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 Intro to working group 

 Context, purpose and RA Scope 
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 Source of each metric 
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WORKING GROUP

 Amber Madley NESI

 Clare Clifton World Wise Foods

 William Davies Hilton Seafoods UK

 Joe Prosho Morrison's

 Cate Hickey Coop 



CONTEXT

 Conversations began back in May 2020

 Recognised the need for conducting a shared, 
independent, baseline human rights risk 
assessment. 

 Intention was that the RA would: 

 Identify human rights risks based on fishery specific detail for 
UK companies 

 Provide a common reference for buyers to engage with 
suppliers around supply chain risk

 Support the development of further enhanced due diligence 
in supply chains of highest risk

 Provide a reference point for companies that have not 
undertaken their own assessments

 Support assessments companies are already undertaking 



PROCESS

July ‘20

• SEAA SC 
invite SEAA 
members to 
be involved 
in RA work

Aug ‘20

• Contract 
signed with 
SFP

Sept ‘20 - Now

• Sub 
committee 
reviewed 
proposed 
methodology 
and 
indicators



SEAA RA SCOPE





RA STRUCTURE

 Phase 1 – Define assessed unit at Fishery level

 Phase 2 – Country and fishery specific data from RA 

 Phase 3 – Supply chain Context 



RA DRAFT – SFP CONSULTANCY IN SEPT 2020   



CONSULTED ORGANISATIONS

Stakeholder engagement:

As per TOR Risk assessment shared once 

MOU signed

Semi-structured conversation with questions 

shared with stakeholders on key areas







Proxy data for Data Deficiency 

Some of the gaps have been filled by 
updates to our data sources

Current gaps:
1. No score in FNET country risk rating 
2. No score in IUU Fishing Index
3. No score in Global Slavery index 
fishing risk
4. No score in Gallup Migrant 
acceptance index 

Rules on use of proxy data needs to be 
included in the intro to the tool

1. Where there is no FNET country risk rating the default score 
will be high risk as per FNET approach

2. Where there is no IUU score in the Global Fishing Index 
(Minderoo Foundation), use IUU Fishing index, where still no 
score SFP fish source score 3 (compliance with managers 
decisions, assesses whether catch is over quote, or signed 
PSMA, EU carding procedure) 

3. Where there is no GSI fishing risk score – Use GSI country level 
score (vulnerability to modern slavery or estimated prevalence 
of modern slavery) where there is no country level score use 
score 4 – specific risk of abuse in fisheries 

4. Where there is no Gallup Migrant acceptance index score 
duplicate use of score 4 – specific risk of abuse in fisheries



Workstream 4: Risk Assessment, mitigation and due diligence in Seafood supply 

chains 

Outcome: SEA Alliance participating companies are using common data points to 

effectively identify and manage risks in fisheries they source from 

Target: Dec 2022

Activity 1: The Risk Assessment tool is further developed and shared with relevant 

industry groups

Activity 2: SEA Alliance develop a common data set for fisheries/vessels

Activity 3: SEA Alliance develop toolbox of guidance to help companies manage 

human rights risks (+ HRDD guidelines)

- Expand number of fisheries

- Introduce proxy data to fill data deficiencies

- Increase external sources for known risks in public domain 

- Improving weightings

- Share tool with industry groups 

- Update at least annually



Workstream 4: Stakeholder feedback

1. Are the metrics correct?

- Additional/alternative sources to consider: what do we want to know, what do 

our metrics tell us?
• Cape Town agreement

• Global Corruption perception index

• IUU risk tool (Standford)

• Seafood Slavery Risk Tool (Seafood Watch)

• Global Fishing index (Minderoo foundation)

• International Bill of rights ratified (compliments ILOC188 metric)

• ILO forced labour indicators

• ITUC Global Rights Index

• Global Slavery Index

• US State Department Trafficking Report 

• More specific Flag of Convenience metric (Paris/Tokyo MOU ratings)

• Balance use of TIP report/”live” data – HRAS, ISSF, EJF, in-country NGOs (ILRF, GLJ, Seafood Taskforce 

Thailand, Greenpeace). Avoid use of member company data – conflict of interest/competition law. 

2. Use of weightings and ratings

• Should some metrics be rated higher than others – country & fishery metrics

• Fisheries with known incidents v fisheries with potential risk – flag these? Red 

rate?

• Proxy data is needed for country level metrics – for fishery level data give a 

neutral score (include data deficiency as a supply chain metric)

• Should gear type be weighted or too hard to get consensus?



Workstream 4: Stakeholder feedback

3. “Mitigating factors”

• Change to “supply chain context” – should be able to +/- risk

• Mark as default high risk to encourage completion

• Should be completed by individual companies, data not gathered by SEA 

Alliance 

• Potential controversial areas – stick to accepted areas, provide the rest in 

guidance for consideration; 

• Suggested factors to consider;

• Time spent at Sea – definition needed (FAO)

• Use of transhipment

• HRDD completed (or compliance to FP social requirements for FIPS)

• AIS (used by Global Fishing watch)

• Public vessel register

• Presence of migrant workers (yes/no – no scale)

• Use of private standards (?)

• Employment agreements/clear employment rights 

• Effective grievance mechanism

• Transparent/open v avoidance of engagement

• Data deficiency

• Presence of observers

• Traceability metric (e.g. GDST compliant)

• Gear type



Workstream 4: Stakeholder feedback

4. Collaboration with industry groups

- GTA, FNET, SSC all keen to use the risk rating tool

- Expectations vary – annual v live updated tool, HRAS tool in public domain

- Needs to come with use guidance and definitions (E.g. migrant)

- Format – downloadable database, available to member access only 

- Scope 

- GTA 27+ source countries 

- Interest in feed/aquaculture (e.g. tuna trash feed/tuna frames)

- Potential for funding from donors to complete/expand

- Collate remaining feedback

- SFP meeting – current v proposed metrics and weightings 



1. Fishery Governance and Stock Health



2. Flag of Convenience



3. Country Score in the IUU Fishing Index





4. Specific risk of abuse in fisheries 



5. Global Slavery Index Fishing Risk 



6. ILO Ratification 



7. FNET country risk rating 



8. Migrant Acceptance Index 



9. Migrant crew



Time spent at sea – RFVS categories 



Final proposed 
data/metrics:

Included in the tool Source

Species group, species, Latin name -

Production area, Producing country -

Production methods, Gear code -

1. Fishery Governance and stock health Fishsource score, or GSSI recognised 
certification (to be added manually)

2. Flag of convenience ITF

3. Country score in IUU Fishing Index – replace with Mindheroo

4. Specific risk of abuse in fisheries – weighted? TIP report, Worst forms of child labour 
report, list of good produced by child 
labour or forced labour 2020, country 
report on human rights practices 2019, 
EJF, HRAS

5. Global Slavery Index Fishing risk National Fisheries policy + Wealth and 
institutional capacity metrics

6. Ratification of ILOC188 – replace with Minderoo

7. FNET Country risk rating FNET country risk rating 

8. Gallup Migrant Acceptance Index Gallup Migrant Acceptance Index

9. Migrant workers employed on vessels Y/N – No = reduces risk?

10. Time spent at sea Add times – which +/- risk



Supply Chain context 



RA STRUCTURE

 Phase 1 – Define assessed unit at Fishery level

 Phase 2 – Country and fishery specific data from RA 

 Phase 3 – Supply chain Context 



The presence / absence of the following indicators can either increase or decrease risk: 

Indicator / Topic Choices Answer Is this indicator / topic 
weighted?

Rationale

Time at Sea • Single-person operated vessels 
exclusively worked by an owner 
• Crewed vessel at sea for less than 24 
hours 
• Crewed vessels at sea for 24-71 hours 
• Crewed vessels at sea for 72 hours up 
to 30 days 
• Crewed vessels at sea for 30 days 

• Low
• Low - Medium
• Medium
• High 
• Super High

Yes

Transhipment Yes / No No – because this is a 
duplication of the above 
indicator

HRDD completed? Yes / No If the answer is ‘yes’, this 
lowers the risk

Completing effective HRDD 
lowers risk

3rd party certification? Yes / No If the answer is ‘yes’, this 
lowers the risk

Vessels successfully audited to 
recognised standards offer more 
assurances than uncertified 
vessels

Do crew have 
employment agreements 
/ clear employment 
rights?

Yes / No If the answer is ‘yes’, this 
lowers the risk

This indicator would show that 
crew understand and agree to 
their terms of employment

Effective grievance 
mechanism?

Yes / No If the answer is ‘yes’, this 
lowers the risk

An effective grievance 
mechanism means that workers 
feel safe reporting issues 

Active Union / 
Fisherman’s Association?

Yes / No If the answer is ‘yes’, this 
lowers the risk

This means that workers have 
freedom of association

Health & Safety 
inspections? (ILO C188 / 
Coastguard)

Yes / No If the answer is ‘yes’, this 
lowers the risk

This shows that vessels are 
inspected to be seaworthy 

Presence of migrant 
labour

Yes / No If the answer is ‘yes’, this 
increases the risk

This is because migrant labour 
can be vulnerable and taken 
advantage of 

Recruitment 
(Fees / Agents) 

Yes / No If the answer is ‘yes’, this 
increases the risk

The presence of recruitment 
agencies could indicate that 
workers are paying recruitment 
fees as part of their hiring 
process 



11. Transhipment 



12. Human Rights Due Diligence completed  



13. Third Party Certification 



14. Crew contracts / Clear worker rights  



15. Effective Grievance Mechanism in place 



16. Fishers Union 



17. Recruitment fees



18. Health and Safety inspections 



Final proposed data/metrics:

Included in the tool Source

Species group, species, Latin name -

Production area, Producing country -

Production methods, Gear code -

1. Fishery Governance and stock health Fishsource score, or GSSI recognised 
certification (to be added manually

2. Flag of convenience ITF

3. Country score in IUU Fishing Index – replace with Mindheroo

4. Specific risk of abuse in fisheries – weighted? TIP report, Worst forms of child labour 
report, list of good produced by child labour 
or forced labour 2020, country report on 
human rights practices 2019, EJF, HRAS

5. Global Slavery Index Fishing risk National Fisheries policy + Wealth and 
institutional capacity metrics

6. Ratification of ILOC188 – replace with Minderoo

7. FNET Country risk rating FNET country risk rating 

8. Gallup Migrant Acceptance Index Gallup Migrant Acceptance Index

9. Migrant workers employed on vessels Y/N – No = reduces risk?

10. Time spent at sea Add times – which +/- risk

11 – Transhipment Data field

12. The fishery has completed HRDD/Risk Assessment and has a plan to address risks Y/N – Y reduces risk

13. The fishery has a third party social certification Y/N – Y reduces risk

14. Crew have clear employment rights and/or employment agreements Y/N – Y reduces risk

15. Crew have an effective grievance mechanism in place Y/N – Y reduces risk

16. Crew have the opportunity to be represented by an active union or, in the absence of a union, a fishers association Y/N – Y reduces risk

17. Recruitment agents, labour providers and/or recruitment fees are present Y/N – N reduces risk

18. Credible health and safety inspections take place Y/N – Y reduces risk (national inspections, 
vessel certification, implementation of 
ILOC188)



Next steps:

Nov
• Steering Group review amends

Nov
• Feedback on amends from original wider working group/SEA Alliance participants 

(webinar, 19th Nov)

Nov

• SFP quote for amends to metrics

• SFP amend metrics with current fisheries list

• Intro text to the tool is updated – background/terms of use etc

Dec

• Agreements in place with GTA, SSC, FNET

• Joint trial of tool by 3 companies (in GTA, SSC, FNET)

• SFP extended to include GTA, SSC, FNET member fisheries

Jan

• Tool launched with SEA Alliance, GTA, SSC and FNET (need website log in areas to 
ensure doc control)

• SFP contract in place for 2022 review of data 

2022

• Data review and updated version shared – Head of SEA Alliance 

• Metrics reviewed in 2023?

• Ongoing conversation with MSC 





SEAA particapants Feedback

1. Any questions or clarifications on the project or tool?

2. Insights from participants on how you would use the tool…

3. Functionality;

a. Usability – Can you use the tool as it is for the purpose you intend? 
What other information do you need to help you get your company 
on board with adopting the tool?

b. “supply chain context” –

- Would you complete this section? 

- What guidance needs to go with the tool to support you in 
identifying why these are risk areas and if they are 
adequately mitigated?

- Does the tool need a score incorporating the supply chain 
context information, or is the current scoring enough for how 
you want to use the tool?

4. Volunteers to trial the tool in December and feedback – looking for 5 
companies – representing FNET, SSC and GTA membership


