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Theviews andopinions expressedin this reportdo notnecessarilyreflectthe official policy or position
ofthe Marine Stewardship Council. Thisis aworking paper, itrepresents work in progressand is part
ofongoing policydevelopment. Thelanguage used in draftscoring 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)

How to refence thisreport: Davies, T. 2021. Introducingrequirementson thetypeand quality

of evidenceneeded forscoringfisheries Impact AssessmentReport. Published by the Marine
Stewardship Council [www.msc.org], (https://www.msc.org/docs/default-source/default-document-
library/stakeholders/consultations/impact-assessments/msc-impact-assessment-

report evidence requirements april21.pdf), 27 pages.
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1. Purpose

Thisreport presents asummaryoftheimpact assessment undertaken for alternative policyoptions
developed forthe project ‘Introducing requirements on thetypeand quality

of evidenceneeded forscoringfisheries’, whichis part ofthe MSC’s Fisheries Standard Review (FSR)
project Ensuringeffective fisheries management systems are in place.

Thisreport provides adescription oftheoptionsunder consideration atthetime ofthe impact
assessment January-February2021) and a summary ofthe likely impacts for each ofthe different
options.

The results oftheimpact assessmentwereusedtoinformthe choice ofrecommended options, which
were presentedtothe MSC’s governance bodiesin March 2021. This report was also presented as
supportingbackground material.

2. ImpactAssessment Framework

The aim of impact assessmentisto provide clearinformation ontheimpacts oftheoptions
developedtosortoutthepolicyissuesidentifiedintheprojectinception. It serves as a basis for
comparingoptions against oneanotherand against the business-as-usual scenario, and identifya
preferred optionifpossible. It does notreplacedecision-makingbutis usedasa toolto supportthe
decision-making process and underpin evidenced based decision-making; increasingtransparency,
making trade-offs visibleand reducingbias.

Impact assessment should help to:

e Specifyhowproposedoptionswilltackletheidentifiedissues and meet objectives
e Identifydirectandindirectimpacts,and howtheyoccur

e Assessimpactsinboth qualitativeand quantitativeterms.

e Help find perverseorunintended consequences beforetheyoccur.

e Wherepossible, make risks and uncertainties known.

Thisisachieved by following MSC’s Impact Assessment Framework that outlines whenand how to
undertake Impact Assessment. This ensures an efficient, systematic and consistentapproach to
policydevelopment to underpin aresponsive, robustand credible program. In particular, the Impact
Assessment Framework defines the different types of impact (see below) and a suite of
methodologies best suited to assessingeach type.

The impacttypesusedin thelmpact Assessment are defined as follows:

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

e Acceptability: Theextent thatthe changeis considered tolerableorallowable, suchthat the
MSC programis perceived as credible and legitimate by stakeholders.

e Feasibility: The practicalityofa proposed changeandthe extenttowhich achangeis likely to
be successfullyimplemented by fisheries within agiven settingand time period.

e Accessibility & Retention: The extent to which the change affects the ability of fisheries (both
currently certified and those potentially enteringassessment in the future) to achieve and
maintain certification (i.e. changesin scores, conditions and pass rates).
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e Simplification: The extenttowhich the change simplifies and does not further complicatethe
Standard such that it can be easily and consistentlyunderstood and applied.

e Auditability: Theextentto whichthechangecan objectivelybe assessed 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 theresults ofthis process, wherebyeach of theoptions for
proposed changestotheFisheries Standard aretested to understand their potential effects across
the six defined impact types.

3. Problem Statement

Goodinformationis crucialto providing confidenceintheassessment ofa fishery’simpactorthe
performance ofa management measure.As such,itis important that theadequacyofinformation
available forafishery assessmentis takeninto consideration. Similarly, by settingrequirementson
how much informationis needed, and how good it must be, to meet certain scoringguideposts (SGs),
the MSC Program can push forward improvements in fisheries monitoring.

3.1. Need for intervention

Anumberofscoringissuess (Sls) requireassessmentteams to make a determination on the
adequacy of information thatis availablein the assessment, forinstance, that information fromor
regardingthe Unit of Assessment (UoA) is adequateto assess itsimpact, determine compliance or
support management measures. Thisrequires consideration ofthe qualityand quantity of available
information and a judgementonitsadequacyin the context oftheassessment. Thereis onlylimited
guidanceto supportassessorsinthistask. This hasresultedin differencesinteams’judgement of
whatis adequate, and in thetransparencyofhow they have reached theirjudgement.

Inconsistencyin howtheadequacyofinformationisjudged createsinequalityinthe program, as
fisheries may be heldto a higherorlowerbar at the discretion oftheassessment team. This creates
uncertaintyin what qualityand quantityofinformation is needed to in orderto performwellin the
MSC Program.

3.2. Business-as-usual scenario

The MSC Fisheries Standard containslimited and fragmented instruction on how assessment teams
should considerinformationadequacy. Thisis either provided as requirements at the SI/SG level, or
as supportingguidance. This guidanceis verbosein parts, without providing clear direction to
assessors. Instruction is most developed for Principle 1 (P1) Sls,andto a lesser extent for certain Sls
of Principle 2 (P2) related to UoAimpact. Instruction related to the determination of complianceis
very limited and largely superficial.
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4. Objectivesand intention
4.1. Objectives

The objectives ofthis projectare:

e To ensure that fishery assessments are based upon a high and consistent standard of
information, in terms ofits quantityand quality; and
e To ensure that the determination of information adequacy is consistent and transparent.

4.2. Intended effects

In terms ofourTheoryof Change, theintended effect will be to incentivisethe collection and
provision ofbest availableinformation byfisheries,and so encourageimprovementin fisheries
monitoringand surveillance. Thiswillbedoneby reducingthedisincentiveforafisheryto generate
less or lower qualityinformation onits activities, as to do sowould riskinformation being determined
as inadequate.

In terms ofimplementation ofthe Standard, the intended effect is toimprovethe consistency ofits
applicationandincreasethetransparencyofassessors’ decisionmakingwith respecttothe
information adequacySls.

5. Options
5.1. Overall approach

Thisreport comparestwo versionsofan evidencerequirements framework. Both versionsbuild on
the existinginstruction already provided to assessment teams, but go furtherto provide for
systematic evaluation ofinformation and sets clear expectations of what information should be
consideredas ‘good enough’.

5.1.1. Applicable Sis

This frameworkapproachwould beapplicableto seven Sls that requireassessors to makea
determination ofinformation adequacywith respecttoimpact on main P2 species, endangered,
threatened and protected (ETP) species and habitats, and shark finning (seeTable 1). Notethat some
Siswill share the same evidencerequirements, e.g. shark finningSls (Sls), and would onlyneed to be
applied wherenecessary.Itis possiblethat theapproach may also be applied to new Slis created as
part of the Fisheries Standard Review (FSR), or removed from others that becomeredundant, i.e.
main/minordesignationsin P2.

In addition, the part ofthe frameworkthat focuses on evaluation ofinformation qualitywould be
applied to a furthereight Sls that relateto impact on minor species, supportingthe management
strategyand compliance. Inthis casenoinformation thresholds would be applied. Instead, scoring
would be similarto business as usual, buttheassessors’ decision makingand reportingwould be
structured around the quality evaluationcriteria.

This distinctionis based onthenatureof theavailable information. Thresholds for both options are
designedto be appliedto quantitativeinformation, suchas catch data. They are much less
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appropriate for qualitativeinformation, such as records ofnon-compliance, orwhereinformationiis
usedto support management (asimportance, relevance orinterpretation ofinformation mayvary).

Table 1: Slis to which the evidence requirements framework would apply, either in full orin part.

Full evidencerequirements framework Evaluation ofinformation quality only
Pl1.2.1 Harvest strategy; Sl (e) shark finning Pl2.1.3 Primaryspecies information; Sl (b)
PI2.1.2 Primary species management; Sl (d) impact on minor primary species
sharkfinning P12.1.3 Primaryspecies information; Sl (c)
PI2.1.3 Primary species information; Sl (a) information for management strategy

impact on main primary species P12.2.3 Secondaryspecies information; Sl (b)
PI2.2.2 Secondary species management; Sl (d) | impacton minorprimaryspecies
sharkfinning P12.2.3 Secondaryspecies information; Sl (c)
PI2.2.3 Secondaryspecies information; Sl (a) | information for management strategy
impact on main secondaryspecies P12.2.3 ETP species information; Sl (c)
P12.3.3 ETP species information; S (a) information for management strategy
assessment ofimpacts P12.5.3 Ecosysteminformation; Sl (d)

Pl 2.4.3 Habitats information; SI (a) assessment | informationtoinferconsequences

of impacts P12.5.3 Ecosysteminformation; Sl (d)

information to detectriskincrease

P13.2.3 Compliance & enforcement; Sl (x)
information forassessment of compliance [new
Sl

5.1.2. Associated revisions to some scoring guideposts

In additionto theintroduction ofan evidencerequirement framework, it willbe necessaryfor several
Slsto revisethelanguage usedin the SGs. Some SGs specify orimply theamount ortype of
informationthatisrequired, e.g. that ‘qualitative’ or ‘some quantitative’ information is needed. This
overlapswiththefunction oftheevidencerequirements frameworkand givesriseto the possibly of
inconsistencyand confusion.

5.2. Alternative framework designs
5.2.1. Version A: Scoring bound by information quantity
5.2.1.1. Conceptual design

In thisversion, assessors’judgement ofinformation adequacyis structured byan evidence
requirements frameworkwherethe scoringoutcomeis primarilydriven bytheamount of information
available. Theframeworkinitiallyuses thresholds, based ontheamount andtype of information
available, to determinethe maximum theoretical scorethat can be achieved for the SI. These
thresholds are set at a different level dependingon the UoA’s risk of causing negativeimpact,
whereby more information would be needed for UoAs considered to have high impact risk. The
qgualityoftheinformationisthen evaluatedto finalisethe score, which could be awarded at or below
the theoretical maximum.
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Version Afollows the four-step processinFigure 1. Each of the stepsis furtherdescribedinthe
worked example in section 5.2.1.2: Worked example: Primary species information.

Considering the risk of fishery
impact

Considering the QUANTITY of available
information

Considering the QUALITY of available
information

Amount of available
information is assessed
against thresholds
High = (e.g. data are available for XX

1
1
1
|
E Quality of available
1
|

most recent fishing seasons) .
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

information is evaluated
systematically against four
criteria (e.g. are data relevant,
objective etc.)

1

1

1

1

1

1

|

' | UoAis categorised as
. high or low risk based
. on its potential for

| negative impact on the
: scoring component

E (e.g. risk of negatively
! impacting status of

: primary spp)

1

'

1

1

Scoring and
Thresholds determine the rationale
maximum theoretical score

that can acheived for the S|

]
Evaluation determines if E !
information is of good enough -
quality to acheive the o
maximum theoretical score n
i

i

)

Different thresholds are set

for high and low risk fisheries established in step 2

Figure 1: Steps involved in the evidence requirements framework (Version A) to determine the adequacy of information.
This process is followed for each of the seven Sls to which the process will apply in full. A reduced process involving only
Step 3 will apply for a further eight Sls.

5.2.1.2. Worked example: Primary species information

The Primary species information performanceindicator (Pl 2.1.3) asks whetherinformation on the
natureand amount of primary species taken is adequateto determinetherisk posed by the UoA. SI
(a) is focused oninformation adequacyforassessment ofimpact on main Primary species. The
evidencerequirements frameworkis appliedto this Slin the steps outlined below toillustratethe
concept.

Step 1: Assessmentof UoArisk

The assessment teamfirst considertheriskofUoAhavingnegativeimpact on thescoring
component.Inthis example,itisthe riskof the UoA negativelyimpactingthe status of Primary
species. Theriskclassification, either high or low, will determinewhich information thresholds are
applied inthe next step ofthe process. Seean overview ofthe processin Figure 2.

Theriskassessment considers the likelihood (level of probability) and the consequence (level of
negativeimpact) ofan event.Inthis example, itis the risk of fishing mortality negativelyimpacting
the stock status ofaPrimaryspecies. Theseattributes are estimated qualitatively, allowing forthe
fact that information and methods may not available to undertake quantitative estimation. Itis
proposedthat likelihoodis described as either likely, possible, orunlikely; and consequence as
either minor, moderate or major. Theseterms are modified fromthoseoutlinedinthe Standards
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AustraliaRisk Management Guidelines! and Fletcher (2005)2,and would be clearlydescribedin
guidance.

Theriskclassification, assessed for each scoringelementindividually, will be based on the
combination oflikelihood and consequence. For example, a ‘highrisk’ classificationwould be
triggered by a possible severeimpact, ora likely moderateimpact (see Table 2). Thesetrigger
combinationswould bedefined in guidance. Thelimited selection of qualitativeterms and the
prescribed trigger combinations build precautioninto the process. Furthermore, wherethereis
uncertaintytheassessmentteamshould be precautionarywhen selectingthelikelihood or
consequence classification. When completed forall scoring elements, the overallrisk classification
would be based onthe most precautionaryoutcome,i.e.a UoAis ‘highrisk’if one ormorescoring
elements has this classification.

Notethat thisis an assessment of potential riskthat should considerthe full range of possibilities,
including hypothetical risks. Thismean that theriskassessmentis not limited to the available
information, which maybe incomplete, and allows space for expert judgement and reasonable
argument. Also notethat theassessment of riskis completed separatelyforeach Sl (i.e. risk of
negativeimpact on ETP species, riskofshark finningoccurring, riskofnon-complianceand so on).

Table 2: Matrix to determine high or low risk from likelihood and consequence. Red is high risk; green is low risk.
Consequence

Minor Moderate Major
Unlikely

Likelihood | pgssible
Likely

1 Standards Australia, Environmental Risk Management: Principles and Process, 2000Homebush, NSWStandards Australia Based on
AS/NZS 4360:1999, Risk Management. HB 203-2000 81 pp.

2 W.). Fletcher, The application of qualitative risk assessment methodologyto prioritize issues for fisheries management, ICES Journal of
Marine Science, Volume 62, Issue 8, 2005, Pages 1576-1587, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.icesjms.2005.06.005.
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Example scoring elements Risk definition

What is the potential risk of the
swordfish -1 fishery negatively impacting the
status of primary species?

blue shark -_—2
albacore tuna —3 Considered for all scoring ~ Guidance: classification
4 elements methodology
ete Likelihood of impact

I
What is the risk of mortality :
caused by the UoA? ¥

< Likely / possible / unlikely Determination of overall
> UoA risk: high / low

Consequence of impact

Guidance: definition of
terms

—_————
What is the likely impact of
the UoA on stock status?

Minor / moderate / major

- -

Figure 2: Process for UoA risk assessment using the Primary species example. This process applied to both options.

Step 2: Information thresholds

The typeand amount of information available fromthe UoA is assessed against thresholds to
determinewhich scoringlevelit canachieve. This will determinethe maximumtheoretical scoreit
can achieveforthe Sl; thefinal scoreis also based on the qualityof theinformation, whichis
evaluatedin the next step of the framework (see Figure 3 for an overview ofthethresholds process).

Thisstepisintendedtointroduceclearinstructionto assessmentteams forwhat level of information
should be considered as adequateto meet each of thethree SGs. Thesethresholds describethetype
of information needed (e.g.independentlyverified catch data), at what quantities (e.g. from X% of
Unit of Certification (UoC) trips) and fromwhat time period (e.g. available for X most recent seasons)
foreach of the SG levels. This format provides clear expectations regardingthe objectivity,
completeness andrelevanceofthe information.

Thresholds requireincrementally betterinformation at the SG60,SG80 and SG100 levels, and are
modified to apply eitherto high orlow risk UoAs. This in effect creates two pathways: onefor low risk
UoAs, which are assessed against oneset of thresholds (e.g. A1, A2 and A3); and high risk UoAs,
assessed against a different set of thresholds (e.g.B1,B2 and B3). Thisis achieved by modifyingthe
thresholds denoted with ‘X’ in Figure 3.

The settingofinformation thresholdsis likelyto involve substantial discussionand receive particular
attention from stakeholders. In anticipation ofthis, aconsultative methodologyfor developingand
agreeing information thresholdsis presentedin section5.3: Approach to settinginformation
thresholds.
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Risk determination
(from step 1)

High or low

Modification

of thresholds

for high/low
risk UoAs

_’_<

~

Thresholds for the type and guantity of

To acheive max.
score SG60

At least some
information
regarding UoC
trips is available
for X most recent
fishing seasons

available information

To acheive max.
score SG80

Independently
verified catch
information from
XX% of UoC trips
is available for X
most recent
fishing seasons

or

To acheive max.
score SG100

Independently
verified catch
information from
XX% of UoC trips
is available for X
most recent
fishing seasons

~/

Figure 3: Process for applying information thresholds (Version A) using the Primary species example.

Step 3: Evaluation of information quality
The qualityofthe available information is evaluated against four pre-determined criteria. This
evaluation provides opportunity forassessment teams to usetheir expert judgement on ‘how good’
the informationis, takinginto account thefisherycontext, best practices, nuancesintheinformation
system, and any otherrelevant considerations (see Figure 4 for an overview ofthe process).

——

Max score
allowable

The intention ofthis stepistoensurearigorous and consistent evaluation ofinformation by
assessment teams. The four evaluation criteriahave been selected with input bya panel with
expertiseintheappraisal of information, policydevelopment and fisheryassessment.? The criteria
and theirdefinitions, whichwould beclearlydescribedin guidance, are as follows:

Objectivity-the extent towhichinformationis unbiased and free from conflict of interest;
Relevance-the extenttowhichinformationis pertinentorconnectedto the matterin hand;
Consistency - the extent to which information is accordant with itself and other comparable

sources;

Completeness -the extentto which information captures all elements and dimensions.

The output ofthis processisaqualitative description ofinformation quality. Assessmentteams
would usethisthistoinformtheir determinationofthescore,and a summaryof the evaluation would
formthe basis of the scoringrationale.

3 Reportofthis consultation process to be made available at a later date.
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Quality of information evaluated against pre-

e determined criteria ™
Objectivity Relevance
Judgement of
Available -< information quality
information Consistency Completeness
- _/

Guidance: Definitions and
considerations

Figure 4: Process for evaluating information quality. The process is the same for all options and Sls.

Step 4: Final determination of score

The assessment teamwill need to use theirexpert judgementto decidewhich SGis met, informed by
the precedingsteps oftheevidencerequirements framework. Thefinalscoreis set by considering
boththe maximum theoretical score, as determined usingtheinformation thresholds, and the quality
oftheinformation. Thethresholdsset the maximumscorethatthe UoA could achieve forthe SI, but
the evaluation ofinformation qualityinforms whetherit should achievethat score (see Figure 5 for an
outlineoftheprocess).

UsingthePrimary species example, it may be thatthe SG100 thresholdis met,i.e.independently
verified catch information from XX% of UoCtripsis available for X most recent fishing seasons. This is
the maximumscorethan can be achieved.SG100 requires that information “isadequate to assess
with a high degree of certainty the impact ofthe UoA on main primary species with respectto status”.
The assessment teamthereforeneed to consideriftheavailableinformationis ofgood enough
qualitytoachievethis statement.

It may be, for example, thereare some concerns withthe consistencyand completeness ofthe
available data that prevent SG100 being met. However, they may be confident that the datais of
good enough qualitythat SG80 is met, i.e. thatinformation “is adequate to assess theimpactofthe
UoAonthe main primary species with respectto status”.Inthis example, theassessment team would
determinethat SG80 is met, but not SG100.
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Determination of information adequacy as defined in
e scoring guidepost ™~

Jud t of
Max. score allowable . : gemen ° . SG scoring and
_< (from step 2) information quality rationale
(from step 3)

- S
Figure 5: Process for determining the final score (Version A). This process is the same for all Sls.

5.2.2. Version B Balancing information quality and quantity
5.2.2.1. Conceptual design

Thisoptionisamodification of Version Awith more equal consideration ofinformation qualityand
quantityin determiningthescoringoutcome. This option has been developedinresponseto
feedback on Version Areceived fromthe MSC Stakeholder Advisory Council (STAC) Principle 3 (P3)
workinggroupin early February 2021 (see section 5.2.2.2: Responseto STACworkinggroup feedback
below).

In this alternativeversion ofthe framework, theamount of information availableis not usedto seta
maximum score. Instead, assessors must consider both the qualityand quantity ofavailable
information togetherwhen determiningascore. Ratherthan splitthesteps ofthe processinto
consideration of quantityand then quality of information, the frameworkinstead makes a distinction
between assessment ofinformation system quality* (e.g. is information relevant?is it complete?) and
statistical quality (e.g.is it biased? isit precise?).

To achievethis, Version Bintroducestheoption ofdescribinginformation thresholds based on
statistical properties ofthe observed variable, ratherthan specifyingthe numberofobservations
required. ThisrespondstotheconcernthatinformationthresholdsinVersionAcould be unjustly
arbitraryand subjective.

The overall process has been simplified in Version B. Riskassessment has been made more
manageable formultiple scoringelements, and theinformation threshold processis simplified by
avoidingtheneed to develop separate pathways for high and low risk UoAs. The move towards
considering quantityand qualitytogetheralso shortensthe process overall.

Version B follows thethree-step processin Figure 6. Each of the stepsis furtherdescribedinthe
worked example in section 5.2.2.3: Worked example: Primary species information below.

4 System quality refers to the quality of the array of available information. The concept of “system quality” was introduced in this version of
the framework and needs some work to be fully developed. Forexample, system quality is higherif there are few orno gaps in the spatial
and temporal coverage of fishing activity, ifinformation pertains directly to the UoC, ifinformationis up to date, and so on.
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Figure 6: Steps involved in the evidence requirements framework (Version B) to determine the adequacy of information.
This process is followed for each of the seven Sis to which the process will apply. TA reduced process involving only Step 2

will apply for a further eight Sls.

5.2.2.2. Response to STAC working group feedback

Version Aofthe evidencerequirements frameworkwas presented to the STACPrinciple 3working
group on 3 February2021. Version B has been developedin responseto feedbackreceived fromthe
working group. Asummary of key feedback received, and how it has been respondedto,is presented

in Table 3.

Table 3: Summary of STACP3 working group feedback on Version A and how it has been considered in Version B.

STAC P3 working group feedback

Concernonorderingofinformation qualityand
information quantityin the framework, and on
the settingofmaximumtheoretical scores

Noted risk of information thresholdsbeing
arbitraryorsubjective,and questioned how
precisionand bias are reflectedinthe
information thresholds

Supportedfocusonsimplicityoftheprocess,
includinghow scoringelements affects scoring
orriskclassification
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How Version B addresses feedback

Version B does not useinformation quantityto
set maximum scores; instead, quality/quantity
are consideredtogether,and more equally, in
the process

Version B nolongerincludesthe concept of
maximum theoretical scores

Version B proposed alternativethresholds
based on statistical properties (e.g. providinga
level of precision equivalent to acoefficient of
variation of XX)

Version B streamlines the process by
simplifyingriskassessment for multiplescoring
elements and how risk modifies information
thresholds

B



STAC P3 working group feedback How Version B addresses feedback

Suggestionthat precautionshould bebuiltinto | Itis clarifiedin both options where precaution is

the framework builtin,i.e. designingthresholdsto be
precautionary, use of precautionaryapproachin
classifyingrisk

Question about definition ofriskand suggestion ' Terminologyand definitions are made clearin
toensureall terms are used consistentlyin both options, with methodologyreferences
papers provided

5.2.2.3. Worked example: Primary species information

The Primaryspeciesinformation Pl 2.1.3 asks whetherinformationon the natureand amount of
primaryspecies taken is adequate to determinethe risk posed by the UoA. Sl (a) is focused on
information adequacy forassessment ofimpact on main Primaryspecies. The evidencerequirements
frameworkis appliedto this Sl inthe steps outlined below toillustratetheconcept.

Step 1: Assessmentof UoArisk

This stepis only modified slightlyfromthat described for Version Aand shown in Figure 2. Riskis
characterisedinthe same way (likelihood x consequence) and uses the same terminologyand
designations.

The key differenceis that processis not repeatedindependentlyforeach scoring element, allowing
flexibilityto group species togetherwhen consideringlikelihood and consequence. All scoring
elementswould stillneed to be considered, and therisks clearlyreportedinthescoringrationaleto
ensuretransparencyoftheriskassessment. Thiswould simplifythe process significantly for UoAs
that have a large number of scoringelements. Theoverallrisk classificationwould stillbe based on
the most precautionaryoutcome,i.e.a UoAis ‘highrisk’if one ormore scoring elements has this
classification.

Step 2: Evaluation of information quality

This processisunchanged fromthat described for Version Aand shown in Figure 4. The key
differencein Version Bis thattherisk classification fromstep 1 becomes an explicit considerationin
the evaluation ofinformation quality. Itis noted that assessment teams do already considerrisktoa
greaterorlesser extent when making a judgement on information adequacy; Version Bwould build
onthistoensurethatriskis considered systematicallyand consistentlyas part of the evaluation of
information.

Step 3: Information thresholds
Thereare two key changestotheinformationthresholds processinVersion B:how thresholdsare
expressed, and how they are applied.

In Version B, thresholdsbased on statistical properties describewhat is required fromthe
information, ratherthan how muchisrequired (see Figure 7). Instead of requiring that aprescribed
coverageof observerdatais needed, forexample, the threshold specifies what the available
information must beable to achievein statisticalterms, e.g. thatinformation for UoCtripsis
available that guarantees an unbiased estimate of catches with moderate precision (equivalenttoa
coefficient of variation of XX% in a random sampling programme). The use of equivalents minimises

Impact Assessment Report-16




subjectivityin how thethresholds could beinterpreted byassessment teams (cf. the use of “alevel
consistentwith MSY”inPl1.1.1).

The statistical propertychosen foruseinthethreshold willbeappropriatetotheSlthatitis applied
to.Forinstance, usingthe Primaryspecies example, the threshold might requirethat the available
information that guarantees an unbiased estimate of catches with moderate precision at or
equivalentto a certain coefficient ofvariation. This approach does not precludethe use of setting
quantity-based thresholdson variables such as observer orvessel monitoring system (VMS)
coverage, which may be useful proxies to aid accessibilityoftheapproach, although thiswould be
alongsidecorrespondingrequirementson the qualityofthese data.

Thisoptionalso proposes asimplified way of applying thresholds. Both high and low risk UoAs have
a set of basicthresholds they must meet (white boxesin Figure 7), but only high risk fisheries would
have an additional layer of thresholds applied to them (red boxes in the same figure). These ‘red box’
thresholds specifytheadditional level of statistical qualitythatis expected given the high risk of
negativeimpact. For example, it may be required that information for high risk UoAs is 100% more
precise.Inthis case, ifinformation fromlow risk UoAs must achievea level of precision equivalent to
a CV=0.5, whereas for high risk UoAs this level increases to CV=0.25 forthe same SGs. These
thresholdswould be developed usingthe methodology presentedin section 5.3: Approach to setting
information thresholds.

Thresholds based on statistical qualities of information

! '
E To acheive max. To acheive max. To acheive max. E
. score SG60 score SG80 score SG100 '
5 :
! At least some Independently Independently E
. catch information verified catch verified catch 1 SG scoring and
Available _’: regarding UoC information information —
information ' S . . . !
h trips is available allowing an allowing an !
. unbiased estimate unbiased estimate '
E with a level of with a level of .
' precision precision E
, equivalentto a equivalentto a '
. coefficient of coefficient of !
. variation of XX% variation of XX% !
! '
e | =
! High risk UoAs High risk UoAs :
5 :
, with a level of with a level of E
. precision precision '
N equivalent to a equivalent to a '
. coefficient of coefficient of .
E variation of XX% variation of XX% .
' .

Figure 7: Process for applying information thresholds based on statistical qualities (Version B) using the Primary species
example.
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5.3. Approach to setting information thresholds

Itis proposedthatthesettingofinformationthresholds, whetherbased on quantities or statistical
properties,isdoneinthefollowingstages:

1. Gatheringtheknowledgebase

a. Commission an independent study to review evidence on optimal levels of fishery
monitoring, including the scientific basis for different coverage levels, and global
differencesin best practice.

b. Compile and review appropriate metrics for describing bias and precision in fishery
monitoring information, including how these can be estimated and how their use varies
globally.

2. Workshop bringing together experts to recommend appropriate information thresholds for
each oftheinformation adequacySls; this should involve participants with expertisein fishery
monitoring design, statistics and fishery assessment, as well as representation of the MSC’s
stakeholders.

3. Review of information threshold recommendations by the MSC Executive, the STAC and the
Technical AdvisoryBoard (TAB), passed to the Board of Trustees forapproval.

6. Summaryofimpacts

This section summarises thefindings oftheimpact assessment,which arealso presentedin section
7: Impacts.

6.1. Impacts of the business-as-usual scenario

The business-as-usual scenario is problematic when aconformity assessment body’s (CAB)
determination ofadequacyis inconsistentwiththe MSC’s intent and stakeholders expectations for
whatis reasonable. Whilethe status quois simplein concept, the existingguidanceis wordyandthe
fragmentation ofinstructions throughoutthe Standard is confusingandinefficient. Thereareno
major auditabilityconcerns with the existing requirements, in part because most allow for broad
interpretation of what CABs need to demonstrate. The majority of stakeholders perceivethisto bean
issueand accepttheneed forimprovement.

6.2. Impacts of Version A

Version Awouldintroduceaframeworkthat wouldincentivise betterdataforfisheryassessments
and promotetransparent and consistent scoring, therefore broadlyachievingthe objectives of this
project. Providingassessors with aclear decision-making frameworkwould ensureahigh level of
consistencyinthejudgement of information adequacy, both within and between assessments.
Similarly, being prescriptiveon theinformation required at the different scoringlevels would
eliminate much of the subjectivityin how informationis assessed. Thiswould level the playingfield
in terms ofthe information required fromfisheries, and bringassessors’ decisions onwhatis (andis
not) adequate morein linewith stakeholders’ expectations. This approach is made moretargeted by
the incorporation ofriskinto the framework. Theresultis that higher levels ofinformation are
requiredwhen thelikelihood and consequence ofimpactis greater. This allows the Standard to be
adaptableinitsinformation requirements, pushingharderinthosesituations wherethereis need for
it.
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The useoftheframework would reverseadisincentiveto provide moreand betterinformation, which
may sometimes existintheProgram. For SIs focused onimpact or compliance, theriskofan issue
being detected increases with moreinformation. Giventhere are penalties associated with lower
scores, this creates atheoreticalincentive for fisheries to provide onlythe minimum level of
information needed to achievean acceptablescoringoutcome. Thisis problematicin cases where
subjectivityintherequirements and latitudein expert judgement allow for higher scoringin spite of
high levels ofuncertainty. Minimumrequirements set at theat the lower end of theinformation
spectrumwould removethis unintended refuge provided by uncertainty, and thelogic of better
information resultingin higher scores would be morefirmly established.

An area of concern forVersion Aisthe quantitative nature oftheinformation thresholds, which risk
being unjustlyarbitraryand subjective. Settingthresholds on the quantity ofinformationrequired
creates a set of very narrow requirements, which are unlikelyto be appropriateacross allfisheries
and regions. This may discount differences and innovationin best practice, and creates accessibility
challenges. Moreover, choosingwhat thosevalues should beisinevitablyasubjective processthat
will leave some parties unconvinced with the outcome, underminingthe legitimacyofthe process.
Finally, thereis a riskthat puttingemphasis on quantity ofinformation maydrivethe generation or
more data but atthe expense of quality.

Anotherconcernwith Version Aisthe complexityofthe process. Efficiencyis vital, as the evidence
requirements frameworkwould need to applied to multiple Sls, and duplicated for each UoA. While
the process forjudginginformation adequacywould, broadly speaking, be more clearly structured
and easierto navigatethanthe status quo, parts ofthe frameworkare convoluted. Forinstance, the
riskassessment becomes burdensomefor Sls multiple scoringelements, and there may be more
efficient procedures than modification ofinformation thresholdsfor high and low risk UoAs
respectively. Thereisarisktheseinefficiencies would accumulate overthe course ofan assessment
tohinderthe FSR’s overridingobjective for simplification.

6.3. Impacts of Version B

Version B shares the positiveimpacts describedin Version Awithrespect to ensuring consistency,
minimising subjectivityand levellingthe playingfield forfisheries information. The high level
conceptis essentiallythe same, but with someimportant differencesin howthecomponent steps
are designed. Theseadjustments address most ofthecoreconcerns with Version A.

Information thresholds based on statistical properties haveanumber of advantages overthose
based exclusivelyon quantityofinformation. Theyallow for a tighter, more sophisticated level of
prescriptiononwhat information is adequate. Controlling for levels ofbias and precisionin the
information, forexample, will influence not just theamount ofinformation provided but alsoits
quality. Thereremains latitude for expert judgement on the circumstances bywhich information
achieves a prescribed level, but not onthelevel itself. This retains the advantages of expert
judgement wheredifferencesin fishery context and situation areimportant, while minimising
subjectivityin how assessors determinewhat is adequate. This allows the frameworkto beflexible
enough fora global programmewhile ensuring consistencyin scoringfromonefisheryto the next.

The consideration ofinformation qualityand quantitytogether also offers amore precautionary
approachtoscoringthanifquantity-onlythresholds wereused. Where SGs are pegged to an amount
of informationthereisriskthat assessment teamswould defertothosethresholdsintheabsenceof
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suitableevidenceto determineadequacy more broadly.® This could result in exaggerated and
inconsistent scoring. Thisriskis mitigated whereinformation quantityand qualitydo not influence
the scoringoutcomeinisolation,and wherescoreis notinitially set at a maximum and revised
downwards.

A key advantage of thresholds based on statistical propertiesisthat theyareflexibleto the range of
novelas well as more conventional monitoringand statistical approaches usedin fisheries. For
instance, some management authorities employrisk-based strategies for setting observer coverage
levels, which may range from comparativelylow to full coverage levels, to achieve a level of precision
appropriatetorisk.Inotherexamples, modelling or mathematical approaches areusedtoimprove
the precision ofestimates. Wherethese strategies achieve an adequate level of information quality,
regardless of observer coverage levels, this could berecognised bythresholds based on statistical
properties. Howeveritwould not necessarilybethecase forthresholds based on quantities, which
are morerigidand as suchrisksupressinginnovation.

Thereare, however, some potential disadvantages of using statistical qualities that would need to be
mitigated. Statistical terminology can be highlytechnical, with many stakeholders likelyto be
unfamiliarwith metrics such coefficientofvariation. Iftheseterms and concepts arenot clearly
communicatedthereisriskofevidencerequirements beingperceived as a black box. Thereis also an
accessibilityriskifthresholdsare computationallydemandingorifstatistical properties are not
readily available; forinstance, the CV of observer dataestimates is rarelyreported. This riskwill be
addressed by consideringfeasibilityand accessibilityas part ofthe consultative process for
developingthresholdsdescribedin section 5.3: Approach to settinginformation thresholds.

Version B also reduces some of the complexityinthe process, particularly forassessment with many
P2 scoringelements. The main simplificationis to theinformation thresholds process, which
integrates high and low riskthresholds ratherthan creating distinct process pathways. In this way, all
UoAs must achievea basic set of information thresholds, with high risk UoAs needingto provide
information ofa higherlevel of quality. This approach creates an efficiencyin terms of how the
processisapplied by assessors,as wellas in howthresholds aredeveloped and presentedinthe
Standard itself.

> An example of this can be seen in existing critical guidance oninformation adequacy. GSA3.6.3.1 gives examples of data collection
methods that have higher/lowervalidity, and recommends that at least one method associated with highervalidity is required to meet
SG80 and SG100, e.g. observer programmes, electronic monitoring, independent research. Thisallows assessment teams to point to
observerdata as evidence forinformation meetingthe SG80 or SG100 level without any further consideration of uncertainty orbias in catch
estimates.
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7. Impacts

The impactassessment presentedin Table 4 belowis based on expert judgement of the project and
outreach leads, senior colleagues, feedback provided by outreach co-readers and responsesto a

public consultation workshop.

Table 4: Impact assessment reporting table.

Is the change
effective at
meeting the MSC’s
intent?
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The status quo
is not effective
whena CAB’s
determination
of adequacyis
inconsistent
withMSC’s
intent ofthe
information
adequacy Sls
and
stakeholders
expectations for
what is
reasonable.

a.

Frameworkwill
promote
transparent and
consistentscoring,
althoughthis
dependson clear
reportingin scoring
rationales.
Prescriptive
information
thresholds narrow
down assessors’
discretion;this will
promote consistent
scoringand allow
the MSC to have
more controlin
assuringitsintent.
Riskthat
guantitative
thresholds are
arbitraryand create
accessibility
challenges /
unintended
impacts.

Putting greater
emphasison
qguantityof
information may
drivethecreation
ormore data but at
the expense of
quality.

a.

Same as Version
Aon pointsaand
b.

Thresholds based
on statistical
properties allow
moreroom for
assessors’
judgement and
are more flexible
tothe context of
the UoA; this will
reduce possible
accessibility
challenges and
reducesthe
politicisation of
setting
thresholds.




Theoptionseems | 2 =Disagree

effective at

resolving the

issue(s)

consistentlyand

reliably.

Is the change a. Majorityof

acceptableto stakeholders

stakeholders? perceivethisto
be anissueand
accepttheneed
for
improvement.

Theoptionseems | 2 =Disagree

acceptableto

stakeholders
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4 =Agree

a. Generalsupportfor
the conceptual
framework at public
consultationand
with MSC
governancebodies.

b. Concernover
orderingofquality

and quantityinthe | c.

framework, and on
the settingof
maximum
theoretical scores,
as thiscould
incentivise
collectionofa lot of
data but of low
quality.

c. Concernthat
quantitative
information
thresholds are
arbitraryand
subjective, and
would lead to
accessibility
challenges and
unintended
outcomes.

3 = Neitheragree nor
disagree

o

4=

4 =Agree

a.

Same as Version
A pointa.
Alleviates
concernson
weighting
information
quantityabove
quality.
Thresholds based
on statistical
properties
minimisethe risk
around setting
arbitrary
guantitative
thresholds.

Agree




Is the change
feasibleto fishery
partners?

The option seems
technicallyfeasible
forfishery partners

Theoption seems
affordable for
fisherypartners
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a.

The status quo
is feasible.

5= Completely
agree

5= Completely
agree

a.

Evidence
requirements per
seshould be
feasible, although
thereis ariskthat
arbitrarythresholds
would raisethebar
forsome fisheries.
Similarly, a risk
thresholds maynot
be technically
feasible fora
fishery, creating

accessibility
challenges; this
would be

problematic where
requirements are
not appropriatein
the contextofa
particularfisheryor
not consistentwith
best practice.
Therisk
assessmentand
evaluation
framework steps
are not changes
that need to be
implemented by a
fishery,and are
therefore
consideredto be

feasible and
affordable.

3 = Neitheragree nor
disagree

4 =Agree

Similarto Version
A pointsaandb,
althoughriskis
greatly reducedif
thresholds based
on statistical
properties are
used; these
betterallow
assessorstotake
intoaccountthe
context ofthe
fisheryand
relevant best
practice.

Same as Version
A pointc.

4 =Agree

4 =Agree




Theoption seems
possible given the
management
contexts of fishery
partners

The option seems
doablewithin 5
years for fishery
partners

Does the change
affect the
accessibilityand
retention of
fisheries in the
MSC Program?

Theoption seems
accessibleto
fisheries seeking
certification in the
future

Theoption seems
accessibleto
currently certified
fisheries
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4 =Agree

4 =Agree

a. Thestatusquo
may arguably
have a positive
impacton
accessibility
and retention
as CABs have a
lot of latitudein
how they can
determine
adequacy.

5= Completely
agree

5= Completely
agree

4 =Agree

4 = Agree

Thereis ariskill-
judged quantitative
thresholds not be
technicallyfeasible
fora fishery,
creating
accessibility
challenges; this
would problematic
where
requirements are
not appropriatein
the context ofa
particularfisheryor
not consistentwith
best practice.

3 = Neitheragree nor
disagree

3 = Neitheragree nor
disagree

4 =Agree

4 =Agree

a.

Similarto Version
A, althoughrisk
is greatlyreduced
ifthresholds
based on
statistical
properties are
used; these
betterallow
assessorstotake
intoaccountthe
context ofthe
fisheryand
relevant best
practice.

4 =Agree

4 =Agree




Does the change
simplifythe
Standard?

The option seems

to simplifythe
Standard
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a. Thestatusquo
is simplein
concept,
although
existing
guidanceis
wordyand the
fragmentation
ofinstructions
throughoutthe
Standardis
confusingand
inefficient.

2 =Disagree

The process for

judginginformation

adequacyis more
clearlystructured
and easierto
navigatethanthe
status quo.

. The quality

evaluation stepis
procedurally
simple; this does
notadd any
substantial
process.
Information
thresholds require
modification for
high/low risk UoAs

respectively, which

adds complexity.
Riskassessment
will add a layer of
complexity,
especiallyin UoAs
with multiple
scoringelements.

3 = Neitheragree nor
disagree

Same as Version
A pointsaandb.
Information
thresholds are
less complex
than Version A as
high risk
thresholds area
‘bolt-on’ rather
thana distinct
process pathway.
Similarto Version
A pointdbut risk
assessmentis
slightlyless
complex for
multiplescoring
elements.

4 =Agree




Is the change a. Requirements | a. Frameworkwill a. Same as Version

auditable by CABs? withrespectto promote Apointaand b.
determining transparent and
adequacyinP1 consistentscoring,
are generally and clear
clear. definitions and

b. Some guidanceshould
requirementsin alsoimprove
P2 and P3 are auditability.
clear, but most b. Prescriptive
allow for broad requirements
interpretation of should provide
what CABs need greater clarity of
todo or the MSC’sintent to
demonstrate. CABs, potentially
c. Some parts of improving
the guidance auditability.
are clearon
how assessors

should consider
informationin
different
situations, but
these
instructions are
not normative.

Theoptionseems | 3 = Neitheragree 5= Completelyagree 5= Completelyagree

to be auditableby @ nordisagree
CABs

Impact Assessment Report-26




8. Discussion and conclusion

Bothversions presented herewould introduce aframeworkthat would incentivise better datafor
fisheryassessments and promotetransparentand consistentscoring. Thisframeworkwould ensurea
high level of consistencyinthejudgement ofinformation adequacy, and improvethetransparencyof
assessors’ decision making. Beingprescriptiveon theinformation required at the different scoring
levels would eliminate much of the subjectivityin how informationis assessed, which would level the
playing fieldin terms of theinformation required fromfisheries. Assessors’judgement on what
constitutes as ‘adequate’ would bemorein linewith stakeholders’ expectations. Theincorporation of
riskintotheprocess ensures higherlevels ofinformation arerequired when thelikelihood and
consequenceofimpactis greater, meaning the Standard will be able to driveimprovement hardest
whereit is most needed.

Information thresholds based on statistical properties haveanumber of advantages overthose
based exclusivelyon quantityofinformation. Theyallow fora more sophisticated level of prescription
onwhat informationis adequate settingrequirementon not simplytheamount ofinformation
provided but also its quality. Theyretain the advantages of expert judgement where differencesin
fisherycontext and situation areimportant, while minimising subjectivityin how assessors
determinewhat is adequate. This allows the frameworkto be flexible enough for a global programme,
and cruciallyforinnovative monitoringapproaches to berecognised and rewarded. However, there
are some potential disadvantages ofusingstatistical qualities that would need to be mitigated to
avoid problems ofaccessibility or feasibility.

Version B also reduces some of the complexityinthe process, particularlyforassessment with many
P2 scoringelements. The main simplificationistotheinformation thresholdsprocess, which
integrates high and low riskthresholds ratherthan creating distinct process pathways. This approach
creates an efficiencyinterms of how the processis applied by assessors, as wellas in how
thresholds aredeveloped and presentedin the Standard itself. Efficiencyis vital, as the evidence
requirements frameworkwould need to applied to multiple Sls, and duplicated for each UoA.
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