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2 Glossary  
 

ADMB Auto Differentiation Model Builder 

AFS  Aboriginal Fisheries Strategy 

Blimit Spawning Stock Biomass Limit reference Point 

Bmsy Spawning Stock Biomass at Maximum Sustainable Yield  

Btarget Spawning Stock Biomass Target Reference Point 

B0  Unfished biomass 

CLC  Council of Lake Committees 

COA  Canada-Ontario Agreement 

COSEWIC  Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada 

CPMS  Coordinated Percid Management Strategy 

CPUE  Catch per Unit Effort 

CWTG  Cold Water Task Group 

DA  Decision Analysis 

DCR  Daily Catch Record 

DFO  Department of Fisheries & Oceans 

EF  Environment Factors 

EO  Environmental Objectives 

ETP  Endangered, threatened and protected 

FAM  Fishery Assessment Methodology 

FAO  Food & Agricultural Organisation 

FCO  Fish Community Goals and Objectives 

FMP  Fisheries Management Plan 

Fmsy Fishing Mortality at Maximum Sustainable Yield 

FTG  Forage Task Group 

FTR  Fish Mortality Target Reference Point 

FWS  Fisheries & Wildlife Service 

GLAHF  Great Lakes Aquatic Habitat Framework 

GLFC  Great Lakes Fishery Commission 

GLIFWC  Great Lakes Indian Fish & Wildlife Commission 

GLNPO  Great Lakes National Program Office 

GLRI  Great Lakes Restoration Initiative 

GLWQA  Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement 

HCR  Harvest Control Rule 

HS  Harvest Strategy 

HTG  Habitat Task Group 

IFC  Intertek Fisheries Certification 

IJC  International Joint Commission 

ITQ  individual Transferable Quota 

JSP  Joint Strategic Plan 

K  Carrying capacity 

LADST  Lake bed Alteration Decision Support Tool 

LaMP  Lakewide Action and Management Plans 

lbs  Pound weight 
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LEC  Lake Erie Committee 

LEMU  Lake Erie Management Unit 

LEPC  Lake Erie Program Committee 

LEPMAG  Lake Erie Percid Management Advisory Group 

LRP  Limit Reference Point 

LTL  Lower Trophic level 

LTLA  Lower Trophic Level Assessment program 

F  Fishing mortality 

M  Natural Mortality 

MDNR  Michigan Department of Natural Resources 

MSC  Marine Stewardship Council 

MSE  Management Strategy Evaluation 

MSY  Maximum Sustainable Yield 

mt  Metric tonne 

MU  Management Unit 

NIS  Non-indigenous species 

NMFS  National Marine Fisheries Service 

NOAA  National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

NYSDEC  New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 

OCFA  Ontario Commercial Fisheries Association 

ODNR  Ohio Department of Natural Resources 

OMNRF Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry 

PCM  Post-capture mortality 

PFBC  Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission 

PRI Point of Recruitment Impairment 

q  Catchability 

QFC  aƛŎƘƛƎŀƴ {ǘŀǘŜ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΩǎ vǳŀƴǘƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ CƛǎƘŜǊƛŜǎ /ŜƴǘŜǊ 

QZ  Quota Zone 

RAH  Recommended Allowable Harvest 

RBF  Risk Based Framework 

RP  Reference Point 

SARA  Species at Risk Act 

SARO Species at Risk Ontario 

SCAA  Statistical Catch at Age 

SFF  Sustainable Fisheries Framework 

SPOF  Strategic Plan for Ontario Fisheries 

SSB Spawning Stock Biomass 

SSB0 Unfished Spawning Stock Biomass 

STC  Standing Technical Committee 

TAC  Total Allowable Catch 

TL  Trophic level 

TRP  Target Reference Point 

UoA Unit(s) of Assessment 

UoC  Unit(s) of Certification 

USGS  US Geological Survey 
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VMS  Vessel Monitoring System 

WMP  Walleye Management Plan 

WTG  Walleye Task Group 

YOY  Young of Year 

YPMP  Yellow Perch Management Plan 

YPTG  Yellow Perch Task Group 
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3 Executive summary 
¢ƻ ōŜ ŘǊŀŦǘŜŘ ŀǘ !ƴƴƻǳƴŎŜƳŜƴǘ /ƻƳƳŜƴǘ 5ǊŀŦǘ wŜǇƻǊǘ ǎǘŀƎŜ 
¢ƻ ōŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ŀǘ tǳōƭƛŎ /ŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ wŜǇƻǊǘ ǎǘŀƎŜ 

The executive summary shall include: 
 

- Date and location of site visit.  
- ¢ƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘǎ ŀƴŘ ǿŜŀƪƴŜǎǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƭƛŜƴǘΩǎ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΦ 
- The draft determination / determination reached with supporting justification. 

 
Reference(s): FCP v2.1 Section(s) 7.12, 7.18, 7.21 

 
¢ƘŜ ŦƛǎƘŜǊƛŜǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŀǊŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊ ǿƛƭŘ ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜ ŦƛǎƘŜǊƛŜǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜ a{/ 5ŜŦŀǳƭǘ 
!ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ¢ǊŜŜΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŦƛǎƘŜǊƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜŘ ƻǊ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ŦƛǎƘŜǊƛŜǎΦ 
 
ACDR stage ς Main Strengths and Weaknesses 
 
Main strengths and weaknesses ς P1 

¶ Both walleye and yellow perch in Lake Erie are managed using well developed stock assessment 
methods, with limit and target reference points defined within a harvest control rule framework, that 
provides, as its main output, TAC information to manage and limit the harvest of these two species. 
Both species are well above their limit and target reference points for several years.  

¶ There are no significant P1 weaknesses for either yelolow perch or walleye. 
 
Main strengths and weaknesses ς P2 

¶ Primary species for the yellow perch and walleye fishery are walleye and yellow perch, respectively. 

These stock are healthy and managed sustainably, according to fishery specific fishery management 

plans (FMPs) and harvest control rules. 

¶ Main secondary species in the fishery (i.e. channel catfish, freshwater drum and white bass) are 

considered to be above PRI levels and there is no evidence that the yellow perch and walleye 

fisheries may be affecting these stock in any significant way. 

¶ Habitat effects of these fisheries ƻƴ [ŀƪŜ 9ǊƛŜΩǎ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ are considered to be negligible. This is based 

on a very limited footprint of the gillnet and trapnet gears employed in these commercial fisheries. 

¶ ETP species interactions are considered likely to be very limited. 

¶ Ecosystem effects of the fishery are also considered to be quite limited.  

¶ There are no significant weaknesses relating the ecosystem impacts of these fisheries, aside from 

the fact that some additional research information (e.g. potential foodweb effects resulting from the 

removal of walleye and yellow perch on other species in Lake Erie) would be helpful to achieve 

higher scores. 

Main strengths and weaknesses ς P3 

¶ The fishery has a comprehensive and modern legal framework consisting of statutes and regulations, 
and supported by policies and practices that are capable of delivering sustainability outcomes.  

¶ The management system is well supported by practices that promote interactive consultation and 

engagement with affected parties, consistency of decision-making, transparency in resolving 

disputes, effective surveillance and enforcement operations, and performance measurement. 

¶ There are no significant weaknesses to the management system for the fishery.  



 
 
 

 
 

Form 13c Issue 3 April 2019 © SAI Global Limited Copyright 2009 ï ABN 67 050 611 642 Page 13 of 362 
 

4 Report details 
4.1 Authorship and peer review details 
¢ƻ ōŜ ŘǊŀŦǘŜŘ ŀǘ !ƴƴƻǳƴŎŜƳŜƴǘ /ƻƳƳŜƴǘ 5ǊŀŦǘ wŜǇƻǊǘ ǎǘŀƎŜ 
tŜŜǊ ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜǊ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ōŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ŀǘ tǳōƭƛŎ /ƻƳƳŜƴǘ 5ǊŀŦǘ wŜǇƻǊǘ ǎǘŀƎŜ 

The report shall contain: 
 

- Names of team members.  
- Specification of which person is the team leader. 
- Names of the peer reviewers. 
- Statement that peer reviewers can be viewed on the assessment downloads page on the MSC 

website. 
 
If the Risk-Based Framework (RBF) has been used in assessing the fishery the report shall state which team 
member(s) has had training in the use of the RBF.  
 
Reference(s): FCP v2.1 Section(s) 7.6, 7.14, Annex PC 

 
This Lake Erie Multi-species Commercial fishery Announcement Comment Draft Report has been drafted by 
Vito Romito (Lead Assessor and P2), Dr John Casselman (P1) and Bob Allain (P3). Information on the 
assessment team has been provided below. 
 
Vito Romito, Leas Assessor primary responsible for Principle 2 and Traceability  
Vito has almost 10 years of expertise in fisheries certification and is an ISO14001 Certified Lead Auditor and 
MSC FCR v.2.0 and FCP v.2.1 approved Fisheries Team Leader for SAI Global with extensive experience in 
ecosystems effects of fisheries. Vito received a BSc (Honours) in Ecology and a MSc in Tropical Coastal 
Management from Newcastle University (U.K.), in between which he worked for a year in Tanzania, carrying 
out comparative biodiversity assessments of pristine and dynamited coral reef ecosystems around the Mafia 
Island Marine Park. For five years he worked at Global Trust Certification/ later SAI Global as Lead Assessor for 
all the fishery assessments in Alaska, Iceland and Louisiana. Vito has also carried out several IFFO forage 
fisheries assessments in Chile, Peru, Europe and other various pre-assessments in Atlantic and Pacific Canada. 
To date, Vito has headed and conducted dozens of assessments involving 40+ different species including 
salmonid, groundfish, pelagic, flatfish, crustacean and cephalopod species in Europe, North and South 
America, and SE Asia. For three years, as a senior fisheries consultant and then manager with RS Standards 
Ltd., he was involved in the development and testing of a Data Deficient Fisheries framework and v.2.0 
fisheries standard for the ASMI Alaska RFM Scheme, and IFFO RS Improver/FIP projects related to South East 
Asia multispecies bottom trawl fisheries. Vito re-joined the SAI Global Fisheries Team in 2018 and has since 
been involved in fisheries assessments in the Baltic Sea, Canada, Iceland, Alaska and Louisiana. 

 
Dr. John Casselman, primary responsible for Principle 1  
Dr John Casselman has experience in marine biology going back more than 40 years including as Senior Aquatic 
Scientist at J.F. MacLaren, Engineers and Environmental Scientists, and as Research Scientist and as Senior 
Research Scientist at the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources (OMNR) from 1973 until 2005. He has most 
recently been involved in analysis of long-term datasets where he demonstrated the significant overriding 
effects of climate on community dynamics and population abundance, year-class strength, and the role of 
predator-prey interaction, especially in early life stages. In 2005, Dr Casselman was awarded the Fruetel 
Memorial Award of the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources for significant contribuǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ hƴǘŀǊƛƻΩǎ 
fisheries research, assessment, and management programs. In 2008, he received the Award of Excellence of 
the 10,000-member American Fisheries Society, the most prestigious award of the 138-year-old society, given 
annually in recognition of original and outstanding contributions to fisheries science and aquatic biology for 
lifetime achievements as a researcher, mentor, and leader. 
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Robert (Bob) Allain, primary responsible for Principle 3 
Bob Allain served in Canada's Department of Fisheries and Oceans for 32 years dealing with management, 
enforcement and policy. While in Government Service, he consulted internationally for the Canadian 
International Development Agency, the (former) International Centre for Ocean Development, the World 
Bank, and the Food and Agricultural Organization of the United Nations. He has participated in, and spoken 
at, international conferences in the United States, Ireland and Australia and has given over 600 media 
interviews to national and international news agencies while in government service. On behalf of various 
national (CIDA, ICOD) and international (UNFAO, World Bank) organizations with specific mandates for the 
advancement of fisheries management and conservation in developing coastal states: Evaluated the 
effectiveness of national monitoring, control and surveillance (MCS) programs of several West African (CECAF) 
coastal states; studied opportunities for inter-regional cooperation, and prepared comprehensive conceptual 
reports for improving the organization and delivery of MCS programs. Evaluated the strengths and weaknesses 
of national fisheries legislation in respect of foreign and domestic fisheries licensing and revenue systems, 
enforcement responses and effectiveness, penalties and the conservation of marine species. 
 
The RBF has been used in the Assessment. Vito Romito, the Lead Assessor is RBF trained. 
 

4.2 Version details 
 

Table 1. Fisheries program documents versions. 

Document Version number 

MSC Fisheries Certification Process Version 2.1 

MSC Fisheries Standard Version 2.01 

MSC General Certification Requirements Version 2.4 

MSC Reporting Template Version 1.1 
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5 Unit(s) of Assessment and Certification and results overview 
5.1 Unit(s) of Assessment and Unit(s) of Certification 

 Unit(s) of Assessment 
 
¢ƘŜ [ŀƪŜ 9ǊƛŜ aǳƭǘƛ {ǇŜŎƛŜǎ ŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ ŦƛǎƘŜǊȅ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƻǇŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ a{/ CƛǎƘŜǊȅ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘΦ 
 
Table 2. Units of Assessment for the for the Lake Erie Multi-Species Commercial Fishery. 

Unit of Assessment 1 (of 8) 

Species:  Yellow Perch (Perca flavescens) 

Stock:  Lake Erie Yellow Perch, QZ1 

Geographical Area:  Lake Erie: QZ1 

Harvest method:  Small mesh gill net 

Management System 
Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO), Canada / Lake Erie Committee (LEC) / Ministry of 
Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF), Ontario 

Client Group:  hƴǘŀǊƛƻ /ƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ CƛǎƘŜǊƛŜǎΩ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ (OCFA) 

Other Eligible fishers:  None 

Unit of Assessment 2 (of 8) 

Species:  Yellow Perch (Perca flavescens) 

Stock:  Lake Erie Yellow Perch, QZ2 

Geographical Area:  Lake Erie: QZ2 

Harvest method:  Small mesh gill net 

Management System 
Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO), Canada/ Lake Erie Committee (LEC) / Ministry of 
Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF), Ontario 

Client Group:  OCFA 

Other Eligible fishers:  None 

Unit of Assessment 3 (of 8) 

Species:  Yellow Perch (Perca flavescens) 

Stock:  Lake Erie Yellow Perch, QZ3(W) 

Geographical Area:  Lake Erie: QZ3 (W) 

Harvest method:  Small mesh gill net 

Management System 
Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO), Canada/ Lake Erie Committee (LEC) / Ministry of 
Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF), Ontario 

Client Group:  OCFA 

Other Eligible fishers:  None 

Unit of Assessment 4 (of 8) 

Species:  Yellow Perch (Perca flavescens) 

Stock:  Lake Erie Yellow Perch, QZ3 (E)  

Geographical Area:  Lake Erie: QZ3 (E) 

Harvest method:  Small mesh gill net 

Management System 
Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO), Canada/ Lake Erie Committee (LEC) / Ministry of 
Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF), Ontario 

Client Group:  OCFA 

Other Eligible fishers:  None 

Unit of Assessment 5 (of 8) 

Species:  Yellow Perch (Perca flavescens) 

Stock:  Lake Erie Yellow Perch, MU1 

Geographical Area:  Lake Erie: MU1 

Harvest method:  Small mesh trap net 

Management System 
US Fisheries & Wildlife Service (FWS) / Lake Erie Committee (LEC) / Ohio Department of Natural 
Resources (ODNR) 

Client Group:  OCFA 

Other Eligible fishers:  None 

Unit of Assessment 6 (of 8) 
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Table 2. Units of Assessment for the for the Lake Erie Multi-Species Commercial Fishery. 

Species:  Yellow Perch (Perca flavescens) 

Stock:  Lake Erie Yellow Perch, MU2 

Geographical Area:  Lake Erie: MU2 

Harvest method:  Small mesh trap net 

Management System 
US Fisheries & Wildlife Service (FWS) / Lake Erie Committee (LEC) / Ohio Department of Natural 
Resources (ODNR) 

Client Group:  OCFA 

Other Eligible fishers:  None 

Unit of Assessment 7 (of 8) 

Species:  Yellow Perch (Perca flavescens) 

Stock:  Lake Erie Yellow Perch, MU3 

Geographical Area:  Lake Erie: MU3 

Harvest method:  Small mesh trap net 

Management System 
US Fisheries & Wildlife Service (FWS) / Lake Erie Committee (LEC) / Ohio Department of Natural 
Resources (ODNR) 

Client Group:  OCFA 

Other Eligible fishers:  None 

Unit of Assessment 8 (of 8) 

Species:  Walleye (Sander vitreus) 

Stock:  Lake Erie Walleye 

Geographical Area:  Lake Erie 

Harvest method:  Large mesh gill net 

Management System 
Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO), Canada / Lake Erie Committee (LEC) / Ministry of 
Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF), Ontario 

Client Group:  OCFA 

Other Eligible fishers:  None 

 

 Unit(s) of Certification 
¢ƻ ōŜ ŘǊŀŦǘŜŘ ŀǘ /ƭƛŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ tŜŜǊ wŜǾƛŜǿ 5ǊŀŦǘ wŜǇƻǊǘ ǎǘŀƎŜ 
¢ƻ ōŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ŀǘ tǳōƭƛŎ /ŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ wŜǇƻǊǘ ǎǘŀƎŜ 

The report shall include a justification for any changes to the proposed Unit(s) of Certification (UoC). 
 
Reference(s): FCP v2.1 Section 7.5 

 
UoCs will be included during Client and Peer Review Draft Report stage 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



 
 
 

 
 

Form 13c Issue 3 April 2019 © SAI Global Limited Copyright 2009 ï ABN 67 050 611 642 Page 17 of 362 
 

5.2 Assessment results overview 
 Determination, formal conclusion and agreement 

¢ƻ ōŜ ŘǊŀŦǘŜŘ ŀǘ Cƛƴŀƭ 5ǊŀŦǘ wŜǇƻǊǘ 
¢ƻ ōŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ŀǘ tǳōƭƛŎ /ŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ wŜǇƻǊǘ 

The report shall include a formal statement as to the certification determination recommendation reached 
by the assessment team on whether the fishery should be certified. 
 
The report shall ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŀ ŦƻǊƳŀƭ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ŀǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǘŀƪŜƴ ōȅ ǘƘŜ /!.Ωǎ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ-
makers in response to the Determination recommendation. 
 
Reference(s): FCP v2.1 Section 7.21 

 

 Principle level scores 
¢ƻ ōŜ ŘǊŀŦǘŜŘ ŀǘ /ƭƛŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ tŜŜǊ wŜǾƛŜǿ 5ǊŀŦǘ wŜǇƻǊǘ 

The report shall include scores for each of the three MSC principles in the table below. 
 
Reference(s): FCP v2.1 Section 7.17 

 

Table 3. Principle level scores. 

Principle UoA 1 UoA 2 UoA 3 UoA 4 

Principle 1 ς Target species     

Principle 2 ς Ecosystem impacts     

Principle 3 ς Management system     

 

 Summary of conditions 
¢ƻ ōŜ ŘǊŀŦǘŜŘ ŀǘ /ƭƛŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ tŜŜǊ wŜǾƛŜǿ 5ǊŀŦǘ wŜǇƻǊǘ 

The report shall include a table summarising conditions raised in this assessment. Details of the conditions 
shall be provided in the appendices. If no conditions are required, the report shall include a statement 
confirming this.  
 
Reference(s): FCP v2.1 Section 7.18 

 

Table 4. Summary of conditions. 

Condition number Condition 
Performance 
Indicator (PI) 

Related to previous 
condition? 

   Yes / No / NA 

   Yes / No / NA 

   Yes / No / NA 

 

 Recommendations 
¢ƻ ōŜ ŘǊŀŦǘŜŘ ŀǘ /ƭƛŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ tŜŜǊ wŜǾƛŜǿ 5ǊŀŦǘ wŜǇƻǊǘ ǎǘŀƎŜΦ 

If the CAB or assessment team wishes to include any recommendations to the client or notes for future 
assessments, these may be included in this section. 
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6 Traceability and eligibility 
6.1 Eligibility date 

The report shall include the eligibility date and the justification for selecting this date, including consideration 
of whether the traceability and segregation systems in the fishery are appropriately implemented. 
 
Reference(s): FCP v2.1 Section 7.8 

 

6.2 Traceability within the fishery 
¢ƻ ōŜ ŘǊŀŦǘŜŘ ŀǘ !ƴƴƻǳƴŎŜƳŜƴǘ /ƻƳƳŜƴǘ 5ǊŀŦǘ wŜǇƻǊǘ ǎǘŀƎŜ 
¢ƻ ōŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ŀǘ tǳōƭƛŎ /ŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ wŜǇƻǊǘ ǎǘŀƎŜ 

The report shall include a description of the tracking, tracing and segregation systems within the fishery and 
how these systems will allow any products sold as MSC certified to be traced back to the Unit of Certification. 
 
The report shall include an evaluation of the robustness of the management systems related to traceability. 
 
The report shall include any traceability references, including hyperlinks to publicly-available documents. 
 
The report shall include a description of the factors that may lead to risks of non-certified seafood being 
mixed with certified seafood prior to entering Chain of Custody using the table below. For each risk factor, 
there shall be a description of whether the risk factor is relevant for the fishery and, if so, a description of 
the relevant mitigation measures or traceability systems in place. 
 
Reference(s): FCP v2.1 Section 7.9 

 
aƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀŎŜŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜƭƻǿ ƛǎ ŘŜǊƛǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ нлмр ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǳǇŘŀǘŜǎ 
ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ h/C! ƛƴ hŎǘƻōŜǊ нлмфΦ 
 
¢ǊŀŎŜŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¸Ŝƭƭƻǿ tŜǊŎƘ ŦƛǎƘŜǊȅΦ 
 
¸Ŝƭƭƻǿ ǇŜǊŎƘ ǾŜǎǎŜƭǎ ŀǊŜ ƭƛŎŜƴǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŦƛǎƘ ƛƴ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǉǳƻǘŀ ȊƻƴŜ όǎŜŜ ¦ƻ!ǎύ ŀƴŘ Ƴǳǎǘ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ŀ ƭƻƎ ōƻƻƪ ŀƴŘ 
5/w ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊŜŘ ōȅ ±a{Φ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǎǘΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ ŦƛǎƘƛƴƎ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ 
ƭƛŎŜƴǎŜŘ ȊƻƴŜ ōǳǘ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ƴƻ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ŀƴ ƛǎǎǳŜ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ ƭƻǿ ǊƛǎƪΦ 
¢ƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ Ǌƛǎƪǎ ŦƻǊ ǎǳōǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴ ŀǊŜΥ 
мΦ ¸Ŝƭƭƻǿ ǇŜǊŎƘ ŎŀǳƎƘǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ άƻǘƘŜǊέ ǘǊŀǇ ƴŜǘǎ όƛΦŜΦ ƭŀǊƎŜ ƳŜǎƘύ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘΦ ²ƛǘƘ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ǘƻ ¸t ƛƴ 
hƘƛƻ ǿŀǘŜǊǎΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǎƻƳŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŦƻǊ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŦƛǎƘ ǘƻ ŎƻπƳƛƴƎƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ ƴƻƴπŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ 
ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ƛƴ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘ ŎƻπƳƛƴƎƭƛƴƎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƭƭŜƎŀƭ ŦƻǊ ŦƛǎƘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ȅŜƭƭƻǿ ǇŜǊŎƘ 
ŦǊƻƳ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ a¦Ωǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ōƻŀǘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǘƛƳŜΣ ǎƻ ŦǊƻƳ ŀƴ a¦ ǎǘŀƴŘǇƻƛƴǘ ŀ ǾŜǎǎŜƭ Ŏŀƴ ƻƴƭȅ ƘŀǾŜ 
ȅŜƭƭƻǿ ǇŜǊŎƘ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ a¦ ƻƴ ōƻŀǊŘ ŀǘ ŀƴȅ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƛƳŜΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƭŜŀǊ ƛŦ ǘƘƛǎ ƻǊ ŀƴ ŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴǘ ƻǊ 
ƳƻǊŜ Ǌƻōǳǎǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ƳƛǊǊƻǊŜŘ ƛƴ hƴǘŀǊƛƻ ǿŀǘŜǊǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ 
ƭŀǘŜǊ ǎǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΦ 

нΦ hǾŜǊ ǉǳƻǘŀ ¸Ŝƭƭƻǿ ǇŜǊŎƘ ŎŀǳƎƘǘ ƛƴ ƻƴŜ ƎŜŀǊ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŎƭŀǊŜŘ ŀǎ ƭŀƴŘƛƴƎǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ƭƻǿ Ǌƛǎƪ 
ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƘƛƎƘ ǎŀƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƛŦ ŎŀǳƎƘǘΦ 

оΦ bƻƴπa{/ ¸Ŝƭƭƻǿ ǇŜǊŎƘ ŦǊƻƳ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƭŀƪŜǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ǎƻƭŘ ŀǎ a{/ [ŀƪŜ 9ǊƛŜ ŦƛǎƘΦ ON processors do purchase 
non-certified Walleye and YP from other lakes, e.g. Lake Huron, Lake Winnipeg, etc. CƛǎƘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƛƴƎ 
ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ Ƴǳǎǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳǎ ǘƻ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ a{/ ŦƛǎƘ ŦǊƻƳ ƴƻƴπa{/ ŦƛǎƘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ Ƙŀǎ ǘƻ ōŜ 
ǾŜǊƛŦƛŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ /Ƙŀƛƴ ƻŦ /ǳǎǘƻŘȅ ŀǳŘƛǘǎΦ 

 
¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ƻƴπƭŀƪŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ƻǊ ǘǊŀƴǎπǎƘƛǇǇƛƴƎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘΦ Lƴ hƴǘŀǊƛƻ ƭŀƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǊƎŜ ǾŜǎǎŜƭǎ ŀǊŜ 
Ƴŀƛƴƭȅ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ǘƻ tƻǊǘ /ƻƭōƻǊƴŜΣ tƻǊǘ 5ƻǾŜǊΣ tƻǊǘ .ǳǊǿŜƭƭΣ tƻǊǘ {ǘŀƴƭŜȅΣ 9ǊƛŜŀǳ IŀǊōƻǳǊΣ ²ƘŜŀǘƭŜȅ IŀǊōƻǳǊ 
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ŀƴŘ YƛƴƎǎǾƛƭƭŜ IŀǊōƻǳǊΦ Lƴ hƘƛƻ ƭŀƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ǘǊŀǇ ǾŜǎǎŜƭǎ ŀǊŜ Ƴŀƛƴƭȅ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ǘƻ {ǳƴŘǳǎƪȅΣ CŀƛǊǇƻǊǘΣ tƻǊǘ /ƭƛƴǘƻƴΦ 
¢ƘŜ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ŀƭƭƛŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ Ǉƭŀƴǘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŀ Ǌƻōǳǎǘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ 
ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ǘǊŀŎŜŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜƎǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ a{/ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘΦ 
 
¢ǊŀŎŜŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ²ŀƭƭŜȅŜ ŦƛǎƘŜǊȅΦ 
 
²ŀƭƭŜȅŜ ǾŜǎǎŜƭǎ ŀǊŜ ƭƛŎŜƴǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŦƛǎƘ ƛƴ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǉǳƻǘŀ ȊƻƴŜ ŀƴŘ Ƴǳǎǘ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ŀ ƭƻƎ ōƻƻƪ ŀƴŘ 5/w ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊŜŘ ōȅ ±a{Φ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǎǘΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ ŦƛǎƘƛƴƎ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ ȊƻƴŜǎ 
ōǳǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƴƻ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀƴ ƛǎǎǳŜΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǿ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ ƭƻǿ ǊƛǎƪΦ ¢ƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ Ǌƛǎƪǎ ŦƻǊ ǎǳōǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴ 
ŀǊŜΥ 

1. ²ŀƭƭŜȅŜ ŎŀǳƎƘǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴƻƴπŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ Ŝŀǎǘ ōŀǎƛƴ [ŀƪŜ 9ǊƛŜ ŦƛǎƘŜǊȅΦ 5/wǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ƴƻǘŜ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘŜŘ 
ŦƛǎƘ ƛǎ a{/ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƻǊ a{/ ƴƻǘπŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŦƛǎƘ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ƪŜǇǘ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜΦ ²ƘŜǊŜ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƴƻƴπ
ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŦƛǎƘ ƛǎ ǘŀƪŜƴ ƻƴ the same trip there is already a requirement to have in place a system to 
physically separate the catch of them on-board the vessel. This element will be further 
assessed/verified in later stages of the assessment. Lƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎŀǎŜǎΣ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƻǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ a{/ /ƻ/ǎ ŀƴŘ 
ŦƻƻŘ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘ ŎƻπƳƛƴƎƭƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƴƻƴπŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŦƛǎƘΦ 

нΦ Walleye caught in the Yellow perch gillnet fishery or in the gear used in other fisheries would not be 
certified. This moderate risk shall be mitigated through appropriate landing and chain of custody 
processes that ensure that certified and non-certified landings are physically and administratively 
separated. 

оΦ Walleye caught illegally on the U.S. part of Lake Erie. There is a low risk due to the potential high 
sanctions if caught. Furthermore, in Ohio ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ²ŀƭƭŜȅŜΣ ƛΦŜΦΣ ǘƘŜ 
ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ƛǎ ŜƴǘƛǊŜƭȅ ƴƻƴπŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭΦ  Therefore the risk is considered quite small. 

пΦ Non-MSC Walleye from other lakes being sold as MSC Lake Erie walleye. ON processors do purchase 
non-certified Walleye and YP from other lakes, e.g. Lake Huron, Lake Winnipeg, etc. CƛǎƘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƛƴƎ 
ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ Ƴǳǎǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳǎ ǘƻ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ a{/ ŦƛǎƘ ŦǊƻƳ ƴƻƴπa{/ ŦƛǎƘΦ As above, tƘƛǎ 
Ƙŀǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǾŜǊƛŦƛŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ /Ƙŀƛƴ ƻŦ /ǳǎǘƻŘȅ ŀǳŘƛǘǎΦ  

 
¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ƻƴπƭŀƪŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ƻǊ ǘǊŀƴǎπǎƘƛǇǇƛƴƎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘΦ In Ontario landings of the large vessels are 
mainly limited to Port Colborne, Port Dover, Port Burwell, Port Stanley, Erieau Harbour, Wheatley Harbour 
and Kingsville Harbour. The combination of management measures allied with plant accounting is 
considered a robust management approach to traceability and ensuring the integrity of MSC certified product. 
 

Table 5. Traceability within the fishery (information from October 2019). 

Factor Description 

Will the fishery use gears that are not part 
of the Unit of Certification (UoC)? 
 
If Yes, please describe:  
- If this may occur on the same trip, on 

the same vessels, or during the same 
season; 

- How any risks are mitigated. 

No, all the relevant gears have been assessed are part of the UoC. 
 
 

Will vessels in the UoC also fish outside the 
UoC geographic area? 
 
If Yes, please describe:  
- If this may occur on the same trip; 
- How any risks are mitigated. 

Yes, but never on the same trip. Landings are recorded per gear 
type. 
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Table 5. Traceability within the fishery (information from October 2019). 

Do the fishery client members ever handle 
certified and non-certified products during 
any of the activities covered by the fishery 
certificate? This refers to both at-sea 
activities and on-land activities. 
- Transport 
- Storage 
- Processing 
- Landing 
- Auction 
 
If Yes, please describe how any risks are 
mitigated. 

Yes. There is some handling of certified and non-certified 
product for both YP and walleye, but the situation varies 
between ON and OH.  
 
Ontario: In ON, non-certified Walleye can originate from the east 
basin gill net fishery. There is no Lake Erie source of non-certified 
YP from ON waters. ON processors do purchase non-certified 
Walleye and YP from other lakes, e.g. Lake Huron, Lake 
Winnipeg, etc. In these cases, processors have MSC CoCs and 
food safety systems that are intended to prevent co-mingling of 
certified and non-certified fish.  
 
Ohio (TH): In OH, there is no traceability issue with Walleye as 
there is no commercial harvesting, i.e., the species is entirely 
non-commercial. With respect to YP, there is some potential for 
certified fish to co-mingle with non-certified but there are 
measures in place to prevent co-mingling including that it is 
illegal for fishers to have yellow perch ŦǊƻƳ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ a¦Ωǎ ƻƴ 
their boat at the same time, so from an MU standpoint a vessel 
can only have yellow perch from a single MU on board at any 
given time.  Regarding certified vs. non-certified yellow perch, 
here is the language provided to all trap net license holders every 
year prior to the fishing season as part of their preliminary quota 
allocation letter: 
 
ά[ŀǎǘƭȅΣ ŀǎ ŀ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ aŀǊƛƴŜ {ǘŜǿŀǊŘǎƘƛǇ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ όa{/ύ 
ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ȅŜƭƭƻǿ ǇŜǊŎƘ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ hƘƛƻΩǎ [ŀƪŜ 9ǊƛŜ 
commercial trap nets, the MSC audit team has instituted a 
requirement to keep targeted yellow perch (harvested from 
yellow perch trap nets) separate from yellow perch harvested 
from non-targeted trap nets (e.g. bass nets).  This requirement is 
in place to ensure chain of custody for the certified portion of 
hƘƛƻΩǎ ȅŜƭƭƻǿ ǇŜǊŎƘ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘΦ  To maintain chain of custody, 
licensees should keep yellow perch harvested from non- targeted 
trap nets separate from those harvested from targeted trap nets 
while on the vessel and in transpƻǊǘ ǘƻ ǿƘƻƭŜǎŀƭŜǊǎΦέ 
 
As further information related to the above statement, generally 
speaking license holders that sell to Ontario processors do not 
harvest yellow perch from nets targeted at other species.  The 
statement above handles that scenario if it ever would arise, but 
license holders that sell to Ontario are not the license holders 
that this would be a concern for.  There are a few small operators 
that fish white bass nets nearshore at Cedar Point and also 
yellow perch nets offshore at Cedar Point, but they do not sell 
yellow perch to Ontario processors.  The license holders that do 
sell to Ontario exclusively fish yellow perch targeted nets on days 
that they are harvesting yellow perch.   
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Table 5. Traceability within the fishery (information from October 2019). 

Does transhipment occur within the 
fishery?  
 
If Yes, please describe: 
- If transhipment takes place at-sea, in 

port, or both; 
- If the transhipment vessel may handle 

product from outside the UoC; 
- How any risks are mitigated. 

 
No. 

Are there any other risks of mixing or 
substitution between certified and non-
certified fish? 
 
If Yes, please describe how any risks are 
mitigated. 

No, but it is helpful to describe a few nearby fisheries. There is a 
small commercial Trap Net fishery harvesting Yellow Perch in the 
NY waters of MU4 
(https://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/fish_marine_pdf/2018lerpt.pdf), 
and a small trap net fishery for Walleye and Yellow Perch in the 
Pennsylvania waters of MU4.  
The harvest of walleye in MU4 is prosecuted using trapnet gear. 
This is not considered a risk since it is a separate and different 
gear from the large mesh gillnet Walleye UoA under assessment 
here. Trapnet harvesting of YP in MU4 is also considered not 
problematic because it is separate from what is being assessed 
(i.e. by MU and gear type).  
 
Furthermore, in the case of Yellow Perch (YP) each of the MUs 
represents a bi-national assessment and management unit. All 
stock components and removals are considered as per individual 
MU. Jurisdictional shares of the MU-specific TAC are 
proportional to eŀŎƘ ƧǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜ ŀǊŜŀ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ a¦Φ Lƴ 
the case of Walleye, the east basin (MU4/5) is outside of the 
international TAC area. These fish (whether harvested in the ON 
gill net fishery, or the NY fishery) are managed by other than the 
LEC and are not part of the MSC certified large mesh fishery UoC. 

 

6.3 Eligibility to enter further chains of custody 
¢ƻ ōŜ ŘǊŀŦǘŜŘ ŀǘ !ƴƴƻǳƴŎŜƳŜƴǘ /ƻƳƳŜƴǘ 5ǊŀŦǘ wŜǇƻǊǘ ǎǘŀƎŜ 
¢ƻ ōŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ŀǘ tǳōƭƛŎ /ŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ wŜǇƻǊǘ ǎǘŀƎŜ 

The report shall include a determination of whether the seafood product will be eligible to enter certified 
chains of custody, and whether the seafood product is eligible to be sold as MSC certified or carry the MSC 
ecolabel. 
 
The report shall include a list of parties, or category of parties, eligible to use the fishery certificate, and sell 
product as MSC certified. 
 
The report shall include the point of intended change of ownership of product, a list of eligible landing points, 
and the point from which subsequent Chain of Custody certification is required. 
 
If the CAB makes a negative determination under FCP v2.1 Section 7.9, the CAB shall state that fish and fish 
products from the fishery are not eligible to be sold as MSC certified or carry the MSC ecolabel. If the client 
group includes other entities such as agents, unloaders, or other parties involved with landing or sale of 
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certified fish, this needs to be clearly stated in the report including the point from which Chain of Custody is 
required. 
 
Reference(s): FCP v2.1 Section 7.9 

 
Companies included by the Client Group 

 
To be confirmed by the client group. 
 
Yellow Perch Eligibility 
Product from the certified UoC in Canadian waters will be eligible to enter further certified chains of custody 
when caught and landed by a licensed fishing vessel with an available quota and using the required gear as 
specified in this assessment. Only licensed vessels approved by the client group may trade in certified product. 
Only processors belonging to the client group may market certified product. 
 
Product from the certified UoC in U.S. waters will be eligible to enter further certified chains of custody as long 
as current working practises ensure that trap caught MSC certified fish is not mixed with trap caught nonς
certified fish. This process shall reflect the changes required by the management authority. Once the changes 
have been introduced, they will need to be assessed and confirmed as acceptable by the certifying CAB.  
 
Only yellow perch caught and landed by an Ohio licensed fishing vessel with an available quota and using the 
required gear will be covered by the certification. Only licensed vessels approved by the client group may trade 
in certified product. Only processors belonging to the client group may market certified product. 
 
In both Ontario and Ohio landings may be made at those landing points approved and made known to the 
relevant authority. Where a vessel sells all of its catch to a single processor and the product is transported 
directly from the vessel to the processing facility, the chain of custody shall begin in the processing facility. 
Where an intermediary or intermediaries between the landing and the processing plant takes ownership of 
the product the intermediary /ies shall have chain of custody certification. 
 
Walleye eligibility 
Product from the certified UoC will be eligible to enter further certified chains of custody when caught and 
landed by a licensed fishing vessel with an available quota and using the required gear. However, where 
certified and noncertified fish is taken on the same trip, before product from such a trip may be sold as certified 
there shall be in place a system to physically separate the catch of them on-board the vessel. This should not 
be a problem for Walleye since all the commercial harvest occurs in Ontario, which is covered by this 
assessment. Only licensed vessels approved by the client group may trade in certified product. Only processors 
belonging to the client group may market certified product. 
 
In Ontario landings may be made at those landing points approved and made known to the relevant authority. 
Where a vessel sells all of its catch to a single processor and the product is transported directly from the vessel 
to the processing facility, the chain of custody shall begin in the processing facility. Where an intermediary or 
intermediaries between the landing and the processing plant takes ownership of the product the 
intermediary/ies shall have chain of custody certification. 
 

6.4 Eligibility of Inseparable or Practicably Inseparable (IPI) stock(s) to enter further 
chains of custody 

 
There are no IPI stocks in the fisheries under assessment.  



 
 
 

 
 

Form 13c Issue 3 April 2019 © SAI Global Limited Copyright 2009 ï ABN 67 050 611 642 Page 23 of 362 
 

7 Scoring 
7.1 Summary of Performance Indicator level scores 
 

Table 6. Fishery Assessment Scoring Worksheet (Green cells in P2 indicate that those PIs have the same score across 
all UoAs) 
Yellow Perch UoA 1-7 and Walleye UoA 8 (All UoAs) 

Principle Component Weight Performance Indicator (PI) Weight Score 

One 

Outcome 0.333 
1.1.1 Stock status 0.500 100 

1.1.2 Stock rebuilding 0.500 100 

Management 0.667 

1.2.1 Harvest strategy 0.250 90 

1.2.2 Harvest control rules & tools 0.250 95 

1.2.3 Information & monitoring 0.250 80 

1.2.4 Assessment of stock status 0.250 95 

Overall weighted Principle-level scores Score 

Principle 1 - Target species 93.3 

Yellow Perch UoA 1-7 and Walleye UoA 8 (All UoAs) 

Principle Component Weight Performance Indicator (PI) Weight Score 

Three 

Governance 
and policy 

0.500 

3.1.1 Legal &/or customary framework 0.333 100 

3.1.2 Consultation, roles & responsibilities 0.333 95 

3.1.3 Long term objectives 0.333 100 

Fishery specific 
management 

system 
0.500 

3.2.1 Fishery specific objectives  0.250 80 

3.2.2 Decision making processes 0.250 100 

3.2.3 Compliance & enforcement 0.250 100 

3.2.4 
Monitoring & management performance 
evaluation 

0.250 90 

Overall weighted Principle-level scores Score 

Principle 3 - Management 95.4 

UoA 1 

Principle Component Weight Performance Indicator (PI) Weight Score 

Two 

Primary species 0.200 

2.1.1 Outcome* 0.333 100 

2.1.2 Management strategy 0.333 95 

2.1.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 95 

Secondary 
species 

0.200 
2.2.1 Outcome 0.333 90 

2.2.2 Management strategy 0.333 95 
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2.2.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 85 

ETP species 0.200 

2.3.1 Outcome 0.333 80 

2.3.2 Management strategy 0.333 85 

2.3.3 Information strategy 0.333 80 

Habitats 0.200 

2.4.1 Outcome 0.333 80 

2.4.2 Management strategy 0.333 80 

2.4.3 Information 0.333 80 

Ecosystem 0.200 

2.5.1 Outcome 0.333 80 

2.5.2 Management 0.333 80 

2.5.3 Information 0.333 80 

Overall weighted Principle-level scores Score 

Principle 2 - Ecosystem  85.7 

UoA 2 

Principle Component Weight Performance Indicator (PI) Weight Score 

Two 

Primary species 0.200 

2.1.1 Outcome 0.333 100 

2.1.2 Management strategy 0.333 95 

2.1.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 100 

Secondary 
species 

0.200 

2.2.1 Outcome 0.333 90 

2.2.2 Management strategy 0.333 95 

2.2.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 85 

ETP species 0.200 

2.3.1 Outcome 0.333 80 

2.3.2 Management strategy 0.333 85 

2.3.3 Information strategy 0.333 80 

Habitats 0.200 

2.4.1 Outcome 0.333 80 

2.4.2 Management strategy 0.333 80 

2.4.3 Information 0.333 80 

Ecosystem 0.200 

2.5.1 Outcome 0.333 80 

2.5.2 Management 0.333 80 

2.5.3 Information 0.333 80 

Overall weighted Principle-level scores Score 

Principle 2 - Ecosystem  86.0 
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UoA 3 

Principle Component Weight Performance Indicator (PI) Weight Score 

Two 

Primary species 0.200 

2.1.1 Outcome 0.333 100 

2.1.2 Management strategy 0.333 95 

2.1.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 100 

Secondary 
species 

0.200 

2.2.1 Outcome 0.333 90 

2.2.2 Management strategy 0.333 95 

2.2.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 85 

ETP species 0.200 

2.3.1 Outcome 0.333 80 

2.3.2 Management strategy 0.333 85 

2.3.3 Information strategy 0.333 80 

Habitats 0.200 

2.4.1 Outcome 0.333 80 

2.4.2 Management strategy 0.333 80 

2.4.3 Information 0.333 80 

Ecosystem 0.200 

2.5.1 Outcome 0.333 80 

2.5.2 Management 0.333 80 

2.5.3 Information 0.333 80 

Overall weighted Principle-level scores Score 

Principle 2 - Ecosystem  86.0 

UoA 4 

Principle Component Weight Performance Indicator (PI) Weight Score 

Two 

Primary species 0.200 

2.1.1 Outcome 0.333 100 

2.1.2 Management strategy 0.333 95 

2.1.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 100 

Secondary 
species 

0.200 

2.2.1 Outcome 0.333 90 

2.2.2 Management strategy 0.333 95 

2.2.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 85 

ETP species 0.200 

2.3.1 Outcome 0.333 80 

2.3.2 Management strategy 0.333 85 

2.3.3 Information strategy 0.333 80 

Habitats 0.200 2.4.1 Outcome 0.333 80 
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2.4.2 Management strategy 0.333 80 

2.4.3 Information 0.333 80 

Ecosystem 0.200 

2.5.1 Outcome 0.333 80 

2.5.2 Management 0.333 80 

2.5.3 Information 0.333 80 

Overall weighted Principle-level scores Score 

Principle 2 - Ecosystem  86.0 

UoA 5 

Principle Component Weight Performance Indicator (PI) Weight Score 

Two 

Primary species 0.200 

2.1.1 Outcome 0.333 100 

2.1.2 Management strategy 0.333 100 

2.1.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 100 

Secondary 
species 

0.200 

2.2.1 Outcome 0.333 80 

2.2.2 Management strategy 0.333 80 

2.2.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 80 

ETP species 0.200 

2.3.1 Outcome 0.333 90 

2.3.2 Management strategy 0.333 85 

2.3.3 Information strategy 0.333 80 

Habitats 0.200 

2.4.1 Outcome 0.333 80 

2.4.2 Management strategy 0.333 80 

2.4.3 Information 0.333 80 

Ecosystem 0.200 

2.5.1 Outcome 0.333 80 

2.5.2 Management 0.333 80 

2.5.3 Information 0.333 80 

Overall weighted Principle-level scores Score 

Principle 2 - Ecosystem  85.0 

UoA 6 

Principle Component Weight Performance Indicator (PI) Weight Score 

Two Primary species 0.200 

2.1.1 Outcome 0.333 100 

2.1.2 Management strategy 0.333 100 

2.1.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 100 
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Secondary 
species 

0.200 

2.2.1 Outcome 0.333 90 

2.2.2 Management strategy 0.333 95 

2.2.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 85 

ETP species 0.200 

2.3.1 Outcome 0.333 90 

2.3.2 Management strategy 0.333 85 

2.3.3 Information strategy 0.333 80 

Habitats 0.200 

2.4.1 Outcome 0.333 80 

2.4.2 Management strategy 0.333 80 

2.4.3 Information 0.333 80 

Ecosystem 0.200 

2.5.1 Outcome 0.333 80 

2.5.2 Management 0.333 80 

2.5.3 Information 0.333 80 

Overall weighted Principle-level scores Score 

Principle 2 - Ecosystem  87.0 

UoA 7 

Principle Component Weight Performance Indicator (PI) Weight Score 

Two 

Primary species 0.200 

2.1.1 Outcome 0.333 100 

2.1.2 Management strategy 0.333 100 

2.1.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 100 

Secondary 
species 

0.200 

2.2.1 Outcome 0.333 90 

2.2.2 Management strategy 0.333 95 

2.2.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 85 

ETP species 0.200 

2.3.1 Outcome 0.333 90 

2.3.2 Management strategy 0.333 85 

2.3.3 Information strategy 0.333 80 

Habitats 0.200 

2.4.1 Outcome 0.333 80 

2.4.2 Management strategy 0.333 80 

2.4.3 Information 0.333 80 

Ecosystem 0.200 

2.5.1 Outcome 0.333 80 

2.5.2 Management 0.333 80 

2.5.3 Information 0.333 80 
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Overall weighted Principle-level scores Score 

Principle 2 - Ecosystem  87.0 

UoA 8 

Principle Component Weight Performance Indicator (PI) Weight Score 

Two 

Primary species 0.200 

2.1.1 Outcome 0.333 100 

2.1.2 Management strategy 0.333 95 

2.1.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 100 

Secondary 
species 

0.200 

2.2.1 Outcome 0.333 90 

2.2.2 Management strategy 0.333 85 

2.2.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 85 

ETP species 0.200 

2.3.1 Outcome 0.333 80 

2.3.2 Management strategy 0.333 85 

2.3.3 Information strategy 0.333 80 

Habitats 0.200 

2.4.1 Outcome 0.333 80 

2.4.2 Management strategy 0.333 80 

2.4.3 Information 0.333 80 

Ecosystem 0.200 

2.5.1 Outcome 0.333 80 

2.5.2 Management 0.333 80 

2.5.3 Information 0.333 80 

Overall weighted Principle-level scores Score 

Principle 2 - Ecosystem  85.3 
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7.2 Principle 1 
7.2.1 Principle 1 background 
As per MSC Fisheries Standard v2.01 requirements, in Principle 1 teams are required to score the whole of the 
target stock(s) selected for inclusion in the Unit of Assessment (UoA). In the Outcome Performance Indicator 
(PI), requirements are for the stock to be at a level which maintains high productivity and has a low probability 
of recruitment overfishing. The next two PIs require the existence of a robust and precautionary harvest 
strategy and well defined and effective harvest control rules in place. Finally, the last two PIs assess for 
relevant information collection to support (and monitor) the harvest strategy, and for the adequate 
assessment of stock status. 
 
The Lake Erie Yellow perch and Walleye Fisheries 
Lake Erie contains important and valuable international commercial and sport fisheries. It is said to have one 
ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ŦǊŜǎƘǿŀǘŜǊ ŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ ŦƛǎƘŜǊƛŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŦƛǎƘŜǊƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊƛƭȅ ǘǿƻ 
percids ς yellow perch (Perca flavescens) and walleye (Sander vitreus). Both of these species received MSC 
certification in 2015 (Intertek 2015), with two conditions on yellow perch. Particulars concerning the operation 
of both the commercial and the sport fisheries were detailed there. This section encompasses primarily the 
period of time since that certification but, where appropriate, includes longer-term information and data for 
reference and comparative purposes. Notably, the yellow perch stock is assessed according to four 
management units (MU1ςMU4). In Ohio, the yellow perch commercial fishing season is May to November, 
with small-mesh trap nets. In Ontario, the gill-net fishery is open year-round, with regulations covering gear-
soak times when ice is present. Mesh is small in size (minimum allowable stretch mesh size of 57 mm) and 
nets are bottom-set. The walleye population is considered to be a single stock. In the Ontario commercial 
fishery, walleye are caught by large-mesh mid-water gill nets (minimum size 89 mm). Walleye may also be 
caught incidentally in small-mesh gear that targets other species. Recreational fisheries in both Canadian and 
U.S. waters also target both species. Commercial fishing of walleye is not allowed in U.S. waters.  

 
LTL Species Considerations 
Yellow perch and walleye, the target (P1) species assessed in this report are not considered to be key Low-
Trophic Level (LTL) species.  

 
7.2.2  Yellow perch 
 
7.2.2.1 Biology description 
Yellow perch is a cool-water species that is abundant throughout its native range in North America; the Great 
Lakes Basin is centrally located in this broad distributional range, where it is prolific in trophic and mesotrophic 
environments. Yellow perch are economically important, both commercially and recreationally, to all 
jurisdictions on Lake Erie. They inhabit a vast territory and a wide variety of habitats and is very adaptable, 
occupying a broad range of warm- and cool-water conditions (Scott and Crossman 1973). It is a spring spawner; 
eggs are extruded in a unique transparent gelatinous string or tube that adheres to submerged vegetation or 
lies on the bottom. The preferred summer temperature range of adults is from 18°C to 25°C (Brown et al. 
2009), with a mean optimum temperature for somatic growth of 22.9°C (Casselman 2002). 
 
Yellow perch are opportunistic omnivores that are abundant and highly productive in Lake Erie. Adults eat a 
broad range of benthic invertebrates and forage fishes. It is possible that body condition and growth of yellow 
perch in the western basin of Lake Erie in the early 2000s was slower than in the central basin because of 
higher summer temperatures and lower abundance of macroinvertebrates (Markham and Knight 2017). 
Biological differences exist between the western-based stock and other stocks in Lake Erie, and for quota 
management, the Lake Erie Committee (LEC) recognizes a discrete western basin stock (Markham and Knight 
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2017). In the central basin, diets of adult yellow perch during the mid- to late 2000s were dominated by the 
spiny water flea (Bythotrephes longimanus) and emerald shiner (Notropis atherinoides).  
 
Lake Erie yellow perch populations are strong in the west and central basins, where shallow, warm, and 
productive waters are prevalent (YPTG 2007). Spawning stocks of yellow perch are well distributed throughout 
the central basin of Lake Erie and frequently spawn near tributary inlets. The newly hatched fry move far 
offshore and may be affected by hypoxia and upwellings (Markham and Knight 2017). However, these impacts 
on feeding, growth, and survival are not well known. Since yellow perch are an abundant, adaptable benthic 
omnivore, in the eastern basin of Lake Erie they are able to use a wide variety of water temperatures and 
habitats (Scott and Crossman 1973). The diet of yellow perch changes with size and season. In the late 2000s, 
there was strong anecdotal information that yellow perch consumed increasing numbers of round goby 
(Neogobius melanostomus) since its invasion in the eastern basin in 2000. In the eastern basin, yellow perch 
are considered to be one population for assessment and inter-jurisdictional quota management, even though 
there may be a number of spatially isolated small spawning stocks (YPTG 2007). 
 
Year-class strength of yellow perch can be extremely variable. In Lake Erie over the past three decades, yellow 
perch have produced a number of strong year classes, the strongest in 1996 and the next in 2003, which was 
coincidental with a strong year class of walleye. Since 2014, year classes have been relatively strong and 
important in sustaining an important commercial and recreational fishery (SAI Global 2019).  
 
Recruitment signals, best detected in long-term datasets, emphasize the importance of environmental 
conditions in relation to recruitment. The yellow perch fishery of Lake Erie has been co-managed by several 
jurisdictions around Lake Erie since 1984. Zhang et al. (2018) reviewed this intensive fisheries management 
and concluded that populations such as yellow perch showed minimal negative harvest effects and were more 
strongly affected by environmental conditions than by exploitation.  
 
Almost all warm- and cool-water predatory fish, including walleye, prey upon yellow perch. Under some 
conditions, yellow perch may be a primary prey of walleye, and these two percid populations are often tightly 
coupled (Brown et al. 2009). The interaction has been studied extensively, and an inverse relationship in 
abundance and biomass has been observed; e.g., Thao et al. (2016). Consistent with the former MSC 
certification of this species (Intertek 2015), yellow perch in Lake Erie are not considered a key low-trophic-
level (LTL) species since it does not meet the criteria for a key LTL as defined by MSC Fisheries Standard v2.01 
(MSC 2018).  

  
7.2.2.2 Fishery description 
[ŀƪŜ 9ǊƛŜ Ƙŀǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ŦǊŜǎƘǿŀǘŜǊ ŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ ŦƛǎƘŜǊƛŜǎΦ !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ȅŜƭlow perch have been 
exploited in the Great Lakes since the mid- to late 1800s, it was not until successful negotiations and 
ratification of the Convention of Great Lakes Fisheries in 1954 that there was international co-operation to 
manage the fishery. The Great Lakes Fishery Commission, (GLFC) established in 1955 by the Convention, 
coordinated research and assessment and facilitated co-operative fisheries management. Lake committees 
were established in 1981, and since that time, the Lake Erie Committee and associated task groups have 
addressed ecosystem and harvest issues. The Yellow Perch Task Group (YPTG) is responsible for population 
assessment within MUs defined on Lake Erie and annually recommends allowable harvest (RAH) and 
establishes total allowable catch (TAC) for yellow perch. Lake Erie was divided into four MUs for the purposes 
of assessment, data collection, population modelling, and quota determination (Figure 1A).  
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Figure 1. Yellow perch Lake Erie A) management units (MUs) defined by the Yellow Perch Task Group and the 
Lake Erie Committee and B) quota zones as defined in Canadian waters. MUs 1ς4 are under U.S. jurisdiction; 
QZs 1ς3 are under Canadian jurisdiction. 
 
Members of the YPTG from Canada and the United States work co-operatively under the auspices of the GLFC 
to analyse data through annual surveys to recommend TAC for yellow perch in each of the four units. Following 
the advice of the YPTG on RAH and stakeholder consultations, annually the LEC announces the TAC for each 
MU. Jurisdictions within each MU are allocated quota based on an area-based sharing formula. State and 
provincial agencies have the authority within their jurisdictions to allocate quota among harvesters in the area. 
Since 1984, the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (OMNRF) has managed the yellow perch 
fishery on Lake Erie based on an individual transferrable quota. The GLFC has divided the lake into four MUs 
for stock assessment purposes and OMNRF has defined three quota zones (QZ) on the lake to which it allocates 
quota. QZ1 corresponds with boundaries of MU1; similarly QZ2 has boundaries similar to MU2. However, QZ3 
combines the quota allocation of MU3 and MU4 (Figure 1B). Yellow perch commercial fishing licences issued 
by OMNRF on Lake Erie are assigned to one of the three QZs.  
 
In addition to the commercial gill-net fishery in Ontario, yellow perch in Lake Erie are also exploited by other 
commercial and recreational harvesters in both the United States and Canada. Recreational harvest of yellow 
perch occurs in all five jurisdictions; however, in comparison to the US, recreational harvest in Ontario is quite 
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small. Gill netting is prohibited in U.S. waters in Lake Erie; however, Ohio supports a commercial yellow perch 
trap-net fishery and a small-scale commercial fishery exists in Pennsylvania and New York.  
 
Yellow perch populations in Lake Erie have supported a strong fishery since at least 1900. The fishery peaked 
between 1928 and 1935 and again from the mid-1950s to the mid-1970s (Tavel 2009). The harvest is 
considerable, as illustrated on a 10-min grid for 2018. Fluctuating year-class strength and reduced recruitment 
in the 1960s contributed to concerns about the population in the 1970s. Following a period of high abundance 
in the 1980s, because of poor recruitment and survival yellow perch populations in Lake Erie declined steeply 
in the 1990s. In the 1990s, Canadian harvest declined from approximately 12 million pounds to 3 million 
pounds (Tavel 2009). As a result of periodic strong year classes since the mid-1990s, harvest in recent years 
has increased to 7 to 10 million pounds. As yellow perch stocks recovered in the mid- to late 1990s, the YPTG 
changed the methodology used to determine RAH to a more conservative approach by altering the fishing 
mortality calculations regarding age- and gear-specific selectivity to parallel the techniques employed by the 
Walleye Task Group. The YPTG also introduced a new harvest strategy that incorporated biological reference 
points, population simulations, and assessment of risk. A draft special management plan implemented from 
2000 to 2005 instituted reductions in harvest rates in order to rebuild stocks (see review, Intertek 2015).  
 
Distribution of the harvest in 2018 throughout Lake Erie by 10-min grids emphasizes that current harvest is 
most intensive in the western and west-central basins and along the north shore (Figure 2). This harvest is 
associated with three types of fishing effort, also illustrated on a 10-min grid basis, involving the gill-net fishery 
in Canadian waters (Figure 3A), the trap-net fishery in U.S. waters (Figure 3B), and the sport effort in angler 
hours (Figure 3C) (YPTG 2019). Yellow perch fishing effort across MUs and gear types has varied considerably 
over time but, in recent years, has been relatively stable and is appreciably lower in MU4 (Figure 4).  

 
Figure 2. Distribution of yellow perch harvest (pounds) in Lake Erie in 2018 by 10-min grid. From YPTG (2019, 
Figure 1.5). Dark lines across Lake Erie designate the various basins: from left to right ς western, west-central, 
east-central, and eastern. 
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Figure 3. Distribution of fishing effort for yellow perch in Lake Erie in 2018 by 10-min grid for A) fine-mesh gill 
net (km), B) trap net (lifts), and C) sport fishing (angler-hours). From YPTG (2019, Figures 1.6, 1.7, and 1.8).  
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Figure 4. Long-term yellow perch fishing effort by Management Unit and gear type for gill nets (km ×1,000), 
trap nets (lifts ×1,000), and angling (millions of hours). Gill-net effort is targeted with small mesh (< 3 in.). From 
YPTG (2019, Figure 1.3). 
 
Age assessment is an important part of yellow perch fisheries management. Female mean age at 50% maturity 
for MUs 1 to 4 in the early 2000s was 2.9, 2.4, 2.5, and 2.7 years, respectively. Mean age of harvested yellow 
perch for that decade was 3.9, 3.7, 4.2, and 4.2, respectively (YPTG 2007) In 2018, 51% of the harvest was fish 
of age 4, with 24% age 3 (Table 7). Mean age of harvested yellow perch for all gears in 2018 for MUs 1 to 4 
was 3.7, 3.8, and 2.8, respectively. Overall harvest in MU1 and MU3 was similar, at more than 6 million fish 
(6.8 and 6.4, respectively), and in MU1 and MU3, 50% and 52%, respectively, of the harvest was age 4. In MU2, 
approximately 57% was age 4, and harvest compared with MU1 and MU3 was lower, at approximately 4.6 
million fish. In MU4, harvest was appreciably lower compared with the other three MUs, at approximately 0.9 
million fish. This harvest was considerably younger, with 51% of the fish age 2 and 27% age 3 (Table 7).  
 
Table 7. Age of yellow perch harvested in 2018 by Management Unit and lake-wide totals. Lake-wide harvest 
by gear type as follows: gill nets accounted for 70.4%, trap nets 18.7%, and recreational harvest 10.9%. Harvest 
is millions of fish. From YPTG (2019, Table 1.6). 
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7.2.2.3 Stock assessment and status 
 
Stock assessment and analysis of the yellow perch population of Lake Erie are derived from several sources, 
including fishery-dependent and ςindependent datasets. Several fishery-independent surveys conducted on 
Lake Erie contribute to the knowledge, understanding, and assessment of fish, including the partnership gill-
net index, the western basin interagency trawling index, Long Point Bay index trawl surveys, and the Long 
Point Bay nearshore fish-community study.  
 
Over time, some changes have been made in the indices that have been used. In 2018 and 2019, the YPTG 
examined all age 0 and age 1 recruitment indices used in the multi-model inference (MMI) process to 
improve model stability and transparency. The YPTG determined that some of the indices that had been 
used in the model should be removed because of potential bias or changes in survey design. Surveys 
removed from the model included: 1) MU4 Long Point Bay summer gill net age 1 survey. This survey had a 
change in survey design in 2018 and was no longer a continuous time series. 2) MU2 and MU3, Ohio 
summer trawl survey age 0 and age 1 were removed because of hypoxia during the survey. A complete list 
of the surveys that have been excluded along with those that have been included, is detailed in the YPTG 
2019 report (YPTG 2019, Appendix Table 4). Indices have been added; for example, in 2018, the New York 
gill net age 1 recruitment index was added to the MU4 model. Additional central basin recruitment indices were 
examined but not included at that time (YPTG 2018). In 2019, 19 were used in the multi-model inference 
process, and it is planned that they be used for the next 5 years or until further assessment research is 
conducted. These indices are well defined in the 2019 WPTG report (YPTG 2019, Appendix Table 4). For more 
assessment details, see Yellow Perch Management Plan (draft) 2007, Lake Erie Yellow Perch Gillnet Fishery 
Pre-Assessment Report (Tavel 2009) and current MSC Certification Report (Intertek 2015).  
 
The partnership gill-net index is a co-operative fisheries assessment program conducted jointly between the 
Ontario Commercial Fisheries Association (OCFA) and the OMNRF. The program, which has been in place since 
1989, and monitors abundance, size, and species composition throughout Lake Erie. Information collected is 
applied in catch-at-age analyses to estimate population abundance for not only yellow perch but also walleye 
(OMNR 2008). Until 1997, the index gill-net survey was conducted by volunteer commercial fishers with 
onboard OMNR industry-selected technicians, who maintained the sampling protocol. However, since 1997, 
the surveys have been conducted by OCFA/OMNR selected technicians deployed on contract vessels.  
 
The protocol has been for the gill-net index program to be conducted from August to November. For effort, 
netting details, and other sampling particulars for each MU, see the 2019 YPTG report (YPTG 2019b, Appendix 
Table 4). All fish caught during the survey are identified, counted, and weighed on bulk basis by species and 
mesh size. Biological sampling for selected species includes length, weight, sex, maturity status, gonad weight, 
and collection of age assessment structures. Survey results include total catch, mean species biomass, and 
age-specific information for yellow perch (OMNR 2008, OMNRF 2016).  
 
The OMNRF has been involved in conducting interagency trawl surveys in the western basin (MU1) since 1987 
and in the eastern basin (MU4) since 1980 (see MU locations, Figure 1). The trawl index, a co-operative 
initiative between Ontario and Ohio, is used to assess year-class strength of species based on catches of young-
of-the-year and older yellow perch. Data collected by the surveys are used by the Lake Erie Task Group to 
project abundance of 2-year-old yellow perch to be recruited into the fishery. The trawl index contributes 
knowledge of species composition, forage abundance, and growth trends. In addition, yellow perch are 
subsampled for age interpretation (OMNR 2008).  
 
Annual surveys are conducted in Long Point Bay. Composite indices are acquired that provide complete 
indicators of the status of age 0 and 1 yellow perch in the bay. These indices encompass all depth strata and 
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have broad spatial coverage. (YPTG 2019b). The surveys, which extend from 1986 to the present, also provide 
trends in abundance, biomass, and growth of yellow perch.  
 
In addition to the fishery-independent data, fishery-dependent data is collected from logbooks maintained by 
licence holders and data contained in daily catch reports. The daily catch reports (DCR) are completed and 
submitted prior to any off-load. DCRs contain landing information (time, date, port, QZ, etc.). Estimates of 
weight of each species landed, effort details (gear type, target species, as well as duration and length of the 
set), along with an estimate of the quantity of species discarded or released. Weights recorded on the DCR are 
verified by weight observer or port officer records.  
 
In addition to fishery-dependent data for the candidate fishery, recreational harvesters participate in a daily 
log program. Sport fishers record catch and effort data over the course of the season on all species. The 
recreational program has been in place for 24 years, contributing to the information available on yellow perch 
that can be used in stock assessment. Creel surveys are also conducted. 
 
The Yellow Perch Task Group stock assessment rely on these fishery-dependent and -independent survey data 
collected by all management jurisdictions and for each of the four MUs on Lake Erie. Each MU is modelled 
separately since physical, biological, and environmental characteristics of the various MUs are difference and 
therefore may have productivity thresholds, rate of harvest, and survivability targets. Recommended 
allowable harvest (RAH) estimates are generated for each MU, and results are presented to the Lake Erie 
Committee (LEC) for a final decision regarding the total allowable catch (TAC).  
 
The stock assessment information is documented in the YPTG reports and is briefly described here. On an 
annual basis, population size for each MU is estimated through catch-at-age analysis using the Auto 
Differentiation Model Builder (ADMB) computer program with the Ontario commercial selectivity index 
version, which incorporates commercial gill-net catchability coefficients based on seasonal distribution of 
harvest and relative catch rates. The model builder program has been used by the YPTG since 2002 (YPTG 
2007).  
 
Management considers age 2 as the year of first recruitment into the fishery (Tavel 2009). Age 2 yellow perch 
recruitment is predicted by linear regression of juvenile trawl indices against catch-at-age analysis estimates 
of 2-year-old abundance for each MU.  
 
Stock estimates are projected from catch-at-age analysis estimates of population size and age-specific survival 
rates from the previous year. Projected age 2 yellow perch recruitment is added to the population estimate 
for older fish in each unit in order to produce the total standing stock.  
 
Long-term standardized recruitment indices for Lake Erie perch are associated with the interagency trawling 
of western Lake Erie (YPTG 2019b, Appendix Table 4, index codes 00S10 and 00S11) and provide important 
insights of the status of the yellow perch population. The 31-year (1998ς2018) young-of-the-year catch index 
provided by Ontario and Ohio indicates that from 2014 to 2018, yellow perch young-of-the-year recruitment 
has been relatively strong (Figure 5). The strongest recruitment for the period occurred in 1996, higher than 
2003, while the 2018 year class was the third strongest for the period. If mortality of the 2018 year class 
remains low, it may be important in building and sustaining the yellow perch population and fishery (SAI Global 
2019). The values for this index are provided in Appendix 1.  
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Figure 5. Number of young-of-the-year yellow perch caught per hectare during interagency trawling (1988ς
2018) in western Lake Erie. Young-of-the-year catches are provided for Ontario and Ohio, with data from Lake 
Erie Management Unit, Draft Annual Report 2018 and illustrated from OCFA Annual Convention 2019, OMNRF 
PowerPoint slide deck. 
 
The long-term yellow perch population estimates by MU (Figure 1) indicate that the populations are strong, 
providing sustainable yellow perch fisheries. Estimates of the number of age 2, as well as age 3 and older, 
yellow perch in MU1 indicate that since 1975, yellow perch were most abundant in MU1 from the mid-1970s 
to the late 1980s (Figure 6A). The population was especially low in the early 1990s and the mid-2010s, 
particularly in 2014 and 2015. In more recent years, abundance has been moderately high but have declined 
slightly in the past 2 to 3 years (Figure 6A). In MU2, yellow perch were most abundant in the mid- to late 2000s 
and at moderate and consistent levels over the past decade. There is some evidence of slight declines in the 
past 3 to 4 years (Figure 7A). In MU3, yellow perch were most abundant in the late 2000s, similar to MU2 
(Figure 8A). In recent years, yellow perch in MU3 have been quite abundant and stable. Yellow perch are not 
as abundant in MU4 as in the other MUs (Figure 9A). Considering this 4½-decade period from 1975 to the 
present, yellow perch abundance in MU4 has been quite variable but most consistent during the 2000s. Yellow 
perch in this MU have increased markedly in the past few years. 
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Figure 6. Yellow perch Management Unit 1 population (numbers and biomass),  exploitation, and harvest rate 
from 1975 to the present: A) population estimates (numbers of fish) for age 2 (dark bars) and age 3 and older 
(light bars) for the PR ADBM model (to 2019), B) biomass estimates (millions of kg) for age 2 (dark bars) and 
age 3 and older (light bars) for the PR ADBM model (to 2019), C) exploitation rates for age 2 and older (dashed 
line) and age 3 and older (solid line) (to 2018), and D) harvest (tonnes) by gear type (to 2018). Assembled from 
YPTG (2019, Figures 1.2, 1.9, 1.10, and 1.12). 
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Figure 7. Yellow perch Management Unit 2 population (numbers and biomass),  exploitation, and harvest rate 
from 1975 to the present: A) population estimates for age 2 (dark bars) and age 3 and older (light bars) for the 
PR ADBM model (to 2019), B) biomass estimates for age 2 (dark bars) and age 3 and older (light bars) for the 
PR ADBM model (to 2019), C) exploitation rates for age 2 and older (dashed line) and age 3 and older (solid 
line) (to 2018), and D) harvest by gear type (to 2018). From YPTG (2019) as in Figure 5.  
 

 
Figure 8. Yellow perch Management Unit 3 population (numbers and biomass),  exploitation, and harvest rate 
from 1975 to the present: A) population estimates for age 2 (dark bars) and age 3 and older (light bars) for the 
PR ADBM model (to 2019), B) biomass estimates for age 2 (dark bars) and age 3 and older (light bars) for the 
PR ADBM model (to 2019), C) exploitation rates for age 2 and older (dashed line) and age 3 and older (solid 
line) (to 2018), and D) harvest by gear type (to 2018). From YPTG (2019) as in Figure 5.   
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Figure 9. Yellow perch Management Unit 4 population (numbers and biomass),  exploitation, and harvest rate 
from 1975 to the present: A) population estimates for age 2 (dark bars) and age 3 and older (light bars) for the 
PR ADBM model (to 2019), B) biomass estimates for age 2 (dark bars) and age 3 and older (light bars) for the 
PR ADBM model (to 2019), C) exploitation rates for age 2 and older (dashed line) and age 3 and older (solid 
line) (to 2018), and D) harvest by gear type (to 2018). From YPTG (2019) as in Figure 5.  
 
Annually the yellow perch Task Group estimates population biomass from population numbers for each of the 
MUs. The Task Group routinely updates the yellow perch growth data, considering weight-at-age values 
recorded annually in the harvest data and length- and weight-at-age values taken from the interagency and 
gill-net surveys. These are used to calculate population biomass for each MU and to forecast harvest for the 
upcoming year. Therefore, changes in weight at age are reflected in the overall population biomass and 
determination of the RAH.  
 
Long-term yellow perch biomass for age 2, as well as age 3 and older fish, provides valuable insights concerning 
yellow perch status in Lake Erie and especially pertaining to the spawning stock. In all four MUs, the biomass 
of age 2 and age 3 and older yellow perch has been relatively strong in recent years. In MU1, biomasses in the 
past 3 to 4 years have been greater than seen since before the 1990s but are showing some very recent 
declines (Figure 6B). In MU2, biomasses in the past few years have been moderately strong but not as great 
as during the 2000s (Figure 7B). In MU3, recent biomasses are high compared with high levels seen in the 
2000s (Figure 8B) and have remained similarly high for the past 3 to 4 years. In MU4, biomass trends over the 
past 4½ decades of age 2 walleye, as well as age 3 and older, are somewhat similar to MU2 and MU3. However, 
yellow perch biomasses in the past few years are quite different and have increased to levels not seen since 
the mid-1970s (Figure 9B).  
 
 

7.2.2.4 Harvest strategy, control rules, and reference points 

The harvest strategy is composed of linked harvest control rules, as well as tools including regulations, 
monitoring, and assessment methods to ensure that the management objectives are achieved. This section 






































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































