
Alaska Salmon Fishery
(Five species: Sockeye salmon, Chum salmon, King salmon, Pink salmon, Coho salmon)

Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) Fishery Certification
Certification Body: Intertek Moody Marine

Performance Indicators and Scoring Guideposts- Minor Revisions

On request from the MSC we have made some minor changes to the proposed amended default
assessment tree for the Alaska Salmon Second Reassessment that was posted on the MSC website on
the 9th December 2011. This are meant to more easily show the relationship of the scoring issues
across each Scoring Guidepost

As agreed with the MSC, the changes to the amended default tree do not require an additional 30 day
consultation period. As such, the consultation on the revised amended tree is still scheduled to
close at 1700 GMT on 8th January 2012.

The revised amended tree modifies or adds the following Performance Indicators from the default
assessment tree:

Principle 1 (modified)

PI 1.1.1- Stock status
PI 1.1.2- Reference points
PI 1.1.3- Stock rebuilding
PI 1.2.1- Harvest strategy
PI 1.2.3- Information and Monitoring
PI 1.2.4- Assessment of stock status

Principle 1 (added)

PI 1.3.1- Enhancement outcomes
PI 1.3.2- Enhancement management
PI 1.3.3- Enhancement information

Principle 2 (modified)

PI 2.2.1- Bycatch species- outcome
PI 2.3.1- ETP species- outcome
PI 2.3.2- ETP species- management
PI 2.3.3- ETP species- information
PI 2.4.1- Habitats- outcome
PI 2.4.2- Habitats- management
PI 2.4.3- Habitats- information
PI 2.5.1- Ecosystem- outcome
PI 2.5.2- Ecosystem- management
PI 2.5.3- Ecosystem- information

Principle 3 (modified)

PI 3.1.3- Long term objectives
PI 3.2.1- Fishery specific objectives
PI 3.2.2- Decision-making processes
PI 3.2.3- Compliance and enforcement



PI 3.2.4- Research plan
PI 3.2.5- Management and performance evaluation

The amended tree therefore retains the default text and Scoring Guideposts for the following
Performance Indicators:

Principle 1 (default)

PI 1.2.2- Harvest control rules and tools

Principle 2 (default)

PI 2.1.1- Retained species- outcome
PI 2.1.2- Retained species- management
PI 2.1.3- Retained species- information
PI 2.2.2- Bycatch species- management
PI 2.2.3- Bycatch species- information

Principle 3 (default)

PI 3.1.1- Legal/customary framework
PI 3.1.2- Consultation, roles and responsibilities
PI 3.1.4- Incentives for sustainable fishing

We welcome any comments on the proposed use of the revised amended default assessment tree in
relation to this fishery. Comments should be made as specific as possible to individual Performance
Indicators and Scoring Guideposts, and their suitability or not for use in assessing this fishery. If you
wish to provide comment at any stage of the assessment process the MSC have provided a template
for stakeholders to complete and submit their comments. This can be downloaded from the following
link:
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/forms-and-templates/msc-template-for-
stakeholder-input-intofishery-assessments/view

All comments should be sent to Intertek Moody Marine using the contact details shown below. Your
comments are welcomed, in the first instance, up until 1700 GMT on 8th January 2012.

Should you wish to obtain further information on the MSC, this is available on their web site at
http://www.msc.org.

As a certification body, Intertek Moody Marine has dispute resolution procedures available should
these prove necessary.

Dr. Rob Blyth-Skyrme
E-mail: rob@ichthysmarine.com
Date: 8th December 2011
Website: www.intertek.com
Fax: +44 1332 675020

Appendix 1: Proposed amendments made to the Default Assessment Tree

With the exception of the addition of the scoring issue descriptions and minor changes reflected in the
MSC’s new Certification Requirements, the following text was proposed and adopted by the
assessment team who undertook the Annette Island’s Reserve salmon fishery assessment. The original
document detailing the amendments made to the default assessment tree by the Annette Island’s
Reserve assessment team may be downloaded from the MSC website: http://www.msc.org/track-a-
fishery/certified/pacific/annette-islands-reserve-salmon/assessment-downloads-1/07.09.2010-air-

http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/forms-and-templates/msc-template-for-stakeholder-input-intofishery-assessments/view
http://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/forms-and-templates/msc-template-for-stakeholder-input-intofishery-assessments/view
http://www.msc.org/
mailto:rob@ichthysmarine.com
http://www.intertek.com/
http://www.msc.org/track-a-fishery/certified/pacific/annette-islands-reserve-salmon/assessment-downloads-1/07.09.2010-air-salmon-assessment-tree-FAM-changes.pdf
http://www.msc.org/track-a-fishery/certified/pacific/annette-islands-reserve-salmon/assessment-downloads-1/07.09.2010-air-salmon-assessment-tree-FAM-changes.pdf


salmon-assessment-tree-FAM-changes.pdf. The Annette Island’s Reserve salmon fishery was
certified as sustainable in June 2011.

Proposed amendments to the default assessment tree are marked in red.



Evaluation Table PI 1.1.1

PI 1.1.1
The stock is at a level which maintains high productivity and has a low

probability of recruitment overfishing

SG Issue Justification/Rationale
A: Stock status It is likely that the wild stock is above the point where recruitment would be

impaired or fishery impacts are so small as to have no significant effect on the
stock.

60

B: Stock status in
relation to target
reference point

A: Stock status It is highly likely that the wild stock is above the point where recruitment
would be impaired or fishery impacts are so small as to have no significant
effect on the stock status.

80

B: Stock status in
relation to target
reference point

The wild stock is at or fluctuating around its target reference point.

A: Stock status There is a high degree of certainty that the wild stock is above the point
where recruitment would be impaired or fishery impacts are so small as to have
no significant effect on the stock status.

100

B: Stock status in
relation to target
reference point

There is a high degree of certainty that the wild stock has been fluctuating
around its target reference point, or has been above its target reference point,
over recent years.



Evaluation Table: PI 1.1.2

PI 1.1.2
Limit and target reference points or operational equivalents are

appropriate for the wild production components of the stock

SG Issue Justification/Rationale
A:

Appropriateness
of reference points

Generic limit and target reference points are based on justifiable and
reasonable practice appropriate for the species category.

B: Level of limit
reference point

C: Level of target
reference point

D: Key low trophic
level species target

reference point

60

E: Wild stock sub
components

Where the wild stock is a management unit comprised of more than one
subcomponent, it is likely that the target and limit reference points are
consistent with maintaining the inherent diversity and reproductive capacity of
each stock component.

A:
Appropriateness

of reference points

Reference points are appropriate for the wild stock and can be estimated.

B: Level of limit
reference point

The limit reference point is set above the level at which there is an appreciable
risk of impairing reproductive capacity.

C: Level of target
reference point

The target reference point is such that the stock is maintained at a level
consistent with BMSY or some measure or surrogate with similar intent or
outcome.

D: Key low trophic
level species target

reference point

Key low trophic level species, the target reference point takes into account the
ecological role of the stock.

80

E: Wild stock sub
components

Where the wild stock is a management unit comprised of more than one sub
component, it is highly likely that the target and limit reference points are
consistent with maintaining the inherent diversity and reproductive capacity of
each stock subcomponent.

A:
Appropriateness

of reference points

B: Level of limit
reference point

The limit reference point is set above the level at which there is an appreciable
risk of impairing reproductive capacity following consideration of
precautionary issues.

C: Level of target
reference point

D: Key low trophic
level species target

reference point

The target reference point is such that the stock is maintained at a level
consistent with BMSY or some measure or surrogate with similar intent or
outcome, or a higher level, and takes into account relevant precautionary
issues such as the ecological role of the stock with a high degree of certainty

100

E: Wild stock sub
components

Where the wild stock is a management unit comprised of more than one sub
component, there is a high degree of certainty that the target and limit reference
points are consistent with maintaining the inherent diversity and reproductive
capacity of each stock subcomponent.





Evaluation Table: PI 1.1.3

PI 1.1.3
Where the wild stock or wild stock components are depleted, there is

evidence of stock rebuilding

SG Issue Justification/Rationale
A: Rebuilding
strategy design

Where stocks are depleted rebuilding strategies which have a reasonable
expectation of success are in place.

B: Rebuilding
timeframes

A rebuilding timeframe is specified for the depleted stock that is the shorter of
30 years or 3 times its generation time. For cases where 3 generations is less
than 5 years, the rebuilding timeframe is up to 5 years.

60

C: Rebuilding
evaluation

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

A: Rebuilding
strategy design

Where stocks are depleted rebuilding strategies are in place

B: Rebuilding
timeframes

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

80

C: Rebuilding
evaluation

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

A: Rebuilding
strategy design

Where stocks are depleted, strategies are demonstrated to be rebuilding stocks
continuously and there is strong evidence that rebuilding will be complete
within the specified timeframe.

B: Rebuilding
timeframes

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

100

C: Rebuilding
evaluation



Evaluation Table: PI 1.2.1

PI 1.2.1 There is a robust and precautionary harvest strategy in place

SG
Issue

Justification/Rationale

A: Harvest
strategy design

The harvest strategy is expected to achieve wild stock management objectives
reflected in the target and limit reference points.

B: Harvest
strategy

evaluation

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

C: Harvest
strategy

monitoring

Monitoring is in place that is expected to determine whether the harvest
strategy is working.

60

D: Harvest
strategy review

A: Harvest
strategy design

The harvest strategy is responsive to the state of the wild stock and the
elements of the harvest strategy work together towards achieving management
objectives reflected in the target and limit reference points.

B: Harvest
strategy

evaluation

The harvest strategy may not have been fully tested but monitoring is in place
and evidence exists that it is achieving its objectives.

C: Harvest
strategy

monitoring

80

D: Harvest
strategy review

A: Harvest
strategy design

The harvest strategy is responsive to the state of the wild stock and is designed
to achieve stock management objectives reflected in the target and limit
reference points.

B: Harvest
strategy

evaluation

The performance of the harvest strategy has been fully evaluated and evidence
exists to show that it is achieving its objectives including being clearly able to
maintain stocks at target levels.

C: Harvest
strategy

monitoring

100

D: Harvest
strategy review

The harvest strategy is periodically reviewed and improved as necessary.



Evaluation Table: PI 1.2.2

PI 1.2.2 There are well defined and effective harvest control rules in place

SG Issue Justification/Rationale
A: Harvest control

rules design and
application

Generally understood harvest rules are in place that are consistent with the
harvest strategy and which act to reduce the exploitation rate as limit reference
points are approached.

B: Harvest control
rules account for

uncertainty

60

C: Harvest control
rules evaluation

There is some evidence that tools used to implement harvest control rules are
appropriate and effective in controlling exploitation.

A: Harvest control
rules design and

application

Well defined harvest control rules are in place that are consistent with the
harvest strategy and ensure that the exploitation rate is reduced as limit
reference points are approached.

B: Harvest control
rules account for

uncertainty

The selection of the harvest control rules takes into account the main
uncertainties.

80

C: Harvest control
rules evaluation

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

A: Harvest control
rules design and

application

Well defined harvest control rules are in place that are consistent with the
harvest strategy and ensure that the exploitation rate is reduced as limit
reference points are approached.

B: Harvest control
rules account for

uncertainty

The design of the harvest control rules takes into account a wide range of
uncertainties.

100

C: Harvest control
rules evaluation

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



Evaluation Table: PI 1.2.3

PI 1.2.3 Relevant information is collected to support the harvest strategy

SG
Issue

Justification/Rationale

A: Range of
information

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

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

C:
Comprehensive-

ness of
information

60

D: Harvest of
stock components

Some relevant information is available on the significance of fishery harvests
on various stock components

A: Range of
information

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

B: Monitoring Stock abundance and fishery removals are regularly monitored at a level of
accuracy and coverage consistent with the harvest control rule, and one or
more indicators are available and monitored with sufficient frequency to
support the harvest control rule.

C:
Comprehensive-

ness of
information

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

80

D: Harvest of
stock components

Information is sufficient to estimate the significance of fishery harvests on
stock components

A: Range of
information

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

B: Monitoring

C:
Comprehensive-

ness of
information

All information required by the harvest control rule is monitored with high
frequency and a high degree of certainty, and there is a good understanding of

inherent uncertainties in the information [data] and the robustness of
assessment and management to this uncertainty.

100

D: Harvest of
stock components

A comprehensive range of information is available to estimate the significance
of fishery harvests on stock components.





Evaluation Table: PI 1.2.4

PI 1.2.4 There is an adequate assessment of the stock status

SG Issue Justification/Rationale
A:

Appropriateness
of assessment to

stock under
consideration
B: Assessment

approach
The assessment estimates stock status relative to reference points.

C: Uncertainty in
the assessment

The assessment identifies major sources of uncertainty.

D: Evaluation of
assessment

E: Peer review of
assessment

F: Stock definition The majority of stocks are defined with a clear rationale for conservation,
fishery management and stock assessment requirements

60

G: Indicator stock
definition

Where indicator stocks are used as the primary source of information for
making management decisions on larger groups of stocks in a region, there is
some scientific basis for the indicator stock

A:
Appropriateness
of assessment to

stock under
consideration

The assessment is appropriate for the stock and for the harvest control rule.

B: Assessment
approach

C: Uncertainty in
the assessment

The assessment takes uncertainty into account.

D: Evaluation of
assessment

E: Peer review of
assessment

The assessment of stock status is subject to peer review.

F: Stock definition The stocks are well defined and include details on the major component stocks
with a clear rationale for conservation, fishery management and stock
assessment requirements

80

G: Indicator stock
definition

Where indicator stocks are used as the primary source of information for
making management decisions on larger groups of stocks in a region, there is
some evidence of coherence between the status of the indicator stocks and the
status of other stocks they represent with the management unit

A:
Appropriateness
of assessment to

stock under
consideration

The assessment is appropriate for the stock and for the harvest control rule and
takes into account the major features relevant to the biology of the species and
the nature of the fishery.

B: Assessment
approach

C: Uncertainty in
the assessment

The assessment takes into account uncertainty and is evaluating stock status
relative to reference points in a probabilistic way.

100

D: Evaluation of
assessment

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



PI 1.2.4 There is an adequate assessment of the stock status

SG Issue Justification/Rationale
E: Peer review of

assessment
The assessment has been internally and externally peer reviewed.

F: Stock definition There is an unambiguous description of the each stock, including its
geographic location, run timing, and component stocks with a clear rationale
for conservation, fishery management and stock assessment requirements

G: Indicator stock
definition

Where indicator stocks are used as the primary source of information for
making management decisions on larger groups of stocks in a region, the status
of the indicator stocks is well correlated with the stocks that are most at risk
from a conservation point of view, not just correlated with the most productive
stocks in the management unit.



Evaluation Table: PI 1.3.1

PI 1.3.1
Enhancement activities do not negatively impact wild stocks or substitute

for a stock rebuilding strategy

SG Issue Justification/Rationale
A: Enhancement

and wild stock
productivity

It is likely that the enhancement activities do not have significant negative
impacts on productivity or diversity of wild stocks

60

B: Enhancement
and stock
rebuilding

Enhancement activities are not routinely used as a stock rebuilding strategy but
may be temporarily in place as a conservative measure to preserve or restore
wild diversity threatened by human or natural impacts

A: Enhancement
and wild stock
productivity

It is highly likely that the enhancement activities do not have significant
negative impacts on productivity or diversity of wild stocks

80

B: Enhancement
and stock
rebuilding

Enhancement activities are not used as a stock rebuilding strategy

A: Enhancement
and wild stock
productivity

There is a high degree of certainty that the enhancement activities do not have
significant negative impacts on productivity or diversity of wild stocks

100

B: Enhancement
and stock
rebuilding





Evaluation Table: PI 1.3.2

PI 1.3.2
Effective enhancement and fishery strategies are in place to address effects

of enhancement on wild stock status

SG Issue Justification/Rationale
60 A: Enhancement

and wild stock
status

Practices and protocols are in place and considered likely to protect wild stocks
from significant detrimental impacts of enhancement, based on plausible
argument

80 A: Enhancement
and wild stock

status

There is a partial strategy in place and some objective basis for confidence that
the partial strategy will protect wild stocks from significant detrimental
impacts of enhancement, based on direct information on the stock or species
involved.

100 A: Enhancement
and wild stock

status

There is a comprehensive strategy in place and clear evidence for successful
protection of wild stocks from significant detrimental impacts of enhancement.



Evaluation Table: PI 1.3.3

PI 1.3.3
Relevant information is collected and assessments are adequate to
determine the effect of enhancement activities on wild stock status

SG Issue Justification/Rationale
A: Information on
enhanced fish and

wild stock
escapement

Some relevant information is available on the contribution of enhanced fish to
the harvest and escapement of the wild stock.

60

B: Enhancement
effects on wild

stock status

The effect of enhancement activities on wild stock status, productivity and
diversity are taken into account

A: Information on
enhanced fish and

wild stock
escapement

Sufficient relevant information is available on the contribution of enhanced
fish to the harvest and escapement of the wild stock.

80

B: Enhancement
effects on wild

stock status

The assessment includes estimates of the impacts of enhancement activities on
wild stock status, productivity and diversity.

A: Information on
enhanced fish and

wild stock
escapement

A comprehensive range of relevant information is available on the contribution
of enhanced fish to the harvest and escapement of the wild stock.

100

B: Enhancement
effects on wild

stock status

The assessment is appropriate and takes into account the major features
relevant to the biology of the species and the effects of any enhancement
activities on wild stock status, productivity and diversity.



Evaluation Table: PI 2.1.1

PI 2.1.1
The fishery does not pose a risk of serious or irreversible harm to the

retained species and does not hinder recovery of depleted retained species

SG Issue Justification/Rationale
A: Retained
species stock

status

Main retained species are likely to be within biologically based limits (if not,
go to scoring issue d below).

B: Target
reference points
C: Recovery and

rebuilding
If main retained species are outside the limits there are measures in place that
are expected to ensure that the fishery does not hinder recovery and rebuilding
of the depleted species.

60

D: Measures if
poorly understood

If the status is poorly known there are measures or practices in place that are
expected to result in the fishery not causing the retained species to be outside
biologically based limits or hindering recovery.

A: Retained
species stock

status

Main retained species are highly likely to be within biologically based limits
(if not, go to scoring issue c below).

B: Target
reference points

C: Recovery and
rebuilding

If main retained species are outside the limits there is a partial strategy of
demonstrably effective management measures in place such that the fishery
does not hinder recovery and rebuilding.

80

D: Measures if
poorly understood

A: Retained
species stock

status

There is a high degree of certainty that retained species are within
biologically based limits and fluctuating around their target reference points.

B: Target
reference points

Target reference points are defined and retained species.

C: Recovery and
rebuilding

100

D: Measures if
poorly understood



Evaluation Table: PI 2.1.2

PI 2.1.2
There is a strategy in place for managing retained species that is designed
to ensure the fishery does not pose a risk of serious or irreversible harm to

retained species
SG Issue Justification/Rationale

A: Management
strategy in place

There are measures in place, if necessary, that are expected to maintain the
main retained species at levels which are highly likely to be within biologically
based limits, or to ensure the fishery does not hinder their recovery and
rebuilding.

B: Management
Strategy

evaluation

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

C: Management
strategy

implementation

60

D: Management
strategy evidence

of success
A: Management
strategy in place

There is a partial strategy in place, if necessary that is expected to maintain
the main retained species at levels which are highly likely to be within
biologically based limits, or to ensure the fishery does not hinder their recovery
and rebuilding.

B: Management
Strategy

evaluation

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

C: Management
strategy

implementation

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

80

D: Management
strategy evidence

of success
A: Management
strategy in place

There is a strategy in place for managing retained species.

B: Management
Strategy

evaluation

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

C: Management
strategy

implementation

There is clear evidence that the strategy is being implemented successfully.

100

D: Management
strategy evidence

of success

There is some evidence that the strategy is achieving its overall objective.



Evaluation Table: PI 2.1.3

PI 2.1.3 Information on the nature and extent of retained species is adequate to
determine the risk posed by the fishery and the effectiveness of the
strategy to manage retained species

SG Issue Justification/Rationale
A: Information

quality
Qualitative information is available on the amount of main retained species
taken by the fishery.

B: Information
adequacy for
assessment of

stocks

Information is adequate to qualitatively assess outcome status with respect to
biologically based limits.

C: Information
adequacy for
management

strategy

Information is adequate to support measures to manage main retained species

60

D: Monitoring

A: Information
quality

Qualitative information and some quantitative information are available on
the amount of main retained species taken by the fishery.

B: Information
adequacy for
assessment of

stocks

Information is sufficient to estimate outcome status with respect to
biologically based limits.

C: Information
adequacy for
management

strategy

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

80

D: Monitoring Sufficient data continue to be collected to detect any increase in risk level (e.g.
due to changes in the outcome indicator score or the operation of the fishery or
the effectiveness of the strategy)

A: Information
quality

Accurate and verifiable information is available on the catch of all retained
species and the consequences for the status of affected populations.

B: Information
adequacy for
assessment of

stocks

Information is sufficient to quantitatively estimate outcome status with a
high degree of certainty.

C: Information
adequacy for
management

strategy

Information is adequate to support a comprehensive strategy to manage
retained species, and evaluate with a high degree of certainty whether the
strategy is achieving its objective.

100

D: Monitoring Monitoring of retained species is conducted in sufficient detail to assess
ongoing mortalities to all retained species.



Evaluation Table: PI 2.2.1

PI 2.2.1
The fishery and its enhancement activities do not pose a risk of serious or

irreversible harm to the bycatch species or species groups and does not
hinder recovery of depleted bycatch species or species groups

SG
Issue

Justification/Rationale

A: Bycatch species
stock status

Main bycatch species are likely to be within biologically based limits (if not,
go to scoring issue b below).

B: Recovery and
rebuilding

If main bycatch species are outside biologically based limits there are
mitigation measures in place that are expected to ensure that the fishery does
not hinder recovery and rebuilding

60

C: Measures if
poorly understood

If the status is poorly known there are measures or practices in place that are
expected to result in the fishery not causing the bycatch species to be outside
biologically based limits or hindering recovery.

A: Bycatch species
stock status

Main bycatch species are highly likely to be within biologically based limits
(if not, go to scoring issue b below).

B: Recovery and
rebuilding

If main bycatch species are outside biologically based limits there is a partial
strategy of demonstrably effective mitigation measures in place such that the
fishery does not hinder recovery and rebuilding.

80

C: Measures if
poorly understood

A: Bycatch species
stock status

There is a high degree of certainty that bycatch species are within
biologically based limits.

B: Recovery and
rebuilding

100

C: Measures if
poorly understood



Evaluation Table: PI 2.2.2

PI 2.2.2
There is a strategy in place for managing bycatch that is designed to

ensure the fishery does not pose a risk of serious or irreversible harm to
bycatch populations

SG Issue Justification/Rationale
A: Management
strategy in place

There are measures in place, if necessary, which are expected to maintain
main bycatch species at levels which are highly likely to be within biologically
based limits or to ensure that the fishery does not hinder their recovery.

B: Management
strategy

evaluation

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

C: Management
strategy

implementation

60

D: Management
strategy evidence

of success

A: Management
strategy in place

There is a partial strategy in place, if necessary, for managing bycatch species
at levels which are highly likely to be within biologically based limits or to
ensure that the fishery does not hinder their recovery.

B: Management
strategy

evaluation

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

C: Management
strategy

implementation

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

80

D: Management
strategy evidence

of success
A: Management
strategy in place

There is a strategy in place for managing and minimising bycatch

B: Management
strategy

evaluation

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

C: Management
strategy

implementation

There is clear evidence that the strategy is being implemented successfully.

100

D: Management
strategy evidence

of success

There is some evidence that the strategy is achieving its objective.



Evaluation Table: PI 2.2.3

PI 2.2.3
Information on the nature and the amount of bycatch is adequate to determine the

risk posed by the fishery and the effectiveness of the strategy to manage bycatch

SG Issue Justification/Rationale
A: Information

quality
Qualitative information is available on the main bycatch species affected by
the fishery.

B: Information
adequacy for
assessment of

stocks

Information is adequate to broadly understand outcome status with respect
to biologically based limits

C: Information
adequacy for
management

strategy

Information is adequate to support measures to manage bycatch.

60

D: Monitoring

A: Information
quality

Qualitative information and some quantitative information are available on
the amount of main bycatch species affected by the fishery.

B: Information
adequacy for
assessment of

stocks

Information is sufficient to estimate outcome status with respect to
biologically based limits.

C: Information
adequacy for
management

strategy

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

80

D: Monitoring Sufficient data continue to be collected to detect any increase in risk to main
bycatch species (e.g., due to changes in the outcome indicator scores or the
operation of the fishery or the effectively of the strategy).

A: Information
quality

Accurate and verifiable information is available on the amount of all bycatch
and the consequences for the status of affected populations.

B: Information
adequacy for
assessment of

stocks

Information is sufficient to quantitatively estimate outcome status with respect
to biologically based limits with a high degree of certainty.

C: Information
adequacy for
management

strategy

Information is adequate to support a comprehensive strategy to manage
bycatch, and evaluate with a high degree of certainty whether a strategy is
achieving its objective.

100

D: Monitoring Monitoring of bycatch data is conducted in sufficient detail to assess ongoing
mortalities to all bycatch species.



Evaluation Table: PI 2.3.1

PI 2.3.1

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

The fishery and its enhancement activities do not pose a risk of serious or
irreversible harm to ETP species and does not hinder recovery of ETP

species

SG
Issue

Justification/Rationale

A: Fishery effects
within limits

Known effects of the fishery are likely to be within limits of national and
international requirements for protection of ETP species.

B: Direct effects Known direct effects of the fishery including its enhancement activities are
unlikely to create unacceptable impacts to ETP species.

60

C: Indirect effects

A: Fishery effects
within limits

The effects of the fishery are known and are highly likely to be within limits of
national and international requirements for protection of ETP species.

B: Direct effects Direct effects are of the fishery including its enhancement activities highly
unlikely to create unacceptable impacts to ETP species.

80

C: Indirect effects Indirect effects have been considered and are thought to be unlikely to create
unacceptable impacts.

A: Fishery effects
within limits

There is a high degree of certainty that the effects of the fishery are within
limits of national and international requirements for protection of ETP species.

B: Direct effects There is a high degree of confidence that there are no significant detrimental
direct effects of the fishery including its enhancement activities on ETP
species.

100

C: Indirect effects There is a high degree of confidence that there are no significant detrimental
indirect effects of the fishery including its enhancement activities on ETP
species.



Evaluation Table: PI 2.3.2

PI 2.3.2

The fishery has in place precautionary management strategies designed to:
 Meet national and international requirements;
 Ensure the fishery does not pose a risk of serious harm to ETP

species;
 Ensure the fishery does not hinder recovery of ETP species; and
 Minimise mortality of ETP species.

SG Issue Justification/Rationale
A: Management
strategy in place

There are measures in place that minimise mortality due to the fishery and its
enhancement activities, and are expected to be highly likely to achieve
national and international requirements for the protection of ETP species.

B: Management
strategy

evaluation

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

C: Management
strategy

implementation

60

D: Management
strategy evidence

of success
A: Management
strategy in place

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

B: Management
strategy

evaluation

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

C: Management
strategy

implementation

There is evidence that the strategy is being implemented successfully.

80

D: Management
strategy evidence

of success
A: Management
strategy in place

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

B: Management
strategy

evaluation

The 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.

C: Management
strategy

implementation

There is clear evidence that the strategy is being implemented successfully.

100

D: Management
strategy evidence

of success

There is evidence that the strategy is achieving its objective.



Evaluation Table: PI 2.3.2 Alternate

PI 2.3.2
There is a strategy in place for managing ETP species that is designed to ensure the
fishery does not hinder the recovery of ETP species.

SG
Issue

Justification/Rationale

A: Management
strategy in place

There are measures in place that are expected to ensure the fishery and its
enhancement activities does not hinder the recovery of ETP species.

B: Management
strategy

evaluation

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

60

C: Management
strategy

implementation
A: Management
strategy in place

There is a partial strategy in place that are expected to ensure the fishery and
its enhancement activities does not hinder the recovery of ETP species.

B: Management
strategy

evaluation

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

80

C: Management
strategy

implementation

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

A: Management
strategy in place

There is a strategy in place for managing ETP species, to ensure the fishery
and its enhancement activities does not hinder the recovery of ETP species.

B: Management
strategy

evaluation

The strategy is mainly based on information directly about the fishery and/or
species involved, and testing supports high confidence that the strategy will
work.

100

C: Management
strategy

implementation

There is clear evidence that the strategy is being implemented successfully,
and intended changes are occurring.



Evaluation Table: PI 2.3.3

PI 2.3.3

Relevant information is collected to support the management of fishery
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.

SG Issue Justification/Rationale
A: Information

quality
Information is sufficient to qualitatively estimate the fishery and its
enhancement activities related mortality of ETP species.

B: Information
adequacy for
assessment of

stocks

Information is adequate to broadly understand the impact of the fishery on
ETP species.

60

C: Information
adequacy for
management

strategy

Information is adequate to support measures to manage the impacts on ETP
species.

A: Information
quality

Sufficient data are available to allow fishery and its enhancement activities
related mortality and the impact of fishing to be quantitatively estimated for
ETP species.

B: Information
adequacy for
assessment of

stocks

Information is sufficient to determine whether the fishery and its enhancement
activities may be a threat to protection and recovery of the ETP species.

80

C: Information
adequacy for
management

strategy

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

A: Information
quality

Information is sufficient to quantitatively estimate outcome status of ETP
species with a high degree of certainty.

B: Information
adequacy for
assessment of

stocks

Accurate and verifiable information is available on the magnitude of all
impacts, mortalities and injuries and the consequences for the status of
ETP species.

100

C: Information
adequacy for
management

strategy

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



Evaluation Table: PI 2.4.1

PI 2.4.1
The fishery does not cause serious or irreversible harm to habitat

structure, considered on a regional or bioregional basis and function

SG Issue Justification/Rationale
A: Habitat status The fishery is unlikely to reduce habitat structure and function to a point where

there would be serious or irreversible harm.
60

B: Enhancement
activities and

habitat

The enhancement activities are unlikely to reduce habitat structure and function
to a point where there would be serious or irreversible harm

A: Habitat status The fishery is highly unlikely to reduce habitat structure and function to a
point where there would be serious or irreversible harm.

80

B: Enhancement
activities and

habitat

The enhancement activities are highly unlikely to reduce habitat structure and
function to a point where there would be serious or irreversible harm

A: Habitat status There is evidence that the fishery is highly unlikely to reduce habitat structure
and function to a point where there would be serious or irreversible harm.

100

B: Enhancement
activities and

habitat

There is evidence that the enhancement activities are highly unlikely to reduce
habitat structure and function to a point where there would be serious or
irreversible harm



Evaluation Table: PI 2.4.2

PI 2.4.2
There is a strategy in place that is designed to ensure the fishery does not

pose a risk of serious or irreversible harm to habitat types

SG Issue Justification/Rationale
A: Management
strategy in place

There are measures in place for managing the impact of the fishery and
enhancement activities, if necessary, that are expected to achieve the Habitat
Outcome 80 level of performance.

B: Management
strategy

evaluation

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

C: Management
strategy

implementation

60

D: Management
strategy evidence

of success
A: Management
strategy in place

There is a partial strategy in place for managing the impact of the fishery and
enhancement activities, if necessary, that is expected to achieve the Habitat
Outcome 80 level of performance or above.

B: Management
strategy

evaluation

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

C: Management
strategy

implementation

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

80

D: Management
strategy evidence

of success
A: Management
strategy in place

There is a strategy in place for managing the impact of the fishery and
enhancement activities on habitat types.

B: Management
strategy

evaluation

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

C: Management
strategy

implementation

There is clear evidence that that strategy is being implemented successfully.

100

D: Management
strategy evidence

of success

There is some evidence that the strategy is achieving its objective.



Evaluation Table: PI 2.4.3

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

habitat types
SG Issue Justification/Rationale

A: Information
quality

There is basic understanding of the types and distribution of main habitats in
the area of the fishery.

B: Information
adequacy for
assessment of

stocks

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

60

C: Information
adequacy for
management

strategy
A: Information

quality
The nature, distribution and vulnerability of all main habitat types in the
fishery are known at a level of detail relevant to the scale and intensity of the
fishery.

B: Information
adequacy for
assessment of

stocks

Sufficient data are available to allow the nature of the impacts of the fishery
and enhancement activities on habitat types to be identified and there is reliable
information on the spatial extent of interaction, and the timing and location of
use of the fishing gear.

80

C: Information
adequacy for
management

strategy

Sufficient data continue to be collected to detect any increase in risk to habitat
(e.g. due to changes in the outcome indicator scores or the operation of the
fishery or the effectiveness of the measures).

A: Information
quality

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

B: Information
adequacy for
assessment of

stocks

The physical impacts of the gear and enhancement activities on the habitat
types have been quantified fully.

100

C: Information
adequacy for
management

strategy

Changes in habitat distributions over time are measured.



Evaluation Table: PI 2.5.1

PI 2.5.1
The fishery does not cause serious or irreversible harm to the key elements

of ecosystem structure and function

SG Issue Justification/Rationale
A: Ecosystem

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

60

B: Enhancement
activities and the

ecosystem

The enhancement activities are unlikely to disrupt the key elements underlying
ecosystem structure and function to a point where there would be serious or
irreversible harm

A: Ecosystem
status

The fishery 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.

80

B: Enhancement
activities and the

ecosystem

The enhancement activities are highly unlikely to disrupt the key elements
underlying ecosystem structure and function to a point where there would be
serious or irreversible harm

A: Ecosystem
status

There is evidence that the fishery 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.

100

B: Enhancement
activities and the

ecosystem

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



Evaluation Table: PI 2.5.2

PI 2.5.2
There are measures in place to ensure the fishery does not pose a risk of

serious or irreversible harm to ecosystem structure and function

SG Issue Justification/Rationale
A: Management
strategy in place

There are measures in place, if necessary.

B: Management
strategy

evaluation

The measures take into account potential impacts of the fishery and
enhancement activities on key elements of the ecosystem.

C: Management
strategy

implementation

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

60

D: Management
strategy evidence

of success
A: Management
strategy in place

There is a partial strategy in place, if necessary

B: Management
strategy

evaluation

The partial strategy takes into account available information and is expected
to restrain impacts of the fishery and enhancement activities on the ecosystem
so as to achieve the Ecosystem Outcome 80 level of performance.

C: Management
strategy

implementation

The partial strategy is considered likely to work, based on plausible argument
(e.g., general experience, theory or comparison with similar
fisheries/ecosystems).

80

D: Management
strategy evidence

of success

There is some evidence that the measures comprising the partial strategy are
being implemented successfully.

A: Management
strategy in place

There is a strategy that consists of a plan, in place.

B: Management
strategy

evaluation

The strategy, which consists of a plan, contains measures to address all main
impacts of the fishery and enhancement activities on the ecosystem, and at
least some of these measures are in place. The plan and measures are based on
well-understood functional relationships between the fishery and the
Components and elements of the ecosystem.

This plan provides for development of a full strategy that restrains impacts
on the ecosystem to ensure the fishery does not cause serious or irreversible
harm.

C: Management
strategy

implementation

The measures are considered likely to work based on prior experience,
plausible argument or information directly from the fishery/ecosystems
involved.

100

D: Management
strategy evidence

of success

There is evidence that the measures are being implemented successfully.



Evaluation Table: PI 2.5.3

PI 2.5.3
There is adequate knowledge of the impacts of the fishery on the

ecosystem

SG
Issue

Justification/Rationale

A: Information
quality

Information is adequate to identify the key elements of the ecosystem (e.g.,
trophic structure and function, community composition, productivity pattern
and biodiversity).

B: Investigation of
fishery impacts

Main impacts of the fishery and enhancement activities on these key ecosystem
elements can be inferred from existing information, and have not been
investigated in detail.

C: Understanding
of component

functions
D: Information

relevance

60

E: Monitoring

A: Information
quality

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

B: Investigation of
fishery impacts

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

C: Understanding
of component

functions

The main functions of the Components (i.e., target, Bycatch, Retained and ETP
species and Habitats) in the ecosystem are known.

D: Information
relevance

Sufficient information is available on the impacts of the fishery and
enhancement activities on these Components to allow some of the main
consequences for the ecosystem to be inferred.

80

E: Monitoring Sufficient data continue to be collected to detect any increase in risk level (e.g.,
due to changes in the outcome indicator scores or the operation of the fishery
or the effectiveness of the measures).

A: Information
quality

B: Investigation of
fishery impacts

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

C: Understanding
of component

functions

The impacts of the fishery and enhancement activities on target, Bycatch and
ETP species are identified and the main functions of these Components in the
ecosystem are understood.

D: Information
relevance

Sufficient information is available on the impacts of the fishery and
enhancement activities on the Components and elements to allow the main
consequences for the ecosystem to be inferred.

100

E: Monitoring Information is sufficient to support the development of strategies to manage
ecosystem impacts.



Evaluation Table: PI 3.1.1

PI 3.1.1

The management system exists within an appropriate legal and/or
customary framework which ensures that it:
 Is capable of delivering sustainable fisheries in accordance with MSC

Principles 1 and 2;
 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
Issue

Justification/Rationale

A: Consistency
with laws or

standards

The management system is generally consistent with local, national or
international laws or standards that are aimed at achieving sustainable fisheries
in accordance with MSC Principles 1 and 2.

B: Resolution of
disputes

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

C: Approach to
disputes

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

60

D: Respect for
rights

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

A: Consistency
with laws or

standards
B: Resolution of

disputes
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 fishery.

C: Approach to
disputes

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

80

D: Respect for
rights

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.

A: Consistency
with laws or

standards
B: Resolution of

disputes
The management system incorporates or 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.

C: Approach to
disputes

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

100

D: Respect for
rights

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.



Evaluation Table: PI 3.1.2

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
SG Issue Justification/Rationale

A: Roles and
responsibilities

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

B: Consultation
processes

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

60

C: Participation

A: Roles and
responsibilities

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.

B: Consultation
processes

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.

80

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

A: Roles and
responsibilities

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.

B: Consultation
processes

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.

100

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



Evaluation Table: PI 3.1.3

PI 3.1.3

The management policy has clear long-term objectives to guide decision-
making for wild stock components and sue of enhancement programs that

are consistent with MSC Principles and Criteria, and incorporates the
precautionary approach

SG Issue Justification/Rationale
60 A: Objectives Long-term objectives to guide decision-making, consistent with the MSC

Principles and Criteria and the precautionary approach, are implicit within
management policy

80 A: Objectives Clear long-term objectives that guide decision-making, consistent with MSC
Principles and Criteria and the precautionary approach are explicit within
management policy.

100 A: Objectives Clear long-term objectives that guide decision-making, consistent with MSC
Principles and Criteria and the precautionary approach, are explicit within and
required by management policy.



Evaluation Table: PI 3.1.4

PI 3.1.4
The management system provides economic and social incentives for

sustainable fishing and does not operate with subsidies that contribute to
unsustainable fishing

SG Issue Justification/Rationale
60 A: Incentives The management system provides for incentives that are consistent with

achieving the outcomes expressed by MSC Principles 1 and 2.

80 A: Incentives The management system provides for incentives that are consistent with
achieving the outcomes expressed by MSC Principles 1 and 2, and seeks to
ensure that perverse incentives do not arise.

100 A: Incentives The management system provides for incentives that are consistent with
achieving the outcomes expressed by MSC Principles 1 and 2, and explicitly
considers incentives in a regular review of management policy or procedures
to ensure they not contribute to unsustainable fishing practices.



Evaluation Table: PI 3.2.1

PI 3.2.1
The fishery and its enhancement activities has clear, specific objectives

designed to achieve the outcomes expressed by MSC’s Principles 1 and 2

SG Issue Justification/Rationale
60 A: Objectives Objectives, which are broadly consistent with achieving the outcomes

expressed by MSC’s Principles 1 and 2, are implicit within the fishery’s
management system and enhancement activities.

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

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



Evaluation Table: PI 3.2.2

PI 3.2.2
The fishery-specific and hatchery management system includes effective

decision-making processes that result in measures and strategies to
achieve the objectives

SG Issue Justification/Rationale
A: Decision

making processes
There are some decision-making processes in place that result in measures and
strategies to achieve the fishery-specific and enhancement objectives.

B: Responsiveness
of decision-making

processes

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

C: Use of
precautionary

approach

60

D: Transparency
of decision-making

A: Decision
making processes

There are established decision-making processes that result in measures and
strategies to achieve the fishery-specific and enhancement objectives.

B: Responsiveness
of decision-making

processes

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

C: Use of
precautionary

approach

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

80

D: Transparency
of decision-making

Explanations are provided for any actions or lack of action associated with
findings and relevant recommendations emerging from research, monitoring,
evaluation and review activity.

A: Decision
making processes

B: Responsiveness
of decision-making

processes

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

C: Use of
precautionary

approach

100

D: Transparency
of decision-making

Formal reporting to all interested stakeholders describes how the
management system responded to findings and relevant recommendations
emerging from research, monitoring, evaluation and review activity.



Evaluation Table: PI 3.2.3

PI 3.2.3
Monitoring, control and surveillance mechanisms ensure the fishery’s

management measures are enforced and complied with

SG Issue Justification/Rationale
A: MCS

implementation
Monitoring, control and surveillance mechanisms exist are implemented in the
fishery and enhancement activities under assessment and there is a reasonable
expectation that they are effective.

B: Sanctions Sanctions to deal with non-compliance exist and there is some evidence that
they are applied.

C: Compliance Fishers are generally thought to comply with the management system for the
fishery under assessment, including, when required, providing information of
importance to the effective management of the fishery.

60

D: Systematic non-
compliance

A: MCS
implementation

A monitoring, control and surveillance system has been implemented in the
fishery and enhancement activities under assessment and has demonstrated an
ability to enforce relevant management measures, strategies and/or rules.

B: Sanctions Sanctions to deal with non-compliance exist, are consistently applied and
thought to provide effective deterrence.

C: Compliance Some evidence exists to demonstrate fishers comply with the management
system under assessment, including, when required, providing information of
importance to the effective management of the fishery.

80

D: Systematic non-
compliance

There is no evidence of systematic non-compliance.

A: MCS
implementation

A comprehensive monitoring, control and surveillance system has been
implemented in the fishery and enhancement activities under assessment and
has demonstrated a consistent ability to enforce relevant management
measures, strategies and/or rules.

B: Sanctions Sanctions to deal with non-compliance exist, are consistently applied and
demonstrably provide effective deterrence.

C: Compliance There is a high degree of confidence that fishers comply with the management
system under assessment, including, providing information of importance to
the effective management of the fishery.

100

D: Systematic non-
compliance



Evaluation Table: PI 3.2.4

PI 3.2.4
The fishery and its related enhancement activities has a research plan that

addresses the information needs of management

SG Issue Justification/Rationale
A: Research plan Research is undertaken, as required, to achieve the objectives consistent with

MSC’s Principles 1 and 2.
60

B: Research
results

Research results are available to interested parties.

A: Research plan A research plan provides the management system with a strategic approach to
research and reliable and timely information sufficient to achieve the
objectives consistent with MSC’s Principles 1 and 2.

80

B: Research
results

Research results are disseminated to all interested parties in a timely fashion.

A: Research plan A comprehensive research plan provides the management system with a
coherent and strategic approach to research across P1, P2 and P3, and reliable
and timely information sufficient to achieve the objectives consistent with
MSC’s Principles 1 and 2.

100

B: Research
results

Research plan and results are disseminated to all interested parties in a timely
fashion and are widely and publicly available.



Evaluation Table: PI 3.2.5

PI 3.2.5

There is a system of monitoring and evaluating the performance of the
fishery and hatchery management system against its objectives
There is effective and timely review of the fishery and hatchery

management system

SG
Issue

Justification/Rationale

A: Evaluation
coverage

The fishery and hatchery program has in place mechanisms to evaluate some
parts of the management system.

60

B: Internal and/or
external review

The fishery and hatchery program management system is subject to occasional
internal review.

A: Evaluation
coverage

The fishery and hatchery program has in place mechanisms to evaluate key
parts of the management system

80

B: Internal and/or
external review

The fishery and hatchery program management system is subject to regular
internal and occasional external review.

A: Evaluation
coverage

The fishery and hatchery program has in place mechanisms to evaluate all
parts of the management system.

100

B: Internal and/or
external review

The fishery and hatchery program management system is subject to regular
internal and external review.




