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This document is to be cited as:

Template for Stakeholder input into MSC Fishery Assessments, v2.0
Template for Stakeholder Input into MSC Fishery Assessments 

The forms included in this document are to guide stakeholders in providing  written comments during an MSC fishery assessment process. 
Thank you for your interest in participating in and contributing to an MSC fishery assessment. Stakeholder contributions are integral to ensuring robust assessments and certification decisions. The forms contained in this document are intended to be used alongside the Stakeholder’s Guide to the Marine Stewardship Council to assist you in contributing relevant information to the conformity assessment body (CAB) at each appropriate stage in the assessment process.

There are six steps in the MSC fishery assessment process where stakeholders are formally invited to comment. These are:

1.
Fishery announcement and stakeholder identification 
2.
Defining the assessment tree if the CAB decides that any of the default trees need modification (i.e. stakeholder comment here is only if the tree being used is a draft version, that is proposed as an alternative to the default/standard assessment tree in recognition of the special characteristics of the fishery)
3.
Information gathering including on-site stakeholder meetings

4.
Peer review (the Peer Review College will request stakeholder comments about any potential conflicts of interest of the proposed peer reviewers after the site visit has taken place.)
5.
Public review of the draft assessment report

6.
Final assessment report and determination

The final phase of the assessment process, once the final assessment report and determination has been posted, is the opportunity for stakeholders who have been previously involved in the process to lodge a formal objection.  It is not the purpose of the objection procedure to re-review the fishery against the MSC fisheries standard but rather to allow a final independent check in cases where the outcome is still in dispute. 
Guidance for stakeholders on the Objections Procedure can be found here. 
If a fishery becomes certified, stakeholders will continue to have regular opportunities to provide input over the life of the certificate through the annual surveillance audits required by the MSC fisheries standard. 

In the pages that follow, we have provided template forms that will help organise your written input at each phase of the process, including the post-certification surveillance phase, but excluding the objections phase (see separate instructions for this here). For each phase, there are a series of options you may choose from on the left and a box on the right in which to provide comments. In order for your comments to be actionable, the details you provide are crucial.  CABs can only consider information that is relevant, factual and substantiated (backed up by clear evidence). These forms have been developed to help ensure that your input and contributions may have maximum impact.
A series of footnotes has been provided, linking to a list of the MSC documents containing the specific requirements for CABs at the different assessment stages. If you wish to read these requirements, you may download the full Fisheries Certification Requirements (FCR) from the MSC website here and going to the sections listed in the footnotes provided in the sections below. Comments must be submitted directly to the CAB (not to the MSC) and within the appropriate periods as announced, e.g. on the MSC fishery web page. CABs are required to acknowledge receipt of your comments and provide an indication to you of how and when they will be addressed.
Finally, if at any time during the assessment process you have complaints about the conduct of the CAB in undertaking a fishery assessment, please note that you can ask the CAB for its complaints procedure, or in circumstances where these are not initially resolved by the CAB, you can provide your complaint directly to Accreditation Services International, which is the body that oversees the CABs in the MSC programme.
Top of Form

	Contact Information Make sure you submit your full contact details at the first phase you participate in within a specific assessment process. Subsequent participation will only require your name unless these details change.

	Contact Name
	First
	
	Last
	

	Title
	

	On behalf of (organisation, company, government agency, etc.) – if applicable

	Organisation
	Ecology Action Centre, (EAC is a member of SeaChoice : Canada’s Sustainable Seafood Program)

	
	

	Department
	Marine 

	Position
	Senior Marine Conservation Coordinator  / Dr. Fuller sits on the Steering Committee of SeaChoice

	
	

	Description
	The Ecology Action Centre is Atlantic Canada’s oldest and largest community based environmental organization.  Our marine work focuses on habitat protection, rebuilding depleted marine fish species, implementation of Canadian law and policy as well as sustainable seafood achieved through markets based initiatives, including but not limited to eco-certifications. Our marine staff have been stakeholders in the majority of Atlantic Canadian MSC certifications

	
	

	Mailing Address, Country
	

	Phone
	Tel
	+ 
	Mob
	+ 902-483-5033

	Email
	
	Web
	


Bottom of Form

Top of Form
	Assessment Details

	Fishery
	

	CAB
	


Bottom of Form

	Assessment Stage* Clicking on the section numbers will bring you to the appropriate section for providing input to the respective assessment stage. It is only necessary to complete those sections corresponding to stages where you wish to comment.

	
	Fishery announcement and stakeholder identification—go to section 1
Opportunity to indicate that you are a stakeholder and identify other stakeholders.

	
	Defining the assessment tree—go to section 2
Opportunity to review and comment on the assessment tree in relation to the fishery if a modified tree is used.

	
	Information gathering and stakeholder meetings—go to section 3
Opportunity to engage with and provide information to the CAB about the specific details and impacts of the fishery.

	
	Public review of the draft assessment report—go to section 4

Opportunity to review and comment on the draft report, including the CABs draft scoring of the fishery.

	
	Annual surveillance—go to section 5

Opportunity to provide information to the CAB about any changes in the fishery since certification and/or the achievements made towards conditions.

	* Note, to register an objection following the publication of the Final Report and Determination, please see www.msc.org/get-certified/fisheries/assessment/objections.


Top of Form

Bottom of Form

•  Section 1  •  Return to Page 4
Top of Form
	Assessment Stage
	Fishery
	Date
	Name of Individual/Organisation Providing Comments

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Fishery announcement and stakeholder identification

Opportunity to indicate that you are a stakeholder and identify other stakeholders.
	
	
	


Bottom of Form

Top of Form

	Nature of Comment

(select all that apply)
	Additional Information/Detail

Please attach additional pages if necessary.

	e.g.

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

	I wish to indicate that I am a stakeholder in this fishery. Please keep me informed about each stage of the assessment process.
	Example: My company has been operating five charter boats for recreational fishing on this fish stock for 20 years, and I would like to be informed and involved as this MSC assessment progresses.  In addition, we have kept detailed logs over the years of our client's’ catches, including sizes, weights and fish caught per trip and would be happy to share these with the assessment team.

	
	
	

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	I wish to suggest information or documents important for the assessment of this fishery (you may either attach documents or provide references).
	

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	I wish to suggest other individuals or organisations who should be considered stakeholders in the MSC assessment of this fishery (please provide contact information).
	

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Other (please specify)
	


Bottom of Form

Top of Form

Bottom of Form

Top of Form

Bottom of Form

•  Section 2  •  Return to Page 4
Top of Form

	Assessment Stage
	Fishery
	Date
	Name of Individual/Organisation Providing Comments

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Defining the assessment tree

Opportunity to review and comment on the assessment tree in relation to the fishery if a modified tree is used.
	
	
	


Bottom of Form

Top of Form

	Nature of Comment

(select all that apply)
	Additional Information/Detail

Please attach additional pages if necessary.

	e.g.

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	I DO NOT believe the proposed modifications to the default assessment tree (FCR Annex SA) are appropriate to assess this fishery (please provide details and rationale).
	Example: This is an unusual fishery in that there is significant habitat modification to the area from the growing structures in place. I think the default set of performance indicators in the standard MSC assessment tree do not evaluate this type of impact well. Therefore I think the assessment team should consider adding some additional performance indicators against which to evaluate the impacts of the habitat modification that doesn’t exist in normal capture fisheries. 

	
	
	

	
	
	

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	I DO NOT think the RBF should be used to assess the Performance Indicator(s) ticked below because there is sufficient information available to follow the conventional process
 (please provide details and rationale). 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

1.1.1

 FORMCHECKBOX 

2.1.1

 FORMCHECKBOX 

2.2.1

 FORMCHECKBOX 

2.3.1

 FORMCHECKBOX 

2.4.1

 FORMCHECKBOX 

2.5.1


	

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	I DO think the RBF should be used to assess the Performance Indicator(s) ticked below because there is NOT sufficient information available to follow the conventional process (please provide details and rationale). 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

1.1.1

 FORMCHECKBOX 

2.1.1

 FORMCHECKBOX 

2.2.1

 FORMCHECKBOX 

2.3.1

 FORMCHECKBOX 

2.4.1

 FORMCHECKBOX 

2.5.1


	

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Other (please specify)
	


Bottom of Form

•  Section 3 •  Return to Page 4
Top of Form
	Assessment Stage
	Fishery
	Date
	Name of Individual/Organisation Providing Comments

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Information gathering and stakeholder meetings

Opportunity to engage with and provide information to the CAB about the specific details and impacts of the fishery.
	
	
	


Bottom of Form

Top of Form

	Nature of Comment

(select all that apply)
	Additional Information/Detail

Please attach additional pages if necessary.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	I wish to request an in-person meeting with the site team during their assessment visit (meetings without the fishery client present may be requested at this phase of the process if desired). 
	Example: I am unable to attend the scheduled on-site meetings with the assessment team about this fishery but would like to ensure the following documents are considered when the team reviews the available information:

1. Doc A; 2. Doc B; 3. Doc C. 

All of these are available for download at the following web address…

	
	
	

	 e.g.

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	I wish to submit written information about the fishery and its performance against the default tree and/or RBF to the assessment team (please provide documents or references).
	

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Other (please specify)
	


Bottom of Form

•  Section 4  •  Return to Page 4
Top of Form
	Assessment Stage
	Fishery
	Date
	Name of Individual/Organisation Providing Comments

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Public review of the draft assessment report

Opportunity to review and comment on the draft report, including the draft scoring of the fishery.
	
	
	


Bottom of Form

Top of Form

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	I wish to comment on the evaluation of the fishery against specific Performance Indicators. 
A table with these indicators and the scores and rationales provided by CABs can be found in Appendix 1 of the draft assessment report.

	
	Nature of comment (Please insert one or more of these codes in the second column of the table below for each PI.)
1.
I do not believe all the relevant information
 available has been used to score this performance indicator (please provide details and rationale).
2.
I do not believe the information and/or rationale used to score this performance indicator is adequate to support the given score
 (please provide details and rationale).
3.
I do not believe the condition set for this performance indicator is adequate to improve the fishery’s performance to the SG80 level
 (please provide details and rationale).
4.
Other (please specify)


Bottom of Form

Top of Form
	Performance Indicator
	Nature of Comment 

Indicate relevant code(s) from list above.
	Justification

Please support your comment by referring to specific scoring issues and any relevant documentation where possible. Please attach additional pages if necessary.

	Example: PI 1.1.2, Stock Rebuilding
	2
	The CAB gave a score of 80 for this PI. The 80 scoring guidepost asks that there is evidence that rebuilding strategies are rebuilding stocks, or it is highly likely based on simulation modelling or previous performance that they will be able to rebuild the stock within the timeline specified. However, no timeline has been specified based on previous performance or simulation models.

	
	
	[add more rows as needed]

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Bottom of Form

Top of Form
	Comment
	Nature of Comment
	Justification Please attach additional pages if necessary.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	I wish to comment on the adequacy of the consultation process used to gather information about this fishery (e.g. related to the RBF process, selection of stakeholders consulted, etc.).
	
	


Bottom of Form

Top of Form
	Comment
	Nature of Comment
	Justification Please attach additional pages if necessary.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	I wish to comment on other portions of the report (e.g. background information, species biology, peer review reports and CAB responses, list of consultees, etc.).
	
	


Bottom of Form

Top of Form
	Comment
	Nature of Comment
	Justification Please attach additional pages if necessary.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	I wish to provide general comments about the assessment of this fishery against the MSC Fisheries Standard.
	
	


Bottom of Form

•  Section 5  •  Return to Page 4
Top of Form
	Assessment Stage
	Fishery
	Date
	Name of Individual/Organisation Providing Comments

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Surveillance

Opportunity to provide information to the CAB about any changes in the fishery since certification and/or the achievements made towards conditions.
	
	
	


Bottom of Form

Top of Form

	Nature of Comment

(select all that apply)
	Justification

Please attach additional pages if necessary.

	e.g.

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	I wish to alert the assessment team to important changes in the circumstances of this fishery relevant to the MSC certification.
	Since this fishery was awarded certification in March 2016, information not included in the certification period has been published by DFO. This includes the 2016 Stock Assessment (http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Publications/SAR-AS/2016/2016_005-eng.html) and 2017 Stock Assessment (www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Publications/SAR-AS/2017/2017_002-eng.pdf) which shows that the total mortality increased and that the stock is not progressing towards, nor will it fluctuate around, its USR. The DFO 2016 stock assessment is attached, and shows that the stock was 41% above the LRP and indicates increasing total mortality (there is still no estimate of F). The 2017 stock assessment shows the stock in further decline, at 18% above the LRP. The LRP for 3PS cod that has been accepted as appropriate for this stock is BRECOVER, the lowest point from which the stock has recovered. In the most recent stock assessment, the model used to predict stock biomass is also considered to have overestimated stock abundance, suggesting that the stock assessment and stock biomass originally scored under P1 is significantly less than it was thought to be. Despite total landings being less than half of the agreed TAC, the total mortality continues to increase and is at 0.76 as of 2017. At the January 2017 GAC concern was raised regarding the HCR included in the Conservation Plan and Rebuilding Strategy (CPRS), and the 2017 Stock Assessment recommends against using the HCR in the CPRS. We raised concerns about the HCR during our objection. It is clear that the HCR and harvest strategy were not in fact appropriate for this stock – and while outside the MSC purvue – the implications are significant for Canadian fisheries management, given that this is the first rebuilding plan for depleted species.
Our general comments on this new information, as it relates to the MSC assessment and subsequent certification are as follows: 
· The original scoring of Principle 1 is not supported by the latest stock assessment. PI 1.1.1 a was scored SG 100 based on “There is a probability of 0.01 that current SSB is below LRP”. The latest assessment gives a probability of 0.22 that SSB is below LRP. Depending on how “likely” is defined, this could give a score of SG 60. 
· Given current status it is unlikely that PI 1.1.1 b will be met by the end of 4 years. 
· The USR that has been adopted is completely inappropriate for a proxy of BMSY (a point we made strongly last year).
· PI 1.1.3 a was scored SG 100 “When stocks are depleted, strategies are demonstrated to be rebuilding stocks … within the specified timeframe” In fact, the CPRS has been demonstrated to be unsuccessful in rebuilding. The 2017 Stock Assessment conclusions read “Catches of approximately half the TAC generated from the HCR in recent years have not promoted recovery of the stock toward the healthy zone. It was therefore not considered prudent to provide management advice based on the HCR.” It is clear that the scoring for this P1 is completely inappropriate.
· PI 1.2.1 b was scored SG 80, “The harvest strategy may not have been fully tested but evidence exists that it is achieving its objectives”. This is clearly not the case. PI 1.2.2 a cannot remain at SG 80 because the HCR has been abandoned. 
· PI 1.2.2 c is not scored properly because the tools used for management have been ineffective in controlling exploitation levels, i.e. the exploitation rate (total mortality as there is no estimate of fishing mortality (F) is increasing, while the stock size is declining toward the LRP. 

With this new information, we cannot see how the scoring given in the initial assessment holds. PI should be rescored with the last two years of stock status information. The updated stock information also impacts achievement Condition 1.


	
	
	Below we outline our concerns with regards to fulfilling the conditions of the certification. As the CAB may recall, the EAC objected to the certification of this fishery on the basis of not meeting Condition 1 (at or fluctuating around the target reference point), Conditions 2, 3 (UoC inshore not being able to meet conditions related to bycatch and bait), scoring of 1.2.1 (reference points) and 1.2.2 (robust harvest strategy in place). 

Condition 1: By the end of the 4th year of certification the SG scoring requirement for I 1.1.1. must be met in full. This will be achieved when it is demonstrated that SG 80 “the stock is at or fluctuating around its target reference point.” In year one, all that is required is a stock status update. This has been accomplished, however, as noted above, the most recent stock status is significantly below what would be expected to achieve “at or fluctuating around” given that the last two years have been declining below the USR. Also, as noted above the scoring of P1 is not supported by the last two stock assessments and there is very little chance that the condition will be met by year 4. Finally, the stock has only been above the USR twice since the mid 1980’s and otherwise has been below the USR.
Conditions 2-5 require various plans to be developed to address specific shortcomings. As noted below, we do not have evidence that these plans have been developed. 
Condition 2 (PI 2.1.3) requires, in year 1, the client is to develop a plan to collect data on the quantities of bait caught and used in UoCs 1 and 2 of the 3Ps cod fishery. Present the plan at the Year 1 audit. To date, we are unaware of any specific plan that has been been made to collect data on bait used in the fishery. Until we have more information on this we are unable to comment as to whether or not the year 1 milestone has been met, and we look forward to having more information from the client and the CAB at the 1st audit. 
Condition 3 (PI 2.2.3), to meet year 1 milestones requires the client to develop a plan to address bycatch data concerns in UoCs 1, 2 and 3 of the 3Ps cod fishery. To date, we are unaware of a plan to collect data on bycatch in UoC 1 and 2. These plans were not submitted at the advisory committee meeting in January. As for Condition 2, we look forward to having more information at the 1st audit to better assess if this milestone has been completed. 

Condition 4 (PI 2.3.3.), to meet year 1 milestones, requires the CAB to develop a plan to address ETP species data concerns in the 3Ps cod fishery. To date, we are unaware of a plan to address these concerns and none was presented at the advisory committee meeting. As for Condition 2 and 3, we look forward to having more information at the 1st audit to better assess if this milestone has been completed. 
Condition 5 (P 2.4.3), to meet year 1, the client must develop a plan to address data issues concerning the spatial extent of the activities in the four UoCs in the 3Ps cod fishery in the context of 3Ps benthic habitats. To date, we know that a fishing footprint has been developed as part of assessing the impacts of fishing on coral and sponge and seapen concentrations, towards identifying areas that could be protected as part of Canada’s commitment to 5% protection of our coastal and marine environment by 2017. It is our understanding that this data will help to fulfill this condition, at least for the offshore fishery which likely has more potential to impact benthic habitats than the inshore fixed gear fishery. 

Conditions 6-8 require updates on status of discussions amoung client and stakeholders. 
For Condition 6, and to meet SG 80 for P 3.1.2 _“Organisations and individuals involved in the management process have been identified. Functions, roles and responsibilities are explicitly defined and well understood for key areas of responsibility and interaction.”  The year 1 milestone requires that an update on any discussions being held to ensure that the fishery meets this requirement. While we were unable to attend the advisory committee in person, we are also not clear as to whether or not there is a formal terms of reference for the GAC and if that TOR includes broad membership. 
Condition 7 (P 3.1.2) requires that the consultation process provides opportunity for all interested and affected parties to be involved.” It is our understanding that the process does provide an opportunity – however this opportunity is limited to those who are on direct email lists held by DFO staff. We feel that a clear TOR with membership of the GAC, and with the opportunity for others to join GAC as requested would fulfill this condition. 
Condition 8 (P 3.2.3), for UoCs 1,2,3 provide an update on discussions related to this requirement (monitoring) and 

conduct a review of the utility of the <35' Logbook Program as a fishery management tool and consider any alternatives. We are not aware of a logbook review to date, however we look forward to being provided more information at the 1st audit by the CAB. 
Condition 9 (P 3.2.4) requires a research plan to support Principles 1 and 2 including consultation with DFO and stakeholders (presumably including MSC stakeholders). To date, we have not received any information that indicates that such a research plan is in place. Year 1 requirement includes:

· Immediately engage DFO and other participating parties on what information and support can be provided to fulfill this condition. 

· Acquire any additional information that may be required to support these activities. 

· Provide documentary evidence of the requests and support provided on this condition. 

· Consult DFO and representative stakeholders on the research plan through advisory committee meetings. 

· Following consultations, develop the research plan specific to the 3Ps cod fishery in accordance with MSC principles 1 and 2. 

Ideally the issues and requirements of Conditions 2-9 would have been part of the GAC meeting and with progress reported upon at that time. We are particularly concerned, that outside of annual surveys, no additional research has been planned. 


	x
	I wish to provide information relevant to fulfilment of the conditions of certification.
	

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Other (please specify)
	


Bottom of Form

� MSC Fisheries Certification Requirements, v2.0 section 7.8


� MSC Fisheries Certification Requirements, v2.0 section 7.7 


� MSC Fisheries Certification Requirements, v2.0 section 7.7.6


� MSC Fisheries Certification Requirements, v2.0, section 7.8.4


� MSC Fisheries Certification Requirements, v2.0 section 7.15


� MSC Fisheries Certification Requirements, v2.0 section 7.10


� MSC Fisheries Certification Requirements, v2.0 section 7.10


� MSC Fisheries Certification Requirements, v2.0 section 7.11


� MSC Fisheries Certification Requirements, v2.0 section 7.23
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