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Role of the Certified Seafood Collaborative

The Certified Seafood Collaborative (CSC), a 501(c)(3) non-profit foundation led by a diverse
board of seafood and sustainability industry experts is the owner of the Responsible Fisheries
Management (RFM) Certification Program. The CSC both owns and manages the RFM
Program. The CSC Foundation Board is the approving body for all standards, strategy and
policy related to the RFM Program. There are two advisory committees to the CSC Board of
Directors, the Fishery Standard Committee and the Technical Committee.

Purpose of this Publication

This publication describes the guidance for assessment used in the evaluation of applicant fisheries
to the Responsible Fisheries Management (RFM) Certification Program Fisheries Standard 2.1
(Fisheries Standard). Included are the specific performance levels for each clause and subclause
given in the Fisheries Standard that must be met to demonstrate certification status. Successful
applicants will be awarded the claim of a responsibly managed fishery for sustainable use.

In combination with the normative documents of the accredited certification program, this publication
will provide (1) recommendations for assessors operating on behalf of qualified certification bodies
regarding consistent application of performance evaluation of fisheries against the RFM Fisheries
Standard, (2) understanding how levels of conformance for a given fishery are derived, (3) guidance
to assessors for evaluating fishery applicants, and (4) guidance to fishery applicants regarding
certification requirements.
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|l. Guidance to Performance Evaluation

Fisheries Standard, Conformity Levels, and Performance Evaluation Outcomes
In the Responsible Fisheries Management (RFM) assessment process, clauses of the Responsible
Fisheries Management Certification Program Fisheries Standard (Fisheries Standard) are scored
according to conformance levels. A non-conformance (NC) is assigned when evidence or
information acquired is insufficient to meet the intent of the clause (Table 1). Detailed explanations
are provided below.

Full Conformance

Sufficient information/evidence is available to demonstrate full conformance to a clause. In these
cases, a full conformance is assigned. Sufficient evidence is that which allows objective
determination by the assessment team that a fishery fully complies with a given clause in the
Fisheries Standard.

Minor Non-Conformance

Information/evidence is broadly available to demonstrate conformance to a clause although there
are limited gaps in information that, if available, could clarify aspects of conformance and allow the
assessment team to assign a higher conformance level. In these cases, a minor improvement is
needed to achieve full conformance and a minor non-conformance is assigned. The assessment
team will request further clarification of information from the applicant (and collaborating fisheries
management organization) and this may result in the assignment of full conformance to a clause. If
more than three minor non-conformances are found in any of the Key Components (A-D),
assessment stops (applicant will not reach the next stage towards certification, the Peer Review
stage) until evidence is made available to show a higher conformance level (Table 2).

Major Non-Conformance

Information/evidence is limited to demonstrate conformance to a clause. In these cases, a major
improvement is needed to achieve full conformance and a major non-conformance is assigned. The
assessment team will request further clarification of information with the applicant (and collaborating
fisheries management organization) and where further substantive evidence is made available,
assignment of either minor non-conformance or full conformance to a clause may occur. If more
than one major non-conformances is found in any of the Key Components (A-D), assessment stops
(applicant will not reach the next stage towards certification, the Peer Review stage) until evidence
is made available to show a better conformity level (Table 2).

Critical Non-Conformance

Information/evidence is completely absent or contradictive to demonstrate conformance to a clause.
In these cases, a critical non-conformance is assigned. A critical non-conformance will stop the
assessment (applicant will not reach the next stage towards certification, the Peer Review stage),
unless the applicant (and collaborating fisheries management organization) is able to provide
information/evidence that demonstrates higher conformance of the fishery than that initially
assessed (Table 2).
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Table 1. Definitions of performance evaluation outcomes.

Evaluation Outcome

Definition

Full Conformance

When full conformance to the requirements of a clause is demonstrated.

Minor Non-Conformance

When aminor gap ininformation/evidence is identified from demonstrating
full conformance.

Major Non-Conformance

When a major gap ininformation/evidence is identified from demonstrating
full conformance.

Critical Non-Conformance

When a complete absence of information/evidence required that

demonstrate full conformance to a clause is determined.

Table 2 presents the non-conformance limits before a fishery fails assessment (applicant will not reach
the nextstage towards certification, the Peer Review stage). A critical non-conformance also results in the
fishery failing theassessment.

Table 2. Fishery fails thresholds per Key Component .

No. of Maximum no. of non-conformances (NC) allowed per Key
clauses Component
and
Key COmponent subclauses Critical NC Major NC Minor NC
A. The Fishery Management 30
System
B. Science andStock 30
Assessment Activities, and No Critical NC is 1 Major NC 3 Minor NCs
the Precautionary allowed within the  gjiowed per allowed per
Approach ovgrall assessment, Category (A-D), if Category (A-D), if
C. Management Measures, 30 orinany Category;  no Minor NC no Major NC
Implementation, 1 Critical NC =Fail. assigned. assigned.
Monitoring and Control
D. Serious Impacts of the 35
Fishery on the Ecosystem
Total number of supportlng 125 Upto4MajorNCs Upto 12 Mlnor
clause for Categories A-D . NCs (provided no
No Critical NC (provided nomore ; .
. . Major NC in the
allowed: than 1 Major NCin

1 Critical NC= Fail.

any one category,
and noMinorNCs
are assigned).

same category and
no more than 3
Minor NCs in any
one category).
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Performance EvaluationParameters

In the assessment process, each supporting clause and subclause is associated with scoring
guidance to ensure continuity and consistency across fisheries and assessment teams. Scoring is
based on a systematic approach to the assessment of the fishery against each clause using a series
of Evaluation Parameters (EPs): Process, Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness, and
Evidence Basis. These are considered of equal importance and are scored using the categories
previously discussed (full conformance; minor or major non-conformance; critical non-conformance).
These EPs evaluate a clause or subclause using the performance related parameters below.

Process

This EP requires that evidence is provided outlining the process or system used by a fishery
management organization to implement or maintain key aspects of fishery management practices.
Examples may include systems for data collection, laws and regulations, stock assessment, and
enforcement. If evidence on the current process/system of a given process-based requirement is
scarce or non-existent, then this EP is not satisfied resulting in non-conformance.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness

This EP requires that the current status, appropriateness, or effectiveness of an element of fisheries
management practices (depending on which one of these attributes is most relevant to a given
clause) is demonstrated. Examples include data collected, results of stock assessment including
stock status, and enforcement data. If evidence on the current status, appropriateness, or
effectiveness of a given output- based requirement is scarce or non-existent, then this EP is not
satisfied resulting in non-conformance.

Evidence Basis

This EP requires that the availability, quality, or adequacy of the evidence that is the base for
scoring a given clause is assessed. If evidence availability (e.g., studies, reports, other data, and
regulations) is scarce, low quality or non-existent, then this EP is not satisfied resulting in non-
conformance.

The assessment team follows these guidelines (Figure 1) when scoring a clause:
o If all EPs are satisfied, the clause is scored with a Full Conformance.
o If one EP (i.e., any) is not satisfied, the clause is scored with a Minor Non-Conformance.
o Iftwo EPs (i.e., any) are not satisfied, the clause is scored with a Major Non-Conformance.

o If three or more EPs (i.e., any) are not satisfied, the clause is scored with a Critical Non-
Conformance.
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Evaluation Parameter
Can be a Process, Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness, or Evidence Basis EP. Each (i.e.,
any) EP hasthe same value of 3 across every clause and forms the key mechanics of the numerical
scoring system.

Assessment team
What happens if Evaluation Parameter subtragts 3 fromoverall
a supporting Can be a .Process, Curr.ent pote_ntlal scqre
clause does not — Status]Approprlafteness/Effec.tlveness, — achle\_/ab_le (i.e., 10),
meet 1 EP? orEvidenceBasisEP.Each(i.e.,any) resultinginascoreof7,
' EP hasthe same value of 3. leadingtoaMinorNon-
conformance.
Assessment team
What happens if Evaluation Parameter sutt)tratgtsl 6 from overall
a supporting N Canbe a Process, Status, or Evidence N Zgheigvlaablsec?irz 10)
clause does not EP.Each(i.e.,any)EPhasthe same N ’
meet 2 EPs? value of 3. resu_ltnngnnascpreof4,
leadingtoaMajorNon-
Conformance.
Assessment team
What happens if Evaluation Parameter sutt)tratgtsl 9from overall
a supporting N Canbe aProcess, Status, or Evidence N Zgheigvlaablsec?irz 10)
clause does not EP.Each(i.e.,any)EPhasthe same N ’
meet 3 EPs? value of 3. resu_ltlnglnascc_)reoﬂ,
leading to a Critical
Non-Conformance.

Figure 1. Scoring mechanics in the Fisheries Standard Each of the EPs has the same value of 3.
Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-conformance),
not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance)
and not meeting any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-
conformance). This applies also to clauses that have 4 or more EPs as any 1, 2 or 3 EPs not
met will result in the same NC level. Numerical scores apply only at the clause level and do not
add up at the Key Component level.

Note that for some clauses or subclauses, not all EPs are applicable. This is because not all clauses
require the presence of a process (e.g., a formal procedure), and not all clauses require an
evaluation of the current status, the appropriateness, and the effectiveness of the subject matter.
The balance depends on the construction and type of supporting clause and its requirements. For
instance, Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness can be used in combination or individually,
depending on the relevance to the clause. Finally, all clauses require the evaluation of the quality
and adequacy of the Evidence Basis and this EP is consistent throughout all clauses. When one EP
is not required, guidance is structured so that the balance of requirements of other EPs is always
three or more. In this way, a balance of requirements for each clause is provided for the scoring
process.
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Please note that the EPs are the key mechanics to be used to determine a score..
The Fisheries Standard and related guidance is applicable to governance and management

systems for small-scale and/or data limited fisheries, where appropriate, provided their performance

can be objectively verified, with due consideration to the availability of data and the fact that
management systems can differ substantially for different types and scales of fisheries.

The following codes represent the short form for the key FAO documents and specific articles,

clauses, and criteria used to reference the Key Components and supporting clauses and subclauses

of the Fisheries Standard.

Code

Reference

FAO CCRF (1995)

FAO. 1995. Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries Rome, FAO. ISBN
92-5-103834-1.

FAO Eco (2009)

FAO. 2005. Guidelines for the Ecolabelling of Fish and Fishery Products
from Marine Capture Fisheries. Rome (and extensions 2009).

FAO Eco (2011)

FAO. 2011. Guidelines for the Ecolabelling of Fish and Fishery products
from Inland Capture Fisheries. Rome.

FAO IGBD (2011)

FAO. 2011. International guidelines on bycatch management and
reduction of discards. Rome.

FAO IUU (2001)

FAO. 2001. International Plan of Action to prevent, deter and eliminate
illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing. Rome.

FAO FM/MPA (2011)

FAO. 2011. Fisheries management. 4. Marine protected areas and
fisheries. FAO Technical Guidelines for Responsible Fisheries. No. 4,
Suppl. 4. Rome.

FINAL Version2.1

Jan 2021 Page 50f151




Responsible Fisheries Management e Guidance to Performance Evaluation (Version 2.1)

Responsible Fisheries Management Fisheries Standard,
Version 2.1 ScoringGuidance

A.The Fisheries Management System

1.  There shall be a structured and legally mandated management system based upon and
respecting international, State, and local fishery laws, for the responsible utilization of

the stockunderconsiderationand conservation ofthe marineenvironment.
FAO CCRF (1995) 7.1.3,7.1.4,7.1.9,7.3.1,7.3.2,7.3.4,7.6.8,7.7.1, 10.3.1

FAO Eco (2009) 28

FAO Eco (2011) 35, 37.3

1.1 There shall be an effective legal and administrative framework established at international, State and local |
levels appropriate for fishery resource conservation and management. The management system and the
fishery operate in compliance with the requirements of international, State, and local laws and regulations,
including the requirements of any regional and/or international fisheries management agreement.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.7.1

FAO Eco(2009) 28

FAOEco(2011)35

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more | Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameter has the same numerical value of 3. Meeting all parameters will result
ina score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will resultin a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will resultin a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Management agencies are physically and legally established at international, State and | levels.

Current status: The output of the management organization(s) is in line with fishery resource management needs. Examples
may include rule making, scientific research, stock and ecosystem assessments, implementation of rules and regulations, and
enforcement activities.

Appropriateness/Effectiveness: The management framework is appropriate for managing the resource. For example, the

larger the exploitation, vulnerability, or risks of a fish stock, the more work and precision (assessment of the resource ensuring
the risks related to overfishing and equivalent negative effects) shall be focused in managing the resource. This shall be done
in compliance with legislative and regulatory requirements at the local, national, and international level, including the
requirements of any regional fisheries management agreement. The management system shall not be subject to continual
unresolved or repeated disputes or political instability.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that an effective legal
and administrative framework established at the local and national level is appropriate for fishery resource conservation and
management. In addition, the management system and the fishery operate in compliance with the requirements of local,
national, andinternational laws and regulations, including the requirements of any regional fisheries management agreement.
Examples may include fishery management plans or other relevant information.

FINAL Version2.1 Jan 2021 Page 60f151



Responsible Fisheries Management e Guidance to Performance Evaluation (Version 2.1)

1.2 Management measures shall consider (1) stock status (i.e., overfished, biomass) and genetic diversity (stock
structure)overitsentire areaof distribution, and (2) otherbiological characteristics of the fish stock (stock)
including age of maturity and reproductive potential.

FAO Eco(2009)30.3
FAOEco(2011)37.3
Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhas the same numerical value of 3. Meeting all parameters will result
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note on consideration of biological unity and other biological characteristics: Biological characteristics shall be interpreted as
relating to the stability or resilience of the stock—i.e., its ability to recover from or resist a shock or disturbance, such as the
impact of afishery. The management system must consider the relative ability of the stock to recover from or resist potential
adverse impacts. Characteristics considered shall include growth, fecundity, reproduction, lifespan, spawning cycle, population
dynamics, impactofgeartype, and essential habitat(s) needs and availability. Where life cycle and otherbiological characteristics
are unknown, the management system shall ensure these uncertainties are factored into assessment and managing practices, as
per the precautionary approach. Please note that for salmon fisheries, established goals take into account each stock over its
entire area of distribution, because escapementis the net result of all factors, which have influenced each stock during its juvenile
stages in freshwater, its oceanic migration, and the fisheries to which it is subjected.

Current Status/Appropriateness: If a stock is subject to two or more jurisdictions (nations, states, etc) (either by distribution
ormigration), then exploitation by all jurisdictions shall be considered when defining exploitationlevels and determining stock
status to avoid overfishing/depletion of the resource. The scoring of this parameter shall consider that significant migration may
take aspecies outside the jurisdiction ofthe managing agency (e.g., for significant feeding or ontogenetic migration).

Effectiveness: Managers shall have an understanding of stock structure and composition as these relate to stock resilience over
its entire distribution area. The underlying objective is to preserve genetic diversity between and within species, and avoid
localized depletions (overall affecting the stock contributing to its resilience and stability). This assessment shall consider, when
appropriate,demographicindependence of populations or stocks (i.e., if acomponent stock of a species isdemographically
independent from another because it is genetically different, has significant difference in age structure, or if there is insignificant
exchange among groups due to distance, environmental barriers, or other reasons).

Effectiveness: The stock may spend a portion of its life (migration for feeding, growth, or reproduction) in both fresh and
saltwater, in international waters, or in another jurisdiction, and may suffer mortality or other pressures. These must be
accounted for when assessing stock status.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy ofthe evidence is sufficient to substantiate that managementmeasures
consider(1)thestockstatus overitsentireareaofdistribution, (2)the areathrough whichthe stock migratesduringitslife cycle,
and (3) other biological characteristics of the stock. Examples may include the presence of genetic studies, age structure data,
stock assessments or other relevant information.

1.2.1 Previously agreed management measures established and appliedinthe sameregionisregion shall be taken
into account bymanagement.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.3.1

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters
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Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameter has the same numerical value of 3. Meeting all parameters will result
inascoreof 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will resultin a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note: Taken into account means included and accounted in the basis of management decisions. Previously agreed measures
include local or national laws or regulations, and also any management measures put into place by regional fisheries
management organizations. Previous decisions can be reneged, altered, updated, or maintained intact, but must be included
inthe decision-making process. If previously agreed measures arereneged, altered, orupdated, there shall be ascientificbasis
for the changes. Not taken into account may refer to management measures that are ignored, although they may still be legally
binding in thefishery.

Process: There is a process or system that allows the continuity and updating of previously agreed and implemented
management measures. Examples may include a specific review process or management plan where these measures can be
clearly identified and continued implementation and updating can be carried out.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: Previously agreed management measures established and applied in the same
region are included and part of current management decisions. Examples may include international or other agreements not
honored by the management system or a management agency. The management system is effectively continuing
implementation of agreed management measures.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that previously agreed
management measures established and applied in the same region are taken into account by management.
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1.3

Where transboundary, shared, straddling, highly migratory, or high seas stocks are exploited by two or more
States (neighboring or not), the applicant and appropriate management organizations concerned shall
cooperate and take partin the formal fishery commission or arrangements appointed to ensure effective
conservation and management of the stock(s) in question and their environment.

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more | Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

ScoreCalculationProcedure: Each EvaluationParameterhasthesamenumericalvalue of3. Meeting allparameters willresult
ina score of 10(i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will resultin a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note: This clause pertains only if the stock is transboundary, shared, straddling, highly migratory, or high seas. Otherwise, this
clauseis notapplicable. This clause is justified by the evidence provided in clause 1.2. Where sub-stocks are referred to as part
ofanoverallstock, thereshall be sufficientinformation onbiology, distribution, andlife cycle thatdemonstratesthedegree of
association or disassociation, and the basis for the management approach taken, to prevent recruitment failure of the stock or
other negative impacts that are likely to be irreversible or very slowly reversible.

Process: There is a mechanism in place by which the applicant organization(s) cooperates for the management of the
transboundary, shared, straddling, highly migratory or high seas stock. This mechanism has the sustainable total exploitation
of the stock as its main objective.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence that the mechanism described in the process parameter is
effective atensuring the stock is sustainably exploited. This cantake the form of evidence thatthe stockis not overfished or
subject to overfishing across the entirety of the range of the stock.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that where
transboundary, shared, straddling, highly migratory, or high seas fish stocks are exploited by two or more States, the applicant
and appropriate management organizations concerned cooperate and take partin formal fishery discussions or arrangements
that have been appointedto ensure effective conservation and management of the stock(s) and fisheries in question. Examples
may include evidence of formal agreements, records of meetings, and decisions.
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1.3.1 Conservationandmanagementmeasures establishedforthe stock underconsiderationwithinthejurisdiction
of the relevant States for transboundary, shared, straddling, highly migratory, or high seas stocks, shall be
compatible inamanner consistent with therights, competence, and interests of the States concerned.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.1.3,7.1.4,7.1.5, 7.3.2, 10.3

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more Lackingintwo parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

ScoreCalculationProcedure: Each EvaluationParameterhasthesamenumericalvalue of3. Meeting allparameters willresult
ina score of 10(i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will resultin a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note: This clause pertains onlyif stockis transboundary, shared, straddling, highly migratory, orhigh seas. Otherwise, this
clauseisnotapplicable. This clauseis justified by the evidence providedin clause 1.2. Compatibility of managementmeasures
does not mean identical management measures, but the approach shall be consistent with respect to the overall management
and conservation goals of the stock.

Process: Identification of common objectives for maintenance of stock biomass.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: Implementation of measures to achieve the common objectives mentioned
above (i.e., similar harvest rates based on stock status, common rebuilding objectives for depleted stocks).

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that conservation and
management measures established for the stock within the jurisdiction of the relevant States for shared, straddling, high seas,
or highly migratory stocks, are compatible in a manner consistent with the rights, competences, and interests of the States
concerned. Examples may include evidence of formal agreements, records of meetings and decisions, stock assessment, and
other reports.
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14

A State’s fishery management organization not member or participant of a sub-regional or regional fisheries
management organization shall cooperate, in accordance with relevantinternational agreements and law, in
the conservation and management of the relevant fisheries resources by giving effect to any relevant
measures adopted by such organization or arrangement.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.1.5

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more | Lackingintwo parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score CalculationProcedure: Each EvaluationParameterhasthesamenumericalvalue of3. Meeting allparameters willresult
ina score of 10(i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will resultin a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note: This clause pertains onlyif stockis transboundary, shared, straddling, highly migratory, orhigh seas. Otherwise, this
clause is not applicable. This clause is justified by the evidence provided in clause 1.2.

Process: There is ongoing cooperation in stock assessment, data sharing, and other activities.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: Relevant measures are implemented by non-member States.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the State non-
member or participant of a sub-regional or regional fisheries management organization cooperates, in accordance with
relevantinternational agreements and law, in the conservation and management of the relevant fisheries resources by giving

effect to any relevant measures adopted by such organization or arrangement. Examples may include reports detailing results
of common surveys or acceptable harvest rates.
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1.4.1 Afisherymanagementorganization seekingtotake any action through a non-fishery organization which may
affect the conservation and management measures taken by a competent sub-regional or regional fisheries
management organization or arrangement shall consult with the latter, in advance to the extent practicable,
and take its views into account.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.3.5

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more | Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score CalculationProcedure: Each EvaluationParameterhasthesamenumericalvalue of3. Meeting allparameters willresult
ina score of 10(i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will resultin a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note: This clause pertains onlyif stockis transboundary, shared, straddling, highly migratory, orhigh seas. Otherwise, this
clause is not applicable. This clause is justified by the evidence provided in clause 1.2.

Process: There is a history of prior consultation.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: The views of the managing fishery organization are taken into account.
Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that a fishery
managementorganization seeking totake any actionthrough anon-fishery organization which may affect the conservation
and managementmeasures taken by a competent sub-regional orregional fisheries management organization or arrangement

consultswith the latter, in advancetothe extent practicable, andtake its views into account. Examples mayinclude reports
detailing action taken by the State(s) in question.
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1.5  The applicant’s fishery management system, when appropriate for the stock under consideration, shall
actively foster cooperation between States with regard to (1) information gathering and exchange, (2)
fisheries research, (3) fisheries management, and (4) fisheries development.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.3.4

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameterswill result
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note: This clause pertains onlyif stockis transboundary, shared, straddling, highly migratory, or high seas. Otherwise, this clause
is not applicable. This clause is justified by the evidence provided in clause 1.2.

Process: The extent to which a formal process or system is available.
Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: Level of activity, application, and level of engagement.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence s sufficientto substantiate that the applicant’s fishery
management system, when appropriate forthe stock underconsideration, fosters active international cooperationonfishery
matters with regard to information gathering and exchange, fisheries research, fisheries management, and fisheries
development. Example of evidence sources may include outputs from activity (e.g., reports, minutes, common or collective
themes).
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1.6  Afishery management organization and sub-regional or regional fisheries management organizations and
arrangements, as appropriate, shall agree onthe means by which the activities of such organizations and
arrangementswillbefinanced, bearinginmind, interalia, therelative benefits derived fromthefisheryand
the differing capacities of States to provide financial and other contributions. Where appropriate, and when
possible, such organizations and arrangements shall aim to recover the costs of fisheries conservation,
management, and research.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.7.4

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score = 4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is an agreed-upon system to finance the fishery management organizations and arrangements.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: The fishery management organizations and arrangements are currently
financed using a cost recovery or other system.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that there is agreementon
the means by which the activities of such organizations and arrangements are financed. Where appropriate, and when possible,
such organizations and arrangements aim to recover the costs of fisheries conservation, management, and research. Examples
may include data showing the expenditure and cost recovery derived from fisheries management.
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1.6.1  Without prejudice to relevant international agreements, States or fishery management organizations shall
encourage banks and financial institutions notto require, as a condition of aloan or mortgage, fishing vessels
orfishing support vesselstobe flaggedin ajurisdiction other than that of the State of beneficial ownership
where such a requirement would have the effect of increasing the likelihood of non-compliance with
international conservation and management measures.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.8.1

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note: Thefishery for the stock under consideration occurs outside the exclusive economic zone (EEZ), there is evidence of flags
of convenience, and evidence ofillegal, unreported, and unregulated (IUU) fishing. Not applicable otherwise.

Process: There is a system that encourages banks to require vessels to be flagged within the jurisdiction of interest.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is regulation that directs for vessels to be flagged outside the State’s
jurisdiction. The fishery for the stock under consideration occurs outside EEZ, and there are flags of convenience operations
present, or evidence of IUU fishing.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the State or fishery
management organizations encourages banks and financial institutions nottorequire, as acondition of aloan or mortgage,
fishing vessels orfishing support vessels to be flagged in ajurisdiction other than that of the State of beneficial ownership where
sucharequirementwould havethe effect ofincreasingthelikelihood of non-compliance withinternational conservation and
management measures. Examples may include data showing fishery operation by vessels flying a flag different from that of the
State where fishing geographically occurs.
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1.7 Within the fishery management system, procedures shall be in place to keep the efficacy of current
conservation and management measures and their possible interactions under continuous review, and to
revise or abolish them in the light of new information.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.6.8

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is a procedure to review management measures. The procedure includes the use of outcome indicators against
which the success of management measures in achieving specific management objectives is measured. The procedure covers
all management measures, including those relating to the sustainable exploitation of the target stock; the mitigation of negative
impacts on non-target species through bycatch, discarding, and indirect effects; and the protection of Endangered, Threatened,
Protected (ETP) species and the physical environment. Please note that both the management processes of the North Pacific
FisheryManagement Council (NPFMC) forfederal waters, and the Alaska Board of Fisheries (BOF) for state waters, allow for the
continuous review of conservation and management measures. Such processes shall be clearly documented as relevant to key
management measures for the fishery under assessment.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: If, as aresult of the review process, it is determined that management measures
are notachieving the specific managementobjectives they are designed to achieve, they are revised and updated as appropriate.

EvidenceBasis: The availability, quality, and/oradequacy ofthe evidence is sufficient to substantiate that withinthe fishery
management system, procedures are in place to keep the efficacy of current conservation and managementmeasures and their
possible interactions under continuous review, and to revise or abolish them in the light of new information. Examples may
include data showing recent regulation or management plan revisions.
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1.8  The management arrangements and decision-making processes for the fishery shall be organizedin a
transparent manner.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.1.9

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Current Status: There is transparency in management arrangements. Please note that both the management processes of the
NPFMC for federal waters, and the BOF for state waters, shall be clearly documented to provide evidence for the transparency
of these arrangements and decision-making processes.

Effectiveness: There is transparency in decision-making processes.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the management
arrangements and decision-making processes for the fishery are organized in a transparent manner. Examples may include
records of the management arrangements and decision-making processes.
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1.9  Management organizations not party to the Agreement to Promote Compliance with International
Conservationand Management Measures by Vessels Fishinginthe High Seas shall be encouraged to accept
the Agreement and to adopt laws and regulations consistent with the provisions of the Agreement.

FAO CCRF (1995) 8.2.6

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lackinginoneparameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note: Not applicable if the fishery does not occur in high seas.

Process: Regulation to implement the Agreement to Promote Compliance with International Conservation and Management
Measures by Fishing Vessels on the High Seas has been adopted. Assessors shall consult the following document
http://www.fao.org/docrep/meeting/003/x3130m/X3130E00.htm for reference to the Agreement.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There are laws regulating high seas fishing activity. Describe how they
accomplish this.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the fishery
management organization is party to the Agreement to Promote Compliance with International Conservation and Management
Measures by Fishing Vessels on the High Seas, or has adopted laws and regulations consistent with the provisions of the
Agreement. Examples may include reports on the management of high seas fishing activities.
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2. Managementorganizations shall participate in coastal area management, decision-
making processes and activities related to the fishery and its users, supporting
sustainable and integrated resource use, and conflict avoidance.

FAO CCRF (1995) 10.1.1, 10.1.2, 10.1.4, 10.2.1, 10.2.2, 10.2.4

2.1 Within the fisheries management organization’s jurisdiction, an appropriate policy, legal, and institutional
framework shall be adopted in order to achieve sustainable and integrated use of living marine resources,
(1) taking into account the fragility of coastal ecosystems and finite nature of their natural resources, (2)
allowing for determination of the possible uses of coastal resources and governing access to them, and (3)
recognizing the rights and needs of coastal communities and their customary practices to the extent
compatible with sustainable development. In setting policies for the management of coastal areas, States
shall take due account of the risks and uncertainties involved.

FAO CCRF (1995) 10.1.1, 10.1.3, 10.2.3

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lackingintwoparameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: A mechanismexists by which the integrated management of multiple coastal area uses is conducted, the possible uses
of coastalresources are assessed, and access to themis governed. Accordingly, policies for the management of the coastal area
are set. Assessmentteams shall documenthow existing authorities and/or processes cooperate and interact togetherto manage
coastal resources (living and non-living) in a transparent, organized, and sustainable way that minimizes environmental issues
whiletakingintoaccountthesocio-economicaspects, needs, andinterests ofthe various stakeholders of the coastalzone.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: The coastal management framework includes explicit consideration of the
fragility of coastal ecosystems, the finite nature of coastal resources, and the needs of coastal communities, and accounts for
therights and customary practices of coastal communities. These policiestake due account of risks and uncertainties.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that within the fisheries
management organization’s jurisdiction, an appropriate policy within the legal and institutional framework has been adopted in
orderto achieve sustainable and integrated use of living marine resources. Examples may include coastal managementplans or
other policy documents, and frameworks for resource/coastal management.

2.1.1 Statesshall establishmechanismsfor cooperationand coordinationin planning, development, conservation,
and management of coastal areas.

FAO CCRF (1995) 10.4.1

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
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conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is amechanismto allow cooperation between neighboring States to improve coastal resource management.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There are records of cooperation. Examples may include fishery, fishery
enhancement, or other agreements or records from international forums.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the States establish
mechanisms for cooperation and coordination in planning, development, conservation, and management of coastal areas.
Examples mayinclude reports or data on the international cooperation/information exchange in these events.
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2.1.2 Thefisheries management organization shall ensure that the authority or authorities representing the
fisheries sector and fishing communities in the coastal management process have the appropriate technical
capacities and financialresources.

FAO CCRF (1995) 10.4.2

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more | Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There are appropriate technical capacities and financial resources.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: It can be determined with confidence that there are appropriate technical
capacities and financial resources.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the fisheries
management organization ensures that the authority or authorities representing the fisheries sector and fishing communities in
the coastal management process have the appropriate technical capacities and financial resources. Examples may include
reports or data, overall operating staff, and financial resources/budgets available.
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2.2  Representatives of the fisheries sector and fishing communities shall be consulted in the decision-making
processesinvolving activities related to coastal area management planning and development. The public, as
well as others affected, shall also be kept aware of the need for protection and management of coastal
resources, and shall participate in the coastal management process.

FAO CCRF (1995) 10.1.2, 10.2.1

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more | Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Describe howfishery-relatedinformationis disseminated and howa process isin placeto consult with the fishery
sector and fishingcommunities.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There are records of consultations with the fisheries sector and fishing
communities. Attempts have been made to create public awareness on the need for protection and management of coastal
resources, and those affected by the management process have been made aware of its provision.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that representatives ofthe

fisheries sector and fishing communities are consulted in the decision-making processes and involved in other activities related

to coastalarea management planningand development. The public, and others affected, are also keptaware of the need for
the protection and management of coastal resources, and are participants in the management process. Examples may include
public records of consultation activities and otheravailable documentation published onthe internet or distributed at public
meetings.
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2.3  Fisheries practices that avoid conflict among fishers and other users of the coastal area (e.g., fisheries
enhancement facilities, tourism, energy) shall be adopted, and fishing shall be regulated in such a way as to
avoid risk of conflict among fishers using different vessels, gear, and fishing methods. Procedures and
mechanisms shallbe established atthe appropriate administrative levelto settle conflicts that arise within
the fisheries sector and between fisheries resource users and other coastal users.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.6.5, 10.1.4, 10.15

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: These practices have beenadopted, andthereis aprocess toregulatefishing gear, methods, andvessels soasto avoid
risk of conflict. If conflicts arise, there is a process in place to settle conflicts between fishery users and other users.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: Describe these practices and their effectiveness within the fishery sector, and
between fishers and other coastal users.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/oradequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that fisheries practices that
avoid conflictamongfishers and other users ofthe coastal area (e.g., fisheries enhancementfacilities, tourism, energy) are
adopted and fishing is regulated in such a way as to avoid risk of conflict among fishers using different vessels, gear, and fishing
methods. Procedures and mechanisms are established at the appropriate administrative level to settle conflicts that arise within
the fisheries sector, and between fisheries resource users and other coastal users. Examples may include laws and regulations
or other documents.
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24  States’ fisheries management organizations and sub-regional or regional fisheries management organizations
and arrangements shall give due publicity to conservation and management measures and ensure that laws,
regulations, and other legal rules governing their implementation are effectively disseminated. The bases
and purposes of such measures shall be explained to users of the resource in order to facilitate their
application and thus gain increased support in the implementation of such measures.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.1.10

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more | Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is a process that allows for fishery-related information to be disseminated.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is a record of the disseminated information, and is it disseminated
effectively, and the basis and purposes of such regulation explained to users.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficientto substantiate that States’ fisheries
management organizations and sub-regional or regional fisheries management organizations and arrangements give due
publicity to conservation and management measures and ensure that laws, regulations and other legal rules governing their
implementation are effectively disseminated. The bases and purposes of such measures are explained to users of the resource
in order to facilitate their application and thus gain increased support in the implementation of such measures. Examples may
include records of such management measures published in the internet or distributed at public meetings.

25 Theeconomic, social, and cultural value of coastal resources shallbe assessed by the appropriate fisheries?
management organization in order to assist decision making on their allocation and use.

FAO CCRF (1995) 10.2.2

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameter has the same numericalvalue of 3. Meeting all parameters will resultin
a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minornon-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting any
3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is a systemthat allows for socio-economic value assessments and cultural value assessments to be carried out.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There are socio-economic value assessments and cultural value assessments, both
of which are effectively assisting decision making onresource allocation and use.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the economic, social,
and cultural value of coastalresourcesis assessedinordertoassistdecisiondecision-making ontheir allocation and use. Examples
may include reports on social, cultural, and economic value of the resource.
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26  Statesshallcooperate to support andimprove coastalareamanagement, and inaccordance with capacities,
measures shall be taken to establish or promote (1) systems for research and monitoring of the coastal
environment, and (2) multidisciplinary research of the coastal area using physical, chemical, biological,
economic, social, legal, and institutional capabilities.

FAO CCRF (1995) 10.2.4, 10.2.5, 10.3.3FAO CCRF (1995) 8.11.3

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lackinginone parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is a system that allows research and monitoring of the coastal environment, and multidisciplinary research in
support of coastal area management is promoted.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: Systems of monitoring and research have taken into account physical, chemical,
biological, economic, social, legal, and institutional capabilities to support coastal area management.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that there is cooperation
to support and improve coastal area management, and in accordance with capacities, measures are taken to establish or
promote (1) systemsforresearchand monitoring ofthe coastalenvironment, and (2) multidisciplinary research ofthe coastal
areausing physical, chemical, biological, economic, social, legal, and institutional capabilities. Examples mayinclude reports on
the status of the coastal area using the various aspects listed above.
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2.7  Inthecase of a States’ activities thatmay have an adverse environmental effect on coastal areas of other
States, States shall provide timely information and if possible, prior notification to potentially affected States,
and consult with those States as early as possible.

FAO CCRF (1995) 10.3.2

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is a system to allow early information sharing (i.e., within appropriate timeframes to avoid negative
consequences) between States in case of adverse environmental effects from one State

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There are current agreements for or past records of such occurrences. Examples
may include oil spills, and aquaculture farm escapes among others.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy ofthe evidence is sufficient to substantiate thatin the case of a States’
activities that may have an adverse environmental effect on coastal areas of other States, the State provides timely information
and if possible, prior naotification to potentially affected States. Examples may include reports or data on the international
cooperation in theseevents.
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3. Management objectives shall be implemented through management rules and actions
formulated in a plan or other framework.

FAOCCRF(1995)7.3.3/7.2.2
FAOECco(2009)28.1,28.2
FAO Eco(2011) 35.1,35.2

3.1 Long-term management objectives shall be translated into a plan or other management document (taking
into account uncertainty and imprecision) and be subscribed to by all interested parties.
FAO CCRF (1995) 7.3.3
FAO Eco(2009) 28.1
FAOEco(2011)35.1

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more | Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Managementobjectives based onthe bestscientificevidence available (which canincludetraditional/local knowledge,
if verifiable) have been translated into a fishery management plan, are in regulation, or are in another document.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: The objectives described by the management plan are consistent with the
sustainable use of the resource, and are subscribed to by all relevant fishery stakeholders.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that scientifically based
long-term management objectives consistent with the sustainable use of the resource are translated into a plan or other

management document which is subscribed to by all interested parties. Examples may include fishery management
plan/framework or legalrules.

FINAL Version2.1 Jan 2021 Page 28 0f151



Responsible Fisheries Management e Guidance to Performance Evaluation (Version 2.1)

3.1.1 ThereshallbemanagementobjectivesseekingtoensurethatETP speciesare protectedfromadverseimpacts
resulting from interactions with the unit of certification and anyfisheries enhancement activity, including
recruitment overfishing or other impacts that are likely to be irreversible or very slowly reversible.

FAO Eco (2011) 41

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Thereisaprocess thatallows forsetting specificmanagementobjectivesinfishery managementplans orotherrelevant
regulation (or other appropriate frameworks) for the protection of ETP species.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There are clear objectives in management plans or other relevant regulations
(or other appropriate frameworks) seeking to ensure that ETP species are protected from adverse impacts resulting from
interactionswiththe unitofcertification and fishery enhancementactivity, including recruitment overfishing orotherimpacts
thatarelikelyto beirreversible orvery slowly reversible. Such objectives maybe outlined in overarching fisherieslegislation,
regulations, or managementplans.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that there are management
objectives seeking to ensure that endangered species are protected from adverse impacts resulting from interactions with the
unit of certification and any associated culture or enhancement activity, including recruitment overfishing or other impacts that
are likely to be irreversible or very slowly reversible. Examples may include fishery management plans/framework orlegal rules.
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3.1.2 There shall be management objectives seeking to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts of the unit of
certification on the stock under consideration’s essential habitats, and on habitats that are highly vulnerable
to damage by the unit of certification’s fishing gear.

FAO Eco (2011) 41.3

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Thereisamechanismin place by which the essential habitat of the stockunder consideration and the potential impacts
of thefishery (i.e., employing bottom contact gear) upon them are identified. This or a similar mechanism shall also be in place
to identify habitats, which are highly vulnerable to fishery activities by the unit of certification. The information provided by
these mechanisms shall be used to produce specific management objectives seeking to avoid significant negative impacts on
habitats. Whenidentifying highly vulnerable habitats, their value to ETP species shall be also considered, with habitats essential
to ETP species being categorized accordingly.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence that the objectives described above are in place, and that
effective management measures relative to those have been implemented.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/oradequacy ofthe evidence s sufficient to substantiate that there are management
objectives seeking to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts of the unit of certification on the stock under consideration’s essential
habitats andon habitats that are highly vulnerable to damage by the unit of certification’s fishing gear. Examples mayinclude
various regulations, fishery management plans, data, and reports.
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3.1.3 There shall be management objectives seeking to minimize adverse impacts of the unit of certification
(including any fishery enhancement) on the structure, and function of the ecosystemsthat are likely to be
irreversible or very slowly reversible.

FAO Eco (2011) 36.9

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lackinginoneparameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Thereisaprocessinplace bywhichadverseimpacts ofthefishery(includinganyfisheryenhancement)onthe structure,
andfunction ofaquaticecosystemsthatarelikelytobeirreversible orvery slowly reversible areidentified. Reversibility refers
tothe effects ofa process orcondition capable of being reversed so that the previous stateis restored. This process resultsin
setting relative management objectives. Management priority shall be focused primarily towards minimizing and avoiding
identified impacts.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There are management measures in place to achieve the objectives described
inthe process parameter. Such objectives may be outlines inoverarchingfisheries legislation, regulations, or managementplans.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that there are management
objectives seeking to minimize adverseimpacts ofthe fishery (including any enhancementactivities) on the structure, processes,
and function of aquatic ecosystems that are likely to be irreversible or very slowly reversible. Examples may include fishery
management plans, other regulatory documents, or laws.
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3.2 Management measures shall provide, inter alia, that:
3.2.1 Excessfishing capacity shall be avoided and exploitation of the stocks shall remain economically viable.

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Therearemanagementmeasuresinplacetolimitand/orreducethetotalfishing capacity ofthe unit of certification.
These measures shall include specific fishing capacity objective(s), which themselves are based on the best scientific evidence
available tounderstandthe level offishing pressure appropriate to ensure the long-term sustainability of the fishery. Please
note thatassessors should ensure that catches are within limits, and that datafrom enforcement show an adequate level of
compliance with fisheries laws and regulation.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: The fishing capacity of the unit of certification is at or below the level of the
specific fishing capacity objective(s).

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/oradequacy ofthe evidence is sufficientto substantiate that excessfishing capacity
is avoided and exploitation of the stocks remains economically viable. Examples may include fishery reports on harvest
recommendation or fleetreports.

3.2.2 Theeconomic conditions under which fishing industries operate shall promote responsible fisheries.

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Where best scientific evidence available determines thatitis necessary, there are management measures in place to
ensure the economic conditions under which the fishery operates promote responsible fisheries.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence for the general economic value of the resource and its benefit
tofishermen. There is enforcement data that supports the occurrence of responsible fishing practices.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the economic
conditions under which fishing industries operate promote responsible fisheries. Examples may include economic reports or
enforcement data.

3.2.3 Theinterests offishers, including those engaged in subsistence, small-scale, and artisanal fisheries shall be
taken into account.

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
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Lacking in three or more
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Thereis asystemorprocessinplacethatidentifies the interests of small-scalefishers, eitherthrough stakeholder
engagement or social research, in away, which permits the utilization of the information during the management measure
development process.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence that the interests of small-scale fishers are effectively taken
into accountduring the development of management measures, and there is no evidence that small-scale fisheries are adversely
impacted by any management measures currently in place.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficientto substantiate that the interests of fishers,
including those engaged in subsistence, small-scale, and artisanal fisheries are taken into account. Examples may include
dedicated quotas, public meeting records, laws, and regulations.
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3.2.4 Biodiversity of aquatic ecosystems shall be conserved and ETP species shall be protected. Where relevant,
there shall be management objectives, and as necessary, management measures.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.2.2

FAO Eco(2009)28.2
FAOEco0(2011)35.2
Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There are management measures in place specifically designed to ensure that the biodiversity of aquatic ecosystems
are conserved and ETP species are protected. This shall reflect the existence of specific management objectives and measures,
which are based on the best scientific evidence available.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: The management measures currently in place have been successful in meeting
the management objectives. Such objectives may be outlines in overarching fisheries legislation, regulations, or management
plans. There is no evidence that the fishery is currently having a significant adverse impact on aquatic ecosystems, and it is not
putting any ETP species at risk of extinction.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy ofthe evidence is sufficient to substantiate that biodiversity of aquatic
ecosystems is conserved and ETP species are protected. Where relevant, there are management objectives, and as necessary,
management measures. Examples mayinclude laws and regulations, fisheries management plans, and species status reports.
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B. Scienceand Stock AssessmentActivities,andthePrecautionary Approach

4. Thereshallbeeffectivefishery data(dependentandindependent)collection and analysis
systems for stock management purposes.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.1.9,7.4.4,7.4.5,7.4.6,84.3, 124
FAO Eco (2009) 29.1-29.3
FAO Eco (2011) 36.1, 36.3-36.5, 37.4

4.1  Allsignificant fishery removals and mortality of the target species (shall be considered by management.
Specifically, reliable and accurate data required for assessing the status of fishery(ies) and ecosystems—
including dataonretained catch, bycatch, discards, and waste—shallbe collected. Data caninclude relevant
traditional, fisher, or community knowledge, provided their validity can be objectively verified. Thesedata
shall be collected, at an appropriate time and level of aggregation, by relevant management organizations
connected with the fishery, and provided to relevant States regional, and international fisheries
organizations.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.3.1,7.4.6, 7.4.7,12.4

FAO Eco (2009) 29.1-29.3
FAO Eco (2011) 36.1, 36.3, 36.4

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note: Provision of data to relevant States and, regional, and international fisheries organizations is dependent on the nature of
the stock (i.e., transboundary, shared, straddling, highly migratory and high seas stock) and the type or arrangement in place for
co-management(i.e.,commission, arrangement, etc.). This partofthe clause does notapply in cases where stocks occurentirely
in one State’s EEZ or jurisdiction, and co-management with another country is not required.

Process: Thereisa process or systemthat allows for effective data collection (including data onretained catch, bycatch, discards

and waste) on the status of fisheries and ecosystems for management purposes. In the case of stocks fished by more than one

State, this includes a system or agreement with other States to ensure mortality and removals data are available for the entirety

of the biological stock. Some fisheries and/or fish stock are hard to monitor for various reasons, including remoteness of
operation/distribution and complexity of fishing operations—posing particular challenges with the collection and maintenance

of adequate, reliable, and current data and/or other information. Assessors shall acknowledge and explain these challenges,

data collection, and maintenance to cover all stages of fishery development in accordance with applicable international
standards and practices. Forsalmon, the assessors shall describe and presentthe enumerationmethods (i.e., peak aerial survey,
feet survey, weir count, tower, mark—recapture, sonar, etc.) utilized for all the major stocks managed by formal escapement goal

in Alaska. Such summary data can be foundin the annually released ADF &G document Summary of Pacific salmon escapement
goalsin Alaska with a review of escapements from[year] to [year]. The document generally reviews the latest 9—10 years of
salmon escapements, enumeration, goal development methods, and the relative escapement goal performance.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There are appropriate and reliable data collection and estimation methods.

Reliable and accurate data are collected onretained catch, bycatch, discards, and waste (for targeted and non-targetedfisheries),
and the direct and indirect impacts of the fishery on the ecosystem. Such information is disseminated to all relevant fishery
management authorities. Overall, the data collection system s considered effective for the purposes of this clause iffishery
scientists believe there is a high probability that the total estimated mortality is an accurate reflection of the actual total
mortality across the entire biological stock. Fishery data are collected with a frequency and level of aggregation, which allows
the effective and informed management of the stock,. The appropriate level of aggregation will often be the stock level, but
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couldalsoreflectspecifichabitats, geartypes, sub-populations, etc. The requirements fordata collection are focused on the
need to assess the effects of the unit of certification on non-target stocks. Non-target catches and discards refer to species/stocks
that are taken by the unit of certification other than the stock for which certification is being sought. The adequacy of data
relates primarily tothe quantity and type of data collected (including sampling coverage) and depends crucially onthe nature
of the systems being monitored and purposes to which the data are being put. Some analysis of the precision resulting from
sampling coverage would normally be part of an assessment of adequacy and reliability. The currency of data is important, inter
alia, because its capacity for supporting reliable assessment of current status and trends declines as it gets older.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that all significant fishery
removals and mortality of the target species are considered by the fishery management organizations. Specifically, reliable and
accurate data required for assessing the status of fishery/ies and ecosystems—including data on retained catch, bycatch,
discards, and waste—are collected. Data can include relevant traditional, fisher, or community knowledge, provided their
validity canobjectively be verified (i.e., theknowledge has been collected and analyzed though asystematic, objective, and
well-designedprocess, andis notjusthearsay). Examples mayinclude stockassessmentreports, catchdata, and observerdata.
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4.1.1 Timely, complete, and reliable statistics shall be compiled on catch and fishing effort and maintained in
accordance with applicable international standards and practices, and in sufficient detail to allow sound
statistical analysis for stock assessment. Such data shall be updated regularly and verified through an
appropriate system. The use of research results as a basis for setting management objectives, reference
points, and performance criteria, as well as forensuring adequate linkage between applied researchand
fisheries management (e.g., adoption of scientific advice) shall be promoted. Results of analysis shall be
distributed accordingly as a contribution tofisheries conservation, management, and development.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.4.4,12.3,12.13

FAO Eco(2009)29.1,29.3
FAO Eco(2011) 36.3, 36.5

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more | Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is a process or system that allows for the production, maintenance, update, and verification of statistical data to

international standards. Such standards include the FAO Coordinating Working Party on Fishery Statistics Handbook of Fishery
Statistical Standards. Also, there is a process for the use and distribution of research results as a basis for setting management
objectives, reference points, and performance criteria, as well as for ensuring adequate linkage between applied research and

fisheries management(e.g., adoption of scientificadvice). Please note that stock assessmentfor salmonisintended asthe
processes that leads to enumeration, escapement goal development, and fishery management activities to meet escapement
goals.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence for the production, maintenance, updating, and review of
statisticaldataoncatch andfishing effortinthe fishery underassessment. Thereis evidence thatthe bestscientificevidence
available is usedto inform the fisheries management process. Where there is alegal requirement forthe advice of scientific
authorities to be adopted, this shall be viewed as conformance with this evaluation parameter.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy ofthe evidence s sufficient to substantiate that timely, complete, and
reliable statistics are compiled on catch and fishing effort and maintained in accordance with applicable international standards
and practices, and in sufficient detail to allow sound statistical analysis for stock assessment. Such data are updated regularly
and verified through an appropriate system. The use of research results as a basis for setting management objectives, reference
points, and performance criteria, as well as for ensuring adequate linkage between applied research and fisheries management
(e.g., adoption of scientific advice) is promoted. Analysis results are distributed accordingly as a contribution to fisheries
conservation, management, and development. Examples may include stock assessmentreports and other data.

4.1.2 Inthe absence of specific information on the stock under consideration, generic evidence based on similar
stocks can be used. However, the greater the risk of overfishing, the more specific evidence is necessary to
ascertain the sustainability of intensive fisheries.

FAO Eco(2009) 30.4

FAOEco0(2011)37.4

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance

Score =1 Score = 4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more | Lacking in two parameters Lacking in one Fulfills all parameters
parameters
parameter

Evaluation Parameters
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Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numericalvalue of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
ina score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note: Ifthefisheryforthe stockunderconsiderationismanagedfully using stock-specificinformationthenthis clausecanbe
scored with fullconformance.

Process: Thereisaprocessthatallows forthe use ofgenericevidence based onsimilarstocksforfisheries withlowrisk. The
greaterthe risk, the more specific evidence is necessary to assess sustainability. In principle, “generic evidence based on similar
stocks” should not suffice, butitmaybe adequate where thereislowrisk tothe stock underconsideration. Ingeneral, "lowrisk
tothat stockunderconsideration"wouldsuggestthatthereis verylittle chance ofthe stockbecoming overfished(e.g., where
the exploitationrateis very low and the resilience of the stock is high). However, the evidence for lowrisk and the justification
for using surrogate data shall come from the stock assessment itself.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: Information has been utilized from generic evidence based on similar fishery

situations. Based on the risk of overfishing, the information utilized is of higher precision to account for higher risks (i.e.,
intensive fisheries).

EvidenceBasis: Theavailability, quality,and/oradequacy oftheevidenceis sufficienttosubstantiatethatinthe absence of
specific information on the stock under consideration, generic evidence based on similar stocks can be used for fisheries with
low risk to that stock under consideration. However, the greater the risk of overfishing, the more specific evidence is necessary
toascertainthe sustainability ofintensivefisheries. Examples may include stock assessment reports and other data.

4.2  Anobserver scheme designed to collect accurate data for research and support compliance with applicable
fishery management measures shall be established.

FAOCCRF(1995)8.4.3
FAOEco(2009) 29.2bis
Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score = 4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Anobserver programis present. There may be cases where collection of accurate data for research and support
compliance could be established without the use of observers or a formal observer scheme (i.e., inspection scheme,
enforcement, port sampling, at shore inspection, voluntary or compulsory logbooks, e-logbooks or other harvester collected
data, electronic monitoring [video], or bycatch surveys). The reliability and accurateness of that system(s) would need to be
verified accordingly. Note also that some fisheries observer programs are designed to collect biological data and others serve
mainly as a compliance or enforcementtool. This shall be considered accordingly in the overall evaluation of this clause.
Assessorsshall question primarily whetherthe required dataforfisheries managementare collectedorifthere areimportant
data gaps (e.g., because of the absence of an observer program).

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: The data collected by the observer program is considered accurate and useful.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that an observer scheme
designed to collect accurate data for research and support compliance with applicable fishery management measures is
established. Examples may include stock assessment, survey, observer, or other reports.
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4.2.1 Where necessary, fisheries management organizations and regional fisheries management organizations and
other sucharrangements should strive to achieve aleveland scope of observer programs sufficientto provide
quantitative estimates of total catch, discards, and incidental takes of living aquatic resources.

FAO IGBD (2011) 5.1.3

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more Lackingintwo parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameter has the same numerical value of 3. Meeting all parameters will
resultinascoreof 10(i.e., fullconformance). Notmeeting any 1 evaluation parameterwill resultin ascoreof 7 (i.e., minor
non-conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not
meeting any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is a clear system that allows the observer program, or any other appropriate data gathering system as
appropriate, to provide sufficient quantitative estimates of total catch, discards, and incidental takes of living aquatic
resources.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: The data collected by the observer program is considered accurate and
useful, especially for providing quantitative estimates of total catch, discards, and incidental takes ofliving aquatic resources.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy ofthe evidenceis sufficient to substantiate that the observer
programis established and able to provide quantitative estimates oftotal catch, discards, andincidental takes of living aquatic
resources. Examples may include stock assessment, observer, survey, or other reports.
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4.3  Afisheries management organization, regional fisheries management organizations or arrangements shall
compile data and make them available, in a manner consistent with any applicable confidentiality
requirements, inatimely mannerandinan agreedformattoallmembers ofthese organizations and other
interested parties in accordance with agreed procedures.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.4.6, 7.4.7

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note: Notapplicableif noregional or sub-regional body isinvolved infishery management between one or morecountries.

Process: There is a system within the regional body structure that allows for data distribution in line with confidentiality
requirements.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence proving that confidentiality requirements are satisfied when
data is distributed to the various parties.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that afisheries
management organization, regional fisheries management organizations or arrangements compile data and make them
available,inamannerconsistentwith anyapplicable confidentiality requirements, inatimelymannerandinanagreedformat
to all members of these organizations and other interested parties in accordance with agreed procedures. Examples mayinclude
reports where confidentiality requirements have been effected.
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44  Statesshall stimulate the research required to support policies related to fish as food.
FAO CCRF 12.7

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is research to support policies related to fish as food.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence of this research.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the State stimulates
the research required to support policies related to fish as food.

45 There shall be sufficient knowledge of the economic, social, marketing, and institutional aspects of fisheries
collected through data gathering, analysis, and research, as well as comparable data generated for ongoing
monitoring, analysis, and policy formulation.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.4.5,12.9

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more | Lacking in two parameters | Lackinginoneparameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Thereisasysteminplaceforcollectingeconomic, social, marketing, andinstitutional knowledge ofthefisheries.
Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: These data are used for ongoing monitoring, analysis, and policy formulation.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that there is sufficient
knowledge of the economic, social, marketing, and institutional aspects of fisheries, that they are adequately researched, and
that comparable data are generated for ongoing monitoring, analysis, and policy formulation. Examples may include reports on
social/cultural/economic value of the resource.

46  Thefisheries management organization shallinvestigate and document traditional fisheries knowledge and
technologies—in particular those applied to small-scale fisheries—in order to assess their application to
sustainable fisheries conservation, management, and development.

FAO CCRF (1995) 12.12

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
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Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Traditional fisher knowledge has been investigated. Note that for highly developedfisheries that knowledge may
already have been integrated into fisheries management.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There are records of the documentation of small-scale fisher practices.
Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the fisheries
management organization investigates and documents traditional fisheries knowledge and technologies—in particular those
applied to small-scale fisheries—in order to assess their application to sustainable fisheries conservation, management, and
development. Examples may include various fisheries reports.
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4.7  If afisheries management organization is conducting scientificresearch activities in waters of another State,
it shallensure thattheir vessels comply with the laws and regulations of that State andinternational law.

FAO CCRF (1995) 12.14

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more | Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note: Ifthe stock isfully managed by one State andthereis noneed for shared stock research (between two or more States),
then this clause is not applicable.

Process: There is a system in place to manage the conduct of research vessels operating in waters of other States.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: If a fisheries management organization is conducting scientific research
activities in waters of another State, there is record of such shared research activities and they comply with required regulations.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that if a fisheries
managementorganizationis conducting scientific research activities in waters of another State, it ensures thattheir vessels
comply with the laws and regulations of that State and international law. Examples may include survey reports.

FINAL Version2.1 Jan 2021 Page430f151



Responsible Fisheries Management e Guidance to Performance Evaluation (Version 2.1)

4.8  Adoption of uniform guidelines governing fisheries research conducted on the high seas shall be promoted
and, where appropriate, support the establishment of policies thatinclude, inter alia, facilitating research at
the international and sharing the research results with affected States.

FAO CCRF (1995) 12.15, 12.16

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note: Ifthe stockisfully managed by one State andthere is no need for shared stock research (betweentwo ormore States),
then this clause is not applicable.

Process: There is amechanism in place to allow the development and review of guidelines governing fisheries research
conducted on the high seas.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is a record of uniform high seas research guidelines or a mechanism to
create them.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that adoption of uniform
guidelines governing fisheries research conducted on the high seas is promoted and, where appropriate, supports the
establishment of mechanisms, including, inter alia, adopting uniform guidelines to facilitate research at the international level,

and encouraging suchresearchresults be shared with affected States. Examples may include survey reports, or high seas
guidelines.
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4.9 Ifappropriate, thefisheries management organization andrelevantinternational organizations shall promote
andenhancetheresearch capacities of developing countries, interalia, inthe areas of data collectionand
analysis, information, science and technology, human resource development, and provision of research
facilities, in order for them to participate effectively in the conservation, management, and sustainable use
of living aquaticresources.

FAO CCRF (1995) 12.18

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more Lackingintwoparameters | Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note: This clause is only applicable when the unit of certification includes a transboundary, shared, straddling, highly migratory
or high seas stock, which is fished by one or more developing States .

Process: There is a mechanism in place by which the research capacities of developing countries can be developed and
enhanced. This could include, but is not limited to, the provision of personnel, equipment, funding, or cooperation on data
collection and stock assessment.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There are recognizable examples of instances in the history of the fishery under
assessmentwhere actions by the managers of the unit of certification have promoted or enhanced the research capacity of one
or more developing nations in the ways described above.

EvidenceBasis: Theavailability, quality, and/oradequacy ofthe evidence is sufficientto substantiate thatif appropriate, the
fisheries management organization and relevant international organizations promote and enhance the research capacities of

developing States, inter alia, in the areas of data collection and analysis, information, science and technology, human resource
development, and provision of research facilities, in order for them to participate effectively in the conservation, management,

and sustainable use of living aquatic resources. Examples may include various data or reports.
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410 Competent national organizations shall, where appropriate, render technical and financial support to States
uponrequestandwhen engaged inresearch investigations aimed at evaluating stocks which have been
previously unfished or very lightly fished.

FAO CCRF (1995) 12.19

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameter has the same numericalvalue of 3. Meeting all parameters will resultin
a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minornon-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will resultin a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting any
3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note: This criterion does notapply to fully developed fisheries, as defined by the FAO. The FAQ definition of a developed fishery is
"afishery which, following a period of rapid and steady increase of fishing pressure and catches, has reached its level of maximum
average yearly production. Itis usually understood that such afishery is yielding close to its maximum sustainable yield.”
Process: There is a mechanism to allow a national organization to render technical and financial support to the State.
Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is a record of the provided technical and financial support.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that competent national
organizations, where appropriate, rendertechnical andfinancial supportto States upon requestandwhen engagedin research
investigations aimed atevaluating stocks which have been previously unfished or very lightly fished. Examples may include various
data orreports.
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411 Relevanttechnical and financial international organizations shall, upon request, support States in their
research efforts, devoting special attention to developing countries—in particular the least developedamong
them and small developing island countries.

FAO CCRF (1995) 12.20

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note: This clause s relevantwhere the fishery is within a developing region/smallisland region and management of the resource
is performed through an international organization.

Process: The international management component of the fishery is engaged in processes that support the fishery based in
developing countries.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is a record of the provided technical and financial support.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that relevant technical and
financial international organizations are, uponrequest, supporting States in their research efforts, and are devoting special
attention of developing countries—in particular the least developed among them and small island developing countries.
Examples may include various data or reports.
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5.  There shall be regular stock assessment activities appropriate for the fishery, its range,
the species biology, and the ecosystem, undertaken in accordance with acknowledged
scientific standards to support its optimum utilization.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.2.1, 12.2, 12.3, 12.5, 12.6, 12.7, 12.17

FAO Eco (2009) 29-29.3, 31
FAO Eco (2011) 42

5.1 Anappropriate institutional framework shall be established to determine the applied research required and
its proper use (i.e., assess/evaluate stock assessment model/practices) for fishery management purposes.

FAO CCRF 12.2, 12.6

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is an established institutional framework for fishery management purposes that determines applied research
needs and use.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence to substantiate that essential research for fishery
management purposes is determined and carried out. This research generally includes routine stock(s) and ecosystem
assessment reports. Assessors shall evaluate the specific stock assessment model/practices for each of the species under
assessmentand verify the technical appropriateness for use. Forsalmon, the assessors shall present and evaluate the methods
for escapement goal development utilized to develop the annual escapement goals in Alaska (about 300). Statewide summary
datafor Alaska can be found inthe annually released ADF&G document Summary of Pacific salmon escapement goals in Alaska
with a review of escapements from [year] to [year]. The document generally presents the latest 9—10 years ofsalmon
escapement performance inreview.

EvidenceBasis: The availability, quality, and/oradequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that an appropriate
institutional framework is established to determine the applied research required and its proper use (i.e., assess and evaluate
stock assessment models or practices) for fishery management purposes. Examples may include description of the overall
process of research assessmentand peer review, as well as stock and ecosystem assessment reports.
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5.1.1 Lesselaborate stock assessment methods are frequently used for small-scale orlow-value capture fisheries
resultingin greater uncertainty about the status of the stock under consideration., Amore precautionary
approach to managing fisheries on such resources shall be required, including, where appropriate, a lower
level of resource utilization. A record of good management performance may be considered as supporting
evidence of the adequacy of the management system.

FAO Eco (2011) 42

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note: If the fishery for the stock under consideration has sufficient data collected through regular stock assessment activities
for its management then this clause can be scored with full conformance.

Process: Thereis a process that allows more precautionary approaches to managingfisheries (e.g., lower exploitation rates) on
resources assessed through stock assessmentmethods that resultin greater uncertainty about the state ofthe stockunder
consideration.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence that precautionary approaches are applied to managing
fisheries (e.g., lower exploitation rates) on resources assessed through stock assessment methods that result in greater
uncertainty about the state of the stock under consideration.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that with less elaborate
stock assessment methods frequently used for small-scale or low-value capture fisheries, more precautionary approaches to
managing fisheries on such resources are required, including where appropriate, lower level of resource utilization. Examples
may include stock assessment reports and other data.
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5.1.2 Thefisheries management organization shall ensure that appropriate research is conducted into all aspects
of fisheries including biology, ecology, technology, environmental science, economics, and fishery
enhancement. Analysis results shall be distributed in a timely and readily understandable fashion in order
that the best scientific evidence available contributes to fisheries conservation, management, and
development. The fisheries management organization shall also ensure the availability of research facilities
and provide appropriate training, staffing, and institution building to conduct the research.

FAO CCRF (1995) 12.1,7.4.2

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Thereare organizationsand processesinplacetopermitresearchintothe aspects offisherieslistedinthe clause.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: Research is conducted into the following aspects of the fisheries: biology,
ecology, technology, environmental science, economics, and aquaculture. The described types of research carried out shall
result in the fishery being deemed compliant with this evaluation parameter.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy ofthe evidence is sufficient to substantiate that States are conducting
appropriate researchinto the following aspects of the fisheries: biology, ecology, technology, environmental science, economics,
and aquaculture. The researchis disseminated accordingly. States also ensure the availability of research facilities and provide
appropriate training, staffing, and institution building to conduct the research. Examples may include stock assessment,
economic value, fleet reports, and other reports.
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52

There shall be established research capacity necessary to assess and monitor (1) the effects of climate or

other environmental change on stocks and aquatic ecosystems, (2) the status of the stock under State
jurisdiction, and (3) the impacts of ecosystem changes resulting from fishing activity, pollution, or habitat

alteration.

FAO CCRF (1995) 12.5

FAO Eco (2009) 31

Critical NC
Score =1

Major NC
Score =4

Minor NC
Score =7

Full Conformance
Score =10

Lacking in three or more

Lacking in two parameters

Lacking in one parameter

Fulfills all parameters

parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Thereisasystemthatestablishesthe requiredresearch capacity neededtoassess and monitor (1)theeffects of climate
orotherenvironmental change on stocks and aquatic ecosystems; (2) the status ofthe stockunder Statejurisdiction; and(3)
the impacts of ecosystem changes resulting from fishing activity, pollution, or habitat alteration. Please note that climate science
is complex and evolving, and the systemshall recognize the ability to assess and monitor these parameters overtime.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence to demonstrate that there is sufficient research capacity in
place to assess and monitor (1) the effects of climate or other environmental change on stocks and aquatic ecosystems, (2) the
status of the stock under consideration, and (2) the impacts of fishing activity, pollution, or habitat alteration.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that there is established
research capacity necessary to assess and monitor (1) the effects of climate or other environmental change on stocks and
aquatic ecosystems, (2) the status of the stock under State jurisdiction, and (3) the impacts of ecosystem changes resulting from
fishing activity, pollution, or habitat alteration. Examples mayinclude stock, ecosystem, and habitatassessment reports.
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5.3  Managementorganizations shall cooperate with relevant international organizations to encourage research
in order to ensure optimum utilization of fishery resources.

FAO CCRF (1995) 12.7

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Thereis cooperationorinteraction betweeninternationalorganizationstoensure optimum utilization ofresource.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence available to substantiate that such cooperation or interaction
has taken place. There is data available that substantiates cooperation activities.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that management
organizations cooperate with relevant international organizations to encourage research in order to ensure optimum utilization
of fishery resources. Examples may include outputs resulting from meetings or other research.
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54  The fishery management organizations shall directly, or in conjunction with other States, develop
collaborative technical and research programs to improve understanding of the biology, environment, and
status of transboundary, shared, straddling, highly migratory and high seas stocks.

FAO CCRF (1995) 12.7, 12.17

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note: Not applicable if stock in not transboundary , shared, straddling, highly migratory or high seas in nature.

Process: The collaborative technical and research programs to improve understanding of the biology, environment, and status
of transboundary aquatic stocks have been developed.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence available to substantiate that such cooperation or interaction
has taken place. There are data on collaborative programs to improve understanding of transboundary, shared, straddling, highly
migratory or high seas stocks.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the fishery
management organizations directly, or in conjunction with other States, have developed collaborative technical and research
programs to improve understanding of the biology, environment, and status, of transboundary, shared, straddling, highly
migratory or high seas stocks. Examples may include outputs resulting from meetings or other research.
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5.5 Datageneratedbyresearchshallbeanalyzedandtheresults of such analyses publishedinawaythatensures
confidentiality is respected, where appropriate.

FAO CCRF (1995) 12.3

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is a process that allows analysis of research data, ensuring, where appropriate, their confidentiality.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence data was properly analyzed. Data was published respecting,
where appropriate, confidentiality agreements. The rules of confidentiality are effectively respected.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/oradequacy ofthe evidence is sufficient to substantiate that datagenerated by
researchisanalyzedandtheresults of suchanalysespublishedinawaythatensures confidentialityisrespected, where
appropriate. Examples may include various data or reports.
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6.  The current state of the stock shall be defined in relation to reference points, relevant proxies, or
verifiable substitutes that allow effective management objectives and targets to be set. Remedial
actions shall be available and taken where reference points or other suitable proxies are
approached orexceeded.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.5.3, 7.6.1
FAO Eco (2009) 29.2-29.2bis, 29.6, 30-30.2
FAO Eco (2011) 36.2, 36.3, 37, 37.1, 37.2

6.1  The fishery management organization shall establish safe target reference point(s) for management.
Managementtargets are consistent with achieving maximum sustainable yield (MSY), a suitable proxy, or a
lesser fishing mortality—if that is optimal in the circumstances of the fishery (e.g., multispecies fisheries) or
is needed to avoid adverse impacts on dependent predators.

FAO Eco(2009)29.2

FAOEco(2011)36.3

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more

Lackingintwoparameters

Lacking in one parameter

Fulfills all parameters

parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Atargetreference point(s) or proxy has been officially established. Managers shall be able to apply technical measures
to reduce fishing pressure in the event that reference points are approached or exceeded.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: The official target reference point or proxy is consistent
with achieving maximum sustainable yield (MSY), a suitable proxy, or a lesser fishing mortality—if that
is optimal in the circumstances of the fishery (e.g., multispecies fisheries) or is needed to avoid severe
adverse impacts on dependent predators (e.g. recruitment overfishing or otherimpacts that are likely to
be irreversible or very slowly reversible). Reversibility refers to the effects of a process or condition
capable of being reversed so that the previous state is restored. Furthermore, there is evidence that the
target reference point/managementtargethas been used as an objective by the management process.
If there are historical instances of the reference point being approached or exceeded, managers have
taken remedialaction as appropriate. In the context of reference points, when data are insufficientto
estimate reference points directly, other measures of productive capacity can serve as reasonable
substitutes or proxies. Suitable proxies may include, for example, standardized Catch per Unit of Effort
(CPUE)asaproxyforbiomass; orspecificlevels of fishing mortality and biomass, which have proven
usefulinotherfisheries, can be used withareasonable degree of confidence inthe absence of better
definedlevels. Itisimportant to note thatthe use of a proxy may involve additional uncertainty, and if
so, should trigger extra precaution in setting biological reference points. For salmon, escapement goals
are the equivalent of a target reference point proxy. Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or
adequacy ofthe evidence is sufficient to substantiate that target reference points have been established
andare consistentwithachieving MSY, asuitable proxy, oralesserfishing mortality—ifthatis optimal
inthe circumstancesofthefishery (e.g., multispeciesfisheries)oris needed to avoid severe adverse
impacts on dependent predators. Examples may include stock assessment reports or fishery
management plans.
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6.2  The fishery management organization shall establish appropriate limit reference point(s) for exploitation
(i.e., consistent with avoiding recruitment overfishing or other impacts that are likely to be irreversible or
veryslowlyreversible; Appendix 1,Part1). Whenalimitreference pointisapproached, measures shallbe
taken to ensure that it will not be exceeded. For instance, if fishing mortality (or its proxy) is above the
associated limit reference point, actions should be taken to decrease the fishing mortality (or its proxy) below
that limit reference point.

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: A scientifically based limit reference point or proxy has been officially established, and together with the measure to
be taken, ensures the reference point(s) will not be exceeded.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: The stock under assessment shall not currently be overfished (see glossary)
according to the best scientific evidence available. The stock is currently estimated to be on the sustainable side of this reference
point (e.g., spawning stock biomass is above the limit reference point, Fis below Fim, etc.). Fim shall not exceed Fmsy. The limit
reference point or proxy is consistent with avoiding recruitment overfishing and other severe negative impacts onthe stock.
There are mechanisms in place (e.g., harvest control rule or mechanism) to ensure that the level of fishing pressure is reduced
ifthe limitreference pointis approached or reached, and these mechanisms are consistent withensuringto a high degree of
certainty thatthe limit reference pointwill notbe exceeded, and that actions are takento decrease the fishing mortality (or its
proxy) below that limit reference point. The level of Bji,» should be set on the basis of historical information, applying an
appropriatelevelofprecautionaccordingtothereliability ofthatinformation. Inaddition, anupperlimitshould besetonfishing
mortality, Fiim, whichis the fishing mortality rate that, if sustained, would drive biomass downto the B level. Itisimportantto
clarify that for salmon, spawning escapement goals are a suitable proxy for the intent of this clause. Escapement goal
performance over a4-to 5-year period shall be considered a suitable minimum reference point for salmon management. Specific
tothis point, underperforming salmon stocksthatdonotmeettheir escapementgoalsforasustained period (over4—5years)
shall be appropriately managed within the stock of concern framework by the State of Alaska to ensure stocks are managed with
the objective of returning them to safe biological targets.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that there are established
safe limit reference point(s) for exploitation (i.e., consistent with avoiding recruitment overfishing or other impacts that are likely
tobeirreversible orvery slowlyreversible). When alimitreference pointis approached, measures aretakento ensure thatit
will not be exceeded. For instance, if fishing mortality (or its proxy) is above the associated limit reference point, actions are
takentodecreasethefishingmortality (orits proxy) belowthatlimitreference point. Examples mayinclude stock assessment
reports or fishery management plans.

6.3 Dataand assessment procedures that measure the position of the fishery in relation to the reference points
shall be established. Accordingly, the stock under consideration shall not be overfished (i.e., above limit
reference pointorproxy)andthelevel offishing permitted shallbe commensurate with the current state of
thefisheryresources, maintainingits future availability, and takinginto accountthatlong-term changesin
productivity can occur due to natural variability and/orimpacts otherthan fishing (Appendix 1, Part 1).

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.5.3, 7.6.1
FAO Eco (2009) 29.2-29.2bis, 29.6, 30-30.2FAO Eco (2011) 36.2, 36.3, 37, 37.1, 37.2

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
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Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Data and assessment procedures (i.e., stock assessmentprocess) are in place to measure the position of the fishery in
relation to the target and limit reference points.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: The current stock status in relation to reference points is used to determine the
level of fishing permitted. The latter is commensurate with the current state of the fishery resources (i.e., close to or above
target reference point and most importantly, not overfished or at or below its limit reference point or proxy), and takes into
account that long-term changes in productivity can occur due to natural variability and/or impacts other than fishing. The stock
is positioned at or above the target reference point. As aminimum, the stock is located above the midway point betweenthe
targetandthe limitreference point. Itisimportantto clarify that, forsalmon, spawning escapementgoals are asuitable proxy
for the intent of this clause. Escapement goal performance over a 4- to 5-year period shall be considered as a suitable minimum
reference point for salmon management. Underperforming salmon stocks that do not meet their escapement goals for a
sustained period (over 4—5 years) shall be appropriately managed within the stock of concern framework by the State of Alaska
toreturnthemto safe biologicaltargets. Assessors shall presentevidence and evaluate escapementgoals and escapementgoal
performance (i.e., met, not met) for all the wild salmon stock with a formal escapement goal in force in Alaska (about 300
annually). Overall, statewide summary data for Alaska can be found in the annually released ADF&G document Summary of
Pacific salmon escapement goals in Alaska with a review of escapements from [year]to [year]. The documentgenerally presents
the latest 9—10 years of salmon escapement performance in review.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/oradequacy ofthe evidenceis sufficientto substantiate that dataand assessment
procedures are installed measuring the position of the fishery in relation to the reference points. Accordingly, the stock under
considerationis not overfished(i.e., itis above limitreference pointor proxy) and the level of fishing permitted is commensurate
with the current state of the fishery resources—maintaining its future availability and taking into account that long-term
changes in productivity can occur due to natural variability and/orimpacts other than fishing. Examples may include stock
assessment reports or fishery management plans.

6.4  Managementactions shall be agreed to in the eventuality that data sources and analyses indicate that these
reference points have been exceeded. Accordingly, contingency plans shallbe agreed inadvance toallow an
appropriate management response to serious threats to the resource as aresult of overfishing, adverse
environmentalchanges, or otherphenomenathatmayhave adverse e onimpacts onthefisheryresource
(Appendix 1, Part 2). Such measures may be temporary and shall be based on best scientific evidence
available.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.5.3, 7.5.5

FAO Eco (2009) 29.6, 30.2
FAO Eco (2011) 36.3

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more | Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is an agreed process, system, or contingency plan in the eventuality that the data sources and analyses indicate
thatthese reference points have been exceeded—detailing the appropriate management responsetoseriousthreatstothe
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resource because of overfishing, adverse environmental changes, or other phenomena that may have adverse impacts on the
fishery resource. Accordingly, the contingency plan/harvest control rule shall be agreed in advance to allow an appropriate
managementresponse to serious threats tothe resource because of overfishing, adverse environmental changes, or other
phenomena that may have adverse impacts on the fishery resource.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: In the eventuality that the current level of the stock has exceeded target or limit
reference points, the agreed and corresponding management action (as directed by the harvest control rule or framework) shall
be immediately implemented andfishing reduced or halted as necessary. The harvest control rule is effective atkeeping or
bringing back the stock to acceptable and safe biological levels (i.e., to avoid overfishing/ed status). Underperforming salmon
stocksthat donotmeettheirescapementgoals shall be appropriately managed within the stock of concernframework by the
State of Alaska.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that management actions
are agreedshould data sources and analyses indicate that these reference points have been exceeded. Accordingly, contingency
plans are agreed in advance for the appropriate management response to serious threats to the resource as a result of
overfishing, adverse environmental changes, or other phenomena that may have adverse impacts on the fishery resource. Such
measures maybe temporary andarebasedonbestscientificevidence available. Examples mayinclude stock assessmentreports
or fishery managementplans.

6.5 Measures shall be introduced to identify and protect depleted stocks and those stocks threatened with
depletion, andtofacilitate the sustained recovery/restoration of such stocks. Also, efforts shallbe made to
ensure thatresources and habitats critical tothe well-being of such stocks, which have received adverse
impacts by fishing or other human activities, are restored.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.6.10
FAO Eco (2009) 30

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Thereisaprocessthatidentifies depleted stocks, resources, and habitats. Adepleted stockis usually astock, which has
been overfished, the stock status is below limit reference point, and the ability ofthe stock to recover has been impaired.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence that where depleted or adversely impacted stocks, resources,
andhabitats have beenidentified, effortshavebeenmadetoensurethey arerestoredorallowedtorecover (i.e., ideally within
a two generations timescale). Underperforming salmon stocks that do not meet their escapement goals shall be appropriately
managed within the stock of concern framework by the State of Alaska.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that measures are
introducedtoidentify and protectdepleted stocks and those stocks threatened with depletion, andtofacilitate the sustained
recovery/restoration of such stocks. Also, efforts are madetoensure thatresources and essential habitats critical tothe well-
being ofthe stocks, whichhave been adverselyimpacted byfishing orotherhuman activities, are restored. Examples mayinclude
laws and regulations, fishery management plans, and stock assessment reports.
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7. Managementactionsand measuresforthe conservation of stockand the ecosystem shall
be based on the precautionary approach. Where information is deficient a suitable
method using risk managementshallbe adoptedtoconsideruncertainty.

FAO CCRF (1995)7.5.1,7.5.4,7.5.5,12.3
FAO Eco (2009)29.6/32
FAO Eco (2011) 36.7

7.1 The precautionary approach shall be applied widely to conservation, management, and exploitation of
ecosystems to protect them and preserve the ecosystem. This should take due account of fishery
enhancement procedures, where appropriate. Absence of scientificinformation shall notbe used as areason
for postponing or failing to take conservation and management measures. Relevant uncertainties shall be
taken into account through a suitable method of risk management, including those associated with the use
of introduced or translocated species."

FAO Eco(2009)29.6
FAOEco(2011)36.7
Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lackinginoneparameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score CalculationProcedure: Each EvaluationParameterhasthesamenumericalvalue of3. Meeting allparameters willresult
ina score of 10(i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will resultin a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There are management measures, regulations, and laws that command or direct the use of the precautionary
approach (PA) for conservation, management, and exploitation of the aquatic resources under assessment. This could either
take the form of an explicit commitment to the application of the PA, or be evidenced by an overarching approach applied
throughout the managementliterature.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: The FAO Guidelines for the PA for fisheries management (FAO CCRF 1995)
advocate acomprehensive managementprocess thatincludes data collection, monitoring, research, enforcement, and review.
More specifically, prior identification of desirable (target) and undesirable (limit) reference points must be carried out, and
measures are required that will avoid undesirable outcomes with high probability and correct them promptly should they
occur. The guidelines suggestthatthis be achievedthrough rules thatspecify inadvance what action should be takenwhen
specified deviations from operational targets are observed (i.e., harvest control rules). Furthermore, the guidelines suggest
thatamanagement plan should not be accepted until it has been shown to perform effectively interms of its ability to avoid
undesirable outcomes (for example through simulation trials). Lastly, the absence of adequate scientific information should
not be used as a reason for postponing or failing to take measures to conserve target species, associated or dependent
predator, or non-target species and their environment
(https://www.sciencebase.gov/catalog/item/50538887e4b097 cd4fce2446). There is evidence for the practical application of
the PAforresource managementand conservation. Note thatthe PAmay beintegrated into stock assessment practices, specific
management measures enacted for everyday fisheries operations, or other measures. Application of the PA considers
enhancedfisheries (e.g., atthe policy level) where appropriate, and relevant uncertainties are considered using a suitable
method of risk management (e.g., evaluation of potential impacts of increased hatchery releases on wild salmon), including
that associated with the use of introduced or translocated species.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the PAis applied to
conservation, management, and exploitation of an ecosystem to protect them and preserve the ecosystem. Examples may
include stock assessment reports, fishery management plans and other documents.

1FAQO Technical Guidelines for Responsible Fisheries No. 2 — Precautionary approach to capture fisheries and species
introductions. http://www.fao.org/docrep/003/w3592e/w3592e00.htm
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7.1.1 Inimplementingthe PA, thefishery management organization shalltake into account, inter alia, uncertainties
relating to the size and productivity of the stocks, reference points, stock condition in relation to such
reference points, levels and distribution of fishing mortality, the impact of fishing activities (including
discards) on non-target and associated or dependent predators, and environmental and socioeconomic

conditions.
FAO CCRF (1995) 7.5.2
Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score = 4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Thereisasystemin place underwhich the potential uncertainties listed above can be examined and taken into account
during the decision-making process.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence to demonstrate that in the fishery under assessment,
uncertainties considered include those associated with the size and productivity of the stocks, reference points, stock condition
in relation to such reference points, levels and distribution of fishing mortality and the impact of fishing activities (including
discards)onnon-targetandassociated ordependent predators, aswell as environmentaland socio-economicconditions.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that in implementing the
PA, thefisherymanagementorganizationtakesinto account, interalia, uncertaintiesrelatingtothe sizeand productivity ofthe
stocks, referencepoints, stock conditioninrelationto suchreference points, levels and distribution offishingmortalityandthe
impactoffishing activities (including discards) on non-targetand associated or dependentspecies, as well as environmental and
socio-economicconditions. Examples mayinclude stock assessment reports, fishery managementplans and otherdocuments.
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7.1.2 Inthe absence of adequate scientific information, appropriate research shall be initiated in a timely fashion.

FAO CCRF (1995)7.5.1, 12.3
FAO Eco (2009) 29.6, 32

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is a process that identifies weaknesses in the scientific information available to fishery management
organizations, and initiates additional research as necessary. The primary focus ofthisrequirementis the status ofthe stocks
under consideration.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence that such a process has been applied in the case of the fishery
underassessment, including examples of initiated research. Depending on the situation, appropriate research or further analysis
of the identified risk is initiated in a timely fashion.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that in the absence of
adequate scientific information, appropriate research is initiated in a timely fashion. Examples may include various data or
scientific reports.
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7.2 Inthecase of new or exploratory fisheries, the fishery management organization shall adopt, as soon as
possible, cautious conservation and management measures, including, interalia, catch limits and effort limits.
Such measures should remain in force until there are sufficient data to allow assessment of the impact of the
fisheries on the long-term sustainability of the stocks, whereupon conservation and management measures
based on that assessment should be implemented. Management measures should, if appropriate, allow for
the gradual development of the fisheries.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.5.4

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more | Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note: This clause is only applicable for new or exploratory fisheries.

Process: For new or exploratory fisheries, there is a process that allows immediate application of the PA, including catch and
effort limits, and the possible adverse impact of such fisheries on the long-term sustainability of the stocks.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence that catch and effort limits have been implemented, and other
managementmeasures, includingthe assessmentofpossible adverseimpacts, have been performedforthesefisheries.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that in the case of new or
exploratoryfisheries, the fishery managementorganizationadopts, as soon as possible, cautious conservation and management
measures, including, inter alia, catch and effort limits. Such measures remain in force until there are sufficient data to allow
assessment of the impact of the fisheries on the long-term sustainability of the stocks, whereupon conservation and
management measures based on that assessment are implemented. Management measures should, if appropriate, allow for
the gradual development of the fisheries. Examples may include various data or scientific reports.
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C. Management Measures, Implementation, Monitoring and Control

8.

8.

Management shall adopt and implement effective management measures designed to
maintain stocks at levels capable of producing maximum sustainable yields, including
harvest control rules and technical measures applicable to sustainable utilization of the
fishery,and based upon verifiable evidence and advice from available objective scientific
and traditional sources.
FAO CCRF (1995) 7.1.1,7.1.2,7.1.6,7.4.1,7.6.1,7.6.9, 12.3
FAO Eco (2009) 29.2, 29.4, 30
FAO Eco (2011) 36.2, 36.3

1 Conservation and management measures shall be designedto ensure the long-term sustainability of fishery

resources at levels which promote optimum utilization, and are based on verifiable and objective scientific
and/or traditional, fisher, or community sources.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.1.1; Others 7.4.1, 7.6.7

FAO Eco (2009) 29.2, 29.4
FAO Eco (2011)36.2

Critical NC
Score =1

Major NC
Score =4

Minor NC
Score =7

Full Conformance
Score =10

Lacking in three or more

Lacking in two parameters

Lacking in one parameter

Fulfills all parameters

parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: The process by which management measures are developed for the fishery utilizes the best scientific evidence
available, including traditional sources where these are verifiable, and also considers the cost-effectiveness and socialimpact of
potential new measures. The assessment team shall provide evidence for the main type of management measures present in
the fishery. Some of the main examples may include (but are notlimited to) legal gear specifications, permit requirements,
observerrequirements, reporting requirements, limited access, vessel license limitations, size limits, sexrestrictions, total
allowable catch, in season adjustments, fishing seasons, geographical registrations areas, bycatch reduction devices, gear
modification, minimizing waste and ghostfishing, closed waters, catchlimitsfor otherfisheries, and bycatch management.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence that the overall framework of management measures in place

is effective at achieving the long-term optimum yield, which is defined by the FAO as “the harvest levels for a species that
achieves the greatestoverall benefits, includingeconomic, socialandbiological considerations.” Ifthe stockhas been maintained
above the limitreference point, this shall be taken as evidence that management measures are effective in avoiding overfishing.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that conservation and
management measures are designed to ensure the long-term sustainability of fishery resources at levels which promote
optimum utilization, and are based on verifiable and objective scientific and/or traditional, fisher, or community sources.
Examples may include reports, fishery management plans, regulations, or other management measures.

8.1.1 Whenevaluatingalternative conservationand managementmeasures, thefisherymanagementorganization
shall consider their cost-effectiveness and social impact.
FAO CCRF (1995) 7.6.7
Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
FINAL Version2.1 Jan 2021 Page 630f151




Responsible Fisheries Management e Guidance to Performance Evaluation (Version 2.1)

Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: The process by which management measures are developed for the fishery allows for consideration of the cost-
effectiveness and social impact of potential new or modified management measures.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence for the consideration of the cost-effectiveness and social

impact of potential new or modified management measures.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that in the evaluation of

alternative conservation and management measures, their cost-effectiveness and social impact are considered. Examples may
include reports, fishery management plans, regulations or other management measures.
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8.1.2 Responsiblefisheries management organizations shall adopt andimplement measures necessary toensure
the management of bycatch and reduction of discards as part of fisheries management (1) in accordance with
the PA, asreflectedin Article 6 ofthe UN Fish Stocks Agreement, and as setoutin Article 6.5and 7.5ofthe
Code; (2)in accordance with the responsible use of fish as set outin the Code; and (3) based on the best
scientific evidence available, taking into account fishers’ knowledge.

FAO IGBD (2011) 3.2.2

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more | Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score CalculationProcedure: Each EvaluationParameterhasthesamenumericalvalue of3. Meeting allparameters willresult
ina score of 10(i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will resultin a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Theresponsible fisheries managementorganizations has adopted andimplemented effective measures necessaryto
ensure the management of bycatch and reduction of discards as part of fisheries management.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence of adoption and implementation of effective measures to
ensure the management of bycatch and reduction of discards as part of fisheries management (1) in accordance with the PA,
asreflectedin Article 6 of the UN Fish Stocks Agreement, and assetoutin Article 6.5and 7.5 of the Code; (2) inaccordance
with the responsible use of fish as set outinthe Code; and (3) based on the best scientific evidence available, taking into
account fishers’ knowledge. Please note that traditional knowledge should be verifiable. The strategy to ensure the
management of bycatch and reduction of discards as part of fisheries managementis being implemented successfully (e.g.,
there is a well-known track record of consistently setting conservative bycatch limits based on quality information and advice
about bycatch); or bycatch is minimized to the greatest extent possible, especially for vulnerable species such as sharks,
seabirds, turtles, and marine mammals, through mitigation measures that have been shown to be highly effective (e.g.,
observer coverage and procedures, bycatch caps, utilization measures, full catch accounting, on-deck techniques, avoidance
mechanisms and gear technology, etc.). Also, the fishery isnotaleading cause of ahighlevel of mortality for any species of
concern (e.g., not a Category | fishery for marine mammal bycatch as designated by the National Marine Fisheries Service).

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the responsible
fisheries managementorganizations have adopted and implemented effective measures necessary to ensure the management
of bycatch and reduction of discards as part of fisheries management. Examples may include stock assessment, bycatch or
otherecosystem assessment reports.
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8.2
fishing practices.

FAO CCRF (1995) 8.4.

2

The fishery management organization shall prohibit dynamiting, poisoning, and other similar destructive

Critical NC
Score =1

Major NC
Score =4

Minor NC
Score =7

Full Conformance
Score =10

Lacking in three or more

Lacking in two parameters

Lacking in one parameter

Fulfills all parameters

parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There are management measures, or regulations, or laws that prohibit destructive fishing practices.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: The regulations or laws effectively prohibit dynamiting, poisoning, and other
similar destructive fishing practices.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the fishery
management organization prohibits dynamiting, poisoning, and other similar destructive fishing practices. Examples may
include laws, fishery management plans, regulations, and enforcement data.
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8.3  Thefishery management organization shall seek to identify domestic parties having a legitimate interest in
the use and management of the fishery. When deciding on use, conservation, and management of the
resource, due recognition shall be given, where relevant, in accordance with national laws and regulations,
to the traditional practices, needs, and interests of indigenous people and local fishing communities which
arehighlydependentontheseresourcesfortheirlivelihood. Arrangements shallbemadeto consultallthe
interested parties and gain their collaboration in achieving responsible fisheries.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.1.2,7.1.6, 7.6.6

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is a process that allows for identifying and consulting with domestic parties (giving due recognition where
relevant, inaccordance with national laws and regulations, to the traditional practices, needs, and interests of indigenous people
andlocalfishingcommunities whichare highly dependentonthese resourcesfortheirlivelihood) having alegitimate interest
in the use and management of the fisheries resource.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: In accordance with national laws and regulations, there is evidence that
domestic parties having alegitimate interestin the use and management ofthe fishery (as described above) have beenidentified
and encouraged to collaborate in the fisheries management process.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the fishery
managementorganization seeks to identify domestic parties having alegitimate interestin the use and management of the
fishery. Whendecidingonuse, conservation, and management of the resource, due recognitionis given, whererelevant, in
accordance with national laws and regulations, to the traditional practices, needs, and interests of indigenous people and local
fishing communities which are highly dependent on these resources for their livelihood. Arrangements are made to consult all
the interested parties and gain their collaboration in achieving responsible fisheries. Examples may include laws, fishery
management plans, regulations, and meeting records.

FINAL Version2.1 Jan 2021 Page 67 of151



Responsible Fisheries Management e Guidance to Performance Evaluation (Version 2.1)

8.4  Where excess capacity exists, mechanisms shall be established toreduce capacity to levels commensurate
with sustainable use of theresource. Fleet capacity operating inthe fishery shall be measured and monitored.
Thefishery management organization shall maintain, in accordance with recognized international standards
and practices, statistical data, updated at regular intervals, on all fishing operations and a record of all
authorizations to fish allowed by them.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.1.8, 7.6.3, 8.1.2, 8.1.3

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Thereisasystemto measurefleet capacity and maintain regularly updated data on allfishing operations. Research has
been conducted to determine or estimate the fishing capacity commensurate with the sustainable use of the resource. There
aremechanismsin placetomeasurethetotal fishing capacity within the unit of certification, andtoreduce this capacity ifitis
determinedto exceed the sustainable level.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence of the size of fleet capacity, and of data describing fishing
operation, and that the mechanisms described above are successful at maintaining the effective fishing capacity of the unit of
certification at a level commensurate with the sustainable use of the resource. Management mechanisms, which restrict the
application of fishing capacity, such asquotas, shall be considered valid mechanismsinrelation to this parameter. The core
emphasis of this requirement is to ensure that exploitation is sustainable. Assessment teams should ensure that fisheries are
within catchlimitrecommendationsto determine whether excesscapacity is having an effectonresource overexploitation.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that fleet capacity
operating in the fishery is monitored and measured, and statistical data on all fishing operations allowed is updated and
maintained. Where excess capacity exists, mechanisms are established to reduce capacity to levels commensurate with
sustainable use of the resource. Examples may include fleet reports or other documents or reports.
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8.4.1 Studies shallbe promoted that provide an understanding of the costs, benefits, and effects of alternative
managementoptions designedtorationalizefishing, especially optionsrelatingto excessfishing capacity and
excessive levels of fishing effort.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.4.3

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is a need and a process that allows, as appropriate, for studies to understand the costs, benefits, and effects of
alternative management options designed to rationalize fishing.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence for studies conducted on alternative management options
designed to rationalize fishing.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that studies are promoted
that provide an understanding of the costs, benefits, and effects of alternative management options designedtorationalize
fishing, especially options relating to excess fishing capacity and excessive levels of fishing effort. Examples mayinclude various
evaluation or reports on fishing rationalization.
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8.5  Technical measuresregarding the stock underconsideration shall be taken into account, where appropriate,
inrelation to fish size, mesh size, gear, closed seasons or areas, areas reserved for particular (e.g., artisanal
fisheries), and protection of juveniles or spawners.

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: The management systemhas taken into accounttechnicalmeasures, where and as appropriate (i.e., some fisheries do
not have the requirementfor a minimum fish size), to the fishery and stock under assessment, in relation to fish size, mesh size,

gear, closed seasons, closed areas, areas reserved for particular (e.g., artisanal) fisheries, and protection of juveniles or
spawners.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: Technical measures are related to sustainability objectives, ensuring sustainable
exploitation of the target species, and minimizing the potential negative impacts of fishery activities on non-target species, ETP
species, and the physical environment.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that technical measures
regarding the stock underconsideration are taken into account, where appropriate, in relation to fish size, mesh size, gear, closed
seasons, closed areas, areasreservedforparticular (e.g., artisanal)fisheries, and protection ofjuveniles orspawners. Examples
may include fishery management plans, regulations or various other reports.
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8.5.1 Appropriate measures shallbe appliedtominimize catch, waste, and discards of non-target species (bothfish
and non-fish species), and impacts on associated, dependent, or endangered species.
FAO CCRF (1995) 7.6.9
FAO Eco (2009) 31.1

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is a mechanism by which managementmeasures are developed to minimize the catch, waste and discarding of
non-targetspecies andthe impact ofthe fishery onassociated, dependent, and ETP species. This systemshallinclude the
development of specific management objectives.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There are measures in place to minimize catch, waste, and discards of non-
target species (both fish and non-fish species). These measures are considered effective at achieving the specific management
objectives described in the process parameter.

There are measures in place to minimize impacts on associated, dependent, or endangered species. These measures are
considered effective at achieving the specific management objectives described in the process parameter.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that appropriate measures
are applied to minimize catch, waste and discards of non-target species (both fish and non-fish species), and impacts on
associated, dependent, orendangered species. Examples may include various stock and ecosystems assessmentreports.

FINAL Version2.1 Jan 2021 Page710f151



Responsible Fisheries Management e Guidance to Performance Evaluation (Version 2.1)

8.6  Fishing gear shallbe markedin accordance with the State’s legislation in order thatthe owner of the gear can
be identified. Gear marking requirements shall take into account uniform and internationally recognizable
gear marking systems.

FAO CCRF (1995) 8.2.4

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is regulation for gear marking.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: Fixed gear is marked according to national legislation, and lost fixed gear can be
identified back toowner.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate thatfishing gearis marked
in accordance with State’s legislationinorderthatthe owner ofthe gear can be identified. Gearmarking requirements take
into account uniform and internationally recognizable gear marking systems. Examples may include various fleet reports and
regulations.
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8.7  The fishery management organization and relevant groups from the fishing industry shall measure
performance and encourage the development, implementation, and use of selective, environmentally safe,
and cost-effective gear, technologies, and techniques that are sufficiently selective as to minimize catch,
waste, discards of non-target species (both fish and non-fish species), and impacts on associated or
dependent predators. The use of fishing gear and practices that lead to discarding the catch shall be
discouraged, and the use of fishing gear and practices that increase survival rates of escaping fish shall be
promoted. Inconsistent methods, practices, and gears shall be phased out accordingly.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.2.2,7.6.4,7.6.9, 8.4.5,85.2

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more | Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: The management system and relevant groups from the fishing industry have encouraged the development of
technologies and operational methods to reduce waste and discard of the target species. Relevant groupsincludesfishers,
processers, distributers, and marketers. There are mechanisms in place by which the selectivity, environmentalimpact, and cost-
effectiveness of gears included in the unit of certification are measured.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: Such technologies and operational methods have been implemented. The
methods in use are effective in reducing waste and discards of the non-target species. There is evidence that the gears used in
the fishery are appropriate, in terms of selectivity, environmentalimpact, and cost-effectiveness, as assessed by the responsible
scientific authority of the fishery. Methods shall be considered successful if there is evidence that the fishery under assessment
is not causing significant risk of overfishing to non-target species.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the fishery
management organization and relevant groups from the fishing industry measure performance and encourage the
development, implementation, anduse of selective, environmentally safe, and cost effective gear, technologies andtechniques,
that are sufficiently selective as to minimize catch, waste, discards of non-target species (both fish and non-fish species), and
impacts on associated or dependent species. Examples may include various reports, regulations, or other data.

8.8  Technologies, materials, and operational methods or measures—including, to the extent practicable, the
developmentanduse of selective, environmentally safe, and cost effectivefishing gearandtechniques—shall
be applied to minimize the loss of fishing gear, the ghost fishing effects of lost orabandoned fishing gear,
pollution, and waste.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.2.2, 8.4.6, 8.4.1

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).
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Process: Therehas been developmentoftechnologies, materials, and operational methods thatminimize theloss offishing
gear, the ghost fishing effects of lost or abandoned fishing gear, and a system to minimize pollution and waste.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: Technologies, materials, and operational methods that minimize the loss of
fishing gear and ghost fishing by lost or abandoned gear are applied whenever appropriate. Also, these measures are effective
in minimizing, to the extent practicable, pollution and waste.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that technologies,
materials, and operational methods or measures—including, to the extent practicable, the development and use of selective,
environmentally safe, and cost effective fishing gear and techniques—are applied to minimize the loss of fishing gear, the ghost
fishing effects of lost or abandoned fishing gear, pollution, and waste. Examples may include various regulations, data, and
reports.
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8.9  Theintentoffishing selectivity and fishingimpacts-related regulations shall not be circumvented by technical
devices. Information on new developments and requirements shall be made available to all fishers.

FAO CCRF (1995) 8.5.1

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score = 4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Thereis a systemthat makes available information onnew developments andrequirementsto allfishers toavoid
circumvention of fishingregulations.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: The adopted methods are successful and effective and fishing regulations are
made known to the participants. Enforcement data are highlighting significant violations.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the intent of fishing
selectivity and fishing impacts-related regulations is not circumvented by technical devices. Information on new developments
and requirements is made available to all fishers. Examples may include various data and reports.
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8.10 Assessment and scientific evaluation shall be carried out on the impacts of habitat disturbance on the
fisheries and ecosystems prior to the commercial-scale introduction of new fishing gear, methods, and
operations. Accordingly, the impacts of such introductions shall be monitored.

FAO CCRF (1995) 8.4.7, 12.11

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note: This clause is not applicable if new gear has not been introduced in the past 3 years.

Process: Newgearhasbeenrecentlyintroduced onacommercial scale withinthe last3 years, orthereisaplantointroduce
new gear in the foreseeable future.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: An appropriate assessment of potential impacts has been carried out. There is
evidence to suggest thatthe assessmentis adequate to support habitat conservation and fishery management purposes.
Additionally, there is a monitoring regime in place.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that assessment and
scientific evaluation is carried out on the implications of habitat disturbance impact on the fisheries and ecosystems prior to the
commercial-scale introduction of new fishing gear, methods, and operations. Accordingly, the effects of such introductions are
monitored. Examples may include various regulations, data, and reports.
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8.11 International cooperation shallbe encouragedforresearch programsinvolvingfishing gear selectivity, fishing
methods and strategies, dissemination of the results of such research programs, and the transfer of
technology.

FAO CCRF (1995) 8.5.4

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters Lacking in Fulfills all parameters
parameters
one
parameter

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is a system of international information exchange to allow knowledge to be shared.
Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence for international information exchange, such as meeting
records or other information.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that international
cooperationisencouragedforresearchprogramsinvolvingfishing gear selectivity, fishing methods and strategies, dissemination
oftheresults of such research programs, and the transfer oftechnology. Examples may include various dataandreports.
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8.12 Thefisherymanagementorganization andrelevantinstitutions involvedinthefishery shall collaborate in
developing standard methodologies forresearch intofishing gear selectivity, fishing methods and strategies,
and onthe behavior of target and non-target species regarding such fishing gear—as an aid for management
decisions and with a view to minimizing non-utilized catches.

FAO CCRF (1995) 8.5.

Critical NC
Score =1

3,12.10
Major NC
Score =4

Minor NC
Score =7

Full Conformance
Score =10

Lacking in three or more

Lacking in two parameters

Lacking in one parameter

Fulfills all parameters

parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is collaborative research into fishing gear selectivity, fishing methods, and strategies.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence of such research, and the results have been applied
accordingly in fisheries management.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the fishery
management organization and relevant institutions involved in the fishery collaborate in developing standard methodologies

for research into fishing gear selectivity, fishing methods and strategies, and on the behavior of target and non-target species in

relation to such fishing gear—as an aid formanagement decisions and with a view to minimizing non-utilized catches. Examples
may include various data and reports.
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8.13 Where appropriate, policies shall be developed for increasing stock populations and enhancing fishing
opportunities through the use of artificial structures. The fishery management organization shall ensure that,
when selecting the materials to be used in the creation of artificial reefs, as well as when selecting the
geographical location of such artificial reefs, the provisions of relevant international conventions concerning
the environment and the safety of navigation are observed.

FAO CCRF (1995) 8.11.1, 8.11.2

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more | Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note: The use of artificial structures may be appropriate for some stocks but not necessary for all. This clause may therefore not
be applicable if such structures are not practical or appropriate for stocks. The use of artificial structures should be considered
appropriateifone ormore ofthe stocks underconsideration has benefittedfromtheuse ofartificial structuresinotherfisheries,
or if species with similar biological characteristics have benefitted from the use of artificial structures in other fisheries.

Process: There is amechanism in place for identifying potential for increasing stock populations and enhancing fishing
opportunities through the use of artificial structures. This mechanism ensures that where artificial structures are deemed
appropriate, environmental protection, safety, and navigation are considered in their application.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: This mechanism has been applied to the stocks under consideration, resulting
in the conclusion to either use artificial structures, or that artificial structures are inappropriate. Care has been taken in the
selection of materialsto use in constructing artificial reefs, the selection of sites for their deployment, and to ensure that relevant
conventions concerning the environment and the safety of navigation have been observed.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that where appropriate,
policies are developed for increasing stock populations and enhancing fishing opportunities through the use of artificial
structures. The fishery management organization shall also ensure that, when selecting the materials to be used in the creation
of artificial reefs, as well as when selecting the geographical location of such artificial reefs, the provisions of relevant
international conventions concerning the environment and the safety of navigation are observed. Examples may include various
laws, data andreports.
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9. Fishing operations shall be carried out by fishers with appropriate standards of
competence in accordance with international standards, guidelines and regulations.

FAO CCRF (1995) 8.1.7, 8.1.10, 8.2.4, 8.4.5

9.1  Statesshalladvance, through educationandtraining programs, the education and skills of fishers and, where
appropriate, their professional qualifications. Such programs shall take into account agreed international
standards and guidelines.

FAO CCRF (1995) 8.1.7, 8.4.1

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There areimplemented education programs forfishers (e.g., health and safety, fisheries management framework,
rule and regulation, etc.).

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: These programs are effective in training fishers, in line with international
standards and guidelines.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that States enhance,
through education andtraining programs, the education andskills of fishers and, where appropriate, their professional
qualifications. Such programs take intoaccountagreed international standards and guidelines. Examples may include various
data, websites.
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9.2  States, with the assistance of relevant international organizations, shall endeavor to ensure, through
education and training, that all those engaged in fishing operations be given information on the most
important provisions ofthe FAO CCRF (1995), as well as provisions of relevantinternational conventions and
applicable environmental and other standards that are essential to ensure responsible fishing operations.

FAO CCRF (1995) 8.1.10

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There arerelevantmeasures ofthe FAO CCFR and other applicable environmental and other standards being exposed
to fishers for their training.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: These programs are effective in training fishers, in line with international
standards, guidelines,andkey CCRF principles. The presence ofgeneraltraining programsforfishermen (e.g., healthand safety,
fisheries management framework, rule and regulation, etc.) shall be evidence that the key principles of the CCRF have been
filtered down from managementto fishermen. Furthermore, the existence of laws and regulation with which fishermen are
compliant demonstrate further compliance to this clause.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy ofthe evidenceis sufficientto substantiate that States, withthe
assistance of relevant international organizations, endeavor to ensure, through education and training, that all those engaged
in fishing operations be given information on the most important provisions of the FAO CCRF, as well as provisions of relevant
international conventions and applicable environmental and other standards that are essential to ensure responsible fishing
operations. Examples may include various data, websites.
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9.3  Thefisherymanagementorganizationshall, asappropriate, maintainrecords offisherswhich shall, whenever
possible, contain information on their service and qualifications, including certificates of competency, in
accordance with their State’s laws.

FAO CCRF (1995) 8.1.8

Critical NC
Score =1

Major NC
Score =4

Minor NC
Score =7

Full Conformance
Score =10

Lacking in three or more

Lacking in two parameters

Lacking in one parameter

Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is a system to collect and maintain fisher records.
Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: These records are considered accurate and effective for management purposes.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the fishery
management organization maintains, as appropriate, records of fishers which, whenever possible, contain information on their
service and qualifications, including certificates of competency, in accordance with their national laws. Examples may include
various data orreports.

10. An effective legal and administrative framework shall be established and compliance
ensured, through effective mechanisms for monitoring, surveillance, control, and
enforcement for all fishing activities within the jurisdiction.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.1.7,7.7.3,7.6.2, 8.1.1, 8.1.4, 8.2.1
FAO Eco (2009) 29.5
FAOEco(2011)36.6

10.1. Effective mechanisms shall be established for fisheries monitoring, surveillance, control, and enforcement
measures including, where appropriate, observer programs, inspection schemes, and vessel monitoring
systems, to ensure compliance with the conservation and management measures for the fishery in question.
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This could include relevant traditional, fisher, or community approaches, provided their performance could
be objectively verified.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.1.7; Others 7.7.3, 8.1.1

FAOEco(2009)29.5

FAOEco(2011)36.6

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more | Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There are clear mechanisms established for fisheries monitoring, surveillance, control, and enforcement.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: These mechanisms are effective, and include effective observer programs,
inspection schemes, and vessel monitoring systems where appropriate for the type of fishery under assessment. Monitoring,
surveillance, control, and enforcement mechanisms can be considered effective if they are sufficiently broad to cover the
entirety of the unit of certification, there is evidence that rules and regulations are consistently enforced, and there is no
evidence of frequent or widespread violation of fishery regulations. This could include relevant traditional, fisher, or community
approaches, provided their performance could be objectively verified. With respect to fisheries on the high seas, the legal
obligations of UNCLOS and UNFSAhave particularrelevance. Evidence ofthe performance ofthe legal framework canbe derived
from assessing conformance with requirements covering compliance and enforcement. Specifically, the assessment team shall
document the general level/type of fisheries controls (e.g., number of boarding’s, reprimands) and the respective level of
fisheries violations (e.g., %) on a yearly basis.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy ofthe evidence is sufficientto substantiate that effective mechanisms
are established for fisheries monitoring, surveillance, control, and enforcement measures including, where appropriate,
observer programs, inspection schemes, and vessel monitoring systems, to ensure compliance with the conservationand
managementmeasures for the fishery in question. This could include relevant traditional, fisher orcommunity approaches,
provided their performance could be objectively verified. Examples may include rules and regulations, enforcement reports.

10.2 Fishing vessels shall not be allowed to operate on the stock under consideration in question without specific
authorization.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.6.2; Others 8.1.2, 8.2.1

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score = 4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is a mechanism or system established to maintain a record of fishing authorizations.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: This mechanism is effective for maintaining updated records of fishing
authorizations and ensuring fishing vessels operate with appropriate authorization.
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Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficientto substantiate that fishing vessels are not
allowed to operate on thestock under consideration in question without specific authorization. Examples may include various
data.
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10.3 States involved in the fishery shall, in accordance with international law, and within the framework of
fisheries management organizations or arrangements, cooperate to establish systems for monitoring,
control, surveillance, and enforcement of applicable measures with respect tofishing operations and related
activities in waters outside the States jurisdiction.

FAO CCRF (1995) 8.1.4

Critical NC
Score =1

Major NC
Score =4

Minor NC
Score =7

Full Conformance
Score =10

Lacking in three or more

Lacking in two parameters

Lacking in one parameter

Fulfills all parameters

parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note: Not applicable if the fishery does not occur outside the State’s EEZ.
Process: Thereisamechanismorsystemestablishedto conduct enforcementoperationsoutside the State’sjurisdiction.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: This mechanism is enforcing operations in internationally occurring fisheries. If
the stock under consideration is not transboundary, shared, straddling, highly migratory or high seas, then the Standard need
onlybe concernedwith the effectiveness and suitability ofthemonitoring, surveillance, control, andenforcementactivities at
the Stateslevel forthe fishery of which the unit of certification is apart. Ifthe unit of certificationis part of a States fleet fishing
on atransboundary, shared, straddling, highly migratory or high seas stock, theniitis still likely to be the effectiveness and
suitability of the monitoring, surveillance, control, and enforcement activities atthe States levelthat shallbe assessed. Ifthe
unit of certification covers all the fishing on the stock under consideration, then the monitoring, surveillance, control, and
enforcementofallofthe Statesfleetsisofconcernandshall be assessed(toensurefullconsideration oftotal fishingmortality
on the stock under consideration).

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that States involved in the
fishery do, in accordance with international law, and within the framework of fisheries management organizations or
arrangements, cooperate to establish systems for monitoring, control, surveillance, and enforcement of applicable measures
with respect to fishing operations and related activities in waters outside their States jurisdiction. Examples may include
enforcement reports.
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10.3.1 Fishery management organizations which are members of or participants in fisheries management
organizations or arrangements, shall implement internationally agreed measures adopted in the framework
of such organizations or arrangements and consistent with international law to deter the activities of vessels
flying the flag of non-members or non-participants engaging in activities that undermine the effectiveness of
conservationandmanagementmeasuresestablished by suchorganizations orarrangements. Inthatrespect,
port Statesshallalsoproceed, asnecessary, toassistother Statesinachievingthe objectives ofthe FAO CCRF
(1995), and should make known to other States details of regulations and measures they have established
for this purpose without discrimination for any vessel of any other State.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.7.5, 8.3.1

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lackinginoneparameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhas the same numerical value of 3. Meeting all parameters will result
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note: Not applicable if the fishery does not occur outside the State’s Exclusive Economic Zone.

Process: There are regulations established against vessels flying the flag of non-member or non-participant States, which may
engage in activities that undermine the effectiveness of conservation and management measures established by fisheries
management organizations .

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: These measures are effective in deterring such practices.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the fishery
management organizations which are members of or participants in fisheries management organizations or arrangements
implement internationally agreed measures adopted in the framework of such organizations or arrangements and consistent
with international law to deter the activities of vessels flying the flag of non-members or non-participants engaging in activities
which undermine the effectiveness of conservation and management measures established by such organizations or
arrangements. Inthatrespect, port States also proceed, as necessary, to achieve and to assist other States in achieving the
objectives of the FAO CCRF, and make known to other States details of regulations and measures they have established for this
purpose without discrimination for any vessel of any other State. Examples may include enforcement or other reports.

10.4 FlagStatesshallensurethatnofishingvesselsareentitledtoflytheirflag, fishonthe highseasorinwaters
underthejurisdiction of other States, unless such vessels have beenissued with a Certificate of Registry and
have been authorized to fish by the competent authorities. Such vessels shall carry on board the Certificate
of Registry and their authorization to fish.

FAO CCRF (1995) 8.2.2

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more | Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
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conformance). Notmeetingany 2 evaluationparameterswillresultinascore of4(i.e., majornon-conformance). Notmeeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note:Notapplicableifnoforeignvesselsfishinthe State’sEEZ, orifitsvesselsdonotfishinhighseasorinanotherState’'sEEZ.
Process: Thereareforeignvesselsfishingin State’sEEZ. State’sEEZ vesselsdonotfishinhighseasorinanother State’sEEZ.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: These vessels have been issued with a Certificate of Registry and they are
required to carry it on board.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the flag State ensures
thatnofishingvessels areentitledtofly theirflag, fishonthe highseas orinwaters underthejurisdiction of other States, unless
such vessels have beenissued with a Certificate of Registry and have been authorized to fish by the competent authorities. Such
vessels shall carry on board the Certificate of Registry and their authorization to fish. Examples may include various laws,
regulations, and other data or reports.
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10.4.1 Fishing vessels authorized to fish onthe high seas or in waters under the jurisdiction of a State other than the
flag State shall be marked in accordance with uniform and internationally recognizable vessel marking
systems such as the FAO Standard Specifications and Guidelines for Marking and Identification of Fishing
Vessels.

FAO CCRF (1995) 8.2.3

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note: Not applicable if no foreign vessels fish in the State’s EEZ or ifits vessels do not fish in high seas orin another State’'s EEZ.
Process: There are foreign vesselsfishing in State’sEEZ. State’s EEZ vessels do notfishin high seas orinanother State’sEEZ.
Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: Foreign vessels authorized to fish in the State’s EEZ or its vessels fishing in
another State’s EEZ have been marked accordingly to international guidelines.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that fishing vessels
authorized to fish on the high seas or in waters under the jurisdiction of a State other than the flag State, are marked in
accordance with uniformand internationally recognizable vessel marking systems such as the FAO Standard Specifications and
Guidelines for Marking and Identification of Fishing Vessels. Examples may include various laws, regulations, and other data or
reports.
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11. There shall be a framework for sanctions for violations and illegal activities of adequate
severity to support compliance and discourage violations.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.7.2, 8.2.7

11.1 States laws of adequate severity shall be in place that provide for effective sanctions.

Critical NC
Score =1

Major NC
Score =4

Minor NC
Score =7

Full Conformance
Score =10

Lacking in three or more

Lacking in two parameters

Lacking in one parameter

Fulfills all parameters

parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: The system of States laws is of adequate severity to provide for effective sanctions.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence to substantiate that States laws are of adequate severity to
provide for effective sanctions. The evidence here includes largely (a) whether laws set out effective penalty provisions and the
courts respond in amanner that deters further or repeat offenses, (b) the views of the industry, other stakeholders, and the
general public, and (c) the outcomes and associated trends ofthe enforcement efforts when measured against appropriate
performance indicators.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that States laws of
adequate severity are in place that provide for effective sanctions. Examples may include various laws, regulations, and other
data orreports.
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11.2 Sanctionsapplicable to violations andillegal activities shall be adequate in severity to be effective in securing
compliance and discouraging violations wherever they occur. Sanctions shall also be in force to affect
authorizationtofishand/ortoserve as mastersorofficers ofafishingvesselintheeventof non-compliance
with conservation and management measures.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.7.2, 8.1.9, 8.2.7

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: The systemof sanctionsin placeis sufficiently severeto deterviolations andillegal activities. The systemshallbe
considered adequatein severity ifthe potential sanctions includefines, suspension or withdrawal of permissiontofish, and
confiscation of catch orequipment.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence to substantiate that sanctions for violations of regulations
(e.g., suspension, withdrawal, or refusals of fishing permit or of the right to fish) are adequate in severity to secure compliance
and discourage violations.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that sanctions applicable
inrespectofviolations andillegal activities areadequate in severity to be effective in securing compliance and discouraging
violationswherevertheyoccur. Sanctions areinforcethataffectsauthorizationtofishand/ortoserve asmasters or officers of
a fishing vessel, in the event of non-compliance with conservation and management measures. Examples may include various
laws, regulations, and other data or reports.
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11.3 Fisheriesmanagementorganizations shallensurethatsanctionsforlUUfishingbyvesselsand, tothegreatest
extent possible, nationals under its jurisdiction are of sufficient severity to effectively prevent, deter, and
eliminate IUU fishing andto deprive offenders of the benefits accruing from suchfishing. Thismayinclude
the adoption of a civil sanction regime based on an administrative penalty scheme. Fisheries management
organizations shall ensure the consistent and transparent application of sanctions.

FAO IUU (2001) 21

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: The system of sanctions in place are of sufficient severity to effectively prevent, deter, and eliminate lUU fishing and to
deprive offenders ofthe benefits accruingfromsuchfishing. Thismayinclude theadoptionofacivilsanctionregimebasedon
an administrative penalty scheme. The fisheries management organization also ensures the consistent and transparent
application of sanctions.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence to substantiate that sanctions for violations of regulations are
of sufficientseverity to effectively prevent, deter, and eliminate IlUU fishing and to deprive offenders of the benefits accruing
from such fishing. Sanctions are applied transparently and consistently across the board.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the fisheries
managementorganization ensures thatsanctions forlUUfishing by vessels and, to the greatest extent possible, nationals under
its jurisdiction are of sufficient severity to effectively prevent, deter, and eliminate IUU fishing and to deprive offenders of the
benefits accruing from such fishing. This may include the adoption of a civil sanction regime based on an administrative penalty
scheme. Thefisheriesmanagementorganizationalsoensuresthe consistentandtransparentapplicationof sanctions. Examples
may include various laws, regulations, and other data or reports.

FINAL Version2.1 Jan 2021 Page910f151



Responsible Fisheries Management e Guidance to Performance Evaluation (Version 2.1)

11.4 Flag Statesshalltake enforcementmeasurestowardsfishing vessels entitled tofly their flag, which have been
found bythe Statetohave contravened applicable conservation and managementmeasures. The State shall,
where appropriate, make the contravention of such measures an offense under national legislation.

FAO CCRF (1995) 8.2.7

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note: Not applicable if no foreign vessels fish in the State’s EEZ or ifits vessels do not fish in high seas orin another State’'s EEZ.

Process: If applicable, the system of enforcement measures is effective for foreign vessels fishing in the State’s EEZ or for its
vessels fishing in high seas or in another State’s EEZ.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence to substantiate enforcement action in these cases (i.e.,
boarding, violations).

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that flag States take
enforcement measures with fishing vessels entitled to fly their flag if the vessels have been found by the State to have
contravened applicable conservation and management measures. These enforcement measures will include, where
appropriate, making the contravention of such measures an offense under national legislation. Examples may include various
laws, regulations, and other data or enforcements reports.
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D. Serious Impacts of the Fishery on the Ecosystem

12. Considerations offishery interactions and effects onthe ecosystem shallbebased on the
best scientific evidence available, local knowledge where it can be objectively verified,
and a risk assessment-based management approach for determining most probable
adverse impacts. Adverse impacts of the fishery onthe ecosystem shallbe appropriately
assessed and effectivelyaddressed.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.2.3, 8.4.7, 8.4.8, 12.11
FAO Eco (2009) 29.3, 31
FAOEco(2011)41-41.4

12.1  Thefishery managementorganization shall assess the impacts of environmentalfactors ontarget stocks and
associated or dependent species inthe same ecosystem, and the relationship among the populations inthe
ecosystem.

FAO CCRF (1995)7.2.3

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Thereis aprocess that allows assessment and monitoring of environmental factors (e.g., climatic, oceanographic) on
targetand associated species in the same ecosystem, and that assess the relationships between species in the ecosystem.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence that assessments have been conducted to determine the
impacts of environmental factors on the target and associated or dependent species (to the stock) in the same ecosystems, and
on the relationships among these species. The results of these studies are in sufficient detail to allow informed management of
the fishery. This requirement is intended to provide information about the current understanding of the overall marine
ecosystem structure and relationships among the various species, coupled with environmental monitoring. More information
aboutthe effects of the fishery on specific ecosystem components (e.g., associated bycatchand ETPs species interactions, gear-
habitatdisturbance, ecosystem and food-webs impacts, etc.) are assessed inthefollowing clauses of this section.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the fishery
management organization assesses the impacts of environmental factors on target and other species belonging to the same
ecosystem or associated with or dependent upon the target species, and the relationship among the populations in the
ecosystem. Examples may include various stock and ecosystems assessment reports.

FAO CCRF (1995)7.2.2
FAO Eco (2009) 29.3, 29.4, 30.4, 31, 31.4
FAO Eco (2011) 41, 41.4
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Note: Clause 12.2isasummary clause andas suchdoes not needtobe scored. The 12.2sub-clauses willinstead
provide the specific elements that need to be scored.

Themostprobable adverse impactsfrom human activities, including fishery effects onthe ecosystem/environment
shall be assessed and, where appropriate, addressed and or/corrected, taking into account available scientific
information and local knowledge. This may take the form of an immediate management response or a further analysis
oftheidentifiedrisk. Inthiscontext, fullconsiderationshouldbe giventothe special circumstancesandrequirements
in developing fisheries, including financial and technical assistance, technology transfer, training, and scientific
cooperation. Inthe absence of specific information on the ecosystem impacts of fishing on the unit of certification,
genericevidence based onsimilarfisherysituations canbe usedforfisherieswith lowrisk of severe adverseimpact.
However, the greaterthe risk, the more specificevidence shallbenecessary toascertain the adequacy of mitigation
measures.

Clause 12.2 is a non-scoring clause so there are no EP’s associated with it.

12.2 The most probable adverse impacts from human activities, including fishery effects on the
ecosystem/environment, shall be assessed and, where appropriate, addressed and or/corrected, taking into
account available scientific information and local knowledge. This may take the form of an immediate
management response or a further analysis of the identified risk. In this context, full consideration should be
giventothe special circumstances and requirementsin developingfisheries, including financial and technical
assistance, technology transfer, training, and scientific cooperation. Inthe absence of specificinformation on
the ecosystem impacts of fishing on the unit of certification, generic evidence based on similar fishery
situations can be used for fisheries with low risk of severe adverse impact. However, the greater the risk, the
more specific evidence shall be necessary to ascertain the adequacy of mitigation measures.

FAO CCRF (1995) 7.2.2
FAO Eco (2009) 29.3, 29.4, 30.4, 31, 31.4
FAO Eco (2011) 41, 41.4

12.2.1 The fishery management organization shall consider the most probable adverse impacts of the unit of
certification on main associated species (Appendix 1, Part 3 and 7), by assessing and, where appropriate,
addressing and or/correcting them, taking into account the best scientific evidence available and local
knowledge. Accordingly, these catches (including discards) shall be monitored and shall not threaten these
non-target specieswithseriousrisk ofextinction, recruitmentoverfishing, orotherimpactsthatarelikelyto
beirreversible or very slowly reversible. If suchimpacts arise, effective remedial action shall be taken.

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more | Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is a process that accounts for the most probable adverse impacts of the unit of certification on main associated
species. This may take the form of animmediate managementresponse or a furtheranalysis of the identified risk. Inthe absence
of specificinformation on such impacts of fishing for the unit of certification, generic evidence based on similar fishery situations
can be used for fisheries with low risk of severe adverse impact. However, the greater the risk, the more specific evidence shall
be necessary to ascertain the adequacy of mitigation measures. If information has been utilized from generic evidence based
onsimilarfisherysituations, then, based ontherisk of severe adverse impact, the information shall be of higher precision for
higher risk. For example, any of the following elements can be considered high risk for a fishery: keystone species, species with
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relative low growth rates or high catchability, fisheries with significant ETP or bycatch of non-targetfisheryresources (or non-
target stocks, species, harvests, or discards), or fisheries with important concerns for gear—habitat interactions. If information
specifictotheunitofcertificationareais available, genericevidence basedonsimilarfishery situationsmaynotbenecessary.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence that the fishery management organization considers the most
probable adverse impacts of the fishery under assessment on main associated species (e.g. recruitment overfishing or other
impacts that are likely to be irreversible or very slowly reversible), by assessing and, where appropriate, addressing and
or/correcting them, taking into account the best scientific evidence available and local knowledge. Accordingly, these catches
(including discards) are monitored and do not threaten these non-target species with serious risk of extinction, recruitment
overfishing, orotherimpactsthatarelikelytobeirreversible orvery slowly reversible. If suchimpacts arise, effective remedial
actionis taken. Reversibility referstothe effects ofa process orcondition capable of beingreversed so thatthe previous state
is restored.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the fishery
management organization considers the most probable adverse impacts of the unit of certification on main associated species,
by assessing and, where appropriate, addressing and or/correcting them, taking into account the best scientific evidence
availableandlocalknowledge. Accordingly, these catches (including discards)aremonitoredanddonotthreatenthese non-
targetspecies withserious riskof extinction, recruitment overfishing, or otherimpactsthat arelikelytobeirreversible orvery
slowly reversible. If such impacts arise, effective remedial action is taken. Examples may include various stock and ecosystems
assessment reports.

12.2.2 The fishery management organization shall consider the most probable adverse impacts of the unit of
certification on minor associated species (Appendix 1, Part 3 and 7), by assessing and, where appropriate,
addressing and or/correcting them, taking into account the best scientific evidence available and local
knowledge. Accordingly, these catches (including discards) shall be monitored and shall not threaten these
non-targetspecies withseriousrisk of extinction, recruitmentoverfishing, orotherimpactsthatarelikelyto
beirreversible or very slowly reversible. If suchimpacts arise, effective remedial action shall be taken.

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more | Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Thereis aprocess thataccounts for the most probable adverse impacts of the unitof certification on minor associated
species. This maytake the form of animmediate managementresponse or a further analysis ofthe identified risk. In the absence
of specific information on such impacts of fishing for the unit of certification, generic evidence based on similarfishery situations
canbeusedforfisheries withlowrisk of severe adverseimpact. However, the greaterthe riskthe more specificevidence shall
be necessary to ascertain the adequacy of mitigation measures. Ifinformation has been utilized from generic evidence based
on similar fishery situations (proxies), then, based on the risk of severe adverse impact, the information shall be of higher
precision for higher risk. For example, any of the following elements can be considered high risk for a fishery: keystone species,
species with relative low growth rates or high catchability, fisheries with significant ETP or bycatch of non-target fishery
resources (or non-target stocks, species, harvests, or discards), or fisheries with important concerns for gear—habitat
interactions. If information specific to the unit of certification area is available, generic evidence based on similar fishery
situations may notbe necessary.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence that the fishery management organization considers the most
probable adverse impacts of the fishery under assessment on minor associated species, by assessing and, where appropriate,
addressing and or/correcting them, taking into account the best scientific evidence available and local knowledge. Accordingly,
thesecatches (includingdiscards)aremonitored anddo notthreaten these non-targetspecies with seriousrisk ofextinction,
recruitmentoverfishing, or otherimpacts that are likely to be irreversible or very slowly reversible. If suchimpacts arise, effective
remedial action is taken. Reversibility refers to the effects of a process or condition capable of being reversed so that the previous
state is restored.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the fishery
managementorganization considers the most probable adverse impacts of the unit of certification on minor associated species,
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assessment reports.

by assessing and, where appropriate, addressing and or/correcting them, taking into account the best scientific evidence
availableandlocalknowledge. Accordingly, these catches (including discards) are monitored anddonotthreatenthese non-
target stocks with seriousrisk of extinction, recruitment overfishing, or otherimpacts that are likely tobe irreversible or very
slowly reversible. If suchimpacts arise, effective remedial actionis taken. Examples mayinclude various stock and ecosystems

12.2.3 There shall be outcomeindicator(s) consistent with achieving management objectives for non-target species
(i.e., avoiding overfishing and otherimpacts that are likely to be irreversible or very slowly reversible).

FAO Eco (2011) 41.1

Critical NC
Score =1

Major NC
Score =4

Minor NC
Score =7

Full Conformance
Score =10

Lacking in three or more

Lacking in two parameters

Lacking in one parameter

Fulfills all parameters

parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameter has the same numerical value of 3. Meeting all parameters will
resultinascoreof 10(i.e., fullconformance). Notmeeting any 1 evaluation parameterwill resultin a score of 7 (i.e., minor
non-conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not
meeting any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is a process to set outcome indicator(s) consistent with achieving management objectives for non-target
species (i.e., avoiding overfishing and other impacts that are likely to be irreversible or very slowly reversible).
Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence that outcome indicator(s) consistent with achieving
management objectives for non-target species (i.e., avoiding overfishing and other impacts that are likely to be irreversible
or very slowly reversible) have been achieved. Reversibility refers to the effects of a process or condition capable of being
reversed so that the previous state is restored.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that there are effective
outcome indicator(s) consistent with achieving management objectives for non-target species (i.e., avoiding overfishing and
otherimpacts that are likely to be irreversible or very slowly reversible). Examples may include fishery managementreports,
and stock or ecosystems assessment reports.

12.2.4 The fishery management organization shall consider the most probable adverse impacts of the unit of

certification onETP species (Appendix 1, Part4and7), by assessingand, where appropriate, addressing and
or/correcting them, taking into account the best scientific evidence available andlocal knowledge.

Critical NC Full Conformance

Score =1 Score =10

Major NC
Score =4

Minor NC
Score =7

Lacking in three or more

Lacking in two parameters

Lacking in one parameter

Fulfills all parameters

parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhas the same numerical value of 3. Meeting all parameters will
resultinascoreof 10(i.e., fullconformance). Not meetingany 1 evaluationparameter will resultina score of 7 (i.e., minor
non-conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not
meeting any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is a process that accounts for the most probable adverse impacts of the unit of certification on ETP species.
This maytake the form ofanimmediate managementresponseorafurther analysis oftheidentifiedrisk. Intheabsence of
specific information on such impacts of fishing for the unit of certification, generic evidence based on similar fishery
situations (proxies) can be used for fisheries with low risk of severe adverse impact. However, the greater the risk the more
specific evidence shallbe necessary to ascertain the adequacy of mitigation measures. Ifinformation has been utilized from
generic evidence based on similar fishery situations, based on the risk of severe adverse impact, the information shall be of
higher precision for higherrisk. Forexample, any of the following elements canbe considered high risk for a fishery: keystone

FINAL Version2.1

Jan 2021 Page 96 of 151




Responsible Fisheries Management e Guidance to Performance Evaluation (Version 2.1)

species, species with relative low growth rates or high catchability, fisheries with significant ETP or bycatch of non-target
fishery resources (or non-target stocks, species, harvests, or discards), or fisheries with important concerns for gear—habitat
interactions. Ifinformation specificto the unit of certification areais available, generic evidence based on similar fishery
situations may notbe necessary.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence that the fishery management organization considers the
mostprobableadverseimpactsofthefisheryunderassessmentonETP species (e.g. negativelyimpacting rebuilding efforts),
by assessingand, where appropriate, addressingandor/correctingthem, taking intoaccountthe bestscientificevidence
available andlocalknowledge. Accordingly, these impacts are monitored and do notimpede, slow, orreducelikelihood of
recovery ofthe speciestotargetlevels (or other planned outcomes). If suchimpacts arise, effective remedial actions are
taken.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the fishery
managementorganization considers the most probable adverse impacts of the fishery underassessmenton ETP species, by
assessing and, where appropriate, addressing and or/correcting them, taking into account the best scientific evidence
available and local knowledge. Accordingly, these catches (including discards) are monitored and do not threaten these non-
target stocks with serious risk of extinction, recruitment overfishing, or other impacts that are likely to be irreversible or very
slowly reversible; if such impacts arise, effective remedial action are taken. Examples may include various stock and
ecosystems assessment reports.

12.2.5 There shall be outcomeindicator(s) consistent with achievingmanagement objectives seeking to ensure that
ETP species are protected from adverse impacts resulting from interactions with the unit of certification and
any associated enhanced fishery activity, including recruitment overfishing or otherimpacts that are likely to
be irreversible or very slowly reversible.

FAO Eco (2011) 41

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Thereisaprocessin place thatallowing creation of effective outcome indicators seeking toensure that ETP species are
protectedfromadverseimpactsresultingfrominteractionswith the unitof certificationand any associated enhancedfishery
activity, including recruitment overfishing or otherimpacts that are likely to be irreversible or very slowly reversible.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence for established outcome indicators (e.g., in a fishery
management plan or other regulation) seeking to ensure that ETP species are protected (through States or international
regulations) from adverse impacts resulting from interactions with the unit of certification and any associated enhanced fishery
activity, including recruitment overfishing or otherimpacts that are likely to be irreversible or very slowly reversible. Reversibility
referstothe effects of aprocess or condition capable of being reversed so that the previous state is restored. Overall, fishing
activity does notimpede, slow, or reduce likelihood of recovery of the species to target levels or other planned outcomes.
Management objectives shall be achieved accordingly. Reversibility refers to the effects of a process orcondition capable of
being reversed so that the previous state is restored.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that there are effective
outcome indicators seeking to ensure that ETP species are protected from adverse impacts resulting from interactions with the
unitof certification and any associated enhanced fishery activity, including recruitment overfishing or otherimpacts that are
likely to be irreversible or very slowly reversible. Examples may include fishery management plans, or stock and ecosystems
assessment reports.
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12.2.6 The fishery management organization shall consider the most probable adverse impacts of the unit of
certification on habitats (Appendix 1, Part 5 and 7), by assessing and, where appropriate, addressing and
or/correcting them, taking into account the best scientific evidence available andlocal knowledge.
Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more | Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Thereisa process that accounts for the most probable adverse impacts of the unit of certification on habitats. This may
take the form of an immediate management response or a further analysis of the identified risk. In the absence of specific
information onsuchimpactsoffishingforthe unit of certification, genericevidence based onsimilarfishery situations can be
used for fisheries with low risk of severe adverse impact. However, the greater the risk the more specific evidence shall be
necessary to ascertain the adequacy of mitigation measures. If information has been utilized from generic evidence based on
similar fishery situations, based on the risk of severe adverse impact, the information shall be of higher precision for higher risk.
Forexample, any of the following elements can be considered highrisk for afishery: keystone species, species with relative low
growth rates or high catchability, fisheries with significant ETP species or bycatch of non-target fishery resources (or non-target
stocks, species, harvests, or discards), or fisheries with important concerns for gear—habitat interactions. If information specific
tothe unit of certification areais available, generic evidence based on similarfishery situations may not be necessary.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence that the fishery management organization considers the most
probable adverse impacts of the unit of certification on habitats, by assessing and, where appropriate, addressing and
or/correcting them, takinginto account the best scientific evidence available and local knowledge. Accordingly, if these impacts
arelikelytobeirreversible or very slowly reversible, effective remedial action is taken (please see Appendix 1 part 5, noting
specifically the 3 habitat assessment elements, and part 7 for cumulative effects evaluation). Reversibility refers to the effects
of a process or condition capable of being reversed so that the previous state is restored.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the fishery
management organization considers the most probable adverse impacts of the unit of certification on habitats, by assessing and,
where appropriate, addressing and or/correcting them, taking into account the best scientific evidence available and local
knowledge. Accordingly, these catches (including discards) are monitored and do not threaten these non-target species with
seriousrisk ofextinction, recruitmentoverfishing, orotherimpacts thatare likelyto be irreversible or very slowly reversible; if
suchimpactsarise, effective remedialactionis taken. Examples mayinclude various stock and ecosystems assessmentreports.

12.2.7 There shall be knowledge of the essential habitats for the stock under consideration and potential fishery
impacts onthem. Impacts on essential habitats, and on habitats that are highly vulnerable to damage by the
fishing gear involved, shall be avoided, minimized, or mitigated. In assessing fishery impacts, the full spatial
range of the relevant habitat shall be considered, not just the part of the spatial range that is potentially
affected by fishing.

FAO Eco(2009)31.3
FAOEco(2011)41.3

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
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conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Thereis amechanismin place by which the potential impacts of the fishery upon habitats essential to the stock under
consideration and on habitats that are highly vulnerable to damage are identified. This or a similar mechanism shall also be in
placetoidentify habitats thatarehighly vulnerabletofishery activities by the unit of certification. The information provided by
these mechanisms shall be used to produce specific management objectives related to avoiding significant adverse impacts on
habitats. The knowledge of the habitats in question can therefore include relevant traditional, fisher, or community knowledge,

provided its validity can be objectively verified (i.e., the knowledge has been collected and analyzed though a systematic,
objective, and well-designed process, and is not just hearsay). When identifying highly vulnerable habitats, their value to ETP
species shall be considered, with habitats essential to ETP species being categorized accordingly.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: Successful management measures have been developed and are in place to
achieve the objectives described in the process parameter.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that there is knowledge of
the essential habitats for the stock under consideration and potential fishery impacts on them. Impacts on essential habitats
and on habitats that are highly vulnerable to damage by the fishing gear involved are avoided, minimized, or mitigated. In
assessingfishery impacts, the full spatial range ofthe relevant habitatis considered, not just the part ofthe spatial range that
is potentially affected by fishing. Examples may include various regulations, data, and reports.
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12.2.8 There shall be outcome indicator(s) consistent with achieving management objectives for avoiding,
minimizing, or mitigating the impacts of the unit of certification on essential habitats for the stock under
consideration and on habitats that are highly vulnerable to damage by the fishing gear of the unit of

certification.
FAO Eco (2011) 41.3

Critical NC
Score =1

Major NC
Score =4

Minor NC
Score =7

Full Conformance
Score =10

Lacking in three or more

Lacking in two parameters

Lacking in one parameter

Fulfills all parameters

parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is amechanism in place that allows the establishment of outcome indicator(s) consistent with achieving
management objectives for avoiding, minimizing, or mitigating impacts on essential habitats for the stock under consideration
and on habitats that are highly vulnerable to damage by the fishing gear of the unit of certification.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: Successful outcome indicators and management measures have been
developed and are in place to achieve the objectives described in the process parameter.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that there are effective
outcome indicator(s) consistent with achieving management objectives for avoiding, minimizing, or mitigating impacts on
essential habitats for the stock under consideration and on habitats that are highly vulnerable to damage by the fishing gear of
the unit of certification. Examples may include various regulations, data, and reports.
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12.2.9 Thefishery management organization shall consider the most probable adverse impacts of the fishery under
assessment on the ecosystem (Appendix 1, Part 6), by assessing and, where appropriate, addressing and
or/correcting them, taking into account available scientific information and local knowledge.

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is a process that accounts for the most probable adverse impacts of the unit of certification on the ecosystem.

This may take the form of animmediate managementresponse or a further analysis of the identified risk. In the absence of
specificinformationonthe ecosystemimpacts offishingforthe unitof certification, genericevidence based onsimilarfishery
situations (proxies) can be used for fisheries with low risk of severe adverse impact. However, the greater the risk the more
specific evidence shall be necessary to ascertain the adequacy of mitigation measures. If information has been utilized from

generic evidence based on similar fishery situations, then, based on the risk of severe adverse impact, the information shall be

of higher precision for higher risk. For example, any of the following elements can be considered high risk for afishery: keystone

species, species with relative low growth rates or high catchability, fisheries with significant ETP species or bycatch of non-target

fishery resources (or non-target stocks, species, harvests, or discards), or fisheries with important concerns for gear—habitat
interactions. If information specific to the unit of certification area is available, generic evidence based on similar fishery
situations may notbe necessary.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence that the fishery management organization considers the most

probable adverse impacts of the fishery under assessment on the ecosystem (e.g. food-webs effects), by assessing and, where
appropriate, addressing and or/correcting them, taking into account the best scientific evidence available and local knowledge.
Accordingly, these impacts are likely to be irreversible or very slowly reversible; or effective remedial action shall be taken.
Reversibility refers to the effects of a process or condition capable of being reversed so that the previous state is restored. There
are policies in place (e.g., harvest control rules) that are effective at protecting ecosystem functioning and accounting for species’
ecological role, and precautionary and effective spatial management is used (e.g., to protect spawning areas, prevent localized
depletion, and protect important foraging areas for predators of fished species) if applicable.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: The bait used to capture the stock under consideration shall not be
formally classified as ETP species (by aState or otherinternational designations), and the fishery under consideration does not
hinderrecovery or rebuilding of overfished species that are notformally classified as ETP species and used as bait.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the fishery
management organization considers the most probable adverse impacts of the unit of certification on the ecosystem, by
assessing and, where appropriate, addressing and or/correcting them, taking into account the best scientific evidence available
and local knowledge. Accordingly, these catches (including discards) are monitored and do not threaten these non-target stocks
with serious risk of extinction, recruitment overfishing, or otherimpacts that are likely to be irreversible or very slowly reversible;
if suchimpactsarise, effective remedial action is taken. Examples mayinclude various stock and ecosystems assessmentreports.

12.2.10 There shallbe outcome indicator(s) consistent with achieving management objectives seeking to minimize
adverse impacts of the unit of certification (including any fishery enhanced activities) on the structure,
processes, andfunctionofaquaticecosystemsthatarelikely tobeirreversible orvery slowlyreversible.
Any modifications to the habitatforenhancing the stock under consideration must be reversible and not
cause serious orirreversible harmto the natural ecosystem’s structure, processes, and function.

FAO Eco (2011) 36.9, 41

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in two parameters| Lackinginoneparameter | Fulfills all parameters
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Lacking in three or more
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Thereis aprocesstoallowfordrafting effective outcomeindicator(s) consistent with achievingmanagement objectives
seeking to minimize adverse impacts of the unit of certification (including any fishery enhancement activities) on the structure,
processes, and function of aquatic ecosystems that are likely to be irreversible or very slowly reversible. There is also a process
thatstatesmodificationstothe habitatforenhancingthe stockunderconsiderationarereversibleand donotcauseserious or
irreversible harm to the natural ecosystem’s structure, processes, and function.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence for outcome indicator(s) consistent with achieving
management objectives seeking to minimize adverse impacts of the unit of certification (including any fishery enhancement
activities) on the structure, processes, and function of aquatic ecosystems that are likely to be irreversible or very slowly
reversible. Any modifications to the habitat for enhancing the stock under consideration are reversible and do not cause serious
orirreversible harmto the natural ecosystem’s structure, processes, and function. Reversibility refers to the effects of a process
or condition capable of being reversed so that the previous state is restored.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that there are effective
outcome indicator(s) consistent with achieving management objectives seeking to minimize adverse impacts of the unit of
certification (including any fishery enhancement activities) on the structure, processes, and function of aquatic ecosystems that
are likely to be irreversible orvery slowly reversible. Any modifications to the habitat forenhancing the stock underconsideration
are reversible and do not cause serious or irreversible harm to the natural ecosystem’s structure, processes, and function.
Examples may include various regulations, data, and reports.

12.2.11 The fishery management organization shall consider the most probable adverse human impacts on the
stock/ecosystem under consideration, by assessing and, where appropriate, addressing and or/correcting
them, taking into account available scientific information and local knowledge.

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10

Lacking in three or more | Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhas the same numerical value of 3. Meeting all parameters will resultin
a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will resultin a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting any
3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is a process that accounts for the most probable adverse impacts of the unit of certification on the ecosystem. This
may take the form of animmediate management response or a further analysis of the identified risk. Inthe absence of specific
information onthe ecosystemimpacts offishingforthe unit of certification, genericevidence based on similarfishery situations
(proxies) can be used for fisheries with low risk of severe adverse impact. However, the greater the risk the more specific evidence
shall be necessary to ascertain the adequacy of mitigation measures.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence that the fishery management organization considers the most
probable adverse human impacts of the unit of certification on the ecosystem, by assessing and, where appropriate, addressing
and or/correcting them, taking into account available scientific information and local knowledge. Accordingly, these impacts are
likelytobeirreversible orveryslowlyreversible;ifso, effectiveremedial actionshallbetaken. Reversibility referstothe effects of
a process or condition capable of being reversed so that the previous state is restored.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the fishery management
organization considers the most probable adverse impacts of the unit of certification on the ecosystem, by assessing and, where
appropriate, addressing and or/correcting them, taking into account the best scientific evidence available and local knowledge.
Accordingly, these catches (including discards) are monitored and do not threaten these non-target stocks with serious risk of
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extinction, recruitment overfishing, or otherimpacts that are likely to be irreversible or very slowly reversible; if such impacts arise,
effective remedial action is taken. Examples may include various stock and ecosystems assessment reports.

12.3 Theroleofthe stockunderconsiderationinthefoodweb shallbe considered, andifitisakey prey species?
inthe ecosystem, management objectives and measures shallbein place to avoid severe adverse impactson
dependent predators.

FAO Eco(2009)31.2
FAOEco(2011)41.2

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Thereisamechanismin place by which the role ofthe stock under considerationinthe foodweb is assessed and
monitored, and its relative importance as aprey species is determined. Ifthe species is considered by the fisheries management
organization to be an important prey species, there shall be specific management objectives relating to minimizing the impacts
of the fishery on dependent predators. The FAO Guidelines require that all sources of fishing mortality on the stock under
consideration are taken into account (whether or notitis a prey species) in assessing the state of the stock under consideration,

including discards, unobserved mortality, incidental mortality, unreported catches, and catches in otherfisheries.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: Management measures have been developed and are in place to achieve the
management objectives described in the process parameter, and there is evidence to demonstrate that they are successful to
this end. If the species under assessment is not considered to be a key prey species, then this parameter shall be considered
fulfilled.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the role of the stock
under consideration in the food web is considered, and if it is a key prey species in the ecosystem, objectives and management
measures are in place to avoid severe adverse impacts on dependent predators. Examples may include various stock and
ecosystem assessmentreports.

2See Appendix 1 page 150
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12.4 Thereshallbe outcomeindicator(s)consistentwithachievingmanagementobjectivesseekingtoavoidsevere
adverse impacts on dependent predators resulting from the unit of certification fishing on a stock under
consideration that is a key prey species?®.

FAO Eco (2011) 41.2

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is amechanism in place that allows the establishment of outcome indicator(s) consistent with achieving
management objectives seeking to avoid severe adverse impacts on dependent predators resulting from the unit of certification
fishing on a stock under considerationthat is a keyprey species?*. Mortality is usually accounted forall removals of given
species. The state and federal fish accounting systems operate in depth and make an explicit effort to document all
removals to confirm with regulations in force. The assessors shall ensure that all removals are accounted for in the system (fish
ticket, eLandings) for stock assessment and management purposes.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence that outcome indicators and management measures have
been developed, are in place, and have succeeded in achieving the objectives described in the process parameter.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that there are effective
outcome indicator(s) consistent with achieving management objectives seeking to avoid severe adverse impacts on dependent
predators resulting from the unit of certification fishing on a stock under consideration thatis a key prey species. Examples may
include various stock and ecosystems assessment reports.

333ee Appendix 1 page 150

4 General harvest guidelines based on Lenfest report: " in fisheries with an intermediate level of information (which will include most well-
managed foragefisheries), there mustbe atleast40% of virgin or unfished biomass (B0) leftin the water, and fishing mortality should be no
higher than 50% of FMSY. Low information fisheries should leave at least 80% of BO in the water. High information fisheries (which have a high
information notjust on the fished stock, butthe full ecosystem), may exceed these reference points if justified by the science, butin no case
should fishing mortality exceed 75% of FMSY or biomass fall below 30% of BO.

Link: http://www.lenfestocean.org/~/media/legacy/lenfest/pdfs/littlefishbigimpact_revised_12june12.pdf?la=en
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12.5 States shall introduce and enforce laws and regulations based on the International Convention for the
Prevention of Pollution from Ships, 1973, as modified by the Protocol of 1978 relating thereto (MARPOL

73/78).

FAO CCRF (1995) 8.7.

1

Critical NC
Score =1

Major NC
Score =4

Minor NC
Score =7

Full Conformance
Score =10

Lacking in three or more

Lacking in two parameters

Lacking in one parameter

Fulfills all parameters

parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: The appropriate regulations have been implemented.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: These regulations and their enforcement are effective and in line with the
International Conventionforthe Prevention of Pollutionfrom Ships, 1973, as modified by the Protocol of 1978 relating thereto
(MARPOL 73/78).

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the State has
introduced and enforces laws and regulations based on the International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships,
1973, as modified by the Protocol of 1978 relating thereto (MARPOL 73/78). Examples may include various regulations, data,
and reports.
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12.6 Research shallbe promoted on the environmental and social impacts of fishing gear especially onthe impact
of such gear on biodiversity and coastal fishing communities.

FAO CCRF (1995) 8.4.8, 7.6.4

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lackinginoneparameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Researchis promoted onthe environmental and socialimpacts of fishinggearand itsimpacts on biodiversity and
coastal fishing communities, as applicable to the fishery.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence for this research, and is it considered appropriate for overall
fisheries management purposes.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that research is promoted
onthe environmental and socialimpacts offishing gear especially the impact of such gear on biodiversity and coastal fishing
communities. Examples may include various regulations, data, and reports.
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12.7 Thefisherymanagementorganizationshallmake use, where appropriate, of Marine Protected Areas (MPASs).
The general objectives for establishing MPAs shallinclude ensuring sustainability of fish stocks and fisheries,
and protecting marine biodiversity and critical habitats.

FAO FM/MPA (2011) 1.2

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lackinginoneparameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is a process available for the consideration of MPAs as appropriate, as a tool for management.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There shall be evidence for the use of MPAs, if appropriate (e.g. if they are
employed MPAs as part of suite of management tools), as a tool for effective management with the general objectives of
ensuring sustainability of fish stocks and fisheries, and protecting marine biodiversity and critical habitats.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the fishery
management organization has made use, where appropriate, of MPAs. The objectives of establishing MPAs are ensuring
sustainability of fish stocks and fisheries, and protecting marine biodiversity and critical habitats. Examples may include various
regulations, data, and reports.

Might insert a note to see appendix. Look for MPA
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13. Wherefisheriesenhancementisutilized,environmentalassessmentandmonitoringshall
consider genetic diversity and ecosystem integrity.

FAO CCRF (1995) 9.1.2,9.1.3,9.1.4,9.1.5,9.3.1, 9.3.5
FAO Eco (2011) 36.9, 38, 39, 40, 41, 43

Section 13 of the Standard is only applicable when the fishery under assessment utilizes fisheries
enhancement techniques.

13.1  Thefishery managementorganization shall promote responsible development and management of fisheries
enhancement, including an advanced evaluation of the effects of fisheries enhancement on genetic diversity
and ecosystem integrity, based on the best scientific evidence available and/or verifiable and objective
traditional, fisher, or community knowledge. Significant uncertainty is to be expected in assessing possible
adverse ecosystem impacts of fisheries, including culture and enhancement activities. This issue can be
addressed by taking a risk assessment/risk management approach.

FAO CCRF (1995) 9.1.2
FAO Eco (2011) 41

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score = 4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lackinginoneparameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Note. The Assessment Team (AT) shall review regulations, statutes, policies and planning documents
of the organization(s) that oversee fisheries enhancement projects to determine if current and best
scientific evidence available is incorporated with respect to ensuring that adverse impacts are
minimal. Riskassessmentand risk managementmay be expressed as a systematic review of possible
adverse impacts.

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Thereisahighlevel ofevaluation (conduciveto proper planning offisheries enhancementactivities), based on the best
scientificevidence available , of the effects of fisheries enhancement on genetic diversity and ecosystemintegrity.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: The overall fishery enhancement planning activities, policy/ies and
management plans are considered appropriate for structuring the efforts to maintain genetic diversity and ecosystem integrity.
Evaluation of the ecosystem shall be understood as it relates to the fishery enhancement activity occurring in the unit of
certificationarea. Significantuncertainty istobe expectedinassessing possible adverse ecosystemimpacts offisheries, including
fishery enhancementactivities. Thisissue can be addressed by taking arisk assessment/risk management approach.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the fishery
managementorganizationpromotesresponsibledevelopmentand managementoffisheryenhancement,includinganadvanced
evaluation of the effects of fishery enhancement on genetic diversity and ecosystem integrity, based onthe best scientific
evidence available . Examples may include various regulations, data, and assessment reports.
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13.1.1 Inthe case of enhanced fisheries, the fishery management organization should take intoaccount natural
production , and shall take appropriate actions for conserving genetic diversity and biodiversity, protecting
ETP species, maintaining aquatic ecosystems, minimizing adverse impacts on ecosystem structure and
function, controlling disease, and maintaining the quality of enhanced stock. Enhanced fisheries may be
supported in part by stocking organisms produced in aquaculture facilities or removed from wild stocks other
than the stock under consideration. Aquaculture production for stocking purposes shall be managed and
developed according to the above provisions.

FAO CCRF (1995) 9.3.1
FAO Eco (2011) 36.8, 36.9, 40, 41

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lackinginoneparameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Note. The AT shallreview pertinent documents and publications to ensure that potential adverse
impacts resulting from enhancement have been considered and procedures implemented to
effectively minimize them.

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There are processes through which the management system can develop enhanced fisheries supported in part by
stocking organisms produced in enhancement facilities or removed from wild stocks other than the stock under
consideration. Themanagement systemtakes dueregard ofthenatural production, conservinggeneticdiversityand
biodiversity, protecting endangered species, maintaining the integrity of aquatic ecosystems, minimizing adverse impacts on
ecosystem structure and function, controlling disease, and maintaining the quality of enhanced material. As appropriate,
there are also management objectives and measures consistent with avoiding significant negative impacts of enhancement
activitiesonthe naturalreproductive componentofthe stockunderconsiderationand any onotherwild stocksfromwhich
the organisms for stocking are being removed.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: These measures are considered effective in terms of reflecting the key
overarchingmanagementobjectives and ensuring that appropriate measures areimplemented dealing with the effectsand
ecological dynamics of enhanced and wild stock interactions, to ensure genetic diversity of wild stocks is maintained. There is
evidence thatenhancementpractices take into accountthe natural production (wild and enhanced stocks), and take appropriate
actionsforconserving genetic diversity and biodiversity, protecting ETP species, maintaining the integrity ofaquatic ecosystems,
minimizing adverse impacts on ecosystem structure and function, controlling disease, and maintaining the quality of enhanced
material. The ecological and genetic interactions and effects between wild and enhanced stock and the potential deleterious
effects arising from this shall be analyzed and assessed here. Accordingly, the individual provisions mentioned above shall be
assessed for significant negative effects. Enhanced stocks shall not have a significant negative effect (i.e., genetic, ecological,
physical displacement, resource competition) on wild fish stocks.

EvidenceBasis: The availability, quality,and/or adequacy ofthe evidenceis sufficientto substantiate thatinthe case ofenhanced
fisheries, the fishery management organization takes into account the natural production, and takes appropriate actions for
conserving genetic diversity and biodiversity, protecting ETP species, maintaining the integrity of aquatic ecosystems,
minimizing adverse impacts on ecosystem structure and function, controlling disease, and maintaining the quality of stocking
material.

Enhanced fisheries may be supported in part by stocking organisms produced in enhancement facilities or removed from wild
stocks other than the stock under consideration. Enhanced production for stocking purposes is managed and developed
according to the above provisions. Examples may include various regulations, data, and reports.

13.2 Thefisherymanagementorganizationshallproduce andregularly updatefishery enhancement development
strategies and plans, as required, to ensure that fishery enhancement development is ecologically
sustainable and to allow the rational use of resources shared by enhancement and other activities.
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FAO CCRF (1995) 9.1.3

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lackinginoneparameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Note. The AT shall ensure that the findings from 13.1 are updated on a continuous basis to ensure that
the principles in 13.1.1 are effectively minimized.

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There are defined strategies and plans forenhancementdevelopmentin accordance with ecological sustainability and
rational use of resources shared by enhancement and other activities.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: If studies have concluded that enhancement developments are ecologically
sustainable in the interested unit of certification area, the enhancement developments allow the rational sharing of resources
with otheractivities.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the fishery
management organization produces and regularly updatesfishery enhancementdevelopment strategies and plans, as required,
to ensure that enhancement development is ecologically sustainable and to allow the rational use of resources shared by
enhancementand other activities. Examples may include various regulations, data, and assessmentreports.
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13.2.1 Thefisherymanagementorganization shall ensure thatthe livelihoods of local communities, and theiraccess
to fishing grounds, are not negatively affected by enhanced fisheries developments.

FAO CCRF (1995) 9.1.4

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lackinginoneparameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is a mechanism in place by which the impacts of enhanced fisheries developments on local communities and
access to fishing grounds are predicted and monitored. The outputs of this mechanism are used to define management
objectives related to minimizing the negative impacts of enhanced fisheries developments.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: Measures, regulations, and policies have been designed, are in place, and have
succeeded in achieving the objectives described in the process parameter. The focus is to ensure that the livelihoods of local
communities, and their access to fishing grounds, are not negatively affected (e.g. geographical displacement) by enhanced
fisheries developments. There may be circumstances where economic tradeoffs may be required to improve overall community
benefit.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the fishery
management organization ensures that the livelihoods of local communities, and their access to fishing grounds, are positively
affected by enhanced fisheries developments. Examples may include various regulations, data, and assessmentreports.
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13.3 Effective procedures specific to fisheries enhancement activities shall be established to undertake
appropriate environmental assessment and monitor (with the aim of minimizing) adverse ecological changes
caused by inputs (e.g., pollution, disease) and their related economic and social consequences.

FAO CCRF (1995) 9.1.5,9.2.5

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lackinginoneparameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is amechanism in place by which the potential environmental impacts of fisheries enhancement are predicted
and monitored. This mechanism shall be used to develop management objectives related to the minimization of adverse
ecological changes.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: Management measures and regulations have been designed, are in place, and
have succeeded in achieving the management objectives described in the process parameter.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that effective procedures
specific of fisheries enhancement are established to undertake appropriate environmental assessment and monitoring with the
aim of minimizing adverse ecological changes such as those caused by inputs (e.g., pollution, disease) from enhancement
activitiesandtheirrelated economicand social consequences. Examples mayinclude various regulations, data,and assessment
reports.
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13.4 With due regard to the assessment approach employed, stock assessment of enhanced fisheries shall
consider the separate contributions from enhanced and natural production.

FAO Eco (2011) 43

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lackinginoneparameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: As appropriate, there is a mechanism for stock assessment of enhanced fisheries that considers the separate
contributions from aquaculture and natural production.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence that stock assessment of enhanced fisheries considers the
separate contributions from enhanced and natural production.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that with due regard to the
assessment approach employed, stock assessment of enhanced fisheries considers the separate contributions from
enhancement and natural production. Examples may include various regulations, data, and assessment reports.
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13.5 Regarding the enhanced components of the stock under consideration, when a natural reproductive stock
componentis maintained andfishery production is based primarily on natural biological production within
the ecosystem of which the stock under consideration forms a part, enhanced fisheries shall meet the
following criteria: (1) the species shall be native tothe fishery’s geographic area orintroduced historically
and have subsequently become established as part of the natural ecosystem, (2) there shall be natural
reproductive components of the stock under consideration, and (3) the growth during the post-release phase
shall be based upon food supply from the natural environment and the production system shall operate
without supplemental feeding.

FAO Eco (2011) 38

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Thereis a processin place by whichenhancedfisheries are managed, and whichincludes consideration of the origin of
enhanced species, the maintenance of naturally reproducing components, and the food supply during the post-release phase.
The intent of this clause does not referto net penrearing after fish are removed from enhancementfacilities, butto the time
whenfisharereleasedinthewildfortheiroceanmigration. Notethatin Alaskathefirstprincipal ofenhancingfisheriesthrough
hatchery production is that the fitness and productivity of wild stocks should be maintained. An important method to accomplish
this is to direct separate fisheries onto wild stocks and hatchery stocks. It may occur that the fishery on enhanced stocks is larger
and that the aggregate fishery predominately catches enhanced stocks, in which case the aggregate fishery is based primarily
on enhanced production but it is not at variance with the first principal.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence to demonstrate that the species in the stock under
considerationis native tothe fishery’s geographic area, orwas introduced historically and has subsequently become established
as part of thenatural ecosystem.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence to demonstrate that there is a naturally reproductive
component of the stock under consideration.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence to demonstrate that the growth of the stocked component
during the post-release phase is based upon food supply from the natural environment and the production system operates
without supplemental feeding.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that regarding the
enhanced components of the stock under consideration, provided that a natural reproductive stock component is maintained
and fishery production is based primarily on natural biological production within the ecosystem of which the stock under
consideration forms a part, enhanced fisheries meet the following criteria: (1) the species is native to the fishery’s geographic
area or introduced historically and has subsequently become established as part of the natural ecosystem, 2) there are natural
reproductive components of the stock underconsideration, and (3) the growth during the post-release phase is based upon food
supply from the natural environment and the production system operates without supplemental feeding. Examples may include
various regulations, data, and reports.
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13.6  Inthe case of enhanced fisheries, the stock under consideration may comprise naturally reproductive
components and components maintained by released from an enhancement facility. To avoid significant
negative impacts of fishery enhancement activities onthe natural reproductive components of the stock
under consideration, the following shall apply: (1) naturally reproductive components of enhanced stocks
shall not be overfished, and (2) naturally reproductive components of the stock under consideration shall not
be displaced by enhanced components, and (3) in particular, displacement shall not result in a reduction of
the stock under consideration below abundance-based target reference points (or their proxies) defined for
the regulation ofharvest.

FAO Eco (2011) 39

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is a process in place to manage the naturally reproductive and enhanced components of the stock under
consideration, to avoid significant negative impacts of enhancement activities on the naturally reproductive components (e.g.,
overfishing or displacement).

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence to demonstrate that the naturally reproductive components
of stock under consideration are not overfished®.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence to support that the naturally reproductive components of
stock under consideration are not displaced (i.e. spatially and geographically) by enhanced components (and in particular, do
not result in a reduction of the natural reproductive component of the stock under consideration below abundance-based target
reference points or their proxies as defined for the regulation of harvest (e.g., escapement goals).

EvidenceBasis: The availability, quality,and/or adequacy of the evidenceis sufficientto substantiate thatinthe case ofenhanced
fisheries, the stock under consideration may comprise naturally reproductive and enhanced components. In the context of
avoiding significant negative impacts of enhancement activities on the natural reproductive components of stock under
consideration, the following apply: (1) naturally reproductive components of the stock under consideration are not overfished,
(2) naturally reproductive components of the stock under consideration are not substantially displaced by enhanced
components, and(3) in particular, displacement does not resultin areduction of the natural reproductive component of the
stock under consideration below abundance-based target reference points (or their proxies) defined for the regulation of
harvest. Examples may include various regulations, data, and reports.

13.7  Any modification to the habitat for enhancing the stock under consideration is reversible and does not cause
serious orirreversible harm to the natural ecosystem’s structure and function.

FAO Eco (2011) 41

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lackinginoneparameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters
Evaluation Parameters

5 See overfishing definition for salmon page 134-136 of Appendix 1.
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Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is a system that allows for the prevention or reversing of habitat modifications that may cause serious or
irreversible harm to the natural ecosystem’s structure and function.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence that are none, or minimal habitat modifications and that these
modifications to the habitat for enhancing the stock under consideration are reversible and cause none to insignificant harm to
the natural ecosystem’s structure and function. Reversibility refers to the effects of a process or condition capable of being
reversed so that the previous state is restored.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that modifications to the
habitat for enhancing the stock under consideration are reversible and do not cause serious or irreversible harm to the natural
ecosystem’s structure and function. Examples may include various regulations, data, and assessment reports.
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13.7.1 Efforts shall be undertaken to minimize the adverse impacts of introducing non-native species or genetically
altered stocks used for aquaculture into waters.

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is a process to manage introduction of non-native species or genetically altered stocks used for aquaculture, .
Please notethatIn Alaska nonon-nativespecies are permittedtoenterintothe stateforany purpose, especially notforusein
fish culture.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: Efforts are made to minimize recognized harmful issues or effects, and these

efforts are considered effective. In terms of effective efforts to minimize the potential adverse impacts of genetically altered
stocks on wild stocks, the assessmentteam shall ensure evaluation of the overall enhancement systemincluding policies, plans,
objectives, measures, andmanagement practices.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that efforts are undertaken
to minimize the harmful effects of introducing non-native species or genetically altered stocks used for aquaculture (including
culture-based fisheries). Examples may include various regulations, data, and reports.
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13.7.2 Steps shall be taken to minimize adverse genetic, disease, and other effects of escaped farmed fish
(aquaculture) on wildstocks.

FAO CCRF (1995) 9.3.1

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is aprocess capable to deal with adverse genetic effects, disease, and other adverse impacts of farmed fish on
wild stocks. Please note this clause addresses farmedfish originating from outside Alaska (e.g., Canada or Russia) and its
potential effects on Alaska wild stocks.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: The management measures in place are effective in minimizing adverse genetic
effects, disease, and other adverse impacts of escaped farmed fish on wild stocks.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that steps are taken to
minimize adverse genetic effects, disease, and other adverse impacts of escaped farmed fish on wild stocks. Examples may
include various regulations, data, and reports.

FINAL Version2.1 Jan 2021 Page 1180151



Responsible Fisheries Management e Guidance to Performance Evaluation (Version 2.1)

13.7.3 Research shall be promoted to develop enhancement techniques for endangered species to protect,
rehabilitate, and increase their stocks, taking into account the critical need to conserve their genetic diversity.

FAO CCRF (1995) 9.3.5

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score = 4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters | Lacking in one parameter| Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Note. The AT should ensure thatifalocal stockis designated as “stock of concern” andifenhancement
techniques are identified as a means of rehabilitation that the program ensure genetic diversity of the
stock.

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note: Not applicable if fishery enhancement activities are not geared towards ETP species rehabilitation.

Process: There is a process in place to recognize if the fishery in question is composed of one or ETP species in need of
rehabilitation.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: Research into rehabilitation techniques for ETP species and the conservation of
genetic diversity is being promoted. The research has taken into account the critical need to conserve genetic diversity of ETP
species.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that research is promoted

to develop enhancement techniques for ETP species to protect, rehabilitate, and increase their stocks, taking into account the
criticalneedtoconserve geneticdiversity of ETP species. Examples mayinclude variousregulations, data, andreports.
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13.8 The fishery management organization shall protect transboundary aquatic ecosystems by supporting
responsible enhanced fishery practices within the States jurisdiction and cooperatingto promote sustainable
enhanced fishery practices.

FAO CCRF (1995) 9.2.1

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lackinginoneparameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Management measures are in place to support sustainable enhanced fishery practices and these are in accord with
international practices.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: These measures are effective in promoting a States sustainable enhanced
fishery practices.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the fishery
management organization protects transboundary aquatic ecosystems by supporting responsible enhanced fishery practices
within the States jurisdiction and cooperating to promote sustainable enhanced fishery aquaculture practices. Examples may
include various regulations, data, and reports.
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13.9 Thefishery management organization shall, with due respect to their neighboring States and in accordance
with international law, ensure responsible choice of species, siting, and management of enhanced fisheries
activities that could affect transboundary aquatic ecosystems.

FAO CCRF (1995) 9.2.2

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lackinginoneparameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Note.The AT shallensurethatallenhancedfishreleased areraisedtointernational standards.

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Management measures are in place ensuring responsible choice of species, siting, and management of enhanced
fishery activities, which could affect transboundary aquatic ecosystems.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: There is evidence for the responsible States choice of species, sites, and
managementprocedures. Thisis considered effectiveinminimizing potentialriskstotransboundary aquaticecosystems.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the fishery
management organization, with due respect to their neighboring States and in accordance with international law, ensures
responsible choice of species, siting, and management of aquaculture activities which could affecttransboundary aquatic
ecosystems. Examples may include various regulations, data, and reports.
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13.10 The fishery management organization shall consult with their neighboring States, as appropriate, before
introducing non-indigenous species into transboundary aquatic ecosystems.

FAO CCRF (1995) 9.2.3

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lackinginoneparameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Note: For example Alaska has a blanket prohibition against introduction of non-indigenous species, or stocks of a
species.

Process: Thereisapolicyinplacedictatingthe proceduretobefollowed priortotheintroductionof non-indigenous species.
Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: This policy includes a requirement that neighboring States be consulted prior to
the introduction of a non-indigenous species into a transboundary area. If there is evidence that such anintroduction has
occurred in the past, there shall also be evidence that the policy has been followed.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the fishery

management organization consults with their neighboring States, as appropriate, before introducing non-indigenous species
into transboundary aquatic ecosystems. Examples may include various regulations, data, and reports.
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13.11 The fishery management organization shall establish appropriate mechanisms—such as databases and
information networks to collect, share, and disseminate data related to their enhanced fishery activities—to
facilitate cooperation on planning forenhancedfishery developmentatthe States andinternational level.

FAO CCRF (1995) 9.2.4

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lackinginoneparameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Note. The AT shall ensure that the management has established databases and either makes them
freely available or, when requested shares the information.

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: A publically available database has been established.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: The information is disseminated properly and the database is available for
public access to facilitate international cooperation.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the fishery
management organization has established appropriate mechanisms—such as databases and information networks to collect,
shareanddisseminate datarelatedtotheirenhancedfisheries activities—tofacilitate cooperation on planning forenhanced
fisheries development atthe States international level. Examples may include variousregulations, data, andreports.
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13.12 The fishery management organization shall cooperate in the elaboration, adoption, and implementation of
international codes of practice and procedures for introductions and transfers of enhanced fish.

FAO CCRF (1995) 9.3.2

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score =4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lackinginoneparameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: There is an international code of practice developed (Turner 1988). Available online here:
http://www.fao.org/docrep/009/ae989e/ae989e00.HTM

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: The code of practice is being effectively observed by the State of interest.
Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the fishery
management organization cooperates in the elaboration, adoption, and implementation of international codes of practice and
procedures forintroductions and transfers of enhanced fisheries. Examples may include various regulations, data, and reports.
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13.13 The fishery management organization shall, in order to minimize risks of disease transfer and other adverse
impacts on wild and enhanced fishery stocks, encourage adoption and promote the use of appropriate
practices and procedures for (1) the selection and genetic improvement of broodstock, (2) the introduction
of non-native species, and (3) the production, sale and transport of eggs, larvae, fry, broodstock, or other live
materials. The fishery management organization shall facilitate the preparation and implementation of
appropriate States (or international) codes of practice and procedures to this effect.

FAO CCRF (1995) 9.3.3, 9.3.4

Critical NC Major NC Minor NC Full Conformance
Score =1 Score = 4 Score =7 Score =10
Lacking in three or more Lacking in two parameters| Lacking in one parameter | Fulfills all parameters
parameters

Evaluation Parameters

Score Calculation Procedure: Each Evaluation Parameterhasthe same numerical value of 3. Meeting allparameters willresult
in a score of 10 (i.e., full conformance). Not meeting any 1 evaluation parameter will result in a score of 7 (i.e., minor non-
conformance). Not meeting any 2 evaluation parameters will result in a score of 4 (i.e., major non-conformance). Not meeting
any 3 or more evaluation parameters will result in a score of 1 (critical non-conformance).

Process: Thereisamechanismin place to assess and monitor the risks of disease transfer and other adverse effects on wild
and enhancedfisheries s, codified as management objectives in a code of practice or set of procedures.

Current Status/Appropriateness/Effectiveness: Management measures shall be implemented to achieve the objectives
describedinthe code of practice, and thereis evidence of their success atdoing so. Care is taken to avoid both movement of
genotypes or species between catchment areas or river or lake systems, and contamination of local wild genotypes from
enhanced animals of the same species. Appropriate practices have been adopted for the geneticimprovement of broodstock to
avoid impoverishment of their genetic pool. Appropriate procedures are being published for the selection, production, sale, and
transport of brood stocks, eggs, larvae, and fry. There has been preparation and implementation of appropriate codes of practice
and procedures to accomplish the abovementioned items.

Evidence Basis: The availability, quality, and/or adequacy of the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that the fishery
management organization, in order to minimize risks of disease transfer and other adverse impacts onwild and enhanced
stocks, encourages adoption of appropriate practices for (1) the genetic improvement of broodstock, (2) the introduction of non-
native species, and (3) the production, sale, and transport of eggs, larvae, fry, broodstock, or other live materials. States facilitate
the preparation and implementation of appropriate international codes of practice and procedures to this effect. Examples may
include various regulations, data, and reports.
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Appendix 1

Appendix 1 information is to be used for directing AT score the clauses of the Fisheries Standard. It
includes metrics and specific guidelines on how to assess fisheries. The various ways in which fisheries
are managed are recognized as scientifically valid and defensible, and effective in ensuring fisheries
sustainability. Notwithstandingthe specific guidelinesand assumptions made, the ATs canfindand
highlightproblems with fisheries management, if evidence points towards such issues.

Part 1. Threshold indicators for assessing a fishery stock

Groundfishstocks in Alaska and aesswihsimiamanagementregimeiswill be assessed based on the following
thresholdindicators.

MSY is the largestlong-term average catch or yield that can be taken from a stock or stock complexunder
prevailing ecological and environmental conditions, fishery
technological characteristics (e.g., gear selectivity), and distribution of catch among fleets.

Federally managed groundfish stocks such as sablefish, pollock, Pacific cod, flatfish, and rockfish, managed
underthe Eastern Bering Sea (EBS), AleutianIslands (Al)and Gulf of Alaska (GOA)FMPs, Tier 3 (see Part
2) and above, will be assessed based on the following threshold indicators.

» TargetReference point: Bas/Bao, 35% 0r40% of unfished biomasslevels.
* LimitReference point: 2MSY orB175, 17.5% of unfished biomasslevels.

* Overfishing: Overfishing is defined as any rate of fishing in excess of the maximum fishing
mortality threshold (MFMT). MFMT, also called the overfishing level control rule (OF L control rule)
is the level of fishing mortality (F), on an annual basis, used to compute the smallestannual level
of catch that would constitute overfishing. Overfishing occurs whenever a stock or stock complex
is subjected toaleveloffishing mortality orannualtotal catch thatjeopardizes the capacity ofa
stock or stock complexto produce the maximum sustained yield (MSY)on a continuing basis. The
MFMT may be expressed either as a single number (i.e., afishing mortality rate or F value), oras
afunction of spawning biomass or other measure of reproductive potential. If catch in year x
exceedsthe OFL level, the stockis subjectto overfishing. This is a global reference pointin Alaska
that applies to all federally managed/overseen groundfish and crab stocks.

* Overfished: Astockis overfished whenitfalls belowits minimum stock size threshold (MSST),
defined as whichever of the following is greater: Y2the MSY stock size, orthe MSST, atwhich
rebuilding to the MSY level would be expected to occur within 10 years if the stock were exploited
atthe MFMT. If stock biomass dropsbelow MSSTthe stockis overfished. Thisisa globalreference
pointin Alaskathatappliesto allfederally managed/overseen groundfish and crab stocks.

Direct estimates of Busy (the biomassthatis associated with MSY) are available for Tiers 1 and 2. For Tier
3, no direct estimate of Busy is available, but Bssy is used as a proxy for Busy. For Tiers 4—6, neither direct
estimates of Busy nor reliable estimates of Busy proxies are available.

For stocks managed under Tier 4, which have less data available, reliable point estimates of current
biomass coupled with fishing mortality reference points shallbe available. The limitreference pointfor
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mortality in this instance is F3s¢, which equals ForL. The target fishing mortality shall be less than ForLand
no more than Fagc. The Acceptable bBiological cCatch (ABC), and is a more conservative catch than the
OFL limit. By rule, the less data on the stock the larger the buffer between ABC and OFL.

For stocks managed under Tier 5, which have less data than Tier 4 stocks, reliable point estimates of
biomass(B)andnaturalmortalityrate (M)areavailable (For.=M). Thelimitreference pointformortality
in this instance is Fase, which equals ForL. The target fishing mortality shall be less than For. and no more
than FAac.

For stocks managed under Tier 6, information available includes reliable catch history from 1978 through
1995. The maximum ABC=0.75 x OFL. The limitreference pointfor mortality in thisinstance is F3s¢, which
equals ForL. The target fishing mortality shall be less than For. and no more than Fagc.

With the exception of Tier 6, the MFMT is applied to the best estimate of stock size (which may or may
not be age structured) for the coming year to produce the OFL, which is expressed in units of catch
biomass. Inthe case of Tier 6, the MFMT is already expressed in units of catch biomass, meaning thatthe
MFMT and the OFL are identical.

For all federally managed groundfish stocks, in the event that that overfishing is determined to have
occurred, an in season action, an FMP amendment, a regulatory amendment, or a combination of these
actions shallbe implemented by the relevantmanagement organization to end such overfishing.

Intheeventthatastockorstockcomplexisdeterminedtobe approachinganoverfished condition,anin
season action, an FMP amendment, a regulatory amendment, or a combination of these actions shall be
implemented to prevent overfishing from occurring.

Within two years of such time as a stock or stock complex is determined to be overfished, an FMP
amendmentorregulations shallbe designed andimplementedto rebuild the stock or stock complexto
the MSY level within a time period specified in Section 304(e)(4) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. If a stock
isdeterminedtobeinanoverfished condition, a rebuilding plan would be developed andimplemented
for the stock, including the determination of an For. and Fusy that will rebuild the stock within an
appropriate time frame.

Pacific halibut willbe assessed based on the following thresholdindicators.

The target reference pointis defined as 30% (Bso threshold level) of a level defined as the unfished level.
The limit reference pointis defined as 20% (Bzo limit level) of this estimated unfished level.

Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands crab will be assessed using the following threshold indicators.

Status determination criteria for crab stocks shall be calculated using a five-tier system that
accommodates varying levels of uncertainty. Under the five-tier system, overfishing, overfished criteria,
and ABC levels shallbe formulated annually. For crab stocks, the OFL equals MSY, and is derived through
the annual assessment process underthe framework of the tier system. Overfishing is determined by
comparing the OFL with the catch estimates for that crab fishing year.

There shall be a determination of whether a stock is in an overfished condition by comparing annual
biomass estimates to the established MSST (defined as 2 Busy). For stocks where MSST (or proxies) are
defined, if the biomass drops below the MSST (or proxy thereof), then the stock is considered to be
overfished. MSSTsorproxiesare setforstocksin Tiers 1—4.ForTier5stocks, itisnotpossibletosetan
MSST because there are no reliable estimates of biomass. Forthis tier, like the others, measures shallbe
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taken not to fish above OFL, as a minimum. If overfishing occurred or the stock is overfished, section
304(e)(3)(A) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, as amended, requires the Council to immediately end
overfishing and rebuild affected stocks.

Forstockin Tier 1and 2, the biomass that is associated with MSY, Busy, shallbe treated as the target
referencepoint, although MSY itselfshallbe treated asaupperlimitratherthanatargetreference point
because the OFL is based upon MSY. The (lower) limit reference point corresponds to %2 MSY. For Tier 3
stocks, the targetreference point Busy proxyis Bss« (when spawning biomassis reduced to 35% ofthe
unfished condition).

InTier4, a defaultvalue of M oran M proxy, and a scalar, y, shall be used in the calculation of the ForL
which allows adjustments in the overfishing definitions to account for differences in biomass measures.
The proxy Busy is the average biomass over a specified time period, or a different value for a specific stock
orstockcomplexifbetterscientificinformationisavailable. The MSST, like the otherstocksin Tier 1-3,
shall be regarded as the limit reference point for biomass.

ForTier5stockstherearenoreliable estimatesofbiomassandonlyhistorical catchdataare available.
The OFL is then setequal to the average catch from a specified time period, and ABC is set atless than or
equalto0.9x OFL. Thelimitreference pointformortality in thisinstance is F3s¢, which equals ForL. The
target fishing mortality shall be less than For. and no more than Fagc.

State-managed salmonfisheries willbe assessed based on the followingthresholdindicators.

Forsalmonfisheriesin Alaska, overfishing oroverfished definitions have been considered impractical and
loosely applicable, partly because the multitude of salmon stocks are managed for escapements (rather
than for potential catch opportunities, e.g., total allowable catch), which are identified through a prior
assessmentofabundance. Furthermore, the potential forlarge yearlyfluctuations in stockabundance and
productivity, and the large numberof managed stocks (about 300)further necessitates an alternative
definition of overfishing.

For this reason, an alternative definition of overfished/overfishing is provided, and indicates whether the
full suite of management measures is classifiable as responsible fisheries management and fishing
practices—where the stock under consideration cannot be considered overfished or undergoing
overfishing. If the evidence collected for the stocks under assessmentdoes not meet the definition of
overfished/overfishing, thenitcan be said thatthese stocks are not subjectto unsustainable practices
leading to overfishing and overfished conditions.

Currently, there are about 300 active salmon escapement goals throughout the state of Alaska. The
developmentofscience-based escapementgoalsis foundedin the sustained yield principle highlighted in
the Alaska Constitution (Article VIII, section4)andin state statute (AS 16.05.020). Severalpoliciesin Alaska
Administrative Code also provide guidance for establishing escapementgoals, including the policy for the
management of sustainable salmon fisheries (SSFP; 5 AAC 39.222), the policy for statewide salmon
escapement goals (5 AAC 39.223), and the policy for the management of mixed stock fisheries (5 AAC
39.220). These policies provide detailed definitions of specific escapement goal types, outline the
responsibilities of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) and the BOF in establishing goals,
and provide general direction for development and application of escapement goals. The policies call for
review of salmon escapement goals every three years in concert with the regulatory cycle for each
management area, and provide process and criteria to be followed. The SSFP defines three types of
escapement goals that can be established by ADF&G. These are biological or sustainable escapement goals
or a sustainable escapement threshold, defined as follows:
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» Biological Escapement Goal (BEG) is defined as an escapement range that provides the greatest
potential for maximum sustained yield.

» Sustainable Escapement Goal (SEG) is defined as a level of escapement, indicated by an index or
range of escapement estimates thatis known to have provided for sustained yield overa 5-to 10-
year period.

» Sustained Escapement Threshold (SET) is defined as a threshold level of escapement, below
which the ability of the salmon stock to sustain itself is jeopardized.

Asummary of Pacificsalmon escapementgoalsin Alaska with areview of escapementsforthe mostrecent
10-year period is carried out yearly by ADF&G, and the latest report should be consulted for an accurate
assessment of escapement goals versus actual escapement to gain a clear understanding of which
statewide stocks metorunmettheirrelative goal. Stocks thatdo not meettheirescapementgoalsfora
continued period of 4 or 5 years are usually provided additional management through the stock of concern
designation.

Duetothe scale and extent of salmon resources in Alaska, and the difficulty in managing such aresource,
escapement goal performance over one year alone may not necessarily be reflective of the true
management quality and performance. Because of this, regulation specifies that when a stock does not
meet escapement for a period of 4 or 5 years (described as chronic inability), the stock is recommended
by ADF&G to the BOF and placed under the stock of concern designation.

The SSFP directs ADF&G to provide the BOF with reports on the status of salmon stocks and identify any
salmon stocks that presenta concern. The SSFP definesthree levels of concern (Yield, Management, and
Conservation) with yield being the lowest level of concern and conservation the highest level of concern.
Chronicinability is defined by the SSFP as "the continuing or anticipated inability to meet expected yields
over a4 to 5 year period."

This designation allows a stock further and more specific management measures® to allow rebuilding to
sustainable levels. Ifastock chronically fails to meetescapementgoals, itisreported by ADF &G to the
BOF asa stock of concern, and the fishery managementplanis amended to protectthe productivity of
the stock. In addition, a specific action plan associated with the managementplanis prepared forany new
or expanding salmon fishery or stock of concern. The action plans contain goals, measurable and
implementable objectives, provisions for fishery managementactions needed to achieve rebuilding goals
and objectives, performance measures appropriate for monitoring and gauging the effectiveness of the

6 From the Alaska Admin Code 5 AAC 39.222 ...(3)in the course of review of the salmon stock status reports and management
plansthe Board of Fisheriesin consultation withthe department, will determine ifany newfisheries or expanding fisheries,
stock yield concerns, stock management concerns, or stock conservation concerns exist; if so, the board will, as appropriate,
amend or develop salmon fishery management plans to address these concerns; the extent of regulatory action, if any, should
be commensurate withthe level of concerns andrangefrommilder tostrongeras concerns rangefromnewandexpanding
salmon fisheries through yield concerns, management concerns, and conservation concerns; (4) in association with the
appropriate management plan, the department and the board will, as appropriate, collaborate in the development and
periodicreview of an action planfor stocks of concern; action plans should contain goals, measurable and implementable
objectives, and provisions, including (A) measures required to restore and protect salmon habitat, including necessary
coordination with other agencies and organizations; (B) identification of salmon stock or population rebuilding goals and
objectives; (C) fishery management actions needed to achieve rebuilding goals and objectives, in proportion to each fishery's
use of, and hazards posed to, a salmon stock; (D) descriptions of new or expanding salmon fisheries, management concern,
yield concern, or conservation concern; and (E) performance measures appropriate for monitoring and gauging the
effectiveness ofthe action planthatare derivedfromthe principles and criteria containedinthis policy; (5) each action plan
willinclude aresearchplanas necessarytoprovide informationto address concerns; research needs and priorities will be
evaluated periodically, based on the effectiveness of monitoring.
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action plan, and a research plan that is periodically re-evaluated, as necessary, to provide information to
address concerns.

Attimes, there maybeinstanceswhere managers decide nottodesignate astockthatisnotmeetingits
escapementgoals over period of 4 or 5 years as a stock of concern. Each species of Pacific salmon has a
unique life history with differentmaturation rates. ADF&G takes thatand other known factors, suchas
quality of the assessment program and/or environmental effects, into account when assessing salmon
stocks. An example of this would be pink salmon—their 2-year life history makes them very susceptible
to environmental conditions during the return year, which can influence access to the spawning grounds.
Ifthisoccurs, itisrecorded by ADF&G and evaluatedinthe assessmentprocess to determine stock of
concern status. Anotherexample is coho salmon abundance, which can be more heavilyinfluenced by the
oceanconditionsintheirfirstyearthan by the numbers of parental spawners. Ocean conditions can create
wide swings in overall annual abundance, which is then taken into account by ADF&G when assessing
stocks againstthe SSFP.

Ifthe case of special circumstances, the AT will be seeking specificevidence from ADF&Gtojustify the
action and/ordecisiontaken. The evidence soughtshallbe assessed by the AT for scientific meritand
should be inline with ensuring the stock is managed sustainably inorderto returnitto desirable levels
(i.e., to meet escapement goals).

The above description summarizes the management practices that shall be followed to define whether a
given salmon stock has been subjected to responsible fisheries management practices or not. If there is
evidencethatthe above procedure is notfollowed—forexample, ifa stockhas notmetits escapement
goalsfor 6 years and no evidence to explain this is provided, then the stock can be classified as subjectto
unsustainable practices leading to overfishing and overfished conditions, even if the cause is generally
regarded as reduced productivity due to environmental drivers.
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Part 2. Harvest control rules and Predefined Harvest Measures

HCR metrics

HCRs metrics have been provided forall major stock in Alaska and areas with a similar management
regime. The HCRs are presented forthe groundfish stocks, the BSAI crab stocks, and the halibut stock.

Groundfish harvest control rules

Appendix Table 1. Description of the groundfish tier system used by North Pacific Fishery Management Council for
defining fishing—mortality rate related to For. and to acceptable biological catch (Fasc) based on the type of
information available (Info).

Tier 1 Info: reliable point estimates of B and Bysy and reliable pdf of Fysy
(1a) Stock status: B/Bysy > 1

For. = ma: Fapc X my
(1b) Stock status: a < B/Bpsy < 1
Foru = ma X (B/Bmsy — a)/(1 — a); Fasc < my < (B/Bmsy — a)/(1 — a)
(1c) Stock status: B/Bpsy X a
ForL = Fapc =0
Tier 2 Info: reliable point estimates of B, Bynsy, Famsys Fase @nd Fyoe
(2a) Stock status: B/Bpsy > 1
Fort = Fmsy; Fasc < Fmsy X (Faos/Fase)
(2b) Stock status: a < B/Bpsy X 1
For. = Fmsy X (B/Bmsy — a)/(1 — a); Fagc < Fmsy X (Fao%/F3s%) X (B/Bmsy — a)/(1 — a)
(2c) Stock status: B/Bysy < a
ForL = Fasc =0
Tier 3 Info: reliable point estimates of B, B4y, F3s9 and Fyoe
(3a) Stock status: B/Bgy > 1
ForL = F3so Fasc < Fao%
(3b) Stock status: a < B/Bjgy < 1
ForL = F3se, X (3/340% - a)/(1 — a); Fasc < Fio% X (3/340% - ‘1)/(1 —a)
(3c) Stock status: B/Bgy < a

Fore = Fasc =0
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Tier 4 Info: reliable point estimates of B, F3se, and Fqs

ForL = F3so6 Fasc =< Fao%

Tier 5 Info: reliable point estimates of B and natural mortality rate M
FOFL =M; FABC <075 xM

Tier 6 Info: reliable catch history from 1978 to 1995
OFL = average catch (1978 -1995), unless otherwise established by SSC; ABC < 0.75 x OFL

a, 0.05 for Tiers 1-3, by applying the 10% rule (Rosenberg et al, 1994) to half of the Bysy reference point; B, current biomass; subscripts MSY, 35%, and 40%,
biomass related to the maximum sustainable yield, or to 35% or 40% of the unexploited biomass (or to the F related to those); pdf, probability density
function; ma and my, arithmetic and harmonic mean of the pdf.

Source: DiCosimo et al. (2010).
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Crabharvestcontrolrules
BSAI CrabHCR

Appendix Table 2. Five-tier system and metrics for defining overfishing limits (OFLs) and acceptable biological catches
(ABCs) limits for crab stocks. The tiers are listed in descending order of information availability.

In;s;:‘:;::n Tier Stock status level ForL ABC control rule
B, Busy, Fusy, and 1 . )
pdf of Fusy a. —>1 Fopy, = p 4 =arithmetic mean
msy of the pdf
B B/ _qg
. p<——x<1 ooy /B ABCs(1-by) * OFL
msy oFL = Hy -«
B _ Directed fishery F = 0
= +
B, For. < Fumsy
B, Busy, Fusy
>1 FOFL = F;ns_v
msy
B/ _a
p<—=<1 oo /B ABC<(1-b,) * OFL
msy OFL — * msy 1
’ -a
B < Directed fishery F =0
Bms.\' ForL < l:‘MSY.‘
B, Fss9, , B3sy B .
B >1 Fop, = Fisy,
35%*
B B __,
p< <1 e B ABC<(1-b,) * OFL
Bisy, * Fop, =F s Bast !
-a
B <pB Directed fishery F = 0
B, - Fors < Fusy'
B M, msy”" " B 1
N @ For, =yM
msyP*
B B// —-a
A< <1 / Brusyr ABCs(1-by) * OFL
msy”" " FOFL . }/M Lo ( Y)
o l-«
B <pB Directed fishery F = 0
msyPro Fore < Fusy'

Stocks with no
reliable estimates
of biomass or M.

OFL = average catch from a

time period to be
determined, unless the
SSC recommends an
alternative value based
on the best available
scientific information.

ABC=<0.90 * OFL

*35% is the default value unless the SSC recommends a different value based on the best available scientific information.

T An Fop < Fygy will be determined in the development of the rebuilding plan for an overfished stock.

Source: NMFMC (2011).
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Pacific halibutharvestcontrolrules

The International Pacific Halibut Commission harvest policy is to harvest 20% of the coastwide exploitable
biomass when the spawning biomass is estimated to be above 30% (Bso threshold level) of the level
definedasunfished. The harvestrateislinearly decreased towards a rate of zero as the spawning biomass
approaches 20% (B limitlevel) of thisestimated unfishedlevel (i.e., fishing ceases completely if the stock
is below 20% of the unfished biomass).
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Part 3. Associated catch Metrics and Thresholds

The Fisheries Standard classifies bycatch as major and minor associated species catch. The "Main" and
"Minor" bycatch classification together makes up 95% ofthe associated species bycatch profile of a given
targetfishery. Thetop 95%isassessed, whilethe bottom 5% isnotassessed. Ofthe 95% assessed, the top
80%isclassifiedasMain Associated Species Catch, whilethe bottom 15% s classifiedas MinorAssociated
SpeciesCatch. Togetherthey make up 95% ofthe associated speciesbycatch profileandthisisassessable
underdifferentspecifications. Forassociatedcatch (i.e., bycatchspecies),theassessmentteamisrequired
to evaluate the effects of the fishery under assessment on main associated species (top 80% of total
bycatch profile by weight), minor associated species (remaining 15% of total bycatch profile by weight),
and ETP species (Appendix Figure 1).

» The evaluation for main associated species aims primarily at establishing whetherthe overall
effectsoffishingontheunitofcertificationandall significantremovalsareaccountedfor,and
thatthe management strategy andrelative measures are effective in maintaining the main
associated species fromexperiencing overfishingand otherimpacts thatare likelytobe
irreversible or very slowly reversible.

» Theevaluation for minor associated species aims primarily at establishing that data is available
for them, but an assessment similar to that performed for main associated species is not
required. However, ifitis suspected ordatais available showing thatone or more ofthe minor
associated species stocks is likely suffering from overfishing or impaired
recruitment/productivity, thenthe effects ofthe fishery onthis stockandits significance shallbe
assessed and scored appropriately. Accordingly, the management strategy and relative
measures are effective in maintaining the minor associated species from experiencing
overfishingand otherimpacts that are likely to be irreversible or very slowly reversible.

| Target Fishery Effects |

]
[

Top 80% of targetspecies catch Remaining 15% oftargetspecies AIIETP species affectedby the
byweight(3-5years average) catchbyweight(3-5years average) fishery are assessed

Appendix Figure 1. Associated catch evaluation chart.

Exceptions

Ifthe targetfishery catch is above 300,000 tonnes, the minor associated species that make up 10% of the
total catch by weightof the target species underconsideration willbe assessedinthe same wayasthe
main associated species.
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Furthermore, if a species or species group is highly affected by fishing (e.g., sharks, skates, rockfish, etc.)
due to their relative advanced age, low reproductive rates, or slow growth,” or if a species is highly
susceptible to a given fishing gear or already biologically depleted,® then the threshold is 6% of total catch
by weight, before the associated species is assessed as a main associated species.

Benthic, low trophic, highly abundant species

Itisimportanttonotethatinthe case of Alaska, catch categorized as non-target speciesinclude mainly
benthicand otherlowtrophic, highlyabundantspeciesforwhichthereisnotamarket,asthere mightbe
for species categorized as main or minor associated species. Such non-target species shall be subjectto
different assessment requirements and may include species such as benthic urochordata, brittle stars,
hermit crabs, jellyfish, sea stars, seaurchins, invertebrates, and other miscellaneous (or unidentified)fish.
These speciesdonotrequire the same evaluation (ensuring thatneitheroverfishingnorotherimpacts
thatarelikelytobeirreversible orvery slowlyreversible are occurring)forcumulative effectsas domain
and minor associated species, but there shall be some overall evaluation or general index of abundance
ofthe catchessothatatrend canbe measuredthroughtime. The Ecosystem StockAssessmentand Fishery
Evaluation Report published every year by the National Marine Fisheries Service shall be consulted for
such indexes.

Vulnerable species that do not fall under this categorization include structural epifauna groups of benthic
ecosystems considered to be habitat area of particular concern (HAPC) biota and include sponges,
anemones, gorgonians (seafans/seawhips), seapens, and corals (both hard and soft).

Bycatch considerations for the salmon fishery

Bycatch in the salmon fishery is largely made of other salmon species targeted orincidentally caught with
the salmon species of main interest. All salmon species sold commercially are accounted for in the state
fish ticket system, ameliorating significantly bycatch issues thatare usually considered significantin other
fisheries.

”Many researchers have identified that body size predicts vulnerability to population decline and species extinction. Populations
and species with larger individuals are more likely to decline and go extinct than those with smaller individuals. However, this
relationship between body size, population decline, and extinctionis probably because larger animals tend to have other life-
history traits—like lower rates of reproduction, slower growth rates, and delayed sexual maturity—which make themless able
torecoverwhenthe mortality rate increases. Slow growingfish suchas sharks, skates, and rockfishin Alaska are recognised as
being under constant risk of overexploitation partly because they mature late and partly because they give birth to fewer
young. As arule of thumb, slow-growing species can be categorised as those species that require over 10 yearstoreach
maturity.

8 A species canbe defined as depleted when its stock status has decreased below limit reference points or equivalent biologically
meaningful proxies (e.g., historical lowest level of observed stockbiomass), orwhen the catches are well below historical levels,
irrespective of the amount of fishing effort exerted (http://www.fao.org/newsroom/common/
ecg/1000505/en/stocks.pdf).
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Part 4. Metrics for assessing ETP species

ETP species must be acknowledged as such when recognized by nationallegislation adopted at the state
and federal level, or when recognized through a binding international agreement. Alternatively, species
listedunder Appendix 1 ofthe Conventionon International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES) or

under the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) Redlist and impacted negatively® by
the fishery (i.e., direct or indirect mortality) shall be assessed as ETP unless it can be proven that their
statusintewaters of the fishery in questionis above the pointwhere recruitmentisimpairedor
where othersimilarproxies indicate that the species is not biologically depleted.

ETP species categories

The ATsshallqualify ETP speciesbasedonrecognized stateandfederal ETP species. For example in
Alaska asof2016, these include the following species: blue whale (Balaenoptera musculus),
bowhead whale (Balaena mysticetus), Cook Inlet beluga (Delphinapterus leucas), Eskimo curlew
(Numenius borealis), fin whale (Balaenoptera physalus), humpback whale (Megaptera novaeangliae),
leatherback turtle (Dermochelys coriacea), North Pacific right whale (Eubalaena japonica), Northern
sea otter (Enhydra lutris kenyoni), distinct population segment sei whale (Balaenoptera borealis),
short-tailed albatross (Phoebastria albatrus), sperm whale (Physeter macrocephalus), Steller’s eider
(Polysticta stelleri), and the Steller sea lion (Eumetopias jubatus; west of 144°).

ETP species scoring guidance

The ETP species assessment within the Fisheries Standard shallreceive a full score if ETPs are managed
starting with a policy or plan (i.e., legally recognized as ETPs, with formal and agreed management plans
and measures in place) and followed with effective management measures that achieve the objectives of
the agreed plan for management of ETP species.

9For ETP species, interactions with the stock under consideration shall not cause departure from agreed management measures,
such as those designed to allow for species restoration across a given geographical area. In other words, any interaction with
or bycatch of ETP species shall be minimal and not considered significant, and/or disruptive in terms of ensuringthe
effectiveness of agreed management measures set up in order to achieve the management and conservation objectives for
the ETP species in question.
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Part 5. Habitatindicators

Essential fish habitats

Particular habitats may determine the carrying capacity of target, bycatch, or ETP species, and a mosaic
of habitats may be necessary for some species to complete their life cycle or determine the overall
composition ofthe ecosystem. Essentialfish habitats (EFHs)aredefinedinthe Magnuson-StevensFishery
Conservationand ManagementAct(Magnuson-Stevens Act) as “those watersand substrate necessaryto
fish for spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity.”

EFHforspeciesis usually determined to be the general distribution of a species described by life stage.
Generaldistributionis asubsetofaspecies’ total populationdistribution, andis identified asthe
distributionof95%ofthe speciespopulation, foraparticularlife stage, iflife historydataare available for
the species. Where information is insufficient, and a suitable proxy cannot be inferred, the EFH is not
described, but general distribution is usually used to designate EFHs for all stock conditions whether or
not higher levels of information exist, because the available higher level data are not sufficiently
comprehensive to account for changes in stock distribution (and thus habitatuse) overtime.

Habitat areas of particular concern

50 CFR600.815(a)(8) provides guidance to the NPFMC in identifying HAPCs. HAPCs are areas within EFHs
(Appendix Figure 2) that are of particular ecological importance to the long-term sustainability of
managed species, are of arare type, orare especially susceptible to degradation ordevelopment. HAPCs
are meant to indicate greater focus of conservation and management efforts. FMPs should identify
specific types or areas of habitat within EFH as HAPCs based on one or more of the following
considerations:

1. the importance of the ecological function provided by the habitat;

2. theextenttowhichthehabitatis sensitiveto human-inducedenvironmentaldegradation;

3. whether, and to what extent, development activities are, or will be, stressing the habitat type;
and

4. the rarity of the habitat type.

Inorderto protect HAPCs, certain habitatprotection areasand habitatconservationzones have been

designated. A habitat protection area is an area of special, rare, habitat features where fishing activities
that may adversely affect the habitat are restricted.

All Waters

Appendix Figure 2. Conceptualrepresentation of EFHs and HAPCs withinthe context of Alaska’s jurisdiction waters.
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Fishing effects on habitats

Impacts from the effects of fishing (gear) on sensitive marine habitats (e.g., HAPCs) shall be assessed by
the AT Such evaluation shall consider the effects of bottom contact gear (i.e., benthic trawl, pelagic trawl,
dredge, pots, benthic longline) on HAPCs and/or other vulnerable benthic habitats (biogenic or
structurally complex, that may be outside HAPCs designation) and focus on the impacts and the
effectiveness of the management measures in place.

Habitats are assessedinrelationtothe effects of the fishery onthe structure androle ofthe habitats. Of
these, significant biotic components are groups considered to be structural epifauna. For example in
the BSAIl these HAPC biota include sea pens, sea whips, corals, anemones, and sponges (although
corals are rarely encountered onthe Bering Sea shelf). Groups consideredtobe HAPC biotainthe Al
include sea pens, sea whips, corals, anemones, and sponges. Structural epifauna groups considered to
be HAPC biota in the GOAinclude sponges, anemones, gorgonians (seafans, sea whips), sea pens,
and corals (both hard and soft). While the productivity and regenerative ability of biogenic habitats
would affect their resilience underfishing, and may be useful surrogates for consideration of status and
reversibility, itis the ecological role ofthe habitatand the ecosystemservicesthatitprovidesthatshall
betheintentoftheassessment.

Habitat/substrate type in the Bering Sea, Aleutian Islands, and the Gulf of Alaska

The distribution of benthic sediment types in the EBS shelf is related to depth. Considerable local
variability is indicated in areas along the shore of Bristol Bay and the north coast of the Alaska Peninsula,

aswellaswestand north of Bristol Bay, especially nearthe PribilofIslands. Nonetheless, thereisageneral

pattern whereby nearshore sedimentsin the east and southeast on the inner shelf (0 to 50 m depth) often

are sandy graveland gravelly sand. These give way to plain sand farther offshore and west. On the middle

shelf (50to 100 m), sand gives way to muddy sand and sandy mud, which continue over much of the outer
shelf (100 to 200 m) to the start of the continental slope. Sediments on the central and Northeastern shelf
(including Norton Sound) have not been so extensively sampled, but Sharma (1979) reports that, while

sandisdominantinplaceshere, asitisinthe southeast, there are concentrations of siltbothin shallow
nearshore waters and indeep areas near the shelf slope. In addition, there are areas of exposed relic
gravel, possiblyresulting fromglacialdeposits. These departuresfromaclassicseaward decreaseingrain

size are attributed to the large input of fluvial silt from the Yukon River and to flushing and scouring of
sedimentthrough the Bering Strait by the net northerly current. McConnaughey and Smith (2000) and
Smith and McConnaughey (1999) describe the available sediment data for the eastern Bering Sea shelf.

These datawere usedtodescribefourhabitattypes. Thefirst, situatedaroundthe shalloweasternand
southern perimeterand nearthe Pribilof Islands, has primarily sand substrates with a little gravel. The
second, acrossthe centralshelfouttothe 100 mcontour, has mixtures of sandand mud. Athird, westof
aline between St. Matthew and St. Lawrence islands, has primarily mud (silt) substrates, with some mixing

withsand. Finally, the areas northand eastof St. Lawrencelsland, including Norton Sound, have a complex
mixture of substrates.

The Al has complicated mixes of substrates, including a significant proportion of hard substrates(pebbles,
cobbles, boulders, and rock), but data are not available to describe the spatial distribution of these
substrates.

Theshelfinthe Northeastpartofthe GOAisrelativelywide (upto 100km). Thedominantshelfsediment
is clay silt that comes primarily from either the Copper River or the Bering and Malaspina glaciers. When
the sediments enterthe GOA, they are generally transported to the west. Sand predominates nearshore,
especially nearthe Copper Riverand the Malaspina Glacier. Most of the western GOA shelf (westof Cape
Igvak) consists of slopes characterized by marked dissection and steepness. The shelf consists of many
banks and reefs with numerous coarse, clastic, or rocky bottoms, as well as patchy bottom sediments. In
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contrast, the shelf near Kodiak Island consists of flat, relatively shallow banks cut by transverse troughs.

The substrate in the areafrom Near Straitand close to Buldir Island, Amchitka, and Amukta Passesis
mainly bedrock outcrops and coarsely fragmented sediment interspersed with sand bottoms. In the GOA
there are variety of seabed types such as gravely sand, silty mud, and muddy to sandy gravel, as well as
areas of hardrock.

Habitat Assessment Element 1

The effects of fisheries on sensitive habitats shall be reduced to a minimum percentage of the total area.
Assessment teams shall address the following elements.

+ Identifythe spatialfootprint(i.e., totalareain Km?ornm?) ofthefishery on marine habitats (e.g.,
based on maps of fishing fleet distribution or other data).

» Identify the general range of habitat type/substrate (e.g., sand, muddy, gravel and pebble, rocky
reefs, kelp, other biogenic habitats) affected and unaffected by the spatial footprint of the fishery.

» Assessthe percentage area of overlap of the fishery with known sensitive habitats using available
data. Sensitive habitats include HAPCs, other areas of known distribution rich in structural
epifauna, areas of particular importance for ETP species, and closed areas which may be set up
for habitat, species conservation, or both.

+ Ifthefisheryishaving a significant negative effecton sensitive habitats, the assessmentteam
shalltake intoaccount(1)the degree ofdisturbance (% oftotal sensitive area overlapping with
fishery); (2) the sensitivity of the habitat (e.g., habitat susceptible or encounterable/accessible by
fishing gear, or exposed to routine, occasional, little or no fishing disturbance or natural
perturbation); and 3) the projected recovery rate of such habitats (e.g., fast, medium, slow) in the
presence and absence of fishing. Furthermore, management measures shall be in place (e.g., at
the federal or state level) to minimize/mitigate these effects.

» Assess and estimate the effects of the fishery footprint on non-biogenic, low physical complexity
or low-sensitivity habitats (e.g., mud, sand, pebble/cobble), where the habitat is not considered
tobessignificantly affected bybottomimpactgearorwhere the recoveryrate ofthese habitatsis
believed to be fast. Evaluate whether the effects on this class of habitats are considered
significant. For example, EFH are generally considered to include the general distribution of the
species for particular life stage. Ifthe species is at targetlevels in terms of stock status and fishing
mortality, then it can be inferred that the effects on the EFH for the species are likely not
significant.

Assessment Element 2

Inadditiontothe previous elements, the level offisheryimpactshallbe assessedtaking intoaccount
geartype, fisherylocation,andanygearmaodificationsorfisherymanagementmeasuresadopted, to
reduce physicalimpacton sensitive habitats. The fishery shall not adversely affectthe physical structure
of the seafloor or vulnerable associated biological communities at a scale considered significant given
the overallextent ofthe habitattype by managementand/orbestscientificevidence available. The
fisherymanagementorganization (FMO)shall minimize and mitigate effects on sensitive biogenic
habitats (e.g.,gorgonians)Mandon structurallyimportantphysical features (e.g. seamounts and
boulders)whichare affected atasignificantspatial scale by high-impactgears(e.g., bottomtrawlsor
dredges). In assessing the significance of any effects, the assessor shall considerthe uniquenessand
resilience ofhabitats, including recoverytime. The Fishery ManagementOrganization (FMO)shall
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mitigate such negative effects through substantial spatial protection, gear modifications and/or through
the use of other highly effective methods.

150 CFR 600.815(a)(8) provides guidance to the North Pacific Fishery Management Council in identifying habitat areas of
particularconcern(HAPCs). HAPCs are areas within EFHs that are of particularecologicalimportance tothelong-term
sustainability of managed species, are of arare type, or are especially susceptible to degradation or development. HAPCs are
meant to indicate greater focus of conservation and management efforts.

Inthe BSAIthese HAPC biota include sea pens, sea whips, corals, anemones, and sponges (although corals are rarely
encountered on the Bering Sea shelf). Groups considered to be HAPC biota in the Alinclude sea pens, seawhips, corals,
anemones, andsponges. Structural epifaunagroups considered tobe HAPC biotainthe GOA include sponges, anemones,
gorgonians (seafans, sea whips), sea pens, and corals (both hard and soft).

These are described as such in the EBS, Al and GOA Groundfish FMPs.

Assessment Element 3

Following the previous two habitat assessment elements, ATs shall evaluate management actions that
have been implemented to mitigate potential negative effects of gear effects on sensitive habitats.
Elements that can decrease the risk and impact of a fishing gear on a habitat include management
measures intended at freezing the footprint of the fishery, gear modification raising the bottom trawl
sweeps off the seafloor at various spacing minimizing damage (by up to 90%) on the structural complexity
ofthe physical environmentand on biogenic habitats, and the protection of HAPC and other sensitive
areas through area closures.

Asanexample,gearmodificationin Alaskaraising the bottom trawl sweeps offthe seafloorhave been
foundtoreduce damage by upto90% on the structural complexity of the physical environmentandon
biogenichabitats, as wellas decreasing bycatch and damage of crabs and otherbenthic species. Because
ofthis, the colorsandrelativeriskinthefishing gearimpacttable are consideredrelative and potentially
subjecttodiscounting factors (i.e. management measures, gear modifications etc.), ifthose are available.

Habitat scoring guidance

The ATs maingoal, when consideringimpacts on habitat, shallbeto conserve and enhance EFHby halting
theincreaseinfishing footprintand any additional damage to essential fish habitats, with reference to
historical records. The EFH 5-Year Review is the mechanism that shall be followed to ensure new
information about EFH can be incorporated, and changes can be monitored and accordingly assessed.
Assessmentteams shallreview the EFH 5-Year Review, which includes a review ofimportant fishing gear
impactson EFH (e.g., trawl gear modifications and relative habitat effects). Assessment teams shall
monitor the changes to EFH occurring due to the fishery between one EFH revision and another, as they
occur every 5 years, starting with the two most recent available
(https://alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/efh_5yr _review_sumrpt.pdf) documents, keeping in
mindthatnew EFH changes are includedinthefederal FMPsasthey arise. An adverse effectis any impact
that reduces the quality and/or quantity of EFH.
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Basedonanevaluationofthe above parametersthe fishery canbe scored based onexpert opinionas
follow, depending on the effects it has on habitats:

Qualitative score description Score

There isahighlikelihood that the unit of certificationis not causing significant, non-
reversible harm on essential habitats for the stock under consideration and on habitats Full Conformance
that are highly vulnerable to damage by the fishing gear ofthe unit of certification.

There is asmall likelihood that the unit of certification is causing significant, non-reversible

harm on essential habitats for the stock under consideration and on habitats that are g;zz)rﬂlr\ll::;e
highly vulnerable to damage by the fishing gear of the unit of certification.

Thereis amoderate likelihood that the unit of certificationis causing significant, non- Maior Non-
reversible harm on essential habitats for the stock under consideration and on habitats conjformance

that are highly vulnerable to damage by the fishing gear of the unit of certification.

There is a high likelihood that the unit of certification is causing significant, non-reversible
harm on essential habitats forthe stock under consideration and on habitats that are
highly vulnerable to damage by the fishing gear of the unit of certification.

Example -Flatfish fishery of the Bering Sea. Habitat Effects.

« HabitatElement 1. The effects of fisheries on sensitive habitats shall be reduced to a minimum
percentage of the total area.

Thisexample isprovided notas a meansto “assess”or “strictly prescribe”the type of conformance
level an assessment effort would assign but instead guide with more clarity in terms of how
potentially negative elements can be mitigated through effective measures, thus resulting in
accurate conformity levels.

Note the following information is only current through a 2015 assessment effort and
assessmentteams are responsible for collecting and using all of the most up to date
information.

From2006t02014 about53,000 square miles ofthe EBS have beendisturbed annually by
bottomtrawlgear (NMFS, Ecosystem SAFE 2015). The Bering Seaarea surveyedby NMFSis
about 145,000 square nautical miles. The habitat footprint freezing measures implemented in
2008, prohibitedbottomtrawlinginapreviously unfished deep slopeandbasinarea (47,000
nm?), and three habitat conservation areas around St Matthew Island, St Lawrence Island, and
an area encompassing Nunivak Island-Etolin Strait-Kuskokwim Bay. The NPFMC also established
the Northern Bering Sea Research Area thatincluded the shelf waters to the north of St.
Matthew Island (85,000 nm?). The entire Northern Bering Sea Research Areais also closed to
bottom trawling while a research plan is developed.

The EFH Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) evaluated the effects of fishing on habitat by
using a quantitative mathematical model developed by the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS)Alaska Fisheries Science Center(NMFS 2005, Appendix B). The modelestimated the
proportional reductions in habitat features relative to an unfished state, assuming that fishing
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will continue at the current intensity and distribution until the alterations to habitat and the
recovery of disturbed habitat reach equilibrium. The model provided a tool for bringing together
all available information on the effects of fishing on habitat, such as fishing gear types and sizes
used in Alaska fisheries, fishing intensity information from observerdata, and gearimpacts and
recovery rates for different habitat types. Due to the uncertainty regarding some input
parameters (e.g., recovery rates of different habitat types), the results of the model were
displayedaspointestimates, aswellasarange of potential effects. Nevertheless, the model
was deemed to provide the best scientific evidence available forassessing effects of fishing on
habitatby NMFS, NPFMC, NPFMC Scientificand Statistical Committee (SSC),andthe Councilof
Independent Experts.

The analysis indicated that fishing, and particularly nonpelagic trawling, has long-term effects on
benthic habitat features off Alaska, but these effects were considered to have minimal impacts
on fish stockproductivity.

Within the model, if the current pattern of fishing intensity and distribution continued into the
future, livinghabitatfeaturesthatprovide managed specieswith structure forrefuge wouldbe
reducedby0to 11 percentineach habitat area, withthe largestreduction occurring on soft
substrates of the Aleutian slope area. There would be almostno reduction (0 to 3 percent)in
infaunaland epifaunal prey formanaged species. Viewed anotherway, habitatloss due to
fishing off Alaska s relatively small overall, with mostofthe available habitats unaffected by
fishing (infaunal prey are 97 to 100 percentunaffected, epifaunal prey are 97 to 100 percent
unaffected, living structure is 89 to 100 percent unaffected, and hard corals are 84 to 98 percent
unaffected).

Potential effects of fishing activities on sessile invertebrates have been of particular concern, as
theyaccountforthe higherLElvaluesinthe sand/mudhabitatofthe Bering Sea. Therearea
numberofbenthicinvertebrate speciesin the Bering Seathatasa group are considered
emergentepifaunaavailable for potential use asfish habitat, including sponges, bryozoans, sea
raspberries,seawhipsand seapens,anemones,andascidians. Seawhipsand seapens
(Pennatulacea)aredistributed alongthe slope area. Sponges (Porifera)are found onthe
continental shelf, particularly in outer Bristol Bay. Anemones (Actiniaria), ascidians (Ascidiacea),
andbryozoans (Ectoprocta)are found at mid-depths ofthe shelf, particularly inthe vicinity of
the PribilofIslands and in Bristol Bay. Information on the effects of trawl fisherieson these
invertebrate speciesis provided in Appendix B of the EFH EIS (NMFS 2005). Acomprehensive
review ofthedistribution oftheseinvertebratescanbefoundinthe EFHEISandin Malechaet
al. (2005). A review of habitat conservation measures implemented for Alaska fisheries prior to
implementation of EFH and HAPC Identification and Protection Measures is provided inthe EFH
EIS (NMFS 2005). http://www.afsc.noaa.gov/REFM/Docs/2015/ecosystem.pdf

» HabitatElement2. The level of gearimpact shall be assessed, along with the modification
implemented, to reduce the physical impact on sensitive habitats.

Thisexample isprovided notas a meansto “assess”or “strictly prescribe”the type of conformance
level an assessment effort would assign but instead guide with more clarity in terms of how
potentially negative elements can be mitigated through effective measures, thus resulting in
accurate conformity levels.
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Inthis case because ofthe areas closuresandgearfootprintassessmentinelement1, trawl
sweeps modifications (see nextelement) decreasing trawl sweeps contact with seabed by about
90% inthe EBS and Central GOA, and the extensive Steller Sea Lion trawl closure in the Aleutian
Islands the relative risk shall be reduced accordingly.

» Habitat Element 3. Management measures implemented to mitigate effects.

Thisexample isprovided notas a meansto “assess”or “strictly prescribe”the type of conformance
level an assessment effort would assign but instead guide with more clarity in terms of how
potentially negative elements can be mitigated through effective measures, thus resulting in
accurate conformity levels.

InJune 2007, the NPFMC adopted precautionary measures to conserve benthicfish habitat in
the Bering Sea by “freezing the footprint” of bottom trawling by limiting trawl effort only to
those areas more recently trawled. The measure was implemented in2008. The Bering Seaarea
surveyed by NMFS isabout 145,000 nm?and fisheries occur within this area. The habitat
footprintfreezing measuresimplementedin 2008, prohibited bottomtrawlinginapreviously
unfished deep slope and basin area (47,000 nm?), and three habitat conservation areas around
St Matthew Island, StLawrence Island, and an area encompassing Nunivak Island-Etolin Strait-
Kuskokwim Bay. The NPFMC also established the Northern Bering Sea Research Area that
includedthe shelfwaters to the north of St. Matthew Island (85,000 nm?). The entire Northern
Bering Sea Research Areais also closed to bottom trawling while a research plan is developed.
Consideringall Alaska, the Alaska EEZ extendsover1,455,613nm?. Todate, over655,162 nm?of
the Alaska EEZ have been closed to bottom trawling. In addition, over 5,400 nm? of habitat have
been protectedfrom commercialbottom contactgear. These areasinclude coralgardens,
Primnoa coral thickets, and all seamounts off Alaska.
http://www.npfmc.org/wp-content/PDFdocuments/catch_shares/TrawlMod509.pdf

Inadditiontoclosedareatype measures, trawlsweepgearmodificationimplementedforthe
EBS, Aland Central GOAbottom trawl fleets resulted in a decrease of the trawl sweeps contact
withseabedbyabout90% andwaseffectiveinreducingtrawlsweepimpact effectstobasket
starsandseawhips, aswellasdecreasing crabbycatch mortality. Some contactwith living

habitatspecies would continue fromthe elevating devices contacting the bottom. (NMFS,

Ecosystem SAFE 2015). Fishery-wide adoption of devices to reduce seafloor contact with trawl
sweeps is expected to be significantly positive and add to the effects of extensive closed areas.
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Part 6. Ecosystem assessment

Ecosystem assessment indicators

Ecosystems consist of populations and communities of interacting organisms and their physical

environment that form a functional unitand have a characteristic trophic structure and material cycle
(i.e., how energy or mass moves among the groups). The broad objectives of ecosystem management
include maintenance of predator/prey relationships, diversity, energy flow, and balance. These general
objectives cover the trophic structure that links species, the material cycles of energy flow, and the many
types of diversity that characterize marine life. Ecosystems are dynamic, and the criteria for determining
thesignificance ofimpactsincludethenaturalrangesofvariability seeninecosystemcharacteristics.

Accordingly, assessment teams shall assess and examine the following elements.

Assess the contribution ofthe fishery under consideration to bycatch of (1) prohibited species, (2)
HAPC biota, (3) marine mammals and birds, and (4) other sensitive non-target species.
Accordingly, the fishery shall not have significant effects on the groups specified. Each of these
groups shallbe managed accordingly (in a coherentand effective way) by the relevantauthorities
andremovals shallbe monitored to ensure the totality of these groupsis notbeing significantly
affected by thefishery (e.g., by excessive removalsleading to minimal biologicallimits). Indices of
abundance of HAPC biota, key affected prohibited species, key affected marine mammals and
birds, and other sensitive non-target species, as appropriate can be usefulto assess this element.
Assess that food webs are not negatively impacted by evaluating, based on available data and
information, whetherthefisheryislikelyto have an effecton species and functional diversityin
the ecosystem (e.g., by depleting important predator groups, keystone predators, or important
prey species, if appropriate). Species such as walleye pollock shall also be managed accordingly
to avoid negative effects on the delicate food web system. Indices of local species richness and
diversity (e.g., Shannonindex), ifavailable, can provide some importantinformation to assessthis
element.

The fishery shall be sufficiently dispersed in space and time relative to important predators needs
(inspaceandtimeifknown)andrelativetoimportantspawningcomponents, toavoiddepletion
in particular areas (if data at this resolution is available) with potential effects on dependent
species. Additionally, there shall be a limited spatial and temporal concentration of fishery
impacts on important forage fish.'® Indexes of fishing distribution and forage fish abundance can
be useful to assess this element.

Thefishery-specific contributionto discards and offal production shallbe assessed and the fishery
shallbe managed efficiently and effectively to reduce waste and minimize potential long-term

0 Forage fishes are of particular concern in Alaska because the decline of these species is considered to be a potential cause of
dramaticdeclinesinpopulationsof Stellersealions, furseals,and seabirds duringthe past20years. Forage fishesareabundant,
schooling fishes preyed upon by many species of seabirds, marine mammals, and other fish species. They provide important
ecosystem functions by transferring energy from primary or secondary producers to higher trophic levels. Major forage fishes
in Alaska include juvenile walleye pollock, Pacific herring, Pacific sand lance, capelin, eulachon, and Atka mackerel. Other
species, such as Pacific salmon juveniles, are sometimes important(usually seasonally orlocally). The forage species category
was created by Amendment 36 and 39 to the BSAI and GOA FMP. This category includes eight families of fish (Osmeridae,
Myctophidae, Bathylagidae, Ammodytidae, Trichodontidae, Pholidae, Stichaeidae, and Gonostomatidae) and one order of
crustaceans (Euphausiacea). These amendments prohibit the directed fishery on any forage species.
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changes in ecosystem biomass, respiration, production, or energy cycling that are outside the
range of natural variability.

Overall, the information required to assess the elements specified above may be quantitative or
qualitative, depending on data availability. Such information may be inferred from a range of existing
indices, other observations, data, expert knowledge, or verifiable community knowledge.

Ecosystem scoring guidance

Basedonanevaluationofthe above parametersthe fishery canbe scored based onexpert opinionas
follows, depending on the effects it has on habitats.

Qualitative score description Score
Thereis ahighlikelihood that the unit of certification, including any enhancement Eull
activities, is not causing adverse impacts onthe structure, processes and function of

. . . . . Conformance
aquatic ecosystemsthat are likely to be irreversible or very slowly reversible.
Thereis asmallllikelihood that the unit of certification, including any enhancement .

o . . . . Minor Non-
activities, is causing adverse impacts on the structure, processes and function of aquatic Conformance
ecosystems that are likely to be irreversible or very slowly reversible.
Thereisamoderatelikelihoodthatthe unit of certification, includingany enhancement )

A . . . . Major Non-
activities, is causing adverse impacts on the structure, processes and function of aquatic

. . . : conformance
ecosystems that are likely to be irreversible or very slowly reversible.

There is a high likelihood that the unit of certification, including any enhancement
activities, is causing adverse impacts on the structure, processes and function of aquatic
ecosystemsthat are likely to be irreversible or very slowly reversible.

Ecosystem assessment for salmon fisheries

Note that the illustrated metrics for habitat and ecosystem assessment is applicable to crab and
groundfish/rockfish but not for salmon fisheries. For salmon fisheries, fundamental clause 13 is specific
tothe ecosystemeffects of enhancement activities andis composed of specific clauses geared toward the
assessment of adverse impacts on the structure, processes, and function of aquatic ecosystems that are
likely to be irreversible or very slowly reversible.

Example-Atkamackerelfishery ofthe Aleutianlslands.EcosystemEffects.

» Ecosystemsub-element 1. Assessthe contribution ofthe fishery underconsiderationto bycatch
of (1) prohibited species, (2) HAPC biota, (3) marine mammals and birds, and (4) other sensitive
non-target species.

Thisexample isprovided notas a meansto “assess”or “strictly prescribe”the type of conformance
level an assessment effort would assign but instead guide with more clarity in terms of how
potentially negative elements can be mitigated through effective measures, thus resulting in
accurate conformity levels.
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Note the following information is only current through a 2015 assessment effort and
assessmentteams are responsible for collecting and using all of the most up to date
information.

The levels of bycatch inthe Atka mackerel fishery of prohibited species, forage fish, HAPC biota,
marine mammals, birds, and other sensitive non-targetspeciesisrelatively low. The Atka
mackerel fishery is considered to have very low bycatch levels of some species of HAPC biota,
e.g. seapens and whips. The bycatch of sponges and coralin the Atka mackerelfishery is highly
variable but overall a small percentage of the total take of sponges and corals in the Al fisheries

Ecosystem sub element 2. Assess that food webs are not negatively impacted.

This example is provided not as a means to “assess” or “strictly prescribe” the type of
conformance level an assessment effort would assign butinstead guide with more clarity in
terms of how potentially negative elements can be mitigated through effective measures, thus
resulting in accurate conformity levels.

Analysesofhistoricfishery CPUE revealedthatthe fisherymaycreate temporarylocalized
depletions of Atka mackerel, and historicfishery harvestrates in localized areas may have been
highenoughto affect preyavailability of Steller sealions. The localized pattern of fishing for
Atka mackerel could have created temporary reductions in the size and density of localized Atka
mackerel populations which may have affected Steller sea lion foraging success during the time
thefisherywasoperatingandforaperiod ofunknown durationafterthe fishery closed. Some
preliminaryresults of sensitivityanalysis suggestthat Atkamackerelforaginginthe Aleutian
Islands may have arelatively strong competitive effect on walleye pollock distribution and
abundance, as opposed to the Bering Sea where pollock may be more bottom-up (prey)
controlled, orthe GOAwhere pollock may be top-down (predator) controlled. Itis possible that
this is a mitigating or underlying factor for the geographical separation between Atka mackerel
and pollockas apartitioning of foraging habitat. Atka mackerel are consumed by avariety of
piscivores, includinggroundfish (e.g., Pacificcod, Pacifichalibut,and arrowtoothflounder),
marine mammals (e.g., northern fur seals and Stellersealions), skates, and seabirds (e.g., thick-
billed murres, tufted puffins, and short-tailed shearwaters). Apportionmentof Atka mackerel
mortality betweenfishing, predation, and unexplained mortality, based onthe consumption
rates and food habits of predators averaged over 1990-1994 as follows: approximately 20% of
the Atka mackerel exploitation rate (as calculated by stock assessment) was due to the fishery,
62% due to predation, and 18% “unexplained”, where “unexplained” is the difference between
the stock assessment total mortality and the sum of fisheries exploitation and quantified
predation. This unexplained mortality may be due to data uncertainty, or Atka mackerel
mortality due to disease, migration, senescence, etc.

Majorforage fishes in Alaskainclude juvenile walleye pollock, Pacific herring, Pacificsand lance,
capelin,eulachon,and Atkamackerel. Otherspecies, suchas Pacificsalmonjuveniles,are
sometimesimportant (usually seasonally orlocally). The forage species category was created by
Amendment36and 39tothe BSAland GOAFMP. The assessmentteam should considerthe key
management strategy and objectives as specified in these plans to establish if the take isin line
with FMP objectives. Anotherelementofassessmentforkey prey species withinthe scoring
guidance provides references to the Lenfest report for forage species.
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GeneralharvestguidelinesbasedonLenfestreport:"infisheries withanintermediate level of
information (which will include most well-managed forage fisheries), there must be atleast40%
of virgin orunfished biomass (B0) leftin the water, and fishing mortality should be no higher
than 50% of FMSY. Low information fisheries should leave atleast 80% of B0 in the water. High
information fisheries (which have a high information notjust on the fished stock, but the full
ecosystem), may exceed these reference points if justified by the science, butin no case should
fishing mortality exceed 75% of FMSY or biomass fall below 30% of BO.

The approximate 20% take by the fishery falls within the thresholds recommended in the
Lenfestreportand therefore in other areas of the RFM V2.1 Scoring Guidance

» Ecosystemsubelement3. Thefishery shall be sufficiently dispersed in space andtime relative to
important prey/predators needs.

Thisexample isprovided notas a meansto “assess”or “strictly prescribe”the type of conformance
level an assessment effort would assign but instead guide with more clarity interms of how
potentially negative elements can be mitigated through effective measures, thus resulting in
accurate conformity levels.

Atka mackerelare animportant prey for Steller sea lions, and management measures have been
takentoreducetheimpactsofan Atkamackerelfisheryon Stellersealions. Since June 1998,
the Atka mackerel fishery has been dispersed, both temporally and spatially, to reduce localized
depletions of Atka mackerel. The TACis nowbeing equally splitintotwo seasons, and the
amount taken within sea lion critical habitat is limited. Steller sea lion protection measures have
spreadoutAtkamackerelharvestsintimeandspacethroughtheimplementation of seasonal
and area-specific Total Allowable Catch (TAC)s and harvest limits within sea lion critical habitat.
These measures werein place from2011to 2014. Revised RPAs were implemented in 2015. For
the2015fishery, the Area543 Atkamackerel TACwas settolessthanorequalto 65 percentof
the Area 543 ABC. In Area 542, there are expanded area closures and no requirementfora TAC
reduction. Concentrationofcatchesintimeandspaceisstillanissue of possibleconcernand
research efforts continue to monitorand assessthe availability of Atka mackerelbiomassin
areas of concern. Also, in some cases, the sea lion protection measures have forced the fishery
to concentrate in areas outside of critical habitat that had previously experienced lower levels of
exploitation. Theimpactofthefisheryinthese areas outside of critical habitatis unknown.
Overall, SSLandEFH closuresinthe Alare extensive and docarry a significantweightinterms of
minimizing potential ecosystem effects from fisheries in those areas. Ats are directed to
specifically accountforthese protection measures when assessing ifthe fisheryhas been
effectively dispersedin space and time to ensure important prey/predator needs.

» Ecosystemsubelement4. The fishery-specific contribution to discards and offal production shall
be assessed.

Thisexample isprovided notasa meansto “assess”or “strictly prescribe”the type of conformance
level an assessment effort would assign butinstead guide with more clarity interms of how
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potentially negative elements can be mitigated through effective measures, thus resulting in
accurate conformity levels.

Bering Sea/AleutianIslands Atka mackerel discard datafrom2006t0 2014 average 2.75%.
http://www.afsc.noaa.gov/REFM/Docs/2015/BSAlatka.pdf. Discards are not considered
significant.

» Ecosystem subelement5. There are effective measures to mitigate the wider effects of fisheries
on the ecosystem.
Thisexample isprovided notas a meansto “assess”or “strictly prescribe”the type of conformance
level an assessment effort would assign but instead guide with more clarity in terms of how
potentially negative elements can be mitigated through effective measures, thus resulting in
accurate conformity levels.

The levels of bycatch inthe Atka mackerel fishery of prohibited species, forage fish, HAPC biota,
marine mammals, birds, and other sensitive non-target species is relatively low. Level of sponge
and coral bycatch are variable but generally low. The observer programme is capable of reliably
accounting for bycatch produced by the Atka Mackerel fishery. Atka mackerel are consumed by
avarietyofpiscivores,including groundfish (e.g., Pacificcod, Pacifichalibut,and arrowtooth
flounder), marine mammals (e.g., northern fur seals and Steller sea lions), skates, and seabirds
(e.g.,thick-billedmurres, tufted puffins,and short-tailed shearwaters). The Alfood webdoes
not appear to have been negatively affected by the fishery and extensive management
measureshavetakenintoaccountpredatorpreyinteractions. Overall,directedfishery catch
levels for Atka Mackerel appear to be in line with international guidelines (i.e. Lenfest
recommendations for low trophic key prey species). Dispersing the fishery in space and time is
done through implementation of extensive closures across the Aleutian Islands. Discard in the
fisheryare monitored and managed, and considered notsignificant. Asuitofmanagement
measures is in place to effectively mitigate the ecosystem effects of the Atka Mackerel fishery.

» Additional Guidance Ecosystem sub element 5.

Following the previous ecosystem sub elements, assessmentteams shallevaluate management
actions thathave been implemented to mitigate potential negative effects of the fishery on
ecosystems. The procedures in place shall be effective at protecting ecosystem functioning and
accounting for species’ ecologicalrole. This is achieved through anumber of measuresincluding:
implementation ofecosystem-wide cumulative catch limits as partofthe optimumyield (OY)
measure, effective time and area closures to decrease the fisheries on HAPC and other sensitive
areasthroughareaclosures(e.g. StellerSealion (SSL)closure, Aleutian Islands Habitat
Conservation Area), Prohibited Species Catch Limits as applicable, and other catch accounting
measurestoensureallremovals by afisheryare accountedfor. Managementmeasure shall
effectively mitigate the effects of fisheries on the widerecosystemand ATs shall explicitly
accountforallthe action taken by managementorganizations to mitigate such effects. Itis
expectedthateffective managementmeasureswillpushthe scaleoftheassessmentresults
towards positive conformity levels, and vice versa.
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Part 7. Specifications for assessment of cumulative effects of fisheries

The assessment of cumulative effects means cumulative effects of fisheries on fisheries. Namely, this
assessment looks primarily at the effects of overall removals on associated species bycatch and ETP
species interactions (where relevant), and on the habitat footprint when assessing cumulative impacts for
habitats (Appendix Figure 3).

-Assess ALL fisheries in the region.
-Ensure all major removals are accounted for.

-Managementmeasures are effective at avoiding species from experiencing overfishingand other
impacts that are likely to be irreversible or very slowly reversible.

-ETP species acknowledged and recognized by national legislation, orthrough binding International
Agreement (or through CITES, IUCN).

-Assess ALL fisheries in the region.

-Assessthepolicy/planlevel(i.e.,legallyrecognized as ETPs, formaland agreedmanagement
plans/measures).

- Verify implementation and effectiveness of the management measures in line with agreed
nh’inr‘ﬁvne

-Assess ALL CERTIFIED fisheries in the region.
-Ensure that effects of fishing on sensitive habitats are assessed.

- Verify that management measures are effective in protecting sensitive habitats, maintaining the
footprintfromincreasing, and allowing forthe recovery of such habitats, where appropriate,
through area closures or other effective measures.

AppendixFigure 3. Flow diagram for assessing cumulative effects and howthey are applied in a fishery assessment.

Cumulative impact metrics for associated bycatch species

Forbycatch species, the assessmentteam is required to evaluate cumulative effects of certified fisheries
forthe main associated species (80% of total catch, 3—5 years average)and ETP Species.

» Theevaluationformain associated species aims primarily atestablishing whetherthe overall
effects of fishing (from all fisheries in the area) and all significant removals are accounted for, and
that the management strategy and relative measures are effective in maintaining the main
associated species from experiencing overfishing and other impacts that are likely to be
irreversible or very slowly reversible.
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Cumulative impact metrics for Endangered, Threatened, Protected species

ETP species mustbe assessed for cumulative impacts from allfisheries, starting fromthe policy/planlevel
(i.e.,legallyrecognizedas ETPs,andhavingformalandagreed managementplans/measuresinplace)and
then ensuring the implementation ofthe management measures and evaluating their effectivenessin
achieving the objectives of the plan agreed (including, if appropriate and available, any national or
international agreementon capping ETP bycatch orinteracting with ETP species). The assessmentteam
shall ensure that the agreed measures are implemented and are effective in achieving the management
objectives set forthe ETP species under assessment.

Cumulative impact metrics for habitats

Cumulative effects offisheries on marine habitats shall be assessed forall certified fisheries. Forexample,
the effects of the bottom trawl fishery for Pacific cod in the Bering Sea shall also take into account the
effects of the flatfish fisheries in the same region. In the same way, the effects of the benthic longline
fishery for halibut shall be considered when assessing the sablefish fishery. Equally as important, when
assessing the effects of potgear on EBS and Al habitats, all certified crab species shall be taken into
account. Effects of the fishing gear on sensitive habitats shall be assessed.

Forahigh conformity score, the overall effects of bottom contact gear from certified fisheries shall be
consistentwithahighlikelihood thatthe units of certification are not causing significant, non-reversible
harm on essential habitats for the stock under consideration and on habitats that are highly vulnerable to
damage by the fishing gear of the unit of certification. The same metrics used for assessing and scoring
habitateffects forindividualfisheries can be used to assess the overall habitat effects of certified fisheries.
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