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Acronyms
Acronym

Definition

ASC

Aquaculture Stewardship Council

CAB

Conformity Assessment Body

CAR

Certification and Accreditation Requirements

NGO

Non-Governmental Organisation

PC

Public Consultation

RUoC

Requirements for the Unit of Certification

TWG

Technical Working Group

UoC

Unit of Certification (i.e. Feed mill)

This report is part of an ongoing policy development.
The views and opinions reported from stakeholders will inform the final outcomes but do not
necessarily reflect the official policy or position of the Aquaculture Stewardship Council.
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1 Background
The objective of this project was the development of comprehensive certification requirements
for Feed Mills (the UoC) implementing the ASC Feed Standard and for the Conformity
Assessment Bodies (CABs) providing certification services. The separation of requirements
for CAB and UoC into two documents will allow clearer communication and comprehension of
specific requirements for each entity. Both documents are normative and are required to
operationalise the ASC Feed Standard.
The structure and style of the ASC Feed CAR is aligned with the existing ASC CAR and RUoC
for farms with all applicable requirements transposed directly (e.g. accreditation requirements,
stakeholder consultation, social assessment methodology, findings management and
reporting timelines). This will ensure uniformity across ASC documents with differentiation only
where necessary to implement the specific requirements of the ASC Feed Standard.
During the development stage of the assurance documents, two Technical Working Groups
(TWG) were formed. One focused on requirements related to Due Diligence processes and
the other focused on the Mass Balance production model. These areas are specific to the
production of feed and complement the indicators related to these subjects in the ASC Feed
Standard. The TWG comprised experts from different types of organisations but with specific
expertise in the subject matter. Inputs from these TWG meetings were incorporated into our
proposal documents which were released for public consultation in September 2021 for 60
days.
The objective of this public consultation was to:
•
•
•
•

Gain feedback from interested stakeholders as to whether the Feed CAR / RUoC
adequately addresses the assurance needs to operationalise the Feed Standard.
Understand if the documented requirements are comprehensive and implementable
in the settings of a feed mill.
Understand if the documented requirements are auditable in the settings of a feed
mill.
Seek feedback from specific target groups, namely CABs & Feed mills.

Consultations are also important ways to raise awareness of changes that are likely to affect
stakeholders in coming years and provide an opportunity to engage more with programme
users and build understanding about the ASC Programme and its impact.
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1.1 Approach
ASC is committed to transparency, aiming to ensure stakeholders can understand the
rationale for decisions on standards content. In addition to this summary of feedback, ASC will
publish all comments received. To ensure stakeholders were able to provide full and open
feedback, ASC presented a detailed survey, allowing respondents to confirm whether they
wished their name/organisation to be published along with their comments. ASC does not
accept anonymous submissions.
ASC offered several ways for stakeholders to provide feedback during the consultation:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Online survey questionnaire with 40 questions related to the content of the proposal
documents.
Online link to ‘feedback templates’ which allowed stakeholders to provide more
detailed feedback on the specific requirements within both proposal documents.
Two Public Q&A webinars with an overview of the content of the proposal documents.
One specific CABs only Q&A webinar with an overview of the content of the proposal
documents.
Five pilot audits of feed mills in different geographical locations.
Direct engagement by ASC staff via ASC Newsletter / email.
Social media communication with links to ASC webpage (LinkedIn and Twitter)

2 Participation
The focus of this public consultation was the assurance documents that are to accompany the
already released ASC Feed Standard. The key stakeholder to seek participation from was the
Conformity Assessment Bodies (CABs) who will be carrying out the certification audits and
will be the main user of the Certification and Accreditation Requirements (CAR) document.
The current CAB base has global representation with CAB regional offices or auditors located
in all key producer (farm) regions. Many of the ASC accredited CABs hold worldwide
accreditation, meaning that they can offer their services in all countries even if they don't have
local offices there.
Another key stakeholder from which feedback was sought were feed mill operators. They will
be the subject of the Feed Standard audit and the main users of the Certification Requirements
for the Unit of Certification (RUoC) document.
In total, there were 85 respondents (some responses from individuals some from
organisations) participating in the consultation activities with 348 individual pieces of
feedback/comment on the proposal document requirements and 18 respondents taking the
40-question survey. Several regions and organisations are represented. ASC works to include
balanced feedback of all stakeholders and does not weigh feedback dependent on quantity
per group. Hence, the tables below serve informative purposes only.
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Respondents’ Breakdown:

Comments/Questions Breakdown

•
•
•
•

•
•
•

57 via webinar
18 surveys
4 direct emails to ASC
6 feedback on templates

Total: 85

120 - CAR
68 - RUoC
160 - Pilot Questionnaires

Total: 348

Table 1: Overall participation in the public consultation on CAR/RUoC

Participation from ASC’s 12 accredited CABs was achieved via of several different
consultation activities. A CAB-only webinar was held which had 35 CAB personnel attending.
Our approved accreditation body (ASI) was also in attendance. The separation of public and
CAB webinars was to allow for technical/specific questions for CABs. The presentation content
at both webinars was the same. The webinar included an overview of the content of the
proposal documents and gave opportunity for attendees to ask specific questions or seek
clarification.
Within the consultation period, three CABs conducted the online survey document and ASC´s
appointed accreditation body (ASI) completed the excel feedback templates which provided
extremely useful recommendations to add rigour and clarity to the requirements.
Five pilot audits were undertaken in September / October 2021 to coincide with the public
consultation. The focus of the pilot audits was to assess the CAR and RUoC and their
application in the feed mill environment, particularly relating to standard requirements for Mass
Balance calculations and Due Diligence processes. Feed mills involved varied in size and
geographical location with a focus on small to medium facilities. This was to ensure input from
smaller mills in developing countries where the supply chain may not be as straight forward
as that of the larger feed mills who generally produce and supply directly to the farm.
The pilot audits took place in Ecuador (2), Mexico (1), China (1) and Japan (1). The intention
was to include a mill from Southeast Asia (Vietnam) but unfortunately, covid restrictions
prevented this from being an option. Four separate CABs were used to conduct the pilots.
Following the audits, valuable feedback was obtained from both the mill and auditors. The
outcome and learnings from the pilots were considered for inclusion in the development of the
final version of the ASC feed CAR and RUoC.
ASC’s public Q&A webinar had 22 participants. ASC had attendees from many different
sectors including representation from feed mills, feed ingredient manufacturers, farm
producers and processors amongst others.
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During the consultation period meetings were also held with two large feed mill manufacturers
at their request.
Below is an overview of the stakeholder engagement via webinars, pilot audits, direct email,
and social media.

2.1 Social Media and ASC Webpage
ASC emailed 4,156 ASC subscribers about the public consultation. ASC communications
team directed all participants to the dedicated web page for the public consultation of the Feed
CAR & RUoC. The web page provided a link to the online survey questionnaire, and links to
the feedback templates. The web page also included two short briefing videos: one giving an
overview of the proposal documents content and consultation process and the other giving an
overview of the Mass Balance and Segregation Production Models. The web page was
updated with the Q&A document which outlined questions raised during the webinars.
Social media (LinkedIn and Twitter) were also used as a tool to communicate the opening of
the 60-day consultation period.

Stakeholder
Group

Number of
participants
contacted

Number of
responses/
participants
(Webinar)

Share
(webinar)

Number of
responses/
participants
(written)

Share
(written)

CAB / ASI

43

35

61.5%

10

29.5%

Producer
(Feed mill)

18

15

26.5%

13

38%

Producer
(farmer /
Processor)

3128

4

7.0%

7

20.5%

Feed
Ingredients

2

0

0%

2

6%

985

3

5%

2

6%

4176

57

100%

34

100%

Other (NGO,
Academic,
Standard
owner )
TOTAL

Table 2: Number and percentage of individual respondents per stakeholder group and consultation
activity.
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2.2 Progress against participation goals
Participation goals were set with the key stakeholders in mind. Below is a representation of
the participation goals versus actual participation. There were different participation activities
which included the online survey questions, the feedback templates to review all requirements
and also the pilot audits.
It can be seen below that participation goals across the different activities was reached in all
key stakeholder groups with the exception of Ingredient Manufacturers. The subject matter of
the public consultation is a topic that is quite technical, and a topic that some stakeholders are
not all that familiar with. So, although we reached a large base, through consultation
communication and engagement efforts (e.g., webinars), participation from some
stakeholders was challenging e.g.: NGOs, feed ingredient manufacturers, farm producers
however, with this said, it can be demonstrated that there was sufficient engagement from key
users of the documents i.e., feed mills and CABs.

Chart 1: Sectoral representation of actual vs participation goals

ASC Feed CAR and RUoC PC Summary Report

7

Stakeholder
Group

Participation
Goal
(respondents)

Representation
(respondents)
Online Survey

Representation
(respondents)
Feedback
Template

Representation
(respondents)
Pilot Audit

Total

Participation
goal met?

CAB / ASI

4-5

4

2

4

10

Yes

Feed Mill
(large)

4-5

2

2

1

5

Yes

Feed Mill
(medium
/small)

4-5

3

1

4

8

Yes

Farm /
Processor

2-3

7

0

N/A

7

Yes

Feed
Ingredients
Manufacturer

3-5

1

1

N/A

2

No

Table 3: Sectoral representation of actual (written) participation vs participation goals
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Country

Representation
(respondents)

Country

Representation
(respondents)

Chile

4

Mexico

1

China

2

The Netherlands

3

Denmark

1

Norway

2

Ecuador

2

Turkey

3

France

3

Unknown

2

Germany

1

Venezuela

1

Greece

1

Switzerland

1

Japan

2

Table 4: Regional representation of actual participation (pilots, survey & feedback template)

2.3 Breakdown of industry (feed mill) feedback
Country

TOTAL

Chile

2

Ecuador

2

France

2

China

1

Greece

1

Japan

1

Mexico

1

Norway

1

Table 5: Feedback (pilots, online survey & feedback template) received from all feed mills displayed by
country.
Note: Skretting has sites located in Chile, Ecuador, Norway and Japan. All attended pilot review calls.
To not confuse results, Skretting is listed only once in this table (under Ecuador).
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Feed Mill Feedback by Country
2.5
2

2

2

2
1.5
1

1

1

1

1

China

Greece

Japan

Mexico

Norway

1
0.5
0
Chile

Ecuador

France

Chart 2: Feedback received from all Feed Mills displayed by country

3 Summary of feedback
Feedback was received from several of the sources as described above.
Feedback received from ASC’s accreditation body was invaluable and helped us refine the
drafting of our requirements to ensure additional rigour and clarity.
Feedback provided by feed mills also aided in making some amends or clarifications to
requirements to better fit the feed mill environment, particularly relating to internal
responsibilities for conducting due diligence processes. See key themes below for more detail.
The feedback from the online survey was particularly useful in answering technical questions
about approaches to take whether several options were possible. An example is whether to
allow the option of two mass balance approaches or just one. See below for more detail.
Feedback will also support the development of the Feed Interpretation Manual which will
include additional information to support users to apply the Standard and RUoC document.

3.1 Full feedback
Full feedback is being published separately in two documents: Feed CAR & RUoC Feedback
which includes ASC’s response to each comment and Feed CAR RUoC online survey
responses which provides an overview of the survey questions and participants responses.
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3.2 Key themes
Below is an overview of the main themes raised during the Public Consultation.

Theme

Summary of Consultation
Feedback

ASC Response/Next steps

Responsibilities
assigned to the
UoC (Mill)
designated
member of
management.

The feedback from the
consultation indicates that while
respondents agree this member of
management, should be
accountable for overseeing the
tasks defined in RUoC section
4.1.2, they should not be
responsible for actually carrying
out the defined tasks, for example:
Maintaining competency records
of personnel conducting due
diligence, review and sign off on
content of due diligence reports,
implementation of monitoring
programmes resulting from
assessments.
These tasks can be completed by
other job roles within a feed mill
environment e.g., Human
Resources or Quality personnel.

The text in section 4.1.2 was
revised.
The required steps and activities did
not change and so still have to be
conducted; however, it is not solely
the designated member of
managements responsibility to carry
out the tasks.
Tasks can be delegated to other
competent staff with the designated
member of management
accountable for ensuring completion.

Competency
criteria for
personnel
conducting DD
assessments
using Pathway
2: Sectoral/
Industry/fishery
assessment and
pathway 3:
ingredient
manufacturer
assessments.

The competency criteria for
personnel conducting due
diligence assessments and fishery
assessments in particular, is
considered excessive and too
stringent.

Annex 3 of the Feed Standard
outlines due diligence assessments
that need to occur at the ingredient
manufacturer level and primary raw
material level. It also describes the
predefined (legal, social, and
environmental) risk factors that are
required to be assessed.
These risks are assessed across
several sectors which include plantbased primary raw material
producers and marine-based primary
raw material producers.
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Theme

Summary of Consultation
Feedback

ASC Response/Next steps

There are four pathways for
determining low risk.
Pathway 1 Country Risk Scorecard
and Pathway 4 Certification do not
require a technical level of
competency from the UoC to
determine low risk as the certification
or country score card will establish
this determination.
To use Pathway 2 Sectoral/
Industry/fishery assessment and
Pathway 3: Ingredient manufacturer
Assessments requires a level of
competency that to be comparable in
rigour and technical competence to
certification or country risk scorecard
should be conducted by personnel
with the required competency to
understand and recognise the risks
(either legal, social or environmental)
in that particular sector (i.e. plant or
marine sector).
ASC recognises there may be
challenges with this, flexibility has
been included for the assessments
to be outsourced to competent
individuals or organisations. (e.g.,
consultants).
The requirements also permit the
competency to be team-based so
not solely one individual conducting
the assessments.
For Pathway 2 and Pathway 3 to be
comparable to Pathway 1 Country
Risk Score Card and Pathway 4
Certification, it is the opinion of the
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Theme

Summary of Consultation
Feedback

ASC Response/Next steps

ASC that the competency
requirements as described should
remain as they are.

Competency
criteria for feed
mill personnel
conducting
Health and
Safety
assessments.

Post high school diploma and a
postgraduate degree in health and
safety are too restrictive.

The competency requirements that
require post graduate degree are
only in cases where the country
does not have a local regulation
related to minimum education.
Where there are local regulations in
place the personnel will meet this.

Mass balance
requirements.

Mass balance requirements are
complex and difficult to
understand.

The concept of Mass Balance is new
to ASC and may be a new concept
to some readers of the proposal
documents.
The requirements have been
reviewed and some text amended to
be clearer.
In addition, the ASC Interpretation
Manual will expand on the
requirements for mass balance.
The manual will include a dedicated
section to this topic with visuals to
help explain the concept and also
include simple examples to describe
how mass balance can be
implemented in a practical setting.
This Interpretation Manual is
currently under development.

Mass balance
requirements.

Removal of two options for Mass
Balance.
A question posed at public
consultation, the question was
posed whether to have 2 Mass
balance approaches or just one.

The responses via our online survey
indicated one approach was
preferred by a small majority (7 of
13).
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Theme

Summary of Consultation
Feedback

ASC Response/Next steps

Approach A - ASC Calendar year
approach
Approach B - Continuous
Balancing.

With this in mind, Mass Approach B Continuous Balancing was removed
as an option.
Approach A - ASC Calendar year
approach provides more flexibility for
the feed mill considering the
complexity of the supply chain, it
also fits more closely with the
indicators as described in the feed
standard.

Dual use of
Mass Balance
and Segregated
production
models

A question posed at public
consultation was Should the
standard allow both Mass Balance
and Segregation production
models to be in use at the same
time?

The majority of respondents (9 of 13)
supported the option to implement
both models at the same time.
Therefore, the option for the mill to
choose to implement both models
has been retained in the assurance
documents.

Clarification on
how to conduct
a verification
test of the
traceability
system

Feedback from pilot audits
indicated that auditors and mill
personnel would benefit from
clarification of how a traceability
challenge is conducted in facilities
where the segregation production
model is in use.

This had also been recognised
internally. The topic will be expanded
upon within the ASC Interpretation
Manual to give an outline of how a
traceability test could be conducted.

3.3. Next steps
These documents will become effective six months after their publication. During this time,
training will be offered for CABs to build their systems ready to audit against the Feed ASC
Standard.
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