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Disclaimer 
This document presents the Marine Stewardship Council’s proposed revised standard and was 
produced to support the 2022 public review (February – April). Requirements in square brackets are 
still under development 

 
Copyright notice 
The Marine Stewardship Council’s “MSC Fisheries Standard” and its content is copyright of the 
“Marine Stewardship Council” – © “Marine Stewardship Council” 2021. All rights reserved. 

The official language of this standard is English. The definitive version is maintained on the MSC 
website (msc.org). Any discrepancy between copies, versions, or translations shall be resolved by 
reference to the definitive English version. 

The MSC prohibits any modification of part or all of the contents in any form. 
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Responsibility for these requirements 
The Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) is responsible for these requirements. 

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

 

Versions published 

Version no. Date Description of amendment 

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

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

1.2 10 January 2012 Version issued incorporating Technical Advisory Board 20 
agreed changes regarding reassessment, objections 
procedure, modifications to the default assessment tree to 
assess bivalves, implementation timeframes and Aquaculture 
Stewardship Council requirements. 
Minor edits, wrong and missing referencing, typos and 
unreadable Figures were corrected. 

1.3 14 January 2013 Version issued incorporating Technical Advisory Board 21 
and Board of Trustees agreed changes. 
Minor edits and clarifications were also incorporated. 

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

2.01 31 August 2018 Version issued incorporating updated cross references in 
alignment with revision to the MSC Fisheries Certification 
Process. 
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The Marine Stewardship Council 
 

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

The MSC Fisheries Standard is comprised of the following core Principles: 

 

Principle 1: Sustainable target fish stocks 
A fishery must be conducted in a manner that does not lead to over-fishing or depletion of the 
exploited populations and, for those populations that are depleted, the fishery must be conducted in a 
manner that demonstrably leads to their recovery. 

Principle 2: Environmental impact of fishing 
Fishing operations should allow for the maintenance of the structure, productivity, function, and 
diversity of the ecosystem on which the fishery depends. The ecosystem includes habitat and 
associated dependent and ecologically related species. 

Principle 3: Effective management 
The fishery is subject to an effective management system that respects local, national, and 
international laws and standards, and incorporates institutional and operational frameworks that 
require use of the resource to be responsible and sustainable. 
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Implementation timeframes  
Effective dates of the MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0  
This section outlines the circumstances under which the MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0 shall be used.  
It is the intent of the MSC to ensure that all: 

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

• Existing Units of Certification are given a period of at least three years to come into 
compliance with the revised Standard, as per Essential Component A.3 25 of the GSSI Global 
Benchmark Tool. 

• Units of Certification are assessed against the MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0 within six years 
of the MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0 being published. 

Publication date: [Day Month Year (to be confirmed)] 

CABs shall conduct any initial assessment that is announced on or after [Date Month Year (to be 
confirmed, six months after the publication date)] in conformity with the MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0. 

CABs shall conduct any reassessment that is announced on or after [Day Month Year (to be 
confirmed, three years after the publication date)] in conformity with the MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0. 

CABs may elect to use the MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0 as of the publication date [Day Month Year 
(to be confirmed)]. 

For fisheries that are certified (including those that are suspended but expect to re-enter the program) 
or have announced an initial assessment, reassessment or scope extension before [Day Month Year 
(to be confirmed, six years after the publication date)], CABs shall apply the MSC Fisheries Standard 
v3.0 by [Day Month Year (to be confirmed, six years after the publication date)] as per 7.32 of the 
MSC Fisheries Certification Process v3.0. 

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

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

 

Introduction to this document 
The MSC Fisheries Standard is composed of 3 core Principles and has 4 associated modifications for 
use in different types of fishery: Sections SB, SC, SD and SE. 

 

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

The headings and numbering in the ‘MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard’, when included, match 
those in the MSC Fisheries Standard exactly, with numbers prefaced with the letter “G” to indicate 
guidance. 
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The MSC recommends that CABs read the MSC Fisheries Standard in conjunction with the ‘MSC 
Guidance to the Fisheries Standard’. Text in the MSC Fisheries Standard is not repeated in the ‘MSC 
Guidance to the Fisheries Standard’. 

Where general guidance is provided that relates to the subject of a major heading, or relates to the 
content of a specific clause, this icon ◙ appears at the end of the title or clause in the MSC Fisheries 
Standard 
 

Within the guidance, this icon ▲ provides a hyperlink to the corresponding section or clause in the 
MSC Fisheries Standard. 

 

Auditability of guidance 
The guidance in the ‘MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard’ is not directly auditable. It is, however, 
expected that the critical guidance identified in the ‘MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard’ will be 
followed by CABs where applicable unless there is a justification for not doing so. It is likely that this 
critical guidance would be referenced by the accreditation body in any non-conformity to related 
clauses. 

The presence of critical guidance is identified with this icon ‼ in the MSC Fisheries Standard and 
includes: 

• Special cases, which relate to requirements that apply to a particular type of fishery, data or 
situation. For example, when assessing a low trophic level (LTL) stock, the CAB should 
consider species’ role in the ecosystem in reference points. 

• Additional clarification on how a clause in the MSC Fisheries Standard would usually be 
expected to be implemented. The use of different methods would need to be justified. 

 

Derogations 
Derogations are temporary normative measures that allow for an MSC requirement to be applied 
differently or disregarded such that the MSC program continues to meet its sustainability objectives.  
These are provided in response to editorial errors, force majeure, where intent is no longer fit for 
purpose and threatens MSC credibility or as a provision to test a policy change or modify 
implementation timeframe when publishing a revised version of the normative document.  
Derogations are posted on a public log. The MSC requires CABs to follow relevant derogations.  
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1 Scope 
1.1 Confirming that the fishery is within scope of the MSC Fisheries 

Standard ◙ 
1.1.1 The CAB shall withdraw the fishery at any point if it does not continue to meet scope 

requirements of Section 1. 

1.1.2 The CAB shall verify that the fishery is eligible for certification through the following 
determinations: 

1.1.2.1 The following taxa shall not be target species of the fishery under Principle 1: 

a. Amphibians. 

b. Reptiles. 

c. Birds. 

d. Mammals. 

1.1.2.2 The fishery shall not use poisons or explosives. 

Intentional harassment or intentional killing of marine mammals 
1.1.2.3 The CAB shall confirm that the client or client group does not include any entity 

that intentionally harasses or intentionally kills marine mammals.  

a. The CAB shall interpret the term “intentionally” as any action which is not 
deemed to be “incidental” to fishing operations.  

i. The term “incidental” describes consequences or results which were 
neither intended nor anticipated.  

b. The CAB shall interpret the term “harasses” in the context of 1.1.2.3. as any 
act of pursuit, torment, or annoyance which: 

i. has the potential to injure a marine mammal in the wild, or 

ii. has the potential to disturb a marine mammal in the wild by causing 
disruption of behavioural patterns, including, but not limited to, migration, 
breathing, nursing, breeding, feeding, or sheltering.  

c. If the CAB determines that an entity that belongs to a certified client group 
intentionally harasses or intentionally kills marine mammals, the CAB shall 
consider the entity as having become out of scope and shall withdraw it from 
the certificate or client group. 

i. The CAB shall make a determination as per 1.1.2.3.c. based on 
information that has been independently verified.  

ii. The CAB shall confirm that any entity directed to withdraw, as per 
1.1.2.3.c., cannot be eligible for MSC certification for a period no less 
than 2 years from the determination made in the context of 1.1.2.3.c.  

iii. The CAB shall interpret the period of ineligibility, as defined in 1.1.2.3.c. 
ii., to be a period of no less than 2 years from the date of certification, if 
information supporting the determination is provided to the CAB prior to 
certification. 

iv. The CAB shall interpret the period of ineligibility, as defined in 
1.1.2.3.c.ii., to be a period of no less than 2 years from the date of 
publication of the relevant surveillance report/expedited report, if 
information supporting the determination is provided to the CAB following 
certification. 
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Conviction for a serious crime 

1.1.2.4 The CAB shall confirm that the client or client group does not include an entity that 
has been convicted of a serious crime for an offence listed in Table 1 in the last 2 
years. ◙    

a. The CAB shall interpret ‘serious crime’ to mean conduct constituting an 
offence punishable by a maximum deprivation of liberty of at least four years 
or a more serious penalty. 

b. If an entity that belongs to a certified client group is convicted for a violation of 
law with respect to a serious crime, the CAB shall consider the entity as 
having become out of scope and shall withdraw it from the certificate or client 
group. 

c. If a conviction is determined, the CAB shall consider the entity as out of scope 
until 2 years have passed since the date of the conviction. 

 

Table 1: List of offences. 

Category Offence Recognition 

Illegal fishing • Non-compliance with regulations 
specific to governing sustainable 
fishing practices  

Relevant legal and/or customary 
framework frameworks 

Transnational 
organised crime 

• Participation in an organised 
criminal group 

• Laundering of proceeds of crime 
• Corruption 
• Obstruction of justice 
• Smuggling of migrants 

UN Convention against Transnational 
Organized Crime 
Protocol against the Smuggling of 
Migrants by Land, Sea and Air 

Trafficking of 
people 

• Human trafficking 
• Prostitution and sex trafficking 

Forced Labour Convention 
Maritime Labour Convention 
UN Convention against Transnational 
Organized Crime 
 

Trafficking of 
unauthorised 
goods 

• Drug trafficking 
• Trafficking of protected species 

or their parts 

UN Convention against Illicit Traffic in 
Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic 
Substances of 1988 
Convention on International Trade in 
Endangered Species of Wild Fauna 
and Flora 

Piracy • Engagement in piracy 
• Supporting piracy to occur 

UN Convention on the Law of the Sea 
Customary international law 

 
Conviction for shark finning 

1.1.2.5 The CAB shall confirm that the client or client group does not include an entity that 
has been convicted for a shark finning violation in the last 2 years. ◙   

a. If an entity that belongs to a certified client group is convicted for a violation of 
law with respect to shark finning, the CAB shall consider the entity as having 
become out of scope and shall withdraw it from the certificate or client group. 

b. If a conviction is determined, the CAB shall consider the entity as out of scope 
until 2 years have passed since the date of the conviction. 
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Enhanced fisheries 
1.1.2.6 Using the criteria in Table 2, the CAB shall determine whether the fishery is an 

eligible enhanced fishery. ◙ 

a. An enhanced fishery shall only be eligible for assessment if it conforms to all 
of the scope criteria. 

 

Table 2: Scope criteria for eligible enhanced fisheries 

A Linkages to and maintenance of a wild stock 

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

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

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

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

B Feeding and husbandry 

i The production system operates without substantial augmentation of food supply. In HAC 
systems, any feeding is used only to grow the animals to a small size prior to release (not 
more than 10% of the average adult maximum weight), such that most of the total growth (not 
less than 90%) is achieved during the wild phase. In catch-and-grow (CAG) systems, feeding 
during the captive phase is only by natural means (e.g. filter feeding in mussels), or at a level 
and duration that provide only for the maintenance of condition (e.g. crustaceans in holding 
tanks) rather than to achieve growth. 

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

C Habitat and ecosystem impacts 

i Any modifications to the habitat of the stock are reversible and do not cause serious or 
irreversible harm to the natural ecosystem’s structure and function. Modified habitats include 
fish attracting devices (FADs). 
 
Note: Habitat modifications that are not reversible, are already in place and are not created 
specifically for the fishery shall be in scope. This includes: 
 
• Large-scale artificial reefs. 

• Structures associated with enhancement activities that do not cause irreversible harm to 
the natural ecosystem inhabited by the stock, such as salmon fry farms next to river 
systems. 
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Introduced Species Based Fisheries 
1.1.2.7 The CAB shall only accept an application for certification from a fishery targeting 

an introduced species if it meets the scope criteria contained in Table 3. 

a. If the fishery targets an introduced species, the CAB shall apply the MSC 
Fisheries Standard Section SD. 

 

Table 3: Provisional scope criteria for ISBF 

A Irreversibility of the introduction in the new location 

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

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

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

B History of the introduction 

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

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

C No further introductions 

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

 

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

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

The documents are: 

a. MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Standard 

b. MSC Fisheries Certification Process 

c. MSC Guidance to the Fisheries Certification Process 

d. MSC-MSCI Vocabulary 

e. MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox 

 

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



MSC Fisheries Standard v[#.#] 

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard [v#.#] Page 5 
Date of publication: [Day Month Year] © Marine Stewardship Council 2022 

 

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

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

 

SA1 General 
 

SA1.1 General requirements ◙ 
SA1.1.1 CABs shall focus all assessments of fisheries against the MSC Fisheries Standard on: 

a. The outcomes of fisheries management process. 

b. The management strategies implemented that aim to achieve those outcomes. 

SA1.1.2 CABs shall apply requirements set out in Section A of the MSC Fisheries Standard 
Toolbox when using the Risk-Based Framework (RBF).  

SA1.1.3 CABs shall follow subsequent standard annexes for species that require the use of a 
modified default tree. 

 
SA2 Principle 1 
 

Marine Stewardship Council 
Default Assessment Tree Structure

MSC Fisheries Standard

Principle 1 Principle 2 Principle 3

Outcome
Harvest Strategy
(Management)

PI 1.1.1: Stock Status

PI 1.1.2: Stock Rebuilding

PI 1.2.1: Harvest Strategy

PI 1.2.2: Harvest Control Rules & Tools

PI 1.2.3: Information/Monitoring

PI 1.2.4: Assessment of Stock Status
 

 

Figure SA1: Principle 1 Default Tree Structure 
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SA2.1 General requirements for Principle 1 ◙ 
SA2.1.1 In Principle 1 (P1), the team shall score the whole of the target stock(s) selected for 

inclusion in the Unit of Assessment (UoA). 

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

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

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

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

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

SA2.1.3 The CAB shall take into account any impacts of fishing overcapacity and other issues 
resulting from subsidies, when considering the effectiveness of a management strategy 
and its ability to meet P1 outcomes. ◙ 

SA2.1.3.1 If overcapacity exists as a result of subsidies, the management system should be 
robust enough to deal with this issue and still deliver a sustainable fishery as per 
Principle 1.  

SA2.1.3.2 If the management system is not robust enough to deal with overcapacity caused 
by subsidies, a condition should be set as per Fisheries Certification Process 
(FCP) Section 7.18 against the relevant management PI. 
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SA2.2   Stock status Performance Indicator (PI 1.1.1) ◙ 
Table SA1: PI 1.1.1 stock status Performance Indicator Scoring Guideposts  

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Outcome Stock status 
 
1.1.1 
 
The stock is 
at a level 
which 
maintains 
high 
productivity 
and has a low 
probability of 
recruitment 
overfishing. 

(a) 
Stock status 
relative to 
recruitment 
impairment. 

It is likely that 
the stock is 
above the 
point where 
recruitment 
would be 
impaired 
(PRI). 

It is highly 
likely that the 
stock is above 
the PRI. 

There is a 
high degree 
of certainty 
that the stock 
is above the 
PRI. 

(b) 
Stock status 
in relation to 
achievement 
of Maximum 
Sustainable 
Yield (MSY). 
‼ 

 The stock is 
at or 
fluctuating 
around a level 
consistent 
with MSY. 

There is a 
high degree 
of certainty 
that the stock 
has been 
fluctuating 
around a level 
consistent 
with MSY or 
has been 
above this 
level over 
recent years. 

 

Scoring stock status ◙ 
SA2.2.1 All management systems shall have reference points, as confirmed in PI 1.2.4 scoring 

issue (b).  

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

SA2.2.2 When scoring PI 1.1.1 scoring issue (b), the team shall consider: ◙ 

a. The biology of the species and stock status in recent years.  

b. The scale and intensity of both the UoA and management system. 

c. Other relevant issues in determining time periods over which to judge fluctuations. 

SA2.2.2.1 The team shall provide a clear rationale as to why the SG80 or 100 levels are met, 
including details of the time period over which this is assessed. 

SA2.2.3 If information is not available on the stock status relative to the PRI or MSY levels, the 
team shall use proxy indicators and reference points to score Performance Indicator (PI) 
1.1.1. ◙ 

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

SA2.2.3.2 If proxy reference points are used in scoring the stock biomass status, the team 
shall assign higher scores where greater confidence is provided by the proxy 
information. ◙ 

SA2.2.4 If recent trends in fishing mortality rate are used to score stock status, the team shall 
demonstrate that the fishing mortality rate (F) has been low enough for long enough to 
ensure that the required biomass levels are now “likely” to be met. ◙ 
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Stock complexes ◙ 
SA2.2.5 If several species or stocks are fished as stock complexes, the team shall treat them as 

either: 

a. Separate UoAs, or 

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

SA2.2.5.1 In either case, the team shall seek evidence for each Scoring Guidepost (SG) 
that, as an outcome, the levels of “likelihood” meet the levels of “likelihood” 
specified in SA2.2.1 for each separate stock. ◙ 

SA2.2.6 For species or stocks fished as stock complexes, the overall target reference points 
should be consistent with the intent of the PI and maintain the high productivity of the 
stock complex. 

 

Consideration of environmental variability ‼ 
SA2.2.7 The team shall verify that reference points are consistent with ecosystem productivity.  

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

 

Treatment of key low trophic level stocks 
SA2.2.8 The team shall consider the trophic position of target stocks to ensure precaution in 

relation to their ecological role, in particular for species low in the food chain. ◙ 

SA2.2.9 The team shall treat a stock under assessment against Principle 1 as a key LTL stock if 
either a or b below are met: ◙ 

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

i. A large proportion of the trophic connections in the ecosystem involve this stock, 
leading to significant predator dependency. 

i. A large volume of energy passing between lower and higher trophic levels passes 
through this stock. 

ii. 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: the ecosystem is “wasp-waist”. 

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

i. Feeds predominantly on plankton. 

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

iii. Forms dense schools. 

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

SA2.2.10.1 If there is no information on a sub-criterion in SA2.2.9, the team shall assume that 
the stock meets that sub-criterion. 

SA2.2.10.2 In rationales against the key LTL sub-criteria (SA2.2.9.a.i–iii), the team shall 
document the choice of spatial scale and provide reasonable justification for the 
choice. 
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SA2.2.11 The team shall determine whether a species is to be considered a key LTL species based 
on its status at the time of assessment.  

 

Box SA1: Species types defined by default as “key LTL stocks” for the purposes of an MSC 
assessment ◙ 
See ‘ASFIS List of Species for Fishery Statistics Purposes’ for species included in different families 
and orders (FAO, 2002) 1.  

• Family Ammodytidae (sandeels, sandlances) 

• Family Clupeidae (herrings, menhaden, pilchards, sardines, sardinellas, sprats) 

• Family Engraulidae (anchovies) 

• Family Euphausiidae (krill) 

• Family Myctophidae (lanternfish) 

• Family Osmeridae (smelts, capelin) 

• Genus Scomber (mackerels) 

• Order Atheriniformes (silversides, sand smelts) 

• Species Trisopterus esmarkii (Norway pout) 

 

Scoring of key LTL stocks  
Table SA2: PI 1.1.1A stock status PISGs applicable to key LTL stocks 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Outcome Stock status  
 
1.1.1A 
 
The stock is 
at a level 
which has a 
low probability 
of serious 
ecosystem 
impacts. 

(a) 
Stock status 
relative to 
ecosystem 
impairment. 

It is likely that 
the stock is 
above the 
point where 
serious 
ecosystem 
impacts could 
occur. 

It is highly 
likely that the 
stock is above 
the point 
where serious 
ecosystem 
impacts could 
occur. 

There is a 
high degree 
of certainty 
that the stock 
is above the 
point where 
serious 
ecosystem 
impacts could 
occur. 

(b) 
Stock status 
in relation to 
ecosystem 
needs. 

 The stock is 
at or 
fluctuating 
around a level 
consistent 
with 
ecosystem 
needs. 

There is a 
high degree 
of certainty 
that the stock 
has been 
fluctuating 
around a level 
consistent 
with 
ecosystem 
needs or has 
been above 
this level over 
recent years. 

 
1 FAO (2002). Garibaldi, L.; Busilacchi, S. (comps.), ASFIS list of species for fishery statistics purposes. ASFIS 
Reference Series No. 15. Rome, FAO, 2002, 258p. Available from www.fao.org/fishery/collection/asfis/en 
[Accessed 22 February 2012]. 

http://www.fao.org/fishery/collection/asfis/en
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SA2.2.12 The team shall score stocks identified as key LTL stocks against PI 1.1.1A instead of PI 
1.1.1. 

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

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

a. Such a reference point shall not be less than 20% of the total biomass (B0) or the 
spawning stock level (SSB0) that would be expected in the absence of fishing. 

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

a. The default biomass target level consistent with ecosystem needs shall be 75% of the 
total biomass (B0) or the spawning stock level (SSB0) that would be expected in the 
absence of fishing. 

b. A higher or lower target level, down to a minimum allowed 40% of the total biomass 
(B0) or the spawning stock level (SSB0) that would be expected in the absence of 
fishing, may still achieve an 80-level score if it can be demonstrated, using a credible 
ecosystem model or robust empirical data for the UoA/ecosystem being assessed, 
that the level adopted: ◙ 

i. Does not impact the abundance levels of more than 15% of the other species and 
trophic groups by more than 40% compared to their state in the absence of fishing 
on the target LTL species. 

ii. Does not reduce the abundance level of any single ecosystem group (species or 
trophic group) by more than 70% (compared to its biomass level in the absence of 
fishing on the target LTL species). 

SA2.2.15 At SG100 in scoring issue (b), the team shall require a higher degree of certainty when 
considering the ecological impact of the UoA on the stock. 

SA2.2.15.1 For key LTL species to score 100, the expectation for ecosystem needs reference 
levels may remain as specified at SG80, but the team shall demonstrate that 
biomass levels are fluctuating “above” the required level. 

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

SA2.2.16.1 Where fishing mortality rate is used to score stock status, the default fishing 
mortality required to maintain a stock fluctuating around the level consistent with 
ecosystem needs shall take the value of 0.5M or 0.5FMSY, where FMSY has been 
determined in a single species context. 

SA2.2.16.2 Proxy fishing mortalities required to maintain the stock above the point where 
serious ecosystem impacts could occur shall be lower than assumed to be able to 
keep the population above the point where recruitment would be impaired.  

SA2.2.16.3 Departures from these default levels may be justified if the team can demonstrate 
that SA2.2.14.b is met. 

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



MSC Fisheries Standard v[#.#] 

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard [v#.#] Page 12 
Date of publication: [Day Month Year] © Marine Stewardship Council 2022 

 

SA2.3 Stock rebuilding PI (PI 1.1.2) ‼ 
Table SA3: PI 1.1.2 stock rebuilding PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Outcome Stock 
Rebuilding  
1.1.2 
 
Where the 
stock is 
reduced, 
there is 
evidence of 
stock 
rebuilding 
within a 
specified 
timeframe. 

(a) 
Rebuilding 
timeframes 

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

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

(b) 
Rebuilding 
evaluation 

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

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

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

 

SA2.3.1 The team shall only score this PI if stock status PI 1.1.1 or PI 1.1.1A does not achieve an 
SG80 score.  

SA2.3.2 If stocks score SG80 or above on PI 1.1.1 or PI 1.1.1A at the time of assessment, but 
scores are then reduced during a certification cycle, the team shall ensure that rebuilding 
strategies and monitoring are put in place within 1 year of becoming aware of the reduced 
status, or as early as practicable in stocks that are not assessed on an annual basis. ‼ 

SA2.3.3 The team shall require that where a score of between SG60 and SG80 is awarded, the 
subsequent conditions are fulfilled within 1 certification period. ‼ 
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SA2.3.4 In scoring issue (b), unless there is clear evidence that the stocks are rebuilding, where 
fishing mortality rate is available for the UoA: ‼ 

(1) Current F shall be “likely” to be less than FMSY to justify an SG80 score. 

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

SA2.3.5 In UoAs that use assessments and reference points that are regarded as proxies of FMSY 
and/or biomass at MSY (BMSY), the team in their scoring shall take account of any 
differences between the proxy reference levels and MSY levels. 

 

SA2.4 Harvest strategy PI (PI 1.2.1)  
Table SA4: PI 1.2.1 harvest strategy PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Harvest 
strategy 
(management) 

Harvest 
strategy 
 
1.2.1 
 
There is a 
robust and 
precautionary 
harvest 
strategy in 
place. 

(a) 
Harvest 
strategy 
design ‼ 

The harvest 
strategy is 
expected to 
achieve stock 
management 
objectives 
reflected in PI 
1.1.1/ PI 
1.1.1A SG80. 

The harvest 
strategy is 
responsive to 
the state of 
the stock and 
the elements 
of the harvest 
strategy work 
together 
towards 
achieving 
stock 
management 
objectives 
reflected in PI 
1.1.1/PI 
1.1.1A SG80. 

The harvest 
strategy is 
responsive to 
the state of 
the stock and 
is designed 
to achieve 
stock 
management 
objectives 
reflected in PI 
1.1.1/PI 
1.1.1A SG80. 

(b) 
Harvest 
strategy 
evaluation 

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

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

The 
performance 
of the harvest 
strategy has 
been 
evaluated 
and evidence 
exists to show 
that it is 
achieving the 
objectives 
reflected in PI 
1.1.1/ PI 
1.1.1A SG80, 
including 
being clearly 
able to 
maintain 
stocks at 
target levels. 

(c) Monitoring is 
in place that is 
expected to 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Harvest 
strategy 
monitoring 

determine 
whether the 
harvest 
strategy is 
working. 

(d) 
Harvest 
strategy 
review 

  The harvest 
strategy is 
periodically 
reviewed and 
improved as 
necessary. 

(e) 
Shark finning 

It is highly 
likely that 
shark finning 
is not taking 
place. 

  

(f) 
Review of 
alternative 
measures 

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

There is a 
review at least 
once every 5 
years of the 
potential 
effectiveness 
and 
practicality of 
alternative 
measures to 
minimise 
UoA-related 
mortality of 
unwanted 
catch of the 
target stock 
and they are 
implemented 
as 
appropriate. 

There is a 
review that 
happens 
every two 
years of the 
potential 
effectiveness 
and 
practicality of 
alternative 
measures to 
minimise 
UoA-related 
mortality of 
unwanted 
catch of the 
target stock, 
and they are 
implemented, 
as 
appropriate. 

 

SA2.4.1 The team shall interpret: ◙ 

a. “Responsive” at SG80 and SG100 scoring issue (a) to mean that the harvest strategy 
allows management to be adaptive to the development and implementation of the 
differing elements of the harvest strategy and action has been taken by management, 
when required. 

b. “Designed” at SG100 scoring issue (a) to mean a harvest strategy that includes a 
management procedure (MP) that has been developed through management strategy 
evaluation (MSE).  

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

d. “Evaluated” at SG100 scoring issue (b) to mean “tested for robustness to uncertainty, 
appropriate to the scale and intensity of the UoA”.  
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SA2.4.2 When setting conditions, if new HCRs or assessment methods require different or 
additional information, the team shall ensure that: 

a. The information is already available, or  

b. The information is made part of the condition. 

 

Shark finning ◙ 
SA2.4.3 If the target species is a shark, the team shall score scoring issue (e). 

SA2.4.3.1 The team shall interpret the term “shark” to refer to any species within the 
Selachimorpha and Rhinopristiphormes.  

a. If the UoA is part of a management agency whose definition of “shark” 
includes additional species, the management agency’s definition shall apply.   

SA2.4.4 At issue (e) at SG60, the team shall: 

a. Determine that a fins naturally attached (FNA) policy is in place for all retained sharks. 

c. Apply the Evidence Requirements Framework in the MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox 
to establish that the information used to determine that a FNA or non-retention policy 
is in place, has a high degree of accuracy.    

 

Unwanted catch 
SA2.4.5 If there is unwanted catch of the target P1 stock, the team shall score scoring issue (f). 

SA2.4.5.1 When applying scoring issue (f) to target stocks in P1, the team shall note 
SA3.6.5-6 ◙. 

SA2.4.5.2 When applying scoring issue (f) to target stocks in P1, the team shall include 
consideration of “alternative measures” directed at minimising mortality of 
unwanted catch from ghost gear.  

 

SA2.5 Harvest control rules and tools PI (PI 1.2.2) ◙ 
Table SA5: PI 1.2.2 Harvest control rules and tools PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Harvest 
strategy  

Harvest 
control rules 
and tools 
 
1.2.2 
 
There are well 
defined and 
effective 
harvest 
control rules 
(HCRs) in 
place. 

(a) 
HCRs design 
and 
application ◙ 

Generally 
understood 
HCRs are in 
place that are 
expected to 
reduce the 
exploitation 
rate as the 
point of 
recruitment 
impairment 
(PRI) is 
approached. 

Well defined 
HCRs are in 
place that 
ensure that 
the 
exploitation 
rate is 
reduced as 
the PRI is 
approached, 
and are 
expected to 
keep the 
stock 
fluctuating 
around a 
target level 
consistent 
with (or 
above) MSY, 

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

SG60 SG80 SG100 

or for key LTL 
species a 
level 
consistent 
with 
ecosystem 
needs. 

(b) 
HCRs 
robustness to 
uncertainty ◙ 

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

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

(c) 
HCRs 
evaluation ‼ 

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

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

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

 

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

SA2.5.2  The team shall interpret:  

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

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

i. The definition of HCRs given in the MSC Vocabulary applies at the SG80 level. 

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

 
 

Evaluating the effectiveness of HCRs ◙ 
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SA2.5.3 In scoring issue (c) for “evidence”, the team shall use the current levels of exploitation in 
the UoA, such as measured by the fishing mortality rate or harvest rate, where available.  

SA2.5.3.1 If information is not available on the exploitation rate consistent with achieving a 
long-term MSY, the team shall provide justification where available proxy 
indicators and reference points are used as reasonable proxies of the exploitation 
rate. 

 

SA2.6 Information and monitoring PI (PI 1.2.3)  
Table SA6: PI 1.2.3 information and monitoring PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Harvest 
strategy  

Information / 
monitoring 
 
1.2.3 
 
Relevant 
information is 
collected to 
support the 
harvest 
strategy. 

(a) 
Range of 
information 

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

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

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

(b) 
Monitoring ◙ 

Stock 
abundance 
and UoA 
removals are 
monitored 
and at least 
one 
indicator is 
available and 
monitored 
with sufficient 
frequency to 
support the 
harvest 
control rule. 

Stock 
abundance 
and UoA 
removals are 
regularly 
monitored at 
a level of 
accuracy 
and 
coverage 
consistent 
with the 
harvest 
strategy, and 
one or more 
indicators 
are available 
and 
monitored 

All information 
required by the 
harvest strategy 
is monitored 
with high 
frequency and a 
high degree of 
certainty, and 
there is a good 
understanding 
of the inherent 
uncertainties in 
the information 
(data) and the 
robustness of 
assessment and 
management in 
dealing with this 
uncertainty. 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

with sufficient 
frequency to 
support the 
harvest 
control rule. 

(c) 
Comprehen-
siveness of 
information 
◙ 

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

 

 

SA2.6.1 In considering the status of the stock in P1, the team shall consider information about 
mortality that is observed and mortality that is unobserved. 

SA2.6.2 The team shall identify which information from the information categories in SA2.6.3 is 
relevant to both the design and effective operational phases of the harvest strategy. ◙ 

SA2.6.2.1 The team should base its evaluation on this information.  

SA2.6.3 The team shall determine a combined score for this PI on the quality of data available, 
weighted by information category on the relevance to the harvest strategy, HCR, and 
management tools. Information categories include: 

a. Stock structure. 

b. Stock productivity. 

c. Fleet composition. 

d. Stock abundance. 

e. UoA removals. 

f. Other data. 

SA2.6.4 The team shall interpret “sufficient information” at the SG80 level to mean that all 
information required to implement the harvest strategy is available at a quality and quantity 
necessary to demonstrate achievement of the SG80 outcome PI 1.1.1. 

SA2.6.5 The team shall interpret “a comprehensive range of information” and “all information” at 
the SG100 level to include information provided by a strategic research plan. 

SA2.6.5.1 This information shall go beyond the immediate short-term management needs to 
create a strategic body of research relevant to the long-term UoA-specific 
management system. 

SA2.6.6 The team shall assess the veracity of information. 

 

SA2.7 Assessment of stock status PI (PI 1.2.4) ◙ 
Table SA7: PI 1.2.4 assessment of stock status PISGs 

Component PI Scoring issues SG60 SG80 SG100 

Harvest 
strategy  

Assessment 
of stock 
status 

(a) 
Appropriateness 
of assessment 

 The 
assessment 
is appropriate 

The 
assessment 
takes into 
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Component PI Scoring issues SG60 SG80 SG100 

 
1.2.4 
 
There is an 
adequate 
assessment 
of the stock 
status. 

to stock under 
consideration 

for the stock 
and for the 
harvest 
strategy. 

account the 
major 
features 
relevant to 
the biology of 
the species 
and the 
nature of the 
UoA. 

(b) 
Assessment 
approach 

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

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

 

(c) 
Uncertainty in 
the assessment 

The 
assessment 
identifies 
major 
sources of 
uncertainty. 

The 
assessment 
takes 
uncertainty 
into account. 

The 
assessment 
evaluates 
stock status 
relative to 
reference 
points in a 
probabilistic 
way. 

(d) 
Evaluation of 
assessment 

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

(e) 
Peer review of 
assessment 

 The 
assessment 
of stock 
status is 
subject to 
peer review. 

The 
assessment 
has been 
internally 
and 
externally 
peer 
reviewed. 
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SA2.7.1 For SG80, if considering an assessment that covers multiple sub-stocks of a single 
species or a complex of several different species, the team shall take into account that the 
level of assessment required for individual stocks within the stock complex should reflect 
their ecological importance. 

 
  



MSC Fisheries Standard v[#.#] 

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard [v#.#] Page 21 
Date of publication: [Day Month Year] © Marine Stewardship Council 2022 

 

SA3 Principle 2 
 

 
Figure SA2: Principle 2 assessment tree structure 
 

SA3.1 General requirements for Principle 2 ◙ 
SA3.1.1 The team shall consider all species in the catch not assessed under Principle 1 as 

Principle 2 (hereafter P2) species. 

SA3.1.2 The team shall document and rationalise which P2 component a species is scored within 
prior to scoring the Unit of Assessment (UoA). ◙ 

SA3.1.2.1 The team shall apply SA3.1.2 as per the decision tree (Figure SA3) and SA3.1.7. 

SA3.1.2.2 The team shall provide the common and the scientific name for each species 
assessed under P2.  

SA3.1.2.3 If applicable, the team shall outline in the report the stock component that each 
species belongs to. 

SA3.1.3 The team shall consider each P2 species within either: 

a. The In-Scope species component, or  

b. The Endangered, Threatened, or Protected (ETP) and Out-of-Scope (OOS) species 
component (hereafter ETP/OOS).  

SA3.1.4 The team shall assign species in the catch as in scope species in P2 where all the 
following criteria are met:  

a. Species not covered under P1. 

b. Species within scope of the MSC program as per the MSC Fisheries Certification 
Process (FCP Section 7.4).  

c. Species not classified as ETP/OOS.  

SA3.1.5 The team shall consider species used as bait in the UoA as in scope species, whether 
caught by the UoA or purchased from elsewhere. 

SA3.1.6 If the team determines that a UoA has no impact on a particular component, the team 
shall award a score of SG100 under the Outcome PI. 

SA3.1.6.1 The team shall still score the Management and Information PIs.  

MSC Fisheries 
Standard

Principle 3Principle 2

Ecosystem

PI 2.4.1: O

PI 2.4.2: M

PI 2.4.3: I

Habitats

PI 2.3.1: O

PI 2.3.2: I

PI 2.3.3: I

ETP/OOS 
species

PI 2.2.1: O

PI 2.2.2: M

PI 2.2.3: I

In scope species

PI 2.1.1: 
Outcome (O) 

PI 2.1.2: 
Management 

(M)

PI 2.1.3: 
Information (I)

Principle 1
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Figure SA3: Decision tree for ETP/OOS species 
 
SA3.1.7 The team shall assign species as ETP/OOS in P2 as follows:  

a. Species impacted by the UoA that are classified as amphibians, reptiles, birds, or 
mammals. 

b. Species impacted by the UoA that are classified as fish or invertebrates and which are 
listed in any of the following, subject to modifications if relevant as per SA3.1.7.1-2: 

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

ii. Appendix 2 of CITES. 

iii. Appendix 1 or 2 (or listed within [CMS binding agreements] or associated 
‘Memoranda of Understanding’) of the Convention on the Conservation of 
Migratory Species of Wild Animals Species (CMS). 

iv. The International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) Red list and classified 
as “Critically Endangered (Cr)”. 

v. The International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) Red list and classified 
as “Endangered (En)”. 

vi. National ETP legislation.   

SA3.1.7.1 The team shall make and document modifications as per SA3.1.7.3. to the 
species list generated through application of SA3.1.7.b (ii) and (v-vi) for the 
purposes of component reclassification (e.g. In scope or Principle 1).  
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a. The team shall only make modifications to species listed on CITES Appendix 
2 in cases where the species concerned are permitted to be exported and 
traded by relevant management authority(ies) concerned.   

b. [The team shall not make modifications as per SA3.1.7.1 if the species is a 
“shark” as defined in SA2.4.3]. 

c. [The team shall only apply the modifications once per certification cycle at the 
beginning of each assessment (e.g., initial assessment; reassessment; 
transition assessment; scope extension assessment)]  

SA3.1.7.2 [The team shall make modifications to ETP listed as IUCN “Cr” (SA3.1.7.b.iv) as 
per SA3.1.7.3 in cases where the IUCN assessment is determined to be “needing 
update” as defined by the IUCN]. 

a. [The team shall only implement modifications as per SA3.1.7.1. when the 
information supporting the modification criteria is more recent than the IUCN 
assessment].  

SA3.1.7.3 The team shall only make modifications as per SA3.1.7.1. when at least two of the 
following modification criteria are met: 

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

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

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

c. Stock status: The stock is at a level which maintains high productivity.  

i. The team shall determine this criterion is met if the stock is at or 
fluctuating around a level consistent with Maximum Sustainable Yield 
[consistent with achieving SG80 for PI 1.1.1, scoring issue (b)].  

ii. The team shall make determinations as per SA3.1.7.3.c.i using 
information from stock assessment(s) which have been subject to peer 
review, consistent with achieving SG80 for PI 1.2.4, scoring issue (e).  

SA3.1.7.4 The team shall assign any invertebrate identified in SA3.1.7.b, and which is a 
benthic habitat-forming species (e.g. coral species), to the habitats scoring 
component.    

SA3.1.8 When assessing the impact of the UoA on all components within P2, including unwanted 
catch, the team shall assess mortality that is observed and mortality that is unobserved, 
including that from ghost fishing.  

SA3.1.8.1 The assessment of observed and unobserved mortality shall be documented in 
scoring rationales. ◙ 

SA3.1.9 The CAB shall take into account any impacts of fishing overcapacity and other issues 
resulting from subsidies, when considering the effectiveness of a management strategy 
and its ability to meet P2 outcomes.  

SA3.1.9.1 If overcapacity exists as a result of subsidies, the management system should be 
robust enough to deal with this issue and still deliver a sustainable fishery as per 
Principle 2. 
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SA3.2 General requirements for outcome PIs ◙ 
SA3.2.1 The team shall consider both the current outcome status and the resilience of historical 

arrangements to function adequately and deliver low risk under future conditions, when 
scoring outcome PIs. 

SA3.2.2 The team shall interpret definitions of required probability in P2 as per Table SA8.  

 

Table SA8: Probability required at different scoring guideposts.  

Performance 
indicator 

SG60 probability 
requirement 

SG80 probability 
requirement 

SG100 probability 
requirement 

PI 2.1.1  “Likely” = > 70th %ile “Highly likely” = > 80th 
%ile* 

“High degree of 
certainty” = > 90th 
%ile 

PI 2.2.1 “Likely” = > 70th %ile “Highly likely” = > 80th 
%ile* 

“High degree of 
certainty” = > 95th 
%ile 

PI 2.3.1 and PI 2.4.1 “Unlikely” = < 40th 
%ile 

“Highly unlikely” = < 
30th %ile 

Evidence of “highly 
unlikely” = < 20th %ile 

*Note, the SG80 probability requirement exists at SG60 where shark finning is scored  
 

 

SA3.3 [General requirements for management PIs] 
SA3.3.1 The team shall interpret the following terms used in management PIs as follows: 

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

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

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

d. “Comprehensive strategy” is applicable only to the ETP/OOS component and is a 
complete and tested strategy made up of linked monitoring, analyses, and 
management measures and responses.  

e. “If necessary”, in the management PIs, excludes the assessment of UoAs that do not 
impact the relevant component at these SG levels. ◙ 

i. In the case of ghost gear, this refers to whether or not the risk of ghost fishing or 
ghost gear impacts are either demonstrably absent or negligible.  

f. “In place” is where the measure or strategy has been implemented. 

g. “does not hinder recovery” means that the impact of the UoA is low enough that if the 
species can improve its status, the UoA will not hinder that improvement. 
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h. “Unwanted catch” is the part of the catch that a fisher did not intend to catch but could 
not avoid and did not want or chose not to use. ◙ 

 
SA3.4 General requirements for information PIs 
SA3.4.1 The team shall interpret the SG100 level relating to “information adequate to support a 

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

SA3.4.1.1 This information shall go beyond the immediate short-term management needs to 
create a strategic body of research relevant to the long-term fishery-specific 
management system. 

SA3.5 In scope species outcome PI (PI 2.1.1) 
Table SA9: PI 2.1.1 in scope species outcome PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

In scope 
species 

Outcome 
Status 
 
2.1.1 
 
The UoA aims 
to maintain in 
scope species 
above the 
point where 
recruitment 
would be 
impaired 
(PRI) and 
does not 
hinder 
recovery of in 
scope species 
if they are 
below the 
PRI. 

(a) 
Main in scope 
species stock 
status 

Main in scope 
species are 
likely to be 
above the 
PRI. 
 
OR 
 
If the species 
is below the 
PRI, it is 
likely that the 
UoA does not 
hinder 
recovery and 
rebuilding. 

Main in scope 
species are 
highly likely 
to be above 
the PRI. 
 
OR 
 
If the species 
is below the 
PRI, there is 
evidence of 
recovery or it 
is highly 
likely that the 
UoA does not 
hinder 
recovery and 
rebuilding.  

There is a 
high degree 
of certainty 
that main in 
scope species 
are fluctuating 
around a level 
consistent 
with MSY. 

(b) 
Minor in 
scope species 
stock status 

  Minor in 
scope species 
are highly 
likely to be 
above the 
PRI. 
 
OR  
 
If below the 
PRI, there is 
evidence that 
the UoA does 
not hinder the 
recovery and 
rebuilding of 
minor in 
scope 
species. 
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SA3.5.1 If information is not available on the stock status relative to the PRI or MSY levels, the 
team shall use proxy indicators and reference points as per SA2.2.2–SA2.2.4. 

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

SA3.5.3 The team shall consider a species “main” if: ‼ 

a. The catch of a species by the UoA comprises 5% or more by weight of the total catch 
of all species by the UoA, or  

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

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

A. The productivity of the species indicates that it is intrinsically of low resilience 
(e.g. if determined by the productivity part of a productivity susceptibility 
analysis that it has a score equivalent to low or medium productivity), and/or 

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

SA3.5.4 Individuals that are released alive shall not contribute to the definition of “main”. ‼ 

SA3.5.4.1 The team shall provide strong scientific evidence of a very low post-capture 
mortality. 

SA3.5.5 If a species does not meet the designated weight thresholds of 5% or 2% as defined in 
SA3.5.2.a and SA3.5.2.b, the team shall still classify a species as “main” if the total catch 
of the UoA is exceptionally large, such that even small catch proportions of a P2 species 
significantly impact the affected stocks/populations.  

SA3.5.6 The team shall consider all other in scope species that are not considered “main” as 
“minor” species instead. 

SA3.5.7 At the SG80 level, if a species is below the level at which recruitment could be impaired, 
the team shall recognise “evidence of recovery” using at least 1 of the following as 
rationale: ‼ 

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

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

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

d. Direct evidence that the proportion of catch by the UoA relative to the total catch of the 
stock does not hinder recovery. 

SA3.5.8 When assessing scoring issue (a), the team shall take into account whether there are any 
changes in the catch, or mortality of unwanted species resulting from the implementation 
of measures to minimise their mortality (PI 2.1.2 scoring issue (e)).  
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SA3.6 In scope species management strategy PI (PI 2.1.2) ‼ 
Table SA10: PI 2.1.2 in scope species management strategy PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

In scope 
species 

Management 
strategy 
 
2.1.2 
 
There is a 
strategy in 
place that is 
designed to 
maintain or to 
not hinder 
rebuilding of 
in scope 
species; and 
the UoA 
regularly 
reviews and 
implements 
measures, as 
appropriate, 
to minimise 
the mortality 
of unwanted 
catch. 

(a) 
Management 
strategy in 
place ◙ 

There are 
measures in 
place for the 
UoA, if 
necessary, 
that are 
expected to 
maintain or to 
not hinder 
rebuilding of 
the main in 
scope species 
at/to the in 
scope species 
outcome 
SG60 level. 

There is a 
partial 
strategy in 
place for the 
UoA, if 
necessary, 
that is 
expected to 
maintain or to 
not hinder 
rebuilding of 
the main in 
scope species 
at/to the in 
scope species 
outcome 
SG80 level.  
 
OR 
Where in 
scope species 
outcome fails 
to meet the 
SG80, a 
demonstrably 
effective 
strategy is in 
place 
between all 
MSC UoAs 
which 
categorise 
this species 
as main in 
scope to 
ensure that 
they 
collectively do 
not hinder 
recovery and 
rebuilding. 

There is a 
strategy in 
place for the 
UoA for 
managing 
main and 
minor in 
scope species 
at the in 
scope species 
outcome 
SG80 level. 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

(b) 
Management 
strategy  
effectiveness 

The 
measures are 
considered 
likely to work 
for the main in 
scope 
species, 
based on 
plausible 
argument.  

There is some 
evidence that 
the measures/ 
partial 
strategy is 
achieving the 
objectives for 
main in scope 
species set 
out in scoring 
issue (a), 
based on 
some 
information 
directly about 
the UoA 
and/or 
species 
involved. 

There is clear 
evidence that 
the partial 
strategy/ 
strategy is 
achieving the 
objectives set 
out in scoring 
issue (a), 
based on 
information 
directly about 
the UoA 
and/or 
species 
involved. 
 

(d) 
Shark finning 
◙ 
 

It is highly 
likely that 
shark finning 
is not taking 
place. 

  

 (e) 
Review of 
alternative 
measures ◙ 

There is a 
review of the 
potential 
effectiveness 
and 
practicality of 
alternative 
measures to 
minimise 
UoA-related 
mortality of 
unwanted 
catch of main 
in scope 
species. 

There is a 
review at least 
once every 5 
years of the 
potential 
effectiveness 
and 
practicality of 
alternative 
measures to 
minimise 
UoA-related 
mortality of 
unwanted 
catch of main 
in scope 
species and 
they are 
implemented 
as 
appropriate. 

There is a  
review that 
happens 
every two 
years of the 
potential 
effectiveness 
and 
practicality of 
alternative 
measures to 
minimise 
UoA-related 
mortality of 
unwanted 
catch of all in 
scope 
species, and 
they are 
implemented, 
as 
appropriate. 

   (f) Ghost gear 
management 
strategy 

There are 
measures in 
place, if 
necessary, for 
the UoA that 
are expected 

There is a 
partial 
strategy in 
place for the 
UoA, if 
necessary, 

There is a 
strategy in 
place for the 
UoA that is 
expected to 
minimise 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

to minimise 
ghost gear 
and its impact 
on all in 
scope 
species. 

that is 
expected to 
minimise 
ghost gear 
and its impact 
on all in scope 
species. 

ghost gear 
and its impact 
on all in scope 
species. 

 

SA3.6.1 For SI (a), the team shall score the OR clause in SG80 when the PI 2.1.1 SI (a) score is 
less than 80.  

 

Shark finning 
SA3.6.2 If the in scope species is a shark, the team shall score SI (d).  

SA3.6.3 When scoring SI (d) at SG60, the team shall: ◙ 

a. Determine that a fins naturally attached (FNA) policy is in place for all retained sharks.  

b. Apply the Evidence Requirements Framework in Section B of the MSC Fisheries 
Standard Toolbox to establish whether the information used to determine that a FNA 
or non-retention policy is in place, has a high degree of accuracy.   

 
 
 

Reviewing measures for unwanted catch 
SA3.6.4 If there is unwanted catch, the team shall score scoring issue (e). ‼ 

SA3.6.5 The team shall interpret “alternative measures” in scoring issue (e) as alternative fishing 
gear and/or practices that have been shown to reduce the rate of incidental mortality of the 
species or species type to the lowest achievable levels.  

SA3.6.5.1 The team shall only consider “alternative measures” directed at minimising 
mortality of unwanted catch from ghost gear within scoring issue (f). ‼ 

SA3.6.6 The team shall interpret “as appropriate” in scoring issue (e) in the context of 
implementing reviewed measures as situations where potential alternative measures 
reviewed are: ‼ 

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

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

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

d. Not cost prohibitive to implement. ◙ 
 

Ghost gear management strategy ◙ 
SA3.6.7 The team shall only assess scoring issue (f) within the In scope scoring component if the 

corresponding ghost gear management scoring issue in the Endangered, Threatened or 
Protected/out-of-scope Species (ETP/OOS) scoring component is not scored.  

SA3.6.8 The team shall score scoring issue (f) if the risk of ghost fishing or ghost gear impact from 
the UoA is not demonstrably absent or negligible. 

SA3.6.9 The team shall interpret “minimise” in scoring issue (f) as a reduction of ghost gear and its 
impact to the point where the risk of ghost fishing or ghost gear impacts are either 
demonstrably absent or negligible.  
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SA3.6.10 The team shall use its expert judgement in determining what is “negligible” when making a 
determination as per SA3.6.8 and SA3.6.9.  

SA3.6.10.1 In making the determination as per SA3.6.10, the team shall consider the 
significance of the ghost gear risk in relation to the prevalence of ghost gear and 
vulnerability of species (for In scope and/or ETP/OOS scoring components) or 
habitats (for Habitats scoring component) at risk of ghost gear impact. 

 

SA3.7 In scope species information PI (PI 2.1.3) 
Table SA11: PI 2.1.3 in scope species information PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

In scope 
species 

Information  
 
2.1.3 
 
Information 
is adequate 
to determine 
the impact of 
the UoA on 
in scope 
species and 
the 
effectiveness 
of 
management 
measures or 
strategies in 
place. 

(a) 
Information 
adequacy for 
assessment 
of impact on 
main in 
scope 
species 

Information 
is adequate 
to broadly 
understand 
the impact 
of the UoA 
on the stock 
status of 
main in 
scope 
species.  

Information is 
adequate to 
establish the 
impact of the 
UoA on the 
stock status of 
main in scope 
species with a 
high degree 
of accuracy. 

Information is 
adequate to 
establish the impact 
of the UoA on the 
stock status of main 
in scope species 
with a very high 
degree of 
accuracy. 
 

(b) 
Information 
adequacy for 
assessment 
of impact on 
minor in 
scope 
species 

  Information is 
adequate to 
establish the impact 
of the UoA on the 
stock status of minor 
in scope species 
with a high degree 
of accuracy. 

(c) 
Information 
adequacy for 
management 
strategy 

Information 
is adequate 
to support 
measures 
to manage 
main in 
scope 
species. 

Information is 
adequate to 
support a 
partial 
strategy to 
manage main 
in scope 
species. 

Information is 
adequate to support 
a strategy to 
manage all in scope 
species and 
evaluate with a high 
degree of certainty 
whether the strategy 
is achieving its 
objective. 

 

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

SA3.7.1.1 If the team has assessed a species or proportion of the catch of a species as 
“unwanted catch”, the proportion of the catch that is unwanted for each of these 
species shall be indicated. 

SA3.7.2 In scoring issues (a) and (b), the team shall apply the Evidence Requirements Framework 
in Section B of the MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox to determine which guidepost is met. 
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SA3.7.3 In scoring issue (c), the team shall use its expert judgement to consider the adequacy of 
information in relation to supporting the management measures, partial strategy, or 
strategy, including the ability to detect any changes in risk level to in scope species ‼ 

  



MSC Fisheries Standard v[#.#] 

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard [v#.#] Page 32 
Date of publication: [Day Month Year] © Marine Stewardship Council 2022 

 

SA3.8 ETP and Out-of-Scope (ETP/OOS) species outcome PI (PI 2.2.1)  
Table SA12: PI 2.2.1 ETP/OOS species outcome PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

ETP/OOS 
species 

Outcome 
status 
 
2.2.1 
 
The direct 
effects of the 
UoA do not  
hinder 
recovery of 
the ETP/OOS 
unit to 
favourable 
conservation 
status. 

(a) Direct 
effects 

The 
direct effects 
of the UoA 
are unlikely to 
hinder 
recovery of 
the ETP/OOS 
unit to 
favourable 
conservation 
status. 

The direct 
effects of the 
MSC UoAs 
are highly 
unlikely to 
hinder 
recovery of 
the ETP/OOS 
unit to 
favourable 
conservation 
status. 

There is a high 
degree of 
certainty that the 
direct effects of 
the MSC UoAs do 
not hinder 
recovery of 
ETP/OOS unit to 
favourable 
conservation 
status. 

 
SA3.8.1 The team shall identify the ETP/OOS unit(s). 

SA3.8.1.1 The ETP/OOS unit(s) shall be identified on the basis of either: 

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

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

SA3.8.1.2 The biology and distribution of the ETP/OOS unit relative to the scale and intensity 
of the UoA shall be considered in making relevant determinations as per 
SA3.8.1.1. 

SA3.8.1.3 Where organisations responsible for assessing status of species have identified 
specific ETP/OOS units in order to assess impacts of the UoA or wider fleet that 
meet the requirements in SA3.8.1.1 and SA3.8.1.2, these units shall be selected 
by the team as the ETP/OOS unit. 

SA3.8.1.4 Where organisations responsible for assessing status of species have not 
identified specific ETP/OOS units in order to assess impacts of the UoA or wider 
fleet, or those units do not meet the requirements in SA3.8.1.1 and SA3.8.1.2, the 
team shall select the most relevant unit for assessing the impacts of the UoA on 
the population. 

SA3.8.1.5 Each ETP/OOS unit selected shall be treated as a separate scoring element. 

SA3.8.1.6 The team shall justify the selection of each ETP/OOS unit. 

SA3.8.2 The team shall evaluate the likelihood that the UoA hinders recovery of the ETP/OOS unit 
to favourable conservation status through either review of quantitative assessment(s) that 
determine the impact of the UoA with respect to favourable conservation status, or review 
of evidence that the UoA impact is negligible. 

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

SA3.8.2.2 Where the following reference points are specified and meet SA3.8.2.1, the team 
shall consider the reference point equivalent to favourable conservation status: 

a. Optimum Sustainable Population. 
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b. Maximum Net Productivity Level. 

c. Maximum Sustained Fishing Mortality. 

d. Maximum Sustainable Yield.  

SA3.8.2.3 The team shall evaluate whether the UoA would hinder recovery (as defined in 
SA3.5.9) of the ETP/OOS unit to favourable conservation status within a 
timeframe of 3 generations or 100 years, whichever is shorter. 

SA3.8.2.4 If the UoA impact on ETP/OOS unit is negligible, the team shall also consider this 
as evidence that the UoA is not hindering recovery at all SG levels. 

SA3.8.2.5 The UoA impact shall be defined as negligible when the ETP/OOS unit mortalities 
are negligible, as defined when all the following requirements are met: 

a. The UoA has achieved at least a score of 80 for PI 2.2.3 (SI (a)). 

b. Average estimates of mortality based on the information in (a) are less than 5 
individuals per year. 

i. For fish and/or invertebrate species, the team shall consider UoA 
mortalities which represent <2% of total ETP/OOS unit as negligible. 

c. For “Out-of-scope” species, the lower bound of estimated population size for 
the ETP/OOS unit is at least 5000 individuals. 

SA3.9 ETP/OOS species management PI (PI 2.2.2) ‼ 
Table SA13: PI 2.2.2 ETP/OOS species management strategy PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

ETP/OOS 
species 

Manageme
nt strategy 
 
2.2.2 
 
The UoA 
has 
precautiona
ry 
manageme
nt 
strategies 
in place 
designed 
to:  
-ensure 
that 
incidental 
catches of 
the 
ETP/OOS 
unit are 
minimised 
and where 
possible 
eliminated  
- ensure 
that the 

 (a) 
Management 
strategy in 
place  

There are 
measures in 
place that 
are 
expected to 
minimise the 
UoA-related 
mortality of 
the 
ETP/OOS 
unit and 
achieve the 
ETP/OOS 
Outcome 
SG80 level 
of 
performance
. 

There is a 
strategy in place 
that is expected 
to minimise the 
UoA-related 
mortality of the 
ETP/OOS unit 
and achieve the 
ETP/OOS 
Outcome SG80 
level of 
performance. 

There is a 
comprehensive 
strategy in 
place that is 
expected to 
minimise the 
UoA-related 
mortality of the 
ETP/OOS unit 
and achieve the 
ETP Outcome 
SG80 level of 
performance. 

 (b) 
Management 
strategy 
effectiveness 

 Evidence 
indicates that the 
measures or 
strategy have 
reduced or 
minimised the 
mortality of the 
ETP/OOS unit. 

Evidence 
indicates that 
the measures 
or strategy 
have eliminated 
ETP/OOS unit 
mortalities, or 
reduced 
mortalities to a 
negligible level 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

UoA does 
not hinder 
recovery to 
Favourable 
Conservati
on Status. 

(c) 
Review of 
alternative 
measures to 
minimise 
mortality on 
the ETP/OOS 
unit 

 There is a regular 
review of the 
potential 
effectiveness and 
practicality of 
alternative 
measures to 
minimise UoA-
related mortality 
of the ETP/OOS 
unit and they are 
implemented as 
appropriate for 
the ETP/OOS 
unit. 

There is a 
review that 
happens every 
2 years of the 
potential 
effectiveness 
and practicality 
of alternative 
measures to 
minimise UoA- 
related 
mortality of the 
ETP/OOS unit, 
and they are 
implemented, 
as appropriate 
for the 
ETP/OOS unit. 

  (d) Shark 
finning 

It is highly 
likely that 
shark 
finning is not 
taking place. 

  

  (e) Ghost gear 
management 
strategy 

There are 
measures in 
place, if 
necessary, 
for the UoA 
that are 
expected to 
minimise 
ghost gear 
and its 
impact on 
the 
ETP/OOS 
unit. 

There is a partial 
strategy in place 
for the UoA, if 
necessary, that is 
expected to 
minimise ghost 
gear and its 
impact on the 
ETP/OOS unit. 

There is a 
strategy in 
place for the 
UoA that is 
expected to 
minimise ghost 
gear and its 
impact on the 
ETP/OOS unit. 

 

SA3.9.1 In scoring issue (a), the team shall interpret “measures expected to minimise mortality" as 
measures that have been shown to minimise mortalities through: 

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

b. Modification of fishing gears and practices; or  

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

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

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

b. Comparison with similar fisheries and species (similar gear, area of operation, 
and interactions with the ETP/OOS unit). 
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c. From trials or application in the UoA itself.  

SA3.9.2 In scoring issue (a), the team shall interpret “in place” as being fully implemented in the 
UoA. 

SA3.9.3 In scoring issue (b), the team shall review and provide rationale on the effectiveness of the 
measures or strategy in achieving the objectives of eliminating, where possible, or 
minimising mortality of the ETP/OOS unit. 

SA3.9.3.1 At SG80, unless ETP/OOS unit mortalities are negligible as per SA3.8.2.5, or 
minimised as per SA3.9.3.1.a, this rationale shall include evidence of 
demonstrable reductions in ETP/OOS unit mortalities since implementation of the 
measures/strategy. 

a. “Minimised” shall be interpreted in this context as reduced to the smallest 
possible level without affecting crew safety, altering the target catch level by 
more than 10% or negatively impacting other species or habitats. 

SA3.9.3.2 At SG100, the rationale shall include evidence that there are zero mortalities or 
negligible (as per SA3.8.2.5) mortalities of the ETP/OOS unit. 

SA3.9.4 The CAB shall assess scoring issue (c) unless ETP mortalities are zero or negligible. 

SA3.9.4.1 “Alternative measures” in scoring issue (c) shall be interpreted as alternative 
fishing gear and practices (i.e. those not already used in the UoA) that meet the 
criteria for measures that are expected to minimise mortality as per SA3.9.1.  

SA3.9.4.2 “Regular review” in scoring issue (c) shall be interpreted as at least once every 5 
years. 

SA3.9.4.3 “As appropriate for the ETP/OOS unit” in scoring issue (c) in the context of 
implementing reviewed measures shall be interpreted as situations where 
potential alternative measures reviewed are: 

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

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

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

SA3.9.5 In assessing scoring issue (e), the team shall apply SA3.6.8–3.6.10. 

 

Shark finning 
SA3.9.6 If the ETP species is a shark, the team shall score SI (d) at SG60.  

SA3.9.7 When scoring SI (d) at SG60, the team shall: ◙ 

a. Determine that a fins naturally attached (FNA) policy is in place for all retained sharks.  

b. Apply the Evidence Requirements Framework in Section B of the MSC Fisheries 
Standard Toolbox to establish that the information used to determine that a FNA or 
non-retention policy is in place, has a high degree of accuracy.    
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SA3.10 ETP/OOS species information PI (PI 2.2.3)  
Table SA14: PI 2.2.3 ETP/OOS species information PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

ETP/OOS 
species 

Information  
 
2.2.3 
 
Information is 
adequate to 
determine the 
impact of the 
UoA on 
ETP/OOS 
unit and the 
effectiveness 
of 
management 
measures or 
strategies in 
place. 

(a) 
Information 
adequacy for 
assessment 
of impacts 

Information is 
adequate to 
broadly 
understand 
the impact of 
the UoA on 
the ETP/OOS 
unit. 
 
 

Information is 
adequate to 
establish the 
impact of the 
UoA on the 
ETP/OOS 
unit, and to 
determine 
whether the 
UoA may be 
a threat to its 
recovery, 
with a high 
degree of 
accuracy. 
 

Information is 
adequate to 
establish the 
impact of the 
UoA on the 
ETP/OOS unit, 
and to 
determine 
whether the 
UoA may be 
threat to its 
recovery, with a 
very high 
degree of 
accuracy. 

(b) 
Information 
adequacy for 
management 
strategy 

Information is 
adequate to 
support 
measures to 
manage 
impacts on 
the ETP/OOS 
unit. 

Information is 
adequate to 
measure 
trends and 
support a 
strategy to 
manage 
impacts on 
the ETP/OOS 
unit. 

Information is 
adequate to 
support a 
comprehensive 
strategy to 
manage 
impacts, 
minimise 
mortality and 
injury of the 
ETP/OOS unit, 
and evaluate 
with a high 
degree of 
certainty 
whether a 
strategy is 
achieving its 
objectives. 

 

SA3.10.1 In scoring issue (a), the team shall apply the Evidence Requirements Framework in 
Section B of the MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox to determine which scoring guidepost is 
met. 

SA3.10.2 In scoring issue (b), the team shall use its expert judgement to consider the adequacy of 
information in relation to supporting the management measures, strategy or 
comprehensive strategy. 
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SA3.11 Habitats outcome PI (PI 2.3.1) ◙ 
Table SA15 : PI 2.3.1 habitats outcome PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Habitats Outcome 
status 
 
2.3.1 
 
The UoA does 
not cause 
serious or 
irreversible 
harm to 
habitat 
structure and 
function, 
considered on 
the basis of 
the area 
covered by 
the 
governance 
body(ies) 
responsible 
for fisheries 
management 
in the area(s) 
where the 
UoA operates. 

(a) 
Less sensitive 
habitats 

The UoA is 
unlikely to 
reduce 
structure and 
function of 
less sensitive 
habitats to a 
point where 
there would 
be serious or 
irreversible 
harm. 

The UoA is 
highly 
unlikely to 
reduce 
structure and 
function of 
less sensitive 
habitats to a 
point where 
there would 
be serious or 
irreversible 
harm. 

There is 
evidence that 
the UoA is 
highly unlikely 
to reduce 
structure and 
function of 
less sensitive 
habitats to a 
point where 
there would 
be serious or 
irreversible 
harm. 

(b) 
More 
sensitive 
habitats 

The UoA is 
unlikely to 
reduce 
structure and 
function of 
more 
sensitive 
habitats to a 
point where 
there would 
be serious or 
irreversible 
harm. 

The UoA is 
highly 
unlikely to 
reduce 
structure and 
function of 
more 
sensitive 
habitats to a 
point where 
there would 
be serious or 
irreversible 
harm. 

There is 
evidence that 
the UoA is 
highly unlikely 
to reduce 
structure and 
function of 
more 
sensitive 
habitats to a 
point where 
there would 
be serious or 
irreversible 
harm. 

 

SA3.11.1 The team shall assess the habitats component in relation to the effects of the UoA on the 
structure and function of the habitats impacted by the UoA. ◙ 

a. Each different habitat shall be scored as a separate element. 

b. If there is insufficient information for assessment of PI 2.3.1, the team shall use the 
RBF Consequence Spatial Analysis (CSA). 

c. The team may use the RBF CSA even if there is sufficient information to assess PI 
2.3.1. 

SA3.11.2 If a benthic habitat is being assessed, the team shall recognise habitats based on the 
following habitat characteristics: ◙  

a. Substratum – sediment type.  

b. Geomorphology – seafloor topography.  

c. Biota – characteristic floral and/or faunal group(s).  

SA3.11.3 The team shall determine and justify which habitats impacted by the UoA are less 
sensitive or more sensitive, as follows: ◙ 
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a. The team shall define a less sensitive habitat as a habitat that would be able to 
recover to at least 80% of its unimpacted structure and function within 20 years, if 
fishing were to cease entirely. 

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

SA3.11.3.1 The team shall recognise habitats designated as FAO Vulnerable Marine 
Ecosystems (VMEs) as more sensitive habitats. 

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

SA3.11.5 In the case of more sensitive habitats, the team shall interpret “serious or irreversible 
harm” as reductions in habitat structure and function below 80% of the unimpacted state if 
fishing on the habitat were to cease entirely. ◙ 

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

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

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

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

SA3.11.6.4 If a habitat’s range extends beyond the “managed area”, the team shall consider 
the habitat’s range both inside and outside the “managed area”. ◙ 

SA3.11.6.5 The team shall interpret the terms “unlikely”, “highly unlikely”, and “evidence” in 
SG60, SG80, and SG100 as per SA3.2.2 and Table SA8. 

 

SA3.12 Habitats management strategy PI (PI 2.3.2) ◙ 
Table SA18: PI 2.3.2 habitats management strategy PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Habitats Management 
strategy 
 
2.3.2 
 
There is a 
strategy in 
place that is 
designed to 
ensure the 
UoA does not 

(a) 
Management 
strategy in 
place ◙ 

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

There is a 
partial 
strategy in 
place, if 
necessary, 
that is 
expected to 
achieve the 
Habitat 
Outcome 
SG80 level or 
above. 

There is a 
strategy in 
place for 
managing the 
impact of all 
MSC UoAs/non-
MSC fisheries 
on habitats. 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

pose a risk of 
serious or 
irreversible 
harm to the 
habitats. 

(b) 
Management 
strategy 
effectiveness 

The 
measures are 
considered 
likely, when 
based on 
plausible 
argument. 

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

There is 
evidence that 
the partial 
strategy/strategy 
is achieving the 
objectives set 
out in SI (a), 
based on 
information 
directly about 
the UoA and/or 
habitats 
involved. 

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

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

Information is 
adequate to 
determine, 
with a high 
degree of 
accuracy, 
compliance in 
the UoA with 
both its 
management 
requirements 
and 
protection 
measures 
afforded to 
more 
sensitive 
habitats by 
other MSC 
UoAs/non-
MSC 
fisheries, 
where 
relevant. 

Information is 
adequate to 
determine, with 
a very high 
degree of 
accuracy, 
compliance in 
the UoA with 
both its 
management 
requirements 
and with 
protection 
measures 
afforded to more 
sensitive 
habitats by other 
MSC UoAs/ 
non-MSC 
fisheries, where 
relevant. 

  (d) Ghost gear 
management 
strategy 

There are 
measures in 
place, if 
necessary, 
for the UoA 
that are 
expected to 
minimise 
ghost gear 
and its 
impact on all 
habitats. 

There is a 
partial 
strategy in 
place for the 
UoA, if 
necessary, 
that is 
expected to 
minimise 
ghost gear 
and its 
impact on all 
habitats. 

There is a 
strategy in place 
for the UoA that 
is expected to 
minimise ghost 
gear and its 
impact on all 
habitats. 
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SA3.12.1 The team shall consider the differences between “measures”, “partial strategy”, and 

“strategy” as they apply to habitat management. ◙ 

SA3.12.1.1 In scoring issue (a) at the SG100 level: ◙ 

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

b. A management strategy shall be in place for all UoAs, including those that do 
not regularly contact benthic habitats, because gear loss or unexpected 
benthic impact could occur. 

SA3.12.1.2 In scoring issue (a) at the SG80 level, the “partial strategy” for a UoA that 
encounters more sensitive habitats shall include, at a minimum: ◙ 

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

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

SA3.12.1.3 In scoring issue (a) at the SG60 level, the “measures” for a UoA that encounters 
more sensitive habitats shall include, at a minimum:  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

b. Takes into account information from non-MSC fisheries, where available and 
“where relevant”. 

SA3.12.2.2 In determining “where relevant”, the team shall include: ◙ 

a. Consideration only of areas where closure is clearly aimed at precautionary 
protection of more sensitive habitats, based on scientific rationale and best 
practice, and not closures that are designed for other purposes. 

b. Avoidance of closed areas arising from move-on rules and consideration of 
other measures implemented by all MSC UoAs. 

c. Avoidance of any relevant move-on areas implemented by non-MSC fisheries 
if the area coordinates are available. 

SA3.12.3 In scoring issue (c), the team shall apply the Evidence Requirements Framework in 
Section B of the MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox to determine which guidepost is met. 

SA3.12.4 In scoring issue (d), the team shall apply SA3.3.1.  
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SA3.13 Habitats information PI (PI 2.3.3) ◙ 
Table SA19: PI 2.3.3 habitats information PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Habitats Information / 
monitoring 
 
2.3.3 
 
Information is 
adequate to 
determine the 
impact of the 
UoA on 
habitats, 
including 
changes in 
the risk posed 
by the UoA 
over time. 

(a) 
Information 
quality 

The types and 
distribution of 
habitats are 
broadly 
understood. 
 
 

The nature, 
distribution 
and 
vulnerability 
of habitats in 
the UoA area 
are known at 
a level of 
detail relevant 
to the scale 
and intensity 
of the UoA. 
 
 

The 
distribution of 
all habitats is 
known over 
their range, 
with particular 
attention to 
the 
occurrence of 
more 
sensitive 
habitats. 

(b) 
Information 
adequacy for 
assessment 
of impacts 

Information is 
adequate to 
broadly 
understand 
the impacts of 
gear use on 
habitats. 
 

Information is 
adequate to 
establish the 
impacts of the 
UoA on 
habitats with a 
high degree 
of accuracy. 
 

Information is 
adequate to 
establish the 
impacts of the 
UoA on 
habitats with a 
very high 
degree of 
accuracy. 

(c) 
Monitoring ◙ 
 

 Adequate 
information 
continues to 
be collected 
to detect any 
increase in 
risk to 
habitats. 

Changes in all 
habitat 
distributions 
over time are 
measured. 

 

SA3.13.1 The team shall interpret “vulnerability” for the SG80 and SG100 levels to mean the 
combination of: 

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

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

SA3.13.2 In scoring issue (b), the team shall apply the Evidence Requirements Framework in 
Section B of the MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox to determine which guidepost is met. 
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SA3.14 Ecosystem outcome PI (PI 2.4.1) ◙ 
Table SA110: PI 2.4.1 ecosystem outcome PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Ecosystem Outcome 
Status 
 
2.4.1 
 
The UoA does 
not cause 
serious or 
irreversible 
harm to the 
key elements 
of ecosystem 
structure and 
function. 

(a) 
Ecosystem 
status 

The UoA is 
unlikely to 
disrupt the 
key elements 
underlying 
ecosystem 
structure and 
function to a 
point where 
there would 
be a serious 
or irreversible 
harm. 

The UoA is 
highly 
unlikely to 
disrupt the 
key elements 
underlying 
ecosystem 
structure and 
function to a 
point where 
there would 
be a serious 
or irreversible 
harm. 

There is 
evidence that 
the UoA is 
highly unlikely 
to disrupt the 
key elements 
underlying 
ecosystem 
structure and 
function to a 
point where 
there would 
be a serious 
or irreversible 
harm. 

 

SA3.14.1 The team shall score the direct effects of the UoA on other components of the assessment 
(i.e. P1 target species, In scope species, ETP species, and habitats) separately to this PI, 
which considers the wider ecosystem structure and function.  

SA3.14.2 The team shall identify and describe the assessed ecosystem in relation to the spatial and 
temporal scale of the UoA and its intensity.  

SA3.14.3 The team shall identify and assess all relevant key ecosystem elements on which the UoA 
has an impact. 

SA3.14.4 The team shall interpret “key” ecosystem elements as: 

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

b. The features most crucial to maintaining the integrity of its structure and functions and 
the key determinants of its resilience and productivity. ◙ 

SA3.14.5 [The team shall identify whether the UoA impact on key ecosystem element(s) includes 
indirect effects on ETP/OOS units.  

SA3.14.5.1 The team shall evaluate whether any identified indirect impacts are likely to hinder 
the recovery of the ETP/OOS unit. 

SA3.14.5.2 Where it is determined that indirect impacts are likely to hinder recovery of 
ETP/OOS units, the team shall consider this to be evidence the UoA is likely to 
disrupt the key elements underlying ecosystem structure and function to a point 
where there would be a serious or irreversible harm. ◙  ] 

SA3.14.6 [The team shall ensure that any qualitative analysis and/or expert judgements used to 
score a UoA at SG60 and SG80 are approximately equivalent to the quantitative 
probability interpretation in SA3.2.2 and Table SA8. ] 

SA3.14.6.1 The team shall provide justification for equivalence. 

SA3.14.6.2 The team shall use a range of informed viewpoints or alternative hypotheses to 
make qualitative judgements about the probability interpretation of the SG. 
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SA3.15 Ecosystem management strategy PI (PI 2.4.2) ◙ 
Table SA111: PI 2.4.2 ecosystem management strategy PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Ecosystem Management 
strategy 
 
2.4.2 
 
There are 
measures in 
place to 
ensure the 
UoA does not 
pose a risk of 
serious or 
irreversible 
harm to 
ecosystem 
structure and 
function. 

(a) 
Management 
strategy in 
place 

There are 
measures in 
place, if 
necessary, 
which take 
into account 
the potential 
impacts of the 
UoA on key 
elements of 
the 
ecosystem. 

There is a 
partial 
strategy in 
place, if 
necessary, 
which takes 
into account 
available 
information 
and is 
expected to 
limit impacts 
of the UoA on 
the 
ecosystem so 
as to achieve 
the 
Ecosystem 
Outcome 80 
level of 
performance. 

There is a 
strategy that 
consists of a 
plan in place 
which 
contains 
measures to 
address all 
main impacts 
of the UoA on 
the 
ecosystem, 
and at least 
some of these 
measures are 
in place. 

(b) 
Management 
strategy 
effectiveness  
 

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

There is 
some  
evidence that 
the measures/ 
partial 
strategy is 
achieving the 
objectives set 
out in SI (a) 
based on 
some 
information 
directly about 
the UoA 
and/or the 
ecosystem 
involved. 

 
There is 
evidence that 
the partial 
strategy/ 
strategy is 
achieving the 
objectives set 
out in SI (a) 
based on 
information 
directly about 
the UoA 
and/or 
ecosystem 
involved. 

 

SA3.15.1 The team shall note that the measures required by SG60 may exist primarily to manage 
the impact on target species or other components but have the capacity to achieve 
ecosystem outcomes.  

SA3.15.2 The team shall note that the plan and measures in place at SG100 should be based on 
well-understood functional relationships between the UoA and the elements of the 
ecosystem.  

SA3.15.3 The team shall note that for SG80 and SG100, partial strategies and strategies 
respectively may also contain measures designed and implemented to address impacts 
on components that have been evaluated elsewhere in this framework. 
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SA3.15.3.1 If the measures address specific ecosystem impacts effectively enough to meet 
the appropriate standard, then it is not necessary to have special “ecosystem 
measures” to address the same impacts. 

SA3.15.3.2 It may not be necessary to have a specific “ecosystem strategy” other than that 
which comprises the individual strategies for the other components under P1 and 
P2. 

SA3.15.3.3 If there are ecosystem impacts that may not be addressed effectively by existing 
measures, the fishery may need to add new measures or strengthen existing ones 
to address those impacts. 

 

SA3.16 Ecosystem information PI (PI 2.4.3) 
Table SA12: PI 2.4.3 ecosystem information PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Ecosystem Information 
/ monitoring 
 
2.4.3 
 
There is 
adequate 
knowledge 
of the 
ecosystem 
and the 
main 
impacts of 
the UoA on 
key 
ecosystem 
elements.  

(a) 
Information 
quality 

Information 
is adequate 
to identify 
the key 
elements of 
the 
ecosystem 

Information is 
adequate to 
broadly 
understand the 
key elements of 
the ecosystem. 

 

(b) 
Investigation 
of UoA 
impacts 

Main 
impacts of 
the UoA on 
these key 
ecosystem 
elements 
can be 
inferred 
from 
existing 
information.  

Main impacts of 
the UoA on the 
key elements of 
the ecosystem 
have been 
investigated in 
detail.  

Main 
interactions 
between the 
UoA and these 
key ecosystem 
elements have 
been 
investigated in 
detail.  

(c) 
Understanding 
of component 
(i.e. P1 target 
species, in 
scope, 
secondary and 
ETP species 
and habitats) 
functions 

 The main 
functions of the 
components in 
the ecosystem 
are known. 

The impacts of 
the UoA on the 
components 
are identified 
and the main 
functions of 
these 
components in 
the ecosystem 
are 
understood. 

(d) 
Monitoring 

 Adequate data 
continue to be 
collected to 
detect any 
increase in risk 
level. 

Information is 
adequate to 
support the 
development of 
strategies to 
manage 
ecosystem 
impacts. 
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SA3.16.1 In scoring issue (b), the team shall: ◙ 

a. Require some information of “the main impacts of the UoA on these key ecosystem 
elements” at the SG80 level. 

b. Focus on the “main interactions between the UoA and these ecosystem elements” at 
the SG100 level. At this level: 

i. UoAs should be capable of adapting management to environmental changes as 
well as managing the effect of the UoA on the ecosystem. 

ii. Monitoring the effects of environmental change on the natural productivity of the 
UoAs should be considered best practice and should include recognition of the 
increasing importance of climate change. 
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SA4 Principle 3 
 

 
Figure SA4: Principle 3 default tree structure 
 

SA4.1 General requirements for Principle 3 ◙ 
SA4.1.1 The team shall determine and state which jurisdictional category or combination of 

jurisdictional categories apply to the management system of the UoA, including:  

a. Single jurisdiction. 

b. Single jurisdiction with indigenous component. 

c. Shared stocks. 

d. Straddling stocks. 

e. Stocks of highly migratory species (HMS). 

f. Stocks of discrete high seas non-HMS. 

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

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

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

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

SA4.1.4.1 The team shall obtain this evidence by: ◙ 

a. Using different methods to collect information. 

b. Cross-checking opinions and views from different segments of the 
stakeholder community. 
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SA4.1.5 The team shall consider the scale and intensity of the UoA in determining the 
appropriateness of the management system. 

 

SA4.2 Principle 3 terminology  
SA4.2.1 The term “explicit” as used in P3 scoring guideposts shall refer to: 

a. Formally codified or documented management measures and mechanisms, and/or 

b. Informal management measures and mechanisms that are well established and 
effective. 

SA4.2.1.1 In scoring management performance in the continuum from implicit to explicit, the 
team shall consider: 

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

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

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

 

SA4.3 Legal and/or customary framework PI (PI 3.1.1) ◙ 
Table SA213: PI 3.1.1 legal and/or customary framework PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Governance 
and policy 
 

Legal and/or 
customary 
framework 
 
3.1.1 
 
The 
management 
system exists 
within an 
appropriate 
and effective 
legal and/or 
customary 
framework 
which ensures 
that it: 
- Is capable of 
delivering 
sustainability 
in the UoA(s)  
- Observes 
the legal 
rights created 
explicitly or 
established by 
custom of 
people 
dependent on 
fishing for 

(a) 
Compatibility 
of laws or 
standards 
with effective 
management 
◙ 

There is an 
effective 
national legal 
system and a 
framework 
for 
cooperation 
with other 
parties, where 
necessary, to 
deliver 
management 
outcomes 
consistent 
with MSC 
Principles 1 
and 2. 

There is an 
effective 
national legal 
system and 
organised 
and effective 
cooperation 
with other 
parties, where 
necessary, to 
deliver 
management 
outcomes 
consistent 
with MSC 
Principles 1 
and 2. 

There is an 
effective 
national legal 
system and 
binding 
procedures 
governing 
cooperation 
with other 
parties which 
delivers 
management 
outcomes 
consistent 
with MSC 
Principles 1 
and 2.  

(b) 
Resolution of 
disputes  
◙ 

The 
management 
system 
incorporates 
or is subject 
by law to a 
mechanism 
for the 
resolution of 
legal disputes 
arising within 
the system. 

The 
management 
system 
incorporates 
or is subject 
by law to a 
transparent 
mechanism 
for the 
resolution of 
legal disputes, 
which is 
considered 

The 
management 
system 
incorporates 
or is subject 
by law to a 
transparent 
mechanism 
for the 
resolution of 
legal disputes, 
which is 
appropriate to 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

food or 
livelihood; and 
-Incorporates 
an 
appropriate 
dispute 
resolution 
framework. 
 

to be 
effective in 
dealing with 
most issues 
and that is 
appropriate to 
the context of 
the UoA. 

the context of 
the fishery 
and has been 
tested and 
proven to be 
effective. 

(c) 
Respect for 
rights 
◙ 

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

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

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

 

SA4.3.1 At the SG60 level for scoring issue (a), the team shall interpret “compatibility with laws and 
standards” as follows: 

(1) For a UoA not subject to international cooperation for management of the stock, this 
means: 

i. The existence of national laws, agreements, and policies governing the actions of 
all the authorities and actors involved in managing the UoA. 

ii. That these laws, agreements, and/or policies provide a framework for cooperation 
between national entities on national management issues, as appropriate for the 
context, size, scale, or intensity of the UoA. ◙ 

b. For a UoA subject to international cooperation for management of the stock, for 
example, shared, straddling, HMS, and high seas non-HMS, this means: 

(a) The fishery is not conducted under a controversial unilateral exemption to an 
international agreement, and ◙ 

(b) National and international laws, arrangements, agreements, and policies exist 
that govern the actions of the authorities and actors involved in managing the 
UoA, and 

i. A framework for cooperation with other territories, sub-regional, or regional 
fisheries management organisations exists, or 
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ii. Other bilateral/multilateral arrangements exist that create the cooperation required 
to deliver sustainable management under the obligations of the United Nations 
Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) Articles 63(2), 64, 118, and 119, 
and the 1995 United Nations Fish Stocks Agreement (UNFSA) Article 8. 

SA4.3.1.1 Cooperation shall at least deliver the intent of UNFSA Article 10 paragraphs 
relating to: ◙ 

a. The collection and sharing of scientific data. 

b. The scientific assessment of stock status. 

c. Development of scientific advice. 

SA4.3.1.2 The flag state of participants in the UoA shall have at least cooperating non-
member status within a relevant sub-regional or regional fisheries management 
organisation, or another bilateral/multilateral arrangement, if such exists. 

SA4.3.2 At the SG80 level for scoring issue (a), the team shall interpret “compatibility with laws and 
standards” as follows: 

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

i. The existence of national laws, agreements and policy governing the actions of all 
the authorities and actors involved in managing the UoA. 

ii. That these laws, agreements, and/or policies also provide for organised 
cooperation between national entities on national management issues; for 
example, between regional and national management, state and federal 
management, indigenous, and other groups. 

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

i. The existence of national and international laws, agreements and policies 
governing the actions of the authorities and actors involved in managing the UoA. 

ii. That effective regional and/or international cooperation creates a comprehensive 
cooperation under the obligations of UNCLOS Articles 63(2), 64, 118, 119, and 
UNFSA Article 8. 

iii. That cooperation shall at least deliver the intent of UNFSA Article 10 paragraphs 
relating to the collection, sharing, and dissemination of scientific data; the scientific 
assessment of stock status and development of management advice; the 
agreement and delivery of management actions consistent with this sustainable 
management advice; and on monitoring and control. 

iv. That the flag state of fishery participants in the UoA shall be members of the 
relevant organisation or participants in the arrangement, or agree to apply the 
conservation and management measures established by the organisation or 
arrangement if such organisation or arrangement exists. 

SA4.3.3 At the SG100 level for scoring issue (a), the team shall interpret “compatibility with laws 
and standards” as follows: ◙ 

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

i. National laws, agreements, and policies governing the actions of all the authorities 
and actors involved in managing the UoA. 

ii. That these laws, agreements and/or policies also provide for a formal system for 
cooperation between national entities; for example, between regional and national 
management, state and federal management, indigenous, and other groups. 

b. For a UoA subject to international cooperation for management of the stock, this 
means: 
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i. The existence of national laws, agreements, and policies governing the actions of 
the authorities and actors involved in managing the UoA.  

ii. That binding legislation exists governing comprehensive international cooperation 
under the obligations of UNCLOS Articles 63(2), 64, 118, 119, and UNFSA Articles 
8 and 10. 

iii. That cooperation under the regional fisheries management organisation 
(RFMO)/arrangement, and the actions of the RFMO, shall demonstrably and 
effectively deliver UNFSA Article 10. 

SA4.3.3.2 The team shall interpret across SGs 60, 80, and 100 that “effective national legal 
system” means that the client can provide objective evidence that most of the 
essential features and elements needed to deliver sustainable fisheries are 
present in: 

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

b. Within a coherent, logical supporting ‘rule-making’ structure. 

SA4.3.4 At the SG60 level for scoring issue (b), the team shall expect that the UoA is not subject to 
disputes that overwhelm the fishery enough to prevent it from meeting the objectives of 
MSC P1 and P2. ◙ 

SA4.3.5 For scoring issue (c), the team shall not make its own judgements or unilateral decisions 
about whether or not custom or national treaties relating to aboriginal or indigenous 
people have conferred rights upon any particular group or individual.  

SA4.3.5.1 The use of the term “treaties” shall not include international treaties, or treaties 
between states or nations, and is limited in this context to national treaties relating 
specifically to aboriginal or indigenous people. ◙ 

SA4.3.6 The team shall interpret “generally respect” in scoring issue (c) at SG60 to mean that there 
is some evidence that the legal and/or customary framework for managing fisheries 
considers the legal rights created explicitly or established by custom of people dependent 
on fishing for food or livelihood, and their long-term interests. 

SA4.3.7 The team shall interpret “observe” in scoring issue (c) at SG80 to mean that: 

(1) There are more formal arrangements such as bylaws or regulation that make explicit 
the requirement to consider the legal rights created explicitly or by custom of people 
dependent on fishing for food or livelihood. 

(2) Those peoples’ long-term interests are taken into account within the legal and/or 
customary framework for managing fisheries. 

SA4.3.8 The team shall interpret “formally commit” in scoring issue (c) at SG100 to mean that the 
client can demonstrate a mandated legal basis where rights are fully codified within the 
fishery management system, and/or its policies and procedures for managing fisheries 
under a legal framework. 

 

SA4.4 Consultation, roles, and responsibilities PI (PI 3.1.2) ◙ 
Table SA214: PI 3.1.2 consultation, roles, and responsibilities PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Governance 
and policy 

Consultation, 
roles and 
responsibiliti
es 
 
3.1.2 

(a) 
Roles and 
responsibilitie
s ◙ 

Organisations 
and 
individuals 
involved in the 
management 
process have 
been 

Organisations 
and 
individuals 
involved in the 
management 
process have 
been 

Organisations 
and individuals 
involved in the 
management 
process have 
been identified. 
Functions, roles 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

 
The 
management 
system has 
effective 
consultation 
processes 
that are open 
to interested 
and affected 
parties. 
The roles 
and 
responsibiliti
es of 
organisation
s and 
individuals 
who are 
involved in 
the 
management 
process are 
clear and 
understood 
by all 
relevant 
parties. 

identified. 
Functions, 
roles and 
responsibilitie
s are 
generally 
understood. 

identified. 
Functions, 
roles and 
responsibilitie
s are 
explicitly 
defined and 
well 
understood 
for key areas 
of 
responsibility 
and 
interaction. 

and 
responsibilities 
are explicitly 
defined and 
well 
understood for 
all areas of 
responsibility 
and interaction. 

(b) 
Consultation 
processes ◙ 

The 
management 
system 
includes 
consultation 
processes 
that obtain 
relevant 
information 
from the main 
affected 
parties, 
including local 
knowledge, to 
inform the 
management 
system. 

The 
management 
system 
includes 
consultation 
processes 
that regularly 
seek and 
accept 
relevant 
information, 
including local 
knowledge. 
The 
management 
system 
demonstrates 
consideration 
of the 
information 
obtained. 

The 
management 
system includes 
consultation 
processes that 
regularly seek 
and accept 
relevant 
information, 
including local 
knowledge. The 
management 
system 
demonstrates 
consideration of 
the information 
and explains 
how it is used 
or not used. 

(c) 
Participation 

 The 
consultation 
process 
provides 
opportunity 
for all 
interested and 
affected 
parties to be 
involved. 

The 
consultation 
process 
provides 
opportunity 
and 
encouragemen
t for all 
interested and 
affected parties 
to be involved, 
and facilitates 
their effective 
engagement. 

 

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

SA4.4.2 The team shall not focus scoring under this PI on the type of information obtained, nor on 
mandating for what or how it must be used. 

SA4.4.3 The team shall verify that consultation processes within the management system include 
consideration of consultation processes at the management system level as well as 
fishery-specific management systems that occur within it. ◙ 

SA4.4.4 The team shall consider consultation processes that exist at a multinational level and a 
national level, subject to SA4.1.3. ◙ 

SA4.4.5 The team shall interpret “local knowledge” to mean: ◙ 

(1) Qualitative information, and/or  

a. Anecdotal information, and/or  

b. Quantitative information, and/or  

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

 

SA4.5 Long-term objectives PI (PI 3.1.3) ◙ 
Table SA215: PI 3.1.3 long-term objective PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Governance 
and policy 

Long-term 
objectives 
 
3.1.3 
 
The 
management 
policy has 
clear long-
term 
objectives to 
guide 
decision-
making that 
are consistent 
with MSC 
Fisheries 
Standard, and 
incorporates 
the 
precautionary 
approach. 

(a) 
Objectives ‼ 

Long term 
objectives to 
guide 
decision-
making, 
consistent 
with MSC 
Fisheries 
Standard and 
the 
precautionary 
approach, are 
implicit within 
management 
policy. 

Clear long-
term 
objectives that 
guide 
decision-
making, 
consistent 
with MSC 
Fisheries 
Standard and 
the 
precautionary 
approach, are 
explicit within 
management 
policy. 

Clear long-
term 
objectives that 
guide 
decision-
making, 
consistent 
with MSC 
Fisheries 
Standard and 
the 
precautionary 
approach, are 
explicit within 
and required 
by 
management 
policy 

 

SA4.5.1 The team shall interpret “management policy” to mean outside the specific UoA, hence at 
a higher level or within a broader context than the fishery-specific management system. 

SA4.5.2 The team shall interpret the precautionary approach for the purposes of scoring this PI to 
mean being cautious when information is uncertain, unreliable, or inadequate and that the 
absence of adequate scientific information shall not be used as a reason for postponing or 
failing to take conservation and management measures. 
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SA4.6 Fishery-specific management system PIs 
SA4.6.1 The team shall ensure that all aspects of the fishery-specific management system are 

appropriate to the scale, intensity, and cultural context of the fishery. 

 

SA4.7 Fishery-specific objectives PI (PI 3.2.1) ◙ 
Table SA216: PI 3.2.1 fishery-specific objectives PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Fishery- 
specific 
management 
system 

Fishery- 
specific 
objectives 
 
3.2.1 
 
The fishery-
specific 
management 
system has 
clear, specific 
objectives 
designed to 
achieve the 
outcomes 
expressed by 
MSC’s 
Principles 1 
and 2. 

(a) 
Objectives  
◙ 

Objectives, 
which are 
broadly 
consistent 
with achieving 
the outcomes 
expressed by 
MSC’s 
Principles 1 
and 2, are 
implicit within 
the fishery-
specific 
management 
system. 

Short and 
long term 
objectives, 
which are 
consistent 
with achieving 
the outcomes 
expressed by 
MSC’s 
Principles 1 
and 2, are 
explicit within 
the fishery-
specific 
management 
system. 

Well defined 
and 
measurable 
short and 
long term 
objectives, 
which are 
demonstrably 
consistent 
with achieving 
the outcomes 
expressed by 
MSC’s 
Principles 1 
and 2, are 
explicit within 
the fishery-
specific 
management 
system. 

 

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

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

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

SA4.7.2 The team shall interpret “measurable” at SG100 to mean that, in addition to setting fishery-
specific objectives that make broad statements, objectives are operationally defined in 
such a way that performance against the objective can be measured. ◙ 

 

SA4.8 Decision-making processes PI (PI 3.2.2)  
Table SA217: PI 3.2.2 decision-making processes PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Fishery- 
specific 
management 
system 

Decision-
making 
processes 
 
3.2.2 

(a) 
Decision-
making 
processes ‼ 

There are 
some 
decision-
making 
processes in 
place that 

There are 
established 
decision-making 
processes that 
result in 
measures and 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

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

result in 
measures 
and 
strategies to 
achieve the 
fishery-
specific 
objectives. 

strategies to 
achieve the 
fishery-specific 
objectives. 

(b) 
Responsive-
ness of 
decision-
making 
processes ◙ 

Decision-
making 
processes 
respond to 
serious 
issues 
identified in 
relevant 
research, 
monitoring, 
evaluation 
and 
consultation, 
in a 
transparent, 
timely and 
adaptive 
manner, and 
take some 
account of 
the wider 
implications 
of decisions. 

Decision-making 
processes 
respond to 
serious and 
other important 
issues identified 
in relevant 
research, 
monitoring, 
evaluation and 
consultation, in a 
transparent, 
timely and 
adaptive manner, 
and take account 
of the wider 
implications of 
decisions. 

Decision-
making 
processes 
respond to all 
issues 
identified in 
relevant 
research, 
monitoring, 
evaluation and 
consultation, in 
a transparent, 
timely and 
adaptive 
manner, and 
take account of 
the wider 
implications of 
decisions. 

(c) 
Use of 
precautionary 
approach 

 Decision-making 
processes use 
the precautionary 
approach and are 
based on best 
available 
information. 

 

(d) 
Accountability 
and 
transparency 
of 
management 
system and 
decision 
making 
process ‼ 

Some 
information 
on the 
fishery’s 
performance 
and 
managemen
t action is 
generally 
available on 
request to 
stakeholder
s 

Information on 
the fishery’s 
performance 
and 
management 
action is 
available on 
request, and 
explanations are 
provided for any 
actions or lack of 
action associated 
with findings and 
relevant 
recommendations 

Formal 
reporting to all 
interested 
stakeholders 
provides 
comprehensiv
e information 
on the 
fishery’s 
performance 
and 
management 
actions and 
describes how 
the 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

emerging from 
research, 
monitoring 
evaluation and 
review activity. 

management 
system 
responded to 
findings and 
relevant 
recommendatio
ns emerging 
from research, 
monitoring, 
evaluation and 
review activity. 

(e) 
Approach to 
disputes ‼ 

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

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

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

 

SA4.8.1 The team shall verify that the absence of adequate scientific information is not used as a 
reason for postponing or failing to take conservation and management measures. 

SA4.8.2 At SG80 and SG100, the team shall interpret the precautionary approach in this PI to 
mean that decision-making processes use caution when information is uncertain, 
unreliable, or inadequate. 

SA4.8.3 At SG100, the team shall verify that resulting measures and strategies from decision-
making processes involve comprehensive, integrated measures or holistic strategies, 
rather than individual or single measures. 

SA4.8.4 In assessing scoring issue (d), the team should consider: 

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

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

c. Transparency of the decision-making process, so that it is clear to all stakeholders 
that decisions were arrived at based on available evidence and due process. 
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SA4.8.4.1 At the SG60 level, at least a general summary of information on subsidies, 
allocation, compliance, and fisheries management decisions should be available 
to stakeholders on request. 

SA4.8.4.2 At the SG80 level, in addition to the information provided at the SG60 level, 
information on decisions, fisheries data supporting decisions, and the reasons for 
decisions should be made available to all stakeholders on request. 

SA4.8.5 At the SG100 level, the information listed in the SG60 and SG80 levels should be 
comprehensive and available openly, publicly, and regularly to all stakeholders. 

 

SA4.9 Compliance and enforcement PI (PI 3.2.3) ◙ 
Table SA218: PI 3.2.3 compliance and enforcement PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Fishery- 
specific 
management 
system 

Compliance 
and 
enforcemen
t 
 
3.2.3 
 
Monitoring, 
control and 
surveillance 
mechanism
s ensure 
the 
manageme
nt 
measures 
in the UoA 
are 
enforced 
and 
complied 
with. 

(a) 
Monitoring, 
control and 
surveillance 
system.  ◙ 
 

Monitoring, 
control and 
surveillance 
mechanisms 
exist within 
the UoA. 
 
 
 
 

A monitoring, 
control and 
surveillance 
system, to ensure 
compliance with 
regulations, 
exists within the 
UoA. 
 
 

A 
comprehensive 
monitoring, 
control and 
surveillance 
system, to 
ensure 
compliance 
with 
regulations, is 
well-
established 
within the UoA. 

(b) 
Sanctions ◙ 

Sanctions to 
address 
non-
compliance 
exist within 
the UoA. 
 

Sanctions to 
address non-
compliance exist, 
which are 
appropriate to the 
UoA, and are 
applied. 
 

Comprehensive 
sanctions to 
address non-
compliance 
exist, which are 
appropriate to 
the UoA, and 
are consistently 
applied. 

(c) 
Compliance  
(information)  

Information 
is adequate 
to broadly 
understand 
compliance 
in the UoA. 

Information is 
adequate to 
determine 
compliance in the 
UoA with a high 
degree of 
accuracy. 

Information is 
adequate to 
determine 
compliance in 
the UoA with a 
very high 
degree of 
accuracy. 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

(d) 
Compliance 
(outcome) ◙ 

Systematic 
non-
compliance 
of 
regulations 
specific to 
governing 
sustainable 
fishing 
practices at 
sea is not 
evident 
within the 
UoA. 

Majority of 
regulations, 
including all 
regulations 
specific to 
governing 
sustainable 
fishing practices 
at sea, are likely 
to be complied 
with. 

Majority of 
regulations, 
including all 
regulations 
specific to 
governing 
sustainable 
fishing 
practices at 
sea, are 
consistently 
complied with. 

 

SA4.9.1 The team’s judgement on this PI shall be informed, to the extent possible, by independent 
and credible information from relevant compliance and enforcement agencies or 
individuals and/or stakeholders. 

SA4.9.2 In scoring issue (d), the team shall consider compliance with regulations associated with 
protected habitats and species. 

SA4.9.2.1 The team shall interpret “protected habitats” to mean habitats which have been 
afforded a level of protection by a competent authority. 

SA4.9.2.2 The team shall interpret “protected species” to mean species or stocks which have 
been listed in national ETP legislation. 

SA4.9.3 The team shall, at SG100 for scoring issue (a), consider if the monitoring, control and 
surveillance systems are comprehensive in relation to their coverage, the independence of 
the systems, and the internal checks and balances. 

SA4.9.4 In scoring issue (c), the team shall apply the Evidence Requirements Framework in 
Section B of the MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox to determine which guidepost is met. 

SA4.9.5 In scoring issue (d), the team shall interpret “systematic non-compliance” to mean the 
recurring infringement of regulations specific to governing sustainable fishing practices at 
sea. 

 

SA4.10 Monitoring and management performance evaluation PI (PI 
3.2.4) ◙ 

Table SA219: PI 3.2.4 monitoring and management performance evaluation PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Fishery- 
specific 
management 
system 

Monitoring 
and 
management 
performance 
evaluation 
 
3.2.4 
 

(a) 
Evaluation 
coverage 

There are 
mechanisms 
in place to 
evaluate 
some parts of 
the fishery-
specific 
management 
system. 

There are 
mechanisms 
in place to 
evaluate key 
parts of the 
fishery-
specific 
management 
system. 

There are 
mechanisms 
in place to 
evaluate all 
parts of the 
fishery-
specific 
management 
system. 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

There is a 
system for 
monitoring 
and 
evaluating the 
performance 
of the fishery-
specific 
management 
system 
against its 
objectives. 
There is 
effective and 
timely review 
of the fishery-
specific 
management 
system. 

(b) 
Internal 
and/or 
external 
review 

The fishery-
specific 
management 
system is 
subject to 
occasional 
internal 
review. 

The fishery-
specific 
management 
system is 
subject to 
regular 
internal and 
occasional 
external 
review. 

The fishery-
specific 
management 
system is 
subject to 
regular 
internal and 
external 
review. 

 

SA4.10.1 The team shall interpret “external review” at SG80 and 100 to mean external to the 
fishery-specific management system, but not necessarily international. ◙ 

SA4.10.2 The team should interpret “occasional” and “regular” relative to the intensity of the UoA. 

 

 

 

 

  

End of Section SA 
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Section SB: Modifications to the default tree for enhanced 
bivalves – normative ◙ 
 

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

 

SB1 General 
 

SB1.1 General requirements 
SB1.1.1 The team shall apply Section SB as a supplement to Section SA in all enhanced bivalve 

fishery assessments. 

SB1.1.1.1 Only additions or modifications to the default assessment tree and requirements in 
Section SA are included in this Section.  

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

 

SB2 Principle 1 
 

SB2.1 General requirements for Principle 1 ◙ 
SB2.1.1 The team shall clearly define in the ‘Announcement Comment Draft Report’ (FCP Section 

7.10) the type of enhanced bivalve fishery that will be assessed.  

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

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

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

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

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

SB2.1.4.2 If Principle 1 is not to be scored, Row 1 in FCP Table PC3 is not applicable. 

SB2.1.5 If there are translocations within an enhanced CAG bivalve fishery, the team shall score 
Principle 1 PIs in accordance with the RBF requirements (Section A of the MSC Fisheries 
Standard Toolbox).  

SB2.1.5.1 The team shall conduct the assessment on all sources of seed stock used in the 
fishery. 

SB2.1.5.2 The team shall score enhanced CAG bivalve fisheries that involve translocations 
against the genetic outcome PI 1.1.3. 

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

SB2.1.6.1 The team shall score enhanced HAC bivalve fisheries against the genetic 
component PIs 1.1.3, 1.2.5, and 1.2.6. 
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SB2.2 Genetics 
Table SB1: PI 1.1.3 genetics component 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Genetics Genetic 
Outcome 
 
1.1.3 
 
The fishery 
has negligible 
discernible 
impact on the 
genetic 
structure of 
the 
population. 

(a) 
Genetic 
impact of 
enhancement 
activity 

The fishery is 
unlikely to 
impact 
genetic 
structure of 
wild 
populations to 
a point where 
there would 
be serious or 
irreversible 
harm. 

The fishery is 
highly 
unlikely to 
impact 
genetic 
structure of 
wild 
populations to 
a point where 
there would 
be serious or 
irreversible 
harm. 

An 
independent 
peer-reviewed 
scientific 
assessment 
confirms with 
a high 
degree of 
certainty that 
there are no 
risks to the 
genetic 
structure of 
the wild 
population 
associated 
with the 
enhancement 
activity. 

 

Table SB2: PI 1.2.5 genetics component 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Genetics Genetic 
Management 
 
1.2.5 
 
There is a 
strategy in 
place for 
managing 
the hatchery 
enhancemen
t activity 
such that it 
does not 
pose a risk 
of serious or 
irreversible 
harm to the 
genetic 
diversity of 
the wild 
population. 

(a) 
Genetic 
management 
strategy in 
place 

There are 
measures in 
place, if 
necessary, 
which are 
expected to 
maintain the 
genetic 
structure of 
the population 
at levels 
compatible 
with the SG80 
genetic 
outcome level 
of 
performance 
(PI 1.1.3). 

There is a 
partial 
strategy in 
place, if 
necessary, 
which is 
expected to 
maintain the 
genetic 
structure of 
the population 
at levels 
compatible 
with the SG80 
genetic 
outcome level 
of 
performance 
(PI 1.1.3). 

There is a 
strategy in 
place to 
maintain the 
genetic 
structure of the 
population at 
levels 
compatible with 
the SG80 
genetic 
outcome level of 
performance (PI 
1.1.3). 

(b) 
Genetic 
management 
strategy 
evaluation 

The measures 
are 
considered 
likely to work 
based on 
plausible 

There is some 
objective 
basis for 
confidence 
that the partial 
strategy will 

The strategy is 
based on in-
depth 
knowledge of 
the genetic 
structure of the 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

argument 
(e.g. general 
experience, 
theory, or 
comparison 
with similar 
fisheries/ 
species). 

work based 
on information 
directly 
relevant to the 
population(s) 
involved. 

population, and 
testing 
supports high 
confidence that 
the strategy will 
work. 

(c) 
Genetic 
management 
strategy 
implementa-
tion 

 There is 
some 
evidence that 
the partial 
strategy is 
being 
implemented 
successfully, if 
necessary. 

There is clear 
evidence that 
the strategy is 
being 
implemented 
successfully. 
There is some 
evidence that 
the strategy is 
achieving its 
overall 
objective. 

 

Table SB3: PI 1.2.6 genetics component 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Genetics Genetic 
Information 
 
1.2.6 
 
Information 
on the 
genetic 
structure of 
the 
population is 
adequate to 
determine the 
risk posed by 
the 
enhancement 
activity and 
the 
effectiveness 
of the 
management 
of genetic 
diversity. 

(a) 
Information 
quality 

Qualitative 
or inferential 
information 
is available on 
the genetic 
structure of 
the population 
Information is 
adequate to 
broadly 
understand 
the likely 
impact of 
hatchery 
enhancement. 

Qualitative 
or inferential 
information 
and some 
quantitative 
information 
are available 
on the genetic 
structure of 
the 
population. 
Information is 
sufficient to 
estimate the 
likely impact 
of hatchery 
enhancement. 

The genetic 
structure of the 
population is 
understood in 
detail. 
Information is 
sufficient to 
estimate the 
impact of 
hatchery 
enhancement 
with a high 
degree of 
certainty. 

(b) 
Information 
adequacy for 
genetic 
management 
strategy 

Information is 
adequate to 
support 
measures to 
manage main 
genetic 
impacts of the 
enhancement 
activity on the 

Information is 
adequate to 
support a 
partial 
strategy to 
manage the 
main genetic 
impacts of the 
enhancement 

Information is 
adequate to 
support a 
comprehensive 
strategy to 
manage the 
genetic impacts 
of the 
enhancement 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

stock, if 
necessary. 

activity on the 
stock, if 
necessary. 

activity on the 
stock and 
evaluate with a 
high degree of 
certainty 
whether the 
strategy is 
achieving its 
objective. 

 

SB3 Principle 2 
 

SB3.1 General requirements for Principle 2 ◙ 
SB3.1.1 All Principle 2 PIs in Section SA are applicable to enhanced hatch-and-catch (HAC) 

bivalve fisheries. 

SB3.1.2 The team shall not score enhanced CAG bivalve fisheries based solely on spat collection 
for the in-scope species PIs. ◙ 

SB3.1.2.1 The team shall score enhanced CAG bivalve fisheries involving dredging for seed 
against the in-scope species PIs as per Section SA. 

SB3.1.3 For enhanced CAG bivalve fisheries, the team shall score PIs for ETP/OOS species as 
per the requirements found in Section SA.  

SB3.1.4 For enhanced CAG bivalve fisheries, the team shall score PIs for habitats and ecosystems 
as per Section SA. 

SB3.1.4.1 The team shall take into account the specific habitat and ecosystem impacts 
associated with enhanced CAG bivalve fisheries.  

SB3.1.4.2 For suspended culture systems, the team’s scoring shall consider the habitat 
impacts of bio-deposition and benthic organic enrichment, and the ecosystem and 
carrying capacity impacts of localised phytoplankton depletion from bivalve 
filtration. ◙ 

SB3.1.5 If an enhanced CAG bivalve fishery involves the translocation of seed or adult shellfish, 
the team shall score the fishery against the Translocation PISGs 2.5.1, 2.5.2, and 2.5.3.  

SB3.1.6 The team shall score Principle 2 PIs from the default tree for all sources of seed stock for 
CAG bivalve fisheries involving translocations, except as specified in SB3.1.2. 

 

SB3.2 Translocations 
Table SB4: PI 2.5.1 translocation component 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Translocation Translocation 
Outcome 
 
2.5.1 
 
The 
translocation 

(a) 
Impact of 
translocation 
activity 

The 
translocation 
activity is 
unlikely to 
introduce 
diseases, 
pests, 

The 
translocation 
activity is 
highly 
unlikely to 
introduce 
diseases, 

There is 
evidence that 
the 
translocation 
activity is 
highly 
unlikely to 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

activity has 
negligible 
discernible 
impact on the 
surrounding 
ecosystem. 

pathogens, or 
non-native 
species 
(species not 
already 
established in 
the 
ecosystem) 
into the 
surrounding 
ecosystem. 

pests, 
pathogens, or 
non-native 
species into 
the 
surrounding 
ecosystem. 

introduce 
diseases, 
pests, 
pathogens, or 
non-native 
species into 
the 
surrounding 
ecosystem. 

 

Table SB5: PI 2.5.2 translocation component 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Translocatio
n 
 

Translocatio
n 
Management 
 
2.5.2 
 
There is a 
strategy in 
place for 
managing 
translocation
s such that 
the fishery 
does not 
pose a risk 
of serious or 
irreversible 
harm to the 
surrounding 
ecosystem. 
 

(a) 
Translocation 
management 
strategy in 
place 

There are 
measures in 
place which 
are expected 
to protect the 
surrounding 
ecosystem 
from the 
translocation 
activity at 
levels 
compatible 
with the SG80 
translocation 
outcome level 
of 
performance 
(PI 2.5.1). 

There is a 
partial 
strategy in 
place, if 
necessary, 
that is 
expected to 
protect the 
surrounding 
ecosystem 
from the 
translocation 
activity at 
levels 
compatible 
with the SG80 
translocation 
outcome level 
of 
performance 
(PI 2.5.1). 

There is a 
strategy in 
place for 
managing the 
impacts of 
translocation on 
the surrounding 
ecosystem. 

(b) 
Translocation 
management 
strategy 
evaluation 

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

A valid 
documented 
risk 
assessment 
or equivalent 
environmental 
impact 
assessment 
demonstrates 
that the 
translocation 
activity is 
highly 
unlikely to 
introduce 
diseases, 

An independent 
peer-reviewed 
scientific 
assessment 
confirms with a 
high degree of 
certainty that 
there are no 
risks to the 
surrounding 
ecosystem 
associated with 
the 
translocation 
activity. 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

pests, 
pathogens, or 
non-native 
species into 
the 
surrounding 
ecosystem. 

(c) 
Translocation 
contingency 
measures 

 Contingency 
measures 
have been 
agreed in the 
case of an 
accidental 
introduction of 
diseases, 
pests, 
pathogens, or 
non-native 
species due to 
the 
translocation. 

A formalised 
contingency 
plan in the case 
of an accidental 
introduction of 
diseases, pests, 
pathogens, or 
non-native 
species due to 
the 
translocation is 
documented 
and available. 

 

Table SB6: PI 2.5.3 translocation component 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Translocation Translocation 
Information 
 
2.5.3 
 
Information 
on the impact 
of the 
translocation 
activity on the 
environment 
is adequate to 
determine the 
risk posed by 
the fishery. 

(a) 
Information 
quality 

Information is 
available on 
the presence 
or absence of 
diseases, 
pests, 
pathogens, 
and non-
native 
species at the 
source and 
destination of 
the 
translocated 
stock to guide 
the 
management 
strategy and 
reduce the 
risks 
associated 
with the 
translocation. 

Information is 
sufficient to 
adequately 
inform the 
risk and 
impact 
assessments 
required in 
the SG80 
translocation 
management 
level of 
performance 
(PI 2.5.2). 

Information from 
frequent and 
comprehensive 
monitoring 
demonstrates 
no impact from 
introduced 
diseases, pests, 
and non-native 
species with a 
high degree of 
certainty. 
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SB4 Principle 3 
 

SB4.1 General requirements for Principle 3 ◙ 
SB4.1.1 The team shall score enhanced bivalve fisheries against Principle 3 PIs as per Section 

SA, with the exception of CAG fisheries, where P1 is not scored. 

SB4.1.2 If P1 is not scored, the team shall focus P3 scoring on whether or not the appropriate and 
effective legal and/or customary framework is capable of delivering sustainable fisheries in 
accordance with P2 PISGs. 

 

 

 
 

  

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

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

 

SC1 General 
 

SC1.1 General requirements 
SC1.1.1 The team shall apply Section SC as a supplement to Section SA in all salmon fishery 

assessments. ‼ 

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

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

SC1.1.3 The team shall interpret key words or phrases used in Section SC as per the MSC 
definitions annex. ◙ 

 

SC2 Principle 1 
 

Marine Stewardship Council 
Default Assessment Tree Structure

MSC Fisheries Standard

Principle 1 Principle 2 Principle 3

Outcome
Harvest Strategy
(Management)

PI 1.1.1: Stock Status

PI 1.1.2: Stock Rebuilding

PI 1.2.1: Harvest Strategy

PI 1.2.2: Harvest Control Rules & Tools

PI 1.2.3: Information/Monitoring

PI 1.2.4: Assessment of Stock Status

PI 1.3.1: Enhancement Outcome

PI 1.3.2: Enhancement Management

PI 1.3.3: Enhancement Information

Enhancement

 
 

Figure SC1: Principle 1 Modified Default Tree Structure for salmon fisheries 
 

SC2.1 General requirements for Principle 1 
SC2.1.1 The team shall consider the unique population structure of salmon in its assessment of 

Principle 1. ‼ 
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SC2.1.2 The team shall regard SMUs as equivalent to single stocks in Section SA. 

SC2.1.3 Where Section SA default requirements apply, this is specifically noted in that section for 
Principle 1. 

 

SC2.2 Stock status PI (PI 1.1.1) 
Table SC1: PI 1.1.1 stock status PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Outcome Stock status 
 
1.1.1 
 
The stock 
management 
unit (SMU) is 
at a level 
which 
maintains 
high 
production 
and has a 
low 
probability of 
falling below 
its limit 
reference 
point (LRP). 

(a) 
Stock status 

It is likely that 
the SMU is 
above the limit 
reference 
point (LRP). 

It is highly 
likely that the 
SMU is above 
the LRP. 

There is a high 
degree of 
certainty that 
the SMU is 
above the LRP. 

(b) 
Stock status 
in relation to 
the target 
reference 
point (TRP, 
for example, 
target 
escapement 
goal or target 
harvest rate). 

 The SMU is at 
or fluctuating 
around its 
TRP. 

There is a high 
degree of 
certainty that 
the SMU has 
been fluctuating 
around its TRP, 
or has been 
above its target 
reference point, 
over recent 
years. 

(c) 
Status of 
component 
populations. 

  The majority of 
component 
populations in 
the SMU are 
within the range 
of expected 
variability. 

 

Scoring stock status ‼ 
SC2.2.1 In scoring PI 1.1.1 for salmon fisheries, the level of the LRPs and TRPs shall be consistent 

with the intent in SA PI 1.1.1 for the outcome PIs. ◙ 

SC2.2.1.1 The LRP shall be a level at which the SMU has a high probability of persistence in 
the presence of directed fishing and of recovery to high production in the absence 
of directed fishing. 

SC2.2.1.2 The TRP, generally expressed as a target escapement goal or target harvest rate, 
shall be a level at which the SMU maintains high production, such as BEGs or 
(SMSY). 

SC2.2.2 In an enhanced fishery, the team shall assess status based solely on the wild salmon in 
the SMU. ◙ 

SC2.2.2.1 The team shall not include artificially produced fish when assessing spawning 
escapement goals, or other surrogate reference points. ‼ 

SC2.2.2.2 If no distinction is made between wild fish and artificially produced fish in 
estimates of spawning escapements or other surrogate reference points, the team 
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shall score stock status lower than in cases where wild fish are enumerated 
separately.  

SC2.2.3 The team shall consider the following in scoring PI 1.1.1 for salmon, reflecting the periodic 
recruitment patterns of these species. ‼ 

SC2.2.3.1 Stock status: Taking into consideration the specific dynamics of salmon stocks, 
the fishery shall meet the SG60 requirement in PI 1.1.1 scoring issue (a) if the 
average SMU spawning stock size is above the LRP. 

SC2.2.3.2 The terms “likely”, “highly likely”, and “high degree of certainty” are used to allow 
for qualitative and quantitative evaluation. Where time-series data are available, 
the team shall interpret: 

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

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

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

SC2.2.3.3 Stock status in relation to TRPs: In scoring issue (b) of PI 1.1.1, where time-series 
data are available, the team shall interpret: 

a. “Fluctuating around” at the SG80 level to mean an SMU meeting its target 
reference point in ≥50% of the 15 most recent years (≥8 of the 15 years). 

b. A “high degree of certainty” at the SG100 level to mean that the SMU has met 
its target reference point in ≥ 80% of 15 years most recent years (≥12 of the 
15 years). 

SC2.2.3.4 Status of component populations: scoring issue (c) allows for qualitative and/or 
quantitative analysis. If population-specific reference points are neither defined, 
nor individual populations monitored, the team may make a reasoned argument 
based on expert judgement and qualitative information to score this scoring issue. 

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

SC2.2.4 SA2.2.2–SA2.2.8 shall also apply. 

 

SC2.3 Stock rebuilding PI (PI 1.1.2) ‼ 
Table SC2: PI 1.1.2 stock rebuilding PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Outcome Stock 
Rebuilding  
 
1.1.2 
 
Where the 
stock 
management 
unit (SMU) is 
reduced, 
there is 
evidence of 
stock 
rebuilding 

(a) 
Rebuilding 
timeframes 

A rebuilding 
timeframe is 
specified for 
the SMU that 
is the shorter 
of 20 years 
or 2 times its 
generation 
time.  

 The shortest 
practicable 
rebuilding 
timeframe is 
specified which 
does not 
exceed one 
generation 
time for the 
SMU. 

(b) 
Rebuilding 
evaluation 

Monitoring is 
in place to 
determine 
whether the 

There is 
evidence that 
the fishery-
based 

There is strong 
evidence that 
the rebuilding 
strategies are 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

within a 
specified 
timeframe. 

fishery-based 
rebuilding 
strategies are 
effective in 
rebuilding the 
SMU within 
the specified 
timeframe. 

rebuilding 
strategies are 
being 
implemented 
effectively, or 
it is likely 
based on 
simulation 
modelling, 
exploitation 
rates or 
previous 
performance 
that they will 
be able to 
rebuild the 
SMU within 
the specified 
timeframe. 

being 
implemented 
effectively, or it 
is highly likely 
based on 
simulation 
modelling, 
exploitation 
rates or 
previous 
performance 
that they will be 
able to rebuild 
the SMU within 
the specified 
timeframe. 

(c) 
Use of 
enhancement 
in stock 
rebuilding ‼ 

Enhancement 
activities are 
not routinely 
used as a 
stock 
rebuilding 
strategy but 
may be 
temporarily in 
place as a 
conservation 
measure to 
preserve or 
restore wild 
diversity 
threatened by 
human or 
natural 
impacts. 

Enhancement 
activities are 
very seldom 
used as a 
stock 
rebuilding 
strategy. 

Enhancement 
activities are 
not used as a 
stock rebuilding 
strategy. 

 

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

SC2.3.2 The team shall assess and verify that no fisheries are targeting or otherwise excessively 
harvesting populations that are below biologically based limits during the SMU rebuilding 
period. ‼ 

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

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

a. “Routinely” as built into a long-term management strategy, or used in lieu of wild 
salmon population management. 

b. “Very seldom” as used only for short-term emergency cases that do not form part of a 
long-term management or rebuilding strategy. 
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SC2.3.5 SA2.3.2–SA2.3.5 shall also apply. 

 

SC2.4 Harvest strategy PI (PI 1.2.1) ◙ 
Table SC3: PI 1.2.1 harvest strategy PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Harvest 
strategy 
(manage-
ment) 

Harvest 
strategy 
 
1.2.1 
 
There is a 
robust and 
precautionary 
harvest 
strategy in 
place. 

(a) 
Harvest 
strategy 
design 

The harvest 
strategy is 
expected to 
achieve SMU 
management 
objectives 
reflected in PI 
1.1.1 SG80 
including 
measures that 
address 
component 
population 
status issues. 

The harvest 
strategy is 
responsive to 
the state of 
the SMU and 
the elements 
of the harvest 
strategy work 
together 
towards 
achieving 
SMU 
management 
objectives 
reflected in PI 
1.1.1 SG80 
including 
measures that 
address 
component 
population 
status issues. 

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

(b) 
Harvest 
strategy 
evaluation 

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

The harvest 
strategy may 
not have been 
fully tested 
but evidence 
exists that it is 
achieving its 
objectives. 

The 
performance 
of the harvest 
strategy has 
been fully 
evaluated 
and evidence 
exists to show 
that it is 
achieving its 
objectives 
including 
being clearly 
able to 
maintain 
SMUs at 
target levels. 

(c) 
Harvest 
strategy 
monitoring 

Monitoring is 
in place that is 
expected to 
determine 
whether the 
harvest 

  



MSC Fisheries Standard v[#.#] 

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard [v#.#] Page 71 
Date of publication: [Day Month Year] © Marine Stewardship Council 2022 

 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

strategy is 
working. 

(d) 
Harvest 
strategy 
review 

  The harvest 
strategy is 
periodically 
reviewed and 
improved as 
necessary. 

(e) 
Shark finning 

It is likely that 
shark finning 
is not taking 
place. 

It is highly 
likely that 
shark finning 
is not taking 
place. 

There is a 
high degree 
of certainty 
that shark 
finning is not 
taking place. 

(f) Review of 
alternative 
measures 

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

There is a 
regular 
review of the 
potential 
effectiveness 
and 
practicality of 
alternative 
measures to 
minimise 
UoA-related 
mortality of 
unwanted 
catch of the 
target stock 
and they are 
implemented 
as 
appropriate. 

There is a 
biennial 
review of the 
potential 
effectiveness 
and 
practicality of 
alternative 
measures to 
minimise 
UoA-related 
mortality of 
unwanted 
catch of the 
target stock, 
and they are 
implemented, 
as 
appropriate.  

 

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

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

SC2.4.3 SA2.4.1–SA2.4.5 shall also apply. 
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SC2.5 Harvest control rules and tools PI (PI 1.2.2) ‼ 
Table SC4: PI 1.2.2 harvest control rules and tools PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Harvest 
strategy 

Harvest 
control rules 
and tools 
 
1.2.2 
 
There are well 
defined and 
effective 
harvest 
control rules 
(HCRs) in 
place. 

(a) 
HCRs design 
and 
application 

Generally 
understood 
HCRs are in 
place or 
available 
which are 
expected to 
reduce the 
exploitation 
rate as the 
SMU LRP is 
approached. 

Well defined 
HCRs are in 
place that 
ensure that 
the 
exploitation 
rate is 
reduced as 
the LRP is 
approached, 
and are 
expected to 
keep the SMU 
fluctuating 
around a 
target level 
consistent 
with MSY. 

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

(b) 
HCRs 
robustness to 
uncertainty 

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

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

(c) 
HCRs 
evaluation 

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

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

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

(d) 
Maintenance 
of wild 

It is likely that 
the HCRs and 
tools are 

It is highly 
likely, that the 
HCRs and 

There is a 
high degree 
of certainty 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

component 
populations 

consistent 
with 
maintaining 
the diversity 
and 
productivity of 
the wild 
component 
populations. 

tools are 
consistent 
with 
maintaining 
the diversity 
and 
productivity of 
the wild 
component 
populations. 

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

 

SC2.5.1 In scoring issue (a), the team shall consider whether the HCRs and tools are capable of 
maintaining the SMU at an abundance consistent with high production. 

SC2.5.2 In scoring issue (d) the team shall consider empirical and/or analytical evidence, such as 
field evidence and/or simulations of multiple population complexes, that supports the 
likelihood that the established set of HCRs and tools will result in the abundance and 
spatial/temporal distribution of component populations consistent with maintaining their 
diversity and productivity. ‼ 

SC2.5.3 SA2.5.2–SA2.5.4 shall also apply. 

 

SC2.6 Information and monitoring PI (PI 1.2.3) ‼ 
Table SC5: PI 1.2.3 information and monitoring PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Harvest 
strategy 

Information / 
monitoring 
 
1.2.3 
 
Relevant 
information 
is collected 
to support 
the harvest 
strategy. 

(a) 
Range of 
information 
 

Some 
relevant 
information 
related to 
SMU 
structure, 
SMU 
production 
and fleet 
composition is 
available to 
support the 
harvest 
strategy, 
including 
indirect or 
direct 
information 
is available 
on some 
component 
populations. 

Sufficient 
relevant 
information 
related to 
SMU 
structure, 
SMU 
production, 
fleet 
composition 
and other data 
are available 
to support the 
harvest 
strategy, 
including 
harvests and 
spawning 
escapements 
for a 
representativ
e range of 
wild 

A 
comprehensiv
e range of 
information (on 
SMU structure, 
SMU 
production, fleet 
composition, 
SMU 
abundance, 
UoA removals, 
estimates of the 
impacts of 
fishery harvests 
on the SMU and 
the majority of 
wild component 
populations and 
other 
information 
such as 
environmental 
information), 
including some 
that may not be 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

component 
populations. 

relevant to the 
current harvest 
strategy, is 
available. 

(b) 
Monitoring 

SMU wild 
abundance 
and UoA 
removals are 
monitored and 
at least one 
indicator is 
available and 
monitored 
with sufficient 
frequency to 
support the 
harvest 
control rule. 

SMU wild 
abundance 
and UoA 
removals are 
regularly 
monitored at 
a level of 
accuracy and 
coverage 
consistent 
with the 
harvest 
control rule, 
and one or 
more 
indicators 
are available 
and monitored 
with sufficient 
frequency to 
support the 
harvest 
control rule. 

All information 
required by the 
harvest control 
rule is 
monitored with 
high frequency 
and a high 
degree of 
certainty, and 
there is a good 
understanding 
of the inherent 
uncertainties in 
the information 
[data] and the 
robustness of 
assessment and 
management to 
this uncertainty. 

(c) 
Comprehen-
siveness of 
information 

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

 

 

SC2.6.1 For scoring issue (a), at the SG80 level, “sufficient relevant information” should include 
direct evidence and/or analysis and risk assessments. ◙ 

SC2.6.2 SA2.6.1–SA2.6.6 shall also apply. 

 

SC2.7 Assessment of stock status PI (PI 1.2.4) ◙   
Table SC6: PI 1.2.4 assessment of stock status PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Harvest 
strategy  

Assessment 
of stock status 
 
1.2.4 
 

(a) 
Appropriate-
ness of 
assessment 
to stock under 
consideration 

 The 
assessment is 
appropriate 
for the SMU 
and for the 

The 
assessment 
takes into 
account the 
major features 
relevant to the 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

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

harvest 
control rule. 

biology of the 
species and 
the nature of 
the UoA. 

(b) 
Assessment 
approach 
◙ 

The 
assessment 
estimates 
stock status 
relative to 
generic 
reference 
points 
appropriate to 
salmon. 

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

The 
assessment 
estimates with 
a high level of 
confidence 
both stock 
status and 
reference 
points that are 
appropriate to 
the SMU and 
its wild 
component 
populations. 

(c) 
Uncertainty in 
the 
assessment 

The 
assessment 
identifies 
major 
sources of 
uncertainty. 

The 
assessment 
takes 
uncertainty 
into account. 

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

(d) 
Evaluation of 
assessment 

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

(e) 
Peer review of 
assessment 

 The 
assessment 
of SMU 
status, 
including the 
choice of 
indicator 

The 
assessment, 
including 
design for 
using 
indicator 
populations 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

populations 
and methods 
for evaluating 
wild salmon in 
enhanced 
fisheries is 
subject to 
peer review.  

and methods 
for evaluating 
wild salmon in 
enhanced 
fisheries has 
been 
internally 
and 
externally 
peer 
reviewed. 

(f) 
Representa-
tiveness of 
indicator 
stocks 

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

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

Where 
indicator 
stocks are 
used as the 
primary 
source of 
information for 
making 
management 
decisions on 
SMUs, the 
status of the 
indicator 
streams are 
well 
correlated 
with other 
populations 
they represent 
within the 
management 
unit, including 
stocks with 
lower 
productivity 
(i.e. those 
with a higher 
conservation 
risk). 

(g) 
Definition of 
Stock 
Management 
Units (SMUs) 

The majority 
of SMUs are 
defined with a 
clear rationale 
for 

The SMUs 
are well-
defined and 
include 
definitions of 

There is an 
unambiguous 
description of 
each SMU 
that may 



MSC Fisheries Standard v[#.#] 

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard [v#.#] Page 77 
Date of publication: [Day Month Year] © Marine Stewardship Council 2022 

 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

◙ conservation, 
fishery 
management 
and stock 
assessment 
requirements. 

the major 
populations 
with a clear 
rationale for 
conservation, 
fishery 
management 
and stock 
assessment 
requirements. 

include the 
geographic 
location, run 
timing, 
migration 
patterns, 
and/or 
genetics of 
component 
populations 
with a clear 
rationale for 
conservation, 
fishery 
management 
and stock 
assessment 
requirements. 

 

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

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

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

SC2.7.2 In scoring PI 1.2.4 (f), indicator populations, the team shall evaluate factors such as 
number, spatial distribution, and migration timing of the indicator stocks relative to the 
SMU. ‼ 

SC2.7.3 In scoring PI 1.2.4 (g), the definition of SMUs shall reflect an understanding of the 
population structure, including information on the component populations. ‼ 

SC2.7.3.1 The team shall assess whether wild and artificially influenced components are 
clearly distinguished in defining SMUs. ‼ 

 

SC2.8 General requirements for enhancement PIs  
SC2.8.1 The team shall score all salmon fisheries against the enhancement PIs. 

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

SC2.8.2 The team shall interpret key words or phrases used in the enhancement PIs in Section SC 
as per the MSC definitions annex. 

 

Table SC7: Enhancement terms and definitions ◙ [caption left in interim to avoid changing 
numbering of subsequent tables] 
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SC2.9 Enhancement outcomes PI (PI 1.3.1) ◙ 
Table SC8: PI 1.3.1 enhancement outcomes PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Fishery 
enhancement 

Enhancement 
outcomes 
 
1.3.1 
 
Enhancement 
activities do 
not negatively 
impact the 
wild stock(s) 

(a) 
Enhance-
ment impacts 
‼ 

It is likely that 
the 
enhancement 
activities do 
not have 
significant 
negative 
impacts on 
the local 
adaptation, 
reproductive 
performance 
or productivity 
and diversity 
of wild stocks. 

It is highly 
likely that the 
enhancement 
activities do 
not have 
significant 
negative 
impacts on 
the local 
adaptation, 
reproductive 
performance 
or productivity 
and diversity 
of wild stocks. 

There is a 
high degree 
of certainty 
that the 
enhance-ment 
activities do 
not have 
significant 
negative 
impacts on 
the local 
adaptation, 
reproductive 
performance 
or productivity 
and diversity 
of wild stocks. 

 

SC2.9.1 The team shall determine the method used to score this PI based on the level of available 
information.  

SC2.9.1.1 If relevant studies on enhancement outcomes are available, the team shall use 
these to score this PI. ◙ 

SC2.9.1.2 If there are no relevant studies on enhancement outcomes, but estimated pHOS 
and pNOB values are available, the team shall use these to score this PI in 
relation to default values appropriate to the species and type of enhancement. ◙ 

SC2.9.1.3 If neither relevant studies nor estimates of pHOS nor pNOB are available, the 
team shall use expert judgement to score this PI using a precautionary approach. 
‼ 

 

SC2.10 Enhancement management PI (PI 1.3.2) 
Table SC9: PI 1.3.2 enhancement management PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Fishery 
enhance-
ment 

Enhancement 
Management 
 
1.3.2 
 
Effective 
enhancement 
and fishery 
strategies are 

(a) 
Management 
strategy in 
place ◙ 

Practices 
and 
protocols are 
in place to 
protect wild 
stocks from 
significant 
negative 
impacts of 
enhancement. 

There is a 
partial 
strategy in 
place to 
protect wild 
stocks from 
significant 
negative 
impacts of 
enhancement. 

There is a 
comprehensive 
strategy in 
place to protect 
wild stocks from 
significant 
negative 
impacts of 
enhancement. 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

in place to 
address 
effects of 
enhancement 
activities on 
wild stock(s). 

(b) 
Manage-
ment strategy 
evaluation 

The practices 
and protocols 
in place are 
considered 
likely to be 
effective 
based on 
plausible 
argument. 

There is 
some 
objective 
basis for 
confidence 
that the 
strategy is 
effective, 
based on 
evidence that 
the strategy is 
achieving the 
outcome 
metrics used 
to define the 
minimum 
detrimental 
impacts. 

There is clear 
evidence that 
the 
comprehensive 
strategy is 
successfully 
protecting wild 
stocks from 
significant 
detrimental 
impacts of 
enhancement. 

 

SC2.10.1 The team shall assess whether management seeks to minimise the number and 
proportion of hatchery fish interbreeding with wild fish in natural spawning areas. ◙ 

 

SC2.11 Enhancement information PI (PI 1.3.3) ◙ 
Table SC10: PI 1.3.3 enhancement information PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Fishery 
enhance-
ment 

Enhancement 
Information 
 
1.3.3 
 
Relevant 
information is 
collected and 
assessments 
are adequate 
to determine 
the effect of 
enhancement 
activities on 
wild stock(s). 

(a) 
Information 
adequacy ◙ 

Some 
relevant 
information is 
available on 
the 
contribution of 
enhanced fish 
to the fishery 
harvest, total 
escapement 
(wild plus 
enhanced), 
and hatchery 
broodstock. 

Sufficient 
relevant 
qualitative 
and 
quantitative 
information is 
available on 
the 
contribution of 
enhanced fish 
to the fishery 
harvest, total 
escapement 
(wild plus 
enhanced) 
and hatchery 
broodstock. 

A 
comprehensive 
range of 
relevant 
quantitative 
information is 
available on the 
contribution of 
enhanced fish to 
the fishery 
harvest, total 
escapement 
(wild plus 
enhanced) and 
hatchery 
broodstock. 

(b) 
Use of 
information in 
assessment 

The effect of 
enhancement 
activities on 
wild stock 
status, 
productivity 
and diversity 

A moderate-
level 
analysis of 
relevant 
information is 
conducted 
and used by 

A 
comprehensive 
analysis of 
relevant 
information is 
conducted and 
routinely used 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

are taken into 
account 
qualitatively. 

decision 
makers to 
quantitatively 
estimate the 
impact of 
enhancement 
activities on 
wild-stock 
status, 
productivity, 
and diversity. 

by decision 
makers to 
determine, with 
a high degree of 
certainty, the 
quantitative 
impact of 
enhancement 
activities on 
wild-stock 
status, 
productivity, and 
diversity. 

 

SC2.11.1 In scoring issue (a), “information” shall include the marking and monitoring of artificially 
produced fish. ‼ 

SC2.11.2 The team shall consider the methods of artificial production in its assessment. ◙ 

 

SC3 Principle 2 
 

SC3.1 General requirements for Principle 2 
SC3.1.1 The team shall apply all default Section SA requirements for Principle 2. 

SC3.1.2 The team shall score all Performance Indicators and Scoring Issues even in the absence 
of enhancement activities. 

 

SC3.2–9 No modifications to Section SA 
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SC3.10 ETP/OOS species outcome PI (PI 2.2.1) 
 

Table SC11: PI 2.2.1 ETP/OOS species outcome PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

ETP/OOS 
species 

Outcome 
Status 
 
2.2.1 
 
 
The 
ETP/OOS 
unit is at 
favourable 
conservation 
status or the 
UoA and 
associated 
enhancemen
t activities do 
not hinder 
recovery to 
this level. 

(a) 
Direct effects 

The ETP/OOS 
unit is likely to 
be at 
favourable 
conservation 
status or the 
direct effects 
of the UoA 
including 
enhancement 
activities are 
unlikely to  
hinder 
recovery of 
the ETP/OOS 
unit to 
favourable 
conservation 
status. 

The ETP/OOS 
unit is highly 
likely to be at 
favourable 
conservation 
status or the 
combined 
direct effects 
of the MSC 
UoAs, 
including 
enhancement 
activities, are 
unlikely to 
hinder 
recovery of 
the ETP/OOS 
unit to 
favourable 
conservation 
status. 

There is a high 
degree of 
[certainty] that 
the ETP/OOS 
unit is at 
favourable 
conservation 
status or that 
the combined  
direct effects 
of the MSC 
UoAs including 
enhancement 
activities do not 
hinder recover 
of the ETP/OOS 
unit to 
favourable 
conservation 
status. 

(b) 
Indirect 
effects 

 Indirect 
effects from 
the UoA 
including 
enhancement 
activities are 
highly 
unlikely to 
hinder 
recovery of 
the ETP/OOS 
unit. 

There is a high 
degree of 
[certainty] that 
indirect effects 
of the UoA 
including 
enhancement 
activities do not 
hinder recovery 
of the ETP/OOS 
unit. 

 

SC3.11 ETP/OOS species management strategy PI (PI 2.2.2) 
 

Table SC12: PI 2.2.2 ETP/OOS species management strategy PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

ETP/OOS 
species 

Management 
strategy 
 
2.2.2 
 

 (a) 
Management 
strategy in 
place  

There are 
measures in 
place that are 
expected to 
minimise the 
UoA- and 

There is a 
strategy in 
place that is 
expected to 
minimise the 
UoA- and 

There is a 
comprehensiv
e strategy in 
place that is 
expected to 
minimise the 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

The UoA and 
associated 
enhancemen
t activities 
have 
precaution-
ary 
management 
strategies 
designed to: 
- ensure that 
incidental 
catches of 
the 
ETP/OOS 
unit are 
minimised 
and where 
possible 
eliminated 
- ensure that 
the 
ETP/OOS 
unit is at 
favourable 
conservation 
status or the 
UoA and 
associated 
enhancemen
t activities do 
not hinder 
recovery to 
this level. 

enhancement 
related-
mortality of 
the ETP/OOS 
unit and 
achieve the 
ETP/OOS 
outcome 
SG80 level of 
performance.  

enhancement 
related-
mortality of 
the ETP/OOS 
unit and 
achieve the 
ETP/OOS 
outcome 
SG80 level of 
performance.  

UoA- and 
enhancement 
related- 
mortality of the 
ETP/OOS unit 
and achieve the 
ETP/OOS 
outcome SG80 
level of 
performance. 

 (b) 
Management 
strategy 
implementatio
n 

 Evidence 
indicates that 
the measures 
or strategy is 
progressing 
towards 
achieving the 
objectives as 
set out in SI 
(a). 

Evidence 
indicates that 
the measures or 
strategy have 
achieved the 
objectives set 
out in SI (a).   

(c) 
Review of 
alternative 
measures to 
minimise 
mortality of 
the ETP/OOS 
unit 

 There is a 
regular 
review of the 
potential 
effectiveness 
and 
practicality of 
alternative 
measures to 
minimise 
UoA- and 
enhancement 
related-
mortality of 
the ETP/OOS 
unit, and they 
are 
implemented 
as 
appropriate. 

There is a 
review that 
happens every 
2 years of the 
potential 
effectiveness 
and practicality 
of alternative 
measures to 
minimise UoA- 
and 
enhancement 
related-mortality 
of the ETP/OOS 
unit, and they 
are 
implemented, 
as appropriate. 

  (d)  
Shark finning 

It is highly 
likely that 
shark finning 
is not taking 
place. 

  

  (e) 
Ghost gear 
management 
strategy 

There are 
measures in 
place, if 
necessary, for 
the UoA and 
associated 
enhancement 

There is a 
partial 
strategy in 
place for the 
UoA and 
associated 
enhancement 

There is a 
strategy in place 
for the UoA and 
associated 
enhancement 
activities, that is 
expected to 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

activities, that 
are expected 
to minimise 
ghost gear 
and its impact 
on the 
ETP/OOS 
unit, 

activities, if 
necessary, 
that is 
expected to 
minimise 
ghost gear 
and its impact 
on the 
ETP/OOS 
unit. 

minimise ghost 
gear and its 
impact on the 
ETP/OOS unit. 

 

 

SC3.12 ETP/OOS species information (PI 2.2.3) 
 

Table SC13: PI 2.2.3 ETP/OOS species information PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

ETP/OOS 
species 

Information 
 
2.2.3 
 
Information is 
adequate to 
determine the 
impact of the 
UoA and 
enhancement 
activities on 
the ETP/OOS 
unit and the 
effectiveness 
of 
management 
measures or 
strategies in 
place. 
 

(a) 
Information 
adequacy for 
assessment 
of impacts 

Information is 
adequate to 
broadly 
understand 
the impact of 
the UoA and 
associated 
enhancement 
activities on 
the ETP/OOS 
unit. 
 
 

Information is 
adequate to 
establish the 
impact of the  
UoA and 
associated 
enhancement 
activities on 
the ETP/OOS 
unit, and to 
determine 
whether the 
UoA and 
associated 
enhancement 
activities may 
be a threat to 
its recovery, 
with a high 
degree of 
accuracy.  
 
 

Information is 
adequate to 
establish the 
impact of the 
UoA and 
associated 
enhancement 
activities on the 
ETP/OOS unit, 
and to 
determine 
whether the 
UoA and 
associated 
enhancement 
activities may 
be a threat to its 
recovery, with a 
very high 
degree of 
accuracy. 

(b) 
Information 
adequacy for 
management 
strategy 

Information is 
adequate to 
support 
measures to 
manage the 
impacts on 
the ETP/OOS 
unit 

Information is 
adequate to 
measure 
trends and 
support a 
strategy to 
manage 
impacts on 
the ETP/OOS 
unit 

Information is 
adequate to 
support a 
comprehensive 
strategy to 
manage 
impacts, 
minimise 
mortality and 
injury of the 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

ETP/OOS unit, 
and evaluate 
with a high 
degree of 
certainty 
whether a 
strategy is 
achieving its 
objectives. 

 

 

SC3.13 Habitats outcome PI (PI 2.3.2)  
 

Table SC14: PI 2.3.1 habitats outcome PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Habitats Outcome 
Status 
 
2.3.1 
 
The UoA and 
its 
associated 
enhanceme
nt activities 
do not cause 
serious or 
irreversible 
harm to 
habitat 
structure and 
function, 
considered 
on the basis 
of the area 
covered by 
the 
governance 
body(s) 
responsible 
for fisheries 
management 
in the area(s) 
where the 
UoA 
operates. 

(a) 
Less sensitive 
habitats 

The UoA is 
unlikely to 
reduce 
structure and 
function of 
less sensitive 
habitats to a 
point where 
there would 
be serious or 
irreversible 
harm. 

The UoA is 
highly 
unlikely to 
reduce 
structure and 
function of 
less sensitive 
habitats to a 
point where 
there would 
be serious or 
irreversible 
harm. 

There is 
evidence that 
the UoA is 
highly unlikely 
to reduce 
structure and 
function of less 
sensitive 
habitats to a 
point where 
there would be 
serious or 
irreversible 
harm. 

(b) 
More sensitive 
habitats 

The UoA is 
unlikely to 
reduce 
structure and 
function of 
more sensitive 
habitats to a 
point where 
there would 
be serious or 
irreversible 
harm. 

The UoA is 
highly 
unlikely to 
reduce 
structure and 
function of 
more sensitive 
habitats to a 
point where 
there would 
be serious or 
irreversible 
harm. 

There is 
evidence that 
the UoA is 
highly unlikely 
to reduce 
structure and 
function of more 
sensitive 
habitats to a 
point where 
there would be 
serious or 
irreversible 
harm. 

(d) The 
enhancement 

The 
enhancement 

There is a high 
degree of 



MSC Fisheries Standard v[#.#] 

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard [v#.#] Page 85 
Date of publication: [Day Month Year] © Marine Stewardship Council 2022 

 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Impacts due 
to 
enhancement 
activities 
within the UoA 
◙ 

activities are 
unlikely to 
have adverse 
impacts on 
habitat. 

activities are 
highly 
unlikely to 
have adverse 
impacts on 
habitat.  

certainty that 
the 
enhancement 
activities do not 
have adverse 
impacts on 
habitat.  

 

SC3.13.1 The team shall interpret “habitat” in this PI to include, but not be limited to: 

a. Water quality. 

b. Access to wild fish to spawning habitat. 

c. Quality of stream habitat. ◙ 

SC3.13.2 The team shall assess impacts which result from the physical operation of the culture 
facility and are not necessarily evaluated in the context of some broader regional resource 
consequence. 

SC3.13.2.1 The enhancement-related habitat modifications shall have minimal adverse 
impacts on the surrounding habitats. ◙ 

 

SC3.14 Habitats management strategy PI (PI 2.3.2) ‼ 
Table SC15: PI 2.3.2 habitats management strategy PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Habitats Management 
strategy 
 
2.3.2 
 
There is a 
strategy in 
place that is 
designed to 
ensure the 
UoA and 
associated 
enhancemen
t activities do 
not pose a 
risk of 
serious or 
irreversible 
harm to the 
habitats. 

(a) 
Management 
strategy in 
place 

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

There is a 
partial 
strategy in 
place, if 
necessary, 
that is 
expected to 
achieve the 
Habitat 
Outcome 
SG80 level or 
above. 

There is a 
strategy in 
place for 
managing the 
impact of all 
MSC UoAs/non-
MSC fisheries 
UoA and 
associated 
enhancement 
activities on 
habitats. 

(b) 
Management 
strategy 
effectiveness 

The measures 
are 
considered 
likely, when 
based on 
plausible 
argument.  

There is some 
evidence that 
the measures/ 
partial 
strategy is 
achieving the 
objectives set 
out in SI (a), 
based on 
information 
directly 
about the 
UoA, 

There is 
evidence that 
the partial 
strategy/ 
strategy is 
achieving the 
objectives set 
out in SI (a), 
based on 
information 
directly about 
the UoA, 
enhancement 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

enhancement 
activities 
and/or 
habitats 
involved. 

activities, 
and/or habitats 
involved. 

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

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

Information is 
adequate to 
determine, 
with a high 
degree of 
accuracy, 
compliance in 
the UoA with 
both its 
management 
requirements 
and protection 
measures 
afforded to 
more sensitive 
habitats by 
other MSC 
UoAs/non-
MSC 
fisheries, 
where 
relevant. 

Information is 
adequate to 
determine, with 
a very high 
degree of 
accuracy, 
compliance in 
the UoA with 
both its 
management 
requirements 
and with 
protection 
measures 
afforded to 
more sensitive 
habitats by 
other MSC 
UoAs/ non-MSC 
fisheries, where 
relevant. 

 

SC3.14.1 The team shall consider whether management strategies for enhancement activities are in 
place to reduce impact on water quality, access of natural origin fish to spawning habitat, 
and quality of stream habitat. ‼ 

 

SC3.15 Habitats information PI (PI 2.3.3) 
Table SC16: PI 2. 3.3 habitats information PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Habitats Information / 
monitoring 
 
2.3.3 
 
Information is 
adequate to 
determine the 
risk posed to 
the habitat by 
the UoA and 

(a) 
Information 
quality 

The types and 
distribution of 
the habitats 
are broadly 
understood. 
 

The nature, 
distribution 
and 
vulnerability 
of the habitats 
in the UoA 
area are 
known at a 
level of detail 
relevant to the 
scale and 

The 
distribution of 
all habitats is 
known over 
their range, 
with particular 
attention to 
the 
occurrence of 
more 
sensitive 
habitats. 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

associated 
enhancement 
activities and 
the 
effectiveness 
of the strategy 
to manage 
impacts on 
the habitat. 

intensity of 
the UoA. 
 

(b) 
Information 
adequacy for 
assessment 
of impacts 

Information is 
adequate to 
broadly 
understand 
the impacts of 
gear use and 
enhancement 
activities on 
habitats. 
 
 

Information is 
adequate to 
establish the 
impacts of the 
UoA, 
including 
enhancement 
activities, on 
habitats with a 
high degree 
of accuracy. 
 

Information is 
adequate to 
establish the 
impacts of the 
UoA, 
including 
enhancement 
activities, on 
habitats with a 
very high 
degree of 
accuracy. 

(c) 
Monitoring  

 Adequate 
information 
continues to 
be collected 
to detect any 
increase in 
risk to the 
habitats. 

Changes in all 
habitat 
distributions 
over time are 
measured. 

 

SC3.15.1 The team shall consider whether information on enhancement facilities and activities is 
collected to support the outcome in PI 2.3.1. ◙ 

SC3.15.2 In scoring issue (b) at SG60, the team shall verify that any information legally required by 
operating permits relevant to these habitat issues is collected. 

  

SC3.16 Ecosystem outcome PI (PI 2.4.1) ◙ 
Table SC17: PI 2.4.1 ecosystem outcome PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Ecosystem Outcome 
Status 
 
2.4.1 
 
The UoA and 
associated 
enhancement 
activities do 
not cause 
serious or 
irreversible 
harm to the 
key elements 

(a) 
Ecosystem 
status 

The UoA is 
unlikely to 
disrupt the 
key elements 
underlying 
ecosystem 
structure and 
function to a 
point where 
there would 
be a serious 
or irreversible 
harm. 

The UoA is 
highly 
unlikely to 
disrupt the 
key elements 
underlying 
ecosystem 
structure and 
function to a 
point where 
there would 
be a serious 
or irreversible 
harm. 

There is 
evidence that 
the UoA is 
highly unlikely 
to disrupt the 
key elements 
underlying 
ecosystem 
structure and 
function to a 
point where 
there would 
be a serious 
or irreversible 
harm. 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

of ecosystem 
structure and 
function.  

(b) 
Impacts due 
to 
enhancement 
‼ 

Enhancement 
activities are 
unlikely to 
disrupt the 
key elements 
underlying 
ecosystem 
structure and 
function to a 
point where 
there would 
be a serious 
or irreversible 
harm.  

Enhancement 
activities are 
highly 
unlikely to 
disrupt the 
key elements 
underlying 
ecosystem 
structure and 
function to a 
point where 
there would 
be a serious 
or irreversible 
harm.  

There is 
evidence that 
the 
enhancement 
activities are 
highly 
unlikely to 
disrupt the 
key elements 
underlying 
ecosystem 
structure and 
function to a 
point where 
there would 
be a serious 
or irreversible 
harm.  

 

SC3.16.1 In scoring issue (b), the team shall consider “key elements underlying ecosystem structure 
and function” to include the ecological productivity and abundance of wild salmon and 
other components of the aquatic ecosystem as a result of predation, competition for 
resources, and disease transmission. ‼ 

SC3.16.2 The team shall organise its assessment of ecological interaction risks from enhancement 
programs into the following 2 categories:  

a. Disease transmission.  

b. Predation/competition. ‼ 

 

SC3.17 Ecosystem management PI (PI 2.4.2) ‼ 
Table SC18: PI 2.4.2 ecosystem management PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Ecosystem Management 
strategy 
 
2.4.2 
 
There are 
measures in 
place to 
ensure the 
UoA and 
enhancemen
t activities do 
not pose a 
risk of 
serious or 
irreversible 

(a) 
Management 
strategy in 
place 

There are 
measures in 
place, if 
necessary, 
which take 
into account 
the potential 
impacts of 
the UoA on 
key elements 
of the 
ecosystem.  

There is a 
partial 
strategy in 
place, if 
necessary, 
which takes 
into account 
available 
information 
and is 
expected to 
limit impacts 
of the UoA on 
the ecosystem 
so as to 
achieve the 
Ecosystem 

There is a 
strategy that 
consists of a 
plan in place, 
which contains 
measures to 
address all 
main impacts 
of the UoA on 
the ecosystem, 
and at least 
some of these 
measures are in 
place. 



MSC Fisheries Standard v[#.#] 

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard [v#.#] Page 89 
Date of publication: [Day Month Year] © Marine Stewardship Council 2022 

 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

harm to 
ecosystem 
structure and 
function. 

Outcome 80 
level of 
performance.  

(b) 
Management 
strategy 
evaluation 

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

There is 
some 
objective 
basis for 
confidence 
that the 
measures/ 
partial 
strategy will 
work, based 
on some 
information 
directly about 
the UoA 
and/or the 
ecosystem 
involved. 

Testing 
supports high 
confidence that 
the partial 
strategy/ 
strategy will 
work, based on 
information 
directly about 
the UoA and/or 
ecosystem 
involved. 

(c) 
Management 
strategy 
implementatio
n 

 There is 
some 
evidence that 
the 
measures/part
ial strategy is 
being 
implemented 
successfully. 

There is clear 
evidence that 
the partial 
strategy/strateg
y is being 
implemented 
successfully 
and is 
achieving its 
objective as 
set out in 
scoring issue 
(a). 

(d) 
Management 
of enhance-
ment activities   
‼  

There is an 
established 
artificial 
production 
strategy in 
place that is 
expected to 
achieve the 
Ecosystem 
Outcome 60 
level of 
performance. 

There is a 
tested and 
evaluated 
artificial 
production 
strategy with 
sufficient 
monitoring in 
place and 
evidence is 
available to 
reasonably 
ensure with 
high likelihood 
that the 
strategy is 
effective in 
achieving the 
Ecosystem 
Outcome 80 

There is a 
comprehensiv
e and fully 
evaluated 
artificial 
production 
strategy to 
verify with 
certainty that 
the Ecosystem 
Outcome 100 
level of 
performance. 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

level of 
performance. 

 

SC3.17.1 In scoring issue (d), the team shall consider whether management measures are in place 
that decrease ecological risk of enhancement activities 

 

SC3.18 Ecosystem information PI (PI 2.4.3) 
Table SC19: PI 2.4.3 ecosystem information PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Ecosystem Information / 
monitoring 
 
2.4.3 
 
There is 
adequate 
knowledge of 
the impacts 
of the UoA 
and 
associated 
enhancemen
t activities on 
the 
ecosystem. 

(a) 
Information 
quality 

Information is 
adequate to 
identify the 
key elements 
of the 
ecosystem.  

Information is 
adequate to 
broadly 
understand 
the key 
elements of 
the 
ecosystem. 

 

(b) 
Investigation 
of the UoA 
impacts 

Main impacts 
of the UoA 
and 
associated 
enhancement 
activities on 
these key 
ecosystem 
elements can 
be inferred 
from existing 
information. 

Main impacts 
of the UoA 
and 
associated 
enhancement 
activities on 
these key 
ecosystem 
elements 
have been 
investigated 
in detail. 

Main 
interactions 
between the 
UoA and 
associated 
enhancement 
activities and 
these 
ecosystem 
elements have 
been 
investigated in 
detail. 

(c) 
Understand-
ing of 
component 
(i.e. P1 target, 
in-scope and 
ETP/OOS 
species, and 
Habitats) 
functions 

 The main 
functions of 
the 
components 
in the 
ecosystem 
are known. 

The impacts of 
the UoA and 
associated 
enhancement 
activities on the 
components are 
identified, and 
the main 
functions of 
these 
components in 
the ecosystem 
are 
understood. 

(d)  Adequate 
information is 
available on 

Adequate 
information is 
available on the 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Information 
relevance 

the impacts of 
the UoA and 
associated 
enhancement 
activities on 
these 
components 
to allow some 
of the main 
consequences 
for the 
ecosystem to 
be inferred. 

impacts of the 
UoA and 
associated 
enhancement 
activities on the 
components 
and elements 
to allow the 
main 
consequences 
for the 
ecosystem to be 
inferred. 

(e) 
Monitoring 

 Adequate 
data continue 
to be collected 
to detect any 
increase in 
risk level. 

Information is 
adequate to 
support the 
development of 
strategies to 
manage 
ecosystem 
impacts. 

 

SC3.18.1 The team shall assess whether relevant information is collected to understand the impacts 
of enhancement activities on the receiving ecosystem. ◙ 

 

SC4 Principle 3 
 

General requirements for Principle 3 

SC4.1.1 All Principle 3 PIs in Section SA shall apply, and only additions and modifications are 
included in this Section. ◙ 

SC4.1.2 The team shall explicitly consider enhancement activities that are associated with the 
fishery. ◙ 

 

SC4.2–3 No modifications to Section SA 
 

SC4.4 Consultation, roles, and responsibilities PI (PI 3.1.2) 
SC4.4.1 In scoring this PI, the team shall consider whether the consultation process covers both 

the fishery and enhancement activities. ‼ 

SC4.4.2 There are no modifications to Table SA22. 

 



MSC Fisheries Standard v[#.#] 

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard [v#.#] Page 92 
Date of publication: [Day Month Year] © Marine Stewardship Council 2022 

 

SC4.5 Long-term objectives PI (PI 3.1.3) 
Table SC20: PI 3.1.3 long-term objective PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Governance 
and policy 

Long term 
objectives 
 
3.1.3 
 
The 
management 
policy for the 
SMU and 
associated 
enhancement 
activities has 
clear long-
term 
objectives to 
guide 
decision-
making that 
are consistent 
with the MSC 
Fisheries 
Standard, and 
incorporates 
the 
precautionary 
approach. 

(a) 
Objectives 

Long term 
objectives to 
guide 
decision-
making, 
consistent 
with the MSC 
Fisheries 
Standard and 
the 
precautionary 
approach, are 
implicit within 
management 
policy. 

Clear long 
term 
objectives that 
guide 
decision-
making, 
consistent 
with the MSC 
Fisheries 
Standard and 
the 
precautionary 
approach, are 
explicit within 
management 
policy. 

Clear long 
term 
objectives that 
guide 
decision-
making, 
consistent 
with the MSC 
Fisheries 
Standard and 
the 
precautionary 
approach, are 
explicit within 
and required 
by 
management 
policy 

 

SC4.5.1 The team shall assess whether the fishery’s enhancement activities have explicit long-
term objectives and a guiding policy context that: ◙ 

a. Is consistent with managing for sustainable Principle 1 and Principle 2 outcomes for 
wild salmon. 

b. Shapes short-term objectives and decision-making processes.  

 

SC4.6 No modifications to Section SA 
 

SC4.7 Fishery-specific objectives PI (PI 3.2.1) 
Table SC21: PI 3.2.1 fishery-specific objectives PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Fishery- 
specific 
management 
system 

Fishery- 
specific 
objectives 
 
3.2.1 
 

(a) 
Objectives 

Objectives, 
which are 
broadly 
consistent 
with achieving 
the outcomes 

Short and 
long term 
objectives, 
which are 
consistent 
with achieving 

Well defined 
and 
measurable 
short and 
long term 
objectives, 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

The fishery-
specific and 
associated 
enhancement 
management 
system(s) 
have clear, 
specific 
objectives 
designed to 
achieve the 
outcomes 
expressed by 
the MSC 
Principles 1 
and 2. 

expressed by 
the MSC 
Principles 1 
and 2, are 
implicit within 
the fishery 
and 
associated 
enhancement 
management 
system(s). 

the outcomes 
expressed by 
the MSC 
Principles 1 
and 2, are 
explicit within 
the fishery 
and 
associated 
enhancement 
management 
system(s). 

which are 
demonstrably 
consistent 
with achieving 
the outcomes 
expressed by 
the MSC 
Principles 1 
and 2, are 
explicit within 
the fishery 
and 
associated 
enhancement 
management 
system(s). 

 

SC4.7.1 The team shall evaluate whether clear objectives exist for the fishery’s enhancement 
activities that are consistent with achieving specific, related outcomes in Principles 1 and 
2. ‼ 

 

SC4.8 Decision-making processes PI (PI 3.2.2) 
Table SC22: PI 3.2.2 decision-making processes PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Fishery- 
specific 
management 
system 

Decision-
making 
processes 
 
3.2.2 
 
The fishery-
specific and 
associated 
enhancemen
t 
management 
system 
includes 
effective 
decision-
making 
processes 
that result in 
measures 
and 
strategies to 
achieve the 
objectives, 
and has an 

(a) 
Decision-
making 
processes 

There are 
some 
decision-
making 
processes in 
place that 
result in 
measures and 
strategies to 
achieve the 
fishery-
specific and 
enhancement 
objectives. 

There are 
established 
decision-
making 
processes 
that result in 
measures and 
strategies to 
achieve the 
fishery-
specific and 
enhancement 
objectives. 

 

(b) 
Responsive-
ness of 
decision-
making 
processes 

Decision-
making 
processes 
respond to 
serious 
issues 
identified in 
relevant 
research, 
monitoring, 
evaluation 

Decision-
making 
processes 
respond to 
serious and 
other 
important 
issues 
identified in 
relevant 
research, 

Decision-
making 
processes 
respond to all 
issues 
identified in 
relevant 
research, 
monitoring, 
evaluation and 
consultation, in 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

appropriate 
approach to 
actual 
disputes in 
the fishery. 

and 
consultation, 
in a 
transparent, 
timely and 
adaptive 
manner, and 
take some 
account of the 
wider 
implications of 
decisions. 

monitoring, 
evaluation 
and 
consultation, 
in a 
transparent, 
timely and 
adaptive 
manner, and 
take account 
of the wider 
implications of 
decisions. 

a transparent, 
timely and 
adaptive 
manner, and 
take account of 
the wider 
implications of 
decisions. 

(c) 
Use of 
precautionary 
approach 

 Decision-
making 
processes use 
the 
precautionary 
approach and 
are based on 
best available 
information. 

 

(d) 
Accountability 
and 
transparency 
of 
management 
system and 
decision 
making 
process 

Some 
information on 
performance 
and 
management 
action is 
generally 
available on 
request to 
stakeholders 

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

Formal 
reporting to all 
interested 
stakeholders 
provides 
comprehensiv
e information 
on fishery 
performance 
and 
management 
actions and 
describes how 
the 
management 
system 
responded to 
findings and 
relevant 
recommendatio
ns emerging 
from research, 
monitoring, 
evaluation and 
review activity. 

(e) 
Approach to 
disputes 

Although the 
management 
authority or 
fishery may 
be subject to 
continuing 

The 
management 
system or 
fishery is 
attempting to 
comply in a 

The 
management 
system or 
fishery acts 
proactively to 
avoid legal 



MSC Fisheries Standard v[#.#] 

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard [v#.#] Page 95 
Date of publication: [Day Month Year] © Marine Stewardship Council 2022 

 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

court 
challenges, it 
is not 
indicating a 
disrespect or 
defiance of 
the law by 
repeatedly 
violating the 
same law or 
regulation 
necessary for 
the 
sustainability 
for the fishery. 

timely fashion 
with judicial 
decisions 
arising from 
any legal 
challenges. 

disputes or 
rapidly 
implements 
judicial 
decisions 
arising from 
legal 
challenges. 

 

SC4.8.1 In scoring issue (a), the decision-making processes surrounding enhancement activities 
shall include determination of production levels and strategies. ‼ 

 

SC4.9 Compliance and enforcement PI (PI 3.2.3) ◙ 
Table SC23: PI 3.2.3 compliance and enforcement PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Fishery- 
specific 
management 
system 

Compliance 
and 
enforcement 
 
3.2.3 
 
Monitoring, 
control and 
surveillance 
mechanisms 
ensure the 
management 
measures in 
the UoA and 
associated 
enhancemen
t activities 
are enforced 
and 
complied 
with. 

(a) 
Monitoring 
control and 
surveillance 
system. 

Monitoring, 
control and 
surveillance 
mechanisms 
exist, within 
the UoA and 
associated 
enhancement 
activities.  

A monitoring, 
control and 
surveillance 
system to 
ensure 
compliance 
with 
regulations 
exists within 
the UoA and 
associated 
enhancement 
activities. 

A 
comprehensiv
e monitoring, 
control and 
surveillance 
system to 
ensure 
compliance with 
regulations is 
well-established 
within the UoA 
and associated 
enhancement 
activities. 

(b) 
Sanctions 

Sanctions to 
address non-
compliance 
exist within 
the UoA and 
associated 
enhancement 
activities.  

Sanctions to 
deal with non-
compliance 
exist, which 
are 
appropriate to 
the UoA and 
associated 
enhancement 
activities, and 
are applied. 

Comprehensive 
sanctions to 
address non-
compliance 
exist, which are 
appropriate to 
the UoA and 
associated 
enhancement 
activities, and 
are consistently 
applied.  
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

(c) 
Compliance  
(information) 

Information is 
adequate to 
broadly 
understand 
compliance in 
the UoA 

Information is 
adequate to 
determine 
compliance in 
the UoA with 
a high degree 
of accuracy. 

Information is 
adequate to 
determine 
compliance in 
the UoA with a 
very high 
degree of 
accuracy. 

(d) 
Compliance 
(outcome) 

Systematic 
non-
compliance of 
regulations 
specific to 
governing 
sustainable 
fishing 
practices at 
sea is not 
evident within 
the UoA and 
associated 
enhancement 
activities. 

Majority of 
regulations, 
including all 
regulations 
specific to 
governing 
sustainable 
fishing 
practices at 
sea, are likely 
to be 
complied with. 

Majority of 
regulations, 
including all 
regulations 
specific to 
governing 
sustainable 
fishing practices 
at sea, are 
consistently 
complied with. 

 

SC4.9.1 The team shall consider whether private hatchery operators cooperate with management 
authorities in collection and sharing of information important to ensure that artificial 
production activities are complying with legal and management system objectives and 
requirements. 

 

SC4.10 Monitoring and management performance evaluation PI (PI 
3.2.4) 

Table SC24: PI 3.2.4 monitoring and management performance evaluation PISGs 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Fishery- 
specific 
management 
system 

Monitoring 
and 
management 
performance 
evaluation 
 
3.2.4 
 
There is a 
system for 
monitoring 
and 
evaluating the 
performance 
of the fishery-

(a) 
Evaluation 
coverage 

The fishery 
and 
associated 
enhancement 
program(s) 
has in place 
mechanisms 
to evaluate 
some parts of 
the 
management 
system. 

The fishery 
and 
associated 
enhancement 
program(s) 
has in place 
mechanisms 
to evaluate 
key parts of 
the 
management 
system. 

The fishery 
and 
associated 
enhancement 
program(s) 
has in place 
mechanisms 
to evaluate all 
parts of the 
management 
system. 

(b) The fishery-
specific and 

The fishery-
specific and 

The fishery-
specific and 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

specific and 
enhancement 
management 
system(s) 
against its 
objectives. 
There is 
effective and 
timely review 
of the fishery-
specific and 
associated 
enhancement 
program(s) 
management 
system. 

Internal 
and/or 
external 
review ‼ 

associated 
enhancement 
program(s) 
management 
system is 
subject to 
occasional 
internal 
review. 

associated 
enhancement 
program(s) 
management 
system is 
subject to 
regular 
internal and 
occasional 
external 
review. 

associated 
enhancement 
program(s) 
management 
system is 
subject to 
regular 
internal and 
external 
review. 

 

SC4.10.1 The team shall evaluate whether hatchery operational plans include well-designed and 
supported provisions for monitoring the fishery’s enhancement activities that are 
consistent with achieving specific, related outcomes and objectives in Principles 1 and 2. 

SC4.10.1.1 The team shall evaluate the impacts of enhancement activities on natural 
production components and ecosystem function. 

 

SC5 Weighting to be applied in enhanced salmon fisheries ◙ 
 

SC5.1 General requirements 
SC5.1.1 The team shall use the revised weighting contained in ‘Scoring Worksheet for Salmon 

Fisheries’ when scoring salmon fisheries. 

 

SC6 Allowances for inseparable or practicably inseparable 
catches in salmon fisheries 

 

SC6.1 Inseparable or practically inseparable catches in salmon 
fisheries 

SC6.1.1 The CAB shall only treat catches of non-target salmon stock(s) as “inseparable or 
practicably inseparable” (IPI) from target salmon stock(s), as per FCP 7.5, if they are not 
certified separately and are either: ◙ 

a. Non-target species (scored in P2, not P1), or 

b. Non-local stocks of species targeted in the fishery (stocks that are caught in the 
fishery but do not breed within the UoA and are not therefore normally scored as part 
of the SMU). 

SC6.1.1.1 If the proposed IPI stock is a different salmon species to the target species 
(SC6.1.1.a), the CAB shall:  
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a. Only consider it not commercially feasible to separate the species when the 
total catches from the IPI stock(s) do not exceed 5% by weight of the total 
combined catches of target and IPI stock(s) within the UoA.  

b. Assess the proposed IPI stock under P2 in accordance with FCP Annex PA.  

SC6.1.1.2 If the proposed IPI stocks are non-local stocks of the same species as the P1 
target stock within the UoA (SC6.1.1.b):  

a. The total catches from the IPI stock(s) shall not exceed 5% by weight of the 
total combined catches of target and IPI stock(s) within the UoA.  

b. FCP 7.5.12.1.d shall not apply to these stocks, but if outside biologically 
based limits, the CAB shall demonstrate that the fishery: 

i. Does not catch 30% or more of the total removal of the stock. 

ii. Is “highly likely” not to significantly hinder (consistent with GSA3.6) the 
stock’s recovery. 

iii. Has implemented practical measures to reduce impacts on the stock. 

SC6.1.2 In considering whether proposed IPI stocks meet the defined 5% upper catch limits 
(SC6.1.1.1 and SC6.1.1.2), the CAB shall take into account catch data from the most 
recent 2 or more years prior to the date on which the eligibility is decided, as necessary to 
allow for the normal age at spawning of each of the species under consideration. ‼ 

SC6.1.3 If IPI stocks are identified and are below the level of 5% specified in SC6.1.1.1.a and 
SC6.1.1.2.a, the CAB shall follow IPI requirements in the FCP.  

SC6.1.3.1 The CAB shall upload an announcement to the MSC database for publication on 
the MSC website, using the ‘MSC IPI Announcement Template,’ to inform 
stakeholders and the MSC of the identification of IPI stock(s). 

 

 

  
End of Section SC 
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Section SD: Introduced species-based fisheries – normative ◙ 
Modifications to the default tree structure to be used in Introduced Species Based Fisheries (ISBF) 
assessments.  

 

SD1 General 
 

SD1.1 General requirements  
SD1.1.1 The team shall apply Section SD as a supplement to Section SA in all ISBF assessments. 

SD1.1.1.1 “Introduced species” are defined as per Table 2 in the MSC Fisheries Standard 
v3.0. 

SD1.1.1.1 Only additions and modifications in relevant sections of the default assessment 
tree and requirements are included in this Section.  

SD1.1.2 The team shall submit final trees to be used for ISBFs to the MSC by following the 
procedure for modified assessment trees in FCP 7.12.5. ◙ 

 
SD2 Principle 1 
 

SD2.1 General requirements for Principle 1 
SD2.1.1 The team shall consider the ecological role of the introduced species. 

SD2.1.2 The team shall assess the ISBF against default PISGs in Principle 1. ◙ 

SD2.1.2.1 If necessary, the team shall make modifications to the scoring issues at PI 1.1.1 
and PI 1.2.2 for fisheries that include setting target reference points at levels that 
may be lower than MSY, to reduce biodiversity impact. 

a. The team shall not accept limit reference points set at levels below which 
there is an appreciable risk of impairing reproductive capacity. 

 
SD3 Principle 2 
 

SD3.1 General requirements for Principle 2 
SD3.1.1 The team shall determine whether the introduced species is not the target species in the 

fishery being considered for certification, but is an in scope species that is impacted in 
some way by fishing activity on the target species. 

SD3.1.1.1 If the in-scope introduced species is being managed for high productivity because 
it is a target species in another managed fishery, the team shall evaluate the 
fishery to determine whether its impact on the in-scope introduced species is 
acceptable. 

SD3.1.1.2 If the in-scope introduced species is subject to a formal or informal eradication 
policy because it is considered to have a “nuisance” status, the CAB shall not take 
the impact of the fishery on the introduced species into consideration in the 
assessment. 

SD3.1.2 The team shall assess measures in place in the fishery to prevent further ecosystem 
impacts that may have occurred as a result of the introduction of the species to the new 
location under the Ecosystem component of Principle 2. 

SD3.1.2.1 If relevant, the team shall add an additional scoring issue and corresponding 
guideposts at 60, 80, and 100 levels to the ecosystem management PI 2.4.2, to 
evaluate measures in the fishery to prevent progression of further ecosystem 
impacts from occurring as a result of the presence of the introduced species. ◙ 
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SD3.1.2.2 The team shall review the following measures when assessing this additional 
scoring issue: 

a. Setting target reference points at levels that allow for recovery of species 
impacted by the introduction. 

b. Containment measures such as fishing down at the boundaries of the stock to 
prevent further spread. 

c. Protection and/or creation of faunal refugia. 

d. Provisions in legislation to prohibit further introductions of any other alien 
species. 

e. Other relevant mechanisms. 

SD3.1.3 If relevant, the team shall add a corresponding ecosystem information scoring issue that 
addresses the collection of information important to understanding and preventing further  
impact of the introduced species on biodiversity. ◙ 

SD3.1.4 If the fishery has no measures in place for PI 2.4.2 and corresponding information in PI 
2.4.3, the team shall justify why measures are not considered necessary in that fishery to 
prevent further impact on biodiversity, if applicable. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

End of Section SD 
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Section SE: Principle 1 for stocks managed by Regional 
Fisheries Management Organisations (RFMOs) 
This section contains modifications to the Fisheries Certification Process and the default assessment 
tree structure for the assessment of stocks managed by RFMOs. 

 
SE1 General requirements for Section SE   
 
SE1.1 Modifications to the Fisheries Certification Process and default 

tree 
SE1.1.1 The team shall apply Section SE when the target stock(s) being assessed is managed by 

a regional fisheries management organisation (RFMO)◙ 

SE1.1.2 The team may apply Section SE when the target stock(s) being assessed is not managed 
by an RFMO. 

SE1.1.2.1 Where there are overlapping UoAs, the CAB shall ensure a harmonised approach 
to the application of Section SE. 

SE1.1.3 The team shall only apply Section SE if there is evidence that the RFMO is committed to 
the development of a harvest strategy that includes a management procedure (MP) tested 
within a management strategy evaluation (MSE) framework.  

SE1.1.3.1 [Evidence could include the adoption of a workplan with an associated timeline by 
the RFMO for MP development and implementation, letters of correspondence 
identifying the commitment of that RFMO or the MSE testing framework being 
outlined in management measures and/or resolutions] 

SE1.1.3.2 The team shall confirm the commitment of the RFMO and include evidence for 
this in the Announcement Comment Draft Report. 

SE1.1.4 Unless specifically noted, the CAB and the team shall follow all other FCP requirements, 
Section SA default assessment tree PISGs and requirements. 

SE1.1.5 Only additions or modifications to the requirements of the Fisheries Certification Process 
and the Section SA default assessment tree are included in this Section. 

 

SE2 Principle 1 requirements 
 

SE2.1 Harvest Strategy PI 1.2.1 
SE2.1.1 The team shall only score SG100 for scoring issue (a) and (b) for the harvest strategy 

(Table SA4) that is developed within the condition (SE3.2), for: 

a. Scoring issue (a) at the completion of the first phase. 

b. Scoring issue (b) at the completion of the second phase. 

SE2.1.2 To determine whether the harvest strategy is “evaluated”, the team shall only use 
evidence from the adopted harvest strategy, either through: 

a. Direct application of the harvest strategy, or 

b. From modelled projections of the harvest strategy, if an effectiveness review has not 
occurred prior to the end of the second phase. 

SE2.1.3 If “available” harvest control rules are scored in PI 1.2.2 (SE2.2), PI 1.2.1 scoring issue (a) 
(Table SA4) shall only meet SG60. 
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SE2.2 Harvest control rules and tools PI (PI 1.2.2)  
Table SE 1: PI 1.2.2 harvest control rules and tools PISGS. 

Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

Harvest 
strategy  

Harvest 
control rules 
and tools 
 
1.2.2 
 
There are well 
defined and 
effective 
harvest 
control rules 
(HCRs) in 
place. 

(a) 
HCRs design 
and 
application  

HCRs are 
expected to 
reduce the 
exploitation 
rate as the 
point of 
recruitment 
impairment 
(PRI) is 
approached 
and are either 
generally 
understood  
and in place, 
or available. 

Well defined 
HCRs are in 
place that 
ensure that 
the 
exploitation 
rate is 
reduced as 
the PRI is 
approached, 
and are 
expected to 
keep the 
stock 
fluctuating 
around a 
target level 
consistent 
with (or 
above) MSY, 
or for key LTL 
species a 
level 
consistent 
with 
ecosystem 
needs. 

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

(b) 
HCRs 
robustness to 
uncertainty ◙ 

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

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

(c) 
HCRs 
evaluation ◙ 

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

Available 
evidence 
indicates that 
the tools in 
use are 
appropriate 
and effective 
in achieving 
the 

Evidence 
clearly 
shows that 
the tools in 
use are 
effective in 
achieving the 
exploitation 
levels 
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Component PI Scoring 
issues 

SG60 SG80 SG100 

in controlling 
exploitation. 

exploitation 
levels 
required 
under the 
HCRs. 

required 
under the 
HCRs. 

 
 

SE2.2.1 The team should require additional precaution to be built into the HCR at SG100 so that 
the HCR keeps stocks well above limit reference points. 

SE2.2.2  The team shall interpret:  

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

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

i. The definition of HCRs given in the MSC Vocabulary applies at the SG80 level. 

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

Scoring “available” HCRs at SG60 ◙  
SE2.2.3 In scoring issue (a) at the SG60 level, the team shall accept “available” HCRs instead of 

HCRs that are “in place” if:  

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

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

SE2.2.4 The team shall recognise “available” HCRs as “expected to reduce the exploitation rate as 
the point of recruitment impairment is approached” only if: ◙ 

a. “Generally understood” or “well-defined” HCRs are in place for some other UoAs that 
are under the control of the same management body, and of a similar size and scale 
as the UoA, or 

b. An agreement or framework is in place that requires the management body to adopt 
HCRs before the stock declines below BMSY. 

SE2.2.5 In scoring issue (a) at the SG100 level, where quantitative simulation testing is available 
“most of the time”, the team should interpret the stock as being maintained at or above 
MSY or some ecologically more relevant target point at least 70% of the time. ◙        

SE2.2.6 In scoring issue (c) at the SG60 level, where HCRs are recognised as “available”, the 
team shall include in its rationale:  

a. Evidence that HCRs are being “effectively” used in other named UoAs that are 
managed by the same management body, and the basis on which they are regarded 
as “effective”, or 

b. A description of the formal agreement or legal framework that the management body 
has defined, and the indicators and trigger levels that will require the development of 
HCRs. 
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Evaluating the effectiveness of HCRs  
SE2.2.7 In scoring issue (c) for “evidence”, the team shall use the current levels of exploitation in 

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

SE2.2.7.1 If information is not available on the exploitation rate consistent with achieving a 
long-term MSY, the team shall provide justification where available proxy 
indicators and reference points are used as reasonable proxies of the exploitation 
rate. 

SE2.2.8 In scoring issue (c): ◙ 

a. At SG60 for “some evidence”, the team shall assess the tools used by or ‘available’ to 
the UoA prior to the implementation of the HCRs within the ‘designed’ harvest strategy 
at SG100 scoring issue (a) (Table SA5). 

b. At SG80 for “available evidence”, the team shall only assess the effectiveness of the 
tools after the implementation of the HCRs within the ‘designed’ harvest strategy at 
SG100 scoring issue (a) (Table SA5).  

 
SE3 Process requirements for Section SE 
 

SE3.1 Setting conditions 
SE3.2 Requirements for setting a condition for a P1 target stock not 

certified prior to effective date of FSR v3.0 
SE3.2.1 If the target stock(s) being assessed (FCP 7.5.2.a) is not already certified, the CAB shall 

follow SE3.2.2 to SE3.2.11.  

SE3.2.1.1 If the target stock(s) being assessed is already certified against v3.0 of the 
Fisheries Standard, the CAB shall follow SE3.4.  

SE3.2.2 [If the UoA does not meet SG100 for PI 1.2.1 scoring issues (a) and (b), and does not 
meet SG80 for PI 1.2.2 scoring issues (a), (b) and (c), the CAB shall set a condition] to 
result in improved performance sufficient to meet these SGs. 

SE3.2.3 The CAB shall draft the condition to follow the narrative or metric form of the Performance 
Indicator Scoring Guideposts and accompanying requirements used in the assessment 
tree. ◙ 

SE3.2.4 The CAB shall structure the condition in two phases and set a timeline of a maximum of 
two terms of certification.  

SE3.2.4.1 For phase 1 of the condition, the CAB shall: 

a. Draft the condition to result in improved performance to SG100 for PI 1.2.1 
scoring issue (a) and SG80 for PI 1.2.2 scoring issue (a). 

b. Specify the deadline as a maximum of one term of certification.   

SE3.2.4.2 For phase 2 of the condition, the CAB shall: 

a. Draft the condition to result in improved performance to SG100 for PI 1.2.1 
scoring issue (b) and SG80 for PI 1.2.2 scoring issues (b) and (c). 

b. Specify the deadline for phase 2 as a maximum of one term of certification. 

c. Include that the outcomes of phase 1 (SE3.2.4.1) are to be maintained during 
phase 2. ◙ 

SE3.2.5 The CAB shall specify the following milestones in the condition: ◙ 

a. Phase 1: 

i. Management objectives, performance indicators and data needs are defined.   



 

Document: MSC Fisheries Standard [v#.#] Page 105 
Date of publication: [Day Month Year] © Marine Stewardship Council 2022 

ii. Operating models and candidate Management Procedures (MPs) that include 
mechanisms for catch constraints are tested through Management Strategy 
Evaluation (MSE) simulations. 

iii. Demonstration of consultation and input from stakeholders. 

iv. Preferred harvest strategy(ies) adhering to a Management Procedure (MP) 
approach with an agreed catch constraint identified. 

b. Phase 2: 

i. Mechanism for catch constraints is agreed. 

ii. Harvest strategy adhering to an MP approach, with catch constraints or resource 
sharing mechanism that follows scientific advice, is adopted and implemented. 

iii. Effectiveness review schedule of implemented harvest strategy is determined. 

SE3.2.6 The CAB shall specify the timeframes over which the milestones must be met within each 
phase. 

SE3.2.6.1 The CAB shall specify the measurable improvements and outcomes expected 
each year. 

SE3.2.7 The CAB shall use the milestones and associated timeframes to evaluate progress 
against the condition at each surveillance audit.  

SE3.2.8 The CAB shall inform the client that if they are unable to complete phase 1 within the first 
term of certification, they will not be eligible for reassessment at the end of the first term of 
certification. 

SE3.2.9 If the client and the CAB cannot agree on condition, milestones, timeframes and 
deadlines, the CAB shall not certify the UoA. 

SE3.2.10 The CAB shall include the condition and milestones in the Client and Peer Review Draft 
Report and all subsequent reports. 

SE3.3 Requirements for setting a condition for a P1 stock previously 
certified against either v1.3, v2.0 or v2.01 of the Fisheries 
Standard    

SE3.3.1 If the target stock(s) being assessed (FCP 7.5.2.a) is certified against either v1.3, v2.0 or 
v2.01 of the Fisheries Standard, the CAB shall follow SE3.3.2 to SE3.3.13.  

SE3.3.1.1 If the target stock(s) being assessed is already certified against v3.0 of the 
Fisheries Standard, the CAB shall follow SE3.4. 

SE3.3.1.2 If the target stock(s) has open conditions against PI 1.2.1 or PI 1.2.2 and is 
already certified against either v1.3, v2.0 or v2.01 of the Fisheries Standard, the 
CAB shall score the UoA using Section SE and set new conditions as per SE3.2. 

SE3.3.2 If the UoA does not meet SG100 for PI 1.2.1 scoring issues (a) and (b) and SG80 for PI 
1.2.2 scoring issues (a), (b) and (c), the CAB shall conduct a gap analysis to determine 
the status of the UoA relative to phases 1 and 2 and their milestones in SE3.2.5.a and 
SE3.2.5.b respectively.  

SE3.3.2.1 The CAB shall complete the gap analysis during the preparation phase of the 
Announcement Comment Draft Report.  

SE3.3.2.2 The CAB shall include the gap analysis as an annex to the Announcement 
Comment Draft Report. 

SE3.3.3 The CAB shall only proceed with the announcement of the fishery assessment (FCP 7.12) 
if milestones i, ii and iii of phase 1 (SE3.2.5.a) are complete. 

SE3.3.3.1 If milestones i, ii and iii of phase 1 are not complete, the CAB shall inform the 
fishery client that the assessment cannot proceed.  
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SE3.3.4 If the UoA does not meet SG100 for PI 1.2.1 scoring issues (a) and (b),and does not meet 
SG80 for PI 1.2.2 scoring issues (a), (b) and (c), the CAB shall set a condition to result in 
improved performance sufficient to meet these SGs.  

SE3.3.5 The CAB shall draft the condition to follow the narrative or metric form of the Performance 
Indicator Scoring Guideposts and accompanying requirements used in the assessment 
tree. 

SE3.3.6 [The CAB shall structure the condition in two phases and set a timeline of:  

a. A maximum of one term of certification if the UoA has only had one previous 
certification prior to scoring Section SE. 

b. A maximum of two years if the UoA has had two or more previous certifications prior 
to scoring Section SE. 

SE3.3.6.1 The CAB shall use the results of the gap analysis in SE3.3.2 to determine the 
exact condition deadline. ◙] 

SE3.3.7 [The CAB shall set the condition in two phases within a timeline of a maximum of one term 
of certification.  

SE3.3.7.1 If the UoA does not meet SG100 for PI 1.2.1 scoring issue (a) and SG80 for PI 
1.2.2 scoring issue (a), and milestone iv (SE3.2.5.a.iv) has not been achieved, the 
CAB shall: 

a. Set phase 1 of the condition to result in improved performance to SG100 for 
PI 1.2.1 scoring issue (a) and SG80 for PI 1.2.2 scoring issue (a). 

b. Specify the deadline for phase 1 as the 1st surveillance audit.    

SE3.3.7.2 The CAB shall set phase 2 of the condition to result in improved performance to 
SG100 for PI 1.2.1 scoring issue (b) and SG80 for PI 1.2.2 scoring issues (b) and 
(c).  

SE3.3.7.3 The CAB shall specify the deadline for phase 2 as a maximum of one term of 
certification.] 

SE3.3.8 [The CAB shall draft the condition to specify the following milestones: ◙ 

a. Phase 1: 

i. Preferred harvest strategy(s) adhering to an MP approach with an agreed catch 
constraint is identified. 

b. Phase 2: 

i. Mechanism for catch constraints is agreed. 

ii. Harvest strategy adhering to an MP approach, with catch constraints or resource 
sharing mechanism that follows scientific advice, is adopted and implemented. 

iii. Effectiveness review schedule of implemented harvest strategy is determined.] 

SE3.3.9 [The CAB shall specify the timeframes over which the milestones must be met within each 
phase.  

SE3.3.9.1 The CAB shall use the results of the gap analysis in SE3.3.2 to determine the 
milestone timeframes. ◙ 

SE3.3.9.2 The CAB shall ensure that milestone timeframes align with the plans developed 
by the relevant management agency of the UoA(s).] 

SE3.3.10 [The CAB shall use the milestones and associated timeframes to evaluate progress 
against the condition at each surveillance audit.] 

SE3.3.11 [The CAB shall inform the client that:  

a. If they are unable to complete phase 1 by the 1st surveillance audit, they will not be 
able to maintain their certification and the requirements of GCR Section 7.4 
(suspension or withdrawal) will apply. 
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b. If they are unable to complete phase 2 within one term of certification, they will not be 
eligible for reassessment.] 

SE3.3.12 Where the client and the CAB are unable to agree on condition, milestones, timeframes 
and deadlines, the CAB shall not certify the UoA. 

SE3.3.13 The CAB shall include the condition and milestones in the Client and Peer Review Draft 
Report and all subsequent reports. 

 

SE3.4 Requirements for setting a condition for a P1 stock already 
certified against v3.0 of the Fisheries Standard   

SE3.4.1 If the target stock(s) being assessed (FCP 7.5.2.a) is already certified against version v3.0 
of the Fisheries Standard, the CAB shall follow SE3.3.2 to SE3.3.13.  

SE3.4.2 The CAB shall adopt the condition, milestones, timeframes and deadlines set for the target 
stock that is already certified. ◙ 

SE3.4.3 The CAB shall inform the client that if they are unable to complete phase 1 and phase 2 
within the specified timeframes, they will not be able to maintain their certification and the 
requirements of GCR Section 7.4 (suspension or withdrawal) will apply and they will not 
be eligible for reassessment. ◙ 

SE3.4.4 If the client and the CAB cannot agree on the condition, milestones, timeframes and 
deadlines, the CAB shall not certify the UoA.     

SE3.4.5 The CAB shall include the condition and milestones in the Client and Peer Review Draft 
Report and all subsequent reports. 

 

SE3.5 Requirements for evaluating progress against the condition 
SE3.5.1 [At each surveillance audit, the team shall evaluate progress against the condition.  

SE3.5.1.1 The team shall use the milestones and associated timeframes to evaluate 
progress against the condition.] 

SE3.5.2 [The team shall document whether progress is ‘on target’, ‘ahead of target’ or ‘behind 
target’, as well as its justification for such a judgement. ◙  

SE3.5.2.1 If progress against the milestones is behind target, the team may specify remedial 
action and revise milestone timeframes that are required to bring progress back 
on target within 12 months (and by the next surveillance audit) to achieve the 
condition by the deadline.  

SE3.5.2.2 The CAB shall not revise deadlines for phases or the condition deadline (see 
SE3.5.5 and SE3.6.2).] 

SE3.5.3 [If the CAB determines that progress against a condition is not back ‘on target’ within 12 
months of falling ‘behind target’, the CAB shall: ◙  

a. Consider progress against the condition as inadequate.  

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

c. Inform the fishery client that they cannot enter the same UoC(s), or any entity in the 
UoC(s), into full assessment under either the same or an alternative name, unless the 
cause for suspension has been addressed. ◙] 

SE3.5.4 By the phase 1 deadline, the CAB shall determine if phase 1 of the condition is complete. 

SE3.5.4.1 The team shall confirm that all milestones in phase 1 have been achieved. 

SE3.5.4.2 The team shall re-score PI 1.2.1 scoring issue (a) and PI 1.2.2 scoring issue (a). 

SE3.5.4.3 The CAB shall only record phase 1 as completed if: 

a. The UoC meets SG100 for PI 1.2.1 scoring issue a. 
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b. The UoC meets SG80 for PI 1.2.2 scoring issue a. 

SE3.5.5 If phase 1 of the condition is not completed by its deadline, the CAB shall:  

a. Consider progress against the condition as inadequate.  

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

c. Inform the client that they cannot be enter into reassessment. 

d. Inform the fishery client that they cannot enter the same UoC(s), or any entity in the 
UoC(s), into full assessment under either the same or an alternative name unless the 
cause for suspension has been addressed. 

SE3.5.6 By the phase 2 deadline, the CAB shall determine if phase 2 is complete.  

SE3.5.6.1 The team shall confirm that all milestones in phase 2 have been completed. 

SE3.5.6.2 The team shall re-score PI 1.2.1 scoring issue (b) and PI 1.2.2 scoring issue (b) 
and (c).    

SE3.5.6.3 The CAB shall only record phase 2 as completed if: 

a. The UoC meets SG100 for PI 1.2.1 scoring issue (b). 

b. The UoC meets SG80 for PI 1.2.2 scoring issue (b) and (c). 

c. The UoC continues to meet milestones completed in phase 1 (SE3.5.4.3). 

SE3.5.7 The CAB shall clearly report the progress of the condition in all surveillance reports and at 
reassessment reporting stage. ◙ 

 

SE3.6 Requirements for closing the condition  
SE3.6.1 The CAB shall only confirm that the condition is closed when: 

a. The milestones in phase 1 and phase 2 have been achieved. 

b. The UoC meets SG100 for PI 1.2.1 scoring issues (a) and (b), and SG80 for PI 1.2.2 
scoring issues (a), (b) and (c). 

SE3.6.2 If the condition is not closed by its deadline, the CAB shall: 

a. Consider progress as inadequate. 

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

c. Inform the client that they cannot be enter into reassessment. 

d. Inform the fishery client that they cannot enter the same UoC(s), or any entity in the 
UoC(s), into full assessment under either the same or an alternative name unless the 
cause for suspension has been addressed. ◙ 

 

 
 

 
 

 

End of Section SE 
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	SA2.2.16.3 Departures from these default levels may be justified if the team can demonstrate that SA2.2.14.b is met.

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

	SA2.3 Stock rebuilding PI (PI 1.1.2) ‼
	SA2.3.1 The team shall only score this PI if stock status PI 1.1.1 or PI 1.1.1A does not achieve an SG80 score.
	SA2.3.2 If stocks score SG80 or above on PI 1.1.1 or PI 1.1.1A at the time of assessment, but scores are then reduced during a certification cycle, the team shall ensure that rebuilding strategies and monitoring are put in place within 1 year of becom...
	SA2.3.3 The team shall require that where a score of between SG60 and SG80 is awarded, the subsequent conditions are fulfilled within 1 certification period. ‼
	SA2.3.4 In scoring issue (b), unless there is clear evidence that the stocks are rebuilding, where fishing mortality rate is available for the UoA: ‼
	(1) Current F shall be “likely” to be less than FMSY to justify an SG80 score.
	b. Current F shall be “highly likely” to be less than FMSY to justify an SG100 score.

	SA2.3.5 In UoAs that use assessments and reference points that are regarded as proxies of FMSY and/or biomass at MSY (BMSY), the team in their scoring shall take account of any differences between the proxy reference levels and MSY levels.

	SA2.4 Harvest strategy PI (PI 1.2.1)
	SA2.4.1 The team shall interpret: ◙
	a. “Responsive” at SG80 and SG100 scoring issue (a) to mean that the harvest strategy allows management to be adaptive to the development and implementation of the differing elements of the harvest strategy and action has been taken by management, whe...
	b. “Designed” at SG100 scoring issue (a) to mean a harvest strategy that includes a management procedure (MP) that has been developed through management strategy evaluation (MSE).
	c. “Tested” at SG80 scoring issue (b) to mean the involvement of some sort of structured logical argument and analysis that supports the choice of strategy.
	d. “Evaluated” at SG100 scoring issue (b) to mean “tested for robustness to uncertainty, appropriate to the scale and intensity of the UoA”.

	SA2.4.2 When setting conditions, if new HCRs or assessment methods require different or additional information, the team shall ensure that:
	a. The information is already available, or
	b. The information is made part of the condition.

	SA2.4.3 If the target species is a shark, the team shall score scoring issue (e).
	SA2.4.3.1 The team shall interpret the term “shark” to refer to any species within the Selachimorpha and Rhinopristiphormes.
	a. If the UoA is part of a management agency whose definition of “shark” includes additional species, the management agency’s definition shall apply.


	SA2.4.4 At issue (e) at SG60, the team shall:
	a. Determine that a fins naturally attached (FNA) policy is in place for all retained sharks.
	c. Apply the Evidence Requirements Framework in the MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox to establish that the information used to determine that a FNA or non-retention policy is in place, has a high degree of accuracy.

	SA2.4.5 If there is unwanted catch of the target P1 stock, the team shall score scoring issue (f).
	SA2.4.5.1 When applying scoring issue (f) to target stocks in P1, the team shall note SA3.6.5-6 ◙.
	SA2.4.5.2 When applying scoring issue (f) to target stocks in P1, the team shall include consideration of “alternative measures” directed at minimising mortality of unwanted catch from ghost gear.


	SA2.5 Harvest control rules and tools PI (PI 1.2.2) ◙
	SA2.5.1 The team should require additional precaution to be built into the HCR at SG100 so that the HCR keeps stocks well above limit reference points.
	SA2.5.2  The team shall interpret:
	a. ‘Generally understood’ at SG60 to mean HCRs that can be shown to have been applied in some way in the past, but have not been explicitly defined or agreed.
	b. ‘Well defined’ at SG80 to mean HCRs that exist in some written form that has been agreed by the management agency, ideally with stakeholders, and that state what actions will be taken at what specific trigger reference point levels.
	i. The definition of HCRs given in the MSC Vocabulary applies at the SG80 level.

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

	SA2.5.3 In scoring issue (c) for “evidence”, the team shall use the current levels of exploitation in the UoA, such as measured by the fishing mortality rate or harvest rate, where available.
	SA2.5.3.1 If information is not available on the exploitation rate consistent with achieving a long-term MSY, the team shall provide justification where available proxy indicators and reference points are used as reasonable proxies of the exploitation...


	SA2.6 Information and monitoring PI (PI 1.2.3)
	SA2.6.1 In considering the status of the stock in P1, the team shall consider information about mortality that is observed and mortality that is unobserved.
	SA2.6.2 The team shall identify which information from the information categories in SA2.6.3 is relevant to both the design and effective operational phases of the harvest strategy. ◙
	SA2.6.2.1 The team should base its evaluation on this information.

	SA2.6.3 The team shall determine a combined score for this PI on the quality of data available, weighted by information category on the relevance to the harvest strategy, HCR, and management tools. Information categories include:
	a. Stock structure.
	b. Stock productivity.
	c. Fleet composition.
	d. Stock abundance.
	e. UoA removals.
	f. Other data.

	SA2.6.4 The team shall interpret “sufficient information” at the SG80 level to mean that all information required to implement the harvest strategy is available at a quality and quantity necessary to demonstrate achievement of the SG80 outcome PI 1.1.1.
	SA2.6.5 The team shall interpret “a comprehensive range of information” and “all information” at the SG100 level to include information provided by a strategic research plan.
	SA2.6.5.1 This information shall go beyond the immediate short-term management needs to create a strategic body of research relevant to the long-term UoA-specific management system.

	SA2.6.6 The team shall assess the veracity of information.

	SA2.7 Assessment of stock status PI (PI 1.2.4) ◙
	SA2.7.1 For SG80, if considering an assessment that covers multiple sub-stocks of a single species or a complex of several different species, the team shall take into account that the level of assessment required for individual stocks within the stock...


	SA3 Principle 2
	SA3.1 General requirements for Principle 2 ◙
	SA3.1.1 The team shall consider all species in the catch not assessed under Principle 1 as Principle 2 (hereafter P2) species.
	SA3.1.2 The team shall document and rationalise which P2 component a species is scored within prior to scoring the Unit of Assessment (UoA). ◙
	SA3.1.2.1 The team shall apply SA3.1.2 as per the decision tree (Figure SA3) and SA3.1.7.
	SA3.1.2.2 The team shall provide the common and the scientific name for each species assessed under P2.
	SA3.1.2.3 If applicable, the team shall outline in the report the stock component that each species belongs to.

	SA3.1.3 The team shall consider each P2 species within either:
	a. The In-Scope species component, or
	b. The Endangered, Threatened, or Protected (ETP) and Out-of-Scope (OOS) species component (hereafter ETP/OOS).

	SA3.1.4 The team shall assign species in the catch as in scope species in P2 where all the following criteria are met:
	a. Species not covered under P1.
	b. Species within scope of the MSC program as per the MSC Fisheries Certification Process (FCP Section 7.4).
	c. Species not classified as ETP/OOS.

	SA3.1.5 The team shall consider species used as bait in the UoA as in scope species, whether caught by the UoA or purchased from elsewhere.
	SA3.1.6 If the team determines that a UoA has no impact on a particular component, the team shall award a score of SG100 under the Outcome PI.
	SA3.1.6.1 The team shall still score the Management and Information PIs.

	SA3.1.7 The team shall assign species as ETP/OOS in P2 as follows:
	a. Species impacted by the UoA that are classified as amphibians, reptiles, birds, or mammals.
	b. Species impacted by the UoA that are classified as fish or invertebrates and which are listed in any of the following, subject to modifications if relevant as per SA3.1.7.1-2:
	i. Appendix 1 of the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES).
	ii. Appendix 2 of CITES.
	iii. Appendix 1 or 2 (or listed within [CMS binding agreements] or associated ‘Memoranda of Understanding’) of the Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals Species (CMS).
	iv. The International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) Red list and classified as “Critically Endangered (Cr)”.
	v. The International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) Red list and classified as “Endangered (En)”.
	vi. National ETP legislation.
	SA3.1.7.1 The team shall make and document modifications as per SA3.1.7.3. to the species list generated through application of SA3.1.7.b (ii) and (v-vi) for the purposes of component reclassification (e.g. In scope or Principle 1).
	a. The team shall only make modifications to species listed on CITES Appendix 2 in cases where the species concerned are permitted to be exported and traded by relevant management authority(ies) concerned.
	b. [The team shall not make modifications as per SA3.1.7.1 if the species is a “shark” as defined in SA2.4.3].
	c. [The team shall only apply the modifications once per certification cycle at the beginning of each assessment (e.g., initial assessment; reassessment; transition assessment; scope extension assessment)]

	SA3.1.7.2 [The team shall make modifications to ETP listed as IUCN “Cr” (SA3.1.7.b.iv) as per SA3.1.7.3 in cases where the IUCN assessment is determined to be “needing update” as defined by the IUCN].
	a. [The team shall only implement modifications as per SA3.1.7.1. when the information supporting the modification criteria is more recent than the IUCN assessment].

	SA3.1.7.3 The team shall only make modifications as per SA3.1.7.1. when at least two of the following modification criteria are met:
	a. Life history characteristics: the species is inherently resilient to exploitation as demonstrated by high productivity attributes.
	i. The team shall determine this criterion is met if the stock/species achieves an overall average productivity score of less than 2, using Table A8 (PSA productivity attributes and scores – MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox).

	b. Management status: the stock is subject to measures or management tools, reflected in either limit or target reference points (or equivalent), intended to achieve stock management objectives in response to directed exploitation.
	c. Stock status: The stock is at a level which maintains high productivity.
	i. The team shall determine this criterion is met if the stock is at or fluctuating around a level consistent with Maximum Sustainable Yield [consistent with achieving SG80 for PI 1.1.1, scoring issue (b)].
	ii. The team shall make determinations as per SA3.1.7.3.c.i using information from stock assessment(s) which have been subject to peer review, consistent with achieving SG80 for PI 1.2.4, scoring issue (e).


	SA3.1.7.4 The team shall assign any invertebrate identified in SA3.1.7.b, and which is a benthic habitat-forming species (e.g. coral species), to the habitats scoring component.



	SA3.1.8 When assessing the impact of the UoA on all components within P2, including unwanted catch, the team shall assess mortality that is observed and mortality that is unobserved, including that from ghost fishing.
	SA3.1.8.1 The assessment of observed and unobserved mortality shall be documented in scoring rationales. ◙

	SA3.1.9 The CAB shall take into account any impacts of fishing overcapacity and other issues resulting from subsidies, when considering the effectiveness of a management strategy and its ability to meet P2 outcomes.
	SA3.1.9.1 If overcapacity exists as a result of subsidies, the management system should be robust enough to deal with this issue and still deliver a sustainable fishery as per Principle 2.


	SA3.2 General requirements for outcome PIs ◙
	SA3.2.1 The team shall consider both the current outcome status and the resilience of historical arrangements to function adequately and deliver low risk under future conditions, when scoring outcome PIs.
	SA3.2.2 The team shall interpret definitions of required probability in P2 as per Table SA8.
	Table SA8: Probability required at different scoring guideposts.

	SA3.3 [General requirements for management PIs]
	SA3.3.1 The team shall interpret the following terms used in management PIs as follows:
	a. “Measures” are actions or tools that either explicitly manage impacts on the component, or indirectly contribute to management of the component under assessment having been designed to manage impacts elsewhere.
	b. “Partial strategy” is a cohesive arrangement that may comprise 1 or more measures, an understanding of how it/they work to achieve an outcome, and an awareness of the need to change the measures should they cease to be effective. It may not have be...
	c. “Strategy” is a cohesive and strategic arrangement that may comprise 1 or more measures, an understanding of how it/they work to achieve an outcome, and which should be designed to manage impact on that component specifically. A strategy needs to b...
	d. “Comprehensive strategy” is applicable only to the ETP/OOS component and is a complete and tested strategy made up of linked monitoring, analyses, and management measures and responses.
	e. “If necessary”, in the management PIs, excludes the assessment of UoAs that do not impact the relevant component at these SG levels. ◙
	i. In the case of ghost gear, this refers to whether or not the risk of ghost fishing or ghost gear impacts are either demonstrably absent or negligible.

	f. “In place” is where the measure or strategy has been implemented.
	g. “does not hinder recovery” means that the impact of the UoA is low enough that if the species can improve its status, the UoA will not hinder that improvement.
	h. “Unwanted catch” is the part of the catch that a fisher did not intend to catch but could not avoid and did not want or chose not to use. ◙


	SA3.4 General requirements for information PIs
	SA3.4.1 The team shall interpret the SG100 level relating to “information adequate to support a strategy” to include information provided by a strategic research plan, that addresses the information needs of management.
	SA3.4.1.1 This information shall go beyond the immediate short-term management needs to create a strategic body of research relevant to the long-term fishery-specific management system.


	SA3.5 In scope species outcome PI (PI 2.1.1)
	SA3.5.1 If information is not available on the stock status relative to the PRI or MSY levels, the team shall use proxy indicators and reference points as per SA2.2.2–SA2.2.4.
	SA3.5.2 The team shall determine and justify which in scope species are considered “main” and which are “minor”. ◙
	SA3.5.3 The team shall consider a species “main” if: ‼
	a. The catch of a species by the UoA comprises 5% or more by weight of the total catch of all species by the UoA, or
	b. The species is classified as “less resilient” and the catch of the species by the UoA comprises 2% or more by weight of the total catch of all species by the UoA. ‼
	i. The team shall classify a species as “less resilient” if:
	A. The productivity of the species indicates that it is intrinsically of low resilience (e.g. if determined by the productivity part of a productivity susceptibility analysis that it has a score equivalent to low or medium productivity), and/or
	B. Even if its intrinsic resilience is high, existing knowledge of the species indicates that its resilience has been lowered because of anthropogenic or natural changes to its life history. ◙



	SA3.5.4 Individuals that are released alive shall not contribute to the definition of “main”. ‼
	SA3.5.4.1 The team shall provide strong scientific evidence of a very low post-capture mortality.

	SA3.5.5 If a species does not meet the designated weight thresholds of 5% or 2% as defined in SA3.5.2.a and SA3.5.2.b, the team shall still classify a species as “main” if the total catch of the UoA is exceptionally large, such that even small catch p...
	SA3.5.6 The team shall consider all other in scope species that are not considered “main” as “minor” species instead.
	SA3.5.7 At the SG80 level, if a species is below the level at which recruitment could be impaired, the team shall recognise “evidence of recovery” using at least 1 of the following as rationale: ‼
	a. Direct evidence from time-series estimates of stock status.
	b. Indirect evidence from time-series of indicators or proxies of stock status that are indicative of the state of the whole stock.
	c. Indicators, proxies, or absolute estimates of exploitation rate that show that fishing mortality experienced by the stock is lower than FMSY.
	d. Direct evidence that the proportion of catch by the UoA relative to the total catch of the stock does not hinder recovery.

	SA3.5.8 When assessing scoring issue (a), the team shall take into account whether there are any changes in the catch, or mortality of unwanted species resulting from the implementation of measures to minimise their mortality (PI 2.1.2 scoring issue (...

	SA3.6 In scope species management strategy PI (PI 2.1.2) ‼
	SA3.6.1 For SI (a), the team shall score the OR clause in SG80 when the PI 2.1.1 SI (a) score is less than 80.
	SA3.6.2 If the in scope species is a shark, the team shall score SI (d).
	SA3.6.3 When scoring SI (d) at SG60, the team shall: ◙
	a. Determine that a fins naturally attached (FNA) policy is in place for all retained sharks.
	b. Apply the Evidence Requirements Framework in Section B of the MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox to establish whether the information used to determine that a FNA or non-retention policy is in place, has a high degree of accuracy.

	SA3.6.4 If there is unwanted catch, the team shall score scoring issue (e). ‼
	SA3.6.5 The team shall interpret “alternative measures” in scoring issue (e) as alternative fishing gear and/or practices that have been shown to reduce the rate of incidental mortality of the species or species type to the lowest achievable levels.
	SA3.6.5.1 The team shall only consider “alternative measures” directed at minimising mortality of unwanted catch from ghost gear within scoring issue (f). ‼

	SA3.6.6 The team shall interpret “as appropriate” in scoring issue (e) in the context of implementing reviewed measures as situations where potential alternative measures reviewed are: ‼
	a. Determined to be more effective at minimising the mortality of unwanted catch than current fishing gear and practices; and
	b. Determined to be comparable to existing measures in terms of effect on target species catch and impacts on vessel and crew safety; and
	c. Determined to not negatively impact other species or habitats; and
	d. Not cost prohibitive to implement. ◙

	SA3.6.7 The team shall only assess scoring issue (f) within the In scope scoring component if the corresponding ghost gear management scoring issue in the Endangered, Threatened or Protected/out-of-scope Species (ETP/OOS) scoring component is not scor...
	SA3.6.8 The team shall score scoring issue (f) if the risk of ghost fishing or ghost gear impact from the UoA is not demonstrably absent or negligible.
	SA3.6.9 The team shall interpret “minimise” in scoring issue (f) as a reduction of ghost gear and its impact to the point where the risk of ghost fishing or ghost gear impacts are either demonstrably absent or negligible.
	SA3.6.10 The team shall use its expert judgement in determining what is “negligible” when making a determination as per SA3.6.8 and SA3.6.9.
	SA3.6.10.1 In making the determination as per SA3.6.10, the team shall consider the significance of the ghost gear risk in relation to the prevalence of ghost gear and vulnerability of species (for In scope and/or ETP/OOS scoring components) or habita...


	SA3.7 In scope species information PI (PI 2.1.3)
	SA3.7.1 The team shall report the catch- and UoA-related mortality of all main species taken by the UoA.
	SA3.7.1.1 If the team has assessed a species or proportion of the catch of a species as “unwanted catch”, the proportion of the catch that is unwanted for each of these species shall be indicated.

	SA3.7.2 In scoring issues (a) and (b), the team shall apply the Evidence Requirements Framework in Section B of the MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox to determine which guidepost is met.
	SA3.7.3 In scoring issue (c), the team shall use its expert judgement to consider the adequacy of information in relation to supporting the management measures, partial strategy, or strategy, including the ability to detect any changes in risk level t...

	SA3.8 ETP and Out-of-Scope (ETP/OOS) species outcome PI (PI 2.2.1)
	SA3.8.1 The team shall identify the ETP/OOS unit(s).
	SA3.8.1.1 The ETP/OOS unit(s) shall be identified on the basis of either:
	a. Biological distinctiveness (defined by any genetic, life history, behavioural or morphological characteristics), or
	b. Conservation and management purposes (defined based on geographic boundaries but drawing on biological information).

	SA3.8.1.2 The biology and distribution of the ETP/OOS unit relative to the scale and intensity of the UoA shall be considered in making relevant determinations as per SA3.8.1.1.
	SA3.8.1.3 Where organisations responsible for assessing status of species have identified specific ETP/OOS units in order to assess impacts of the UoA or wider fleet that meet the requirements in SA3.8.1.1 and SA3.8.1.2, these units shall be selected ...
	SA3.8.1.4 Where organisations responsible for assessing status of species have not identified specific ETP/OOS units in order to assess impacts of the UoA or wider fleet, or those units do not meet the requirements in SA3.8.1.1 and SA3.8.1.2, the team...
	SA3.8.1.5 Each ETP/OOS unit selected shall be treated as a separate scoring element.
	SA3.8.1.6 The team shall justify the selection of each ETP/OOS unit.

	SA3.8.2 The team shall evaluate the likelihood that the UoA hinders recovery of the ETP/OOS unit to favourable conservation status through either review of quantitative assessment(s) that determine the impact of the UoA with respect to favourable cons...
	SA3.8.2.1 The team shall consider favourable conservation status to be a level equivalent to at least 50% carrying capacity, unless a higher level has been defined based on the life history characteristics of the ETP/OOS unit.
	SA3.8.2.2 Where the following reference points are specified and meet SA3.8.2.1, the team shall consider the reference point equivalent to favourable conservation status:
	a. Optimum Sustainable Population.
	b. Maximum Net Productivity Level.
	c. Maximum Sustained Fishing Mortality.
	d. Maximum Sustainable Yield.

	SA3.8.2.3 The team shall evaluate whether the UoA would hinder recovery (as defined in SA3.5.9) of the ETP/OOS unit to favourable conservation status within a timeframe of 3 generations or 100 years, whichever is shorter.
	SA3.8.2.4 If the UoA impact on ETP/OOS unit is negligible, the team shall also consider this as evidence that the UoA is not hindering recovery at all SG levels.
	SA3.8.2.5 The UoA impact shall be defined as negligible when the ETP/OOS unit mortalities are negligible, as defined when all the following requirements are met:
	a. The UoA has achieved at least a score of 80 for PI 2.2.3 (SI (a)).
	b. Average estimates of mortality based on the information in (a) are less than 5 individuals per year.
	i. For fish and/or invertebrate species, the team shall consider UoA mortalities which represent <2% of total ETP/OOS unit as negligible.

	c. For “Out-of-scope” species, the lower bound of estimated population size for the ETP/OOS unit is at least 5000 individuals.



	SA3.9 ETP/OOS species management PI (PI 2.2.2) ‼
	SA3.9.1 In scoring issue (a), the team shall interpret “measures expected to minimise mortality" as measures that have been shown to minimise mortalities through:
	a. Spatial and/or temporal gear restrictions or closures; or
	b. Modification of fishing gears and practices; or
	c. Maximising the live release of individuals while ensuring the safety of the fishing crew.
	SA3.9.1.1 The team shall justify how these measures are expected to minimise the UoA-related mortality based on at least 1 of the following:
	a. The use of best practice mitigation measures, where these have demonstrably achieved minimisation of mortalities of a species with a specific gear type.
	b. Comparison with similar fisheries and species (similar gear, area of operation, and interactions with the ETP/OOS unit).
	c. From trials or application in the UoA itself.



	SA3.9.2 In scoring issue (a), the team shall interpret “in place” as being fully implemented in the UoA.
	SA3.9.3 In scoring issue (b), the team shall review and provide rationale on the effectiveness of the measures or strategy in achieving the objectives of eliminating, where possible, or minimising mortality of the ETP/OOS unit.
	SA3.9.3.1 At SG80, unless ETP/OOS unit mortalities are negligible as per SA3.8.2.5, or minimised as per SA3.9.3.1.a, this rationale shall include evidence of demonstrable reductions in ETP/OOS unit mortalities since implementation of the measures/stra...
	a. “Minimised” shall be interpreted in this context as reduced to the smallest possible level without affecting crew safety, altering the target catch level by more than 10% or negatively impacting other species or habitats.

	SA3.9.3.2 At SG100, the rationale shall include evidence that there are zero mortalities or negligible (as per SA3.8.2.5) mortalities of the ETP/OOS unit.

	SA3.9.4 The CAB shall assess scoring issue (c) unless ETP mortalities are zero or negligible.
	SA3.9.4.1 “Alternative measures” in scoring issue (c) shall be interpreted as alternative fishing gear and practices (i.e. those not already used in the UoA) that meet the criteria for measures that are expected to minimise mortality as per SA3.9.1.
	SA3.9.4.2 “Regular review” in scoring issue (c) shall be interpreted as at least once every 5 years.
	SA3.9.4.3 “As appropriate for the ETP/OOS unit” in scoring issue (c) in the context of implementing reviewed measures shall be interpreted as situations where potential alternative measures reviewed are:
	a. Determined to be more effective at minimising the mortality of the ETP/OOS unit than the current fishing gear and practices,
	b. Determined to be comparable to existing measures in terms of effect on target species catch, and impacts on vessel and crew safety, and
	c. Determined to not negatively impact other species or habitats.


	SA3.9.5 In assessing scoring issue (e), the team shall apply SA3.6.8–3.6.10.
	SA3.9.6 If the ETP species is a shark, the team shall score SI (d) at SG60.
	SA3.9.7 When scoring SI (d) at SG60, the team shall: ◙
	a. Determine that a fins naturally attached (FNA) policy is in place for all retained sharks.
	b. Apply the Evidence Requirements Framework in Section B of the MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox to establish that the information used to determine that a FNA or non-retention policy is in place, has a high degree of accuracy.


	SA3.10 ETP/OOS species information PI (PI 2.2.3)
	SA3.10.1 In scoring issue (a), the team shall apply the Evidence Requirements Framework in Section B of the MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox to determine which scoring guidepost is met.
	SA3.10.2 In scoring issue (b), the team shall use its expert judgement to consider the adequacy of information in relation to supporting the management measures, strategy or comprehensive strategy.

	SA3.11 Habitats outcome PI (PI 2.3.1) ◙
	SA3.11.1 The team shall assess the habitats component in relation to the effects of the UoA on the structure and function of the habitats impacted by the UoA. ◙
	a. Each different habitat shall be scored as a separate element.
	b. If there is insufficient information for assessment of PI 2.3.1, the team shall use the RBF Consequence Spatial Analysis (CSA).
	c. The team may use the RBF CSA even if there is sufficient information to assess PI 2.3.1.

	SA3.11.2 If a benthic habitat is being assessed, the team shall recognise habitats based on the following habitat characteristics: ◙
	a. Substratum – sediment type.
	b. Geomorphology – seafloor topography.
	c. Biota – characteristic floral and/or faunal group(s).

	SA3.11.3 The team shall determine and justify which habitats impacted by the UoA are less sensitive or more sensitive, as follows: ◙
	a. The team shall define a less sensitive habitat as a habitat that would be able to recover to at least 80% of its unimpacted structure and function within 20 years, if fishing were to cease entirely.
	b. The team shall define a more sensitive habitat as a habitat that would be unable to recover to at least 80% of its unimpacted structure and function within 20 years, if fishing were to cease entirely.
	SA3.11.3.1 The team shall recognise habitats designated as FAO Vulnerable Marine Ecosystems (VMEs) as more sensitive habitats.


	SA3.11.4 In the case of less sensitive habitats, the team shall interpret “serious or irreversible harm” as reductions in habitat structure and function, such that the habitat would be unable to recover at least 80% of its hypothetical climax state wi...
	SA3.11.5 In the case of more sensitive habitats, the team shall interpret “serious or irreversible harm” as reductions in habitat structure and function below 80% of the unimpacted state if fishing on the habitat were to cease entirely. ◙
	SA3.11.6 When assessing the status of habitats and the impacts of fishing, the team shall consider the full area managed by the local, regional, national, or international body(ies) responsible for fisheries management in the area(s) where the UoA ope...
	SA3.11.6.1 The team shall use all available information (e.g. bioregional information) to determine the range and distribution of the habitat under consideration.
	SA3.11.6.2 The team shall use all available information to determine whether this distribution is entirely within the “managed area” or extends beyond the “managed area”.
	SA3.11.6.3 If a habitat’s range falls entirely within the “managed area”, the team shall consider the habitat’s range inside the “managed area”.
	SA3.11.6.4 If a habitat’s range extends beyond the “managed area”, the team shall consider the habitat’s range both inside and outside the “managed area”. ◙
	SA3.11.6.5 The team shall interpret the terms “unlikely”, “highly unlikely”, and “evidence” in SG60, SG80, and SG100 as per SA3.2.2 and Table SA8.


	SA3.12 Habitats management strategy PI (PI 2.3.2) ◙
	SA3.12.1 The team shall consider the differences between “measures”, “partial strategy”, and “strategy” as they apply to habitat management. ◙
	SA3.12.1.1 In scoring issue (a) at the SG100 level: ◙
	a. The “strategy” for a UoA that encounters more sensitive habitats shall include a comprehensive management plan that is supported by a comprehensive impact assessment that determines that all fishing activities will not cause serious or irreversible...
	b. A management strategy shall be in place for all UoAs, including those that do not regularly contact benthic habitats, because gear loss or unexpected benthic impact could occur.

	SA3.12.1.2 In scoring issue (a) at the SG80 level, the “partial strategy” for a UoA that encounters more sensitive habitats shall include, at a minimum: ◙
	a. Requirements to comply with management measures to protect more sensitive habitats.
	b. Implementation by the UoA of precautionary measures to avoid encounters with more sensitive habitats and avoid potential serious or irreversible harm.

	SA3.12.1.3 In scoring issue (a) at the SG60 level, the “measures” for a UoA that encounters more sensitive habitats shall include, at a minimum:
	a. Requirements to comply with management measures to protect more sensitive habitats.
	b. Implementation by the UoA of precautionary measures to avoid encounters with more sensitive habitats and avoid potential serious or irreversible harm.


	SA3.12.2 The team shall score scoring issue (c) if:
	a. The UoA impacts a more sensitive habitat, and/or
	b. Another MSC UoA or non-MSC fishery, where relevant, impacts a more sensitive habitat within the UoA’s “managed area” (as defined in SA3.11.6).
	SA3.12.2.1 For scoring issue (c), to avoid the possibility that the cumulative impact of MSC UoAs could cause serious or irreversible harm to more sensitive habitats, the team shall assess the extent to which the UoA:
	a. Takes into account and implements, where relevant, precautionary protection measures implemented by other MSC UoAs.
	b. Takes into account information from non-MSC fisheries, where available and “where relevant”.

	SA3.12.2.2 In determining “where relevant”, the team shall include: ◙
	a. Consideration only of areas where closure is clearly aimed at precautionary protection of more sensitive habitats, based on scientific rationale and best practice, and not closures that are designed for other purposes.
	b. Avoidance of closed areas arising from move-on rules and consideration of other measures implemented by all MSC UoAs.
	c. Avoidance of any relevant move-on areas implemented by non-MSC fisheries if the area coordinates are available.



	SA3.12.3 In scoring issue (c), the team shall apply the Evidence Requirements Framework in Section B of the MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox to determine which guidepost is met.
	SA3.12.4 In scoring issue (d), the team shall apply SA3.3.1.

	SA3.13 Habitats information PI (PI 2.3.3) ◙
	SA3.13.1 The team shall interpret “vulnerability” for the SG80 and SG100 levels to mean the combination of:
	a. The likelihood that the gear would encounter the habitat.
	b. The likelihood that the habitat would be altered were an encounter between the gear and the habitat to occur.

	SA3.13.2 In scoring issue (b), the team shall apply the Evidence Requirements Framework in Section B of the MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox to determine which guidepost is met.

	SA3.14 Ecosystem outcome PI (PI 2.4.1) ◙
	SA3.14.1 The team shall score the direct effects of the UoA on other components of the assessment (i.e. P1 target species, In scope species, ETP species, and habitats) separately to this PI, which considers the wider ecosystem structure and function.
	SA3.14.2 The team shall identify and describe the assessed ecosystem in relation to the spatial and temporal scale of the UoA and its intensity.
	SA3.14.3 The team shall identify and assess all relevant key ecosystem elements on which the UoA has an impact.
	SA3.14.4 The team shall interpret “key” ecosystem elements as:
	a. The features of an ecosystem considered most crucial to the ecosystem’s characteristic nature and dynamics.
	b. The features most crucial to maintaining the integrity of its structure and functions and the key determinants of its resilience and productivity. ◙

	SA3.14.5 [The team shall identify whether the UoA impact on key ecosystem element(s) includes indirect effects on ETP/OOS units.
	SA3.14.5.1 The team shall evaluate whether any identified indirect impacts are likely to hinder the recovery of the ETP/OOS unit.
	SA3.14.5.2 Where it is determined that indirect impacts are likely to hinder recovery of ETP/OOS units, the team shall consider this to be evidence the UoA is likely to disrupt the key elements underlying ecosystem structure and function to a point wh...

	SA3.14.6 [The team shall ensure that any qualitative analysis and/or expert judgements used to score a UoA at SG60 and SG80 are approximately equivalent to the quantitative probability interpretation in SA3.2.2 and Table SA8. ]
	SA3.14.6.1 The team shall provide justification for equivalence.
	SA3.14.6.2 The team shall use a range of informed viewpoints or alternative hypotheses to make qualitative judgements about the probability interpretation of the SG.


	SA3.15 Ecosystem management strategy PI (PI 2.4.2) ◙
	SA3.15.1 The team shall note that the measures required by SG60 may exist primarily to manage the impact on target species or other components but have the capacity to achieve ecosystem outcomes.
	SA3.15.2 The team shall note that the plan and measures in place at SG100 should be based on well-understood functional relationships between the UoA and the elements of the ecosystem.
	SA3.15.3 The team shall note that for SG80 and SG100, partial strategies and strategies respectively may also contain measures designed and implemented to address impacts on components that have been evaluated elsewhere in this framework.
	SA3.15.3.1 If the measures address specific ecosystem impacts effectively enough to meet the appropriate standard, then it is not necessary to have special “ecosystem measures” to address the same impacts.
	SA3.15.3.2 It may not be necessary to have a specific “ecosystem strategy” other than that which comprises the individual strategies for the other components under P1 and P2.
	SA3.15.3.3 If there are ecosystem impacts that may not be addressed effectively by existing measures, the fishery may need to add new measures or strengthen existing ones to address those impacts.


	SA3.16 Ecosystem information PI (PI 2.4.3)
	SA3.16.1 In scoring issue (b), the team shall: ◙
	a. Require some information of “the main impacts of the UoA on these key ecosystem elements” at the SG80 level.
	b. Focus on the “main interactions between the UoA and these ecosystem elements” at the SG100 level. At this level:
	i. UoAs should be capable of adapting management to environmental changes as well as managing the effect of the UoA on the ecosystem.
	ii. Monitoring the effects of environmental change on the natural productivity of the UoAs should be considered best practice and should include recognition of the increasing importance of climate change.




	SA4 Principle 3
	SA4.1 General requirements for Principle 3 ◙
	SA4.1.1 The team shall determine and state which jurisdictional category or combination of jurisdictional categories apply to the management system of the UoA, including:
	a. Single jurisdiction.
	b. Single jurisdiction with indigenous component.
	c. Shared stocks.
	d. Straddling stocks.
	e. Stocks of highly migratory species (HMS).
	f. Stocks of discrete high seas non-HMS.
	SA4.1.1.1 The team shall consider formal, informal, and/or traditional management systems when assessing performance of UoAs under Principle 3.


	SA4.1.2 The team shall evaluate all UoAs under P3 PIs, regardless of whether or not the UoA is subject to international cooperation to manage stocks.
	SA4.1.3 The team shall not individually assess the performance of other fisheries’ management bodies where they are also subject to international cooperation to manage the stock, except where they impact directly on P1 and P2 outcomes and/or P3 implem...
	SA4.1.4 The team shall provide, in the rationale, evidence demonstrating the validity and robustness of the conclusions for scores that are based on the consideration of informal or traditional management systems.
	SA4.1.4.1 The team shall obtain this evidence by: ◙
	a. Using different methods to collect information.
	b. Cross-checking opinions and views from different segments of the stakeholder community.


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

	SA4.2 Principle 3 terminology
	SA4.2.1 The term “explicit” as used in P3 scoring guideposts shall refer to:
	a. Formally codified or documented management measures and mechanisms, and/or
	b. Informal management measures and mechanisms that are well established and effective.
	SA4.2.1.1 In scoring management performance in the continuum from implicit to explicit, the team shall consider:
	a. The extent to which such management measures, whether formal or informal, are established in the UoA.
	b. How well they are understood and applied by users within the UoA.
	c. The extent to which such measures are considered durable and unambiguous.




	SA4.3 Legal and/or customary framework PI (PI 3.1.1) ◙
	SA4.3.1 At the SG60 level for scoring issue (a), the team shall interpret “compatibility with laws and standards” as follows:
	(1) For a UoA not subject to international cooperation for management of the stock, this means:
	i. The existence of national laws, agreements, and policies governing the actions of all the authorities and actors involved in managing the UoA.
	ii. That these laws, agreements, and/or policies provide a framework for cooperation between national entities on national management issues, as appropriate for the context, size, scale, or intensity of the UoA. ◙

	b. For a UoA subject to international cooperation for management of the stock, for example, shared, straddling, HMS, and high seas non-HMS, this means:
	(a) The fishery is not conducted under a controversial unilateral exemption to an international agreement, and ◙
	(b) National and international laws, arrangements, agreements, and policies exist that govern the actions of the authorities and actors involved in managing the UoA, and
	i. A framework for cooperation with other territories, sub-regional, or regional fisheries management organisations exists, or
	ii. Other bilateral/multilateral arrangements exist that create the cooperation required to deliver sustainable management under the obligations of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) Articles 63(2), 64, 118, and 119, and the ...
	SA4.3.1.1 Cooperation shall at least deliver the intent of UNFSA Article 10 paragraphs relating to: ◙
	a. The collection and sharing of scientific data.
	b. The scientific assessment of stock status.
	c. Development of scientific advice.

	SA4.3.1.2 The flag state of participants in the UoA shall have at least cooperating non-member status within a relevant sub-regional or regional fisheries management organisation, or another bilateral/multilateral arrangement, if such exists.



	SA4.3.2 At the SG80 level for scoring issue (a), the team shall interpret “compatibility with laws and standards” as follows:
	a. For a UoA not subject to international cooperation for management of the stock, this means:
	i. The existence of national laws, agreements and policy governing the actions of all the authorities and actors involved in managing the UoA.
	ii. That these laws, agreements, and/or policies also provide for organised cooperation between national entities on national management issues; for example, between regional and national management, state and federal management, indigenous, and other...

	b. For a UoA subject to international cooperation for management of the stock, this means: ◙
	i. The existence of national and international laws, agreements and policies governing the actions of the authorities and actors involved in managing the UoA.
	ii. That effective regional and/or international cooperation creates a comprehensive cooperation under the obligations of UNCLOS Articles 63(2), 64, 118, 119, and UNFSA Article 8.
	iii. That cooperation shall at least deliver the intent of UNFSA Article 10 paragraphs relating to the collection, sharing, and dissemination of scientific data; the scientific assessment of stock status and development of management advice; the agree...
	iv. That the flag state of fishery participants in the UoA shall be members of the relevant organisation or participants in the arrangement, or agree to apply the conservation and management measures established by the organisation or arrangement if s...


	SA4.3.3 At the SG100 level for scoring issue (a), the team shall interpret “compatibility with laws and standards” as follows: ◙
	a. For a UoA not subject to international cooperation for management of the stock, this means:
	i. National laws, agreements, and policies governing the actions of all the authorities and actors involved in managing the UoA.
	ii. That these laws, agreements and/or policies also provide for a formal system for cooperation between national entities; for example, between regional and national management, state and federal management, indigenous, and other groups.

	b. For a UoA subject to international cooperation for management of the stock, this means:
	i. The existence of national laws, agreements, and policies governing the actions of the authorities and actors involved in managing the UoA.
	ii. That binding legislation exists governing comprehensive international cooperation under the obligations of UNCLOS Articles 63(2), 64, 118, 119, and UNFSA Articles 8 and 10.
	iii. That cooperation under the regional fisheries management organisation (RFMO)/arrangement, and the actions of the RFMO, shall demonstrably and effectively deliver UNFSA Article 10.

	SA4.3.3.2 The team shall interpret across SGs 60, 80, and 100 that “effective national legal system” means that the client can provide objective evidence that most of the essential features and elements needed to deliver sustainable fisheries are pres...
	a. A coherent, logical set of practices or procedures, or
	b. Within a coherent, logical supporting ‘rule-making’ structure.


	SA4.3.4 At the SG60 level for scoring issue (b), the team shall expect that the UoA is not subject to disputes that overwhelm the fishery enough to prevent it from meeting the objectives of MSC P1 and P2. ◙
	SA4.3.5 For scoring issue (c), the team shall not make its own judgements or unilateral decisions about whether or not custom or national treaties relating to aboriginal or indigenous people have conferred rights upon any particular group or individual.
	SA4.3.5.1 The use of the term “treaties” shall not include international treaties, or treaties between states or nations, and is limited in this context to national treaties relating specifically to aboriginal or indigenous people. ◙

	SA4.3.6 The team shall interpret “generally respect” in scoring issue (c) at SG60 to mean that there is some evidence that the legal and/or customary framework for managing fisheries considers the legal rights created explicitly or established by cust...
	SA4.3.7 The team shall interpret “observe” in scoring issue (c) at SG80 to mean that:
	(1) There are more formal arrangements such as bylaws or regulation that make explicit the requirement to consider the legal rights created explicitly or by custom of people dependent on fishing for food or livelihood.
	(2) Those peoples’ long-term interests are taken into account within the legal and/or customary framework for managing fisheries.

	SA4.3.8 The team shall interpret “formally commit” in scoring issue (c) at SG100 to mean that the client can demonstrate a mandated legal basis where rights are fully codified within the fishery management system, and/or its policies and procedures fo...

	SA4.4 Consultation, roles, and responsibilities PI (PI 3.1.2) ◙
	SA4.4.1 The team shall focus scoring on the effectiveness and transparency of the consultation processes implemented by fishery managers to obtain and consider information from a wide range of sources, including local knowledge, for input into a broad...
	SA4.4.2 The team shall not focus scoring under this PI on the type of information obtained, nor on mandating for what or how it must be used.
	SA4.4.3 The team shall verify that consultation processes within the management system include consideration of consultation processes at the management system level as well as fishery-specific management systems that occur within it. ◙
	SA4.4.4 The team shall consider consultation processes that exist at a multinational level and a national level, subject to SA4.1.3. ◙
	SA4.4.5 The team shall interpret “local knowledge” to mean: ◙
	(1) Qualitative information, and/or
	a. Anecdotal information, and/or
	b. Quantitative information, and/or
	c. Data that comes from individuals or groups local to the fisheries managed under the UoA’s management system.


	SA4.5 Long-term objectives PI (PI 3.1.3) ◙
	SA4.5.1 The team shall interpret “management policy” to mean outside the specific UoA, hence at a higher level or within a broader context than the fishery-specific management system.
	SA4.5.2 The team shall interpret the precautionary approach for the purposes of scoring this PI to mean being cautious when information is uncertain, unreliable, or inadequate and that the absence of adequate scientific information shall not be used a...

	SA4.6 Fishery-specific management system PIs
	SA4.6.1 The team shall ensure that all aspects of the fishery-specific management system are appropriate to the scale, intensity, and cultural context of the fishery.

	SA4.7 Fishery-specific objectives PI (PI 3.2.1) ◙
	SA4.7.1 The team shall verify that the individual harvest or management strategies that are scored in PIs under P1 and P2 are consistent with the fishery-specific objectives being scored under P3.
	SA4.7.1.1 The team shall assess objectives under this PI.
	SA4.7.1.2 The team shall assess strategies that implement the objectives under P1 and P2.

	SA4.7.2 The team shall interpret “measurable” at SG100 to mean that, in addition to setting fishery-specific objectives that make broad statements, objectives are operationally defined in such a way that performance against the objective can be measur...

	SA4.8 Decision-making processes PI (PI 3.2.2)
	SA4.8.1 The team shall verify that the absence of adequate scientific information is not used as a reason for postponing or failing to take conservation and management measures.
	SA4.8.2 At SG80 and SG100, the team shall interpret the precautionary approach in this PI to mean that decision-making processes use caution when information is uncertain, unreliable, or inadequate.
	SA4.8.3 At SG100, the team shall verify that resulting measures and strategies from decision-making processes involve comprehensive, integrated measures or holistic strategies, rather than individual or single measures.
	SA4.8.4 In assessing scoring issue (d), the team should consider:
	a. Public access to information on the fishery’s performance and fisheries data.
	b. Availability of information to stakeholders on actions taken by management that have implications for sustainable use of fisheries resources.
	c. Transparency of the decision-making process, so that it is clear to all stakeholders that decisions were arrived at based on available evidence and due process.
	SA4.8.4.1 At the SG60 level, at least a general summary of information on subsidies, allocation, compliance, and fisheries management decisions should be available to stakeholders on request.
	SA4.8.4.2 At the SG80 level, in addition to the information provided at the SG60 level, information on decisions, fisheries data supporting decisions, and the reasons for decisions should be made available to all stakeholders on request.


	SA4.8.5 At the SG100 level, the information listed in the SG60 and SG80 levels should be comprehensive and available openly, publicly, and regularly to all stakeholders.

	SA4.9 Compliance and enforcement PI (PI 3.2.3) ◙
	SA4.9.1 The team’s judgement on this PI shall be informed, to the extent possible, by independent and credible information from relevant compliance and enforcement agencies or individuals and/or stakeholders.
	SA4.9.2 In scoring issue (d), the team shall consider compliance with regulations associated with protected habitats and species.
	SA4.9.2.1 The team shall interpret “protected habitats” to mean habitats which have been afforded a level of protection by a competent authority.
	SA4.9.2.2 The team shall interpret “protected species” to mean species or stocks which have been listed in national ETP legislation.

	SA4.9.3 The team shall, at SG100 for scoring issue (a), consider if the monitoring, control and surveillance systems are comprehensive in relation to their coverage, the independence of the systems, and the internal checks and balances.
	SA4.9.4 In scoring issue (c), the team shall apply the Evidence Requirements Framework in Section B of the MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox to determine which guidepost is met.
	SA4.9.5 In scoring issue (d), the team shall interpret “systematic non-compliance” to mean the recurring infringement of regulations specific to governing sustainable fishing practices at sea.

	SA4.10 Monitoring and management performance evaluation PI (PI 3.2.4) ◙
	SA4.10.1 The team shall interpret “external review” at SG80 and 100 to mean external to the fishery-specific management system, but not necessarily international. ◙
	SA4.10.2 The team should interpret “occasional” and “regular” relative to the intensity of the UoA.


	Section SB: Modifications to the default tree for enhanced bivalves – normative ◙
	SB1 General
	SB1.1 General requirements
	SB1.1.1 The team shall apply Section SB as a supplement to Section SA in all enhanced bivalve fishery assessments.
	SB1.1.1.1 Only additions or modifications to the default assessment tree and requirements in Section SA are included in this Section.
	SB1.1.1.2 Unless otherwise noted, all other Section SA PISGs and requirements apply.



	SB2 Principle 1
	SB2.1 General requirements for Principle 1 ◙
	SB2.1.1 The team shall clearly define in the ‘Announcement Comment Draft Report’ (FCP Section 7.10) the type of enhanced bivalve fishery that will be assessed.
	SB2.1.2 The team shall make an initial evaluation of whether there is evidence that an enhanced CAG bivalve fishery negatively impacts the parent stock. ◙
	SB2.1.3 The team shall make an initial evaluation of whether there is translocation.
	SB2.1.3.1 The team shall include in the rationale whether translocation negatively impacts the parent stock. ◙

	SB2.1.4 If an enhanced CAG bivalve fishery does not involve translocations, and there is no evidence that it negatively impacts the parent stock, the team may choose not to score Principle 1.
	SB2.1.4.1 The team shall include a rationale for this decision in the ‘MSC Notification Report Form’ and ‘Full Assessment Report’.
	SB2.1.4.2 If Principle 1 is not to be scored, Row 1 in FCP Table PC3 is not applicable.

	SB2.1.5 If there are translocations within an enhanced CAG bivalve fishery, the team shall score Principle 1 PIs in accordance with the RBF requirements (Section A of the MSC Fisheries Standard Toolbox).
	SB2.1.5.1 The team shall conduct the assessment on all sources of seed stock used in the fishery.
	SB2.1.5.2 The team shall score enhanced CAG bivalve fisheries that involve translocations against the genetic outcome PI 1.1.3.

	SB2.1.6 The team shall score bivalve fisheries that involve hatchery enhancement and that are assessed as HAC fisheries against Principle 1 PIs as per the default assessment tree or the RBF requirements in Section SA or Section A of the MSC Fisheries ...
	SB2.1.6.1 The team shall score enhanced HAC bivalve fisheries against the genetic component PIs 1.1.3, 1.2.5, and 1.2.6.


	SB2.2 Genetics

	SB3 Principle 2
	SB3.1 General requirements for Principle 2 ◙
	SB3.1.1 All Principle 2 PIs in Section SA are applicable to enhanced hatch-and-catch (HAC) bivalve fisheries.
	SB3.1.2 The team shall not score enhanced CAG bivalve fisheries based solely on spat collection for the in-scope species PIs. ◙
	SB3.1.2.1 The team shall score enhanced CAG bivalve fisheries involving dredging for seed against the in-scope species PIs as per Section SA.

	SB3.1.3 For enhanced CAG bivalve fisheries, the team shall score PIs for ETP/OOS species as per the requirements found in Section SA.
	SB3.1.4 For enhanced CAG bivalve fisheries, the team shall score PIs for habitats and ecosystems as per Section SA.
	SB3.1.4.1 The team shall take into account the specific habitat and ecosystem impacts associated with enhanced CAG bivalve fisheries.
	SB3.1.4.2 For suspended culture systems, the team’s scoring shall consider the habitat impacts of bio-deposition and benthic organic enrichment, and the ecosystem and carrying capacity impacts of localised phytoplankton depletion from bivalve filtrati...

	SB3.1.5 If an enhanced CAG bivalve fishery involves the translocation of seed or adult shellfish, the team shall score the fishery against the Translocation PISGs 2.5.1, 2.5.2, and 2.5.3.
	SB3.1.6 The team shall score Principle 2 PIs from the default tree for all sources of seed stock for CAG bivalve fisheries involving translocations, except as specified in SB3.1.2.

	SB3.2 Translocations

	SB4 Principle 3
	SB4.1 General requirements for Principle 3 ◙
	SB4.1.1 The team shall score enhanced bivalve fisheries against Principle 3 PIs as per Section SA, with the exception of CAG fisheries, where P1 is not scored.
	SB4.1.2 If P1 is not scored, the team shall focus P3 scoring on whether or not the appropriate and effective legal and/or customary framework is capable of delivering sustainable fisheries in accordance with P2 PISGs.


	Section SC: Modifications to the default assessment tree for salmon fisheries – normative
	SC1 General
	SC1.1 General requirements
	SC1.1.1 The team shall apply Section SC as a supplement to Section SA in all salmon fishery assessments. ‼
	SC1.1.1.1 Only additions or modifications in relevant sections of the default assessment tree and requirements are included in this Section.

	SC1.1.2 The team shall score salmon fisheries against all PIs and scoring issues in Section SC. ◙
	SC1.1.3 The team shall interpret key words or phrases used in Section SC as per the MSC definitions annex. ◙


	SC2 Principle 1
	SC2.1 General requirements for Principle 1
	SC2.1.1 The team shall consider the unique population structure of salmon in its assessment of Principle 1. ‼
	SC2.1.2 The team shall regard SMUs as equivalent to single stocks in Section SA.
	SC2.1.3 Where Section SA default requirements apply, this is specifically noted in that section for Principle 1.

	SC2.2 Stock status PI (PI 1.1.1)
	SC2.2.1 In scoring PI 1.1.1 for salmon fisheries, the level of the LRPs and TRPs shall be consistent with the intent in SA PI 1.1.1 for the outcome PIs. ◙
	SC2.2.1.1 The LRP shall be a level at which the SMU has a high probability of persistence in the presence of directed fishing and of recovery to high production in the absence of directed fishing.
	SC2.2.1.2 The TRP, generally expressed as a target escapement goal or target harvest rate, shall be a level at which the SMU maintains high production, such as BEGs or (SMSY).

	SC2.2.2 In an enhanced fishery, the team shall assess status based solely on the wild salmon in the SMU. ◙
	SC2.2.2.1 The team shall not include artificially produced fish when assessing spawning escapement goals, or other surrogate reference points. ‼
	SC2.2.2.2 If no distinction is made between wild fish and artificially produced fish in estimates of spawning escapements or other surrogate reference points, the team shall score stock status lower than in cases where wild fish are enumerated separat...

	SC2.2.3 The team shall consider the following in scoring PI 1.1.1 for salmon, reflecting the periodic recruitment patterns of these species. ‼
	SC2.2.3.1 Stock status: Taking into consideration the specific dynamics of salmon stocks, the fishery shall meet the SG60 requirement in PI 1.1.1 scoring issue (a) if the average SMU spawning stock size is above the LRP.
	SC2.2.3.2 The terms “likely”, “highly likely”, and “high degree of certainty” are used to allow for qualitative and quantitative evaluation. Where time-series data are available, the team shall interpret:
	a. “Likely” to mean ≥60% of the 15 most recent years (≥9 of the 15 years).
	b. “Highly likely” to mean ≥80% of the 15 most recent years (≥12 of the 15 years).
	c. “High degree of certainty” to mean >90% of the 15 most recent years.

	SC2.2.3.3 Stock status in relation to TRPs: In scoring issue (b) of PI 1.1.1, where time-series data are available, the team shall interpret:
	a. “Fluctuating around” at the SG80 level to mean an SMU meeting its target reference point in ≥50% of the 15 most recent years (≥8 of the 15 years).
	b. A “high degree of certainty” at the SG100 level to mean that the SMU has met its target reference point in ≥ 80% of 15 years most recent years (≥12 of the 15 years).

	SC2.2.3.4 Status of component populations: scoring issue (c) allows for qualitative and/or quantitative analysis. If population-specific reference points are neither defined, nor individual populations monitored, the team may make a reasoned argument ...
	a. Fishing should allow for the persistence of component populations, recognising that at any point in time there are likely to be some populations at low and high productivity in the absence of fishing.


	SC2.2.4 SA2.2.2–SA2.2.8 shall also apply.

	SC2.3 Stock rebuilding PI (PI 1.1.2) ‼
	SC2.3.1 The team shall only score this PI when stock status does not meet the SG80 level in PI 1.1.1 because of low stock levels, such that the SMU needs rebuilding. ‼
	SC2.3.2 The team shall assess and verify that no fisheries are targeting or otherwise excessively harvesting populations that are below biologically based limits during the SMU rebuilding period. ‼
	SC2.3.3 In scoring issue (a), at the SG60 level, for cases where 2 generations is less than 5 years, the rebuilding timeframe is up to 5 years.
	SC2.3.4 In scoring issue (c), the team shall interpret:
	a. “Routinely” as built into a long-term management strategy, or used in lieu of wild salmon population management.
	b. “Very seldom” as used only for short-term emergency cases that do not form part of a long-term management or rebuilding strategy.

	SC2.3.5 SA2.3.2–SA2.3.5 shall also apply.

	SC2.4 Harvest strategy PI (PI 1.2.1) ◙
	SC2.4.1 In scoring issue (a), the team shall evaluate whether fishery managers attempt to minimise harvest of any weak component population(s) within the SMU through differential harvest. ◙
	SC2.4.2 In scoring issue (a), the team shall consider whether the harvest strategy of a salmon fishery with artificial production is designed to control exploitation rates on wild stocks in order to allow for self-sustaining, locally adapted wild popu...
	SC2.4.3 SA2.4.1–SA2.4.5 shall also apply.

	SC2.5 Harvest control rules and tools PI (PI 1.2.2) ‼
	SC2.5.1 In scoring issue (a), the team shall consider whether the HCRs and tools are capable of maintaining the SMU at an abundance consistent with high production.
	SC2.5.2 In scoring issue (d) the team shall consider empirical and/or analytical evidence, such as field evidence and/or simulations of multiple population complexes, that supports the likelihood that the established set of HCRs and tools will result ...
	SC2.5.3 SA2.5.2–SA2.5.4 shall also apply.

	SC2.6 Information and monitoring PI (PI 1.2.3) ‼
	SC2.6.1 For scoring issue (a), at the SG80 level, “sufficient relevant information” should include direct evidence and/or analysis and risk assessments. ◙
	SC2.6.2 SA2.6.1–SA2.6.6 shall also apply.

	SC2.7 Assessment of stock status PI (PI 1.2.4) ◙
	SC2.7.1 In scoring issue (b), the team shall assess whether reference points will maintain the SMSY or similarly abundant levels. ‼
	SC2.7.1.1 In enhanced salmon fisheries, the team shall consider whether the reference points are based only on wild fish. ‼
	SC2.7.1.2 TRPs shall be a level at which the SMU maintains high production, such as BEGs or SMSY.

	SC2.7.2 In scoring PI 1.2.4 (f), indicator populations, the team shall evaluate factors such as number, spatial distribution, and migration timing of the indicator stocks relative to the SMU. ‼
	SC2.7.3 In scoring PI 1.2.4 (g), the definition of SMUs shall reflect an understanding of the population structure, including information on the component populations. ‼
	SC2.7.3.1 The team shall assess whether wild and artificially influenced components are clearly distinguished in defining SMUs. ‼


	SC2.8 General requirements for enhancement PIs
	SC2.8.1 The team shall score all salmon fisheries against the enhancement PIs.
	SC2.8.1.1 Where there are no enhancement activities associated with the UoA, the default score for these enhancement PIs shall be 100.

	SC2.8.2 The team shall interpret key words or phrases used in the enhancement PIs in Section SC as per the MSC definitions annex.

	SC2.9 Enhancement outcomes PI (PI 1.3.1) ◙
	SC2.9.1 The team shall determine the method used to score this PI based on the level of available information.
	SC2.9.1.1 If relevant studies on enhancement outcomes are available, the team shall use these to score this PI. ◙
	SC2.9.1.2 If there are no relevant studies on enhancement outcomes, but estimated pHOS and pNOB values are available, the team shall use these to score this PI in relation to default values appropriate to the species and type of enhancement. ◙
	SC2.9.1.3 If neither relevant studies nor estimates of pHOS nor pNOB are available, the team shall use expert judgement to score this PI using a precautionary approach. ‼


	SC2.10 Enhancement management PI (PI 1.3.2)
	SC2.10.1 The team shall assess whether management seeks to minimise the number and proportion of hatchery fish interbreeding with wild fish in natural spawning areas. ◙

	SC2.11 Enhancement information PI (PI 1.3.3) ◙
	SC2.11.1 In scoring issue (a), “information” shall include the marking and monitoring of artificially produced fish. ‼
	SC2.11.2 The team shall consider the methods of artificial production in its assessment. ◙


	SC3 Principle 2
	SC3.1 General requirements for Principle 2
	SC3.1.1 The team shall apply all default Section SA requirements for Principle 2.
	SC3.1.2 The team shall score all Performance Indicators and Scoring Issues even in the absence of enhancement activities.

	SC3.10 ETP/OOS species outcome PI (PI 2.2.1)
	SC3.11 ETP/OOS species management strategy PI (PI 2.2.2)
	SC3.12 ETP/OOS species information (PI 2.2.3)
	SC3.13 Habitats outcome PI (PI 2.3.2)
	SC3.13.1 The team shall interpret “habitat” in this PI to include, but not be limited to:
	a. Water quality.
	b. Access to wild fish to spawning habitat.
	c. Quality of stream habitat. ◙

	SC3.13.2 The team shall assess impacts which result from the physical operation of the culture facility and are not necessarily evaluated in the context of some broader regional resource consequence.
	SC3.13.2.1 The enhancement-related habitat modifications shall have minimal adverse impacts on the surrounding habitats. ◙


	SC3.14 Habitats management strategy PI (PI 2.3.2) ‼
	SC3.14.1 The team shall consider whether management strategies for enhancement activities are in place to reduce impact on water quality, access of natural origin fish to spawning habitat, and quality of stream habitat. ‼

	SC3.15 Habitats information PI (PI 2.3.3)
	SC3.15.1 The team shall consider whether information on enhancement facilities and activities is collected to support the outcome in PI 2.3.1. ◙
	SC3.15.2 In scoring issue (b) at SG60, the team shall verify that any information legally required by operating permits relevant to these habitat issues is collected.

	SC3.16 Ecosystem outcome PI (PI 2.4.1) ◙
	SC3.16.1 In scoring issue (b), the team shall consider “key elements underlying ecosystem structure and function” to include the ecological productivity and abundance of wild salmon and other components of the aquatic ecosystem as a result of predatio...
	SC3.16.2 The team shall organise its assessment of ecological interaction risks from enhancement programs into the following 2 categories:
	a. Disease transmission.
	b. Predation/competition. ‼


	SC3.17 Ecosystem management PI (PI 2.4.2) ‼
	SC3.17.1 In scoring issue (d), the team shall consider whether management measures are in place that decrease ecological risk of enhancement activities

	SC3.18 Ecosystem information PI (PI 2.4.3)
	SC3.18.1 The team shall assess whether relevant information is collected to understand the impacts of enhancement activities on the receiving ecosystem. ◙


	SC4 Principle 3
	General requirements for Principle 3
	SC4.1.1 All Principle 3 PIs in Section SA shall apply, and only additions and modifications are included in this Section. ◙
	SC4.1.2 The team shall explicitly consider enhancement activities that are associated with the fishery. ◙
	SC4.4 Consultation, roles, and responsibilities PI (PI 3.1.2)
	SC4.4.1 In scoring this PI, the team shall consider whether the consultation process covers both the fishery and enhancement activities. ‼
	SC4.4.2 There are no modifications to Table SA22.

	SC4.5 Long-term objectives PI (PI 3.1.3)
	SC4.5.1 The team shall assess whether the fishery’s enhancement activities have explicit long-term objectives and a guiding policy context that: ◙
	a. Is consistent with managing for sustainable Principle 1 and Principle 2 outcomes for wild salmon.
	b. Shapes short-term objectives and decision-making processes.


	SC4.6 No modifications to Section SA
	SC4.7 Fishery-specific objectives PI (PI 3.2.1)
	SC4.7.1 The team shall evaluate whether clear objectives exist for the fishery’s enhancement activities that are consistent with achieving specific, related outcomes in Principles 1 and 2. ‼

	SC4.8 Decision-making processes PI (PI 3.2.2)
	SC4.8.1 In scoring issue (a), the decision-making processes surrounding enhancement activities shall include determination of production levels and strategies. ‼

	SC4.9 Compliance and enforcement PI (PI 3.2.3) ◙
	SC4.9.1 The team shall consider whether private hatchery operators cooperate with management authorities in collection and sharing of information important to ensure that artificial production activities are complying with legal and management system ...

	SC4.10 Monitoring and management performance evaluation PI (PI 3.2.4)
	SC4.10.1 The team shall evaluate whether hatchery operational plans include well-designed and supported provisions for monitoring the fishery’s enhancement activities that are consistent with achieving specific, related outcomes and objectives in Prin...
	SC4.10.1.1 The team shall evaluate the impacts of enhancement activities on natural production components and ecosystem function.



	SC5 Weighting to be applied in enhanced salmon fisheries ◙
	SC5.1 General requirements
	SC5.1.1 The team shall use the revised weighting contained in ‘Scoring Worksheet for Salmon Fisheries’ when scoring salmon fisheries.


	SC6 Allowances for inseparable or practicably inseparable catches in salmon fisheries
	SC6.1 Inseparable or practically inseparable catches in salmon fisheries
	SC6.1.1 The CAB shall only treat catches of non-target salmon stock(s) as “inseparable or practicably inseparable” (IPI) from target salmon stock(s), as per FCP 7.5, if they are not certified separately and are either: ◙
	a. Non-target species (scored in P2, not P1), or
	b. Non-local stocks of species targeted in the fishery (stocks that are caught in the fishery but do not breed within the UoA and are not therefore normally scored as part of the SMU).
	SC6.1.1.1 If the proposed IPI stock is a different salmon species to the target species (SC6.1.1.a), the CAB shall:
	a. Only consider it not commercially feasible to separate the species when the total catches from the IPI stock(s) do not exceed 5% by weight of the total combined catches of target and IPI stock(s) within the UoA.
	b. Assess the proposed IPI stock under P2 in accordance with FCP Annex PA.

	SC6.1.1.2 If the proposed IPI stocks are non-local stocks of the same species as the P1 target stock within the UoA (SC6.1.1.b):
	a. The total catches from the IPI stock(s) shall not exceed 5% by weight of the total combined catches of target and IPI stock(s) within the UoA.
	b. FCP 7.5.12.1.d shall not apply to these stocks, but if outside biologically based limits, the CAB shall demonstrate that the fishery:
	i. Does not catch 30% or more of the total removal of the stock.
	ii. Is “highly likely” not to significantly hinder (consistent with GSA3.6) the stock’s recovery.
	iii. Has implemented practical measures to reduce impacts on the stock.




	SC6.1.2 In considering whether proposed IPI stocks meet the defined 5% upper catch limits (SC6.1.1.1 and SC6.1.1.2), the CAB shall take into account catch data from the most recent 2 or more years prior to the date on which the eligibility is decided,...
	SC6.1.3 If IPI stocks are identified and are below the level of 5% specified in SC6.1.1.1.a and SC6.1.1.2.a, the CAB shall follow IPI requirements in the FCP.
	SC6.1.3.1 The CAB shall upload an announcement to the MSC database for publication on the MSC website, using the ‘MSC IPI Announcement Template,’ to inform stakeholders and the MSC of the identification of IPI stock(s).



	Section SD: Introduced species-based fisheries – normative ◙
	SD1.1 General requirements
	SD1.1.1 The team shall apply Section SD as a supplement to Section SA in all ISBF assessments.
	SD1.1.1.1 “Introduced species” are defined as per Table 2 in the MSC Fisheries Standard v3.0.
	SD1.1.1.1 Only additions and modifications in relevant sections of the default assessment tree and requirements are included in this Section.

	SD1.1.2 The team shall submit final trees to be used for ISBFs to the MSC by following the procedure for modified assessment trees in FCP 7.12.5. ◙

	SD2.1 General requirements for Principle 1
	SD2.1.1 The team shall consider the ecological role of the introduced species.
	a.
	i.
	A.

	SD2.1.2 The team shall assess the ISBF against default PISGs in Principle 1. ◙
	SD2.1.2.1 If necessary, the team shall make modifications to the scoring issues at PI 1.1.1 and PI 1.2.2 for fisheries that include setting target reference points at levels that may be lower than MSY, to reduce biodiversity impact.
	a. The team shall not accept limit reference points set at levels below which there is an appreciable risk of impairing reproductive capacity.



	SD3.1 General requirements for Principle 2
	SD3.1.1 The team shall determine whether the introduced species is not the target species in the fishery being considered for certification, but is an in scope species that is impacted in some way by fishing activity on the target species.
	SD3.1.1.1 If the in-scope introduced species is being managed for high productivity because it is a target species in another managed fishery, the team shall evaluate the fishery to determine whether its impact on the in-scope introduced species is ac...
	SD3.1.1.2 If the in-scope introduced species is subject to a formal or informal eradication policy because it is considered to have a “nuisance” status, the CAB shall not take the impact of the fishery on the introduced species into consideration in t...

	SD3.1.2 The team shall assess measures in place in the fishery to prevent further ecosystem impacts that may have occurred as a result of the introduction of the species to the new location under the Ecosystem component of Principle 2.
	SD3.1.2.1 If relevant, the team shall add an additional scoring issue and corresponding guideposts at 60, 80, and 100 levels to the ecosystem management PI 2.4.2, to evaluate measures in the fishery to prevent progression of further ecosystem impacts ...
	SD3.1.2.2 The team shall review the following measures when assessing this additional scoring issue:
	a. Setting target reference points at levels that allow for recovery of species impacted by the introduction.
	b. Containment measures such as fishing down at the boundaries of the stock to prevent further spread.
	c. Protection and/or creation of faunal refugia.
	d. Provisions in legislation to prohibit further introductions of any other alien species.
	e. Other relevant mechanisms.


	SD3.1.3 If relevant, the team shall add a corresponding ecosystem information scoring issue that addresses the collection of information important to understanding and preventing further  impact of the introduced species on biodiversity. ◙
	SD3.1.4 If the fishery has no measures in place for PI 2.4.2 and corresponding information in PI 2.4.3, the team shall justify why measures are not considered necessary in that fishery to prevent further impact on biodiversity, if applicable.
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