolvethisissue
0.) Businessasusual

1.) Reviserequirementstoensureitisexplicitthat CABs areresponsibleforthe overall scoringof
the RBFand ensures that scores put forward by stakeholders are evidence based.

A1.13.2 Option 0

In the business as usual scenario (Option 0), thereis potential for protest scores to featurein an RBF
assessment, however, there is no evidence of this ever having occurred in an assessment. In the
existing requirements, it is clear that ‘the team’ is responsible for scoring. The RBF is intended as a
precautionary tool for scoring of data-limited fisheries and therefore it is considered that is the
guidancewhich states that ‘where stakeholder consensus cannotbereached, the more precautionary
score should be awarded’ is appropriate. There is no evidence of this ever having been a problem in
assessmentsso far.

A1.13.3 Option 1

Option 1 would ensurethat requirementsare clarified to state explicitlythat the CAB is responsible for
the scoring of the RBF, the risk of protest scores causing problems in RBF assessments should be
removed.

A1.13.4 Comparison of Options

Option Ois deemed to be appropriate giventhat no evidence has been found to suggest that this has
ever been an issue in RBF assessments to date. Existing requirements ensure that stakeholder
comments are accounted for and that the CAB should be precautionaryin scoring where there are
disagreements between stakeholders, however it is clear that the CAB is responsible for overall
scoring. Thisisalignedwiththeintent ofthe RBFbeing a precautionaryassessment tool.

Table A35: Comparison of options to resolve Topic 4, Issue 6.

Option 0 (Business as usual) Option 1

Impact Types Risks Benefits NS Benefits

Effectiveness - Protest scores -No change - Couldbe -Would remove
could cause perceived as potential for
difficulties for - Currentlybeing | increased conflict | protest scores to
CABsin applied without | of interest forthe | occur
assessments incident CAB conducting

the RBF
- Requirements
are precautionary
in linewith RBF
intent

Acceptability -None - Not of -As above —SHs | - Likely to be

significant SH contributingto acceptableas

RBFassessments | improved clarity
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concern (raised may feel
internally) contributionis
diminished by
CAB
Feasibility -None No change None perceived No change
Accessibilityand RIS No change None -None
retention
Auditability -None No change -None No change

A1.14 Topic4, Issue 7 — Auditor Competency

A1.14.1 Background

RBFapplies onlyto Principle 1 and Principle 2. At present, onlyone member of theassessment team
needs to have passed the MSC traininginthe RBF, leading to a situation where P3 auditors can
conduct RBFassessmentsonP1and P2 and thattheP1 and P2 assessors forthat assessment may
not have any backgroundintheRBFand thus could lackunderstandingofhow it affects scoring. Itis
not known exactly how many (ifany) RBF assessments have been completed by P3 assessors,
however, at least one P1 RBFassessment has been completed when the P1 assessor has not
completedtheRBFtrainingbutthe P2 assessorhas, indicatingthat assessment teams are sharing
responsibilities forRBFscoringin certain situations.

Threeoptions areconsideredtoresolvethisissue:

0.) Businessas usual

1.) AllowonlyP1 and P2 assessorsto conduct RBFassessments fortheir respective principles

2.) Requireeitherallassessors,orata minimumall team leaders do RBFtrainingand are
responsibleforoversightofthewholeprocessandscoring.

A1.14.2 Option 0

The business as usual scenario (Option 0) entails a persisting credibilityriskto the MSC, whereby the
Principleleads forP1 and P2 are notrequiredto havean understandingoftheRBFand how it affects
the scoringoftheirrespective principles. This could lead to inappropriate outcomes and reduced
credibilityof MSCassessments.

A1.14.3 Option 1

Option 1 proposesthatonlyP1and P2 assessors maycarry outtheRBFin a fullassessment and thus
must have passedthe training priorto usingthe RBFin an assessment. This reduces credibilityrisks,
ensuringtherelative Principle lead is responsible fortherelated RBFassessment with implicationfor
scoringonthat Principle. Thisincreases theburden ontheassessment teams, and reduced flexibility
does not align withthe existingprocess wherebyscoringis conducted bytheteam as a whole.

A1.14.4 Option 2
Option 2 proposesthat all assessors, or at least all team leaders must completethe RBFtraining, but
the actual load of conductingthe RBF scoringin an assessment could be shared by the auditors
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dependingonthe assessment. Thiswould mean that all auditors are aware of how it works and how it
affects scoring overall for their principle, or conversely at least the team leaders with oversight of
scoringwould have completed the training and understand how it works. In both scenarios here,
credibility risks persist, as there would still be potential for a P3 auditor to undertake an RBF

assessment on stockstatus.

A1.14.5 Comparison of options
Option 2would ensurethat, at a minimum, Team leaders that have oversight of scoringaretrainedin
the RBFand how it affects scoring. This ensures that theburden on the CAB/assessors, and the P2
leads in particularwho often get the most workto doin an assessment, can be shared between the
team but understandingofthe process will beassured amongst team members. This option does not
undermineany existingRBFassessments that have been conducted.

Table A36: Comparison of options to resolve Topic 4, Issue 7.

Impact Types

Effectiveness

Acceptability

Option 0 (Business as

usual)

Risks

Benefits

Option 1

Risks

Benefits

Option2

Risks

Benefits

-P3 No change -Would -Team leader | - Means
auditors (not clear ensure may not be less
orthe how many, if competency | relevant strainon
non- any RBF ofteamis Principle the CAB
relevant assessments aligned expert forthe | and
Principle | havebeen with RBF Team
auditor doneby aP3 Principle for leader
can team RBF - Potential has
conduct | member) credibility oversight
the RBF -Improved | riskremains | onthe
whichisa | -One credibility scoring
credibility | member of process
risk the teamis
trainedat a -Scoring
minimum is done
and scoring asa
isdoneas a team
team
-None - -Enabling P3 | - Puts CABs | - Likely to - Similar -Team
has not auditorsto undermore | be issuesto leader is
been do theRBF pressureto | acceptable | BaU option required
raisedas | may be good | find relevant | for most unresolved | ata
big SH for expertsto SHs minimum
concern accessibility | runtheRBF -more to have
in certain training RBF
areas for - P2 auditors requirements | training
CABs have biggest forCABsisa | to
(experts that | joboverall burden
speak the so this
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Feasibility

Accessibility
and
retention

Auditability

local would add to oversee
language the burden scoring
may be the
P3 team
members)
-None No change None No change | Nochange No
perceived change
-None No change - Could -None - Could -Does
increase increasecost | not put
cost of CABs of CABsto excess
tofishery fishery pressure
clients clients onP2
depending depending auditors
onstrainon onstrainon | or
resources resources specific
Principle
auditors
-None No change -None No change | None No
change

89



