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Introduction
1 The MSC Objections Process

The MSC Objections Process provides an orderly, structured, transparent and
independent process by which stakeholder or client objections to the Final Report and
determination of a certifier (or Conformity Assessment Body) can be resolved.

The Objections Process is not intended to review the fishery afainst the MSC fisheries
standard, but to determine whether the certifier (CAB) made an error of procedure,
scoring, or condition setting that is material to the determination or the fairness of the
assessment.

Learn more about MSC Objections >

View the Objections Flowchart >

2 Simplification Pilot Process

This template has been adapted from th
piloting a revised assessment process. This project aims to simplify the assessment
process i reducign complexity and cost, whilst improving effectiveness of stakeholder
engagement and maintaining credibility.

Read more about the simplification pilot process >

The completed Notice of Objection form

should be completed and sent to
objections@msc.org.



http://www.msc.org/get-certified/fisheries/assessment/objections
https://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-requirements-version-2.0#page=310
https://improvements.msc.org/database/simplification
mailto:objections@msc.org
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Your details
1.1 Contact details for objecting party

First Name* Martin
Last Name* Purves
Title Mr

Please enter the legal or registered name of your organisation or

L
OIEENIEEIOT company. International Pole & Line Foundation (IPNLF)

Department Click or tap here to enter Department.

Job Title* Managing Director

The International Pole & Line Foundation (IPNLF) is a UK
registered charity which works to develop, support and promote

DESEI AL socially and environmentally responsible pole-and-line and
handline tuna fisheries around the world.

Mailing Address 1 London Street, Reading, Berkshire RG1 4QW, United Kingdom

Phone + +27 833245828

Email* martin.purves@ipnlf.org

Fishery Name* Echebastar Indian Ocean Skipjack Tuna Purse Seine Fishery

- .
CEFITERT (G2 Acoura Marine

The following objection is being lodged on behalf of the below named organisation(s) and |
am authorised to make this submission on their behalf.

Signature* M
/

1.2 Objecting partyés credenti al s
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Please indicate your prior involvementwith this assessment

Fishery clienti PD2.3.1.1

Written stakeholder submissions - PD2.3.1.2 X

Meetings attended - PD2.3.1.2

Participation prevented or impaired - PD2.3.1.3

Please note that Objections can only be raised on a topic if you have previously raised the
issue during the initial assessment stages i.e. announcement and site visit periods (See
Simplification Pilot Process). See Annex PD, Clause 2.3.1 for more information on who can
raise an objection.

Supporting evidence of IPNLF participated during the site visit of the assessment by
prior involvement to connecting telephonically with the CAB and by providing written
indicate that you raised input to the assessmentin April 2017. IPNLF further provided
this topic previously. exhaustive written comments on the 2nd Report. We feel that
many of our inputs have not been adequately addressed by the
CAB in the finalisation of the Final Report. this classification.

Background IPNLF promotes the environmental and social benefits of one -by-
one tuna fisheries by working on improvements with the fisheries
and promoting these benefits to market partners. IPNLF also
works closely with other organisations and market partners to
promote improved regional management of tuna fisheries at the
RFMO | evel. t o state your i
certification.

Your Objection
1.3 Categorisation of Objections

Are you objecting on the basis that, in vy



https://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-requirements-version-2.0#page=68
https://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-requirements-version-2.0#page=68
https://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-requirements-version-2.0#page=68
https://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-requirements-version-2.0#page=68
https://improvements.msc.org/database/simplification/documents/MSC_Simplification_Pilot_Process_v1.0.pdf/
https://improvements.msc.org/database/simplification/documents/MSC_Simplification_Pilot_Process_v1.0.pdf/
https://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-requirements-version-2.0#page=68
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There was a serious procedural or other irregularity in the fishery assessment
process that was material to the fairness of the assessment i PD2.7.2.1, X
Complete Section 4

The setting of conditions by the certifier (CAB) in relation to one or more
Performance Indicators cannot be justified because the conditions
fundamentally cannot be fulfilled, or the condition-setting decision was
arbitrary or unreasonable in the sense that no reasonable certifier (CAB) could
have reached such a decision on the evidence available to it i PD2.7.2.2,
Complete Section 5

The score given by the certifier (CAB) in relation to one or more of the
Performance Indicators cannot be justified, and the effect ofthe score inrelation
to one or more of the particular Performance Indicators in question was material
to the determination - PD2.7.2.3, Section 6

Additional information notforming part of the record (as definedin PD2.6.5.1)
that is relevant to the circumstances at the date of determination has notbeen X
considered - PD2.7.3, Section 7

Process

1.4 Objectionin line with PD2.7.2.1
Please ensure you have filled in your contact details (Section 2) and objections category
(Section 3) before filling in this section.

Pl ease identifyé



https://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-requirements-version-2.0#page=73
https://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-requirements-version-2.0#page=73
https://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-requirements-version-2.0#page=73
https://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-requirements-version-2.0#page=71
https://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-requirements-version-2.0#page=73
https://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-requirements-version-2.0#page=73
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Procedural issues Please see Objections 2,12, 13, 19, 20, 23, 24, 25, 26, 28, 30,
31, 32, 33, 34 and 36 below.

Other Please see Objections 2,12, 13, 19, 20, 23, 24, 25, 26, 28, 30,
31, 32, 33, 34 and 36 below.

Affect on the Please see below
determination

Conditions
1.5 Objectionin line with PD2.7.2.2
Please ensure you have filled in your contact details (Section 2) and objections category
(Section 3) before filling in this section.
Listing the conditions placed on the relevant Performance Indicator(s) and, using the
template below, please clearly indentify i
a. Therreason(s) why you or your organisation believes that the condition assigned
to the Performance Indicator within the Final Report cannot be justified because it
cannot fundamentally be fulfilled; or,
b. The reason(s)why you or your organisation believesthe condition setting decision
was arbitrary or unreasonable in the sense that no reasonable certifier (CAB) could
have reached such a decision on the evidence available.



https://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-requirements-version-2.0#page=73
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Performance Indicator

Condition

Reason

Supporting Rationale

Click or tap here to select a Performance Indicator.

Please see Objection 11 below

Please see Objection 11 below

Please see Objection 11 below

Performance Indicator

Condition

Reason

Supporting Rationale

Performance Indicator

Condition

Click or tap here to select a Performance Indicator.

Click or tap here to enter the condition, as stated in the Final
Report.

Click or tap here to enter reasonin line with (a) and (b) above.

Click or tap here to enter supporting rationale for the reason(s)
above.

Click or tap here to select a Performance Indicator.

Click or tap here to enter the condition, as stated in the Final
Report.
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Reason Click or tap here to enter reasonin line with (a) and (b) above.
Supporting Rationale Click or tap here to enter supporting rationale for the reason(s)
above.

Please repeat table as needed for each Performance Indicator and condition to be
included in the Objection.
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Scoring

1.6 Objectionin line with PD2.7.2.3

Please ensure you have filled in your contact details (Section 2) and objections category
(Section 3) before filling in this section.
Listing the conditions placed on the relevant Performance Indicator(s) and, using the

temp

late below, please clearly indentify T

a. The reason(s)you or your organisation believes that the score(s) presented within

b.

the Final Report cannot be justified; and,
Your rationale and/or evidence in support of a different conclusion, making
reference to the particular Performance Indicator in question.

Note: The individual Objections set out below are independent of and without prejudice
to each another.

Terminology

1.

In this Objection, the following acronyms are used:

CAB: Conformity Assessment Body
CDR: Certifier Desk Review

CPUE: Catch per Unit Effort

dFAD: drifting FAD

EIO: Echebastar Indian Ocean
FAD: Fish Aggregating Device
FCR: Fisheries Certification Requirements and Guidance, v2.0 (2014)
FSC: Free School

RBF: Risk Based Framework

SFA: Seychelles Fishing Authority
Sl: Scoring Issue

SG: Scoring Guidepost

UoA: Unit of Assessment

Page references to the Final Report are to the revised version of the Final Report,
unless otherwise stated.

Materiality

3.

The irregularities in scoring are material to the determination in that they individually
and/or collectedly affectthe scoring of the UoA.

Performance Indicator Click or tap here to select a Performance Indicator.

Reason Nature of the UoA

Objection 1
4. IPNLF, inits response to the Second Report, wrote that:

fiThe UoA, and proposed UoC, applies to Skipjack only.
Skipjack is not the only species targeted by the Echeb
vessels: they also target Yellowfin and Bigeye. This is st



https://www.msc.org/documents/scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-scheme-documents/fisheries-certification-requirements-version-2.0#page=73
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at just one point in the Second Report (p.54), as follc

ASki pj a cakget (MEQY é21) species under M
assessment represents 36.7% of the landed catah
yellowfin _and bigeye are targeted speaiepresenting 54..
and 8.3% of the landed tuna catch, but are not consider
P1 species in this assess
[Emphasis added]

It is important to note that the UoA comprises only 37%
the landed catch. This issue is not clearly emphas
t hroughout the report. o

The CAB responded (atp.271) as follows:

AWe consider that the rep
total catch. We folowed the MSC requirements f
identifying the P1and P2 species. This is the same app
adopted in the recently recertified Maldives pole and
fishery for skipjack where a significant part of the total ce
is yellowfin. o

IPNLF notes theaference by the CAB to yellowfin in tr
Mal dives pole and |line fi

In Echebastar, skipjack is the UoA species and yellowfin
and bigeye are “primary main” species (see pp.39 and 42
of Final Report). According to text at p.37, the proportion of
yellowfin is 54.8%. (That is the same figure as is used in
the Second Report — see above.) That figure, or something
similar to it, is explained at p.44: “Based on observerdata,
the average annual yellowfin tuna catches of 10,617 t
(2014 -16) in the Echebastar FAD sets was 38.8% of the
estimated total catch; respective figures forthe FSC sets
are 2,723 tand 72% of the total catch.” The average of
38.8% and 72%is 55.4% - i.e. very close to 54.8%.

In Maldives PNL, skipjack is the UoA species and yellowfin
and bigeye are ‘primary main’ (see pp.24-26 of Maldives
Final Report). According to the text at p.24, the proportion
of yellowfin averaged over 5 years is 17%.

So the CAB is right that the same approach is adopted for
yellowfin in both Echebastar and Maldives PNL. However,
there are also two important differences between
Echebastar and Maldives PNL in respect of yellowfin:

(1) Firstly, in Maldives PNL, the bycatch of yellowfin is
much smaller, in terms of proportion, than in
Echebastar: 17% (averaged over 5 years) in Maldives
PNL compared to more than 54% (averaged over 3
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Supporting rationale and 9.

or evidence

years), i.e. more than three times as much in terms of
proportion, in Echebastar.

(2) Secondly, in Maldives PNL, yellowfin is not targeted
(see Maldives National Report of 2016 (IOTC-2016-
SC19-NR17 Rev 1-Maldives); Miller KI, Nadheeh |,
Jauharee AR, Anderson RC, Adam MS (2017) Bycatch
in the Maldivian pole-and-line tunafishery. PLoS ONE
12(5): e0177391.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0177391) whereas
in Echebastar it is targeted (see pp.37 and 304 of the
Final Report).

IPNLF sees the Echebastar fishery as a fishery for
yellowfin that also catches skipjack. Inthose
circumstances, and in view of (a) yellowfin forming the
majority of the catch and (b) being targeted, it is arbitrary
and/or unreasonable for the CAB to define the UoA in
terms of skipjack.

Performance Indicator

Reason

Click or tap here to select a Performance Indicator.

AEnhancedo fishery

Objection 2
10. The CAB, in the Final Report (p.3), states that:

11.

“The CDR did not identify FADs as an "enhanced fishery".
MSC FCR2.0 G7.4.3 states "the use of man-made
structures associated with the capture of fish that are not
strictly ‘fishing gear’ including fish attracting devices" and
"artificial habitat modifications either enhance the
productivity of the fishery or facilitate the capture or
production of commercial marine species". Table 1 of the
MSC FCR 2.0 notes that habitat enhanced fisheries can
only be considered for MSC certification if they are
considered "in scope", specifically "any modifications to the
habitat of the stock are reversible and do not cause serious
orirreversible harmto the natural ecosystem’s structure
and function". FADs enhance fishing operations by
aggregating fish to more efficiently capture them.”

The CAB further states (Final Report p.4):

AThe assessment team conc
that the Pls within the default assessment tree are suita
address the issues associated with FAD use in the I
Ocean purse seine fishery. This was confirmed
information gained from the sitvisit and stakeholder inpi
that were not initially considered in the client submission
the CDR. In particular, the assessment team recognize:
there is ongoing discussion of the ‘"ecological
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12.

13.

14.

s

16.

hypothesis”, but also notes that a recent reviewhe issue
by Dagorn et al (2012) concluded that there was
unequivocal empirical evidence that FADs represen
6ecological trapo t hat [
although the authors state that further research should
on this issue. The ssessment team also recognizes
concern over lost FADs, and their possible impact on ¢
reefs. However, the team believes that Echebastar Fist
is addressing this issue by using less FADs than allowe
as to reduce the potential for lost FAb&racting with cora
reefs, by using neentangling FADs that wil cause le:
damage if they do interact with a reef when lost, and fin
by experimenting with biodegradable FADs that will furtl
reduce the impact of lost FADs on reefs These issues
been fully considered in the scoring of the Pls in the de
assessment tree contained

The scope criteria for enhancedfisheriesin Table 8 in the
FCR (p.25) states that:

“Any modifications to the habitat of the stock are reversible
and do not cause serious or irreversible harm to the natural
ecosystem’s structure and function.”

The deployment of, and fishing on FADs, makes the UoA
an enhanced fishery. The use of FADs is a modification of
the pelagic habitat (Wang 2014) and it has not been
demonstrated by the CAB that such modifications to the
habitat of skipjack (i.e. “the stock”) are reversible and
cause neither serious norirreversible harmto the natural
ecosystem’s structure and function. Accordingly the UoA
should have been determined as out of scope.

As a result of MSC’s technical oversight, the CAB has
stated (p.104) that “MSC requires that the assessment
team consider "serious and irreversible harm" as
reductions in habitat structure and function below 80%.”.
This is patently implausible and there is no apparent basis
for this in the FCR.

The ecological trap hypothesis is that dF ADs exhibit zonal
drift and so the associated populations of juvenile tuna and
associated fauna are transferred to, and remain in, areas
where such schooling was not previously observed and
which are not necessarily favourable for tuna feeding. Such
concentrations also may increase competition and
exposure to predators.

In summary:











































































































































































































































































































































