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VERSION CONTROL, AVAILABLE LANGUAGE(S) AND COPYRIGHT 

NOTICE 

 

The Aquaculture Stewardship Council (ASC) is the owner of this document. 

 

For comments or questions regarding the content of this document, please contact the 

Standards and Science Team of ASC via standards@asc-aqua.org.  

 

 

Version control 

Document version history: 

 

Version: Sign-of date: Effective 

date: 

Remarks/changes: 

v0.1  N/A  

 

It is the responsibility of the user of the document to use the latest version as published on the 

ASC-website. 

 

 

Available language(s) 

The ASC Farm Standard document is available in the following language(s): 

 

Version: Available languages 

v0.1 English (official language) 

 

In case of any inconsistencies and/or discrepancies between available translation(s) and the 

English version, the online English version (pdf-format) will prevail. 

 

 

Copyright notice 

 
 

This document is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NoDerivs 3.0 Unported 

License.  

 

Permissions beyond the scope of this license may be requested via standards@asc-aqua.org.  

mailto:standards@asc-aqua.org
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/3.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/3.0/
mailto:standards@asc-aqua.org
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ABOUT THE AQUACULTURE STEWARDSHIP COUNCIL (ASC) 

 

The Aquaculture Stewardship Council (ASC) is an independent, not-for-profit organisation that 

operates a voluntary, independent third-party certification and labelling programme based on 

scientifically robust Standards. 

 

The Standards define Criteria that help to transform the aquaculture1 sector2 towards 

environmental sustainability and social responsibility, as per the ASC Mission. 

 

 

ASC Vision 

A world where aquaculture plays a major role in supplying food and social benefits for 

humanity whilst minimising negative impacts on the environment. 

 

 

ASC Mission 

To transform aquaculture towards environmental sustainability and social responsibility using 

efficient market mechanisms that create value across the chain. 

 

 

ASC Theory of Change 

A Theory of Change (ToC) is an articulation, description and mapping out of the building blocks 

required to achieve the organisationôs vision.  

 

ASC has defined a ToC which explains how the ASC certification and labelling programme 

promotes and rewards responsible aquaculture farming practices through incentivising the 

choices people make when buying seafood.  

 

ASCôs Theory of Change can be found on the ASC website. 

 

  

 
1 Aquaculture: see Definition List. 
2 Aquaculture sector: see Definition List. 

https://www.asc-aqua.org/what-we-do/how-we-make-a-difference/theory-of-change/


 

ASC Farm Standard - Public Consultation V (P1, P2, P3) draft - March 2022                                                  Page 6 of 175 

THE ASC DOCUMENT AND CERTIFICATION SYSTEM  

 

ASC is a full member of the ISEAL Alliance and implements a voluntary, independent third-

party certification system3 consisting of three independent actors:  

 

I. Scheme Owner i.e. Aquaculture Stewardship Council  

II. Accreditation Body  i.e. Assurance Services International (ASI) 

III. Conformity Assessment Body (CAB) i.e. accredited CABs. 

 

 

Scheme Owner Documentation 

ASC, as scheme owner: 

 

ï sets and maintains Standards according to the ASC Standard Setting Procedure which 

is in compliance with the ñISEAL Code of Good Practice - Setting Social and 

Environmental Standardsò. The ASC Standards are normative documents; 

 

- sets and maintains Implementation and Assessment Guidance. ASC expects the UoC 

and CABs to follow the guidance where this is needed to clarify a requirement within 

the local context, in line with the intention of the criterion and indicator in the standard;  

 

- sets and maintains the Certification and Accreditation Requirements (CAR) which is in 

compliance with the ñISEAL Code of Good Practice - Assuring compliance with Social 

and Environmental Standardsò. The CAR describes the accreditation, assessment and 

certification process requirements for the CAB. The CAR is a normative document; 

 

- sets and maintains the Requirements for the Unit of Certification (RUoC). The RUoC 

describes assessment and certification process requirements for the UoC. The RUoC 

is a normative document.  

 

These above listed documents are publicly available on the ASC-website.  

 

Accreditation Body 

Accreditation is the assurance process of assessing the Conformity Assessment Body (CAB) 

against accreditation and certification requirements and is carried out by an Accreditation Body 

(AB). The appointed AB of ASC is Assurance Services International (ASI, ñAccreditation 

Services Internationalò prior to January 2019) which uses the CAR as the main normative 

document for the accreditation process.  

 

Assessment findings of ASI-accreditation audits and an overview of currently accredited CABs 

is publicly available via the ASI-website (http://www.asi-assurance.org/s/).  

 

Conformity Assessment Body 

The applicant entity contracts the CAB which employs auditor(s) that conduct a conformity 

assessment (hereafter óauditô) of the UoC against the relevant standard. The management 

 
3 Third-party Certification System: see Definition List. 

https://www.isealalliance.org/community-members?f%5B0%5D=community_status%3A176
http://www.asi-assurance.org/s/
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requirements for CABs as well as auditor competency requirements are described in the CAR 

and assured through ASI accreditation. 

 

ASC Audit and Certification Process 

An ASC audit follows pre-defined process requirements. These requirements are detailed in 

the Certification and Accreditation Requirements (CAR) and the RUoC. Only ASI-accredited 

CABs are permitted to conduct certification audits against ASC Standards and issue a 

certificate. As independent scheme owner, ASC itself is never involved in the actual audit or 

certification decision of a UoC. Granted certificates are the property of the CAB.  

 

Certificates issued by the CAB, as well as the corresponding audit reports containing audit 

findings and resolution of any non-conformities, are made publicly available on the ASC 

website. Where certification was not granted by the CAB, audit findings and the negative 

certification decision are also made publicly available on the ASC website.  
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STRUCTURE OF ASC STANDARDS  

 

A standard4 is ña document that provides, for common and repeated use, rules, guidelines or 

characteristics for products or related processes and production methods, with which 

compliance is not mandatory.ò  

 

ASC Standards are designed as follows: 

 

ï ASC Standards consist of multiple Principles ï a Principle is a set of thematically-

related Criteria which contribute to the broader outcome defined in the Principle title; 

 

ï Each Principle consists of multiple Criteria ï each Criterion defines an outcome that 

contributes to achieving the outcome defined at the Principle level; 

 

ï Each Criterion consists of a rationale, an intent statement and multiple Indicators ï the 

rationale introduces any issues and how these are addressed by ASC, the intent 

statement defines the objective to be achieved, and each Indicator defines an auditable 

state which collectively ensure the intent of the Criterion is achieved.  

 

 

Within each criterion, indicators are structured in the following sequence: 

 

- Indicators: Metric performance levels (MPL) and qualitative thresholds: the MPLs and 

qualitative thresholds outline ASCôs environmental and social quality objective i.e. the 

maximum allowable level of impact from certified production.  

 

- Requirement for a site-specific Management Plan (MP symbol): certain issue areas 

require further assessment so that a site-specific management plan can provide for 

compliance with MPLs and qualitative thresholds;  

 

OR, 

 

- Requirement on the ASC Risk Management Framework (RMF symbol): certain issue 

areas require further impact assessment of drivers within the local context, in order to 

establish appropriate measures and monitoring systems to be implemented, to ensure 

ASCôs environmental and social quality objective is achieved. To assist this process, 

ASC has developed an app which guides users through the process, following Annex 

3.  

 

In other words, the MP or RMF, together with the overarching management system 

requirement in Principle 1, require that the achievement of the intent of the criteria is 

actively managed and maintained, rather than the UoC passively being reliant on good 

seasons to achieve the intent. 

 

 

 
4 Standard: see Definition List. 
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- Requirements on disclosure and reporting (Disclosure or Reporting symbol):  

o these indicators relate to disclosing information or findings to the public, 

o these indicators relate to disclosing information or findings to the supply chain 

such as buyers, 

o these indicators relate to reporting to ASC and in some cases to the CAB. 

 

 

Language use, acronyms and definitions 

The Principles, Criteria and Indicators are written in an active form, using ñthe UoCò as subject.  

 

Throughout the ASC documents, several verbal forms are used to indicate: 

 

ï A requirement5    i.e. shall 

ï A recommendation6    i.e. should 

ï Provides inclusiveness of choices i.e. and 

ï Provides exclusiveness of choices i.e. or 

 

An Acronym List and a Definition List are included in Annex 6. 

 

  

 
5 Requirement: see Definition List. 
6 Recommendation: see Definition List. 
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SCOPE AND UNIT OF CERTIFICATION 

 

The Scope of the ASC Farm Standard (hereafter ñthe Standardò) addresses key negative 

environmental and social impacts associated with the aquaculture industry. Entities (the UoC) 

certified to the ASC Farm Standard contribute in reducing or eliminating these negative 

impacts. 

 

Scope of standard 

The Standard is translated into three (3) Principles: 

 

ï Principle 1 - The UoC operates legally and applies effective business management. 

ï Principle 2 - The UoC operates in an environmentally responsible manner. 

ï Principle 3 - The UoC operates in a socially responsible manner. 

 

The scope of each principle applies according to the following concept:  

ï Principle 1 ï applies to the entire legal entity. 

Á the entire legal entity of aquaculture operations involved in growing 

product after the cutoff line specified in 2.17 

Á the entire legal entity of aquaculture operations involved in growing 

product prior to the cutoff line specified in 2.17, producing broodstock, 

eggs, seed, larvae or juveniles 

ï Principle 2 ï applies to the UoA; only sections stocked with certified product.  

Á aquaculture operations or sites involved in growing product after the 

cutoff line specified in 2.17 

Á aquaculture operations or sites involved in growing product prior to the 

cutoff line specified in 2.17, producing broodstock, eggs, seed, larvae 

or juveniles 

ï Principle 3 ï applies to entire aquaculture operations or sites involved in the UoA; not 

only sections stocked with certified product. 

Á aquaculture operations or sites involved in growing product after the 

cutoff line specified in 2.17 

Á aquaculture operations or sites involved in growing product prior to the 

cutoff line specified in 2.17, producing broodstock, eggs, seed, larvae 

or juveniles 

 

The species or genera covered by the Standard i.e. species for which CABs can issue a 

certificate, include: 

o Abalone ï all abalone species 

 

o Bivalve ï all (filter-feeding) bivalve species 

 

o Flatfish  

Á Flounders ï all species in the genus Paralichthys  

Á Halibut ï all species in the genus Hippoglossus 

Á Turbot ï all species in the genus Scophthalmus  

 

o Pangasius  
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Á Pangasius - all species in the genera Pangasius and Pangasianodon  

 

o Salmonids - freshwater 

Á Trout ï all species in the genera Oncorhynchus, Salmo and Salvelinus 

Á Greyling ï all species in the genus Thymallus  

Á Whitefish ï all species in the genus Coregonus 

 

o Salmonids ï marine water 

Á Salmon/sea trout  ï all species in the genera Salmo, Oncorhynchus and Salvelinus 

 

o Seabass, Seabream, Meagre  

Á Seabass - all species in the genus Dicentrarchus  

Á Seabream - all species in the genera Sparus and Pagrus 

Á Maegre - all species in the genus Argyrosomus 

 

o Seriola and Cobia  

Á Seriola - all species in the genus Seriola 

Á Cobia - Rachycentron canadum 

 

o Shrimp 

Á Shrimp ï all species in the genera Penaeus and Litopenaeus 

Á Freshwater prawn ï all species in the genus Macrobrachium 

Á Crayfish ï all species in the genera Cherax, Procambarus, Astacus  

 

o Tilapia  

Á Tilapia - all species in the genera Oreochromis and Tilapia 

 

o Tropical Marine Finfish (TMFF) 

Á Groupers ï all species in the genera Epinephelus, Cromileptes, Plectropomus 

and Cephalophis 

Á Snappers ï all species in the genera Lutjanus and Ocyurus 

Á Pompano ï all species in the genus Trachinotus 

Á Barramundi ï all species in the genus Lates 

Á Croaker ï all species in the genus Larimichthys 

 

Applicability of criteria and indicators 

 

Within some criteria and where possible, the criteria scope is further specified. For example, 

the scope may exclude aquaculture operations not using feed i.e. the respective indicators 

are only applicable for operations using feed.   

 

Within some indicators, the indicator scope is further specified, where these requirements only 

apply to a specific species group. For example, the header within the indicator may specify 

ñindicator scope: salmon onlyò i.e. for UoAs raising species other than salmon, such indicators 

are not applicable.   
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Except for the criteria scope and indicator scope specifications outlined above, all indicators 

are generally considered applicable for a UoA. For example, an indicator is applicable, when 

the UoC conducts the activity described in the indicator, such as applying treatments. In some 

rare circumstances the indicator can be considered not applicable, when the UoC does not 

conduct an activity described in the indicator such as not having any possibility to, and never 

applying treatments. 

 

 

Unit of Certification and Unit of Assessment 

The Unit of Certification (UoC) is the main aquaculture operation growing certified product up 

to harvest, whereas the Unit of Assessment (UoA) may include additional aquaculture 

operations or sites only involved in a short phase of growing certified product (refer to the CAR 

& RUoC documents for further definition). The UoC and UoA are defined by the CAB.  

 

The requirements for certification processes are documented in the CAR. 

 

 

Species Performance Levels  

Several indicators in the Standard require a specific Species Performance Level (SPL). The 

applicable SPL is either directly defined in the indicator or listed in Annex 1 óSpecies 

Performance Levelsô. 

 

It is the responsibility of the user of the Standard to apply the correct SPL to the relevant 

indicators. 
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CERTIFICATE VALIDITY AND ASC LOGO USE 

 

On the ASC website, information is made publicly available which allows the verification of an 

ASC-certified entityôs certificate validity by any stakeholder. 

 

ASC certified entities shall only use the ASC Logo, claims and/or trademarks if a Licence 

Agreement has been signed.  A further Chain of Custody certification may be required if the 

trademarks are used on the product.  For use on a product, on behalf of the ASC, the Marine 

Stewardship Council (MSC) Licensing Team (MSCI) will issue licence agreements and 

approve logo use and claims. It should also be noted that obtaining farm certification or any 

other certification does not automatically guarantee the granting of a licence agreement.  All 

use of the ASC logo and claims on promotional material needs to be submitted for approval 

before printing. 

 

For more information see ASCôs Logo User Guide or get in touch with logo@asc-aqua.org.  

 

Unauthorised logo display or use of trademarks is prohibited and will be treated as a trademark 

infringement. 

 

 

  

https://www.asc-aqua.org/what-we-do/our-logo/logo-user-guide/
mailto:logo@asc-aqua.org
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PRINCIPLE 1: THE UOC OPERATES LEGALLY AND APPLIES 

EFFECTIVE BUSINESS MANAGEMENT 

 
Scope Principle 1 - Every UoC. 

 

Rationale - Despite the rapid growth of the aquaculture sector, it remains a relatively minor 

contributor to national economies, and as a result of this and various other factors, the 

enforcement of aquaculture legislation and regulations often falls short. Consequently, 

negative impacts on societies and the environment can, and do, occur. Although regulatory 

compliance comes with investment costs, industries benefit from well-designed legislation and 

proper regulation, as this creates a level playing field between business actors in the long run. 

 

Through Principle 1, ASC directly contributes to addressing UN Sustainable Development 

Goal (SDG) 16 (Peace, Justice and Strong Institutions), which works to build effective, 

accountable and inclusive institutions at all levels7. The indicators in this Principle on legal 

compliance, business ethics, transparency, and traceability, directly align with targets in SDG 

16 that promote the rule of law (16.3), reduce corruption and bribery (16.5), and develop 

effective, accountable and transparent institutions (16.6).   

 

Embedded within ASCôs vision of promoting responsible aquaculture, this Principle requires 

that certified facilities operate a legal and ethical business in a well-managed manner that 

assures compliance with the ASC requirements8 throughout the validity of a certificate. 

 

  

 
7 https://sdgs.un.org/goals/goal16 
8 In addition to the Standard there are Certification Requirements that apply to UoCs seeking certification. These requirements 
are detailed in the CAR. https://www.asc-aqua.org/what-you-can-do/get-certified/about-our-certification/  

https://www.asc-aqua.org/what-you-can-do/get-certified/about-our-certification/
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Criterion 1.1 ï Legal Compliance 

 

 

Scope Criterion 1.1 ï Every UoC. 

 

Rationale ï A legal business operation includes compliance with licencing and permitting 

requirements, and applicable laws. Compliance with national law is fundamental to the 

development of socially and environmentally responsible aquaculture, and essential to a well-

managed sustainable business.9 All ASC certified farms are expected to comply with local and 

national laws and regulations. When the ASC requirement offers better protection than the 

law, ASC requirements apply. ASCôs commitment to compliance with these laws and 

regulations contributes to SDG 16 (Peace, Justice and Strong Institutions). 

 

Intent ï The farm complies with applicable laws and regulations and is in possession of all 

required legal licenses and permits.  

 

Indicators: 

Indicator 1.1.1 The UoC shall be in possession of all required legal licenses and permits. 

Indicator 1.1.2 The UoC shall comply with all applicable environment-related laws and 

regulations. 

Indicator 1.1.3 The UoC shall comply with all applicable labour-related laws and 

regulations. 

 

  

 
9 FAO. 2018. The State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture 2018 - Meeting the sustainable development goals. 
http://www.fao.org/3/i9540en/I9540EN.pdf 

Justification for key changes 

Environmental and labour laws from Principle 2 (Criterion 2.1) and Principle 3 (Criterion 3.1) 

have been moved to this criterion. 

http://www.fao.org/3/i9540en/I9540EN.pdf
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Criterion 1.2 ï Management System 

Scope Criterion 1.2 ï Every UoC. 

 

Rationale ï A management system is the way in which an organisation manages the 

interrelated parts of its business in order to achieve its objectives. The level of complexity of 

the system will depend on each organisationôs specific context, size, scope and risks of its 

activities10.  

The management system includes policies, procedures and processes, and is overseen by a 

designated manager and supported by employees with relevant competencies, so that 

objectives are achieved effectively and efficiently. This includes compliance with applicable 

laws and regulations as well as with ASC requirements. Within the ASC Farm Standard, an 

effective management system is required throughout Principles 1 - 3; with a focus on 

operating legally and applying effective business management under Principle 1, compliance 

with operating in an environmentally responsible manner under Principle 2, and compliance 

with operating in a socially responsible manner under Principle 3. A robust management 

system will enable the UoC to plan, implement and monitor its compliance with the ASC 

Farm Standard. ASCôs requirements in this area contribute towards SDG 16 (Peace, Justice 

and Strong Institutions). 

Intent ï The farm has a management system in place to continuously implement, verify and 

demonstrate compliance with all ASC requirements.  

 

Indicators: 

Indicator 1.2.1 The UoC shall establish, implement and maintain a management 

system11 covering the entire UoC, signed off by senior management, to 

ensure continuous implementation12 of all ASC requirements: ASC Farm 

Standard, and ASC Requirements for the Unit of Certification (RUoC).  

Indicator 1.2.2 The UoC shall have at least one named member of management who is 

responsible for the implementation of the ASC requirements. 

Indicator 1.2.3 The UoC shall ensure that relevant employees13 have the required 

competencies to implement the ASC requirements. 

Indicator 1.2.4 The UoC shall conduct a self-assessment at least annually to monitor its 

compliance against the ASC requirements, determine the cause of any 

non-conformity detected, and develop and implement corrective 

measures to address non-conformities. 

Indicator 1.2.5 The UoC shall be able to demonstrate compliance status with the ASC 

requirements to Conformity Assessment Body auditors, the ASC 

accreditation body, and the Aquaculture Stewardship Council as scheme 

owner. 

Indicator 1.2.6 The UoC shall review the management system when needed, and at 

least annually, and address any issues identified within an appropriate 

timescale. 

 
10 https://www.iso.org/management-system-standards.html 
11 Management System: see Definition List. 
12 This includes policies deemed necessary, depending on the complexity and maturity of the UoCôs operations and 
management system, and the degree of enforcement of laws and regulations in the area of operation. 
13 Employees: See Definition List. 

https://www.iso.org/management-system-standards.html
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Criterion 1.3 ï Business Ethics 

 

Scope Criterion 1.3 ï Every UoC. 

Rationale ï Transparency International defines corruption óas the abuse of entrusted power 

for private gainô. Corruption erodes trust, weakens democracy and further exacerbates 

inequality, poverty, social division and the environmental crisisô14.  

Corruption is widespread and exists in every country in the world. All organisations, including 

aquaculture farms, operate within their community   and society, and the way that they 

operate can have a significant impact on the wider society. The United Nations Convention 

Against Corruption states that corruption poses a threat to the stability and security of 

societies15. It can affect economic development, increase income inequalities, undermine 

steps that are being taken towards social development and result in lower levels of human 

development16, as well as undermining democracy and the rule of law17. Corruptions and 

misrepresentation can also have an impact on employees, reducing morale and creating a 

lack of trust and accountability in the workplace.  

SDG 16 aims to promote peaceful and inclusive societies for sustainable development, 

provide access to justice for all, and build effective, accountable, and inclusive institutions at 

all levels18. Through this Criterion, ASC recognises the importance of this issue and the role 

that farms play in the society that they operate in. 

Intent ï The UoC shall ensure an ethical operating and business environment.  

Indicators: 

Indicator 1.3.1 The UoC shall prevent acts of corruption19, extortion, embezzlement or 

bribery. 

Indicator 1.3.2 The UoC shall ensure that records are not falsified and information is not 

misrepresented. 

 

 
14 https://www.transparency.org/en/what-is-corruption 
15 https://www.unodc.org/documents/treaties/UNCAC/Publications/Convention/08-50026_E.pdf 
16 https://www.transparency.org/files/content/corruptionqas/Impact_of_corruption_on_growth_and_inequality_2014.pdf 
17 https://www.unodc.org/documents/treaties/UNCAC/Publications/Convention/08-50026_E.pdf 
18 https://sdgs.un.org/goals/goal16 
19 Corruption: See Definition List 

Justification for key changes 

Criterion 1.3 was added to include indicators on corruption, bribery and misrepresentation to 

align with SSCI Primary Production Scope. 

 

Key considerations 

This criterion requires the UoC to prevent acts of corruption, extortion, embezzlement or 

bribery and to ensure that records are not falsified, or manipulated and information is not 

misrepresented. Does this pose challenges for SMEs? 

Should the indicators in this criterion be Critical Indicators, meaning that if any non-compliance 

is detected the farm is immediately suspended? 
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Criterion 1.4 ï Traceability and Transparent Disclosure  

 

Scope Criterion 1.4 ï Every UoC. 

  

Rationale ï Although food traceability originally focussed on food safety, more and more 

suppliers, buyers, consumers, governments and NGOs are requiring information about the 

origin of products, production processes used, and the supply chains involved.  

Justification for key changes 

Aquaculture, as part of the broader seafood sector, is vulnerable to food fraud, especially 

product mislabelling and species substitution as well as source declarations. This has been 

highlighted in numerous studies and news media. Suppliers, buyers, consumers, 

governments and NGOs increasingly require information about the origin of products, 

production processes used, and the supply chains involved.  

 

Traceability allows the transfer of information regarding sustainability claims through to the 

end consumer. Therefore, traceability plays an integral part in seafood sustainability 

certification and strongly supports ASCôs mission through integrity behind the ASC logo. In 

order to assure that responsibly produced ASC certified products are differentiated from non-

certified products, it is important that traceability systems are in place at ASC certified farms 

before product subsequently flows into certified Chain of Custody. The proposed additions in 

section 1.4 explicitly embed traceability at the ASC farm production source, to underpin 

comprehensive traceability throughout the supply chain, supporting certified claims at every 

step in the chain. 

 

Key considerations 

Building traceability into the ASC Farm Standard means including requirements to trace 

products sold as certified back to compliant inputs. This includes using ASC-compliant feed 

sourced from ASC certified feed mills. The Feed Standard encourages mills to eventually use 

the segregation production model which means feed contains only eligible ingredients. 

However, for now, mills may also use a mass balance production model, where eligible and 

non-eligible feed ingredients can be physically mixed. 

 

In order to support a shift to segregated feed, buyers need to be able to differentiate between 

óASC-compliant segregated feedô over óASC-compliant mass balance feed.ô Farms buying 

from mills (including via brokers) will have this information at purchase, to confirm they are 

buying compliant feed. However, unless farms and subsequent steps in the supply chain are 

required to keep ófish fed ASC-compliant segregated feedô separate from ófish fed ASC-

compliant mass balance feed,ô this will not be distinguishable beyond the farm to the end of 

the chain (e.g. retailers). 

 

A key consideration is whether it is valuable and necessary to be able to be differentiate 

between ASC certified products that were fed óASC-compliant segregated feedô and those that 

were fed óASC-compliant mass balance feedô? 

https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2021/mar/15/revealed-seafood-happening-on-a-vast-global-scale
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Aquaculture, as part of the broader seafood sector, is highly vulnerable to food fraud, 

especially product mislabelling and species substitution, as well as source declarations20,21,22.  

Since traceability as a concept is defined as ñthe ability to identify and trace the history, 

distribution, location and application of products, parts materials and services,ò23 it also allows 

the possibility of transferring information regarding sustainability claims through to the end 

consumer. It is for this reason that traceability plays an integral and important part of seafood 

sustainability certification. 

In order to assure that ASC certified products are correctly disclosed and differentiated from 

non-ASC certified products, it is important that traceability systems and Chain of Custody 

(CoC) are in place. 

Intent ï The farm ensures the conformity, correct disclosure and traceability of products sold 

as ASC certified. 

Indicators:  

Indicator 1.4.1 The UoC shall evaluate risks of mixing and substitution between 

certified products and non-eligible products24. 

Indicator 1.4.2 

 

The UoC shall develop and implement a traceability system with the 

following elements: 

a) Measures to mitigate the risks identified in 1.4.1 

b) A mechanism to ensure only batches of larvae/juveniles 

compliant with 2.17 are received 

c) All batches of larvae/juveniles received are traceable back to 

the producer 

d) All batches harvested are traceable back to the production 

unit 

e) All batches of non-eligible product are identifiable, 

segregated and traceable  

f) The traceability system shall cover each stage of the 

production cycle and post-harvest activities, if included in the 

scope of the UoC 

g) Measures to be taken when non-conforming product25 has 

been sold or dispatched 

h) Identification of the ASC or non-ASC certified status of 

products sold and dispatched within accompanying delivery 

documentation. 

 
20 FAO. 2018. Overview of food fraud in the fisheries sector. http://www.fao.org/3/i8791en/I8791EN.pdf 
21 Kroetz et al. 2020. Consequences of seafood mislabeling for marine populations and fisheries management. 
www.pnas.org/content/117/48/30318#sec-1 
22 Sumaila et al. 2020. Illicit trade in marine fish catch and its effects on ecosystems and people worldwide. 
www.science.org/doi/10.1126/sciadv.aaz3801 
23 Traceability: see Definition List. 
24 Non-eligible products originate from a Unit of Certification but cannot be sold as certified. Indicator 1.4.4 lists factors that 
affect product eligibility. 
25 Non-conforming Product: see Definition List.  

http://www.fao.org/3/i8791en/I8791EN.pdf
http://www.pnas.org/content/117/48/30318#sec-1
http://www.science.org/doi/10.1126/sciadv.aaz3801
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Indicator 1.4.3 

 

Indicator scope: UoCs where feed requirements apply 

 

The UoC shall confirm products comply with 2.13.1 and 2.13.2 upon 

receipt and prior to feeding. In relation to 2.13.1 and as a minimum, 

the UoC shall confirm the following: 

a) The feed mill holds valid certification against the ASC Feed 

Standard, and product is traceable as ASC-compliant 

throughout all steps between the feed mill and farm 

b) Documentation accompanying the product clearly identifies 

the product as ASC compliant 

c) Documentation accompanying the product clearly identifies 

the production model applied (i.e. mass balance or 

segregation) 

d) For ASC-compliant segregated product, the product is clearly 

identifiable by a distinct feed name in formal documentation 

accompanying the product and is listed on the schedule to 

the feed mill certificate. 

 

Requirements on eligibility for ASC certification  

Indicator 1.4.4 

 

The UoC shall only sell products as certified which are eligible to be 

sold as certified. 

 

Product is non-eligible26 under the following circumstances: 

a) Shrimp treated with antibiotics 

b) Treatments exceed species-specific limits on number of 

antibiotic treatments 

c) Product treated with antimicrobials listed as Critically 

Important Antimicrobials for Human Medicine by the World 

Health Organisation (WHO) 

d) Product fed non-compliant feed 

e) Product grown from non-compliant seedlings 

f) Product from Group & Multi-site certificates not sold through 

the certificate holder 

g) Product from sites suspended from Group and Multi-site 

certificates 

h) Product affected by an open major non-conformity on 

traceability issued by the CAB  

i) Product affected by failure to bring the on-farm sea lice levels 

of salmon below the maximum thresholds within [TBD] days. 

 

 

  

 
26 Non-eligible products originate from a Unit of Certification but cannot be sold as certified. 
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Requirements on disclosure and reporting  

Indicator 1.4.5 

Disclosure symbol 

 

The UoC shall disclose to all buyers of their ASC certified product, 

where product fed contains27 Genetically Modified Organisms28 

(GMO) or ingredients29 produced from GMO. This information is 

provided by feed mills and other suppliers of product fed30. 

Indicator 1.4.6 

Disclosure symbol 

The UoC shall provide buyers of their ASC certified product a list of 

all therapeutants and non-therapeutants applied to the product. 

Indicator 1.4.7 

Reporting symbol 

The UoC shall annually report to ASC production volumes and 

sales/dispatch volumes of ASC and non-ASC products originating 

from the UoC, according to Annex 2 and using the template provided 

on the ASC website. 

  

 
27 A threshold of 0.9% is permitted to allow for the adventitious or accidental presence of GM material in non-GM food or feed 
sources. Reference: EU Regulation 1830/2003 concerning the traceability and labelling of genetically modified organisms and 
the traceability of food and feed products produced from genetically modified organisms. 
28 Genetically Modified Organism (GMO): see Definition List. 
29 Applies to macro ingredients as defined by EU regulation 1830/2003 concerning the traceability and labelling of genetically 
modified organisms and the traceability of food and feed products produced from genetically modified organisms.  
30 See also ASC Feed Standard 3.4.2. 
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PRINCIPLE 2: THE UOC OPERATES IN AN ENVIRONMENTALLY 

RESPONSIBLE MANNER 

 
Scope Principle 2 - Every UoC. 

 

Rationale ï Aquaculture, as any other food producing system, is reliant on ecosystem 

services for inputs, and absorption of outputs. If not managed well and overused, the capacity 

of environment services can be exceeded, resulting in negative environmental impacts. The 

rapid growth of the sector, particularly in remote regions and those with inadequate regulations 

for the scale of operations, may further amplify these negative environmental impacts.  

 

Depending on the severity and length of the stress and negative impacts which ecosystems 

have to bear, this can lead to a negative public perception of the industry and of its products, 

and an impacted reputation can in turn restrict the latterôs ability to realise its potential. 

 

The ASC certification programme, by reconciling the need to address, mitigate and prevent 

negative environmental impacts with third party assurance of best-in-class practices and 

performances, can help provide the industry with the social licence to operate (SLO) it needs 

if it is to address responsibly the food security challenges of the 21st century and play a major 

role in supplying food for mankind. 

 

Aquaculture is a varied industry, both in terms of species cultured and production-systems 

used, as to the type of marine, freshwater and terrestrial ecosystems in which farms are sited. 

As a result, a wide range of impacts are identified, some relevant to practices of all farms, 

others to more specific situations or to certain species. The ASC Farm Standard defines these 

key impact areas for all main culture systems and applies specificity where needed. The 

defined measures to minimise identified impacts are under continues influence of new insights 

and development, constantly redefining what ñleast impactò means. 

 

In developing the Criteria for this Principle 2, reference documents of UN FAO, RAMSAR, 

IUCN, OIE were used. Relevant documents are referenced in the Rationale section of each 

Criterion. 

 

Through Principle 2, ASCôs vision directly contributes to addressing the UN Sustainable 

Development Goals9 (SDG) 6 (ñClean water and sanitationò), SDG 12 (ñResponsible 

consumption and productionò), SDG 13 (ñClimate actionò), SDG 14 (ñLife below waterò) and 

SDG 15 (ñLife on landò). 

 

The intended outcome of Principle 2 is that ASC-certified facilities operate in an 

environmentally responsible manner, by ensuring that: 

 

I. The farmôs siting and operation does not impact wider ecosystem functioning. 

II. Resource use is optimised. 

III. Any discharged outputs do not exceed ecosystem absorption rates. 

IV. The aquatic species cultured do not harm native species and/or ecosystems. 
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Criterion 2.1 ï The UoC is in compliance with applicable environmental 

regulations 

  

Justification for key changes  

Criterion 2.1 has been moved to Principle 1 (legal) to be in line with the scope of Principle 1. 
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Criterion 2.2 ï Ecologically Important Habitats 

 

 

Scope Criterion 2.2 ï Every UoC. 

 

Rationale ï Coastal and riparian vegetation and habitats provide a variety of ecosystem 

services. The effective width of buffer zones permit for the maintenance of essential 

ecosystem functions and free movement and dispersal of organisms. The IUCN considers 

protected areas as a mainstay of biodiversity conservation at the core of efforts towards 

conserving species and ecosystem services. The development and activities of aquaculture 

operations can disrupt ecosystems and reduce these valuable ecological services across 

marine, terrestrial and freshwater habitats, which diminishes the protective functions they 

provide and the environments on which species depend. Farm operations have the potential 

to impact ecologically important habitats. Habitat maintenance ensures that farms do not 

occupy the land-water interface and conserves these critical resources on which threatened 

and protected species depend. 

 

Intent ï The farm recognises the habitats in which it is sited, and adjacent to, in order to 

contribute to the conservation of essential ecosystem services and the habitats on which 

wildlife depend. 

 

Indicators: 

Indicator 2.2.1 

 

The UoC shall be sited outside of a Protected Area (PA) 31, unless 

the farm was built legally prior to the designation of the PA, and is 

in compliance with allowed aquaculture activities32. 

Indicator 2.2.2 

 

The operations conducted by the UoC shall be compatible with the 

environmental and social values identified for any relevant areas of 

High Conservation Value (HCV). 

 
31 Protected Area: see Definition List.  
32 Guidelines for Responsible Aquaculture in protected areas, based on IUCN PA category description: under development 

Justification for key changes  

The current ASC Standards cover the key impacts that farm siting can have on natural 

areas of special concern (e.g. protected areas and areas of high conservation value). 

The proposed Indicators have further strengthened these requirements by including 

impacts to critical and sensitive habitats. This means that sensitive (e.g. coral reefs, sea 

grass areas) and critical (those that threatened and protected species depend on) 

habitats are assessed (in case relevant for the site). A habitat can be either critical or 

sensitive (or both), or not categorised to either of these two categories. 

  

Furthermore, ASC is proposing that farms at a site level assess whether ecological 

buffers between the farm and adjacent habitats are (1) needed (e.g. in the case of 

riparian buffers, coastal areas or buffers surrounding protected areas), and (2) if needed, 

determine the appropriate width to provide essential ecosystem functions and free 

movement and dispersal of organisms. Through this approach, ASC certified farms are 

able to apply better site-specific limits instead of adhering to a globally set metric ï which 

can often be inappropriate for site-specific scenarios. 
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Indicator 2.2.3 

 

The UoC shall, if constructed before May 199933, successfully 

rehabilitate mangrove or other natural wetlands at a surface area 

equivalent to 50% of the lost surface area. 

Indicator 2.2.4 

 

The UoC shall not construct or expand farm operations inside other 

sensitive34 or critical habitats35 36, not already addressed through 

indicators 2.2.1 - 2.2.3. 

Indicator 2.2.5 

 

The UoC shall not construct or expand its facilities in mangrove 

ecosystem37 or other natural wetlands38, after May 1999.  

Indicator 2.2.6 

 

The UoC shall only maintain or establish pumping stations, water 

pipes or canals in mangrove or other natural wetlands39 after May 

1999, provided that a surface area equivalent to 100% of the lost 

surface area is successfully rehabilitated40.  

Indicator 2.2.7 

 

The UoC should, where possible, identify means to provide for 

habitats likely to enhance biodiversity at the site level, such as 

through the greening of dykes or maintaining unstocked ponds for 

migrating birds. 

 

Requirement on the ASC Risk Management Framework: 

Indicator 2.2.8 

RMF Symbol 
Assessing: 

The UoC shall run the Risk Management Framework (RMF) app41, 

carrying out an assessment to understand both the external and internal 

contexts, including the drivers within those contexts which increase the 

likelihood of significant negative impacts on sensitive and critical habitats. 

The assessment outcome proposes possible measures to reduce the risk 

of significant negative impact on sensitive and critical habitats, as well as 

measures to rehabilitate mangrove and wetland habitats, and indicators 

to monitor the effectiveness of measures. 

 

Potential drivers within the external context (outside the UoC):  

- Policies promoting expansion zones and grant concessions 

- Inadequate land right protections  

- Inadequate law and regulation, or poor enforcement 

- Inadequate management of adjacent protected areas 

- Community expansion in sensitive areas due to farming activities  

- Significant negative impacts on Indigenous and tribal peoplesô and 

local communitiesô rights and way of life 

 
33 The Convention on Wetlands of International Importance, known as the Ramsar Convention, provides the framework for 
national action and international cooperation for the conservation and wise use of wetlands and their resources. The adaptation 
of this firm cut-off date (from the Resolution VII.21 of the Ramsar Convention) is, ultimately, linked to a call from the Convention 
to all Contracting Parties to suspend the ñexpansion of unsustainable aquaculture activities harmful to coastal wetlandsò. 
34 In the context of this criterion, ñother sensitive habitatsò include: seagrass beds   
35 Critical habitats: see Definition List. 
36 As determined thought the RMF assessment in 2.2.7 
37 Mangrove Ecosystems: see Definition List.  
38 In the context of this indicator, natural wetlands include water that is static or flowing, fresh, brackish or marine, such as 
marsh, fen, peatland, rivers, streams, deltas, lakes, flats, intertidal zone, estuaries, marine water shallower than six metres at 
low tide. 
39 In the context of this indicator, natural wetlands include water that is static or flowing, fresh, brackish or marine, such as 
marsh, fen, peatland, rivers, streams, deltas, lakes, flats, intertidal zone, estuaries, marine water shallower than six metres at 
low tide.  
40 Successful rehabilitation: see Definition List.  
41 Link to RMF app; under development 
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Potential drivers within the internal context (within the UoC): 

- Proximity to sensitive habitats (Protected Areas, relevant HCVAs, 

mangrove ecosystems and other natural wetlands, seagrass 

beds) 

- Proximity to critical habitats 

- Land conversion (e.g., deforestation and wetland conversion) 

Indicator 2.2.9 

RMF Symbol 
Planning: 

The UoC shall, as part of the RMF app, select appropriate measures and 

monitoring indicators, to develop a site-specific Risk Management Plan 

(RMP) for habitats, based on the risk level determined through the 

assessment under 2.2.8. 

Indicator 2.2.10 

RMF Symbol 
Implementation: 

a) The UoC shall, as part of the UoCôs site-specific RMP (developed 

under 2.2.9), implement measures (prevention, mitigation and 

remediation) to: 

¶ provide and maintain wildlife corridors42 through the farm 

to connect adjacent ecosystems on which threatened and 

protected species depend  

¶ provide and maintain ecological buffer zones43 between 

the farm and adjacent sensitive and critical habitats  

¶ ensure that any establishments of pumping stations, water 

pipes or canals in mangrove or other wetland habitats only 

occur after a rehabilitation project has been mapped out 

and started   

¶ ensure rehabilitation of mangrove and other wetlands is 

successful 

¶ ensure low risk of significant negative impact on sensitive 

and critical habitats 

b) The UoC shall, as part of the UoCôs site-specific RMP, implement 

monitoring indicators (developed under 2.2.9) to ensure a low risk 

level is achieved and maintained (timing and frequency must be 

measure-specific, as defined within the RMP). 

 

c) The UoC shall, as part of the UoCôs site-specific RMP, implement 

the following review frequency: 

¶ Review and revise the RMP when triggered by the 

monitoring outcome. 

¶ Review and revise the RMP when changes in the internal 

context occur (e.g., farming activities) 

¶ Review and revise the RMP when changes in the external 

context occur (e.g., climate change related). 

 

 
42 Buffers and corridors: see Definition List.  
43 Buffers and corridors: see Definition List.  
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Criterion 2.3 ï The UoC minimises wildlife interactions 

 

 

Scope Criterion 2.3 - Every UoC. 

 

Rationale ï Aquaculture operations may attract and interact with wildlife. Those interactions 

may lead to the injury or predation of culture animals. Therefore, aquaculture operations 

typically employ deterrents to wildlife, which can in some instances disturb or lead to the 

injury or death of predators and other wildlife. Examples include entanglement in farming 

operation equipment, potential harm from acoustic systems, or direct lethal action on wildlife.  

Aquaculture operations may also impact on wild populations through the extraction of larvae, 

juveniles or mature animals for the purpose of cultivation or breeding.  

 

In order to protect both wildlife and the culture animals, aquaculture operations should 

minimise interaction with wildlife, and minimise both unintentional and intentional injury and 

mortalities of predators and other wildlife, particularly threatened or protected species. 

 

Justification for key changes  

The current ASC Standards employ different approaches to mitigating wildlife interaction. 

Although none of the Standards allow for mortalities of Endangered, Threatened or 

Protected (ETP) species, the Standards do differ regarding mortality allowance of non-

ETP species. This variability presents a challenge to align across species. 

 

As a result, ASC reviewed the intent which underpins all current Standards on these 

requirements. It became clear that preferably, all Standards strive to minimise mortalities 

on all wildlife, regardless of whether the species is an ETP species or not. 

  

However, ASC recognises the importance to reflect on the realities that farms encounter in 

their specific context. Even though many measures can be, and are, successfully taken to 

minimise negative wildlife attraction and interaction, thereby reducing mortalities, 

producers cannot control all circumstances, or the interaction may present a clear threat to 

human safety. In addition, local regulations (e.g. Animal Welfare laws) may mandate 

euthanasia to prevent further harm to an injured animal. 

 

From this perspective, Indicator 2.3.2 proposes to not allow any mortalities of mammals, 

elasmobranchs (sharks), birds or reptiles, unless any of the following conditions apply: 

Å Wildlife are fatally injured;  

Å Animals present an evident risk to human health; 

Å Local regulations mandate euthanisation. 

This Indicator does not apply to vermin. 

 

If any of the three conditions apply, the farm is required to define cause of injury/mortality, 

develop an action plan, and implement mitigation measures to prevent repetition. 

Reporting to the CAB, authorities and ASC is also required. Additionally, ASC recognises 

that bird interaction may be least avoidable in certain conditions and are seeking feedback 

regarding separation of birds in the consideration of wildlife interactions. 
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Intent ï The farm minimises wildlife attraction and deters wildlife interactions, ensuring low 

risk of wildlife disturbance. 

 

Indicators: 

Indicator 2.3.1 The UoC shall not intentionally or unintentionally kill threatened or 

protected species44, unless for situations45 where injured animals are 

unlikely to recover, situations evidently threatening human safety, or 

where legal requirements mandate euthanisation. 

Indicator 2.3.2 The UoC shall not intentionally or unintentionally kill mammals, 

elasmobranchs, birds, or reptiles (excluding vermin), unless for 

situations46 where injured animals are unlikely to recover, situations 

evidently threatening human safety, or where legal requirements 

mandate euthanisation. 

Indicator 2.3.3 The UoC shall not use acoustic devices47, unless the application of the 

RMF48 demonstrates that the use of acoustic devices are not 

detrimental to the maintenance of the population of the species 

concerned, at favourable conservation status, in their natural range. 

Indicator 2.3.4 The UoC shall not use wild harvested species that are threatened or 

protected49. 

Indicator 2.3.5 Indicator scope: all species groups except bivalves 

The UoC shall only stock larvae or juveniles raised in hatcheries. 

Indicator 2.3.6 Indicator scope: bivalves only 

The UoC shall use hatchery raised seed or wild caught seed providing 

that wild caught seed is harvested from a regulated area.  

 

  

 
44 This includes species collectively referred to as protected or threatened (see threatened and protected: definition list), by the 
IUCN (Red list), or by a national or other official body with equivalent categories, whichever is stricter. 
45 Exceptions are limited to occasional mortality incidents, rather than systemic incidents, and as long as the incident does not 
affect the favourable population status. As an example, a written statement by a veterinarian or the responsible authorities may 
confirm animals were unlikely to recover or the situation evidently threatened human safety, and a written statement by 
authorities may confirm legal requirements to euthanise. In all cases, a written statement shall be available confirming that a) 
injured animals were unlikely to recover, b) animals evidently threatening human safety, or c) legal requirements mandated 
euthanisation by a senior manager above the farm manager, which can be issued during or after the incident.  
46 Exceptions are limited to occasional mortality incidents, rather than systemic incidents, and as long as the incident does not 
affect the favourable population status. As an example, a written statement by a veterinarian or the responsible authorities may 
confirm animals were unlikely to recover or the situation evidently threatened human safety, and a written statement by 
authorities may confirm legal requirements to euthanise. In all cases, a written statement shall be available confirming that a) 
injured animals were unlikely to recover, b) animals evidently threatening human safety, or c) legal requirements mandated 
euthanisation by a senior manager above the farm manager, which can be issued during or after the incident. 
47 Acoustic devices: see Definition List. 
48 The technical framework embedded in the RMF, currently under development, follows the concept developed by Marine 
Scotland for the approval of ADDs, and includes external expert input. 
49 This includes species collectively referred to as protected or threatened (see threatened and protected: definition list), by the 
IUCN (Red list), or by a national or other official body with equivalent categories, whichever is stricter. 

https://marine.gov.scot/data/use-acoustic-deterrent-devices-add-and-requirement-european-protected-species-licence-eps
https://marine.gov.scot/data/use-acoustic-deterrent-devices-add-and-requirement-european-protected-species-licence-eps
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Requirement on the ASC Risk Management Framework: 

Indicator 2.3.7 

RMF Symbol 
Assessing: 

The UoC shall run the Risk Management Framework (RMF) app50, 

carrying out an assessment to understand both the external and 

internal contexts, including the drivers within those contexts which 

increase the likelihood of wildlife51 attraction and interaction with the 

farm, and any negative impact on wildlife. The assessment outcome 

proposes possible measures to reduce the risk of negative impact on 

wildlife, and indicators to monitor the effectiveness of measures. 

 

Potential drivers within the external context (outside the UoC):  

- Species particularly attracted by farming and likely to interact 

- Large populations of mammals, elasmobranchs, birds, or 

reptiles in the area 

- Multiple users of acoustic devices in the area 

- Populations of threatened and protected species with overlap 

with the UoCôs area of activity 

- Inadequate law and regulation, or poor enforcement 

 

Potential drivers within the internal context (within the UoC): 

- Use of feed 

- Open culture systems 

- Farming within a natural water body 

- Inadequate / inadequately maintained deterrents   

Indicator 2.3.8 

RMF Symbol 
Planning: 

The UoC shall, as part of the RMF app, select appropriate measures 

and monitoring indicators, to develop a site-specific Risk Management 

Plan (RMP) for wildlife, based on the risk level determined through the 

assessment under 2.3.7. 

Indicator 2.3.9 

RMF Symbol 
Implementation: 

d) The UoC shall, as part of the UoCôs site-specific RMP 

(developed under 2.3.8), implement measures (prevention, 

mitigation and remediation) to: 

¶ minimise wildlife attraction 

¶ deter wildlife 

¶ use non-lethal methods prior to lethal control  

¶ ensure low risk of wildlife mortality 

 

 
50 Link to RMF app; under development 
51 For the purpose of this criterion, wildlife refers to threatened and protected species as well as mammals, elasmobranchs, 
birds, or reptiles, excluding vermin. 
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e) The UoC shall, as part of the UoCôs site-specific RMP, 

implement monitoring indicators (developed under 2.3.8) to 

ensure low risk level is achieved and maintained (timing and 

frequency must be measure-specific, as defined within the 

RMP). 

 

f) The UoC shall, as part of the UoCôs site-specific RMP, 

implement the following review frequency: 

¶ Review and revise the RMP when triggered by the 

monitoring outcome. 

¶ Review and revise the RMP when changes in the 

internal context occur (e.g. farming activities) 

¶ Review and revise the RMP when changes in the 

external context occur (e.g. climate change related) 

 

 

Indicators on reporting: 

Indicator 2.3.10 

Disclosure Symbol 

The UoC shall annually publicly52 disclose wildlife mortalities. 

Indicator 2.3.11 

Reporting Symbol 

The UoC shall annually report to ASC on wildlife mortalities, according 

to Annex 2 and using the template provided on the ASC website.   

 

  

 
52 Via the website of the UoC or via other known/easily accessible public websites. 
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Criterion 2.4 ï The UoC avoids the culture of new non-native species 

 

 

Scope Criterion 2.4 ï Every UoC. 

 

Rationale ï The culture of non-native53 species is especially of concern when animals 

escape, enter the natural environment and become established. Depending on the biological 

characteristics of the non-native species and the ecosystem, the severity of the impacts can 

vary54, from causing no harm in some cases to increased harm in the case of invasive 

species. Non-native species can impact native species through predation, competition for 

food and habitat, inter-breeding, or introduction of pathogens.  

 

The global aquaculture industry has for a long-time cultured species outside of their natural 

habitat. Examples are the culture of Rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss, native to the 

Northeast Pacific Ocean region), Nile tilapia (Oreochromis niloticus, native to the Nile system 

and wider tropical Africa), the Pacific oyster (Magallana gigas, native to the Western Pacific 

Ocean), Whiteleg shrimp (Penaeus vannamei, native to the Eastern Central and Southeast 

Pacific), and Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar, native to the North Atlantic Ocean).  

 

With the growth of the aquaculture industry comes the increased risk of introducing 

additional non-native species into production regions. Many species have already been in 

production for a long time across global regions, and in some cases, they have escaped, 

become established, and formed populations in the wild. Therefore, responsible practices 

should avoid the introduction of non-native species, unless such species became 

established prior to 2010, were commercially produced prior to 2010, or are farmed in a 

manner that prevents animals from escaping. 2010 is used as the reference date, as it is the 

year of release of the first ASC standard. In addition to the escape of adult fish, the escape 

of other life stages such as eggs and larvae may also pose an establishment risk. This can 

 
53 Non-native: see Definition List 
54 Jeschke JM, Bacher S, Blackburn TM, Dick JT, Essl F, Evans T, Gaertner M, Hulme PE, K¿hn I, Mrugağa A, Pergl J, Pyġek 
P, Rabitsch W, Ricciardi A, Richardson DM, Sendek A, Vilà M, Winter M, Kumschick S. Defining the impact of non-native 
species. Conserv Biol. 2014 Oct;28(5):1188-94. doi: 10.1111/cobi.12299. Epub 2014 Apr 29. PMID: 24779412; PMCID: 
PMC4282110. 

Justification for key changes  

Condition 4 of Indicator 2.4.1 was updated from ñsystem that prevents animals from 

escapeò to ñfully-closed recirculating aquaculture systeméò. The purpose of this change 

was for clarity in the requirement and to eliminate interpretations from the Standard 

footnote. As the intent of this condition is to only allow the culture of non-native species 

in robust, recirculating aquaculture systems, this was clarified by directly adding to the 

indicator language.   

 

Key considerations  

The current ASC standards permit the culture of non-native species; however, the 

conditions vary across the species-specific standards. ASC is aware that incorporating 

the 4-condition approach in Indicator 2.4.1 will affect all UoCs differently and is seeking 

feedback on all conditions listed with an emphasis on condition 4. 
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occur in species able to spawn during grow-out55 or through the release of gametes from a 

hatchery56. 

 

Intent ï The farm does not culture non-native species which could become newly-established 

species in the region. 

 

Indicators: 

Indicator 2.4.1 The UoC shall only stock57 a non-native species if at least one of the 

below conditions is met:  

1) the species has existed in established wild population(s) in the culture 

area since 201058;  

2) the species has been widely commercially produced59 in the culture 

area before 2010;  

3) the stock is to a high degree sterile60 or otherwise unable to establish 

wild populations;  

4) the species is cultured in fully-closed recirculating aquaculture 

systems61. 

 

Requirement on the ASC Risk Management Framework ï non-native and invasive 

species: 

Indicator 2.4.2 The UoC shall, if a species is known to be invasive in a region, run the 

Risk Management Framework (RMF) app62 for the risk factor escapes.  

 

  

 
55 Uglem, Ingebrigt & Knutsen, Øyvind & Kjesbu, Olav & Hansen, Øyvind & Mork, Jarle & Bjorn, Pal & Varne, Rebekka & 
Nilsen, Rune & Ellingsen, Ingrid & Dempster, Tim. (2012). Extent and ecological importance of escape through spawning in 
sea-cages for Atlantic cod. Aquaculture Environment Interactions. 3. 33-49. 10.3354/aei00049.  
56 Somarakis, S. & Pavlidis, Michail & Saapoglou, Christina & Tsigenopoulos, Costas & Dempster, Tim. (2013). Evidence for 
óescape through spawningô in large gilthead sea bream Sparus aurata reared in commercial sea-cages. Aquaculture 
Environment Interactions. 3. 135ï152. 10.3354/aei00057.  
57 This includes species stocked together with the culture fish for purposes such as parasite control.  
58 The date (2010) refers to the year of release of the first ASC Standard. 
59 Widely commercially produced: see Definition list. 
60 A high degree of sterility is achieved by:1) >98% triploidy monosex, 2) germ-cell migration disruption and 3) gene editing 
(CRISPR). 
61 Fully-closed RAS: see Definition List.  
62 Link to RMF app; under development 
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Criterion 2.5 ï Escapes 

 
Scope Criterion 2.5 ï all culture systems except for fully-closed RAS63, all species groups 

except for bivalves and abalone. 

 

Rationale ï Escapes may be the result of poor or compromised structural integrity of the 

culture system, human errors or unforeseen events. Escapes present not only economic loss 

to the producer, but also pose ecological, pathogenic and genetic risk to local wildlife 

populations and ecosystems and should, therefore, be minimised as much as possible.  

Not all escapes result in negative environmental impacts. The impact is influenced by 1) ability 

of escapes to survive, reproduce, establish or spread, 2) escape frequency (mass escape 

event vs. chronic leakage), 3) number of escapes, 4) whether the species is non-native or 

genetically dissimilar to native species, 5) location of escape event in relationship to wild 

populations, and 6) the overall vulnerability of the local ecosystem and wildlife populations. 

 
63 Fully-closed RAS: see Definition List.  

Key considerations  

The current ASC Standards approach Escapes with management measures in 

combination with metric limits for several of the Standards. Contrary to the management 

measures, which are consistent between the Standards, the metric limits are set 

inconsistently (300 pcs, 4%, 6%), thus posing the main challenge regarding alignment 

across (finfish) species. 

 

During the Spring ô21 Consultation Round, three scoping questions were formed to 

understand the value of metric stock control measures. The scoping questions were 

intended to inform subsequent Indicator development. 

 

Consultation feedback indicated that stakeholders understand the limitations of counting 

accuracy, but value stock counting (input vs. output) and see the need for metric limits 

to escapes  

 

Regarding the metric escape limits, the following proposals are made: 

 

I. Indicator 2.5.1; Cage farms are allowed to have 1 mass escape event per 9 

years and/or 1 cycle with mass chronic escapes per 9 years. Both a mass 

escape event and mass chronic escapes are defined as >4% of stock escaping. 

Non-cage farms are not eligible to these exceptions on the basis that these 

culture systems should provide sufficient stock control. 

II. Indicator 2.5.2; Unaccounted losses are to be reduced to 1% over a 9 year 

period. This allows for a higher entry point and for fluctuations but needs to 

reach 1% by year 9. 

 

ASC is seeking explicit feedback on these proposals, in addition to the other Indicators 

in this Criteria. 
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In addition to the escape of adult fish, the escape of other life stages such as eggs and larvae 

may also pose a risk. This can occur in species able to spawn during grow-out64 or through 

the release of gametes from a hatchery65. Criterion 2.4 addresses the culture of non-native 

species. 

 

Intent ï The farm minimises escapes. 

 

Indicators: 

Indicator 2.5.1 Indicator scope: finfish only 

The UoC shall not have mass escape events66 or chronic leakage67; only 

cage culture systems have an allowance of 

-  a maximum of one (1) Mass Escape Event per nine (9) years68, 

or 

-  a maximum of one (1) production cycle with chronic leakage per 

nine (9) years69, unless increased risk of harm from escapes has 

been determined through the RMF in 2.5.6 ï 2.5.8.  

Indicator 2.5.2 Indicator scope: finfish only 

The UoC shall reduce70 the number of unaccounted loss over time, by 

reducing the number of escapes and increasing counting accuracy, so 

that actual harvest counts result in a maximum of 1% unaccounted stock 

calculated over a 9-year period.  

Indicator 2.5.3 The UoC shall adhere to species-specific limits on minimum percentage 

of males or sterile fish (Annex 1).   

Indicator 2.5.4 The UoC shall not release to the environment sick, deformed or moribund 

animals.  

Indicator 2.5.5 The UoC shall not stock transgenic animals.  

 

  

 
64 Uglem, Ingebrigt & Knutsen, Øyvind & Kjesbu, Olav & Hansen, Øyvind & Mork, Jarle & Bjorn, Pal & Varne, Rebekka & 
Nilsen, Rune & Ellingsen, Ingrid & Dempster, Tim. (2012). Extent and ecological importance of escape through spawning in 
sea-cages for Atlantic cod. Aquaculture Environment Interactions. 3. 33-49. 10.3354/aei00049.  
65 Somarakis, S. & Pavlidis, Michail & Saapoglou, Christina & Tsigenopoulos, Costas & Dempster, Tim. (2013). Evidence for 
óescape through spawningô in large gilthead sea bream Sparus aurata reared in commercial sea-cages. Aquaculture 
Environment Interactions. 3. 135ï152. 10.3354/aei00057.  
66 Mass Escape Event: see Definition List. 
67 Chronic Leakage: see Definition List.  
68 This applies as of September 2024, from the effective date of the ASC Farm Standard. In other words, existing ASC certified 
producers shall have a maximum of 1 mass escape event September 2024 - August 2033, maximum of 1 mass escape event 
September 2033 - August 2042 etc. Applicant producers shall have a maximum of 1 mass escape event from the date of first 
audit announcement to August 2033, maximum of 1 mass escape event September 2033 - August 2042 etc. 
69 This applies as of September 2024, from the effective date of the ASC Farm Standard. The timeframe is applied as for mass 
escape events.  
70 A mass mortality event in the previous year/cycle does not count towards improvement in the next year/cycle, as required in 
this indicator. 
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Requirement on the ASC Risk Management Framework: 

Indicator 2.5.6 

RMF Symbol 
Assessing: 

The UoC shall run the Risk Management Framework (RMF) app71, 

carrying out an assessment to understand both the external and 

internal contexts, including the drivers within those contexts which 

increase the following: 

- the likelihood of escapes 

- the risk of harm from escapes in the environment. 

The assessment outcome proposes possible measures to minimise 

escapes, as well as measures to avoid increased risk of harm, and 

indicators to monitor the effectiveness of measures. 

 

Likelihood of escapes  

Potential drivers within the external context (outside the UoC) ï 

likelihood of escapes:  

- Predators in the vicinity 

- Extreme weather events 

Potential drivers within the internal context (within the UoC) ï likelihood 

of escapes: 

- Culture system 

- Species characteristics (including possibility of uncontrolled 

spawning) 

- Compromised structural integrity (maintenance, boating 

activities) 

- Inappropriately-sized mesh of nets, screens or other escape 

barriers 

- Errors in operational handling procedures 

 

Increased risk of harm from escapes 

Potential drivers within the external context (outside the UoC) - harm 

from escapes:  

- Invasiveness of culture animals (survival, establishment, 

spreading) 

- Genetics of culture animals (native, non-native, potential for 

genetic introgression) 

- Proximity to vulnerable wild populations (competition, 

crossbreeding) 

- Proximity to vulnerable ecosystems 

Potential drivers within the internal context (within the UoC) - harm from 

escapes: 

- Maturation in culture animals (sterile vs. spawning during grow-

out) 

- History/prevalence of disease in cultured animals 

 
71 Link to RMF app; under development 
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Indicator 2.5.7 

RMF Symbol 
Planning: 

The UoC shall, as part of the RMF app, select appropriate measures 

and monitoring indicators (including trapping devices), to develop a 

site-specific Risk Management Plan (RMP) for escapes, based on the 

risk level determined through the assessment under 2.5.6. 

Indicator 2.5.8 

RMF Symbol 
Implementation: 

g) The UoC shall, as part of the UoCôs site-specific RMP 

(developed under 2.5.7), implement measures (prevention, 

mitigation and remediation),  

 

a. to minimise the likelihood of escapes: 

¶ infrastructure maintenance to prevent escapes 

¶ infrastructure monitoring to detect risk of escapes  

¶ escape response procedures, including recapture where 

legally required 

¶ assess the cause for any unaccounted animals and 

implement corrective measures 

  

b. to prevent escapes when there is medium or high risk of 

harm: 

¶ allowance for escapes in 2.5.1 and 2.5.2 does not apply 

 

h) The UoC shall, as part of the UoCôs site-specific RMP, 

implement monitoring indicators (developed under 2.5.7) to 

ensure low risk level is achieved and maintained (timing and 

frequency must be measure-specific, as defined within the 

RMP). 

 

i) The UoC shall, as part of the UoCôs site-specific RMP, 

implement the following review frequency: 

¶ Review and revise the RMP when triggered by the 

monitoring outcome 

¶ Review and revise the RMP when changes in the 

internal context occur (e.g., farming activities) 

¶ Review and revise the RMP when changes in the 

external context occur (e.g., climate change related) 

 

 

Requirements on disclosure and reporting: 

Indicator 2.5.9 

Disclosure symbol 

Under development, to include indicator 8.1 from Freshwater Trout 

Standard Section 8. 

The UoC shall make an initial public notification of every Mass 

Escape Event within three (3) days after the event has been 

detected. 
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Indicator 2.5.10 

Disclosure symbol 

The UoC shall publicly72 disclose all relevant information73 related to 

every Mass Escape Event within one (1) month after the event. 

Indicator 2.5.11 

Reporting symbol 

The UoC shall alert ASC (Annex 2) and the CAB of every Mass 

Escape Event within three (3) days upon its detection and report to 

ASC (Annex 2) and the CAB relevant information within one (1) 

month after detection of the event. 

Indicator 2.5.12 

Disclosure symbol 

The UoC shall publicly disclose the quantity of unaccounted stock74. 

 

Indicator 2.5.13 

Reporting symbol 

The UoC shall report to ASC the quantity of unaccounted stock75, 

according to Annex 2 and using the template provided on the ASC 

website. 

  

 
72 Via the website of the UoC. 
73 Relevant information related to a Mass Escape Event, includes as a minimum: date of event, reason of escape, estimated 
number and size of fish escaped, root cause analysis and corrective action(s) taken (including recapture where legally 
required), date of reporting to authority (where applicable). 
74 Formula:  

- Unaccounted stock of finfish = stock count (+/- 2%) ï harvest count (+/- 2%) ï mortality count (+2%). 
75 Formula:  

- Unaccounted stock of finfish = stock count (+/- 2%) ï harvest count (+/- 2%) ï mortality count (+2%). 
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Criterion 2.6 ï Benthic Impacts 

Justification for key changes & key considerations 

This criterion has been developed with the support of a Technical Working Group (TWG) 

formed by ASC. The TWG is proposing revised indicator requirements for marine systems 

(cages and suspended mollusc). Concerning freshwater, the TWG is proposing to maintain 

current requirements for systems that discharge into rivers (i.e. macroinvertebrate surveys 

in the receiving water body downstream and upstream of the effluent discharge point). For 

systems that discharge into lakes and reservoirs, the TWG has identified several core 

elements of a recommended approach for revised indicators, though the work is still under 

development. ASC wants to seek broader stakeholder feedback on proposed indicator 

requirements for the marine systems and the recommended approach for freshwater 

systems, through public consultation. The assessment of this feedback by the TWG will 

support the development of the final proposal for Criterion 2.6: Benthic Impacts. 

Marine cage systems: 

The proposed revised indicator requirements for marine cage systems varies from current 

requirements in that they are now based on a three-tiered sampling approach. The 

approach is designed to reduce the compliance burden on farms while enhancing a farmôs 

understanding of its benthic impacts. Under the approach, a farm will conduct increasingly 

more detailed benthic analysis if initial results in Tier 1 or Tier 2 do not meet the established 

limits. Conversely, a farm that meets the limits in Tier 1 or Tier 2, does not need to conduct 

additional analysis in the subsequent Tier 3, and by doing so the standard rewards good 

farm management. The sampling programme requires monitoring stations to be established 

within three Ecological Quality Status (EQS) monitoring zones and at ñreferenceò sites 

around the farm. A range of abiotic and biotic indicators have been selected which serve as 

proxies for numerically classifying the EQS of open-water farms.   

The proposed tiered approach uses total free sulfide (S2-) measurement as the primary 

indicator for monitoring the effects of organic enrichment on benthic habitat, biodiversity and 

ecosystem function.  Whilst the standard approach for measuring S2- in surficial sediments 

has been the Ion-Selective Electrode (ISE) method owing to the relative simplicity compared 

with other analytical options available, numerous users have stated that the ISE method 

exhibits low analytical robustness. As such the revised requirements recommend the use 

of UV spectroscopy technique (S2īUV). 

Some international regulatory monitoring standards for benthic organic enrichment may 

already meet or even exceed the goals of the revised ASC requirements. Flexibility is 

therefore provided to allow operators to submit user-defined specific benthic monitoring 

programmes, where these are determined to go beyond the revised requirements of the 

ASC. The ASC will determine, through an internal and external expert review process, if the 

proposed user-defined specific monitoring programmes meet stringent ASC requirements. 

However, operators are encouraged to adopt the multi-tiered monitoring system, that 

addresses all mandatory requirements for benthic organic enrichment monitoring with 

approval of user-defined specific monitoring programmes limited to exceptional and well-

documented cases.  
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Suspended marine mollusc systems: 

The revised requirements for monitoring mollusc farms display many similarities to the 

marine cage systems requirements, with the exception of focusing the sampling effort on 

detecting organic enrichment impacts inside the farm boundaries as opposed to sampling 

adjacent to the fish cages. The revised requirements utilise the same tiered sampling and 

analysis approach. Tier 1 consisting of a rapid screening of benthic EQS using practical, 

near-real-time geochemical indicators (S2- and Eh) across a limited spatial scale. Broader-

scale Tier 2 sampling for analysis of the same indicators is only conducted if the Tier 1 

results indicate that the farm does not comply with the revised ASC requirements. The Tier 

3 survey uses the same sampling design as Tier 2, but employs a minimum of 3 biotic 

indicators. This Tier 3 programme is only employed if Tier 2 sampling indicates that the farm 

is not in compliance. The sampling design under the revised requirements utilises a 

ñgradientò sampling approach in which seabed samples are collected at seven stations 

situated 10 m apart from each other along transects that extend across the farm boundary. 

Tier 1 employs a single transect that runs in the direction of the predominant current 

direction. Tier 2 and 3 sampling is conducted at three additional orthogonal transects. If a 

farm boundary is contiguous with another farm, the additional transects can be relocated to 

a location that crosses both farm and reference conditions.  

 

As well as for marine cage systems, flexibility is provided to allow marine mollusc farming 

operators to submit user-defined specific benthic monitoring programmes, where these are 

determined to go beyond the revised requirements of the ASC. 

For information on the rationale from the TWG for the proposed revised indicator 

requirements for marine systems, see ñWhitepaper on Standards for Aquaculture Impacts 

on Benthic Habitat, Biodiversity and Ecosystem Functionò. 

 

Freshwater systems that discharge into rivers: 

The TWG is proposing to maintain current requirements for systems that discharge into 

rivers (i.e. macroinvertebrate surveys in the receiving water body downstream and 

upstream of the effluent discharge point). 

 

Freshwater systems that discharge into lakes and reservoirs ï under development: 

The TWG is recommending an approach similar to the one followed by the proposal for 

marine systems. The approach incorporates: 

¶ A tiered sampling and EQS classification; 

¶ Direct benthic monitoring; 

¶ The use of biotic and abiotic indicators.  

The TWG would like to receive feedback on these elements still under development. 
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Scope Criterion 2.6 ï Every UoC using marine cages, suspended marine mollusc culture 

systems, other bivalves and abalone.76  

 

Rationale ï The most commonly used aquaculture production systems discharge effluents 

containing organic material (e.g. faeces, uneaten feed) and on some occasions heavy metals 

(i.e. copper from treated nets). Although the manner of discharge can vary (dispersed vs point-

source), all have the potential to negatively impact the structure and function of the receiving 

ecosystem. 

 

When the deposition of organic material occurs at a rate that exceeds the capacity of the 

receiving environment to assimilate the additional inputs, changes in the chemical and 

physical composition of the sediment can occur, which in turn can negatively affect the 

(in)faunal benthic community. The extent of these impacts depends on the flux of organic 

material released by the site of operation, the characteristics of the water body, and the natural 

decomposition capacity of the benthic microbial community. However, if managed well, the 

rate of deposition is kept within the rate of natural aerobic decomposition, thereby minimising 

benthic impacts. 

 

Intent ï The farm regularly monitors seabed organic enrichment against indicators of 

Ecological Quality Status, designed to categorise and distinguish acceptable from 

unacceptable levels of ecosystem structure and function of the area surrounding the farm. 

 

 

Concept: 

 

Within the development of the ASC Farm Standard, ASC is revising its criterion on Benthic 

Impacts. The objective of this revision is to define criteria/indicators that collectively address 

the benthic impacts of aquaculture in all major production systems77 that discharge into all 

different water types. A Technical Working Group (TWG) has been formed to revise the current 

approach to benthic impact in the ASC Standards and recommend these criteria/indicators, 

based on latest scientific knowledge and current best practice within the aquaculture industry.  

 

For marine systems, the TWG has recommended indicator requirements for marine cages 

and suspended marine mollusc systems (see below).  

 

For freshwater, the TWG has developed two separate recommendations, one for systems that 

discharge into rivers and one for systems that discharge into lakes and reservoirs, the latter 

still being under development.  

 

 

 

 
76 Monitoring is required for all suspended mollusc aquaculture farms (molluscs held at multiple depths in the water column). 
All other bivalve and abalone culture activities are exempt from the monitoring requirements, except if they are conducted under 
the following conditions: 
a) The average water depth in a subtidal farmed area is less than 3 m and the average current speed is less than 10 cm per 

second. These conditions indicate a limited capacity to physically disperse biodeposits. 
b) The farmed area is within the natural distribution of a seagrass meadow or within the boundaries of an area protected by 

regional legislation. 
77 Major production systems are: cages, suspended/off-bottom, in or on-bottom and land-based (point-discharge systems, e.g.  
ponds, race-way, flow-through and RAS). 
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¶ For systems that discharge into rivers the TWG recommends: 

 

o To maintain the requirement of conducting macroinvertebrate surveys in the receiving 

water body downstream and upstream of the effluent discharge point; 

o To maintain the requirement that the downstream survey outcome is similar to or 

better than the upstream survey (currently required by the Freshwater Trout Standard 

and the Salmon Standard - Section 8, Requirements for suppliers of smolt, see also 

the methodology in Appendix II-C of the Freshwater Trout Standard). 

 

¶ For systems that discharge into lakes and reservoirs the TWG is recommending an 

approach similar to the one proposed for marine systems. The approach incorporates the 

following elements: 

o Benthic monitoring; 

o The use of biotic and abiotic indicators, including a number of indicators of organic 

enrichment from which the farm can select the most appropriate within their local 

context (e.g. a farm may use indicators required by local regulation if these indicators 

are considered robust by ASC, i.e. are included in the ASC indicator thresholds list 

below - Table 2); 

o Tiered sampling, allowing lower cost rapid screening when good benthic health is 

indicated and requiring more comprehensive spatial characterisation of biotic 

indicators when initial rapid screening indicates potential concern.  

o Clear thresholds for biotic and abiotic indicators and corresponding Ecological Quality 

Status (EQS) categories, rated into acceptable and unacceptable EQSs for the 

different monitoring zones.  

The TWG would like to receive feedback on these elements still under development. 

 

 

Indicators  

 

Indicators: 

Indicator 2.6.1 42 The UoC shall monitor seabed organic enrichment following the benthic 

monitoring programme outlined in Appendix I. 

Indicator 2.6.2 The UoC shall ensure an acceptable Ecological Quality Status (EQS) of 

the area surrounding the farm as outlined in Appendix I. 

Indicator 2.6.3 The UoC shall annually report to ASC on EQS, according to Annex 2 and 

using the template provided on the ASC website.   

 

Appendix I: Benthic Monitoring Programme 
 

Introduction 

This annex describes the standardised requirements for the ASC benthic monitoring 

programme but also includes an optional for a user-defined benthic monitoring programme. 
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Section 1.1 - The Ecological Quality Status (EQS) System and Categories 

In order to make consistent decisions related to the impact of organic enrichment, Ecological 

Quality Status (EQS) categories are defined based on specific abiotic and biological quality 

elements that collectively describe the health/ecological status of the benthic macroinfauna 

community. The Ecological Quality Status (EQS) categories system is widely reported in the 

scientific literature and is currently in use for conducting regulatory sediment quality 

assessments in multiple countries and underpins some of the current ASC standards (e.g. the 

Salmon Standard). EQS categories are defined using standardised descriptions of the 

associated macrofaunal community (Table 1).  

 

Table 1 Descriptions of benthic macrofauna assemblages for each of the five Ecological Quality Status (EQS) categories. 

EQS 

categories 

Definition 

High Status No or very minor disturbance: Species abundance, richness and 

diversity is high and sensitive taxa dominate. Opportunistic taxa are absent 

or of negligible abundance. Geochemical quality elements indicate aerobic 

conditions with low free sulfide toxicity. 

Good Status Slight disturbance: The level of diversity and abundance of invertebrate 

taxa is slightly reduced. Most of the sensitive taxa are present but slightly 

reduced. Opportunistic taxa are present but negligible. Geochemical 

quality elements indicate aerobic sediment conditions with a slight increase 

in free sulfide levels. 

Moderate 

Status 

Moderate disturbance: The level of diversity and abundance of 

invertebrate taxa is moderately reduced. Sensitive taxa have negligible 

abundance or are absent. Tolerant and first-order opportunistic taxa co-

dominate in abundance. Geochemical quality elements indicate a 

moderate increase in anaerobic conditions with free sulfide levels known 

to be lethal to sensitive and indifferent taxa. 

Poor Status Major disturbance: Evidence of major alterations to the values of the 

biological quality elements. Diversity is greatly reduced with sensitive and 

indifferent taxa showing negligible abundance or are absent. Tolerant taxa 

are sub-dominant to first-order opportunistic taxa. Geochemical quality 

elements indicate a major increase in anaerobic conditions and sulfide 

concentrations lethal to most taxa. 

Bad Status Severe disturbance: Evidence of severe alterations to the values of the 

biological quality elements and in which large portions of the relevant 

biological communities normally associated with undisturbed conditions 

are absent. First-order opportunistic taxa dominate but are greatly reduced 

in abundance. Geochemical quality elements indicate a severe increase in 

sulfide concentrations that are lethal to all taxa. 
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Section 1.2 - Thresholds for Indicators of Organic Enrichment and Corresponding EQS 

Categories  

The interpretation of monitoring data on abiotic or biotic indicators of organic enrichment 

requires numerical boundaries for the five EQS categories (High, Good, Moderate, Poor, and 

Bad) described in Table 1. Table 2 defines these numerical boundaries, i.e. indicator thresholds, 

for many of the commonly employed indicators of organic enrichment. 

 

Table 2 Abiotic and biotic indicator thresholds for each of the five EQS categories (Table 1). 

Indicators of organic 

enrichment 

EQS categories 

High 

Status 

Good 

Status 

Moderate 

Status 

Poor 

Status 

Bad 

Status 

Total Free Sulfide (S2-; 

µM)* 
0 to 75 75 to 250 250 to 500 500 to 1100 > 1100 

Redox potential (EhNHE) >0 0 to -100 -100 to -150 <-150 

Richness (S%; % of max 

S) 
>80 50 to 80 35 to 50 15 to 35 <15 

Opportunistic Taxa (GrV; 

%) 
<20 20 to 40 40 to 60 60 to 80 >80 

Polychaete/Amphipod 

Ratio (BPOFA)  
<0.031 0.031 to 0.126 0.126 to 0.187 0.187 to 0.237 >0.237 

AZTIôs Marine Biotic Index 

(AMBI) 
<1.2 1.2 to 3.0 3.0 to 3.9 3.9 to 4.8 >4.8 

Multivariate AMBI (M-

AMBI) 
>0.83 0.83 to 0.59 0.59 to 0.47 0.47 to 0.35 <0.47 

Benthic Habitat Quality 

(BHQ) 
8 to 15 6 to 8 4 to 6 2 to 4 <2 

Simplified Richness (S50) >16 11.7 to 16 7.5 to 11.7 5.4 to 7.5 <5.4 

Benthic Quality Index (BQI) >16.0 12.0 to 16.0 8.0 to 12.0 4.0 to 8.0 <4.0 

Benthic Quality Index (BQI-

family) 
>20.8 9.2 to 20.8 5.7 to 9.2 1.9 to 5.7 <1.9 

BENTIX >0.67 0.5 to 0.67 0.42 to 0.49 0.33 to 0.41 <0.33 

Norwegian Quality Index 

(NQI1) 
>0.86 0.68 to 0.86 0.43 to 0.68 0.20 to 0.43 <0.20 

Norwegian Sensitivity 

Index (NSI) 
> 27.4 23.1 to 27.4 18.8 to 23.1 10.4 to 18.8 < 10.4 

Indicator Species Index 

(ISI2012) 
>9.6 7.5 to 9.6 6.2 to 7.5 4.5 to 6.2 <4.5 

Enrichment Stage (ES) 1 2 3 to 4 4 to 5 6 to 7 

Oxic Status** Oxic A Oxic B Hypoxic A Hypoxic B Anoxic 

* Measured by UV spectrophotometry. 

** For reference only.  
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Section 1.3 - Spatial Scale of Benthic Impacts and Compliance Decision Framework 

 

A. The Benthic Monitoring Programme requires the following for marine cage systems: 

 

o Sampling locations to be established within each of three EQS monitoring zones (Table 

3 - Zones 1, 2 and 3) and at ñreferenceò sites around the farm. 

 

The EQS monitoring zones shown in Table 3 were established for marine fish cage systems 

based on; (1) the spatial distribution of organic enrichment effects reported in the science 

literature around many of the marine finfish farms studied, and (2) compatibility with regulatory 

requirements in major producing countries.  

 

Table 3 Benthic Monitoring Programme for marine cage - Acceptable EQS within the different EQS monitoring zones. 

EQS Monitoring Zones Distance to Farm Acceptable EQS  

Maximal Effect Zone (Zone 

1) 

Ò 30 m Moderate EQS shall be 

achieved by 30 m 

Transition Zone (Zone 2) 31 to 100 m Good EQS shall be achieved 

by 100 m 

Far-field Effect Zone (Zone 

3) 

101 to 150 m High EQS shall be achieved 

by 150 m 

Reference (Ref) 250 to 1000 m  

 

 

B. The Benthic Monitoring Programme requires the following for suspended marine mollusc 

systems78: 

 

o Sampling locations to be established within one EQS monitoring zone (Table 4 - 

Farm) and at ñreferenceò sites outside the farm. 

Table 4 Benthic Monitoring Programme for suspended marine mollusc systems ï Acceptable EQS within farm boundaries. 

EQS Monitoring 

Zones 

Distance  Acceptable 

EQS  

Farm 0 to 30 m inside the farm boundary Moderate 

Reference (Ref) 10 to 30 m outside the farm boundary  

  

 
78 In the context of this criterion, this also applies to other bivalves and abalone which are not exempt from monitoring seabed 
organic enrichment, see also criterion scope.  



 

ASC Farm Standard - Public Consultation V (P1, P2, P3) draft - March 2022                                                  Page 45 of 175 

Section 1.4 - Timing of Sampling 

 

A. Timing of sampling ï marine cage systems 

The timing of sampling shall occur during the period when the benthic impact is expected to be 

highest (i.e. worst-case scenario). This period can occur around the time of peak feeding, at 

peak biomass, at the time of harvest, or during the period of maximum water temperature when 

waste degradation processes are most rapid. Farms shall provide information on when the 

maximum impact on the benthos is predicted to occur. Based on this preliminary information, 

one of the following monitoring requirements will apply: 

¶ Sampling shall be conducted during the final year of each production cycle at the facility 

and within 30 days after peak feeding or peak biomass. 

¶ In the case of multiple peaks in feeding/biomass occurring in any year, sampling shall take 

place within two weeks of the estimated maximum annual water temperature. 

¶ In the case of sustained biomass79 in the months before harvest, sampling shall take place 

within two weeks of the final harvest date.   

 

B. Timing of sampling - suspended marine mollusc systems 

For mollusc farms containing a single cohort, monitoring is to be conducted in the final year of 

production within 30 days after peak biomass. Farms containing more than one production 

cycle (several cohorts present with the potential for multiple peaks in biomass) are to be 

surveyed annually within 30 days from the time of estimated maximum water temperature.  

 

Section 1.5 - Tiered Sampling Approach 

The benthic monitoring programme employs a tiered assessment approach in which the number 

of sampling locations and the complexity of sample analysis increases in relation to risk or 

preliminary monitoring data. Farm operators may decide to begin monitoring at any of the 

following monitoring tiers based on the past performance of the farm.  

 

A. Sampling protocol ï marine cage systems 

 

Tier 1  

¶ Triplicate sediment samples shall be collected at four different sampling locations i.e. at 30, 

100, 150 and 500 metres from the farm (edge of the cage array) in the direction of the 

predominant current direction.  

¶ Each sediment sample shall be analysed immediately onboard the survey vessel for total 

free sulfide (S2-; in triplicate [9 analyses in total for each sampling location]) and redox 

potential (Eh: single measure [3 analyses in total for each sampling location]) in surface 

sediments (0 to 2 cm depth) using the rapid field analysis methods given in section 1.7.  

¶ The sediment samples are to be analysed and results interpreted immediately onboard the 

 
79 Sustained biomass: see Definition List. 
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sampling vessel. In order to interpret the results, the mean values of the 9 S2- and 3 Eh 

analysis are compared with Table 2 to identify the EQS category, and compared with Table 

3 to determine if the EQS categories are acceptable for all EQS monitoring zones.  

¶ If the results of the sediment sample analysis indicate an acceptable EQS for each 

monitoring zone, no additional monitoring is required.  

¶ If an unacceptable EQS is determined for any of the three zones, Tier 2 monitoring shall 

immediately be applied.  

 

Tier 2 

¶ Sediment sample collection and analysis shall be conducted as for Tier 1 but in three 

additional directions orthogonal to the predominant current direction. 

¶ If the results80 of the sediment sample analysis indicate an acceptable EQS, no additional 

monitoring is required.  

¶ If an unacceptable EQS is determined for any of the three zones, the risk for benthic 

community impacts is estimated to be high, and the UoC shall immediately apply Tier 3 

monitoring to further characterise spatial impacts by employing biotic indicator monitoring. 

 

Tier 3 

¶ Triplicate grab samples shall be collected at the same locations as for Tier 2. 

¶ The grab samples shall be screened through a 1.0 mm mesh and all organisms preserved 

for taxonomic analysis.  

¶ A minimum of three biotic indicator metrics shall be averaged to determine the EQS in each 

monitoring zone.   

¶ If the calculated results indicate an acceptable EQS for each monitoring zone, no additional 

monitoring is required.  

¶ If an unacceptable EQS is determined for any of the three zones, then the farm is non-

compliant with indicator 2.6.2, unless results from reference zones provide for a lower EQS. 

Indicator monitoring data from the reference sampling locations will be used to determine 

the ñarea EQSò that applies to the farm. For example, if the ñarea EQSò at the farm 

(Reference Zone) is shown to be óGoodô, then the same category in zone 3 is acceptable. 

Likewise, if the ñarea EQSò at the farm (Reference Zone) is shown to be óModerateô, then 

the same category in zone 2 and 3 is acceptable. The proposed revised indicator 

requirements do not allow certification when the ñarea EQSò at the farm (Reference Zone) 

is shown to be óPoorô or óBadô. 

 

Each monitoring tier is summarised in Table 5: 

Table 5 Benthic Monitoring Programme for Marine Cage Systems - Tiered Assessment Approach 

Tier Description Indicators  Sampling Locations  

Tier 1  Rapid screening: Low-cost farm 

impact screening using practical, 

near-real-time abiotic 

measurements to determine the 

risk for organic enrichment impacts. 

S2- and Eh At 30, 100, 150 and 500 m* 

distances in the predominant 

current direction. 

 

 
80 Mean value per monitoring zone, derived from 36 data points: three analysis replicates for each of the triplicate samples, for 
each of the four sampling locations/transects. 
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Tier 2 

 

Impact delineation: Enhanced 

spatial analysis of abiotic impacts 

around the farm using practical 

monitoring tools. 

S2- and Eh Same as Tier 1 but including 

sampling in three additional 

directions. 

Tier 3 

 

 

Biotic impact: Comprehensive 

characterisation of biotic impacts 

around the farm. 

3 biotic 

indicators from 

Table 2 

Same locations as Tier 1 and 

Tier 2. 

*Exact locations, not ranges.  

 

Figure 1. Schematic of sampling locations and EQS Zones under Tier 1 (ǒ), 2 (ǒ and ƺ) and 3 (ǒ and ƺ) monitoring programmes 

for marine cages. The EQS monitoring zones are shown with sampling sites located at the outer boundary of each zone. 

 

 

B. Sampling Protocol - Suspended Marine Mollusc Systems 

 

Tier 1  

¶ Triplicate sediment samples shall be collected at each of seven sampling locations 

situated 10 m apart along a single transect that runs in the direction of the predominant 

current (Figure 2). 

¶ Each sediment sample shall be analysed immediately onboard the survey vessel for total 

free sulfide (S2-; in triplicate [9 analyses in total per each sampling location]) and redox 

potential (Eh: single measure [3 analyses in total for each sampling location] ) in surface 

sediments (0 to 2 cm depth) using the rapid field analysis methods given in section 1.7.  

¶ The sediment samples are to be analysed and results interpreted immediately onboard 

the sampling vessel. In order to interpret the results, the mean values of all S2- and Eh 
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analysis within all four sampling locations located at and inside the farm boundary are 

compared with Table 2 to identify the EQS category, and compared with Table 4 to 

determine if the EQS category is ñmoderateò, i.e. is an acceptable EQS. 

¶ If the results of the sediment sample analysis indicate an acceptable EQS ï i.e. 

ñModerateò, no additional monitoring is required.  

¶ If an unacceptable EQS is determined, Tier 2 monitoring shall immediately be applied.  

Tier 2 

¶ Sediment sample collection and analysis shall be conducted as for Tier 1 but in three 

additional orthogonal transects. 

¶ If the results81 of the sediment sample analysis indicate an acceptable EQS, no additional 

monitoring is required for the period.  

¶ If an unacceptable EQS is determined, the risk for benthic community impacts is 

estimated to be high, and the UoC shall immediately apply Tier 3 monitoring to further 

characterise spatial impacts by employing biotic indicator monitoring. 

Tier 3 

¶ Triplicate grab samples shall be collected at the same locations as described for Tier 2. 

¶ The grab samples shall be screened through a 1.0 mm mesh and all organisms 

preserved for taxonomic analysis.  

¶ A minimum of three biotic indicator metrics shall be averaged to determine the EQS 

within the farm and at the boundary.   

¶ If the calculated results indicate an acceptable EQS within the farm and at the boundary 

i.e. ñModerateò, no additional monitoring is required.  

¶ If an unacceptable EQS is determined, then the farm is non-compliant with indicator 2.6.2, 

unless the EQS category for the reference locations (10 to 30 m outside farm boundary) 

is determined to be ñPoorò (Table 2), then the same category is acceptable inside the farm 

boundaries. The proposed revised indicator requirements do not allow certification when 

the Reference Zone is shown to be óBadô. 

 

Each monitoring tier is summarised as shown in Table 6: 

Table 6 Benthic Monitoring Programme for Suspended Marine Mollusc Systems - Tiered Assessment Approach 

Tier Description Indicators  Sampling Locations  

Tier 1  Rapid screening: Low-cost farm 

impact screening using practical, 

near-real-time abiotic measurements 

to determine the risk for organic 

enrichment impacts. 

S2- and Eh Seven sampling locations are 

situated 10 m apart along a single 

transect that runs in the direction 

of the predominant current* 

 

Tier 2 Impact delineation: Enhanced 

spatial analysis of abiotic impacts 

S2- and Eh Same as Tier 1 but including 

sampling in three additional 

 
81 Mean value, derived from 144 data points: three analysis replicates for each of the triplicate samples, for each of the four 
sampling locations and each of the four transects within the farm and at the boundary. 
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 around the farm using practical 

monitoring tools. 

transects*. 

Tier 3 

 

 

Biotic impact: Comprehensive 

characterisation of biotic impacts 

around the farm. 

3 biotic 

indicators 

from Table 

2 

Same locations as Tier 1 and Tier 

2. 

* If a farm boundary is contiguous with another farm, the additional transects can be relocated to a location that crosses both 

farm and reference conditions. 

 

 

Figure 2. Schematic of sampling locations under Tier 1 (ǒ), 2 (ǒ and ƺ) and 3 (ǒ and ƺ) monitoring programmes. Sampling 

locations on each transect are 10 m apart with the middle station located on the farm boundary. 

 

Section 1.6 - User-Defined Monitoring Programme 

The benthic organic enrichment monitoring requirements include some flexibility for operators 

to use an approach that aligns with regional regulatory requirements while demonstrating the 

capacity to detect the same thresholds for indicators of organic enrichment across all spatial 

monitoring zones provided. See Figures 1 and 2 above.  This non-prescriptive approach to 

monitoring is meant to recognise the in-depth monitoring and regulation of aquaculture in 

some jurisdictions/countries and to foster innovation. Although ASC does not mandate use of 

the ASC benthic monitoring programme, the onus is on the operator to make a highly detailed 

and convincing case to the ASC that their proposed farm monitoring programme meets the 

following requirements.  

a) The user-defined monitoring approach shall be aligned with the overall purpose of the 

revised benthic organic enrichment monitoring requirements. 

¶ This requires statements from the operator clearly outlining their environmental policy 

and how their monitoring approach is capable of minimising, mitigating or eliminating 

negative benthic habitat, biodiversity and ecosystem effects from seabed organic 

enrichment. 
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b) The programme shall quantify both the magnitude and spatial scale of benthic impacts from 

organic enrichment adjacent to the farm using proven methodologies. The programme shall: 

¶ Provide information on the sampling design including all sampling locations and range 

of distances to the farm (as per Tables 3 and 4), benthic sampling methodologies 

employed, and the number of replicates.  

¶ Provide a rationale for reference station selection that aligns with ASC intent of 

quantifying spatial and annual temporal interactions between the farm and the 

surrounding natural benthic environment.   

¶ Provide a rationale for the timing of monitoring that is in line with the maximum potential 

for benthic impacts. 

¶ Describe all impact indicators to be employed and the sample preparation and analysis 

procedures. 

 

c) The user-defined monitoring programme needs to address benthic ecological quality 

objectives that are at least as stringent as those described in the ASC benthic requirements. 

The programme shall: 

¶ Describe the farm-management decision framework to be employed, including 

quantitative benthic indicator thresholds that drive these decisions and the rationale for 

selecting these thresholds. 

¶ Compare and demonstrate compatibility between the user-defined site impact 

classifications and the EQS category system as defined in Tables 1 and 2. 

 

 

The user-defined monitoring programme submitted by operators will be pre-screened within the 

ASC for compatibility with the purpose, rationale, intent and general requirements of the revised 

requirements. Those programmes that appear to meet general criteria will be reviewed externally 

by a panel consisting of international science experts in aquaculture-environment interactions to 

ensure that they fulfil the overall purpose and specific requirements. Given the comprehensive 

and stringent amendments to the monitoring requirements, approval of user-defined programmes 

is anticipated only in rare cases. The ASC encourages operators to implement the ASC Benthic 

Monitoring Programme. 

 

Section 1.7 - Standard Operating Procedures for the Field Analysis of Abiotic Indicators 

Employed in Tier 1 and Tier 2 

 

Total Free Sulfide (S-2) Analysis in the Field by Direct UV Spectrometry 

The methodology includes both the field extraction and analysis of porewater in surficial 

sediments (grabs or cores) as described in Cranford et al. (2017) and as modified in Cranford 

et al. (2020).  

Materials List 

¶ UV Spectrophotometer suitable for field use (e.g. IMPLEN C40 mobile 

nanophotometer). 
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¶ Quartz cuvette: 200-2500 nm spectral range, pathlength 10 mm, 1.4 ml capacity (e.g. 

Helma Analytics No 104-B-10-40). Note that quartz is required. 

¶ 5 cm RizoCera porewater extractors (https://www.rhizosphere.com/rhizocera). 

¶ 10 cc syringe.   

¶ Stainless steel compression springs that fit inside the 10 cc syringe.  

¶ 100 µL gas-tight syringe (e.g.https://www.hamiltoncompany.com/laboratory-

products/syringes/80630). 

¶ 1 mL pipettor or bottle dispenser for rinsing cuvette and for sample dilutions. 

¶ Ammonia hydroxide, 0.44M or similar concentration. 

¶ pH strips for adjusting the dilution water (potable water will suffice) to between 8 and 

10. 

¶ Sulfide WP - Certified Reference Material (available from Sigma: QC1034-20 mL) for 

instrument calibration at one-month intervals.  

¶ 1 and 5 L pipettors and 10 to 20 mL vials for preparing standards. 

¶ Lint-free optical wipes (e.g. Kimwipes) for cuvette cleaning surfaces. 

 

Porewater Extraction 

1) Drain water in sediment sampler to sediment surface. 

2) Using syringe containing a stainless spring, depress plunger, attach RhizoCera, and 

insert into sediment surface at a 45° angle. Release plunger to start automatic 

porewater extraction from 0 to 2 cm depth. 

3) After approximately 2 min, the syringe should contain sufficient porewater (0.5 to 1 

mL). 

4) Remove the syringe from the sediment and remove the RhizoCera. Discard the water 

in the syringe as this is only used to flush out the RhizoCera.  

5) Insert the 100 µL syringe needle directly into the interior of the RhizoCera and withdraw 

the 100 µL sample.  

6) Rinse any sediment from the exterior of the RhizoCera before reusing. 

 

Note: The interior of the RhizoCera is flushed automatically between samples during the 

extraction procedure.  

 

UV Spectrophotometric Analysis 

1) Turn on the spectrophotometer and, if available, select data output for the 230, 240 

and 250 nm wavelengths. Otherwise save the full sample scan.  

2) Add small amounts of ammonium hydroxide to 1 L of dilution water until the pH is 

between 8 to 10. This volume of buffered dilution water is sufficient for daily use. 

3) Rinse the quartz cuvette and add 1 mL of the buffered water. 

4) Clean the outside of the cuvette with a lint-free wipe and place in instrument. Zero the 

instrument using this blank solution. Instrument blanking should be performed 

regularly. 

5) Add the 100 µL porewater sample to the cuvette containing 1 mL of buffered water, 

invert to mix, and record the absorbances at the three wavelengths. Most instruments 

have the capacity to save the full scan. 

https://www.rhizosphere.com/rhizocera
https://www.hamiltoncompany.com/laboratory-products/syringes/80630
https://www.hamiltoncompany.com/laboratory-products/syringes/80630
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6) Remove the cuvette, rinse with buffered water and prepare for next sample. 

7) Calculate the total free sulfide concentration using the absorbance values and the 

regression equations determined by the calibration procedure below. Although 

absorption data are provided for three wavelengths, S2-is only calculated using the 

lowest wavelength that provides absorbances below 2. If the absorbance at 230 nm is 

>2, then use the 240 nm absorbance, etc.  

 

 

Instrument Calibration 

The calibration is highly stable and only needs to be conducted once a month to ensure the 

instrument has not been damaged. An ISO Certified Reference Material (CRM; Sulfide WP) 

of known concentration is used as the stock solution for preparing five working standards by 

serial dilution (1:2, 1:5, 1:10, 1:50 and 1:100).  

1) Dilute the stock CRM solution to prepare the five known concentrations using pipettors 

and the buffered water. 

2) Blank (zero) the instrument and then analyse the standards using the same procedure 

as the samples, including dilution with 1 mL of buffered water. Record the results for 

the three selected wavelengths (230, 240 and 250 nm), omitting any absorbances 

greater than 2.0. 

3) Calculate the three calibration equations (one for each wavelength) using regression 

analysis (x = absorbance at selected wavelength and y = standard concentration in µM 

units) while excluding any absorbance values above 2.0. 

 

Note: The following S2- concentration ranges typically apply for the three wavelengths: 

230 nm: 0 to 2,000 µM (suitable for quantifying all EQS conditions from High to Bad) 

240 nm: 2,000 to 4,000 µM 

250 nm: 4,000 to 10,000 µM 

Note: 260 nm can be used for higher concentrations  

 

Redox Potential (Eh) measurement 

Eh can be measured directly in the grab/core using an Oxidation Reduction Potential (ORP) 

probe that uses a silver/silver chloride or platinum reference electrode. The ORP probe must 

be calibrated, operated and maintained according to strict manufacturer specifications. ORP 

measurements (referred to as ORP,  EAg/AgCl or EPt), are by themselves ambiguous and it is 

only through specifying the reference scale that the data can be interpreted by the user. ORP 

measurements converted to a hydrogen scale are reported as ñEhò and some publications 

designate the same measurements as EhNHE. ORP data (mV) obtained in the field with  

Ag/AgCl or Pt electrodes are converted to the hydrogen scale as follows: 

Eh = ORP (mV) + half-cell potential of reference electrode, 

where the half-cell potential of the Ag/AgCl or Pt reference electrode is related to the molarity 

of the filling solution and measurement temperature. 

Half-cell potential of Ag/AgCl reference electrode 
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T (°C) Molarity of KCl filling solution 

1.5M 3M 3.3M 3.5M 4M 

5 254 224 220 219 219 

10 251 220 217 215 214 

15 249 216 214 212 209 

20 244 213 210 208 204 

25 241 209 207 205 199 

30 238 205 203 201 194 

 

1. The ORP probe can be inserted directly into the sediment surface inside the core/grab to 

~1 cm depth after mixing the sediment around the probe location to 2 cm depth. Ensure 

full contact between the ORP electrode tip and wet sediment. 

2. Record the sample temperature. 

3. The ORP mV reading should stabilise within 1-2 min. If redox conditions are not controlled 

by single oxidation-reduction reactions, as in oxic sediments, there is often a slow, 

continuous drift of electrode potentials. An arbitrary time (3-4 min) can be chosen to record 

mV readings if they do not stabilise in less than this time. Potentials in reduced sediments 

usually stabilise more rapidly.  

4. Correct the ORP potential (mV) relative to the normal hydrogen electrode as described 

above using manufacturer information on the electrode filling solution and data on 

sediment temperature.  
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Criterion 2.7 ï Water Quality  

 

Scope Criterion 2.7 ï under development. 

 

Rationale ï Release of dissolved and particulate nutrients from fed and fertilised aquaculture 

systems can contribute to accelerated eutrophication of receiving waters, leading to shifts in 

species composition from long-lived macroalgae to more nuisance species and fast-growing 

phytoplankton (including toxic species). Nutrients of primary concern are nitrogenous 

compounds, phosphate and dissolved and particulate organic matter. Water quality impacts 

including turbidity and oxygen depletion (hypoxia) can deplete sensitive aquatic species and 

have cascading effects on entire aquatic ecosystems with overall loss of flora and faunal 

abundance and biodiversity at local and regional scales. The general deterioration of water 

quality may also preclude other human water uses and ecosystem services. 

 

The scale and severity of impacts are contingent on a range of abiotic and biotic factors 

influencing the assimilative capacity of receiving water bodies. These include hydrographic 

characteristics, turnover rates, temperature-stratification profiles, salinity and the relative 

contribution of natural and anthropogenic nutrient sources. Eutrophication of more closed, 

highly stratified or nutrient-poor óoligotrophicô fresh-water lakes are of particular concern, 

meriting inclusion of more precautionary management approaches. Greater gaps remain in 

scientific understanding of how nutrient-fluxes and eutrophication affect coastal ecosystems. 

Farm impacts can be limited through appropriate siting and monitoring regimes in receiving 

waters. Release of dissolved and particulate nutrients can also be limited through improved 

(e.g. more digestible) feed and fertilizer utilisation (ónutrient efficiencyô or input-limits) and 

where feasible, nutrient interception measures on-farm (output-limits).  

 

Intent  ï To assess and minimise the risk that dissolved/particulate nutrients and suspended 

solids discharged from a farm negatively impact the quality of the receiving waterbody and its 

associated ecosystem structure and function. 

 

Indicator:  

 At this stage, no indicators are available for this criterion. Stakeholder 

input is requested on the recommendations outlined below. 

 

Water Quality Revision 

 

The objective of this revision is to define Indicators that collectively address impacts on water 

quality in all major production systems82 sited in or/ discharging into all different water types83. 

A Technical Working Group (TWG) was formed to revise the current approach to water quality 

in the ASC Standards and recommend revised indicators based on the latest scientific 

knowledge and current best practice within the aquaculture industry.  

 

The scope of the revision includes the following three elements: 

 

 
82 Major production systems are: cages, suspended/off-bottom, in or on-bottom and land-based (point-discharge systems, e.g.  
ponds, race-way, flow-through and RAS). 
83 Water types are: marine, brackish, freshwater. 
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1. Siting: farm siting requirements based on water body classification according to trophic 

status and more localised stratification characteristics. 

2. Impacts: monitoring causal and more direct biotic impacts in receiving waters. 

3. Input-output management (IOM): limiting nutrient inputs and outputs. 

 

To date, the TWG has developed recommendations for a revised indicator on water quality for 

open production systems in lakes and reservoirs84. The TWG seeks stakeholder feedback on 

the recommendations, through public consultation. The intent is that this feedback will support 

the development of the final aligned water quality indicator for open systems in lakes and 

reservoirs. It is envisaged that ASC will present this final aligned indicator for public 

consultation in September 2022 together with the recommendations for the other production 

systems and water types. 

 

Key considerations and recommendations regarding the proposal for a revised 

indicator of water quality for open systems discharging into lakes and reservoirs 

1. Siting 

 

1.1. Classification of trophic status 

Recommendation for a revised indicator:  

1) To measure baseline DO & temperature-depth profiles around the unit(s) of certification, 

in order to monitor and preclude impacts associated with localised stratification 

characteristics. 

2) To conduct an initial trophic status characterisation of the water body based on 

measurement of Tier 1 indicators: [TN], [TP], and transparency (Secchi disk). 

3) To add [Chl-a] as a Tier 2 indicator - considering co-variance associated with other 

secondary abiotic factors (e.g. seasonal/ latitude influence on temperature and light 

levels). 

 

Note: The TWG also acknowledged that a universal requirement for a suite of indicators 

may create an unnecessary burden in some situations (e.g. in oligotrophic temperate lochs/ 

reservoirs where P alone may be sufficient). An appropriately designed tiered decision-

making approach may provide a solution to this concern. 

 

1.2. Assimilative capacity modelling 

Recommendation for a revised indicator:  

1) In smaller (<1,000km2) ultra-oligotrophic lakes, to allow certification of cage farms 

providing that an assimilative capacity study has shown there will be no change in 

trophic status (subject to qualifications associated with N & P limiting conditions 

discussed below). 

 
84 Although reservoirs are man-made systems constructed for primary utility functions (e.g. irrigation, hydro-electric, water supply) 
they can also support other important ecosystem functions and services. Under this context, and for the purpose of this document, 
when lakes are mentioned, they shall also encompass reservoirs. 
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2) To require the use of source apportionment modeling to account for and differentiate 

between natural and anthropogenic sources of nutrient enrichment. 

3) The standard should also permit certification of cage farms in naturally meso-eutrophic 

systems provided assimilative capacity modelling can be reliably confirmed, based on 

historic data and/ or a source apportionment model. 

4) DO and temperature-depth profiling should be required for all systems with marked 

seasonal or longer-term stratification characteristics. 

5) To add monitoring of longer-term DO and temperature stratification trends around the 

farm as further potential siting indicator. There should be a moratorium on setting 

specific siting requirements until 5 years of farm data have been collected and reviewed 

as part of an impact indicator requirement (Section 2). This review should apply to both 

ólargeô and ósmallô lake systems. 

6) In large lakes, where current standards allow for assimilative capacity modelling to be 

more localised (e.g. for embayments) the standard should go further in trying to preclude 

farms contributing to wider unacceptable effects elsewhere in the water body as well in 

the immediate vicinity of a farm. 

7) Siting requirements should also consider depth transition zones associated with greater 

risk of nutrient resuspension associated with a return period of extreme weather events 

ï subject to the 5-year review described above. 

8) Current standards also apply preclusions to permanently stratified systems; limiting 

siting in larger water bodies to areas where the hypolimnion is well-flushed (i.e.,not 

stratified) and outside hydrodynamically isolated embayments. However, The TWG felt 

there should be greater specificity regarding lesser degrees/ variability of stratification -

- reflecting the potential for more localised impacts, particularly in larger systems. 

 

2. Receiving water óimpactsô 

Metric limits on eutrophication 

Recommendation for a revised indicator:  

1) To differentiate requirements between situations where N & P become limiting or co-

limiting using the mass-balance ratio approach proposed in the ñProposal for a simple 

tool for assessing farm impacts on water qualityò below. The simple steady-state nutrient 

loading model permits estimation of current N & P inputs based on limited epilimnetic 

WQ data and which macronutrient, N or P, is likely to be limiting (this is viewed as a 

basic minimum and farms can and should use more robust approaches where needed) 

2) To maintain the existing 25% and 20%85 maximum increase from baseline limit for P in 

smaller and larger water bodies, respectively. 

3) To maintain the existing disallowance on the trophic shift of any water body under 

conditions when P is determined to be the limiting factor for eutrophication or when N & 

P are determined to be co-limiting.  

4) A requirement for farm-level monitoring of BOD based on mass-balance estimation 

approach should be retained; particularly in instances when N is determined to be the 

limiting nutrient for eutrophication in mesotrophic contexts (farm level measurements 

 
85 The TWG deliberated whether there should be differential rate-change limits for N & P (potentially with greater allowance for N 
change) but decided to adopt a more precautionary position given the lack of detailed nitrogen budgets of mesotrophic lakes, 
particularly in the tropics. 
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based on water quality samples were considered less practicable due to sampling and 

analytical challenges). 

Notes: 

¶ WQ parameters with monitoring requirements across standards beyond those already 

cited above (TN, TP, Transparency [Secchi disk] and Chl-a) include water conductivity, 

ToC, TSS, NH4 NO3, and Ortho-P. The TWG considered NH4 to be a potential in-situ 

indicator of welfare for the cultured stock but not appropriate as a receiving water quality 

indicator. Conductivity provides a general measure of water quality and lake water-

specific conductivity has been used as a proxy for residence time. Similarly, conditions 

exist where organic carbon inputs can drive eutrophication. However, no clear rationale 

or metric limits are associated with existing standard requirements for measurement of 

these two parameters. 

¶ The TWG also questioned the practicality of a requirement to sample DO immediately 

(0.5m) above the benthos (in the Salmon Standard). Here, it was felt that improved 

sensor technology could even allow measurement in the benthos. However, 

requirements should also be cross-checked with Redox measurement requirements in 

the benthic criterion i.e., a proxy of oxygenation at this interstitial zone. 

¶ Current BOD requirements, limited to the salmon standard, require farms to estimate 

BOD associated with entire production cycles as an IOM indicator (with no performance 

limit) using a nutrient mass-balance approach86 (rather than laboratory analysis of 

samples at specific time-points). Whilst Chl-a provides a direct indication of 

phytoplankton levels, BOD provides accounts for bacterial metabolism, i.e. it could serve 

as an óimpactô indicator of eutrophication impacts in sub-photic zones (the Salmon 

Standard also refers to BOD monitoring of effluents, but with no specific requirement). 

A BOD indicator may also have application in more meso-eutrophic/mixotrophic 

contexts. However, the need for lengthy and costly laboratory analysis and sample-

management constraints are likely to present practical implementation challenges in 

many settings. The TWG acknowledged practical limitations around laboratory-based 

analysis of BOD (and Chl-a, the two most direct indicators of eutrophication) in many 

production settings (advances in sensor technology making the possibility of cost-

effective accurate in-situ measurement of Chl-a, whereas similar advances and a 

feasible option for BOD is not available). 

¶ Inability to reliably classify and impose limits around trophic state ótipping-pointsô in 

nitrogen-limited systems, points to a need for alternative and/or more demanding impact 

indicators. Nitrogen limitation (or co-limitation with P) is most common in eutrophic 

conditions with high P loading87. Under such conditions, it may be practicable to set 

limits on the modelled BOD contribution described above. This could be applied at the 

individual farm level (the recommendation below) and/or landscape level. The latter 

option has been appended to Section 3 (input-output management). 

 

 
86 Based on estimation of the difference between N & C input/ output in feed and fish production over a production cycle. 
87 Nitrogen can also be limiting in oligotrophic waters, particularly in mountainous regions or high latitudes where both phosphorus 
and nitrogen are naturally in short supply. 
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Water body stratification and eutrophication impacts 

Recommendation for a revised indicator:  

1) To require measurement of oxygen and temperature-depth profiles in stratified water 

bodies and that the sample design reflects seasonal and wider system variability. 

Certified farms should be required to collect data over 5 years following the introduction 

of this requirement, in order to evaluate potential for setting metric limits and associated 

management intervention requirements and, potentially additional siting requirements. 

  

3. óInputsô (input-output management) 

Nutrient use efficiency 

Recommendation for a revised indicator:  

1) Efficiency metric limits88 should be adjusted to account for the life stage as well as culture 

species. 

 

Feed quality assurance  

Recommendation for a revised indicator:  

1) Feed quality efficiency metrics should be extended to require assessment/ limits on feed 

protein digestibility (as the main source of N & P in fish feeds ï with particular emphasis 

on P) along with simple on-farm tests for feed water stability and pellet sink-rates. The 

TWG recommends that ultimately such requirements be developed as part of the new 

ASC feed standard, linked back to farmer sourcing requirements in the ASC Farm 

Standard. 

 

WQ data collection and transparency 

Recommendation for a revised indicator:  

1) To require farms to submit to ASC and make publicly available water quality baseline 

and monitoring data. 

2) To require farms to submit data to allow mass-balance modelling of the sectoral 

contribution to BOD in mesotrophic contexts. This may also require farms to solicit such 

data from non-certified farms or to collaborate on modelling using proxy estimates e.g. 

based on cage numbers/area. 

 

Area-based management 

This topic will be addressed in greater depth by the TWG as part of the remaining 

discussions. However, within its current deliberations, the TWG has discussed the following:  

 
88 E.g. Indicator 8.4 of the Salmon Standard: Maximum total amount of phosphorus released into the environment per metric 
tonne (t) of fish produced over a 12-month period. Requirement: 4 kg /t of fish produced over a 12-month period. 
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¶ Setting absolute limits on nutrient concentrations in receiving waters effectively 

incentivises certified farms to actively cooperate with other water users to manage 

eutrophication89. However, the TWG felt that the standard should specifically state that 

if there are unacceptable impacts from a number of farms, then certified farms have 

responsibility for collective action and stewardship. 

¶ This merits further development and adoption of area-based management approaches 

at appropriate ólandscapeô scales e.g. around data collection, sharing/transparency and 

mitigation feedback loops linked to farm-siting, feed input quality and prudent farm 

husbandry and management measures.  

¶ The design of such requirements also considers incentives (e.g.,= cost-sharing, 

biological performance and strategic opportunities around social licence for large 

companies/ partner support) and barriers to participation. 

¶ The TWG recommends that ABM requirements for WQ management should be 

coordinated in conjunction with similar ongoing discussions in other standards areas.  

¶ Requirements for sea-lice management in the Salmon Standard were cited as an ABM 

example in existing standards. The TWG noted very different challenges around 

engagement and free riding in more fragmented production contexts typical of many 

tropical FW systems and highlighted a need for further multi-stakeholder engagement 

to underpin the development of such standards. 

 

Recommendation for a revised indicator:  

1) Specific revised indicator(s) to be determined. The TWG noted a major deficiency 

around ABM requirements for WQ management in current standards. The TWG also felt 

this is a highly challenging area particular in fragmented production contexts including 

many small-scale enterprises. This merits involvement of other areas of specialist 

expertise/experience in natural resource management (e.g. in consensus building, 

conflict mitigation, stakeholder/institutional analysis). Ideally, this would be part of a 

wider consideration of ABM requirements across multiple aligned standard criteria. 

2) Additional ABM indicator(s) should be developed requiring certified farms to coordinate 

feed-input and output requirements with other farms/ water users at an appropriate 

landscape scale (i.e., linked to siting/ classification requirements).  

For detailed information on the TWGôs recommendations for the revised criterion, including 

rationale, see TWG Recommendations to ASC for Revised Water Quality Indicators - Lakes 

and Reservoirs.  

 

 

 

 
89 This was endorsed by one of the panelôs observations on cooperation and support provided by an ASC certified farm (a large-
scale tilapia cage farmer) to smaller farmers on Lake Toba, Indonesia, in response to eutrophication trends. 
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Proposal for a simple tool for assessing farm impacts on water quality 

  

This section presents a procedure for conducting an auditable, minimally complex 

assessment of possible farm impacts on water quality based on predicted increase in 

surface water nutrient concentrations associated with increased nutrient loading from 

aquaculture activities. The assessment procedure is based on published steady state water 

quality models, data collected elsewhere in the certification process, other publicly available 

geographic data about the waterbody in which a farm is seeking certification, and the 

emerging scientific consensus that both nitrogen (N) and phosphorus (P) can limit primary 

productivity in freshwaters (Paerl et al. 2016). 

It must be stressed that the procedure described here is presented as a possible minimum 

threshold for an auditable assessment of potential farm impacts on water quality. The 

proposal remains neutral as to what criteria should be used to decide on acceptable levels 

of impact (e.g. percent increase from baseline, trophic status threshold boundaries, etc.) as 

these are dealt with elsewhere in the standard. Furthermore, the proposal assumes that an 

applicant for certification will have conducted sufficient monitoring of both total N and total 

P in the candidate waterbody so as to produce meaningful estimates (e.g. geometric mean) 

of concentrations prior to new farm operations. Thus, there is no discussion of appropriate 

water quality sampling strategies. 

There is increasing scientific evidence suggesting a need to consider both N and P inputs 

when assessing eutrophication effects. The P limitation paradigm has historically been a 

useful guide for lake management, but it may not provide a complete picture of possible 

effects on water quality outside temperate regions in proximity to significant atmospheric N 

emission sources (i.e. the Tropics, but also increasingly the Sub-Arctic). Many freshwater 

lakes and reservoirs are N limited or both N and P limited, and additional inputs of either 

nutrient can lead to deterioration of water quality (Paerl et al. 2016 and references therein).  

The most likely limiting nutrient (N or P) for increased primary productivity and subsequent 

water quality impairment can be determined based on the mass ratios to total N and total P 

inputs to a water body (NIn and PIn; Paerl et al. 2016). Based on a large amount of data 

synthesised by Guilford and Hecky (2000), Paerl et al. (2016) suggest that for mass ratios 

of NIn:PInÓ23, lakes are generally P limited. When NIn:PInÒ9, lakes are generally N limited. 

At intermediate NIn:PIn ratios (between 9 and 23), lakes are both N and P limited. The actual 

scheme presented by Paerl et al. (2016) is slightly more complicated as they note that 

relative rates of N fixation and denitrification are also important (i.e. when denitrification 

greatly exceeds fixation, N limitation is more likely). This additional complexity could be 

incorporated into the protocol. For example, waterbodies with hypolimnetic anoxia are likely 

to have higher rates of denitrification while any evidence of cyanobacterial blooms would 

suggest higher rates of N fixation. 

Both the most likely limiting nutrient (N, P or both) and the change in nutrient concentrations 

can be estimated using published steady state water quality models, the monitoring needed 

to assess reference (pre-farm) conditions and assessments of N and P inputs associated 

with farm operations. 

Steady state water quality models (e.g. Vollenweider, Dillon-Rigler, etc.) typically assume 

that the mass of P leaving a lake (POut; kg/yr) can be estimated based on the mass of P (PIn 
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kg/yr) entering the lake and an empirical retention coefficient, rP (see, e.g.,Brett and 

Benjamin 2008). 

POut = (1 ï rP)PIn                                                                                             (1) 

Similar steady state models predicting outputs as a function of inputs and retention also 

exist for N (e.g., Harrison et al. 2009): 

NOut = (1 ï rN)NIn                                                                                            (2) 

Concentrations of nutrients in water leaving a lake ([NOut] and [POut]; mg/l) can be assumed 

to be the same as concentrations in the epilimnion ([NEpi] and [PEpi]; mg/l). In turn, epilimnetic 

concentrations can be assumed to be a reasonable proxy for the average concentration in 

the water column ([NLake] and [PLake]; mg/l). 

[NOut] = [NEpi] = [NLake]                                                                                  (3)  

[POut] = [PEpi] = [PLake]                                                                                    (4) 

Using the annual flow of water through the waterbody outflow (QOut; m3/yr) we can estimate 

the mass of nutrients leaving the system: 

POut = 0.001 [POut] QOut                                                                                   (5) 

NOut = 0.001 [NOut] QOut                                                                                  (6) 

Annual outflow may either be obtained directly or from annual unit runoff (mm/yr) and 

catchment area. Typically, such measurements are made by national hydrographic 

agencies. If measurements are not available, there are a number of publicly accessible 

global databases that can be used to obtain annual outflow estimates (e.g.,Ghiggi et al. 

2019, Linke et al. 2019).  

Rearranging (1) and (2), using the equivalencies in (3) and (4) and substituting in (5) and 

(6), it is possible to estimate present day nutrient inputs based on epilimnetic (measured) 

water chemistry: 

PIn = (0.001 [POut] QOut)/(1 ï rP)                                                                    (7) 

NIn = (0.001 [NOut] QOut)/(1 ï rN)                                                                   (8) 

Both rP (summarised in Brett and Benjamin 2008) and rN (summarised in Harrison et al. 

2008) can be estimated based on annual inflow (QIn; m3/yr), water body area (A; km2) and 

mean depth (zↄ; m). 

Table 2 of Harrison et al. (2008) provides a series of N retention coefficients for lakes and 

reservoirs in temperate and tropical regions. These are all of the form 

 rN = 1 ï exp(-vf/Hl)                                                                                       (9) 

 where vf (m/yr) is an empirically determined apparent settling velocity and Hl (m/yr) is the 

hydraulic load determined from A and QIn 
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 Hl = QIn/(1000000 A)                                                                                  (10) 

Due to evaporation from waterbody surfaces, QIn will almost always be greater than QOut. 

Wang et al. (2018) provide estimates of lake evaporation (E; mm/yr) as a function of latitude 

that could be implemented as a lookup function and McMahon et al. (2013) provide 

guidance for modelling evaporation when measurements are not available.  

QIn = QOut + 1000 EA                            (11) 

Brett and Benjamin (2008) present a statistical reassessment of a large published dataset 

of lake P inputs and output measurements using a range of variants on the Vollenweider 

approach. They conclude that the best model simulated P retention coefficients based on 

mean hydraulic residence time (Űw; yr) raised to an exponent x= -0.53 and an empirical 

coefficient, k (yr-0.47) 

rP = k Űw
x/(1 + k Űw

x)                                                                                    (12) 

Mean hydraulic residence time (Űw; yr) can be determined from mean depth and hydraulic 

load: 

Űw = zↄ / Hl                                                                                                    (13) 

By substituting equations for rP and rN into equations (7) and (8), it is possible to estimate 

nutrient loading to a water body based on current measurements of water quality: 

PIn = (0.001 [POut] QOut)(1 + k Űw
x)                                                               (14) 

NIn = (0.001 [NOut] QOut) exp(vf/Hl)                                                              (15) 

Equations (14) and (15) provide simple and auditable estimates of nutrient inputs prior to 

the start of farm operations, which can then be used with the Paerl et al. (2016) typology to 

assess whether a system is N limited, P limited or co-limited. The effects of any increased 

N or P inputs associated with new farm operations can be simulated using equations (1) 

and (2) with the present-day nutrient inputs provided by equations (14) and (15) and an 

assessment of farm inputs. 

The approach presented here could be readily implemented as a spreadsheet. This would 

then allow applicants to make their own calculations without needing access to specialised 

tools or software. 
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Criterion 2.8 ï Salinisation 

 

Scope Criterion 2.8 ï Every UoC excluding open cage culture systems. 

 

Rationale ï Salinisation is the increase of salt concentration in soil or freshwater (both surface 

and groundwater1,2 . Salinisation can be a natural occurrence or caused by human activities. 

Salinisation can affect agricultural land and this is expected to be exacerbated by climate 

change. Affected agricultural lands can have reduced crop yields, or crop growth may be 

inhibited altogether as the salt affects a plantôs root system and its ability to uptake water. This 

can drive poverty rates as it directly impacts a farmerôs income, and it can force communities 

to abandon the area in search of more arable land. The loss of crop productivity combined 

with the increasing pressure from the rising global population, is expected to require a 70% 

increase in food production by 2050, mainly in areas most affected by salinisation3 and is 

therefore a global food security issue. Natural ecosystems can also be affected by salinisation 

through the reduction or inhibition of plant growth as with agricultural crops. Fauna can be 

directly impacted through the loss of habitat or food sources. Additionally, fauna can be 

affected if the salinity range falls outside their osmoregulation tolerances. This can lead to a 

reduction in biodiversity and ecosystem function. Therefore, salinisation is a topic of concern4 

ï especially in combination with increasing pressure on natural habitat due to rising demands 

from the growing world population. 

 

Within the context of aquaculture, salinisation is caused by seepage from saline waterbodies 

(e.g. aquaculture ponds), discharge of saline water into freshwater, intrusion of saline water 

into groundwater, or dumping of biosolids. The dumping of biosolids is particularly relevant for 

coastal regions as it can be further amplified by rising sea-levels and land subsidence from 

the effects of climate change.  

 

ASCôs approach to salinisation is to implement best practices such as pond liners and salinity 

monitoring to minimise a farmôs contribution towards the global issue of salinisation of soil and 

freshwater.  

 

Intent ï The farm ensures low risk of salinisation of soil and freshwater resources from the 

farmôs activities. 

 

 

 

Justification for key changes  

Scope change from ñEvery UoCò to ñEvery UoC excluding open cage culture and 

freshwater systemsò, as the intent of this Criterion is to address salinisation impacts of 

land-based, saltwater systems. To address possible impacts of the use of plastics as 

liners, ASC is proposing to only use non-plastic liners if the soil is highly permeable.   

 

Key considerations  

The current ASC standards with indicators related to salinisation do not consider soil 

permeability and the use of liners. As such, ASC is seeking feedback on on all indicators 

with an emphasis on Indicator 2.8.1. 
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Indicators: 

Indicator 2.8.1 The UoC shall use non-plastic, low permeable liners90 in case of brackish or 

saltwater pond culture91 in permeable soil (Annex 7). This requirement does 

not apply where culture ponds are within a naturally saline environment. 

Indicator 2.8.2 The UoC shall only discharge water of a salinity level equal to or lower than 

the salinity level92 93 of the receiving water body (or land), unless this is a 

waterbody with natural periodic varying salinity levels94; in this case the 

salinity level of the discharge water shall be within range of the natural 

variation of the waterbody.  

Indicator 2.8.3 The UoC shall not discharge brackish or saltwater over land. 

Indicator 2.8.4 The UoC shall demonstrate, through regular monitoring95, that salinity levels 

in groundwater wells used for culture water do not show an increasing trend 

in salinity levels; where well-monitoring is legally not allowed to be 

conducted by the UoC, regulatory records must be obtained to demonstrate 

no decreasing trend in salinity levels. 

 

Requirement on the ASC Risk Management Framework ï salinisation, to support 2.8.1 

Indicator 2.8.5 

RMF Symbol 
Assessing: 

The UoC shall run the Risk Management Framework (RMF) app96, carrying 

out an assessment to understand both the external and internal contexts, 

including how the drivers within those contexts increase the likelihood of soil 

or freshwater salinisation resulting from seepage of culture water97 or from 

biosolids. The assessment outcome proposes possible measures to reduce 

the risk of salinisation, and indicators to monitor the effectiveness of 

measures. 

 

Potential drivers within the external context (outside the UoC):  

- Water-stressed region 

- Region affected by climate change 

- Multiple users of the same water source 

- Inadequate law and regulation, or poor enforcement 

- History/prevalence of soil or freshwater salinisation 

 

Potential drivers within the internal context (within the UoC): 

- Use of brackish or saltwater in culture system 

- Permeable soils 

 
90 I.e., liners made from imported clays, ripping and re-compaction of in situ clays, mixing with bentonite, geo-membranes and 
compsite liners.  
91 I.e. these two water types (brackish and saltwater) have salinity levels >0.5 ppt. 
92 The following salinity-scale is used to determine the different salinity levels: limnetic (freshwater; <0.5 ppt), oligohaline water 
(slightly saline; 0.5-4.9 ppt), mesohaline water (moderate saline; 5-17.9 ppt), polyhaline water (highly saline; 18-29.9 ppt), 
euhaline water (seawater; 30-34.9 ppt).  
93 Salinity: see Definition list  
94 I.e. river estuaries and other waterbodies subject to periodic shifts in salinity level. Also referred to as poikilohaline water 
bodies. 
95 Monitoring shall be monthly, unless there is no seasonal variation in water levels or salinity, then annual monitoring is 
permissible. 
96 Link to RMF app; under development 
97 Including all water-infrastructures between point of intake and point of discharge, irrelevant of premise boundaries. 
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- Naturally non-saline environment 

- On-site placement of biosolids 

Indicator 2.8.6 

RMF Symbol 
Planning: 

The UoC shall, as part of the RMF app, select appropriate measures and 

monitoring indicators, to develop a site-specific Risk Management Plan 

(RMP) for salinisation, based on the risk level determined through the 

assessment under 2.8.5. 

Indicator 2.8.7 

RMF Symbol 
Implementation: 

a) The UoC shall, as part of the UoCôs site-specific RMP (developed 

under 2.8.6), implement measures (prevention, mitigation and 

remediation) to ensure low risk of salinisation through seepage or 

biosolids. 

 

b) The UoC shall, as part of the UoCôs site-specific RMP, implement 

monitoring indicators (developed under 2.8.6) to ensure low risk level 

is achieved and maintained (timing and frequency must be measure-

specific, as defined within the RMP). 

 

c) The UoC shall, as part of the UoCôs site-specific RMP, implement 

the following review frequency: 

¶ Review and revise the RMP when triggered by the monitoring 

outcome 

¶ Review and revise the RMP when changes in the internal context 

occur (e.g. farming activities) 

¶ Review and revise the RMP when changes in the external context 

occur (e.g. climate change related). 
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Criterion 2.9 ï Biosolids 

 

 

Scope Criterion 2.9 ï all land-based systems, and other systems capturing or recovering 

biosolids. 

 

Rationale ï Biosolids98 are a mixture of organic waste and sediment produced or accumulated 

through farming activities. Biosolids accumulate and are removed from culture systems, 

canals, and treatment systems. Discharge and unregulated disposal of biosolids into the 

surrounding environment can cause negative environmental impact, such as eutrophication, 

salinisation, spreading of disease and residues, and sedimentation of aquatic habitats. When 

handled appropriately, biosolids can be re-used. Well managed handling, re-use and disposal 

of biosolids is an important element of responsible farm management.  

 

Prevention of impacts from biosolids on water quality is captured in 2.7, salinisation of 

freshwater and soil is captured in 2.8, and pollution / disposal is captured in 2.12. 

 

Intent ï The farm increases levels of re-use, ensures responsible disposal where necessary, 

and avoids contamination of water bodies and soil through biosolids.  

 

Indicators: 

Indicator 2.9.1 

 

The UoC shall carry out an assessment, to identify and document the 

following: 

- locations where biosolids accumulate and are removed 

- potential contamination of biosolids through salinity, disease, 

drug residues, residues of other hazardous waste99  

- when feeding is used: estimate concentration of key nutrients 

(N, P)  

- options for on-site containment of biosolids 

 
98 Biosolids (sludge): see Definition List. 
99 Hazardous waste: see Definition List.  

Justification for key changes  

The order of indicators has been changed to align between criteria.  

The need for a site specific management plan has been changed to a general 

assessment to identify and document the key issues.  

The Indicator on cleaning and maintenance procedures of water treatment systems has 

been deleted as there is little added benefit while  additional maintenance records might 

need to be developed, which would cause additional work. This change is based on 

feedback from the previous public consultation. 

The criterion now istinguishes between uncontaminated and contaminated (salinity, 

disease, drug residues, residues of other hazardous waste) biosolids to ensure that re-

use does not cause issues, e.g. with antibiotic resistance building up. 

Overall re-use has been given more relevance.  

 

Key considerations  

Stakeholder views are sought on the relevance of re-use as a priority. 
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- anticipation of recurring extreme weather events which could 

impact on-site containment measures 

- evaluate possibilities to prioritise re-use over disposal 

- any needs to dispose of biosolids off site 

Indicator 2.9.2 When biosolids are re-used100, the UoC shall only re-use 

uncontaminated biosolids (see 2.9.1), and only for the following 

purposes: 

- use as fertilizers in agriculture 

- maintenance and building of dykes 

- maintenance of roads or infrastructure  

- biogas  

Indicator 2.9.3 The UoC shall dispose of biosolids responsibly, where disposal is 

necessary. Responsible disposal mechanisms are listed in 2.12 

Material use, Waste and Pollution. 

Indicator 2.9.4 

 

If biosolids are re-used or disposed of off-site, the UoC shall ensure 

third parties only re-use or dispose of biosolids in compliance with 2.9.2 

and 2.9.3.  

Indicator 2.9.5 

 

The UoC shall, where biosolids are held on site101, ensure that biosolids 

remain contained within farm boundaries to the extent that there would 

be no runoff during anticipated recurring extreme weather events such 

as a tropical storm or flooding.  

Indicator 2.9.6 

 

The UoC shall continuously calculate and record the volumes of 

biosolids produced on site in m3, categorised into re-use, on-site 

containment, and disposal. 

 

  

 
100 This applies when biosolids are removed from e.g. culture systems, canals, treatment systems. 
101 This applies when biosolids are removed from e.g. culture systems, canals, treatment systems. 
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Criterion 2.10 ï Freshwater Use 

 

 

Scope Criterion 2.10 ï Every UoC. 

 

Rationale ï Freshwater is limited and demand for it is increasing due to a range of factors. 

Water use in aquaculture has direct impact on availability of water for other uses and biological 

processes. It is important that all aquaculture operations are aware of their water use and act 

to improve the water efficiency of their farming processes. The source of fresh and brackish 

water (i.e. surface water, groundwater), the local conditions (e.g. rainfall, sensitivity of 

ecosystems) and the intensity of abstraction, determine whether or not the utilisation of this 

resource is detrimental to the natural environment. Water stress varies across regions but is 

an emerging crisis globally, therefore conservation in all systems is vital. Due to its relatively 

small volume, measurement of domestic water use is not required within this criterion.      

 

Intent ï The farm is aware of its water use for production and utilises water efficiently to 

maintain critical ecosystem services of the water source. 

 

Indicators: 

Indicator 2.10.1 The UoC shall demonstrate that the water abstraction102 level 

respects the minimum vital flow of the natural water body or minimum 

levels of groundwater reservoirs.   

 
102 Abstracted water: see Definition List. 

Justification for key changes  

Changes have been made to focus on the intent of the Criterion, which is to ensure that any 

water use at the farm is at a level that does not negatively impact the environment around 

the farm or other users of the water source.  

Indicators on maximum % diversion and % return to the waterbody have been removed ï 

goal is to reduce consumption and ensure use is in line with other ecosystem functions, 

current indicators more directly address these concerns.  

Requirements for a risk management plan have been added, in line with other criteria. This 

will allow for consideration of the internal and external factors specific to each farm site to 

be reviewed and site-specific action plans developed. 

 

Key considerations  

Requirement for 90% return of water in RAS systems has been eliminated, as this was not 

seen to be a relevant indicator; intent is covered by measuring water intake and vital flow, 

and monitoring wastage.  

Measuring minimum vital flow is a very complicated calculation and may not be reasonable 

in many water systems. How else can we ensure that users are not taking more than their 

fair share of the water source? 

Additional consideration of other stakeholders of the water source, or those in the 

watershed, may be considered under this indicator if reasonable indicators can be 

developed to do this. 
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Indicator 2.10.2 

 

The UoC shall demonstrate, through regular monitoring103, that water 

levels in groundwater wells used for culture water do not show a 

decreasing trend; where well-monitoring is legally not allowed to be 

conducted by the UoC, regulatory records must be obtained to 

demonstrate no decreasing trend in water levels. Monitoring shall be 

adjusted to take into account any natural periodic variation.  

Indicator 2.10.3 

 

The UoC shall not use groundwater defined as freshwater104 to 

reduce salinity of the culture water. 

Indicator 2.10.4 The UoC shall not increase the salinity of freshwater to a higher 

salinity level105, unless effluent water is desalinated to the same 

salinity level of the intake water106.  

 

Requirement on the ASC Risk Management Framework ï freshwater use: 

Indicator 2.10.5 

RMF Symbol 
Assessing: 

The UoC shall run the Risk Management Framework (RMF) app107, 

carrying out an assessment to understand both the external and 

internal contexts, including the drivers within those contexts which 

increase the likelihood of inefficient use of freshwater, and 

overconsumption in water stressed areas. The assessment outcome 

proposes possible measures to reduce the risk of negative impacts on 

ecosystems and communities, and indicators to monitor the 

effectiveness of measures. 

 

Potential drivers within the external context (outside the UoC):  

- Areas of increased water stress according to the Aqueduct 

Water Risk Atlas www.wri.org/applications/maps/aqueduct-

atlas 

- Multiple users of the same water source 

- Extreme weather events and other water-related emergencies 

(variation in accessibility, quality) 

- Inadequate water right protections  

- Inadequate law and regulation or poor enforcement 

 

Potential drivers within the internal context (within the UoC): 

- Use of freshwater for culture systems 

- Sourcing freshwater from surface water or groundwater 

- Inadequate maintenance of infrastructure (e.g. leaky pipes) 

 
103 Monitoring shall be monthly, unless there is no seasonal variation in water levels, then annual monitoring is permissible. 
104 Freshwater; <0.5 ppt. 
105 The following salinity-scale is used to determine the different salinity levels: limnetic (freshwater; <0.5 ppt), oligohaline water 
(slightly saline; 0.5-4.9 ppt), mesohaline water (moderate saline; 5-17.9 ppt), polyhaline water (highly saline; 18-29.9 ppt), 
euhaline water (seawater; 30-34.9 ppt). 
106 If the intake waterbody has natural periodic varying salinity levels, the salinity level of the effluents shall be within range of 
the natural variation of the intake waterbody. 
107 Link to RMF app; under development 

http://www.wri.org/applications/maps/aqueduct-atlas
http://www.wri.org/applications/maps/aqueduct-atlas
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Indicator 2.10.6 

RMF Symbol 
Planning: 

The UoC shall, as part of the RMF app, select appropriate measures 

and monitoring indicators, to develop a site-specific Risk 

Management Plan (RMP) for freshwater use, based on the risk level 

determined through the assessment under 2.10.5. 

Indicator 2.10.7 

RMF Symbol 
Implementation: 

j) The UoC shall, as part of the UoCôs site-specific RMP 

(developed under 2.10.6), implement measures (prevention, 

mitigation and remediation) to: 

a. use freshwater resources efficiently  

b. minimise the risk of contributing to water supply 

problems for ecosystems using the same water source  

c. minimise the risk of contributing to water supply 

problems for communities using the same water 

source. 

 

k) The UoC shall, as part of the UoCôs site-specific RMP, 

implement monitoring indicators (developed under 2.10.6) to 

ensure low risk level is achieved and maintained (timing and 

frequency must be measure-specific, as defined within the 

RMP). 

 

l) The UoC shall, as part of the UoCôs site-specific RMP, 

implement the following review frequency: 

¶ Review and revise the RMP when triggered by the 

monitoring outcome 

¶ Review and revise the RMP when changes in the 

internal context occur (e.g. farming activities) 

¶ Review and revise the RMP when changes in the 

external context occur (e.g. climate change related). 
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Criterion 2.11 ï Energy Use and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Justification for key changes 

 

Change 1. Inclusion of energy and GHG reporting requirements across all farmed 

species 

 

Overview: While keeping records of energy use on the farm is already a requirement 

across most ASC standards, only a subset of standards have previously needed to 

calculate and report GHG emissions from farm and feed: Salmon; Seabass, seabream, and 

meagre; Flatfish; and Tropical marine finfish.  

Justification for key changes: Having a consistent basis of energy use and GHG 

reporting across all species will help to inform ASC of the relative energy and GHG 

performance of producers, identify those systems, species, and practices associated with 

the lowest energy use and emissions, identify potential opportunities to reduce energy use 

and emissions, and develop future projects to work with producers to target the most 

effective and feasible opportunities specific to species and production system type. 

Key considerations: 

¶ Specific methodological guidance on calculation of on-farm energy use and GHG 

emissions will be provided in an annex. Calculation of energy use and GHG 

emissions estimates will be facilitated by the optional use of ASC GHG calculators. 

¶ Added complexity and cost likely for species groups that didn't previously require 

calculation and reporting. Feasibility of data collection required to support 

calculations is likely to vary by producer size. 

¶ The accuracy and quality of energy use and GHG data relies heavily on the quality 

of data collected to support the calculations, including records of fuel and electricity 

inputs, feed use, and production. 

¶ The farm-level focus requirements here remain heavily focused on energy, while we 

know that there are many drivers of emissions in food systems (and in some 

aquaculture systems energy contributes relatively little to that impact). Emissions 

from feed production are modelled and reported via the feed standard but no 

thresholds are currently set. In addition, there are land use change restrictions 

elsewhere in the standard regarding both feed (e.g. soy) and farm (mangroves). 
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Change 2. Introduction of an Energy Efficiency Management Plan 

 

Overview: This plan, triggered by on-farm energy values exceeding conservative 

thresholds, is intended to include management directives to identify and implement 

improvements in energy efficiency, energy sourcing, and GHG emissions relating to on-

farm energy use. 

 

Justification for key changes: The requirements in the EEMP are intended to 

demonstrate that producers with higher rates of energy use and/or energy-related GHG 

emissions are taking real steps to identify ways to improve efficiency and lower emissions. 

Key considerations:  

¶ The energy efficiency management plan is intended to guide producers through 

the process of identifying opportunities at the farm site or whole operation level to 

reduce energy inputs, improve operation efficiency, and/or reduce reliance on 

fossil fuel derived energy sources. 

¶ The EEMP will not be required of farms that can sufficiently document energy use 

below the thresholds established in Change 3. 

¶ Specific requirements and effectiveness of implemented measures in the EEMP 

are likely to vary dramatically between production system types and settings. 
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Scope Criterion 2.11 ï Every UoC. 

 

Rationale ï Climate change is the most pressing environmental challenge globally and is 

driven by emissions of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases (GHG) from fossil fuel-

based energy consumption, deforestation, and other human activities. In addition to their 

impact on the climate, GHGs contribute to global ocean acidification while consumption of 

fossil fuels contributes to depletion of finite resources and places pressure on national and 

regional energy networks. GHG emissions from aquaculture production are driven by on-

farm use of energy, production of feed and other inputs, and land use transformation. 

Climate-responsible aquaculture production requires the continual measurement and 

characterisation of energy use and GHG emissions on-farm and throughout supply chains. 

This allows for the identification of opportunities to improve energy efficiency, reduce the use 

of fossil fuels, and minimise the carbon footprint of aquaculture products. These 

opportunities include reducing energy demands on-farm, transitioning energy sources away 

from fossil fuels and towards more renewable forms such as wind and solar, improving feed 

conversion ratios, avoiding feed inputs associated with high rates of emissions and 

deforestation, and avoiding the distribution of products by air freight. By measuring, 

Change 3. Establishment of on-farm energy use thresholds to trigger the EEMP 
process 

 
Overview: These thresholds of on-farm energy use and on-farm energy-related GHG 
emission serve as benchmarks for gauging the energy performance of aquaculture 
production systems against that of chicken production.  

Justification for key changes: This baseline establishment is an important step to 
contextualise the energy use of aquaculture systems and establish goals and pathways for 
improving energy efficiency and/or reducing the GHG impact of energy use. By adopting 
benchmarks based on chicken production, a high standard for energy efficiency is set that 
would serve as a means to identify those producers and culture systems which consistently 
provide aquaculture products with low inputs of energy and low rates of energy-related 
GHG emissions. 

Key considerations: 

¶ These thresholds are not intended as non-conformance thresholds for the standard, 
but rather as indicators of particularly efficient systems and as triggers of the EEMP 
in Change 2. 

¶ The use of chicken as a baseline for energy efficiency production takes aquaculture 
production out of the context of just aquaculture and places it into a broader context 
of energy performance of global food systems. 

¶ The use of chicken, a relatively energy efficient production system as the threshold, 
means that most producers are likely to exceed the thresholds, and producers of 
certain species or production systems are likely to always exceed the thresholds, 
perhaps by wide margins. 

¶ The focus of these thresholds on just energy use means that systems whose GHG 
emissions are typically driven by feed or biogenic emissions do not have similar 
thresholds on their primary drivers of emissions. 
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characterising, and improving their carbon footprint, farms ensure that responsibly produced 

aquaculture products fit in a carbon-constrained world. 

 

Many aquaculture systems are already relatively energy-efficient, with lower GHG emissions 

than other animal production systems108,109. Providing efficient and low emission sources of 

animal protein from aquaculture represents an opportunity to reduce the climate impact of 

broader food systems110. This requires understanding the energy inputs and GHG emissions 

of aquaculture systems not just in isolation, but within the context of global food production 

systems and supply chains. By identifying those production systems and practices requiring 

the least energy and producing the fewest emissions relative to other food systems, we can 

recognise the best opportunities for aquaculture production to provide low-emission food 

products and help shift other production systems towards more climate-responsible 

practices.  

 

Intent ï The farm uses energy efficiently, prioritises using renewable, non-fossil fuel sources 

of energy, and minimises its GHG emissions on-farm and from feeds.  

 

Indicators: 

Indicator 2.11.1 The UoC shall annually calculate the quantity of energy consumed 

on-farm by energy source4, in MJ per tonne of farm-gate production, 

following the method outlined in Annex 2.  

Indicator 2.11.2 The UoC shall annually calculate the quantity of GHG emissions 

produced, in kg CO2-eq per tonne of farm-gate production, following 

the method outlined in Annex 2, including total emissions and 

emissions from each of: a) on-farm energy consumption, b) feed, 

and c) on-farm consumption of other inputs.  

 

Requirement for a site-specific Energy & GHG Management Plan:  

Indicator 2.11.3 

MP symbol 

a) The UoC shall, where 2.11.1 and 2.11.2 indicate energy related 

values higher than the thresholds below in i. and ii., develop and 

implement an Energy Efficiency Management Plan (EEMP), 

including the improvement measures in b), c) and d): 

 

i. 1,300 MJ/t energy consumed per tonne of live weight111, 

farm-gate production, and  

ii. 100 kg CO2-eq per tonne of live weight112, farm-gate 

production from on-farm energy use. 

 

 
108 Gephart, J. A., Henriksson, P. J., Parker, R. W., Shepon, A., Gorospe, K. D., Bergman, K., ... & Troell, M. (2021). 
Environmental performance of blue foods. Nature, 597(7876), 360-365. 
109 Hilborn, R., Banobi, J., Hall, S. J., Pucylowski, T., & Walsworth, T. E. (2018). The environmental cost of animal source foods. 
Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment, 16(6), 329-335. 
110 Hoegh-Guldberg. O., et al. 2019. The Ocean as a Solution to Climate Change: Five Opportunities for Action. Report. 
Washington, DC: World Resources Institute. Available online at http://www.oceanpanel.org/climate. 
111 Threshold for energy use is based on the median on-farm energy consumption per kg of live weight chicken as reported in 8 
published life cycle assessments of conventional chicken production. 
112 GHG threshold represents the equivalent quantity of energy multiplied by a direct GHG intensity factor for diesel (0.074 kg 
CO2-eq/MJ). 
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b) The UoC shall, as part of the EEMP, outline provisions to 

improve the efficiency of farm-gate production per unit of energy 

used and GHG emissions produced, in order to work towards 

2.11.3 a). 

c) The UoC shall, as part of the EEMP, outline provisions to reduce 

the use of energy from non-renewable sources, in order to work 

towards 2.11.3 a). 

d) The UoC shall, as part of the EEMP, outline provisions to derive 

an increased proportion of energy from non-fossil fuel sources, in 

order to work towards 2.11.3 a). 

 

Requirements on reporting: 

Indicator 2.11.4 

Disclosure symbol 

The UoC shall publicly113 disclose the quantity of energy consumed 

on-farm by energy source calculated in 2.11.1.  

Indicator 2.11.5 

Disclosure symbol 

The UoC shall publicly114 disclose the quantity of GHG emissions 

produced calculated in 2.11.2. 

Indicator 2.11.6 

Reporting symbol 

The UoC shall report to ASC the quantity of energy consumed on-

farm by energy source calculated in 2.11.1, according to Annex 2 

and using the template provided on the ASC website. 

Indicator 2.11.7 

Reporting symbol 

The UoC shall report to ASC the quantity of GHG emissions 

produced calculated in 2.11.2, according to Annex 2 and using the 

template provided on the ASC website. 

 

  

 
113 Via the website of the UoC. 
114 Via the website of the UoC. 
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Criterion 2.12 ï Material Use, Waste and Pollution Control 

 

 

Scope Criterion 2.12 ï Every UoC. 

 

Rationale ï The construction, operation and decommissioning of aquaculture farms uses 

materials and generates waste; some of which can be hazardous materials or hazardous 

waste. Material use and waste disposal, if not managed responsibly, can negatively impact 

human health, neighbouring communities, the environment, wildlife, and farmed aquatic 

organisms. Responsible use ensures material resources are used in an efficient manner, 

including prioritising re-use and recycling to reduce the generation of waste. It also ensures 

that hazardous materials and waste disposal do not pollute and cause harm to communities 

or the environment. 

 

Intent ï The farm prioritises re-use and recycling, reduces waste generation, and ensures 

responsible handling of hazardous materials and disposal of waste to prevent pollution. 

 

Indicators: 

Indicator 2.12.1 

 

The UoC shall carry out an assessment,  

i. to identify and document the following: 

- evaluate possibilities to prioritise re-use or recycling 

over disposal 

- anticipation of recurring extreme weather events which 

could impact on on-site containment  

- third-party contractors disposing of waste  

ii. and categorise all types of waste115 generated as follows: 

- whether waste is hazardous or non-hazardous  

 
115 Waste: see Definition List. 

Key considerations and justifications for key changes  

Currently the requirement to tag or mark aquaculture gear (to identify it as belonging to 

the farm) exists only in the Bivalve Standard. Revised requirements now apply to all 

production systems/species as the issue that the requirement is trying to address is 

relevant to all systems. 

New requirements have been added to address marine litter contamination by imposing 

the use of plastic retentions devices at the effluent or discharge point.  

A requirement on having a management plan is now added. The management plan has 

the objective to use materials efficiently, reduce waste production, re-use and recycle 

where possible, ensure proper handling and disposal, and minimise pollution. The addition 

of the MP requirement for this criterion is in line with other criteria in which these MPs are 

now required and with the aim of helping farms to adequately and holistically address the 

issues that ASC is trying to address through the indicatorôs requirements.  

A new requirement is added to require farms to avoid/minimise the use of ñsingle use 

plastics-SUPò.  This requirement reflects the view of the TWG on Marine Litter.  
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- whether waste is a single use plastic 

- whether materials are re-used, recycled, or disposed of 

- method of disposal. 

Indicator 2.12.2 The UoC shall not apply mutagenic, carcinogenic or teratogenic 

pesticides on the farm or cultured animals.  

Indicator 2.12.3 The UoC shall not apply chemicals that persist as toxins in the 

marine environment, on the farm, or on culture animals.  

Indicator 2.12.4 

 

The UoC shall not treat water with pesticides banned or restricted 

by any of the following conventions or organisations:  

¶ The Rotterdam Convention on Prior Informed Consent 

(PIC)116,   

¶ The Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants 

(POPs)117, or 

¶ The World Health Organisation (WHO), for products classed as 

ñextremely hazardousò or ñhighly hazardousò 

(classes Ia and Ib)118.  

Indicator 2.12.5 

 

The UoC shall hold effluents for at least 48h, or as per product 

specification (whichever is greater), after culture animals have been 

treated with hormones. 

Indicator 2.12.6 

 

The UoC shall only use net cleaning facilities which treat effluents, if 

nets are cleaned on land; effluent treatment includes the capturing 

of copper if copper treated nets are used.   

Indicator 2.12.7 

 

The UoC shall only use antifouling agents containing biocides which 

are approved according to legislation in Australia, the European 

Union, Japan or the United States.  

Indicator 2.12.8 

 

The UoC shall not treat nets / other aquaculture gear / infrastructure 

with copper, or clean119 copper-treated nets120 / other aquaculture 

gear / infrastructure, in situ in the environment. 

Indicator 2.12.9 

 
Indicator scope: UoCs using copper nets or copper-treated nets  

The UoC shall carry out testing for copper levels in the sediment, 

following the method outlined in Annex 9. 

Indicator 2.12.10 

 
Indicator scope: UoCs using copper nets or copper-treated nets  

The UoC shall demonstrate evidence that copper levels in the 

sediment (2.12.9) are < 34 mg Cu/kg dry sediment weight or copper 

levels in the sediment (2.12.9) fall within the range of background 

concentrations as measured at three reference sites. 

 
116 http://www.pic.int/TheConvention/Chemicals/AnnexIIIChemicals 
117 http://chm.pops.int/TheConvention/ThePOPs/ListingofPOPs/tabid/2509/Default.aspx 
118 https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789240005662 
119 Light cleaning of nets is allowed. Intent of the standard is that, for example, the high-pressure underwater washers could not 
be used on copper treated nets because of the risk of copper flaking off during this type of heavy or more thorough cleaning. 
120 ñCopper-treated netò is defined as a net that has been treated with any copper-containing substance (such as a copper-based 
antifoulant) during the previous 18 months, or has not undergone thorough cleaning at a land-based facility since the last 
treatment. Farms that use nets that have, at some point prior in their lifespan, been treated with copper may still consider nets as 
untreated so long as sufficient time and cleaning has elapsed as in this definition. This will allow farms to move away from use of 
copper without immediately having to purchase all new nets. 

http://www.pic.int/TheConvention/Chemicals/AnnexIIIChemicals
http://chm.pops.int/TheConvention/ThePOPs/ListingofPOPs/tabid/2509/Default.aspx
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789240005662
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Indicator 2.12.11 

 

The UoC shall only use therapeutants121, non-therapeutants122 and 

other materials according to their intended use by the 

manufacturer. 

Indicator 2.12.12 

 

The UoC shall handle, store, use and dispose of therapeutants, non-

therapeutants and other materials according to Safety Data Sheet 

requirements.  

Indicator 2.12.13 

 

The UoC shall store perishable materials (e.g. feed) appropriately to 

minimise waste through spoilage, contamination or pest damage. 

Indicator 2.12.14 

 

The UoC shall ensure hazardous materials remain contained to the 

extent that there would be no runoff during anticipated recurring 

extreme weather events such as a tropical storm or flooding. 

Indicator 2.12.15 

 

The UoC shall have emergency response procedures in place, 

including a spill prevention and response plan. 

Indicator 2.12.16 

 

The UoC shall tag or mark aquaculture gear, identified on a master 

list for tracking purposes, to prevent and allow recovery of 

Abandoned, Lost or otherwise Discarded Fishing Gear (ALDFG). 

Indicator 2.12.17 

 

The UoC shall have provisions for preventative maintenance of 

aquaculture gear, or other machinery or infrastructure, to minimise 

waste and prevent loss.  

Indicator 2.12.18 

 

The UoC shall have provisions for broken gear, gear no longer in use 

and decommissioning, to minimise waste and prevent loss.  

Indicator 2.12.19 

 

The UoC shall not use single use plastics (SUPs)123, unless 

sustainable alternatives are not available or affordable124.  

Indicator 2.12.20 

 

The UoC shall install, control and record plastic retention devices at 

the effluent or discharge point, to prevent contributing to marine litter. 

Indicator 2.12.21 

 

The UoC shall carry out clean-up of receiving shoreline or land in 

response to loss of gear or waste, to recover gear or marine litter.  

Indicator 2.12.22 

 

The UoC shall dispose of waste125 responsibly, by using one of the 

following methods: 

iii. Non-hazardous waste 

- disposal by incineration126 (with energy recovery) 

- disposal by incineration (without energy recovery) 

- disposal by landfilling127  

iv. Chemical and hazardous waste 

- disposal of chemical and hazardous waste by 

professional contractor, after treatment128 and using the 

methods listed above. 

Indicator 2.12.23 

 

If waste is disposed of by a third-party, the UoC shall ensure third-

parties only dispose of waste in compliance with 2.12.22. 

 
121 Therapeutants include antibiotics, parasiticides, antifungals, antivirals, hormones, anaesthetics, and vaccines. 
122 In the context of this criterion, non-therapeutants are chemical products used in aquaculture for non-therapeutic purposes and 
include, but are not limited to, biocides, algaecides, antifouling agents, disinfectants, and cleaning agents. 
123 This shall include cotton bud sticks, cutlery, plates, straws, stirrers, and sticks for balloons, and should include cups, food and 
beverage containers made of expanded polystyrene, and on all products made of oxo-degradable plastic. 
124 https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32019L0904&from=EN 
125 Including biosolids, daily mortality removals and mass mortalities 
126 Incineration: see Definition List. 
127 Landfilling: see Definition List. 
128 Chemical and Hazardous waste may need prior/additional treatment, see 2.12.2 and 2.12.8. 
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Criterion 2.13 ï Feed 

 

Scope Criterion 2.13 ï Every UoC using feed. 

 

Rationale ï Most species cultured in aquaculture operations require feed input to complete 

their culture cycle. As such, feed is a major resource-input in global aquaculture. 

The impacts associated with feed occur at various stages in the supply chain. This can 

include impacts linked to primary raw material production (e.g. agriculture, fishing), impacts 

occurring at the sites of ingredient and feed manufacturing, and impacts resulting from feed 

fed to cultured animals (through nutrient release from spilled/uneaten feed or through 

faeces). Finally, efficient use of feed as a means to limit resource use is another impact to be 

addressed. 

 

ASC addresses the various impacts associated with feed in an holistic manner. The ASC 

Feed Standard addresses the key impacts associated with raw material production and feed 

manufacturing. The ASC Farm Standard addresses the environmental impacts resulting 

from the use of feed, as well as efficiency of the use of resources. The limits set for Forage 

Fish Dependency Ratios for fishmeal and fish oil drive efficient use of marine resources, as 

well as the need for good feed management and feeding regimes at the farm level. 

 

Environmental impacts resulting from feed use are addressed via Criteria 2.6 (benthic 

health) and 2.7 (water quality). Criterion 2.13 addresses resource efficiency. 

 

Intent ï The farm uses responsibly produced feed and manages feeding efficiently to 

optimise an efficient use of resources. 

 

  

Justification for key changes  
 
2.13.1 has been added to reflect the new requirement for ASC farms to source ASC-
compliant feed (produced in accordance with the new ASC Feed Standard).  
 
2.13.2 has been added to allow the feeding of seaweed as a direct feed source if harvested 
or farmed responsibly.  
 
The requirement not to feed wetfeed or moist pellets (2.13.6) has been amended to apply 
to all species. Previously, Seriola & Cobia could use wet feed and moist pellets if sourced 
from the same ecosystem in which the farm is located. We believe (on the basis of 
practices conducted by certified sites) this exception is no longer necessary and have 
included a specific consultation question on this.  
 
The requirement to disclose genetically modified material has been moved to the 
traceability criterion 1.4. 
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Indicators:  

Indicator 2.13.1 Indicator scope: species fed manufactured feed external to that found 

within the ASC production system129. 

The UoC shall only feed ASC compliant product130 to ASC certified 

production, unless feeding seaweed as a direct feed source. The 

requirement to feed ASC compliant product applies as of September 

2024, giving producers two years of transition from the effective date 

of the ASC Feed Standard.  

Indicator 2.13.2 The UoC shall only feed seaweed as a direct feed source which has 

been wild harvested from a regulated, well-managed resource or 

farmed under an ASC recognised certification scheme131. 

Indicator 2.13.3 The UoC shall meet the feed efficiency requirements defined for each 

culture species, in Annex 1 for ASC certified production. 

Indicator 2.13.4 The UoC shall calculate the feed efficiency values for each completed 

production cycle132, following the method outlined in Annex 2. 

Indicator 2.13.5 The UoC shall not feed protein derived from the same genus as the 

species being farmed. 

Indicator 2.13.6 The UoC shall not feed wet feedstuffs133 or moist pellets134, nor 

uncooked or unprocessed fish135 to ASC certified production. 

 

Requirements on reporting: 

Indicator 2.13.7 

Reporting symbol 

The UoC shall report to ASC the feed efficiency values, according to 

Annex 2 and using the template provided on the ASC website. 

  

 
129 Multi-trophic systems do not fall within the scope of this indicator. See the Interpretation Manual for further information. 
130 This includes feeds produced under the mass balance model, as well as feeds produced under the segregation model, see 
ASC Feed Standard for further information and definitions of the two models. 
131 See the Interpretation Manual for a list of recognised certification schemes. 
132 For farms with production cycles shorter than one-year or using continuous stocking/cropping methods - calculate per year. 
For farms with production cycles longer than one-year or using all-in-all-out stocking/cropping methods (e.g., salmon) - 
calculate per production cycle. 
133 Wet feed: See Definition List.  
134 Moist pellets: See Definition List.  
135 Uncooked or unprocessed fish: See Definition List.  
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Criterion 2.14 ï Fish Health and Welfare 

 

Scope Criterion 2.14 ï Every UoC. 

 

Rationale ï Under development. The animal health rationale will be merged with the rationale 

for animal welfare.  

 

Intent ï Under development. The animal health intent will be merged with the intent for 

animal welfare. 

 

 

Indicators 

Indicator 2.14.1 

 
Indicator scope: finfish only 

The UoC shall vaccinate finfish for all regionally-relevant diseases for 

which an effective vaccine exists.  

Indicator 2.14.2 

 
Indicator scope: salmon only 

The UoC shall, when stocking an individual site, only stock single year 

class fish.  

Indicator 2.14.3 

 
Indicator scope: finfish only  

The UoC shall regularly remove mortalities and moribund animals and 

dispose of mortalities responsibly; responsible disposal mechanisms 

are listed in 2.12 Material use, Waste and Pollution. 

Indicator 2.14.4 The UoC shall adhere to species-specific limits on mortality rates 

(Annex 1).   

Indicator 2.14.5 The UoC shall adhere to species-specific minimum recovery of fish 

stocked in production stages after they have attained a size of 100 

grams (Annex 1).   

Justification for key changes  

The indicators in this criterion represent an alignment of the fish health requirements 
included in the current species-specific standards. The aligned criterion maintains the focus 
on prevention and on proactively ensuring adequate health management on farms to 
minimise the risk of disease transfer to other marine organisms in adjacent ecosystems. 
The revised indicators also provides more clarity to farms on what is required to be 
implemented in order to comply with the fish health requirements.  

Key considerations  

The proposal aligns on-farm biosecurity, disease monitoring, limits to mortality rates 
(including viral-related mortalities), requirements for OIE-notifiable diseases, and veterinary 
oversight and disclosure. The proposal makes special emphasis on the key role of a site-
specific Fish Health Management Plan (FHMP) to outline, mitigate and manage risks. 

The criterion will incorporate the final requirements on Fish Welfare currently being 
developed as part the ASC Fish Welfare Project. 

https://www.asc-aqua.org/programme-improvements/fish-welfare/
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Indicator 2.14.6 Indicator scope: shrimp only 

The UoC shall adhere to species-specific minimum survival rates 

(Annex 1).   

Indicator 2.14.7 The UoC shall adhere to species-specific limits on maximum viral 

disease-related mortality136 (Annex 1).   

Indicator 2.14.8 

 

The UoC shall adhere to species-specific limits on maximum 

unexplained mortality rate from each of the previous two production 

cycles, for farms with total mortality > 6% (Annex 1).   

Indicator 2.14.9 The UoC shall adhere to species-specific limits on percentage of smolt 

groups137 tested for select diseases of regional concern prior to 

entering the grow-out phase on farm138 (Annex 1).   

Indicator 2.14.10 

 

The UoC shall, if an OIE-notifiable disease is confirmed, immediately 

cull the batch of animals in which the disease was detected, unless the 

disease is classified as endemic. 

Indicator 2.14.11 

 

The UoC shall have a designated veterinarian139 or a fish health 

manager140, who performs regular site visits, at least annually and in 

cases of fish health concern.   

Indicator 2.14.12 

 

The UoC shall maintain prescriptions for each application of 

therapeutants141, including the following minimum information:  

ï diagnosis  

ï etiology  

ï purpose of use  

ï product name, active ingredient and species to be treated  

ï life stage of species to be vaccinated/treated 

ï dose  

ï duration or repetition of vaccination 

ï administration method 

ï minimum withdraw period  

ï categorisation of active ingredient according to the WHO List of 

Critically Important Antimicrobials for Human Medicine  

 
136 Viral disease-related mortality count shall include unspecified and unexplained mortality, as it could be related to viral  
disease. 
137 A smolt group is any population that shares disease risk, including environment, husbandry and host factors that might 
contribute to sharing disease agents for each group. Only diseases that are proven or suspected as occurring in seawater (and 
for which seawater fish-to-fish transmission is a concern) but originating in freshwater, should be on the list of diseases tested. 
The designated veterinarian to the smolt farm is required to evaluate, based on scientific criteria and publicly available 
information, which diseases should be tested for. This analysis shall include an evaluation of whether clinical disease or a 
pathogen carrier state in fresh water is deemed to have a negative impact on the grow-out phase, thereby disqualifying a smolt 
group from being transferred. A written analysis must be available to the certifier on demand. 
138 Suitable measures must be in place to ensure that hatchery-raised seed are free from relevant/important pathogens before 
stocking for grow-out. This includes addressing on farm disease and parasite transfer (such as the ability to quarantine 
diseased stocks, separating equipment) as well as between the facility and natural fauna (such as disinfection of effluents for 
diseased stocks, fallowing). The approach should be relevant to the species, production system, scale of  
production, and legal requirements. Appropriate procedures or systems should include specific requirements or actions defined 
by the aquaculture facility through a suitable risk assessment or other evidence such as local or national regulations. 
Appropriate management measures in these cases could include treatment trigger levels of parasite numbers on the farm-
facility or siting requirements that require that the aquaculture facility is located at suitable distances from wild populations. 
139 A designated veterinarian is the professional responsible for health management on the farm who has the legal authority to 
diagnose disease and prescribe medication. In some countries such as Norway, a fish health biologist or other professional has 
equivalent professional qualifications and is equivalent to a veterinarian for purposes of these standards. This definition applies 
to all references to a veterinarian throughout the standards document. 
140 A fish health manager is someone with professional expertise in managing fish health, who may work for a farming company 
or for a veterinarian, but who does not necessarily have the authority to prescribe medicine. 
141 This includes applications of antibiotics, parasiticides, antifungal, antiviral, hormones, anaesthetics, and vaccines.  
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ï antimicrobial susceptibility tests results, either prior or as post-

treatment, as confirmatory  

ï alternatives strategies explored to the prescribed antimicrobial 

treatment. 

 

Requirement for a site-specific Fish Health and Welfare Management Plan:  

Indicator 2.14.13 

MP symbol 

 

a) The UoC shall implement a site-specific Fish Health and Welfare 

Management Plan (FHMP), with the objective to prevent 

disease outbreaks and ensure optimal health of farmed animals. 

 

Welfare section of FHMP: under development 

b) The UoC shall, as part of the FHMP, outline site-specific disease 

monitoring, response mechanisms and reporting requirements 

(including reporting OIE-notifiable disease to authorities. 

c) The UoC shall, as part of the FHMP, outline site-specific 

biosecurity protocols. 

Indicator scope: finfish only 

d) The UoC shall, as part of the FHMP, outline measures and 

maintain a record keeping system for the following: 

- classify all recovered mortalities 

- carry out a post-mortem analysis for each mortality event142  

- investigate mortality events which remain unexplained or 

unattributed to fish health 

- report to the veterinarian or animal health specialist all mortality 

events with daily mortality above average 

- if an OIE-notifiable disease is confirmed: 

o increase disease-testing/monitoring in other batches of 

animals  

o coordinate oversight by the veterinarian or animal health 

specialist  

o report to authorities 

e) The UoC shall develop a mortality reduction programme, 

outlining specific measures to reduce annual/production cycle 

mortality, that includes defined annual targets for reductions in 

both total and unexplained mortality; this plan shall include a 

goal level upon which further increases in survival are not 

realistic. 

f) The UoCôs FHMP shall be overseen and signed-off by a 

veterinarian or aquatic animal health professional. 

g) The UoC shall review and, where needed, revise the IPMP when 

changes in farming activities or changes in external factors 

occur, or upon the direction of the veterinarian or aquatic animal 

health professional. 

 

 
142 If on-site diagnosis is inconclusive, this standard requires off-site laboratory diagnosis. A qualified professional must conduct 
all diagnosis. One hundred percent of mortality events shall receive a post-mortem analysis, not necessarily every fish. A 
statistically relevant number of fish from the mortality event shall be analysed. 
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Requirements on disclosure: 

Indicator 2.14.14 

Disclosure 

symbol 

The UoC shall, if an OIE-notifiable disease is confirmed, publicly143 

disclose findings within 14 days. 

Indicator 2.14.15 

Disclosure 

symbol 

The UoC shall, if an unidentifiable transmissible agent is suspected or 

if it experiences unexplained increased mortality, publicly144 disclose 

findings within 14 days. 

  

 
143 Via the website of the UoC. 
144 Via the website of the UoC. 
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Criterion 2.15 ï Parasite control 

 

 

Scope Criterion 2.15 ï Every UoC unless where stated otherwise within the indicator. 

 

Rationale ï Responsible health management on aquaculture farms is vital to ensure healthy 

stock, to protect the environment and wildlife species around the farm, and to ensure farm 

viability. Through proper husbandry, monitoring and treatment of farmed stock, disease risks 

can be managed. Parasites on farms may cause direct harm to farmed and wild species, or 

they may act as a vector for disease transfer. Improper use of parasiticides can lead to 

resistance and contamination. In areas where multiple farms coexist, coordinated 

management is necessary to reduce disease transfer and prevent development of resistance 

to treatments.  

 

Sea lice on salmon farms are of particular concern, as proliferation on farms may lead to 

negative impacts on wild salmon or sea trout. There is significant debate in the scientific 

literature about the extent of the impact, however, it is recognised that there is shared benefit 

to farm productivity and to minimising potential impacts on wild fish by continually seeking to 

reduce the sea lice burden on salmon farms. To minimise the risk of transmission to wild 

salmonids, farms should seek to maintain low levels of sea lice, especially during juvenile out-

migration periods. 

 

Intent ï The farm minimises parasite load on-farm and risk of on-farm parasite load to the 

wider environment. 

 

Criterion 2.15 includes two sections, one in parasite and another on sea lice specifically. The 

latter corresponds to the revision that ASC is conducting to the Salmon Standard ï Indicator 

3.1.7. 

Key Considerations - Parasite Section 

¶ Most of the requirements of this Criterion represent an alignment of the requirements on 

this topic already present in the current different species-specific standards. This means 

that for some species/production systems, a requirement might be new: 

o The UoC shall develop and implement a site-specific Integrated Parasite 

Management Plan (IPMP), with the objective to control parasites using multiple 

prevention and control strategies (e.g. research, coordination, monitoring, 

treatments). 

o The UoC shall apply treatment rotation (i.e. rotation of the active ingredient), 

providing that the farm has >1 effective parasiticide available, with every third 

treatment belonging to a different family of parasiticides. 

o The UoC shall monitor parasiticide residue levels annually in the benthic sediment 

directly outside the AZE. 

o The UoC shall make ectoparasite sampling results publicly available within seven 

days of sampling. 

¶ New indicator added which addresses Maximum Residue Limits for parasiticides. 
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Indicators: 

Parasites 

Indicator 2.15.1 

 
Indicator scope: non-land-based culture systems only145  

The UoC shall sample for parasites at a frequency determined by the 

outcome of a risk assessment146. 

Indicator 2.15.2 

 
Indicator scope: non-land-based culture systems only147  

The UoC shall take action (treat, harvest) when the parasite load 

determined in indicator 2.15.1 risks harming fish welfare or the wider 

environment, according to the outcome of the risk assessment. 

Indicator 2.15.3 The UoC shall adhere to species-specific limits on parasiticide 

treatments (Annex 1). 

Indicator 2.15.4 

 
Indicator scope: UoCs using parasiticides 

The UoC shall monitor parasiticide residue levels annually in the 

benthic sediment directly outside the AZE148. 

Indicator 2.15.5 

 

The UoC shall carry out parasiticide susceptibility testing prior to 

each treatment, to guide the appropriate choice of parasiticide to be 

used to treat.  

Indicator 2.15.6 

 

The UoC shall, when susceptibility tests indicate resistance built-up 

or reduction of effectiveness, apply treatment rotation (i.e. the active 

ingredient belonging to a different family of parasiticides), providing 

that the farm has >1 effective parasiticide available. 

Indicator 2.15.7 The UoC shall conduct bio-assay analysis to determine resistance 

when two successive applications of a parasiticide treatment 

belonging to the same family have not produced the expected effect.  

Indicator 2.15.8 The UoC shall, when resistance has been determined by the UoC 

(2.15.7), apply treatment rotation149 or immediately harvest all fish on 

the site.  

Indicator 2.15.9 

 

The UoC shall apply treatment rotation150 151, providing that the farm 

has >1 effective parasiticide available, with every third treatment. 

Indicator 2.15.10 The UoC shall ensure that at the time of harvest, residue levels of 

parasiticides used are below the Maximum Residue Limits as 

defined by the EU.  

 

 

 
145 This applies to all species groups other than salmon. Salmon is included in 2.15, Sea Lice Section. 
146 The risk assessment reviews the likelihood of parasites in relation to the particular species cultured within the local context, 
and the level of harm in terms of welfare of the culture animals and level of harm in terms of parasite amplification/transfer to 
the wider environment. 
147 This applies to all species groups other than salmon. Salmon is included in 2.15, Sea Lice Section. 

148 ASC guidance on the actual collection/sampling and analysis regarding parasiticide residue levels is pending. Until this 

guidance is available, compliance with the indicator is not required and auditors shall treat this indicator as non-applicable in 
the Audit Report. The guidance, when published, will establish the effective implementation date for this indicator (see also 
QA0111). 
149 In the context of this criterion, treatment rotation means using an active ingredient belonging to a different family of 
parasiticides. 
150 This is in addition to, and independent of, the susceptibility test outcome in 2.15.6 or the bio-assay analysis outcome in 
2.15.8. 
151 In the context of this criterion, treatment rotation means using an active ingredient belonging to a different family of 
parasiticides. 
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Requirement for a site-specific Integrated Parasite Management Plan:  

Indicator 2.15.11 

MP symbol 

a) The UoC shall develop and implement a site-specific 

Integrated Parasite Management Plan (IPMP), with the 

objective to control parasites using multiple prevention and 

control strategies (e.g. research, coordination, monitoring, 

treatments). 

b) The UoCôs IPMP shall be signed-off by a veterinarian or 

aquatic animal health professional. 

c) The UoC shall review and, where needed, revise the IPMP 

when changes in farming activities or changes in external 

factors occur, or upon the direction of the veterinarian or 

aquatic animal health professional. 

 

 

Requirements on disclosure: 

Indicator 2.15.12 

Disclosure symbol 

Indicator scope: all species groups other than salmon, non-land-

based culture systems only  

The UoC shall publicly152 disclose ectoparasite sampling results 

within seven days of sampling. 

Indicator 2.15.13 

Disclosure symbol 

The UoC shall, when resistance has been determined by the UoC, 

publicly153 disclose this information.  

 

 

Key Considerations ï Sea Lice Section 

A.  Sea Lice species/life stage/gender for which to set a metric 

¶ Continue focusing the indicator requirement on Lepeophtheirus salmonis. 

Include a requirement to publicly report Caligus spp. on farms in British Columbia, 

BC, Canada within 7 days of sampling. 

 

B. Requirements for non-sensitive periods 

¶ Maintain the indicatorôs focus on sensitive periods.  

 

C. Requirements on sampling protocols 

¶ Frequency:  Maintain the current weekly sampling requirement during the sensitive 

period. 

¶ Number of cages: At least 50% of cages should be sampled over a 2-week period, 

with the entire farm sampled over at least a 6-week period. 

¶ Number of fish per cage: A minimum of 10 fish per cage to be sampled. 

¶ Sea lice stages: At a minimum, farms provide data on mobile and adult female sea 

lice. 

 
152 Via the website of the UoC or via other known/easily accessible public websites. 
153 Via the website of the UoC. 
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¶ Fish welfare (exemption from sampling): The professional responsible for health and 

welfare can exempt fish from being sampled during a certain period within the 

sensitive period. The reason for the exemption shall be documented.  

 

D. Regional approaches to the indicator (during the sensitive period) 

¶ ASC sets regionally relevant maximum sea lice thresholds and sensitive periods: 

o As a starting place: 

Á  It uses the lowest sea lice limit established in the different regions today 

as the ASC Sea Lice Thresholds.  

Á It uses the sensitive period established in the different regions today. 

Á ASC remains open to evidence that would compel it to change these 

thresholds and periods.   

o In situations where there are no limits nor sensitive periods established, ASC will 

require the use of the most rigorous limit in effect at that point in time (e.g. 0.2 

adult females). The length and timing of the sensitive period should be specified 

in accordance with a defined criterion (e.g. the period of outmigration of wild 

juvenile salmonids) and using the latest knowledge. 

o ASC annually review established limits in the different jurisdictions and update 

its sea lice thresholds accordingly.  

¶ A farm will become non-conforming with ASC if it fails to maintain sea lice levels below 

the thresholds: 

o The farm needs to inform the CAB of the exceedance. 

o If the farm fails to bring sea lice levels below the threshold within a certain 

timeline (TBD), the farm shall not sell the fish as ASC certified. 

o ASC has not decided yet on this timeline and would like to request stakeholdersô 

suggestions on what this should be. 

For detailed information on the TWGôs recommendations for the revised criterion, including 

rationale, see ñRevised Recommendations for Indicator 3.1.7 of the ASC Salmon Standard 

(after public consultation, March ï April 2021)ò. 

 

Scope criterion 2.15 Sea Lice ï Every UoC culturing salmon unless where stated otherwise 

within indicators.  

 

Indicators:  

Sea Lice 

Indicator 2.15.14  

 

The UoC shall participate in an Area-Based Management (ABM) 

scheme for managing disease, parasites and resistance to treatments 

that includes coordination of stocking, fallowing, therapeutic 

treatments, and information sharing, as outlined in Appendix II-1 

ñAttributes and required components of the ABMò.  
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Indicator 2.15.15 Indicator scope: UoCs culturing salmon in areas with wild salmonids154 

The UoC shall establish a maximum sea lice load for the entire ABM 

and for the individual site as outlined in Appendix II-2 ñSetting and 

revising ABM sea lice loads and on-farm sea lice levelsò. 

Indicator 2.15.16 Indicator scope: UoCs culturing salmon in areas with wild salmonids 

The UoC shall annually review, and where needed, revise the 

maximum sea lice load established in 2.15.15, for the entire ABM and 

for the individual site as outlined in Appendix II-2 ñSetting and revising 

ABM sea lice loads and on-farm sea lice levelsò. 

Indicator 2.15.17 

 
Indicator scope: UoCs culturing salmon in areas with wild salmonids 

The UoC shall sample for sea lice as outlined in Appendix X ñSea Lice 

Sampling Requirementsò. 

Indicator 2.15.18 

 
Indicator scope: UoCs culturing salmon in areas with wild salmonids 

The UoC shall have data on salmonid migration routes and migration 

timing in major waterways within 75 kilometres of the farm. 

Indicator 2.15.19 Indicator scope: UoCs culturing salmon in areas with wild salmonids 

The UoC shall provide sea lice monitoring data on wild out-migrating 

salmon juveniles, coastal sea trout and Arctic char, as outlined in 

Appendix III-1 ñMethodologies for monitoring wild salmonidsò. 

Indicator 2.15.20 Indicator scope: UoCs culturing salmon in areas with wild salmonids 

The UoC shall maintain on-farm sea lice levels during the sensitive 

period below the thresholds, or in case of reaching or exceeding those 

thresholds reduce levels below the thresholds within [TBD] days upon 

exceedance155, as outlined in Appendix XX ñSea Lice Thresholds for 

Sensitive Periodsò.  

Indicator 2.15.21 

 

The UoC shall be at or below the country Entry Level (EL) of the 

Weighted Number of Medicinal Treatments (WNMT), as outlined in 

Appendix VII ñParasiticide Treatment Methodologyò.  

Indicator 2.15.22 

 

The UoC shall reduce the WNMT, after achieving indicator 2.15.21, by 

25% per two (2) years until the WNMT is at or below the Global Level 

(GL), as outlined in Appendix VII ñParasiticide Treatment 

Methodologyò. 

Indicator 2.15.23 The UoC shall demonstrate commitment156 to collaborate with NGOs, 

academics, and governments on areas of mutually agreed research to 

measure possible impacts on wild salmonid stocks. 

 

Indicators on reporting: 

Indicator 2.15.24 Indicator scope: UoCs culturing salmon in areas with wild salmonids 

 
154 For purposes of these standards, ñareas with wild salmonidsò are defined as areas within 75 kilometres of a wild salmonid 
migration route or habitat. This definition is expected to encompass all, or nearly all, of salmon-growing areas in the northern 
hemisphere. 
155 Farms shall conduct sampling during the month prior to the sensitive period for the purpose of achieving sea lice levels below 
the Sea Lice Thresholds for Sensitive Periods at the time of the first sampling event within the sensitive period. 
156 At a minimum, a farm and/or its operating company must demonstrate this commitment through providing farm-level data to 
researchers, granting researchers access to sites, or other similar non-financial support for research activities. 
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Reporting symbol The UoC shall publicly157 disclose sampling results of sea lice levels 

on wild out-migrating salmon juveniles, coastal sea trout, and Arctic 

char. 

Indicator 2.15.25 

Reporting symbol 
Indicator scope: UoCs culturing salmon in areas with wild salmonids 

The UoC shall publicly158 disclose on-farm sea lice sampling within 

seven days of sampling. 

Indicator 2.15.26 

Reporting symbol 

The UoC shall, in case of exceeding the thresholds in Appendix XX 

ñSea Lice Thresholds for Sensitive Periodsò, inform its Conformity 

Assessment Body (CAB) of the exceedance by the next working day 

after the last day of sea lice sampling. 

 

 

Appendix II: Area-Based Management (ABM) Scheme 

 

Subsections 

1. Attributes and Required Components of the ABM 

2. Setting and Revising ABM Sea Lice Loads and On-farm Sea Lice Levels 

Appendix II-1. Attributes and required components of the ABM 

Participation in an area-based scheme159 for managing disease and parasites and resistance 

to treatments is required under Criterion 2.15. This appendix outlines the main components of 

the area-based management scheme.  

The purpose of the area-based management scheme is to improve health and biosecurity 

management on the farm, with the ultimate goal of minimising potential negative impacts on 

wild salmonid populations. 

II-1. A Definition of ñareaò 

If area-based management is already a regulatory requirement of the farmôs jurisdiction, then 

farms will use this definition of ñareaò for the purposes of these requirements. In jurisdictions 

where ABM is not a regulatory requirement, the area covered under the ABM must reflect a 

logical geographic scope such as a fjord or a collection of fjords that are ecologically 

connected. The boundaries of an area should be defined, taking into account the zone in which 

key cumulative impacts on wild populations may occur, water movement and other relevant 

aspects of ecosystem structure and function.  

II-1. B Requirements related to participation in the scheme 

Within the defined area, at least 80 per cent of farmed production (by weight) must participate 

in the area-based management scheme, even if not all farms are seeking certification under 

this requirement. Without the vast majority of farms participation, the scheme will likely be 

ineffective. All farms owned by the company applying for certification in the area must 

participate in the ABM, though not all must be applying for certification. 

 
157 Via the website of the UoC or via other known/easily accessible public websites.  
158 Via the website of the UoC or via other known/easily accessible public websites. Published results shall include L. salmonis 
(as a minimum, the stages required in Appendix X, ñSea Lice Sampling Requirementsò). In British Columbia (BC), Canada, the 
published results shall also include adult Caligus spp. 
159 For more information on the principles of place-based or area-based management, see Young et al., 2007. Solving the Crisis 
in Ocean Governance: Place-Based Management of Marine Ecosystems. Environment: Volume 49, Number 4, pages 20ï32. 

file:///C:/Users/Michele/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/2I6LG77U/%20/l
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II-1. C ABM components and guidance 

In order to be considered as applicable under the ASC Farm Standard, the ABM scheme used 

by a farm must ensure that there is: 

1. Clear documentation of the farms/companies included in the ABM, contact people 

(including contact information) and mechanisms for communication 

2. Development and documentation of shared disease management goals and objectives for 

the ABM. Goals shall include components related to understanding and minimising risk of 

on-farm disease to wild salmonids. Objectives shall be updated regularly based on new 

information, including concerns raised to the farms in the ABM from communities and wild 

salmonid interests are part of company engagement with stakeholders as outlined under 

3.13. 

3. Information and data-sharing among farms of any data needed to ensure coordination, 

including plans for stocking and fallowing; on-farm disease and parasite monitoring results 

including sea lice numbers; suspicion of an unidentifiable transmissible agent, information 

on therapeutic treatments; and data on resistance including information related to 

treatments not being as effective as expected. 

The ABM scheme must include coordination among farms as relates to: 

1. Application and rotation of treatments:  

a. Farmers must be able to demonstrate a coordinated treatment plan and evidence that 

the schedule and rotation of treatments are being implemented.  

b. Consideration of the cumulative use, and potential risks160 of this use, of antibiotics 

classified as ñhighly importantò by the WHO161 is a required component of coordination 

and information-sharing about treatments. 

c. Where applicable, treatments and/or strategic harvesting of salmon is coordinated prior 

to outmigration of wild salmonids to ensure minimal on-farm sea lice levels at this 

sensitive time period for those species (as has been determined under 2.15.18). 

d. Tracking of cumulative use of parasiticides (by chemical, annually and by production 

cycle) within the ABM. 

2. Stocking: Records must demonstrate that all stocked salmonids within the ABM are of the 

same year class and that stocking dates were coordinated with other farms.  

3. Fallowing: Coordination of fallowing between each production cycle to help break disease 

cycles, with a clear period of time when there are no farmed salmonids in the area in the 

water. 

4. Monitoring schemes:  

a. On-farm disease and pathogen monitoring and information sharing among farms within 

the ABM. 

b. On-farm resistance monitoring and information sharing among farms within the ABM. 

 
160 Assessment of risk shall take into account the cumulative use of these antibiotics from salmon production within the area in 
order to assess the potential risk to human health from the development of resistance in the environment. Prescribing antibiotics 
highly important for human health shall be considered as a last resort. 
161 The sixth edition of the WHO list of ñCritically important antimicrobials for human medicineò was released in 2018 and is 
available at: https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/312266/9789241515528-eng.pdf. 

https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/312266/9789241515528-eng.pdf
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c. For farms located in areas where there are wild salmonids, monitoring of wild salmonid 

populations that is relevant for the area must occur as specified under 2.15.19. 

5. Setting and revising a maximum ABM sea lice load: 

a. The entire ABM scheme will set a maximum sea lice load, expressed as total sea lice 

on all farms in the area. In areas of wild salmonids, the ABM scheme must demonstrate 

how the scheme incorporates the results of wild salmonid monitoring into revisions of 

this total sea lice load over time (see Section 2 below for additional details on this 

feedback loop). 

 

Appendix II-2. Setting and revising ABM sea lice loads and on-farm sea lice levels 

Indicator 2.15.15 requires that the ABM scheme set a maximum sea lice load. A core purpose 

of this requirement is to be able to infer the potential cumulative infection pressure from on-

farm sea lice, expressed as the number of sea lice on all farms in the area. This ñtotal loadò 

figure is a better reflection of the potential risks to wild salmonid populations than on-farm sea 

lice levels, measured as sea lice per farmed fish.  

An ABM scheme shall initially set this total load figure based on the regulatory 

obligations of the jurisdiction in which it operates and the results of any wild salmonid 

monitoring done to date. In practice, this would mean that farms in most ABM schemes 

would take the on-farm sea lice levels they are required to achieve by regulators and multiply 

them by the number of farmed fish in the area. This would be a starting place. 

For farms located in areas of wild salmonids, the ABM scheme shall demonstrate how 

the scheme is using the results of wild salmonid sea lice monitoring to review and 

potentially revise the maximum sea lice load for the area each year. Adjustments to the 

areaôs sea lice load would lead to corresponding limits on sea lice levels on individual farms. 

This feedback loop must be transparent and document how the ABM scheme is being 

protective of wild salmonid populations through the interpretation of wild salmonid monitoring 

data. Specifically: 

¶ The outcome of the review shall include a final recommendation and justification for 

maintaining or adjusting maximum sea lice loads in an ABM scheme.  

¶ The review shall be documented and made available to auditors. Documentation shall 

include, as a minimum, the name of participant farms/companies (including responsible 

contact people), meetings minutes, recommendations, actions, and its justification. 

Given the time lag in collecting and analysing data from wild salmonid monitoring, it is 

expected that the ABM scheme will look at data from previous periods, particularly sensitive 

periods such as outmigration of wild salmon juveniles. 

The results of wild salmonid monitoring must over time inform the threshold level for on-farm 

sea lice levels during sensitive periods, with a similar type of feedback loop as described for 

the ABM total sea lice level. If wild salmonid monitoring reveals that the established threshold 

is not being protective of wild populations, the farm must set a lower level in subsequent 

sensitive periods. Conversely, data from wild salmonid monitoring that consistently 

demonstrates healthy wild salmonid populations would allow a farm to make the case for a 
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level higher than the established threshold; this case would need to be made for the ABM as 

a whole to ASC.    

 

Appendix X: Sea Lice Sampling Requirements 

 

1) Frequency: Weekly sampling during the sensitive period. Monthly sampling during the 

rest of the year. 

2) Number of cages: At least 50% of cages shall be sampled over a 2-week period, with 

the entire farm sampled over at least a 6-week period. 

3) Number of fish per cage: A minimum of 10 fish per cage should be sampled. 

4) Sea lice stage: At a minimum provide data on mobiles162 and adult females 

Fish welfare (exemption from sampling): The veterinarian or fish health professional may 

exempt fish from being sampled during a certain period of time within the sensitive period. The 

reason for the exemption shall be documented163.  

Farms shall ensure that sea lice which are detached from the fish while sampling are included 

in the final sampling count.  

Within closed production systems164, alternative methods for monitoring sea lice, such as 

video monitoring, may be used. 

Note: The sampling requirements apply only to farms in areas with wild salmonids. 

 

Appendix III: Methodologies Related to Monitoring Wild Salmonids 

 

Appendix III-1. Methodologies for monitoring wild salmonids 

The ASC Farm Standard requires farms located in areas of wild salmonids to participate in 

monitoring of sea lice on wild salmonids. The purpose of this monitoring is to assist in clarifying 

the link between the health of wild and farmed fish through objective information. These 

requirements do not demand a specific methodology for this monitoring. Nonetheless, the 

monitoring must comply with the following requirements: 

ω The methodology, the results and the analysis are made publicly available and 

demonstrate scientific rigor in the sampling size, location and method. 

ω Monitoring must be geographically relevant to the area where the farm/ABM is located, 

so it provides meaningful information for ABM management practices. 

ω The process must involve third parties beyond the farm, such as independent 

scientists. Government programmes, in which the company may be contributing little 

or nothing are acceptable, given the programme is geographically relevant. 

ω Numbers of sea lice per wild fish, and prevalence of sea lice are both meaningful 

metrics that could be considered in the research. 

 
162 Pre-adult and adult sea lice males. 
163 Grounds for exemption may include: Immediately after smolting and stocking, undergoing a disease event and/or being treated 
(including treatment for sea lice. In case the reason for the exemption is related to fish treatment, the maximum duration for the 
exemption shall be 2 weeks), during specific environmental events (e.g. water temperature [i.e. below 4oC], low oxygen, algal 
bloom, jellyfish event). 
164 Closed Production Systems: see Definition List. 



 

ASC Farm Standard - Public Consultation V (P1, P2, P3) draft - March 2022                                                  Page 95 of 175 

 

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 the 

farm is necessary so it must be able to provide the data, but the farm is not expected to catch 

the salmon themselves.  

 

Appendix XX: Sea Lice Thresholds for Sensitive Periods 

 

The table below reflects ASCôs regional sea lice thresholds and sensitive periods for the major 

salmon farming regions/jurisdictions. The table currently corresponds to the lowest sea lice 

limits established in the different regions/jurisdictions today165. This is the ASCôs starting place 

for setting regionally relevant sea lice thresholds and sensitive periods. ASC will remain open 

to evidence that would compel it to change these levels and will conduct periodic reviews, 

updating this table as required.   

 

Region/Jurisdiction*  Sea Lice Thresholds (L. 

salmonis) 

Sensitive Period 

Canada (British 

Columbia) 
3 motile** 

        1st March to 30th June 

Faroe Islands 0.5 adult female 1st May to 31st July 

Ireland 0.3 ovigerous female 1st March to 31st May 

 

 

Norway 
0.2 adult female 

ī 13th April to 24th May (weeks 16-

21) for Nord-Trøndelag and 

southwards                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

ī18th May to 28th June (weeks 21-

26) for Nordland, Troms and 

Finnmark 

Scotland 0.5 adult female*** 1st February to 30th June*** 

Table: Sea lice (L. salmonis) thresholds and sensitive period per region/jurisdiction. 

*   In situations where there are no established limits, ASC will require the use of the most rigorous level in effect at that point in 

time (e.g. 0.2 adult female). The length and timing of the sensitive period should be specified in accordance with a defined criterion 

(e.g. when juveniles are in proximity to cages) and using the latest knowledge. 

** Motile includes adult L. salmonis females (with or without egg strings) and other motile L. salmonis (including adult males, and 

preadults). Mobile is considered a synonym of motile.   

*** From the Code of Good Practice for Scottish Finfish Aquaculture (CoGP). 

 

The veterinarian or fish health professional may exempt fish from being treated, and therefore 

affect the farmôs ability to reduce the on-farm sea lice levels below the threshold within [TBD] 

days upon exceedance, during a certain period of time within the sensitive period. The reason 

for the exemption shall be documented166.  

 

 
165 Established either by the regulators or agreed by the industry (e.g., through an industry code of practice). 
166 Grounds for exemption may include: specific environmental events (extreme weather event, water temperature [i.e. below 
4oC], low oxygen, algal bloom, jellyfish event), unforeseen increases in on-farm lice levels, documented logistical roadblocks or 
delays for implementing treatment. 
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Appendix VII: Parasiticide Treatment Methodology 

 

Continuous reduction of applying medicinal parasiticide treatments 

 

The ASC Farm Standard requires farms to continuously reduce the number of medicinal 

treatments applied in treating sea lice, a persistent marine ectoparasite. The ultimate vision is 

to no longer having to treat sea lice with medicinal treatments. However, at the same time it is 

also recognised that this scenario is not yet achievable for the majority of the industry at this 

moment in time. 

 

In order to incentivise the development and implementation of non-medicinal measures (e.g. 

biological and mechanical control), the relevant indicators under Criterion 2.15 require farms 

to meet an Entry Level (EL) that expresses the Weighted Number of Medicinal Treatments 

(WNMT), after which a fixed rate of reduction needs to be achieved until the WNMT meets the 

defined Global Level (GL). 

 

Parallel to the improvement process as described above, the Standard requires that farms 

apply Integrated Pest Management (IPM) in order to mitigate in an effective manner. 

 

This Appendix gives more detail on the various concepts referenced above, as well as 

providing metric levels that relate to the EL, GL and rate of reduction. 

 

Weighted Number of Medicinal Treatments (WNMT)167 

 

The Weighted Number of Medicinal Treatment frequency is the total number of medicinal 

parasiticide treatments applied over the production cycle, within the UoC. Partial treatments 

should be counted as a proportion of the cages treated. 

 

Some examples are given on how to count the WNMT, e.g. 

ï treating an entire farm (all cages) once, counts as WNMT = 1; 

ï treating 1 cage, out of 10, once, will count as WNMT = 0.1; 

ï treating 1 cage, out of 10, twice (i.e. two unique treatments), will count as WNMT = 

0.2; 

ï treating 5 cages, out of 20, once, will count as WNMT = 0.25. 

 

Additional considerations: 

1. Hydrogen peroxide (H2O2) must be considered as medicinal parasiticide treatment and 

thus be included in the WNMT-count; 

2. If a single bath-treatment is prescribed to be applied as ñcoupled-treatmentò (i.e. one 

treatment at t1 and a follow-up treatment at t2), then each treatment (t1 and t2) must be 

included in the WNMT-count. 

Some more examples are given on how to count the WNMT, e.g., 

ï treating 1 cage, out of 10, once with hydrogen peroxide (H2O2), will count as WNMT = 

0.1; 

 
167 Medicinal parasiticide includes hydrogen peroxide. 
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ï treating 1 cage, out of 10, once with hydrogen peroxide (H2O2) as a coupled-treatment, 

will count as WNMT = 0.2; 

Defining Entry Level (EL) and Global Level (GL) 

 

A detailed statistical study was conducted and reviewed by a Technical Working Group in 

order to understand the regional characteristics of the number of sea lice treatments applied 

per production cycle within the various production regions. The study, including the used data 

(in Excel) is publicly available on the ASC-website. 

 

In summary, the study used 4 datasets, resulting in N = 896 data points. The data sets covered 

the following production regions: West Canada (BC), Chile, Faroe Islands, Ireland, Norway 

and Scotland. Subsequently, the study established distribution curves of the number of 

medicinal treatments applied per region and one global curve on the basis of N = 896. 

 

On the basis of the 50th percentile for each of the regional curves, regional WNMT numbers 

are set that form an Entry Level for farms in that region. Farms must be below or at EL for 

compliance. The results are presented in the table below: 

 

Region* Entry Level (WNMT) Global Level (WNMT) 

Canada (British 

Columbia) 
1 

 

Canada (East Coast) 9  

Chile 9  

Faroe Islands 6 3** 

Iceland 6  

Ireland 3  

Norway 5  

Scotland 9  

Table: Regional Entry Level and Global Level (both in WNMT) 

* Farms based outside the regions listed in this table shall apply an EL = 6 and GL = 3. For 

these regions insufficient data was available at the time of the revision and the global WNMT 

distribution is used to set the EL. Since EL is set at the 50th percentile of the regional data 

sets, an equal percentile is applied to the global data set (resulting in EL=6). 

** GL is set at 3 WNMT, unless a ñcoupled-treatmentò is applied twice (counted as 2*2 = 4 

WNMT), then GL = 4 WNMT applies. In case of this exception, additional medicinal 

treatments applied will result in exceedance of GL=4. 

In addition to the defined regional Entry Levels, a Global Level (GL) was also determined. It is 

required that farms progress from EL to GL according to a fixed timeframe. The GL is based 

on the 20-25th percentile of the used overall dataset. This results in GL = 3 WNMT. However, 

some bath-treatments are given as a ñcoupled-treatmentò (see above), when GL = 3 could 

result in part of the treatment rising above GL = 3. In order to reflect the realities of applying 

coupled-treatments, an exception is defined where coupled-treatments are applied twice. In 

this specific situation, GL = 4 WNMT applies. Situations that do not meet this exception, shall 

apply GL = 3 WNMT. 
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Reducing from EL to GL 

 

It is required for farms to reduce from ¢EL to GL at a rate of 25% WNMT per 2-year period.  
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Criterion 2.16 ï Antibiotics and other Veterinary Therapeutants 

 

Justification for key changes  

Most ASC Standards are generally consistent in their requirements regarding antibiotic, 

and other veterinary drug use. However, exceptions between the Standards do occur and 

in addition, global views on antibiotic use have progressed since the original Standards 

were developed. 

Therefore, ASC has established a Technical Working Group (TWG) composed of leading 

experts from the WHO, FAO, OIE, academics, veterinarians, and industry experts to 

discuss improvements in the ASC requirements on responsible antibiotic, and other 

veterinary drug use. 

The TWG has formulated their advice based on the global One Health Approach 

(https://www.fao.org/one-health/en/), which is a global effort between the FOA, WHO and 

OIE in which it is recognised that health of people is connected to the health of animals 

and the environment ï and vice versa. A major concern, within this One Health Approach, 

is the rampant rise of antimicrobial resistance built-up (AMR), both in human and 

veterinarian medicine. To illustrate the relevance of the concern, it is expected that by 2050, 

AMR will be the leading cause of non-natural fatalities ï an estimated annual 10 million 

people. 

AMR is driven by inappropriate use of antibiotics, such as the use without disease 

diagnosis (so-called ñprophylactic useò) or applying the wrong antibiotic to treat a disease. 

Through these malpractices, microbials (e.g. bacteria) are stimulated to develop resistance 

ï with far-reaching consequences for those that need antibiotics in order to be cured. This 

results in scenarios in which diseases like pneumonia, become lethal. Also, because of 

AMR, more treatments and active ingredient-volume is required to treat the same diseases 

over time. 

https://www.fao.org/one-health/en/
https://amr-review.org/sites/default/files/AMR%20Review%20Paper%20-%20Tackling%20a%20crisis%20for%20the%20health%20and%20wealth%20of%20nations_1.pdf
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Scope Criterion 2.16 ï Every UoC. 

 

Rationale ï Antibiotics and other therapeutants are chemicals used to treat or improve health 

conditions in animals, including aquatic animals. Therapeutants include antibiotics, 

antiparasitics, antifungals, antivirals, hormones, anaesthetics and vaccines. The use of 

therapeutants has provided many benefits to the aquaculture industry, allowing for improved 

aquatic animal health and welfare and increased survival, as well as economic gain and 

production efficiency for fish farmers. Despite these benefits, the overuse and misuse of 

therapeutants (excluding vaccines) has specific risks. Most important risks are associated with 

the release of drugs or their metabolites to the environment, the presence of drug residues in 

Key considerations 

The TWG has advised ASC on two main aspects of the antibiotic, and other veterinary 

drug requirements: 

1 - Conditional allowance of Critically Important Antibiotics ï antibiotics are classified 

in their relevance for human medicine through the WHO list of Critically Important 

Antimicrobials (ñWHO CIA listò). Most of the ASC Standards prohibit the use of antibiotics 

that are listed as ñCritically Importantò on the WHO CIA list, viewed from the perspective 

that no use is better than any use. 

 The TWG has strong objections to this rationale as this leaves the farm, or the designated 

veterinarian, using less effective (non-listed) antibiotics. Applying the less effective 

antibiotics to treat diseases is viewed as a leading cause of AMR development. The TWG 

recommends that in cases diagnosed by the veterinarian, Critically Important Antibiotics 

are a better choice to treat the diagnosed disease effectively. Treatment effectiveness is 

thus preferred over type of antibiotic allowed. 

ASC embraces the wider One Health Approach and supports the TWG in their expert 

recommendation. However, it also recognises stakeholder perceptions in case ASC 

labelled products can be treated with Critically Important Antibiotics. For this reason, ASC 

does not allow the use of Critically Important Antibiotics on ASC labelled products entering 

the supply chain. Through this approach, ASC certified farms minimise AMR development, 

but offer value to consumers by keeping products treated with Critically Important 

Antibiotics out of the supply chain. This approach is standing policy in the ASC Salmon 

Standard and the ASC Freshwater Trout Standard. 

2 ï Reducing the overall antibiotic load ï the current ASC Standards set metric limits 

for the number of treatments that can be given. As AMR development is not only driven by 

the number of treatments, but also by the volume of antibiotics applied, the TWG 

recommends a requirement for farms to reduce their systemic antibiotic load over time. 

Antibiotic load is defined as the combination of the number of treatments * volume of active 

ingredient. The number of treatments is fixed for those species that currently also have set 

treatment limits. The TWG does not recommend the definition of a fixed reduction rate for 

this initial version of the Standard, as the intent is to reduce systemic antibiotic use, and 

due to context-specific circumstances, usage varies widely between species, types, scales 

of production, and regions globally. 
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final products for human consumption, and the development of resistance through 

irresponsible use.  

The use of parasiticides is covered in 2.15 and non-therapeutants in 2.14.  

 

Intent ï To minimise the risk that antibiotics and other veterinary therapeutants compromise 

human health through an integrated One Health Approach (human health, farm animal health, 

ñenvironmental healthò). 

 

Indicators: 

Indicator 2.16.1 The UoC shall not use hormones or antibiotics stimulating growth. 

Indicator 2.16.2 The UoC shall only use hormones (e.g. methyltestosterone or ethyl 

testosterone) for purposes such as sex-reversal, to induce and 

coordinate spawning, or to produce single-sex stock. 

Indicator 2.16.3 The UoC shall only use therapeutants168 with the purpose to treat. 

Indicator 2.16.4 The UoC shall not use antimicrobials169 prophylactically.  

Indicator 2.16.5 The UoC shall only use antibiotics170 under prescription by a 

veterinarian or an aquatic animal health professional. 

Indicator 2.16.6 The UoC shall only use other therapeutants171 under prescription by a 

veterinarian or an aquatic animal health professional. 

Indicator 2.16.7 

 

The UoC shall carry out antimicrobial172 susceptibility testing prior to 

each treatment, to guide the appropriate choice of antimicrobials to treat 

the pathogen.  

Indicator 2.16.8 

 

The UoC shall, when susceptibility tests indicate resistance built-up or 

reduction of effectiveness, apply treatment rotation (i.e. the active 

ingredient belonging to a different family of antimicrobials), providing 

that the farm has >1 effective antimicrobial available. 

Indicator 2.16.9 

 

The UoC shall conduct bio-assay analysis to determine resistance 

when two successive applications of antimicrobials belonging to the 

same family have not produced the expected effect. 

Indicator 2.16.10 

 

The UoC shall, when resistance has been determined by the UoC 

(2.16.9), apply treatment rotation173 providing that the farm has >1 

effective antimicrobial available. 

Indicator 2.16.11 The UoC shall apply treatment rotation174 175, providing that the farm 

has >1 effective antimicrobial available, with every third treatment. 

Indicator 2.16.12 The UoC shall not use antimicrobials listed as Critically Important 

Antimicrobials for Human Medicine176 by the World Health Organisation 

 
168 In the context of this criterion, therapeutants include antibiotics, antifungals, antivirals, hormones, anaesthetics, and 
vaccines. Parasiticides are covered in criterion 2.15. 
169 In the context of this criterion, antimicrobials include antibiotics, antifungals, antivirals. Parasiticides are covered in criterion 
2.15. 
170 Shrimp treated with antibiotics are no longer eligible for ASC certification.  
171 Therapeutants other than antibiotics, which are addressed in 2.16.5. 
172 In the context of this criterion, antimicrobials include antibiotics, antivirals, antifungals. Parasiticides are covered in criterion 
2.15. 
173 In the context of this criterion, treatment rotation means using an active ingredient belonging to a different family of 
antimicrobials. 
174 This is in addition to, and independent of, the susceptibility test outcome in 2.16.8 or the bio-assay analysis outcome in 
2.16.10. 
175 In the context of this criterion, treatment rotation means using an active ingredient belonging to a different family of 
antimicrobials. 
176 Batches treated with antimicrobials listed as Critically Important Antimicrobials for Human Medicine are no longer eligible for 
ASC certification. 
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(WHO), unless there is no alternative treatment for the specific bacterial 

pathologies and the following criteria are fulfilled:  

ï there is an explicit diagnosis by the veterinarian or aquatic animal 

health professional, identifying the specific bacterial pathology for 

which there is no effective alternative treatment 

ï the veterinarian or aquatic animal health professional has provided 

reasoning why the Critically Important Antibiotic is the only 

possibility for treatment 

ï previous bio-assay analysis has not determined resistance to the 

active ingredient 

ï the veterinarian or aquatic animal health professional has provided 

a prescription, including at least the following: 

o susceptibility testing outcome for the prescribed active 

ingredient indicates the treatment is likely to be effective 

o under development (if needed, in addition to requirements in 

2.14 requirements)  

  

Indicator 2.16.13 The UoC shall adhere to species-specific limits on antibiotic treatments 

(Annex 1). 

Indicator 2.16.14 The UoC shall reduce177 the antibiotic load or the number of treatments 

per year or per production cycle178. 

Indicator 2.16.15 The UoC shall ensure that at the time of harvest, residue levels of 

therapeutants used are below the Maximum Residue Limits as defined 

by the EU. 

 

Requirements on disclosure and reporting: 

Indicator 2.16.16 

Disclosure 

symbol 

The UoC shall, when resistance has been determined, publicly179 

disclose the finding. 

 

Indicator 2.16.17 

Disclosure 

symbol 

The UoC shall annually publicly disclose: 

- the antibiotic load per production cycle180 against volume of 

product produced 

- use of antimicrobials listed as Critically Important Antimicrobials 

for Human Medicine by the WHO. 

 
177 This applies to UoCs dependent on the use of antibiotics i.e. where there is systematic use. The requirement to reduce 
antibiotic load and number of treatments does not apply to UoCs with on-off use of antibiotics i.e. treatment after several years 
or production cycles without treatment.  
178 For farms with production cycles shorter than one-year or using continuous stocking/cropping methods - calculate per year. 
For farms with production cycles longer than one-year or using all-in-all-out stocking/cropping methods (e.g. salmon) - calculate 
per production cycle. 
179 Via the website of the UoC. 
180 For farms with production cycles shorter than one-year or using continuous stocking/cropping methods - calculate per year. 
For farms with production cycles longer than one-year or using all-in-all-out stocking/cropping methods (e.g. salmon) - calculate 
per production cycle. 
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Indicator 2.16.18 

Reporting symbol 

The UoC shall annually report to ASC, according to Annex 2 and using 

the template provided on the ASC website, the following: 

- the antibiotic load per production cycle181 against volume of 

product produced 

- use of antimicrobials listed as Critically Important Antimicrobials 

for Human Medicine by the WHO. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
181 For farms with production cycles shorter than one-year or using continuous stocking/cropping methods - calculate per year. 
For farms with production cycles longer than one-year or using all-in-all-out stocking/cropping methods (e.g. salmon) - calculate 
per production cycle. 
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Criterion 2.17 ï Hatcheries and Intermediate Sites 

 

Justification for key changes 

The current species standards have different approaches regarding the hatchery/nursery 

phase, with the majority requiring a remote review of a subset of select policies and 

procedures by the CAB.  

As hatcheries/nurseries and intermediate sites all have similar environmental and social 

impacts, there is conceptually no reason to exclude these stages of production from impact 

assessment in relationship to certified product. This proposed new concept therefore aims 

to increase robustness by having all sites assessed, some of which previously could be 

excluded from certification requirements, also known as intermediate sites.  

This proposed new concept now has a consistent approach between all species and culture 

systems, and more clearly distinguishes between the ñPre-Grow Out Phaseò (e.g., this 

includes hatcheries, nurseries and intermediate sites) and the ñGrow Out Phaseò (e.g., the 

final grow-out sites).This proposed new concept aims to better use existing dynamics and 

relationships in the industry, primarily in relation to quality assurance and sourcing of 

seedlings, building on current best practices where UoCs work closely with their suppliers.  

Key considerations 

The suggested approach has several advantages described above but may also include a 

bigger effort for some UoCs in terms of auditing their suppliers, and for sites pre-growing 

the final product, in terms of the ASC Farm Standard applying also to these sites.  

Key Change 1: internal supply chain audits 

Overview: Current ASC species standards require a wide variety of assessment of 

hatchery production, from a relatively thorough audit of environmental and social elements 

of hatcheries to basic documentation of health status upon shipment to the Unit of 

Certification. The proposal presented here shifts the responsibility for ensuring responsibly 

supply of seed or juvenile animals to a farm to the producers through internal supply chain 

audits. Higher risk production units (i.e. intermediate sites in salmon farming) may be 

subject to spot-checks by ASC auditors during the UoC audit, based on risk and 

judgement of the auditor. 

Justification for key changes: Current models for assessing supply to farms is 

inconsistent and may leave gaps depending on the sites utilised within the production 

chain. For example, while the Salmon Standard includes robust review of hatchery 

documentation, the use of intermediate sites is not covered. Hatcheries, and other links in 

the supply chain, may pose both environmental and social challenges and it is important 

that ASC include these elements when certifying product.  

Key considerations: 

- Internal auditor will be expected to meet requirements outlined by the ASC 

- Audits will be conducted against the Aligned Standard 
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- Farms will have the option to have qualified third-party auditors conduct audits, in 

which case a single audit could be used by multiple producers sourcing from that 

hatchery 

Key change 2: Supply chain steps 

Overview: The number of sites, production systems, or suppliers utilised by a Unit of 

Certification varies widely based on species, production system, farm size, region, etc. 

The current proposal aims to address the major impacts of juvenile production and 

therefore needs to cover the significant suppliers within the chain, without putting undue 

burden on producers.  

Key considerations: 

- Large hatcheries may produce stock for several different farms 

- Some supply chains include one step prior to growout, while other systems may 

include multiple (e.g., brood site, hatchery, intermediate site).  

 

 

1) Requirements for the Grow Out Phase 

 

a) Compliance requirements 

 

Compliance with P1, P2 and P3 of the ASC Farm Standard is required for all sites 

involved in growing the final product. Growing the final product refers to the ñGrow Out 

Phaseò which follows the ñPre-Grow Out Phaseò. This also means that calculations, 

reporting and disclosure requirements include all these sites unless specified differently 

within the indicators. For example, FFDR is calculated across the entire Grow Out 

Phase. 

 

b) Verification requirements 

 

Third-party assurance through Conformity Assessment Body (CAB) audit will occur at 

the final grow-out site (UoC). The CAB audit will include verification of the internal audit 

reports and, if necessary in higher risk production systems (e.g., intermediate sites in 

salmon farming), spot checks of sites growing the final product based on the discretion of 

the auditor.  The detailed requirements for this will be included in the RUoC / CAR. 

 

2) Requirements for the Pre-Grow Out Phase 

 

a) Compliance requirements 

 

An overview document will differentiate indicators specific to grow-out, and those only 

applicable to pre-grow out (genetic introgression, etc.)  In most cases, indicators across 

P1-P3 will be relevant to all production systems. Compliance will be required for all sites 

involved in the Pre-Grow Out Phase. In some instances, this may include sites where 

aquaculture product is held for short periods of time, and sites which may not belong to 
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the UoC. These sites are not covered by the auditing process of Conformity Assessment 

Bodies (CABs), but will be covered by the UoCs own assessment.  

 

b) Verification requirements 

 

The UoC is required to take responsibility for its suppliers and audit all sites involved in 

producing seed or juvenile product prior to its move to the final site or UoC. It is planned 

that ASC will provide training and simple audit checklists for the UoC to carry out these 

second party audits of their own suppliers. Where preferred, the UoC can also outsource 

the auditing to a third-party, or can use available audit reports carried out by other ASC 

certified farms using the same pre-growing sites. The detailed requirements for this will 

be included in the RUoC / CAR. 
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Criterion 2.18 ï Area Based Management 

 

 

Scope Criterion 2.18 ï Every UoC unless where stated otherwise within the indicator. 

 

Rationale ï Aquaculture interacts with the wider environment in which it is located, and as 

such depends on its source and sink services to be maintained over a longer period. Examples 

of this are use of water (as a resource), disease and parasite absorbance, or ability to buffer 

(effluent) nutrients. As managing these impacts stretches beyond the farm-site and extends 

to the wider (natural) area, the various stakeholders within it and the resources provided by it, 

a holistic, area-based approach is required. Through Area Based Management (ABM), 

impacts of aquaculture can be assessed against the wider ecosystem carrying capacity, which 

can be expressed in various parameters. 

  

Intent ï To inform decisions regarding wider Area Based Management in relation to disease 

and parasite management, and genetic introgression. 

 

Under development, to include indicators 8.2 to 8.6 from Freshwater Trout Standard Section 

8. 

 

Indicators: 

Indicator 2.18.1 

 
Indicator scope: cage culture182 

The UoC shall participate in an Area Based Management (ABM) 

scheme for managing diseases, parasites and resistance to treatments 

(Annex 13). In areas where these schemes do not exist, the UoC shall 

provide evidence of working towards establishing one within the 

certification cycle, i.e. within three (3) years. 

Indicator 2.18.2 The UoC shall, when an unidentifiable transmissible agent is suspected 

by the UoC, increase monitoring and surveillance183 on farm and within 

the ABM.  

Indicator 2.18.3 The UoC shall, when unexplained increased mortality184 is experienced 

by the UoC, increase monitoring and surveillance on farm and within 

the ABM. 

Indicator 2.18.4 The UoC shall, when an OIE-notifiable disease is confirmed on the 

farm, enhance monitoring and conduct rigorous testing together with 

the ABM. 

 
182 This applies to all species groups other than salmon. Salmon is included in 2.15, Sea Lice Section.  
183 Primary aim of monitoring and surveillance is to investigate whether a new or adapted disease is present in the area. 
184 A statistically significant increase over background rate on a monthly basis. 

Key considerations  

Within the ASC Standards, several elements (e.g. disease control, pelagic effects) of ABM 
are addressed for a number of species in scope. Given the specificity in these elements, 
the majority of the current (aligned) Criteria content is composed of these requirements. In 
addition, various generic requirements elements have been added, specifically regarding 
the management of diseases in an area. 
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Indicator 2.18.5 The UoC shall engage/demonstrate commitment to collaborate with 

NGOs, academics, and governments on areas of mutually agreed 

research to measure possible impacts on communities, wild stocks, the 

wider ecosystem and essential ecosystem services on which wildlife 

depend. 

Indicator 2.18.6 
Indicator scope: bivalve only 

For hatchery produced seed, documentation of efforts made to address 

genetic concerns specific to species and geographic region where the 

seed will be out-planted.  

Indicator 2.18.7 
Indicator scope: bivalve only  

The UoC shall comply with at least one of the following: 

- The water body within which bivalve culturing occurs has a 

ratio of clearance time185 (CT) over retention time186 (RT) > one 

(1)187 188, OR 

- The water body within which bivalve culturing occurs has a 

ratio of CT over primary production time189 (PPT) > three (3)190, 

OR 

- The UoC shall prove, through more comprehensive carrying 

capacity modeling, that in aggregate, bivalve culturing does not 

exceed the ecological carrying capacity of the applicable water 

body in which they are located. 

 

Requirements on disclosure and reporting 

Indicator 2.18.8 

Disclosure 

symbol 

The UoC shall, when resistance to antimicrobials has been determined 

by the UoC, disclose results to farms within the ABM. 

Indicator 2.18.9 

Disclosure 

symbol 

The UoC shall, when resistance to parasiticides has been determined 

by the UoC disclose results to farms within the ABM.  

Indicator 2.18.10 

Disclosure 

symbol 

The UoC shall, when an unidentifiable transmissible agent is suspected 

by the UoC, disclose information to farms within the ABM.  

Indicator 2.18.11 

Disclosure 

symbol 

The UoC shall, when unexplained increased mortality is experienced by 

the UoC, disclose information to farms within the ABM.  

 
185 Clearance time is the number of days required for the dominant bivalve stock(s) (wild and cultured) to clear the volume of 
the bay or regional water body (i.e. sites with no clear boundaries). The dominant species census should be based on the peak 
standing stock during the year. The calculation is based on published 
clearance rate data for the bivalve group (mussels, scallops, clams and oysters). 
186 Retention time is the number of days for tides to flush a volume of water equal to the volume of the bay or water body. 
187 If the area of all of the farms within a water body as defined in Appendix 13, inclusive of the certification unit, is less than 
10% of the total area of the water body, then requirement 2.18.13 need not apply. 
188 Following the calculation method outlined in Annex 2. 
189 PPT is the number of days required for the replacement of the standing stock of phytoplankton in the bay (i.e. time-scale of 
phytoplankton population growth). PPT is the ratio of yearly averages of phytoplankton biomass (B) to phytoplankton primary 
production (PPP) within the system. B can be estimated from chlorophyll a measurements, published data, or satellite 
predictions, assuming a carbon to chlorophyll ratio of 50. PPP can be obtained from published results or model predictions. 
190 Following the calculation method outlined in Annex 2. 
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Indicator 2.18.12 

Disclosure 

symbol 

The UoC shall, when an OIE-notifiable disease is confirmed on the 

farm, immediately notify farms within the ABM.  

 

Annex 13 

Under development, including Appendix I and II of the bivalve standard, appendices sections 

from the salmon, cobia and seabass standards.  
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PRINCIPLE 3 - THE UOC OPERATES IN A SOCIALLY 

RESPONSIBLE MANNER 

 

Scope Principle 3 - Every UoC. 

Rationale ï The aquaculture sector, including its supplying and processing industries, 

provides food, jobs and income to millions of people globally. The sector is characterised by 

a high degree of labour-intensive work, especially on farms and processing facilities, with most 

people employed in economically developing countries11. Where practised, aquaculture 

industries typically play an important role as part of the economic backbone of local (and often 

rural) communities191,192,193,194. 

The combination of a fast-growing sector often operating in remote or less regulated regions 

results in an increased risk of human rights and labour standards being violated. In addition, 

there are concerns over the Social License to Operate (SLO) of the aquaculture sector, 

particularly regarding its land and resources use. Although many of these risks and concerns 

are perceived to be occurring mostly in developing countries, they exist equally in developed 

counties195,196. 

In developing the Criteria for this Principle, several documents of the International Labour 

Organisation (ILO), the Office of the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR) and 

Social Accountability International (SA8000) were used as reference. ASCôs labour rights 

criteria are based on ILOôs international labour standards, which primarily take the form of 

Conventions. References are given to the key international standards (ILO Conventions) and 

other relevant documents, in the Rationale section of each Criterion. 

Through Principle 3, ASCôs vision directly contributes to addressing the UN Sustainable 

Development Goals9 (SDG) 5 (ñAchieve gender equality and empower all women and girlsò), 

SDG 8 (ñPromote sustained, inclusive and sustainable economic growth, full and productive 

employment and decent work for allò) and SDG 10 (ñReduce inequality within and among 

countriesò). 

The intended outcome of Principle 3 is that ASC-certified facilities operate in a socially 

responsible manner, by ensuring that: 

I. All genders are treated equally and are given equal opportunities, 

II. worker rights are respected, 

III. working and living conditions for workers are decent, and 

IV. interactions with neighbouring communities and Indigenous people are constructive. 

 

 
191 Asian Development Bank. 2005. An Evaluation of Small-Scale Freshwater Rural Aquaculture Development for Poverty 
Reduction. https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/publication/27961/fresh-water.pdf  
192 Ceballos, A., Dresdner-Cid, J.D., Quiroga-Suazo, M.A. 2018. Does the location of salmon farm contribute to the reduction of 
poverty in remote coastal areas? An impact assessment using the Chilean case study. Food Policy, Volume 75, p68-79. 
193 New Zealand Government ï Ministry for Primary Industries. 2015. The social and community effects of aquaculture ï a case 
study of Southland aquaculture. ISBN 978-0-908334-49-0. 
194 Highlands and Islands Entreprise and Marine Scotland. 2017. The value of aquaculture to Scotland. 
https://www.gov.scot/Topics/marine/Publications/TopicSheets/tslist/aquavalue  
195 Group on Experts against Trafficking of Human Beings (GRETA). 2017. 7th General Report on GRETAôs activities. 
https://g8fip1kplyr33r3krz5b97d1-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/GRETA-annual-report-for-2017.pdf  
196 Fletcher, L.E.,Bales K.,Stover E. (2005) Hidden Slaves: Forced Labor in the United States, 23 Berkeley J. Int'l Law. 47. 
https://scholarship.law.berkeley.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1281&context=bjil  

https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/publication/27961/fresh-water.pdf
https://www.gov.scot/Topics/marine/Publications/TopicSheets/tslist/aquavalue
https://g8fip1kplyr33r3krz5b97d1-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/GRETA-annual-report-for-2017.pdf
https://scholarship.law.berkeley.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1281&context=bjil
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Overall, Principle 3 contributes to improving the Social License to Operate of the aquaculture 

sector. 

 

 

  

Justification for key changes  

Addition of indicators on the Risk Management Framework annex: The ASC is 

working on the development of the Risk Management Framework, which is a tool to 

enable farms to identify and assess risks in the areas of community impacts, 

environmental impacts and workersô health & safety. The tool will help farms to identify 

prevention, mitigation and remediation actions for these risks and monitor their 

effectiveness. The Framework is designed to replace requirements around a BEIA and 

PSIA, going further in deeper levels of detail and providing an accessible way for farms to 

work in these areas. The indicators on the RMF lead the UoC to carry out their 

assessment using the ASC-developed tool. 

Key considerations  

Risk Management Framework: Is there clarity in the links between the Risk 

Management Framework tool and the related requirements on communities and health 

and safety? Is it clear what the farms need to do in order to be compliant with those 

indicators? 
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Criterion 3.1 ï Rights Awareness 

 

 

Scope Criterion 3.1 ï Every UoC. 

 

Rationale ï In 1948, the General Assembly of the United Nations proclaimed the Universal 

Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR), which is a list of thirty rights and freedoms that belong 

to every human being, that are to be universally protected. It has been translated into over 

500 different languages197. The 17 SDGs, adopted in 2015, are grounded in international 

human rights law198. Principle 3 of the ASC Farm Standard addresses the importance of 

aquaculture that is socially responsible and ensures that activities do not in any way 

contravene the UDHR. The Criteria cover a range of human rights under specific topics, but 

there are additional indicators beyond the scope of existing Criteria that ensure that the 

rights of employees and members of neighbouring communities are protected. These are 

covered in this Criterion. 

 

Intent ï The farm ensures the protection of the human rights of all employees. 

 

Indicators: 

Indicator 3.1.1 The UoC shall have a written human rights policy statement in place, 

approved at the most senior level. 

Indicator 3.1.2 The UoC shall have at least one named member of management who is 

responsible for the implementation of the human rights policy statement. 

 
197 https://www.un.org/en/about-us/universal-declaration-of-human-rights 
198 https://www.ohchr.org/en/issues/SDGS/pages/the2030agenda.aspx 

Justification for key changes  

Addition of Criterion 3.1 ï Rights Awareness: While the whole of Principle 3 reflects 

the importance of human rights, it is felt that we should begin with a Criterion that 

specifically focuses on this issue, and also picks up some indicators that are rooted more 

in the protection of human rights than one of the other Criteria topics.  

The SSCI Primary Production Scope places an emphasis on requiring that a human rights 

policy is in place, and distinguishes it as separate to any other policies required. It was not 

set apart in the previous drafts of the standard, and in addition needed to include 

requirements around the implementation of the human rights statement, and training on it.  

Additionally, there were indicators around medical testing that sat under Discrimination in 

the Feed standard. The rationale behind these indicators was the protection of the human 

rights of the employees, so it was felt that they were better placed in this Criterion.  

Key considerations  

Indicators 3.1.5 ï 3.1.8 on medical testing: These indicators were included, as possibly 

a UoC would need to require medical testing for divers or for something like Covid. 

However, there is a concern that the presence of these indicators could give license to a 

UoC to conduct medical testing, if they hadnôt considered it previously.  
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Indicator 3.1.3 The UoC shall ensure that all employees are trained on the human rights 

policy; the training shall be documented and information shall be 

distributed, available, and explained to all employees in a format they can 

understand. 

Indicator 3.1.4 The UoC shall ensure that the human rights policy statement is made 

publicly available. 

Indicator 3.1.5 During the recruitment process, the UoC, or if applicable the agency(ies) 

involved in recruitment shall not require medical tests, unless required for 

the function of the job. 

Indicator 3.1.6 The UoC shall not require medical tests, unless specified by a health and 

safety or food safety risk assessment199. 

Indicator 3.1.7 If the UoC requires medical tests, as specified by a health and safety or 

food safety risk assessment, employees must understand the reasons for 

the tests, their data must be protected, and they must have access to 

their test results. 

Indicator 3.1.8 If the UoC requires medical tests, as specified by a health and safety or 

food safety risk assessment, employees have the right to use an 

independent doctor, if preferred. 
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Criterion 3.2 ï Forced, Bonded, Compulsory Labour and Human Trafficking  

 

 

Scope Criterion 3.2 ï Every UoC. 

 

Rationale ï Within the United Nations (UN) Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) 

it is recognised that forced, bonded, compulsory labour200 and human trafficking201 is a 

persistent problem in many industries202 and regions of the world203. The fishing and 

aquaculture industries are no exception.204 205.  

According to recent estimates206, 25 million people are victims of forced, bonded or 

compulsory labour. This includes human trafficking (recruitment, transfer, or harbouring of a 

person by force, threat or deception), debt bondage (labour demanded as a means of payment 

of debt), and more subtle forms of forced labour that force employees to remain in their jobs 

against their will through other means of threat.  

Poverty, along with inequality, discrimination and unfair labour practices, are key drivers of 

forced labour, which usually impacts the most vulnerable and least protected. Where workers 

toil under unsafe working conditions, with long hours, low wages and a lack of contracts, forced 

labour is much more likely to occur.207 Forced and bonded labour does not occur only in low-

income countries; in some industries and regions of high-income countries, (migrant) 

employees can become victims of forced labour. The use of unregulated labour brokers or 

recruitment agencies sending migrant workers has been identified as a major factor in human 

trafficking and forced labour in the seafood and other sectors, especially for migrant 

workers.208   

 
200 Forced, bonded, compulsory labour: see Definition List. 
201 Human trafficking: see Definition List. 
202 Oxfam. 2018. Ripe for change ï Ending human suffering in supermarket supply chains. 
https://policypractice.oxfam.org.uk/publications/ripe-for-change-ending-human-suffering-in-supermarket-supply-chains620418 
203 Global Slavery Index. 2018. https://www.globalslaveryindex.org/resources/downloads/ 
204 Human Rights Watch. 2018. Hidden chains - Rights abuses and forced labor in Thailandôs Fishing Industry. 
205 https://www.globalslaveryindex.org/2018/findings/importing-risk/fishing/ 
206 https://www.globalslaveryindex.org/2018/findings/highlights/ 
207 https://businessdocbox.com/Agriculture/112216240-Aquaculture-as-a-vehicle-for-positive-social-change-lifting-people-out-of-
poverty.html 
208 Human Rights Watch. 2018. Hidden chains - Rights abuses and forced labor in Thailandôs Fishing Industry. 

Justification for key changes  

Addition of indicators on remediation for cases of forced labour and child labour: 

Some indicators were added requiring the UoC to implement remediation actions if cases 

of forced labour or child labour were found, as the previous draft of the standard stopped 

at the prevention of egregious human rights violations, not any further actions. 

 

Key considerations  

Child labour and forced labour: Previous iterations of the standards and the Annex on 

Grievance Mechanisms specify that remediation should happen within a 90-day 

timeframe. We are unsure if we should include a reference to a timeframe. If there is no 

timeframe, there is a risk that remediation drags on and never happens, but there are 

problems (e.g. cases of forced or child labour) that should be immediately addressed and 

not take 90 days to begin work on. 
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The ILO has prohibited forced and bonded labour through two Conventions (29209,105210). The 

Protection of Wage Convention (95) prohibits any deduction from wages to be paid to 

employers or recruiters by employees to obtain or retain employment, and the Private 

Employment Agencies Convention (181) regulates employment agencies to ensure that 

workersô rights are respected. 

 

This Criterion focusses on the prohibition of forced and bonded labour, oversight of recruitment 

agencies and the responsible recruitment of workers, as well as effective remediation should 

forced or bonded labour be found. However, the protections outlined in all other labour rights 

Criteria in this Standard are also critical in both identifying and preventing forced and bonded 

labour, which is often accompanied by related workplace violations in other areas. These 

protections, including limiting working hours, preventing workplace discrimination, ensuring 

decent wages and transparency in contracting, maintaining an effective grievance mechanism 

and others, are essential in addressing underlying drivers of forced and bonded labour and 

human trafficking by creating a more ethical workplace and sustainable industry. 

The elimination of forced and bonded labour supports SDG 8: Decent Work and Economic 

Growth. 

 

Intent ï The farm prevents and does not engage in, or support, forced, bonded, compulsory 

labour or human trafficking. If any such issues are found, the farm implements effective 

remediation measures.  

 

Indicators: 

Indicator 3.2.1 The UoC shall not (be) engage(d) in, or support, forced, bonded, 

compulsory labour211 or human trafficking212. This includes:  

- work that is exacted from any person under the menace of any 

penalty213 

- work for which the person has not offered himself or herself 

voluntarily214  

- the use of deception or other forms of coercion, for the purpose 

of exploitation of people 

- the use of exploitative loans to prevent employees from leaving 

their jobs. 

Indicator 3.2.2 If forced, bonded, compulsory labour or human trafficking is found, the 

UoC shall implement, monitor and document remediation procedures to 

comply with 3.2.1, that put the best interest of the person first, such as 

resolving debts or other forms of bondage, or providing compensation 

for personal and material damages, as well as enabling revised 

employee conditions or repatriation.  

 
209 ILO Forced Labour Convention, 1930 (No. 29). 
210 ILO Abolition of Forced Labour Convention, 1957 (No. 105). 
211 Forced, bonded, compulsory labour: see Definition List. 
212 Human trafficking: see Definition List. 
213 While a penalty in itself can be more visible, the menace of a penalty can be more hidden but is equally seen as leading to a 
form of forced labour. Menace of a penalty includes for example the fear of suppression of rights or privileges, and threats of 
retaliation which can be realised in different forms, such as in physical, mental and social harm. 
214 Voluntarily: see Definition List. 
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Indicator 3.2.3 If forced, bonded, compulsory labour or human trafficking is found, the 

UoC shall implement corrective actions that prevent recurrence. 

Corrective actions are documented and are verified to ensure 

effectiveness.   

Indicator 3.2.4 The UoC shall ensure that any employment/recruitment agency(ies) 

used is screened and monitored to ensure that it is: 

- licensed or certified by the competent national authority, where 

such licensing/certification exists; 

- conforms with Criteria 1.1. 

Indicator 3.2.5 The UoC, or if applicable the agency(ies) involved in recruitment, shall 

not take into its possession any original identity documentation such as 

IDs, visas, passports, without which the employee would not be able to 

freely terminate the employment, travel or leave the country. If a secure 

storage option for personal documents and valuable possessions is 

provided, it shall be ensured that: 

- it is the choice of the worker to utilise the storage 

- storage is documented 

- workers have free access to their possessions 

Indicator 3.2.6 The UoC and/or employment/recruitment agency, shall allow workers to 

terminate their employment according to the terms and conditions 

defined within employment agreements. 

Indicator 3.2.7 The UoC, or if applicable the agency(ies) involved in recruitment, shall 

not withhold any part of the employeeôs salary, property, or benefits, 

even if local regulation allows for this. The only situations where 

withholding is permitted is when required by law. 

Indicator 3.2.8 The UoC, or if applicable the agency(ies) involved in recruitment, shall 

not charge employees any fees for recruitment215  or during 

employment. This includes any costs, or deposits associated with the 

processing of official documents including work visas. For migrant 

workers216, this includes any costs, or deposits, associated with travel 

and repatriation. 

Indicator 3.2.9 The UoC shall allow employees to freely move around the workplace in 

order to use sanitary facilities and have access to drinking water during 

their work shift. 

Indicator 3.2.10 The UoC shall not keep employees involuntarily on site outside of a 

work shift. 

Indicator 3.2.11 The UoC shall offer employees accessible and safe transportation to 

leave the premises when the work place is not readily available; allow 

employees to leave the site once their shift is over unless agreed 

otherwise in the terms and conditions within employment agreements. 

Indicator 3.2.12 The UoC shall not require employees to reside in employer-operated 

accommodation as a condition of employment for non-remote, readily 

accessible, operations. 

 
215 For migrant workers, evidence shall include recruitment/employment cost incurred by the UoC; costs shall be summarised 
by year as well as by country from which employed migrant workers originate. 
216 Migrant worker: see Definition List. 
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Indicator 3.2.13 The UoC, or if applicable the agency(ies) involved in recruitment, shall 

not engage in prison labour. 

Indicator 3.2.14 The UoC shall not require spouses, children, or any other family 

members of owners and employees to work. Where family members 

are allowed to work, they shall be separately and voluntarily contracted 

in accordance with the standardôs requirements. 

Indicator 3.2.15 The UoC shall not require employees to purchase from employer-

operated stores or services, such as the use of canteens, as a condition 

of employment; where alternative stores or services are not available 

due to the remote location, cost is reasonable and does not include the 

UoC making a profit from stores and services provided to employees. 

 

Requirements on the ASC Risk Management Framework 

Indicator 3.2.16 

RMF Symbol 

Assessing: 

The UoC shall run the Risk Management Framework (RMF) app217, 

carrying out an assessment to understand both the external and internal 

contexts, including the drivers within those contexts which increase the 

likelihood of forced labour within the UoC. The assessment outcome 

proposes possible measures to ensure low risk of forced labour, and 

indicators to monitor the effectiveness of measures. 

 

Potential drivers within the external context (outside the UoC):  

- Populations of vulnerable groups 

- Poverty (lack of social safety net) 

- History/prevalence of using forced labour 

- Inadequate law and regulation, or poor enforcement 

- Instability in the region 

 

Potential drivers within the internal context (within the UoC): 

- On-site accommodation 

- Inadequate oversight (production steps, use of third-party 

recruitment agencies, use of sub-contractors) 

- Demand for labour exceeds existing capacity (peak production 

times, unexpected events) 

- High proportion of non-skilled work available 

- Remoteness of location 

Indicator 3.2.17 

RMF Symbol 

Planning: 

The UoC shall, as part of the RMF app, select appropriate measures 

and monitoring indicators, to develop a site-specific Risk Management 

Plan (RMP) for forced labour, based on the risk level determined 

through the assessment under 3.2.16. 

 
217 Link to RMF app; under development. 
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Indicator 3.2.18 

RMF Symbol 

Implementation: 

¶ The UoC shall, as part of the UoCôs site-specific RMP 

(developed under 3.2.17), implement measures (prevention) to 

ensure low risk of forced labour.   

 

¶ The UoC shall, as part of the UoCôs site-specific RMP, 

implement monitoring indicators (developed under 3.2.17) to 

ensure low risk level is achieved and maintained (timing and 

frequency must be measure-specific, as defined within the 

RMP). 

 

¶ The UoC shall, as part of the UoCôs site-specific RMP, 

implement the following review frequency: 

¶ Review and revise the RMP when triggered by the 

monitoring outcome. 

¶ Review and revise the RMP when changes in the 

internal context occur (e.g. farming activities) 

¶ Review and revise the RMP when changes in the 

external context occur (e.g. climate change related). 
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Criterion 3.3 ï Child Labour  

 

Scope Criterion 3.3 ï Every UoC. 

 

Rationale ï The OHCHR Convention on the Rights of the Child, as well as ILO Conventions 

138218 and 182219  have established that all children have the right to be protected from doing 

work that is dangerous or bad for their education, health or development. Although SDG 8.7 

calls for the elimination of child labour in all forms by 2025, it is estimated that 152 million 

children worldwide are child labourers220. Child labour is driven by economic and cultural 

pressures on the poorest, most vulnerable and least educated families. Children221 and young 

employees222 are particularly vulnerable to economic exploitation due to their inherent age-

related limitations in physical development, knowledge, experience and lack of independence. 

They are also more likely to become victims of child labour when their parents are not paid a 

fair wage and where there is not adequate access to schooling in their community. These 

vulnerabilities can lead to worst forms of child labour.  

Employment and exploitation of children and young workers occurs globally and in many (if 

not all) industries223, including the aquaculture sector224. Child labourers are deprived of 

 
218 ILO Minimum Age Convention, 1973 (No. 138). 
219 ILO Worst Forms of Child Labour Convention, 1999 (No. 182). 
220 https://endchildlabour2021.org/child-labour/ 
221 Child: see Definition List. 
222 Young employee: see Definition List. 
223 https://www.ilo.org/ipec/areas/Agriculture/WCMS_172348/lang--en/index.htm 
224 ILO. 2017. Global estimates of child labour: Results and trends, 2012-2016. https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---
dgreports/---dcomm/documents/publication/wcms_575499.pdf 

Justification for key changes  

Addition of indicators on remediation for cases of forced labour and child labour: 

We added some indicators requiring the UoC to implement remediation actions if cases of 

forced labour or child labour were found, as the previous draft of the standard stopped at 

the prevention of egregious human rights violations, not any further actions. 

Key considerations  

Child labour and forced labour: Previous iterations of the standards and the Annex on 

Grievance Mechanisms specify that remediation should happen within a 90-day 

timeframe. We are unsure if we should include a reference to a timeframe. If there is no 

timeframe, there is a risk that remediation drags on and never happens, but there are 

problems (eg cases of forced or child labour) that should be immediately addressed and 

not take 90 days to begin work on. 

 

Child labour: The standard permits children from the age of 13 to conduct light work, and 

provides information about their working hours and rest times. This is in line with the ILO, 

but we are concerned that the inclusion of this could sound like it is encouraging farms to 

engage in children in light work, which seems at odds with the avoidance of child labour. If 

this were the case, one possible solution is to include a requirement that permits light 

work for children aged 13 and 14 only on family run farms. 
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healthy childhood play and are commonly forced to leave school prematurely, combine 

attendance with excessively long and heavy work, or are deprived of the opportunity to attend 

school altogether. This contributes to a cycle which perpetuates poverty and child labour in 

subsequent generations. 

This criteria focusses on the prevention of child labour, safe conditions for young workers and 

effective remediation should any instance of child labour be found. The protections outlined in 

other labour rights criteria in this Standard, including decent wages, limited working hours and 

transparency in contracting, also protect against the risk of child labour by creating economic 

security for families.   

Childrenôs participation in work that does not negatively affect their health and personal 

development nor interferes with their schooling, is generally regarded as being something 

positive. This includes activities such as helping their parents around the home or assisting in 

a family (farming) business.  Limited and non-harmful forms of participation in work can 

contribute to a childôs development, and within some contexts to the welfare of their families; 

it provides them with skills and experience and helps to prepare them to become productive 

members of society during their adult life225.  

Intent ï The farm ensures child labour is prevented. If child labour is found, the farm 

implements effective remediation. 

Indicators: 

Indicator 3.3.1 The UoC shall not (be) engage(d) in child labour226. This includes work 

that: 

- is mentally, physically, socially or morally dangerous and 

harmful to children227  

- interferes with their schooling228. 

Indicator 3.3.2 If child labour is found, the UoC shall implement, monitor and 

document remediation procedures to comply with 3.3.1 that put the 

best interest of the child first, such as enabling the child to attend 

school and remain in school until no longer mandatory.  

Indicator 3.3.3 If child labour is found, the UoC shall implement corrective actions that 

prevent recurrence. Corrective actions are documented and are 

verified to ensure effectiveness.   

 
225 https://www.ilo.org/ipec/facts/lang--en/index.htm 
226 Child labour: see Definition List. 
227 Mentally or socially dangerous may include: working in isolation, working in an environment containing abusive language. 
Physically dangerous may include: heavy lifting and exposed to moving parts of machinery, working in noisy or dusty conditions 
or extreme temperatures. It is important to note that work that has not been defined as hazardous for adults may be hazardous 
for children. Morally dangerous includes working in an environment such as exposed to substance abuse or gambling. See also 
definition for worst forms of child labour. 
228 As per the ILO definition, this includes for example: depriving them of the opportunity to attend school, obliging them to leave 
school prematurely, or requiring them to attempt to combine school attendance with excessively long and heavy work. 

https://www.ilo.org/ipec/facts/lang--en/index.htm
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Indicator 3.3.4 The UoC may employ children from the age of 15229 or above the age 

of completion of mandatory schooling230 (whichever is higher), only 

under the following condition: 

-  The child does not conduct hazardous work231, 232. 

Indicator 3.3.5 The UoC may employ children aged 13 and 14 years old233 234 to 

conduct light work only, but shall make sure that:   

- The child receives appropriate training prior to work 

- The child receives appropriate supervision 

- It does not jeopardise schooling. 

Indicator 3.3.6 The UoC shall ensure that any children235, including young 

employees236, carrying out work, only perform non-hazardous work 

(3.3.4) or light work (3.3.5). 

Indicator 3.3.7 The UoC shall facilitate school attendance for children of employees, 

including children of migrant and temporary/season workers living on-

site. 

Indicator 3.3.8 The UoC shall develop age verification mechanisms and maintain age 

records for all employees. 

 

Requirements on the ASC Risk Management Framework 

Indicator 3.3.9 

RMF Symbol 

Assessing: 

The UoC shall run the Risk Management Framework (RMF) app237, 

carrying out an assessment to understand both the external and 

internal contexts, including the drivers within those contexts which 

increase the likelihood of child labour within the UoC. The assessment 

outcome proposes possible measures to ensure low risk of child 

labour, and indicators to monitor the effectiveness of measures. 

 

Potential drivers within the external context (outside the UoC):  

- Limited access to schools 

- Populations of vulnerable groups 

- Poverty 

- History/prevalence of using child labour 

- Inadequate law and regulation, or poor enforcement 

- Instability in the area or region 

 

 
229 ILO Convention 138 allows for 14 years as exception in certain developing countries. ASC follows ILO Convention 138 and 
equally allows employment from 14 years in these countries. 
230 National laws or regulations may permit the employment or work of persons who are at least 15 years of age but have not 
yet completed their compulsory schooling, to conduct work which meets the following requirements:  
- not likely to be harmful to their health or development  
- not such as to prejudice their attendance at school, their participation in vocational orientation, or training programmes 
approved by the competent authority or their capacity to benefit from the instruction received. 
231 Hazardous work: see Definition List. 
232 See Tables 2 and 3 in Annex 6. 
233 ILO Convention 138 allows for 12 years as exception in certain developing countries. ASC follows ILO Convention 138 and 
equally allows employment from 12 years in these countries. 
234 This indicator and the scope of the Standard does not apply to children helping out at home and participating in work; for 
example, helping parents around the home, assisting in a family business, or participating in other activities which are not an 
essential contribution to the productivity and profitability of a business. 
235 Child: see Definition List. 
236 Young employee: see Definition List 
237 Link to RMF app; under development  



 

ASC Farm Standard - Public Consultation V (P1, P2, P3) draft - March 2022                                                  Page 122 of 175 

Potential drivers within the internal context (within the UoC): 

- Presence of children on site (families living on site, family farm) 

- Employment of children 

- High demand / peak production times (labour shortages 

Indicator 3.3.10 

RMF Symbol 

Planning: 

The UoC shall, as part of the RMF app, select appropriate measures 

and monitoring indicators, to develop a site-specific Risk Management 

Plan (RMP) for child labour, based on the risk level determined 

through the assessment under 3.3.9. 

Indicator 3.3.11 

RMF Symbol 

Implementation: 

a) The UoC shall, as part of the UoCôs site-specific RMP, 

(developed under 3.3.10), implement measures (prevention) 

to: 

¶ ensure low risk of child labour   

¶ facilitate schooling of children of employees 

¶ have a robust age verification system prior to 

employment 

¶ evaluate types of work and categorise into light, non-

hazardous and hazardous work (only if children are 

employed). 

b) The UoC shall, as part of the UoCôs site-specific RMP, 

implement monitoring indicators (developed under 3.3.10) to 

ensure low risk level is achieved and maintained (timing and 

frequency must be measure-specific, as defined within the 

RMP). 

c) The UoC shall, as part of the UoCôs site-specific RMP, 

implement the following review frequency: 

¶ Review and revise the RMP when triggered by the 

monitoring outcome 

¶ Review and revise the RMP when changes in the 

internal context occur (e.g., farming activities) 

¶ Review and revise the RMP when changes in the 

external context occur (e.g., climate change related). 
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Criterion 3.4 ï Discrimination 

 

 

Scope Criterion 3.4 ï Every UoC. 

Rationale ï Discrimination238 is a global and pervasive problem, despite the statement of the 

first article of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights: óAll human beings are born free and 

equal in dignity and rightsô239. Millions of people around the world face a wide variety of 

discrimination for multiple reasons. 

Discrimination causes negative impacts on many levels. Individuals can suffer unequal 

treatment, stress and harm, at home, in society and in the workplace. This unequal treatment 

can perpetuate poverty, stifle development, productivity and competitiveness, and on a larger 

scale, can ignite political instability240. Discrimination can be responsible for large-scale 

tragedies of ethnic cleansing and genocide, and discriminatory policies can lead to destruction, 

exile and death241. 

It is a cross-cutting issue that can be found in every aspect of human life. This is reflected in 

the fact that the SDGs directly address discrimination across four of the different goals (SDG 

1:  No Poverty, SDG 5: Gender Equality, SDG 8: Decent Work and Economic Growth, and 

SDG 10: Reduced Inequalities). The ILO addresses discrimination through three Conventions 

(100242, 111243 and 156244). It manifests itself in multiple areas and issues, including race, 

gender, nationality, legal status, age, ethnicity and many more. Recognition of the problem of 

discrimination is widespread, and sometimes discrimination can be obvious and clear, but at 

other times it can be difficult to detect and consequently, hard to address. 

Despite the acknowledgement of the problem of discrimination, it is still common in the 

workplace, and consequently is a priority for ASC standards. Non-discrimination, which 

includes gender equality, is a key area of focus for the SDGs and engaging with this focus 

area is critical for ensuring wide social inclusiveness and stability245. Working to decrease 

discrimination against all groups, including women, by improving equality, ówill have wide-

ranging benefits for society as a whole and help to ensure that the benefits of development 

 
238 Discrimination: see Definition List. 
239 https://www.un.org/en/about-us/universal-declaration-of-human-rights 
240 ILO. 2011. Equality at work: the continuing challenge. https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_norm/--- 
declaration/documents/publication/wcms_166583.pdf 
241 https://ohchr.org/EN/Issues/Discrimination/Pages/discrimination.aspx 
242 ILO Equal Remuneration Convention, 100. 
243 ILO Discrimination (Employment and Occupation) Convention, 111. 
244 ILO Workers with Family Responsibilities Convention, 156. 
245 FAO, 2020. The State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture 2020. Sustainability in action. Rome. 
https://doi.org/10.4060/ca9229en 

Key considerations  

Discrimination: The standard is clear that discrimination is not allowed, but does not 

expand further to details of this process, including understanding what discrimination is, 

how positive discrimination is allowed, how to report it if it is hidden. We wonder if the 

topic is too complex for requirements, or if there is space in the standard to be able to look 

at these issues in more depth. 

https://doi.org/10.4060/ca9229en
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are felt by allô246. However, gender equality is just one area of discrimination and in order to 

promote a peaceful, just and effective society, discrimination must be addressed in all its 

forms, visible and invisible.  

Discrimination can be addressed through programmes to improve diversity and facilitate 

groups who are often discriminated against, to participate more fully and equally in both 

society and the workplace. ASC standards take significant steps to bring an end to 

discrimination in the workplace, but do not address these aspects of positive discrimination, 

due to the difficulty of monitoring and auditing these programmes. 

Intent ï The farm ensures equal treatment of and equal opportunities for all employees and 

applicants for employment. 

Indicators: 

Indicator 3.4.1 The UoC shall ensure equal treatment of and opportunities for all 

applicants for employment and employees, including recruitment process 

and conditions, pay & benefits, working conditions, job assignment, 

training, promotion and other career opportunities, disciplinary practices, 

termination, retirement. This is irrespective of gender, legal status, 

nationality, caste, race, colour, age, sexual orientation, ethnicity, 

disabilities, pregnancy, parental status, marital status, religion, affiliation, 

political opinion, employment condition, participation in trade unions, or 

any other legally protected characteristics. 

Indicator 3.4.2 The UoC, or if applicable the agency(ies) involved in recruitment, shall 

not test for pregnancy or virginity, nor practice or encourage forced 

contraception. 

 

 

 

  

 
246 FAO, 2020. The State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture 2020. Sustainability in action. Rome. 
https://doi.org/10.4060/ca9229en, p.128. 

https://doi.org/10.4060/ca9229en
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Criterion 3.5 ï Health and Safety  

 

 

Scope Criterion 3.5 ï Every UoC. 

Rationale ï Working in a safe and healthy environment means that workers are protected 

from accidents, injuries and illness arising from their employment. The basic right and principle 

that workers should be protected in their workplace and work environment is universally 

agreed. It is set out by the United Nations in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, 

promoted by the World Health Organisation and set forth by the ILO through various 

Conventions: 14247, 155248, 161249, 170250, 174251 and 190252. SDG 8 (Decent Work and 

Economic Growth) includes a target that says: Protect labour rights and promote safe and 

secure working environments for all workers, including migrant workers, in particular women 

migrants and those in precarious employment253.   

Yet for millions of workers, the reality is very different. The ILO estimates254 that 2.78 million 

people die each year from occupational accidents and work-related diseases. A further 374 

million people suffer non-fatal work-related injuries and illnesses each year, many of these 

resulting in extended absences from work. It is estimated that 3.94% of the worldôs annual 

Gross Domestic Product (GDP) is lost as a consequence of occupational diseases and 

accidents.  

Health and safety within the global aquaculture industry, including processing, is still widely 

overlooked, according to the UN Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO)255. The worldôs 

estimated 19 million aquaculture workers regularly contend with hazardous256 conditions. 

Workplace risks in the sector can include injuries relating to machinery, tools, boats, vehicles, 

drowning, fall, electrocution and bites. Aquaculture also presents threats to health including 

those linked to heat and cold, dehydration, neck and upper limb disorders, respiratory 

problems, parasites, bacteria, skin issues and hazards relating to ingestion and inhalation, 

among others257.  

 
247 ILO Weekly Rest (Industry) Convention, 14. 
248 ILO Occupational Safety and Health Convention, 155. 
249 ILO Occupational Health Services Convention, 161. 
250 ILO Chemicals Convention, 170. 
251 ILO Prevention of Major Industrial Accidents Convention, 174. 
252 ILO Violence and Harassment Convention, 190. 
253 https://sdgs.un.org/goals/goal8 
254 https://www.ilo.org/global/topics/safety-and-health-at-work/lang--de/index.htm 
255 http://www.fao.org/blogs/blue-growth-blog/despite-advances-in-health-and-safety-operations-fisheries-remainsa-dangerous-
sector/en/ 
256 Hazardous: see Definition List 
257 https://www.stir.ac.uk/news/2017/12/drive-to-improve-health-and-safety-for-global-aquaculture-workers/ 

Key considerations  

Indicator 3.5.8: Insurance for health and safety: This indicator requires that a UoC 
should pay for insurance for employees for all work-related accidents and injuries. We are 
wondering whether or not this is feasible. In some places insurance can be prohibitively 
expensive and there may be times when it is more appropriate for farms to self-insure, but 
are reluctant to document a situation where farms should not have insurance. 
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The risks of accidents or incidents can remain either neglected or unaddressed due to gaps 

in knowledge, limited independent analyses of prevention and a lack of investment in risk 

reduction strategies. When there are problems around health and safety in a workplace, 

employers can face costly early retirements, loss of skilled staff, absenteeism, and high 

insurance premiums due to work-related accidents and diseases. Yet many of these work-

related accidents and diseases are preventable through the provision of a safe and healthy 

work environment. Part of ASCôs mission is social responsibility in aquaculture, which includes 

ensuring that ASC certified farms provide a health, safe and secure workplace for their 

employees and staff. 

Intent ï The farm provides a safe and healthy workplace and work environment.  

Indicators: 

Indicator 3.5.1 The UoC shall ensure that any person working on the farm receives 

health and safety training as required to carry out the duties and 

responsibilities of the job: 

- Health and safety training is free for employees 

- provided in a timely manner 

- repeated on a regular basis 

- takes place during remunerated working hours.  

- It shall also be repeated for new employees or employees in new 

positions, and when changes in the process or machinery present 

new risks.   

Indicator 3.5.2 The UoC shall document all trainings including attendance. 

Indicator 3.5.3 The UoC shall provide well maintained and appropriate Personal 

Protective Equipment (PPE) free of charge. 

Indicator 3.5.4 The UoC shall ensure that health & safety notices and instructions are 

displayed in the workplace. 

Indicator 3.5.5 The UoC shall provide adequate First Aid (including supplies) in the 

event of a work-related injury; this includes access to professional 

support such as an ambulance.  

Indicator 3.5.6 The UoC shall ensure that all diving operations are conducted in a 

manner that protects the health and safety of divers258. 

Indicator 3.5.7 The UoC shall ensure that people who handle or come into contact 

with pesticides or other hazardous substances have ready access to 

changing and washing facilities. 

 
258 Employer keeps records of farm diving operations and a list of all personnel involved. In case an external service provider 
was hired, a statement that the provider conformed to all relevant criteria must be made available to the auditor by this provider. 
All diving operations are logged using diving computers and records are kept electronically. Employer ensures that a safety 
diver or a diving buddy is present during all dives. Employer maintains evidence of diver certification (e.g. copies of certificates) 
for each person involved in diving operations. Divers shall be certified through an accredited national or international 
organisation for diver certification. Divers shall undergo annual medical exams certifying they are fit to dive, as well as 
monitoring of hips, shoulders and thorax through x-rays every 3 years. 
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Indicator 3.5.8 Where not provided by a State/National social security/health system, 

the UoC shall provide and pay for insurance259 for all employees for 

work-related accidents or injuries; this includes as a minimum the cost 

for transport and medical treatment/medication needed to treat the 

accident or injury, the cost for transport and medical 

treatment/medication needed for recovery, compensation for lost 

working hours, as well as the cost for any required repatriation in case 

of migrant workers. 

Indicator 3.5.9 The UoC shall allow employees the freedom to remove themselves 

from an unsafe situation without seeking permission and without fear 

of retribution. 

Indicator 3.5.10 The UoC shall provide access to adequate and clean sanitary 

facilities, with adequate privacy, which includes separation by gender 

if required. 

Indicator 3.5.11 The UoC shall provide access to free, clearly labelled, potable water 

for all employees. 

Indicator 3.5.12 The UoC shall provide access to a designated, hygienic area to 

prepare food and eat during breaks. 

Indicator 3.5.13 The UoC shall provide suitable areas for breast feeding women, and 

shall allow for additional workday breaks for pregnant and breast-

feeding women; nursing breaks shall be counted as working time and 

remunerated accordingly. 

Indicator 3.5.14 The UoC shall not engage in, or tolerate, violence or harassment in 

any form (including sexual harassment260 or abuse, or any other form 

of mental261, physical or verbal harassment or abuse).  

Indicator 3.5.15 The UoC shall have effective communication262 procedures, and 

monitoring in place to ensure harassment263, bullying, abusive or 

exploitative behaviour does not occur in the workplace. 

Indicator 3.5.16 The UoC shall ensure structural integrity of all buildings and structures 

within the UoC, including construction, maintenance and repair. 

Indicator 3.5.17 The UoC shall adhere to maritime legislation, specifically regarding 

the health and safety dimension, for situations where the UoC 

interacts with maritime traffic. 

 
259 Where no suitable insurance is available, the UoC may have a system to cover these costs directly. 
260 Harassment: see Definition List. 
261 Mental abuse: see Definition List. 
262 This includes providing employees with contact information for worker voice organisations engaged in labour-related rights, if 
active in the region. 
263 Harassment: see Definition List. 
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Indicator 3.5.18 The UoC shall ensure that machinery and equipment is compliant with 

national or other recognised health and safety standards, is safely 

installed, maintained and safeguarded, and only operated by trained 

employees. 

Indicator 3.5.19 The UoC shall ensure that documented emergency and fire safety 

procedures are in place. 

Indicator 3.5.20 The UoC shall ensure that fire exits, escape routes, firefighting 

equipment and fire alarms are properly marked. Fire exits and escape 

routes are accessible and clear of obstacles so as to permit safe 

evacuation in case of an emergency. 

 

Requirements on the ASC Risk Management Framework 

Indicator 

3.5.21 

RMF Symbol 

Assessing: 

The UoC shall run the Risk Management Framework (RMF) app264, 

carrying out an assessment to understand both the external and internal 

contexts, including how the drivers within those contexts increase the 

likelihood of health and safety incidents and increase the level of peopleôs 

physical and mental harm (both acute and chronic). The assessment 

outcome proposes possible measures to reduce the risk of physical and 

mental harm to people and create a safe and healthy workplace and work 

environment, and indicators to monitor the effectiveness of measures. 

Potential drivers within the external context (outside the UoC):  

- Extreme weather events 

- Inadequate law and regulation, or poor enforcement 

- History/prevalence of health and safety incidents 

- Populations of vulnerable groups 

Potential drivers within the internal context (within the UoC): 

- Demand for labour exceeds existing capacity 

- Remoteness 

- Inadequate oversight 

- Hazardous substances and hazardous work 

- Inadequate working procedures, training and work environment 

Indicator 

3.5.22 

RMF Symbol 

Planning: 

The UoC shall, as part of the RMF app, select appropriate measures and 

monitoring indicators, to develop a site-specific Risk Management Plan 

(RMP) for Health and Safety, based on the risk level determined through 

the assessment under 3.5.21. 

 
264 Link to RMF app; under development 
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Indicator 

3.5.23 

RMF Symbol 

 

Implementation: 

a) The UoC shall, as part of the UoCôs site-specific RMP (developed 

under 3.5.22), implement measures (prevention, mitigation and 

remediation) to ensure low risk of health and safety incidents. 

b) The UoC shall, as part of the UoCôs site-specific RMP, implement 

monitoring indicators (developed under 3.5.22) to ensure low risk 

level is achieved and maintained (timing and frequency must be 

measure-specific, as defined within the RMP). 

c) The UoC shall, as part of the UoCôs site-specific RMP, implement 

the following review frequency: 

¶ Review and revise the RMP when triggered by the monitoring 

outcome 

¶ Review and revise the RMP when changes in the internal context 

occur (e.g. farming activities) 

¶ Review and revise the RMP when changes in the external context 

occur (e.g. climate change related). 
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Criterion 3.6 ï Collective Bargaining and Freedom of Association 

 

Scope Criterion 3.6 ï Every UoC. 

Rationale ï The right to freedom of association is the right to join a formal or informal group 

to take collective action towards the employer.  

Collective bargaining265 provides a more balanced power relationship for attaining beneficial 

and productive solutions to potentially conflictual relations between workers and employers, 

including wage negotiations and working conditions. It provides a means of building trust 

between the parties through negotiation and the articulation and satisfaction of the different 

interests of the negotiating partners. Collective bargaining plays this role by promoting 

peaceful and inclusive participation of representative workersô and employersô organisations. 

ASCôs standard requires farms to protect employeesô right to freedom of association and 

collective bargaining, even where national law and regulation does not provide sufficient 

allowance for such mechanisms. 

Freedom of Association and the effective recognition of the right to collective bargaining is one 

of the core principles of the ILO ñDeclaration on Fundamental Principles and Rights at Workò 

(Conventions 87266, 98267 and 135268). These rights are important for the promotion and 

realisation of decent conditions at work and can build relationships and trust between 

employer and employee269. This criterion directly supports SDG 8: Decent work and economic 

growth.  

Intent ï The farm allows and enables employees to engage in collective bargaining and have 

the right to freedom of association. 

Indicators: 

Indicator 3.6.1 The UoC shall inform all employees that they are free to join or form 

workers organisations (i.e. trade unions or other organisations that 

represent their labour concerns and interests), of their own choosing. 

Indicator 3.6.2 The UoC shall inform all employees that they are free to bargain 

collectively in accordance with applicable national legal requirements. 

Indicator 3.6.3 The UoC shall not interfere in any way with the establishment, 

functioning, or administration of workersô organisation(s) or collective 

bargaining. This includes the UoC allowing worker organisation 

representatives access to employees and workplaces during working 

hours, and the UoC engaging in meaningful negotiations when 

approached by worker organisations. 

 
265 Collective bargaining: see Definition List. 
266 ILO Freedom of Association and Protection of the Right to Organise Convention, 1948 (No.87). 
267 ILO Right to Organise and Collective Bargaining Convention, 1949 (No. 98). 
268 ILO Workersô Representatives Convention, 1971 (No. 135). 
269 https://www.ilo.org/declaration/principles/freedomofassociation/lang--en/index.htm 

https://www.ilo.org/declaration/principles/freedomofassociation/lang--en/index.htm
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Indicator 3.6.4 The UoC shall, in areas where the right to freedom of association is 

restricted by law, accept comparable means for freedom of association 

and collective bargaining. 
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Criterion 3.7 ï Transparent Contracts  

 

 

Scope Criterion 3.7 ï Every UoC. 

Rationale ï Employment agreements consist of terms and conditions that address important 

aspects of the employment such as the respective duties and responsibilities of employer and 

employee. It is a mutual agreement between two parties, the employer and the employee, and 

is designed to give both parties clarity, trust, assurance and protection.  

Terms and conditions that have not been clearly defined by the employer or clearly understood 

by the employee can lead to confusion and disagreements between the parties. Contracts that 

lack transparency can create uncertainty with regard to the rights of the employee and their 

social protection270. 

Contracting employees in a transparent manner increases accountability, and building a 

positive relationship between and employer and employee increases effectiveness. SDG 16 

(Peace, Justice and Strong Institutions) has a target that directly addresses this issue: 16.6 

Develop effective, accountable and transparent institutions at all levels. ASCôs requirements 

in this Criterion ensure that employees clearly understand the terms and conditions of their 

employment and contribute to transparency and accountability at a workplace level. 

Intent ï The farm ensures that employees are contracted in an understandable manner. 

Indicators: 

Indicator 3.7.1 The UoC shall ensure that all employees have received, understood and 

agreed upon, written and understandable information about their 

employment terms and conditions before starting employment and where 

applicable prior to migration. This information shall include, at a 

minimum:  

- a description of the role and any responsibilities 

- the type of contract (e.g. permanent, fixed-term, contractor) 

- working hours, including allowance for breaks 

- paid annual leave and allowance for days off on public holidays 

 
270 https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32019L1152 

Key considerations  

Migrant workers: Indicator 3.7.1 says that employees should receive written and 
understandable information about their employment terms and conditions prior to 
migration, but is this always possible and feasible? Do migrant workers sometimes arrive 
without knowing which job they are going to do. If this is the case, is this something that is 
acceptable or something that ASC should not allow in the standards? 

Contracting: The standard restricts the use of labour-only contracting and sub-
contracting, but sometimes this could be appropriate or useful ï both to members of the 
community and to the UoC. How can the standard define when and how much of this kind 
of contracting is allowed and appropriate, or should it restrict it completely? 
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- sick leave 

- wages 

- any agreed wage deductions (e.g. accommodation, meals) 

- compensation for overtime 

- social benefits (e.g. insurances) 

- termination terms and conditions, notice period 

- access to relevant human rights and labour-related policies  

- access to information on labour rights as per 1.1.3. 

Indicator 3.7.2 The UoC shall provide all employees transparency on any process 

involved in, and documentation on, pay, advances, loans, hours worked, 

and the calculation of any deductions, and store copies hereof within the 

facility.  

Indicator 3.7.3 The UoC shall not use family-contracting271 or false-apprenticeships272. 

Indicator 3.7.4 The UoC shall only use labour-only contracting273, sub-contracting or 

home working, provided that legal and social obligations are fulfilled, e.g. 

the UoC shall ensure that social security is paid for all employees 

according to applicable national legal requirements, and not avoid any 

social or labour rights towards their employees. 

 

 
271 Family contracting: See Definition List. 
272 False apprenticeships: See Definition List. 
273 Labour-only contracting: See Definition List 



 

ASC Farm Standard - Public Consultation V (P1, P2, P3) draft - March 2022                                                  Page 134 of 175 

Criterion 3.8 ï Wages 

 

Scope Criterion 3.8 ï Every UoC. 

Rationale ï Within the Universal Declaration of Human Rights274, it is stated that ñEveryone 

who works has the right to just and favourable remuneration ensuring for himself/herself and 

his/her family an existence worthy of human dignity, and supplemented, if necessary, by other 

means of social protection.ò This statement captures the idea that every worker deserves a 

decent reward for their efforts which is set in a transparent manner and safeguarded through 

company management. 

Low wages contribute to increased poverty, poorer income distribution and increased social 

costs. When a wage is not sufficient for a family to survive, they can suffer from poor health 

and a lack of education, potentially needing more support from society. Even if a wage is high 

enough to meet the immediate needs of a household, there is a risk of a family getting into 

debt if their income is not enough to cover other basic needs, including healthcare and 

provision for unexpected events. The ILO addresses the importance of paying a sufficient 

wage through Conventions 95275, 131276 and 183277. 

Wages differ globally, depending on the context. Many countries, although not all, have a 

national minimum wage, but these are not always adjusted to the industry or sufficient to 

provide a decent standard of living. Nevertheless, it is essential for the farm to pay their 

employees a sufficient wage in a transparent manner, to contribute to the reduction of poverty  

Intent ï The farm pays employees at or above the legal minimum wage, or where this is not 

available, a basic needs wage, in consultation with workers. 

Indicators: 

Indicator 3.8.1 The UoC shall set wages (before overtime and bonuses) at or above 

the legal minimum wage278; if a minimum wage has not been 

established by law, the UoC calculates basic needs wages279 in 

consultation with workers or their representative worker organisations. 

Indicator 3.8.2 The UoC shall pay wages in legal tender280 at regular intervals but at a 

minimum monthly, and directly to employees, and they shall not be 

delayed, deferred or in any way withheld. 

Indicator 3.8.3 The UoC shall document wage payment and receipt by all employees, 

including information on pay, advances, loans, hours worked, and the 

calculation of any deductions, and make this information available to 

employees. 

 
274 http://www.un.org/en/universal-declaration-human-rights/index.html 
275 ILO Protection of Wages Convention, 1949 (No. 95). 
276 ILO Minimum Wage Fixing Convention, 1970 (No. 131). 
277 ILO Maternity Protection Convention, 2000 (No. 183). 
278 Minimum wage: see Definition List. 
279 Basic needs: see Definition List. 
280 Legal tender: see Definition List. 
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Indicator 3.8.4 The UoC shall ensure that employees are entitled to maternity and 

paternity protection in accordance with ILO 183. 

 

Note: Given the complexities related to determining an applicable Living Wage281, and 

defining the pathway to reach it, ASC is engaged in broader, cross-cutting industry 

discussions to develop Living-Wage Indicators. This is in line with the intent as set out by the 

original Aquaculture Dialogues. It is envisioned that Living Wage will become part of the 

ASC Farm Standard in the future. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
281 Living wage: óThe remuneration received for a standard work week by a worker in a particular place sufficient to afford a 
decent standard of living for the worker and her or his family. Elements of a decent standard of living include food, water, 
housing, education, health care, transportation, clothing, and other essential needs including provision for unexpected events.ô 
(GLWC: https://www.globallivingwage.org/about/what-is-a-living-wage/) 

https://www.globallivingwage.org/about/what-is-a-living-wage/
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Criterion 3.9 ï Working Hours 

 

Scope Criterion 3.9 ï Every UoC. 

Rationale ï Limited working hours have been declared a human right in Universal 

Declaration of Human Rights and the International Covenant on Economic, Social and 

Cultural Rights, and the very first ILO convention in 1919 limited working hours, and called 

for adequate rest periods for workers. Despite the regulation of working time being one of 

the oldest concerns of labour legislation282, excessive working hours are still a widespread 

issue in many industries and regions. In many parts of the world, there is a significant link 

between low wages and excessive working time. When workers feel unable to decline 

excessive overtime due to wage pressures or fear of dismissal, this can lead to conditions of 

forced labour, and workers subject to extensive overtime can suffer consequences in their 

work-life balance and are subject to higher fatigue-related accident rates.  

ASC requires farms to follow ILO Conventions (1283, 14284, 132285, 171286, 184287, 116288)  on 

working time, which provide the framework for regulating hours of work, daily and weekly rest 

periods, and annual holidays which serve to promote higher productivity while safeguarding 

workersô physical and mental health. Limited working hours contribute to SDG 8 (Decent work 

and economic growth). 

Intent ï The farm protects employees from excessive working hours. 

Indicators: 

Indicator 3.9.1 The UoC shall keep records of the hours worked by every employee. 

These records shall be validated / verified by the employees. 

 
282 ILO. 2007. Working time around the world: trends in working hours, laws and policies in a global comparative perspective. 
https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/@dgreports/@dcomm/@publ/documents/publication/wcms_104895.pdf 
283 ILO Hours of Work (Industry) Convention, 1919 (No. 1). 
284 ILO Weekly Rest (Industry) Convention, 1921 (No. 14). 
285 ILO Holidays with Pay Convention (revisited), 1970 (No. 132). 
286 ILO Night Work Convention, 1990 (No. 171). 
287 ILO The Safety and Health in Agriculture Convention, 2001 (No. 184). 
288 ILO Recommendation Reduction of Hours of Work (Recommendation 116). 

Justification for key changes  

Addition of indicators on working hours for young employees: ASC has added 
specific indicators for working hours for young employees and children who are allowed to 
work, but who are not yet old enough to classify as young employees. These indicators 
clarify what ASC permits in this area and are in line with the ILO. 

Overtime: The standard says that overtime should only be requested in exceptional 
circumstances (3.9.2), but can it be requested regularly, but within certain parameters? This 
seems particularly applicable to employees who may live on the farm site. The standard 
only permits them to work 8 hours a day with overtime only in exceptional circumstances, 
but as they are away from their families, they may prefer to use the time to work and earn 
more money. Currently the standard does not permit this. Is there a way to strike a balance 
for this kind of situation without straying into overwork and forced labour? 

https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/@dgreports/@dcomm/@publ/documents/publication/wcms_104895.pdf
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For employees289 aged 18, or higher: 

Indicators: 

Indicator 3.9.2 The UoC shall comply with collective bargaining agreements (if 

applicable) and industry standards on regular working hours but shall 

not exceed 8 hours per day and 48 hours in a normal week (excluding 

breaks)290 291. 

Indicator 3.9.3 The UoC shall ensure that overtime hours are voluntary, occur only 

under exceptional circumstances and are not requested regularly. 

Indicator 3.9.4 The UoC shall ensure that if overtime is requested, appropriate 

safeguards shall be taken to protect the workerôs health and safety. 

Indicator 3.9.5 The UoC shall ensure that overtime is not more than 12 hours per 

week. 

Indicator 3.9.6 The UoC shall ensure that overtime hours are paid at a premium 

rate292 as defined by applicable law, collective bargaining agreements 

(if applicable) or industry standards. In case not defined, a premium 

rate of a minimum 125% of the agreed salary is applied to overtime 

hours. 

Indicator 3.9.7 The UoC shall comply with collective bargaining agreements (if 

applicable) and industry standards on workday breaks, but shall not 

be less than 1 hour within 8 hours of work. 

Indicator 3.9.8 The UoC shall comply with collective bargaining agreements (if 

applicable) and industry standards on daily rest, but shall not be less 

than 11 consecutive hours within 24 hours. 

Indicator 3.9.9 The UoC shall comply with collective bargaining agreements (if 

applicable) and industry standards on weekly rest, but shall not be 

less than 24 consecutive hours (1 day) of rest within a 7-day period, 

and 2 rest days (each of consecutive 24 hours) in a 14 day period. 

Indicator 3.9.10 The UoC shall comply with collective bargaining agreements (if 

applicable) and industry standards on annual leave293. 

Indicator 3.9.11 The UoC shall comply with collective bargaining agreements (if 

applicable) and industry standards on premium rates, working hours, 

breaks, daily rest, weekly rest and health assessments for night work. 

 
289 Employee: see Definition List. 
290 Where the hours of work on one or more days of the week are less than eight, the limit of eight hours may be exceeded on 
the remaining days of the week by the sanction of the competent public authority, or by collective bargaining agreement, 
provided that in no case shall the daily limit of eight hours be exceeded by more than one hour. 
291 Where persons are employed in shifts it shall be permissible to employ persons in excess of eight hours in any one day and 
forty-eight hours in any one week, if the average number of hours over a period of three weeks or less does not exceed eight 
per day and forty-eight per week. 
292 Premium rate: see Definition List. 
293 Best practice according to ILO Convention 132 is to provide no less than three paid working weeks for one calendar year of 
full-time service (Indicator 3.9.1). 
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For young employees294:  

Indicators: 

Indicator 3.9.12 The UoC shall comply with collective bargaining agreements (if 

applicable) and industry standards on working hours for young 

employees, but shall not exceed 8 hours per day and 40 hours in a 

week (excluding breaks)295; combined school, work and transportation 

time (to/from school and work) shall not exceed a total of 10 hours per 

day. 

Indicator 3.9.13 The UoC shall not allow overtime hours for young employees. 

Indicator 3.9.14 The UoC shall comply with collective bargaining agreements (if 

applicable) and industry standards on workday breaks for young 

employees, but shall not be less than 1 hour within 8 hours of work, 

with at least 0.5 hours rest within any 4.5 hours interval.  

Indicator 3.9.15 The UoC shall comply with collective bargaining agreements (if 

applicable) and industry standards on daily rest for young employees, 

but shall not be less than 12 consecutive hours within 24 hours. 

Indicator 3.9.16 The UoC shall comply with collective bargaining agreements (if 

applicable) and industry standards on weekly rest for young 

employees, but shall not be less than 48 consecutive hours (2 days) of 

rest within a 7-day period. 

Indicator 3.9.17 The UoC shall comply with collective bargaining agreements (if 

applicable) and industry standards on annual leave296 for young 

employees. 

Indicator 3.9.18 The UoC shall not allow young employees to work between 10pm and 

6am. 

 

  

 
294 Young Employee: see Definition list 
295 These hours shall not be averaged over a period longer than a week. 
296 Best practice according to ILO Convention 132 is to provide no less than three paid working weeks for one calendar year of 
full-time service (Indicator 3.9.1). 
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For children297 engaged in light work:  

Indicators: 

Indicator 3.9.19 The UoC shall comply with collective bargaining agreements (if 

applicable) and industry standards on working hours for children 

engaged in light work, but shall not exceed 3 hours per day298 and 14 

hours in a week (excluding breaks)299; combined school, work and 

transportation time (to/from school and work) shall not exceed a total 

of 8 hours per day. 

Indicator 3.9.20 The UoC shall ensure that hours of work on school days do not 

exceed 2 hours for children engaged in light work. 

Indicator 3.9.21 The UoC shall not allow overtime hours for children engaged in light 

work. 

Indicator 3.9.22 The UoC shall comply with collective bargaining agreements (if 

applicable) and industry standards on workday breaks for children 

engaged in light work, but shall not be less than 0.5 hour within 3 

hours of work. 

Indicator 3.9.23 The UoC shall comply with collective bargaining agreements (if 

applicable) and industry standards on daily rest for children engaged 

in light work, but shall not be less than 14 consecutive hours within 24 

hours. 

Indicator 3.9.24 The UoC shall comply with collective bargaining agreements (if 

applicable) and industry standards on weekly rest for children 

engaged in light work, but shall not be less than 48 consecutive hours 

(2 days) of rest within a 7-day period. 

Indicator 3.9.25 The UoC shall comply with collective bargaining agreements (if 

applicable) and industry standards on annual leave300 for children 

engaged in light work. 

Indicator 3.9.26 The UoC shall not allow children engaged in light work to work 

between 8pm and 6am. 

 

  

 
297 Children: see Definition list. 
298 Combined school, work and transportation time (to/from school and work) shall not exceed a total of 8 hours per day. Hours 
of work on school days shall not exceed 2 hours. 
299 These hours shall not be averaged over a period longer than a week. 
300 Best practice according to ILO Convention 132 is to provide no less than three paid working weeks for one calendar year of 
full-time service (Indicator 3.9.1). 
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Criterion 3.10 ï Workplace Conduct Response 

 

 

Scope Criterion 3.10 ï Every UoC. 

Rationale ï Creating a good and effective work environment involves having procedures in 

place to resolve any particular issues through a process of escalation. This is sometimes 

called disciplinary practices301. These are not covered by a specific ILO Convention but there 

are several UN agreements (UN Declaration of Human Rights, International Covenant on Civil 

and Political Rights, and Declaration on the Protection of All Persons from Being Subjected to 

Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment) that collectively 

establish an international norm for workplace performance procedures. While employers may 

need to course-correct the behaviour or performance of employees, there is a risk that this 

could be done in an unfair or degrading manner.  

Despite not being embedded in an ILO Convention, most of the UN member states have 

ratified these treaties, indicating their commitment to abolish any practice that may 

compromise or damage an individualôs physical and mental well-being. In addition, many 

countries have specific national legislation making abuse in the workplace a criminal offense.  

Aiming to protect both the dignity and the physical and mental health of any individual, these 

instruments strive to deliver an effective and consistent method of dealing with performance 

matters. Improving motivation, establishing and carrying out a constructive performance 

process is a key part of best practice of responsible human resource management.  

Intent ï The farm responds to breaches of company rules in a manner that respects the dignity 

and health of the worker. 

Indicators: 

Indicator 3.10.1 The UoC shall have a transparent procedure to respond to breaches 

of company rules, applying clear levels of escalation, ensuring dignity 

and respect towards the employee. 

Indicator 3.10.2 The UoC shall maintain records of actions taken in response to 

breaches of company rules.  

 
301 Disciplinary practices: see Definition List. 

Justification for key changes  

Change of title of 3.10: Discipline to 3.10 Workplace Conduct Response: ASC felt 

that ódisciplineô was a negative way of referring to something that could be positive. The 

indicators in this Criterion include a requirement to have procedures for workplace 

performance, but these do not necessarily need to involve discipline. The goal of this 

Criterion is to ensure that managers are able to improve workplace performance, while 

protecting the human rights of the workers. It does not need to be referred to as 

ódisciplineô. 
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Indicator 3.10.3 The UoC shall not deduct from wages or benefits for the purpose of 

disciplinary action. 
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Criterion 3.11 ï Employee Accommodation 

 

 

Scope Criterion 3.11 ï Every UoC. 

Rationale ï Within the United Nations (UN) Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) 

it is recognised that everyone has the right to a standard of living (including housing) which is 

adequate for the health and well-being of themselves and their family. The ILO also addresses 

this through its Workersô Housing Recommendation (115). In many sectors, including in 

aquaculture, employees can reside for a period of time in accommodation provided by the 

employer. This is especially the case when workplaces are remote or where employees cannot 

commute between shifts due to distances or other logistical challenges.  

As employees in these situations are not always able to find alternatives, the accommodation 

provided by the employer must be safe, decent and hygienic to promote the health, safety and 

wellbeing of employees.  

Intent ï Accommodation for employees is safe, decent and hygienic. 

Indicators: 

Indicator 3.11.1 The UoC shall ensure that any accommodation facilities provided for 

employees or their family are safe and in accordance with local laws 

and regulations, whether it owns, leases or contracts the 

accommodation from a service provider; this includes provision of 

safety systems, emergency/escape routes, fire safety procedures, 

ventilation, reasonable protection from heat and cold, as well as 

adequate privacy, including separation by gender if required. 

Indicator 3.11.2 The UoC shall ensure that any dormitory facilities provided for 

employees or their family are clean and hygienic, whether it owns, 

leases or contracts the accommodation from a service provider. 

Indicator 3.11.3 The UoC shall ensure that any accommodation facilities provided for 

employees or their family are decent and meets their basic needs302 

whether it owns, leases or contracts the accommodation from a 

service provider. 

 
302 Basic needs: see Definition List. 

Key considerations  

Sanitary facilities: The standard refers to the provision of sanitary facilities. Should these 

be more clearly defined? Are there specific things that ósanitary facilitiesô should refer to? 

Does it need to include correct and safe disposal of waste, running water? A flushing toilet 

may be unfeasible for all farms. 



 

ASC Farm Standard - Public Consultation V (P1, P2, P3) draft - March 2022                                                  Page 143 of 175 

Indicator 3.11.4 The UoC shall ensure that any rent is reasonable and does not 

include the UoC making a profit from accommodation provided to 

employees. 

Indicator 3.11.5 The UoC shall provide access to appropriate sanitary facilities that are 

clean and that provide adequate privacy, including separation by 

gender if required. 

Indicator 3.11.6 The UoC shall arrange for annual meetings between employees or 

their representatives and management, to discuss any maintenance or 

improvements required to housing. 
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Criterion 3.12 ï Grievance Mechanism  

 

 

Scope Criterion 3.12 ï Every UoC. 

Rationale ï The employerôs responsibility to provide a grievance mechanism for employees 

is recognised in the UN Guiding Principles and in the ILOôs Examination of Grievances 

Recommendation (130).  Grievances303 and conflicts are an inevitable part of employment 

relationships, and when they are not addressed, it can lower morale, decrease productivity, 

and in serious cases allow worker rights violations to continue. Worker grievance 

mechanisms304 are also called ódisputesô, ócomplaintsô, or óaccountabilityô mechanisms, and 

offer a system in which both the worker and the employer have the possibility to effectively 

address a workplace problem.  

As laid out in UNGP Pillar 32, well-functioning grievance mechanisms are transparent, fair, 

predictable, accessible to all workers, and engender trust among participants. They should 

be rights-based, based on dialogue and engagement, and a source for continuous learning 
305 306. In order for a grievance mechanism to function, workers must be made aware of their 

rights, including their right to access external redress if the employerôs internal grievance 

system does not effectively resolve the issue, and the system should include a process for 

worker engagement to address concerns or give input on potential issues before they reach 

the level of a dispute.  

Effective grievance mechanisms can help companies proactively identify risk areas and 

identify and address problems before they escalate into bigger issues. These systems can 

also build trust between workers and management, and improve workplace moral, retention 

and workplace productivity307. 

Intent ï The farm facilitates dialogue to prevent disputes and provides accessible worker 

grievance mechanisms that resolve any grievances should these occur. 

Indicators: 

Indicator 3.12.1 The UoC shall ensure all employees are familiar with their labour-

related rights, ensuring that information is distributed, available, and 

explained to all employees in a format they can understand. 

 
303 Grievance: see Definition List. 
304 Grievance mechanism: see Definition List. 
305 https://www.businessrespecthumanrights.org/en/page/349/remediation-and-grievance-mechanisms 
306 Workplace problem: see Definition List. 
307 https://shiftproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/05/Shift_remediationUNGPs_2014.pdf 

Justification for key changes  

Labour requirements annex: ASC moved the indicators listing the steps of a grievance 

mechanism into a separate annex (Annex 5, table 1), that is linked through one indicator. 

This was to improve the clarity of the steps and processes involved in a grievance 

mechanism and simplify the indicators. 

https://www.businessrespecthumanrights.org/en/page/349/remediation-and-grievance-mechanisms
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Indicator 3.12.2 The UoC shall have a system in place, which all employees are 

familiar with, which facilitates dialogue between parties (e.g. between 

employees and different management levels) before, rather than in 

reaction to, disputes. 

Indicator 3.12.3 The UoC shall have a written grievance policy and procedure which is 

accessible and applicable to all employees, which incorporates all 

elements included in Annex 5. 
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Criterion 3.13 ï Community Engagement 

 

Scope Criterion 3.13 ï Every UoC. 

Rationale ï   Aquaculture industry operations often form an important part of the economic 

backbone of the (often remote) communities in which they are located. Farm activities and 

conflicting interests between the industryôs operation and affected communities can lead to 

tensions with a variety of stakeholders. These can include the community in the vicinity of the 

farm, and the wider community affected by farm activities, but also those (such as Indigenous 

and tribal peoples) who may have a right to the land and resources even while residing long 

distances away. These conflicts may revolve around siting of operations in relationship to 

communities and Indigenous lands, or the potential impacts from farm operations that may 

harm communities: for example emissions such as noise, dust or odours, or impacts from 

increased traffic, etc308. 

Engagement with Indigenous and tribal peoples is especially important given that aquaculture 

operations often impact Indigenous lands and people, Historically, many Indigenous and tribal 

peoples have suffered from abuse, discrimination and marginalisation, and this continues 

today in many areas. As a result, many Indigenous and tribal peoples live in poverty and poor 

health; and their cultures, languages and ways of life are threatened. Indigenous and tribal 

peoples comprise 5 per cent of the worldôs population, yet they make up 15 per cent of the 

worldôs poor and one-third of the worldôs extremely poor309. Facing these realities, Indigenous 

and tribal peoples are often particularly vulnerable to the negative impacts of commercial 

development and business activities310. ILO Convention 169311 and the United Nations 

Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples recognises Indigenous peoplesô right to land 

and natural resources and their right to define their own priorities for development and 

participate in decision-making that affects their lives. 

 
308UNDESA. 2017. State of the Worldôs Indigenous Peoples III, Education. 
https://www.un.org/development/desa/indigenouspeoples/wp-content/uploads/sites/19/2017/12/State-of-WorldsIndigenous-
Peoples_III_WEB2018.pdf 
309 International Fund for Agricultural Development, Engagement with Indigenous Peoples Policy, 2009. 
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/publications/Indigenous_Peoples_Principle_EN.pdf 
310 UN Global Compact. 2013. A Business Reference Guide on the Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. 
https://www.unglobalcompact.org/docs/issues_doc/human_rights/IndigenousPeoples/BusinessGuide.pdf 
311 ILO Indigenous and Tribal Populations, 1989 (No. 169). 
 

Justification for key changes 

Combined Criteria on communities and Indigenous peoples: The two previously 
separate Criteria on Communities and Indigenous peoples have been combined into one. 
Almost all of the indicators in the two Criteria were the same, which felt repetitive. 
Indigenous peoples are the community, and ASC felt that with the exception of specific 
indicators, there was no need to differentiate for every single indicator.  

Key considerations  

FPIC: ASC has not yet included rigorous indicators and process around FPIC in the 
standard. Is indicator 3.13.4 sufficient, including guidance that notes that best practice is 
to use an FPIC process? 
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Businesses have an opportunity to involve local community members, including Indigenous 

and tribal peoples in business ventures as owners, suppliers, contractors and employees. This 

can contribute to the long-term success of projects and help embed the business in the local 

community.  

Intent ï The farm is aware of its impact on affected communities, works to minimise any 

negative impacts, and engages with the communities in a constructive manner. 

Indicators: 

Indicator 3.13.1 The UoC shall not restrict or negatively affect Indigenous and tribal 

peoplesô rights and access to sites which are of special cultural, 

ecological, economic, religious or spiritual significance, and for which 

the Indigenous and tribal peoples hold legal or customary rights312. 

Indicator 3.13.2 The UoC shall not restrict or negatively affect Indigenous and tribal 

peoples, and community and community membersô rights to food 

security, and access to resources including land and water, resulting 

from activities by the UoC.   

Indicator 3.13.3 The UoC shall, to the extent possible313, source goods and services, 

including employment, from Indigenous and tribal peoples, and local 

communities. 

Indicator 3.13.4 The UoC shall be able to demonstrate the right to use the land and 

water. Where there is a transfer of ownership or usage of land from 

local people, Indigenous and tribal peoples or other stakeholders to 

the UoC, such transfer shall be carried out through consultations with 

these populations. 

Indicator 3.13.5 The UoC shall proactively314 engage with Indigenous and tribal 

peoples, and the local community to periodically identify, avoid or 

mitigate significant negative social impacts resulting from activities of 

the UoC. 

Indicator 3.13.6 The UoC shall have a grievance procedure accessible and applicable 

to Indigenous and tribal peoples, and the local community, which 

incorporates all elements included in Annex 5. 

 

  

 
312 Customary rights: see Definition List. 
313 ASC acknowledges that sourcing locally is not always possible. Where the UoC makes efforts to source locally, but a review 
by the UOC indicates that for example staff with the desired technical knowledge, or goods of a desired quality, are not 
available, then sourcing locally is not required. 
314 The intention of this indicator is for the UoC to reach out, and in a joint effort with the local community, develop monitoring 
and action plans as needed; however, where involvement is not desired by local communities, a joint project is not required. 
ASC acknowledges that local communities may not in all instances wish to engage. 
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Requirements on the ASC Risk Management Framework 

Indicator 3.13.7 

RMF Symbol 

Assessing: 

The UoC shall run the Risk Management Framework (RMF) app315, 

carrying out an assessment to understand both the external and 

internal contexts, including the drivers within those contexts which 

increase the likelihood of significant negative impacts on Indigenous 

and tribal peoplesô and local communitiesô rights and way of life. The 

assessment outcome proposes possible measures to reduce the risk 

of negative impacts on rights to land, rights to resources, and human 

rights, as well as measures to improve positive engagement with the 

community, and indicators to monitor the effectiveness of measures. 

Potential drivers within the external context (outside the UoC):  

- Populations of vulnerable groups 

- Inadequate law and regulation, or poor enforcement 

- Inadequate land right protections  

- Policies promoting expansion zones and grant concessions 

- Instability in the region 

- Poverty 

- Rapid population growth or industrialisation 

Potential drivers within the internal context (within the UoC): 

- Proximity to communities 

- Proximity to sites of significance  

Indicator 3.13.8 

RMF Symbol 

Planning: 

The UoC shall, as part of the RMF app, select appropriate measures 

and monitoring indicators, to develop a site-specific Risk Management 

Plan (RMP) for Indigenous and tribal peoplesô and local communities, 

based on the risk level determined through the assessment under 

3.13.7. 

Indicator 3.13.9 

RMF Symbol 

Implementation: 

a) The UoC shall, as part of the UoCôs site-specific RMP 

(developed under 3.13.8), implement measures (prevention, 

mitigation and remediation) to: 

¶ ensure low risk of significant negative impacts for Indigenous 

and tribal peoplesô and local communities 

¶ proactively engage with Indigenous and tribal peoples, and the 

local community  

 
315 Link to RMF app; under development 
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b) The UoC shall, as part of the UoCôs site-specific RMP, 

implement monitoring indicators (developed under 3.13.8) to 

ensure low risk level is achieved and maintained (timing and 

frequency must be measure-specific, as defined within the 

RMP). 

c) The UoC shall, as part of the UoCôs site-specific RMP, 

implement the following review frequency: 

¶ Review and revise the RMP when triggered by the monitoring 

outcome 

¶ Review and revise the RMP when changes in the internal 

context occur (e.g. farming activities)  

¶ Review and revise the RMP when changes in the external 

context occur (e.g. climate change related). 

 

Note: ASC intends to implement Free, Prior and Informed Consent316 (FPIC) indicators into 

a future version of the ASC Farm Standard. Given the complexities related to this topic, ASC 

is engaged in broader, cross-cutting industry discussions to develop consistent FPIC-

indicators. 

 

  

 
316 Free, Prior and Informed Consent: see Definition List. 
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ANNEX 1: SPECIES PERFORMANCE LEVELS  

 

Metric Species 

 Seabass, 

Seabream & 

Meagre  

Tropical Marine 

Finfish 

Flat Fish  Salmon  Trout  Seriola 

& Cobia  

Pangasius Tilapia  Shrimp   Abalone  Bivalve  

2.5.3 Minimum 

percentage of males or 

sterile fish  

       95%    

2.13.3 Feed efficiency 

metrics  

Seabass, 

Seabream & 

Meagre 317  

Tropical Marine 

Finfish318  

Flat Fish319  Salmon  Trout  Seriola 

& Cobia  

Pangasius Tilapia  Shrimp   Abalone  Bivalve  

2.13.3 FFDRm  D. labrax & 

S. aurata: Ò1.85  

A. regius Ò2.5  

P. major320 Ò3.5  

  

Barramundi 

Ò1.8  

Grouper & 

Snapper Ò3.0  

Pompano Ò2.4  

Yellow Croaker 

Ò3.2  

Halibut Ó2.2  

Turbot Ó2.8  

Flounder Ó1.9  

  

<1.2  Ò1.5  

  

Ò2.9  

 

 

 Ò0.8  

 

P. vannamei  

1.3:1  

P. monodon 

1.8:1  

Cherax spp., 

Procambarus 

spp., Astacus 

spp: 1.4:1 

Macrobrachium 

spp: 2.1:1 

<0.8  

 

  

2.13.3 FFDRo  Ò2.95  Barramundi Ò2.3  

Grouper & 

Snapper Ò3.0  

Pompano Ò2.3  

Yellow Croaker 

Ò3.8 

Halibut Ó3.5  

Turbot Ó3.4  

Flounder Ó2.2  

<2.52 or 

Max amount of 

EPA & DHA 

from direct 

marine sources  

<30g/kg feed  

Ò2.95 or  

Max level of 

EPA/DHA 

content from 

marine sources 

as a percentage 

of fatty acids 

in the feed Ò9%  

  

Ò2.9  

 

0.5           

2.13.3 Maximum 

weighted average of  

      1.68     

 
317 From September 2024 the following values will apply: FFDRm A. regius Ò2.35 P. major Ò2.5; FFDRo Ò2.9   
318 From July 2025 the following values will apply: FFRDm Barramundi Ò1.4 Grouper & Snapper Ò2.6 Pompano Ò2.0 Yellow Croaker Ò2.9; FFRDo Barramundi Ò2.0 Grouper & Snapper Ò2.6 
Pompano Ò2.0 Yellow Croaker Ò3.5  
319 From July 2025 the following values will apply: FFRDm Halibut Ó2.0 Turbot Ó2.5 Flounder Ó1.6; FFDRo Halibut Ó3.0 Turbot Ó3.0 Flounder Ó2.0 
320 Other Pagrus species included in the scope of this Standard shall follow the requirements for Pagrus major. 
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eFCR for the complete 

production cycle 

2.13.3 Protein 

Retention Efficiency 

        Penaeus spp.: 

>30% 

other species: 

Records are 

available 

  

2.14.4 Limits 

on mortality rates 

      20%     

2.14.5 Minimum 

recovery of fish stocked 

in production stages 

after they have attained 

a size of 100 grams 

       Ó 65%    

2.14.6 Minimum 

survival rates  

        1) Unfed and 

nonȤ

permanently 

aerated pond 

systems: SR 

>25% 

2) Fed but nonȤ

permanently 

aerated pond82 

systems: SR > 

45% 

3) Fed and 

permanently 

aerated pond 

systems: SR > 

60% 

  

2.14.7 Maximum viral 

disease-related 

mortality 

   <10%        

2.14.8 Maximum 

unexplained mortality 

rate from each of the 

previous two 

   Ò40% 

unexplained 

(when total 

mortality >6%) 
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production cycles, for 

farms with total 

mortality > 6% 

2.14.9 Percentage of 

smolt groups tested for 

select diseases of 

regional concern prior 

to entering the grow-

out phase on farm   

   100%        

2.14 Unexplained loss 2%  2%         

2.14 Morts removed 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%    

2.14 Minimum growth 

rate 

Not included, will be 

part of animal welfare 

      3.85     

2.14 Mortality classified    100%        

2.14 FH visits >1 >1 >1 >1 >1 >1 >1 >1 >1 >1 >1 

2.14 Max density 

Not included, will be 

part of animal welfare 

      38/80     

2.14 % medication 

events prescribed 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

2.14 Single year class 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%    

2.14 Parasiticide 

treatments 

1           

2.14 Antibiotic Rx Ò3 Ò3 Ò3 Ò3    Ò3    

2.14 Percentage of 

smolt groups tested for 

select diseases of 

regional concern prior 

to entering the  

grow-out phase on 

farm  

   100%        
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2.14 Fish vaccinated 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%    

2.14 Annual mortality       20%     

2.14 Max viral mortality    Ò10        

2.14 Average survival         1) SR >25% 

2) SR > 45% 

3) SR > 60% 

  

2.14 Unexplained 

mortality 

   Ò40%        

2.14 Recovery of fish 

over 100g 

       Ó65    

2.15.3 Parasiticide 

treatments  

1 (including 

hatchery) (not 

including 

freshwater, 

formaldehyde or 

hydrogen 

peroxide) 

Zero (not 

including 

freshwater or 

hydrogen 

peroxide) 

Zero (not 

including 

freshwater or 

hydrogen 

peroxide) 

  Zero (not 

including 

freshwater, 

formaldehyde or 

hydrogen 

peroxide) 

     

2.16.13  

Maximum number of 

antibiotic treatments 

Max. 3 Max. 3 Max. 3 Max. 3    Max. 3 Max. 3    
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ANNEX 2: DATA RECORDING AND SUBMISSION  
Under development 

Annex 2 will be applicable to all production systems and detail which data shall be 

submitted, how and by whom, and which reporting requirements apply to specific systems 

and/or indicators (as some indicators call specifically for reporting). The following outlines 

the intent of the annex. These are the data necessary to comply with transparency 

requirements. 

Why do we need Annex 2? 

¶ These requirements are reflected in current data submissions, public audit reports, 

and others. This Annex will extend reporting across all certifiable species to 

standardise parameters and ease reporting by providing templates and submission 

portals. 

¶ Many current data requirements fail to detail precisely how data shall be reported, 

allowing for subjectivity and reducing data quality and usability. 

¶ Once data (transparency, on farm performance, or year-round measurements and 

event reporting) collected across production systems are standardised, the utility of 

these data for incorporation into ASCôs public dashboard reporting will be increased.   

¶ These data are essential for impact monitoring, standard development and research, 

all of which are limited by the current status of our data collections.  

What will be included in Annex 2? 

¶ Data submissions are required in the Farm Standard and Certification and 

Accreditation Requirements (CAR) 3.0 to be reported by the Certificate Holder to 

ASC: Farm Performance (e.g., regular O2 measurements) and Transparency (e.g., in 

case of mass escape events) Data. 

¶ Categories of data, frequency of reporting, mechanisms for reporting. 

¶ This differs from the species-specific metrics (limits) that are detailed in a different 

annex.  

How will this be accomplished? 

¶ Annex 2 will be open for consultation in September 2022. 

¶ Annex 2 will define the parameters to be reported and designate the recording and 

reporting details that will be accepted, recognising the need for flexibility where 

necessary. Standardisation of both frequency (e.g., calendar year, production cycle 

or in response to a specific event) and units of measure (e.g., mg/L or CO2-eq)). 

¶ Data will be submitted by (i) the Farm site or (ii) UoC through the webportal 

Chainpoint. Most data will be submitted on farm site level, but certain metrics may 

require a higher level that captures across farms in a UoC. Some general farm site 

characteristics and identifiers will be collected through webforms; however, most 

performance data will be submitted through Excel templates provided by ASC. 

Supporting documentation (e.g., reports or declarations) will be uploaded via the 

same portal.  

¶ Meta-data will accompany performance data to provide context and make it usable 

for processing. 
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¶ Standardised data submission will be achieved through templates/portals/digital data-

push (all with focus to ease data collection and submission). 

¶ Templates will include any necessary calculations and limit errant data entries and 

will be maintained on ASCôs website to allow for updates as required. 

An example of content is provided on the following page. 
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The following table provides an example of the content in development for this Annex. The table will detail specific requirements for data 

collection, the spatial and temporal scales at which data shall be reported, the frequency and details to report, and the process (e.g., ASC 

template or other means) to submit those data. These specifics remain in development while Farm Standard indicators and guidance continue 

to be reviewed and refined. 

Requirement Production 

system 

Reporting 

Frequency 

Details to report Spatial 

Requirements 

Reporting Template 

provided?* 

Intentional/ 

unintentional 

mortality of wildlife 

(Criterion 2.3) 

All To ASC: 

annually 

(once/year) 

 

Public 

reporting: 30 

days post event 

Species name; IUCN (Red 

list) status; date of 

occurrence; action taken; 

number of mortalities; reason 

for action 

Farm site level ASC Data Portal 

and 

UOC/Company 

public website 

Yes 

Energy Use 

(Criterion 2.11) 

All To ASC: 

annually 

(once/year) 

quantity of energy consumed 

on-farm by energy source 

calculated in 2.11.1 

Farm site level ASC Data Portal Yes 

Energy Use 

(Criterion 2.11) 

All To ASC: 

annually 

(once/year) 

quantity of GHG emissions 

produced calculated in 2.11.2 

Farm site level ASC Data Portal Yes 

Feed use efficiency 

(Criterion 2.13 

All To ASC: 

once/production 

cycle 

Total feed use per feed type; 

feed type properties (N, P, 

protein, FO, FM, DHA & EPA 

content) eFCR: FFDR(FO); 

FFDR(FM); PRE;  

Farm site level 

per species 

produced 

ASC Data Portal Yes 

*Where designated, templates will be provided via the ASC Data Submission Portal 
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ANNEX 3: RISK MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK 

Key considerations 

The Risk Management Framework (RMF) is intended to provide a structured process for 

farms to inform and facilitate a risk-based approach to Standard requirements related to 

community and environmental impacts and workersô health and safety. A public consultation 

is planned that will be linked to and concurrent with the ASC Farm Standard public 

consultation. This is an early consultation that seeks to inform the further development of 

the RMF within the ASC Farm and Feed Standards and for this purpose:   

Å Obtain input on the conceptual approach and practical application of the Risk 

Management Framework 

Å Identify missing elements and potential risks of the use of the tool 

Å Obtain input on the usability and utility of the Risk Management Tool (RMT) for the 

various target audiences and in particular end users such as producers and 

auditors 

Å Enhance balanced stakeholder representation and engagement from an early 

stage of development of the tool 

Å Understand how content functions for stakeholders using the tool 

 

Under development 

 

This Annex will outline when management plans are needed in addition to having a general 

management system, and will clarify the timelines for reviewing and revising management 

plans.  

 

Level 1 - RMF (Risk Management Framework)  

Ҧ This is the 5-step flowchart below 

Ҧ This is ASCôs framework for managing risks 

Ҧ The RMF is a concept 

 

Level 2 - ASC RMF tool  

Ҧ This is an app under development  

Ҧ Stakeholders have access to the RMF app and will help build it 

Ҧ The UoC will have access to the RMF app and by adding custom ñnodesò, this 

will help build the tool 

 

Level 3 - The UoCôs RMP (Risk Management Plan)  

Ҧ When a UoC has applied the RMF and created their own profile within the app, 

this becomes their RMP 

Ҧ The auditor can review the UoCôs RMP whereas ASC and stakeholders have 

no access 
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