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PI   2.3.1 

The UoA meets national and international requirements for the 
protection of ETP species 

The UoA does not hinder recovery of ETP species 

combined effects of the MSC UoAs on the stock are within national limits (for 
halibut and the ETP sharks) and international limits (for all other ETP species). 
The different MSC UoAs would refer to all ISF fisheries in Icelandic waters. In any 
case, annual landings and status of halibut is monitored by MFRI which provides 
an updated annual advice on the stock status. National limits for halibut include 
the end of any directed fishing of halibut, the mandatory landing of any halibut in 
the catch, and the use of the money obtained at the auction house when selling 
halibut for MFRI research projects. Therefore, the catch of halibut is not 
penalized itself but hasn’t got any economic compensation for the fishermen. The 
tight control on landings by all fishing fleets in Iceland, along with research 
undertaken in the halibut stock and the positive trend in the SSB of the stock 
(and also in the landings) serves to support that SG60 and SG80 are met by all 
UoAs.  
The increased number of halibut landings since the implementation of the ban in 
2012 (raising from 35 tons in 2012 to 123 tons in 2016), and the knowledge that 
at least 80% of those landings are reported to be taken by the bottom trawl 
fleet, makes it difficult to determine if MSC certified Icelandic trawl vessels are 
trying to avoid that catch or not. Landings of halibut in Iceland in 2010 and 2011 
(when there was a directed fishery targeting halibut) were 500 tons per year. 
The team considers that there isn’t a high degree of certainty that the combined 
effects of all Icelandic MSC UoAs are within these limits. SG100 is not met by 
any UoA. However, it is also reasonable to think that the increasing in landings is 
due to an improvement in stock status, as shown in MFRI advice on halibut. 

b 
Direct effects 

Guidepo
st Known direct effects of 

the UoA are likely to not 
hinder recovery of ETP 
species. 

Known direct effects of 
the UoA are highly 
likely to not hinder 
recovery of ETP species. 

There is a high degree of 
confidence that there are 
no significant detrimental 
direct effects of the UoA 
on ETP species. 

UoA 1 
Y Y Y 

UoA 2-7 
Y Y Y 

Justifica
tion For all UoAs, the landing obligation ensures that there is no discarding of 

unwanted species, reducing the possibility of unobserved mortality. The high 
proportion of targeted shrimp in the catch supports that both observed and 
unobserved mortality of other species is low.  Management authorities support 
that the fishery has a high level of compliance with fishing regulations. Besides, 
in the unlikely event of lost gear, fishermen would mark its position and try to 
retrieve it, due to the high cost of this equipment.  

Landing obligation would require vessels to land any dead animal, regardless it 
being ETP species or not. Landing records show about 0.5 tons of halibut landed 
per year by UoA 1, which accounts for less than 0.4% of global landings in the 
country (123 tons in 2016) and for only 0.01% of the UoA catch.  
There aren’t any other interactions with ETP species by any UoA. Interviews with 
different stakeholders (fishermen, the Coast Guard and MFRI) all concluded that 
fatal interactions with birds or marine mammals would only occur very rarely, 
which is in concordance with records at landing records and auction points.  
The team considers that with the given levels of interactions by UoA 1, it is 
highly likely that the UoA is not hindering the recovery of the halibut stock. SG60 
and SG80 are met. The low level of landings by UoA 1 provides a high degree of 
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PI   2.3.1 

The UoA meets national and international requirements for the 
protection of ETP species 

The UoA does not hinder recovery of ETP species 

confidence that the UoA won’t have significant detrimental effects on the halibut 
stock. SG100 is met by UoA 1.   
There were no catches of halibut (or of any other EP species) by UoAs 2-7. 
Therefore, there is a high degree of certainty that there are no significant 
detrimental effects on ETP species. SG60, Sg80 and SG100 are met by UoAs 2-7.  

c 
Indirect effects 

Guidepo
st  Indirect effects have 

been considered and are 
thought to be highly 
likely to not create 
unacceptable impacts. 

There is a high degree of 
confidence that there are 
no significant detrimental 
indirect effects of the 
fishery on ETP species. 

UoA 1 
 Y N 

UoA 2-7 
 Y N 

Justifica
tion 

Possible indirect effects could arise from trophic disturbances caused by the 
removal of prawn biomass. It is not expected that the removal of prawn biomass 
(which is very localised inside the fjords for UoAs 2-7 and in waters North of 
Iceland for UoA 1, while halibut distributes in waters Southwestern of Iceland) 
would affect halibut stock status, as there is no real overlap in the distribution of 
both stocks.  
As regards all other ETP species present in the area (sharks, marine mammals 
and birds mentioned in SIa), there could be indirect effects due to noise 
disruptions or injuries made by the net.  
The team considers that it is highly likely that the different UoAs do not create 
unacceptable impacts on ETP stocks. SG80 is met by all UoAs. However, it is not 
possible to assert with a high degree of confidence that there are no indirect 
effects on ETP species. SG100 is not met by any UoA.  

References 

Icelandic Regulation 1164/2011. 

Icelandic Regulation 456/2017, prohibiting direct fishing for spurdogs (Squalus 

acanthias), portbeagle (Lamna nasus) and basking shark (Cetorhinus maximus).  
MFRI Advice for halibut 2017  
Fiskistofa: landings of halibut in 2016  

OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: UoA 1 85 

OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: UoA 2-7 85 

CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): N/A 

Recommendation 4 
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Evaluation Table for PI 2.3.2 – ETP species management strategy 

PI   2.3.2 

The UoA has in place precautionary management strategies designed to: 

• meet national and international requirements; 
• ensure the UoA does not hinder recovery of ETP species. 
 
Also, the UoA regularly reviews and implements measures, as 
appropriate, to minimise the mortality of ETP species. 

Scoring 
Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a 
Management strategy in place (national and international requirements) 

Guidepo
st There are measures in 

place that minimise the 
UoA-related mortality of 
ETP species, and are 
expected to be highly 
likely to achieve 
national and international 
requirements for the 
protection of ETP 
species. 

There is a strategy in 
place for managing the 
UoA’s impact on ETP 
species, including 
measures to minimise 
mortality, which is 
designed to be highly 
likely to achieve 
national and international 
requirements for the 
protection of ETP 
species. 

There is a 
comprehensive 
strategy in place for 
managing the UoA’s 
impact on ETP species, 
including measures to 
minimise mortality, 
which is designed to 
achieve above national 
and international 
requirements for the 
protection of ETP 
species. 

UoA 1 
Y Y N 

UoA 2-7 
Y Y N 

Justifica
tion In December 2011, Iceland ordain Regulation 1164/2011 banning directed 

fishing for halibut in the Icelandic EEZ. This regulation entered into force in 
January 2012 and established measures to manage halibut individuals in the 
event of catch, such as the obligation to release any animal if it is viable, the 
establishment of a special fee for illegal catches, the collection of the value of 
halibut at auction places for marine research, the obligation to record halibut 
catches on the logbook, and the establishment of penalties in case of violation of 
the regulation. The fulfillment of these measures is enforced by the Coast Guard. 
The Directorate of Fisheries report no infractions regarding illegal catching of 
halibut. All these measures, already in place, are considered as a strategy to 
manage the impact of all Icelandic fisheries in the stock of halibut. Information 
from MFRI advice on halibut supports a small but noticeable recovery in the 
stock of halibut since the implementation of Regulation 1164/2011 in 2012.  

In May 2017, Iceland ordain Regulation 456/2017 banning directed fishing for 
spurdogs, portbeagles and basking sharks. If there is an incidental catch of these 
species, they shall be released if viable. If the recovery of these individuals is not 
viable, the catch shall be landed. The benefits of the sale of these illegal catches 
will be used for research purpouses and won’t provide any economic benefit nor 
detriment to the vessel which brought it. The fulfillment of this measure is 
enforced by the Coast Guard. To the team’s knowledge, there have been no 
infractions so far.  

As regards interactions with any other ETP species mentioned in PI2.3.1.a, these 
interactions are regulated by Regulation 557/2007 which establishes that such 
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PI   2.3.2 

The UoA has in place precautionary management strategies designed to: 

• meet national and international requirements; 
• ensure the UoA does not hinder recovery of ETP species. 
 
Also, the UoA regularly reviews and implements measures, as 
appropriate, to minimise the mortality of ETP species. 
interactions must be recorded in logbooks, so that fatal interactions or catch of 
birds or other endangered species must be reported to the Directorate of 
Fisheries. Marine mammals are regulated by the Fisheries Management Act and 
Nature Conservation Act. no. 47/1971. Further, in Iceland, whaling is controlled 
by the International Whaling Commission (IWC) and the North-Atlantic Marine 
Mammal Commission (NAMMCO). Every 7 seven years there is an update on the 
number of estimated mammals in Icelandic waters, which is issued after specific 
monitoring of these species. Besides, fishermen would prevent fatal interactions 
by letting marine mammals feed before they pump or haul the catch on board. 
Interviews with different stakeholders (fishermen, the Coast Guard and the 
MFRI) all concluded that interactions with birds or marine mammals only occur 
very rarely. 

The common procedure of retrieving lost gears in the unlikely event of this 
happening ensures that ghost fishing by lost gears is minimized.  

All UoAs achieve SG60 and SG80, as the UoAs are not hindering the recovery of 
ETP species, but the strategy is not considered to be comprehensive as it would 
benefit from records obtained through on going monitoring of non-fatal 
interactions, such as records of areas and quantities of released halibut or ETP 
sharks or sightings of protected birds and whales.  

b 
Management strategy in place (alternative) 

Guidepo
st There are measures in 

place that are expected 
to ensure the UoA does 
not hinder the recovery 
of ETP species. 

There is a strategy in 
place that is expected to 
ensure the UoA does not 
hinder the recovery of 
ETP species. 

There is a 
comprehensive 
strategy in place for 
managing ETP species, to 
ensure the UoA does not 
hinder the recovery of 
ETP species 

All UoAs 
Not relevant Not relevant Not relevant 

Justifica
tion SIb is not relevant as SIa has been scored. 

c 
Management strategy evaluation 

Guidepo
st The measures are 

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

There is an objective 
basis for confidence 
that the 
measures/strategy will 
work, based on 
information directly 
about the fishery and/or 
the species involved. 

The 
strategy/comprehensive 
strategy is mainly based 
on information directly 
about the fishery and/or 
species involved, and a 
quantitative analysis 
supports high 
confidence that the 
strategy will work. 
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PI   2.3.2 

The UoA has in place precautionary management strategies designed to: 

• meet national and international requirements; 
• ensure the UoA does not hinder recovery of ETP species. 
 
Also, the UoA regularly reviews and implements measures, as 
appropriate, to minimise the mortality of ETP species. 

UoA 1 
Y Y Y 

UoA 2-7 
Y Y Y 

Justifica
tion The absence of fatal interactions with birds and marine mammals, the 

comprehensive landing weighting and recording system, the enforcement carried 
out by the Coast Guard, the information on the fisheries general compliance with 
regulations, MFRI comments on the low probability of interactions of the fishery 
with birds and marine mammals to take place, MFRI advice on halibut showing a 
small but noticeable recovery of halibut stock and recent implementation of 
Regulation 456/2017 protecting certain sharks species serve together to give 
confidence that this strategy is working for all ETP species. SG60 and SG80 are 
met by all UoAs.  

The quantitative analysis of ETP interactions by the different UoAs, and the direct 
information from the fishery and species involved serve to support with a high 
degree of confidence that the strategy will work.  SG100 is met by all UoAs.  

d 
Management strategy implementation 

Guidepo
st  There is some evidence 

that the 
measures/strategy is 
being implemented 
successfully. 

There is clear evidence 
that the 
strategy/comprehensive 
strategy is being 
implemented successfully 
and is achieving its 
objective as set out in 
scoring issue (a) or (b). 

UoA 1 
 Y N 

UoA 2-7 
 Y N 

Justifica
tion Regulation 1164/2011 banning halibut fishing effectively entered in force in 2012 

and landings of halibut decreased significantly since then. While none of the 
UoAs had interactions with ETP sharks in the past years, it is expected that 
global landings of these species in Icelandic waters will decrease in the following 
years. Landing records by the UoAs show that interactions of the UoA with 
marine mammals or birds are nil. The Coast Guard enforcement system serves 
to prevent or control infractions of these regulations (such as Regulation 
1164/2011, Regulation 557/2007 and 47/1971). The Directorate of Fisheries 
confirms no infractions at this regard. The team considers that there is clear 
evidence that the strategy has been implemented successfully. SG80 is met by 
all UoAs.  

The limited interactions by UoA 1 and nil by UoAs 2-7 would serve as clear 
evidence that the strategy is achieving its objective as set out in scoring issue 
(a) in relation to halibut and ETP shark stocks. However, the lack of information 
on updated status of certain ETP species (such as marine mammals) prevent all 
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PI   2.3.2 

The UoA has in place precautionary management strategies designed to: 

• meet national and international requirements; 
• ensure the UoA does not hinder recovery of ETP species. 
 
Also, the UoA regularly reviews and implements measures, as 
appropriate, to minimise the mortality of ETP species. 
UoAs from achieving SG100, as data on non-fatal interactions such as halibut or 
ETP sharks releases and sightings of ETP birds and marine mammals (or injuries 
of whales) are not yet recorded.  SG100 is not met by any UoA.  

e 
Review of alternative measures to minimize mortality of ETP species 

Guidepo
st There is a review of the 

potential effectiveness 
and practicality of 
alternative measures to 
minimise UoA-related 
mortality of ETP species.  

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

There is a biennial 
review of the potential 
effectiveness and 
practicality of alternative 
measures to minimise 
UoA-related mortality 
ETP species, and they 
are implemented, as 
appropriate.  

UoA 1 
Y Y Y 

UoA 2-7 
Y Y Y 

Justifica
tion Sampling of landings serve to monitor catch composition and provide records of 

species identification and quantities landed. It also serves as a historical 
collection of ETP fatal interactions caused by the fishing fleet. Data on the 
sampling of the landings, which includes UoA related mortality of halibut, are 
reviewed annually both by management authorities and by MFRI. This has 
resulted in the implementation of management measures when necessary, such 
as the establishment of Regulation 1164/2011 banning the fishing of halibut, 
which was issued once a significant decrease in halibut stock status was noted. 
Moreover, in 2017 Regulation 456/2017 was implemented protecting certain 
shark species. All UoAs meet SG100. 

References 

Icelandic Regulation 557/2007.  
Icelandic Regulation 1164/2011. 
Icelandic regulation 456/2017.  
MFRI Advice for halibut 2017  
Fiskistofa: landings of halibut in 2016.  
CITES Appendix 1 

OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 90 

OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 90 

CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): N/A 
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Evaluation Table for PI 2.3.3 – ETP species information 

PI   2.3.3 

Relevant information is collected to support the management of UoA 
impacts on ETP species, including: 

• Information for the development of the management strategy; 
• Information to assess the effectiveness of the management 

strategy; and 
• Information to determine the outcome status of ETP species. 

Scoring 
Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a 
Information adequacy for assessment of impacts 

Guidepo
st Qualitative information is 

adequate to estimate 
the UoA related mortality 
on ETP species. 

 

OR  

 

If RBF is used to score PI 
2.3.1 for the UoA: 

 

Qualitative information is 
adequate to estimate 
productivity and 
susceptibility attributes 
for ETP species. 

Some quantitative 
information is adequate 
to assess the UoA 
related mortality and 
impact and to determine 
whether the UoA may be 
a threat to protection 
and recovery of the ETP 
species. 

 

OR  

 

If RBF is used to score PI 
2.3.1 for the UoA: 

Some quantitative 
information is adequate 
to assess productivity 
and susceptibility 
attributes for ETP 
species. 

Quantitative information 
is available to assess 
with a high degree of 
certainty the magnitude 
of UoA-related 
impacts, mortalities 
and injuries and the 
consequences for the 
status of ETP species. 

UoA 1 
Y Y N 

UoA 2-7 
Y Y N 

Justifica
tion There is accurate quantitative information on the UoAs related mortality thanks 

to historical landing records, which shows no fatal interactions with ETP birds, 
marine mammals or ETP sharks. These records also show no interactions of UoAs 
2-7 on halibut, and limited interactions by UoA 1. There is also information on 
halibut landing trends since the implementation of the ban on fishing halibut. 
This trend shows that catches have increased from 35 tons per year in 2012 to 
123 tons in 2016. The MFRI continues to offer scientific advice on halibut stock 
status, which shows a slow recovery and advices on the maintenance of 
Regulation 1164/2011 until the stock is fully recovered. This information is 
sufficient to determine if the different UoAs are a threat or not to the protection 
of ETP species. SG60 and SG80 are met by all UoAs.  

However, the lack of records on released halibuts and ETP sharks (date, location 
and quantities) and on ETP sightings or on injuries that these species may 
receive, prevent all UoAs from achieving SG100, as the impacts and 
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PI   2.3.3 

Relevant information is collected to support the management of UoA 
impacts on ETP species, including: 

• Information for the development of the management strategy; 
• Information to assess the effectiveness of the management 

strategy; and 
• Information to determine the outcome status of ETP species. 

consequences to the status of ETP species due to non-fatal interactions cannot 
be defined with a high degree of certainty. SG100 is not met by any UoA.   

b 
Information adequacy for management strategy 

Guidepo
st Information is adequate 

to support measures to 
manage the impacts on 
ETP species. 

Information is adequate 
to measure trends and 
support a strategy to 
manage impacts on ETP 
species. 

Information is adequate 
to support a 
comprehensive 
strategy to manage 
impacts, minimize 
mortality and injury of 
ETP species, and 
evaluate with a high 
degree of certainty 
whether a strategy is 
achieving its objectives. 

UoA 1 
Y Y N 

UoA 2-7 
Y Y N 

Justifica
tion Collected information is adequate to support a strategy to manage impacts on 

ETP species.  

Landing records would record fatal interaction with protected birds and whales if 
any. There is also a marine mammal monitoring program which monitors the 
population of these species every 7 years to update information on populations. 
Seals are also monitored through a monitoring program which estimates the 
number of individuals in seal colonies in the North part of Iceland.  

As regards halibut, landings have been recorded from long periods, and records 
show how landings dropped from 2000 tons per year in the past century to 1000 
tons and later to 500 tons, until the banning regulation was enforced. Since then, 
landings have grown from 35 tons in 2012 to 122 tons in 2016. Similar landing 
records are available for ETP shark species. 

All these data on landings, along with MFRI advice on the stock status, which is 
reviewed every year, serves to measure trends and support a strategy to 
manage impacts on ETP species, however, the survival rate of released halibuts 
has not been estimated yet. As regards survival rate for elasmobranchs such as 
spurdogs, if the return is done quickly, experimental studies demonstrate that 
there is a high probability of survival (Mandelman and Farrington 2007a). 

The team considers that a better reporting of non-fatal interactions with all ETP 
species and research conducted to estimate survival rate of released halibuts 
would benefit the fishery in order to achieve SG100.  

References 

Icelandic Regulation 456/2017.  
Icelandic Regulation 557/2007 
Icelandic Regulation 1164/2011. 
MFRI Advice for halibut 2017  
Fiskistofa: landings of halibut in 2016  
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PI   2.3.3 

Relevant information is collected to support the management of UoA 
impacts on ETP species, including: 

• Information for the development of the management strategy; 
• Information to assess the effectiveness of the management 

strategy; and 
• Information to determine the outcome status of ETP species. 

CITES Appendix 1 
Mandelman, J.W., and M.A. Farrington. 2007a. The estimated short-term discard 
mortality of a trawled elasmobranch, the spiny dogfish (Squalus acanthias). 
Fisheries Research 83 (2007) 238–245. 

OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: UoA 1 80 

OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: UoAs 2-7 80 

CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): N/A 

  



 

DNV GL  –  Report No. 2017-032, Rev. 1  –  www.dnvgl.com 
MSC Full Assessment Reporting Template V2.0 – issued 8 April 2015 
Template approval date:  

 

Page 159
 

Evaluation Table for PI 2.4.1 – Habitats outcome 

PI   2.4.1 

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(s) responsible for fisheries management in the area(s) 
where the UoA operates. 

Scoring 
Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a 
Commonly encountered habitat status 

Guidepos
t The UoA is unlikely to 

reduce structure and 
function of the commonly 
encountered habitats to 
a point where there 
would be serious or 
irreversible harm. 

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

UoA 1 
Y Y N 

UoAs 2-7 
Y Y N 

Justificat
ion As for the offshore shrimp fishery (UoA 1), the UoA fishing grounds are located in 

offshore waters in waters North of Iceland, at depths up to 300 m. While it could 
be possible that other fishing vessels took some prawns as bycatch, landing 
records show that shrimps are not taken by any other bottom trawl fleets in 
Iceland, and all landings are responsability of the regulated offshore shrimp 
fishery. However, shrimp could migrate in the future and UoA 1 covers all 
Icelandic EEZ. While affected areas can range from sandy or muddy bottoms to 
gravel and cobbled areas, according to the European Marine Observation and 
Data Network (EMODnet) map, mud is the most abundant underwater habitat 
within Icelandic EEZ, and shrimps are normally localized in sandy sediments. 
Fishing grounds for UoAs 2-7 are localized in small areas inside the different 
fjords, limiting habitat’s impacts to very small areas. 

According to ICES 2017 Ecosystem overview on Icelandic waters, 10% of the 
79000 km2 of the Icelandic ecoregion was affected by bottom trawling. This 
percentage shows a decreasing trend, which is more noticeable on the southern 
shelf and at typical shrimp trawling grounds on the northern shelf, where UoA 1 
takes place.  

MSC guidance suggests that serious (or irreversible) harm refers to change that 
fundamentally alters the capacity of the component to maintain its function (e.g. 
reducing ecosystem services; loss of resilience; regime shift; gross changes in 
composition of dependent species) or to recover from the impact (within 
timescales of natural ecological processes – normally one or two decades).  

Bottom trawling affects benthic habitats through relocation of shallow burrowing 
infaunal species to the surface of the seafloor, and by resuspension of surface 
sediment. The fact that bottom trawlers fish once and again over the same areas 
serves to reduce the area affected by the trawling. Kaiser et al. (2006) concluded 
that otter trawling produced a significant, negative, short-term effect on soft 
habitats such as mud and sand, but no detrimental effects were seen in the long 
term once the fishing stops. Moreover, there was also a longer-term positive 
effect on the response variables to this impact.  



 

DNV GL  –  Report No. 2017-032, Rev. 1  –  www.dnvgl.com 
MSC Full Assessment Reporting Template V2.0 – issued 8 April 2015 
Template approval date:  

 

Page 160
 

PI   2.4.1 

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(s) responsible for fisheries management in the area(s) 
where the UoA operates. 

Data on the persistence of trawl marks in different environments are relatively 
scarce because only immediate physical effects are observed in most studies 
owing to their relatively short time frames. However, there are some studies of 
recovery times after otter trawling in soft or sandy bottoms, as described in 
FAO’s link to physical impacts of the fishing gears 
(http://www.fao.org/docrep/008/y7135e/y7135e06.htm).  

These observations show that the most noticeable marks are those caused by 
the doors, and only faint marks are created by other parts of the trawl. Trawl 
door marks have been shown to be from 1 to 5 cm deep (Brylinski, Gibson and 
Gordon Jr., 1994), but may reach about 20 cm in certain parts of the tracks 
(Krost et al., 1990). The penetration depth depends on the weight and 
performance of the doors (type, angle of attack, speed) and on sediment grain 
size and hardness, being deeper in mud than in sand (Churchill, 1989; Krost et 

al., 1990; Tuck et al., 1998). The persistence of marks produced by trawl doors 
depends on their original depth, the sediment type, the current, wave action and 
biological activity (Tuck et al., 1998; Fonteyne, 2000; Smith, Papadopoulou and 
Diliberto, 2000; Humborstad et al.,2004). 

Research undertaken in different soft sediment areas showed that trawl door 
marks were shown to disappear within less than five months in an area of strong 
currents as in the Barents Sea (Humborstad et al., 2004). This area could 
simulate the conditions in UoA 1 fishing grounds. 

In a sheltered Scottish loch, however, faint marks could still be seen 18 months 
after the trawling treatment (Tuck et al., 1998), and the same trawl track could 
be identified for almost five years in a sandy mud area in Kiel Bay that is not 
exposed to tidal currents (Bernhard, 1989, cited in Krost et al., 1990). These 
areas could simulate the conditions in UoAs 2-7 fishing grounds. It is noteworthy 
to remark that fishing areas in UoAs 2-7 are very localized areas within the 
different fjords. 

According to this information, the team concludes that it is highly unlikely that 
the gear will reduce habitat structure and function of commonly encountered 
habitats (these are sandy and muddy habitats) to the point where there would 
be serious or irreversible harm as described in MSC FCR v2.0 SA3.13.4 (such 
that the habitat would be unable to recover at least 80% of its structure and 
function within 5-20 years if fishing in the habitat were to cease entirely) as in 
any case those areas are expected to be recovered in less than 5 years if the 
fishing activity was to cease (as in the worst case scenario described by 
Bernhard 1989 above) which is considered in FCR GSA 3.14.4 as a fast recovery 
rate. Besides, the team concludes that the proportion of common encountered 
habitats affected by the gear (this is, the fishing grounds) are small when 
compared to the presence of common habitats (this is, muddy and sandy 
substratum) which are distributed all along the Icelandic EEZ.   

SG60 and SG80 are met by all UoAs. The lack of such evidence prevents all UoAs 
from achieving SG100.  

Scoring element SG60 SG80 SG100 

Fine substratum (with flat associated 
geomorphology and large erect biota) 
for the fishing grounds in UoA 1. 

Y Y N 
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Fine substratum (with flat associated 
geomorphology and large erect biota) 
for the fishing grounds in UoAs 2-7.  

Y Y N 

 

b 
VME habitat status 

Guidepos
t 

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

 

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

UoA 1 
Y N N 

UoAs 2-7 
Y Y N 

Justificat
ion All Icelandic vessels have a VMS on board regardless the vessel’s size. This 

serves the Coast Guard both to locate the vessel should an emergency occur or 
to verify that vessels do not enter Marine Protected Areas.  

According to the OSPAR Commission, most common Vulnerable Marine 
Ecosystems (VME) in Region 1 are: coral gardens, deep-sea sponge 
aggregations, intertidal mudflats, Lophelia pertusa reefs, Modiolus modiolus 
beds, seamounts and Zostera beds. Of those, the following can be found in 
Icelandic waters:  cold water hard corals (Lophelia pertusa), soft corals 
(Gorgonacea & Pennetulacea) and sponge aggregations (Geodia spp.). Other 
VME such as maerl beds and hydrothermal vents are found in Icelandic coastal 
waters. To date, only Lophelia pertusa cold water coral reefs and hydrothermal 
chimneys are protected by specific regulation. As regards intertidal mudflats, 
Modiolus modiolus beds, Zostera beds and seamounts, there are no interactions 
between the shrimp fishery and these VME.   

According to ICES 2017 Ecosystem overview on Icelandic ecoregion, abrasion 
caused by bottom trawls has been shown to impact fragile three-dimensional 
biogenic habitats in particular (e.g. sponge aggregations, coral gardens, and 
coral reefs), with impacts happening mainly in deeper waters (> 200 m).  

While as part of Icelandic regulation, bottom trawling is generally not allowed 
within 12 nm from the coast, this is not the case for the shrimp fishery in inshore 
waters (UoAs 2-7). Fishing takes place in deep waters inside the fjords and close 
to the shoreline. However, the footprint of the shrimp fishery for UoAs 2-7 is 
very small as fishing for shrimps takes place in very localised areas inside the 
fjords.  

Remote Operated Vehicle surveys, carried out under the auspices of the 
CoralFISH project (data from 2004), indicated widespread damage to corals on 
the Icelandic outer continental shelf, but undamaged colonies on the continental 
slope. The Icelandic National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (Ministry for 
the Environment, 2008) and the Ministry of Fisheries work for the protection of 
vulnerable ecosystems and threatened species by regulating closed areas and 
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developing lighting fishing methods. As a result, benthic habitats such as 
Lophelia pertusa cold water corals reefs, most of which are concentrated in the 
Southern areas of Iceland, at a depth range between 400-800 m benefit from 
area closures. Enforcement in area closures is carried out by the Coast Guard. 
Interactions of cold water corals with UoA 1 are not expected as fishing takes 
place at depths up to 300 m in the northern shelf of the island. Interactions of 
cold water corals with UoAs 2-7 are not expected as research in the different UoA 
shows no presence of these species inside the fjords. Cold water corals meet 
SG80 for all UoAs.  

Distribution of coral gardens was studied through the BIOICE programme which 
showed that gorgonian corals and seapens are common in deep waters (with 
depth ranging from 500-1700m) all around Iceland, and rare at depths shallower 
than 500 m. To date, there aren’t any specific management measures directed to 
the protection of coral gardens. However, interactions of the different UoAs with 
these VME are not expected, as there is no overlap between the fishing grounds 
depth (up to 300 m.) and the depth at which these species are located (in waters 
deeper than 500m). Besides, research on the different fjords could not found any 
evidence of the presence of these species in the fjords under assessment. The 
research on coral gardens is continued by MFRI.  Coral gardens meet SG80 for 
all UoAs.  

Aggregation of large sponges occur off northern and southern Iceland and 
around the Reykjanes Ridge (Guijarro et al., 2006). These are found primarily in 
the depth range of ca. 300-750 m, and habitat forming sponge communities are 
common at depths of up to 500 m. Deep-sea sponges have similar habitat 
preferences to cold-water corals, and hence are often found at the same location 
(OSPAR Commission 2010c). However, while most cold-water coral reefs are 
located south of Iceland, sponges are distributed all around the island (OSPAR 
Commission 2010c), including the northern area where the fishery takes place. 
According to Webster, C. (2016), heavy trawling significantly impacts the sponge 
communities in the western seas around Iceland, showing a lower diversity of 
sponge taxa and smaller size of sponges in higher fished sites. Overall 
abundance, on the other hand, is similar in non-fished and heavily-fished sites, 
due to the high abundance of certain species like Quasillina brevis, which may be 
successful in these disturbed environments, and when removed from analyses, 
the impacts of heavy fishing effort are seen to be adverse to the abundance of 
other sponges. As regards the presence of sponges in the fjords under 
assessment, while some individuals can be found in the different fjords, these 
are not encountered in sufficiently high densities to consider them as sponge 
aggregations. There are no specific measures protecting sponge communities, 
which benefit from area closures directed to the protection of cold water corals in 
the southern shelf of Iceland but which are not protected elsewhere. Sponge 
aggregations meet SG80 in UoAs 2-7, as such aggregation are not reported in 
the different fjords under assessment. However, sponge aggregations do not 
meet the requirement of SG80 for UoA1, as there is spatial overlap (In the 
northern waters of Iceland) and depth overlap (at the 300 m. depth) between 
the UoA1 fishing grounds and the distribution of these aggregations. The partial 
protection of sponge aggregations (granted by area closures directed to the 
protection of cold-water coral reefs and by the high spatial and depth distribution 
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of the sponge aggregations when compared to UoA 1 fishing grounds) serves to 
justify that SG60 is met for UoA 1, as the spatial overlap of the UoA 1 fishing 
grounds and the distribution of sponge aggregations in Icelandic EEZ is low. 

As regards maerl beds, since they occur in coastal areas, there is no overlap 
between the distribution of this VME and the UoA 1 fishing grounds, as fishing 
inside the 12 nm is forbidden. Maerl beds are not localised inside the fjords so 
there isn’t any overlap either between the UoAs 2-7 fishing grounds and this 
VME. Maerl beds meet SG80. 

Hydrotermal vents are sparce, identified and protected by closed areas. 
Therefore, there is no possibility of overlap between the different UoAs and this 
VME. Hydrotermal vents meet SG80.  

As reported on MFRI website, over the next few years priority will be given to 
map the distribution of benthic assemblages and habitats which are considered 
to be sensitive to trawling disturbances. Such information will be important in 
order to predict which species and habitats are being at risk of being damaged 
by fishing activities and for protection of important marine habitats in the future. 

It is therefore considered that there is some protection for certain VME habitats, 
either due to specific measures to protect habitats (such as the 12 nm limit, 
Lophelia pertusa cold water reefs MPA or hydrothermal chimneys MPA in 
Eyjafjordud) or due to the difficulties of trawling in certain areas. But these 
measures are not protecting other VME habitats in the region, such as sponge 
aggregations.  
 
Although bottom trawling generally damages both the structure and function of 
encountered VME habitats, it is expected that the broad range of MPA and 
associated regulation, together with MFRI research program on benthic habitats, 
will serve to avoid serious or irreversible harm to VME.  

The strong enforcement conducted by the Coast Guard through its monitoring 
system verifies that Marine Protected Areas are not entered by the fleet. This 
good enforcement system and the high number of protected areas serve to 
satisfy SG60 for all UoAs.  

The abundance of VME such as sponge communities in waters north of Iceland, 
where the offshore shrimp fishery takes place, prevent UoA 1 from achieving 
SG80, as there isn’t a clear separation between the areas where fishing activity 
takes place and the location of VME such as sponge aggregations which are not 
yet protected and there isn’t any specific management measure directed to the 
protection of this VME. SG80 and SG100 are not met for UoA 1.  

VME located in areas covered by UoA 1:  

Scoring element SG60 SG80 SG100 

Cold water coral reefs (Lophelia 

pertusa) 
Y Y N 

Soft coral gardens (Gorgonacea & 

Pennetulacea) 
Y Y N 

Sponge aggregations (Geodia spp) Y N N 

Maerl beds Y Y N 

Hydrotermal vents Y Y N 
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As regards UoAs 2-7, in-fjord studies of marine habitats around Iceland are 
conducted not only by MFRI (see https://www.hafogvatn.is/is/midlun/utgafa) but 
also by the University of Iceland 
(http://luvs.hi.is/fjolrit_liffraedistofnunar_1972_2008) and by the Westfjord 
Nature Research Center (http://www.nave.is/utgefid_efni/). The fjords in general 
have very soft sediment in the deeper parts along the centre. Harder substrate 
(sandy, gravelly) is found in the flanks. Corals (Scleractinia, Gorgonia), seapens, 
Modiolus modiolus beds, Zostera beds or high densities of deep-water sponge 
aggregations have never been reported in the fjords under assessment, as these 
species are mainly found in waters deeper than 200 m. The different studies by 
these institutions cover all inshore UoAs and conclude that there are no VME to 
consider in the fjords under assessment. SG60 and SG80 are met for Uoas 2-7. 
SG100 is not met due to the lack of published evidence.  
 

Scoring element SG60 SG80 SG100 

Cold water coral reefs (Lophelia 

pertusa) 
N/A N/A N 

Soft coral gardens (Gorgonacea & 

Pennetulacea) 
N/A N/A N 

Sponge aggregations (Geodia spp) N/A N/A N 

Maerl beds N/A N/A N 

Hydrotermal vents N/A N/A N 
 

c Minor habitat status 

Guidepos
t   

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

UoA 1 
  N 

UoAs 2-7 
  N 

Justificat
ion 

Expected minor habitats would be coarse sediments dispersed in the Icelandic 
EEZ. Shrimp fishing does not take place on these sediments as shrimps are 
predominantely distributed on soft sediments such as mud and sand as described 
above.  

However, if for any reason some fishing would take on top of coarse sediments, 
while impacts are not expected, there is no evidence that the different UoAs are 
highly unlikely to reduce structure and function of these habitats up to a point 
where there would be serious or irreversible harm. SG100 is not met by UoA 1. 
While there is little room for the occurrence of minor habitats in the UoAs 2-7 
fishing grounds (due to the small size of these fishing grounds), the team could 
not find any specific evidence that the gear (of any UoA) is highly unlikely to 
reduce the structure and function of minor habitats to a point where here would 
be serious or irreversible harm so this fails to meet SG 100. SG100 is not met by 
any UoA. 

Scoring element SG100 

Coarse sediments N 
 

References 
Jennings, S., Dinmore, T.A., Duplisea, D.E., Warr, K.J., Lancaster, J.E., 2001. 
Trawling disturbance can modify benthic production processes. J. Animal Ecol. 
70, 459-475. http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1046/j.1365-
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Karakassis, I. 2006. Global analysis of response and recovery of benthic biota to 
fishing. Marine Ecology Progress Series. Vol. 311: 1–14, 2006. 
http://www.fao.org/docrep/008/y7135e/y7135e06.htm  
CoralFISH project. Ecosystem based management of corals, fish and fisheries, in 
the deep waters of Europe and beyond. Study areas: Region 2: Iceland. 
http://www.eu-fp7-coralfish.net. 
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OSPAR vulnerable and threatened habitat types.  
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https://www.ospar.org/documents?d=7234      
Webser, C. 2016. University College London. Thesis: Impacts of benthic trawling 
on sponge community composition around Western Iceland. Marine Ecology 
Progress Series. August 2016.  
ICES 2017 Ecosystem overview.  
Brylinski, Gibson and Gordon Jr., 1994. 
Krost et al., 1990 
Churchill, 1989;  
Tuck et al., 1998 
Fonteyne, 2000; S 
Webster, C. (2016) 
Smith, Papadopoulou and Diliberto, 2000;  
Guijarro et al., 2006.  
Humborstad et al.,2004 
https://www.hafogvatn.is/is/midlun/utgafa 
http://luvs.hi.is/fjolrit_liffraedistofnunar_1972_2008 
http://www.nave.is/utgefid_efni/ 
 

OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: UoA 1 

Scoring element SG60 SG80 SG100 

Fine substratum (with flat associated 
geomorphology and large erect biota) 
for the fishing grounds in UoA 1. 

Y Y N 

Cold water coral reefs (Lophelia 

pertusa) 
Y Y N 

Soft coral gardens (Gorgonacea & 

Pennetulacea) 
Y Y N 

Sponge aggregations (Geodia spp) Y N N 

Maerl beds Y Y N 

Hydrotermal vents Y Y N 

Coarse sediments N/A N/A N 
 

75 

OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: UoAs 2-7 

Scoring element SG60 SG80 SG100 

Fine substratum (with flat associated 
geomorphology and large erect biota) 
for the fishing grounds in UoAs 2-7 

Y Y N 

Cold water coral reefs (Lophelia 

pertusa) 
N/A N/A N 

80 
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Soft coral gardens (Gorgonacea & 

Pennetulacea) 
N/A N/A N 

Sponge aggregations (Geodia spp) N/A N/A N 

Maerl beds N/A N/A N 

Hydrotermal vents N/A N/A N 

Coarse sediments N/A N/A N 
 

CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): only for UoA 1 3 

Recommendation  4 
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Evaluation Table for PI 2.4.2 – Habitats management strategy 
PI   2.4.2 

There is a strategy in place that is designed to ensure the UoA does not 
pose a risk of serious or irreversible harm to the habitats. 

Scoring 
Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a 
Management strategy in place 

Guidepos
t There are measures in 

place, if necessary, that 
are expected to achieve 
the Habitat Outcome 80 
level of performance. 

There is a partial 
strategy in place, if 
necessary, that is 
expected to achieve the 
Habitat Outcome 80 level 
of performance or above. 

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

UoA 1 
Y N N 

UoAs 2-7 
Y N N 

Justificat
ion The 60 score is justified because the necessary measures are in place. These 

include the following elements:  

- Iceland has a detailed management strategy for protecting certain areas 
(permanent, seasonal or temporary closures), in order to protect both 
fish spawning areas (Fisheries Management Act:116/2006) or vulnerable 
habitats such as cold-water corals or hydrothermal chimneys (Ministry of 
Fisheries Act: No. 942/2016; Nature Conservation Act: 44/1999) . 

- Iceland has ratified different international conventions intended to 
protect habitats and ecosystems, such as the OSPAR Convention, the 
CITES Convention and the Convention on Biological Biodiversity.  

- Iceland is a Contracting Party to the North East Atlantic Fisheries 
Commission (NEAFC). In 2014 NEAFC adopted Recommendation 19 
(amended in 2015) that requires vessels to move 2 nautical miles away 
from trawl tracks when encountering “the presence of more than 30 kg 
of live coral and/or 400 kg of live sponge of VME indicators”. Icelandic 
vessels abide by commonly accepted move-on rules when encountering 
VMEs, however these remain informal.  

- Vulnerable areas are closed for fishing: There is a comprehensive 
mapping project in place by MFRI, there is limited size of the fishing 
grounds, limited possibility of encounters with VME, implemented area 
closures to protect certain habitat types such as coral reefs but which 
also protect associated sponge communities, and strong enforcement in 
place ensuring that vessels do not enter MPA.  

  

The 80 and 100 score is not achieved because of the following:  

- There are no mandatory measures yet in place to protect certain VME 
such sponge aggregations which overlap with UoA 1 or to protect other 
VME such as coral gardens (regardless of interactions not being expected 
by any UoA). 

- The lack of established and mandatory measures to avoid impacts to 
these communities (such as mandatory scientifically based (gear, 
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pose a risk of serious or irreversible harm to the habitats. 

habitat) specific move on rules in the case of encounters with VME 
indicator species for all vessels at all UoAs) prevent all UoAs from 
achieving SG80 and SG100.  

b 
Management strategy evaluation 

Guidepos
t The measures are 

considered likely to 
work, based on plausible 
argument (e.g. general 
experience, theory or 
comparison with similar 
UoAs/habitats). 

There is some objective 
basis for confidence 
that the measures/partial 
strategy will work, based 
on information directly 
about the UoA and/or 
habitats involved. 

Testing supports high 
confidence that the 
partial strategy/strategy 
will work, based on 
information directly 
about the UoA and/or 
habitats involved. 

UoA 1 
Y Y N 

UoAs 2-7 
Y Y N 

Justificat
ion The team considers that there is sufficient information directly about the fishery 

and habitats involved to consider with an objective basis for confidence that the 
present measures will work. This is based on the large number of area closures 
(of which some of them are focused on the protection of juvenile fish but at the 
same time are preventing damage in the seafloor, while others are focused on 
the protection of cold water corals which also benefit associated sponge 
aggregation communities), the limited area where the fishing activity takes 
place, the strong enforcement system managed by the Coast Guard, which 
monitors all vessels at real time, the establishment of new protected areas and 
MFRI studies on benthic habitats both in-fjord 
(https://www.hafogvatn.is/is/midlun/utgafa) and in off-shore waters. According 
to MFRI website, over the next few years priority will be given to map the 
distribution of benthic assemblages and habitats which are considered to be 
sensitive to trawling disturbances. Research on benthic habitats is not only 
undertaken by MFRI but also by other institutions such as the University of 
Iceland (http://luvs.hi.is/fjolrit_liffraedistofnunar_1972_2008) and the Westfjord 
Nature Research Center (http://www.nave.is/utgefid_efni/).  

The team considers that no testing has been made to support with a high degree 
of confidence that the partial strategy, as defined right now, is sufficient to 
manage all impacts on habitats. Besides, there isn’t any comprehensive benthic 
management plan based on full Icelandic EEZ mapping. SG100 is not met by any 
UoA. 

c 
Management strategy implementation 

Guidepos
t  There is some 

quantitative evidence 
that the measures/partial 
strategy is being 
implemented 
successfully. 

There is clear 
quantitative evidence 
that the partial 
strategy/strategy is 
being implemented 
successfully and is 
achieving its objective, 
as outlined in scoring 
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issue (a). 

UoA 1 
 Y N 

UoAs 2-7 
 Y N 

Justificat
ion 

Coast Guard information confirms that vessels comply with measures related to 
Marine Protected Areas, and no infringements were reported in the past years. 
This can be verified as all Icelandic vessels are obliged to carry VMS on board, 
regardless of the vessel’s size.  

The team considers that this is sufficient to reach SG80 for all UoAs, although it 
is acknowledged that the partial strategy in place is not yet managing the impact 
of all MSC UoAs/non-MSC fisheries on habitats, as vulnerable habitats such as 
coral gardens and sponge aggregations are not yet directly protected.  

The condition set on 2.4.2.a and 2.4.1.b will help to improve the protection of 
affected VME.  SG80 is met for all UoAs.  

As there is not clear quantitative evidence that habitats recover after closures or 
how long do they take to recover, as that would require a historic series of 
seabed habitats maps, it is not possible to determine if the partial strategy is 
achieving its objective. SG100 is not reached by any UoA.   

d Compliance with management requirements and other MSC UoAs’/non-MSC 
fisheries’ measures to protect VMEs 

Guidepos
t There is qualitative 

evidence that the UoA 
complies with its 
management 
requirements to protect 
VMEs. 

There is some 
quantitative evidence 
that the UoA complies 
with both its 
management 
requirements and with 
protection measures 
afforded to VMEs by 
other MSC UoAs/non-
MSC fisheries, where 
relevant.  

There is clear 
quantitative evidence 
that the UoA complies 
with both its 
management 
requirements and with 
protection measures 
afforded to VMEs by 
other MSC UoAs/non-
MSC fisheries, where 
relevant. 

 UoA 1 
Y Y Y 

UoAs 2-7 
Y Y Y 

Justificat
ion Conversations with the Coast Guard and infringements statistics serve the team 

as clear quantitative evidence to ascertain that the UoAs comply with 
management requirements such as closed areas. SG60 is met by all UoAs. To the 
team’s knowledge, there are no other voluntary protection measures afforded by 
other MSC/ non MSC fisheries to take into account. SG80 and SG100 are met by 
all UoAs.  

References 

Ystuvíkurstrýtur chimneys.  

Webster, C. 2016. 

Nature Conservation Act 44/1999.  

Fisheries Management Act 116/2006. 

Stakeholders interview with the Directorate of Fisheries and the Coast Guard.  

OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: UoA 1 75 
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pose a risk of serious or irreversible harm to the habitats. 

OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: UoAs 2-7 75 

CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): All UoAs. 4 
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Evaluation Table for PI 2.4.3 – Habitats information 

PI   2.4.3 
Information is adequate to determine the risk posed to the habitat by 
the UoA and the effectiveness of the strategy to manage impacts on the 
habitat. 

Scoring 
Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a 
Information quality 

Guidepos
t The types and 

distribution of the main 
habitats are broadly 
understood. 

 

OR  

 

If CSA is used to score PI 
2.4.1 for the UoA: 

 

Qualitative information is 
adequate to estimate the 
types and distribution of 
the main habitats. 

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

OR  

If CSA is used to score PI 
2.4.1 for the UoA: 

Some quantitative 
information is available 
and is adequate to 
estimate the types and 
distribution of the main 
habitats. 

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

UoA 1 
Y Y Y 

UoAs 2-7 
Y Y Y 

Justificat
ion The Mapping European Seabed Habitats portal (www.searchmesh.net) provides 

accurate information on the distribution of the different habitats in European 
waters, including Icelandic EEZ. Vulnerable habitats are identified and mapped 
by the OSPAR Commission (www.ospar.org). The CoralFISH project works in 
assessing the interaction between cold water corals, fish and fisheries.  

The MFRI conducts two annual demersal research trips which have serve to 
identify areas of vulnerable benthic habitats in Icelandic waters such as cold- 
water corals, large sponge aggregation areas, or maerl beds in relation to bottom 
trawl fishing activities.  

Mandatory VMS on board serves to know the distribution of Icelandic fishing 
effort. All UoAs achieve the requirements at SG60, SG80 and SG100.  

n 
Information adequacy for assessment of impacts 

Guidepos
t 

Information is adequate 
to broadly understand 
the nature of the main 
impacts of gear use on 
the main habitats, 
including spatial overlap 
of habitat with fishing 
gear.  
 

Information is adequate 
to allow for identification 
of the main impacts of 
the UoA on the main 
habitats, and there is 
reliable information on 
the spatial extent of 
interaction and on the 
timing and location of 

The physical impacts of 
the gear on all habitats 
have been quantified 
fully. 
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PI   2.4.3 
Information is adequate to determine the risk posed to the habitat by 
the UoA and the effectiveness of the strategy to manage impacts on the 
habitat. 

OR  
 
If CSA is used to score 
PI 2.4.1 for the UoA:  
 

Qualitative information is 
adequate to estimate the 
consequence and spatial 
attributes of the main 
habitats. 

use of the fishing gear.  
OR  
If CSA is used to score 
PI 2.4.1 for the UoA:  

Some quantitative 
information is available 
and is adequate to 
estimate the 
consequence and spatial 
attributes of the main 
habitats.  

UoA 1 
Y Y N 

UoAs 2-7 
Y Y N 

Justificat
ion All Icelandic vessels carry VMS on board at every moment. Electronic logbooks 

record when and where the fishing nets are deployed. These mandatory 
requirements serve to identify marine areas potentially affected by the UoA.  

The team considers that overlapped information of VMS tracks (of any of the 
UoAs) with OSPAR and seabed habitat maps would provide reliable information 
on the spatial extent of interaction and on the timing and location of use of the 
fishing gear.  

There is also sufficient information both on the substratum (see Figure 35), and 
geomorphology of Icelandic EEZ (see Figure 36). Since 2000, MFRI maps 
Icelandic EEZ waters with a multi beam echo sounder and plans to conclude this 
project by 2026. The distribution of VME species present in the area has been 
mapped by different authors (see  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 39 for OSPAR threatened habitats,  
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PI   2.4.3 
Information is adequate to determine the risk posed to the habitat by 
the UoA and the effectiveness of the strategy to manage impacts on the 
habitat. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 40  for the distribution of Lophelia pertusa reefs, Figure 41 for the 
distribution of soft corals, Figure 42 for the distribution of sponge aggregations 
and  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 43 for the distribution of Zostera beds). The distribution of Marine 
Protected Areas can be found in Figure 44 and Figure 45).   

Research conducted by different authors or institutions (such as Webster, C. 
2016 thesis on benthic trawling impacts on sponge communities or the MFRI 
project on Mapping benthic flora and fauna in Icelandic EEZ) allows for the 
identification of the main impacts that bottom trawling may have on different 
habitat types.  

FCR SA3.15.6.d requires that catch and catch rates of VME indicator organisms 
are known. Information on these interactions are collected by different research 
programs (BIOICE, NovasArc) by MFRI and other institutions (OSPAR 
Commission, CoralFISH), however there isn’t yet any established recording 
system by the fleet in order to identify, monitor and manage these encounters. 
The recording system suggested in Conditions 2 and 3 (PI 2.4.1 and PI 2.4.2) 
will help to improve the availability of this information. SG60 and SG80 are met 
by all UoAs.  

As physical impacts of the fishing gears in the different UoAs has not been fully 
quantified yet (although there is sufficient information to do so), SG100 is not 
met by any UoA.  A recommendation has been set for the client to facilitate an 
estimation of the areal footprint of the fishery in relation to the fishing grounds.  

c 
Monitoring 

Guidepos
t  Adequate information 

continues to be collected 
to detect any increase in 
risk to the main habitats.  

Changes in habitat 
distributions over time 
are measured. 
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PI   2.4.3 
Information is adequate to determine the risk posed to the habitat by 
the UoA and the effectiveness of the strategy to manage impacts on the 
habitat. 

UoA 1 
 Y N 

UoAs 2-7 
 Y N 

Justificat
ion Information on habitat types on Icelandic fishing grounds is collected by research 

vessels from the MFRI, which carry on at least two research trips per year 
(spring and autumn) where all bottom trawl catch composition is analyzed. The 
MFRI is carrying out at present the project “Mapping benthic flora and fauna in 
Icelandic EEZ”. The first sampling for this project was taken in fall 2016. Besides, 
the MFRI also creates detailed bathymetrical mapping of Icelandic EEZ seabed 
using a multibeam echo sounder.  SG 80 is met by all UoAs.  

The lack of historical records difficulty the possibility of measure changes in 
habitat distribution over time.  SG 100 is not met by any UoA.  

References 

Natura Directive (http://natura2000.eea.europa.eu/# ),  

OSPAR Commission (https://odims.ospar.org/maps/298 ) 

Mapping European Seabed Habitats portal (www.searchmesh.net). 

Icelandic area closures: click this link (it needs Google Earth installed).  
http://www.fisheries.is/management/fisheries-management/area-closures/  

Marine Research Institution seabed mapping  

Webster, C. 2016. Impacts of benthic trawling on sponge community composition 
around Western Iceland. MSc Thesis.  University College London (UCL).  

OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: UoA 1 85 

OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: UoAs 2-7 85 

CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): N/A 

Recommendation 5 
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Evaluation Table for PI 2.5.1 – Ecosystem outcome 
PI   2.5.1 

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

Scoring 
Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a 
Ecosystem status 

Guidepost 
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. 

UoA 1 
Y Y N  

UoAs 2-7 
Y Y N  

Justificati
on 

The shrimp mainly feed on detritus but may also be a scavenger. Shrimp is also 
important as a food item for many fish species. They are preyed upon by cod, 
Greenland halibut, haddock, and other fish species. The trophic relationships of 
prawn with other species are reasonably well known and are described in the 
Icelandic Atlantis Ecosystem Model (Sturludottir et al, 2016). According to MFRI, 
the shrimp stocks are environmentally driven and the fishery has limited impact 
on stock status. 
The shrimp fishery is subject to different quotas in the different fishing grounds. 
On an annual basis, MFRI conducts a shrimp survey trip in the different fishing 
grounds and elaborates a different fish advice for each one of these areas, which 
takes into account the biomass of the stock, the population trends, and predator 
needs. Management advice for the fishery is based upon the index of stock 
biomass from the stock survey and a target Fproxy (catch/biomass) which varies 
in each one of the fishing areas and which is based on historical relationships 
between catch and survey indices of the shrimp stocks in the different fishing 
areas. However, this advice is reduced by a 20% precautionary buffer which 
takes into account predation needs as well as seasonal changes in spatial 
distribution or other environmental factors. The allocated fishing quota follows 
this advice ensuring that the stock is sustainable harvested. When the stock 
declines in certain areas effort is limited accordingly, leading to annual fishing 
closures when necessary. As shrimps are a short-lived species, stocks can 
recover within a few years after a serious decline.  
Catch composition in all UoAs is very clean. For the offshore fleet (UoA 1), the 
targeted shrimp comprises 65% of the total catch, however the fishery also 
targets cod and Greenland halibut (which account for another 30% of the catch) 
with the use of a tunnel sac. As for the inshore fleet (UoAs 2-7), there aren’t any 
other species to consider in the catch composition, and the whole catch is the 
targeted shrimp. Fishing in these UoAs takes place in very localised fishing 
grounds, limiting the localization of the fishing impacts.  
As the fishery in the different UoAs follows MFRI advice the team considers that 
it is highly unlikely that the different UoAs disrupt key elements of the ecosystem 
and function to a point where there would be serious or irreversible harm. 
SG60and SG80 are met for all UoAs. The lack of evidence prevents the fishery 
(all UoAs) from achieving SG100.  

References 
Sturludottir, E., Desjardins, C.D., Logemann K., Marteinsdottir, G., and 
Stefansson, G. 2016. ICES CM 2016/F:215: Integrated ecosystem model of 
Icelandic waters (Icelandic Atlantis Ecosystem Model).   
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PI   2.5.1 
The UoA does not cause serious or irreversible harm to the key elements 
of ecosystem structure and function. 

http://www.ices.dk/sites/pub/ASCExtended2016/Shared%20Documents/F%20-
%20Integrated%20ecosystems%20assessment%20and%20decision%20support
%20to%20advance%20ecosystem-
based%20fisheries%20management/ErlaSturludottirICES2016.pdf 

Landing records 

MFRI shrimp fishing advice in the different fishing grounds.  

OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: UoA 1 80 

OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: UoAs 2-7 80 

CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): N/A 
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Evaluation Table for PI 2.5.2 – Ecosystem management strategy 
PI   2.5.2 

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

Scoring 
Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a 
Management strategy in place 

Guidepost 
There are measures in 
place, if necessary which 
take into account the 
potential impacts of 
the fishery 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 restrain 
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. 

UoA 1 
Y Y Y 

UoAs 2-7 
Y Y Y 

Justificati
on 

The Icelandic Fisheries Management Act serves as a strategy to address all main 
impacts of the UoA on the ecosystem. The objective of the Act is to promote 
conservation and efficient utilization of marine stocks. There are different 
measures to accomplish this goal:  

- Establishment of both permanent and temporary fishing closures. These 
have been designed either to protect fish spawning areas or vulnerable 
marine ecosystems.  

- Establishment of closed areas in case of risk depletion for the prawn 
stocks. 

- Establishment of TACs and quotas for prawn in the different UoAs and 
also for most commercial fish species in Iceland.  

- Landing obligation and official weighting and sampling of the landings.  
- Enforcement system and mandatory VMS and logbook 
- Scientific advice for many fish species, including fishing advice for prawn 

in the different UoAs.   
- Research on marine species (including an annual trip to study the shrimp 

development in the different UoAs and 2 annual ecosystem and habitat 
research trips) and habitats.  

- Natural mortality is an important element in the stock assessment 
program.  

SG60, SG80 and SG100 are granted for all UoAs. 

b 
Management strategy evaluation 

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

Testing supports high 
confidence that the 
partial strategy/strategy 
will work, based on 
information directly 
about the UoA and/or 
ecosystem involved  
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PI   2.5.2 
There are measures in place to ensure the UoA does not pose a risk of 
serious or irreversible harm to ecosystem structure and function. 

involved  

UoA 1 
Y Y N 

UoAs 2-7 
Y Y N 

Justificati
on The comprehensive collection of information of fishing removals, the research 

undertaken by MFRI on the status of prawn in the different fishing grounds, 
together with the evaluation of other fish stocks (which are primary and 
secondary species for UoA 1), the mapping of benthic areas (both inside the 
fjords and in offshore waters) and the study of benthic organisms, along with a 
highly equipped and effective enforcement system, and the immediate answer 
given to the presence of juveniles in catch composition (which would lead real-
time short-time closures) or even annual shrimp closures in certain fishing 
grounds, along with the already existing protected areas for the protection of 
spawning fish or vulnerable ecosystems give objective basis for confidence that 
the strategy will work.  SG60 and SG80 are met for all UoAs.  

The lack of testing on this strategy along with the lack of protection on 
vulnerable ecosystems such as sponge communities or soft corals prevent the 
fishery from gaining SG100. SG100 is not met by any UoA.  

c Management strategy implementation 

Guidepost 
 There is some evidence 

that the measures/partial 
strategy is being 
implemented 
successfully. 

There is clear evidence 
that the partial 
strategy/strategy is 
being implemented 
successfully and is 
achieving its objective as 
set out in scoring issue 
(a).  

UoA 1 
 Y Y 

UoAs 2-7 
 Y Y 

Justificati
on The Icelandic Fisheries Management Act was agreed in August 2006 and different 

measures have been implemented since then through different means, such as 
banning bycatch, the obligation of the use of VMS, regulating closed areas both 
for the protection of juveniles and for the protection of vulnerable habitats, 
establishing procedures for the weighing and sampling of landings, promoting 
marine research, establishing quotas for different marine stocks in accordance 
with marine research (including different fishing advice and quotas for prawn in 
the different UoAs), and establishing a strong enforcement system through the 
Directorate of Fisheries and the Coast Guard that assures the accomplishment of 
the different measures.  Infringements are negligible.  

The lack of infringements, together with the healthy status of the stocks for 
which fishing is allowed and the management measures that limit fishing 
activities for stocks in a poorer situation serve to justify that the management 
strategy is achieving its objective. The recovery of depleted stocks after the 
establishment of different management measures (as in the case of Atlantic 
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PI   2.5.2 
There are measures in place to ensure the UoA does not pose a risk of 
serious or irreversible harm to ecosystem structure and function. 

halibut) give confidence that the management strategy works effectively.  

SG80 and SG100 are granted for all UoAs.  

References 
Icelandic Fisheries Management Act.  

http://www.hafro.is/undir_eng.php?REF=2  

OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: UoA 1 95 

OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: UoAs 2-7 95 

CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): N/A 
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Evaluation Table for PI 2.5.3 – Ecosystem information 
PI   2.5.3 

There is adequate knowledge of the impacts of the UoA on the 
ecosystem. 

Scoring 
Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a 
Information quality 

Guidepost 
Information is adequate 
to identify the key 
elements of the 
ecosystem. 

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

 

UoA 1 
Y Y  

UoAs 2-7 
Y Y  

Justificati
on The Icelandic ecosystem has been studied by different researches (Astthorssona, 

O.S., Gislasona, A., and Jonssona S. 2007; Valdimarsson, H., Astthorsson, O. S., 

and Palsson, J. 2012) and institutions, such as the Icelandic Marine and 
Freshwater Research Institute, ICES or the Icelandic Institute of Natural History. 
Besides, key elements of the ecosystem, such as primary and secondary 
productivity, and predator-prey relationships, are described in the Icelandic 
Atlantis Ecosystem Model. Information from these studies is adequate to broadly 
understand the key elements of the ecosystem in this area. SG60 and SG80 are 
met by all UoAs. 

b 
Investigation of UoA impacts 

Guidepost 
Main impacts of the UoA 
on these key ecosystem 
elements can be inferred 
from existing 
information, but have 
not been investigated 
in detail. 

Main impacts of the UoA 
on these key ecosystem 
elements can be inferred 
from existing 
information, and some 
have been 
investigated in detail. 

Main interactions 
between the UoA and 
these ecosystem 
elements can be inferred 
from existing 
information, and have 
been investigated in 
detail. 

UoA 1 
Y Y N 

UoAs 2-7 
Y Y Y 

Justificati
on The model and projects mentioned in SIa serve to describe main impacts and 

interactions between the UoAs and the different ecosystem elements, such as 
fishery biomass removal, trophic interactions and prey relationships or impacts 
on the seabed. Besides, landing records and MFRI research on the shrimp fishery 
show that interactions of the prawn fishery and non-targeted species (being 
these bycatch species or ETP species) are minimal. The team agrees that main 
impacts and some interactions have been investigated in detail, therefore SG60 
and SG80 are granted for all UoAs. 

As for the offshore shrimp fishery, the team considers that the limited 
information on the stock status of certain vulnerable secondary species, along 
with the impacts that the fishery may cause in non-protected vulnerable 
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PI   2.5.3 
There is adequate knowledge of the impacts of the UoA on the 
ecosystem. 

habitats, prevents UoA 1 from achieving SG100. However, the lack of any other 
species in the catch composition of the inshore shrimp fishery, together with the 
localization of the fishing activity in very limited areas inside the different fjords, 
are sufficient to grant SG100 for UoAs 2-7.  

c 
Understanding of component functions 

Guidepost 
 The main functions of the 

components (i.e., P1 
target species, primary, 
secondary and ETP 
species and Habitats) in 
the ecosystem are 
known. 

The impacts of the UoA 
on P1 target species, 
primary, secondary and 
ETP species and Habitats 
are identified and the 
main functions of these 
components in the 
ecosystem are 
understood. 

UoA 1 
 Y Y 

UoAs 2-7 
 Y Y 

Justificati
on 

Impacts of the fishery on target, primary, secondary or ETP species are fully 
quantified and monitored. The Icelandic Atlantis Ecosystem Model provides 
sufficient knowledge on the trophic relationships of shrimps and other species in 
the ecosystem. Moreover, since 1988 MFRI conducts an annual shrimp research 
trip to monitor shrimp populations in the different fishing grounds, plus two 
research trips per year to study fishing impacts on ecosystem elements and 
habitats.  

While there is room for improvement in the collection of information of affected 
benthic species by the UoAs vessels, information on expected impacts on habitat 
types can be obtained from VMS tracks, mandatory in all Icelandic vessels. The 
main functions, role and importance of the different habitats and related benthic 
species present in the area are also studied by different habitat research 
programs, as described in the background section.  

The team agrees that there is a good understanding of the functions of the 
different elements in the ecosystem. SG80 and SG100 are met by all UoAs.  

d 
Information relevance 

Guidepost 
 Adequate information is 

available on the impacts 
of the UoA on these 
components to allow 
some of the main 
consequences for the 
ecosystem to be inferred. 

Adequate information is 
available on the impacts 
of the UoA on the 
components and 
elements to allow the 
main consequences for 
the ecosystem to be 
inferred. 

UoA 1 
 Y N 

UoAs 2-7 
 Y Y 

Justificati
on Available information gathered by management measures (VMS tracks, landing 

records and sampling) and by research institutions (MFRI fishing advice, MFRI 
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PI   2.5.3 
There is adequate knowledge of the impacts of the UoA on the 
ecosystem. 

research trips on shrimp but also ecosystem surveys, and Atlantis ecosystem 
modelling), serve to identify and describe the main consequences that the 
different UoAs have on the ecosystem. SG80 is met by all UoAs.  

As for UoA 1, the team considers that the diversity on catch composition 
(although in low abundance), the limited information on the stock status of 
certain vulnerable secondary species, and the limited information on the effects 
that the offshore shrimp fishery may have on benthic habitats limit UoA 1 from 
achieving SG100.  

However, as regards UoAs 2-7, the inshore shrimp fishery takes place in very 
localized areas inside the different fjords. VMS maps and the enforcement 
system ensure that fishing takes place in the small fishing grounds. This measure 
heavily limits the impacts that these UoAs may have on habitat types. Besides, 
the fact that there are no primary, secondary or ETP species in the catch 
composition serve to facilitate the study of the impacts that these UoAs may 
have on the different ecosystem components and elements. SG100 is met for 
UoAs 2-7.  

e 
Monitoring 

Guidepost 
 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. 

UoA 1 
 Y Y 

UoAs 2-7 
 Y Y 

Justificati
on Detailed information obtained though landing obligation, landing records and 

sampling, VMS tracks on fishing grounds, MFRI and ICES advice on different 
fishing stocks, including the shrimp advice in the different fishing grounds, MFRI 
research trips, both on shrimp status and on ecosystem surveys, information 
obtained from the Atlantis ecosystem model, sampling on benthic communities 
and mapping of Icelandic EEZ seabed, Coast Guard enforcement system and 
monitoring of protected areas, monitoring of marine mammals and bird 
populations, and studies on climate change impacts (Astthorssona et al., 2007), 
are considered adequate to detect any increase in risk level and to support the 
development of strategies to manage ecosystem impacts. SG80 and SG100 are 
granted for all UoAs. 

References 

Sturludottir, E., Desjardins, C.D., Logemann K., Marteinsdottir, G., and 
Stefansson, G. 2016. ICES CM 2016/F:215: Integrated ecosystem model of 
Icelandic waters (Icelandic Atlantis Ecosystem Model).   
http://www.ices.dk/sites/pub/ASCExtended2016/Shared%20Documents/F%20-
%20Integrated%20ecosystems%20assessment%20and%20decision%20support
%20to%20advance%20ecosystem-
based%20fisheries%20management/ErlaSturludottirICES2016.pdf  

Astthorssona, O.S., Gislasona, A., Jonssona, S. 2007. Climate variability and the 
Icelandic marine ecosystem. Deep-Sea Research II 54 (2007) 2456–2477.  

ICES 2008. Greenland and Iceland ecosystem overview. ICES Advice 2008, Book 
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PI   2.5.3 
There is adequate knowledge of the impacts of the UoA on the 
ecosystem. 

2.  

Valdimarsson, H., Astthorsson, O. S.,  Palsson, J. 2012. Hydrographic variability 
in Icelandic waters. ICES Journal of Marine Science (2012), 69(5), 816 –825. 
doi:10.1093/icesjms/fss027  

The Icelandic Institute of Natural History, Ministry of Environment, 2001. 
Biological diversity in Iceland 

OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: UoA 1 90 

OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: UoAs 2-7 100 

CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): N/A 
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Principle 3: All UoAs. 

Evaluation Table for PI 3.1.1 – Legal and/or customary framework 

PI   3.1.1 

The management system exists within an appropriate legal and/or 
customary framework which ensures that it: 
• Is capable of delivering sustainability in the UoA(s); and 
• Observes the legal rights created explicitly or established by custom 

of people dependent on fishing for food or livelihood; and 
• Incorporates an appropriate dispute resolution framework. 

Scoring 
Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a 
Compatibility of laws or standards with effective management 

Guide
post 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. 

Met? 
Y Y Y 

Justifi
cation 

Iceland has a well-established system for fisheries management in place, now 
codified in the 1990 Fisheries Management Act, amended in 2006. The Act 
details procedures for the determination of TAC (Art. 3) and allocation of harvest 
rights, including permits and catch quotas (Art. 4–14). It also lays out the 
system for individual transferable quotas in some detail (Art. 15), as well as 
procedures for monitoring, control and surveillance (Art. 16–18) and the 
application of sanctions (Art. 24–27). Further provisions are provided in a 
number of other acts, such as the 1997 Act on Fishing in Iceland’s Exclusive 
Fishing Zone and the 1996 Act concerning the Treatment of Commercial Marine 
Stocks, as well as in regulations at lower levels of the legal hierarchy, issued by 
the relevant management authorities. Iceland is also signatory to, and has 
ratified, the major international agreements pertaining to fisheries management, 
such as the 1982 Law of the Sea Convention and the 1995 Fish Stocks 
Agreement. Fishing by foreign vessels is regulated by the 1998 Act on Fishing 
and Processing by Foreign Vessels in Iceland’s Exclusive Economic Zone. 
Icelandic vessels’ fishing outside Icelandic the Icelandic EEZ is regulated by the 
1996 Act on Fishing outside of Icelandic Jurisdiction.  

The Ministry of Industries and Innovation – which has two ministers: one for 
Tourism and Innovation and one for Fisheries and Agriculture – is the policy-
making body in Icelandic fisheries management and sets annual TAC based on 
scientific recommendations from the Marine Research Institute. The Minister of 
Fisheries and Agriculture, in turn, is responsible for two departments: one on 
fisheries and aquaculture and one for food and agriculture. The Directorate of 
Fisheries is the implementing body within the management system, formally 
subordinate to the Ministry as an agency. It issues fishing licenses, allocates 
annual vessel quotas and oversees the daily operation of the individual 
transferable quota system. The Directorate is also responsible for monitoring, 
control and surveillance, in cooperation with the Coast Guard, which is a civilian 
law enforcement agency under the Ministry of the Interior (see PI 3.2.3). 

Through the Fisheries Management Act, other relevant acts and regulations 
issued by the Ministry and the Directorate, binding procedures for cooperation 
between the different governmental agencies involved are in place, able to 
provide management outcomes that are consistent with MSC Principles 1 and 2. 
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PI   3.1.1 

The management system exists within an appropriate legal and/or 
customary framework which ensures that it: 
• Is capable of delivering sustainability in the UoA(s); and 
• Observes the legal rights created explicitly or established by custom 

of people dependent on fishing for food or livelihood; and 
• Incorporates an appropriate dispute resolution framework. 
SG 100 is met. 

b 
Resolution of disputes 

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

The management system 
incorporates or is subject 
by law to a transparent 
mechanism for the 
resolution of legal 
disputes that is 
appropriate to the 
context of the fishery 
and has been tested 
and proven to be 
effective. 

Met? 
Y Y Y 

Justifi
cation There is an effective, transparent dispute resolution mechanism in place in 

Iceland, as fishers can take their case to court if they do not accept the rationale 
behind an infringement accusation by enforcement authorities or the fees levied 
against them. Verdicts at the lower court levels can be appealed to higher levels. 
The proceedings of the courts are open to the public and the rulings are easily 
accessible on the internet. Although rare, there have been examples of fishers 
taking their case to court, and the system has proven effective in resolving 
disputes in a timely manner. In practice, however, the vast majority of disputes 
are resolved within the management system, which incorporates ample formal 
and informal opportunities for fishers and other stakeholders to interact with the 
authorities (see PI 3.1.2), e.g. to clear out disagreement and conflict among 
users and between users and authorities. SG 100 is met. 

c 
Respect for rights 

Guide
post 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 of people 
dependent on fishing for 
food and livelihood in a 
manner consistent with 
the objectives of MSC 
Principles 1 and 2. 

Met? 
Y Y Y 

Justifi
cation Iceland is highly dependent on fisheries, and the rights of traditional users were 

in the main secured when individual transferable quotas were introduced on the 
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PI   3.1.1 

The management system exists within an appropriate legal and/or 
customary framework which ensures that it: 
• Is capable of delivering sustainability in the UoA(s); and 
• Observes the legal rights created explicitly or established by custom 

of people dependent on fishing for food or livelihood; and 
• Incorporates an appropriate dispute resolution framework. 
basis of historical fishing. One of the main objectives of Icelandic fisheries 
management, in addition to conservation and efficient utilization of marine living 
resources (see PI 3.1.3), is to ensure stable employment and settlement 
throughout Iceland. According to the Fisheries Management Act (Art. 10), the 
Minister of Fisheries each fishing year shall have available harvest rights 
amounting to up to 12,000 tonnes which he or she may use to offset major 
economic or social disturbances that may occur in times of sizeable fluctuations 
in catch quotas, or for regional support to smaller communities that have 
experienced significant reduction in employment as a result of unexpected 
cutbacks in quotas. Such additional quotas can be allocated for up to three years 
at a time. The Act (Art. 6) further grants all citizens the right to fish in Icelandic 
waters provided the catch is for their own consumption. Overall, distribution of 
harvest rights is considered to be consistent with the social and cultural context 
of Icelandic fisheries. SG 100 is met. 

References 

Act concerning the Treatment of Commercial Marine Stocks No. 57/1996, 
amended as Act No. 144/2008.  

Act on Fishing in Iceland’s Exclusive Fishing Zone No. 79/1997.  

Act on Fishing Outside of Icelandic Jurisdiction No. 151/1996.  

Act on Fisheries Management No. 38/1990, amended as Act No. 116/2006.  

Act on Fishing and Processing by Foreign Vessels in Iceland’s Exclusive Economic 
Zone No. 28/1998, amended as Act No. 88/2008.  

Arnason, R. (2005), ‘Property rights in fisheries: Iceland’s experience with ITQs’, 
Review of Fish Biology and Fisheries 15: 243–264.  

Danielsson, A. (1997), ‘Fisheries management in Iceland’, Ocean & Coastal 

Management 35: 121–135.  

Eythórsson, E. (2000), ‘A decade of ITQ-management in Icelandic fisheries: 
consolidation without consensus’, Marine Policy 24: 483–492.  

Interviews with representatives of the Directorate of Fisheries, Icelandic 
Sustainable Fisheries and the Ministry of Industry and Innovation during the site 
visit.   

OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 100 

CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): N/A 
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Evaluation Table for PI 3.1.2 – Consultation, roles and 
responsibilities 

PI   3.1.2 

The management system has effective consultation processes that are 
open to interested and affected parties. 

The roles and responsibilities of organisations and individuals who are 
involved in the management process are clear and understood by all 
relevant parties 

Scoring 
Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a 
Roles and responsibilities 

Guide
post Organisations and 

individuals involved in 
the management process 
have been identified. 
Functions, roles and 
responsibilities are 
generally understood. 

Organisations and 
individuals involved in 
the management process 
have been identified. 
Functions, roles and 
responsibilities are 
explicitly defined and 
well understood for 
key areas of 
responsibility and 
interaction. 

Organisations and 
individuals involved in 
the management process 
have been identified. 
Functions, roles and 
responsibilities are 
explicitly defined and 
well understood for all 
areas of responsibility 
and interaction. 

Met? 
Y Y Y 

Justifi
cation The functions, roles and responsibilities of all actors in the Icelandic system for 

fisheries management are explicitly defined in the Fisheries Management Act and 
supporting legislation and are, according to our interviews during site visit, well 
understood for all areas of responsibility and interaction. As laid out under SI 
3.1.1 a), governance functions are split between the Ministry of Industries and 
Innovation, the Directorate of Fisheries, the Marine Research Institute and the 
Coast Guard. Different user groups are well integrated in the management 
process; see SI 3.1.2 b). SG 100 is met. 

b 
Consultation processes 

Guide
post 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. 

Met? 
Y Y Y 
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PI   3.1.2 

The management system has effective consultation processes that are 
open to interested and affected parties. 

The roles and responsibilities of organisations and individuals who are 
involved in the management process are clear and understood by all 
relevant parties 

Justifi
cation Iceland has a consensus-based system for fisheries management and long 

tradition of continuous consultation and close cooperation between government 
agencies and user-group organizations. As emphasized by all stakeholders 
interviewed during the site visit, lines of communication are short and much 
consultation takes place informally, in direct and often spontaneous contact 
between representatives of user groups and authorities. At a more formal level, 
all major interest organizations are regularly invited to sit on committees 
established to review changes in government, and they meet for regular 
consultations with the Ministry, the Directorate and the Parliament’s (Althing) 
Permanent Committee for Fisheries and Agriculture. These include, but are not 
restricted to, Iceland Fisheries (which was established in 2014 as the result of a 
merger between two of the most influential user-groups in Icelandic fisheries: 
the Federation of Icelandic Fishing Vessel Owners and the Federation of Icelandic 
Fish Processing Plants) and the Fisheries Association of Iceland (which also 
incorporates the two latter as well as the Federation of Owners of Small Fishing 
Vessels, the Icelandic Seamen’s Federation and others). Further, local authorities 
are actively engaged in fisheries management and have easy access to the 
management system. There are no NGOs that show any interest in fisheries 
management in Icelandic waters at the moment. Major international NGOs that 
usually engage actively in discussions about fisheries management, such as 
Greenpeace and WWF, do not have offices in Iceland. Local NGOs are more 
concerned with nature protection on land.  

Consultation processes cover policies and regulatory issues, and also include 
discussions of the annual scientific recommendations by the Marine Research 
Institute. Shortly after presenting the recommendations to the Ministry, 
representatives of the Institute enter into dialogue with the fishing industry 
regarding the status of the stocks and the nature of the recommendations. The 
Ministry also consults with the industry before setting the final TACs.  

Stakeholders report consultation processes to be inclusive and transparent, with 
management authorities displaying consideration of the information obtained 
from stakeholders and explaining how it is used or not used, mostly in direct 
communication via email, telephone or informal personal meetings. SG 100 is 
met. 

c 
Participation 

Guide
post  The consultation process 

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

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

Met? 
 Y Y 
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PI   3.1.2 

The management system has effective consultation processes that are 
open to interested and affected parties. 

The roles and responsibilities of organisations and individuals who are 
involved in the management process are clear and understood by all 
relevant parties 

Justifi
cation As follows from SI 3.1.2 b), the consultation processes provide ample 

opportunity for all interested and affected parties to become involved in 
discussions about fisheries management in Iceland. Authorities invite relevant 
stakeholders to meetings and seminars and actively seek their opinion on 
management measures. The level of active encouragement is considered 
appropriate to the scope and context of the fishery. SG 100 is met. 

References 

Act on Fisheries Management No. 38/1990, amended as Act No. 116/2006.  

Arnason, R. (2005), ‘Property rights in fisheries: Iceland’s experience with ITQs’, 
Review of Fish Biology and Fisheries 15: 243–264.  

Eythórsson, E. (2000), ‘A decade of ITQ-management in Icelandic fisheries: 
consolidation without consensus’, Marine Policy 24: 483–492.  

Interviews with representatives of the Directorate of Fisheries, Icelandic Sustainable 
Fisheries and the Ministry of Industry and Innovation during the site visit.  

Kokorsch, M., Karlsdóttir, A. and Benediktsson, K. (2015), ‘Improving or 
overturning the ITQ system? Views of stakeholders in Icelandic fisheries’, 
Maritime Studies 14:15. 

OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 100 

CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): N/A 
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Summary of Peer Reviewer Opinion 
 
Has the assessment team arrived at an 
appropriate conclusion based on the evidence 
presented in the assessment report? 

Yes/No 
 
Yes 

CAB Response 

Justification: 
 
The evidence presented provides ample justification for the 
scoring of all PIs and sound support for the team’s 
recommendation (section 1.2, p.7) to certify UoCs 1, 2, 3, 4, 
and 5. 
 

Received with thanks.  

 
 

 
If included: 

Do you think the client action plan is sufficient 
to close the conditions raised?  
[Reference FCR 7.11.2-7.11.3 and sub-clauses] 

Yes/No 
 
Yes 

CAB Response 

Justification: 
 
The CAP portions of Tables 36-38 provide clear steps that ISF 
should/will take over the 4-year period of the milestones in 
order to close each condition. While these steps seem quite 
doable, there is no indication of the extent to which ISF has 
been consulted/involved in their development. 
 

The Client Action Plan was developed 
entirely by ISF and was subsequently 
reviewed by the assessment team to 
ensure that it was capable of meeting 
the annual milestones and ultimately 
closing the condition.  

 

Performance Indicator Review 
Please complete the appropriate table(s) in relation to the CAB’s Peer Review Draft Report:  

 

• For reports using one of the default assessment trees (general, salmon or enhanced 
bivalves), please enter the details on the assessment outcome using Table 1.  

 

• For reports using the Risk-Based Framework please enter the details on the 
assessment outcome at 

Do you think the condition(s) raised are 
appropriately written to achieve the SG80 
outcome within the specified timeframe?  
[Reference: FCR 7.11.1 and sub-clauses] 

Yes/No 
 
Yes 

CAB Response 

Justification: 
 
Appendix 1.3, Tables 36-38, provide specific PI and SI 
wording and the year 1-4 milestones provide clear steps 
required to close each condition. 
 
There are several suggestions provided in general comments 
at the end of the template aimed at improving readability. 
 
In connection with the PI 1.1.1 condition, there should be 
some attempt to manage expectations with a consideration of 
the reality that recruitment in these stocks is driven by bottom-
up processes and that the conventional notion of MSY really 
doesn’t apply. See also the comment for 1.1.2 below.  
 

In relation to condition 1, the 
assessment team agrees that careful 
consideration must be given at 
surveillance audits to evaluating whether 
the rebuilding plan has recovered the 
stock because it is likely that MSY is not 
truly definable for Pandalus stocks as 
stock dynamics are driven primarily by 
temperature and predation.  
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Table 2. 
 

• For reports assessing enhanced fisheries please enter the further details required at 
Table 3. 

 

 

 

 

 



Document: Template for Peer Review of MSC Fishery Assessments v2.0 Page 3 of 20 
Date of issue: 19 January, 2014    
File: MSC_peer_reviewer_template_v2.doc     © Marine Stewardship Council, 2014 

 

 
Table 1 For reports using one of the default assessment trees: 

 

Performance 

Indicator 

Has all 

available 

relevant 

information 

been used to 

score this 

Indicator? 

(Yes/No) 

Does the 

information 

and/or rationale 

used to score this 

Indicator support 

the given score? 

(Yes/No) 

Will the 

condition(s) 

raised improve 

the fishery’s 

performance to 

the SG80 level? 

(Yes/No/NA) 

Justification 
Please support your answers by referring to 
specific scoring issues and any relevant 
documentation where possible. Please 
attach additional pages if necessary.  
 
Note: Justification to support your answers is 
only required where answers given are ‘No’. 

CAB Response 
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Performance 

Indicator 

Has all 

available 

relevant 

information 

been used to 

score this 

Indicator? 

(Yes/No) 

Does the 

information 

and/or rationale 

used to score this 

Indicator support 

the given score? 

(Yes/No) 

Will the 

condition(s) 

raised improve 

the fishery’s 

performance to 

the SG80 level? 

(Yes/No/NA) 

Justification 
Please support your answers by referring to 
specific scoring issues and any relevant 
documentation where possible. Please 
attach additional pages if necessary.  
 
Note: Justification to support your answers is 
only required where answers given are ‘No’. 

CAB Response 

1.1.1 Yes Yes Yes The scoring is appropriate, however, some 
consideration of the following points, as 
covered in more detail in general comments 
at the end, is in order for section 3.3.4.1 of 
the report.   
 
Re the NAFO approach, given the absence 
of a BMSY (upper) reference point and the 
more usual HCR requiring F to be reduced 
as biomass drops towards Blim, using the 
12% instead of 20% as a Blim proxy needs a 
bit more explaining.       
 
Determination/selection of target proxy Fs 
also needs a bit more explaining. 

The approach taken by NAFO to setting limit 
reference points in data-poor stocks (Blim = 
15% of the highest observed biomass), and 
how this relates to the approach taken in 
Icelandic Pandalus stocks, has been 
incorporated in the text for section 3.3.4.1.  
For UoCs 1, 3, 4 and 5, a precautionary Ilim 
of 20% of the average of the three highest 
observed values has been set, but in UoC2 
where the highest observed values were 
much higher than in any other years, Ilim has 
been set at 12% of the average of the three 
highest observed values. 
 
 
Fproxy values are considered to be 
precautionary.  They are based on historical 
time series of catch/biomass ratios when 
stock levels were high and will therefore 
differ between UoCs.  The Fproxy is set at a 
lower level than that observed when the 
stock biomass was high, i.e when the 
exploitation rate was demonstrated to be 
sustainable.  
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Performance 

Indicator 

Has all 

available 

relevant 

information 

been used to 

score this 

Indicator? 

(Yes/No) 

Does the 

information 

and/or rationale 

used to score this 

Indicator support 

the given score? 

(Yes/No) 

Will the 

condition(s) 

raised improve 

the fishery’s 

performance to 

the SG80 level? 

(Yes/No/NA) 

Justification 
Please support your answers by referring to 
specific scoring issues and any relevant 
documentation where possible. Please 
attach additional pages if necessary.  
 
Note: Justification to support your answers is 
only required where answers given are ‘No’. 

CAB Response 

1.1.2 Yes Yes NA SI a – A target F proxy of .5, when the stock is 
marginally above Blim      
Closure of the fishery is the strongest possible 
management action. Any rebuilding plan might 
also consider requiring the stock to increase to 
double the Blim level or be above Blim for a 
couple years before reopening. Nevertheless, 
given that recruitment in these stocks is driven 
by bottom-up processes, it might be wise, in the 
context of monitoring progress during 
surveillance audits, to temper expectations and 
indicate that there can be no guarantee of 
recovery to some unidentifiable “MSY” level.  
However, scoring is appropriate. 

SIa.  Additional text has been included 
explaining why the Fproxy values are 
considered to be precautionary.  They are 
based on historical time series of 
catch/biomass ratios when stock levels were 
high and will therefore differ between UoCs.  
The Fproxy is set at a lower level than that 
observed when the stock biomass was high, 
i.e when the exploitation rate was 
demonstrated to be sustainable.  
SIb.  A comment has been added to the 
rationale that temperature may be an 
important factor driving Pandalus stock 
dynamics, and in the absence of a time 
series of temperature or ocean climate index 
and a quantitative analysis of the effect of 
such an index on Pandalus recruitment, it is 
difficult to assess how long it will take for the 
stock to recover.  
The assessment team agrees with the peer 
reviewer that in Pandalus borealis, it is very 
difficult to provide a guarantee of recovery to 
MSY, as it is questionable whether MSY is 
truly definable for these stocks.  Annual 
surveillance audits will therefore need to 
show careful consideration of stock 
trajectories when assessing if the rebuilding 
plan has been completed. 
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Performance 

Indicator 

Has all 

available 

relevant 

information 

been used to 

score this 

Indicator? 

(Yes/No) 

Does the 

information 

and/or rationale 

used to score this 

Indicator support 

the given score? 

(Yes/No) 

Will the 

condition(s) 

raised improve 

the fishery’s 

performance to 

the SG80 level? 

(Yes/No/NA) 

Justification 
Please support your answers by referring to 
specific scoring issues and any relevant 
documentation where possible. Please 
attach additional pages if necessary.  
 
Note: Justification to support your answers is 
only required where answers given are ‘No’. 

CAB Response 

1.2.1      Yes Yes NA Rationales provide justification for the 85 
score. 

No further comments. 

1.2.2      Yes Yes NA Points raised in PI 1.1.1 are pertinent here as 
well. 
 
SI a, 1st paragraph – While a little more info 
is provided here re selection of target F 
proxies, this point needs more in section 
3.3.4.3 for each UoC in order to better 
support the precautionary claim. 
 
3rd paragraph – the exploitation rate is not 
reduced as the PRI is approached (as per SI 
wording) rather the actual catch is reduced. 
This needs a little more rationalization 
especially in connection with the comment 
regarding very low spawning escapement 
when the stock approaches Blim. 
 
However, scoring is appropriate. 

SIa, 1st paragraph.  Additional text has been 
added to section 3.3 to describe how the 
values of Fproxy are chosen and why they 
are considered to be precautionary. They are 
based on historical time series of 
catch/biomass ratios when stock levels were 
high and will therefore differ between UoCs.  
The Fproxy is set at a lower level than that 
observed when the stock biomass was high, 
i.e when the exploitation rate was 
demonstrated to be sustainable.  
 
3rd paragraph.  The reviewer notes that the 
catch is reduced as Blim is approached, but 
the exploitation rate remains the same 
(Fproxy). However Blim is considered to be 
above the PRI, and as fishery is closed if the 
stock declines to Blim, there is evidence that 
the exploitation rate is reduced to zero as the 
PRI is approached.  The rationale has been 
revised accordingly 

1.2.3 Yes Yes NA Rationales provide justification for the 90 
score.      

No further comments. 
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Performance 

Indicator 

Has all 

available 

relevant 

information 

been used to 

score this 

Indicator? 

(Yes/No) 

Does the 

information 

and/or rationale 

used to score this 

Indicator support 

the given score? 

(Yes/No) 

Will the 

condition(s) 

raised improve 

the fishery’s 

performance to 

the SG80 level? 

(Yes/No/NA) 

Justification 
Please support your answers by referring to 
specific scoring issues and any relevant 
documentation where possible. Please 
attach additional pages if necessary.  
 
Note: Justification to support your answers is 
only required where answers given are ‘No’. 

CAB Response 

1.2.4 Yes Yes NA SI a, 3rd paragraph – Given that temperature 
is an important component of bottom-up 
processes controlling recruitment in these 
stocks, consideration of some ocean climate 
index should be recommended. 
 
The scoring is appropriate. 

The assessment team agrees with the peer 
reviewer’s comment and has made an 
additional recommendation that the stock 
assessment reports include a temperature or 
ocean climate index. 

2.1.1 Yes Yes NA      SI a – Text table has haddock where 
greenland halibut is intended. Some minor 
editing comments are included in general 
comments at the end. 
 
The scoring is appropriate. 

The reference to haddock has been changed 
to Greenland halibut as appropiate. Thanks 
for noting.  
The minor edits mentioned in the general 
comments section have been addressed 
(see section on General comments below).  

2.1.2 Yes Yes NA The scoring is appropriate but, see note in 
general comments below. 

The general comments below have been 
addressed (see section on General 
comments below).  

2.1.3 Yes Yes NA The scoring is appropriate but, see note in 
general comments below. 

The general comments below have been 
addressed (see section on General 
comments below). 

2.2.1 Yes Yes NA The scoring is appropriate. No further comments.  
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Performance 

Indicator 

Has all 

available 

relevant 

information 

been used to 

score this 

Indicator? 

(Yes/No) 

Does the 

information 

and/or rationale 

used to score this 

Indicator support 

the given score? 

(Yes/No) 

Will the 

condition(s) 

raised improve 

the fishery’s 

performance to 

the SG80 level? 

(Yes/No/NA) 

Justification 
Please support your answers by referring to 
specific scoring issues and any relevant 
documentation where possible. Please 
attach additional pages if necessary.  
 
Note: Justification to support your answers is 
only required where answers given are ‘No’. 

CAB Response 

2.2.2 Yes Yes NA The scoring is appropriate but, see note in 
general comments below.      

The general comments below have been 
addressed (see section on General 
comments below). 

2.2.3 Yes      Yes NA The scoring is appropriate but, see note in 
general comments below.       

The general comments below have been 
addressed (see section on General 
comments below). 

2.3.1 Yes Yes NA The 2nd paragraph of SI b, dealing with 
halibut in the bottom trawl fleet, seems to 
belong in SI a, which deals with all MSC 
UoAs. Part of the statement is at odds with 
SG 100 being met for UoA 1. SI b deals only 
with the UoAs under assessment here. 
 
SI c – The word intended in the next to last 
line seems to be “assert”, i.e. ….possible to 
assert with….  
 
Otherwise, the scoring is appropriate. 

The 2nd paragraph of Sib has been deleted, 
and that information has been added to Sia. 
The text of Sia, Sib and SIc has been 
reworded seeking for clarification after 
comments by both peer reviewers. 
Scoring remains unchanged.  
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Performance 

Indicator 

Has all 

available 

relevant 

information 

been used to 

score this 

Indicator? 

(Yes/No) 

Does the 

information 

and/or rationale 

used to score this 

Indicator support 

the given score? 

(Yes/No) 

Will the 

condition(s) 

raised improve 

the fishery’s 

performance to 

the SG80 level? 

(Yes/No/NA) 

Justification 
Please support your answers by referring to 
specific scoring issues and any relevant 
documentation where possible. Please 
attach additional pages if necessary.  
 
Note: Justification to support your answers is 
only required where answers given are ‘No’. 

CAB Response 

2.3.2 Yes Yes NA The scoring is appropriate but, see note in 
general comments below.      

The general comments below have been 
addressed (see section on General 
comments below). 
Some sentences at Sia, Sic and Sid have 
been reworded seeking for clarification after 
a comment from the other peer reviewer. 
Scoring remains unchanged.  

2.3.3 Yes Yes NA The scoring is appropriate but, see note in 
general comments below. 

The general comments below have been 
addressed (see section on General 
comments below). 
A sentence in Sib has been reworded 
seeking for clarification after a comment by 
the other peer reviewer.  

2.4.1 Yes Yes Yes The scoring is appropriate but, see general 
comments below. 

The general comment has been addressed 
by reviewing paragraphs 7 and 12 at Sib.  

2.4.2 Yes                         Yes Yes SI b – End of 1st sentence: instead of 
“present strategy”, better to use “measures” 
in SG 80 wording to be consistent with SI a 
SG 60 wording. 
 
SI c – In 1st line, “accomplish” is intended to 
be “comply”?? 

Sib- “Strategy” changed for “measures” 
under Sib. 
Sic- “Accomplish” changed for “comply” 
under Sic. Besides, an additional sentence 
on MFRI studies has been added to Sib 
following a comment by PR-A. 
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Performance 

Indicator 

Has all 

available 

relevant 

information 

been used to 

score this 

Indicator? 

(Yes/No) 

Does the 

information 

and/or rationale 

used to score this 

Indicator support 

the given score? 

(Yes/No) 

Will the 

condition(s) 

raised improve 

the fishery’s 

performance to 

the SG80 level? 

(Yes/No/NA) 

Justification 
Please support your answers by referring to 
specific scoring issues and any relevant 
documentation where possible. Please 
attach additional pages if necessary.  
 
Note: Justification to support your answers is 
only required where answers given are ‘No’. 

CAB Response 

2.4.3 Yes Yes NA The scoring is appropriate. A recommendation (Recommendation 5) has 
been set in 2.4.3 (on the estimation of the 
footprint of the fishery) as an answer to the 
comment in the general comment section. 

2.5.1 Yes Yes NA SI a – 2nd paraagraph, end of 2nd sentence: 
accounting for predator needs is not 
specifically mentioned in the P1 background. 
Is this part of the 20% reduction to the target 
F proxy when predator abundance is high? 
Given its relevance in the context of this PI, a 
little elaboration is in order. 
 
The scoring is appropriate but, see note in 
general comments below.  

Additional information has been added in the 
second paragraph of Sia, in order to address 
this comment. 
The general comment below has been taken 
into consideration and some infomratin has 
been added in the background section.  

2.5.2 Yes Yes NA Not certain but, shouldn’t the score be 90 
rather than 95?  
 
See note in general comments below. 

A second paragraph has been added to Sic 
following a comment by PR-A.  
The scoring of 95 has been calculated taking 
into account FCR v2.0 7.10.5.3.a.ii. Scoring 
remains unchanged at 95.  
The general comment below has been taken 
into consideration and some infomratin has 
been added in the background section. 
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Performance 

Indicator 

Has all 

available 

relevant 

information 

been used to 

score this 

Indicator? 

(Yes/No) 

Does the 

information 

and/or rationale 

used to score this 

Indicator support 

the given score? 

(Yes/No) 

Will the 

condition(s) 

raised improve 

the fishery’s 

performance to 

the SG80 level? 

(Yes/No/NA) 

Justification 
Please support your answers by referring to 
specific scoring issues and any relevant 
documentation where possible. Please 
attach additional pages if necessary.  
 
Note: Justification to support your answers is 
only required where answers given are ‘No’. 

CAB Response 

2.5.3 Yes Yes NA SI c – It is not specifically stated that SGs 80 
and 100 are met. 
 
The scoring is appropriate but, see note in 
general comments below. 

The statement that SG80 and SG100 are 
met has been added for Sic.  
The general comment below has been taken 
into consideration and some infomratin has 
been added in the background section. 

3.1.1 Yes Yes NA Note the different font in the 1st two 
paragraphs of SI a. 
 
The scoring is appropriate. 

The font has been harmonised. Thanks for 
noticing.  

3.1.2 Yes Yes NA The scoring is appropriate. No further comments. 

3.1.3 Yes Yes NA The scoring is appropriate. No further comments.  

3.2.1 Yes Yes NA There is no consideration of fishery-specific 
objectives in P3 Background sections and 
the rationale provided is rather brief – a little 
elaboration seems in order. 
 
Nevertheless, the scoring is appropriate. 

The team notes that the reviewer agrees with 
the score and has added some information to 
the PI table and to the background section.  

3.2.2 Yes Yes NA The scoring is appropriate. No further comments. 
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Performance 

Indicator 

Has all 

available 

relevant 

information 

been used to 

score this 

Indicator? 

(Yes/No) 

Does the 

information 

and/or rationale 

used to score this 

Indicator support 

the given score? 

(Yes/No) 

Will the 

condition(s) 

raised improve 

the fishery’s 

performance to 

the SG80 level? 

(Yes/No/NA) 

Justification 
Please support your answers by referring to 
specific scoring issues and any relevant 
documentation where possible. Please 
attach additional pages if necessary.  
 
Note: Justification to support your answers is 
only required where answers given are ‘No’. 

CAB Response 

3.2.3 Yes Yes NA The scoring is appropriate. 
 
Note, however, that in Background section 
3.5.5, the punctuation at the end of fine 
amounts in the 5th paragraph needs fixing. 

The punctuation at the end of the fine 
amounts has been fixed. Thanks for noticing.  

3.2.4 Yes Yes NA The scoring is appropriate. No further comments. 
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Table 2 For reports using the Risk-Based Framework: 

 

 

Performance 
Indicator 

Does the report 
clearly explain 
how the 
process(es) 
applied to 
determine risk 
using the RBF 
has led to the 
stated outcome? 
Yes/No 

Are the RBF risk 
scores well-
referenced? 
Yes/No 

Justification: 

Please support your answers by referring to specific 
scoring issues and any relevant documentation where 
possible. Please attach additional pages if necessary. 

 

Note: Justification to support your answers is only 
required where answers given are ‘No’. 

 

CAB Response:  

1.1.1     

2.1.1     

2.2.1     

2.3.1     

2.4.1     

2.5.1     
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Table 3 For reports assessing enhanced fisheries: 

 
Does the report clearly evaluate any additional impacts that might arise 
from enhancement activities? 
 

Note: Justification to support your answers is only required where answers 
given are ‘No’. 
 

Yes/No CAB Response: 

Justification: 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

  

Optional: General Comments on the Peer Review Draft Report (including comments on the adequacy of the background 
information if necessary) can be added below and on additional pages  
 
 
1.2 – p.7, 3rd paragraph: Only 3 conditions, 1st sentence needs fixing – reference to UoC 7 in brackets at end should be deleted.  
The N/A portion of Table 3 should be deleted, it would be better considered in recommendation 2 – see also Table 34, p.86. The paragraph 
has been reviewed. For clarifying reasons, the non-binding condition on PI 1.2.4 for UoC 7 remains to highlight that the UoC has been 
assessed. However, as UoC 7 fails to meet SG60 for PI 1.2.4, this condition (now numbered as condition 2) is not binding. So there are 4 
conditions to the assessment, however one of these conditions (Condition 2) is not binding and therefore does not require of a CAP.  
 
3.1.1.2 – p.14: There should be a map to show location of UoC 1. A map with the location of the offshore shrimp fishing grounds (where 
UoA1 takes place) has been added to this section. The map was already available later in the report but it makes sense to have it also in 
this section.  
 
3.3.1.2 – p.22: 2nd sentence of 2nd paragraph and 1st of 3rd are at odds – there appears to be no “genetic” evidence re separation of inshore 
and offshore shrimp in Iceland. Nevertheless, it seems appropriate enough to treat them, as well as the various inshore units, as separate 
stocks here. The assessment team does not believe that there are conflicting rationales within the 2nd and 3rd paragraphs of this section.  
Early genetic and morphometric studies demonstrated a difference between offshore and inshore shrimps supporting the split of offshore 
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and inshore shrimps as separate stocks.  To date there have been no studies on any genetic differences between shrimps from the 
different Icelandic fjords, but evidence from other studies shows that whilst there appears to be little variation in genetic structure across 
wide oceanic areas, there appear to be elevated levels of genetic differentiation both between Skagerrak fjords and between northern 
Norwegian fjords.  It seems reasonable to assume therefore that such elevated levels of genetic differentiation may also occur between 
Icelandic fjords.  It is noted that the peer reviewer agrees in any case that it is appropriate to treat the inshore and offshore units as 
separate stocks. 
 
3.3.4.1 – p.27: Some elaboration of the NAFO approach re defining Blim as 20% or 12% …..should be provided. Additional detail of the 
NAFO approach for setting limit reference points for data-poor stocks, and how this relates to the approach taken in Icelandic Pandalus 
stocks, has been incorporated in the text for section 3.3.4.1. 
 
Fig. 7, p.31: Blim is shown in the total stock index panel rather than the fishable index. Ditto Fig. 9, p.32.  The peer reviewer’s comment is 
noted.  However, this figure has been copied unrevised from the original MFRI stock assessment report, and it is not an error on behalf of 
the MSC assessment team.  Many of the following comments from the peer reviewer highlight errors or suggest improvements to tables 
and figures in the MFRI assessment documents.   Whilst these comments will undoubtedly be of help to the authors of these MFRI 
documents, it is not for the assessment team to correct any discrepancies within these documents.  Despite these numerous discrepancies, 
the MSC assessment team was able to interpret appropriately all the tables and graphs in the MFRI assessment documents, and there is 
no requirement to modify the scores for any Performance Indicators. 
 
Fig. 11, p. 34: Grey bands should be defined in caption. This figure is copied directly from the MFRI assessment report, which does not 
define the grey bands, so it is not clear from the assessment report what these grey areas represent e.g. standard errors or 90/95% 
confidence intervals. 
 
UoC 6 and UoC 7, p.36: Starting at 4th sentence of text (total stock index), there should be clearer separation of the two UoCs. Blims should 
be included in Fig. 16.  The text has been revised to more explicitly separate UoC6 and UoC7. In relation to including Blim on Figure 6, this 
is an original Figure from the MFRI stock assessment report.  Please see previous comments. 
 
UoC 1, p.37 – some elaboration on choice of the 2010-2015 reference period for Fproxy should be included.   Additional text has been 
included to elaborate on why the Fproxy is considered precautionary. 
 
Fig. 17, p.38 – Caption should include reference to Blim and indicate exploitation rate in 3rd panel with Fproxy shown in the horizontal line. In 
Table 13, it is inappropriate(?)/confusing to refer to the observed exploitation rates as Fproxy. In MSC context, the word proxy applies to 
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reference points.  Information on the horizontal lines on the graphs has been added to the caption on the Figure.  The assessment team 
agrees with the peer reviewer that reference to observed exploitation rates as Fproxy can appear confusing in the context of an MSC 
assessment.  However, this is the nomenclature used in the MFRI assessments and it is clear from all the stock assessment reports that 
Fproxy refers to the observed exploitation rate and that the reference point is a target Fproxy.  Scientific institutes are not required to use 
nomenclature equivalent to that of the MSC.  It is the assessment team’s job to interpret the stock assessments within the framework of the 
MSC CR, which is what has been undertaken in this MSC assessment report. 
 
Fig. 18, p.38 – Legend in the figure needs to be defined in caption. Legend has been added to the caption.  
 
3.3.4.2 and 3.3.4.3 – there are several inconsistencies under these headings. Numerical values are provided for the Blims for UoCs 1 and 6 
but not the % values. For UoC 2, it seems a bit odd to have a low Blim (12%) and a high target F (.5). The target F proxy for UoAs 2, 3 and 5 
(.5) are based on a relationship between catch and survey indices – this needs a little elaboration. Similarly with the choice of the 1988 to 
2004 period for UoC 4.  Revisions have made to the text in the relevant sections to remove any inconsistencies.  Blim is set at 20% for UoCs 
1, 3, 4 and 5, and at 12% for UoC 2.  The Blim for UoC6 is a preliminary figure determined by MFRI but is not based upon a percentage of 
the highest observed stock levels.  There is no Blim defined for UoC7.  The general principle for setting values of Fproxy is to review the time 
series of observed values of F and set the target Fproxy at a level which is significantly lower than the observed value of F when the stock 
was at a high level, thereby setting Fproxy at a precautionary sustainable level.  This is the approach used in UoCs 1,2,3 and 5, whereas in 
UoC4, the Fproxy is set at the average observed level of F during a period of high stock biomass, and which was therefore considered to be 
a sustainable level.  There is no Fproxy value set for UoCs 6 and 7.  
 
Blim and target F proxy are not shown in some UoC figures – e.g. Blim is not shown in middle panel in Fig. 20 and target F proxy is not 
shown in right panel of Figs. 21 and 22.  As noted above, these are original figures copied directly from MFRI assessment reports, and 
whilst the peer reviewer’s comments are helpful to MFRI, please see above comment in relation to this MSC assessment report. 
 
3.3.1.3 – In the 2nd paragraph, statements are made that “recruitment to the fishery is influenced by temperature, competition and 
predation” and “predation mortality is thought to be an important factor in stock dynamics”. Only predation is considered in any detail. And, 
in 3.3.4.2 only very limited consideration of predator abundance is included. Even if not utilized in any kind of analytical way, the 
assessment for each UoA would be well informed by consideration of time series of some temperature index and a predator abundance 
index. The team might consider making such a recommendation.  The assessment team noted briefly in section 3.3.1.3 that temperature, 
competition and predation are likely to be important factors driving stock dynamics in Pandalus and discussed predation in more detail as 
this factor is considered in both MFRI and ICES stock assessment reports.  It is not a requirement for the MSC assessment team to present 
detailed text on factors affecting stock dynamics, rather these sections provide a brief background introduction to the fishery under 
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assessment.  Nevertheless, the assessment team agrees that in addition to predator abundance indices being presented in the assessment 
reports, it would be instructive to include some form of temperature index in the assessment reports even if it is not used in a quantitative 
analytical way.  A recommendation has been added to PI 1.2.4. 
 
3.3.4.1 – Sentence at end of 3rd paragraph: At any given target F, the minimum amount of biomass left to spawn will be quite small as Blim is 
approached, compared to the escapement biomass at high stock sizes, especially with Blim based on 12%. This is why PA frameworks 
generally require lower Fs at the low end of the cautious zone. Some consideration of this point might be useful to include here.  This is a 
good point.  Some additional text has been added to note that whilst the TAC is reduced as the stock declines towards Blim, the 
exploitation rate remains the same, and a more precautionary approach might be to reduce the exploitation rate at stock biomass levels 
above but close to Blim. 
 
3.4.1 – In Tables 13 and 14, there is use of periods where there should be commas and vice versa. Also, some numbers in text don’t 
include commas where there should be. The punctuation of numbers has been harmonised to the British system.  
 
Figs. 5 and 7 – Captions should include cod and Greenland halibut, respectively. Reference to cod and Greenland halibut have been added 
to the captions. 
 
Tables and figures are not numbered sequentially from preceding P1 Background sections. Numbering of tables and figures has been 
reviewed across the report.  
 
Note: There is no summary in P2 Background section 3.4.1 for PIs 2.1.2 (management strategy) or 2.1.3 (information). Ditto for 2.2.2 and 
2.2.3. Some information has been added at the beginning of section 3.4.1 to address this comment, both for primary and secondary 
species management strategy and information.  
 
Note: As above, section 3.4.3 in P2 Background seems to provide little related to PIs 2.3.2 and 2.3.3. The text already provided the relation 
of measures enforced by Regulation 1164/2011 and 456/2017 on ETP species. An additional sentence on the enforcement of these 
measures has been added at the beginning of the section. An additional paragraph has also been added at the beginning of the section to 
address the comment on 2.3.3.  
 
Habitats, p.56 – This should be a main, numbered heading as per the other P2 components. Modified. Habitat section is now numbered as 
3.4.4. while the Ecosystem section is numbered 3.4.5. 
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Note: Pp. 56 to 67 provide a detailed description of habitat, MPAs, restricted areas, etc, but nothing related to a management strategy for 
limiting impact of fishing where it is allowed or related to information about its impact.  Additional information (5 paragraphs) has been 
added in order to address this comment, at the beginning of section 3.4.4 (habitats), after the figures showing the location of the different 
UoAs. Some information may now be repeated.  
    
PI 2.4.1 – In the 7th paragraph of SI b, it is stated that sponge aggregations (depth range of ca. 300-700 m) do not meet SG 80 for UoA 1 as 
there is spatial (and depth) overlap between fishing grounds (to 300m) and the sponges – the only overlap mentioned is the very slight 
depth overlap at 300 m – is this the spatial overlap? Given that a condition is raised, is should be made quite explicit that it’s the lack of 
clear separation or buffer zone that is the issue. Paragraph 7 and 12 under Sib have been modified in order to address this comment. 
However, while MOST of the fishing takes place at depths up to 300m, shrimps can be located at depths ranging from 20-1000 m, and 
sponges, while MOSTLY located at the 300-700 m depth range, can be found at depths ranging from 0-700 m, so there is room for overlap 
of the fishing activity and the location of sponge aggregations. Estimated depths for the location of both shrimp and sponges vary 
depending of the authors.  
 
A simple estimate of the footprint of the fishery (# sets x bottom area covered per set in relation to area of fishing grounds) would be a very 
useful metric. This could be considered for a recommendation. Recommendation 5 has been set in PI 2.4.3 in order to address this 
comment.  
 
Note: Section 3.4.4 in P2 Background provides limited information in the context of the full scope of the three PIs. Section 3.4.4 has now be 
renumbered as section 3.4.5. Additional paragraphs have been added at the end of the section to address this comment.  
 
Appendix 1.3 Conditions 
 
Table 36 Condition 1 – Rationale: Bold individual UoC headings and all statements re SGs being met or not. Add spacing between each 
UoC. Remove UoC 5 from SI a (SG 80 is met) and UoC 3 from SI b (SG 80 is met).  The suggested changes have been made. 
 
Table 37 Condition 2 – Info in rationale re UoCs 2-7 is not needed. Refer also to general comment above re 300 m buffer zone. The 
rationale of the condition has been reviewed in concordance with the revision of SIb at PI 2.4.1 after the peer reviewer comment above. 
The information regarding UoAs 2-7 has been removed.  
 
Table 38 Condition 3 – Rationale should omit reference to SG 100. The reference to SG100 has been removed.  
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Fishery Assessment Details  

Fishery  ISF Iceland North Shrimp fishery (inshore and offshore) 

Peer Review College 
contact details 
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Summary of Peer Reviewer Opinion 
 
Has the assessment team arrived at an 
appropriate conclusion based on the evidence 
presented in the assessment report? 

Yes CAB Response  

Justification: 
In my opinion the review has been carried out in a detailed and 
accurate manner by acknowledged experts in each of the 
three main categories of the MSC assessment process. The 
shrimp fisheries in question are clearly well monitored both by 
the Icelandic Government and by the fishermen and 
processors and by using a very prudent precautionary 
approach the current exploitation is below the potential 
sustainable production for UoC 1-5.  
 
I consequently agree with the judgement that the Northern 
shrimp (inshore and offshore) fishery (UoCs 1,2,3,4 and 5) be 
awarded the MSC certification.  
 
 

Received with thanks.  

 
 

 
 
 
If included: 
Do you think the client action plan is sufficient 
to close the conditions raised?  
[Reference FCR 7.11.2-7.11.3 and sub-clauses] 

Yes CAB Response  

Justification: 
It is likely that the actions specified in condition 1 will result in 
further conservation measures and increased communication 
between the client group and the authorities that could lead to 
the stock fluctuating around a level consistent with MSY.  
The client action plan for condition 2 is sufficient to close the 
condition and requires the client group to ask fisheries to 
implement a strategy in case it cannot be implemented at a 
national level.  
The client action plan for condition 3 is sufficient to close the 
condition and has been harmonised with other fisheries in the 
area.  
 

Received with thanks. 

 
Performance Indicator Review 
Please complete the appropriate table(s) in relation to the CAB’s Peer Review Draft Report:  
 

• For reports using one of the default assessment trees (general, salmon or enhanced 
bivalves), please enter the details on the assessment outcome using Table 1.  

 

Do you think the condition(s) raised are 
appropriately written to achieve the SG80 
outcome within the specified timeframe?  
[Reference: FCR 7.11.1 and sub-clauses] 

Yes CAB Response  

Justification: 
The conditions are appropriately written to achieve the SG80 
outcome within the timeframe. 
 
 

Received with thanks.  
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• For reports using the Risk-Based Framework please enter the details on the 
assessment outcome at 
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Table 2. 
 

• For reports assessing enhanced fisheries please enter the further details required at 
Table 3. 
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Table 1 For reports using one of the default assess ment trees: 
 

Performance 
Indicator 

Has all 
available 
relevant 
information 
been used to 
score this 
Indicator? 
(Yes/No) 

Does the 
information 
and/or rationale 
used to score this 
Indicator support 
the given score? 
(Yes/No) 

Will the 
condition(s) 
raised improve 
the fishery’s 
performance to 
the SG80 level? 
(Yes/No/NA) 

Justification 
Please support your answers by referring to 
specific scoring issues and any relevant 
documentation where possible. Please 
attach additional pages if necessary.  
 
Note: Justification to support your answers is 
only required where answers given are ‘No’. 

CAB Response 

1.1.1 Yes Yes Yes The rationale supports the score.  No further comments needed. 

1.1.2 Yes Yes N/A The rationale supports the score.  No further comments needed. 

1.2.1 Yes Yes N/A The rationale supports the score No further comments needed. 

1.2.2 Yes Yes N/A The rationale supports the score No further comments needed. 

1.2.3 No Yes N/A There was no survey of UoC 6 & 7 in 2017. 
Will this recommence in 2018? Scoring of 
SG a should be modified to reflect this. 

As noted in section 3.3.4.2, there was no 
survey conducted in UoC 6 and UoC 7 in 
2017 because of problems with the research 
vessel, and it is expected that the 2018 
survey in these two UoCs will go ahead in 
autumn 2018 as planned.  The rationale has 
been amended accordingly, but the 
assessment team considered that the score 
should not be changed as it is expected that 
annual surveys will be carried out in UoCs 6 
& 7 except in unforseeen circumstances 
such as occurred in 2017.  
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Performance 
Indicator 

Has all 
available 
relevant 
information 
been used to 
score this 
Indicator? 
(Yes/No) 

Does the 
information 
and/or rationale 
used to score this 
Indicator support 
the given score? 
(Yes/No) 

Will the 
condition(s) 
raised improve 
the fishery’s 
performance to 
the SG80 level? 
(Yes/No/NA) 

Justification 
Please support your answers by referring to 
specific scoring issues and any relevant 
documentation where possible. Please 
attach additional pages if necessary.  
 
Note: Justification to support your answers is 
only required where answers given are ‘No’. 

CAB Response 

1.2.4      Yes Yes N/A The rationale supports the score No further comments needed. 

2.1.1      No No N/A The rationale supports the score however, 
common and scientific names should be 
given for each main species. Under SIa for 
UoA 1 no score is given. Cod and haddock 
are mentioned in the scoring elements box – 
it should be cod and Greenland halibut. Also 
under SIb there are no scores given. Is there 
a reason some species are underlined here 
and others not? 

Scientific names have been included in the 
overall score table.  
No scre is given under Sia for UoA 1 as the 
UoA is scored using the scoring element 
approach. The score for each species is 
given in the rationale text and the score for 
all species and the UoA is given in the 
overall score box. The same reasoning 
applies to Sib. These SI are not scored 
individually as the element approach has 
been considered.  
Thanks, haddock has been replaced for 
Greenland halibut.  
Some species were underlined as a guideine 
for the assessor writing the report. The 
underlining has now been removed.  

2.1.2 Yes Yes N/A The rationale supports the score and it is 
clear that the quotas and technical measure 
form the strategy. However, under SIa 
‘Spawning protected areas’ should be 
reworded and under Sib it is unclear what 
‘rests confidence’ means? 

The wording of the 4th paragraph at Sia has 
been reviewed for clarification.  
The wording of the 2nd paragraph at Sib has 
been reviewed for clarification. “Rests 
confidence” intended to mean that “it limits 
the confidence”. 
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Performance 
Indicator 

Has all 
available 
relevant 
information 
been used to 
score this 
Indicator? 
(Yes/No) 

Does the 
information 
and/or rationale 
used to score this 
Indicator support 
the given score? 
(Yes/No) 

Will the 
condition(s) 
raised improve 
the fishery’s 
performance to 
the SG80 level? 
(Yes/No/NA) 

Justification 
Please support your answers by referring to 
specific scoring issues and any relevant 
documentation where possible. Please 
attach additional pages if necessary.  
 
Note: Justification to support your answers is 
only required where answers given are ‘No’. 

CAB Response 

2.1.3 Yes  Yes N/A The rationale supports the score No further comments needed.  

2.2.1 Yes Yes N/A The rationale supports the score No further comments needed. 

2.2.2 Yes Yes N/A The rationale supports the score.  No further comments needed. 

2.2.3 Yes Yes N/A The rationale supports the score No further comments needed.  
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Performance 
Indicator 

Has all 
available 
relevant 
information 
been used to 
score this 
Indicator? 
(Yes/No) 

Does the 
information 
and/or rationale 
used to score this 
Indicator support 
the given score? 
(Yes/No) 

Will the 
condition(s) 
raised improve 
the fishery’s 
performance to 
the SG80 level? 
(Yes/No/NA) 

Justification 
Please support your answers by referring to 
specific scoring issues and any relevant 
documentation where possible. Please 
attach additional pages if necessary.  
 
Note: Justification to support your answers is 
only required where answers given are ‘No’. 

CAB Response 

2.3.1 No No N/A For SIa the limits for the ETP species are not 
specified, if its zero this should be stated.For 
SIb the score for UoA 1 should be 80 as the 
text states that ‘it is difficult to assure with a 
high degree of confidence that there are no 
significant detrimental effects on halibut 
population’ also more concrete evidence on 
interactions is needed ‘very rarely’ is very 
vague. For SIc further clarification is needed 
on the text regarding the distribution of 
halibut – this makes it sound like they 
shouldn’t catch halibut at all.  

Additional information has been added to Sia 
to clarify that the limit set is to minimise the 
catch, but is not cero as such.  
For Sib, the text has been reviewed and the 
mentioned paragraph has been deleted as it 
refers to all Icelandic trawling vessels, which 
shall be considered under Sia instead of 
under Sib. The scoring of Sib remains 
unchanged at SG100, as it shall only take 
into account interactions by the UoA (of 
which UoA 1 caught 465 kg in 2016, a 0.01% 
of the UoA catch and a =.38% of the catch by 
all Icelandic vessels).  
Regarding the “very rarely” posibility of fatal 
interactions with marine mammals and birds, 
this relies both on MFRI comments and on 
landing records.n 
Additional information has been added to Sic 
regarding the distribution of the halibut stock. 
As the Peer reviewer highlights, interactions 
are not expected (as there is no overlap of 
the stocks). Information has been added on 
the ratio of halibut in the catch by UoA1, set 
at 0.01% of the catch.  
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Performance 
Indicator 

Has all 
available 
relevant 
information 
been used to 
score this 
Indicator? 
(Yes/No) 

Does the 
information 
and/or rationale 
used to score this 
Indicator support 
the given score? 
(Yes/No) 

Will the 
condition(s) 
raised improve 
the fishery’s 
performance to 
the SG80 level? 
(Yes/No/NA) 

Justification 
Please support your answers by referring to 
specific scoring issues and any relevant 
documentation where possible. Please 
attach additional pages if necessary.  
 
Note: Justification to support your answers is 
only required where answers given are ‘No’. 

CAB Response 

2.3.2      No Yes N/A The SIa rationale would benefit from more 
information on the measures to minimise 
mortality. As SId confirms that ETP 
interactions are currently not recorded, SIc 
should be scored as 80 for both UoAs as a 
‘quantitative analysis’ could not take place 
without this information. The rationale relies 
on the MFRI comments on low probability of 
interactions.  

Additional information has been added to Sia 
regarding measures to minimise mortality of 
elasmobranchians species.  
Sid has been reviewed to clarify that fatal 
interactions are recorded but that results 
show negligible interactions. Is sightings and 
non-fatal interactions that are not recorded 
as yet.  
The rationale of Sic has been reviewed but 
scoring remains unchanged once this 
clarification has been made to Sic and Sid. 
The rationale relies on MFRI comments and 
on landing records. 

2.3.3 Yes Yes N/A The rationale supports the score. It is unclear 
what is ment by ‘sizes different individuals’ in 
SIb? 

The wording of Sib has been reviewed for 
clarification. “Sizes different individuals” 
intended to mean “estimates the population”.  
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Performance 
Indicator 

Has all 
available 
relevant 
information 
been used to 
score this 
Indicator? 
(Yes/No) 

Does the 
information 
and/or rationale 
used to score this 
Indicator support 
the given score? 
(Yes/No) 

Will the 
condition(s) 
raised improve 
the fishery’s 
performance to 
the SG80 level? 
(Yes/No/NA) 

Justification 
Please support your answers by referring to 
specific scoring issues and any relevant 
documentation where possible. Please 
attach additional pages if necessary.  
 
Note: Justification to support your answers is 
only required where answers given are ‘No’. 

CAB Response 

2.4.1 Yes Yes Yes The rationale supports the score. However,in 
SIa the second sentence needs to be 
reworded as it is unclear. SIb what is ment 
by ‘coral gardens’ is it the soft coral species? 

The second sentence at Sia has been 
reworded seeking clarification.  
In the context of the text coral gardens refer 
to “soft coral species”, however coral 
gardens also include other coral species 
which grow on hard substrate. The 
assessment team decided to use OSPAR 
nomenclature to define VME. See 
https://www.ospar.org/site/assets/files/1487/e
ng_coral_gardens_2008.pdf and the 
background information pdf on coral gardens 
which can be found at 
https://www.ospar.org/work-
areas/bdc/species-habitats/list-of-threatened-
declining-species-habitats  
Specifically, OSPARdescribes coral gardens 
as “a relatively dense aggregation extending 
over at least 25m2 of colonies or individuals 
of one or more coral species, such as leather 
corals (Alcyonacea), gorgonians 
(Gorgonacea), sea pens (Pennatulacea), 
black corals (Antipatharia), hard corals 
(Scleractinia) and, in some places, stony 
hydroids (lace or hydrocorals: 
Stylasteridae)”. 
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Performance 
Indicator 

Has all 
available 
relevant 
information 
been used to 
score this 
Indicator? 
(Yes/No) 

Does the 
information 
and/or rationale 
used to score this 
Indicator support 
the given score? 
(Yes/No) 

Will the 
condition(s) 
raised improve 
the fishery’s 
performance to 
the SG80 level? 
(Yes/No/NA) 

Justification 
Please support your answers by referring to 
specific scoring issues and any relevant 
documentation where possible. Please 
attach additional pages if necessary.  
 
Note: Justification to support your answers is 
only required where answers given are ‘No’. 

CAB Response 

2.4.2 Yes Yes Yes The rationale supports the score. However, 
under SIb MFRI studies should also be 
mentioned. 

MFRI studies have now been included under 
Sib.  

2.4.3 Yes  Yes N/A The rationale supports the score. Following a comment by Peer reviewer B a 
recommendation has been set in 2.4.3, so 
that, if possible, an estimation of the footprint 
of the fishery is calculated.  

2.5.1 Yes  Yes N/A The rationale supports the score Some information has been added in the 
second paragraph of Sia following a 
comment by PR-B 

2.5.2 No No N/A Under SIc the measures that make up the 
strategy are just listed again and no detail is 
provided on how they are achieving their 
objective.  

A second paragraph has been added to Sic 
in order to address this comment.  

2.5.3 Yes Yes N/A The rationale supports the score however 
under SIc this is the first time the two 
research trips per year are mentioned that 
study fishing impacts on ecosystem elements 
and habitats. There is no statement in the 
justificaton that the SG is met.  

MFRI research trips are also mentioned 
under PI 2.4.3 and in the background 
information for habitats, as these trips cover 
research on both habitat and ecosystem 
matters. An additional line has however been 
added to PI 2.5.2.a.  
The statement that SG 80 and 100 are met 
has been added to PI 2.5.3.c.  
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Performance 
Indicator 

Has all 
available 
relevant 
information 
been used to 
score this 
Indicator? 
(Yes/No) 

Does the 
information 
and/or rationale 
used to score this 
Indicator support 
the given score? 
(Yes/No) 

Will the 
condition(s) 
raised improve 
the fishery’s 
performance to 
the SG80 level? 
(Yes/No/NA) 

Justification 
Please support your answers by referring to 
specific scoring issues and any relevant 
documentation where possible. Please 
attach additional pages if necessary.  
 
Note: Justification to support your answers is 
only required where answers given are ‘No’. 

CAB Response 

3.1.1 Yes Yes N/A The rationale supports the score No further comments needed. 

3.1.2 Yes Yes N/A The rationale supports the score. More 
information on how regularly the 
stakeholders are consulted would benefit the 
justification.  

The regularity varies with the topic, and as 
follows from the rationale, in a small country 
like Iceland much interaction takes place in 
an informal manner and on an ad-hoc basis. 
No changes have been made to the report. 

3.1.3 Yes Yes N/A The rationale supports the score No further comments needed. 

3.2.1 Yes Yes N/A The rationale supports the score No further comments needed. 

3.2.2 Yes Yes N/A The rationale supports the score No further comments needed. 

3.2.3 Yes Yes N/A The rationale supports the score No further comments needed.  
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Performance 
Indicator 

Has all 
available 
relevant 
information 
been used to 
score this 
Indicator? 
(Yes/No) 

Does the 
information 
and/or rationale 
used to score this 
Indicator support 
the given score? 
(Yes/No) 

Will the 
condition(s) 
raised improve 
the fishery’s 
performance to 
the SG80 level? 
(Yes/No/NA) 

Justification 
Please support your answers by referring to 
specific scoring issues and any relevant 
documentation where possible. Please 
attach additional pages if necessary.  
 
Note: Justification to support your answers is 
only required where answers given are ‘No’. 

CAB Response 

3.2.4 No Yes N/A While it is clear that reviews take place, it is 
not clear how regularly the internal reviews 
occur.  

As follows from the rationale, there is a 
constant process of internal review and 
consultation within the Ministry of Industries 
and Innovation and the Fisheries Directorate, 
including of scientific advice, and a 
patchwork review of technical regulations 
and enforcement measures. Regulatory 
measures taken by the Ministry and 
Directorate are reviewed by the Icelandic 
Parliament, in committee hearings (which are 
held at irregular intervals) but more often at 
ad hoc meetings, which reflects that Iceland 
is a small and fishery-dependent country, 
with short lines of communication. No 
changes have been made to the report.  
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Table 2  For reports using the Risk-Based Framework: 
 
 

Performance 
Indicator 

Does the report 
clearly explain 
how the 
process(es) 
applied to 
determine risk 
using the RBF 
has led to the 
stated outcome? 
Yes/No 

Are the RBF risk 
scores well-
referenced? 
Yes/No 

Justification: 

Please support your answers by referring to specific 
scoring issues and any relevant documentation where 
possible. Please attach additional pages if necessary. 

 

Note: Justification to support your answers is only 
required where answers given are ‘No’. 

 

CAB Response:  

1.1.1     

2.1.1     

2.2.1     

2.3.1     

2.4.1     

2.5.1     
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Table 3 For reports assessing enhanced fisheries: 
 
Does the report clearly evaluate any additional impacts that might arise 
from enhancement activities? 
 

Note: Justification to support your answers is only required where answers 
given are ‘No’. 
 

Yes/No CAB Response:  

Justification: 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

  

Optional: General Comments on the Peer Review Draft  Report (including comments on the adequacy of the background 
information if necessary) can be added below and on   
 
My review is based on a reading of the Peer Review Draft Report. This is a competent and comprehensive assessment of the Iceland 
Northern Shrimp fisheries against the MSC Principles and Criteria for Sustainable Fisheries. The report is well presented and provides an 
authoritative overview of the fishery and the issues that relate to the three MSC principles. I agree with the majority of comments and 
scoring in the report. Some more information should be added to more fully justify certain scores as indicated.  
Received with thanks. Some more information has been added to different PIs and to the background section following comments by both 
peer reviewers. Besides, Condition numbering has been reviewed after a comment by Peer Reviewer B and there are now 4 conditions to 
the report, however condition 2 (on PI 1.2.4 for UoC 7) is not binding as UoC 7 fails to meet SG60 for PI 1.2.4.  
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APPENDIX 3 STAKEHOLDER SUBMISSIONS 
 

There has been no stakeholder submission apart from MSC technical oversight report that is enclosed 

below. 



SubIDPageReferenceGradeRequirementVersionOversightDescription Pi CABComment

28966 112 Major

FCR-

7.10.6.

1 v2.0

PI 1.1.2. SI a. The performance indicator scoring guidepost (PISG) at SG60 

is that “A rebuilding timeframe is specified for the stock that is the shorter 

of 20 years or 2 times its generation time.” However, in the rationale, the 

team state that “there is no explicit rebuilding timeframe stated for the 

shrimp stocks which are below Blim..” Therefore, the rationale does not 

justify the score as there does not appear to the a specified rebuilding 

timeframe.

1.1.2,

For shrimp species such as Pandalus borealis  where the fishery depends primarily on a single 

strong year class, and where year class strength is determined more by environmental factors 

and predator abundance than by exploitation rate, it is not possible or appropriate to define a 

specific re-building timeframe for depleted stocks.  The exact quantitative relationships 

between predator abundance and shrimp recruitment and between environmental factors 

such as water temperature and shrimp recruitment are not clearly defined.  The emergence 

of strong year classes cannot be predicted therefore and in consequence it is not possible to 

evaluate how long it will take for the stock to rebuild.  For the Icelandic P. borealis fisheries, 

the rebuilding strategy is to keep the fishery closed until the emergence of a strong year class 

ensures that the stock recovers to Ilim, and then to fish that strong year class (and other year 

classes) at a precautionarily low exploitation rate to ensure that the yield from each year class 

is optimised.

The assessment team therefore believes that it is not appropriate to explicitly state a 

specified time frame for rebuilding the P. borealis  stocks in Iceland but all evidence from 

previous stock depletions implies that the stock will be rebuilt within two generations and 

therefore a score of 60 is justified.  The rationale for PI 1.1.2a has been revised in response to 

the TO comment.

28967 164 Major

FCR-

7.10.6.

1 v2.0

PI 2.4.2. SI a.All UoAs. SG60 scored however its unclear how the 

"commonly accepted move on rule" is implemented (E.g. is there some 

way to demonstrate it is followed and complied with by the entire UoA). 

Its is unclear how the "commonly accepted move on rule" is designed (e.g. 

are their specific threshold for triggering move-on rules and specific 

distances set for moving in response to threshold reached)? To meet SG60 

a move-on rule needs to be in place and followed by the UoA - the 

rationale has failed to justified this. See SA3.14.2.3.b and related guidance 

for more context. Additionally see related interpretation which includes a 

number of "commonly accepted" move-on rules, http://msc-

info.accreditation-services.com/questions/move-on-rules-at-sg60-for-pi2-4-

2a/

2.4.2,

As regards the design of the commonly accepted move on rule in place, this information is 

already provided in PI 2.4.2.a, and describes that vessels are required to move 2 nautical 

miles away from trawl tracks when encountering “the presence of more than 30 kg of live 

coral and/or 400 kg of live sponge of VME indicators”. This move on rule was designed by 

NEAFC. As regards its implementation, the Icelandic Coast Guard highlighted that vessels 

have a high rate of compilance with the different regulations. However, so far the move on 

rule in place is not considered a regulation as such by Icelandic authorities. In any case, in 

order to demonstrate how this move on rule is followed and compiled, a detailed record of 

daily VMS tracks for each vessel would be needed, together with either a record of such 

movements by vessel’s masters or an analysis with IT programs. The team had no access to 

any of this. Moreover, the team has never been required to inspect and verify the 

accomplishment of the different regulations, but relies on management authorities and 

inspection services to do so. No changes have been made to the report.  

28968 165 Major

FCR-

7.10.6.

1 v2.0

PI 2.4.1. SI a. All UoAs. Commonly encountered habitats have not been 

categorised according to Substratum, Geomorphology and Biota as per 

SA3.13.2 (see related guidance). FCR 7.10.7 requires each type of habitat 

commonly encountered to be identified scored separately as an element. 

Additionally the rationale does not present quantification of what impact 

the UoA is on the habitats encountered. (e.g. what is the likely recovery 

rate of habitat impacted by the UoA). See SA3.13.4 and related guidance.

2.4.1,

Aditional information has been added to PI 2.4.1.a to categorise the commonly encountered 

habitats in the different UoAs. Besides, additional information has been added to the last 

paragraph as regards which is the likely recovery rate for the affected habitats. However, the 

team would like to remark that the quantification of what’s the proportion of the different 

habitats affected by the fishing gear requires of the use of IT programs which so far are not 

available to the team. 



28969 168 Major

FCR-

7.10.6.

1 v2.0

PI 2.4.1. SI b. Its unclear which VMEs identified in the context of the 

assessment are being assessed as per SA3.13.3.2. Any/all VME identified 

should be treated as individual scoring elements (FCR 7.10.7) and 

considered in terms of SA3.13.4.1. E.g. what is the spatial overlap of 

fishery with individual VMEs mapped and what is the likely impact from 

the interaction.

2.4.1,

Additional information has been added to PI 2.4.1.b to include a table on each VME which 

may be affected by UoA 1 and to include information regarding the spatial overlap between 

UoA fishing grounds and sponge aggregations. The scoring of UoA 1 for PI 2.4.1. has increased 

from 70 to 75 as a consequence of using the scoring element approach. The P2 score has also 

increased accordingly. As regards UoAs 2-7, benthic studies reflect that there are no VME to 

consider inside the different fjords. There are no change in the scores for UoAs 2-7. 

28970 n/a Minor

FCR-

7.10.6.

1 v2.0

Pincipal 2 species component (all relevant Sis). All UoA. General 

Requirments for Principal 2: SA3.1.8. The assessment should consider of 

both observed and unobserved fishing mortality. In this context its unclear 

in the relevant rationales (e.g. 2.1.1/2.1.2, 2.2.1/2.2.2; 2.3.1/2.3.2) how 

unobserved mortality has been considered (e.g. considerations and 

management of discarded "ghost gear" and mortality relevant to discards 

where relevant).

Additional information has been added in PI 2.1.2.e, PI 2.2.2.e, PI 2.3.1.b and PI 2.3.2.a 

regarding the implementation of the landing obligation and the common procedure of 

retrieving gears in the unlikely event of lost gears. The high proportion of targeted shrimp in 

the catch supports that both observed and unobserved mortality of other species is low.  

28971
130, 

141
Major

FCR-

7.10.6.

1 v2.0

PI 2.1.1/2.2.1. All UoAs. Designation of "main species" and "minor species" 

for Primary and Secondary component. Its unclear how the team has 

considered the temporal trend in catches when designating species as 

"Main" as per SA 3.4.2. E.g. critical guidance GSA 3.4.2 suggests teams 

should "take in to account the variability of the catch composition over the 

last 5 years" and that "there should be a good understanding of the long-

term average catch composition of P2 species of the UoA before the PCDR 

is released; and further, that teams are confident that the species 

compositions, as well as their respective catch volumes, are unlikely to 

change over the lifetime of the certificate." This is of particular significance 

considering there are no catch profiles presented for UoA 2-7.

2.2.1, 

2.1.1,

The assessment team was provided with catch composition data per fishing area and date for 

years 2014, 2015, 2016 and partially 2017. This data was used to verify that the only species 

taken over the years in UoAs 2-7 are shrimps. This conclussion is supported by stakeholder 

comments from the client, the Directorate of Fisheries, the Coast Guard and the Marine 

Research Institute, and is in concordance with the mandatory use of separator grids in the 

fishery as well as with the small location of the fishing grounds for these UoAs. As regards 

catch composition trends for the offshore UoA (this is, UoA1), additional columns have been 

added to the catch composition table to show catch composition in years 2014 and 2015 as 

well as 2016 (data from 2017 wasn't taken into account since it does not reflect the complete 

year). Catch proportion of the different species over years 2014-2016 show very similar ratios 

for the different species and the same main species to consider in these 3 years (this is, cod 

and Greenland halibut).  

28972 89
Guidan

ce

FCR_7.

6.1.2 

v2.0

Please update this section to reflect the approved MSC Variation Request 

for the Eligibility Date to be 3 months prior to the publication of PCDR for 

this fishery.

Relevant section of the report have now been updated

28973 91
Guidan

ce

FCR_7.

12.1.1 

v2.0

(Row 2 Table 36) On p. 20 it mentions fishing can be up to 5 days but on 

Row 2 '.. on a day-trip basis'. Assume 5 days trip is only relevant to UoC1? 

Please clarify this and describe the traceability risk to handling of MSC 

products for multi-day trip, if any.

The multi day trips described on page 20 relates to the off shore fishery only. This is clarified 

in the report as well as the existing measures in place to ensure traceability and reduce 

traceability risks. 

28974 91
Guidan

ce

FCR_7.

12.1.4 

v2.0

(Row 5 Table 36) If it is the case that no processing activities take place on 

board the vessel, useful to confirm this as on p. 15 Section 3.1.3 it says no 

processing on board, but this conflicts with information on table 37 which 

mention processing on board. Please confirm.

The information in section 3.1.3 is correct. There is no processing onboard, however the 

shrimps are packed an labelled. The conclusion and determination in Table 37 is rephrased 

accordingly. 

28975 17
Guidan

ce

FCR_7.

12.1.5.

a v2.0

There are different number of ISF company membership mentioned in 

section 3.2.2, best to use just one and the most up to date reference if 

possible.

Section 3.2.2 is updated accordingly. 
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APPENDIX 4 SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

 
 
 
ISF involvement in MSC certification processes gives confidence that the client will be able to provide the 
required information at the different stages of the surveillance program. The specific difficulty in fulfilling 
condition 4 suggests that an onsite audit at the middle of the certification process will help all parts both 
to verify the accomplishment of the CAP or to redirect the client’s efforts in the right direction. The 
assessment team considers that surveillance level 4 (with 2 on site audits and 2 offsite audits) is 
appropriate for this fishery.  
 
Table 45 Surveillance level rationale 
Year Surveillance 

activity 
Number of 
auditors 

Rationale 

1 Off-site audit 2 auditors off-site From CAP it can be deduced that information 
needed to verify progress towards conditions 
1,3 and 4 can be provided remotely in year 1.  

2 On-site audit 2 auditors on-site  From CAP it can be deduced that year 2 
constitutes the crucial point which will decide 
the success of the CAP. On-site audit is 
suggested.  

3 Off-site audit 2 auditors off-site While milestones at year 3 are also an 
important step to close the different 
conditions, it is expected that ISF experience 
with MSC certification processess will be 
enough to gather and share with the 
assessment team the information needed to 
conduct this off-site surveillance audit.  

4 On-site audit 3 auditors on-site The on-site visit for surveillance 4 (together 
with the recertification site visit) will serve to 
verify the accomplishment of the CAP in order 
to close the different conditions.  

 
Table 46 Timing of surveillance audit 
Year Anniversary 

date of 
certificate 

Proposed date of 
surveillance 
audit 

Rationale 

1 December 2018 January 2019 Since the date of releasement of scientific 
advice is different for the different UoAs (with 
dates varying from March to November for the 
different UoAs), the proposed date of 
surveillance audit relies on the anniversary of 
the certificate.  

 
 
Table 47 Fishery Surveillance Program 
Surveillance 
Level 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

 Level 4 Off-site 
surveillance audit 

 On-site 
surveillance audit 

Off-site 
surveillance audit 

On-site 
surveillance audit 
& re-certification 
site visit 
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APPENDIX 5 OBJECTIONS PROCESS 
 
(REQUIRED FOR THE PCR IN ASSESSMENTS WHERE AN OBJECTION WAS RAISED AND 
ACCEPTED BY AN INDEPENDENT ADJUDICATOR) 

The report shall include all written decisions arising from an objection. 
 

(Reference: FCR 7.19.1) 
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APPENDIX 6 VESSEL LIST 
Please see list of updated list of client group members at https://fisheries.msc.org/en/fisheries/iceland-

northern-shrimp-inshore-and-offshore/@@assessments 
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APPENDIX 7 CLIENT ACCEPTANCE OF REPORT 
 

 
 

About DNV GL 
Driven by our purpose of safeguarding life, property and the environment, DNV GL enables organizations 
to advance the safety and sustainability of their business. We provide classification and technical 
assurance along with software and independent expert advisory services to the maritime, oil and gas, 
and energy industries. We also provide certification services to customers across a wide range of 
industries. Operating in more than 100 countries, our 16,000 professionals are dedicated to helping our 
customers make the world safer, smarter and greener. 




