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 Introduc�on 
 Small-scale  fisheries  provide  vital  jobs,  livelihoods,  and  food  security  to  millions  of  people  in  both  developed  and  developing  countries.  The  latest  es�mates  from  FAO, 
 WorldFish,  and  Duke  University  (2021)  are  that  about  40  percent  of  the  world’s  total  fish  catch  is  being  produced  by  small-scale  fisheries,  employing  about  90  percent  of  the 
 global  workforce  working  in  capture  fisheries.  About  113  million  people  are  es�mated  to  be  directly  employed  in  small-scale  fisheries,  40  percent  of  whom  are  women. 
 Overall,  492  million  people  (approximately  7  percent  of  the  global  popula�on  and  about  13  percent  of  the  popula�on  of  least  developed  countries)  are  es�mated  to  depend 
 at least par�ally on small-scale fisheries. 

 Catches  from  small-scale  fisheries  enter  a  wide  range  of  interna�onal  and  domes�c  markets  (including  for  both  direct  and  indirect  human  consump�on).  As  such,  small-scale 
 fisheries  catches  are  crucial  for  ensuring  domes�c  food  security.  They  are  also  key  for  businesses  opera�ng  in  interna�onal  markets,  as  iconic  fishes  consumed  in  the  main 
 export markets (US, EU, Japan, China) are sourced en�rely by small-scale fishers and fleets (e.g., mahi-mahi or blue swimming crabs). 

 Yet,  despite  their  crucial  importance,  small-scale  fisheries  o�en  lack  the  support  to  enable  adequate  management,  even  though  such  fisheries  are  highly  complex,  diverse, 
 and  dynamic  (Jento�  &  Chuenpagdee,  2009).  Small-scale  fisheries  face  a  number  of  significant  challenges,  including  widespread  poverty  and  vulnerability  of  small-scale 
 fishing  communi�es  (Jento�  &  Eide,  2011),  a  high  geographical  dispersion  of  the  opera�ons  and  landing  points,  limited  access  to  extension  services  and  support,  and  lack  of 
 resources to ensure adequate research and management services provided by government authori�es. 

 Conflicts  among  producers  and  tensions  resul�ng  from  divergent  interests  along  the  supply  chain  are  common,  arising  from  low  bargaining  power,  debt,  and  widespread 
 ins�tu�onal marginaliza�on. This complexity makes small-scale fisheries governance very challenging. 

 Mainstream  fisheries  management  is  understood  as  a  governance  system  that  is  based  on  data-rich  science  (e.g.,  stock  assessments)  produced  by  a  central  government 
 research  center  that  informs  top-down  management  decisions  that  are  enforced  by  a  well-funded  and  func�oning  MCS  (monitoring,  control,  and  surveillance)  body. 
 However,  this  mainstream  approach  is  usually  absent  in  small-scale  fisheries  (Berkes,  2001),  as  it  relies  on  governments  consistently  funding  intensive  data  collec�on  and 
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 science,  gran�ng  tenure  rights  to  a  limited  number  of  fishers,  and  being  able  to  track  and  police  their  opera�ons.  While  this  “command  and  control”  approach  has  a  good 
 track  record  in  rela�vely  well-funded  countries  that  can  afford  the  investment,  and  in  industrial  fisheries  that  are  easier  to  monitor  and  control,  other  approaches  must  be 
 explored to govern small-scale fisheries, because they have more companies, vessels, and actors involved in the supply chain. 

 In  recogni�on  of  the  need  for  different  approaches  to  govern  small-scale  fisheries,  there  have  been  significant  efforts  to  build  alterna�ve  governance  solu�ons  based  on  the 
 effec�ve  par�cipa�on  of  resource  users  in  fisheries  management  (Jento�,  1989).  These  “co-management”  governance  systems  set  out  to  address  some  of  the  weaknesses 
 of resource-intensive (see Cochrane, 1999) mainstream, top-down management approaches. 

 The  benefits  of  co-management  in  the  effec�ve  governance  of  small-scale  fisheries  are  widely  acknowledged  and  supported  in  a  number  of  global  policy  instruments,  such 
 as  the  FAO  Voluntary  Guidelines  for  Securing  Sustainable  Small-Scale  Fisheries  (hereina�er  referred  to  as  SSF  Guidelines)  (FAO,  2015).  Researchers  have  shown  how  the 
 level  of  co-management  and  the  levels  of  sustainability  of  a  fishery  are  inextricably  linked,  and  have  iden�fied  key  factors  to  make  co-management  succeed  (e.g.,  Defeo  & 
 Cas�lla, 2005; Gu�érrez et al., 2011; Aguión et al., 2021). 

 Evidence  further  suggests  that  simply  the  existence  of  co-management  mechanisms  enabling  par�cipatory  governance  (Roa-Ureta,  2020)  yields  posi�ve  results  in  the  stock 
 biomass  of  target  species,  even  in  the  absence  of  data  and  stock  assessments  guiding  management  measures.  In  addi�on  to  environmental  impacts,  recent  research  has 
 demonstrated  how  ins�tu�onal  marginaliza�on  and  lack  of  co-management  prevent  equitable  distribu�on  of  benefits  and  hinder  the  well-being  of  vulnerable  communi�es 
 (Gozzer-Wuest et al., 2022). 

 Despite  the  benefits  of  co-management,  market-based  tools  have  overlooked  the  importance  of  co-management  solu�ons  in  improving  small-scale  fisheries  and  have 
 approached  improvements  from  a  mainstream  fisheries  management  perspec�ve.  SFP  considers  the  absence  of  co-management  in  tools  applied  to  improving  small-scale 
 fisheries  a  significant  omission,  and  it  is  a  ma�er  of  urgency  that  co-management  approaches  be  widely  adopted.  The  widely  accepted  template  of  the  fishery  improvement 
 project  (FIP)  needs  to  be  further  developed  to  explicitly  include  co-management  approaches  as  a  core  component  of  the  overall  workplan.  This  should  also  ensure 
 small-scale fishers lead FIPs and address forms of ins�tu�onal marginaliza�on, ensuring that fishers benefit from market recogni�on arising from improvements. 

 For  FAO  as  well  as  SFP,  secure  tenure  is  a  precondi�on  to  adequate  co-management  (see,  e.g.,  Onyango,  2013)  and  a  key  ingredient  of  any  fisheries  governance  system  (see, 
 e.g.,  Parma  et  al.,  2006)  that  aims  to  yield  sustainable  resource  use  and  ensure  social  well-being.  Recognizing  that  the  long-term  conserva�on  and  sustainable  use  of 
 resources  derives  from  an  adequate  balance  of  rights  and  responsibili�es,  the  SSF  Guidelines  state  that  “Small-scale  fishing  communi�es  need  to  have  secure  tenure  rights 
 to the resources that form the basis for their social and cultural well-being, their livelihoods and their sustainable development” (FAO, 2015, p.5). 

 The  key  elements  to  consider,  as  highlighted  in  the  UN  guidance  (SSF  Guidelines  and  the  Sustainable  Development  Goal  14.b),  are  responsible  governance  of  tenure  and 
 sustainable  resource  management  ,  which  we  address  in  the  Methods  for  SSF  Tenure  and  SSF  co-management  .  Other  key  elements  of  SSF  (according  to  the  SSF  Guidelines) 

 FishSource Secure Tenure Rights indicator  Last updated October 2023  2 



 are  addressed  elsewhere  in  FishSource  (employment  and  decent  work,  value  chains  and  post-harvest,  gender),  are  incorporated  into  these  two  Methods  (informa�on  and 
 research,  policy  coherence)  or  are  considered  too  challenging  for  these  notoriously  data-poor  fisheries  (e.g.,  organiza�onal  development).  The  Methods  aim  to  incorporate 
 or  address  per�nent  indicators  from  the  SRA  T  1  Principles  1  and  2  (mainly  Components  1.2  on  use  rights  and  transparency  and  2.1  stakeholder  par�cipa�on  and  grievance 
 repor�ng). 

 Given  the  wide-ranging  global  importance  of  SSF/ar�sanal  fisheries  (defined  below),  the  diverse  forms  they  take,  and  the  specific  vulnerabili�es  of  this  sector,  par�cularly  in 
 interac�ons  with  the  industrial  fishing  sector  (Cánovas-Molina  &  García-Frapolli,  2022),  it  is  important  for  the  FishSource  evalua�on  to  assess  whether  the  fishery  qualifies  as 
 an SSF. 

 Interpre�ng results of this methodology 
 High scores in these indicators reflect the provision of good enabling environments and effec�ve implementa�on by government agencies (whether na�onal or local). 
 Conversely, low scores result from inadequacies in the government support of SSF or, in some cases, inadequate mechanisms to protect SSF from industrial fishers or other 
 sectors. 

 Whether the fishery being assessed is exclusive to SSF or is shared with industrial fishers, it is important to ensure that the causes of low scores are clearly a�ributed to the 
 responsible agency or actor, along with proposed steps for improvement. Low scores in the SSF indicators should not penalize SSF compared to industrial fisheries and, in 
 fact, might be reason for interpre�ng other indicator scores with more tolerance. The analysts should bear this in mind when providing narra�ve for their scores. 

 The first task of the analyst is to determine whether the  fishery  cons�tutes an SSF/ar�sanal fishery  or may affect such fisheries. 

 BOX 1: High-level assessment of involvement of SSF/ar�sanal stakeholders 

 The first step is to assess whether the  fishery  involves  or may affect ar�sanal or small-scale fishers. 

 1. Is the  fishery  being assessed called a small-scale  or ar�sanal fishery by the documenta�on (e.g., for FIPs for example, refer to FIP name or associated informa�on clearly 
 sta�ng the project focuses on the ar�sanal fleet) OR is the fleet designated as ar�sanal/SSF OR dis�nguished from the industrial fleet by the country/ies (e.g., considering 
 defini�ons established in na�onal legisla�on, management plans or other regula�ons)?  If yes, go to CM and  STR assessments. Otherwise, go to next ques�on (2). 

 2. Does the fleet have a majority of fishers OR vessels that meet the  criteria  below?  If yes, go to CM and  STR assessments. Otherwise, go to next ques�on (3). 

 Criteria for presence of SSF/ar�sanal fishers 

 1  Conserva�on Interna�onal. 2021 Social Responsibility Assessment Tool for the Seafood Sector: A Rapid Assessment Protocol.  www.riseseafood.org 
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 Fishers and associated stakeholders based on a fishery that has at least two of the following characteris�cs: 
 •  low-capital 
 •  low-technology 
 •  labor-intensive harves�ng methods 
 •  typically close to shore 
 •  making short fishing trips 
 •  rela�vely small fishing vessels (if any) 
 •  involving fishing households (as opposed to commercial companies), some�mes with a small group of employees, or at a community level 
 •  anchored in local communi�es and their cultural prac�ces and livelihoods (though seasonal migra�on may exist). 

 3. A topic not addressed in this method is whether a fishery being scored, though not an SSF, affects any SSF (as defined above). This topic needs to be considered from the 
 perspec�ve of all FishSource indicators and considered whether they can address it or it should be addressed in the present or indeed other new indicators. 

 [Sources: FAO - h�ps://www.fao.org/faoterm/en/?defaultCollId=1 SRAT, Basurto, et al., 2017; FIPS fleet type categoriza�on, P. Veiga] 

 Defini�ons 
 Small-scale or ar�sanal fisheries (SSF) 
 For  the  purpose  of  this  evalua�on,  criteria  are  proposed  for  detec�ng  small-scale  or  ar�sanal  fisheries  (see  Box  1).  The  defini�on  of  what  cons�tutes  a  small-scale  or 
 ar�sanal  fishery  varies  broadly  from  country  to  country  and  between  authors  (e.g.,  Rousseau,  et  al.,  2019).  In  general,  SSF  “use  rela�vely  small  produc�on  units  with 
 rela�vely  low  input  and  low  output,  and  limited  levels  of  technology  and  small  capital  investment.  They  are  commonly  managed  on  a  family  level,  some�mes  with  a  small 
 group  of  employees,  or  at  a  community  level.  The  fish  are  o�en  sold  in  local  markets  but  can  also  reach  na�onal  and  interna�onal  markets.”  2  The  FAO  SSF  Guidelines 
 consider  SSF  to  encompass  all  ac�vi�es  along  the  value  chain  –  pre-harvest,  harvest  and  post-harvest.;  however,  for  the  assessment  we  focus  on  fishers/harvesters 
 specifically. 

 Defini�on of Tenure Rights 
 Tenure  is  the  rela�onship  among  people  with  respect  to  land  and  other  natural  resources.  Tenure  systems  determine  who  can  use  which  resources,  for  how  long,  and  under 
 what condi�ons. The systems may be based on wri�en policies and laws, as well as on unwri�en customs and prac�ces (FAO, 2012; 2013). 

 2  h�ps://www.fao.org/ar�sanal-fisheries-aquaculture-2022/about/en/ 
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 Tenure rights: types of use rights 
 The  need  of  small-scale  fishing  communi�es  to  have  secure  tenure  rights  is  central  to  the  SSF  Guidelines,  which  in  turn  build  on  FAO’s  Voluntary  Guidelines  on  the 
 Responsible  Governance  of  Tenure  of  Land,  Fisheries  and  Forests  in  the  Context  of  Na�onal  Food  Security  (VGGT  –  FAO,  2012).  FAO’s  Code  of  Conduct  for  responsible 
 fisheries  (CCRF  –  FAO,  1995)  requires  states  to  “appropriately  protect  the  rights  of  fishers  and  fishworkers,  par�cularly  those  engaged  in  subsistence,  small-scale  and 
 ar�sanal  fisheries,  to  a  secure  and  just  livelihood,  as  well  as  preferen�al  access,  where  appropriate,  to  tradi�onal  fishing  grounds  and  resources  in  the  waters  under  their 
 na�onal jurisdic�on.” The issue of preferen�al access for SSF is the subject of one of the Sustainable Development Goal targets, 14.b: 

 “Provide access for small-scale ar�sanal fishers to marine resources and markets.” 

 The indicator associated with SDG 14.b is 14.b.1, which measures: 

 “Progress  by  countries  in  the  degree  of  applica�on  of  a  legal/regulatory/policy/ins�tu�onal  framework  which  recognizes  and  protects  access  rights  for  small-scale 
 fisheries.” 

 The  specifica�on  here  is  “access  rights,”  presumably  as  different  from  “harvest  rights.”  Tenure  systems  are  closely  related  to  the  idea  of  use  rights  in  restric�ng  who  can  have 
 access  to  the  fishery,  how  much  fishing  ac�vity  (fishing  effort)  the  par�cipants  are  allowed,  or  how  much  catch  each  can  take  (Charles,  2011a,b)  –  “the  right  to  use,”  as 
 recognized  or  assigned  by  the  relevant  management  authority  (whether  formal  or  informal)  held  by  individual  fishers,  fishing  groups,  fishing  communi�es  or  companies  to 
 have  access  to  a  fishery  and  use  the  fishery  resources  (Cochrane,  2002).  Use  rights  refer  to  the  right  to  “use”  the  fishery,  and  such  rights  do  not  imply  “  ownership”  of  the 
 fish resource itself (Charles, 2011a). 

 The  rights  are  associated  with  responsibili�es  such  as  to  fish  in  a  responsible  manner  (CCRF,  Charles,  2011a)  “All  par�es  should  recognize  that  rights  and  responsibili�es 
 come  together;  tenure  rights  are  balanced  by  du�es,  and  support  the  long-term  conserva�on  and  sustainable  use  of  resources  and  the  maintenance  of  the  ecological 
 founda�on  for  food  produc�on.  Small-scale  fisheries  should  u�lize  fishing  prac�ces  that  minimize  harm  to  the  aqua�c  environment  and  associated  species  and  support  the 
 sustainability of the resource.” (SSF Guidelines 5.14). 

 The  key  types  of  tenure  right  in  fisheries  have  been  iden�fied  as  “access  rights”  and  “withdrawal  rights”  (Charles,  2002;  Huppert,  2005)  and  are  illustrated  in  Figure  1. 
 Collec�ve choice rights, which include management rights, exclusion rights, and transferability, are considered separately below. 

 -  Access rights permit the holder to take part in a fishery (limited entry) or to fish in a par�cular loca�on (territorial use rights or “TURFs”). 
 -  Withdrawal rights typically involve quan�ta�ve limits on resource usage, either through input (effort) rights or output (harvest) rights. 
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 Figure 1: Rela�onships of different forms of fishery use rights (from Charles 2002). 

 Access rights 
 Access  rights  are  commonly  prescribed  as  a  remedy  to  the  problems  caused  by  open  access  and  are  par�cularly  recommended  for  the  case  of  small-scale  fisheries  through 
 “secure tenure rights” and “preferen�al access” for small-scale fishers in the FAO policies cited above. 

 FishSource Secure Tenure Rights indicator  Last updated October 2023  6 



 Spa�al  access  rights  :  The  two  most  common  categories  of  spa�al  access  rights  are  customary  marine  tenure  (CMT)  and  territorial  use  rights  in  fisheries  (TURFs).  While  these 
 approaches  have  seen  increasing  recogni�on  and  popularity  over  recent  decades,  they  may  pose  par�cular  challenges  in  some  situa�ons,  for  instance  the  case  of  migratory 
 fishers (Charles, 2011a). 

 Limited  entry  access  rights  :  These  are  usually  found  in  the  form  of  fishing  licenses  that  restrict  access  to  the  fishery  to  the  holder  who  has  the  “right”  to  fish.  Limi�ng  access 
 is  common  in  small-scale  fisheries,  though  the  objec�ves  need  to  be  clearly  stated  in  order  to  determine  whether  they  are  being  used  to  protect  local  livelihoods,  protect 
 stocks  through  reduced  effort  or  limi�ng  destruc�ve  gear  types,  or  other  reasons.  But  the  alloca�on  of  such  rights  may  have  poten�ally  adverse  impacts  such  as  on  equity 
 (Charles, 2011a). 

 Preferen�al  access  for  small-scale  fisheries:  The  CCRF  calls  for  considering  exclusive  or  preferen�al  access  3  for  small-scale  fisheries  to  fish  in  na�onal  waters,  requiring  that 
 states  should  protect  the  rights  of  small-scale  fishers  “to  a  secure  and  just  livelihood,  as  well  as  preferen�al  access,  where  appropriate,  to  tradi�onal  fishing  grounds  and 
 resources  in  the  waters  under  their  na�onal  jurisdic�on”  (Ar�cle  6.18).  The  SSF  Guidelines  (Paragraph  5.7)  add  that  states  should  implement  measures  such  as  exclusive 
 zones for small-scale fisheries and consider claims of small-scale fishing communi�es to such areas before gran�ng resource access to third par�es (FAO, 2020). 

 Preferen�al  access  for  small-scale  fisheries  may  take  the  form  of  exclusive  access  for  small-scale  fishers  (e.g.,  based  on  vessels  or  residen�al  criteria),  or  for  access  to  be 
 qualified  by  restric�ng  or  prohibi�ng  access  by  other  persons  or  groups  of  persons  (e.g.,  industrial  fishers).  O�en,  legisla�on  iden�fies  areas  in  which  small-scale  fisheries 
 may operate and sets out the prerequisites for access (FAO, 2020). 

 Withdrawal rights 
 Use  rights  may  be  conveyed  through  quan�ta�ve  rights,  to  exert  a  specific  amount  of  fishing  effort  (effort  rights)  or  for  certain  individuals  or  groups  to  take  a  specific 
 amount  of  catch  (harvest  rights).  These  forms  of  rights  have  rela�vely  high  informa�on  and  management  requirements,  and  thus  may  be  less  commonly  used  in  small-scale 
 fisheries (Charles, 2011a). 

 3  Preferen�al access areas is a terminology suggested by FAO but they are also called exclusive fishing zones (EFZ). In the IHH report they chose a more inclusive approach for consistency and 
 defined it as:  “…areas iden�fied in formal na�onal, regional or local legisla�on either by designa�ng areas of the sea that are restricted (or that give preference) to small-scale fisheries, or 
 through regula�ons that implicitly or explicitly favour small-scale fisheries by manda�ng moratoriums on the opera�on of large-scale vessels in those areas. Areas of the sea that are de facto 
 exclusive to small-scale fisheries, by nature of the absence of large-scale fleets, are also included.” 
 Xavier Basurto, Ben Siegelman and Isabel Navarro. 2022. Global Pa�erns of Management and governance of Small-Scale Fisheries. In: Illumina�ng Hidden Harvests Global Report. FAO. Rome 
 Italy. 
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 Effort  rights:  These  may  specify  a  certain  amount  of  fishing  �me  and/or  gear  to  be  used  by  each  fisher  or  vessel,  which  can  serve  conserva�on  needs  as  well  as  spread  effort 
 more  equitably  (Charles,  2011a).  Care  needs  to  be  taken  to  update  or  review  the  effort  restric�ons  to  ensure  that  technological  improvements,  for  instance,  do  not  increase 
 fishing efficiency over �me to the detriment of the management objec�ves. 

 Harvest  rights:  Catch  quotas  are  shares  of  a  total  allowable  catch  calculated  for  the  fishery.  These  shares  may  be  allocated  collec�vely  (e.g.,  community  quotas),  as  trip  limits 
 to  individual  fishers,  or  as  individual  quotas  to  harvest  annually.  These  rights  may  be  non-transferable  or  they  may  be  traded,  such  as  in  the  case  of  individual  transferable 
 quotas  (ITQs).  Harvest  rights  raise  specific  concerns  in  small-scale  fisheries  and,  despite  being  intensively  promoted  in  industrial  fisheries,  should  be  treated  with  cau�on  in 
 small-scale  fisheries.  Concerns  include:  prohibi�ve  costs  of  determining  the  TAC  and  monitoring  and  enforcing  catch  alloca�ons,  incen�ves  to  cheat  (e.g.,  under-repor�ng), 
 incen�ves to dump or high-grade fish, and pressure on decision makers to increase the TAC beyond sustainable levels to favor fishers (Charles, 2011a). 

 Collec�ve choice rights 
 Collec�ve  choice  rights  include  management  rights  and  exclusion  rights,  and  transferability  (or  aliena�on)  is  the  right  to  sell  or  lease  either  of  these  rights  (Ostrom  and 
 Schlager,  1996).  Management  rights  are  assessed  primarily  through  the  separate  co-management  method,  which  includes  the  existence  as  well  as  effec�veness  of  this  right. 
 Exclusion  rights  are  treated  here  as  an  extreme  form  of  access  right.  Transferability  is  technically  considered  a  feature  of  the  most  devolved  levels  of  tenure  (FAO,  2023),  but 
 this  may  be  outweighed  by  concerns  over  rights  transfer  that  would  change  the  social  or  economic  nature  of  the  SSF,  including  whether  rights  are  transferred  to  new 
 entrants, actors in other scales of fishery, or actors in other sectors. See the discussion on features of use rights below. 

 Features of use rights 
 The  most  crucial  property  rights  a�ributes  iden�fied  by  Sco�  (1996,  2008),  as  cited  in  Arnason  (ND)  and  Anderson  et  al.  (2016)  in  their  widely  cited  work  on  Fishery 
 Performance Indicators (FPI), may be of par�cular concern to the analysts: 
 ●  Security: Extent to which the government reduces or threatens to change the access rights 
 ●  Exclusivity: Ability of the rights holder to u�lize and manage the resource without outside interference 
 ●  Durability:  The  �me  span  of  the  property  right.  In  small-scale  fisheries,  the  fishers  usually  have  a  long-term  dependence  on  the  fishery.  Guaranteed  access  to  the  fishery 

 has  impacts  on  social,  economic  and  human  rights.  Combined  with  the  security  of  tenure,  this  may  lead  to  local  stewardship.  In  small-scale  fisheries,  access  rights  tend 
 to be of indefinite dura�on (Charles, 2011a). 

 ●  Transferability:  The  capability  of  rights  holders  to  shi�  ownership  of  the  right  to  someone  else  –  whether  permanently  (e.g.,  by  selling  or  handing  them  down  from  one 
 genera�on  to  the  next)  or  temporarily  (e.g.,  from  one  fisher  to  another  within  a  fishing  season).  The  means  by  which  rights  are  transferred  deserve  par�cular  a�en�on 
 in  terms  of  poten�al  impacts  on  fishing  communi�es.  Transfer  via  inheritance  may  improve  community  stability,  but  market  trading  of  rights  may  lead  to  concentra�on 
 of  those  rights  and  nega�ve  impacts  on  community  stability  and  rural  livelihoods.  It  is  considered  important  to  limit  (if  not  fully  prohibit)  the  permanent  transfer  of  use 
 rights in small-scale fisheries, par�cularly market-based use rights (Charles, 2011a). 
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 A  crucial  considera�on  when  assessing  tenure  rights  is  how  these  rights  are  allocated.  This  covers  the  fairness  of  the  ini�al,  some�mes  historical,  distribu�on  or  customary 
 tenure rights and also the current systems of rights alloca�ons. 

 Shared resources 
 The  FPI  (v  1.4  Andersen  et  al.,  2016)  iden�fies  “the  scope  of  the  management  system  is  the  primary  scale  at  which  the  fishery  unit  for  analysis  is  defined”  and  “the  defini�on 
 of  fishery  for  analysis  may  subdivide  the  management  system  along  fleet,  market,  or  jurisdic�onal  lines  to  capture  this  heterogeneity,  on  a  case-by-case  basis.”  This  leads  to 
 a  series  of  ques�ons  on  access  rights,  such  as  “The  propor�on  of  total  harvest  value  that  is  under  limited-access  fishing  regula�on”  (p.126)  and  on  harvest  rights.  4  "The 
 propor�on  of  total  harvest  value  that  is  under  harvest  rights-based  fisheries  management.  Rights  include  those  for  some  fixed  quan�ty  of  fish  [e.g.,  quota  or  TURF  with 
 100% of landings." 

 Patron-client condi�ons or concentra�on 
 Patron-client  condi�ons  occur  where  capital,  financial  resources,  and  property  rights  (if  they  exist)  belong  to  a  patron,  fishers  are  prevented  from  joining  collec�ve  ac�vi�es, 
 and  commercializa�on  is  o�en  controlled  by  the  patron.  Powerful  individuals  may,  through  favors,  loans,  protec�on,  or  intermedia�on  receive  labor,  goods,  or  other 
 benefits  (Basurto  et  al.,  2020).  A  risk  exists  that  such  condi�ons  increase  the  likelihood  of  exploita�ve  condi�ons  for  the  fisher  (Basurto,  et  al.,  2020)  and  may  reduce  the 
 likelihood  of  effec�ve  co-management  or  increase  the  likelihood  of  unsustainable  fishing  prac�ces  (Nurdin  &  Grydehøj,  2014).  Fisher  organiza�on  may  guard  against  this  to 
 some  extent,  but  patron-client  arrangements  may  be  more  immediately  a�rac�ve  (Lindkvist,  et  al.,  2017).  Changes  in  the  prevalence  or  scope  of  patron-client  rela�ons  or 
 outright  purchase  of  vessels  or  rights  need  to  be  considered  par�cularly  carefully.  For  instance:  1.  Are  those  represen�ng  or  employing  fishers  sufficiently  invested  in  fishery 
 stewardship? and 2. Are the rights of locals and labor sufficiently safeguarded? 

 4  METRIC From FPI v1.4 : The propor�on of total harvest value that is under harvest rights-based fisheries management. Rights include those for some fixed quan�ty of fish (e.g., a quota), or 
 a fixed share of landings in an area (e.g., a TURF gives 100% of landings in an area). A TURF does not give harvest rights unless the species harvested are sedentary or their movement is 
 completely contained within as single rights holder’s territory. Rights can be held by individuals or communi�es and can include de facto and de jure rights. (Input rights, like trap tags, are 
 strong access rights, but not harvest rights included in this sec�on.) 
 5   Virtually all 
 4   70-95% 
 3   35-70% 
 2   5-35% 
 1   Virtually none 
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 Evidence 
 Many of the ques�ons ask the auditor to seek “evidence” or ascertain that none is easily visible. For the purposes of the assessment, evidence includes any reputable 
 documented, internet-based, or recorded materials, including government announcement, mainstream media, or FIP report. Generally, social media informa�on is not 
 automa�cally “reputable” for the purposes of this assessment, unless specifically jus�fied by the analyst (e.g., fisheries agency uses its social media account for 
 communica�ons and declara�ons or a preponderance of comments suggest reason to consider that a process or policy is not effec�ve or inclusive). 
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 Structure and use of the tenure score 
 Step A:  Country-level tenure 
 rights 

 Rela�ve weight 15% 

 ●  Are tenure rights for small-scale fishers recognized in law? (paper) 
 ●  Are tenure rights systems used to govern small-scale fisheries? (implementa�on) 
 ●  Or is there a credible plan to develop the legal basis for tenure systems? 

 Step B: Existence of rights to the 
 fishery 

 Rela�ve weight 30% 

 ●  Is the fishery within an established exclusion zone for SSF? 
 ●  Is there a mechanism to grant and protect any other form of tenure or rights for SSF? 

 Step C: Effec�veness of rights 
 mechanisms 

 Rela�ve weight 30% 

 ●  Is the rights-gran�ng mechanism (e.g., licensing, customary) effec�vely gran�ng adequate rights to rights 
 holders? 

 ●  Is there evidence that the rights of SSF are not being protected? 
 ●  Is there evidence of rights being transferred or re-allocated? 
 ●  Is there security of tenure? 
 ●  If it is a shared resource – are SSF dispropor�onately affected? 

 Step D: Risks and responsibili�es 
 of different actors 

 Rela�ve weight 25% 

 ●  Are SSF and government rights holders also fulfilling their responsibili�es? 
 ●  Are there risk obstacles that are posed by bureaucra�c burden or lack of transparency or corrup�on risks? 
 ●  Do the interests of other sectors pose a threat to SSF? 
 ●  Are SSF rights adversely affec�ng other vulnerable or marginalized groups? 

 Color codes used in the decision trees are: 

 -  Blue text  are phrases men�oned in the defini�ons  sec�on 

 -  Green text  refers to another step, i.e., a table.  Points in green  are the final score allocated for  that step. 

 -  q1, q2, q3, etc. refer to a ques�on in the same table. 
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 -  “Points” followed by a number are those for that ques�on or subques�on (unless in green as above). Points can be + posi�ve (to be summed) or - nega�ve (to be 
 deducted). 
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 Step A:  Country-level  tenure rights for SSF 
 Seeking to establish whether there is any track record, history, or planned implementa�on of  tenure rights  in SSF at the na�onal level (i.e., not only the  fishery). 

 Ques�ons  Guidance & Defini�ons 
 1.  Are  tenure rights  systems used to govern  small-scale 

 fisheries  in the  country  (implementa�on)? 
 a.  Yes,  with  a na�onal exclusion zone for SSF,  go to  q2  . 

 +1 Points carried forward. 
 b.  Yes, with preferen�al or exclusive access for SSF 

 only at specific sites,  go to q2  . 0 Points carried 
 forward. 

 c.  Yes,  but  no na�onal exclusion zone or spa�al rights 
 for SSF  go to q2  . 0 Points carried forward 

 d.  No –  Fail. Exit STR tool Points = 0. 

 At the na�onal level, are any types  of tenure right  used to manage SSF, including  access rights  (e.g., 
 customary rights, territorial uses rights, preferen�al access, exclusion of other users) or  withdrawal 
 rights  (restric�ons on effort, gear or quotas)? List  all the types of rights that apply. 
 a.  The existence or de facto recogni�on at na�onal level of preferen�al (spa�al) access (i.e., in law or 

 recognized in custom or prac�ce), industrial fishery exclusion zones is what is sought here. This 
 cons�tutes a na�onwide zoning rather than site-specific or upon request – whether legal or 
 effec�ve is a ques�on for later. 

 b.  Differen�ates between countries with na�onwide industrial fishing zones/SSF preferen�al access 
 (a.) from those where SSF can request or be allocated spa�al rights in specific cases or areas. 

 c.  Other specific concessions or rights for SSF than those under a. and b. is what is sought here – 
 whether legal or effec�ve is a ques�on for later. 

 NB: Ideally, there is a well-established exclusion zone that protects  all  small-scale fisheries  opera�ons 
 from other types of fishing ac�vi�es (e.g., industrial fleets) and other uses of the coastal marine areas 
 (such as aquaculture farms). Exclusion zones vary depending on the jurisdic�on.  5 

 2.  Are  tenure rights  for  small-scale fishers  recognized  in law? 
 (paper)? 

 a.  Yes,  go to  Step B. Points Step A = +3 + points from 
 q1 

 b.  No,  go to q3  . 

 Are the rights recognized in ques�on 1 supported by law? Sources: law, cons�tu�on, regula�ons. 

 List the types of rights that are detected. 

 3.  Are there credible plans to develop the legal basis  for 
 small-scale fisheries tenure systems  ? 

 Evidence of commitments to the development of relevant wri�en policy, law, regula�ons, mandates, 
 explicitly seeking to establish  tenure rights  of  fishers  (SSF). 

 5  SDGs sets the following indicator: 14b1 “Progress by countries in the degree of applica�on of a legal/regulatory/ policy/ins�tu�onal framework which recognises and protects access rights 
 for small-scale fisheries”. The SSF guidelines “Grant SSF preferen�al access to fish, as appropriate.” Ideally, there are provisions within the law to grant preferen�al access to fish and fishing 
 resources to small-scale fishers. These can be applied when new fisheries are opened for exploita�on, shared resources and opportunis�c fisheries. 
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 a.  Yes,  go to  Step B. Points Step A = +2 + points from 
 q1 

 b.  No,  go to  Step B. Points Step A = +1 + points from 
 q1 

 NB: Credibility could be established rela�ng to the level of government making the commitment, the 
 �me that has passed since the commitment, and any progress toward the commitment. Sources: may 
 include press releases from relevant government authority. 

 Benchmarking scores: screens out countries (and therefore all SSF fisheries) with no evidence of SSF  tenure rights  in ac�on, otherwise iden�fies whether such rights are, or 
 may reasonably expect to be, legally supported. Differen�ates between countries with na�onwide industrial fishing exclusion zones/SSF preferen�al access from those 
 where SSF can request or be allocated spa�al rights in specific cases or areas. 

 Possible outcomes: Fail (0) or pass on to Step B with 1, 2, 3 or 4 (full = legally recognized tenure with exclusion zone) points.  This step should be weighted  as 15% of the 
 total, but 0 points means that the assessment should not proceed further on the en�re indicator  . 
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 Step B: Existence of SSF access and withdrawal rights to the  fishery 
 Determine what kind of SSF  tenure rights  are supposed  to govern the fishery. This step intends to address the ques�ons: Is the fishery within an established exclusion zone 
 for SSF? Is there a mechanism to grant and protect any other form of tenure for SSF? If it is a shared resource – are SSF dispropor�onately affected? 

 Ques�ons  Guidance & Defini�ons 
 1.  Do the small-scale  fishers  have  spa�al access 

 rights  to the  fishery  ? 
 a.  No 
 b.  Yes, exclusive rights 
 c.  Yes, preferen�al but not exclusive 

 Go to q2  . 

 Spa�al access rights  : Is there any mechanism to grant  access to the areas fished by  small-scale fishers  ? 

 b.  The  SSF fishers  have exclusive rights to fish  in the area where the en�re fishery occurs OR the main 
 compe�tors (e.g., industrial fishers) to the  SSF  fishers  for the en�re fishery area are excluded by  law 
 c. The  SSF fishers  have exclusive rights to fish in  the area where only part of the fishery occurs OR 
 the  SSF fishers  have rights to the fishery, but these  are not exclusive. 

 Preferen�al access for  small-scale fisheries  includes  exclusive access for  small-scale fishers  (e.g., based  on vessel 
 types, home port, residen�al criteria, tradi�onal use, or customary tenure, etc.), or for access to be qualified by 
 restric�ng or prohibi�ng access by other persons or groups of persons (e.g., industrial fishers). 

 This ques�on establishes the degree to which the  fishers  are granted preferen�al access through either  of these 
 two mechanisms. The spa�al access is categorized as: 

 ●  Exclusive, in that SSF are fully protected and this covers the en�re resource. 
 ●  Not exclusive, in that they either share the resource or share the rights to fish. 

 The exclusivity of territorial use rights: TURF may be considered to have exclusivity depending on the extent to 
 which the resource in ques�on remains within the TURF. Unless the en�re fishery takes place in the TURF, this 
 mechanism is not exclusive and would have to be assessed depending on the propor�on of the fishery or power 
 over it that fishers control. 

 2.  Is there a mechanism to grant and protect any 
 form of  limited entry access rights  for SSF in the 
 fishery  ? 

 Limited entry  access rights  (such as permits or licenses).  Please specify the right referred to and the source of 
 informa�on or specific legal clause. 
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 a.  No 
 b.  The  SSF fishers  have exclusive rights to the 

 en�re fishery. 
 c.  The  SSF fishers  have preferen�al rights to 

 a shared fishery. 
 d.  The  SSF fishers  have rights to a shared 

 fishery but not preferen�al. 

 Go to q3  . 

 b. Exclusive for the fishery: Only SSF are allocated these rights. 
 c. Preferen�al for the fishery: SSF have some form of privileged or favored access to rights over the fishery, but 
 either the fishery is shared or rights over it are shared. 
 d. Exist for the fishery: SSF may access rights over the fishery, but either the fishery is shared or rights over it are 
 shared. 

 3.  Is there a mechanism to grant and protect any 
 form of  input/effort rights  for SSF in the 
 fishery  ? 

 a.  No 
 b.  The  SSF fishers  have exclusive rights to the 

 en�re fishery. 
 c.  The  SSF fishers  have preferen�al rights to 

 a shared fishery. 
 d.  The  SSF fishers  have rights to a shared 

 fishery but not preferen�al. 

 Go to q4  . 

 Input/Effort rights  :   Rights covering the amount of  fishing �me or gear to be used by each fisher or vessel, e.g., if 
 industrial trawling is prohibited in an area but ar�sanal trawling is permi�ed, this is considered to be an input 
 (gear) right, but would also be a spa�al right under Q1.  Please specify the right referred to and the  source of 
 informa�on or specific legal clause. 

 b. Exclusive for the fishery: Only SSF are allocated these rights. 
 c. Preferen�al for the fishery: SSF have some form of privileged or favored access to rights over the Fishery, but 
 either the fishery is shared or rights over it are shared. 
 d. Exist for the fishery: SSF may access rights over the Fishery, but either the fishery is shared or rights over it are 
 shared. 

 4.  Is there a mechanism to grant and protect any 
 form of  harvest rights (output, quota)  for SSF in 
 the  fishery  ? 

 a.  No 
 b.  The  SSF fishers  have exclusive rights to the 

 en�re fishery. 
 c.  The  SSF fishers  have preferen�al rights to 

 a shared fishery. 

 Harvest rights  (output, quota). Please specify the  right referred to and the source of informa�on or specific legal 
 clause 

 b. Exclusive for the fishery: Only SSF are allocated these rights. 
 c. Preferen�al for the fishery: SSF have some form of privileged or favored access to rights over the fishery, but 
 either the fishery is shared or rights over it are shared. 
 d. Exist for the fishery: SSF may access rights over the fishery, but either the fishery is shared or rights over it are 
 shared. 
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 d.  The  SSF fishers  have rights to a shared 
 fishery but not preferen�al. 

 go to Step C. See scoring guide below. 
 Please complete the following method of scoring for ques�ons 1-4 taken together. Start from the top un�l the line the condi�on is first met and that is the score for Step B: 

 i.  if at least one response is b: score 4 points 
 ii.  if no b responses, but at least two c responses: score 3 points 

 iii.  if at least one c response and two d responses: score 2 points 
 iv.  if any c or d responses: score 1 point 
 v.  If all a responses: score 0 points  Fail. Exit STR  tool. Points = those from Step A. 

 Benchmarking scores: This step assesses the existence of rights and mechanisms. This is an important criterion and the total possible max score 4.  This step should  be 
 weighted as 30% of the total  . 
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 Step C: Effec�veness of rights mechanisms 
 Are the SSF rights applied or enforced enough to “protect” the SSF fishers. 

 Ques�ons  Guidance & Defini�ons 
 1.  Is there evidence that the 

 rights-gran�ng  mechanism  (e.g., 
 licensing, customary) is  NOT effec�ve 
 in  gran�ng  adequate rights to the SSF 
 fishers  ? 

 a.  Yes, 0 Points. 
 b.  No, +1 Points carried forward. 

 Go to q2  . 

 About the preponderance of the available evidence on the effec�veness of the mechanism that allows  fishers  to gain 
 rights. 

 Ideally, the management system has a mechanism to grant any form of tenure (licenses, permits, either individual, 
 collec�ve, customary, etc.) that respect, recognize, and protect the rights of the people dependent on fishing for food 
 and livelihoods. This system should determine who can use which resources, for how long, and under what condi�ons. 
 Analysts should be aware that tradi�onal and local systems may be harder to determine or understand, e.g., hereditary 
 systems.  6 

 Analysts should consider the mechanism and note if: 
 ●  The  small-scale fishers  are not iden�fied and recorded  appropriately. 
 ●  The  small-scale fishers  are not able to gain and receive  adequate rights to par�cipate in the fishery. 
 ●  The rights-gran�ng  mechanism  presents an excessive  bureaucra�c burden. 
 ●  Guidelines are inadequate for dealing with two rights regimes in cases where they operate in same fishery. 
 ●  Disputes emerge over the gran�ng of SSF rights. 
 ●  That the rights-gran�ng operates under an authority not recognized as legi�mate. 
 ●  That the mechanism grants rights to recipients not recognized as legi�mately en�tled. 

 2.  Is there evidence that the  rights  of 
 SSF are  not  being adequately 
 protected  or secured? 

 a.  Yes, 0 Points. 
 b.  No, +1 Points carried forward. 

 Go to q3  . 

 Security of tenure  . This may be detected in: 
 ●  Reports of illegal fishing, poaching, or rule breaking involving non-SSF or non-rights-holding SSF not being 

 addressed. 
 ●  Consequences for viola�ons adequate to support the conten�on that the rights are protected. Sufficient 

 penal�es and meaningful fines help prevent viola�ons. 
 ●  Existence of a grievance mechanism? There should be a way through which rights holders can claim or defend 

 their  tenure rights  and trigger response or enforcement  ac�ons by competent authori�es. 

 6  N.B. MSC Standard P65 The management system has a mechanism to formally commit to the legal rights created explicitly or established by custom on people dependent on fishing for food 
 and livelihood in a manner consistent with the objec�ves of MSC Principles 1 and 2. 
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 ●  Rights holders should be aware of their rights and the mechanisms that enable them to claim those rights from 
 the relevant authority. 

 Predisposing or linked factors may give clues: e.g., finance allocated to enforcement, corrup�on, non-repor�ng, 
 viola�ons, burdensome repor�ng of violators, etc. 

 Any tenure right to be secured requires enforcement of applicable legal frameworks. Government must enforce the law. 
 Ideally, enforcement should be executed by a competent authority (such as coast guard, customs, police, or other agent 
 authorized by law). This authority should have adequate resources to carry out their enforcement du�es and there 
 should be public evidence of their effec�ve implementa�on. 

 3.  Is there any evidence of rights being 
 transferred or re-allocated in a way 
 that may affect the nature or even 
 viability of the SSF fishery? 

 a.  Yes, and note any evidence of 
 over-concentra�on, 0 Points 
 carried forward. 

 b.  No, +1 Points carried forward. 

 Go to q4  . 

 Transferability  : The capability of rights holders  to shi� ownership of the right to someone else – permanently or 
 temporarily. This is a feature of tenure, but we are looking specifically at rights transfer that would change the social or 
 economic nature of the SSF (see Box 1) or whether rights are transferred to new entrants, actors in other scales of 
 fishery, or actors in other sectors. It is considered important to limit (if not fully prohibit) the permanent transfer of use 
 rights in  small-scale fisheries  , par�cularly market-based  use rights (Charles, 2011a). 

 Analysts should look at the mechanisms of rights transfer and who or what categories of stakeholder have received these 
 rights over �me. For example, transfer via inheritance may improve community stability, but market trading of rights may 
 lead to concentra�on of those rights and nega�ve impacts on community stability and rural livelihoods. Of par�cular 
 concern is evidence of over-consolida�on/over-concentra�on, and this should be noted by the analyst. 

 Ideally, there are ways to prevent over-concentra�on of fishing rights in a few hands and avoid abusive patron-client 
 rela�ons, as well as transferability systems that put at risk FishSource scores related to management and stock and 
 undermine the well-being and livelihoods of fishing-dependent communi�es. 

 Of concern too is increasing concentra�on or control of SSF fishing rights in the hands of actors outside of SSF, including 
 industrial fishers (e.g., licenses, permits, vessels increasingly in the hands of a few companies, increasing trend of 
 non-local shareholders or vessel or license owners). This can include capitaliza�on of “boat owners” by large 
 corpora�ons, increasing control through loans or payment of salaries by “middlemen,” etc. 

 Places to look include the government ins�tu�on that manages the fisheries sta�s�cs publica�ons or internet resources. 
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 4.  Is there evidence that the �me span 
 of the allocated rights is not 
 adequate? 

 a.  Yes, 0 Points. 
 b.  No, +1 Points carried forward. 

 Go to q5  . 

 Durability  The �me span of the property right. 

 In  small-scale fisheries  , the  fishers  usually have  a long-term dependence on the fishery, so guaranteed access to the 
 fishery has impacts on social, economic, and human rights. Combined with the security of tenure, this may lead to local 
 stewardship. In  small-scale fisheries  , access rights  tend to be of indefinite dura�on (Charles, 2011a). However, some 
 types of property right may need regular review or modifica�on. Analysts will need to explore whether the dura�on 
 seems adequate for the type of right and whether the rights are sufficiently reallocated to ensure a thriving SSF (e.g., 
 input, quota). 

 5.  Is there evidence that SSF are 
 impeded from exercising their rights? 

 a.  Yes, 0 Points. 
 b.  No, +1 Points carried forward. 

 Go to q6  . 

 Despite existence of rights and rights-gran�ng mechanisms (Step C q1 above), there may be evidence in media or other 
 reports that the SSF cannot implement or exercise their rights as intended. Reasons might include: 

 ●  Compe�ng actors or sectors are not effec�vely regulated or policed. 
 ●  Bureaucra�c burden: procedures or paperwork are too cumbersome, e.g., offices are far away, require 

 technology not available, take too much �me, etc. 
 ●  There may be a lack of informa�on on implica�ons of the rights, either due to its poor dissemina�on, its lack of 

 availability to the public, or lack of transparency. 

 6.  Are small-scale  fishers  being affected 
 by  poor management or fishing 
 prac�ces carried out by other users 
 of the shared resource? 

 a.  Evidence that the  fishers’ 
 livelihoods or stock 
 sustainability are 
 dispropor�onately affected, 
 and management measures 
 do not protect them 
 adequately?  0  Points carried 
 forward. 

 Shared resources: Protec�on from other fishing ac�vi�es within a common resource boundary 

 In shared resources, the exploita�on by some operators can undermine the sustainability of the resource and o�en 
 nega�vely affect other users of the same resource base (e.g., straddling stocks). In those cases, are SSF  tenure rights 
 holders dispropor�onately affected by poor management decisions and fishing prac�ces related to other users of the 
 same resources? 

 Are there management measures in place by all relevant authori�es managing the same stock (RFMOs, management 
 units other than the one being evaluated) that ensure the SSF  tenure rights  holders keep their rights to  catch the 
 resource and that their livelihoods are not nega�vely affected or threatened by the opera�ons of other users of the same 
 resource? 
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 b.  Evidence that the  fishers’ 
 livelihoods or stock 
 sustainability are not 
 significantly affected or 
 management measures are 
 largely adequate? 1 Point 

 c.  No evidence  that the  fishers’ 
 livelihoods or stock 
 sustainability are 
 dispropor�onately affected, 
 or that management 
 measures do not protect 
 them. Note this. 1 Point 

 Go to Step D  . 

 NB Scoring this ques�on – this reflects on the management authority not on the SSF fisher.  7 

 Benchmarking scores: This step assesses the effec�veness of rights and mechanisms. This is an important criterion and the total possible max score 6.  This step should  be 
 weighted as 30% of the total  . 

 7  SSF Guidelines: 
 5.19 Where transboundary and other similar issues exist, e.g., shared waters and fishery resources, States should work together to ensure that the tenure rights of small-scale fishing 
 communi�es that are granted are protected. 
 5.20 States should avoid policies and financial measures that may contribute to fishing overcapacity and, hence, overexploita�on of resources that have an adverse impact on small-scale 
 fisheries. 
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 Step D: Risks and responsibili�es 
 Assessing whether rights holders are also exercising the responsibili�es that come with those rights. Whether the burden incurred through the right being granted is 
 commensurate with the benefits of the right itself and the capaci�es of the rights holders. Iden�fying the existence of condi�ons that place at risk the due exercise of 
 responsibili�es. 

 Ques�ons  Guidance & Defini�ons 
 1.  Is there evidence that the SSF rights 

 holders are not fulfilling their 
 responsibili�es  ? 

 a.  Yes, 0 Points. 
 b.  No +1 Points carried forward. 

 Go to q2  . 

 Rights should be balanced with responsibili�es.  8  If a fishery scores well in other components of SSF indicators but scores 
 poorly (TBD) in stock, ecosystem, and management scores, it should be considered whether the rights holders are not 
 fulfilling their responsibili�es as resource users. However, the lack of balance can come from an excessive burden on the 
 rights holders and/or the rights holders not adop�ng the responsibili�es that apply to them. 

 This score should measure if there is a lack of balance between rights and responsibili�es. 
 ●  Is there misuse or under use of fishing permits? 
 ●  SSF not implemen�ng management rules. 
 ●  SSF causing other damage to environment cf. SSF Guidelines. 
 ●  SSF not providing data or obligatory repor�ng? 

 High scores in almost all other ques�ons depend on fisheries agencies or non-SSF actors performing well, but this indicator 
 specifically looks at the  SSF fishers’  performance. 

 2.  Is there evidence the government or 
 authori�es are not able or willing to 
 fulfil their responsibili�es? 

 a.  Yes, 0 Points. 
 b.  No +1 Points carried forward. 

 Go to q3  . 

 The alloca�on of rights and responsibili�es between SSF and government actors should, together, frame the sustainable 
 management of the fishery. There may be indica�ons that government is unable, unlikely, or unwilling to exercise its 
 responsibili�es, for instance through: 

 ●  Inadequate budgetary or staffing alloca�ons in fisheries administra�on or enforcement 
 ●  Lack of transparency in mechanisms, ins�tu�ons or policies for issuing rights, permits, licenses 
 ●  Lack of poli�cal will evident in li�le prac�cal intent to reform out-of-date or ineffec�ve ins�tu�ons, policies, or laws. 

 8  NB: SSF Guidelines: 5.14 All par�es should recognize that rights and responsibili�es come together; tenure rights are balanced by du�es and support the long-term conserva�on and 
 sustainable use of resources and the maintenance of the ecological founda�on for food produc�on. Small-scale fisheries should u�lize fishing prac�ces that minimize harm to the aqua�c 
 environment and associated species and support the sustainability of the resource. 
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 3.  Are there enabling condi�ons for 
 corrup�on risks? 

 a.  Yes,  0  Points carried forward. 
 b.  No +1 Points carried forward. 

 Go to q4  . 

 Lack of transparency makes it very difficult to assess the quality of decisions made or detect corrupt prac�ces. Alloca�on of 
 use arrangements for different actors (tourism, industry, etc.), especially in coastal areas, are very much under pressure 
 from corrupt prac�ces in terms of recognizing, alloca�ng, and controlling those rights. State capture – influence of some 
 companies on the decisions made e.g., licensing, fishing rules, etc. 

 Areas in  fisheries tenure  where risks of corrup�on  may be significant (FAO, 2014):  9 

 ●  Issuing fishing licenses - A "one-man" system or one without public records or commi�ees raises concerns regarding 
 corrupt prac�ces in licensing and the poor enforcement of licensing condi�ons. 

 ●  Fishery administra�on - Human resources and capaci�es in fishery administra�on as defined in policy can be weak. 
 ●  Monitoring and inspec�on - Human resources allocated by the government for monitoring and inspec�on are too low. 
 ●  Withholding or sharing informa�on inappropriately, including in other sectors which affect the fishers. 
 ●  Access to jus�ce is disincen�vized. 
 ●  Nego�a�ng access agreements in secret. 

 4.  Is there evidence that there may be 
 excessive  bureaucra�c burden for 
 fishers  to exercise their 
 responsibili�es? 

 a.  Yes, 0 Points. 
 b.  No +1 Points carried forward. 

 Go to q5  . 

 This ques�on specifically addresses the facility with which those acquiring rights or responsibili�es are able to do so within 
 the systems implemented by the authority. 

 How large is the bureaucra�c burden: 
 ●  Is the language, degree of expected technical competence or educa�on, �me involved, methods, or places for 

 submi�ng documents inappropriate? 
 ●  Is the government doing enough to adapt the bureaucra�c burden to the capaci�es of the  tenure rights  holders? 
 ●  Is the burden worth the benefits – making the  fishers  more responsible for management than it is worth,  e.g., data 

 collec�on and monitoring? 
 5.  Is there evidence that fishing rights are 

 NOT adequately considered when 
 Fishers’  rights may be affected by decisions taken  by or for other fishing groups or non-fishery sectors. Some�mes, there 
 are agreements that enable other users to access protec�on zones for SSF — such as industrial or aquaculture opera�ons, 

 9  Responsible governance of tenure requires: 
 • RECOGNIZING AND RESPECTING legi�mate tenure rights and the people who hold them. 
 • SAFEGUARDING legi�mate tenure rights against threats. 
 • PROMOTING AND FACILITATING the enjoyment of legi�mate tenure rights. 
 • PROVIDING access to jus�ce to deal with infringements. 
 • PREVENTING tenure disputes, violent conflicts, and opportuni�es for corrup�on. 
 FiTI 2020 on transparency and fisheries tenure 
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 making decisions from other sectors or 
 ini�a�ves? 

 a.  Yes, 0 Points. 
 b.  No +1 Points carried forward. 

 Go to q6  . 

 infrastructure development, conserva�on and marine protected areas (MPAs), and no take zones or others, within the 
 exclusion zones. In those cases, analysts should consider mechanisms or policies rela�ng to how those agreements were 
 reached (  tenure rights  holders are well informed about  the consequences of those opera�ons for their livelihoods and are 
 adequately consulted), if  tenure rights  holders (in  case of being nega�vely affected) were compensated, if the process was 
 transparent, as well as the poten�al consequences for scores related to management, stock, or ecosystem, as well as how 
 those transfers affect (posi�vely or nega�ve) the well-being and livelihoods of fishery-dependent communi�es. 

 Conserva�on and fisheries management increasingly overlap, and it is some�mes inaccurately presumed that marine 
 protected areas and other area-based tools will be good for fisheries. Adequate acknowledgement of SSF  tenure rights  may 
 be affected by: 
 ●  How good are the provisions for engaging  fishers  in  the design of conserva�on or other interven�ons? 
 ●  Whether the primary objec�ves of MPAs/ABM are inclusive of fisheries outcomes? 
 ●  Whether the present and poten�al rights of SSF been adequately addressed? 

 The main sectors to be examined are: 
 i.  Conserva�on (MPAs etc) 

 ii.  Aquaculture 
 iii.  Extrac�ve industries 
 iv.  Tourism 
 v.  Other land-based impacts. 

 6.  Is there evidence that the alloca�on or 
 existence of SSF rights adversely affects 
 vulnerable or marginalized groups? 

 a.  Yes, 0 Points. 
 b.  No. +1 Points carried forward. 

 Finish the assessment. 

 Protec�on of other affected groups. Are there social mechanisms to protect other affected groups? We assume that there 
 are affected groups other than the receiver whenever a right is granted. 

 ●  Are there mechanisms to iden�fy affected groups? 
 ●  If possible, iden�fy affected groups. This should concentrate on vulnerable or marginalized groups, such as 

 migrants, refugees, evicted, local inhabitants whose livelihoods depend indirectly on the resource, subsistence 
 users, and workers in the fleet and along the value chain from precapture to post-harvest, with special focus on 
 women. 

 ●  If there are affected groups, has this been recognized and adequately addressed by authori�es through adequate 
 compensa�on, support to alterna�ve livelihoods, or social protec�on systems? 

 ●  Are there programs (from government, NGOs, academia, or others) affording protec�ons to affected groups? 
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 ●  Is there evidence that rights holder themselves are ac�ng to mi�gate the impacts? 

 Adverse effects on vulnerable or marginalized groups should highlighted by the analyst for considera�on at a higher level 
 in FishSource [in the absence of penalty scores]. 

 Benchmarking scores: This step assesses risks and the fulfilment of stakeholders’ responsibili�es. Poten�al maximum score is 6.  This step should be  weighted as 25% of the 
 total  . 
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