
EVALUATING THE ARGUMENTS MADE AGAINST FINS
NATURALLY ATTACHED

 

Despite now widespread acceptance that Fins Naturally Attached represents 'best practice' in preventing shark finning,
some disagreement remains. In particular, some fishers and industry representatives suggest they would face logistical
or financial challenges if required to land all sharks with Fins Naturally Attached. These challenges can evidently be
overcome as Fins Naturally Attached has been successfully implemented by governments and managers around the
world, but these questions and critiques are nonetheless worth examining: 

Some ask whether the same outcome could be achieved using other approaches...

• First, bear in mind that a finning ban alone does not remove ALL threats faced by shark populations. Effective shark
conservation also requires measures to limit shark catch in the first place.
• That being said, working from the starting point of having a finning ban in place (as MSC does), there are two major
alternatives to Fins Naturally Attached: fin-to-carcass ratios and Fins Artificially Attached.
• Fin-to-carcass ratios have a number of well-documented shortcomings, which largely explain the global trend away
from these and towards Fins Naturally Attached. For example, the EU replaced its ratio-based policy with a Fins
Naturally Attached requirement as it realised the ambiguities and complexities associated with calculating those ratios
could allow finning to go undetected.
• Both fin-to-carcass ratios and Fins Artificially Attached contain the same major loophole: by legitimately allowing for
some fins on board a vessel to be detached from sharks, they make it much more difficult to work out whether or not
fins are present onboard which have been illegally removed!
• Fins Artificially Attached also creates additional issues such as generating plastic waste and has previously been
deemed too impractical, complicated and expensive for fisheries where high numbers of sharks are caught. 

Some ask whether requiring sharks to be landed with Fins Naturally Attached threatens
the quality of seafood products and the commercial viability of fisheries ...

• Most arguments made by the fishing industry against Fins Naturally Attached relate to concerns about logistics and
product quality, commonly that they do not have enough freezer space onboard to store sharks with fins attached, that
it is unsafe for fishers to manoeuvre whole sharks into or out of the hold, and/ or that urea found in shark blood
degrades the quality of the meat if the bodies are not bled.
• There are evidently workable solutions to all of these issues as many of the world’s fisheries are already operating
with Fins Naturally Attached in place, including all but one of the US’ commercial shark fisheries and the entire EU fleet.
• The reality is that the vast majority of on-board processing activities, such as freezing, beheading, skinning and bleed
can in fact all be conducted in compliance with Fins Naturally Attached and there are freely available resources which
provide guidance.
• It is not currently clear how many MSC fisheries would have their onboard activities limited in any way if MSC were to
require Fins Naturally Attached. However, if MSC made this information available, stakeholders could constructively
support the development of specific solutions where these were appropriate.



Finally, some ask whether finning could be prevented through 100% oversight and
monitoring of vessels alone...

• Some suggest that Fins Naturally Attached is only needed in fisheries where monitoring and compliance are weak, but
the reality is that it is not possible to prevent shark finning through EITHER policy OR monitoring alone – you need BOTH
a Fins Naturally Attached policy in place as a baseline and effective monitoring and enforcement activity to support it.
• First, it should be remembered that the primary objective of monitoring is data collection rather than law
enforcement. Placing excessive responsibility on observers as the sole means of enforcement also puts them at
considerable risk of pressure, intimidation and even violence. 
• Secondly, even if every vessel has an observer, they cannot observe all activities all the time. This is why even fisheries
with 100% observer coverage requirements still have issues with finning. Cameras and electronic monitoring can
complement or replace human observers but they are still unlikely to cover every space and activity on board.
• As no surveillance or monitoring activities can be considered to provide 100% certainty of compliance, these should
always be considered as a means of external validation for compliance with strong, enforceable and unambiguous
regulations in place, rather than as a surrogate for improving those regulations.

• Again, Fins Naturally Attached has already been implemented by a large number and range of jurisdictions around the
world and there is no reason to assume that successful implementation would be affected by the size of the fishery.
• There might be some challenges for small-scale fisheries if, for example, they were required to accommodate 100%
observer coverage on their smaller vessels but for this reason, we propose that the level of monitoring and validation
required to MSC to confirm a certified fishery’s compliance with the Fins Naturally Attached requirement should be set
according to the level of finning risk specific to that fishery (based on objective criteria such as gear type, region and
catch volume).
• Having that risk-based approach in place should mitigate a lot of the concerns around potential equity impacts of an
FNA requirement.

Some ask whether a Fins Naturally Attached requirement would make the MSC
programme inaccessible to small-scale fisheries...


