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About Seafood Watch  
 
The mission of the Monterey Bay Aquarium is to inspire conservation of the oceans. Seafood 
Watch®, a program of the Aquarium’s “Center for the Future of the Oceans”, engages and 
empowers consumers and businesses to purchase seafood that is fished or farmed in ways that 
minimize their impact on the environment, or are in a credible improvement project with the 
same goal. Launched in 1999, the program continues to research and evaluate the sustainability 
of fisheries and aquaculture operations worldwide. We share the resulting seafood 
recommendations with the public, businesses and other interested parties in several forms, 
including pocket guides, smartphone apps and online at www.seafoodwatch.org. 
 
Seafood Watch is part of a broader sustainable seafood movement working to ultimately 
transform the seafood marketplace in favor of environmentally sustainable fisheries and 
aquaculture operations. We believe that leveraging market forces is a powerful and effective 
strategy in driving ocean conservation, ultimately helping to sustain wild, diverse and healthy 
ocean ecosystems that can exist long into the future.  
 
We are members of the Conservation Alliance for Seafood Solutions, a group of 16 conservation 
organizations across North America who have partnered to pursue a common vision for 
sustainable seafood. Together, we are addressing some of the biggest barriers to seafood 
sustainability by: 
 

 Helping companies understand various certification and eco-label models; 

 Strengthening U.S. and international fisheries and aquaculture management policies; 

 Increasing consumer demand for sustainable seafood; 

 Finding ways to recognize fisheries and farms working to improve their sustainability; 
and  

 Advising on the development and implementation of seafood traceability systems. 
 
Seafood Watch’s strategic role within the movement is in creating the conditions for 
marketplace transformation by focusing our work on the following programmatic goals:  
 

 Generating issue salience to engage strategic North American consumer and business 
audiences; 

 Providing our audiences with accessible, understandable and actionable information, 
tools and education to facilitate conservation actions; and 

 Conducting timely and rigorous research to support the information needs of the 
Seafood Watch program and the broader sustainable seafood movement. 

 
In support of these goals, Seafood Watch generates seafood recommendations and scientific 
reports that will enable consumers and businesses to make more environmentally responsible 
choices. Our seafood recommendations use a green‐yellow‐red system.  
 

http://www.seafoodwatch.org/
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It is important to note that Seafood Watch is not a certification scheme or an eco-label as 
defined by the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization1. 
 
Our criteria to assess environmental sustainability are designed to apply to any commercial 
fishery and aquaculture seafood species. The criteria focus on environmental sustainability and 
do not currently include human health, contaminant or energy consumption as factors. Our 
program is not limited to specific species, but focuses on the most common items available in 
the North American seafood market. 
 

                                                 
1. FAO. Guidelines for the ecolabelling of fish and fishery products from marine capture fisheries. Revision 1. 2010. 

Green = Best Choices 
Best Choices are well managed and caught or farmed in environmentally friendly ways. 
 
Yellow = Good Alternatives 
Buy Good Alternatives, but be aware there are concerns with how they’re caught or farmed. 
 
Red = Avoid 
Take a pass on these. These items are overfished or caught or farmed in ways that harm 
other marine life or the environment. 
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 Seafood Watch Conservation Principles  
 
Our Definition of Sustainable Seafood 
 
We define sustainable seafood as seafood from sources, whether fished or farmed, that can 
maintain or increase production without jeopardizing the structure and function of affected 
ecosystems. 
 
 Our Guiding Principles 
 
The following guiding principles illustrate the qualities that fisheries and aquaculture operations 
must possess to be considered sustainable by the Seafood Watch program.  
 

 Sustainable Fisheries: 
o Utilize stocks that are healthy and abundant; 
o Do not threaten populations or impede the ecological role of any marine life; 
o Minimize bycatch, where possible; 
o Are managed to sustain long-term productivity of all impacted species; 
o Are conducted such that impacts on marine habitats are minimized and the 

ecological and functional roles of these habitats are maintained;  
o Should not seriously reduce ecosystem services provided by any species, or 

result in harmful changes such as trophic cascades, phase shifts, or reduction of 
genetic diversity. 

 

 Sustainable Aquaculture Operations: 
o Have robust and up-to-date information on production practices and their 

impacts readily available to relevant stakeholders; 
o Minimize or avoid the production and discharge of wastes at the farm level, in 

combination with an effective management or regulatory system to control the 
location, scale and cumulative impacts of the industry’s waste discharges 
beyond the immediate vicinity of the farm; 

o Are located at sites, scales and intensities that cumulatively maintain the 
functionality of ecologically valuable habitats; 

o By design, management or regulation avoid the discharge of chemicals toxic to 
aquatic life, and/or effectively control the frequency of use, risk of 
environmental impact, and risk to human health; 

o Source only sustainable feed ingredients, convert them efficiently and 
responsibly, and minimize and utilize the non-edible portion of farmed fish; 

o Pose no substantial risk of deleterious effects to wild populations associated 
with the escape of farmed fish or other unintentionally introduced species; 

o Pose no substantial risk of deleterious effects to wild populations through the 
amplification and retransmission of pathogens or parasites; 

o Use eggs, larvae, or juvenile fish produced from farm-raised broodstocks 
thereby avoiding the need for wild capture. 

 
These guiding principles inform the development and maintenance of our criteria for 
sustainability against which we assess fisheries and aquaculture operations. 
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These guiding principles also inform the methodology used to rank fisheries and aquaculture 
operations. For example, a fishery that meets all relevant sustainable fisheries principles in 
essence should be considered a Best Choice. Those that meet some, are Good Alternatives, 
while those that don’t meet a majority, or are extremely poor in one area are recommended to 
Avoid. 
 

Our Sustainability Criteria 
 
The goal of our sustainability criteria is to allow assessment of the sustainability of fisheries or 
aquaculture operations according to our guiding principles and conservation ethic. 
 
Seafood Watch Fisheries Criteria 
 
Through four criteria and 12 associated factors we assess fisheries to determine whether the 
abundance of both targeted and incidentally caught species is maintained in the long term at 
levels that allow the species to fulfill its ecological role while the structure, productivity, function 
and diversity of the habitat and ecosystem are all maintained. Furthermore we determine 
whether a management system is in place that enforces all local, national and international laws 
to ensure long-term productivity of the resource and integrity of the ecosystem by adhering to 
the precautionary approach and responding to changing circumstances. 
 
Criterion 1 ς Impacts of the Fishery on the Stock in Question 
The stock is healthy and abundant. Abundance, size, sex, age and genetic structure should be 
maintained at levels that do not impair the long-term productivity of the stock or fulfillment of 
its role in the ecosystem and food web. 
 
Fishing mortality does not threaten populations or impede the ecological role of any marine life. 
Fishing mortality should be appropriate given current abundance and inherent resilience to 
fishing while accounting for scientific uncertainty, management uncertainty, and non-fishery 
impacts such as habitat degradation. 
 

Factor 1.1 Inherent resilience of the stock 
Ensure fishing mortality and other management measures are appropriate for the 
inherent resilience of the stock. 
 
Factor 1.2 Health of the stock 
Stock abundance and size structure is maintained at a level that does not impair 
recruitment or productivity.  
 
Factor 1.3 Fishing pressure 
Fishing mortality is appropriate for current state of the stock.  

 

http://www.montereybayaquarium.org/cr/cr_seafoodwatch/content/media/MBA_SeafoodWatch_CaptureFisheriesMethodology.pdf
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Criterion 2 ς Impacts on Other Species 
 
The fishery minimizes bycatch. Seafood Watch defines bycatch as all fisheries-related mortality 
or injury other than the retained catch. Examples include discards, endangered or threatened 
species catch, pre-catch mortality and ghost fishing. All discards, including those released alive, 
are considered bycatch unless there is valid scientific evidence of high post-release survival and 
there is no documented evidence of negative impacts at the population level.  
 
Fishing mortality does not threaten populations or impede the ecological role of any marine life.  
Fishing mortality should be appropriate given each impacted species’ abundance and 
productivity, accounting for scientific uncertainty, management uncertainty and non-fishery 
impacts such as habitat degradation. 
 

Factor 2.1 Inherent resilience of the bycatch and other retained stocks 
 Ensure fishing mortality and other management measures are appropriate for the 
inherent resilience of all bycatch stock(s). 
 
Factor 2.2 Health of bycatch and other retained stocks 
Stock abundance and size structure of all main bycatch species/stocks is maintained at a 
level that does not impair recruitment or productivity.  
 
Factor 2.3 Mortality caused by this fishery on bycatch and other retained stocks 
 Fishing mortality is appropriate for the current state of all main bycatch species/stocks.  
 
Factor 2.4 Secondary factor: discards and bait use 
 Fishery optimizes the utilization of marine resources by minimizing post-harvest loss and 
by efficiently using marine resources as bait. 

 
Criterion 3 - Effectiveness of Management 
 
The fishery is managed to sustain the long-term productivity of all impacted species. 
Management should be appropriate for the inherent resilience of affected marine life and 
should incorporate data sufficient to assess the affected species and manage fishing mortality to 
ensure little risk of depletion. Measures should be implemented and enforced to ensure that 
fishery mortality does not threaten the long-term productivity or ecological role of any species 
in the future. 
 

Factor 3.1 Management of fishery’s impacts on fished stocks 
Management strategy has a high chance of preventing declines in stock productivity by 
taking into account the level of uncertainty, other impacts on the stock, and the 
potential for increased pressure in the future. 
 
Factor 3.2 Management of fishery’s impact on bycatch species 
Management strategy prevents negative population impacts on bycatch species, 
particularly species of concern. 
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Criterion 4 ς Habitat and Ecosystem Effects 
The fishery is conducted such that impacts on the seafloor are minimized and the ecological and 
functional roles of seafloor habitats are maintained. Fishing activities should not seriously 
reduce ecosystem services provided by any fished species or result in harmful changes such as 
trophic cascades, phase shifts or reduction of genetic diversity. 
 

Factor 4.1  Impact of fishing gear on the substrate 
The fishery does not adversely impact the physical structure of the seafloor or associated 
biological communities. 
 
Factor 4.2  Modifying factor: mitigation of fishing gear impacts 
Damage to the seafloor is mitigated through protection of sensitive or vulnerable 
seafloor habitats, and limits on the spatial footprint of fishing on fishing effort. 
 
Factor 4.3  Ecosystem and food web considerations 
 All stocks are maintained at levels that allow them to fulfill their ecological role and to 
maintain a functioning ecosystem and food web. Fishing activities should not seriously 
reduce ecosystem services provided by any retained species or result in harmful changes 
such as trophic cascades, phase shifts or reduction of genetic diversity. 

 
Seafood Watch Aquaculture Criteria 
 
Through eight criteria and 15 associated factors we can assess the ecological sustainability of all 
aquaculture species and production systems at all scales from individual farms to regional, 
national and international industries. Two factors (3.3X and 6.2X) are exceptional factors that 
may not be relevant to all aquaculture production, yet can be a significant concern for those 
production practices where relevant. Whereas all other factors score positively and contribute 
to the overall score total, the exceptional factors are given a negative score which is subtracted 
from the final total score for those aquaculture operations where it is a concern. 
 
Criterion 1 ς Data 
Robust and up-to-date information on production practices and their impacts is available to 
relevant stakeholders. Poor data quality and availability limits the ability to assess and 
understand the impacts of aquaculture production. It also does not enable informed choices for 
seafood purchasers or enable businesses to be held accountable for their impacts. 
 

Factor 1.1 Data relevance 
Confirm which data categories are relevant to the aquaculture operations being 
assessed. 
 
 Factor 1.2 Data quality 
A measure of the availability and quality of relevant data. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.montereybayaquarium.org/cr/cr_seafoodwatch/content/media/MBA_SeafoodWatch_AquacultureCriteraMethodology.pdf
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Criterion 2 - Effluent 
Aquaculture operations minimize or avoid the production and discharge of wastes at the farm 
level in combination with an effective management or regulatory system to control the location, 
ǎŎŀƭŜ ŀƴŘ ŎǳƳǳƭŀǘƛǾŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΩǎ ǿŀǎǘŜ ŘƛǎŎƘŀǊƎŜǎ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜ ǾƛŎƛƴƛǘȅ 
of the farm. Aquaculture species, production systems and management methods vary in the 
amount of waste produced per unit of production. The combined discharge of farms, groups of 
farms or industries contribute to local and regional nutrient loads.  
 

Factor 2.1 Waste discharged per ton of fish 
A measure of the amount of waste discharged from the farm per ton of fish produced, 
using nitrogen as the most data-rich proxy indicator.  
 
Factor 2.2 Management of farm-level and cumulative impacts 
This criterion is a measure of the presence and effectiveness of laws, regulations and 
management control measures (appropriate to the scale of the industry) to limit the 
total discharge of wastes from farms and the cumulative impacts of aquaculture effluent 
from multiple farms to within the carrying capacity of the receiving environment. 

 
Criterion 3 ς Habitat 
Aquaculture operations are located at sites, scales and intensities that cumulatively maintain the 
functionality of ecologically valuable habitats. Aquaculture farms can be located in a wide 
variety of aquatic and terrestrial habitat types and have greatly varying levels of impact to both 
pristine and previously modified habitats as well as to the critical “ecosystem services” they 
provide. 
 

Factor 3.1 Habitat conversion and function 
A categorical measure of habitat impact taking account of the ongoing functionality of 
affected habitats and the historic or ongoing nature of the habitat conversion for 
aquaculture. 
 
Factor 3.2 Farm siting management effectiveness 
A measure of the presence and effectiveness of regulatory or management controls 
appropriate to the scale of the industry, and therefore a measure of confidence that the 
cumulative impacts of farms sited in the habitats declared in Factor 3.1 above are at 
appropriate spatial scales.  
 
Factor 3.3X  Predator and wildlife mortalities 
A measure of the effects of deliberate or accidental mortality on the populations of 
affected species of predators or other wildlife. 
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Criterion 4 ς Chemical Use 
Aquaculture operations by design, management or regulation avoids the discharge of chemicals 
toxic to aquatic life and/or effectively controls the frequency, risk of environmental impact, and 
risk to human health of their use. Improper use of chemical treatments impacts non-target 
organisms and leads to production losses and human health concerns due to the development 
of chemical-resistant organisms. 
 

Factor 4.1 Evidence or risk of chemicals use 
A measure of the likelihood of chemical use and discharge to the environment, taking 
account of the fundamentally poor availability of and low confidence in chemical use 
data. 

 
Criterion 5 - Feed 
Aquaculture operations source only sustainable feed ingredients, convert them efficiently and 
responsibly, and minimize and utilize the non-edible portion of farmed fish. Feed consumption, 
feed type, ingredients used and the net nutritional gains or losses vary dramatically between 
farmed species and production systems. Producing feeds and their ingredients has complex 
global ecological impacts, and the efficiency of conversion can result in net food gains or 
dramatic net losses of nutrients. Feed use is considered to be one of the defining factors of 
aquaculture sustainability. 
 

Factor 5.1 Wild fish use 
A measure of the amount of wild fish used to produce farmed fish, combined with the 
sustainability of the fisheries from which they are sourced. 
 
Factor 5.2 Net protein gain or loss 
A measure of the net protein gained or lost during the fish farming process. 
 
Factor 5.3  Feed footprint  
An approximate measure of the global resources used to produce aquaculture feeds 
based on the global ocean and land area used to produce the feed ingredients necessary 
to grow one ton of farmed fish. 

 
Criterion 6 ς Escapes and Introduced Species 
Aquaculture operations pose no substantial risk of deleterious effects to wild populations 
associated with the escape of farmed fish or other unintentionally introduced species. 
Competition, genetic loss, predation, habitat damage , spawning disruption, and other impacts 
on wild fish and ecosystems resulting from the escape of native, non-native and/or genetically 
distinct fish or other unintended species from aquaculture operations. 
 

Factor 6.1  Escape of principal farmed species 
A combined measure of the physical risk of escape, with the ecological risk of impact for 
the species being farmed. 
 
Factor 6.2X  Escape of unintentionally introduced species 
A measure of the escape risk (introduction to the wild) of alien species other than the 
principal farmed species unintentionally transported during live animal shipments. 
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Criterion 7 ς Disease, Pathogen and Parasite Interaction 
Aquaculture operations pose no substantial risk of deleterious effects to wild populations 
through the amplification and retransmission of pathogens or parasites. Most pathogens or 
parasites on farms are considered to originate from the surrounding water and therefore are of 
concern to surrounding populations when amplified. 
 

Factor 7.1 Disease, pathogen and parasite interaction 
A measure of the infection risk between farm and wild populations, assuming that farms, 
by their nature, typically act as amplifiers of local naturally occurring and introduced 
pathogens and parasites.  

 
 
Criterion 8 ς Source of Stock ς Independence from Wild Fish Stocks 
Aquaculture operations use eggs, larvae, or juvenile fish produced from farm-raised broodstocks 
thereby avoiding the need for wild capture.  
 

Factor 8.1 Independence from wild capture fisheries 
! ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǉǳŀŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴŎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǿƛƭŘ ŦƛǎƘ 
for on-growing or broodstock. 
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Implementing our Conservation Principles: How we Develop Seafood Watch 
Recommendations 
 
Seafood Watch assesses the sustainability of fisheries and fish farms by compiling relevant 
science-based information and evaluating that information against our criteria via the Seafood 
Watch methodology.  This process is made publically available in our Seafood Watch reports 
that can be found at www.seafoodwatch.org.The program is capable of maintaining a body of  
100 reports, the scope of which varies from individual to multiple fisheries and farms, typically 
yielding multiple recommendations.  Currently, our Seafood Watch assessments have generated 
more than 2,300 specific recommendations.  
 
The process by which we draft seafood reports and develop seafood recommendations is  
summarized in the flowchart below. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.seafoodwatch.org/
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Step 1: Prioritize Seafood for Assessment 
In the United States alone there are 715 commercially fished species. Global capture fisheries 
production in 2008 was about 90 million tons2 originating from many thousands of fisheries. In 
addition, global aquaculture production in 2008 was approximately 50 million tons with 
production originating from every continent except Antarctica2. 
 
Seafood Watch is capable of maintaining 100 reports. To ensure we best utilize our resources 
and focus on the most relevant species we use a tool to prioritize seafood for assessment.  

 
Following selection of the top 100 reports, we will establish expiration dates to determine the 
order in which individual reports need to be updated. This will ensure a number of things: 
recommendations do not become outdated; improved internal planning to enable us to liaise 
with stakeholders; and advance warning of forthcoming recommendations to ensure adequate 
time is available for the effective input of scientific data. 
 
Step 2: Assemble Seafood Information 
A robust Seafood Watch report is dependent on the researcher obtaining the most up-to-date 
and relevant information available from both literature and relevant experts. 
 
Literature we use includes: peer-reviewed published scientific papers; national and regional 
management agency publications and scientific committee reports; the United Nations Food 
and Agriculture Organization reports; independent certification organizations and other relevant 
government documents or websites. Seafood Watch also uses data and information from 
industry and conservation groups. However, all claims by these latter sources are substantiated 
by independent, third party verification where possible, and used with an appropriate level of 
caution when not. 
 
Seafood Watch also works with key experts to compensate for the lag time in published data 
reflecting the most up-to-date information and/or when there are gaps or conflicting data. 
Experts can include academic and government scientists, resource managers, members of the 
fishing, aquaculture, and seafood industries and non-governmental organizations. 
 

                                                 
2
 FAO. The State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture 2010 - Facing challenges and seizing opportunities  

http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/i1820e/i1820e.pdf  

The Seafood Watch prioritization tool has two functions; to identify the top 100 reports and 
to prioritize the order in which they are updated (or created). 
 
The mechanism used to prioritize the reports is a simple numerical scoring system based on 
input from three filters: 
 

 Importance to the U.S. market (i.e. shrimp would score higher than whelks) 

 Importance to our strategic business partners 

 Importance to our conservation partners 
 

We also have the ability to include a wildcard element to capture unforeseen and otherwise 
exceptional priorities. 

http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/i1820e/i1820e.pdf
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Step 3: Create a Draft Seafood Watch Report 
Three documents are used in drafting a report: 
1. Seafood Watch criteria for fisheries and aquaculture the criteria against which the 

sustainability of various aspects of the fishery or aquaculture operation are evaluated.  The 
document provides detail on how scores and rankings are calculated, as well as guidance on 
how to interpret the results. 

2. The Scoring Tool is used to calculate and tabulate scores and generate the Seafood Watch 
recommendation. 

3. The Report Template forms the foundation for the final Seafood Watch report.  
 

Step 4: Review Process 
Each Seafood Watch report undergoes a comprehensive review process. The three steps are: 
1. Internal Process Review 
Internal review of the first draft to ensure all relevant sections are completed, all information is 
referenced, all scores and final recommendations agree with the data, and the appropriate 
information has been utilized. The report will be returned to the researcher for any additional 
work as necessary. 
 
2. Internal Science Review 
Internal review for scientific rigor, correct interpretation of the criteria and consistency with 
existing Seafood Watch reports to ensure it meets Seafood Watch criteria. The report will be 
returned to the researcher for any additional work as necessary. Once all revisions are made the 
review cycle continues until Seafood Watch approves the draft and submits for external peer 
review. 
 
3. External Peer Review 
Peer review is essential to ensure scientifically robust reports, based on appropriate 
interpretation of the most up-to-date data and information available for the species in question. 
Seafood Watch reports must be peer reviewed by at least three scientists with expertise in the 
species. These experts are drawn from government, academia, the conservation community and 
the seafood industry. Seafood Watch collates all peer review comments and returns to the 
researcher and revisions are made if warranted. 
 
Step 5: Final Approval: Seafood Watch Ranking Session 
Reviewed Seafood Watch reports and the ensuing recommendations are formally presented to 
relevant Seafood Watch staff and partner environmental organizations3 to receive input and 
comments at the ”ranking session.” This process represents a final check where final approval of 
each resulting recommendation occurs. If any significant issues, questions, or comments arise 
that cannot be adequately addressed a subsequent ranking session will be held to address 
these. 
 
Step 6: Publish Official Seafood Watch Report and Recommendation  
Once finalized, each Seafood Watch report is copy-edited and made publically available online 
at www.seafoodwatch.org.  

                                                 
3
 These organizations are those that use Seafood Watch recommendations in their outreach to consumers and 

business partners. Attendees from these organizations observe to become better acquainted with the 
recommendations as they will utilize the information to inform their work. 

http://www.montereybayaquarium.org/cr/cr_seafoodwatch/content/media/MBA_SeafoodWatch_CaptureFisheriesMethodology.pdf
http://www.montereybayaquarium.org/cr/cr_seafoodwatch/content/media/MBA_SeafoodWatch_AquacultureCriteraMethodology.pdf
http://www.seafoodwatch.org/
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Ensuring Robustness 
 
Seafood Watch uses all available science-based data sources provided there is a means for 
independent verification. All of the Seafood Watch reports that are used to generate the 
recommendations follow an academic, peer‐review process. Industry, environmental 
organizations, and outside experts are consulted on a species‐by‐species basis to ensure 
transparency, inclusion of relevant information, and broad participation of various interests. The 
program uses official data and statistics, primary literature, progress and technical reports (grey 
literature), news articles, and personal communications. A full reference list is provided for each 
recommendation. 
 
Fisheries and aquaculture information is constantly changing due to ongoing research by 
scientists, resource managers, conservation groups, and the seafood industry as well as shifts in 
the environment. Seafood Watch reports and their subsequent recommendations are dynamic 
documents. Seafood Watch reports are updated as new information becomes available. Our 
website and smartphone app are updated as Seafood Watch reports are updated and our 
pocket guides for consumers are updated and printed twice a year. 
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Our Position on Fisheries Improvement Projects 
 
Seafood Watch supports the efforts fisheries are making to improve the sustainability of their 
supply. There are many different ways to address management and environmental problems in 
fisheries including but not limited to policy change, targeted strategies such as bycatch 
reduction, and comprehensive fishery improvement projects (FIPs).  
 
An improvement project is an alliance of stakeholders – retailers, processors, producers and 
catchers – that comes together to resolve problems within a specific fishery, or improve some 
specific aspect of the fishery. We consider FIPs to be effective because they use the power of 
major seafood buyers to motivate the catchers to improve. Essentially, the buyers will continue 
to source from the fishery so long as improvements are being made. 
 
We support and follow the elements outlined by the Conservation Alliance for Seafood Solutions 
in defining a credible FIP: 
 

 Draw upon market forces, which might include suppliers, retailers, food service, fishing 
industry, etc., to motivate fishery improvements; 

 A work plan with measureable indicators and an associated budget; 

 Explicit willingness from participants to make improvements (e.g., a signed 
memorandum of understanding, email correspondence stating a commitment, etc.); 

 Willingness from participants to make the investments required to make improvements 
as outlined in the work plan and budget; and 

 A system for tracking progress. 
 
While Seafood Watch supports all efforts to help fisheries improve, it is important to ensure that 
FIPs that receive public recognition from Seafood Watch are making measurable progress 
toward environmental sustainability. To be considered for recognition by Seafood Watch, a FIP 
must have the characteristics listed above and also: 
 

 Have a scoping document completed by a third party experienced with applying the 
Marine Stewardship Council Fishery Assessment Methodology; 

 Have a work plan specifically designed to address deficiencies in the fishery to achieve a 
level of sustainability consistent with an unconditional pass of the MSC standard; 

 Employ a system for tracking and reporting progress against the indicators in the work 
plan; and 

 Include active participation by supply chain companies, at a minimum local processors 
and exporters. 

 
In recognizing credible FIPs Seafood Watch will: 
 

 Include the FIP in options for our business partners to make strategic seafood 
procurement decisions; and 

 Provide options for our business partners to communicate about the FIP to consumers. 
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When it is demonstrated, by a third-party, that the FIP is making progress according to the 
indicators and timelines in its work plan, achieving milestones such as policy changes, 
improvements in fishing practices, or impact on the water Seafood Watch will furthermore: 

 

 Profile the FIP in consumer-facing communications that provide an opportunity to tell 
the story of the FIP; 

 Include the FIP in a list of ‘recognized FIPs’ on the Seafood Watch website; and 

 Consider featuring the product at Seafood Watch events. 
 

Seafood Watch will not: 
 

 Say the FIP product is sustainable; 

 Write a letter of support for the FIP at any time; 

 Review/provide an assessment of the FIP work plan; or 

 Change our Seafood Watch rankings (unless and until a new assessment is carried out.) 
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Our Position on Seafood Eco-certification Schemes  
 
The Monterey Bay Aquarium is evolving the process used by its Seafood Watch program to 
generate sustainable seafood recommendations with solid, science‐based information  to meet 
the growing demand from the multiple audiences it serves such as, consumers, major retailers, 
foodservice companies, chefs and restaurants and colleagues in the sustainable seafood 
movement. As part of this process, Seafood Watch is exploring the possibility of promoting and 
supporting credible equivalent sustainable seafood certification schemes. 
 
Seafood Watch strongly supports the concept of certification schemes for sustainable seafood. 
However, before promoting certified fisheries and aquaculture products, we need to conduct an 
assessment of these schemes against our sustainability criteria to determine whether the 
scheme in question would result in at least a Good Alternative (yellow ranking.) 
 
If a credible scheme does map to a Best Choice or Good Alternative, then Seafood Watch will be 
in a position to defer to these eco-certification schemes. We will, however, maintain the right to 
rescind our support of individual fisheries or farms should their certification be debated based 
on sound scientific evidence. 
 
This work will be carried out in 2012 by a third party. Seafood Watch and our partner 
environmental organizations determined a list of sustainable seafood certification schemes of 
significance to our programs. These have been separated into three phases which will be 
assessed in staggered timeframes throughout 2012. 
 

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 

MSC ASC Shrimp Certified Quality Salmon 

GAA Shrimp ASC Salmon Friend of the Sea 

GAA Tilapia ASC Pangasius ASC Bivalves 

GAA Salmon ASC Tilapia ASC Cobia 

Global GAP Shrimp GAA Pangasius ASC Seriola 

Global GAP Salmon Global GAP Pangasius Naturland 

FAO/ISO based 
Responsible Fisheries 
Management Certification 
(Global Trust) 

Global GAP Tilapia Canada Organic 

 
In all instances the relevant standards owner will be offered an opportunity to comment on 
interim draft results to ensure consistency and accuracy of interpretation of the relevant 
standards and criteria. 
 
 
 


