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Operational Review: Stakeholder Second Comment Period Synopsis 

Consultation undertaken from 06 December 2016 to 06 February 2017 

 

Overall 

For each of the three species included in the operational review (Salmon, Tilapia, Pangasius), further 

comments were made about the changes proposed in the initial comment period that are still in 

progress as well as regarding other elements of the standard not presently included within this 

operational review. Many of the issues raised will require further research before another public 

consultation, or are being addressed through other projects, such as the harmonisation project or 

within the feed standard development. These proposed changes to standards are well noted but it is 

not possible to make these changes without sufficient scientific evidence that was not available 

when the standards were set.  

 

Pangasius (3 organisations submitted comments) 

One stakeholder supports having a limit on antibiotics treatments (6.2.8), however another 

stakeholder advised that a restriction on antibiotic treatments should not be a requirement for at 

least 5 years from introduction. There was support from a stakeholder for fixing the date for 

prohibition of farm expansion into wetlands (2.2.1).  

 

The ASC takes note that the use of antibiotics in Pangasius production is necessary due to a lack of 

vaccinations for this species. ASC is also aware of the animal welfare dangers if antiobiotics are not 

used by the farm and does not want to certification to pose welfare issues for Pangasius. However, 

restricting antibiotic use is a core ASC standard and it needs to be considered in standard updates. 

Therefore further research is needed on the timing of bringing in antibiotic limits for pangasius, what 

the limit should be and about the auditability of new requirements around antibiotics.  

 

Tilapia (2 organisations submitted comments) 

One stakeholder supported the prohibition of WHO listed critically important antimicrobials (6.2.6) 

as well as limiting the number of antibiotic treatments per production cycle (6.2.7). 

 

Research showed that for ASC certified farms antibiotic use is low with only some farms using 

antibiotics at all. There is clear evidence that farms operating best practice can meet the proposed 

limits and therefore going ahead with these changes is consistent with the ASC mission. The 

antibiotic use limits should be reviewed over time and set at current best practice levels. 

 

Salmon (8 organisations submitted comments) 

Highlighted across the comments from stakeholders was the need for scientific justification for any 

proposed changes, especially concerning changes related to sampling methodologies, to ensure that 

all changes are in-line with the ASC’s mission and not weakening the standard. For example, 

allowance for peak biomass sampling to be carried out during the last quarter of a cycle was not 

supported by a stakeholder. 

 

The proposed peak biomass and end of cycle requirements were seen by one stakeholder as not 

scientifically justified. Allowing sampling during final quarter of production cycle must be 

accompanied with publicly available information must be available and using estimates is not 
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appropriate. Maintains all initial audits should occur at peak biomass and witnessing harvest is 

already rare. 

 

The ASC recognises the need for transparency around scientific justification and has published the 

data substantiating the proposed changes around peak biomass. This is now available on the ASC 

website. The practicalities of auditing at peak biomass and for the farm sending and receiving back 

sample results are just not possible. The methodology was revised to ensure a more conservative 

and precautionary approach and take account of this stakeholder feedback. 

 

Regarding indicators 4.2.1 and 4.2.2, stakeholder views over the proposed adjustment to the FFDRm 

and FFDRo values were conflicted. Whilst a reduction was supported overall, two stakeholders 

proposed that the requirements should be a threshold, not a range. One stakeholder proposed 

lower limits to better reflect the “best performers”. The stakeholder additionally stated that the 

requirements should be the same for all salmon species. 

 

Whilst there was conflict over the details, overall there was support for reducing FFDR values (4.2.1, 

4.2.2). There was objection to having a range of values and the lower limit of 2.52 was preferred. 

Referring to the proposed paper by ASC that includes the data of certified farms the lower limit was 

seen as meeting the best practice level. 

 

Proposed changes under criterion 2.4 received some feedback. One stakeholder noted that 

restoration of habitat is not always ecologically effective or possible, with reducing initial impact 

cited as the better approach and definition of terms needed. While this is desirable there is a need 

to spell out in the standard that restoration is needed or otherwise the farm cannot be certified.  

 

For indicator 3.2.2 a stakeholder proposed either a broadening of the definition for “non-native” or 

to incorporate impact and risk considerations into this criterion due to genetic differences between 

farmed and wild salmon which may be a risk to wild populations. Certainly the genetic diversity of 

wild population is critical to the ASC standards. 

 

One stakeholder stated that the requirement for FishSource scores for marine ingredients should be 

maintained at ≥6, with the biomass requirement of ≥8 removed, or all ingredients from an MSC 

certified source. ISEAL requirement has no bearing on sustainability and not in-line with Seafood 

Watch Aquaculture standard. Additionally stated that appeared to be in contradiction with indicator 

4.3.1, requiring ISEAL membership.  

 

In December 2016 the ASC released an interim solution for feed reflecting the reality of the feed 

sector. This applies to all ASC farm standards and replaces the existing feed requirements. The 

proposed changes were simply copying over the interim solution into the Salmon standard and so 

cannot be set at any different levels. 

 

One stakeholder wanted the rationale text for the definition of an AZE to remain as it was created 

during the dialogues and shared concern about allowing early sampling prior to peak biomass. Other 

sampling and compliance methodologies proposed for consideration by 3 stakeholders. These 
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comments helped in formulating the final text and ensuring that the standards were still maintained 

at their high level. 

 

Regarding the proposed change to 2.2.4 requirement, two stakeholders stated that no scientific 

justification is given for changing sampling requirements and removal of NH4 monitoring. Stated 

that further review required, using aggregated data and technical working group. This led to the ASC 

maintaining NH4 in the sampling requirements acknowledging the need for further scientific 

evidence and to review again the indicator when this became available. 

 

 


