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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 may undergo considerable refinementin later stages.

This work s licensed under Creative Commons BY 4.0 to view a copy of this license, visit
(https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0)

Howtorefence thisreport: Davies, T.2021. Establishingbest practicein monitoring, controland
surveillance. Fisheries Standard Review Impact Assessment Report. Published bythe Marine
Stewardship Council [www.msc.org], (https://www.msc.org/docs/default-source/default-document-
library/stakeholders/consultations/impact-assessments/msc-impact-assessment-report---
monitoring-control-and-surveillance.pdf), 18 pages.
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1 Purpose of this report

This report presents a summary of the impact assessment undertaken for alternative policy options
developed for the monitoring, control and surveillance (MCS) best practice work package of the
Principle 3 review. This is part of the Fisheries Standard Review project Ensuring effective fisheries
management systems are in place. A brief introduction to the work package is provided in the
background section below.

This report provides a description of the options under consideration at the time of the impact
assessment (July-September 2020) and a summary of the likely impacts for each of the different
options.

The results oftheimpact assessment wereused to informthe choice of recommended options, which
were presented to the MSC’s governance bodies in November-December 2020. This report was also
presented as supporting background material.

2 Background

2.1 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-offs visibleand reducingbias.

Impact assessment should helpto:

e Specifyhow proposedoptionswilltackletheidentifiedissues and meet objectives.
e Identifydirectandindirectimpacts,and howtheyoccur.

e Assessimpactsinboth qualitativeand quantitative terms.

e Help find 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 asuite of methodologies
best suitedto assessingeach type.

The impacttypes usedin thelmpact Assessment are defined as follows:

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

2. Acceptability: Theextentthatthechangeis considered tolerable orallowable, suchthatthe
MSC programis perceived as credible and legitimate by stakeholders.

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


https://www.msc.org/standards-and-certification/developing-our-standards/the-fisheries-standard-review/
https://www.msc.org/standards-and-certification/developing-our-standards/the-fisheries-standard-review/projects/effective-fisheries-management-systems
https://www.msc.org/standards-and-certification/developing-our-standards/the-fisheries-standard-review/projects/effective-fisheries-management-systems

4. Accessibility & Retention: The extentto which the change affects the ability of fisheries (both
currentlycertified and those potentially enteringassessment in the future) to achieve and
maintain certification (i.e. changesin scores, conditions and pass rates).

5. Simplification: Theextenttowhichthechangesimplifies and does not furthercomplicatethe
Standard such thatit can be easily and consistentlyunderstood and applied.

6. Auditability: The extenttowhichthe changecan 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.

2.2 Problem Statement

Best practicein MCSis not precisely defined in the requirements of Principle 3 (MSC Fisheries Standard
v2.01). This has resulted in assessors being able to pick and choose between various indicators of
enforcement and compliance. There is also confusion over how and where compliance should be
scored,which has led tothisissuebeing scored haphazardlyacross assessments. Theseissues have
led to inconsistent scoring outcomes and missed opportunities for the MSC Program to drive
improvement through conditions.

MCS is a vital function of effective fishery management yet gets little space devoted to it in the
Standard. It is covered by two scoringissues (SIs): onefocused generallyon the MCS mechanisms or
systemin place; the otheronthe use of sanctions. These Sls allow assessors freerangein what parts
of asystem they assess and what indicators theyuse. This means that the key features and dynamics
of MCS that are importantin definingbest practicearenot considered equallyin everyassessment.

In addition,thecompliancerequirements are have been appliedinconsistentlyin assessments.
Some assessment teams have focused on the extent to which fishers comply, while others have
consideredthelevel of confidencethat fishers comply. Anumber of compliancerelated Sls also exist
outside of Principle 3 — endangered, threatened or protected (ETP) species limits, protection of
vulnerable marine ecosystems (VMEs) and shark finning requirements —which potentially creates an
inefficiencyand an opportunityforincoherentscoringbetween these Sls and the complianceSlsin
Principle 3.

2.3 Objectives

The two objectivesofthis work package are that:
e Bestpracticeisconsidered clearlyand systematicallyinthescoringofenforcement systems
e Compliancerequirements areclearintheirintentand properapplication

The intended effect in terms of the Theoryof Change is to optimisethe structure ofthe MSC Fisheries
Standard so that it more explicitly recognises, and therefore drives, best practice in MCS. In terms of
implementation of the Standard, the intention is to ensure the scoring requirements are applied
correctlyinlinewith MSC’s intent.
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3 Options

In this sectionthebusiness as usual option (BaU, option0) as well as two alternatives (options 1 and
2) are described, includingrequirements or guidance language whererelevant.

3.1 Option 0 — business as usual

Option Oisthe BaU scenario.Afishery’s MCS system, and its compliancewith management rules, are
assessedtogetherundera single Pl. Four Sls examine, in turn:the design and effectiveness ofthe
MCS system; the use of sanctions; theavailabilityofinformation on compliance; and the existence of
systematic non-compliance. Regardingthe MCS components, theserequirements arevague and
allow auditorsto pickand choosewhat indicators theyconsiderintheirassessment. Theintent ofthe
compliance Slisto examinethe quality of information used to determine compliance, but is
interpreted bymany assessors as a question ofwhetherfishers are compliant ornot. In fact, thisis
closertotheintent ofthe systematic compliance Sl, although this has not been clearly defined and
causes confusion.

3.2 Option 1 - expand the existing performance indicator

Option 1 would retain the existing structure of performanceindicator (PI) 3.2.3, but add a new Sl and
rewrite some of the scoring guideposts (SGs). These revisions would make it clear what features of
MCS should be considered when scoring at the SG80 and SG100 levels. More generally, they would
also help to providea clearer separation between the scoringof operationalaspects of MCS, the use
of sanctions and fishers’ compliance. Furthermore, the assessment of compliancewould be split into
two Sls: one focused on information, and the other on outcome. These Sls would address the
information base and extent of compliance, respectively. The systematic non-compliance SI would
remain unchanged, but new guidance would be added to clarify its definition and how it should be
scored. Thedraft scoringguideposts for Option 1 are presentedin Table 1 below.



Table 1: Draft scoring guideposts for Option 1. The major changes from currents requirements are shown in bold. Note that
the language of these draft scoring requirements is intended to be illustrative only. It has been drafted to help visualise
the proposed changes, and will undergo considerable refinement in later stages.

Sl

a— MCS
implementation

b — Sanctions

¢ - Compliance
(information)

d - Compliance
(outcome)

e — Systematic
non-
compliance

SG 60

Monitoring, control
and surveillance
mechanisms existin
the fishery.

Sanctionsto deal with
non-compliance exist,
and thereis some
evidencethat they are
applied.

Qualitative
information exists
about compliancein
the fishery.

Mostimportant
regulations are largely
complied with.

SG 80

A monitoring, control
and surveillance system
isinplace forthe
fishery, including
reporting requirements
and physical
monitoring. The
different elements of
the systemwork
togetherto ensure
compliancewith
regulations.

Sanctions to deal with
non-compliance exist,
at a level of strictness
considered sufficient to
provide effective
deterrence.There is

clear evidencethat they

are applied.

Some quantitative
information exists
about compliancein
the fishery.

Allimportant
regulations are largely
complied with.

Thereis no evidence of
systematic non-
compliance.

SG 100

A comprehensive, risk-
based monitoring, control
and surveillance systemis
in placeforthe fishery,
includingreporting
requirements as well as
physicalinspectionson
shoreand at sea. The
different elements of the
system are well integrated
and worktogetherto ensure
compliancewith
regulations.

Graduated sanctions to deal
with different types of non-
compliance exist, at levels
of strictness considered
sufficient to provide
effective deterrence. There
is clear evidence that they
are consistently applied.

Comprehensive quantitative
data exist about compliance
in the fishery.

Allimportantand other
regulations are consistently
complied with.



3.3 Option 2 - create two performance indicators

Option 2would create two separate Pls to assess the MCS systemand compliance, respectively. This
new structurewould retain some ofthe existing Sls,and alsoinclude new ones to allow more detailed
consideration of the design and interrelationships of MCS systems. Revisions would include all of
thoselisted for Option1, except that key features of MCSwould be splitout and considered in separate
Sls. For instance, this would include separate Sls on inspection activities, sanctions, data reporting
and management review. Furthermore, this option would require that compliance-related Sls currently
situated in Principe 2 be assessed under Principle 3. This would include requirements on the
prevention ofsharkfinning, limits for ETP species and avoidance of VMEs.

Thedraft performanceindicators and SGs for Option 2 are presented inthe Table 2 and Table 3 below.

Table 2: Draft scoring guideposts for Option 2 with respect to monitoring, control and surveillance. The major changes
from current requirements are shown in bold. Note that the language of these draft scoring requirements is intended to be

illustrative only. It has been drafted to help visualise the proposed changes, and will undergo considerable refinement in

later stages.

Scoringissue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100
a - Reporting Fishers arerequired = Fishers are requiredto  Fishers are required to
requirements to provide provide information provide comprehensive
information about about their fishing information about their
their fishing activities, witha fishing activities, witha
activitiesona frequencyandina frequencyandin a format
regular basis. format appropriateto appropriateto the scale and
the scaleand intensity  intensity ofthe fishery. This
of the fishery. This includes information about
includes,asa minimum, catchof ETP species,
information about information relevant to the
catches, positionsand = protection of VMEs and,
fishing gear. where applicable, shark
finning.
b- The information There are mechanisms
Management submitted by fishers  in placeto
review of is used to assess systematically review
submitted compliancein the the information
information fishery. submitted by fishers to
assess compliancein
the fishery. This
informationis
integrated with
information obtained
through physical
inspections to assess
complianceinthe
fishery.



¢ - Physical
inspection

d — Sanctions

e - Guidanceon
compliance

Mechanisms for
physicalinspections
arein placefor the
fishery.

Sanctionsto deal
with non-compliance
exist,andthereis
some evidencethat
they are applied.

A system for monitoring
of the fishery isin
place, including
physicalinspections of
the catchat seaandon
shore. The different
elements of the system
worktogetherto ensure
compliancewith
regulations.

Sanctionsto deal with
non-compliance exist,
at a level of strictness
considered sufficient to
provide effective
deterrence.There is
clear evidencethat they
are applied.

Mechanisms existin the
management systemto
guidefishers on howto
avoid infringements.

A comprehensive, risk-based
system for physical
monitoring ofthefishery is
in placeat sea and on shore.
Last-haulinspections are
conducted to assess
compliancewith catch, gear,
ETP species and VME-related
regulations and, where
applicable, regulationson
shark finning. The different
elements of the system are
well integrated and work
togetherto ensure
compliancewith regulations.

Graduated sanctions to deal
with different types of non-
compliance exist, at levels of
strictness considered
sufficientto provide
effective deterrence. Thereis
clear evidencethat they are
consistentlyapplied.

Mechanisms exist within the
enforcementbodies to guide
fishers on howto avoid
infringements.

Table 3: Draft scoring guideposts for Option 2 with respect to compliance. The major changes from current requirements
are shown in bold. Note that the language of these draft scoring requirements is intended to be illustrative only. It has
been drafted to help visualise the proposed changes, and will undergo considerable refinement in later stages.

Scoringissue

a - Information

b — Compliance
with catchand
gear
restrictions

¢ - Compliance
with ETP, VME
and shark

SG 60

Qualitative
information exists
about compliancein
the fishery.

Mostimportant
regulations are
largely complied
with.

Mostimportant
regulations are

SG 80

Some quantitative
information exists
about compliancein the
fishery.

All important
regulations are largely
complied with.

All important
regulations are largely
complied with.

SG 100

Comprehensive quantitative
data exist about compliance
in the fishery.

Allimportant and other
regulations are consistently
complied with.

Allimportant and other
regulations are consistently
complied with.



finning largely complied Shark finningdoesnot = Sharkfinning does not take
regulations with. take place. place.

Shark finning does

not take place.

d — Systematic Thereis noevidence of
non-compliance systematic non-
compliance.

4 Summary of impacts

This section summarises thefindings oftheimpact assessment, which arealso presented in Table Al
in Appendix 1:Impact assessment table.

4.1 Impacts of Option 0

Option 0 has two main issues. The current Pl sets only general requirements forthe MCS measures or
systems, which do not prompt assessorsto consider MCS systems in a consistent or systematic way.
This has resulted in inconsistency in how fisheries are scored. Moreover, best practice is not clearly
reflected in scoring, resulting in missed opportunities for improvements driven by the setting of
conditions. Furthermore, compliance Sls are frequently scored incorrectlydueto misunderstanding of
theirintent,and complianceis alsoconfoundedin scoringofotherSls of PI 3.2.3.Whilethe BaU option
is structurally simple and is not associated with feasibility or accessibility issues, consulted
stakeholders generallyagreed that changeis needed to betterdriveimprovementin fisheries.

4.2 Impacts of Option 1

Option 1 achieves the objectives by clarifying more explicitly how assessors should take account of
best practice when scoring a fishery. It also resolves how to assess the compliance requirements
correctly. This option retains the existing Pl structure except of adding a new scoring issue for
complianceinformation. This change means thatinformation on compliance, and the extent to which
fishers are compliant, would be disentangled and assessed separately. Option 1 appears to address
the issues effectivelywithoutadding complexity or creating auditability challenges.

A question remains regarding the burden it might place on enforcement agencies involved in the
assessment process, although apreliminaryreview suggests this may not be significantly different to
BaU.Themain challengewillremain the openness ofauthorities in providing confidential information,
rather than the administrative burden of doing so. Nevertheless, any increase in burden on
management agencies, orwillingness to cooperateintheassessment process, may createachallenge
to assessment, in particular in gathering information and in supporting conditions. This may affect
small scale fisheries in particular, as they are often less of a priority for management agencies, or
fisheriesinthe Global South that do not havea strongcentralised management systems.

Thereis no significant change to the complexity of the requirements. Clarification of compliance Sls
may in fact simplify the requirements by avoiding confusion, despite the addition of a new SI. While
scoring language has not yet been finalised for this option, it is not anticipated that the proposed
revisions would create any substantial auditabilityissues.
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4.3 Impacts of Option 2

Option 2 achievestheobjectivesinasimilarway to Option 1, butinvolves moresubstantial change
tothe Plstructure. Two Pls arecreated: onefocuses onthe MCS system, with key components of MCS
splitout as separate scoringissues;theotherfocuses on compliance,andwouldincludeall
compliance-related scoringissuesfromother principles (ETP, habitats and sharkfinning). This has
the advantage of bringingall compliance-relatedissuesintoonePl,and reduces the possibility of
overlap and confounding between MCS-and compliance-related Sls.

As withthe previous option, the greatest riskisonanyincreaseon burden to authorities and how this
might affect willingness to participatein assessments. Thisriskis more severe underthis option
given larger number of SIsthat would needto be scored. Related to this, theincreased scrutiny of
thistopic and possibilityforfisheries to receive additional conditions mayimpact some fisheries
abilityto enterorremain in the program. The cost ofassessment oraudit is not expectedtoincrease
substantially, although an exceptionmaybe fisheries whereincreased document translation is
needed.

Option 2is structurallycomplex, which mayhave consequences for scoreweightingand assessment
cost. Moreover, theincreased detail of requirements mayreduce accessibilityand retention and
thereis ariskof some requirements being ‘niceto have’ ratherthan essential.

5 Discussionand conclusion

The relatively simple changes proposed under Option 1 appear to address the issues effectively
without adding complexity or creating auditability challenges. The most significant change would be
toadd a new information-focused SI, which would mean information on compliance, and the extent to
which fishers are compliant, would be assessed separately. This would address a major source of
scoringinconsistencythat existsinthe BaU without requiring significant extrawork from assessment
teams.

The suite of proposed changes will naturally increase the focus of Pl 3.2.3, which will likely lead to a
small but meaningful increase in the time and effort spent by assessors researching and justifying
these scoringissues. It is also likely that an increased number of fisheries will attract conditions on
this PI, which, assuming these are set appropriately, should be considered as a positive in terms of
driving the theory of change. For the most part, it is within the fishery’s influence to bring about
changes to MCS and compliance, as many improvements can be achieved through voluntary actions
at the fishery level. A question remains regardingthe burden it might place on enforcement agencies
involved in the assessment process, although a preliminary review suggests this may not be
significantly different to status quo. The main challenge will remain the openness of authoritiesin
providing confidential information, ratherthan theadministrative burden ofdoingso.

While the business as usual option is structurally simple and isn’t associated with feasibility or
accessibility issues, consulted stakeholders generally agreed that change is needed to better drive
improvementin fisheries. Thealternative option examined here, Option 2, is bolderand more explicit
in how best practiceelements are considered, butis structurallycomplex. This complexityis likelyto
have consequences for score weighting and assessment cost. Moreover, the increased detail of
requirements may reduce accessibility and retention and there is arisk of some requirements being
‘niceto have’ ratherthan essential. On balance, this option and the BaU option are significantly weaker
than Option 1.
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Appendix 1: Impact assessment table

The impact assessment presentedinthetable belowwas based on expert judgement ofthe project
and outreach leads, feedback provided by outreach co-readers, responses to apublic consultation
surveyand thefindings of a consultant. The consultant also undertook a qualitative analysis ofthe
consultation responses, theresults ofwhich arereflected inthe overall impact assessment.

Table A1: Impact assessment reporting table.

Is the change a. ThecurrentPl

effective at meeting setsonlyvery

the MSC’s intent? general
requirements for
the MCS

measures or
systems; thesedo
not prompt
assessorsto
consider best
practicefeatures
ordynamics of
MCS, resultingin
inconsistencyin
howMCS is
assessedand
how best practice
is reflectedin
scoring

b. Compliance
scoringissues are
frequentlyscored
incorrectlydueto
misunderstanding
of intent;
complianceis
also confounded
in scoringofother
Slsof P13.2.3

Revised Sl will
ensure best
practice
elements are
considered
explicitlyat
SG80 and SG100
Compliancewill
be splitacross
threeSls,
ensuringaclear
distinction
betweenthe
adequacy of
information
available to
detectrule
breaking, and
the extentto
which
regulations are
complied with,
and whether
thereis
systematic non-
compliance
Revised scoring
guideposts will
clarifyintent
regarding
compliance,
includingfor
systematic non-
compliance
Compliance-
related Sls will
notbe
incorporated into
P3, although

MCS and
complianceare
scored undertwo
distinctPls,
reducingthe
omissionor
confoundingof
issues

The essential
elements of MCS
will be
consideredin
separatescoring
issues, allowing
best practicein
these elements
toassessed
separatelyand
moreclearly
Compliancewill
be splitacross
fourSls,
ensuringaclear
distinction
between the
adequacy of
information
available to
detectrule
breaking, the
extenttowhich
regulations are
compliedwith
(including
compliance-
related Sls
moved from
P1/P2),
compliancewith



Description

Option 0

Option 1

Option 2

Acceptability

Feasibility

theirintent
remains clear

MSC requirement
(e.g. shark
finning) and
whetherthereis
systematic non-

compliance
The option seems 1= Completely 4 = Agree 4 =Agree
effective at resolving = disagree
the issue(s)
consistentlyand
reliably.
Is the change a. Generalsupport @ Mixedsupport  a. Same as
acceptableto amongst survey forthis option option1
stakeholders? respondents for fromthe survey
change consultation,

although slightly

more positive

than negative

b. Compared

similarlytothe

alternative

option

c. Manysurvey

respondents

were keen to see

significant

revisionofthe

systematic

complianceSlas

partofthe

proposed

changes
Theoption seems 2 =Disagree 4 =Agree 4 =Agree
acceptable to
stakeholders
Is the change a. Thestatusquo a. Thisisa a. Thisadds
feasibleto fishery doesn’t haveany relativelysimple complexityto the
partners? feasibilityissues change to requirements

existing that may impact

requirements
and shouldn’t
face major
feasibilityissues
b. Scrutinyover this
topicwillbe

feasibility

b. Similartooption
1 pointc, but
with even more
scrutinyand
opportunity for

13



Description

Option 0

Option1
increased and
CAB will seek

more information
fromthe client
and/orraise
additional
conditions

c. Theintentisnot
changed, so the
bar should not
change fornew
orexisting
certificate
holders;
however, more
extensive
assessment of
MCS systems
may increase
burdenon
management
agenciesin the
assessment
process,
although
probablynotto
an
unmanageable
extent

d. Survey
respondents
generally agreed
this option
would be
possibleto
implement

Option 2
additional
conditionsto be
raised

c. Similartooption
1 pointc, but
greaterconcern
about
administrative
burdenunder
this option

d. Severalsurvey
respondents had
concernsonthe
incorporationof
P1/P2
compliance-
related Sls into
P3

The option seems
technicallyfeasible
forfishery partners

5= Completelyagree

4 =Agree

4 = Agree

Theoption seems
affordable forfishery
partners

5= Completelyagree

4 =Agree

4 =Agree

14



Description

Option 1

Accessibility and retention

Option 0

Option 2

scrutinyofthis
topicand/or
possibilityfor
fisheriesto
receive
additional
conditions may
impact some
fisheries ability
toenteror
remain inthe
program

¢. Withmore
extensive
assessment of
MCS, a concern
is that fisheries
and/or
management
agencies willbe
reluctantto
participateif
MCS failures will
be publicised

d. Anyincreasein
burdenon
management
agencies, or
willingness to
cooperate,inthe
assessment

The option seems 5= Completelyagree 4 =Agree 3 = Neitheragree
possible given the nordisagree
management

contexts of fishery

partners

Theoption seems 5=Completelyagree 4 =Agree 4 =Agree
doablewithin 5

years for fishery

partners

Does the change The status quo a. Theintentisnot ' a. Same comments
affect the doesn’t current altered and so as Option linall
accessibilityand createa barrierto the bardoes not respects —likely
retention of fisheries accessibilityor change even moreacute
inthe MSCprogram? retention b. Increased impactsin

Option 2 given
the additional
complexityofthe
proposed
requirements

b. Same as option
1 pointb, but
impact likely to
be more severe

c. Greatestconcem
isonburdento
authorities and
how this might
affect
willingnessto
participatein
assessments

15



Description Option 0 Option 1 Option 2

process may
createa
challengeto
assessment,in
particularin
gathering
information and
in supporting
conditions; this
may affect small
scalefisheriesin
particularasthey
are often less of
a priority for
management
agencies, or
global south
fisheriesthat
don’thavea
strong
centralised
management
system

e. Costof
assessmentor
auditis not
expectedto
increase
substantially,
althoughan
exception may
be fisheries
whereincreased
document
translationis
needed

The option seems 4 =Agree 3 = Neitheragree 3 = Neitheragree
accessibleto nordisagree nordisagree
fisheries seeking
certification in the
future

Theoption seems 4 =Agree 3 = Neitheragree 3 = Neitheragree
accessibleto nordisagree nordisagree
currently certified
fisheries

16



Simplification

Auditability

Description Option 0 Option1 Option 2
Does the change a. Existing a. Nomajorchange a. AnewPladds
simplifythe requirements in complexity complexity, with
Standard? aren’t complex b. Clarification of additional Sls to
complianceSls assess
may simplifythe ' b. The proposal has
requirements by the advantage of
avoiding bringingall
confusion, compliance-
despitethe relatedissues
addition ofa new intoonePl, and
Sl reducesthe
possibility of
overlap and
confounding
between MCS-
and compliance-
related Sls
c. ltwillbe
necessaryto
consideringhow
this options
affectsthe
scoringofP3
overall
Theoptionseemsto = 4 =Agree 4 = Agree 2 =Disagree
simplify the
Standard
Is the change a. Thereareno a. Scoringlanguage a. Scoringlanguage
auditable by CABs? outstanding has notyet been has notyet been
auditingissues developed for developed for
this option; this option;
however, It is not however, itisnot
anticipated that anticipated that
the proposed the proposed
revisionswould revisionswould
create create
auditability auditability
issues issues —that
said, carewould
be needed in
incorporatingthe
compliance-
related Sls from
P1/P2toensure
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Description Option 0 Option 1 Option 2
they remain
auditable
Theoptionseemsto 4 =Agree 5= Completely 4 = Agree

auditable by CABs

agree
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