




 

 

 



 



 
 



 



 
 



 
 

 



 

 

The condition is reliant on mistaken material facts with regard to 
proposed ecological reference points (ERPs) and mistaken 
conclusions that rule of thumb ERPs are consistent with MSC 
standards.  Moreover, this condition fails to establish definitive 
and quantifiable performance metrics that are necessary to 
demonstrate compliance with MSC’s standards.





The condition is reliant on mistaken material facts and, even if a 
condition was proven to be appropriate in these circumstances, 
it is not written concisely or definitively enough to ensure 
compliance with MSC’s standards, which mandate a 
precautionary approach (i.e., “highly likely that the stock is 
above the point where serious ecosystem impacts could occur”).  









 
 

 

 

Specifically, large scale taking of early juveniles, as well as the 
continued heavy exploitation of age-3+ menhaden has resulted in 
a diminished number age-3+ spawners, and a highly truncated 
population size/age structure.  Older, mature and highly fecund 
menhaden are essential to a healthy spawning stock, and 
removing them has a negative effect on recruitment and stock 



sustainability.  While the assessment team recognized that the 
fishery does not currently land substantial tonnage of age-0 fish 
(recruits in their first year of life), it incurs heavy exploitation 
pressure on older (ages 1s and 2s), but immature menhaden that 
have yet to contribute to the spawning stock.  By utilizing total 
population biomass (immature and mature fish combined) 
instead of only mature fish to the computation of spawning stock 
biomass in the assessment artificially inflates the spawning 
potential ratio (i.e., %B0), and thus fails to adequately assess the 
risks to health and sustainability of the fishery.  Using the 
spawning stock biomass as the benchmark, the internationally 
recognized standard, would have allowed the assessment team to 
better assess the status of the stock.  More concerning, however, 
is that the approach taken by the assessment team fails to meet 
the requirement to have legitimately considered the trophic 
position of the stock to “ensure precaution in relation to their 
ecological role, in particular for species low in the food chain.”  



The assessment team has made a mistake as to a material fact.









 
 

 

 
 




