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Background

The Common Assessment Methodologies (CAM) is a tool used to assess the sustainability of seafood
based on ecological factors. It relies on publicly available fishing management reports, scientific data
and research to evaluate the risk levels associated with different sources of seafood. The approach
follows the precautionary principle, taking a cautious approach to ensure sustainability.

The CAM was initially developed between 2008 and 2009 by WWF, the Dutch North Sea Foundation
(NSF), and the British Marine Conservation Society (MCS) to assess marine wild catch fisheries
(MCAM). In 2010, a second method called ACAM was created to evaluate the sustainability of
aquaculture productions. In 2019, a separate method known as FCAM was introduced by WWF to
assess freshwater fisheries. These methodologies are regularly reviewed and revised to include
changes in best practices, new scientific knowledge, and additional sustainability criteria (such as
socio-economic aspects or carbon footprint)

The CAM framework supports WWF's efforts to restore ocean health for the benefit of people and
nature by promoting responsible seafood choices. The evaluations conducted using CAM serve as the
basis for WWF seafood guides, which are published in over 20 countries. These guides raise public
awareness and encourage the demand for responsibly produced seafood. They also assist retailers,
seafood buyers, and producers in making informed sourcing choices and identifying areas for
improvement.

The CAM outcomes are based on internationally applicable criteria and parameters and provide a
snapshot of the ecological performance of a fishery or aquaculture operation. The CAM framework is
not designed to be used as certification or label but rather serves as a complementary support tool.

The purpose of this document is to provide an overview of CAM's key features, sustainability
principles, and the evaluation process.

Key Features of Common Assessment Methodologies (CAMs)

e Three CAMs, one scoring system: To evaluate seafood sources based on their ecological risks
and characteristics, three CAMs were created (Figure 1): the marine CAM (MCAM) for marine
fisheries, the freshwater CAM (FCAM) for freshwater fisheries, and the aquaculture CAM
(ACAM) for aquaculture production systems. Each CAM assigns an overall risk rating using a
traffic light coding system: green for low risk, orange for medium risk, and red for high risk.

e Multi-dimensional impact assessment: CAMs cover multiple categories of impacts:
ecological risks related to the species of interest; interactions with other species, habitat, and
ecosystem; and social risks and analyzing legal and management frameworks.
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Source-specific assessments: CAMs evaluate each product at the level of its management
unit, known as the Unit of Assessment (UoA). For wild-caught seafood, this includes the
species, gear type, and fishery location. For farmed seafood (aquaculture), it includes the
species, production system, and location. This allows for source-specific assessment of
ecological risk and facilitates comparisons across different fisheries and aquaculture systems
globally.

Scientific approach: All CAM assessments of fisheries or aquaculture products are processed
and conducted by independent experts with significant expertise in marine science and
fisheries, using the best available data. The criteria reflect the current knowledge in relation
to sustainable seafood harvesting and production. All published assessments are peer
reviewed by experienced senior scientists. All data and literature used in the rationales of the
CAM assessment are cited in the reference list.

Desktop evaluations: CAM assessments rely on thorough desktop research to gather current
and publicly available information about the assessed species, fishery respectively
aquaculture, the surrounding ecosystem, and relevant management measures. Sources of
information include scientific journals and reports from governments, universities, research
institutions, NGOs, fisheries organizations, and industry. Experts use their expertise and
scientific judgment to assess the reliability and credibility of these information sources.
Assessments are conducted through an online questionnaire without on-site visits or audits.

Up to date assessments: Fisheries can undergo changes due to various factors such as
environmental conditions, new information, industry practices, and management
approaches. Therefore, CAM assessments are regularly updated and cannot be older than
five years.

Not an eco-label: CAM assessments are not certification schemes or eco-labels. The results
serve as the basis for consumer information, such as seafood guides, and business-to-
business advice provided by WWF to seafood producers and corporate seafood buyers. CAM
assessments do not include traceability systems for traded seafood and should not be used
for on-product communication.

Please note that some WWF national offices, such as WWF Australia or South Africa, have
developed their own seafood risk assessment tools that may differ to some extent from the CAM
framework.
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FIGURE 1: THE COMMON ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGIES (MCAM, FCAM AND ACAM)



MCAM Sustainability Principles

As an overarching principle, the MCAM follows the precautionary principle, taking a cautious
approach to evaluate sustainability.

The MCAM consists of three individual categories covering all fundamental parameters to assess
the ecological impact of a fishery:

1. Target stock or Species under assessment
2. Ecological effects of the fishery
3. Management

The sustainability principles underlying each category are presented below. Each principle includes
multiple criteria to evaluate the ecological sustainability of individual fisheries (Figure 2). These are
further described in the final section of this document.

Principle 1 — The target stock or species under assessment is healthy and abundant and is
maintained at levels that sustain the long-term productivity of the stock and fulfilment of its role
in the food web and the ecosystem.

Principle 1 criteria assess the current status of the harvested population, fishing mortality, inherent
resilience to fishing, stock structure, as well as associated harvest strategies.

Principle 2 — The fishery is conducted in a manner that avoids significant adverse impacts on the
environment, both directly through discarded or accidentally retained species, as well as
indirectly by destruction of habitat or interference with ecosystem processes.

Principle 2 criteria assess interactions of the fishery with the ecosystem and include the impact on
endangered, threatened and protected (ETP) species, discarded or accidentally retained species,
habitat impacts, potential cascade or food web effects, the impact of lost fishing gear, as well as
carbon emissions.

Principle 3 — The fishery is subject to an effective management system that addresses all
identified impacts, respects national and international agreements, and is supported by
appropriate research and compliance activities.

Principle 3 criteria assess the effectiveness of the management measures to prevent or minimize
detrimental environmental and social effects of the fishery. The criteria consider the transparency of
the management, presence of effective and comprehensive monitoring systems, as well as research
and compliance efforts and (respect of?) human rights.



Marine Common Assessment Method
(MCAM 5.0)

e

Principle 1:

Category 1: Stock Status

The target stock is healthy and abundant and
maintained at levels that sustain the long-term
productivity and it can fulfill its role in the food
web and the ecosystem.

Q 1: Track Choice
(data availability)

Category 2: Ecosystem Impact

Principle 2:

The fishery is operated to avoid adverse impacts on
the environment, directly via discarded or
accidentally retained species, or indirectly by
destruction of habitat or interference with
ecosystem processes.

Category 3: Management

Principle 3: The fishery is subject to an effective
management system that addresses all identified
impacts, respects national and international
agreements, and is supported by appropriate
research and compliance activities.

Track A
(data based)

QA 2: Biomass
QA 3: Fishing intensity

QA 4: Stock structure

Track B
(risk based)

QB 2: Resilience
QB 3: Vulnerability

QB 4: Risk by fishery

Q 7: Impact on Endangered Threatened &
Protected Species (ETP)

Q 8: Proportion of mortalities due to discard

Q 9: Catches of unmonitored, unmanaged or
overfished species

Q 10: Impacts on trophic web or the
ecosystem functioning.

Q 11: Impacts on marine habitats.
Q 12: Carbon footprint of the fishery.

Q 13: Risk caused by abandoned, lost and
discarded fishing gear (ALDFQ).

Q 14: Monitoring of the stock

Q15: Stock management

Q 16: Measures to mitigate impact on ETP
Q17: Measures to mitigate discards

Q18: Measures to mitigate bycatch

Q 19: Measures to mitigate habitat &
ecosystem impacts

Q 20: Measures to mitigate illegal,
unregulated, unreported or misreported (IUU)
catches

Q 21: Measures to ensure compliance

Q22 : Transparency of management

Q 23: Probability of human right violations

Q 24: Livelihood of local fishermen and
communities

Q 25: Measures to mitigate ALDFG quantity

FIGURE 2: OVERVIEW OF THE STRUCTURE OF THE MCAM 5.0 FOR MARINE WILDCATCH FISHERIES




MCAM Assessment Methodology

Unit of Assessment:

The MCAM assesses each product at the level of its unique management unit, or Unit of
Assessment (UoA). For wild caught seafood this consists of a single species, caught by a specific
gear, in a particular fishery. This provides a source-specific assessment of ecological risk and allows
for informed comparison of products caught in various fisheries using different gear types.

To allow conducting unambiguous assessments, the following information is necessary to accurately
define the Unit of Assessment (UoA):

e Scientific name of the species
e Capture / fishing gear
e Area of capture (as detailed as possible)

The species assessed may be the target species or a bycatch species of a given operation.

Evaluation process:

Research:

The basis for each CAM assessment is comprehensive desktop research for up to date and publicly
available information about the species under assessment, the fishery, the potentially impacted
ecosystem and relevant management instances and measures.

Potential sources of information include scientific journals, stock status reports from governmental
agencies, universities and other research or management institutions, regional and international
fisheries-related organizations, and fishing industry reports, among others. The mandated experts
are expected to use their expertise and scientific judgement to determine robustness and relative
credibility of the different information sources.

Review:

All CAM assessments are reviewed by a second expert and are subjected to an independent
quality control. Both parties must mutually agree on all the scores and the content of the
assessment before it can be sent for approval and published in the WWF Seafood Database. The
responsible assessment coordinator will only publish an assessment when both author and
reviewer consent, and they are satisfied that the assessment fully complies with the CAM
standards.

Documentation:

The experts collect and document relevant information and data for each parameter evaluated in
the CAM. All literature used to support the risk rating must be cited with a full reference list at the
end of the report.

Update of assessments:

All aspects of a fishery are subject to change over time in response to changes in the environment,
available information, fishing industry practices and management or governance arrangements.
Within the space of a few years, some fish stocks may move from being “overfished” to
"recovering" to “fully fished” (or vice versa). MCAM assessments are therefore updated regularly
to ensure that ratings are accurate.

Scoring:

As mentioned above, the MCAM consists of three individual categories covering all fundamental



parameters to assess the ecological impact of a fishery:
1. Target stock or Species under assessment
2. Ecological effects of the fishery

3. Management

Each category includes multiple criteria to evaluate the ecological sustainability of individual
fisheries (Figure 2). All criteria are scored with a value between 100 (best score) and 0 (worst score).
A detailed scoring guidanc is provided for each question. The rationale behind each score is
provided by the expert and controlled by the reviewer.

The three categories are scored individually as a weighted average of the criteria in each category.
In a second step, the category scores are combined into an overall score, rating the entire Unit of
Assessment (UoA). The overall score represents a weighted average, where direct impacts of the
fishery in Category 1 and 2 (Stock status and Ecological Effects) carry greater weight than Category 3

(Management).

The grouping of questions in three categories help to identify the particular strengths and
weaknesses of a given fishery — e.g. whether the sustainability issues are more in regards to the
status of the target stock, the ecological impacts of the fishing method, or the fisheries
management (there can be issues in more than one area).

The final assessment score (0-100%) is assigned a traffic light colour code that corresponds to a
recommendation level for consumer advice and industry sourcing (Table 1):

Table 1: Description of the WWF recommendation according to colour and the corresponding thresholds

Description

Fish stock is overfished or depleted

and/or substantial ecosystem impacts occur due to the fishing activity,

and/or the management lacks proper regulations or enforcement and compliance,
or scarcity of data results in a high level of uncertainty in the face of significant risk.

WWF recommends avoiding products from this operation

There are concerns / issues with the fishing rate, stock health or life history characteristics or the ecosystem
impact of the fishery and /or the management effectiveness may be uncertain.

WWF recommends sourcing or consuming products from this operation only as a second choice

Total
WWF Recommendation assessment
score
0-51%
2nd choice / Medium Risk 52— 66%
67 — 100%

Neither fishing rate, stock health nor life history characteristics represent a problem
nor impacts of the fishing operation on the ecosystem represent a threat
and management measures and effectiveness seems appropriate

WWF recommends selecting products from this operation as a preferred choice

Auto-fail

An auto-fail of the assessment occurs when overfishing on an already overfished stock is taking
place. This means that a fish stock or population, which is beyond safe biological limits(Stock size <
SSB=0.4*B0 or <Bpa) , is still being fished at a rate beyond sustainable rates (Fcurr> FMSY). In other
words, an overexploited stock is still being overfished.

Determining these thresholds requires the availability of substantial fishery data. Therefore, the
auto-fail is restricted to the data-based Track A of Category 1 only (see below). When an auto-fail
occurs, the total assessment score is automatically put on red.

Additionally, If the fishery is evidently involved in severe human rights violations, the assessment

will auto-fail (overall result red).




MCAM Assessment Criteria

Category 1: Target stock or Species under assessment

Sustainability Principle 1 — The target stock or species under assessment is healthy and abundant
and is maintained at levels that sustain the long-term productivity of the stock and fulfilment of
its role in the food web and the ecosystem.

Principle 1 criteria assess the current status of the harvested population, fishing mortality, inherent
resilience to fishing, stock structure, as well as associated harvest strategies.

Category 1 uses two different approaches to evaluate the stock or species under assessment
depending on the available data:

- Track A (data-rich) based on fishery specific information, that allows inferring stock status
and/or fishing pressure; or

- Track B (data-poor) based on the target species’ life history characteristics and its inherent
vulnerability and resilience to fishing pressure.

To determine if a fishery will be assessed under track A or B, the availability of scientific information
describing the stock and fishing pressure is first evaluated. The subsequent questions in each track
are used to evaluate the status of the stock (Table 2).




Table 2: Category 1 questions

Question

Ql On what basis can the stock status be evaluated?

if the available information is adequate, up-to-date and comprehensive, track A is applied (e.g. regular stock assessments are
available that indicate the current stock size relative to predefined reference points such as, e.g. BMSY, BMEY, BO and current
fishing pressure relative to reference points such as FMSY). Track B is exclusively applied when available information does not
suffice to make assumptions on the current stock status. This can be the case when available assessments are outdated (see
below) or when no data apart from the overall landing volume is available.

Track A: data-based assessment

Goal

Scoring range and indicators

QA2 What is the current condition of the stock in terms of
biomass, recruitment and structure?

The stock size and structure of the target stock are currently at a
level that does not impair recruitment and the ecological functioning
of the stock.

As a rough guidance, a score of 100 is given when the
spawning stock biomass fluctuates around the
maximum economical yield (Bmey >1.2*BMSY). Stock
size at Bmsy leads to a score of 80, stock size at
precautionary level (Bpa) to a Score of 40 and a stock
where recruitment is already impaired (<Blim) toa 0
score.

QA3 Is the fishing intensity appropriate to achieve or
maintain a sustainable target size of the stock?

The stock is fished at a rate that will not result in the stock size
falling below sustainable target levels. The fishery does not alter the
stock’s structure.

A full score of 100 is assigned when F<0.5*FMSY. Any
sign of a fishing pressure above FMSY must be
considered unsustainable and therefore be rated
below score 50.

QA4 Does the overall fishing pressure (all gears combined)
have an unfavourable effect on the stock structure?

Catches should not alter the stock structure so that recruitment is
impaired. This is reflected by catches containing all relevant age
classes and a mean length-at-catch of ~ 2/3 of maximum length.

At a score of 100, there are no signs that fishing
pressure alters the stock structure. At score 50, mean
length-at-catch is less than half of the maximum
length or there is a considerable gap in the length
classes that cannot explained by recruitment
processes

Track B risk-based assessment

threatened by the fishery?

fishery under assessment impairs recruitment and the ecological
functioning of the stock

QB2 How resilient is a stock of the species under The species does not exhibit growth or reproduction characteristics Species with high fecundity, early maturity and fast
assessment? that reduce the stock’s resilience to fishing pressure growth will be more resilient to the same fishing
pressure than species showing slow growth rates,
late maturity and low fecundity. Thus, the latter
species are likely more threatened by high fishing
pressure.
QB3 How vulnerable is the species to fishing practice? The species does not exhibit distinct life history characteristics that Schooling, migrations or spawning aggregations can
make it particularly vulnerable to fishing practice affect a species vulnerability to fishing practices.
QB4 Is there any evidence that this species is at risk or There is no evidence that the stock is at immediate risk or that the The stock is not listed as threatened on any nature

conservation listing.




Category 2: Ecological effects of the fishery

Principle 2 — The fishery is conducted in a manner that avoids significant adverse impacts on the
environment, both directly through discarded or accidentally retained species, as well as
indirectly by destruction of habitat or interference with ecosystem processes.

Principle 2 criteria assess interactions of the fishery with the ecosystem and include the impact on
endangered, threatened and protected (ETP) species, discarded or accidentally retained species,
habitat impacts, potential cascade or food web effects, the impact of lost fishing gear, as well as
carbon emissions.

Category 2 analyses the impact of the fishing gear on the marine environment. This includes
impacts on bycatch and discarded species as well as habitat and ecosystem effects. This category is
scored according to the criteria listed in Table 3.




Table 3: Category 2 questions

Question

Goal

Scoring range and indicators

Q7

How much does the fishery
impact any population of
endangered, threatened,
protected (ETP) or highly
vulnerable species (free moving
and sessile)?

Marine mammals, seabirds,
elasmobranchs and reptiles are
considered highly vulnerable
species and are explicitly
covered by this question.

The fishery does not have
negative effects on
biodiversity.

A fishery would score 50 If Interactions with ETP or highly vulnerable species are reported but the
fishery only plays a minor role in the endangerment of the affected species. Score 0 is awarded when
there is direct evidence that the fishery contributes a significant part among the threats to one or
more listed or vulnerable species. ETP species are defined by the IUCN red list or national or regional
red lists.

affect vulnerable marine
habitats and benthic
communities.

Q8 Does the fishery produce The fishery does not cause The term discard denotes any faunal species that are caught during the fishing activity, and which are
mortalities* due to discarding? mortalities due to discarding, NOT retained BUT returned to the sea or otherwise dumped. Only species discarded dead or those
slipping events or net escape. that will likely perish after discarding are relevant for this question. 10% discard of the total (per
weight) would lead to score 80; 40% discard to score 20.
Q9 To what extent do landings All landed catch is adequately The score should be calculated as:
. " .
contaln. other* catches of monitored, recorded and (unmanaged, overfished)
unmonitored, unmanaged or managed and does not score = 100 — 200 * (total landings)
overfished species? originate from overfished 9
stocks. i.e. a proportion of >50% unmanaged other catches leads to a score of 0
Q10 What is the impact of the Removing species from the Impacts of a fishery on the surrounding ecosystem could include for example:
fishery on the Erophlc.we.b or ecosystem does n.ot .cause - Removal of species from the ecosystem by the catch, by discard mortality, by unaccounted
the ecosystem’s functioning? cascade effects within the . .
. ] mortality due to gear evasion and/or escape.
trophic net. The fishery does
not hamper or alter the - Trophic interactions by providing new food sources (e.g. dead discard for scavengers)
(bent_h'c? ecosystem - Damage or destruction of benthic organisms, including plants and algae, due to gear
functioning.
contact.
A score of 75 is given when it is unlikely that this fishery alters the trophic web or the ecosystem’s
functioning and a score of 25 when there is evidence that the fishery likely leads to long-term changes
in the trophic web or the ecosystem’s functioning.
Ql1 What is the impact on habitats? The gear does not negatively Scoring for each gear and habitat category is based on a modified risk table from Chuenpagdee et a.

2003. As examples, Passive gear with permanent ground contact (demersal longlines, demersal
gillnets) would score 70 in sensitive habitats. Heavy gear with permanent ground contact (Beam
trawl, Dredge) would score 10 in the same habitat. Gear modifications and other mitigation measures
can improve the score.




Details see: Chuenpagdee et a. 2003: Chuenpagdee, R., Morgan, L.E., Maxwell, S.M., Norse, E.A., and Pauly, D. (2003)
Shifting gears: assessing collateral impacts of fishing methods in U.S. waters. Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment
1(10), 517-524.

Q12 What is the carbon footprint of The fishery releases as little Carbon footprints are reported as carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2-eq) per kilogram catch (of total wet
the fishery? greenhouse gases as possible. weight). Carbon footprint of the fishery includes i) direct fuel emissions and where relevant and ii)
impact on blue carbon sinks like seagrass beds or resuspension of deep water mud habitats.
Q13 What is the gear specific No gear is lost or discarded in A gear-specific relative risk from derelict gear assessment developed by (Gilman, et al., 2021) is

relative risk from abandoned,
lost and discarded fishing gear
(ALDFG)?

this fishery. If gear is lost,
there are provisions for not
harming the environment.

applied. The relative risk assessment considers: e rates of the production of ALDFG, e global annual
catch, ¢ area of fishing grounds, and ¢ adverse ecological and socioeconomic outcomes from ALDFG.
Gilman, E. et al., 2021. Highest risk abandoned, lost and discarded fishing gear.. Scientific reports,
11(1), pp. 1-11




Category 3: Management

Principle 3 — The fishery is subject to an effective management system that addresses all
identified impacts, respects national and international agreements, and is supported by
appropriate research and compliance activities.

Principle 3 criteria assess the effectiveness of the management measures to prevent or minimize
detrimental environmental and social effects of the fishery. The criteria consider the transparency of
the management, presence of effective and comprehensive monitoring systems, as well as research
and compliance efforts.

Category 3 addresses the management of the fishery in which the species under assessment is
caught. The responsible management authority might be the corresponding national governmental
agency (e.g. for fisheries limited to a certain EEZ), producer organisations (when there is no
overarching management organisation) or regional fishery management organisations (RFMOs, e.g.
CCAMLR, GFCM).




Table 3: Category 3 questions

Question

Goal /

Scoring range and indicators

Q14

How comprehensive is the monitoring of the
stock?

The stock is adequately monitored to allow a solid
description of the stock status in terms of structure,
biomass, and fishing pressure.

A score of 75 means that the stock is sufficiently monitored
to allow assumptions on the stock status. Data on biomass
and fishing pressure are available, but there are
uncertainties about their reliability. Stock assessments
(qualitative or quantitative) are available but there may be
shortcomings e.g. in terms of frequency or robustness.
Biological data are available but limited e.g. in terms of
areal coverage, or sampling size. The stock would score 25
if it is only marginally monitored and only data on
commercial landings are available while data on fishing
intensity is mostly missing.

discards and are these measures effective?

minimized. Unmarketable catch that is landed due to a
discard prohibition is not being dumped on land but put to
use.

Q15 How well is the stock managed? The stock is managed according to scientific advice and A score of 50 means that some regulations exist and are
recommendations. A management plan is in place and has adequate to decrease the pressure on the stock. However,
been approved as sustainable by independent scientific there is reasonable doubt that the measures are adequate
research. There is strong evidence that the fishery to maintain or achieve sustainable target levels of the
complies with the management. stock size and structure.

Qle Are measures established to mitigate impact Management measures are established that are adequate Possible measures to address ETP impacts are:

on ETP species and are these measures to decrease ETP impact to a low level so that the fishery . L

effective? does not pose an imminent threat to this species’ *A comprehen5|ye and mandatory monitoring and

population. reporting of ETP interactions
e Temporal and/or spatial closures ¢ Gear modifications
(e.g. BRDs, TEDs, circle-hooks, mesh design, sorting grids,
tori lines, bird scaring devices)
¢ Gear regulations (e.g. longline setting only allowed after
nightfall)
¢ Handling regulations
Q17 Are measures established to minimize Discards are illegal, and incentives for discarding are Possible measures to address discards include:

¢ A general ban discard (or a landing obligation)

* Move on rules (when the unwanted proportion of the
catch exceeds a certain limit)

e Area closures (of regions where the proportion of
unwanted catch is high)




e Temporal closures
¢ Sorting grids

Some measures aim at minimizing the incentives to
discard. This could be achieved by introducing individually
transferrable quotas and quota transfers. There are also
campaigns to introduce previously unwanted species to
the consumer market.

Q18 Are all landed species* accounted/managed The fishery is regulated to prevent negative impacts on At score 50, some general measures are implemented,
and are there effective measures to minimize other landed species’ populations. All landed species are which likely decrease the catch of
the catch of unaccounted/unmanaged well monitored and managed. There are measures unmonitored/unmanaged species or stocks to which this
species or of species which are subject to minimizing the catch of unmonitored and unmanaged fishery poses a threat. Two aspects needs to be considered
overfishing? species. here:

1. Measures preventing the catch of
unwanted/unaccounted/overfished species. (see Q17) and
2. Measures addressing the management of such species
when they are retained. This implies monitoring of all
retained catch (e.g. by 100% portside monitoring) and e.g.
decreasing the TACs of affected species.

Q19 Are there effective regulations established to Effective measures are established to prevent irreversible Measures such as temporal and spatial closures, move-on
minimize adverse impacts on the ecosystem long- and short-term damage to the ecosystem, its rules and technical gear regulations, are appropriate to
and the habitat? functioning and habitats. minimize ecosystem and habitat effects. However, the

most important tool in terms of ecosystem conservation is
the establishment of marine protected areas. At score 50
Some regulations are enacted that appear appropriate to
limit some adverse impacts caused by the fishery.

Q20 Are there measures enacted to prevent There exists a binding legal framework addressing and this issue pertains to legal aspects of IlUU:

illegal, unregulated, unreported or
misreported (IUU) catches and are these
measures effective?

defining IUU fisheries. This framework is aligned with
international legal obligations.

International legislation (including regional legislation, bi-
and multilateral agreements and international treaties) is
transposed into national legalisation. There is coherence
between fisheries and environmental legislation

e |s there a binding legal framework addressing illegal or
unregulated fisheries?

¢ Do international treaties to fight IUU apply to this fishery
and are the involved countries compliant with the
international regulations?

e Are there bi- and/or multilateral agreements regarding
this fishery?

¢ Are all legal requirements effectively adopted in national
/ regional legislation and have international / regional




legalisation been transposed into national legislation?

¢ Are there adequate reports on catches, landings, bycatch
to regional or international management authorities such
as RFMOs

¢ How is the country evaluated /rated in relevant
Compliance committees. At score 50 Some measures have
been established to help reduce the magnitude of IUU
fisheries in the long term. The efficiency of these measures
is not evident.

Q21

Are there measures established to ensure
compliance and enforce fisheries regulations
effectively?

Fisheries regulations are enforced; the fishing sector fully
complies with the regulations. Compliance results from low
incentives to violate regulations rather than stringent
enforcement.

Measures to consider in this question:
¢ onboard observer coverage

e transhipment control

¢ landing control

® portside monitoring

¢ vessel monitoring system (VMS)

e electronic logbooks, loghook checks

e onboard controls by independent enforcement agencies
(e.g. coast guard)

e capacity building for market and fisheries control
agencies..

At score 50 some measures are established that are
appropriate to increase compliance with fisheries
regulations. However, there are many incentives to not
comply with existing regulations. There is a low chance of
being caught when breaking regulations.

Q22

How transparent is the management's
decision-making process, and are all
stakeholders involved? Are all information
and data freely and fully accessible?

The decision-making process is fully transparent.
Stakeholders are not only heard but are fully involved in
the decision-making process. Information and data on the
fishery are fully accessible on the internet.

A management with score 100 would have unrestricted
access to all relevant data for the public;.. several levels of
stakeholder involvement and involvement must be
transparent., the decision-making process is fully
transparent. Decisions must be comprehensible and well
justified. At score 50 Information and data regarding the
fishery and the decision-making process are partly
available. Stakeholders have a limited vote on
management decisions.




Q23

How likely is the fishery involved in any kind
of human rights violations*?

Workers' rights are well established. No human rights
violations is known to occur in this fishery.

Assessors check for information regarding Human
trafficking, labour right violations including Forced labour
and/or Child labour in regard to the fishery. In a low risk
fishery there is no credible evidence of human rights
violations occurring in the profile fishery in the last three
(3) or more years. The nations and management
organisations (e.g., RFMOs) participating in the fishery
abide by relevant international conventions and protocols,
and there are effective systems and mechanisms in place
to protect human rights.

Q24

What is the probability that the fishery
undermines the livelihood* of local
communities?

The fishery does not impair the livelihood of local
communities especially with respect to food security or
social conflicts in the concerned region.

This question deals with the competition of different
stakeholders (e.g. large industrial fleet vs. local artisanal
fishermen) for the same resource. This is not necessarily
limited to a targeted fish stock but can also include fishing
quota/licenses, fuel, access rights, etc. “livelihood” refers
to a) food security and prevention of social conflicts and
resulting implications

Q25

Are there management measures to
minimize the quantities of abandoned, lost or
discarded fishing gear (ALDFG) and its impact
on the ecosystem?

Effective management measures are established to
prevent abandoned, lost or discarded fishing gear (ALDFG)
and minimize the impact of ALDFG on the ecosystem.

Management measures considered in this question:

Mandatory marking of gear indicating vessel owner and/or
information about responsible fishers.

® Reporting system for lost gear
¢ Fishermen are mandated to try to retrieve lost gear.
e Comprehensive documentation of all gear in use

e Compulsory traceability of gear whereabouts until (legal)
disposal.

¢ Retrieval programmes
¢ Mandatory use of biodegradable materials
¢ Penalty system for repeated lost gear.

At score 50 some measures have been established to
reduce the quantities and impact of the ALDFG on the
ecosystem. But it is not certain that these measures are
adequate or that their compliance is enforced.




