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Shark and ray (hereafter referred to collectively as 6 shar ks
populations globally are on the brink of collapse, with more than 30%
of all known shark species threatened with extinction due to
industrial overfishing. While sharks are often caught as bycatch in
the tuna and other teleost fisheries, they are also targeted for their
meat and liver oil. However, the lucrative shark fin trade remains a
main driver for fisheries to retain only the fins when targeting sharks
and to retain the fins of incidentally caught sharks, including from
species that are illegal to retain. In particular, oceanic shark species
and some coastal ray species are most prone to be affected by the
shark fin trade due to the high value of their fins and their
endangered status. Out of 31 oceanic shark species, 16 are now
classified as endangered or critically endangered by the IUCN and
the global abundance of oceanic sharks and rays has declined by
71% since 1970 due to an 18-fold increase in relative fishing
pressure.l

In light of the severe and urgent threats faced by sharks, numerous
but not all jurisdictions have implemented bans on finning to stop this
unsustainable exploitation of sharks for their fins. However, the
implemented methods to operationalise finning bans vary
substantially showing varying degrees of effectiveness.

This report analyses the effectiveness of the various methods and
the reasons for their implementation in different jurisdictions,
concluding that a Fins Naturally Attached (FNA) policy, when
accompanied by adequate monitoring and surveillance measures to
ensure compliance with the regulation, is now well-established as
the only effective method to eliminate shark finning. Eliminating
shark finning, alongside catch limits, retention bans, and bycatch
reduction measures, will be an essential objective to prevent the
extinction of many shark species, and the destabilising impact this
will have on marine ecosystems.

While several alternative policy options have been tested and remain
in place in many regions, all of them contain substantial
inadequacies and loopholes and create complexities in monitoring
and enforcement. The report analyses those alternatives, including
fin-to-carcass ratios, and fins artificially attached regulations.

1Pacoureau et al. (2021) Half a century of global declines in oceanic sharks and rays Nature 589 4



567–571%20https:/www.nature.com/articles/s41586-020-03173-9

This report also examines frequently used counter-arguments
claiming that 6 F i Natarally At t a c(RN&A)Xcould not possibly
be introduced for all fisheries and discusses the real drivers
behind such claims. The derived conclusion demonstrates that
none of those alleged barriers present viable impediments to
adoption of a strict FNA policy in all fisheries interacting with
sharks.

The report reviews the policy on finning of the Marine
Stewardship Council (MSC), who are among the w o r |ledding
marine ecolabels, and outlines why this has to date failed to
achieve its intended outcome. Such a conclusion has also been
reached by an increasing number of stakeholders. Although
MSC publicly claims that the Standard requires fisheries to have
a FNA in place at SG80 (the scoring level needed to maintain
certification beyond the first five years) this claim is neither
supported by the text of the Standard nor by real-life practice,
and fisheries are routinely certified and recertified without having
an FNA policy in place.

MS C {daslure to require FNA as a prerequisite for certification,

i.e. at the entry level, is inconsistent with its stated 6 zer o

t ol e r appraach O0Almost ten years after announcing its ban
on finning, MSC is today still out of step with global trends in
preventing finning from happening in its certified fisheries. FNA
is required and implemented by a growing number of
jurisdictions around the world, and demonstrated to be workable
and effective in the respective jurisdictions. Given the escalating
trend of FNA adoption around the world, this contradicts even
with M'S C @psrception of its own position as being just behind
thed c radthedwa v.e 0

Consumers relying on MSC as an ecolabel for sustainable
seafood should be able to expect with confidence, that shark
finning is not happening in a certified fishery.

The MS C 6angoing Fisheries Standard Review arguably
represents the last opportunity for much-needed and long-
overdue reform of its shark finning policy and MSC must seize

this opportunity to strengthen its requirements. In the MS C6 s

recent public consultation, only four of 35 respondents felt that
MS C 6 eequirements currently reflected best practice in
prevention of shark finning and 20 of 35 stated that no policy
other than FNA could deliver a similar level of confidence that
finning was not taking place.

2 https://www.msc.org/docs/default-source/default-document-library/stakeholders/consultations/msc-fisheries-standard-review-consultation-summary-report---

preventing-shark-finning---(october-2020).pdf?sfvrsn=f41b38c0_11
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Therefore, MSC should implement FNA as a prerequisite for
certification of any fishery interacting with sharks 1 not allowing
for any exemptions. Compliance with this FNA requirement
should be ensured through adequate monitoring and
surveillance measures, which support compliance but which
should not be considered as a surrogate to replace the need for
a FNA regulation in place as a baseline.

The authors of this report conclude that MSC should translate its
6zet ol er alane enfo the practice of certification by
introducing the best possible measure existing to prevent finning
from happening and to detect incidences of finning when
happening.

While recently provided preliminary feedback® from MSC on
proposed revision of the Standard reflects widespread
stakeholder support for introduction of FNA at the entry level of
SG60, the proposed exemptions allow certification based on
alternative measures if effectiveness of such alternatives is
confirmed by the relevant fisheries management authority. Such
a flexible approach undermines the very definition and principle
of a0 z etrool e r c finniegéand the announced intent to Ai s
a clear performance bar for all MSC certified fisheries
[recognising] the increased adoption of Fins Naturally Attached
policies wo r | d.Wwkudhertnore, this report demonstrates how
the exemptions and interpretations of what is considered
adequate or effective currently in place for SG80 have
continuously failed to support a ban on finning in the past, as
evidenced in a number of fisheries.

et

3 https://www.msc.org/standards-and-certification/developing-our-standards/the-fisheries-standard-review/projects/shark-finning-solutions
4 https://www.msc.org/standards-and-certification/developing-our-standards/the-fisheries-standard-review/projects/shark-finning-solutions
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In particular the following improvements in line with the findings of
the report are therefore provided as a summary recommendation:

A Any fisheries interacting with sharks as primary, secondary or
ETP species must, as a prerequisite and minimum requirement,
have a FNA policy with no exemptions in place at the time of
first certification. This must apply to all scoring guideposts, i.e.
at SG60, 80 and 100, as a baseline to reflect the proclaimed
0 z etrod e ragainst @&nding.

A A fishery which does interact with sharks should then be subject
to an assessment of the risk (low, medium, high) of finning
occurring, based on objectively verifiable criteria such as fishing
region, vessel and catch size, gear type, duration of trips,
landing ports, transhipment at sea, and a history of finning
incidences in the region or fishery.

A The fishery should then be scored requiring an escalating
intensity of independent/external verification corresponding to
the probability and extent at which finning might occur in the
specific fishery; increased levels of monitoring and surveillance
required for SG60, 80 and 100 provide a framework to
incentivise fisheries to make improvements in terms of
independent verification of compliance.






