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1 Executive Summary 

This report presents a pre-assessment, against the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) standard, of king 
scallop, Pecten maximus, fisheries targeted by UK vessels using dredge. This work has been undertaken by 
Poseidon Aquatic Resource Management Limited (Poseidon) as part of Project UK Fisheries Improvements 
Stage 2 (PUKFI-2), including team members responsible for Principle 1: Julian Addison, Principle 2: Fiona 
Nimmo and Principle 3: Rod Cappell. 

The UK king scallop fisheries under assessment are undertaken across the North Sea (ICES Division 4), West 
of Scotland (6a) and Irish Sea (7a). Within these ICES Divisions, nine stock assessment areas are defined, 
which are treated as separate Units of Assessment (UoAs) within this pre-assessment. 

The UK king scallop fishery as a whole is currently the UK’s third most valuable species, behind only mackerel 
and Nephrops in terms of first sales value.  In 2017, over 26,800 tonnes were landed from all areas by UK 
vessels, with a first sales value of £68.7 million. For the ICES divisions under assessment (4, 6a and 7a) over 
15,900 tonnes were landed, worth £42.1 million in first sales. 

Scallops are found on clean firm sand and fine gravel where they are usually recessed fully or partly into the 
sediment.  Juvenile and adults are sedentary and swim in response to stimulation by light, water currents, 
vibration, fishing gears or predators. 

The pre-assessment evaluated scores of less than 60 in Principles 1 and 2, indicating that the UK scallop 
dredge fishery would not currently meet the MSC standard. 

In addition, a number of scores less than 80 were also identified in Principles 1, 2 and 3, which would lower the 
overall average scores for these principles. 

Principle 1: level 60 was not met for harvest strategy and harvest control rules and tools, and therefore it is 
expected that the fishery would currently fail. 

Level 60 was not met for the following Performance Indicators (PIs): 

• 1.2.1 Harvest strategy: related to a lack of mechanism to effectively control fishing effort and no catch 
restrictions. 

• 1.2.2 Harvest control rules and tools: related to lack of defined reference points. 

Level 80 was not met for some or all UoAs for the following PIs: stock status, information and monitoring and 
assessment of stock status. 

Principle 2: level 60 was not met for outcome status and management PIs of the habitats component and 
therefore it is expected that this UoA would currently fail. A number of PIs did not meet level 80 and therefore, 
if/when habitat components met level 60, there remains a strong possibility of an average of less than 80, 
leading to an overall fail. 

Level 60 was not met for the following PIs: 

• 2.2.2 Secondary species management: due to lack of review of the potential effectiveness and 
practicality of alternative measures to minimise UoA-related mortality of unwanted catch, including 
unobserved mortality. 

• 2.3.2 ETP species management: due to lack of review of the potential effectiveness and practicality of 
alternative measures to minimise UoA-related mortality of ETP species, including unobserved mortality. 

• 2.4.1 Habitat outcome status: due to the potential for serious harm to occur across habitats that are 
commonly encountered by the fishery. 

• 2.4.2 Habitat management: due to lack of management for commonly encountered habitats. 

Level 80 was not met for the following PIs: all secondary species PIs, all ETP species PIs, habitat information 
and ecosystem status and management. 

Principle 3: a number of PIs did not meet level 80, indicating a strong possibility of an average of less than 80, 
leading to an overall fail. 
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Level 80 was not met for some or all UoAs for the following PIs: Legal and customary framework, consultation, 
roles & responsibilities, fishery specific objectives, decision making processes, compliance and enforcement 
and management performance evaluation. 

 
Summary of pre-assessment scoring for king scallop fishery 

  
  

Principle Component PI Performance Indicator

Irish Sea, Southern 
Irish Sea / Cardigan 

Bay

East Coast, 
North East, 
North West, 

West of Kintyre

All other UoAs

1.1.1 Stock status

1.1.2 Stock rebuilding

1.2.1 Harvest Strategy

1.2.2 Harvest control rules & tools

1.2.3 Information and monitoring ³80 ³80 60-79

1.2.4 Assessment of stock status ³80 ³80 60-79

2.1.1 Outcome

2.1.2 Management

2.1.3 Information

2.2.1 Outcome

2.2.2 Management

2.2.3 Information

2.3.1 Outcome

2.3.2 Management

2.3.3 Information

2.4.1 Outcome

2.4.2 Management

2.4.3 Information

2.5.1 Outcome

2.5.2 Management

2.5.3 Information

Irish Sea, Southern 
Irish Sea / Cardigan 

Bay

3.1.1 Legal and customary framework 60-79

3.1.2 Consultation, roles & responsibilities

3.1.3 Long term objectives

3.2.1 Fishery specific objectives

3.2.2 Decision making processes

3.2.3 Compliance and enforcement

3.2.4 Management performance evaluation

Principle 3 UoAs

3

Governance & 
policy

Fishery 
specific 
management 
system

<60

60-79

<60

<602

Primary 
Species

Secondary 
species

ETP species

Habitats

Ecosystem

60-79

<60

Principle 1 UoAs

1

Outcome

Management

Principle 2 UoAs Scallop dredge

³80

³80

³80

60-79

Likely scoring level

60-79

<60

<60

<60

60-79

60-79

60-79

³80

60-79

60-79

All other UoAs

³80

60-79

³80

60-79

60-79
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2 Introduction 

2.1 Aims/scope of pre-assessment 

This report presents a Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) pre-assessment of the UK king scallop, Pecten 

maximus, dredge fishery in the North Sea, West of Scotland and Irish Sea. 

The principle aims of the pre-assessment are to: 

• Review fishery-specific data; 
• Define the appropriate Units of Assessment (UoAs); 
• Review the performance of the fishery against the MSC certification requirements; 
• Present pre-assessment scoring and supporting rationales. 

This pre-assessment involves providing a provisional evaluation against MSC Performance Indicators (PIs) and 
Scoring Guideposts (SGs), to inform how the fishery fares against the MSC standard and whether each PI is 
likely to fall within the following categories: fail (i.e. score <60), pass with conditions (60-79) or pass without 
conditions (≥ 80).  It should be noted that the pre-assessment does not attempt to duplicate a full assessment 
against the MSC standard, which requires precise scoring and defined public consultation phases.   

The pre-assessment has been undertaken as part of Project UK Fisheries Improvements Stage 2 (PUKFI-2). 
This project is working towards an environmentally sustainable future for UK fisheries by running Fishery 
Improvement Projects (FIPs) on two UK fisheries that have been selected by the UK supply chain. They were 
selected due to their importance for the UK market. PUKFI-2 will do this through strategic use of the MSC 
process to develop credible FIPs, giving each fishery the tools to implement changes and to ensure their 
sustainable future. It will use the MSC Pre-Assessment process as a gap analysis to determine current status, 
identify improvements and inform development of an Action Plan designed to ultimately improve the 
sustainability of the fishery. 

PUKFI-2 builds upon the foundation of PUKFI-1 and Project Inshore. 

The overall aim of this Pre-Assessment is to feed in to the development of an Action Plan for the fishery, 
designed to raise the scores over a defined period to a point at which the fishery could enter MSC assessment. 

2.2 Constraints to the pre-assessment of the fishery 

While no site visit to the fishery has been undertaken, all key data sources were made available to allow 
appropriate assessment for this fishery.  

It should be noted that the comparatively quick pre-assessment exercise does not go into the level of detailed 
and rigorous scrutiny, which is undertaken as part of a full MSC assessment. For this reason, it cannot be 
guaranteed that the outcome of a full assessment process can be predicted with absolute accuracy. There may 
still be some unforeseen additional issues that arise once a fuller public consultation exercise is undertaken as 
part of any full assessment. 

2.3 Unit(s) of Assessment 

The UoAs for this pre-assessment are presented in Table 2.1 below.  The UoAs are located within International 
Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES) Areas 4, 6a and 7a in United Kingdom (UK) and European Union 
(EU) waters. 

Other eligible fisheries that are not evaluated within this pre-assessment include non-UK vessels (Isle of Man, 
Ireland, France and Belgium) and landings by other gear types.  Scallop dredgers catch 95% of all UK scallop 
landings; other passive gears (diving) account for 3%, with the remainder taken as bycatch in other trawl fisheries.  
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Table 2.1: Units of Assessment 

Species Area Gear 

King scallop 

Pecten maximus 

Clyde 

Mechanised dredge 
operated by UK 
vessels 

West of Kintyre 

North West 

Orkney 

North East 

East coast 

North Sea (excluding ‘East Coast’ area) 

Irish Sea 

Southern Irish Sea / Cardigan Bay 

2.4 Total Allowable Catch (TAC) and Catch Data 

King scallop are a non-quota species and not subject to a TAC.  Management measures take the form of technical 
regulations and effort regulations, as described in Section 3.5 below.  Landings data are presented in Table 2.2 
below.   

The total landed weight of scallops landed by UK-registered vessels using a mechanised dredge in ICES Areas 4 
(North Sea), 6a (West of Scotland) and 7a (Irish Sea) in 2017 was 15,954 tonnes (Marine Management 
Organisation, 2018).  Approximately 60% of total landings were caught in ICES Areas 4b and 7a, with 
approximately 30% caught in each of the two areas. Landings from ICES Area 4c were very low.  Landings were 
dominated by Scottish-registered vessels (77%), and the majority of landings (90%) were made by vessels over 
10 metres in length.  The value of landings in 2017 was £42.1 million (MMO, 2018).   

 

Table 2.2: TAC and catch data 

TAC Year  N/A Amount  N/A 

UoA share of 

TAC 

Year  N/A Amount  N/A 

UoC share of 

TAC 

Year  N/A Amount  N/A 

Total green 

weight catch by 

UoC 

Year (most 
recent) 

2017 Amount  15,954 
tonnes 

Year (second 
most recent) 

2016 Amount  17,510 
tonnes 
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3 Description of the fishery 

3.1 Scope of the fishery in relation to the MSC programme 

3.1.1 MSC programme scope 

The fishery under assessment is within scope of the MSC program as defined in FCR v2 Section 7.4.11 (i.e. the 
target species is not from the following taxa: amphibians, reptiles, birds or mammals; the fishery is not being 
conducted under a controversial unilateral exemption to an international agreement, nor does the fishery use 
destructive fishing practices such as poisons or explosives - such fisheries would automatically fail the MSC 
standard). 

3.1.2 Introduced Species / Inseparable Stocks (IPI) / Enhanced Fishery / Low Trophic 

These MSC policies do not apply in the case of this fishery and no adjustments to the standard assessment 
procedure will therefore be required to include these.  The fishery does not target non-native or introduced 
species therefore the MSC Introduced Species Requirements do not apply. The species caught are easily 
recognizable and can separated and recorded accurately. And no fishery enhancement techniques (such as 
artificial reefs) are employed. Finally, the species is not classified as a Key low trophic species. 

3.2 Overview of the fishery 

3.2.1 Fishing Area 

Based on UK-wide landings statistics from 2013 to 2017, it is evident that UK scallop dredgers operate around 
the entire coastline of the UK.  The largest quantity of landings is taken from the Irish Sea involving all home 
nations and the Isle of Man, followed by the Western English Channel where landings are dominated by English 
registered vessels, then West of Scotland, which is dominated by Scottish landings.  The Eastern English Channel, 
Central and Northern North Sea also have significant landings, mainly taken by Scottish vessels (based on 
analysis of 2013-2017 Marine Management Organisation [MMO] data). 

Within the UoAs, the largest quantity of landings is taken from the Irish Sea, where landings are dominated by 
Scottish and Northern Irish vessels, as well as English and Welsh vessels; followed closely by the West of 
Scotland where Scottish vessels are dominant, and Central North Sea and Northern North Sea, where Scottish 
vessels dominate landings.  Across the UoAs, with the exception of in the Southern North Sea where landings are 
minimal, vessels over 10 metres in length account for the majority of landings. 

 
Figure 3.1: Scallop live weight landed by UK vessels by demersal trawl indicating ICES Division and vessel nationality (Left) and 

proportion of catch by vessel length category (right) (Data source: MMO, 2018) 

Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) data for scallop dredge vessels ³15m indicating the value of scallop landings in 
2016 (Figure 3.2), together with landings of king scallop by ICES rectangle (Figure 3.3) show distinctive scallop 
grounds targeted by scallop dredgers.  
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Figure 3.2: Scallop Vessel Monitoring System data indicating value of catch by dredgers in 2016 [Data source: MMO, 

2017] 
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Figure 3.3: UK scallop landings weight by ICES rectangle in 2016 [Data source, MMO, 2017a] [Data source: MMO, 2017] 
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3.2.2 History of the Fishery 

Records indicate that regular landings of scallop have been made in the UK for over a hundred years, with catches 
being used for bait as well as for human consumption (Franklin et al., 1980).  The fishery remained of minor 
importance until the late 1960s and early 1970s when it began to develop rapidly in specific areas around the UK1. 

More recently, apart from a drop in 2011, UK-wide landings of scallop increased from 2008 to 2012.  After peaking 
in 2014, the annual landed weight of scallop decreased until 2014 and from 2014 to 2016 landed weight has 
fluctuated at around 27,000 tonnes.  Whilst landings of scallop declined after 2012, the value of landings rose and 
in 2016 scallop was the third most valuable species landed by UK vessels (after mackerel and Nephrops), worth 
£66.5 million in first sales value in 2016.  UK landings data indicates that both landings weight and value decreased 
in 2017, to approximately 16,000 tonnes and £42.1 million respectively (MMO, 2018). 

Trends in scallop landings weight and value specifically within the UoAs are shown in Figure 3.4 for annual trends 
from 2013 to 2017 and Figure 3.5 for seasonality of landings. 

 
Figure 3.4: Weight, tonnes (left) and value, GBP (right) of scallop landings by UK registered vessels from 2013 to 2017 in UoAs 

[Data source: MMO, 2018] 

 
Figure 3.5: Seasonality in scallop landings by UK vessels from 2013 – 2017 using scallop dredge (Data source: MMO, 2018)  

 

                                                
 
1 For example, around Scotland in the Clyde, Moray Firth and around Shetland: https://www.gov.scot/Topics/marine/marine-

environment/species/fish/shellfish/scallop  
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3.2.3 Gear types 

Scallop dredging takes place year-round.  The UK scallop fleet has two main components: a fleet of larger boats 
(> 20 metres in length) which range in a nomadic fashion exploiting both inshore and offshore scallop stocks 
around the UK; and, smaller inshore boats (< 15 metres in length) that are restricted in range to inshore waters.  
Larger nomadic vessels tend to fish intensely in an area until harvesting scallops becomes unprofitable. They will 
then move on to new areas but will return a number of years later when the scallop stocks have returned to a level 
where dredging for them has once again become viable. Due to this fishing pattern a large scallop dredger may 
operate in 4 or 5, or even more, areas and rotate around them over a period of several years.  At the other end of 
the spectrum are the smaller, inshore vessels, including some who will only fish for scallops on a part time basis, 
and others who rely on scallops for the majority of their income. These vessels are restricted, primarily by their 
size, in the areas and weather that they can fish meaning that they are likely to dredge for scallops only in their 
local area. The catching capacity of these vessels is significantly lower than the large vessels due to the lower 
number of dredges they can tow (Defra, 2011). 

The main gear type used to catch king scallops by UK vessels is the Newhaven dredge (Figure 3.6).   

   
Figure 3.6: Scallop dredge (Seafish, 2018) 

These dredges are towed along the seabed behind a spread bar, usually one bar from each side of the vessel. 
The dredge consists of a triangular frame with a spring-loaded toothed bar at the front to lift the scallops out of 
the seabed and into a collecting (or ‘belly’) bag made of steel chain links. The length and power of the vessel 
determine the length of the bar and the number of dredges towed. Smaller vessels under 10 metres in length 
typically tow 3-12 dredges on one or two towing bars, while the largest vessels can tow up to 22 dredges per bar 
(Catherall and Kaiser, 2014). 

Not all scallops in the path of the dredge are retained by the dredges and efficiency of the Newhaven dredge can 
vary between <10 % on soft ground to 51 % on hard ground (Dare et al. 1993; Jenkins et al., 2001; Bell & Palmer, 
2001). Dredge efficiency is affected by ground type (e.g. soft sand, gravel or cobble), towing speed, warp length, 
tide strength and direction and the experience of the skipper.   

3.2.4 Fishing Fleet Structure and Performance 

Fleet Structure 

The number of active scallop vessels (i.e. vessels of any length catching scallop using mechanised dredge 
operating full-time, part-time or seasonally) varies annually and throughout the year dependant on the vessel 
owner’s decisions related to changing gears and target fisheries.   

In total, 325 UK vessels caught some quantity of scallops in 2016, with 203 scallop revenue-dependant vessels 
(i.e., where scallop account for ³61% of total income) (Seafish, 2017). 

The number of scallop revenue-dependant vessels has grown steadily from 135 in 2008 to 203 in 2016, although 
has been relatively stable in terms of total numbers from 2014 to 2016 (Figure 3.7).  There has been relative 
stability in the number of vessels of over 20 metres length, increases in number of vessels within the under 10 
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metres length category (growth of +14%) and 15-20 metres length category (growth of +38%), and the most 
substantial growth in the number of vessels in the 10-15 metres length category (+128% growth) (Seafish, 2017).  

 
Figure 3.7: Number of UK scallop revenue-dependent vessels by length category, not including low activity vessels (annual 

fishing income all species <£10K) [Figure adapted from Seafish, 2017. Data source, Seafish, 2017 based on MMO data] 

Fleet Performance 

Seafish published economic analysis of the UK scallop sector in 2017 (Seafish, 2017). This assessed trends in 
scallop landings, dredging days at sea (DAS) and landings per unit effort (LPUE).  Key findings for UK scallop 
revenue-dependant vessels were: 

• From 2013 to 2016, dredging days at sea increased annually (note dredging days at sea have been 
consistently high and increasing in number off the West of Scotland and in the Irish Sea in particular), 
while scallop landings by weight decreased annually; 

• Average scallop landings per dredging days at sea have dramatically fallen since 2012; 

• 2016 had the lowest LPUE within the timeseries, while dredging days at sea were at their highest. 

The Seafish (2017) report goes on to explore all combinations of effort including landings per kW day at sea, 
landings per dredge per day at sea, and landings per dredger per hour-at-sea.  All show the same declining trend 
in LPUE since 2013. 

Trends for specific ICES statistical areas were also examined including West of Scotland, Irish Sea and Southern, 
Central and Northern North Sea.  All areas show declining LPUE since 2013, with the exception of the Northern 
North Sea where LPUE decreased from 2013 to 2014, but increased from 2015 to 2016 (Seafish, 2017). 

3.2.5 Management Framework 

As stated in Section 2.4 above and further described in Section 3.5 below, there are no catch limits (TACs or 
quotas) for king scallops in UK waters. UK fisheries administrations manage king scallop fishing by setting 
minimum landing sizes, restrictions on number of dredges, gear specifications, area closures and effort controls. 
As a general rule, the number of dredges is limited to 6-8 in inshore waters around the UK, with fewer restrictions 
in offshore waters. Several areas around the UK have specific legislation controlling king scallop dredging by 
seasonal closures or restricted areas, the most notable seasonal closure occurring in the Irish Sea.  The main 
effort limitation in UK waters is the limit of days at sea in ICES Area 7 through the Western Waters Effort Regime 
(WWER), which sets an annual allocation and applies to vessels 15 metres length and over fishing for scallops. 
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3.3 Principle One: Target species background 

3.3.1 Scallop biology and life histories  

The scallop (Pecten maximus) occurs along the European Atlantic coast from northern Norway, south to the 
Iberian Peninsula, and is found from the low tide mark to over 100 m, but is most common in waters of 20-70 m.  
Scallops are found on clean firm sand and fine gravel and in currents which provide good feeding conditions. 
Scallops can be present in densities of 5-6 m-2 although a more normal density is 0.2 m-2.  The life span of 
Pecten maximus is 20 years or more. The life cycle can be divided into the free swimming larval phase and the 
largely sedentary juvenile and adult phase.  The scallop is a filter feeder, drawing in seawater, which is filtered 
through the gills.  It is hermaphroditic, with the gonad divided into a proximal white testis and a distal deep 
orange-red ovary, and becomes mature at approximately 3 years (60mm to 90mm in shell length).  In general, 
the potential spawning season is long, from April to September or October, but its timing and duration vary 
geographically. During spawning gametes are released to the water column and fertilisation occurs externally. 
Fertilisation success is related to the density of scallop on the seabed, and in consequence scallop reproduction 
can be particularly vulnerable to low densities when fertilisation may not be possible because the adult stock is 
too widely dispersed on the grounds (the Allee effect).  The larval development period is around three weeks.  
Larvae survival is promoted by good concentration and quality of food in the water column, which is dependent 
on physical conditions such as temperature, nutrient supply and light penetration.  Recruitment is usually 
unpredictable as it depends not only on successful spawning and larval production but also on retention of 
larvae or transport of larvae into the area suitable for settlement.  Settlement in a particular area may be 
unpredictable leading to unstable age structure.  As a consequence of this, scallop beds frequently show a 
regional separation of year classes and spatial variability in age structure.  On settlement scallops secrete a 
byssus thread after metamorphosis for attachment to the substrate on the seabed.  Recently settled scallops 
have been found on stones, empty shells, bryozoans, hydroids and the algae Laminaria saccharina and 
Desmarestia.  Scallops generally lose the byssus soon after metamorphosis and few scallops larger than 15 mm 
shell length are found attached. Scallops are usually recessed into the sediment so that the upper (left flat shell, 
the right shell is cupped) valve is level with or just below the surface of the sediment.  The juvenile and adults 
are sedentary and they swim in response to stimulation by light, water currents, vibration, fishing gears or 
predators. 

Detailed reviews of the biology and life history of Pecten maximus can be found in Mason (1983), Brand (1991), 
Shumway and Parsons (2005) and Marshall and Wilson (2008). 

Pecten maximus is not considered as a key low trophic level (LTL) species as defined by the MSC Certification 
Requirements v2.0 in that it does not meet the criteria for key LTL species set out in SA2.2.9. 

3.3.2 Harvest strategy 

General harvest strategy 

The overarching legislation governing fishing activities by UK vessels is the EU’s Common Fisheries Policy 
(CFP) which was revised under EU Regulation No. 1380/2013 and came into effect on 1 January 2014.  One of 
the key objectives of the CFP is that: 

“The CFP shall apply the precautionary approach to fisheries management, and shall aim to ensure that 
exploitation of living marine biological resources restores and maintains populations of harvested species above 
levels which can produce the maximum sustainable yield.” 

Implementation of the CFP at a national level is carried out through the individual Member States including 
currently the UK.  Under the Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD), Member States are required to 
ensure the good environmental status of the marine environment.  

Under the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009, the UK legislation sets out a general objective with respect to 
sustainable development.  Other recent policy documents which underpin the harvest strategy for scallop 
fisheries include the Prime Minister's Strategy Unit report “Net Benefits” and the joint Fisheries Administrations’ 
response “Securing the Benefits”. Long term objectives set out in “Securing the Benefits” include securing the 
management of fish stocks as an important renewable resource, harvested to optimise long term economic 
returns, and ensuring that stocks are fished at biologically sustainable levels and discards are minimised.  Most 
recently, the UK Government’s Fisheries White Paper: “Sustainable fisheries for future generations” (Defra, 
2018) states that approaches to fisheries management (effort control and quota management) will be reviewed, 
that harvest rates will be set in order to restore and maintain fish stocks at least to levels that can produce 
maximum sustainable yield (MSY), and that an ecosystem approach to fisheries management will be pursued. 
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Within the UK, fisheries management is devolved to the national administrations of England, Scotland, Wales 
and Northern Ireland, and the devolved administrations may also introduce their own management regulations 
in addition to the UK regulations.  Within England and Scotland (but not Wales and Northern Ireland), there is a 
further layer of management through regional management bodies which may implement specific regional 
management measures for the scallop fishery.  In England the Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authorities 
(IFCAs) have powers to introduce regulations in the scallop fishery out to 6nm from the coastline.  In general, 
these local management measures must be more restrictive than the national (English) measures.  Within 
Scotland there are Regional Inshore Fisheries groups, which can propose local management regulations, but 
don’t have statutory powers in the way that the IFCAs can introduce management measures in England.  (The 
exception is in Shetland where the SSMO has local control over management of the scallop fishery through a 
Regulating Order. However, Shetland is not covered within the UoAs for this pre-assessment.)  Scottish and 
English vessels fishing in the Irish Sea in the waters around the Isle of Man are regulated by local (Isle of Man) 
legislation (Sea Fisheries (Scallop Fishing) Bye-Laws 1999 and 2010 and Sea Fishing Licensing Regulations 
2015). 

The harvest strategy for the scallop fishery in the West of Scotland, Irish Sea and North Sea consists of a 
number of elements - there are a series of regulations designed to control fishing activities and the level of 
exploitation, there is a comprehensive monitoring programme in place using both fishery-dependent and fishery-
independent approaches and a control and enforcement regime. However, there are currently no reference 
points defined for scallop stocks and consequently there are no harvest control rules in place. 

Regulations 

There are no restrictions on catches in the scallop fishery through annual Total Allowable Catches (TACs), 
except in the Isle of Man, and therefore in the absence of any quota management, the scallop fishery is not 
subject to the EU Landing Obligation and there is no EU Long Term Management Plan (LTMP) for scallops. 

All scallop vessels must hold a UK license and fishing effort is nominally controlled through the EU’s Western 
Waters Effort Regime (WWER) which sets limits on the level of fishing activity of large (>15m) vessels 
separately for Areas VI and VII through kW days for each Member State.  Within the UK this pool of effort is 
administered by the Marine Management Organisation in a system which sets a maximum number of days (per 
quarter) that any vessel with a scallop entitlement may fish.  The WWER applies to vessels targeting all species 
and does not cover <15m vessels, and therefore in practice it does not control the level of fishing effort in the 
scallop fishery. By contrast the Isle of Man does have a limited entry licensing scheme in operation.  It is 
expected that a review of the effectiveness of managing fishing effort through the WWER will be undertaken as 
part of the proposals set out in the UK White Paper mentioned above. 

The scallop fishery is regulated primarily through technical conservation measures.  There is an EU minimum 
landing size (MLS) for scallops within UK waters of 100 mm except for Area VIId and VIIa (N), where the MLS is 
110 mm.  In 2017 Scotland introduced an MLS of 105 mm.  There are a wide range of technical measures 
relating to the size and design of the gear which vary across the national administrations.  The regulations cover 
the maximum number of dredges permitted, the width and weight of the dredge, the length of towbar, the 
number of teeth on the dredge and the spacing between teeth and the prohibition of the use of French dredges 
in specified inshore areas.  The specific regulations in each national administration are described in more detail 
in section 3.5. 

There are no seasonal closures of the scallop fishery in England or Scotland, but in Wales the fishery is open 
only from the beginning of May (or June) until the end of October, and in Northern Ireland, the fishery is open 
from 1st November to 31 May, and fishing is restricted to daytime hours from Monday to Friday.  There are areas 
closed to scallop dredging in all administrations, but these national or regional regulations are primarily related 
to habitat protection and minimising gear conflicts rather than conservation of the scallop stocks except for those 
waters under the administration of the Isle of Man. 

The EU CFP which is the overarching framework of legislation within which the scallop fishery operates is 
regularly reviewed with the last revision coming into force in 2014.  Whilst individual regulations within the 
harvest strategy for the scallop fishery may be reviewed regularly, in particular MLS legislation and gear 
regulations, the overall harvest strategy is not reviewed regularly, although the recent UK Government’s 
Fisheries White Paper: “Sustainable fisheries for future generations” (Defra, 2018) proposes that the harvest 
strategy for all fisheries will be reviewed in the near future. 

Monitoring 

There is a comprehensive monitoring programme in the scallop fishery.  In the dredge fishery, fishing activity is 
monitored through a vessel monitoring system (VMS) for the >12m sector of the fleet providing information on 
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fishing position of vessels. Increasing numbers of smaller vessels are being fitted with inshore VMS, and this is 
expected to be mandatory in England and Scotland in the near future.  All vessels over 10m must complete log 
books recording daily landings and fishing effort and must complete landings declarations.  Those vessels over 
15m must record and submit their log books electronically.  All vessels (both >10m and <10m) must complete 
sales notes under the Registration of Buyers and Sellers (RBS) legislation. Cross-checks of sales notes at 
landing ports with log book records allows verification of log book records.   

Fishery-independent scallop stock surveys are undertaken in many of the scallop fisheries in Scotland, in 
Northern Ireland and Wales, but the science/industry cooperative surveys carried out in the English Channel 
have not yet been extended to the stocks in the Irish Sea or North Sea.  

Catch-at-age compositions are monitored through market sampling of scallops at landing points and through the 
Cefas Red Bag Scheme. There are currently no observer programmes in the scallop fisheries and therefore no 
information on discard rates of undersized scallops.  Landing statistics can therefore not be considered to 
represent total catches, as the discard rate and survivability of discarded scallops is unknown, as is the level of 
unobserved mortality. 

There is a rigorous control and enforcement regime carried out by the Marine Management Organisation (MMO) 
in England, Marine Scotland Compliance in Scotland, DAERA in Northern Ireland, and the Welsh Government.  
This enforcement includes inspections at sea and port inspections to monitor compliance with technical 
conservation measures and verification of log books and sales notes.  

3.3.3 Scallop Stock Assessment and Status of Stocks 

Introduction 
Scallop stocks in Scotland are defined on the basis of ICES rectangles and have been delineated primarily on a 
pragmatic basis of examining fishing activity patterns through VMS records and thus defining ‘stocks’ based on 
geographically discrete areas of fishing activity.  These ‘stocks’ are not based on biological characteristics or 
genetic divergence, and do not take into account any connectivity between stocks through larvae dispersal. 
However Irish studies indicated only limited connectivity across the scallop beds in the Irish and Celtic Seas with 
a high level of self-recruitment. In England, a similar approach was taken historically to define stock structure, 
but for stocks in the English Channel, a new approach has been developed by Bell et al. (2018) who defined six 
stock assessment areas based on evidence of transport and distribution of scallop larvae, the largely sessile 
behaviour of post-larval scallops, sporadic (rather than regular) larval interchange, regional differences in growth 
rates and regional differences in fishery management.  The English Channel stocks are not included within the 
UoAs for this pre-assessment, and it is not clear whether such new indicators of stock delineation have been 
applied to the North Sea fishing areas in English waters. 

Stock assessment areas included within this pre-assessment are presented in Figure 3.8. 

Scotland 

In Scotland data are available on landings from sales notes and log books (FISH 1 forms for small vessels), and 
landings from vessels from all nations are included in the stock assessments. Market sampling provides data on 
catch-at-age compositions.  There is no discard observer programme and so landings are assumed to be 
equivalent to catch. Maturity and length-weight data are available and a natural mortality rate (M) of 0.15 is 
assumed.  In addition to age composition data from the market sampling programme, there is an annual fishery-
independent stock survey undertaken in the West of Scotland and the North Sea.  The surveys sample at fixed 
stations in sediment types that are favoured by scallops and use both a standard Newhaven-type commercial 
dredge and a smaller type of dredge with smaller diameter belly rings designed to catch smaller scallops than 
those caught in the standard commercial gear.  The dredges are towed at 2.5 knots for 30 minutes and the 
survey provides catch rates standardised for tow duration and dredge width in terms of numbers per hour per 
metre dredge width. 

The stock assessment uses Time Series Analysis (TSA) which is a state space model with the state of the stock 
in a particular year described by a vector of stock numbers at age and fishing mortality numbers at age (the 
‘state vector’). The ‘state equations’ define how this vector changes over time i.e. how the numbers at age in a 
particular year relate to the numbers at age and fishing mortality at age in the previous year.  This vector is 
related to the data or observations (typically catch-at-age data from market sampling and survey data) through 
‘observation equations’.  The method was developed by Gudmundsson, (1994) and adapted by Fryer (2002) 
and is considered to be a superior methodology to Virtual Population Analysis (VPA) which had been used 
previously for stock assessments in Scotland. 
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Figure 3.8: Scallop stock assessment areas 

East coast 

The most recent full analytical assessment of the scallop stock in the East Coast assessment area is provided in 
Dobby et al. (2017). Catches have been stable over the last ten years, spawning stock biomass (SSB) has 
declined since 2013, but is still significantly above the level in the 1990s, fishing mortality has increased in the 
last few years and estimates of recruitment are low for 2015 and 2016 (Figure 1).  There was no clear 
relationship between recruitment and SSB.  

 
Figure 3.9: East coast scallop assessment area.  Stock summaries from the TSA model. Catch and SSB are in thousand tonnes, 

recruitment (age 3) in millions. Estimates are plotted with approximate 95 % confidence intervals.  (Dobby et al., 2017) 

North East coast 

There is a full analytical assessment of the scallop stock in the North East assessment area (Dobby et al., 
2017).  Catches have been stable over the last ten years, spawning stock biomass (SSB) has declined since 
2013, but is still at a similar level to that observed in the 2000s, fishing mortality has increased in the last few 
years, but is lower than periods in the 1990s and 2000s and estimates of recruitment have declined in recent 
years (Figure 2).  There was no clear relationship between recruitment and SSB. 
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Figure 3.10: North East coast scallop assessment area.  Stock summaries form the TSA model. Catch and SSB are in thousand 

tonnes, recruitment (age 3) in millions. Estimates are plotted with approximate 95 % confidence intervals. (Dobby et al., 2017) 

Orkney 

There are only catch data available for the Orkney stock assessment area as there is no fishery-independent 
survey in this area.  There is no analytical assessment of stock status in this area. 

North West 

There is a full analytical assessment of the scallop stock in the North West assessment area (Dobby et al., 
2017).  Catches have increased in the last few years, but are around the average over the last 30 years, 
spawning stock biomass (SSB) has been increasing since the mid-2000s, fishing mortality has been stable in 
recent years and below the level observed in the early 2000s when catches were much higher, and estimates of 
recruitment have been increasing in recent years mirroring the increase in SSB (Figure 3).  There was no clear 
relationship between recruitment and SSB. 
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Figure 3.11: North West scallop assessment area.  Stock summaries form the TSA model. Catch and SSB are in 

thousand tonnes, recruitment (age 3) in millions. Estimates are plotted with approximate 95 % confidence intervals. 

(Source: Dobby et al., 2017) 

 

West of Kintyre 

There is a full analytical assessment of the scallop stock in the West of Kintyre assessment area (Dobby et al., 
2017). Catches have been higher in recent years in comparison with the 1990s and 2000s reflecting increased 
SSB, fishing mortality has been stable in recent years and below the level observed in the early 2000s, and 
estimates of recruitment have been declining slightly in recent years although still above the long term average 
(Figure 4).  There was no clear relationship between recruitment and SSB, although some indication that the 
highest levels of recruitment were linked to years of high SSB. 

 

 

Figure 3.12: West of Kintyre scallop assessment area.  Stock summaries form the TSA model. Catch and SSB are 

in thousand tonnes, recruitment (age 3) in millions. Estimates are plotted with approximate 95 % confidence 

intervals. (Source: Dobby et al., 2017) 

 

Clyde 

There are only catch data available for the Clyde stock assessment area as there is no fishery-independent 
survey in this area.  There is no analytical assessment of stock status in this area. 

Irish Sea 

There are only catch data available for the Irish Sea stock assessment area for the Scottish fishery as there is 
no fishery-independent survey in this area. There is no analytical assessment of stock status in this area.  
However several administrations have responsibilities for this area and dredge surveys of this area have been 
undertaken by the Isle of Man, and whilst Ireland has based its monitoring primarily on standardised indices of 
CPUE/LPUE, there is now a collaborative survey being undertaken by researchers in Ireland, the Isle of Man 
and Wales (ICES, 2017). 

In Northern Ireland, AFBI undertake an annual scallop survey in the Irish Sea and along the Northern Ireland 
coast.  The survey samples at approximately 40 stations with stations randomly selected from a stratified grid of 
1.5nm2. Four dredges are towed for 30 minutes at a speed of 2.5 knots.  The 2017 survey identified the largest 
catches along the northern coast of Northern Ireland and the results from 1992 to 2016 show a recent increase 
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in abundance of both juvenile and adult scallops.  As yet the data from these annual surveys have not been 
used in a stock assessment. 

England 

It is expected that the stock assessment approach developed through a Cefas / scallop fishing industry 
cooperative dredge stock survey for the English Channel stocks will be extended in 2018 to cover the North Sea 
and Irish Sea (?) scallop stocks.  The approach entails the use of two fishery-independent surveys of the stock – 
dredge surveys of the main scallop beds undertaken by a commercial scallop vessel using both standard 
Newhaven dredges and smaller dredges with smaller diameter belly rings, and underwater TV surveys for those 
areas not covered by the dredge survey.  The dredge survey catch rates are converted to an absolute biomass 
using a gear-efficiency coefficient.  The assessment approach provides an estimate of fishing mortality (F) 
based on a cohort model and a harvest rate (landings / harvestable biomass estimate) for both the dredged 
portion of the stock and for the whole scallop distribution area including the area surveyed by underwater TV.  
These estimates of F and harvest rate can then be compared with the target harvest rate (estimated from a 
yield-per-recruit model) that is equivalent to the fishing mortality which generates 35% of the virgin spawning 
potential (F35%SpR) an accepted proxy for Fmsy.  In other words this new approach can be used to estimate stock 
status against reference points. It is interesting to note that within the English Channel current observed 
exploitation rates are above some preliminary estimates of appropriate reference points. 

In the Irish Sea and North Sea UoAs in English waters, there are currently no stock surveys as undertaken in 
the English Channel, although a small-scale fishery-independent scallop survey has been undertaken off the 
Yorkshire coast in conjunction with analysis of commercial samples of scallops collected at the quayside.   The 
Cefas Red Bag scheme has been in operation around the coast of England to obtain scallop samples direct 
from scallop vessels.  However return rates were poor in both the Irish Sea and North Sea. 

In Welsh waters, five years of annual surveys (e.g. Lambert et al., 2014) using both dredges and a camera 
sledge have been completed, and the next stage is to develop a stock assessment model to underpin the 
management of a small-scale fishery in Cardigan Bay.   Bangor University have been developing an initial stock 
assessment approach using a delay-difference model, but the aim is to eventually incorporate age data to 
implement an age-structed cohort-based model.  The advice provided from this stock assessment will take in to 
account environmental damage, by incorporating an environmental limit which will be based on research 
indicating the maximum amount of dredging that could be tolerated by a particular area. 

3.3.4 Reference points and harvest control rules 

For all of the scallop UoAs considered in this pre-assessment, there are currently no reference points set within 
an MSY Framework, which allows the assessment of stock status in relation to levels consistent with MSY or to 
assess stock status in relation to the level at which recruitment impairment might occur.  In consequence there 
are no generally understood harvest control rules (HCRs) which prescribe what action would be taken if stock 
levels decline towards any limit reference point or if the stock drops below a level consistent with MSY.  

3.3.5 Management advice based on current stock assessment 

At present UK scallop management is not directly responsive to the status of scallop stocks (except in Shetland, 
but this area is not within the UoAs considered in this report.)  With no formal reference points and no TAC, 
management advice provided by scientists within the UK scallop fishery is general in its nature.  For example, in 
Scotland the overarching advice for the stock is that there should be no increase in fishing effort.  However this 
is not necessarily easy to achieve, although Marine Scotland have attempted to limit and reduce the number of 
vessels with scallop entitlements in order to control the level of fishing effort.  In those areas where recruitment 
has declined in recent years (East Coast, North East), the advice is also to consider measures to safeguard the 
spawning stock at a level that will support MSY for future generations. 

In principle however with estimates of stock biomass and F or harvest ratio (HR), it would be feasible to define 
limit and target reference points for Scottish and English stocks where there is an analytical assessment, 
although of course this would need to be in conjunction with regulations that would permit the reduction of 
exploitation rates when required.  An example of such an approach is in Isle of Man waters where there is a 
restrictive licensing scheme in place, and following observed declines in commercial catch per unit effort 
(CPUE), a temporary limit on daily catch rates was introduced. Whilst the lack of a clear stock-recruitment 
relationship is often cited as a reason for failure to develop reference points within an MSY framework, there are 
alternative approaches available such as defining biomass limit reference points as the lowest observed value in 
a time series or developing proxies for Fmsy, or even developing reference points based on observed historical 
levels of stock biomass or GLM/GAM standardised catch or landings per unit effort (CPUE/LPUE).  However 
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Bell et al. (2018) suggest that LPUE may not be a linear index of stock size at wide geographical scales such as 
a stock assessment area.   

Along with the analytical model approach applied for Scottish stocks, the novel approach developed by Cefas 
for the English Channel stocks provides the building blocks for defining appropriate reference points and 
consequently the development of harvest control rules to ensure that scallop management is in future 
responsive to the state of the stock. 
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3.4 Principle Two: Ecosystem background 

3.4.1 Catch profiles 

The catch profiles consist of the sum of the landings and sum of discards in 2016 for UK vessels using dredge.  
Data is sourced from the EU Data Collection Framework (EU DCF), with the most recent annual data available 
for 2016.  Unlike the MMO iFISH dataset, the EU DCF provides data on discards and is therefore representative 
of the total catch for the UoAs under assessment.  

Catch profile for the dredge gear category is provided in Table 3.1 based on an annual dataset for 2016. Two 
additional species have been added based on evidence of interaction with scallop dredge fisheries from the 
following sources: Bangor University, 2017 and Shelmerdine, 2010.  Bangor University (2017) stock assessment 
report shows a photo of a characteristic haul from scallop dredge, which demonstrates a significant level of 
common starfish Asterias rubens within the catch (Figure 3.13).  Shelmerdine (2010) quantitatively assessed 
catch rates within Shetland scallop dredge fishery and found sea urchin to form 10.6% of the catch by weight. 

The criteria for allocation of species between minor and main follows the methodology in CR2.0 GSA3.4.2.2. 
Information on resilience of each species was obtained from www.fishbase.org, and included size, fecundity, 
growth rates and trophic level, following procedures for scoring productivity in PSA (see CR2.0 SA3.4.2.2 and 
Annex PF Risk Based Framework), where a productivity score of greater than or equal to 2 indicated the species 
was less resilient. In cases where information on productivity was missing or could not be found, a higher risk 
score was allocated. A 2% threshold on the catch was applied for less resilient species and 5% for more resilient 
species. Landings greater than this threshold would indicate that the species was 'main'. 

Table 3.1: Dredge catch profile in 2016 for UK vessels. Category indicates whether the species is addressed as 

primary or secondary. Type indicates whether the species is main or minor based on the proportion of the catch. 

(Data source, EU DCF, 2018; Bangor University, 2017 and Shelmerdine, 2010). 

Species 

Common 

name 

Species 

group 

Resilie

nce 

Catego

ry Landings 

Discar

ds 

Total 

catch 

Proport

ion Type 

Pecten 

maximus 

Great 
Atlantic 
scallop 

Bivalve Low Target 
species 19,780 991 20,771 55.26% 

Target 
specie
s 

Aequipect

en 

operculari

s 

Queen 
scallop Bivalve Low Second

ary 9,264 0 9,264 24.65% Main 

Cerastode

rma edule 

Common 
edible 
cockle 

Bivalve High Second
ary 5,032 0 5,032 13.39% Main 

Asterias 

rubens 

Common 
starfish 

Echinoder
m High Second

ary 

Based 
on: 

Bangor 
University

, 2017 

Unkno
wn 

Unknow
n 

Unknow
n, 

assume
d >5% 

Main 

Echinus 

esculentus 
Sea urchin Echinoder

m High Second
ary 

Based on 
Shelmerd
ine, 2010 

Unkno
wn 

Unknow
n 

Unknow
n, 

assume
d >5% 

Main 

Mytilus 

edulis 
Blue mussel Bivalve High Second

ary 1,607 0 1,607 4.27% Minor 

Cancer 

pagurus 
Edible crab Crustacean Low Second

ary 6 197 203 0.54% Minor 

Lophiidae 
Anglerfishe
s nei Fish Low Second

ary 25 170 195 0.52% Minor 

Corbicula 

manilensis 
Manila clam Bivalve High Second

ary 184   184 0.49% Minor 

Solen spp 
Solen razor 
clams nei Bivalve High Second

ary 70 0 70 0.19% Minor 

Ostrea 

edulis 

European 
flat oyster Bivalve High Second

ary 55   55 0.15% Minor 
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Species 

Common 

name 

Species 

group 

Resilie

nce 

Catego

ry Landings 

Discar

ds 

Total 

catch 

Proport

ion Type 

Veneridae 
Venus 
clams nei Bivalve High Second

ary 30   30 0.08% Negligi
ble 

Pleuronect

es 

platessa 

European 
plaice Fish High Primary 2 25 26 0.07% Negligi

ble 

Mya 

arenaria 
Sand gaper Fish High Second

ary 25   25 0.07% Negligi
ble 

Bivalvia 
Clams, etc. 
nei Bivalve High Second

ary 23   23 0.06% Negligi
ble 

Nephrops 

norvegicu

s 

Norway 
lobster Crustacean Low Primary 21   21 0.06% Negligi

ble 

Sepiidae, 

Sepiolidae 

Cuttlefish, 
bobtail 
squids nei 

Cephalopo
d Low Second

ary 13   13 0.03% Negligi
ble 

Buccinum 

undatum 
Whelk Gastropod High Second

ary 11   11 0.03% Negligi
ble 

Mercenari

a 

mercenari

a 

Northern 
quahog(=H
ard clam) 

Bivalve High Second
ary 10   10 0.03% Negligi

ble 

Limanda 

limanda 

Common 
dab Fish High Primary 0 8 8 0.02% Negligi

ble 
Spisula 

spp 

Surf clams 
nei Bivalve High Second

ary 7   7 0.02% Negligi
ble 

Homarus 

gammarus 

European 
lobster Crustacean Low Second

ary 6   6 0.02% Negligi
ble 

Psetta 

maxima 
Turbot Fish High Primary 5   5 0.01% Negligi

ble 

Loligo spp 
Common 
squids nei 

Cephalopo
d Low Second

ary 3   3 0.01% Negligi
ble 

Necora 

puber 

Velvet 
swimcrab Crustacean High Second

ary 2   2 0.01% Negligi
ble 

Scomber 

scombrus 

Atlantic 
mackerel Fish High Primary 2   2 0.01% Negligi

ble 
 

   
Figure 3.13: Photos showing variation in catch from scallop surveys undertaken in the Irish Sea, Isle of Man 

Territorial Waters (Source: Bangor University, 2017) 
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Scallop dredges are considered to be relatively ‘clean’ compared to other types of mobile fishing gear, such as 
beam trawls (Kaiser 2007), but do capture a variety on non-target species, which will vary seasonally and 
regionally.  Typical bycatch species include fish (flatfish, dog fish, skates, rays, monkfish and dragonets), 
crustaceans (edible crabs, swimmer crabs, spider crabs and hermit crabs), echinoderms (brittlestars, starfish and 
sea urchins), molluscs (bivalves and gastropods, including queen scallop), and cephalopods (octopus and 
cuttlefish) (Bradshaw et al. 2001; Craven et al. 2013).  Commercially valuable species are retained in some cases, 
particularly edible crabs and monkfish in the Isle of Man dredge fishery (Beukers-Stewart et al. 2001; Brown 2013; 
Craven et al. 2013) and cuttlefish in the English Channel dredge fishery (Enever et al. 2007) but the majority of 
by-catch is discarded, and often in a damaged or dead state (Beukers-Stewart et al. 2001; Jenkins et al. 2001; 
Kaiser et al., 2006).   

Research by Catherall (2014) demonstrated 19% by weight of bycatch from scallop dredge catches in the English 
Channel scallop fishery.  A survey of bycatch in the Shetland scallop fishery (Shelmerdine, 2010) noted bycatch 
of commercial species including brown crab, queen scallops and juvenile monkfish, although most bycatch was 
of non-commercial species (sea urchins, horse mussels, starfish).  A review of bycatch in the Isle of Man king 
scallop fishery (Veale et al. 2001) noted that the main bycatch was queen scallops and several species of 
echinoderms. Craven et al. (2013) studied fish bycatch in scallop dredges around the Isle of Man by undertaking 
fisheries-independent surveys between 1992 and 2005. This work found cuckoo ray (Leucoraja naevus) and 
monkfish (Lophius piscatorius) to dominate the bycatch, accounting for 46.82% of the total, along with smaller 
catches of flatfish (lemon sole and plaice).   

The Craven et al. (2013) study found considerable spatial, temporal, and species-specific variation in fish bycatch 
between king and queen scallop dredge fisheries. It was found that the finer meshed dredges traditionally used 
to catch queen scallops, caught significantly more fish than the great scallop dredges. 

Jenkins et al., (2001) suggest that most of the bycatch consists of invertebrates, and other studies suggest a 
frequent but low-level fin-fish bycatch (predominantly monkfish, soles and other flatfish) (Beukers-Stewart et al, 
2012).  The annual fin-fish scallop dredge bycatch has been estimated to reach over 3 million fish pa for all dredge 
fisheries in the English Channel, Western Approaches, Celtic and Irish seas (or ICES subarea VII) (Enever et al, 
2007).  

It is noted that the EU DCF database contains discard data for the UK dredge fishery, however, the frequency, 
coverage and source of this data remains unclear. 

3.4.2 Primary and Secondary Species 

Based on the catch profiles, a summary of the main and minor elements within primary and secondary 
components for scallop dredge is provided in Table 3.2 this includes: 

o Primary: no main and no minor species 

o Secondary: 4 main and 6 minor species 

Table 3.2: Summary of main and minor elements within Primary and Secondary components for dredge 

Component Main Minor 

Primary None None 

Secondary 

Queen scallop Blue mussel 

Common cockle Edible crab 

Common starfish 
Anglerfishes nei 

Manila clam 

Common sea urchin 
Solen razor clams 

European flat oyster 
 

Stock status reference points are not available for the main secondary species, which have therefore been 
assessed using the Risk Based Framework (RBF) methodology.  A description of the status of main species 
elements is provided below. 
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Queen scallop is a medium-sized species of scallop, which is smaller than the king scallop. It is fished 
commercially at a number of localities around the UK and particularly around the Isle of Man.  Dredges used to 
target queen scallop are wider and higher than that used to target king scallop. Queen scallop dredge gear do 
not have a tooth bar across the front of the dredge, but use a metal grid, tickler chains or a strip of rubber 
matting to lift queen scallops off the seabed and swim into the dredge bag made of metal rings. Dredges are 
about 2m wide and higher compared to king scallop dredge, to ensure free swimming queen scallops are caught 
as they rise up ahead of the gear.  

The queen scallop is found between tidemarks, to depths of 100 m and on sand or gravel, often in high 
densities. It also occurs amongst beds of horse mussels Modiolus modiolus. 

Stock assessment in the Isle of Man show declining Landings Per Unit Effort and low abundance of recruits. 
Stocks in Manx territorial waters are managed by a quota. 

Stock status, stock boundaries and stock reference points outside of Manx territorial seas are unknown. 

The MMO introduced an annual seasonal closure between 1 April 2018 and 30 June 2018 on fishing for queen 
scallops in the Irish Sea (7a) and waters West of Scotland (6a) for conservation reasons, designed to protect the 
stocks from fishing during the spawning period.  

In terms of management, an EU-set minimum size of 40 mm currently applies in UK waters, while a 55 mm size 
is in force in Isle of Man territorial waters 

Landings data do not distinguish between dredge type, and therefore queen scallop, king scallop and other 
bivalve dredge gear e.g. suction dredge, are included in this gear category. 

The cockle is a common small bivalve, up to 5cm long, that Is widely distributed in estuaries and sandy bays 
arounds the UK and European coasts. Cockles are commercially fished in areas such as Morecambe Bay, the 
Wash, Thames Estuary, Dee Estuary, Outer Hebrides and South Wales. They are typically harvested by 
mechanised suction dredge or hand collected. Some defined stocks have annual stock assessments that are 
used to advise an annual TAC e.g. Thames Estuary, Burry Inlet. Cockle fisheries are also managed through 
Regulating Orders and a minimum landing size. 

The common starfish and common sea urchin are both common and familiar across the north-east Atlantic 
region. 

A detailed study into incidental captures of non-target species in the scallop dredge fishery was undertaken by 
Seafish in 2003, titled ECODREDGE (Seafish, 2003).  The ECODREDGE reports provide data on incidental 
mortality and alternative gear design to reduce such interactions. 

3.4.3 Endangered, Threated and Protected Species 

Endangered, threatened or protected species (ETP) are those that are recognised by national and/or binding 
international agreements to which jurisdictions controlling the fishery under assessment are party. 

Most capture fisheries have at least some potential to interact with Endangered, Threatened or Protected species. 
The ETP interaction profile for each gear type varies and is greatly influenced by the manner in which it is utilised. 
Factors such as frequency of use, duration of deployment, season, and location all play a role in defining a gear 
type’s ETP interaction profile. 

A list of potential ETP species is provided in Table 3.3.  This has been compiled based on a review of the 
following relevant designations and protective instruments: 

• Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES): Appendix I. 

• ASCOBANS: Agreement on the Conservation of Small Cetaceans of the Baltic, North East Atlantic, Irish 
and North Seas (ASCOBANS) provides management advice for cetaceans across its geographic remit. 
Specifically it provides a limit for unacceptable anthropogenic interaction with harbour porpoise 
populations (>1.7% removal of population). 

• IUCN: The IUCN Red List is a critical indicator of the health of species and provides an assessment for 
population status within the categories of: Least Concern, Near Threatened, Vulnerable, Endangered, or 
Critically Endangered. 

• Council Regulations 39 & 40 /2013: Under Article 12 paragraph 1 it is prohibited for EU vessels to fish 
for, to retain on board, to tranship or to land a range of species. The regulation states that when 
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accidentally caught, species referred to in paragraph 1 shall not be harmed and shall be promptly 
released. This regulation also stipulates 0 tonnes TAC for certain species. 

• Habitats Directive: Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the conservation of natural habitats and wild fauna 
and flora lists a range of habitats (Annex I) and animal and plant species (Annex II) whose conservation 
requires the designation of Special Areas of Conservation. 

• Wildlife and Countryside Act 198113: The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 consolidates and amends 
existing British legislation to implement the Convention on the Conservation of European Wildlife and 
Natural Habitats (Bern Convention) and Council Directive 79/409/EEC on the conservation of wild birds 
(Birds Directive) in Great Britain. 

• Birds Directive: Council Directive 2009/147/EC provides a framework for the conservation and 
management of, and human interactions with, wild birds in Europe, including designation of and 
management within Special Protected Areas. 

• In Scottish waters, Priority Marine Features (PMFs) have policy protection through General Policy 9 of 
the National Marine Plan, and domestic Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) have been established to 
provide protection for some PMFs, both of which arise from legislation in the form of the Marine 
(Scotland) Act 2010 (and Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009). 

Species listed as a PMF are included in Table 3.3 below, including a qualifier as to when the species is 
considered an ETP species and when it is considered to be a habitat-forming species, thereby classified as a 
Vulnerable Marine Ecosystem (VME) under the Habitats component.  A fuller description and list of VMEs is 
provided within Section 3.4.4. 

A range of finfish species are listed as PMFs, including: cod, horse mackerel, saithe, whiting etc. Given the 
fisheries management in place for these species, together with the fact that many are commercially targeted, it 
is considered appropriate to assess these finfish species under component 2.1: primary species or 2.2: 
secondary species. 

The potential for interaction between the ETP species and the UoA is highlighted in Table 3.3. 
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Table 3.3. Potential ETP species including details on national legislation, international agreemnts and IUCN status; as well as determination of whether species is ETP 
or a Vulnerable Marine Habitat. 

[IUCN categories: LC Least Concern, NT Near Threatened, VU Vulnerable, EN Endangered, CE Critically Endangered] 
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ETP 
species 

VME 
habitat 

Mammals           
 

Harbour porpoise Phocoena phocoena   Y LC   Annex II     
Mobile species Y   

Bottlenose dolphon Tursiops truncatus   Y LC   Annex II     Mobile species Y   

All cetaceans     Y     Annex IV Schedule 5 
S9.5a   Mobile species Y   

Harbor seal Phoca vitulina     LC   Annex II     Mobile species Y   

Grey seal Halichoerus grypus     LC   Annex II     Mobile species Y   

Otter Lutra lutra App 
I   NT   Annex II Schedule 5 

S9.5a   Mobile species Y   

Fish and elasmobranchs                

Angel shark Squatina squatina     CE Prohibited species 
all waters       

 Y   

Common skate Dipturus batis     CE Prohibited species 
ICES 3-10       

Mobile species Y   

White skate Rostroraja alba     EN Prohibited species 
ICES 6-10       

 Y   

Undulate ray Raja undulata     EN Prohibited species 
ICES 6-10       

 Y   

Guitarfish Rhinobatidae spp     EN/NT/VU Prohibited species 
all waters       

 Y   

Spurdog Squalus acanthias     VU 0t TAC        Y   
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White shark Carcharodon carcharias     VU Prohibited species 
all waters       

 Y   

Giant manta ray Manta birostris     VU Prohibited species 
all waters       

 Y   

Basking shark Cetorhinus maximus     VU Prohibited species 
all waters       

Mobile species Y   

Sturgeon Acipenser sturio App 
I   CE   Priority 

species Schedule 5   
 Y   

Allis shad Alosa alosa     LC   Annex II Schedule 5 
S9.1, 9.4a   

 Y   

Twaite shad Alosa fallax     LC   Annex II Schedule 5 
S9.4a   

 Y   

Atlantic salmon Salmo salar     LC   FW Phase     Mobile species Y   

Sea lamprey Petromyzon marinus     LC   Annex II     Mobile species Y   

Sandy ray Leucoraja circularis   EN     
Mobile species Y   

Leafscale gulper 
shark Centrophorus squamosus   VU     

Mobile species Y   

Porbeagle shark Lamna nasus   VU Prohibited species 
all waters    

Mobile species Y   

Portuguese dogfish Centroscymnus coelolepis   NT     
Mobile species Y   

Spiny dogfish Squalus acanthias   VU     
Mobile species Y   

Sea horses Hippocampus spp     VU   Annex II Schedule 5 
S9.2   

 Y   

Invertebrates                 
 

Blue mussel beds Mytilus edulis beds        Sea bed habitat  Y  

Flame shell beds  Limaria hians beds        Sea bed habitat 
 Y  

Horse mussel beds Modiolus modiolus beds         1170 Reefs      Sea bed habitat 
 Y  
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Native oyster beds Ostrea edulis beds        
Sea bed habitat  Y  

Pink sea-fan Eunicella verrucosa     VU     Schedule 5 
S9.2, 9.5a   

 Y   

Burrowing sea 
anemone Arachnanthus sarsi        

Low mobility species Y   

Pink sea fingers Alcyonium hibernicum        
Low mobility species Y   

White cluster 
anemone Parazoanthus anguicomus        

Low mobility species Y   

Northern feather star Leptometra celtica        
Low mobility species Y   

Heart cockle Glossus humanus        
Low mobility species Y   

Ocean quahog Arctica islandica        
Low mobility species Y   

Fan mussel Atrina fragilis           Schedule 5 
S9.2, 9.5a   

Low mobility species Y   

Reptiles                  

Marine turtles Cheloniidae spp         Annex II Schedule 5 
S9.2, 9.5a    Y   

Leatherback turtle Dermochelys coriacea App 
I   VU     Schedule 5 

S9.1, 9.5a   
 Y   

Birds                  

Bird spp               Annex I, 
III, IV 

 Y   
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Some information on the interaction of ETP species and scallop dredgers is available.  For Scottish PMF 
invertebrate species, the Marine Scotland National Marine Plan interactive (NMPi) mapping tool allows the 
distribution of PMFs to be mapped, for example see Figure 3.14. 

 
Figure 3.14. Distribution of invertebrate species identified as Scottish Priority Marine Features [Source: Marine Scotland National 
Marine Plan interactive, 2018]. 

In relation to other ETP species, the study by Shelmerdine (2010) suggested affected ETP species may include 
the common skate Dipturus batis, angel shark Squatina squatina and porbeagle Lana nasus.  

Common skate within the EU zone are protected under EC regulations 43/2009 and 23/2010. Under these 
regulations it is prohibited for EU vessels to fish for, to retain on board, to tranship and to land the basking shark, 
angel shark, common skate and porbeagle. The undulate ray is also protected under these regulations, but not in 
ICES division IV.  As well as prohibiting landings of common skate, the regulations require any individuals captured 
to be returned alive to the extent practicable. It is not, however, illegal to incidentally capture a common skate. 

As well as the EC regulations, other strategies in place include the European Community’s Plan of Action for 
sharks, skates, rays and chimaeras, released in 2009, and at a UK level DEFRA published a Shark, Skate and 
Ray Conservation Plan in 2011, which sets out policy objectives to manage elasmobranch stocks sustainably so 
that depleted stocks recover and that those faring better are fished sustainably, and which was reviewed in 2013 
(DEFRA, 2013).  At a regional level, relevant legislation has also been introduced, including The Sharks, Skates 
and Rays (Prohibition of fishing, trans-shipment and landing) (Scotland) Order 2012, which introduces a landing 
ban for 26 species of elasmobranch, including porbeagle. 
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Seafish have published identification guides2 for fishermen to help distinguish species of skates and rays. Other 
than the Shelmerdine (2010) report and landing statistics (which includes recordings for rays and skates at species 
level), data on the occurrence and rate of ETP interaction by scallop dredgers is not known to be recorded. 

3.4.4 Habitats 

The MSC methodology requires species / features to be assessed as separate elements. Within the default 
assessment tree habitats elements are assessed as one of the following: 

• Commonly encountered habitats (with which the gear regularly comes into contact); 

• Vulnerable marine ecosystems (VME); 

• Minor habitats. 

Vulnerable marine ecosystems 
For the purposes of this assessment VMEs are proposed to include sub features listed in the Habitats Directive 
and habitats identified as Priority Marine Features that are sensitive to fishing gear interactions. 

The Habitats Directive requires the maintenance and/or restoration of natural habitats and species of 
European interest at favourable conservation status across their biogeographical range. The specific 'marine' 
habitats defined in Annex I of the Habitats Directive include:  

• Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water all the time,  
• Estuaries  
• Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low-tide,  
• Large shallow inlets and bays  
• Lagoons  
• Reefs  
• Submerged or partly submerged sea caves  

Sub features include: 

• Zostera Biotopes 
• Intertidal Sand and Mudflats & Subtidal Mobile Sandbanks  
• Sea Pens and Burrowing Megafauna 
• Subtidal Brittlestar Beds 
• Maerl 
• Intertidal Reef Biotopes 
• Infralittoral Reef Biotopes with Kelp Species 
• Circalittoral Faunal Turfs 

A network of Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) and Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) (Figure 3.15) are 
designated and managed to protect valuable marine and coastal habitats by managing human activities in these 
areas. Management measures relevant to mobile bottom-contact gears within MPAs are well developed and 
enacted through Fisheries Orders and Marine Conservation Orders. 

Measures variously prohibit fishing from either the entire designated site, or from features of importance within 
the site. Restrictions are provided via closed areas, curfews, seasonal closures and limits based on vessel size. 

In 2014, Marine Scotland, Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) and the Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) 
identified 81 Priority Marine Features (PMFs) in Scottish territorial waters.  This list of PMFs and the existing 
designations in place to protect them are outlined in Table 3.4. 

                                                
 
2 Various guides available at: http://www.seafish.org/responsible-sourcing/discussion-forums/the-skates-and-rays-group  
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Figure 3.15. Marine protected areas [Source: Marine Scotland National Marine Plan interactive, 2018]. 

Of these PMFs, 11 habitat features have been identified as being particularly sensitive to impact from bottom 
contacting mobile fishing gears: 

• Blue mussel beds 
• Cold water coral reefs 
• Fan mussel aggregations 
• Flame shell beds 
• Horse mussel beds 
• Maerl beds 
• Maerl or coarse shell gravel with burrowing sea cucumbers 
• Native oysters 
• Northern sea fan and sponge communities 
• Seagrass beds 
• Serpulid aggregations 

In summer 2018, Marine Scotland consulted on improving protection given to PMFs outside the MPA network, 
including options for managing fisheries interactions with these 11 PMFs. A report assessing these management 
measures / approaches is due at the end of 2018. 

As part of the consultation, SNH advised on areas for management consideration as presented in Figure 3.16.  
SNH consider that within these areas attention should be focused to ensure that any significant impact of bottom 
contact fishing gear on the national status of the 11 PMFs is avoided.  
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However, SNH proposed that management will be focused on finer scale zones around features and not 
necessarily lead to the entirety of areas for management being closed. Zones would be drawn using activity data, 
environmental factors, and where necessary geographic points of interest, with the precautionary principle applied 
by zoning off PMFs even when not subject to current fishing pressure. 

 
Figure 3.16 Areas for management consideration (Marine Scotland, 2018) 

Table 3.4 Recommended PMFs and existing designations (SNH, 2013). 
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*This table covers only the main lists used during the process to identify PMFs in Scotland's seas. Species with 
an asterisk which do not correlate with any of the reporting categories provided in this table have originated from 
other lists, for example sand goby is on Appendix 3 of the BERN Convention, while Norway pout is included on 
the Scottish Biodiversity List. 

Habitat impact 
The impact of scallop dredging on habitats and benthic communities is well studied (Auster et al., 1996; Bradshaw 
et al. 2001; Currie and Parry, 1996; Currie and Parry, 1999; Eleftheriou and Robertson, 1992; Jennings et al., 
2001; Kaiser et al. 2006; Løkkeborg, 2005).  It is understood that bottom fishing activities, such as demersal otter 
trawl, beam trawl and scallop dredging, are capable of reducing habitat complexity and changing benthic 
community composition by either direct modification of the substratum or removal of/damage to fauna with 
subsequent ecological effects, such as exposed organisms becoming more vulnerable to predation (Auster and 
Langton, 1999; Jennings and Kaiser, 1998).  

Kaiser et al. (2006) undertook a meta-analysis of 101 experimental fishing impact studies in order to identify the 
types of fishing gear that have the greatest impact on the seabed and on the groups of organisms that are most 
vulnerable to fishing activities. The direct effects of different types of fishing gear were strongly habitat-specific. 
The most severe impact occurred in biogenic habitats in response to scallop-dredging.  
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An expansion of the Kaiser et al. (2006) meta-analysis was reported on in 2018 (Sciberras et al. 2018).   

These meta-analyses concluded that the recovery time of habitats and biota impacted by scallop dredging varies 
depending on the type of habitat and local conditions. Recovery time can vary from a few days in high tidal and 
wave swept areas, to <1yr for biota with shorter life-spans, years for biota of soft-sediment habitats (in particular 
muddy sands), and up to 8 years across more sensitive biota, such as sponges and soft corals. The level of impact 
also varies depending on how extensively these areas have been fished; areas of high fishing effort are likely to 
be maintained in a permanently altered state, inhabited by fauna adapted to frequent physical disturbance.  

In summary, most studies indicate that benthic communities in areas subject to a long history of scallop dredging 
will have become simplified to a suite of species that are relatively resistant to fishing disturbance (Currie & Parry 
1996; Bradshaw et al. 2002; Brown 2013).  Of particular note, the Kaiser et al (2006) study recognises “there is 
no real evidence of recovery” and “there are [also] big differences in phylum-level responses to [scallop dredging] 
in gravel, ranging from an initial decline of –71% in crustaceans, with no recovery at all, to no effect on annelids”. 

A recent study by Szostek et al (2017) estimates fishing gear penetration depth and related benthic habitat impacts 
of fisheries at a regional scale. The tool and methodology developed could be utilised to provide evidence for 
rapid assessments of habitat impacts of fishing activities. 

This highlights the need for further review and assessment of data / information available on recovery rates post 
scallop dredge interaction for the range of habitats being considered, including VMEs. 

Information 
Quantitative data and evidence are available on the benthic marine environment, extent of interaction with the 
UoAs under assessment and protected areas including: 

• EUINS and priority marine habitat mapping (Figure 3.17); 

• VMS and landing statistics by ICES rectangle indicating location of fishing grounds; 

• Network of marine protected areas and associated management 

3.4.5 Ecosystem interactions 

As reported above, fishery bycatch species are often discarded in a damaged or dead state.  An assessment of 
the ten most common by-catch species in the Irish Sea scallop fishery found that approximately 20% to 30% of 
individuals suffered fatal damage after dredge capture (Shephard et al. 2009).  High levels of mortality may also 
occur in organisms that are impacted by the scallop dredge but not necessarily captured. Through the use of diver 
surveys, Jenkins et al. (2001) found that over 75% of the megafauna which encountered scallop dredges remained 
on the seafloor. These organisms displayed similar levels of damage and mortality as the bycatch landed on deck, 
which was caused by crushing as animals passed around, through or under the dredge gear, or by the initial 
encounter with the tooth bar. They also found that damage to commercially valuable edible crabs was highest 
when they had been impacted by the dredge but not caught. An associated study found that dredging resulted in 
the capture of approximately 25% of the edible crabs present in the dredge path, but that more than 40% of the 
remaining crabs were left dead or dying on the seabed (Beukers-Stewart et al. 2001). 

Paradoxically, some organisms are attracted to areas that have been scallop dredged and consequently increase 
in abundance. A study in the Irish Sea found the densities of scavengers and predators, such as starfish, crabs 
and dog fish, to increase by up to 200 times in the presence of scallop fishery discards (Veale et al. 2000).  High 
densities of scavengers can result in elevated predation pressure on some organisms (Ramsay & Kaiser 1998) 
particularly where some individuals have already been damaged by fishing activity (Veale et al. 2000; Jenkins et 
al. 2004). This may place added predation pressure on other organisms in the area, including scallops and other 
commercially targeted species (Beukers-Stewart & Beukers-Stewart 2009).  

Generally predator-prey relationships, food webs and trophic levels for the target, primary, secondary and ETP 
species associated with the scallop fishery are understood across the North Sea, West of Scotland and Irish Sea.  
Scallop are not considered to be a key low trophic level species, based on MSC definitions. 

The key ecosystem interactions that require assessment within this P2 component relate to the wider ecological 
functions of the habitats that may be impacted by scallop dredging e.g. biogenic reefs and wider ecosystem 
impacts of habitat simplification as a result of scallop dredging. Examples include but are not limited to: complex 
horse mussel reefs supporting whelk fishery (Kent et al. 2016); greater epibenthic faunal diversity supporting 
greater abundances of gadoids (Elliott et al. 2017); studies in Lamlash Bay showing that areas protected from 
scallop dredging can increase habitat complexity (Howarth et al., 2015) and boost scallop recruitment (Howarth 
et al. 2011). 
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Figure 3.17. European Nature Information System (EUNIS) habitat classification for the UK EEZ. 
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3.5 Principle Three: Management system background 

The scallop fisheries in UK waters of the North Sea, West of Scotland and the Irish Sea are within the UK EEZ 
except for the Irish Sea fisheries where the Northern Irish Sea area extends into Isle of Man and Republic of 
Ireland waters3. The Southern Irish Sea fishery includes the Cardigan Bay fishery, with activity extending beyond 
12nmiles and may be shared with the Republic of Ireland (a stock assessment is being undertaken by Bangor 
University). 

 
Species Area  

King scallop 
Pecten maximus 

Scottish waters: Clyde Single jurisdiction – Scottish Waters 

Scottish waters: West of 
Kintyre 

Single jurisdiction – Scottish Waters 

Scottish waters: North West Single jurisdiction – Scottish Waters 

Scottish waters: Orkney Single jurisdiction – Scottish Waters 

Scottish waters: North East Single jurisdiction – Scottish Waters 

Scottish waters: East coast Single jurisdiction – Scottish Waters 

North Sea Single jurisdiction – English waters 

Northern Irish Sea Shared stock – UK (Scotland, Northern 
Ireland) with Isle of Man, Republic of 
Ireland. 

Southern Irish Sea including 
Cardigan Bay 

Shared stock – UK (Wales) and Republic of 
Ireland 

*UK waters of ICES Area IV that are south of the Scottish Waters East Coast area. 

 
Currently the fisheries are all under the framework of the CFP. When the UK becomes an independent coastal 
state, there needs to be a framework for co-operation with other territories, in this case the Republic of Ireland, 
in relation to Irish Sea fisheries.  

For a UoA subject to international cooperation for management of the stock (e.g.: shared, straddling, HMS, high 
seas non-HMS) this means the existence of: 

a. National and international laws, arrangements, agreements and policies governing the actions of the 
authorities and actors involved in managing the UoA, and 

b. A framework for cooperation with other territories, sub-regional or regional fisheries management 
organisations, or 

c. Other bilateral/multilateral arrangements that create the cooperation required to deliver sustainable 
management under the obligations of UNCLOS Articles 63(2), 64, 118, 119, and UNFSA Article 8. 

With UK fisheries being a devolved matter, any stock units that straddle jurisdictions (such as the Northern Irish 
Sea) should also show co-operation in management. The Fisheries Bill (Bill 278) makes provision for ‘Joint 
Fisheries Statements’ (JFS) that are expected to form the basis of shared management between the UK 
devolved nations. 

 

                                                
 
3 UK vessels require a separate license to fish for king scallop within Isle of Man waters and this fishery is not included as part of 
the UoA although the stock may be part of a wider Irish Sea stock. Some scallop vessels from Northern Ireland may fish into 
Republic of Ireland waters, which is permitted under a Voisinage agreement that provides reciprocal entitlement for Northern Ireland 
and ROI vessels to fish in each others waters. Access is a separate issue to the jurisdiction under which a stock is managed. 
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3.5.1 UK scallop management 

The UK is required to manage its fisheries in line with the EU’s Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) and this will be 
the case throughout the transition period post-Brexit to 2021. Following this transition period, the UK will 
become an independent coastal state. Even though the UK is leaving the EU’s CFP, it will continue to have 
international commitments requiring it to manage fish stocks sustainably, including the UN Law of the Sea 
(UNCLOS) commitment to maintaining or achieving exploitation levels in line with MSY and effective co-
operation with other countries on shared stocks. The UK government’s Fisheries white paper (see Box 1) 
reiterates these commitments and sets out its intentions for UK fisheries management in the future. 

For this pre-assessment, the current regime under the CFP is considered and it is recommended that the PA 
and resulting action plan be reviewed in 2021 when the new regime is in place. The review should consider UK 
management and co-operative arrangements over shared stocks (in relation to the Irish Sea UoAs). 

The latest iteration of the CFP is EU Reg. 1380/2013, which includes objectives of stocks being at Maximum 
Sustainable Yield (MSY) by 2015 or no later than 2020; long-term management planning and increased 
regionalisation. It also requires that the precautionary approach, an ecosystem approach and that the best 
available scientific advice is used in decision-making. 

For scallop fisheries there is no EU long-term management plan (LTMP) for this non-quota species under the 
Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) and there is no regional or UK-wide management plan for the species or the 
sector. The CFP regulation states that “For stocks for which no multiannual plan has been established, 
exploitation rates delivering maximum sustainable yield should be ensured by setting catch or fishing effort 
limits. If available data is insufficient, fisheries should be managed by using approximative parameters.” 

Scallops are not subject to an EU Total Allowable Catch (TAC), but there are management measures in the form 
of technical regulations and effort regulations, which are briefly described below. 

Technical regulations 
An EU-wide minimum landing size of 100mm is in place (except ICES 7a north of 52o 30′ N, 7d: 110 mm), but 
this has been increased to 105mm and 110mm by the Scottish devolved management regimes (see below). 

Scallop dredges are exempt from many gear regulations (see EU Reg. 227/2013) as they are recognised as a 
highly targeted fishery and are required to justify this with not less than 95% of landings being bivalve molluscs. 

Effort management 
The Western Waters Effort Regime (WWER) is an EU-level management measure that sets out the maximum 
levels of annual fishing based on kW days. The WWER was designed to cap fleet activity by Member States in 
certain seas and certain metiers. It was not designed to control effort in relation to stock status in any of the 
fisheries so regulated. Only vessels greater than 15m in length are managed under the WWER (apart from in 
the Irish Biologically Sensitive Area) and therefore the under 15m sectors of the UK fleet are not included. 

Since 2003, in ICES Area 7 the United Kingdom has been allocated a total of 3,315,619 kW days and in ICES 
Area 6, the UK has been allocated 1,974,425 kW days. Effort allocation is fixed and does not change year to 
year. Effort (days at sea) may be traded between countries if a member state has exhausted their allocation. 

 



 

Page | 40  

 

3.5.2 National management 

In the UK management of fisheries is devolved to the national administrations of England, Northern Ireland, 
Scotland and Wales. Each national administration requires scallop vessels to hold a UK license and abide by 
UK and national fisheries legislation (set out in the UK government’s Blue Book4) along with the specific scallop 
management measures each has set out in national legislation, which are summarised in table below. 

Table 3.5: Scallop fishery management measures in UK's devolved administrations 

Administration & 
Latest reg. year Entry limits MLS 

(mm) Seasons (open) Curfew Closed Areas 

England (MMO) 
2012 

UK license 
100 

and 110* 
No No 

Irish Sea closed 
area. 
& IFCA bylaws. 

Northern Ireland 
(DAERA) 2008 

UK license 110 
1st November to 31st 
May 

Monday to Friday 
and between the 
hours of 0600-2000 

Strangford Lough 
to protect modiolus 
since 2003 

Scotland (MS) 2017 UK license 105** No No None specified 

Wales (WAG) 2010 
UK license 
221kW engine 
limit 

110 
1 June, / 1 May to 31 
October.  

No 

Within 1nmile of 
baseline. And 
numerous 
specified bay 
areas. 

                                                
 
4 See: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/fishing-regulations-the-blue-book  

Box 1: The Fisheries White Paper: Sustainable fisheries for future generations (Defra, 2018) 
The Fisheries White Paper: Sustainable fisheries for future generations, published in July 2018, is a UK 
Government policy document setting out a range of fisheries policy matters and proposed new approaches 
to fisheries management.  Below are some key aspects from the White Paper that are relevant to the UK 
scallop sector. 

Western waters effort regime: Defra and MMO will work with scientists, stakeholders and industry to develop 
an effective method for sustainable management of non-quota stocks in the Western Waters. This will 
include exploring the use of management systems such as catch limits and technical measures in place of 
the existing effort regime for certain shellfisheries, to determine whether these would be more appropriate 
for particular species and fishing methods, and more effective in achieving sustainable fisheries. The 
outcome could be a combination of new multi-species and stock specific management plans, backed up by 
appropriate control and enforcement including the use of modern technology such as vessel monitoring 
systems and cameras.  

Management: Defra will review how fishing opportunities are managed in England, including use of effort 
systems, quota or a combination of the two approaches. It is recognised that commercial fishing 
opportunities are “currently regulated mainly by quota, which is the system supported by most fisheries 
scientists, industry representatives and other stakeholders around the world”. Furthermore it notes that 
where effort only fisheries management systems have been used in other countries, “there are reports that 
key stocks have not been managed sustainably”.  

Maximum Sustainable Yield: the UK Government will continue to work under the principle of maximum 
sustainable yield and is committed to reaching 2020 targets to effectively regulate harvesting and end 
overfishing. In addition the UK Government supports the setting of harvest rates that restore and maintain 
fish stocks at least to levels that can produce MSY. This will mean agreeing catch rates that are based on 
the best available science, or other precautionary management measures that conserve those stocks. 

Environmental management: the UK Government will pursue an ecosystem approach to fisheries 
management that aims for more sustainable management and accounts for, and seeks to minimise, impacts 
on non-commercial species and the marine environment generally.  

The UK Government seeks a proportionate approach to regulation which makes sure that those who are 
compliant are able to fish and those that are not cannot; and that those who have the highest impact on 
stocks and ecosystems will be subject to the tightest requirements.  
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Detailed technical regulations have also been developed by the UK’s devolved management authorities as part 
of their scallop management regime. The table below summarises the varying scallop gear requirements under 
the devolved administrations.  

Table 3.6: Scallop fishery technical regulations in UK's devolved administrations and the Isle of Man 

Administration Reg 
year 

Max no. 
dredges 
(total) 

Tow bar 
max length 
(m) 

Teeth per dredge Min tooth 
spacing  

Dredge 
width  

Belly 
ring  

Netting 
cover 
min 
mesh  

England (MMO) 
 
(Additional IFCA 
byelaws out to 
6nm.) 

2012 
16 (to 12 
nm) 

5.5 

9 (outside) or 8 
(inside) relevant 
area [1] & teeth 
are £12mm.  
6 (if less than 
80cm width) 

 85cm   

Other gear requirements: each dredge not to exceed 150kg. No more than one row of belly rings. 
Each tooth no more than: (a) 22 mm if dredge of 80 cm or more in width; or (b) 12 mm if < 80 cm in 
width. 

Northern Ireland 
(DAERA) 2008 12 5.5 9 >75mm 

915cm 
aggregat
e width 

75m
m 

100mm 

Scotland (MS) 2017 

16 (0-
6nm) 20 
(6-12nm) 
28 
(>12nm) 

7.5      

Wales (WAG) 
2010 

6 (1-
3nm) 
8 (3-
6nm) 
14 (6-
12nm) 

3 (1-3nm) 
4 (3-6nm) 
6.8 (6-12nm) 

8 (22mm in dia 
and 110mm in 
length) 

 

85cm 
wide 
max 
dredge 
width. 

  

Other gear requirements: 150kg Max dredge weight.185mm max dia. tow bar. 

[1] “the relevant area” means that part of ICES division 7a which is north of the line 52° 30N but outside the Scottish zone, 
and all of ICES division 7d. 

 

3.5.3 Regional management 

Scallop fisheries are subject to more localised management in Scotland and England. These are described 
further below. In Northern Ireland and Wales there is not a further formal level of management below the 
national legislation that is described in the section above. 

Scotland 
Regional measures are developed and applied through three Regional Inshore Fishery Groups (RIFGs) 
established in 2016 and management groups in Orkney and Shetland. These will propose either voluntary 
management measures or they will advise Marine Scotland where statutory measures are required.  An early 
example of how this devolved management can work is the voluntary closure of Loch Sunart mobile gear by the 
West Coast RIFG in advance of legislative changes by Marine Scotland.  The RIFG also has an objective to 
explore scallop management options in west coast waters and the Clyde5.  An exception to this RIFG model is 
operating in Shetland where Marine Scotland has devolved management powers to the Shetland Shellfish 
Management Organisation (SSMO) under a Regulating Order.  The local management applied in Shetland is 

                                                
 
5 RIFG Newsletter, Spring 2018. http://ifgs.org.uk/files/3315/2293/2006/rifg-newsletter-spring-2018.pdf  
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proving to be successful and (despite a recent NGO objection to its re-assessment6) remains the UK’s only 
MSC-certified scallop fishery. 

The Scottish Government introduced new conservation measures for the Scottish king scallop fishery (on 1 
June 2017), including an increase in Minimum Landing Size and new restrictions on dredge numbers inside 12 
NM. In addition the Scottish Government introduced a freeze on latent scallop entitlements in response to 
Marine Scotland Science stock assessment advice to not increase effort in scallop dredge fisheries. 

England 
In England byelaws affecting scallop fishing are developed by a number of the regional Inshore Fisheries and 
Conservation Authorities (IFCAs) and these apply out to six nautical miles7. For example, in Cornwall, a 
maximum boat limit (16.46m length) and a curfew (7pm-7am) are applied to scallop vessels operating within the 
IFCA district. Devon & Severn also applies a curfew, along with a permit system for a seasonal fishery (July-
September). Sussex has stopped dredging within 3 miles of the coast. 

The technical measures set out in byelaws are not always consistent with and may be more restrictive than 
English national measures. For example, the Cornish ‘Methods of fishing (dredges) byelaw8 stipulates no more 
than 6 dredges a side rather than 8 (or 6 if dredges are less than 80cm width) and a towing bar of less than 
5.18m instead of 5.5m. It also imposes other technical restrictions where the English regulation does not set 
specifications such as belly ring diameter of 75mm and mesh size of 100mm.  The latest iterations of IFCA 
byelaws are reviewed against existing local and English regulations to try and ensure there is no inconsistency 
or conflict. 

3.5.4 Closed areas 

National or regional regulations may specify area closures that are associated with European marine sites 
(Natura 2000 sites) or UK Marine Conservation Zones (MCZs) if sites have interest features that are considered 
vulnerable to scallop dredging.  

Marine Scotland also develops area-specific Fishery or Marine Conservation Orders that may include the 
exclusion of scallop dredging in certain areas, for example Lamlash Bay (which is part of South Arran MPA), and 
Luce Bay and Sands SAC.  Such restrictions are intended to protect the qualifying features of the MPA and 
SAC. It is noted that here are a number of other inshore sites still awaiting their fisheries conservation 
measures, due for consultation in early 2019. 

The area closures are specifically to address environmental objectives and the management of scallop vessels 
in relation to these. There are currently no examples of UK area closures for fishery objectives such as 
important spawning or nursery areas (although such areas are established in the Isle of Man where a number of 
bays have permanent or seasonal closures).  

The NI industry recently proposed three re-seeding sites and a fourth potential site in inshore areas to better 
ensure recruitment to NI fisheries (AFBI, 2017). It is anticipated that, should they be established, vessel access 
to fish these sites would be managed in the same way as the Isle of Man. 

3.5.5 Objectives 

Long term objectives 
Long term fisheries and environmental objectives are set out in the CFP, which align with international 
commitments for fisheries at or above MSY by 2015 or 2020 by the latest. The EU also has a range of 
environmental legislation and directives to protect species and habitats, e.g. the Birds Directive and the Habitats 
Directive that require member states to establish a network of European Marine Sites and apply appropriate 
manage of activities in those sites. 

The UK, both independently and as a member of the EU, has international commitments under the United 
Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (1982) that sets out the legal framework within which all activities in 

                                                
 
6 https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2018/jun/20/shetland-scallop-fishery-retains-eco-label-despite-dredging-
protests  
7 A 2017 submission by the Association of IFCAs has proposed extending their remit out to 12 miles when the UK leaves the EU. 
http://www.association-ifca.org.uk/Upload/IFCA%20future-management-Final%20.pdf  
8 https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/17099/sitedata/Byelaws%20and%20orders/Cornwall_SFC/Methods-of-fishing-
dredging-.pdf  
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the oceans and seas must be carried out. Contracting states must cooperate with other states where the same 
stock or stocks straddle two or more EEZs, the EEZ and the high seas, or where the stock is a highly migratory 
species, which is the case for virtually all stocks fished by the UK. 

The UK is also committed to the UN’s Sustainable Development Goals, including goal 14 ‘life below water’ to 
conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas and marine resource9. Goal 14 includes a number of 
environmental and resource management targets up to 2030, including: 

• By 2020, effectively regulate harvesting and end overfishing, illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing 
and destructive fishing practices and implement science-based management plans, in order to restore 
fish stocks in the shortest time feasible, at least to levels that can produce maximum sustainable 
yield as determined by their biological characteristics 

The UK government’s Fisheries white paper confirms that the UK will continue its international commitments 
after leaving the EU: 

“We remain fully committed to meeting our obligations under UNCLOS, UNFSA, FAO and relevant RFMOs, 

multilateral environmental agreements, such as the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and Convention 

on International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES), and the World Trade Organisation (WTO)”10 

The UK government has also set out a 25 Year Environment Plan11 with a number of marine targets: 

• reversing the loss of marine biodiversity and, where practicable, restoring it 

• increasing the proportion of protected and well-managed seas, and better managing existing protected 
sites 

• making sure populations of key species are sustainable with appropriate age structures 

• ensuring seafloor habitats are productive and sufficiently extensive to support healthy, sustainable 
ecosystems 

The plan proposes to work with all UK administrations and other countries that are neighbours of our seas 
through OSPAR in delivering these targets for the marine environment. 

Fishery-specific objectives and management plans 
There are no fishery-specific management plans in place to date. The LTMP for North Sea demersal stocks is to 
be in place from 2019 and the North Western Waters LTMP is in development, but these do not include scallops.   

The fishery-specific objectives for the scallop fisheries are defined by the CFP regulation, which states that “For 
stocks for which no multiannual plan has been established, exploitation rates delivering maximum sustainable 
yield should be ensured by setting catch or fishing effort limits. If available data is insufficient, fisheries should be 
managed by using approximative parameters.” 

The objectives for the scallop fishery are therefore to ensure fishing mortality allows for stocks to be at or above 
MSY. 

3.5.6 Consultation, roles and responsibilities 

Management 
As described above, management of the UK scallop fishery occurs at EU, UK, devolved nation and more local 
levels. Defra engages with the EU and manages certain aspects of fisheries management such as licensing at a 
UK level, while the devolved management authorities (MMO, Marine Scotland, DEARA in Northern Ireland and 
the Welsh Government) implement the CFP regulations and any national or (for England’s IFCAs) regional 
legislation.  

Enforcement 

                                                
 
9 https://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/oceans/  
10 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/722074/fisheries-wp-
consult-document.pdf  
11 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/693158/25-year-
environment-plan.pdf  
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Control of Sea fisheries is through a range of organisations around the UK coast such as the Royal Navy 
(mostly for offshore activities), the MMO, Marine Scotland Compliance, DAERA and the Welsh Government. In 
England the IFCAs also operate their own inshore control activities. 

Science 
Each devolved administration is informed by government scientific bodies such as Cefas, Marine Scotland 
Science, AFBI and the Science Advisory Council as well as through commissioning independent research. 

These fisheries scientists participate in ICES stock assessment and various ICES Working Groups, including 
the Scallop Assessment Working Group, WGSCALLOP.  

Stakeholders 
No single organization currently represents the whole UK sector. Historically, the UK scallop industry was 
represented by the Scallop Association, which ceased operations in 2015.  Presently, representation is primarily 
by separate national associations in the home nations and Producer Organisations. 

Of the existing groups, the Scallop Industry Consultation Group (SICG) is considered by the authorities to be a 
de facto sector representative as it has the broadest membership, including vessel owners, POs and 
processors. Although the SICG was formed with a specific remit for consultation on the WWER, which meant 
membership reflected that purpose with a focus on >15m vessels, its membership has extended over time to 
include some small vessel owner-operators.   

Those involved with the SICG suggest current members have links with around 90% of production but fewer 
than 40% of scallop vessels by number.  SICG also includes managing authorities and as such is not solely an 
industry group. It is very active with regular meetings and has the broadest participation of existing groups.   

As scallop vessel owners target a non-quota species, they are less compelled to be members of Producer 
Organisations (POs), but many are members. There is also national and more localised industry representation: 

In Scotland national representation is currently through the Scottish White Fish Producer Association (SWFPA), 
which is a constituent member of the Scottish Fishermen’s Association (SFF) and were asked by some Scottish 
vessel owners to establish a Scallop Committee to represent their interests. It is considered by some to 
represent the larger vessel interests. Consequently, the Western Inshore Scallop Group (WISG) was established 
in 2017, representing inshore vessels (around 27 vessel owners in the current membership) across the western 
coast of Scotland, England and Wales. At a sub-regional level, scallopers are also members of: 

• Shetland Shellfish Management Organisation (SSMO) and Shetland Fishermen’s Association 

• Orkney Fishermen’s Association 

• Western Isles Fishermen’s Association 

• Clyde Fishermen’s Association 

• Fife Fishermen’s Association 

The Shetland Fishermen’s Association, Orkney Fishermen’s Association and Fife Fishermen’s Association are 
all constituent members of the SFF. Marine Scotland estimates that approximately 50% of scallop dredging 
fishermen are represented on these associations.  

For English scallop interests, it is mostly the Producer Organisations that have taken on the representation of 
the sector. Due to their quota management remit, the POs are perceived to mainly represent the larger vessel 
interests rather than inshore vessels. There are also regional fishermen’s associations that may include scallop 
vessels.  

In Northern Ireland, the two POs (also members of the SICG) include many scallop vessel owners. Since 1993 
the Northern Ireland Scallop Association has also acted as a representative body, currently with over 25 
members.  They hold meetings as and when required to address emerging issues. Recently the association has 
been working with NI scientists to identify suitable inshore areas for re-seeding scallops. 

In Wales, skippers may be members of the national representative body, the Welsh Fishermen’s Association, via 
regional associations: 

• South and West Wales Fishing Communities Ltd 

• Cardigan Bay Fisherman’s Association Ltd 

• Llyn Fisherman’s Association 
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• North Wales Fishermen’s Co-operative 

 
3.5.7 Decision-making process 

Management authorities at EU, UK or national level are required to undertake appropriate consultation 
processes, including public consultation, when developing policy. The management of scallop fisheries is to an 
extent informed by scientific advice from UK scientific agencies, but to date management has been limited to 
technical measures and the allocation of the Western Waters effort pot for over 15m vessels. There has also 
been recent localised spatial management of scallop activity to protect vulnerable marine features. 

At present UK scallop management is not directly responsive to the status of scallop stocks, which is partly due 
to the relatively-recent scientific definition and assessment of many UK scallop stocks. The UK scientists 
participate in the ICES WGSCALLOP group to progress the scientific assessment of scallop stocks, which are at 
varying levels of development (see section 3.3). 

An exception is the Shetland scallop fishery, which is managed by a local management organisation (SSMO) 
under a Scottish Regulating Order. The SSMO works with local scientific advisors, NAFC Marine Centre to 
closely monitor a number of stock indicators such as CPUE and the SSMO varies the number of annual licences 
in response. This fishery is already MSC certified. 

3.5.8 Monitoring compliance and enforcement 

All UK vessels over 12m in length are required to have a Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) to establish their 
location and an increasing number of smaller vessels are being fitted with inshore VMS12. These systems both 
inform fisheries management and support environmental management through closed areas. 

The control authorities described in section 3.5.6 remotely monitor VMS, logbooks and sales notes as well as 
conducting at sea and in port inspections of vessels to check compliance with technical measures such as 
minimum sizes and gear. 

The European Court of Auditors report (2017)13 identified that the EU’s fisheries control system has improved 
since an earlier critical report of 2007, but further improvements were recommended. Scotland was one of the 
areas visited to inform the report and overall the control system was found to be effective, albeit with some data 
errors identified in the electronic system. 

3.5.9 Management Performance Evaluation 

The EU fisheries management framework is reviewed every ten years as part of regular reform of the CFP, the 
latest being in the lead up to the 2013 reform. Independent evaluations of various aspects of the CFP regulation 
are undertaken regularly where EU funding is applied and the Regional Advisory Councils can be considered 
external evaluation of regulations and policy. 

The UK internally evaluates management performance regularly through Defra internal evaluation processes 
and UK government auditing. A similar process applies to the devolved administrations. Fishery-specific 
management for scallop is not well-coordinated at individual fishery level or throughout the UK and as such its 
performance is not regularly reviewed. 

The decision to leave the EU has prompted extensive evaluation of the UK’s fisheries management 
arrangements by both internal and external groups. The Fisheries White Paper published in July 2018 sets out 
the government’s intent for future fisheries management and this includes an intention to evaluate new 
proposals. 

 

  

                                                
 
12 It has recently been announced that VMS will be a requirement on all Scottish and English under 12m fishing boats: 
https://fishingnews.co.uk/news/vms-for-under-12m-fleet/  
13 https://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/SR17_8/SR_FISHERIES_CONTROL_EN.pdf  
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4 Evaluation Procedure 
4.1 Assessment methodologies used 

The methodology and standard of the MSC Fisheries Certification Requirements (& Guidance) v2.0, 1 October, 
2014, was followed during this pre-assessment. No revisions of the default assessment tree are required. 

The setup of the report follows the “MSC Pre-Assessment Reporting Template v2.1, 9 October 2017”.  

4.2 Summary of site visits and meetings held during pre-assessment 

This pre-assessment has been entirely informed through a desk-based exercise of evidence base review and 
data analysis. No face to face meetings or field activities were undertaken. 

This work is part of a Fisheries Improvement Plan (FIP) with planned Steering Group meetings to inform, 
develop and steer Action Plans. Steering Group members include: 

• AFBI 
• ANIFPO 
• BIM 
• CIFA 
• CO-OP 
• DAERA 
• DEFA IoM 
• DEFRA 
• DFAM 
• Fife PO 
• IFG 
• M&S 
• Macduff 
• Marine Conservation Society/National Trust 
• Marine Scotland 
• Marine Scotland Science 

• Morrisons 
• New England Seafood International (NESI) 
• NI gear trials 
• NIFPO 
• Sainsbury’s 
• ScotLINK 
• Seafish 
• Seafood Ecosse 
• SFF 
• SFO 
• SNH 
• SSA 
• SWFPA 
• Tesco 
• Waitrose 
• WWF 
• Young’s

4.3 Stakeholders to be consulted during a full assessment 

In addition to the Steering Group members identified above, it is recommended that the following stakeholders 
be consulted during a future full assessment: 

• National Government: Marine Scotland / MMO 

• Regional fisheries governance and groups: IFCAs, Inshore Fisheries Groups 

• Enforcement Officers: Marine Scotland Compliance, MMO  

• Vessel Skippers: Relevant Fishermen’s Associations 

• Fishery Scientists: Marine Scotland Science, ICES 

• Environmental scientists: Scottish Natural Heritage 

• Relevant NGOs: Marine Conservation Society, National Trust Scotland, WWF, North Sea Foundation, 
Wildlife Link, Opean Seas 

4.4 Harmonisation with any overlapping MSC certified fisheries 

There are no current overlapping MSC certified king scallop fisheries. Although it is noted that the Shetland 
Shellfish Management Organisation king scallop dredge fishery was recently re-certified. 
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5 Traceability (issues relevant to Chain of Custody 
certification) 

5.1 Eligibility of fishery products to enter further Chains of Custody 

As with all MSC assessments it is noted that there is a risk that catches of target species landed into ports and 
facilities covered by the MSC assessment, but by non-member vessels (i.e. outside of the UoC) could be sold 
as MSC certified product. Additionally, the same target species but caught from another adjacent stock area 
(once these have been defined) (and therefore not covered this assessment) maybe landed into the same ports 
and facilities as target species covered by the assessment. In both cases systems, will need to be in place to 
avoid the inclusion of non-MSC product in the Chain of Custody. 

 

6 Preliminary evaluation of the fishery 
6.1 Applicability of the default assessment tree 

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

Principle 1 
The Risk-Based Framework (RBF) is required for Principle 1. 

Principle 2 
The RBF is required for Performance Indicator 2.2.1, in order to assess outcome status of all main secondary 
species. 

6.2 Evaluation of the fishery 

The MSC pre-assessment process involves a provisional evaluation against MSC Performance Indicators (PIs) 
and Scoring Guideposts (SGs), to inform how the fishery fares against the MSC standard and whether each PI 
is likely to fall within the following categories:   

Table 6.1. Key to likely scoring level 

Definition of scoring ranges for PI outcome estimates Shading to be used 

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

(<60) 

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

Pass with Condition 

(60-79) 

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

Pass 

(≥80) 

 
6.3 Summary of likely PI scoring levels 

A summary of the likely PI scoring levels is provided in Error! Reference source not found.. 
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Table 6.2: Simplified scoring sheet  

 

 

Principle Component PI Performance Indicator
RBF 

required? 
(y/n)

Irish Sea, 
Southern Irish 
Sea / Cardigan 

Bay

East Coast, 
North East, 
North West, 

West of 
Kintyre

All other 
UoAs

1.1.1 Stock status Yes

1.1.2 Stock rebuilding

1.2.1 Harvest Strategy

1.2.2 Harvest control rules & tools

1.2.3 Information and monitoring ³80 ³80 60-79

1.2.4 Assessment of stock status ³80 ³80 60-79

2.1.1 Outcome No

2.1.2 Management

2.1.3 Information

2.2.1 Outcome Yes

2.2.2 Management

2.2.3 Information

2.3.1 Outcome No

2.3.2 Management

2.3.3 Information

2.4.1 Outcome No

2.4.2 Management

2.4.3 Information

2.5.1 Outcome No

2.5.2 Management

2.5.3 Information

Irish Sea, 
Southern Irish 
Sea / Cardigan 

Bay

3.1.1 Legal and customary 
framework 60-79

3.1.2 Consultation, roles and 
responsibilities

3.1.3 Long term objectives

3.2.1 Fishery specific objectives

3.2.2 Decision making processes

3.2.3 Compliance and enforcement

3.2.4 Management performance 
evaluation

Governance 
& policy

Fishery 
specific 
management 
system

Principle 3 UoAs

3

Number of PIs less than 60: 0

60-79

60-79

60-79

60-79

All other UoAs

³80

60-79

³80

Principle 1 UoAs

2

Primary 
Species

Secondary 
species

ETP species

Habitats

Ecosystem

1

Outcome

Management

Principle 2 UoAs
Number of PIs less than 60: 2

Number of PIs less than 60: 5
³80

<60

<60

Likely scoring level

60-79

<60

<60

Scallop dredge
³80

³80

³80

60-79

60-79

60-79

60-79

<60
60-79

<60

<60
60-79
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Annex 1: Pre-assessment full scoring tables 
Principle 1 

Evaluation Table for PI 1.1.1 – Stock status 
PI   1.1.1 The stock is at a level which maintains high productivity and has a low 

probability of recruitment overfishing 
Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a Stock status relative to recruitment impairment 
Guidepost It is likely that the stock is 

above the point where 
recruitment would be 
impaired (PRI). 

 

It is highly likely that the 
stock is above the PRI. 

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

Met? RBF to be used RBF to be used RBF to be used 

b Stock status in relation to achievement of MSY 
Guidepost  The stock is at or 

fluctuating around a level 
consistent with MSY. 

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

Met?  RBF to be used RBF to be used 

Overall PI 
justification  

As there are no reference points defined for the scallop stocks in the various UoAs, 
the Risk-Based Framework (RBF) is used to score this Performance Indicator.  The 
RBF has two components – Consequence Analysis (CA) and Productivity 
Susceptibility Analysis (PSA).  The scores may differ between the UoAs in the 
fishery and during a full assessment scores would be evaluated following discussion 
with stakeholders in the various regions. However some preliminary comments on 
how the scallop fisheries are likely to score are presented here. 

For the CA, the input of stakeholders is required to determine the most vulnerable 
sub-component – population size, reproductive capacity, age/size/sex structure or 
geographical range. The consequence score is then evaluated using Table PF3 in 
the MSC Certification Requirements v2.0. The decision as to the most vulnerable 
sub-component may vary between scallop fishing areas, and the assessment team 
cannot pre-judge the decision at this time.  However it is likely that the decision will 
be that population size, reproductive capacity or age/size/sex structure will be 
chosen, and whilst it is clear that the fishery is likely to have some detectable impact 
on all three sub-components, and therefore the consequence score will not be 80, 
the requirements to meet the 60 for all three sub-components are that long term 
recruitment dynamics are not adversely affected.  Evidence from the Scottish 
fisheries assessments where some ‘stocks’ are declining, and some are increasing, 
show that in all scallop assessment areas there is no relationship between stock 
biomass and future recruitment.  It seems reasonable to predict therefore that the 
various scallop UoAs will score 60 for the consequence score.  

For the PSA, productivity attributes are expected to be similar across all areas.  
Pecten maximus is a high fecundity, early maturing species with an average 
maximum age of up to 20 years; it is a broadcast spawner, low trophic level species, 
but being a relatively sedentary species, depensatory effects, i.e. non-linear 
reductions in reproductive capacity at low population densities (Allee effects) have 
been observed in scallop populations.  Overall the fishery is likely to score low risk 
on the Productivity attributes.  Susceptibility attributes are more specific to the 
individual fishery and therefore require input of local stakeholders.  Nevertheless, it 
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PI   1.1.1 The stock is at a level which maintains high productivity and has a low 
probability of recruitment overfishing 

Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

is reasonable to conclude that most scallop fisheries are likely to demonstrate high 
spatial overlap with the populations, high encounterability (vertical overlap of the 
gear with the population), high risk on the selectivity attribute (likelihood of capture in 
relation to size-at-maturity) and as the target species, high post-capture mortality.  
Susceptibility attributes are likely therefore to generate a high risk score, but in 
conjunction with the Productivity attributes, the scallop fisheries are likely to be 
medium risk overall for the PSA. 

With a score of 60 for the CA and a score of 60-79 for the PSA, the overall RBF 
score is likely to be 60-79 for the various scallop UoAs. 

It should be emphasized that If reference points are developed for the scallop 
fisheries prior to entering full MSC assessment, then this Performance Indicator will 
be scored against the Default Assessment Tree, i.e. stock status will be evaluated in 
relation to recruitment impairment and achievement of MSY, and the RBF will not be 
required. 
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RBF Required? 
(P/O/) 

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

60-79 

Stock Status relative to Reference Points 

 
Type of reference 
point 

Value of reference 
point 

Current stock status relative 
to reference point 

Reference point 
used in scoring 
stock relative to 
PRI (SIa) 

No reference points 
available 

N/A 

 

N/A 

Reference point 
used in scoring 
stock relative to 
MSY (SIb) 

No reference points 
available 

N/A N/A 
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Evaluation Table for PI 1.1.2 – Stock rebuilding 
PI   1.1.2 Where the stock is reduced, there is evidence of stock rebuilding within a 

specified timeframe 
Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a Rebuilding timeframes 
Guidepost A rebuilding timeframe is 

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

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

Met? N/A  N/A 

b Rebuilding evaluation 
Guidepost Monitoring is in place to 

determine whether the 
rebuilding strategies are 
effective in rebuilding the 
stock within the specified 
timeframe.  
 

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

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

Met? N/A N/A N/A 

Overall PI 
justification 

If the RBF s used to score PI 1.1.1, then this Performance Indicator is not scored. 

References MSC Certification Requirements v2.0. 

 

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

N/A 
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Evaluation Table for PI 1.2.1 – Harvest strategy 
PI   1.2.1 There is a robust and precautionary harvest strategy in place 
Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a Harvest strategy design 
Guidepost The harvest strategy is 

expected to achieve 
stock management 
objectives reflected in PI 
1.1.1 SG80. 

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

The harvest strategy is 
responsive to the state of 
the stock and is designed 
to achieve stock 
management objectives 
reflected in PI 1.1.1 SG80. 

Met? N (all UoAs) N (all UoAs) N (all UoAs) 

b Harvest strategy evaluation 
Guidepost The harvest strategy is 

likely to work based on 
prior experience or 
plausible argument. 

The harvest strategy may 
not have been fully 
tested but evidence 
exists that it is achieving 
its objectives. 

The performance of the 
harvest strategy has been 
fully evaluated and 
evidence exists to show 
that it is achieving its 
objectives including being 
clearly able to maintain 
stocks at target levels. 

Met? N (all UoAs) N (all UoAs) N (all UoAs) 

c Harvest strategy monitoring 
Guidepost Monitoring is in place that 

is expected to determine 
whether the harvest 
strategy is working. 

  

Met? Y (all UoAs)   

d Harvest strategy review 

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

Met?   N (all UoAs) 

e Shark finning 

Guidepost It is likely that shark 
finning is not taking place. 

It is highly likely that 
shark finning is not taking 
place. 

There is a high degree of 
certainty that shark 
finning is not taking place. 

Met? Not relevant Not relevant Not relevant 

f Review of alternative measures 
Guidepost There has been a review 

of the potential 
effectiveness and 
practicality of alternative 
measures to minimise 
UoA-related mortality of 
unwanted catch of the 
target stock.  
 

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

There is a biennial review 
of the potential 
effectiveness and 
practicality of alternative 
measures to minimise 
UoA-related mortality of 
unwanted catch of the 
target stock, and they are 
implemented, as 
appropriate.  
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PI   1.2.1 There is a robust and precautionary harvest strategy in place 
Met? Y (all UoAs N (all UoAs) N (all UoAs) 

Overall PI 
justification 

There are some major deficiencies within the current harvest strategy for all the 
various scallop UoAs such that the SG60 is not met for scoring issue (a).  Whilst 
there are some limitations on fishing effort through the requirement to hold a UK 
licence and a maximum upper limit of fishing effort set under the Western Waters 
Effort Regime (WWER), the WWER does not cover smaller vessels in the scallop 
fleet, so there is effectively no overall control of the fishing effort within the scallop 
fishery.  Indeed there is significant latent capacity in the fleet with a large number of 
vessels with scallop entitlements that do not currently fish for scallops.  In addition 
there is no TAC for scallop fisheries and no EU Long Term Management Plan 
(LTMP). There are no reference points or HCRs set within an MSY Framework, and 
the harvest strategy cannot be considered to respond to the state of the stock. 

Stock boundaries have not been defined on biological characteristics, but primarily 
on the basis of geographical separation of fishing activity, and there is no evidence 
that the scallop assessment units are equivalent to discrete stocks and there is little 
understanding whether there is any connectivity between those assessment units. 
Within Scotland significant dive fisheries have also developed in areas where 
dredgers cannot operate, and there is therefore added uncertainty about stock 
structure. With uncertainties underlying stock boundaries there is consequent 
uncertainty underlying the jurisdictional level at which to apply management 
controls.  Within the Irish Sea, there is the additional problem of multiple 
jurisdictions, and in particular the Isle of Man surveying scallops only within their 
territorial waters, which are part of a wider assessment unit. 

With no mechanism for controlling fishing effort and no catch restrictions, the 
harvest strategy is unlikely to work in the long term.  LPUE is declining in many 
fisheries and therefore it cannot be concluded that the harvest strategy is working. 
The SG60 is not met therefore for scoring issue (b). 

Despite the lack of an effective overall harvest strategy, there is a robust monitoring 
system in place in all UoCs with VMS providing records of fishing activity, log books 
provide information on catch and effort, and market sampling provides catch 
composition data.  In addition stock abundance in many of the UoAs is monitored 
through fishery-independent surveys. There is a rigorous control and enforcement 
regime carried out by the relevant authorities in the various jurisdictions. This 
enforcement includes inspections at sea and port inspections to monitor compliance 
with technical conservation measures and verification of log books and sales notes. 
SG60 is met for scoring issue (c). 

There is no evidence that the harvest strategy is reviewed and improved on a 
regular basis. The SG100 is not met for scoring issue (d). 

Some review of alternative measures to minimize the mortality of unwanted scallops 
must have taken place to ensure that a range of technical conservation measures to 
improve dredge selectivity have been implemented and therefore SG60 is met, but 
there is no evidence that reviews have taken place on a sufficiently regular basis to 
meet the SG80.  Importantly there are no observer programmes in place currently, 
and without such information it is impossible to assess both the discard rate and the 
survival rate of discarded unwanted small scallops. 

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

<60 
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Evaluation Table for PI 1.2.2 – Harvest control rules and tools 
PI   1.2.2 There are well defined and effective harvest control rules (HCRs) in place 
Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a HCRs design and application 

Guide
post 

Generally understood 
HCRs are in place or 
available that are 
expected to reduce the 
exploitation rate as the 
point of recruitment 
impairment (PRI) is 
approached. 

Well defined HCRs are 
in place that ensure that 
the exploitation rate is 
reduced as the PRI is 
approached, are expected 
to keep the stock 
fluctuating around a 
target level consistent 
with (or above) MSY, or 
for key LTL species a 
level consistent with 
ecosystem needs. 

The HCRs are expected 
to keep the stock 
fluctuating at or above a 
target level consistent 
with MSY, or another 
more appropriate level 
taking into account the 
ecological role of the 
stock, most of the time. 

Met? N N N 

b HCRs robustness to uncertainty 

Guide
post 

 The HCRs are likely to be 
robust to the main 
uncertainties. 

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

Met?  N N 

c HCRs evaluation 
Guide
post 

There is some evidence 
that tools used or 
available to implement 
HCRs are appropriate 
and effective in controlling 
exploitation. 

Available evidence 
indicates that the tools in 
use are appropriate and 
effective in achieving the 
exploitation levels 
required under the HCRs.  

Evidence clearly shows 
that the tools in use are 
effective in achieving the 
exploitation levels 
required under the HCRs.  
 

Met? N N N 

Overall PI 
justification 

For all UoAs covered by this pre-assessment, there are no reference points defined 
and consequently no harvest control rules (HCRs) are currently in place.  When 
using the RBF in the absence of agreed reference points, the MSC Certification 
Requirements allow the fishery to be evaluated in relation to the susceptibility of the 
population. The MSC Guidance for Fisheries Certification Requirements v2.0 
paragraph GSA2.5.2 – 2.5.5 states that -  

"CABs should assess the extent to which there are management tools and 

measures in place that are consistent with ensuring that susceptibility of the target 

species to removal is no higher than that which would cause the risk to the target 

species to be above an acceptable risk range. Measures could be spatial, temporal, 

or changes to gear overlap. 

Assessments should also consider measures in place to respond to changes in the 

fishery, for example, by reducing susceptibility of target species when the fishery is 

not heading in the direction of its objectives.” 

In the scallop fisheries, apart from one or two specific examples in the Isle of Man, 
there is no evidence that the harvest and management strategy respond to the 
state of the stock by reducing susceptibility of the scallop populations.  With no 
HCRs in place, it cannot be stated that the HCRs are robust to uncertainties, and in 
the absence of TACs or explicit mechanisms for controlling fishing effort there is no 
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PI   1.2.2 There are well defined and effective harvest control rules (HCRs) in place 
evidence that the current tools in use are effective in controlling exploitation.   

The SG60 is not met for any of the scallop UoAs. 

  

References MSC Guidance for the Fisheries Certification Requirements v2.0 

 

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

<60 
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Evaluation Table for PI 1.2.3 – Information and monitoring 
PI   1.2.3 Relevant information is collected to support the harvest strategy 
Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a Range of information 

Guide
post 

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

 

Sufficient relevant 
information related to 
stock structure, stock 
productivity, fleet 
composition and other 
data is available to 
support the harvest 
strategy. 

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

Met? Y (all UoAs) Y (East Coast, North 
East, North West, West of 
Kintyre, Irish Sea, 
Cardigan Bay) 

N (all other UoAs) 

N (all UoAs) 

b Monitoring 

Guide
post 

Stock abundance and 
UoA removals are 
monitored and at least 
one indicator is available 
and monitored with 
sufficient frequency to 
support the harvest 
control rule. 

Stock abundance and 
UoA removals are 
regularly monitored at a 
level of accuracy and 
coverage consistent 
with the harvest control 
rule, and one or more 
indicators are available 
and monitored with 
sufficient frequency to 
support the harvest 
control rule. 

All information required 
by the harvest control rule 
is monitored with high 
frequency and a high 
degree of certainty, and 
there is a good 
understanding of inherent 
uncertainties in the 
information [data] and the 
robustness of assessment 
and management to this 
uncertainty. 

Met? Y (all UoAs) Y (East Coast, North 
East, North West, West of 
Kintyre, Irish Sea, 
Cardigan Bay) 

N (all other UoAs) 

N (All UoAs) 

c Comprehensiveness of information 

Guide
post 

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

 

Met?  Y (all UoAs)  

Overall PI 
justification 

The overall score for this PI differs across the different fisheries (UoAs). For all 
scallop UoAs there is some information available on stock structure and stock 
productivity from market sampling and biological data, and there is relevant 
information on fleet composition. SG60 is met for scoring issue (a).  In many of the 
Scottish fisheries (East Coast, North East, North West and West of Kintyre) stock 
survey information where both conventional Newhaven dredges and dredges with 
smaller diameter belly-rings are used, there is additional information available on 
stock structure and stock productivity which meets the SG80.  There are also 
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PI   1.2.3 Relevant information is collected to support the harvest strategy 
regular Northern Irish and Isle of Man surveys in the Irish Sea and Welsh surveys in 
Cardigan Bay, so SG80 is met for these UoAs also. For the other UoAs, the 
information from market sampling is limited and the SG80 is not met.  For all UoAs, 
there is no observer programme and little additional information such as 
environmental information available and therefore the SG100 is not met. 

For all UoAs there is catch and fishing effort information available from all vessels 
and catch per unit effort can be used as an index of stock abundance.  Fishery 
removals are rigorously recorded through the Registration of Buyers and Sellers 
scheme and therefore the SG60 is met for scoring issue (b) for all UoAs.  In those 
Scottish fisheries where there are annual stock surveys, and in the Irish Sea where 
both AFBI and the Isle of Man authorities undertake stock surveys and in the 
Cardigan Bay fishery where there have been regular surveys in recent years, 
estimates of stock abundance are available in addition to an index of stock 
abundance from CPUE data.  SG80 is met therefore for scoring issue (b) for those 
UoAs where regular surveys are undertaken.  In all UoAs, whilst there is some 
understanding of the uncertainties in the data, it is not clear whether the 
assessment and management is robust to that uncertainty.  SG100 is not met for 
scoring issue (a). 

For Scottish scallop UoAs, there is good information on removals of scallops 
through diving, and in all areas any bycatch of scallops in other fisheries should be 
recorded through the Registration of Buyers and Sellers Scheme.  Recreational 
catches of scallops are considered to be minimal.  SG80 is met for scoring issue (c) 
for all UoAs.   

 

References 
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Scottish Scallop Stocks: Results of 2016 Stock Assessments.  Scottish Marine and 
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Lambert, G.I., Murray L.G., Hinz H., Kaiser M.J. (2014) – Status of scallop 
populations in Welsh waters. Bangor University, Fisheries and Conservation Report 
No. 41. pp 61. 

 

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

80 (East Coast, North 
East, North West, West 
of Kintyre, Irish Sea, 
Cardigan Bay) 
65 (all other UoAs) 
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Evaluation Table for PI 1.2.4 – Assessment of stock status 
PI   1.2.4 There is an adequate assessment of the stock status 
Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a Appropriateness of assessment to stock under consideration 

Guide
post 

 The assessment is 
appropriate for the stock 
and for the harvest control 
rule. 

The assessment takes 
into account the major 
features relevant to the 
biology of the species and 
the nature of the UoA. 

Met?  Y (East Coast, North 
East, North West, West of 
Kintyre, Irish Sea, 
Cardigan Bay) 

N (all other UoAs) 

 

N (all UoAs) 

b Assessment approach 

Guide
post 

The assessment 
estimates stock status 
relative to generic 
reference points 
appropriate to the species 
category. 

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

 

Met? Y Y  

c Uncertainty in the assessment 
Guide
post 

The assessment 
identifies major sources 
of uncertainty. 

The assessment takes 
uncertainty into 
account. 

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

Met? Y (all UoAs) Y (East Coast, North 
East, North West, West of 
Kintyre, Irish Sea, 
Cardigan Bay) 

N (all other UoAs) 

  

Y (East Coast, North 
East, North West, West of 
Kintyre) 

N (all other UoAs) 

 

d Evaluation of assessment 
Guide
post 

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

Met?   N (all UoAs) 

e Peer review of assessment 
Guide
post 

 The assessment of stock 
status is subject to peer 
review. 

The assessment has 
been internally and 
externally peer reviewed. 

Met?  Y (all UoAs) N (all UoAs) 

Overall PI There are no reference points defined for any of the scallop UoAs. At a full MSC 



 

Page | 62  

PI   1.2.4 There is an adequate assessment of the stock status 
justification assessment, the lack of reference points would result in the Risk-Based Framework 

(RBF) being used to score Performance Indicator (PI) 1.1.1.  As a consequence, PI 
1.2.4 would not normally be evaluated and giving a default score of 80. However 
the assessment team has scored this PI in this report to provide the Client with an 
idea of how this PI might score if reference points are identified and implemented.   

The overall score for this PI differs across the various scallop UoAs because there 
are a range of assessment methods used. 

For the scallop UoAs where there are regular stock surveys, there are annual 
estimates of stock biomass, along with an index of stock abundance from CPUE 
data, and along with catch information, exploitation rates can be calculated.  In 
addition for Scottish scallop assessment areas where there is an annual survey, the 
TSA methodology provides an index of fishing mortality and recruitment.  For those 
UoAs with an annual stock survey SG80 is met for scoring issue (a).  For the other 
UoAs, the assessment is based upon catch data and catch-at age information from 
market sampling only, and is not considered sufficient to provide an appropriate 
assessment of stock status for the scallop stock, so SG80 is not met.  For all UoAs, 
there is considerable uncertainty as to whether the scallop assessment areas 
represent a single stock, and little is known about connectivity between them, so 
the SG100 is not met.  

As noted above, we have scored this Performance Indicator on the assumption that 
reference points will be available at the time of full assessment, and therefore the 
SG60 and SG80 for scoring issue (b) on reference points would be met by all UoAs.  

The degree to which uncertainty is taken into account for the various scallop UoAs 
depends upon the method of stock assessment. For scallop UoAs in Scotland for 
which there is an annual stock survey, uncertainty is taken into account in its 
modeling approach (TSA). For example, the model includes coefficients of variation 
(CV) of catch-at-age data and recruitment is modelled as a random walk and the 
model provides estimates of stock biomass and fishing mortality (F) with confidence 
intervals.  The stock assessment also considers retrospective bias of the model fits 
and takes this uncertainty into account in management advice.  SG 100 is met.  For 
the Irish Sea, there are also stock surveys, but it is not clear whether stock status is 
evaluated relative to reference points in a probabilistic way.  For this UoA, the SG80 
is met.  For the remaining UoAs, which use primarily trends in CPUE from log book 
returns and catch compositions from shore-based sampling, the uncertainty within 
the assessment process (e.g. do changes in CPUE reflect true changes in stock 
biomass?) are identified but are not explicitly taken into account in the assessment. 
For these UoAs, only the SG60 is met.  

For all UoAs where there is no fishery-independent annual survey, and no analytical 
assessment model, the SG100 for scoring issue (d) is not met.  For the Scottish 
UoAs where the TSA model is used, it has been shown to be a more robust model 
than Virtual Population Analysis (VPA) that was used previously for scallop stocks 
in Scotland.  However there are a number of approaches, such as the use of 
underwater TV surveys used in the English Channel fishery, which have not be 
evaluated for their use in Scotland, so the SG100 is not met for all UoAs. 

For all UoAs the assessments will undergo some form of review internally within 
their respective scientific institutes, and both current assessments and new 
approaches will undergo review at the ICES Working Group on Scallops 
(WGSCALLOP).  Cefas survey protocols for English scallop fisheries were 
reviewed at the 2017 meeting of WGSCALLOP.  The SG80 is met for all UoAs, but 
there is no evidence the assessments have undergone formal external peer review, 
so SG100 is not met. 

References 
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Project.  26 March 2018.  61 pp. 
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PI   1.2.4 There is an adequate assessment of the stock status 
Dobby, H., Fryer, R., Gibson, T., Kinnear, S., Turriff, J. and McLay, A. 2017.  
Scottish Scallop Stocks: Results of 2016 Stock Assessments.  Scottish Marine and 
Freshwater Science Vol 8 No 21. 

Fryer R.J. 2002. TSA: is it the way? Appendix D in Report of Working Group on 

Methods of Fish Stock Assessment, Dec.2001. ICES CM 2002/D:01, 86–93. 

Gudmundsson, G. 1994. Time Series Analysis of Catch-at-age Observations. 

Journal of Applied Statistics, 43:117-126. 

ICES.  2017.  Interim Report of the Scallop Assessment Working Group 
(WGSCALLOP).  ICES CM 2017/SSGEPD:25. 20pp. 

Lambert, G.I., Murray L.G., Hinz H., Kaiser M.J. (2014) – Status of scallop 
populations in Welsh waters. Bangor University, Fisheries and Conservation Report 
No. 41. pp 61. 

 

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

85 (East Coast, North 
East, North West, West 
of Kintyre)  
80 (Irish Sea, Cardigan 
Bay) 
70 (all other UoAs) 
 

 

 



 

Page | 64  

Principle 2 

Evaluation Table for PI 2.1.1 – Primary species outcome 
PI   2.1.1 The UoA aims to maintain primary species above the PRI and does not hinder 

recovery of primary species if they are below the PRI. 
Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a Main primary species stock status 

Guide
post 

Main primary species are 
likely to be above the PRI 

 

OR 

 

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

Main primary species are 
highly likely to be above 
the PRI 

 

OR 

 

If the species is below the 
PRI, there is either 
evidence of recovery or 
a demonstrably effective 
strategy in place between 
all MSC UoAs which 
categorise this species 
as main, to ensure that 
they collectively do not 
hinder recovery and 
rebuilding. 

There is a high degree of 
certainty that main 
primary species are 
above the PRI and are 
fluctuating around a level 
consistent with MSY. 

Met? Y Y Y 

b Minor primary species stock status 

Guide
post 

  Minor primary species are 
highly likely to be above 
the PRI 

 

OR 

 

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

Met?   Y 

Overall PI 
justification 

There are no primary species associated with the fishery. 

If the fishery under assessment has no main primary species and no minor primary 
species then the automatic 2.1.1 score is 100. This is in line with SA 3.2.1 “if a team 
determines that a UoA has no impact on a particular component, it shall receive a 
score of 100 under the Outcome PI. 

 

References  

RBF 
Required? 
(P/O/) 

No Likely PI Scoring Level 
(<60, 60-79, ≥ 80) 

≥ 80 
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Evaluation Table for PI 2.1.2 – Primary species management strategy 

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

Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a Management strategy in place 

Guide
post 

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

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

There is a strategy in 
place for the UoA for 
managing main and minor 
primary species. 

Met? Y Y N 

b Management strategy evaluation 

Guide
post 

The measures are 
considered likely to work, 
based on plausible 
argument (e.g., general 
experience, theory or 
comparison with similar 
fisheries/species). 

There is some objective 
basis for confidence 
that the measures/partial 
strategy will work, based 
on some information 
directly about the fishery 
and/or species involved. 

Testing supports high 
confidence that the 
partial strategy/strategy 
will work, based on 
information directly about 
the fishery and/or species 
involved. 

Met? Y Y N 

c Management strategy implementation 

Guide
post 

 There is some evidence 
that the measures/partial 
strategy is being 
implemented 
successfully. 

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

Met?  Y N 

d Shark finning 
Guide
post 

It is likely that shark 
finning is not taking place. 

It is highly likely that 
shark finning is not taking 
place. 

There is a high degree of 
certainty that shark 
finning is not taking place. 

Met? Not relevant Not relevant Not relevant 

e Review of alternative measures 

Guide
post 

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

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

There is a biennial 
review of the potential 
effectiveness and 
practicality of alternative 
measures to minimise 
UoA-related mortality of 
unwanted catch of all 
primary species, and they 
are implemented, as 
appropriate. 
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PI   2.1.2 
There is a strategy in place that is designed to maintain or to not hinder 
rebuilding of primary species, and the UoA regularly reviews and implements 
measures, as appropriate, to minimise the mortality of unwanted catch. 

Met? Not relevant Not relevant Not relevant 

Overall PI 
justification 

There are no main or minor primary species for dredge UoA. 

There are a range of measures in place for managing the interaction of UK fisheries 
with primary species. These include: 

• EU TACs and quota system; 

• Technical measures which vary across UK devolved jurisdictions and 
fishery limits (i.e. 0-6 nm, 6-12 nm, >12 nm) including maximum tow bar 
length, maximum number of dredges, teeth per dredge, netting cover etc. 

• Closed areas, primarily for habitat protection, with indirect effect of limiting 
interaction with other species. 

While the UoA has no impact on this component; management is in place generally 
for primary species at an EU and UK level. As such all SG80 levels are met. 

 

References  

 

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

≥ 80 

 

Evaluation Table for PI 2.1.3 – Primary species information 

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

Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a Information adequacy for assessment of impact on main primary species 

Guide
post 

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

 

OR 

 

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

Qualitative information is 
adequate to estimate 
productivity and 
susceptibility attributes for 
main primary species. 

Some quantitative 
information is available 
and is adequate to 
assess the impact of the 
UoA on the main primary 
species with respect to 
status. 

 

OR 

 

If RBF is used to score 
PI 2.1.1 for the UoA: 
Some quantitative 
information is adequate to 
assess productivity and 
susceptibility attributes for 
main primary species. 

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

Met? Y Y ? 

b Information adequacy for assessment of impact on minor primary species 

Guide
post 

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

UoA on minor primary 
species with respect to 
status. 

Met?   Y 

c Information adequacy for management strategy 

Guide
post 

Information is adequate to 
support measures to 
manage main primary 
species. 

Information is adequate to 
support a partial strategy 
to manage main Primary 
species. 

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

Met? Y Y N 

Overall PI 
justification 

Quantitative information is available on the catch composition and status of species 
associated with the UoAs under assessment including: 

• MMO iFISH database with landing statistics data for UK registered vessels 
for 2013 to 2017 with attributes for: landing year; landing month; vessel 
length category; country code; ICES rectangle; vessel/gear type; species; 
live weight (tonnes); and value. Including gear categories for ‘demersal 
trawl/seine’ and ‘pot and traps’. 

• EU DCF database with landing and discard statistics for UK registered 
vessels for 2003 to 2016 with attributes for: country, regulated area, 
regulated gear, species, discards, landings, vessel length category, year for 
dredge gear. 

• Finfish stock assessments undertaken annually by ICES. 

References 

MMO, 2018 

EU DCF, 2018 

ICES, 2018 

 

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

≥ 80 
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Evaluation Table for PI 2.2.1 – Secondary species outcome 

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

Scoring Issue SG 60  SG 80 SG 100 

a Main secondary species stock status 

Guide
post 

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

 

OR 

 

If below biologically based 
limits, there are measures 
in place expected to 
ensure that the UoA does 
not hinder recovery and 
rebuilding. 

Main secondary species 
are highly likely to be 
above biologically based 
limits 

 

OR 

 

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

AND 

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

There is a high degree of 
certainty that main 
secondary species are 
within biologically based 
limits. 

Met? RBF RBF RBF 

b Minor secondary species stock status 
Guide
post 

  Minor secondary species 
are highly likely to be 
above biologically based 
limits.  
 
OR  
 
If below biologically based 
limits’, there is evidence 
that the UoA does not 
hinder the recovery and 
rebuilding of secondary 
species  

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

Overall PI 
justification 

The catch statistics indicate 2 main secondary species associated with the dredge 
UoA: queen scallop and common cockle. Seventeen minor secondary species are 
also identified within the catch composition, but not assessed as part of this pre-
assessment (as would not result in a score of <80). For the purpose of this pre-
assessment, species catch of <0.2% weight is considered negligible.  

Two additional species, common starfish and sea urchin, are assumed to form main 
secondary elements of the fishery based on: 

• Photographic evidence of catch composition during stock surveys 
undertaken by Bangor University (2017) which clearly indicates a high 
level of common starfish within the catch. 

• Shelmerdine (2010) catch evidence from Shetland scallop dredge fishery 
which shows sea urchin to make up >10% of the total catch. 

Common starfish and sea urchin are therefore included in the RBF presented under 
this evaluation table below. 

Productivity attributes analysis shows that all four species have high fecundity, are 
early-maturing, are broadcast spawners and have low trophic levels, making them 
highly productive and at low risk.  

Susceptibility attributes analysis shows high susceptibility for aerial overlap, 
selectivity and post-capture mortality for all species. For cockle, starfish and sea 
urchin, the encounterability with the fishing gear is considered to be medium 
overlap, based on the geographic and habitat range of these species compared 
with fishing grounds. 

For cockle, starfish and sea urchin, the overall risk is low and a score ≥ 80 is 
expected. 

Queen scallops for a targeted fishery, and given its distribution, habitat preference 
and commercial value, it is expected to have high encounterability with the scallop 
dredge gear under assessment. As such, it results in a medium risk category and 
an expected score of 60-79.  

 

References Shelmerdine (2010), Bangor University (2017), EU DCF (2018) 

RBF 
Required? 
(P/O/) 

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

60-79 
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Pectinidae
Aequipecten 
opercularis Queen scallop Bivalve

Dredge 1 1 1 1 1 3 1.00 3 3 3 3 3.00 69 Med 60-79

Cardiidae
Cerastoderma 
edule

Common 
edible cockle Bivalve

Dredge 1 1 1 1 1 3 1.00 3 2 3 3 2.33 85 Low ≥80

Asteriidae
Asterias 
rubens

Common 
starfish Echinoderm

Dredge 1 1 1 1 1 3 1.00 3 2 3 3 2.33 85 Low ≥80

Echinidae
Echinus 
esculentus Sea urchin Echinoderm

Dredge 1 1 1 1 3 3 1.40 3 2 3 3 2.33 81 Low ≥80

1 Productivity Scores [1-3] Susceptibility Scores [1-3]
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Evaluation Table for PI 2.2.2 – Secondary species management strategy 

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

Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a Management strategy in place 
Guide
post 

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

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

There is a strategy in 
place for the UoA for 
managing main and minor 
secondary species.  
 

Met? Y Y: 3 species N: 1 species N 

b Management strategy evaluation 

Guide
post 

The measures are 
considered likely to work, 
based on plausible 
argument (e.g. general 
experience, theory or 
comparison with similar 
UoAs/species). 

There is some objective 
basis for confidence 
that the measures/partial 
strategy will work, based 
on some information 
directly about the UoA 
and/or species involved. 

Testing supports high 
confidence that the 
partial strategy/strategy 
will work, based on 
information directly about 
the UoA and/or species 
involved. 

Met? Y N N 

c Management strategy implementation 

Guide
post 

 There is some evidence 
that the measures/partial 
strategy is being 
implemented 
successfully. 

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

Met?  N N 

d Shark finning 
Guide
post 

It is likely that shark 
finning is not taking place. 

It is highly likely that 
shark finning is not taking 
place. 

There is a high degree of 
certainty that shark 
finning is not taking place. 

Met? Not relevant Not relevant Not relevant 

e Review of alternative measures to minimise mortality of unwanted catch  
[Scoring issue need not be scored if are no unwanted catches of secondary species] 
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PI   2.2.2 
There is a strategy in place for managing secondary species that is designed 
to maintain or to not hinder rebuilding of secondary species and the UoA 
regularly reviews and implements measures, as appropriate, to minimise the 
mortality of unwanted catch. 

Guide
post 

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

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

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

Met? N N N 

Overall PI 
justification 

A number of measures exist that manage the interaction of the scallop dredge 
fishery with secondary species. These include: 

• Closed areas within the Marine Protected Areas network, which somewhat 
limit overlap with secondary species. 

• Minimum Conservation Reference Size (MCRS): queen scallop: 40mm 

• Technical gear restrictions on scallop dredge gear (limiting number of 
dredge and tow bar length) 

• Requirement to have a scallop entitlement attached to fishing licence when 
using mechanized scallop dredge. 

• Freeze on latent scallop entitlements for Scottish vessels, thereby 
controlling the number of vessels. 

• Western Waters Effort Regime in ICES Area 7 (including Irish Sea) 

For cockle, starfish and sea urchin, it is likely that 2.2.2 a SG80 is met on account 
of the lower level of risk to these species (which meet SG80 in 2.2.1), together with 
the wide distribution and specific habitat preferences that do not overlap with 
scallop dredge (cockle: sandy mud, starfish and sea urchin: inshore rocky. 
Measures the work together to form a ‘partial strategy’ have been designed specific 
to the scallop dredge fishery and include effort limitation (Western Waters Effort 
Regime), technical gear restrictions, licence requirements and closed areas. 

It is expected that these measures will work based on plausible argument, but there 
is not objective basis of confidence that these measures will work specific to the 
species involved. Sib is expected to meet SG60, but not SG80. 

There is some evidence of successful implementation, but also evidence of 
incidents of vessels activity within MPA areas closed to scallop dredging, although 
determination of whether or not that activity was illegal is not possible. SIc is not 
expected to meet SG80. 

It should be noted that the level of interaction with the queen scallop stock by the 
UoA is not fully understood. Nor is the level of interaction with all species 
associated with the gear e.g. species impacted by the gear, but not brought up in 
the catch and left on the seabed. It is therefore not possible to determine whether 
the outlined management is appropriate to ensure the UoA does not hinder 
rebuilding to at/above biologically based limits nor hinder recovery.  

In relation to SIe, various alternative scallop dredge gears have been developed 
and trialled, with the N-Virodredge the most cited example. However, UK technical 
gear requirements for scallop dredge equipment do not allow adaptation of gear 
and therefore there is highly restricted scope for exploring alternative measures for 
reducing unwanted catch.  Furthermore, little is known about the level and 
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PI   2.2.2 
There is a strategy in place for managing secondary species that is designed 
to maintain or to not hinder rebuilding of secondary species and the UoA 
regularly reviews and implements measures, as appropriate, to minimise the 
mortality of unwanted catch. 
consequences for species injured/ impacted on the seabed and not included as part 
of the catch. It is therefore considered appropriate that SG60 is not met.  

References  

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

<60 
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Evaluation Table for PI 2.2.3 – Secondary species information 

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

Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a Information adequacy for assessment of impacts on main secondary species 

Guide
post 

Qualitative information is 
adequate to estimate the 
impact of the UoA on the 
main secondary species 
with respect to status.  
 
OR 
 
If RBF is used to score 
PI 2.2.1 for the UoA:  
 
Qualitative information is 
adequate to estimate 
productivity and 
susceptibility attributes for 
main secondary species.  

Some quantitative 
information is available 
and adequate to assess 
the impact of the UoA on 
main secondary species 
with respect to status.  
 
OR  
 
If RBF is used to score 
PI 2.2.1 for the UoA:  
Some quantitative 
information is adequate to 
assess productivity and 
susceptibility attributes for 
main secondary species.  

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

Met? Y Y N 

b Information adequacy for assessment of impacts on minor secondary species 
Guide
post 

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

Met?   Y 

c Information adequacy for management strategy 

Guide
post 

Information is adequate to 
support measures to 
manage main secondary 
species. 

Information is adequate to 
support a partial strategy 
to manage main 
secondary species. 

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

Met? Y N N 

Overall PI 
justification 

Quantitative information is available on the catch composition and status of species 
associated with the UoAs under assessment including: 

• MMO iFISH database with landing statistics data for UK registered vessels 
for 2013 to 2017 with attributes for: landing year; landing month; vessel 
length category; country code; ICES rectangle; vessel/gear type; species; 
live weight (tonnes); and value. Including gear categories for ‘demersal 
trawl/seine’ and ‘pot and traps’. 

• EU DCF database with landing and discard statistics for UK registered 
vessels for 2003 to 2016 with attributes for: country, regulated area, 
regulated gear, species, discards, landings, vessel length category, year for 
dredge. 
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PI   2.2.3 
Information on the nature and amount of secondary species taken is 
adequate to determine the risk posed by the UoA and the effectiveness of the 
strategy to manage secondary species. 

• Other sources including Fishbase, Marlin and IUCN assessments. 

Despite this, information related to queen scallops is not considered adequate to 
support a partial strategy for management of this species. As such SIc SG80 is 
unlikely to be met at this time. 

 

References 

MMO, 2018 

EU DCF, 2018 

Fishbase 

MarLin  

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

60-79 

 

Evaluation Table for PI 2.3.1 – ETP species outcome 

PI   2.3.1 
The UoA meets national and international requirements for the protection of 
ETP species 
The UoA does not hinder recovery of ETP species 

Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

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

Guide
post 

Where national and/or 
international requirements 
set limits for ETP species, 
the effects of the UoA on 
the population/stock are 
known and likely to be 
within these limits. 

Where national and/or 
international requirements 
set limits for ETP species, 
the combined effects of 
the MSC UoAs on the 
population/stock are 
known and highly likely 
to be within these limits. 

Where national and/or 
international requirements 
set limits for ETP species, 
there is a high degree of 
certainty that the 
combined effects of the 
MSC UoAs are within 
these limits. 

Met? Not relevant Not relevant Not relevant 

b Direct effects 

Guide
post 

Known direct effects of 
the UoA are likely to not 
hinder recovery of ETP 
species. 

Known direct effects of 
the UoA are highly likely 
to not hinder recovery of 
ETP species. 

There is a high degree of 
confidence that there are 
no significant detrimental 
direct effects of the UoA 
on ETP species. 

Met? N N N 

c Indirect effects 

Guide
post 

 Indirect effects have been 
considered and are 
thought to be highly 
likely to not create 
unacceptable impacts. 

There is a high degree of 
confidence that there are 
no significant detrimental 
indirect effects of the 
fishery on ETP species. 

Met?  N N 
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PI   2.3.1 
The UoA meets national and international requirements for the protection of 
ETP species 
The UoA does not hinder recovery of ETP species 

Overall PI 
justification 

The operational methods of the scallop dredge fishing gear, which is towed directly 
across the seabed and does not extend into the water column, makes direct effects 
with marine mammals and sea birds highly unlikely.  Direct effects may occur to 
demersal species, such as common skate, starry ray, angel shark and other 
elasmobranchs; finfish species; and benthic invertebrates such as reef forming 
horse mussel beds. 

SIa – there are no ETP species for which national and/or international limits of 
acceptable interaction have been set. A number of species may have zero TAC or 
landings are prohibited, however there are no limits for interaction. SIa is therefore 
not relevant, with all species expected to be assessed under SIb. 

SIb – the available evidence in the form of catch statistics, which include landings 
and some discards data, are not sufficient to allow determination of the direct effect 
on ETP species, particularly invertebrates that are Priority Marine Features (PMF) 
in Scottish waters. While the catch data available shows no interactions with 
identified finfish and elasmobranch ETP species, the interaction t is expected that 
SG60 is met. The level of unidentified mortality i.e. ETPS species unintentionally 
damaged through the act of fishing, but not taken/caught by the dredge gear is 
unknown. 

SIc – It is likely that indirect effects are unlikely to create unacceptable impacts to 
ETP species. However, evidence is not available to support this to highly unlikely 
classification, which is required at SG80. While food webs across the UoAs are 
broadly understood and scallops are not known to be specifically important to any 
particular ETP species as a prey item, the indirect effects of the dredging gear on 
ETP species is not well understood. As such SG80 is not met. 

 

References  

RBF 
Required? 
(P/O/) 

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

<60 
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Evaluation Table for PI 2.3.2 – ETP species management strategy 

PI   2.3.2 

The UoA has in place precautionary management strategies designed to: 
• meet national and international requirements; 
• ensure the UoA does not hinder recovery of ETP species. 
 

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

Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

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

Guide
post 

There are measures in 
place that minimise the 
UoA-related mortality of 
ETP species, and are 
expected to be highly 
likely to achieve national 
and international 
requirements for the 
protection of ETP 
species. 

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

There is a 
comprehensive strategy 
in place for managing the 
UoA’s impact on ETP 
species, including 
measures to minimise 
mortality, which is 
designed to achieve 
above national and 
international requirements 
for the protection of ETP 
species. 

Met? Not relevant Not relevant Not relevant 

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

Guide
post 

There are measures in 
place that are expected to 
ensure the UoA does not 
hinder the recovery of 
ETP species. 

There is a strategy in 
place that is expected to 
ensure the UoA does not 
hinder the recovery of 
ETP species. 

There is a 
comprehensive strategy 
in place for managing 
ETP species, to ensure 
the UoA does not hinder 
the recovery of ETP 
species 

Met? Y N N 

c Management strategy evaluation 

Guide
post 

The measures are 
considered likely to 
work, based on plausible 
argument (e.g., general 
experience, theory or 
comparison with similar 
fisheries/species). 

There is an objective 
basis for confidence 
that the 
measures/strategy will 
work, based on 
information directly 
about the fishery and/or 
the species involved. 

The 
strategy/comprehensive 
strategy is mainly based 
on information directly 
about the fishery and/or 
species involved, and a 
quantitative analysis 
supports high 
confidence that the 
strategy will work. 

Met? Y N N 

d Management strategy implementation 

Guide
post 

 There is some evidence 
that the 
measures/strategy is 
being implemented 
successfully. 

There is clear evidence 
that the 
strategy/comprehensive 
strategy is being 
implemented successfully 
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PI   2.3.2 

The UoA has in place precautionary management strategies designed to: 
• meet national and international requirements; 
• ensure the UoA does not hinder recovery of ETP species. 
 

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

and is achieving its 
objective as set out in 
scoring issue (a) or (b). 

Met?  N N 

e Review of alternative measures to minimize mortality of ETP species 

Guide
post 

There is a review of the 
potential effectiveness 
and practicality of 
alternative measures to 
minimise UoA-related 
mortality of ETP species.  

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

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

Met? N N N 

Overall PI 
justification 

There are measures in place that work to manage the UoAs interaction with ETP 
species, these include: 

• Regulations 104/2015 prohibit EU vessels from fishing, retaining, 
transshipping or landing basking shark, angel shark, common skate, starry 
ray and porbeagle. 

• European Community’s Plan of Action for sharks, skates, rays and 
chimaeras  

• UK’s Shark, Skate and Ray Conservation Plan 

• Network of Marine Protected Areas which include areas closed to scallop 
dredging to protect qualifying features / species within the designation. 

• Seafish skates and rays identification sheet 

 

These measures are not considered to be sufficient to form a ‘strategy’, and SG80 
is not met. 

SId: There is some evidence of successful implementation, but also evidence of 
incidents of vessels activity within MPA areas closed to scallop dredging, although 
determination of whether or not that activity was illegal is not possible. SIc is not 
expected to meet SG80. 

SIe: various alternative scallop dredge gears have been developed and trialled, with 
the N-Virodredge the most cited example. However, UK technical gear 
requirements for scallop dredge equipment do not allow adaptation of gear and 
therefore there is highly restricted scope for exploring alternative measures for 
reducing unwanted catch.  Furthermore, little is known about the level and 
consequences for ETP invertebrate species injured/ impacted on the seabed and 
not included as part of the catch. It is therefore considered appropriate that SG60 is 
not met. 

References  

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

<60 
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Evaluation Table for PI 2.3.3 – ETP species information 

PI   2.3.3 

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

• Information for the development of the management strategy; 
• Information to assess the effectiveness of the management strategy; and 
• Information to determine the outcome status of ETP species. 

Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a Information adequacy for assessment of impacts 

Guide
post 

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

 

OR  

 

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

 

Qualitative information is 
adequate to estimate 
productivity and 
susceptibility attributes 
for ETP species. 

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

 

OR  

 

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

Some quantitative 
information is adequate to 
assess productivity and 
susceptibility attributes for 
ETP species. 

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

Met? Y N N 

b Information adequacy for management strategy 

Guide
post 

Information is adequate to 
support measures to 
manage the impacts on 
ETP species. 

Information is adequate to 
measure trends and 
support a strategy to 
manage impacts on ETP 
species. 

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

Met? Y N N 

Overall PI 
justification 

Qualitative data is available to allow the level of ETP species mortality to be 
estimated, including knowledge of the ETP species present, their distribution and 
the technical operations of the fishing gear. 

Some quantitative data does exist (in the form of discard data from EU DCF), but 
this is not at the scale that is sufficient to assess the UoA related mortality of ETP 
species.  

References EU DCF, 2018 

 

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

60-79 
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Evaluation Table for PI 2.4.1 – Habitats outcome 

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

Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a Commonly encountered habitat status 

Guide
post 

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

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

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

Met? N N N 

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

Guide
post 

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

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

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

Met? Y N N 

c Minor habitat status 
Guide
post 

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

Met?   N 

Overall PI 
justification 

Commonly encountered habitats: Scallop inhabit on or partially buried within 
surface sediments, preferring sand, gravel or pebble/cobbles.  

VMEs: VMEs within the UoA includes biogenic reefs (e.g. horse mussel), maerl 
beds, seagrass beds, sea pens etc.  

Minor habitats: Relate to other habitats that are not VMEs and are not commonly 
encountered.  

The scoring issues relate to serious harm or irreversible harm to habitat elements. 
In terms of MSC terminology, serious harm means gross change in habitat types or 
abundances, and disruption of the role function of the habitats. 

Irreversibility means changes that are expected to take much longer to recover than 
the dynamics in un-fished situations. 

The impact of scallop dredging is well studied and understood to be capable of 
greatly reducing habitat complexity by direct modification of the substratum and/or 
removal of the fauna that contribute to surface topography. 

Various studies have evaluated the recovery rates of habitats that have undergone 
scallop dredging, across a range of habitat and sediment types. 
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PI   2.4.1 
The UoA does not cause serious or irreversible harm to habitat structure and 
function, considered on the basis of the area covered by the governance 
body(s) responsible for fisheries management in the area(s) where the UoA 
operates. 
The level of damage is expected to vary depending on the type of sediment 
encountered. On soft sediments, dredges can scrape or furrow, and cause re-
suspension of the sediment. On rocky habitats, physical structures can be removed 
and damaged. The latter habitat is felt to be impacted to a higher degree and less 
able to recover. Of particular concern, VMEs such as reef structures are at high risk 
from dredge damage, where recovery times are often long due to the slow growing 
and long living nature of corals and other vulnerable organisms such as sea pens.  

The recovery time after scallop dredging varies from a few days in high tidal and 
wave swept areas to months in less exposed sand and muddy sand areas and; 
more than 2-3 years across sensitive biogenic reef habitats. The level of recovery 
varies depending on the habitats fished / species composition and intensity & 
frequency of fishing effort. 

These recover rates demonstrate that it is unlikely that scallop dredging impacts 
would to be irreversible, even for VMEs. It is expected that VMEs are protected 
based on the network of MPAs that manage direct interaction with scallop dredge 
gear, but some level of evidence would be necessary to provide the confidence that 
the ‘highly unlikely’ qualifier at SG80 is met. 

However it is not clear that serious harm to commonly encountered habitats would 
not occur.  This is because the foot print of the UoA is not known in relation to the 
extent of these habitats, nor is the frequency of fishing events.  

 

References  

RBF 
Required? 
(P/O/) 

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

<60 
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Evaluation Table for PI 2.4.2 – Habitats management strategy 
PI   2.4.2 There is a strategy in place that is designed to ensure the UoA does not pose 

a risk of serious or irreversible harm to the habitats. 
Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a Management strategy in place 

Guide
post 

There are measures in 
place, if necessary, that 
are expected to achieve 
the Habitat Outcome 80 
level of performance. 

There is a partial 
strategy in place, if 
necessary, that is 
expected to achieve the 
Habitat Outcome 80 level 
of performance or above. 

There is a strategy in 
place for managing the 
impact of all MSC 
UoAs/non-MSC fisheries 
on habitats. 

Met? N N N 

b Management strategy evaluation 

Guide
post 

The measures are 
considered likely to 
work, based on plausible 
argument (e.g. general 
experience, theory or 
comparison with similar 
UoAs/habitats). 

There is some objective 
basis for confidence 
that the measures/partial 
strategy will work, based 
on information directly 
about the UoA and/or 
habitats involved. 

Testing supports high 
confidence that the 
partial strategy/strategy 
will work, based on 
information directly 
about the UoA and/or 
habitats involved. 

Met? N N N 

c Management strategy implementation 

Guide
post 

 There is some 
quantitative evidence 
that the measures/partial 
strategy is being 
implemented 
successfully. 

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

Met?  N N 

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

Guide
post 

There is qualitative 
evidence that the UoA 
complies with its 
management 
requirements to protect 
VMEs. 

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

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

 Met? Y N N 

Overall PI 
justification 

A network of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) are designated within the UK EEZ, 
through legal or other means, on the basis of the habitats and species (i.e. the 
features) known to be present within them.  This includes Special Areas of 
Conservation (SACs), Special Protection Areas (SPAs), Marine Conservation 
Zones (MCZs) and Nature Conservation MPAs (NCMPAs).  This existing and 
proposed network of MPAs covers approximately 23% of UK inshore (within 12 nm) 
and offshore (beyond 12 nm) waters (JNCC, 2018).   
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PI   2.4.2 There is a strategy in place that is designed to ensure the UoA does not pose 
a risk of serious or irreversible harm to the habitats. 
A number of MPAs seek to conserve and protect marine habitats, including habitats 
of relevance to scallop fisheries, such as estuaries, large shallow inlets and bays, 
and reefs, and a number of MPAs that overlap with commercially exploited scallop 
grounds already have management measures that restrict scallop dredging.  
Measures vary by MPA, ranging from dredging being prohibited from the entire 
designated sites, through to partial or zonal exclusions that aim to protect particular 
features of sites or limit fishing effort within the MPA.   

As the MPA network expands (noting that a third tranche of 41 proposed new MCZs 
were consulted upon in Summer 2018), it can be expected restrictions within 
designated sites could become more common. 

This network of MPAs would be expected to form measures to manage interaction 
with VMEs, however may not be sufficient or appropriate for commonly 
encountered habitats. This takes into consideration that measures are expected to 
reach SG80 for 2.4.1, which is currently consider to be <60 for commonly 
encountered habitats. 

 

Some quantitative evidence in the form of VMS data is available for part of the fleet 
(i.e. for all vessels ³12m in length), but is not currently a requirement for vessels 
<12m. It is therefore possible to determine that for part of the fleet, implementation 
is successful, but this is not true for all vessels and thereby SG80 is not met for SIc 
and SId. 

   

References  

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

<60 

 

Evaluation Table for PI 2.4.3 – Habitats information 
PI   2.4.3 Information is adequate to determine the risk posed to the habitat by the UoA 

and the effectiveness of the strategy to manage impacts on the habitat. 
Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a Information quality 

Guide
post 

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

 

OR  

 

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

Qualitative information is 
adequate to estimate the 
types and distribution of 
the main habitats. 

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

 

OR  

 

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

Some quantitative 
information is available 
and is adequate to 
estimate the types and 

The distribution of all 
habitats is known over 
their range, with particular 
attention to the 
occurrence of vulnerable 
habitats. 
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PI   2.4.3 Information is adequate to determine the risk posed to the habitat by the UoA 
and the effectiveness of the strategy to manage impacts on the habitat. 

distribution of the main 
habitats. 

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

b Information adequacy for assessment of impacts 

Guide
post 

Information is adequate to 
broadly understand the 
nature of the main 
impacts of gear use on 
the main habitats, 
including spatial overlap 
of habitat with fishing 
gear.  
 
OR  
 
If CSA is used to score 
PI 2.4.1 for the UoA:  
 
Qualitative information is 
adequate to estimate the 
consequence and spatial 
attributes of the main 
habitats. 

Information is adequate to 
allow for identification of 
the main impacts of the 
UoA on the main habitats, 
and there is reliable 
information on the spatial 
extent of interaction and 
on the timing and location 
of use of the fishing gear.  
 
OR  
 
If CSA is used to score 
PI 2.4.1 for the UoA:  
 
Some quantitative 
information is available 
and is adequate to 
estimate the 
consequence and spatial 
attributes of the main 
habitats.  

The physical impacts of 
the gear on all habitats 
have been quantified fully. 

Met? Y N N 

c Monitoring 

Guide
post 

 Adequate information 
continues to be collected 
to detect any increase in 
risk to the main habitats.  

Changes in habitat 
distributions over time are 
measured. 

Met?  N N 

Overall PI 
justification 

There is a high degree of knowledge in relation to habitat distribution within UK 
inshore and offshore waters - including vulnerable habitats. Much of this data is 
combined and presented at The EMODnet Seabed Habitats website 
(http://www.emodnet-seabedhabitats.eu), which provides a single portal for the 
outputs of the EUSeaMap and MESH projects and includes a seabed habitats 
mapping portal. This mapping portal also enables OSPAR priority habitats (VMEs) 
to be mapped (which supports OSPAR qualifying MPAs, of which there are 267 in 
UK waters). 

 

Information is adequate to understand the nature of gear impacts and to broadly 
understand the spatial overlap of the fishery across habitats, including knowledge of 
habitat preferences of scallops. It is expected that information is adequate to allow 
SG60 to be met. 

However, the spatial extent of interaction and timing and location of fishing gear use 
is not reliable for vessels <12m in length, SIa SG80 is not met. Similarly, 
information for vessels <12m in length is not adequate to detect increases in risk 
specific to habitat types, SIb SG80 is not met.  
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PI   2.4.3 Information is adequate to determine the risk posed to the habitat by the UoA 
and the effectiveness of the strategy to manage impacts on the habitat. 

References [List any references here] 

 

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

60-79 

 

Evaluation Table for PI 2.5.1 – Ecosystem outcome 
PI   2.5.1 The UoA does not cause serious or irreversible harm to the key elements of 

ecosystem structure and function. 
Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a Ecosystem status 

Guide
post 

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

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

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

Met? Y N N 

Overall PI 
justification 

 

This PI considers the effect of scallop dredging on the wider ecosystem structure 
and function. While the habitats component is assessed separately under 2.4.1, the 
wider ecosystem effect that results from disturbed habitat is appropriate to consider 
here. For instance, species physically impacted by dredges but not captured, or 
captured and subsequently discarded, are likely to attract predators and be highly 
susceptible to predation.  

A number of studies indicate that benthic communities in areas subject to a long 
history of scallop dredging will have become simplified to a suite of species that are 
relatively resistant to fishing disturbance (Currie & Parry 1996; Bradshaw et al. 
2002; Brown 2013). However, such impacts will be localised and not expected to 
disrupt key elements at an ecosystem level e.g. at a North Sea, Irish Sea or West of 
Scotland scale. 

Overall, it is expected that SG60 is met, but further information is required to 
demonstrate that serious harm to ecosystem function is highly unlikely to occur. 

 

References 
Currie & Parry 1996;  

Bradshaw et al. 2002;  

Brown 2013 

RBF 
Required? 
(P/O/) 

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

60-79 
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Evaluation Table for PI 2.5.2 – Ecosystem management strategy 
PI   2.5.2 There are measures in place to ensure the UoA does not pose a risk of 

serious or irreversible harm to ecosystem structure and function. 
Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a Management strategy in place 

Guide
post 

There are measures in 
place, if necessary which 
take into account the 
potential impacts of the 
fishery on key elements of 
the ecosystem. 

There is a partial 
strategy in place, if 
necessary, which takes 
into account available 
information and is 
expected to restrain 
impacts of the UoA on 
the ecosystem so as to 
achieve the Ecosystem 
Outcome 80 level of 
performance. 

There is a strategy that 
consists of a plan, in 
place which contains 
measures to address all 
main impacts of the 
UoA on the ecosystem, 
and at least some of 
these measures are in 
place. 

Met? Y N N 

b Management strategy evaluation 

Guide
post 

The measures are 
considered likely to work, 
based on plausible 
argument (e.g., general 
experience, theory or 
comparison with similar 
fisheries/ ecosystems).  

There is some objective 
basis for confidence 
that the measures/partial 
strategy will work, based 
on some information 
directly about the UoA 
and/or the ecosystem 
involved  

Testing supports high 
confidence that the 
partial strategy/strategy 
will work, based on 
information directly about 
the UoA and/or 
ecosystem involved  

Met? Y N N 

c Management strategy implementation 
Guide
post 

 There is some evidence 
that the measures/partial 
strategy is being 
implemented 
successfully. 

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

Met?  Y N 

Overall PI 
justification 

A number of measures exist that manage the interaction of the scallop dredge 
fishery, including: 

• Closed areas within the Marine Protected Areas network. 

• Technical gear restrictions on scallop dredge gear (limiting number of 
dredge and tow bar length) 

• Requirement to have a scallop entitlement attached to fishing licence when 
using mechanized scallop dredge. 

• Freeze on latent scallop entitlements for Scottish vessels, thereby 
controlling the number of vessels. 

• Western Waters Effort Regime in ICES Area 7 (including Irish Sea) 

These measures take into account potential impact on the key elements of the 
ecosystem, primarily by limiting the impact on VMEs through closed areas, as well 
as gear and effort restriction. 
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PI   2.5.2 There are measures in place to ensure the UoA does not pose a risk of 
serious or irreversible harm to ecosystem structure and function. 
However, these measures are unlikely to qualify as a partial strategy and are not 
expected to restrain impacts across the wider ecosystem. 

 

References  

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

60-79 

 

Evaluation Table for PI 2.5.3 – Ecosystem information 
PI   2.5.3 There is adequate knowledge of the impacts of the UoA on the ecosystem. 
Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a Information quality 

Guide
post 

Information is adequate to 
identify the key elements 
of the ecosystem. 

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

 

Met? Y Y  

b Investigation of UoA impacts 

Guide
post 

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

Main impacts of the UoA 
on these key ecosystem 
elements can be inferred 
from existing information, 
and some have been 
investigated in detail. 

Main interactions between 
the UoA and these 
ecosystem elements can 
be inferred from existing 
information, and have 
been investigated in 
detail. 

Met? Y Y N 

c Understanding of component functions 

Guide
post 

 The main functions of the 
components (i.e., P1 
target species, primary, 
secondary and ETP 
species and Habitats) in 
the ecosystem are 
known. 

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

Met?  Y N 

d Information relevance 

Guide
post 

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

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

Met?  Y N 

Monitoring 



 

Page | 87  

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

post 
 Adequate data continue 

to be collected to detect 
any increase in risk level. 

Information is adequate to 
support the development 
of strategies to manage 
ecosystem impacts. 

Met?  Y N 

Overall PI 
justification 

The North Sea, West of Scotland and Irish Sea are well-studied ecosystems.  

Good quality information is available for key elements e.g., productivity modelling, 
trophic work, and habitat mapping.  

The impacts of scallop fisheries on these elements is adequately understood e.g., 
habitat damage, biomass removal, species size & maturation studies, etc. And the 
nature of impacted communities is understood, e.g. target and bycatch spp. 
(composition, volume & function), ETP e.g. skates / rays are known. 

Consequences can be inferred from gear studies, impact assessments (and key 
elements in some cases), but not many specific studies. 

Some spatial data, hydrographic and oceanographic studies are available. 
Biodiversity assessments can show ecological risks. Information covers both 
fisheries-dependent and fisheries-independent variables. 

References  

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

≥ 80 
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Principle 3 

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

PI   3.1.1 

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

• Is capable of delivering sustainability in the UoA(s); and 
• Observes the legal rights created explicitly or established by custom of 

people dependent on fishing for food or livelihood; and 
• Incorporates an appropriate dispute resolution framework. 

Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a Compatibility of laws or standards with effective management 
Guide
post 

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

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

 

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

Met? Y Y 

N – Irish Sea UoAs 

N 

b Resolution of disputes 
Guide
post 

The management system 
incorporates or is subject 
by law to a mechanism 
for the resolution of legal 
disputes arising within the 
system. 

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

The management system 
incorporates or is subject 
by law to a transparent 
mechanism for the 
resolution of legal 
disputes that is 
appropriate to the context 
of the fishery and has 
been tested and proven 
to be effective. 

Met? Y Y N 

c Respect for rights 
Guide
post 

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

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

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

Met? Y Y Y 

Overall PI 
justification 

The scoring of this PI depends upon the definition of the scallop stocks. Most of the 
proposed UoAs are single jurisdiction, located within British fishery limits. These are 
to be managed under the CFP up to the end of the transition period in 2021, at 
which point, it is then the UK management system.  
For Irish Sea shared stocks, while these are all currently under the CFP, there is no 
evidence of bilateral co-operation between the UK and RoI on scallop, although 
some scientific co-operation exists through the ICES working group. 
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PI   3.1.1 

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

• Is capable of delivering sustainability in the UoA(s); and 
• Observes the legal rights created explicitly or established by custom of 

people dependent on fishing for food or livelihood; and 
• Incorporates an appropriate dispute resolution framework. 

An MSC assessment scores a fishery on what is in place at the time of a site visit. 
It is assumed that the UK system will be similar in scope and intent to the CFP (as 
proposed in the Defra Fisheries white paper, 2018), but this must be reviewed when 
the system is known.  
 

a. The CFP (EU Reg. 1380/2013) is the principal legislative instrument for 
fisheries management in the EU. The CFP commits the EU and Member 
States to obligations and commitments (e.g. Convention on Biological 
Diversity) and through European Directives, (e.g. 2008/56/EC Marine 
Strategy Framework Directive, 2009/147/EC Birds Directive, 92/43/ECC 
Habitats Directive). Fisheries rules and control systems are agreed at an 
EU level, then implemented by the member states through their national 
authorities and inspectors. Member States also adopt their own national 
legislation on nature conservation and Good Environmental Status (GES) 
Directives related to the EU directives. In summary, there are effective 
national legal systems  

SG60 is met on the Irish Sea shared stocks as the scientific co-operation 
through the ICES Working Group satisfies the requirements for co-
operation. 

There is no evidence of ‘organised and effective co-operation with other 
parties’ on the Irish Sea shared stocks in relation to the development of 
management advice and SG80 is not met. 

b. The UK legal system provides for resolution of disputes between operators 
and with state agencies. No evidence identified showing it has been tested 
and proven. 

c. Under the CFP, which is fully implemented by UK legislation, the 
management system creates, respects, and ensures legal rights, which are 
expressly created or established for the practices of people dependent on 
fishing for their food or livelihood. This equates to a formal commitment. 

References 

EU Reg. 1380/2013 Common Fisheries Policy 

Defra, 2018. The Fisheries White Paper – Sustainable fisheries for future 
generations, July 2018. Presented to Parliament by the Secretary of State for 
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs by Command of Her Majesty. 

2008/56/EC Marine Strategy Framework Directive 

2009/147/EC Birds Directive,  

92/43/ECC Habitats Directive 

Fisheries Management Agreement between UK and Isle of Man, 2012 

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

≥ 80 
60-79 North Irish Sea 
and South Irish Sea 
UoAs 
 
(Review all post 2020) 
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Evaluation Table for PI 3.1.2 – Consultation, roles and responsibilities 

PI   3.1.2 

The management system has effective consultation processes that are open 
to interested and affected parties. 
The roles and responsibilities of organisations and individuals who are 
involved in the management process are clear and understood by all relevant 
parties 

Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a Roles and responsibilities 

Guide
post 

Organisations and 
individuals involved in the 
management process 
have been identified. 
Functions, roles and 
responsibilities are 
generally understood. 

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

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

Met? Y N N 

b Consultation processes 

Guide
post 

The management system 
includes consultation 
processes that obtain 
relevant information 
from the main affected 
parties, including local 
knowledge, to inform the 
management system. 

The management system 
includes consultation 
processes that regularly 
seek and accept relevant 
information, including 
local knowledge. The 
management system 
demonstrates 
consideration of the 
information obtained. 

The management system 
includes consultation 
processes that regularly 
seek and accept relevant 
information, including 
local knowledge. The 
management system 
demonstrates 
consideration of the 
information and explains 
how it is used or not 
used. 

Met? Y N N 

c Participation 

Guide
post 

 The consultation process 
provides opportunity for 
all interested and affected 
parties to be involved. 

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

Met?  N N 

Overall PI 
justification 

a. The main report describes the roles and responsibilities in fisheries 
management. Organisations and their roles are well defined at EU, UK and 
national levels. However, while responsibilities are generally understood, 
the responsibilities in relation to scallop stocks are not well understood. 
This is partly as a consequence of the stock units not being well defined, 
particularly in the Irish Sea where stocks may be shared with the Republic 
of Ireland and the Isle of Man. The responsibility for management of scallop 
stocks rests with the Member State(s) where the resource occurs, the UK in 
this case. However, some aspects of management, such as the Western 
Waters Effort Regime, and minimum landing sizes are at EU level (SG80a 
not met).  
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PI   3.1.2 

The management system has effective consultation processes that are open 
to interested and affected parties. 
The roles and responsibilities of organisations and individuals who are 
involved in the management process are clear and understood by all relevant 
parties 

b. Each of the management authorities have consultation processes to obtain 
information from the main affected parties. For example where the SICG 
has requested MMO to take action, it has prompted the MMO to conduct a 
consultation process (e.g. effort swap request MMO, 2015). However, as a 
result of the uncertainty over stock unit boundaries, there is not a clear 
management regime that regularly seeks and accepts information, or 
demonstrates consideration of information obtained (SG80b not met). 

c. At a UK level the small-scale fishers are not well represented in current 
consultation processes, which mainly involve discussion within the SICG 
and dissemination by its members. Significant developments and policy 
proposals, would be consulted upon through formal consultation processes, 
but it is not evident that some consultation processes provide an 
opportunity for all affected parties to be involved (SG80c not met). 

References 
MMO 2015 Consultation into conducting a scallop-demersal effort swap with the 
Netherlands (February 2015) 
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/consultation-into-conducting-
a-scallop-demersal-effort-swap-with-the-netherlands-february-2015  

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

60-79 
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Evaluation Table for PI 3.1.3 – Long term objectives 

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

Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a Objectives 

Guide
post 

Long-term objectives to 
guide decision-making, 
consistent with the MSC 
fisheries standard and the 
precautionary approach, 
are implicit within 
management policy. 

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

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

Met? Y Y Y 

Overall PI 
justification 

The precautionary approach is explicit within the CFP and EU Member States 
policies align with this, which is required under the CFP (SG100). 

The CFP regulation states that “For stocks for which no multiannual plan has been 
established, exploitation rates delivering maximum sustainable yield should be 
ensured by setting catch or fishing effort limits. If available data is insufficient, 
fisheries should be managed by using approximative parameters.”  

The long-term objectives under the CFP are consistent with the MSC fisheries 
standard and, despite scallop stocks not being managed under LTMP or with TACs, 
are required by management policy (SG100 is met). 

The UK Fisheries Bill seeks to maintain these long term objectives, setting out and 
defining the fisheries objectives: 

((a) the sustainability objective, 

(b) the precautionary objective, 

(c) the ecosystem objective, 

(d) the scientific evidence objective, 

(e) the discards objective, and 

(f) the equal access objective. 

References EU Reg. 1380/2013 Common Fisheries Policy 

UK Fisheries Bill 278, 2018 

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

≥ 80 

 
 
Evaluation Table for PI 3.2.1 Fishery-specific objectives 

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

Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a Objectives 

Guide
post 

Objectives, which are 
broadly consistent with 
achieving the outcomes 
expressed by MSC’s 
Principles 1 and 2, are 
implicit within the fishery-
specific management 
system. 

Short and long-term 
objectives, which are 
consistent with achieving 
the outcomes expressed 
by MSC’s Principles 1 
and 2, are explicit within 
the fishery-specific 
management system. 

Well defined and 
measurable short and 
long-term objectives, 
which are demonstrably 
consistent with achieving 
the outcomes expressed 
by MSC’s Principles 1 
and 2, are explicit within 
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PI   3.2.1 The fishery-specific management system has clear, specific objectives 
designed to achieve the outcomes expressed by MSC’s Principles 1 and 2. 

the fishery-specific 
management system. 

Met? Y partial N 

Overall PI 
justification 

Note: [SA4.7.1.1] The objectives shall be assessed under this PI and the strategies 

that implement the objectives shall be assessed under P1 and P2. 

 
Short-term fishery-specific objectives are not well-developed for non-pressure stock 
species such as scallop. The Western Waters Effort Regime was designed to 
manage access: it only includes over 15m vessels in Area VII and is not responsive 
to stock status. These cannot therefore be considered to be consistent with P1 
outcomes. P2-related objectives of minimising by-catch (through technical 
measures, a requirement for 95% of catches to be scallop) and limiting habitat 
impacts (e.g. through spatial management of inshore waters) are explicit under the 
management system (SG80 partially met), but the objectives are not well defined. 
 

References 

EU Reg. 1380/2013 Common Fisheries Policy 

EC Regulation EC No 1954/2003 on the management of the fishing effort relating to 
certain Community fishing areas and resources and implementing regulation EC No 
1415/2004. 

Marine Scotland, 2017. Scallop conservation measures, June 2017 

MMO, 2017. Statutory guidance Fishing regulations: The Blue Book 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/fishing-regulations-the-blue-
book 

Welsh Statutory Instruments 2010 No. 269 (W.33) Sea Fisheries, Wales 
Conservation of Sea Fish the Scallop Fishing (Wales) (No.2) Order 2010  

Welsh Statutory Instruments 2012 No. 2729 (W.292) Sea Fisheries, Wales the 
Scallop Dredging Operations (Tracking Devices) (Wales) Order 2012.  

 

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

 60-79 
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Evaluation Table for PI 3.2.2 – Decision-making processes 

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

Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a Decision-making processes 

Guide
post 

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

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

 

Met? Y N  

b Responsiveness of decision-making processes 

Guide
post 

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

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

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

Met? Y N N 

c Use of precautionary approach 

Guide
post 

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

 

Met?  N  

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

Guide
post 

Some information on the 
fishery’s performance and 
management action is 
generally available on 
request to stakeholders. 

Information on the 
fishery’s performance 
and management action 
is available on request, 
and explanations are 
provided for any actions 
or lack of action 
associated with findings 
and relevant 
recommendations 
emerging from research, 
monitoring, evaluation 
and review activity. 

Formal reporting to all 
interested stakeholders 
provides 
comprehensive 
information on the 
fishery’s performance 
and management 
actions and describes 
how the management 
system responded to 
findings and relevant 
recommendations 
emerging from research, 
monitoring, evaluation 
and review activity. 

Met? Y N N 

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

e Guide
post 

Although the 
management authority or 
fishery may be subject to 
continuing court 
challenges, it is not 
indicating a disrespect or 
defiance of the law by 
repeatedly violating the 
same law or regulation 
necessary for the 
sustainability for the 
fishery. 

The management system 
or fishery is attempting to 
comply in a timely fashion 
with judicial decisions 
arising from any legal 
challenges. 

The management system 
or fishery acts proactively 
to avoid legal disputes or 
rapidly implements 
judicial decisions arising 
from legal challenges. 

Met? Y Y N 

Overall PI 
justification 

a. While decision-making processes are in place overall at EU, UK, national 
and regional level, these are not well placed to deliver measures and 
strategies to achieve fishery-specific objectives for scallop fisheries (which 
are not well-defined). UK, RoI and IoM each have decision-making 
processes, but they do not work together to define or achieve fishery-
specific objectives. 

b. Decision-making processes have not been shown to respond to serious 
issues, such as declining stock levels etc. in a timely and transparent 
manner. This is a consequence of the lack of clarity over stock boundaries 
and therefore jurisdiction. 

c. Decision-making processes may be considered to be based on the 
precautionary approach, but have not been shown to be based on best 
scientific information, such as that emerging from stock assessments or the 
ICES Working Group on scallop (WG Scallop). Existing decision-making 
processes are based on geo-political boundaries, which do not always fit 
with the stock boundaries being identified by science. 

d. Information on stock status is emerging and available through the ICES 
WG reports and some devolved administrations such as Cefas and Marine 
Scotland (2017). Information on economic performance is available through 
Seafish economic reporting and the STECF Annual Economic Report. 
Management performance information is not readily available. Issues are 
debated at the SICG, but the information presented and discussed (such as 
analysis of Western Waters Effort Regime performance) is not readily 
available. 

e. UK and devolved management administrations do attempt to respond to 
judicial decisions in a timely fashion. 

References 

ICES WG Scallop 
http://www.ices.dk/community/groups/Pages/WGScallop.aspx  

STECF reports https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reports  

Marine Scotland, 2017 

https://blogs.gov.scot/marine-scotland/2017/12/04/new-report-published-on-
scottish-scallop-stocks-results-of-2016-stock-assessments/  
MMO Statistics https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/marine-
management-organisation/about/statistics  

Seafish economic report http://www.seafish.org/research-economics/industry-
economics/seafish-fleet-economic-performance-data  
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PI   3.2.2 
The fishery-specific management system includes effective decision-making 
processes that result in measures and strategies to achieve the objectives, 
and has an appropriate approach to actual disputes in the fishery. 

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

60-79 
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Evaluation Table for PI 3.2.3 – Compliance and enforcement 
PI   3.2.3 Monitoring, control and surveillance mechanisms ensure the  management 

measures in the fishery are enforced and complied with. 
Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a MCS implementation 

Guide
post 

Monitoring, control and 
surveillance mechanisms 
exist, and are 
implemented in the 
fishery and there is a 
reasonable expectation 
that they are effective. 

A monitoring, control and 
surveillance system has 
been implemented in the 
fishery and has 
demonstrated an ability to 
enforce relevant 
management measures, 
strategies and/or rules. 

A comprehensive 
monitoring, control and 
surveillance system has 
been implemented in the 
fishery and has 
demonstrated a 
consistent ability to 
enforce relevant 
management measures, 
strategies and/or rules. 

Met? Y N N 

b Sanctions 

Guide
post 

Sanctions to deal with 
non-compliance exist and 
there is some evidence 
that they are applied. 

Sanctions to deal with 
non-compliance exist, are 
consistently applied and 
thought to provide 
effective deterrence. 

Sanctions to deal with 
non-compliance exist, are 
consistently applied and 
demonstrably provide 
effective deterrence. 

Met? Y Y N 

c Compliance 

Guide
post 

Fishers are generally 
thought to comply with 
the management system 
for the fishery under 
assessment, including, 
when required, providing 
information of importance 
to the effective 
management of the 
fishery. 

Some evidence exists to 
demonstrate fishers 
comply with the 
management system 
under assessment, 
including, when required, 
providing information of 
importance to the 
effective management of 
the fishery. 

There is a high degree of 
confidence that fishers 
comply with the 
management system 
under assessment, 
including, providing 
information of importance 
to the effective 
management of the 
fishery. 

Met? Y Y N 

d Systematic non-compliance 

Guide
post 

 There is no evidence of 
systematic non-
compliance. 

 

Met?  Y  

Overall PI 
justification 

Monitoring, control and surveillance mechanisms are in place for management of 
scallop vessels at EU, UK and national levels and there is reasonable expectation 
that they are effective. SG60 is met. 
Scalloper vessels over 12m in length are required to have a functioning VMS 
system, which enables control authorities to monitor position of vessels in relation 
to closed areas such as MPAs. However, scallop vessels under 12m do not 
currently require VMS (although inshore VMS, i-VMS, is anticipated for all UK 
vessels by 2020).  Furthermore, VMS does not provide an accurate determination 
of whether a vessel is actively fishing, thereby making it challenging to monitor 
whether a vessel is fishing within a MPA / closed area, or transiting through the 
area. As such SG80 is not met. 
Sanctions to deal with non-compliance exist (e.g. D&SIFCA, 2017), are consistently 
applied and demonstrably provide effective deterrence (100). 
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PI   3.2.3 Monitoring, control and surveillance mechanisms ensure the  management 
measures in the fishery are enforced and complied with. 
Some evidence exists to demonstrate fishers comply with the management system 
as control agency reports suggest non-compliance is limited. There is no evidence 
of systematic non-compliance . 

References 

MMO https://www.gov.uk/government/news/forthcoming-changes-to-
fisheries-rules-highlighted  

 

MMO Compliance and Enforcement Strategy 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads
/attachment_data/file/317543/compliance_enforcement.pdf  
D&SIFCA, 2017  

http://www.association-
ifca.org.uk/Upload/Press%20Release%20for%20AIFCA%20Providing%20Star
%20Mar%202017.pdf  

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

60-79 
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Evaluation Table for PI 3.2.4 – Monitoring and management performance evaluation 

PI   3.2.4 

There is a system of monitoring and evaluating the performance of the 
fishery-specific management system against its objectives. 
There is effective and timely review of the fishery-specific management 
system. 

Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100 

a Evaluation coverage 

Guide
post 

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

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

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

Met? Y Y N 

b Internal and/or external review 

Guide
post 

The fishery-specific 
management system is 
subject to occasional 
internal review. 

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

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

Met? Y N N 

Overall PI 
justification 

There are mechanisms in place to review key parts of the management system. 
The CFP itself is subject to review and reform over a 10-year cycle. Regulatory 
decisions by the EC (e.g. annual fishing opportunities) are subject to scrutiny by the 
Council of Ministers, the European Parliament. Management performance at EU 
level is also subject to evaluation by EU Council of Auditors and independent 
evaluations as required under the EU Better Regulations guidelines. The ICES 
stock assessments are subject to a robust peer review process, but stock 
assessment for scallop stocks is still in development through WGSCALLOP.  

At a UK level, fisheries policy is subject to regular review, which were ongoing prior 
to the more extensive review triggered by Brexit. At a national level, IFCAs is 
England are subject to a formal evaluation cycle led by Defra. In Scotland, RIFGs 
and other groups such as the MASTS Fisheries Science Forum.  regularly review 
the management in place and science being undertaken to inform that 
management. Northern Ireland and Wales each have Industry Advisory Committees 
co-ordinated by Seafish (SNIAC and SWAC) that bring together industry, scientists 
and managers, giving in a less formal but regular review of management 
performance. Seafish also co-ordinates multi-stakeholder groups in other regions of 
the UK Action Groups on key subjects such as the Landing Obligation. UK 
Management Agencies often participate in and are informed by these groups. 

The SICG has recently commissioned an independent review of scallop 
management in the UK to inform its discussions with government on the future 
management of the sector (Poseidon, 2018). This can be considered an occasional 
external review. However, it is not evident that the management of scallop fisheries 
throughout the UK are not subject to regular internal review (SG80b is not met) 

References 

EU Better Regulation Guidelines https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-making-
process/planning-and-proposing-law/better-regulation-why-and-how_en  

Poseidon (2018) The management of UK Scallop Fisheries (report to SICG) 

Seafish Northern Ireland Advisory Committee http://www.seafish.org/industry-
support/regional-teams/seafish-northern-ireland/seafish-northern-ireland-
advisory-committee-sniac-  
Seafish Wales Advisory Committee http://www.seafish.org/industry-
support/regional-teams/seafish-wales/seafish-wales-advisory-committee-
swac-   
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PI   3.2.4 

There is a system of monitoring and evaluating the performance of the 
fishery-specific management system against its objectives. 
There is effective and timely review of the fishery-specific management 
system. 
Seafish Discard Action Group http://www.seafish.org/responsible-
sourcing/discussion-forums/the-discard-action-group  

Scottish MASTS Fisheries Scientific Forum 
https://www.masts.ac.uk/research/research-forums/fisheries-science-forum/  

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

60-79 
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