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Introduction
This introduction provides guidance to conformity assessment bodies (CABs) and other stakeholders on the pre-assessment (PA) of fisheries against the MSC fisheries standard and its operational interpretation, the Fisheries Certification Requirements (FCR). This guidance is to be used with the template provided for the preparation of PA reports.
The MSC’s purpose in providing a reporting template is to:
· ensure quality and consistency across CABs in conducting pre-assessments against the MSC Standard; and to

· capture information relevant to monitoring the environmental benefits of the program, given that in many cases, environmental and management improvements occur just after the pre-assessment stage thereby allowing a fishery to meet the standard upon entering the MSC programme. 
Where possible, this template has been designed to be consistent with the full assessment reporting template. However the MSC understands that pre-assessments are conducted with limited resources, some information detailed in this template may not be available, and that clients may have different needs in terms of pre-assessments. It is hoped that the design of the template will provide clients and CABs the flexibility to determine what should be reported in the pre-assessment, whilst maintaining consistent reporting where sections are included in the pre-assessment template.
MSC requirements for Pre-Assessments
The MSC recommends that clients undertake a PA before deciding whether to enter full assessment against the MSC fisheries standard.  Although PAs are recommended, they are not mandatory (FCR 7.1.1).
Where a PA is conducted, FCR 7.1.5 describes what is required as part of the assessment. 
These instructions and the PA reporting template (page 1 onwards) provide the framework for the preparation of PA reports. CABs shall use this template to prepare pre-assessment reports (FCR 7.1.6).
CABs are required to inform the client that there are at least two options for completion of the pre-assessment report: a comprehensive option and a reduced option (FCR 7.1.6.2 and associated Guidance).  By providing a choice of the degree of information required in different sections of the report, the above options offer the potential for corresponding savings in costs for clients.  In this context, CABs should note the use of the ‘may’ statements in some sections of the template, meaning that CABs do not have to include these sections or provide justification as to why they have not, as distinct from the ‘should’ and ‘shall’ statements elsewhere.
The MSC’s General Certification Requirements (GCR) Section 4.10 states that “CABs shall note that the MSC may request that all reports and annexes to reports be translated into English.” Although PA reports do not necessarily have to be completed in English, if the MSC or Accreditation Services International (ASI) asks for an English translation of those documents, it is the responsibility of the CAB to provide them.
Using the PA Reporting template

In this template you will find numbered sections for each element of the PA report.

Each numbered section contains a box describing the type of content the MSC would like to see within that part of the report (assuming the section is applicable). Additional guidance is included in the template in square brackets ([additional guidance]). Additional examples are included in the template in italics. These instructions should be deleted and/or replaced with your relevant information.
Basic introductory text about the fishery may be included in Section 3 of the PA report. Key aspects of the fishery should be summarised in the Table 6.3 against relevant PIs to avoid repeating the long introductory section about the fishery in the evaluation tables.  
Multiple Units of Assessment
Table 6.3 of the report should be prepared taking appropriate account of each different Unit of Assessment (UoA) for the fishery. The full scoring tables in Annex 1, if completed, should also be prepared taking appropriate account of each different UoA. This means preparing separate tables for each UoA. Separate tables will enable CABs to more easily cut and paste relevant tables into Pre-Assessment Reports. These tables will be sent to the MSC for UoAs that proceed to full assessment. This may be particularly applicable where there are sensitivities around the results for any Units that do not enter full assessment and which the client wishes to remain confidential.
The following scenarios are provided as examples of preparing Pre-Assessment reports for fisheries with different UoAs:

Example 1. Multiple species, one gear type:
For PAs under this scenario, multiple sections of the table(s) might be prepared for each species considered under Principle 1. Assuming that results for Principles 2 and 3 would be the same for each species, a single section of the table(s) for each Principle should suffice.

Example 2. Multiple gear types, one target species:
For PAs under this scenario, a single section of the table(s) for Principles 1 and one for Principle 3 might be prepared, while multiple sections of the table(s) might be appropriate for Principle 2 to account for the different gear types.
Example 3. Multiple gear types, multiple target species: 

For PAs under this scenario, the CAB may substitute Table 6.3 (and the ‘pre-assessment full scoring tables’ in Annex 1, where relevant) with a matrix-approach of their own design but they shall ensure that all fields in Table 6.3 (and the ‘pre-assessment full scoring tables’ in Annex 1, where relevant) are incorporated into the final product.

Corporate Branding

The reporting template may be formatted to comply with CAB corporate identity. It is the structure and content of the PA report that shall be as specified in the template.

Examples of appropriate amendments are:

a. A title page with the company logo.
b. A corporate header used throughout the report.

c. A corporate footer replacing the current MSC footer, ensuring that page numbering is still included.
CABs should note that where orientation of pages changes, the formatting of company headers may be problematic. Landscape sections of the report have been ‘unlinked from previous sections’ to minimise formatting issues.

Deleting instructions and guidance
The following parts of this document are not intended to appear in the report and should be deleted:

a. These introductory pages i to vi.

b. The boxes containing instructions
c. The guidance and examples in square brackets or italics.
d. MSC default footer.
Further Customisation

Additionally, the following sections may be deleted from the template if they are not applicable to the assessment:

a. Section 3 Description of the fishery

b. Section 4.4 Harmonisation with any overlapping MSC certified fisheries

c. Section 6.1.1 Expectations regarding use of the Risk-Based Framework (RBF)

d. Section 6.2.1 Other issues specific to this fishery

Note that if certain sections are removed, the numbering of sections in the report should be updated accordingly.
Additional sections may be added to the report as needed. These should only be included at the end of sub-sections or by adding new sections at the end of the report.

Comments
Anyone wishing to comment on this document or any other MSC scheme documents is encouraged to do so by sending an email to standards@msc.org. 

Title page

On a title page (front page):
a. Fishery name
b. Fishery location

c. Report author

d. Report author association

e. Report author address

f. Client name

g. Client contact person

h. Client address
i. Date

Contents

Insert a table of contents. 
Glossary

[Optionally a glossary may be included]
1. Executive summary

The summary may include:

a. The names of the assessors.

b. A brief description of the assessors used.

c. A brief explanation of the process applied and summary of assessment activities.

d. The main strengths and weaknesses of the client’s operation.

e. The extent to which the fishery is/is not consistent with the MSC Fisheries Standard. 
2. Introduction
2.1 Aims/scope of pre-assessment
[It should be noted here that a pre-assessment of a fishery does not attempt to duplicate a full assessment against the MSC standard. A full assessment involves expert team members and public consultation stages that are not included in a pre-assessment. A pre-assessment provides a provisional assessment of a fishery based on a limited set of information provided by the client. ]
[CABs may add other details specific to this pre-assessment as appropriate.]
2.2 Constraints to the pre-assessment of the fishery

The report should outline any limitations placed on the pre-assessment.

[Examples may include the inaccessibility of the fishery or non-availability of key data.]
2.3 Unit(s) of Assessment
The report should contain:

a. Possible unit(s) of assessment.
b. A rationale for choosing the unit of assessment.
c. Description of any other eligible fishers.
2.4 Total Allowable Catch (TAC) and Catch Data
The report should contain a completed TAC and catch data table using Table 2.4 for the potential UoA and Unit of Certification (UoC). [Note that a separate table should be provided for each species or gear, if possible and as appropriate].
Table 2.4 TAC and Catch Data
	TAC
	Year 
	[YYYY]
	Amount 
	[n, unit]

	UoA share of TAC
	Year 
	[YYYY]
	Amount 
	[n, unit]

	UoC share of TAC
	Year 
	[YYYY]
	Amount 
	[n, unit]

	Total green weight catch by UoC
	Year (most recent)
	[YYYY]
	Amount 
	[n, unit]

	
	Year (second most recent)
	[YYYY]
	Amount 
	[n, unit]


3. Description of the fishery
3.1 Scope of the fishery in relation to the MSC programme

The report may include a statement of the CAB’s determination that the fishery is within scope of the MSC certification sought.
Where a fishery has been enhanced or the likely UoA includes introduced species the report may include:

a. A statement on the fishery’s position in relation to the scope criteria.

(Reference: FCR 7.1.5.6, FCR 7.4) 

[Section 3 may include background material that is relevant to the scoring of the fishery against the MSC standard.  Detailed comments on stock status, management of the fishery, etc., should be provided in the simplified scoring sheet (Table 6.3) and should not be repeated here.]
3.2 Overview of the fishery

The report may include an overview of the fishery which may include the following:

a. A summary of basic information about the management operation (e.g. ownership, history, and organisational structure) and the marine/inland area that was evaluated.

b. Species types, management history, fishing practices, historical fishing levels, other resource attributes and constraints.
c. User rights (both legal and customary), the legal/administrative status of the operation and involvement of other entities including responsible government agencies.
3.3 Principle One: Target species background
The report may include a summary of the target species of the fishery based on the topics below, referencing electronic or other documents:

a. Outline of the fishery resources including life histories as appropriate.
b. Outline of stock status as indicated by stock assessments, including a description of the assessment methods, standards, and stock indicators, biological limits, etc.

c. History of fishery and management.
3.4 Principle Two: Ecosystem background
The report may include a summary of the ecosystem which may be based on the topics below, referencing electronic or other documents:

a. The aquatic ecosystem, it’s status and any particularly sensitive areas, habitats or ecosystem features influencing or affected by the fishery

b. The primary, secondary and endangered, threatened or protected (ETP) species including their status and relevant management history

c. Specific constraints, e.g. details of any unwanted catch of species, their conservation status and measures taken to reduce this as appropriate

d. Details of any critical environments or sources of concern and actions required to address impacts on them. 

e. Whether cumulative impacts (e.g. combined impacts of MSC UoAs) might need consideration within the primary, secondary, ETP or Habitats PIs.
3.5 Principle Three: Management system background

The report may include a summary of the management system which may be based on the topics below, referencing electronic or other documents:

a. Area of operation of the fishery and the jurisdiction under which it falls (see list of potential jurisdictional categories in FCR Annex SA 4.1.1)
b. Particulars of any recognised groups with interests in the fishery

c. Details of consultations leading to the formulation of the management plan

d. Arrangements for on-going consultations with interest groups.

e. Details of non-fishery users or activities, which could affect the fishery, and arrangements for liaison and co-ordination

f. Details of the decision-making process or processes, including the recognised participants

g. Objectives for the fishery (referring to any or all of the following if relevant):

· Resource based
· Environmental

· Biodiversity and ecological

· Technological

· Social

· Economic

h. Outline the fleet types or fishing categories participating in the fishery.

i. Details of those individuals or groups granted rights of access to the fishery, and particulars of the nature of those rights.

j. Description of the measures agreed upon for the regulation of fishing in order to meet the objectives within a specified period. These may include general and specific measures, precautionary measures, contingency plans, mechanisms for emergency decisions, etc.

k. Particulars of arrangements and responsibilities for monitoring, control and surveillance and enforcement.

l. Details of any planned education and training for interest groups.

m. Date of next review and audit of the management plan.

4. Evaluation Procedure
4.1 Assessment methodologies used
The report shall state:

a. The version number of the CR used to conduct the pre-assessment for the fishery.
b. The version number of the ‘MSC Pre-Assessment Reporting Template’ used to create this report.
4.2 Summary of site visits and meetings held during pre-assessment

The report should include:

a. A description of any field activities that were conducted during the pre-assessment

b. A list of any meetings held.

c. Details of any other engagement with stakeholders.
4.3 Stakeholders to be consulted during a full assessment

The report should include:
a.  A list of key stakeholders in the fishery and their special interests.
b. The level of stakeholder consultation anticipated (default methodology or Risk Based Framework) if full assessment proceeds.
4.4 Harmonisation with any overlapping MSC certified fisheries
If relevant, in accordance with FCR 7.4.16 the report should identify any overlapping fisheries.

If relevant, in accordance with Annex PB, the report should describe:
a. Processes, activities and specific outcomes of efforts to harmonise fishery assessments in cases where assessments overlap or new assessments overlap with pre-existing fisheries. 

or
b. Processes, activities and specific outcomes of efforts to harmonise fishery assessments which may be required in cases where assessments overlap or new assessments overlap with pre-existing fisheries. 

(Reference: FCR 7.4.16, Annex PB)
5. Traceability (issues relevant to Chain of Custody certification)
5.1 Eligibility of fishery products to enter further Chains of Custody
The report should include any information identified that is likely to be relevant to subsequent Chain of Custody certification.  
[This may include the limit of identification of landings from the fishery, and the anticipated eligibility or non-eligibility for fish and fish products to enter further Chains of Custody from the fishery under assessment.] 
6. Preliminary evaluation of the fishery
6.1 Applicability of the default assessment tree

The report may include an analysis of any special characteristics of the fishery, and possible implications on the need for revisions to the default assessment tree.  
(Reference: FCR 7.1.5.3)
6.1.1 Expectations regarding use of the Risk-Based Framework (RBF)

The report should contain an analysis of any data-deficiencies in the fishery that would be expected to warrant use of the RBF as outlined in FCR 7.7.6.
6.2 Evaluation of the fishery
The report shall include a completed ‘Simplified scoring sheet’ (Table 6.3)
The report may include completed ‘Pre-assessment full scoring tables’ (Annex 1).

The report shall provide an overview of the key points arising from the analysis, emphasising any potential obstacles to certification and any issues to be considered prior to entering full assessment. 
Any PIs where the 60 level is not likely to be met should be listed here. A summary rationale should be provided for this evaluation. 
Any PIs where the 80 level is not likely to be met (i.e. those liable to raise conditions) should also be listed here. A summary rationale should be provided for this evaluation. 
Where relevant, comment should be provided on the implication of the individual PI scores for the aggregate Principle scores. This may for example, identify whether there are a large number of PIs within one Principle which are likely to raise conditions that may lead to the fishery failing to meet the MSC standard.
6.2.1 Other issues specific to this fishery
[Optionally, describe any other issues of particular relevance to this fishery, including answers to any specific questions raised by the client.]
6.3 Summary of likely PI scoring levels
The report shall contain a completed version of Table 6.3 below, and may include ‘pre-assessment full scoring tables’ (Annex 1), for all PIs that are assessed in the pre-assessment. Where PIs have not been assessed as part of the pre-assessment, the CAB shall indicate that these PIs were not assessed and no score shall be provided.
The likely scoring level shall be completed for each PI assessed using the key below.
Where scoring issues are referred to in the rationales, they should be described using the language used in Annex SA of the relevant version of the Fisheries Certification Requirements.

Key to likely scoring level in Table 6.3 and Annex 1
	Definition of scoring ranges for PI outcome estimates
	Shading to be used
	Instructions for filling  ‘Likely Scoring Level’ cell

	Information suggests fishery is not likely to meet the SG60 scoring issues.
	Fail

(<60)
	Add either text (pass/pass with condition/fail) or the numerical range (<60/60-79/≥80) appropriate to the estimated outcome to the cell.
Shade the cell of each PI evaluation table with the colour which represents the estimated PI score.



	Information suggests fishery will reach SG60 but may not meet all of the scoring issues at SG80. A condition may therefore be needed.
	Pass with Condition

(60-79)
	

	Information suggests fishery is likely to exceed SG80 resulting in an unconditional pass for this PI. Fishery may meet one or more scoring issues at SG100 level.
	Pass

(≥80)
	


Scoring the fishery at the PA stage if the RBF is likely to be used.

If a fishery has data-limitations suggesting a need to use the RBF to score particular performance indicators, this should be indicated in the y/n box in Table 6.3, taking into account the criteria provided in FCR Table 3 (Reference: FCR 7.7.6).

If the RBF is expected to be used to estimate a score for PI 1.1.1, no score needs to be provided for PI 1.1.2 and a default 80 score should be assigned to PI 1.2.4 (Reference: FCR PF1.1.2 & Table PF1)
For performance indicators 1.1.1 (stock status), 2.1.1 (Primary species outcome), 2.2.1 (Secondary species outcome) and 2.3.1 (ETP outcome) a preliminary PSA should be conducted as described in FCR PF4, and the result recorded in the space provided in the table for the relevant PI.
For performance indicator 2.4.1 (Habitats outcome) a preliminary CSA should be conducted as described in FCR PF7, and the result recorded in the space provided in the table for this PI. 

PSA & CSA worksheets should be appended to the report where these methods are used.

Table 6.3 Simplified Scoring sheet
	Principle
	Component
	PI 
	Performance Indicator
	RBF required? (y/n)
	Likely scoring level
	Rationale/ Key points

	1
	Outcome


	1.1.1
	Stock status
	
	
	

	
	
	1.1.2
	Stock rebuilding
	
	
	

	
	Management


	1.2.1
	Harvest Strategy
	
	
	

	
	
	1.2.2
	Harvest control rules and tools
	
	
	

	
	
	1.2.3
	Information and monitoring
	
	
	

	
	
	1.2.4
	Assessment of stock status
	
	
	

	
	Number of PIs less than 60
	[insert number]

	2
	Primary Species
	2.1.1
	Outcome
	
	
	

	
	
	2.1.2
	Management
	
	
	

	
	
	2.1.3
	Information
	
	
	

	
	Secondary species
	2.2.1
	Outcome
	
	
	

	
	
	2.2.2
	Management
	
	
	

	
	
	2.2.3
	Information
	
	
	

	
	ETP species
	2.3.1
	Outcome
	
	
	

	
	
	2.3.2
	Management
	
	
	

	
	
	2.3.3
	Information
	
	
	

	
	Habitats
	2.4.1
	Outcome
	
	
	

	
	
	2.4.2
	Management
	
	
	

	
	
	2.4.3
	Information
	
	
	

	
	Ecosystem
	2.5.1
	Outcome
	
	
	

	
	
	2.5.2
	Management
	
	
	

	
	
	2.5.3
	Information
	
	
	

	
	Number of PIs less than 60:
	[insert number]

	3
	Governance & policy
	3.1.1
	Legal and customary framework
	
	
	

	
	
	3.1.2
	Consultation, roles and responsibilities
	
	
	

	
	
	3.1.3
	Long term objectives
	
	
	

	
	Fishery specific management system
	3.2.1
	Fishery specific objectives
	
	
	

	
	
	3.2.2
	Decision making processes
	
	
	

	
	
	3.2.3
	Compliance and enforcement
	
	
	

	
	
	3.2.4
	Management performance evaluation
	
	
	

	
	Number of PIs less than 60:
	[insert number]


References

	The report shall include a list of all information sources used in the pre-assessment of this fishery.

[For example: Author. "Title of Article." Title of Journal Volume number (Year): Page(s).]


Annex 1: Pre-assessment full scoring tables
Principle 1

Evaluation Table for PI 1.1.1 – Stock status

	PI   1.1.1
	The stock is at a level which maintains high productivity and has a low probability of recruitment overfishing

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60
	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	Stock status relative to recruitment impairment

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


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

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	b
	Stock status in relation to achievement of MSY

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

	
	Met?
	
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	Overall PI justification 
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]



	References
	[List any references here]



	RBF Required? ((/(/)
	
	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	

	Stock Status relative to Reference Points

	
	Type of reference point
	Value of reference point
	Current stock status relative to reference point

	Reference point used in scoring stock relative to PRI (SIa)
	[e.g. BLOSS]
	[Include value specifying units.

e.g. 50,000t total stock biomass]
	[Include current stock status in the same units as the reference point e.g. 90,000/BLOSS=1.8]

	Reference point used in scoring stock relative to MSY (SIb)
	[e.g. BMSY]
	[Include value specifying units.

 e.g. 100,000t total stock biomass]
	[Include current stock status in the same units as the reference point e.g. 90,000/BMSY=0.9]


Evaluation Table for PI 1.1.1A - key LTL [NOTE: only use this table for stocks identified as key LTL]
	PI   1.1.1 A
	The stock is at a level which has a low probability of serious ecosystem impacts

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60
	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	Stock status relative to ecosystem impairment

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


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

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	b
	Stock status in relation to ecosystem needs

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

	
	Met?
	
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	Overall PI justification
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]



	References
	[List any references here]



	RBF Required? ((/(/)
	
	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	

	Stock Status relative to Reference Points

	
	Type of reference point
	Value of reference point
	Current stock status relative to reference point

	Reference point used in scoring stock relative to ecosystem impairment (SIa)
	[e.g. B35%]
	[Include value specifying units.

e.g. 50,000t total stock biomass]
	[Include current stock status in the same units as the reference point e.g. 90,000/B35%=1.8]

	Reference point used in scoring stock relative to ecosystem needs (SIb)
	[e.g. B75%]
	[Include value specifying units.

 e.g. 100,000t total stock biomass]
	[Include current stock status in the same units as the reference point e.g. 90,000/B75%=0.9]


Evaluation Table for PI 1.1.2 – Stock rebuilding

	PI   1.1.2
	Where the stock is reduced, there is evidence of stock rebuilding within a specified timeframe

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60
	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	Rebuilding timeframes

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


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



	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	
	(Y/N)

	b
	Rebuilding evaluation

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


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

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	Overall PI justification
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]



	References
	[List any references here]



	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	


Evaluation Table for PI 1.2.1 – Harvest strategy

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

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60
	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	Harvest strategy design

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

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	b
	Harvest strategy evaluation

	
	Guidepost
	The harvest strategy is likely to work based on prior experience or plausible argument.
	The harvest strategy may not have been fully tested but evidence exists that it is achieving its objectives.
	The performance of the harvest strategy has been fully evaluated and evidence exists to show that it is achieving its objectives including being clearly able to maintain stocks at target levels.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	c
	Harvest strategy monitoring

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

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	
	

	d
	Harvest strategy review

	
	Guidepost
	
	
	The harvest strategy is periodically reviewed and improved as necessary.

	
	Met?
	
	
	(Y/N)

	e
	Shark finning

	
	Guidepost
	It is likely that shark finning is not taking place.
	It is highly likely that shark finning is not taking place.
	There is a high degree of certainty that shark finning is not taking place.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N/Not relevant)
	(Y/N/Not relevant)
	(Y/N/Not relevant)

	f
	Review of alternative measures

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


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


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



	
	Met?
	(Y/N/Not relevant)
	(Y/N/Not relevant)
	(Y/N/Not relevant)

	Overall PI justification
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]



	References
	[List any references here]



	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	


Evaluation Table for PI 1.2.2 – Harvest control rules and tools

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

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60
	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	HCRs design and application

	
	Guidepost
	Generally understood HCRs are in place or available that are expected to reduce the exploitation rate as the point of recruitment impairment (PRI) is approached.
	Well defined HCRs are in place that ensure that the exploitation rate is reduced as the PRI is approached, are expected to keep the stock fluctuating around a target level consistent with (or above) MSY, or for key LTL species a level consistent with ecosystem needs.
	The HCRs are expected to keep the stock fluctuating at or above a target level consistent with MSY, or another more appropriate level taking into account the ecological role of the stock, most of the time.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	

	b
	HCRs robustness to uncertainty

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

	
	Met?
	
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	c
	HCRs evaluation

	
	Guidepost
	There is some evidence that tools used or available to implement HCRs are appropriate and effective in controlling exploitation.
	Available evidence indicates that the tools in use are appropriate and effective in achieving the exploitation levels required under the HCRs. 
	Evidence clearly shows that the tools in use are effective in achieving the exploitation levels required under the HCRs. 



	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	Overall PI justification
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]




	References
	[List any references here]



	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	


Evaluation Table for PI 1.2.3 – Information and monitoring

	PI   1.2.3
	Relevant information is collected to support the harvest strategy

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60
	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	Range of information

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


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

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	b
	Monitoring

	
	Guidepost
	Stock abundance and UoA removals are monitored and at least one indicator is available and monitored with sufficient frequency to support the harvest control rule.
	Stock abundance and UoA removals are regularly monitored at a level of accuracy and coverage consistent with the harvest control rule, and one or more indicators are available and monitored with sufficient frequency to support the harvest control rule.
	All information required by the harvest control rule is monitored with high frequency and a high degree of certainty, and there is a good understanding of inherent uncertainties in the information [data] and the robustness of assessment and management to this uncertainty.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	c
	Comprehensiveness of information

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

	
	Met?
	
	(Y/N)
	

	Overall PI justification
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]



	References
	[List any references here]



	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	


Evaluation Table for PI 1.2.4 – Assessment of stock status

	PI   1.2.4
	There is an adequate assessment of the stock status

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60
	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	Appropriateness of assessment to stock under consideration

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

	
	Met?
	
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	b
	Assessment approach

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

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	

	c
	Uncertainty in the assessment

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

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	d
	Evaluation of assessment

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

	
	Met?
	
	
	(Y/N)

	e
	Peer review of assessment

	
	Guidepost
	
	The assessment of stock status is subject to peer review.
	The assessment has been internally and externally peer reviewed.

	
	Met?
	
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	Overall PI justification
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]



	References
	[List any references here]



	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	


Principle 2

Evaluation Table for PI 2.1.1 – Primary species outcome

	PI   2.1.1
	The UoA aims to maintain primary species above the PRI and does not hinder recovery of primary species if they are below the PRI.

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60
	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	Main primary species stock status

	
	Guidepost
	Main primary species are likely to be above the PRI

OR

If the species is below the PRI, the UoA has measures in place that are expected to ensure that the UoA does not hinder recovery and rebuilding.
	Main primary species are highly likely to be above the PRI

OR

If the species is below the PRI, there is either evidence of recovery or a demonstrably effective strategy in place between all MSC UoAs which categorise this species as main, to ensure that they collectively do not hinder recovery and rebuilding.
	There is a high degree of certainty that main primary species are above the PRI and are fluctuating around a level consistent with MSY.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	b
	Minor primary species stock status

	
	Guidepost
	
	
	Minor primary species are highly likely to be above the PRI

OR

If below the PRI, there is evidence that the UoA does not hinder the recovery and rebuilding of minor primary species

	
	Met?
	
	
	(Y/N)

	Overall PI justification
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]



	References
	[List any references here]



	RBF Required? ((/(/)
	
	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	


Evaluation Table for PI 2.1.2 – Primary species management strategy

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

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60
	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	Management strategy in place

	
	Guidepost
	There are measures in place for the UoA, if necessary, that are expected to maintain or to not hinder rebuilding of the main primary species at/to levels which are likely to above the point where recruitment would be impaired.
	There is a partial strategy in place for the UoA, if necessary, that is expected to maintain or to not hinder rebuilding of the main primary species at/to levels which are highly likely to be above the point where recruitment would be impaired.
	There is a strategy in place for the UoA for managing main and minor primary species.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	b
	Management strategy evaluation

	
	Guidepost
	The measures are considered likely to work, based on plausible argument (e.g., general experience, theory or comparison with similar fisheries/species).
	There is some objective basis for confidence that the measures/partial strategy will work, based on some information directly about the fishery and/or species involved.
	Testing supports high confidence that the partial strategy/strategy will work, based on information directly about the fishery and/or species involved.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	c
	Management strategy implementation

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

	
	Met?
	
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	d
	Shark finning

	
	Guidepost
	It is likely that shark finning is not taking place.
	It is highly likely that shark finning is not taking place.
	There is a high degree of certainty that shark finning is not taking place.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N/Not relevant)
	(Y/N/Not relevant)
	(Y/N/Not relevant)

	e
	Review of alternative measures

	
	Guidepost
	There is a review of the potential effectiveness and practicality of alternative measures to minimise UoA-related mortality of unwanted catch of main primary species.
	There is a regular review of the potential effectiveness and practicality of alternative measures to minimise UoA-related mortality of unwanted catch of main primary species and they are implemented as appropriate.
	There is a biennial review of the potential effectiveness and practicality of alternative measures to minimise UoA-related mortality of unwanted catch of all primary species, and they are implemented, as appropriate.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N/Not relevant)
	(Y/N/Not relevant)
	(Y/N/Not relevant)

	Overall PI justification
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]



	References
	[List any references here]



	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	


Evaluation Table for PI 2.1.3 – Primary species information

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

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60
	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	Information adequacy for assessment of impact on main primary species

	
	Guidepost
	Qualitative information is adequate to estimate the impact of the UoA on the main primary species with respect to status.

OR

If RBF is used to score PI 2.1.1 for the UoA:

Qualitative information is adequate to estimate productivity and susceptibility attributes for main primary species.
	Some quantitative information is available and is adequate to assess the impact of the UoA on the main primary species with respect to status.

OR

If RBF is used to score PI 2.1.1 for the UoA:

Some quantitative information is adequate to assess productivity and susceptibility attributes for main primary species.
	Quantitative information is available and is adequate to assess with a high degree of certainty the impact of the UoA on main primary species with respect to status.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	b
	Information adequacy for assessment of impact on minor primary species

	
	Guidepost
	
	
	Some quantitative information is adequate to estimate the impact of the UoA on minor primary species with respect to status.

	
	Met?
	
	
	(Y/N)

	c
	Information adequacy for management strategy

	
	Guidepost
	Information is adequate to support measures to manage main primary species.
	Information is adequate to support a partial strategy to manage main Primary species.
	Information is adequate to support a strategy to manage all primary species, and evaluate with a high degree of certainty whether the strategy is achieving its objective.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	Overall PI justification
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]



	References
	[List any references here]



	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	


Evaluation Table for PI 2.2.1 – Secondary species outcome

	PI   2.2.1
	The UoA aims to maintain secondary species above a biologically based limit and does not hinder recovery of secondary species if they are below a biological based limit.

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60

	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	Main secondary species stock status

	
	Guidepost
	Main Secondary species are likely to be within biologically based limits.

OR

If below biologically based limits, there are measures in place expected to ensure that the UoA does not hinder recovery and rebuilding.
	Main secondary species are highly likely to be above biologically based limits

OR

If below biologically based limits, there is either evidence of recovery or a demonstrably effective partial strategy in place such that the UoA does not hinder recovery and rebuilding.

AND

Where catches of a main secondary species outside of biological limits are considerable, there is either evidence of recovery or a, demonstrably effective strategy in place between those MSC UoAs that also have considerable catches of the species, to ensure that they collectively do not hinder recovery and rebuilding.
	There is a high degree of certainty that main secondary species are within biologically based limits.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	b
	Minor secondary species stock status

	
	Guidepost
	
	
	Minor secondary species are highly likely to be above biologically based limits. 

OR 

If below biologically based limits’, there is evidence that the UoA does not hinder the recovery and rebuilding of secondary species 

	
	Met?
	
	
	(Y/N)

	Overall PI justification
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]



	References
	[List any references here]



	RBF Required? ((/(/)
	
	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	


Evaluation Table for PI 2.2.2 – Secondary species management strategy

	PI   2.2.2
	There is a strategy in place for managing secondary species that is designed to maintain or to not hinder rebuilding of secondary species and the UoA regularly reviews and implements measures, as appropriate, to minimise the mortality of unwanted catch.

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60
	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	Management strategy in place

	
	Guidepost
	There are measures in place, if necessary, which are expected to maintain or not hinder rebuilding of main secondary species at/to levels which are highly likely to be within biologically based limits or to ensure that the UoA does not hinder their recovery.
	There is a partial strategy in place, if necessary, for the UoA that is expected to maintain or not hinder rebuilding of main secondary species at/to levels which are highly likely to be within biologically based limits or to ensure that the UoA does not hinder their recovery.
	There is a strategy in place for the UoA for managing main and minor secondary species. 



	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	b
	Management strategy evaluation

	
	Guidepost
	The measures are considered likely to work, based on plausible argument (e.g. general experience, theory or comparison with similar UoAs/species).
	There is some objective basis for confidence that the measures/partial strategy will work, based on some information directly about the UoA and/or species involved.
	Testing supports high confidence that the partial strategy/strategy will work, based on information directly about the UoA and/or species involved.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	c
	Management strategy implementation

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

	
	Met?
	
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	d
	Shark finning

	
	Guidepost
	It is likely that shark finning is not taking place.
	It is highly likely that shark finning is not taking place.
	There is a high degree of certainty that shark finning is not taking place.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N/Not relevant)
	(Y/N/Not relevant)
	(Y/N/Not relevant)

	e
	Review of alternative measures to minimise mortality of unwanted catch 

[Scoring issue need not be scored if are no unwanted catches of secondary species]

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


	There is a regular review of the potential effectiveness and practicality of alternative measures to minimise UoA-related mortality of unwanted catch of main secondary species and they are implemented as appropriate.
	There is a biennial review of the potential effectiveness and practicality of alternative measures to minimise UoA-related mortality of unwanted catch of all secondary species, and they are implemented, as appropriate.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N/Not relevant)
	(Y/N/Not relevant)
	(Y/N/Not relevant)

	Overall PI justification
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]



	References
	[List any references here]



	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	


Evaluation Table for PI 2.2.3 – Secondary species information

	PI   2.2.3
	Information on the nature and amount of secondary species taken is adequate to determine the risk posed by the UoA and the effectiveness of the strategy to manage secondary species.

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60
	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	Information adequacy for assessment of impacts on main secondary species

	
	Guidepost
	Qualitative information is adequate to estimate the impact of the UoA on the main secondary species with respect to status. 

OR

If RBF is used to score PI 2.2.1 for the UoA: 

Qualitative information is adequate to estimate productivity and susceptibility attributes for main secondary species. 
	Some quantitative information is available and adequate to assess the impact of the UoA on main secondary species with respect to status. 

OR 

If RBF is used to score PI 2.2.1 for the UoA: 

Some quantitative information is adequate to assess productivity and susceptibility attributes for main secondary species. 
	Quantitative information is available and adequate to assess with a high degree of certainty the impact of the UoA on main secondary species with respect to status. 

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	b
	Information adequacy for assessment of impacts on minor secondary species

	
	Guidepost
	
	
	Some quantitative information is adequate to estimate the impact of the UoA on minor secondary species with respect to status. 



	
	Met?
	
	
	(Y/N)

	c
	Information adequacy for management strategy

	
	Guidepost
	Information is adequate to support measures to manage main secondary species.
	Information is adequate to support a partial strategy to manage main secondary species.
	Information is adequate to support a strategy to manage all secondary species, and evaluate with a high degree of certainty whether the strategy is achieving its objective.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	Overall PI justification
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]



	References
	[List any references here]



	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	


Evaluation Table for PI 2.3.1 – ETP species outcome

	PI   2.3.1
	The UoA meets national and international requirements for the protection of ETP species

The UoA does not hinder recovery of ETP species

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60
	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	Effects of the UoA on population/stock within national or international limits, where applicable
[Scoring issue need not be scored if there are no national or international requirements that set limits for ETP species].

	
	Guidepost
	Where national and/or international requirements set limits for ETP species, the effects of the UoA on the population/stock are known and likely to be within these limits.
	Where national and/or international requirements set limits for ETP species, the combined effects of the MSC UoAs on the population/stock are known and highly likely to be within these limits.
	Where national and/or international requirements set limits for ETP species, there is a high degree of certainty that the combined effects of the MSC UoAs are within these limits.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N/Not relevant)
	(Y/N/Not relevant)
	(Y/N/Not relevant)

	b
	Direct effects

	
	Guidepost
	Known direct effects of the UoA are likely to not hinder recovery of ETP species.
	Known direct effects of the UoA are highly likely to not hinder recovery of ETP species.
	There is a high degree of confidence that there are no significant detrimental direct effects of the UoA on ETP species.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	c
	Indirect effects

	
	Guidepost
	
	Indirect effects have been considered and are thought to be highly likely to not create unacceptable impacts.
	There is a high degree of confidence that there are no significant detrimental indirect effects of the fishery on ETP species.

	
	Met?
	
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	Overall PI justification
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]



	References
	[List any references here]



	RBF Required? ((/(/)
	
	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	


Evaluation Table for PI 2.3.2 – ETP species management strategy

	PI   2.3.2
	The UoA has in place precautionary management strategies designed to:

· meet national and international requirements;

· ensure the UoA does not hinder recovery of ETP species.

Also, the UoA regularly reviews and implements measures, as appropriate, to minimise the mortality of ETP species.

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60
	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	Management strategy in place (national and international requirements)
[Scoring issue need not be scored if there are no requirements for protection or rebuilding provided through national ETP legislation or international agreements].

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

	
	Met?
	(Y/N/Not relevant)
	(Y/N/Not relevant)
	(Y/N/Not relevant)

	b
	Management strategy in place (alternative)
[Scoring issue need not be scored if there are requirements for protection or rebuilding provided through national ETP legislation or international agreements].

	
	Guidepost
	There are measures in place that are expected to ensure the UoA does not hinder the recovery of ETP species.
	There is a strategy in place that is expected to ensure the UoA does not hinder the recovery of ETP species.
	There is a comprehensive strategy in place for managing ETP species, to ensure the UoA does not hinder the recovery of ETP species

	
	Met?
	(Y/N/Not relevant)
	(Y/N/Not relevant)
	(Y/N/Not relevant)

	c
	Management strategy evaluation

	
	Guidepost
	The measures are considered likely to work, based on plausible argument (e.g., general experience, theory or comparison with similar fisheries/species).
	There is an objective basis for confidence that the measures/strategy will work, based on information directly about the fishery and/or the species involved.
	The strategy/comprehensive strategy is mainly based on information directly about the fishery and/or species involved, and a quantitative analysis supports high confidence that the strategy will work.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	d
	Management strategy implementation

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

	
	Met?
	
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	e
	Review of alternative measures to minimize mortality of ETP species

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

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	Overall PI justification
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]



	References
	[List any references here]



	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	


Evaluation Table for PI 2.3.3 – ETP species information

	PI   2.3.3
	Relevant information is collected to support the management of UoA impacts on ETP species, including:

· Information for the development of the management strategy;

· Information to assess the effectiveness of the management strategy; and

· Information to determine the outcome status of ETP species.

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60
	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	Information adequacy for assessment of impacts

	
	Guidepost
	Qualitative information is adequate to estimate the UoA related mortality on ETP species.

OR 

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

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

OR 

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

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

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	b
	Information adequacy for management strategy

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

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	Overall PI justification
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]



	References
	[List any references here]



	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	


Evaluation Table for PI 2.4.1 – Habitats outcome

	PI   2.4.1
	The UoA does not cause serious or irreversible harm to habitat structure and function, considered on the basis of the area covered by the governance body(s) responsible for fisheries management in the area(s) where the UoA operates.

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60
	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	Commonly encountered habitat status

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

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	b
	VME habitat status
[Scoring issue need not be scored if there are no VMEs].

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


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

	
	Met?
	(Y/N/Not relevant)
	(Y/N/Not relevant)
	(Y/N/Not relevant)

	c
	Minor habitat status

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

	
	Met?
	
	
	(Y/N)

	Overall PI justification
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]



	References
	[List any references here]



	RBF Required? ((/(/)
	
	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	


Evaluation Table for PI 2.4.2 – Habitats management strategy

	PI   2.4.2
	There is a strategy in place that is designed to ensure the UoA does not pose a risk of serious or irreversible harm to the habitats.

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60
	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	Management strategy in place

	
	Guidepost
	There are measures in place, if necessary, that are expected to achieve the Habitat Outcome 80 level of performance.
	There is a partial strategy in place, if necessary, that is expected to achieve the Habitat Outcome 80 level of performance or above.
	There is a strategy in place for managing the impact of all MSC UoAs/non-MSC fisheries on habitats.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	b
	Management strategy evaluation

	
	Guidepost
	The measures are considered likely to work, based on plausible argument (e.g. general experience, theory or comparison with similar UoAs/habitats).
	There is some objective basis for confidence that the measures/partial strategy will work, based on information directly about the UoA and/or habitats involved.
	Testing supports high confidence that the partial strategy/strategy will work, based on information directly about the UoA and/or habitats involved.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	c
	Management strategy implementation

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

	
	Met?
	
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	d
	Compliance with management requirements and other MSC UoAs’/non-MSC fisheries’ measures to protect VMEs
[Scoring issue need not be scored if there are no VMEs].

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

	
	Met?
	(Y/N/Not relevant)
	(Y/N/Not relevant)
	(Y/N/Not relevant)

	Overall PI justification
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]



	References
	[List any references here]



	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	


Evaluation Table for PI 2.4.3 – Habitats information

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

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60
	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	Information quality

	
	Guidepost
	The types and distribution of the main habitats are broadly understood.

OR 

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

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

OR 

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

Some quantitative information is available and is adequate to estimate the types and distribution of the main habitats.
	The distribution of all habitats is known over their range, with particular attention to the occurrence of vulnerable habitats.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	b
	Information adequacy for assessment of impacts

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

OR 

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

Qualitative information is adequate to estimate the consequence and spatial attributes of the main habitats.
	Information is adequate to allow for identification of the main impacts of the UoA on the main habitats, and there is reliable information on the spatial extent of interaction and on the timing and location of use of the fishing gear. 

OR 

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

Some quantitative information is available and is adequate to estimate the consequence and spatial attributes of the main habitats. 
	The physical impacts of the gear on all habitats have been quantified fully.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	c
	Monitoring

	
	Guidepost
	
	Adequate information continues to be collected to detect any increase in risk to the main habitats. 
	Changes in habitat distributions over time are measured.

	
	Met?
	
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	Overall PI justification
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]



	References
	[List any references here]



	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	


Evaluation Table for PI 2.5.1 – Ecosystem outcome

	PI   2.5.1
	The UoA does not cause serious or irreversible harm to the key elements of ecosystem structure and function.

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60
	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	Ecosystem status

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

	
	Met?
	(Y/N/Partial)
	(Y/N/Partial)
	(Y/N/Partial)

	Overall PI justification
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]



	References
	[List any references here]



	RBF Required? ((/(/)
	
	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	


Evaluation Table for PI 2.5.2 – Ecosystem management strategy

	PI   2.5.2
	There are measures in place to ensure the UoA does not pose a risk of serious or irreversible harm to ecosystem structure and function.

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60
	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	Management strategy in place

	
	Guidepost
	There are measures in place, if necessary which take into account the potential impacts of the fishery on key elements of the ecosystem.
	There is a partial strategy in place, if necessary, which takes into account available information and is expected to restrain impacts of the UoA on the ecosystem so as to achieve the Ecosystem Outcome 80 level of performance.
	There is a strategy that consists of a plan, in place which contains measures to address all main impacts of the UoA on the ecosystem, and at least some of these measures are in place.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	b
	Management strategy evaluation

	
	Guidepost
	The measures are considered likely to work, based on plausible argument (e.g., general experience, theory or comparison with similar fisheries/ ecosystems). 
	There is some objective basis for confidence that the measures/partial strategy will work, based on some information directly about the UoA and/or the ecosystem involved 
	Testing supports high confidence that the partial strategy/strategy will work, based on information directly about the UoA and/or ecosystem involved 

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	c
	Management strategy implementation

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

	
	Met?
	
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	Overall PI justification
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]



	References
	[List any references here]



	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	


Evaluation Table for PI 2.5.3 – Ecosystem information

	PI   2.5.3
	There is adequate knowledge of the impacts of the UoA on the ecosystem.

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60
	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	Information quality

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

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	

	b
	Investigation of UoA impacts

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

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	c
	Understanding of component functions

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

	
	Met?
	
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	d
	Information relevance

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

	
	Met?
	
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	e
	Monitoring

	
	Guidepost
	
	Adequate data continue to be collected to detect any increase in risk level.
	Information is adequate to support the development of strategies to manage ecosystem impacts.

	
	Met?
	
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	Overall PI justification
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]

	References
	[List any references here]

	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	


Principle 3

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

	PI   3.1.1
	The management system exists within an appropriate legal and/or customary framework which ensures that it:

· Is capable of delivering sustainability in the UoA(s); and

· Observes the legal rights created explicitly or established by custom of people dependent on fishing for food or livelihood; and

· Incorporates an appropriate dispute resolution framework.

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60
	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	Compatibility of laws or standards with effective management

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


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

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	b
	Resolution of disputes

	
	Guidepost
	The management system incorporates or is subject by law to a mechanism for the resolution of legal disputes arising within the system.
	The management system incorporates or is subject by law to a transparent mechanism for the resolution of legal disputes which is considered to be effective in dealing with most issues and that is appropriate to the context of the UoA.
	The management system incorporates or is subject by law to a transparent mechanism for the resolution of legal disputes that is appropriate to the context of the fishery and has been tested and proven to be effective.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	c
	Respect for rights

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

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	Overall PI justification
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]

	References
	[List any references here]



	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	


Evaluation Table for PI 3.1.2 – Consultation, roles and responsibilities
	PI   3.1.2
	The management system has effective consultation processes that are open to interested and affected parties.

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

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60
	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	Roles and responsibilities

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

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	b
	Consultation processes

	
	Guidepost
	The management system includes consultation processes that obtain relevant information from the main affected parties, including local knowledge, to inform the management system.
	The management system includes consultation processes that regularly seek and accept relevant information, including local knowledge. The management system demonstrates consideration of the information obtained.
	The management system includes consultation processes that regularly seek and accept relevant information, including local knowledge. The management system demonstrates consideration of the information and explains how it is used or not used.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	c
	Participation

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

	
	Met?
	
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	Overall PI justification
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]



	References
	[List any references here]



	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	


Evaluation Table for PI 3.1.3 – Long term objectives
	PI   3.1.3
	The management policy has clear long-term objectives to guide decision-making that are consistent with MSC fisheries standard, and incorporates the precautionary approach.

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60
	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	Objectives

	
	Guidepost
	Long-term objectives to guide decision-making, consistent with the MSC fisheries standard and the precautionary approach, are implicit within management policy.
	Clear long-term objectives that guide decision-making, consistent with MSC fisheries standard and the precautionary approach are explicit within management policy.
	Clear long-term objectives that guide decision-making, consistent with MSC fisheries standard and the precautionary approach, are explicit within and required by management policy.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N/Partial)
	(Y/N/Partial)
	(Y/N/Partial)

	Overall PI justification
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]



	References
	[List any references here]



	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	


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

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60
	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	Objectives

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

	
	Met?
	(Y/N/Partial)
	(Y/N/Partial)
	(Y/N/Partial)

	Overall PI justification
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]



	References
	[List any references here]



	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	


Evaluation Table for PI 3.2.2 – Decision-making processes

	PI   3.2.2
	The fishery-specific management system includes effective decision-making processes that result in measures and strategies to achieve the objectives, and has an appropriate approach to actual disputes in the fishery.

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60
	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	Decision-making processes

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

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	

	b
	Responsiveness of decision-making processes

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

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	c
	Use of precautionary approach

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

	
	Met?
	
	(Y/N)
	

	d
	Accountability and transparency of management system and decision-making process

	
	Guidepost
	Some information on the fishery’s performance and management action is generally available on request to stakeholders.
	Information on the fishery’s performance and management action is available on request, and explanations are provided for any actions or lack of action associated with findings and relevant recommendations emerging from research, monitoring, evaluation and review activity.
	Formal reporting to all interested stakeholders provides comprehensive information on the fishery’s performance and management actions and describes how the management system responded to findings and relevant recommendations emerging from research, monitoring, evaluation and review activity.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	e
	Approach to disputes

	
	Guidepost
	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 for the fishery.
	The management system or fishery is attempting to comply in a timely fashion with judicial decisions arising from any legal challenges.
	The management system or fishery acts proactively to avoid legal disputes or rapidly implements judicial decisions arising from legal challenges.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	Overall PI justification
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]



	References
	[List any references here]



	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	


Evaluation Table for PI 3.2.3 – Compliance and enforcement

	PI   3.2.3
	Monitoring, control and surveillance mechanisms ensure the  management measures in the fishery are enforced and complied with.

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60
	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	MCS implementation

	
	Guidepost
	Monitoring, control and surveillance mechanisms exist, and are implemented in the fishery and there is a reasonable expectation that they are effective.
	A monitoring, control and surveillance system has been implemented in the fishery and has demonstrated an ability to enforce relevant management measures, strategies and/or rules.
	A comprehensive monitoring, control and surveillance system has been implemented in the fishery and has demonstrated a consistent ability to enforce relevant management measures, strategies and/or rules.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	b
	Sanctions

	
	Guidepost
	Sanctions to deal with non-compliance exist and there is some evidence that they are applied.
	Sanctions to deal with non-compliance exist, are consistently applied and thought to provide effective deterrence.
	Sanctions to deal with non-compliance exist, are consistently applied and demonstrably provide effective deterrence.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	c
	Compliance

	
	Guidepost
	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.
	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.
	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.

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	d
	Systematic non-compliance

	
	Guidepost
	
	There is no evidence of systematic non-compliance.
	

	
	Met?
	
	(Y/N)
	

	Overall PI justification
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]



	References
	[List any references here]



	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	


Evaluation Table for PI 3.2.4 – Monitoring and management performance evaluation

	PI   3.2.4
	There is a system of monitoring and evaluating the performance of the fishery-specific management system against its objectives.

There is effective and timely review of the fishery-specific management system.

	Scoring Issue
	SG 60
	SG 80
	SG 100

	a
	Evaluation coverage

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

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	b
	Internal and/or external review

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

	
	Met?
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	Overall PI justification
	[Note: Insert text to justify the likely scoring level achieved for this PI, please refer to individual scoring issues]



	References
	[List any references here]



	Likely PI Scoring Level (<60, 60-79, ≥ 80)
	


