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Change 1: Update ‘What the ASC does’ section 
 
Changed to match the updated text on the ASC website 
 

Current Proposed 

Working with partners, the ASC runs a 
programme to transform the world's 
aquaculture markets by promoting the best 
environmental and social aquaculture 
performance. The ASC seeks to increase the 
availability of aquaculture products certified 
as sustainable and responsibly produced. The 
ASC’s credible consumer label provides third 
party assurance of conformity with production 
and chain of custody standards and makes it 
easy for everyone to choose ASC certified 
products. 

The ASC programme promotes industry best 
practice to minimise or eliminate the 
environmental and social footprint of 
commercial aquaculture. Through its consumer 
label the ASC promotes certified responsibly 
farmed products in the marketplace. 

 
 
Change 2: Update ‘What the ASC will achieve’ section 
 
Changed to match the updated text on the ASC website 
 

Current Proposed 

The ASC is transforming aquaculture practices 
globally through: 
 
Credibility:  Standards developed 
according to ISEAL guidelines, multi-
stakeholder, open and transparent, science-
based performance metrics. 
Effectiveness:  Minimising the environmental 
and social footprint of commercial 
aquaculture by addressing key impacts. 
Added value:  Connecting the farm to the 
marketplace by promoting responsible 
practices through a consumer label. 

To achieve this, the ASC programme is: 
 
Credible 
ASC standards are developed and 
implemented according to ISEAL guidelines 
being therefore multi-stakeholder, 
transparent, incorporating science-based 
performance metrics. 
Meaningful 
By including science-based performance 
metrics, the requirements in the standards are 
realistic, measurable and auditable. 
Effective 
A globally recognised, market-oriented 
programme that aims to promote meaningful 
improvements in aquaculture production in a 
credible and cost efficient way that adds real 
value to producers and buyers of certified 
products. 

 
Change 3: Update external references 

Current Proposed 

www.ascworldwide.org www.asc-aqua.org 

 

Current Proposed 
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www.fishsource.org www.fishsource.com 

 

Current Proposed 

http://www.ghgprotocol.org/files/
ghgp/public/ghg-protocol-product-
standard-draft-november-
20101.pdfhttp 

http://www.ghgprotocol.org/files/ghgp/pu
blic/Product-Life-Cycle-Accounting-
Reporting-Standard_041613.pdf 

 

Current Proposed 

http://www.ghgprotocol.org/files/
ghgp/GHG%20Protocol%20-
%20Scope%203%20Standard%20-
%20Stakeholder%20Comments%20
-%20November%202010.xlsxhttp 

http://www.ghgprotocol.org/files/ghgp/pu
blic/Corporate-Value-Chain-Accounting-
Reporing-Standard_041613.pdf 

 

Current Proposed 

http://www.worldwildlife.org/salm
ondialogue 

http://www.worldwildlife.org/pages/creati
ng-standards-for-responsibly-farmed-
salmon. 

 

Current Proposed 

http:// www.azti.es/en/ambi-azti-
marine-biotic-index.html. 

http:// http://ambi.azti.es/ambi/ 

 

Current Proposed 

www.worldwildlife.org/salmondial
ogue 

http://www.worldwildlife.org/pages/creati
ng-standards-for-responsibly-farmed-
salmon 

 

Current Proposed 

http://www.worldwildlife.org/wha
t/globalmarkets/aquaculture/WWF
Binaryitem9675.pdf 

http://assets.worldwildlife.org/publication
s/181/files/original/Salmon_Aquaculture_
Dialogue_Process_Guidance_Document_Sa
lmonUUU.pdf?1344875734 

 

Current Proposed 

http://www.iucnredlist.org/static/i
ntroduction. 

http://www.iucnredlist.or 

 

Change 4: Eco-label 

Add a hyphen to ‘eco-label’ for consistency across standards. 
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Current Proposed 

Eco label Eco-label 

 

Change 5: Indicator 2.2.6 

Requirement added for the control of chemicals to minimise environmental impact. The Audit 

Manual to be updated to require checks on chemical storage, fuel containment, tests of farm 

systems for managing good conditions and references to following manufacture guidance. 

Current Proposed 

N/A Indicator: 2.2.6 Appropriate controls are in 
place that maintain good culture and 
hygiene conditions on the farm which 
extend to all chemicals, including 
veterinary drugs, thereby ensuring that 
adverse impacts on environmental quality 
are minimised. 
 
Requirement: Yes 

 

Change 6: Criterion 2.4 rationale 

Specify that the farm complete sufficient restoration in the case of impacts taking place.  

Current Proposed 

These requirements are consistent 
with the Global Reporting Index 
indicators EN12, EN14 and EN15, 
which relate to the identification 
and description of significant 
impacts of activities on 
biodiversity, protected habitats 
and threatened species, and the 
communication of strategies to 
manage these impacts. 

These requirements are consistent with 
the Global Reporting Index indicators 
EN12, EN14 and EN15, which relate to the 
identification and description of significant 
impacts of activities on biodiversity, 
protected habitats and threatened species, 
and the communication of strategies to 
manage these impacts and restore 
sensitive habitats. 

 

Change 7: Criterion 2.4 rationale 

In conjunction with ‘Change 6’ to update Appendix I-3 to reflect the focus on restoration of habitats. 

Criterion 2.4 already requires an impact assessment to take place in accordance with Appendix I-3. 

However, it should require that the farm complete sufficient restoration in the case of impacts 

taking place. Since there are indicators on impact it should be a case of explaining what this means 

in an Appendix. A suggestion would be to add the act of restoration into the Rationale to go along 

with the indicators. 

Current Proposed 

N/A Appendix I-3. Biodiversity-focused impact 
assessment 
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4. Where damage of sensitive 
habitats has occurred previously and 
where restoration is possible and effective; 
restoration efforts will or have resulted in a 
meaningful amount of restored habitat; 
either through direct on-farm restoration 
or by an off-farm offsetting approach. 
Grandfathering of historical losses is 
allowed. 

 

Change 8: Criterion 3.1 rationale 

Explain different options for this indicator in the case that national regulations prohibit the handling 

of wild salmonids. Clarify that if government is carrying out the monitoring then the standard 

considers this as acceptable but if not, then monitoring should be done by another body, but 

monitoring in one form should take place. Cooperation from farm is necessary so it must be able to 

provide the data but the farm is not expected to catch the salmon themselves. The farm could, for 

example, review existing evidence and to explain how control agents are impacting wild populations. 

Current Proposed 

N/A If national or local regulations prohibit the 
handling of wild salmonids then it should be 
clear that wild populations are being 
monitored and protected in another way. . 
Cooperation from farm is necessary so it 
must be able to provide the data but the 
farm is not expected to catch the salmon 
themselves. The farm could, for example, 
review existing evidence and to explain how 
control agents are impacting wild 
populations. 
 

 

Change 9: Criterion 3.1 rationale 

Audit should coincide with harvest period, but may be before end of harvest so complete estimates 

of ‘unexplained losses’ will not be available. Add that this can be done post hoc or estimates as a 

percentage up to the time of the audit.  

Estimates must prove to be accurate and so should be reviewed at surveillance audits and non-

conformities raised by the CAB if the actual figures do not meet the ASC requirements. If the ASC 

standards are not met then the farm may lose its certification.  

 

Current Proposed 

N/A Additional to rationale of criterion 3.1: 
Although the audit should coincide with 
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harvest period, it may be undertaken 
before end of harvest and estimates of 
indicators such as ‘unexplained losses’ can 
this be done post hoc or estimated as a 
percentage up to time of audit. 

 

Change 10: Indicator 3.2.2 

Current Proposed 

Indicator: 3.2.2 If a non-native species is being 
produced, evidence of scientific research  
completed within the past five years that 
investigates the risk of establishment of the 
species within the farm’s jurisdiction and 
these results submitted to ASC for review 
 
Requirement: Yes, within five years of the 
publication of the ASC Salmon Standard51, 52 

 
51 Farms have five years to demonstrate 
compliance with this standard from the time 
of publication of the final SAD standards and 
accompanying auditing guidelines. 

Indicator: 3.2.2 If a non-native species is being 
produced, evidence of scientific research  
completed within the past five years that 
investigates the risk of establishment of the 
species within the farm’s jurisdiction and these 
results submitted to ASC for review 
 
Requirement: Yes, by June 201752 

 

Change 11: Indicators 4.2.1 and 4.2.2 

CABs should raise major NCRs when FFDRs do not meet ASC requirements. The proposed FFDR 

changes are as follows: 

Current Proposed 

Indicator: 4.2.1 Fishmeal Forage 
Fish Dependency Ratio (FFDRm) for 
grow-out (calculated using 
formulas in Appendix IV- 1) 
 
Requirement: <1.35 

Indicator: 4.2.1 Fishmeal Forage Fish 
Dependency Ratio (FFDRm) for grow-out 
(calculated using formulas in Appendix IV- 
1) 
 
Requirement: <1.2 

 

Current Proposed 

Indicator: 4.2.2 Fish Oil Forage Fish 
Dependency Ratio (FFDRo) for 
grow-out (calculated using 
formulas in Appendix IV- 1),  
OR  
Maximum amount of EPA and DHA 
from direct marine sources  
(calculated according to Appendix 
IV-2) 
 

Indicator: 4.2.2 Fish Oil Forage Fish 
Dependency Ratio (FFDRo) for grow-out 
(calculated using formulas in Appendix IV- 
1),  
OR  
Maximum amount of EPA and DHA from 
direct marine sources  (calculated according 
to Appendix IV-2)  
 
Requirement: FFDRo < 2.52 to 2.65 
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Requirement: FFDRo < 2.95 
or 
(EPA + DHA) < 30 g/kg feed 

or 
(EPA + DHA) < 30 g/kg feed 

 

The Forage Fish Dependency Ratios (FFDR) contained in the ASC Salmon Standard aim to support the 

trend toward lower inclusion rates and increasingly efficient use of marine resources, which are 

expected to continue. Fishmeal and fish oil are both finite resources that are shared across a range 

of users with increasing demands, from direct human consumption to aquaculture to pig, and 

poultry production. The Salmon standard intends to promote the efficient use of these resources, 

producing increasing amounts of farmed salmon from a given input of fishmeal and oil.  

The ASC believes that improvements in performance are a positive outcome for the farms and is 

directly in line with the ASC’s vision. Continuous improvement is fundamental to the ASC’s theory of 

change and the ASC’s performance requirements are expected to evolve to maintain best practices 

as they improve over time. 

The two policy recommendations set out in the proposal are that: 

1) FFDR be revised downwards to 1.2 for fishmeal and 2.52 to 2.65 for fish oil; 

2) That further public consultation is undertaken to consider FFDR ratios for fish meal and fish oil 

consistent for Chinook salmon.  

The proposed changes would be implemented as follows: 

• For all currently certified farms the changes would be implemented during recertification or, with 

the approval of the client, at the next annual surveillance; 

• For farms under assessment, the changes will come into effect 6 months after the proposed 

changes have been approved. 

Full stakeholder comments on the FFDR proposals are available in the Annex. 

Summary of stakeholder comments 

Ten organisations submitted comments on the proposals to revise the FFDR limits in the salmon 

standard. The comments ranged from support for the proposal to stakeholders wanting no change 

and others wanting a lower FFDR than has been proposed. Organisations were generally in support 

of strengthening the standard and agreed that producers were becoming more efficient and 

changing best practice meant the current values were no longer set at the right level.  

Stakeholders proposing to reduce the FFDRs further pointed to the data in the report that showed 

farms performing well within the proposed thresholds. The ranges of values suggested for Atlantic 

salmon were from 0.7 to 1 for fishmeal and 1.44 to 2.5 for fishoil. The FFDR values for Chinook 

salmon were suggested to be 1.27 and 3.44 for fishmeal and fish oil respectively in the interim 

period whilst the working group decided on final values.   
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There were also stakeholder requests to clarify the objective more clearly in the standard. There was 

also a recommendation of a third party audit to review assumption and calculations used to 

calculate FFDR fishmeal and fish oil values to determine the sources of error where different values 

are obtained for the same inputs with a view to defining more specific criteria for assumption used 

in the calculations. 

The definition of eFCR is unclear as currently stated in the standard and it could be interpreted that 

“net production” is the ‘gutted weight’. However, the intention is that eFCR and the way FCR is 

calculated is based on live weight. This could be clarified by making it clearer in the standard. 

 

In terms of the implementation of new FFDR values there was one stakeholder comment that they 

should be introduced at the next surveillance audit for those farms already under the limit, but for 

those farms in regions where FFDR's are higher it could be at re-certification or the next full audit. 

This lines up reasonably well with the proposed implementation timeline with the difference that 

the client’s approval would not be needed to require implementation at the next surveillance audit. 

It was also recommended by a stakeholder that further research be conducted into the broader 

tradeoffs and implications of setting an FFDR limit below 1.0 during the development of the ASC 

Feed standard. This could be a task of the technical working group. 

Analysis and recommendations 

It is clearly important to update the salmon standard to meet best practice as demonstrated by the 

improving performance of farms. This is consistent with the ASC’s theory of change and commitment 

to continuous improvement. Farms are performing better and so a lower FFDR is logical. It is also 

important to ensure the standard is clear on the intention of the requirements and of the wording 

used to define indicators.  

The requirement was initially set at a level that was achievable by better performers according to 

available nutritional knowledge, scientific results and data on the range of performance on this 

indicator. This implies that the level should be updated to reflect the best performers as their 

performance improves. 

If it is generally agreed that the FFDR should be reduced to reflect improving best practice then the 

question is; how much to reduce it? Whilst there is appetite amongst stakeholders to lower FFDR 

further, as described in the first paper, it may be counterproductive in the immediate term because 

it would mean a number of farms currently certified would no longer be able to meet the standard. 

It would also have an unknown impact on farms seeking ASC certification and their ability to meet 

the new levels. More research would be needed on this before a larger decrease is undertaken. 

Since there is general support for reducing the FFDR and due to the uncertain outcome of reducing it 

too much it is proposed that FFDR is changed immediately according to the original proposals of 1.2 

for fishmeal and 2.65 for fish oil for Atlantic salmon and that research is carried out aimed at 

reducing this value further and setting a value for Chinook salmon. The standard can be updated 
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with these new requirements together with the other operational items (including alignment with 

GSSI) that do not require any further research and would improve the implementation of the 

standard immediately. 

Also to clarify the current eFCR calculation requirements in the standard it is proposed that the the 

definition of eFCR is is clarified to make it clear that ‘net production’ is the ‘live weight’. 

To better understand the ongoing performance it is proposed to set up a working group to 

determine best practice for Pacific salmon FFDR and collect and analyse data on farm performance 

of farms seeking ASC certification of Atlantic salmon the aim of the working group would be to 

update FFDR limits for Pacific and Atlantic salmon in 12 months.  

Regarding the implementation schedule, if the proposed values are accepted then there should be 

no reason that the requirements could not be implemented by certified and applicant farms after a 6 

month introduction period. This would mean that after 6 months from the change in the standard, 

surveillance audits, re-certifications and initial audits would all use the new values. Farms should 

also be warned that FFDR limits are likely to continue to fall in the future. 

• For all currently certified farms the changes would come into effect 6 months after the standard 

has been changed and implemented during subsequent surveillance audits; 

• For farms under assessment, the changes will come into effect 6 months after the change to the 

standard and implemented during subsequent audits. 

Change 12: Indicator 4.3.4 

Updated to explicitly prohibit both feeding of whole fish and fishmeal from the same species and 

family as the species being farmed. There is some uncertainty about the safety of feeding salmon to 

salmon and the proposal is to take the precautionary approach and forbid it under the standard. 

Fishoil from the same species and family is permitted. 

Current Proposed 

Indicator: 4.3.4 Feed containing 
fishmeal and/or fish oil originating 
from by-products or trimmings 
from IUU71 catch or from fish 
species that are categorized as 
vulnerable, endangered or critically 
endangered, according to the IUCN 
Red List of Threatened Species. 

 

Requirement: None  
 

Indicator: 4.3.4 Feed containing fishmeal 
and/or fish oil originating from: by-products  
or trimmings from IUU  catch or from fish 
species that are categorized as vulnerable, 
endangered or critically endangered, 
according to the IUCN Red List of 
Threatened Species, whole fish and fish 
meal from the same species and family as 
the species being farmed. 
 
Requirement: None 

 

Change 13: Indicator 4.3.5 - Additional indicator to specify expected commitment of feed 

manufacturer to marine ingredients. 

The Audit Manual will need updating to reflect these new requirements and explain exactly what is 

expected by the farm. 
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Current Proposed 

N/A  
 

Indicator: 4.3.5 Presence and evidence of a 
responsible sourcing policy for the feed 
manufacturer for marine ingredients that 
includes a commitment to continuous 
improvement of source fisheries.75 

 
Requirement: Yes 
 
75The policy should be written and include 
an assessment of source fishery status and 
identification of improvement needs and 
work plan to deliver improvements. The 
policy must include a commitment and 
timeline to source aquaculture and fishery 
products from responsible/best practice 
sources, such as those certified a standard 
benchmarked at minimum consistent with 
relevant FAO’s eco-labelling guidelines or by 
identified independent risk assessment. 

 

Change 14: Indicator 4.4.2 

Change the standard to state "June 2017" in this requirement of the indicator. 

Current Proposed 

Indicator: 4.4.2 Percentage of soya or soya-
derived ingredients in the feed that are 
certified by the Roundtable for Responsible 
Soy (RTRS) or equivalent 
 
Requirement: 100%, within five years of the 
publication79 of the ASC Salmon Standard 
 
 
797Publication: Refers to the date when the 
final standards and accompanying guidelines 
are completed and made publicly available. 
This definition of publication applies 
throughout this document. 

Indicator:  4.4.2 Percentage of soya or soya-
derived ingredients in the feed that are 
certified by the Roundtable for Responsible 
Soy (RTRS) or equivalent 
 
Requirement: 100%, by June 2017 

 

The following note is being added to the standard: In December 2016 ASC is expected to publish an 

Interim Solution for ASC Marine Feed Ingredients, which will replace indicators 4.3.1 and 4.3.2 of this 

standard. This solution applies to all (8) ASC’s standards, which have indicators for marine raw 

materials, including these proposed changes to the ASC Salmon Standard. This interim solution will 

apply until the ASC Feed Standard will be available or until further official and public notice by ASC. 
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Change  15: Indicator 4.6.3 

As the ASC Salmon Standard (Version 1.0) will be more than 3 years old by the time the proposed 

revised standard is released, the qualifying text is to be removed leaving the requirement as “Yes”. 

Current Proposed 

Indicator: 4.6.3 Documentation of GHG 
emissions of the feed  used during the 
previous production cycle, as outlined in 
Appendix V, subsection 2 
 
Requirement: Yes, within three years of the 
publication91 of the ASC Salmon Standard 
 
91 Publication: Refers to the date when the 
final standards and accompanying guidelines 
are completed and made publicly available. 
This definition of publication applies 
throughout this document. 

Indicator: 4.6.3 Documentation of GHG 
emissions of the feed  used during the previous 
production cycle, as outlined in Appendix V, 
subsection 2 
 
Requirement: Yes 

 

Change 16: Indicator 5.1.1 

To ensure health and welfare of fish, include monitoring of environmental conditions and where key 

performance indicators are exceeded, put measures in place to address the issue before it becomes 

a problem for fish health. 

Current Proposed 

Indicator: 5.1.1.  Evidence of a fish 
health management plan for the 
identification and monitoring of 
fish diseases and parasites. 
 
Requirement:  Yes 

Indicator: 5.1.1.  Evidence of a fish health 
management plan for the identification 
and monitoring of fish diseases, and 
parasites and environmental conditions 
relevant for good fish health, including 
implementing corrective action when 
required 
 
Requirement: Yes 

 

Change 17: Criterion 6.11 rationale 

Include statement that workers employed in husbandry activities have been adequately trained and 

are aware of their responsibilities in aquatic animal health management practices. The audit manual 

should be amended slightly to capture the requirement for relevant staff to be trained in fish health. 

Current Proposed 

N/A Additional to rationale: Workers employed 
in husbandry activities require specific and 
adequate training and are aware of their 
responsibilities in aquatic animal health 
management practices. 
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Change 18: Footnote added to indicator 8.13 

Require that suitable measures are in place to ensure that hatchery-raised seed are free from 

relevant/important pathogens before stocking for grow-out. Added a footnote for indicator 8.13: 

“suitable measures are in place to ensure that hatchery-raised seed are free from 

relevant/important pathogens before stocking for grow-out.” 

Current Proposed 

N/A Suitable measures are in place to ensure 
that hatchery-raised seed are free from 
relevant/important pathogens before 
stocking for grow-out. 

 

Change 19: Definitions of Peak Biomass and Harvested Fish 

Make clear that peak biomass in cages and the volume of harvested fish (as used in indicators such 

as phosphorus output/kg, survival rates or FFDR, over the production cycle and methodologies in 

Appendix I-1 and Appendix VIII) can be estimated based on auditable predictions. Sampling as well 

as the site visit audit may be undertaken during the final quarter of the production cycle (>75% 

estimated peak biomass).  

For reference see paper available on ASC website (www.asc-aqua.org). 

Current Proposed 

N/A Appendix I-1 (footnote 183): When 
biomass is estimated at ≥75% until harvest 
the audit can take place but should be 
according to this guidance. 
 

 

Current Proposed 

N/A There are two auditing methods proposed 
for the CAB to use should the audit not be 
carried out at peak biomass. The first is 
that the auditor refers to the calculations 
for previous cycles to verify whether the 
current predictions are consistent. And the 
second is for the CAB to receive 
confirmation of the final values for 
requirements from the farm when it 
reaches peak biomass. When the CAB 
received this data it can raise a non-
conformity and the farm may lose its 
certification. In this case the CAB should 
verify data against records such as invoices 
to validate the farm’s claims.  

http://www.asc-aqua.org/
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Change 20: Criterion 2.1 rationale, Appendix I-1 

a) Change in Rationale text 

Current Proposed 

When considering benthic effects, 
experts recommended measuring 
effects below the cages and away 
from the cages, within and outside 
the AZE. 

(removed) 
 

 

b) Change in Rationale text 

Current Proposed 

As a precautionary approach, these 
requirements are applicable 
regardless of the depth of the site. 

As a precautionary approach, these 
requirements are applicable regardless of 
the depth of the site unless the model of 
the AZE shows the sediment to be 
dispersed outside the scope of the 
sampling. The requirements also addresses 
natural fluctuations in sulphide and redox 
levels through allowing comparison at the 
edge of the AZE to a reference site as a 
means to meet requirement 2.1.1. The 
same is true for the biotic indicators 
described below (Indicator 2.1.2). 

 

c) Appendix I-1 replaced 

Current Proposed 

Grab sampling for the faunal index, macrofaunal 
taxa measurements, and sulphide and redox 
should be conducted at nine stations in duplicate 
during peak cage biomass for the production 
cycle.  
1. Two stations should be from the cage 
edge, one at each end of the long axis of the farm 
2. Three should be from within the 
Allowable Zone of Effect (AZE), 25 meters from 
the edge of the array of cages at slack tide 
measured with a marked line and recorded using 
GPS. Of these three, one should be upstream and 
one downstream with respect to the direction of 
the residual current, and the other should be to 
one side of the farm in a direction orthogonal to 
the residual current 

Grab sampling for the faunal index, macrofaunal taxa 
measurements, and sulphide and redox should be 
conducted at nine stations in duplicate during final 
third of the production cycle. 
1. Three stations should be from the edge of 
Allowable Zone of Effect (AZE), 25 meters from the 
margin of the array of cages at slack tide measured 
with a marked line and recorded using GPS. These 
three should be downstream with respect to the 
direction of the residual current, as shown by the 
AUTOPDEPOMOD (or equivalent) model 
2. Three should be 25 meters outside the AZE, or 
55 meters from the edge of the array of cages 
measured with a marked line and recorded using GPS. 
Of these, one should be upstream and one 
downstream with respect to the direction of the 
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3. Three should be 25 meters outside the 
AZE, or 55 meters from the edge of the array of 
cages measured with a marked line and recorded 
using GPS. Of these, one should be upstream and 
one downstream with respect to the direction of 
the residual current, and the other should be to 
one side of the farm in a direction orthogonal to 
the residual current 
4. One from a reference site 500-1000 
meters from the farm (edge of the array of 
cages), in similar water depth and substratum 
type (where this exists), and recorded using GPS 
5. For farm sites using a site-specific AZE, 
sampling locations shall be determined based on 
that AZE, at distances consistent from the 
boundary of the AZE as for other farms (e.g., five 
meters inside of AZE and 25 meters outside of 
the AZE, recorded using GPS, and in multiple 
directions as determined appropriate through the 
modeling 
 
For farms using copper-based nets or copper-
treated nets, copper sampling shall be conducted 
at the same locations outside the AZE as the 
other benthic sampling, at three stations outside 
the AZE, in duplicate. The reference site used 
shall also be the same, and two additional 
reference sites are needed. Timing shall also be 
the same, sampling at peak cage biomass during 
the production cycle. 

residual current, and the other should be to one side 
of the farm in a direction orthogonal to the residual 
current 
3. Three should be from a reference site 500-
1000 meters from the farm (edge of the array of 
cages), in similar water depth and substratum type 
(where this exists), and recorded using GPS. 
4. For farm sites using a site-specific AZE, 
sampling locations shall be determined based on that 
AZE, at distances consistent from the boundary of the 
AZE as for other farms (e.g., five meters inside of AZE 
and 25 meters outside of the AZE, recorded using GPS, 
and in multiple directions as determined appropriate 
through the modelling 
5. Where background levels are at or close to 
the requirement thresholds of the indicators then the 
results of samples from close to the edge of the AZE 
can be compared with those of the reference sites to 
show they are not higher. 
6. Sampling should be within the final third of 
the production cycle and may be compared with the 
results from the previous production cycle if relevant. 
 
For farms using copper-based nets or copper-treated 
nets, copper sampling shall be conducted at the same 
locations outside the AZE as the other benthic 
sampling, at three stations outside the AZE, in 
duplicate. The reference site used shall also be the 
same, and two additional reference sites are needed. 
Timing shall also be the same, sampling during the 
final third of the production cycle. 

 

Change 21: Indicator 2.2.4 (N and P sampling), Appendix I-5 (sampling methodology) and Appendix 

VI (reporting)Instead of weekly sampling, assessment samples should be taken four times a year 

(quarterly), once during each of the seasons, with three replicate samples at the edge of the AZE and 

three at the reference site 500m downstream on each occasion. This would allow a test for 

significance to be carried out at the end of the year on the differences between the sites. 

To provide a requirement, a significance test should be carried out if the AZE samples are more than 

7% higher than the reference sample over the year, then this might be significant (p≤0.05) and 

trigger the use of a statistical test. The sampling should be carried out on all N and P as required in 

the standard. 

a) Appendix I-5. Methodology for sampling nitrogen and phosphorous 
 

Current Proposed 

The N and P (dissolved) sampling 
shall be conducted at a depth 
equivalent to mid-cage depth 

 The N and P sampling shall be 
conducted four times a year 
(quarterly), once during each of the 
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within and near the center of the 
net pen array, at the same depth (5 
meters) from the outside edge of 
the net pen array along the 
predominant current direction, at 
the same depth (50 meters) from 
the outside edge of the net pen 
array along the predominant 
current direction and at a similar 
depth at a nearby reference site 
shown to be beyond the influence 
of the farm (minimum separation 
distance of 500 meters from the 
net pen array). 

seasons, with three replicate samples 
at the edge of the AZE and three at the 
reference site 500m downstream on 
each occasion. 

 
b) Appendix VI: Transparency of Farm-Level Performance Data 

 

Current Proposed 

 weekly 

 weekly 

 

      Mg N/ltr quarterly 

      Mg P/ltr quarterly 

 

 

c) Indicator 2.2.4 

Current Proposed 

Indicator: 2.2.4   For jurisdictions 
without national or regional coastal 
water quality targets, evidence of 
weekly monitoring of nitrogen and 
phosphorous levels on farm and at 
a reference site, following 
methodology in Appendix I-5 

Requirement: Yes 

Indicator: 2.2.4   For jurisdictions without 
national or regional coastal water quality 
targets, evidence of quarterly monitoring 
of nitrogen and phosphorous levels on 
farm and at a reference site, following 
methodology in Appendix I-5 
Requirement: Consistency with reference 
site 

 

d) Indicator 2.2.4 footnote 21 and Appendix I-5. 

Removed monitoring requirement for NH4 in footnotes. 

 

Change 22: Indicator 2.2.4, Appendix I-5  

To set the background for the water body of the farm monitoring should be carried out monthly for 

the first year, this should provide a seasonal baseline. Subsequent years could also be compared 

with this to see if there is any upward trend in the average thus providing a check on the primary 

requirement for no significant or noticeable difference. 
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Current Proposed 

N/A This sampling regime should be carried out 

monthly for the first year to create the 

baseline against which long term changes 

can be assessed.   

 

 

Change 22: Updated references to the SAD throughout the ASC Standard. 

 

In progress Change 23: Indicators 5.2.5 and 5.2.6 relating to PTI are currently being reviewed in a 

working group. Once the working group has reached a conclusion the proposed revisions will be 

published for public consultation. 

 

In progress Change 24: Relating to indicators 2.2.1 and 2.2.2. Methodology for measuring of oxygen 

on the farm is currently under review and proposals for an amended version are expected to be 

completed in the second quarter of 2017. 

 

[end] 

 


