
 

 

SCS Global Services Report 

 
2000 Powell Street, Ste. 600, Emeryville, CA 94608 USA 

+1.510.452.8000 main | +1.510.452.8001 fax 
www.SCSglobalServices.com 

 
Aquaculture Stewardship Council  

Salmon Standard  
Full Assessment Report  

Tassal Operations Pty Ltd:  
Macquarie Harbour MF 214 and MF 219 

 
 
 
 

Tassal Operations Pty Ltd  
2 Salamanca Square, Battery Point, Hobart 7004,  

Australia 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Prepared by: 
SCS Global Services 

Sustainable Seafood Program 
NATURAL RESOURCE DIVISION 

 
sdaume@scsglobalservices.com 

USING: ASC Salmon Standard V1.0  June 2012 
 

AUDITORS: Dr. Sabine Daume, D.B. O’Sullivan,  
James McNaughton 

ONSITE DATES: 10-15th January 2014 



 

 
Version 1-0 (August 2012) | ©SCS Global Services Page  A-1 

 

SCS Global Services Report 

Table of Contents 
Acronyms ...................................................................................................................................................... 2 

Summary ....................................................................................................................................................... 5 

Scope ............................................................................................................................................................. 5 

Audit Plan ...................................................................................................................................................... 6 

Previous Audits ......................................................................................................................................... 6 

Names of the Auditors .............................................................................................................................. 6 

Audit Plan as Implemented ....................................................................................................................... 7 

Staff Interviews ......................................................................................................................................... 8 

Stakeholder Submissions .......................................................................................................................... 9 

Certification Determination .......................................................................................................................... 9 

Determination for Chain of Custody (CoC) Certification ............................................................................ 10 

Non-conformity Reports ............................................................................................................................. 11 

Historical Background of Farm and Farming Area ...................................................................................... 15 

Stakeholders ............................................................................................................................................... 16 

Evaluation Results ....................................................................................................................................... 17 

References .................................................................................................................................................. 99 

Appendix 1: Stakeholder comments including CAB responses ............................................................ 101 

 

  



 ASC FULL ASSESSMENT REPORT- TASSAL- MH 
 

 
Version 1-0 (August 2012) | ©SCS Global Services Page 2 of 123 

 

Acronyms 
ABM   Area Based Management 
ADAS   Australian Diver Accreditation Scheme 
ADD   Acoustic Deterrent Device 
AHD  Acoustic Harassment Device 
AGD   Amoebic Gill Disease 
AMA  Area Management Agreement 
AMAMG  Area Management Agreement Management Group 
AMBI   AZTI Marine Biotic Index 
APC   Australian Packaging Covenant 
APVMA  Australian Pesticides and Veterenary Medicines Authority 
ASC   Aquaculture Stewardship Council 
ASI   Accreditation Services International 
ASX   Australian Stock Exchange 
AWU   Australian Workers’ Union 
AZE   Allowable Zone Effect 
BAP   Best Aquaculture Practices 
BET   Bigeye Tuna 
BMP   Best Management Practices 
BOD   biochemical oxygen demand 
BQI   Benthic Quality Index 
CAB   Conformity Assessment Body 
CoC   Chain of Custody 
CSIRO   Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation 
DHI  Consulting company 
DNA   Deoxyribonucleic Acids 
DO   Dissolved Oxygen 
DPIPWE  Department of Primary Industry, Parks, Water and Environment 
EIS   Environmental Impact Statement 
EMP   Environmental Management Plan 
EPA   Environmental Protection Authority 
EPO   Eastern Pacific Ocean 
EUL   Estimated Unexplained Losses 
FCR  Food Conversion Rates 
FFDRo   Fish Oil Forage Fish Dependency Ratio 
FFDRm   Fishmeal Forage Fish Dependency Ratio 
FFEMP  Fish Farm Environmental Management Plan 
FFL   Fish farm Licenses 
FHMP  Fish Health Management Plan 
FIP   Fisheries Improvement Project 
FM  Fish meal 
FO  Fish oil 
FRDC   Fisheries Research & Development Corporation 
GHG   Green House Gas 
GMO   Genetically Modified Organism 
GO   Gordon Farm 
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GWP   Global Warming Potential 
HAG   Huon Aquaculture Group 
HO  Head Office 
HoS   Head of Sustainability 
IALA   International Association of Marine Aids to Navigation and Lighthouse Authorities 
IFFO RS  The International Fishmeal and Fish Oil Organisation - Responsible Supply 
IFS   Inland Fisheries Service 
IMAS   Institute of Marine & Antarctic Studies, University of Tasmania 
ISEAL  International Social and Environmental Accreditation and Labeling Alliance 
ISO  International Organization for Standardization 
ITI   Infaunal Trophic Index 
IUCN  International Union for Conservation of Nature 
IUU   Illegal, Unregulated, and Unreported 
JSA   Job safety Analysis 
LGA   Life Cycle Analysis/Assessment 
MAS   Marine Aeromonad Disease of Salmonids 
MDS   multidimensional scaling 
MF  Marine Farm 
MFB   Marine Farming Branch 
MFDP  Marine Farm Development Plan 
MH   Macquarie Harbour Farm 
MHAMA  Macquarie Harbour Area Management Agreement 
MiH   Middle Harbour Farm 
MOP  Marine Operations Protocol 
MSC   Marine Stewardship Council 
NC   Nonconformity 
OH&S   Occupational Health and Safety 
OIE  World Organization for Animal Health 
OTC  Oxytetracycline 
PAL  Petuna Aquaculture Ltd 
PPE   Personal Protective Equipment 
QA   Quality Assurance 
RCD  Residue Current Device 
ROV   Remotely Operated Vehicle 
RTRS   Roundtable for Responsible Soy 
SAD   Salmon Aquaculture Dialogue 
SAI  Social Accountability International 
SARDI   South Australian Research and Development Institute 
SCAT   Southern Coastcare Association of Tasmania 
SOP   Standard Operating Procedure 
SPP   Special Plumbing Permit 
SRAC   Sustainability Report Advisory Committee 
SROI   Social Return on Investment 
TAB   Tasmanian aquabirnavirus 
TARFISH  Tasmanian Association for Recreational Fishing 
Tas-SR   Tasmanian Salmonid Rickettsiosis 
TCT   Tasmanian Conservation Trust 
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TFDA   Tasmania Fisheries Development Authority 
TIMS   Tassal’s integrated Management System 
TSGA   Tasmanian Salmonid Growers Association 
TSHSP   Tasmanian Salmonid Health Surveillance Program 
TSIC   Tasmanian Seafood Industry Council 
TWG   Technical Working group 
USA   United States of America 
WCC   West Coast Council 
WDP   Waste Disposal Plan 
WHS   Work Health and Safety 
WHO   World health Organization 
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WPA  Workplace Partnerships Agreement  
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Summary 

The Tassal Operations Pty Ltd.’s (Tassal) salmon culturing sites within the scope of this full-assessment, 
MF 214 and MF 219, in Macquarie Harbour, showed excellent overall compliance to the ASC salmon 
standard. The assessment team evaluated the operations against the ASC Salmon Standard V. 1.0 June 
2012.  

Eight final minor non-conformities (NCs) were identified during the full assessment. Overall Tassal 
showed 93% of compliance against the 152 compliance criteria of the ASC salmon standard v 1.0; a 
proportion of these (17%) are in the not applicable (n/a) category.  

None of the non-conformities identified are graded as major and therefore would not preclude award of 
certification. The client has provided SCS with a root cause analyses and an action plan to address the 
minor non-conformities (see Table 2). Progress against the action plan will be assessed at the first 
surveillance audit. 

The assessment team identified one NC in Principle 1 (Comply with all applicable national laws and local 
regulations) related to health and safety regulations, two in Principle 2 (Conserve natural habitat, local 
biodiversity and ecosystem function), one related to feed testing and one pertaining to accessability of 
information by the public. There was one NC in Principle 4 (Use of resources in an environmentally 
efficient and responsible manner) related to the feed ingredients and their Sustianble Fisheries 
Partnership Fish Source score. We identified one NC in Principle 5 (Manage disease and parasites in an 
environmentally responsible manner) which relates to the frequency of farm site visits by the company 
veterinarian. Two NCs were identified in Principle 7 (Be a good neighbor and conscientious citizen), the 
first one related to informing the community regarding antibiotics treatments and potential health risks 
is associated with two compliance criteria, and the second one is about consultations with aboriginal 
groups. One NC was identified in Section 8 (Requirements for suppliers of smolt). The NC is about 
Dissolved Oxygen (DO) measurements in effluent of the semi-open hatchery system at Russell Falls. 
 

Scope 

Reference 
Standard & 
Guidance 

ASC Salmon Standard V1.0 June 2010 
Audit Manual, ASC Salmon Standard V1.0  

Scheme 
Documents 

ASC Certification and Accreditation Requirements V1.0   

Audit Scope Farm-level production (Atlantic salmon - Salmo salar)  
Macquarie Harbour (MF 214 and MF 219) 

Receiving water 
body 

Macquarie Harbour, Tasmania, Australia 
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Audit Plan 

Previous Audits  

A pre-assessment of Tassal Operations Pty Ltd.’s (Tassal) Macquarie Harbour Sites (Lease 214 – Middle 
Harbour and Lease 219 – Gordon) was conducted in July/ August 2013 as a desktop audit, only. After the 
pre-assessment, the applicants for certification authorized the formal, full assessment of the two 
Macquarie Harbour Sites. All aspects of the assessment process were carried out under the auspices of 
Scientific Certification Systems, Inc. (SCS), an ASC-accredited conformity assessment body (CAB), and in 
direct accordance with ASC requirements.  

Names of the Auditors 

The following auditors comprised the assessment team: Dr. Sabine Daume, D.B. O’Sullivan, and James 
McNaughton. 

Dr. Sabine Daume, SCS Global Services – MSC and ASC lead auditor 

Dr. Daume is responsible for leading SCS’s Sustainable Seafood Certification program, which includes 
aquaculture, fishery and chain of custody certification under the auspices of both the nascent 
Aquaculture Stewardship Council and the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC). She has been part of 
the global steering committee for the Abalone Dialogue to develop the Abalone standard for ASC 
and sits on the Technical Advisory Group for the Aquaculture Stewardship Council. Prior to joining 
SCS Dr. Daume worked as a Senior Research Scientist at the Research Division of the Department of 
Fisheries in Western Australia and at Deakin University in Victoria, Australia.  

Past research conducted by Dr. Daume has focused on invertebrate aquaculture and fisheries. She 
has led several nationally FRDC funded, multi-year research grants on abalone broodstock 
conditioning and improvements to hatchery and nursery production as well as fisheries 
enhancement. Dr. Daume is a certified lead auditor under the ISO 9001:2008 and SAI’s training for 
SA 8000 (social accountability) and trained to conduct ASC audits against the salmon and abalone 
standards. She has led numerous pre- and full- MSC assessments of various size and scale, including 
many fisheries in Australia. She also has experience working with diverse stakeholder groups, often 
in remote marine environments. Sabine has published in the peer-reviewed scientific literature (e.g. 
Aquaculture Research, Journal of Shellfish Research) as well as produced research reports and 
produced interactive training materials for the industry and led industry workshops.  

David Bruce O’Sullivan, Dosaqua Pty Ltd- Technical Expert 

Dos O’Sullivan is a Director and principal consultant with Dosaqua Pty Ltd.  He has been involved in 
information dissemination since 1986, not only through industry workshops and seminars but also 
as a lecturer at three universities and several TAFE colleges.   
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His consulting specialties include project development and downstream management; industry 
status and potential; freshwater crayfish production; expert witness; environmental management / 
impact assessment; education, feasibility and risk analyses; industry liaison and extension; and 
independent analysis. With AusAID funds PSM established a 100-tonne/yr marine finfish farm in 
Philippines in 1999.  For 5 years he was non-technical director of a large (800 tpa) Barramundi farm 
located in NE USA which was listed on the Australian Stock Exchange, this company has also 
developed a 2,000 MT capacity barramundi seapen farm and hatchery in Vietnam. Until 2012 Dos 
wrote annual reports on the status of aquaculture in Australia and he is recognised as the major 
commentator on industry issues and trends.  He also has a major interest in promoting Aboriginal 
aquaculture and training; he is currently working with communities in Tasmania and South Australia. 

For the past four years Dos has been specializing in the establishment, implementation or 
improvement of Management Systems including effective Internal Audits and Management Reviews 
as well as training of auditors (RABQSA certified). In addition, he has been providing contract Third 
Party Certification for Environmental Systems (ISO 14001, EMAS, Ecomapping), Food Safety 
(ISO22000) & HACCP, Quality (ISO 9001) and OH&S (AS4801/OHSAS 18001), MSC Chain of Custody, 
GAA BAP (Hatcheries, Farms, Seafood Processing – GFSI standard) and Global GAP (Farms and 
Aquaculture). 

James McNaughton, SCS Global Services – Fair Trade USA auditor 

James McNaughton coordinates the Fair Trade USA certification program managed by SCS Global 
Services, and has been heavily involved in the development of the program since its inception in 
2011. During this time, James has worked with Fair Trade USA to develop their standards – the Farm 
Workers Standard, Independent Smallholders Standard, and Trade Requirements Standard. In 
addition to standards development he is working with Fair Trade USA to develop guidelines for each 
of their standards, and has designed and developed a number of key program documents and audit 
tools. James manages the Fair Trade USA certification processes, and is a certification decision 
maker within the Food & Agriculture Division at SCS. James is a certified ISO 9001 lead auditor, and 
is trained to conduct audits against each of the Fair Trade USA Standards. He works to develop and 
deliver Fair Trade USA auditor training programs that are targeted to local and regional contexts. 
Before working at SCS as full-time employee, James worked on the development of SCS’s Fair Labor 
Practices and Community Benefits Standard as part of an internship that took place in conjunction 
with an 18-month Education Abroad Program at the University of California, Berkeley. James 
received his Bachelor of International Studies and Bachelor of Media Studies from the University of 
Adelaide. 

Audit Plan as Implemented 

The general steps followed were: 

 Announcement of the intention for Tassal’s  Macquarie Harbour Sites to undergo a full 
assessment (17th December 2013) 
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At this first step of the assessment process, SCS provided the ASC thorough information 
about the planned assessment, including the species produced, the unit of certification, 
the standard to be assessed against, the planned assessment dates, and the team 
selected for the assessment, including short bios of their background using ASC public 
disclosure form that was posted on the ASC website. SCS also informed identified 
stakeholders that the company intended to undergo a full ASC assessment directly 
through email. 

 
 Meetings with the company staff and stakeholders (10th-15th  January, 2014) 

SCS planned for and conducted meetings in Hobart, Tasmania, Australia and in Strahan, 
Tasmania, Australia the closest township to the Macquarie Harbour sites as well as the 
actual lease sites and land based sites relevant to the unit of certification.  

 
 Gathering of further evidence (January-February 2014) 

The audit was closed when the last documents were submitted, on March 1st 2014. 
 

 Drafting of the report (February 2014) 

The assessment team drafted the report in accordance with ASC required process and 
layout. 

 
 Review of the report 

The report was submitted to the client for review, and reviewed internally at SCS by a 
technical expert. The team revised the report, taking client and technical experts’ 
comments into account. 

 
 Release of Draft Report (6 -20th March 2014) 

SCS released the Draft Report for a 10-day stakeholder comment period. 

Stakeholders were informed through posting on the ASC website and direct email to 
known stakeholders. 
 

 Certification decision (3rd  April 2014) 

The certification decision board met and determined that the Macquarie Harbour sites 
of Tassal Operations Pty Ltd should be certified. 

 

 Release of Final Report with certification decision (4th April 2014) 

SCS released the final report with the certification decision within 10 days of the close of 
comment period.  

Staff Interviews 

The Table below summarizes the staff interviews that were conducted at Tassal HO and at the land 
based office for the Macquarie Harbour full assessment audit. 
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Table 1. Summary of Worker and Management Interviews 

Summary of Worker and Management Interviews  
 
Linda Sams – Head of Sustainability 
Heidi Hansen – Environmental Certification Officer 
Fiona Ewing – Community Engagement Officer  
Ian Miles – Senior Manager – OH&S 
Emma Beltz – Senior Manager – Human Resources  
Zack Wingfield – Regional Manager Macquarie Harbour 
Wildlife management staff member 
Fish Health staff member  
Team Leader 1 
Team Leader 2  
Maintenance Officer 1 
Maintenance Officer 2 
Dive Team Member 1  
Dive Team Member 2  
Farm Attendant 1  
Farm Attendant 2   
Farm Attendant 3 
Farm Attendant 4 
 

Stakeholder Submissions 

In order to ensure a thorough and robust assessment process, and a process in which all interested 
stakeholders could participate, SCS sought comment from the public through direct mailing and posting 
of advisories on the ASC website and was available for comments during two specific stakeholder 
meetings held during the audit; additionally comments were invited and received after the onsite visit. 

Submissions including CAB responses to each submission can be found in Appendix 1 of this report. 

Certification Determination  

It is the consensus judgment of the assessment team and of the SCS Certification Committee that the 
Tassal’s Macquarie Harbour Sites (Lease 214 – Middle Harbour and Lease 219 – Gordon) comply with 
the ASC Salmon Standard v.1.0. Lease 266 (Franklin) was not fully stocked at the time of the onsite audit. 
It is the intention to include the Franklin lease in the certification scope once the site is fully operational 
and stocked. 

The lead assessor for the assessment team presented all evidence to the SCS Certification Committee, 
which agreed with the assessment team’s findings and certification recommendation, and authorized 
certification of Tassal’s Macquarie Harbour Sites (Lease 214 – Middle Harbour and Lease 219 – Gordon). 
Therefore, SCS as the conformity assessment body of record concludes that these Sites should be issued 
an ASC certificate. 
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The non-conformities and their respective root cause analyses and action plans are listed below in Table 
2. The draft report was submitted for a 10-day stakeholder comment period. 

Determination for Chain of Custody (CoC) Certification 
 
Integrity of certified products  

SCS Global Services has determined that the system for Tassal Operations Pty. Ltd at Macquarie Harbour 
is sufficient for products to enter into further certified chains of custody and be eligible to carry the ASC 
Label. 

 
Tracking, tracing and segregation system in use  

All primary processing of Tassal’s Macquarie Harbour fish are subcontracted to companies in the north 
of the state: either George Town Seafoods P/L (George Town) or Petuna (East Devonport), where fish 
are gutted. From the gutting location, they are either sold whole or transported to Tassal’s hot smoke 
and value added processing operation at Margate. The Group also operates a primary processing plant 
in the southern part of Tasmania at Dover and a cold smoke facility at Huonville.   

Both the Farm and the Primary Processing Dover have been certified according to BAP Salmon and 
processing Plant standards, respectively. 

Tassal product comes into the processing plants in Tassal-marked containers, each fish with a specific 
batch number (indicating pen & harvest date); these fish are kept separate from fish from Petuna or 
other companies.  The system in place has been judged to be robust.  

 
The opportunity of substitution prior to or at harvesting 

There is low risk of substitution; all sites at Macquarie Harbour will be certified. New sites (e.g. lease 266 
Franklin) will be included in the assessment and added to the certificate once fully-stocked. 

 
The possibility of introducing product from outside the unit of certification 

There is low risk of introducing product from outside the unit of certification. All of the harvested 
salmon from the farm sites in Macquarie Harbour is from Tassal-owned or contractually controlled smolt 
producers. The salmon harvested by other salmon companies at Macquarie Harbour are kept separate 
from the Tassal product. 

 
Robustness of the management system 

There is a robust management system in place; see also above. 
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Any transhipment activities taking place 

The harvest vessels (usually the Tassal 1, sometimes the Mareeba) are all Tassal-owned and managed; 
there are no subcontractors used and only one harvest vessel operates during the harvest season. Tassal 
has specific procedures for its operations and these include MO-894 Tassal 1 Disinfection Protocol, MO-
763 Onsite Harvesting – Mareeba or MO-763 Onsite Harvesting – Tassal 1 & Arctic Bear , MO-758 
Cleaning – Harvest Vessels, MO-757 On Site Harvesting, GS-006 Crowding Score and MO-F717 Post 
Harvest Hygiene Report –Vessels.   

 
The number and/or location of points of harvest 

In one day, usually only one pen (or part of a pen) per farm lease is harvested.  On a rare occasion, more 
than one pen will be harvested; however, these pens are always within one farm lease. 

 
Point from which Chain of Custody certification is needed 

CoC certification is required from the point of unloading from the boat onto sub-contracted trucks that 
transport to the processing unit if ownership of the fish product changes. If ownership does not change 
CoC starts at the processing facilities.   

Only products harvested as of or after the date of certification are approved to carry the ASC logo. 

Non-conformity Reports 

The following Table summarizes the areas of needed improvement with identified Non-conformities to 
the ASC Salmon Standard V. 1.0. Items from the requirements are listed in order of Principle and 
performance indicators and not in order of magnitude importance.  

 
Table 2. Non-conformities and client action plan. 

No. of 
criteria 

Year Category Summary of non-
conformity 

Client Root 
Cause 
Analysis 

Client Action Plan Deadline  

1.1.1 a 2014 Minor  The land base 
including the wharf 
operations area, 
net pad & 
equipment storage 
paddock and 
mortality tip were 
not always 
operated in line 
with legislative 

Operator error. 
Not following 
documented 
process. 

Before the first 
surveillance audit in 
2015, Tassal will do 
a general clean-up 
of site and maintain 
land based 
operations to 
ensure operations 
are in line with 
regulations. 

To be 
reviewed at 
the first 
surveillace 
audit. 
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requirements for 
WHS and 
environmental 
protection (e.g. 
some testing of 
RCDs is overdue, 
dive bottles & gas 
bottles are not 
always secured, the 
licence for one of 
the Pest Control 
technicians was out 
of date (initials 
RBJ), and at the net 
pad there were 
some loose pieces 
of plastic and 
feedbags). 

2.3.1.a 2014 Minor  Currently the feed 
used at the 
Macquarie Harbour 
sites is not tested 
for fines (dust and 
fragments in the 
feed) quarterly.   

Feed has been 
tested annually 
by feed 
supplier, as per 
contractual 
agreement. At 
the time of the 
audit Tassal 
was in the 
process of 
implementing 
internal 
quarterly 
testing 
procedures but 
historical 
evidence was 
not yet 
available. 

Before the first 
surveillance audit in 
2015, equipment to 
be purchased and 
procedure 
(including training) 
to be developed and 
implemented at 
site. Quarterly 
testing will be 
conducted going 
forward. 

To be 
reviewed at 
the first 
surveillance 
audit. 

2.5.5.b 2014 Minor  Currently, 
information about 
lethal incidents is 
not made publically 
available within 30 
days. 

Historically, 
Tassal has 
reported lethal 
incidents 
annually in 
their 
Sustainability 
Report. The 
commitment 
has been made 

A new website will 
include a tab for all 
ASC reporting 
requirements. Any 
lethal incidents will 
be reported there 
within 30 days. This 
change is planned 
with the new 
website to be 

To be 
reviewed at 
the first 
surveillance 
audit. 
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to report any 
lethal incidents 
on website 
within 30 days; 
however there 
have been no 
lethal incidents 
at this Region 
in the previous 
12 months and 
therefore 
nothing to 
report. 

launched in March 
2014. 

4.3.2.b 2014 Minor  Not all ingredients 
of the feeds used 
at the MH sites 
achieve individual 
fish source scores 
>6. 

Feed 
ingredients 
purchased 
prior to ASC 
commitment. 

Working with 
Skretting to achieve 
full compliance to 
the criteria 

To be 
reviewed at 
the first 
surveillance 
audit. 

5.1.2.a 2014 Minor  During the last 2 
years, visits by the 
company vet were 
not conducted 
quarterly.  

Historically, the 
Fish Health 
team (including 
company vet) 
have visited 
Tassal regions 
as required 
with no specific 
schedule in 
place. This 
process has 
been 
implemented, 
however there 
is no historical 
evidence to 
support this. 

Before the first 
surveillance audit in 
2015, the fish health 
team will visit site 
quarterly, as per site 
visit planner. 

To be 
reviewed at 
the first 
surveillance 
audit. 

7.1.1.d 
and 
7.1.3 c 

2014 Minor  Currently there is 
no direct 
communication 
with interested 
communities 
regarding 
antibiotics 
treatments and 
potential health 
risks 

Historically, 
Tassal has 
reported 
antibiotic use 
and supplied 
relevant 
information 
annually in 
their 
Sustainability 
Report. There 

A community 
consultative forum 
is in the process of 
being established 
and it will be 
through this forum 
and before the first 
surveillance audit in 
2015, that we will 
prepare the local 
community with the 

To be 
reviewed at 
the first 
surveillance 
audit. 
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is also 
information 
supplied on 
their current 
website (to be 
updated March 
2014). 
Although 
Emergency 
Response Plans 
are in place, 
there is 
currently no 
communication 
with specific 
communities. 

context for releasing 
information 
regarding potential 
future antibiotic 
treatments. We will 
take care to 
communicate the 
health risks 
associated with 
consuming fish 
treated with 
antibiotics before 
they have 
undergone a 
suitable withdrawal 
period.  
 
Plan for 
communicating the 
use of antibiotics for 
the West Coast is to 
advertise it on the 
Tassal website, but 
also in the “latest 
news” section of the 
West Coast Council 
website. We will 
also consult the 
forum as to the 
most appropriate 
method of 
informing the 
community in the 
future. 

7.2.2. a, 
b 

2014 Minor  Currently there are 
no consultations 
with aboriginal 
groups.  

While 
significant 
engagement is 
undertaken in 
the 
communities in 
which Tassal 
operates, no 
engagement 
strategies have 
been 
implemented 
to consult, in a 

Before the first 
surveillance audit in 
2015 Tassal is 
planning to engage 
Cradle Coast NRM, 
who are prepared to 
assist Tassal in 
forming a 
relationship with 
one of the 
indigenous 
organisations 
(Aboriginal Land 

To be 
reviewed at 
the first 
surveillance 
audit. 
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focused 
manners, with 
aboriginal 
groups. 

Council of Tasmania. 
An initial framework 
for the relationship 
will be the inclusion 
of sites of aboriginal 
cultural significance 
in Tassal’s employee 
induction package. 

8.33 2014 Minor  DO saturation is 
not currently 
measured at 
Russell Falls, a 
semi-closed 
hatchery system 
that supplied some 
smolt to the 
Macquarie Harbour 
farm sites. 

Alternate 
process 
currently being 
followed. Task-
specific 
equipment not 
yet received.  

Before the first 
annual surveillance 
audit, the DO 
saturation will be 
measured as per 
ASC requirements. 

To be 
reviewed at 
the first 
surveillance 
audit. 

 

Historical Background of Farm and Farming Area 

The Tassal sites assessed during this full-assessment, the MF 214 & 219 leases, are both located in the 
Macquarie Harbour Region – Strahan, Tasmania, Australia (Figure 1).  

Tassal is the largest salmon aquaculture company in Australia, employing over 850 people. A vertically 
integrated company, Tassal operates two salmon hatcheries, three processing facilities, two retail 
outlets and marine farms in seven regions throughout the state. Tassal is producing salmon 
predominately for the Australian market, and has a retail presence in over 2,000 outlets around 
Australia. 

Tassal Group Pty Ltd is an ASX 300 public company listed on the Australian Securities Exchange. 
Including Macquarie Harbour, it has seven farming regional sites. Each farming site has two Marine Farm 
Leases with 22-24 pens each. 
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Figure 1. Map A: Area that contains the 2 sites (MFP214 & 219 leases) in Macquarie Harbour (indicated by black 
box), Tasmania, Australia. Map B: Close-up location of the lease sites (214 Middle Harbour and 219 Gordon). The 
new site, 266 – Franklin was not stocked at the time of the onsite audit. 

Tassal farms Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) in open net cage farming systems that are polar circles, 120 m 
circumference, with densities of 15 kg/m3 maximum. A typical farm has 600-800 thousand smolt 
(juvenile salmon) at entry.  

Tassal holds BAP salmon certificates for the Macquarie harbour farm sites as well as for their Processing 
facilities in Dover. 

Stakeholders 

 Australian Conservation Foundation 
 Australian Network of Environmental Defenders Offices 
 Australian Wildlife Conservancy 
 Banksia Environmental Foundation 
 Birds Australia 
 Blue Wedges 
 Clean Ocean Foundation 
 Environment Victoria 
 Foundation for National Parks & Wildlife 
 Greening Australia 
 Landcare Australia 
 The Wilderness Society (Australia) 
 Wildlife Watch Australia 

A 

B 

Macquarie Harbour  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Australian_Conservation_Foundation
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Australian_Network_of_Environmental_Defenders_Offices
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Australian_Wildlife_Conservancy
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Banksia_Environmental_Foundation
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Royal_Australasian_Ornithologists_Union
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Blue_Wedges
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Clean_Ocean_Foundation
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Environment_Victoria
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Foundation_for_National_Parks_%26_Wildlife
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Greening_Australia
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Landcare_Australia
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Wilderness_Society_(Australia)
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wildlife_Watch_Australia
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 WWF Australia 
 Local Community groups   

Evaluation Results 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS BY CRITERION 
 
PRINCIPLE 1: OBEY THE LAW AND COMPLY WITH ALL APPLICABLE NATIONAL LAWS AND LOCAL REGULATIONS 
 
1.1 Compliance with all applicable local and national legal requirements and regulations 
1.1.1 Presence of documents demonstrating compliance +with local and national regulations and requirements on land and 

water use 
a Maintain copies of applicable land and water 

use laws. 
 
 

Tassal Group Ltd is an ASX 300 publically listed company on the Australian 
Securities Exchange. As part of the Corporate Governance they must comply with 
a number of Business & Operating licenses (as detailed in Land and Water use 
laws) including: 
- Three (MF 214, MF219, MF 266) Marine Farming Leases (including lease 
boundaries and lighting requirements) and Marine Farming Licences with DPIPWE 
(Dept. Primary Industry, Parks, Water & Environment) for Zone 9 MH: 

1.  Middle Harbour (MiH) at Liberty Point (80 ha growout) 
    - 30 year lease 21/05/99 originally for Nortas/Russelfal, expires 20/05/2029 
    - Lease boundaries/corners set 30/08/02 
     - MF Licence 214 to carry out Atlantic salmon culture 1/12/13 to 30/11/14 
2. Gordon (GO) at Zone 8 South Central Harbour (80 ha for growout), 
     -30 years lease start 22/02/1999 originally for Aquatas, expires 1/02/2029 
     - Lease boundaries/corners set 30/08/02 
     - MF Licence 219 to carry out Atlantic salmon culture 1/12/13 to 30/11/14 
3. New Franklin (FR) at NE of Bryan Bay (120 ha for growout), 
     -30 years lease start 14/1/13, expires 31/1/43 
     - Lease boundaries/corners set 14/1/13 
     - MF Licence 266 to carry out Atlantic salmon culture 1/12/13 to 30/11/14 
- Freshwater Operations Permits available 
- IALA Lighting Requirements as Marine & Safety Tas 7/08/06, letter from DPIW 
9/08/06 
- The Regional Manager (RM) is in responsible for maintaining lease boundaries & 
plan area controls. 
- Crown Land Leases (DPIPWE) for land base at The Esplanade Strahan (from 
6/01/09) 

- Net Paddock lease 5.482 ha at Paringa Archery Club Plan #9233 registered 
21/04/11 (correspondence from Parks & Wildlife 29/11/12 and 1/7/14 to put new 
lease in place). 
-Marine Farming Development Plans detailed later 

- Forestry Lease (Mort Tip) Forestry Tasmania #16516 for fish waste disposal 
signed from 2005 
- - Residential Property Rental Agreements detailed below land based 6 now: 
     11 Harvey Street lease from 28/11/11, on-going 
     17 Green Street lease from 28/03/11, on-going 

 
Marine operations: 
-  Vessels showing in MAST survey – Ricochet expiry 2/2014, Rufus Dawes 7/2014, 
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River Rat 9/2018 (surveyed for 8 people). 
- As per legislation on the new River Rat (purpose built) an induction was 
undertaken for all people.  Documents held included daily start-up records (MO-
F185 6/3/13, 1p) check for past 3 weeks, Emergency Procedures Folder (including 
Emergency Contacts, Vessel/Barge Fire, Vessel Grounding, Chemical Spill, person 
overboard & Chemical Contact SOP), spill kit, fire extinguishers (new, will be tested 
at survey), Crane Start-up records (MO-F123 Issue 3 6/3/13 1p), last 1/12/13, first 
aid kit (all contents in date), personal buoyancy vests (all on board used them), 
flares (X7 expiry Aug’16) , fire bucket, rubbish bin, 2 torches working and other 
safety equipment.  Similar equipment and documentation observed on the GMT 
Feed Barge, GAFS Feed Barge and Tassal 1 harvest vessel – charts include the 
Escape Response Procedure as well as Escape Response Flowchart, also some 
MSDS for chemicals held on board (e.g. on Ricochet Isowipe issued 18/07/09). 
 
Forms on use on both feed barges includes: 
- Daily Feed Checklist (MO-F130 Issue 2, 06/03/2013, 1p) 
- Weekly and Monthly Feed Checklist (MO-F131 Issue 2, 06/03/20, 1p). 
 
Inspections of the land base including the wharf operations area, net pad & 
equipment storage paddock and mortality tip showed that they were operated in 
line with legislative requirements for WHS and environmental protection.  
Evidence of this included many safety signs displayed, WHS noticeboards and 
posters, safety committee meetings minutes Visitor/ Contractor Sign In 
Registration (MO-F308 Issue 2, 24/07/2013, 1p) with PPE and access 
requirements, locked gates when no staff around (security cameras for wharf), 
appropriate storage of chemicals & fuels (with MSDS), spill kits, first aid kits (check 
quarterly), testing & tagging of electrical equipment (some RCDs are due on wharf 
sheds as well as feed barges), chain & block test & tagging (due 5/2014), securing 
of gas bottles (2 dive bottles & 1 Argon gas bottles not secured), testing & tagging 
of fire extinguishers (Sept’13), pre-starts and maintenance checks for forklifts, pest 
control through Morris at Wharf (with up-to-date licences permits [except for 
initials RBJ expiry 18/12/12] and insurance policies as well as MSDS), recycling bins 
and waste control (some loose feedbags & polystyrene pieces at net pad), 
appropriate facilities for staff for eating, drinking & ablutions.  Tassal was quick to 
correct any problems identified during the inspections including movement of eye 
wash to be more available, request for RCDs check, and follow-up with Pest 
Control Contractor. 
 
1.1.1a Minor non-conformity: The land base including the wharf operations area, 
net pad & equipment storage paddock and mortality tip were not always operated 
in line with legislative requirements for WHS and environmental protection (e.g. 
some testing of RCDs is overdue, dive bottles & gas bottles are not always secured, 
the licence for one of the Pest Control technicians was out of date (initials RBJ) and 
at the net pad there were some loose pieces of plastic and feedbags). 
 
 
Regional requirements are also contained in the: 
- Macquarie Harbour Area Management Agreement (AMA) and associated 
schedules 
- Marine Farm Development Plans 
- Macquarie Harbour Environmental Impact Statement and Appendices. 
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b Maintain original lease agreements, land 
titles, or concession permit on file as 
applicable. 
 

Refer to above. 

c Keep records of inspections for compliance 
with national and local laws and regulations 
(if such inspections are legally required in the 
country of operation). 

The legal compliance is discussed in Tassal Sustainability Report 2012, p7. Both MF 
214 & 219 leases have been in operation for 14 years- baseline survey reports for 
leases (see Macquarie Harbour MF Development Plan for the new MFP266). 
Annual Compliance Surveys for both leases (reviewed 2012 & 2013 data sets, 
discussed elsewhere) which are sent to MFB for assessment with DPIPWE.  The 
MFB reserve the right to inspect anything they wish on Tassal farms pertaining to 
environmental regulations they set in the MFDP including directing them to do 
sampling (e.g. redox, sulphides). 
DHI Baseline survey for GO & MI in January ’00- DHI monitoring reports reviewed 
for August ’09, June ‘11, February ’12 and December ’12 (33p), – these include 
sediments, carbon, N2, phosphates and nitrogenous wastes.  They are all provided 
to the DPIPWE for annual inspection, as well as to support the submission for the 
new 120 ha site (MFP266). 
Member of TSGA (Tasmanian Salmonid Growers Assn.).  High level of collaboration 
between 3 salmon companies for harbor-wide plans: 
- MH Area Management Agreement V1 Dec’12 18p to promote and implement 
measures for the sustainable development of Atlantic salmon and Ocean trout 
aquaculture in the area defined 
- MH Fish Health Management Plan (V1.0 Dec’12 FHMP, 35p) prepared jointly by 
three Veterinarians on behalf of Tassal, PAL & HAG, includes notifiable diseases 
- MH Area Management Agreement (V1.0 Dec ’12, 37p) EMP for joint sustainable 
management 
- Schedule 1 MH FHMP (V1.0 Dec’12, 35p) 
- Schedule 2 MP Health Certificate Templates (V1.0 Dec’12, 6p) 
- Schedule 3 MH EMP (V1.0 Dec’12, 37p) – currently in place which means that 
water quality monitoring of the harbour will continue until the water triggers are 
set - this is still to be negotiated with the government 
- Schedule 4 MH Data collection (V1.0 Dec’12, 5p)  FFEMP and FHMP covered 
above in 1.4; the 2004 TSGA Code of Practice is now obsolete; current data on 
FishTalk. 
Ionata email TSGA 26/09/13 to all industry reps re use of data collation and 
comparisons. 
MH AMA Working group minutes for 22/5/13 and 19/9/13 include discussions and 
agreements on water quality monitoring as well as fish health and other AMA 
group initiatives, including R&D. 
 

d Obtain permits and maps showing that the 
farm does not conflict with national 
preservation areas. 

The new or realigned and expanded MFs have been granted about 1-5km north-
west of the boundary for the MH World Heritage Area.  Addendum to EIS 
submitted 15/09/11 for Draft Amendment #1 for Macquarie Harbour MF 
Development Plan (Oct’05, 624p) with Huon Aquaculture Group P/L (HAG) & 
Petuna Aquaculture P/L (PAL).  Section 3.3 – Reserves p 67-72 for an informative 
discussion on the protected areas, Map is on page 68. 
MF Development Plan Oct 2005 (34p) includes updated map with all lease marked 
approved 28/05/12 
 

1.1.2 Presence of documents demonstrating compliance with all tax laws 
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a Maintain records of tax payments to 
appropriate authorities. 

Lists of taxes paid FY2012 and FY2011 detailed in 2012 Sustainability report p9; 
also 2012 Annual Report (pages 4-5 & 7) and 2013 Annual Report (pages 4-5 & 7). 
Tassal engages accounting firm KPMG as their registered tax agent.   
 

b Maintain copies of tax laws for 
jurisdiction(s) where company operates. 

Tassal uses the ATO Legal Database website for Australian Taxation Legislation for 
the jurisdiction in which Tassal operates 
(http://law.ato.gov.au/atolaw/Browse.htm?Node=0&ImA=CollapseAll).  Deloitte’s 
audit results in signoff of 2013 Annual Report (20/01/13) on p36. 

c Register with national or local authorities 
as an “aquaculture activity". 

Federal gov’t registrations include: 
- Tassal Group Ltd - ACN 106 067 270, ABN 15 106 067 270 
- Tassal Operations Pty Ltd - ACN 106 324 127, ABN 38 106 324 127 
Tasmanian Gov’t Marine Farm permits and licenses detailed above in 1.1.1.   
 

1.1.3 Presence of documents demonstrating compliance with all relevant national and local labor laws and regulations 
 
a Maintain copies of national labor codes 

and laws applicable to farm (scope is 
restricted to the farm sites within the unit 
certification.) 

Tassal was named a Tasmanian Employer of Choice in 2012. 
Document “Conditions of Employment Policy (IMS-P1047 Issue 3, 8/1/13, 1p)” 
includes General principles, conditions of employment, related policies & 
agreements.   
Letter of Offer (draft 28/4/11 template, 6p) lists legal & award conditions.   
The National Employment Standards entitlements (NES 2010, 2p) list 10 
entitlements for fair Work.  
The Tassal Workplace Agreement (WPA) “Tassal Marine Operations Enterprise 
Agreement Work Place Agreement 20011-14, 36p) signed by Tassal, Australian 
Workers Union with stamped approval Fair Work Australia 3/11/11 (1p) expiry by 
1/10/14. 
The Legislation Register contains relevant acts & regulations. 
 
Tassal 2012 Sustainability Report, p37-45, describes programs and compliance 
with a wide range of acts, regulations & legislation including Australian Fair Work 
Act 2009, Criminal Code Act 1995, Tasmanian Anti-Discrimination Act 1998, 
Tasmanian Workers Rehabilitation & Compensation Act 1988, Age discrimination 
Act 2004, Sexual Discrimination Act 1984, Disability Discrimination Act 1992, Racial 
Discrimination Act 1975 and Environment and Pollution Control Act 1994. 
National Employment Standard (2p, 2010) lists 10 minimum entitlements given at 
induction and on display boards. 
 

b Keep records of farm inspections for 
compliance with national labor laws and 
codes (only if such inspections are legally 
required in the country of operation). 

Inspections of the farm are not undertaken by Federal Government agencies. 
The Australian Workers Union doesn’t conduct scheduled inspections of the work 
site. The union seeks permission from Tassal before they come on site.  Tassal has 
never refused entry. 

1.1.4 Presence of documents demonstrating compliance with regulations and permits concerning water quality impacts 
 
a Obtain permits for water quality impacts 

where applicable. 
At sea: 
- Marine Farming Licences (refer to 1.1.1a) detail the monitoring/sampling sites, 
parameters, methods, equipment, and broad scale monitoring as per the 
Macquarie Harbour Area Management Agreement (AMA) and associated schedule 
and Marine Farm Development Plans. 
- As part of the MFP process Tassal farms are strategically placed in areas suitable 
for farming operations well away from areas officially designated as protected 
areas (such areas are prohibited for commercial and recreational fishing or 



 ASC FULL ASSESSMENT REPORT- TASSAL- MH 
 

 
Version 1-0 (August 2012) | ©SCS Global Services Page 21 of 123 

 

farming).  Extensive baseline surveys and more recently environmental impact 
assessments are carried out before a farming license and the appropriate approval 
is handed down from the Tasmania government.  Schedule 3v & 3b - Schedule for 
annual and baseline surveys Benthic Monitoring Program Review, Guidelines for 
Report Content in BEMP, ROV surveys. 
- Annual monitoring (in house, and external using DHI) compliance surveys sent to 
MFB (DPIPWE) for assessment– these include sediments, carbon, N2, phosphates 
and nitrogenous wastes with trigger levels.  
- DPIPWE lease compliance sign-off letters to report that video footage & associate 
monitoring reports for August 2006, May 2008, July 2009, June 2011 reviewed and 
these have been accepted and licence requirements met. 
 
Onland: 
- These are managed by Trade Waste Agreement with Cradle Mountain Water (#C-
C01120, 17/12/12 1p) for 2013 discharge of trade waste Category 3 (mostly blood 
water) on Consent with discharge schedules & monitoring expired 31/12./13, 6 
month extension to 30/6/14 to cover the current harvest schedule  
- The Strahan Discharge log details the bloodwater discharges from the harvest 
vessels (usually Tassal 1 but also Mareeba ) including date, volume, pH, temp & EC 
mS/s from 8/1/13 to 24/4/13 (2014 harvest started during the audit). 
- Portaloo emptied as required by Veolia, for 2012-13 approx. 1,000 L expelled. 
- Waste Flow Chart – skip bin 
- West Coast Council (27/10/09) for curb side pickup 
- Compliance with Trade Waste Agreements and other successes are described in 
Tassal, 2012 Sustainability Report, p21-30. 
 

b Compile list of and comply with all 
discharge laws or regulations. 

Refer above 
 

c Maintain records of monitoring and 
compliance with discharge laws and 
regulations as required. 
 

Refer above 
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PRINCIPLE 2: CONSERVE NATURAL HABITAT, LOCAL BIODIVERSITY AND ECOSYSTEM FUNCTION 
 
2.1 Benthic biodiversity and benthic effects 
 
2.1.1 Redox potential or sulphide levels in sediment outside of the Allowable Zone of Effect (AZE) [3], following the sampling 
methodology outlined in Appendix I-1. 
  
a Prepare a map of the farm showing 

boundary of AZE (30 m) and GPS locations 
of all sediment collections stations. If the 
farm uses a site-specific AZE, provide 
justification [3] to the CAB. 

Received map of sampling locations in document “Broad scale monitoring 
requirements” (Schedule 3 BEMP) and map of AZE in relation to farm sites. 

b If benthos throughout the full AZE is hard 
bottom, provide evidence to the CAB and 
request an exemption from 2.1.1c-f, 2.1.2 
and 2.1.3. 

N/A 

c Inform the CAB whether the farm chose 
option #1 (redox potential) or option #2 
(sulphide concentration) to demonstrate 
compliance with the requirements of the 
Standard. 

Redox is a requirement under Schedule 3B for new leases but thereafter is not 
monitored unless at the discretion of the Marine Farming Branch (MFB) of the 
Department of Primary Industry, Parks, Water and Environment (DPIPWE) or lease 
holder. The MFB can at any stage request the lease holder to sample for redox or 
sulphides.  
 
Historical data suggests that no marine farming lease has had a redox potential 
below zero or sulphides above 1,500 micro Moles. To address this criteria, Tassal 
propose to continue using the researched and approved visual assessment 
methodology under Schedule 3V of the Marine Farming Licence to replace 
chemical proxies such as redox and sulphide, which presents itself as spontaneous 
outgassing of sediments without or upon disturbance. Tassal will report on visual 
surveys now that the variance request is granted. 
 
A variance request was submitted to the ASC on 26 January 2014 asking for formal 
approval for the applicability of the already well-established sampling methods 
applied by the Tasmanian Industry. The variance request was approved on 11 
February 2014. 
 

d Collect sediment samples in accordance 
with the methodology in Appendix I-1 (i.e. 
at the time of peak cage biomass and at 
all required stations). 

ROV benthic survey reports are produced weekly. The variance was granted (see 
above) and therefore the sampling complies with this indicator. 

e For option #1, measure and record redox 
potential (mV) in sediment samples using 
an appropriate, nationally or 
internationally recognized testing 
method. 

N/A 

f For option #2, measure and record 
sulphide concentration (uM) using an 
appropriate, nationally or internationally 
recognized testing method. 

N/A 
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g Submit test results to ASC as per Appendix 
VI. If site has hard bottom and cannot 
complete tests, report this to ASC. 
 

Reports of visual surveys were submitted to the ASC after variance was granted. 

2.1.2 Faunal index score indicating good [4] to high ecological quality in sediment outside the AZE, following the sampling 
methodology outlined in Appendix I-1.  Requirement:  AZTI Marine Biotic Index (AMBI [5]) score ≤ 3.3, or 
Shannon-Wiener Index score > 3, or Benthic Quality Index (BQI) score ≥ 15, or Infaunal Trophic Index (ITI) score ≥ 25 
 
a Prepare a map showing the AZE (30 m or 

site specific) and sediment collections 
stations (see 2.1.1). 

See 2.1.1 a 

b Inform the CAB whether the farm chose 
option #1, #2, #3, or #4 to demonstrate 
compliance with the requirement. 

The indices referred to by the ASC are fairly commonplace in benthic faunal 
evaluations, and are a core component of sediment quality assessments in Europe 
and the Americas; however Australia and Tasmania specifically are not a complete 
fit. The similarities and differences in the local Tasmanian ecology compared with 
overseas systems, are well recognised (Macleod et al., 2004, 2007, and Edgar et 
al., 2010), as are the differences between Northern and Southern Hemisphere 
systems (Macleod et al., 2008, and Keeley et al., 2012). As a result, it has been 
highlighted that many of the biotic indices metrics derived in northern context do 
not readily translate to Australian context. Many of the recommended faunal 
indices are species-specific, but not all. We may need to consider developing or 
refining these indices for Tasmanian-specific conditions like Keeley et al., (2012) 
did for New Zealand.  Macquarie Harbour is an important example, as it is 
naturally depauperate (Talman et al., 1996 and Edgar et al., 2009), and as such 
applying any of the faunal indices required in the ASC standard would give 
misleading scores. Currently benthic biodiversity is analysed using Bray-Curtis 
Similarity Index and multidimensional scaling (MDS). 
 
A variance request was submitted to the ASC on 26 January 2014 asking for formal 
approval for the applicability of the already well-established sampling methods 
applied by the Tasmanian Industry. The variance request was approved on 11 
February 2014. 
 

c Collect sediment samples in accordance 
with Appendix I-1 (see 2.1.1). 

See above 
 

d For option #1, measure, calculate and 
record AZTI Marine Biotic Index [5] score of 
sediment samples using the required 
method. 

See above 

e For option #2, measure, calculate and 
record Shannon-Wiener Index score of 
sediment samples using the required 
method. 
 

See above 

f For option #3, measure, calculate and 
record Benthic Quality Index (BQI) score of 
sediment samples using the required 
method. 
 

See above 

g For option #4, measure, calculate and 
record Infaunal Trophic Index (ITI) score of 

See above 
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sediment samples using the required 
method. 
 

h Retain documentary evidence to show how 
scores were obtained. If samples were 
analyzed and index calculated by an 
independent laboratory, obtain copies of 
results. 
 

The variance request for the current methodology that is applied by Tassal was 
approved. 
Report of the approved method from the Bray-Curtis Similarity Index and 
multidimensional scaling (MDS) were provided after the variance request was 
approved. 

i Submit faunal index scores to ASC 
(Appendix VI). 
 
 

And submitted to the ASC 

2.1.3 Number of macrofaunal taxa in the sediment within the AZE, following the sampling methodology outlined  Appendix I- 
 
a Document appropriate sediment sample 

collection as for 2.1.1a and 2.1.1c, or 
exemption as per 2.1.1b. 

See 2.1.1  

b For sediment samples taken within the 
AZE, determine abundance and taxonomic 
composition of macrofauna using an 
appropriate testing method. 

See 2.1.1 
 

c Identify all highly abundant taxa and 
specify which ones (if any) are pollution 
indicator species. 
 

N/A 

d Retain documentary evidence to show how 
taxa were identified and how counts were 
obtained. If samples were analyzed by an 
independent lab, obtain copies of results. 
 

Macquarie Harbour is a naturally depauperate system (Talman et al., 1996) and 
therefore farming activity here is unlikely to follow the patterns of species 
diversity and numbers observed in other farming areas. Tassal is required by law 
to look at benthic infauna under Schedule 3B of the Marine Farming Licence. 
 
As mentioned above, a variance request was submitted to the ASC on 26 January 
2014 asking for formal approval for the applicability of the already well-
established sampling methods applied by the Tasmanian Industry. The variance 
request was approved on 11 February 2014. 
 

e Submit counts of macrofaunal taxa to ASC 
as per Appendix VI. 
 

Reports were submitted to the ASC after variance was granted. 
 

2.1.4 Definition of a site-specific AZE based on a robust and credible modeling system 
a Undertake an analysis to determine the 

site-specific AZE and depositional pattern 
before 3 years have passed since 
publication of the Standard on June 13, 
2012. 
 

Tassal’s  AZE is 35 metres and this distance was defined by the regulators (Marine 
Farming Branch) based on multiple lines of evidence from the international 
(Brown et al., 1987; Gowen et al., 1988; Cromey et al., (1998); Hargrave et al., 
1993; Cromey et al., 2002 ) and local research (Macleod, 2000; Crawford et al., 
2002; Macleod et al., 2004). This 35 m AZE regulation has been in place for over 15 
years and monitoring since then by research bodies and farms (as a part of the 
licence conditions) has provided the government with evidence that a 35 m AZE is 
a suitable distance for this particular farming environment. 
 
Received a copy of 2 technical papers: 
Macleod, C.K., Mitchell, I.M., Crawford, C.M. and Connell, R.D. (2002) “Evaluation 
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of Sediment Recovery After Removal of Finfish Cages from Marine Farm Lease 
No.76 (Gunpowder Jetty), North West Bay”. 
Crawford, C.M.,  Macleod,, C.K., Mitchell, I.M. (2002)” EVALUATION OF 
TECHNIQUES FOR 
ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING OF SALMON FARMS IN TASMANIA”. 
 

b Maintain records to show how the analysis 
(in 2.1.4a) is robust and credible based on 
modeling using a multi-parameter 
approach. 
 

Copies of above publications and reports are kept. 

c Maintain records to show that modeling 
results for the site-specific AZE have been 
verified with > 6 months of monitoring 
data. 

As mentioned above a variance request was submitted to the ASC on 26 January 
2014 asking for formal approval for the applicability of the already well-
established sampling methods. The variance request was approved on 11 February 
2014. 
 

2.2 Water quality in and near the site of operation 
 
2.2.1 Weekly average percent saturation of dissolved oxygen (DO) [14] on farm, calculated following methodology in 
Appendix I-4  
 
a Monitor and record on-farm percent 

saturation of DO at a minimum of twice 
daily using a calibrated oxygen meter or 
equivalent method. For first audits, farm 
records must cover ≥ 6 months. 

DO together with salinity and temperature is measured twice daily at 7 am and 3 
pm (Daily and Weekly Environmental Parameters tables and figures). DO 
measurements are taken at 1, 5 and 10 m depth. Tassal reports to ASC on DO 
measurements taken at 5 m depth following the methodology outlined in 
Appendix 1 of the ASC salmon standard.   

b Provide a written justification for any 
missed samples or deviations in sampling 
time. 

N/A 

c Calculate weekly average percent 
saturation based on data. 

Weekly Environmental Parameters tables and figure were reviewed. 

d If any weekly average DO values are < 70%, 
or approaching that level, monitor and 
record DO at a reference site and compare 
to on-farm level 

N/A; weekly average DO values at 5 m depth (following the methodology outlined 
in Appendix 1 of the ASC salmon standard) are >70%, 

e Arrange for auditor to witness DO 
monitoring and calibration while on site. 

DO monitoring and calibration of probes was witnessed at the onsite for the full 
assessment audit on the 14th of January 2014. 

f Submit to ASC results from monitoring of 
average weekly DO 

Results were submitted to the ASC 

2.2.2 Maximum percentage of weekly samples from 2.2.1 that fall under 2 mg/liter DO 
 
a Calculate the percentage of on-farm 

samples taken for 2.2.1a that fall under 2 
mg/l DO. 
 

Full list of measurements with weekly averages were submitted at the onsite visit. 
0% fall under 2 mg/l DO (100% >5 ppm= 4.9 mg/l) therefore the MH sites comply 
with this indicator 

b Submit results from 2.2.2a to ASC as per 
Appendix VI. 
 

Results were submitted to ASC 

2.2.3 For jurisdictions that have national or regional coastal water quality targets [16], demonstration through third-party 
analysis that the farm is in an area recently [17] classified as having “good” or “very good” water quality [18] 
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a Inform the CAB whether relevant targets 

and classification systems are applicable in 
the jurisdiction. If applicable, proceed to 
"2.2.3.b".  If not applicable, take action as 
required under 2.2.4 
 

The proposed regional limit levels (see also 
TSGA_MHAMA_Schedule_Environmental Management Plan) were confirmed by 
the Minister for Sustainability, Environment, Water, Pollution and Communities on 
the 3 October 2012 (referral decision DSEWPC, 2012). 

b Compile a summary of relevant national or 
regional water quality targets and 
classifications, identifying the third-party 
responsible for the analysis and 
classification. 
 

There are no national and regional targets for saltwater in Australia. Instead of 
targets, Tassal has provided water quality triggers for MH (see above). 
 

c Identify the most recent classification of 
water quality for the area in which the 
farm operates.  
 

See above 

2.2.4 For jurisdictions without national or regional coastal water quality targets, evidence of weekly monitoring of nitrogen 
and phosphorous [20] levels on farm and at a reference site, following methodology in Appendix I-5 
 
a Develop, implement, and document a 

weekly monitoring plan for N, NH4, NO3, 
total P, and ortho-P in compliance with 
Appendix I-5, testing a minimum of once 
weekly in both locations. For first audits, 
farm records must cover ≥ 6 months. 
 

N/A 

b Calibrate all equipment according to the 
manufacturer's recommendations. 

N/A 
 
 
 
 

c Submit data on N and P to ASC as per 
Appendix VI. 

N/A 
 
 

2.2.5 Demonstration of calculation of biochemical oxygen demand of the farm on a production cycle basis 
 
a Collect data throughout the course of the 

production cycle and calculate BOD 
according to formula in the instruction box.  

 

Calculations of BOD were provided at onsite assessment. 

b Submit calculated BOD to ASC as per 
Appendix VI. 
 

BOD was submitted to ASC. 

2.3 Nutrient release from production 
2.3.1 Percentage of fines in the feed at point of entry to the farm  
 
a Determine and document a schedule and 

location for quarterly testing of feed. If 
testing prior to delivery to farm site, 

Reviewed documents “Break test MQH December 2013” and “Production 
declarations and analytical methods, 2002” both produced by Skretting. 
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document rationale behind not testing on 
site.  
 

Reviewed new draft procedures that indicate that testing will be scheduled to 
occur onsite. Staff also indicated that testing will be scheduled quarterly in the 
future. This will be reviewed at the first surveillance audit. 
 
Minor non-conformity: Currently the feed used at the Macquarie Harbour sites is 
not tested quarterly.   
 

b If using a sieving machine, calibrate 
equipment according to manufacturer's 
recommendations. 
 

Inspection and verifying calibration of testing equipment would need to happen 
during onsite visit. 

c Conduct test according to detailed 
methodology in Appendix I-2 and record 
results for the pooled sample for each 
quarter. 
 

See minor non-conformity above 
 

2.4 Interaction with critical or sensitive habitats and species  
 
2.4.1 Evidence of an assessment of the farm’s potential impacts on biodiversity and nearby ecosystems that contains at a 
minimum the components outlined in Appendix I-3  
 
a Perform (or contract to have performed) a 

documented assessment of the farm's 
potential impact on biodiversity and 
nearby ecosystems. The assessment must 
address all components outlined in 
Appendix I-3. 
 

Reviewed “Addendum to the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) with draft 
amendment No.1 to Macquarie Harbour Development Plan, October 2005”. 
All components outlined in Appendix I-3 are addressed. 

b If the assessment (2.4.1a) identifies 
potential impact(s) of the farm on 
biodiversity or nearby critical, sensitive or 
protected habitats or species, prepare plan 
to address those potential impacts. 
 

The EIS for Macquarie Harbour was submitted as part of the farm extension 
process. The farm expansion was approved by the Minister for Primary Industry 
and Water under the conditions to address four areas of concern: 
 
Benthic flux; Maugean Skate; Macroalgae; Water quality triggers- 
Page 462 of the EIS provides a summary of the potential impacts and what plans 
are in place to minimize impacts. The prior chapter provides detail for some of 
these. 
 

c Keep records to show how the farm 
implements plan(s) from 2.4.1b to 
minimize potential impacts to critical or 
sensitive habitats and species. 
 

The tables following Page 462 of the Addendum to the Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) provides a summary of the potential impacts and what plans are in 
place to minimize these impacts. 

2.4.2 Allowance for the farm to be sited in a protected area or High Conservation Value Areas  
 
a Provide a map showing the location of the 

farm relative to nearby protected areas or 
High Conservation Value Areas (HCVAs) as 
defined above (see also 1.1.1a). 
 

EIS Addendum for Macquarie Harbour contains map on page 68 showing the 
Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area and South West Conservation Area. 

b If the farm is not sited in a protected area Tassal provided declaration dated 11 December 2013 before the onsite visit. 
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or High Conservation Value Area as defined 
above, prepare a declaration attesting to 
this fact. In this case, the requirements of 
2.4.2c-d do not apply. 
 

c If the farm is sited in a protected area or 
HCVA, review the scope of applicability of 
Indicator 2.4.2 (see Instructions above) to 
determine if your farm is allowed an 
exception to the requirements. If yes, 
inform the CAB which exception (#1, #2, or 
#3) is allowed and provide supporting 
evidence. 

N/A 

d If the farm is sited in a protected area or 
HCVA and the exceptions provided for 
Indicator 2.4.2 do not apply, then the farm 
does not comply with the requirement and 
is ineligible for ASC certification. 

N/A 

2.5 Interaction with wildlife, including predators 
 
2.5.1 Number of days in the production cycle when acoustic deterrent devices (ADDs) or acoustic harassment devices (AHDs) 
were used. 
 
a Prepare a written statement affirming that 

the farm's management is committed to 
eliminate all usage of acoustic deterrent 
devices (ADDs) or acoustic harassment 
devices (AHDs) by June 13, 2015.  

Received written statement from Tassal affirming that the farm's management is 
committed to eliminating or not using or planning to use any acoustic deterrent 
devices. 

b Compile documentary evidence to show 
that no ADDs or AHDs were used by the 
farm after June 13, 2015 (applicable only 
after the specified date). 

N/A 

2.5.2  Prior to the achievement of 2.5.1, if ADDs or AHDs are used, maximum percentage of days in the production cycle that 
the devices are operational 
 
a Maintain a log for the use of any ADDs or 

AHDs on farm that includes recording the 
number of days (24-hour cycles) during 
which the devices were used.  
 

No acoustic deterrent devices used N/A 

b Calculate the percentage of days in the 
production cycle that the devices were 
operational in the most recent complete 
production cycle. 
 

N/A 

c  Confirmed at onsite audit that operation uses no AAD (= <40% of days of the 
production cycle). 
 

d Submit data on number of days that 
ADDs/AHDs were used to the ASC as per 

N/A 
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Appendix VI. 
 

2.5.3 Number of mortalities of endangered or red-listed marine mammals or birds on the farm. 
 
 
a Prepare a list of all predator control 

devices and their locations. 
 

Tassal prepared a map of predator control devices and their locations on the 
feeding barges operating in Macquarie Harbour including photos. 

b Maintain a record of all predator incidents. 
 

Reviewed separate records for birds (“Bird monitoring data sheet”) and mammals 
(email confirming no mortalities at MH sites) as well as annual sustainability 
reports 2011, 2012.  
Tassal’s 2011 Sustainability Report p29-30 contains summary data. 
 
 

c Maintain a record of all mortalities of 
marine mammals and birds on the farm 
identifying the species, date, and apparent 
cause of death.  
 

These records were cross checked against interviews with farm staff and 
stakeholder representatives. 
 

d Maintain an up-to-date list of endangered 
or red-listed marine mammals and birds in 
the area (see 2.4.1) 
 

Tassal provided link to the species profile and threats database at the Australian 
Government Website–  
http://www.environment.gov.au/cgi-bin/sprat/public/sprat.pl 
Recommended to keep a separate updated list as farm record. 
 

e  List (a) was compared with records (b-d) at onsite audit meeting and cross checked 
against interviews with farm staff (Andrew Hunter - Wildlife Management Officer) 
and stakeholder representatives. 
 
 

2.5.4 Evidence that the following steps were taken prior to lethal action against a predator: 
1. All other avenues were pursued prior to using lethal action 
2. Approval was given from a senior manager above the farm manager 
3. Explicit permission was granted to take lethal action against the specific animal from the relevant regulatory authority 
 
a Provide a list of all lethal actions that the 

farm took against predators during the 
previous 12-month period. Note: "lethal 
action" is an action taken to deliberately 
kill an animal, including marine mammals 
and birds. 

There is a Wildlife Interaction Plan in place (WIP). Tassal 2011, 2012 Sustainability 
Report p28-30 provides summary data of all wildlife interactions. 
 

b For each lethal action identified in 2.5.4a, 
keep record of the following: 
1) a rationale showing how the farm 
pursued all other reasonable avenues prior 
to using lethal action; 
2) approval from a senior manager above 
the farm manager of the lethal action; 
3) where applicable, explicit permission 
was granted by the relevant regulatory 
authority to take lethal action against the 

Passive avoidance measures are practiced with the recourse to lethal control 
under permit from the Tasmanian government. The sites under assessment have 
not experienced a situation requiring lethal control nor the reporting of accidental 
mortalities. See also WIP. 

http://www.environment.gov.au/cgi-bin/sprat/public/sprat.pl
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animal. 
 

c Provide documentary evidence that steps 
1-3 above (in 2.5.4b) were taken prior to 
killing the animal. If human safety was 
endangered and urgent action necessary, 
provide documentary evidence. 
 

During onsite audit it was confirmed through staff and community interviews that 
no lethal control has been necessary at the MH sites. This was also confirmed with 
an email from Patsy Davies, Wildlife Services Officer | Wildlife Management 
Branch Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment. 
 

2.5.5 Evidence that information about any lethal incidents on the farm has been made easily publicly available  
 
a For all lethal actions (see 2.5.4), keep 

records showing that the farm made the 
information available within 30 days of 
occurrence. 
 

Currently Wildlife Branch (DPIPWE) is notified as per requirements. Information is 
currently reported in Sustainability Report annually.  

b Ensure that information about all lethal 
actions listed in 2.5.5a are made easily 
publicly available (e.g. on a website). 
 

The information about lethal incidents are currently reported in Sustainability 
Report annually but not easily been made publically available. Staff indicated that 
there will be a specific section on the new website to ensure the information is 
publically available. This will be reviewed at the first surveillance audit. 
 
Minor non-conformity:  Currently information about lethal incidents is not made 
publically available within 30 days. 
 

2.5.6 Maximum number of lethal incidents on the farm over the prior two years 
Requirement:  < 9 lethal incidents, with no more than two of the incidents being marine mammals 
 
a Maintain log of lethal incidents (see 2.5.4a) 

for a minimum of two years.  For first 
audit, > 6 months of data are required. 
 

Received bird interaction datasheet for individual farm sites for > 6 months before 
the full assessment visit of these sites. 
Records for marine mammals are not required because we received confirmation 
that there were no lethal incidents at these sites. 

b Calculate the total number of lethal 
incidents and the number of incidents 
involving marine mammals during the 
previous two year period.  
 

Birds: 3 lethal incidences in 2011/12,  0 lethal incidences in 2012/13 
Mammals : no lethal incident in 2011/12 or 2012/13 

c Submit data on lethal incidents of marine 
mammals and birds to ASC. 
 

Data was submitted to the ASC 

2.5.7 In the event of a lethal incident, evidence that an assessment of the risk of lethal incident(s) has been undertaken and 
demonstration of concrete steps taken by the farm to reduce the risk of future incidences 
 
a Keep records showing that the farm 

undertakes an assessment of risk following 
each lethal incident and how those risk 
assessments are used to identify concrete 
steps the farm takes to reduce the risk of 
future incidents. 
 

Wildlife Interaction Plan (WIP) in place. Tassal 2011, 2012 Sustainability Report 
p28-30 provides summary data.  
 
Tassal provided 3 year strategy to decrease lethal incidents on Tassal’s salmon 
farms. 
 

b Provide documentary evidence that the 
farm implements those steps identified in 

Target for reduction has been explained in Tassal 2011 Sustainability Report (p29-
30). In addition improvements were seen in FY2012 Sustainability Report 
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2.5.7a to reduce the risk of future lethal 
incidents. 
 

Environmental Metrics (work in progress) following steps outlined in 3 year 
strategy (see above). 
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PRINCIPLE 3: PROTECT THE HEALTH AND GENETIC INTEGRITY OF WILD POPULATIONS 

3.1 Introduced or amplified parasites and pathogens 
3.1.1 Participation in an Area-Based Management (ABM) scheme for managing disease and resistance to treatments that 
includes coordination of stocking, fallowing, therapeutic treatments and information-sharing. 
a Submit to the CAB a description of how the 

ABM (3.1.1a) coordinates management of 
disease and resistance to treatments 

Note:  Area Management Agreement is equivalent to Area Based Management 
(ABM).  For MH it involves Tassal, Huon and Petuna. 
 
Tassal provided good evidence to show that in MH there is a high level of 
collaboration between the three salmonid companies with harbour-wide plans 
developed through the Tasmanian Salmonid Growers Association (TSGA): 
- MH Area Management Agreement (MHAMA) (Dec’12, 18p) to promote and 
implement measures for the sustainable development of Atlantic salmon and 
Ocean trout aquaculture in the area defined. 
- TSGA MHAMA Schedule 1 Fish Health Management Plan (FHMP Version 1.0, 
12/12/12, 72p) prepared jointly by three Veterinarians on behalf of Tassal, PAL & 
HAG, includes notifiable diseases. 
- Schedule 2 MP Health Certificate Templates (V1.0 Dec’12, 6p) – this is for the 
fingerlings/smolt which are to be stocked. 
- Schedule 3 MH Environmental Management Plan (EMP) (V1.0 Dec’12, 37p)  
- Schedule 4 MH Data collection V1.0 Dec’12 5p. 
- participation in TSGA Tech. Committees, programs & collaborative research 
projects TSIC. 
 
The Tassal Farm Disease Management and Biosecurity Protocol (SOP MO-780) 
links in with other farms. 
 
All 3 companies understand and adhere to the requirements of the OIE Aquatic 
Animal Health Code (2012) (document sighted on file); likewise with Australian 
and New Zealand Standard Diagnostic Procedures and the Aquatic Animal Health 
requirements from the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry. 
 

b Keep record of farm's participation in an 
ABM scheme 

The TSGA Committee, Working Group & Forum Representation document 
(undated, 3p) list the 33 groups including: 
- The CEO Management Group meets annually (no records reviewed). 
- The state Technical Working Group meets 6 times a year, the MH TWG meets as 
required (no records reviewed). 
- The MH Communications group meets as required (no records reviewed). 
-  As per Schedule 3 MHAMA Fish Health Management Plan there is a high level of 
liaison through TSGA vet meetings (13/11/12 & 8/01/13 meeting minutes 
reviewed). 
- In addition there are at least annually and as needed AMAMG (Area 
Management Agreement Management Group) meetings,  Minutes reviewed for 
Meeting #1 (22/5/13) and #2 (19/9/13) with comments by Tassal rep HoS. 
 
As a requirement of Schedule 3 & Marine Farm Licences, the following records, 
unless otherwise determined by the Director, must be kept by the licence holder 
for a period of five years and reported to the Department using electronic 
reporting templates specified by the Director – feed inputs, av. & historical 
biological FCRs, smolt inputs (all single year class) & fallowing regimes (Based on 
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the outcome of Annual Compliance Surveys the Senior Environmental Officer will 
advise on fallowing). 
 
Under the AMA data collection requirements (schedule 4), the data on Stocking 
Density (kg/m3) (Average for each species/year class/lease as well as individual 
pens) is to be collected by each party and submitted monthly, in an agreed 
format, to the AMA management officer. 
 
The AMA Database teleconference was called by the TSGA CEO for 28/10/13. 
 
Reviewed email from TSGA CEO (26/9/13) regarding employment of a consultant 
to assist setup of the recording systems at farms and the employment of a 
company (Ionata) to establish the shared database. 
 

c Provide the CAB access to documentation 
which is sufficient for the auditor to 
evaluate the ABM's compliance with all 
requirements in Appendix II- 

No sea lice (App II-2 is not applicable) 
 
 

d Submit dates of fallowing period(s) to ASC 
as per Appendix VI. 

Based on the outcome of Annual Compliance Surveys the Senior Environmental 
Officer will advise on fallowing. 
 
The client has submitted data/information to ASC. 
 

3.1.2 A demonstrated commitment [40] to collaborate with NGOs, academics and governments on areas of mutually agreed 
research to measure possible impacts on wild stocks  
a Retain records to show how the farm 

and/or its operating company has 
communicated with external groups (NGOs, 
academics, governments) to agree on and 
collaborate towards areas of research to 
measure impacts on wild stocks, including 
records of requests for research support 
and collaboration and responses to those 
requests. 

N/A = Salmonids are not endemic to Australia, thus there are no native wild 
salmon stocks in Tasmanian waters (refer 3.2). 
 
There is good evidence of collaboration between farming companies at MH and 
research institutions for research into escapees and their interactions with native 
fauna, with several recent publications (refer below 3.2.2). 
 
Tassal commissioned an evaluation of practices on salmon farms to mitigate 
escapes and ecological impacts by IMAS researchers -  Lyle & Frijlink S, 2013, 
Report on the suitability and effectiveness of Tassal’s management practices and 
action plans designed to minimise, monitor and respond to escape events, 30p. 
 
Other research on endangered species is underway with Salmon farm and 
industry (FRDC) funds.  An IMAS Media release (13/08/13, 2p) announced the first 
major study into the endangered Maugean skate is being undertaken by the 
University of Tasmania’s Institute for Marine and Antarctic Studies (IMAS)  The 
research will focus on Macquarie Harbour and will use acoustic tracking 
technology to examine skate movement patterns and habitat utilisation.  In 
addition, non-destructive techniques will be used to examine its reproductive 
biology and feeding behaviour.   
Project leader, Dr. Jeremy Lyle, said the Maugean skate was first recorded 
scientifically in 1988 and is believed to be unique among skates in that it is only 
found in brackish water.   
In the formal listing of the species as endangered, the main potential threats to 
the Maugean skate in Macquarie Harbour were identified as the incidental 
capture by recreational and commercial fishing activities (in particular in gillnets), 
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the introduction of non-native marine species and an increase in tourism 
pressure.   
Professor Colin Buxton, Director of Fisheries, Aquaculture and Coasts at IMAS and 
project co-investigator, said that the project has been developed collaboratively 
with the salmon industry to identify and act to minimise any impacts that may be 
linked to this unique species.  
 

b Provide non-financial support to research 
activities in 3.1.2a  

N/A - no wild native salmon populations in Tasmania (feral population issue is 
discussed in 3.2) 
 

c When the farm and/or its operating 
company denies a request to collaborate on 
a research project, ensure that there is a 
written justification for rejecting the 
proposal 

N/A - no wild native salmon populations in Tasmania 
 

d Maintain records from research 
collaborations (e.g. communications with 
researchers) to show that the farm has 
supported the research activities identified 
in 3.1.2a. 

N/A - no wild native salmon populations in Tasmania 
 

3.1.3 Establishment and annual review of a maximum sea lice load for the entire ABM and for the individual farm as outlined 
in Appendix II-2  
 
a Keep records to show that a maximum sea 

lice load has been set  
N/A - there are no sea lice problems for Salmonids in Tasmania.   
 
The main external parasite affecting Tasmania salmonid farms is Amoebic Gill 
Disease (AGD), this is becoming a major problem in Europe; however, this does 
not occur in MH.  In addition AGD does not have the same epidemiology as sea 
lice and it does not have an intermediate finfish host so it does not compare with 
sea lice regulation --this is discussed in Diseases (Principle 5). 
 

b Maintain evidence that the established 
maximum sea lice load (3.1.3a) is reviewed 
annually  

N/A - there are no sea lice problems for Salmonids in Tasmania.   
 

c Provide the CAB access to documentation 
which is sufficient for the auditor to 
evaluate whether the ABM has set (3.1.3a) 
and annually reviewed  

N/A - there are no sea lice problems for Salmonids in Tasmania.   
 

d Submit the maximum sea lice load for the 
ABM to ASC  

N/A - there are no sea lice problems for Salmonids in Tasmania.   
 

3.1.4  Frequent on-farm testing for sea lice, with test results made easily publicly available within seven days of testing 
 
a Keep records to show that a maximum sea 

lice load has been set  
 

N/A - there are no sea lice problems for Salmonids in Tasmania.   
 

b Maintain evidence that the established 
maximum sea lice load (3.1.3a) is reviewed 
annually  
 

N/A - there are no sea lice problems for Salmonids in Tasmania.   
 

c Provide the CAB access to documentation N/A - there are no sea lice problems for Salmonids in Tasmania.   
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which is sufficient for the auditor to 
evaluate whether the ABM has set (3.1.3a) 
and annually reviewed  

 

d Submit the maximum sea lice load for the 
ABM to ASC  

N/A - there are no sea lice problems for Salmonids in Tasmania.   
 

e Keep records of when and where test 
results were made public. 

N/A - there are no sea lice problems for Salmonids in Tasmania.   
 

f Submit test results to ASC  N/A - there are no sea lice problems for Salmonids in Tasmania.   
 

3.1.5  In areas with wild salmonids [43], evidence of data [44] and the farm’s understanding of that data, around salmonid 
migration routes, migration timing and stock productivity in major waterways within 50 kilometers of the farm 
 
a Identify all salmonid species that naturally 

occur within 75 km of the farm through 
literature search or by consulting with a 
reputable authority. If the farm is not in an 
area with wild salmonids, then 3.1.5b and c 
do not apply. 
 

From 3.1.2 – this is N/A = Salmonids are not endemic to Australia, thus there are 
no native wild salmon stocks in Tasmanian waters. 
 
Email from John Diggle (Inland Fisheries Service (IFS), Tas, 26/11/13) states “There 
are no native species of fish of the family Salmonidae in Tasmanian Inland 
Waters.  Brown trout (Salmo trutta) however have been introduced into 
Tasmanian Inland Waters and this species is a Salmonid. Brown trout have 
naturally recruiting populations in most rivers and lakes in Tasmania. From the 
information provided I would conclude that brown trout could be found within 
the 75 km radius criteria for all of the Tassal farms listed.” 
 
Most recent correspondence with IFS (13/01/2014) states: “Trout have been 
stocked into Tasmanian waterways since 1864, early acclimatisation society 
activity was extensive but unfortunately IFS does not have records of most of 
these. There is a reference to stocking of the Gordon River in the book Trout 
Waters of Tasmania by Greg French, apparently there is reference in an a 
Parliamentary report from 1881 of 2500 ova being put down but there is no 
verification that this lead to an established population, other direct stockings may 
have occurred after this date. Brown trout also migrate around the coast and 
enter rivers so this may have been the mechanism that resulted in establishment 
in this case.” 
 

b For species listed in 3.1.5a, compile best 
available information on migration routes, 
migration timing (range of months for 
juvenile outmigration and returning 
salmon), life history timing for coastal 
resident salmonids, and stock productivity 
over time in major waterways within 50 
km of the farm. 

B. Review the accuracy of the farm's information on local salmonid migratory patterns a   

 

N/A - Refer above 

c From data in 3.1.5b, identify any sensitive 
periods for wild salmonids (e.g. periods of 
outmigration of juveniles) within 50 km of 
the farm. 
 

N/A – Refer 3.1.5a 

d  Tassal’s understanding of this information was confirmed through interviews.  
 

3.1.6 In areas of wild salmonids, monitoring of sea lice levels on wild out-migrating salmon juveniles or on coastal sea trout or 
Arctic char, with results made publicly available. See requirements in Appendix III-1. 
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a Inform the CAB if the farm operates in an 

area of wild salmonids. If not, then Indicator 
3.1.6 does not apply. 
 

N/A – Refer 3.1.5a 

b Keep records to show the farm participates 
in monitoring of sea lice on wild salmonids 
 

N/A – Refer 3.1.5a 

c Provide the CAB access to documentation 
which is sufficient for the auditor to 
evaluate whether the methodology used for 
monitoring of sea lice on wild salmonids is 
in compliance with the requirements in 
Appendix III-1. 
 

N/A – Refer 3.1.5a 

d Make the results from 3.1.6b easily publicly 
available (e.g. posted to the company's 
website) within eight weeks of completion 
of monitoring. 
 

N/A – Refer 3.1.5a 

e Submit to ASC the results from monitoring 
of sea lice levels on wild salmonids as per 
Appendix VI. 
 

N/A – Refer 3.1.5a 

3.1.7 In areas of wild salmonids, maximum on-farm lice levels during sensitive periods for wild fish [45]. See detailed 
requirements in Appendix II, subsection 2. 
 
a Inform the CAB if the farm operates in an 

area of wild salmonids. If not, then Indicator 
3.1.7 does not apply. 
 

N/A – Refer 3.1.5a 

b Establish the sensitive periods [45] of wild 
salmonids in the area where the farm 
operates. Sensitive periods for migrating 
salmonids are during juvenile outmigration 
and approximately one month before. 
 

N/A – Refer 3.1.5a 

c Maintain detailed records of monitoring on-
farm lice levels (see 3.1.4) during sensitive 
periods as per Appendix II-2. 
 

N/A – Refer 3.1.5a 

d Provide the CAB with evidence there is a 
'feedback loop' between the targets for on-
farm lice levels and the results of 
monitoring of lice levels on wild salmonids 
(Appendix II-2).  
 

N/A – Refer 3.1.5a 

3.2 Introduction of non-native species 
3.2.1 If a non-native species is being produced, demonstration that the species was widely commercially produced in the area 
by the date of publication of the SAD standard 
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a Inform the CAB if the farm produces a non-

native species. If not, then Indicator 3.2.1 
does not apply. 

The MF Licences (refer 1.1.1) state net specifications etc. relating to fish 
containment, environmental monitoring and specify Atlantic Salmon as the 
approved species for farming. 
 
Tassal provided information that states that Atlantic salmon and Rainbow (Ocean) 
trout were introduced into Tasmania by the then Tas Fisheries Development 
Authority (TFDA) for the development of a salmonid farming industry. Salmonid 
farming has been underway for more than 30 years (http://www.tsga.com.au/history/), 
Tassal has been operating for most of this time. 
 
In addition Biosecurity regulations are in place in Tasmania and Australia to avoid 
importation of fresh salmon product or live or genetic materials. 
 
The MFB Licences (refer 1.1) show sites used for 10+ years, likewise with the MH 
MFDP (refer 1.1); Fish farms are sited via specific siting criteria set out by DPIPWE. 
Biophysical characteristics must meet minimum biological requirements; 
originally DPIPWE planned to have set criteria (water flow, depth etc.) to fulfil in 
order to apply for a lease but it never worked that way.  
 
Industry approaches DPIPWE with a proposal to develop a site, then DPIPWE put 
it out for public consultation, then makes judgment. 
 
MH has a number of characteristics which makes it a better location for salmon 
farming than those sites further south – this includes low seal interactions, lower 
water temperatures, high freshwater input (wedge to 2-5 m) with associated low 
incidence of AGD (gill disease) which in turn means less stress from not having to 
regularly bathe the fish.  On the negative side, the sites have higher water flows, 
the turbidity is low due to high tannin levels in the water, and there can be high 
incidences of Black Faced Cormorant predation. 
 

b Provide documentary evidence that the 
non-native species was widely commercially 
produced in the area before publication of 
the SAD Standard (i.e. before June 13, 
2012). 

Refer above. Yes, the non-native species was widely commercially produced in 
the area before publication of the SAD Standard (i.e. before June 13, 2012). 

c If the farm cannot provide evidence for 
3.2.1b, provide documentary evidence that 
the farm uses only 100% sterile fish that 
includes details on accuracy of sterility 
effectiveness. 

Memo (4/2/14, 1p)  from Dr. Alistair Brown (Company Veterinarian) stating that 
he conducts assessments of their triploid stocks during the freshwater phase of 
their life cycle to ensure that the stocks are all triploid and don’t contain diploid 
fish.  This fact is also discussed in the Lyle and Frijlink, 2013 report on Tassal’s use 
of triploids = can’t reproduce. 

d If the farm cannot provide evidence for 
3.2.1b or 3.2.1c, provide documented 
evidence that the production system is 
closed to the natural environment and for 
each of the following: 
1) non-native species are separated from 
wild fish by effective physical barriers that 
are in place and well maintained; 
2) barriers ensure there are no escapes of 
reared fish specimens that might survive 

Refer above 

http://www.tsga.com.au/history/
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and subsequently reproduce [47]; and 
3) barriers ensure there are no escapes of 
biological material [47] that might survive 
and subsequently reproduce (e.g. UV or 
other effective treatment of any effluent 
water exiting the system to the natural 
environment). 

3.2.2 If a non-native species is being produced, evidence of scientific research completed within the past five years that 
investigates the risk of establishment of the species within the farm’s jurisdiction and these results submitted to ASC for 
review. 
 
a Inform the ASC of the species in production 

(Appendix VI). 
 

Email from John Diggle (Inland Fisheries Service, Tas, 26/11/13) states “There are 
no native species of fish of the family Salmonidae in Tasmanian Inland Waters.  
Brown trout (Salmo trutta) however have been introduced into Tasmanian Inland 
Waters and this species is a Salmonid. Brown trout have naturally recruiting 
populations in most rivers and lakes in Tasmania. From the information provided I 
would conclude that brown trout could be found within the 75 km radius criteria 
for all of the Tassal farms listed.” 
 
Most recent correspondence with IFS (13/01/2014) states: “Trout have been 
stocked into Tasmanian waterways since 1864, early acclimatisation society 
activity was extensive but unfortunately IFS does not have records of most of 
these. There is a reference to stocking of the Gordon River in the book Trout 
Waters of Tasmania by Greg French, apparently there is reference in an a 
Parliamentary report from 1881 of 2500 ova being put down but there is no 
verification that this lead to an established population, other direct stockings may 
have occurred after this date. Brown trout also migrate around the coast and 
enter rivers so this may have been the mechanism that resulted in establishment 
in this case.” 
 
Tassal farm Atlantic Salmon only -one of the other companies operating in MH 
also farms Rainbow (Ocean) Trout.  No other companies farm brown trout; 
therefore that population can only have resulted from stocking by Inland Fisheries 
or private groups. 
 
The client has submitted information to ASC. 
 

b Inform the CAB if the farm produces a non-
native species. If not, then Indicator 3.2.2 
does not apply. 
 

Both Atlantic Salmon and Rainbow (Ocean) Trout were introduced by Tas 
Fisheries Development Authority (State Gov’t) more than 30 years to develop a 
commercial salmonid farming industry, adequate information is provided on 
http://www.tsga.com.au/history/ also Tassal website “Our History” 
http://www.tassal.com.au/our-history.html 
 

c If yes to 3.2.2b, provide evidence of 
scientific research completed within the 
past five years that investigates the risk of 
establishment of the species within the 
farm's jurisdiction. Alternatively, the farm 
may request an exemption to 3.2.2c (see 
below). 
 

No naturally recruiting populations (no anadromous) of Atlantic salmon have 
been reported and no stocking in rivers by Inland Fisheries or private groups has 
been reported; thus any salmon found in MH are escapees from the farms. 
 
Evidence  for recent collaboration between farming companies at MH and 
research institutions for research into escapees and their interactions with native 
fauna, with several recent publications includes 
- Monitoring Escapees in Macquarie Harbour: a collaborative study between the 

http://www.tsga.com.au/history/
http://www.tassal.com.au/our-history.html
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salmon industry (TSGA) and the Tasmanian Aquaculture and Fisheries Institute 
(TAFI) M. Steer and J. Lyle (2003). 
- Do exotic salmonids feed on native fauna after escaping from aquaculture cages 
in Tasmania, Australia? Kátya Gisela Abrantes, Jeremy Martin Lyle, Peter D. 
Nichols, and Jayson Mark Semmens, Can. J. Fish. Aquat. Sci. 68: 1539–1551 
(2011). 
- Can Biochemical Methods Determine If Salmonids Feed And Thrive After 
Escaping from Aquaculture Cages? A Pilot Study, Kátya G. Abrantes, Jayson M. 
Semmens, Jeremy M. Lyle & Peter D. Nichols. NRM Cradle Coast Project 
CCCPR24006, 55p. (2010). 
 
The Lyle and Frijlink, 2013 report concludes: “Thus far, two Tasmanian studies 
have assessed the performance of escaped Atlantic salmon in this context. In 
2003, a collaborative study between the Tasmanian Salmon Growers Association 
(TGSA) and the Tasmanian Aquaculture and Fisheries Institute (TAFI) examined 
the gut contents of Atlantic salmon (n = 200) and rainbow trout (n = 153) 
recaptured between 2 and 5 months following two significant escape events in 
Macquarie Harbour (Steer and Lyle, 2003). Among the Atlantic salmon, 82% had 
stomachs that did not contain food items (61% were completely empty, 20% 
contained leaves and 1% contained stones), 14% contained feed pellets and only 
4% contained native fauna (fish and invertebrates). The results for rainbow trout 
demonstrated slightly greater success in feeding (24% contained feed pellets and 
7% native fauna) and support the general observation that escaped Atlantic 
salmon are less adaptable than other farmed salmonids (Thorstad et al., 2008). 
The low incidence of naturally occurring prey items in the stomachs suggests that 
escaped salmonids did not successfully transition to feeding on native species 
during the study period. However, the authors cautioned against reaching broader 
level generalisations regarding the feeding behaviour of escaped Atlantic salmon 
due to the limited temporal scope of the study and relatively low food availability 
at the time the study was conducted.” 
 
This evidence suggests that escaped Atlantic Salmon are not feeding and thriving 
in the wild. 
 
Tassal have applied to Marine Farming Branch (MFB) for a license to net survey 
for escaped salmon on and near the lease site under assessment (Tassal Routine 
Escape Surveys FINAL, undated 2p).  Refer 3.4.1a. 
 

d If applicable, submit to the CAB a request 
for exemption that shows how the farm 
meets all three conditions specified in 
instruction box above. 
 

N/A   

e Submit evidence from 3.2.2c to ASC for 
review. 
 

Evidence submitted to ASC 
 

3.2.3 Use of non-native species for sea lice control for on-farm management purposes 
a Inform the CAB if the farm uses fish (e.g. 

cleaner fish or wrasse) for the control of sea 
lice.  
 

N/A - there are no sea lice in Tasmania 
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b Maintain records (e.g. invoices) to show the 
species name and origin of all fish used by 
the farm for purposes of sea lice control. 
 

N/A - there are no sea lice in Tasmania 

c Collect documentary evidence or first-hand 
accounts as evidence that the species used 
is not non-native to the region. 
 

N/A - there are no sea lice in Tasmania 

3.3  Introduction of transgenic species 
3.3.1 use of transgenic salmon by the farm 
a Prepare a declaration stating that the farm 

does not use transgenic salmon. 
 

Tassal’s Vet’s (Dr. Alistair Brown) Declaration dated 4/10/12 (1p) stating that 
Tassal’s stocks including hatcheries do not contain any transgenic fish – the stocks 
are either diploid or triploid.  
Memo (4/2/14, 1p)  from Dr. Alistair Brown (Company Veterinarian) stating that 
he conducts assessments of their triploid stocks during the freshwater phase of 
their life cycle to ensure that the stocks are all triploid and don’t contain diploid 
fish.  This fact is also discussed in the Lyle and Frijlink, 2013 report on Tassal’s use 
of triploids = can’t reproduce. 
 

b Maintain records for the origin of all 
cultured stocks including the supplier name, 
address and contact person(s) for stock 
purchases. 
 

Before stocking all smolt/fingerlings must have the Veterinary Health Certificate 
For Salmonids Destined For Macquarie Harbour (2p) from Tassal’s own hatcheries 
as well as external – records reviewed for 2013 stockings at Middle Harbour 
(none for Gordon) include stocking on 23/7/13 Certificate # 13.006 from Russell 
Falls hatchery, also 15/7/13 #13.005 from Rookwood Rd hatchery (both based on 
template from FHMP).  These include company Vet’s Declaration on the hatchery 
health assessment and no evidence of infectious diseases of concern (as 
described in the Macquarie Harbour Fish Health Management Plan). 
 

c Ensure purchase documents confirm that 
the culture stock is not transgenic. 
 

All hatcheries that supplied the farm sites are Tassal owned hatcheries and 
therefore no purchase documents exists. 
Documentation includes: 
- Fish Transfer - Rookwood Road Hatchery (MO-F274 Issue 3 6/3/13, 1p) 
- Smolt Dispatch Form (MO-F278 Issue 4, 6/3/13, 1p). 
 
Received declaration from company vet as well as CSIRO (Dr. Peter Kube – 
Aquaculture Geneticist) that no transgenic Atlantic salmon are, or have been, 
used at Tassal sites or anywhere else in Tasmania. 

3.4 Escapes 
3.4.1  Maximum number of escapees [56] in the most recent production cycle 
a Maintain monitoring records of all 

incidences of confirmed or suspected 
escapes, specifying date, cause, and 
estimated number of escapees. 

The Escape Prevention and Response Protocol (MO-146  29/07/13, 8p) details the 
Escape Prevention Plan for all Tassal’s farming regions and the notification 
requirements – for Macquarie Harbour the escape threshold for immediate 
response is >500 and the MFB must be notified.  Procedures for other escapes 
greater than 100 fish are detailed, also the procedures for incidental losses (1-2 
fish). Currently there is no need to bathe fish in Macquarie Harbour so the 
documents and associated text on bathing does not apply to this region. 
 
The document Tassal Routine Escape Surveys FINAL (undated, 2p) describes how 
Tassal’s Environment and Sustainability department are working with 
Government and Scientific bodies to develop a means of conducting escape 
surveys to ascertain the potential impacts, distribution, behaviour, biological key 
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indicators, and life expectancy/survivorship for escaped aquaculture species 
state-wide. The aim is to conduct routine escape surveys around their active 
marine leases. These would generally be conducted on an annual basis to assess 
any Atlantic Salmon that may be present around leases.  
 
This was undertaken with a 2010 recovery permit for MH (DPIPWE Netting of 
salmonids in Macquarie Harbour permit from 5/5/10 to 5/6/10, 2p).  
Unfortunately only 45 salmon were caught in 4 days of fishing (refer Lyle report, 
p18).  Tassal had initial meeting with Marine Farming about renewing, but did not 
progress to another permit stage. 
 
Tassal monitors and reports all escapes (Escape Analysis & Tassal Escapes 
spreadsheets – refer 3.4.4) and have escape prevention and response plans on all 
farming sites. This issue links closely with their seal issue due to holes and seals 
eating salmon – MH area has fewer seal interactions than other leases possibly 
due to water quality conditions. Seal exclusion technology is being rolled out 
across the company over time.  The MF Licences show net specifications etc. 
relating to fish containment and specify Atlantic Salmon approved species for 
farming. Email from DPIWIE MFB 11/10/12 re: notified escapes in last three years 
– no concerns expressed, just noted that the escapes had been reported. 
 
Escape Analysis & Tassal Escapes spreadsheets show that for the past 13 years 
(since January 2000) there have been only 8 incidents at MH for escape events 
>5,000 fish, the latest 3/04/13 (6,458 4-5 kg fish due to seals in pen).  Since 2000, 
the total escapes are estimated at almost 124,000. 
 
The document MH March '13 incident summarises a loss of 6,458 fish at Middle 
Harbour pen position 15 from a seal tearing a hole in the net; the seal was first 
seen 25/3/13 and removed from the pen the same day.  Net repairs were made.  
On 29/3 & ¼ the pen was harvested and the fish loss calculated.  The Head of 
Sustainability officially notified DPIPWE Marine Farming Branch in writing as per 
licensing requirements.  Fiona Ewing (Tassal Community Engagement Officer) 
contacted local council to notify of fish escape.  There were reports of 9 fish 
netted by recreational fishers; no additional sightings or reports known to date. 
 
Using the Quarterly Emergency Drill (WHS-F143 draft, 1p) recent drills completed 
on fish escapes include: 
- Fish Escape drill undertaken 20/12/13 for hole in net at MiH Pos 9 on Resolution 
– Master & 4 crew – undertook scenario with questions for crew, reviewed MOP 
(no changes), deployed 4 x 4 net for hole, stocktake Emergency Response Kit 
(taken from steel bin on front of GMT). 
- Fish Escape drill undertaken 15/12/13 for hole in net at Gordon Pos 14 on Richet 
– Master & 7 crew – undertook scenario with questions for crew, deployed 4 x 4 
net for hole in 20 mins, stocktake Emergency Response Kit (taken from steel bin 
on front of GAFFS4). 
 

b Aggregate cumulative escapes in the most 
recent production cycle. 

Escapee analysis charts shows the only escapes in MH for CY11 input (i.e. stocked 
in calendar year 2011) is on 1/4/13 loss of 6,458 4-5kg fish due to hole in net from 
seal (see incident report below).  There have been no others reported for the 
most recent production cycle. 
 
The MH March '13 incident summarises a loss of 6,458 fish at Middle Harbour pen 
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position 15 from a seal tearing a hole in the net; the seal was first seen 25/3/13 
and removed from the pen the same day.  Net repairs were made.  On 29/3 & on 
1/4/13 the pen was harvested and the fish loss calculated.  The Head of 
Sustainability officially notified DPIPWE Marine Farming Branch in writing as per 
licensing requirements.  Fiona Ewing (Tassal Community Engagement Officer) 
contacted local council to notify of fish escape.  There were reports of 9 fish 
netted by rec fishers; no additional sightings or reports known to date. 
 

c Maintain the monitoring records described 
in 3.4.1a for at least 10 years beginning with 
the production cycle for which farm is first 
applying for certification  
 

Noted by Tassal – data (number of escapes episodes per production cycle, dates, 
cause, no of escapes per episode and total escapes) will continue to be recorded 
in FishTalk and summarised in spreadsheets for all stockings and harvests.   
 

d If an escape episode occurs (i.e. an incident 
where > 300 fish escaped), the farm may 
request a rare exception to the Standard 
[57]. Requests must provide a full account 
of the episode and must document how the 
farm could not have predicted the events 
that caused the escape episode. 
 

The Escape Analysis spreadsheet summarises this data and shows a total of just 
over 100,000 fish escapes in MH since 2000 (that is an annual average of 7,700 
escapes, however in the past 5 years there have been 2 events with total of 
18,738 escapes for an annual average of 3,748 fish showing Tassal is improving its 
escape monitoring and prevention/minimisation (see also Lyle and Frijlink, 2013 
report). 
 
As outline above, during the most recent production cycle, an incident with a loss 
of 6,458 fish was noted at one Middle Harbour pen. 
 
Rational for rare and exceptional circumstances 
Atlantic salmon is not a native species to Australia. DPIPWE did not issue any 
corrective actions requests following the escapee notice. In addition, since the 
incident there have been significant improvement in actual counts resulting in 
better estimates of number of fish half way through growout phase (at time of 
splitting into multiple pens ) and at harvest. In addition the pen/net design and 
manufacturing has improved significantly and holes in netting due to seal 
predation are much less likely. 
 

e Submit escape monitoring dataset to ASC as 
per Appendix VI. 
 

The client has submitted data/information to ASC  
 

3.4.2 Accuracy of the counting technology or counting method used for calculating stocking and harvest numbers 
 
a Maintain records of accuracy of the 

counting technology used by the farm at 
times of stocking and harvest. Records 
include copies of spec sheets for counting 
machines and common estimates of error 
for hand-counts. 
 

The specs for the AquaScan fish counter model AquaScan Registration Unit 
CSE3150 state an accuracy of 98-100%. 
The procedure Aquascan Counter Operation (MO-105 Issue 6, 6/3/13, 2p) 
describes the pre-count checks and start-up, calibration is required with fish 100 
fish purely to ensure they travel in single file through the scanner. 
 

b If counting takes place off site (e.g. pre-
smolt vaccination count), obtain and 
maintain documents from the supplier 
showing the accuracy of the counting 
method used (as above). 
 

For smolt the Vaki Macro Counters are used in the hatcheries; these are a 
scanning camera based counter, with each image being analysed and then 
counted. At maximum capacity, the counter is over 98% accurate (the Technical 
Specifications report accuracy at “over 99%”). Because it is a camera based 
counter, the images are automatically recorded and can be used to validate the 
accuracy of the count. 
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These counts are manually recorded, and forwarded to the receiving region. Fish 
Transfer – Rookwood Rd Hatchery (MO-F274), Smolt Despatch Form (MO-F278), 
and Fish Transfer – Hatchery (MO-F688) are used to record smolt numbers and 
weight prior to transfer to the respective MOPs region; this data is also recorded 
in “FishTalk”.  
 

c During audits, arrange for the auditor to 
witness calibration of counting machines (if 
used by the farm). 

The automatic calibration of the counting machine was witnessed on the harvest 
vessel Tassal 1 for the AquaScan.   

d - The stated accuracy of counting equipment is confirmed. 
 

e Submit counting technology accuracy to 
ASC as per Appendix VI. 

The client has submitted data/information to ASC  
 

3.4.3 Estimated unexplained loss [59] of farmed salmon is made publicly available 
a Maintain detailed records for mortalities, 

stocking count, harvest count, and escapes 
(as per 3.4.1). 

Tassal declaration (by HoS, January’14) states EUL = (stocking count) – (harvest 
count) – mortalities – (recorded escapes). 
Inventory records maintained in FishTalk - Summarised in Escape Analysis & 
Tassal Escapes spreadsheets (EUL).  Data includes Input Count, Mortalities, 
Closing Count and Deviation (EUL).  
 

b Calculate the estimated unexplained loss as 
described in the instructions (above) for the 
most recent full production cycle. For first 
audit, farm must demonstrate 
understanding of calculation and the 
requirement to disclose EUL after harvest of 
the current cycle. 

Tassal has demonstrated an understanding of calculation and the requirement to 
disclose estimated unexplained losses (EUL) after final harvest.   
The results specific for MH from FishTalk for the calendar input year class include: 
- 10CIYC completed – EUL 5.4% (mostly due to cormorant predation at stocking = 
explained loss) 
- 11CIYC completed – EUL 1.7% (mostly due to cormorant predation at stocking = 
explained loss).  The 11 calendar year input is their most recently completed 
cycle. 
 

c Make the results from 3.4.3b available 
publicly. Keep records of when and where 
results were made public (e.g. date posted 
to a company website) for all production 
cycles. 

EUL calculations are in 3.4.3b.  The most recent production cycle is 11YC.  The 
12YC harvest began on the last day of the audit. 
Tassal declaration (by HoS, January’14) states they will make the results of these 
calculations publically available for all production cycles going forward on their 
website and in their annual Sustainability Report.  
 

d Submit estimated unexplained loss to ASC 
as per Appendix VI. 

The client has submitted data/information to ASC  
 

e  The records above in b show that farm reporting is plausible and the EUL is NOT 
greater than the combined margin of error related to fish counts; Tassal does not 
seem to have under reported mortalities or escapes. 
 

3.4.4  Evidence of escape prevention planning and related employee training, including: net strength testing; appropriate net 
mesh size; net traceability; system robustness; predator management; record keeping and reporting of risk events (e.g., holes, 
infrastructure issues, handling errors, reporting and follow up of escape events); and worker training on escape prevention 
and counting technologies 
 
a Prepare an Escape Prevention Plan and 

submit it to the CAB before the first audit. 
This plan may be part of a more 
comprehensive farm planning document as 
long as it addresses all required elements of 

The MF Licences (refer 1.1.1) state net specifications etc. relating to fish 
containment, environmental monitoring and specify Atlantic Salmon as the 
approved species for farming. 
 
Evidence provided to CAB included: 
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Indicator 3.4.4.  - Escape Prevention and Response Protocol (MO-146 29/7/13, 8p) refers to 
legislation relating to escapees and containment with several well labelled 
Emergency Response Kits on leases, reports recorded for analysis on FishTalk 
database which inventory fish numbers & losses (including escapes). 
- The document Tassal Routine Escape Surveys_FINAL (undated, 2p) describes 
Tassal’s Environment and Sustainability department aim to conduct routine 
escape surveys around their active marine leases. These would generally be 
conducted on an annual basis to assess any Atlantic Salmon that may be present 
around leases. 
- The issue of stock management (numbers) is being addressed by undertaking 
more splits, for example according to Split/Mother Count Plan 2013 Procedure, 
eon 22/1/13 Sea Hauler crew at Split Barge taking from Mother Pen G8 with 
9,865 fish and moving 6,471 fish to Sister Pen G6, looking to get counts with 
range below +/-3% according to Split Form Macquarie Harbour (MO-F192 Issue 2, 
06/03/13, 1p). 
 

b If the farm operates an open (net pen) 
system, ensure the plan (3.4.4a) covers the 
following areas: 
- net strength testing; 
- appropriate net mesh size; 
- net traceability; 
- system robustness; 
- predator management; 
- record keeping; 
- reporting risk events (e.g. holes, 
infrastructure issues, handling errors); 
- planning of staff training to cover all of the 
above areas; and 
- planning of staff training on escape 
prevention and counting technologies. 

Escape Prevention and Response Protocol (MO-146 29/07/13, 8p) covers net 
inventory (including net strength testing & net traceability), checking of nets 
(including appropriate net mesh size), procedures for deploying nets & weighting 
systems (including system robustness & predator management), jump fences, 
checking nets after stocking (including record keeping) & reporting risk events 
such as holes, infrastructure issues, handling errors), net breaking strengths, 
weighting of nets, daily farm checks, Escape Response Plan and Escape response 
Flow. 
 

c If the farm operates a closed system, ensure 
the plan (3.4.4a) covers the following areas: 
- system robustness; 
- predator management; 
- record keeping; 
- reporting risk events (e.g. holes, 
infrastructure issues, handling errors); 
- planning of staff training to cover all of the 
above areas; and 
- planning of staff training on escape 
prevention and counting technologies. 

N/A 

d Maintain records as specified in the plan. Escape Analysis & Tassal Escapes spreadsheets show 8 incidents at MH for escape 
events >5,000 fish, the latest 3/04/13 (6,458 4-5 kg fish due to seals in pen).  
Since 2000 the total escapes estimated at almost 124,000. 
 

e Train staff on escape prevention planning as 
per the farm's plan. 

During onsite audit knowledge of escape response plan demonstrated by staff 
interviewed (feed barge operators, cleaning boat operator, divers, regional 
Manager).  The Escape response checklists & netting strategically placed around 
farm (feed barges, transfer barges, some vessels, dive boat).  Containment kits 
held on Feed Barges and work vessels, laminated flow charts as posted. 
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Training Acknowledgement (ADM-F572 18/10/12, 1p) list 24 employees (with 
signoffs) for training on fish escape response & prevention plan (signed Dec’12 & 
Jan’13).  Specific drills include: 
- At GO Tim Stephens undertook 25mins Escape Fish Response training 19/01/13 
on Feed Barge for AL, HK, CT, WG & RTE OM sign off including use of net to plug 
holes and how to identify fish escapes, also use of gill net to catch fish. 
- At MiH Position 9 on 20/12/13 by Tim Stephens & WG, AM, AL, CW.  Not signed 
by participants, only by Operations Manager WHS-F143 Quarterly Emergency Drill 
Record with scenario 
- Gordon P14 on 15/12/13 and Bill Chapman (Ops Manager) initials MW, ST, HK, 
RM, AD, WA, CF, No improvements suggested. 
 
Regional Manager confirmed process for escapes >500 was to notify DPIPWE staff 
reported that there had been none in 2012 and one in 2013 (Incident Report 
completed).  
 

 
PRINCIPLE 4: USE RESOURCES IN AN ENVIRONMENTALLY EFFICIENT AND RESPONSIBLE MANNER 
4.1 Traceability of raw materials in feed 
4.1.1 Evidence of traceability, demonstrated by the feed producer, of feed ingredients that make up more than 1% of the 
feed. 
 
a Maintain detailed records of all feed 

suppliers and purchases including contact 
information and purchase and delivery 
records. 

In past only two suppliers have been used - Ridley Aqua Feed & Skretting, 
according to Tassal 2012 Sustainability Report (p23-25) now only Skretting is used 
– the 11YC, 12YC & 13YC at Macquarie Harbour (Gordon & MiH leases) have not 
been fed with any Ridley’s feeds.  Contact details for these are on the Approved 
Supplier List and FishTalk.   
 
Skretting announced it was committed to “being able to deliver feeds complaint 
to ASC strict criteria, starting with salmon feeds” (Intrafish Media 5/11/13) 
 
Feed purchases, deliveries, transfers and usage data is entered into FishTalk – key 
information is the delivery number (Skretting) from the invoices which relates 
back to batch # (hard copy only); also information is entered into the Inventory – 
Vendor Purchases database for deliveries feed Jun’12 – May’13 from WiseFish – 
product code, purchase order, type/size, amount (accounting system).  Hard 
copies of the delivery documents are held on site for current fish class (these 
were reviewed for the medicated feeds undertaken Nov-Dec’13). 
 

b Inform each feed supplier in writing of ASC 
requirements pertaining to production of 
salmon feeds and send them a copy of the 
ASC Salmon Standard.  

Confirmed by Tassal through email sent on 8/1/14 to Skretting with the Feed 
Supplier Notification Letter (signed by Head of Sustainability, 1p) including a copy 
of Standard and details on requirements 4.3.1a and 4.4.2b. 
 

c For each feed producer used by the farm, 
confirm that an audit of the producer was 
recently done by an ASC-acknowledged 
auditing firm or CAB. Obtain a copy of the 
most recent audit report for each feed 
producer.  

As SGS Australia undertakes CoC audits, it has been judged they are an “ASC-
acknowledged auditing firm or CAB”. 
 
Two letters from Skretting to Head of Sustainability on 17/10/13 (1p) and update 
20/12/13 (1p) declaring that Skretting as their feed supplier endeavors to meet 
the requirements of the ASC certification.  The 17/10/13 letter has a 4p ASC 
Salmon Standard Compliance declaration (Declaration of Compliance) addressing 
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various Principle 4 clauses with a verification signoff on 17/10/13 by a food safety 
auditor from SGS Australia (initials PJ confirmed by email 29/10/13).  The 
20/12/13 letter has 4p of other notes and clarifications for addressing various 
Principle 2 and 4 clauses. 
 
Skretting notes that evidence of traceability can be assured via a third party audit 
of their Nutrace tracking and tracing system.  As required by the ASC Salmon 
Standard the traceability of their feed is for all ingredients that make of >1% of 
the feed. 
 
The traceability audit undertaken by SGS stated that Skretting compliance using 
the ‘mass balance’ method (Method #2).  The audit involved two randomly 
selected samples. Details are provided in the 17/10/13 Skretting letter. 
 
A Pre-assessment audit for GlobalGAP has been scheduled for 21-22/1/14; a 
certification audit is booked for 15-16/5/14 (both to be undertaken through SGS 
Australia).   
 
 

d For each feed producer, determine whether 
the farm will use method #1 or method #2 
(see Instructions above) to show 
compliance of feed producers. Inform the 
CAB in writing. 

Email from Head of Sustainability to SCSG (8/1/14, 1p) confirming the use of 
Method #2 to show compliance of feed producers. 

e Obtain declaration from feed supplier(s) 
stating that the company can assure 
traceability of all feed ingredients that make 
up more than 1% of the feed to a level of 
detail required by the ASC Salmon Standard 
 

Refer also Traceability Audit referenced in 4.1.1c. 
 
As referenced in 4.1.1a the Skretting ASC declaration letters state they can 
demonstrate evidence of traceability in regard to all feed materials (>1% of feed). 
 
There is further evidence that Skretting is being proactive in working towards 
fulfilling all the ASC requirements; for example in the document “ASC detailed 
questions 11-7-13_ASC Response” (3p) Skretting provided specific questions for 
the following raw materials which was answered by ASC:   
 
Rendered land-animal proteins and oils 
All of our rendered raw materials (i.e. poultry meal, feather meal, blood meal, 
meat meal, poultry oil) are only sourced from Australian suppliers accredited with 
the Australian Renderers Association. Our documentation currently traces back to 
our suppliers.  
The ASC response was that given all sources from Australia, there was no need to 
provide information on different regions/states they are from. 
 
Vegetable proteins and oils 
Our grains and legumes (i.e. wheat, faba bean, lupin, and canola oil) are sourced 
from Australian suppliers. Similar to our rendered ingredients, our documentation 
traces back to our suppliers.  
Again the ASC response was that given all sources from Australia, there was no 
need to provide information on different regions/states they are from. 
 
Wheat gluten meal 
We purchase our wheat gluten meal from China. Similar to above, our supplier 
sources the raw materials from various suppliers.  
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The ASC response was country of origin acceptable. 
 
Soy protein concentrate 
We know the country of origin of our SPC is Brazil, but we currently do not 
request information from our supplier on what region the soya was grown.  
The ASC response was country of origin acceptable. 
 

4.2 Use of wild fish for feed 
4.2.1 Fishmeal Forage Fish Dependency Ratio (FFDRm) for grow-out (calculated using formulas in Appendix IV- 1) 
Requirement:  < 1.35 
 
a Maintain a detailed inventory of the feed 

used including: 
- Quantities used of each formulation (kg); 
- Percentage of fishmeal in each 
formulation used; 
- Source (fishery) of fishmeal in each 
formulation used; 
- Percentage of fishmeal in each 
formulation derived from trimmings; and 
- Supporting documentation and signed 
declaration from feed supplier.  
 

The database FishTalk includes all the required information – the download 
“Inventory - Vendor Purchases Feed Jun 2012 to May 2013” records all of the feed 
purchased in each FY, including quantities of the various formulations. 
 
At the end of each Quarter Skretting provided Tassal a feed declaration that 
contains the % inclusion quantity & fishery origin of all fish meal and fish oil 
(reduction & trimming sources) used in each feed per month (as per ASC Feed 
origin data declaration 11YC, 12YC also sighted [production cycle not yet 
complete]).   
 
The procedures for calculating or collecting data for ASC are summarised in the 
Skretting SOP ASC Compliant Data Declaration (Ref 31.18.01 Version 0, 7p).  The 
document “33.06.01 Method of handling rework in recipe declaration reporting - 
Version 1” is referred to in the ASC Compliant document.  Both of these 
documents were examined during the audit. 
 
The most recently completed production cycle at MH was 11YC undertaken from 
Aug’11-July’13. The spreadsheet “11YC calendar year - FFDR Fish meal (FM) and 
Fish Oil (FO)” summaries the data.   
 
All fish species are listed in the independent report by Irvine (refer 4.3.2a).  
This report also provides Percentage of fishmeal in each formulation used. 
 

b For FFDRm calculation, exclude fishmeal 
derived from rendering of seafood by-
products (e.g. the "trimmings" from a 
human consumption fishery. 

Noted by Tassal 
 

c Calculate eFCR using formula in Appendix 
IV-1 (use this calculation also in 4.2.2 option 
#1). 

The most recently completed production cycle at MH was 11YC undertaken from 
Aug’11-Aug’13. The spreadsheet “11YC calendar year - FFDR FM and FO” 
summaries the data.  The 11YC average eFCR is 1.42. 
 

d Calculate FFDRm using formulas in 
Appendix IV-1. 
 

For 11YC production cycle the FFDRm is 0.52 which is less than ASC requirement 
<1.35. 
 

e Submit FFDRm to ASC as per Appendix VI.  
 

Noted by Tassal, Excel spreadsheet 11YC calendar year - FFDR FM and OF 
summarises these results. 
 
The client has submitted data/information to ASC  
 

4.2.2 Fish Oil Forage Fish Dependency Ratio (FFDRo) for grow-out (calculated using formulas in Appendix IV- 1),  
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OR Maximum amount of EPA and DHA from direct marine sources [64] (calculated according to Appendix IV-2) 
Requirement:  FFDRo < 2.95 or (EPA + DHA) < 30 g/kg feed  
 
a Maintain a detailed inventory of the feed 

used as specified in 4.2.1a. 
Refer 4.2.1a. 
 

b For FFDRo and EPA+DHA calculations 
(either option #1 or option #2), exclude fish 
oil derived from rendering of seafood by-
products (e.g. the "trimmings" from a 
human consumption fishery. 

Received spreadsheet “11YC calendar year - FFDR FM and FO” which contains 
shows details of FFDRo and EPA+DHA calculations. 

c Inform the CAB whether the farm chose 
option #1 or option #2 to demonstrate 
compliance with the requirements of the 
Standard. 

Email from Head of Sustainability to SCS (8/1/14, 1p) confirming the use of option 
#1 to demonstrate compliance with the requirements of the Standard. 

d For option #1, calculate FFDRo using 
formulas in Appendix IV-1 and using the 
eFCR calculated under 4.2.1c. 

For 11YC production cycle FFDRo is 1.99 which is less than ASC requirement <2.95 
eFCR calculated under 4.2.1c. 

e For option #2, calculate amount of EPA + 
DHA using formulas in Appendix IV-2. 

N/A 

f Submit FFDRo or EPA & DHA to ASC as per 
Appendix VI. 

Noted by Tassal, use Excel spreadsheet 11YC calendar year - FFDR FM and FO for 
11YC production cycle. 
 
The client has submitted data/information to ASC. 

4.3 Source of marine raw materials  
 
4.3.1 Timeframe for all fishmeal and fish oil used in feed to come from fisheries [65] certified under a scheme that is an ISEAL 
member [66] and has guidelines that specifically promote responsible environmental management of small pelagic fisheries. 
Requirement:  < 5 years after the date of publication [67] of the SAD standards (i.e. full compliance by June 13, 2017) 
 
a Prepare a policy stating the company's 

support of efforts to shift feed 
manufacturers purchases of fishmeal and 
fish oil to fisheries certified under a scheme 
that is an ISEAL member and has guidelines 
that specifically promote responsible 
environmental management of small 
pelagic fisheries. 
 

Confirmed by Tassal, email sent on 8/1/14 to Skretting including copy of Standard 
and details on requirements (signed by Head of Sustainability) in Feed Supplier 
Notification Letter (1p) including the type of certification scheme noted in 4.3.1a 
of the Standard. 
 

b Prepare a letter stating the farm's intent to 
source feed containing fishmeal and fish oil 
originating from fisheries certified under 
the type of certification scheme noted in 
4.3.1a 
 

Ref 4.1.1b 

c Starting on or before June 13, 2017, use 
feed inventory and feed supplier 
declarations in 4.2.1a to develop a list of 
the origin of all fish products used as feed 
ingredients.  
 

Noted by Tassal, will use a version of the Excel spreadsheet 11YC calendar year - 
FFDR FM and FO for the appropriate production cycle. 
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d Starting on or before June 13, 2017, provide 
evidence that fishmeal and fish oil used in 
feed come from fisheries [65] certified 
under a scheme that is an ISEAL member 
[66] and has guidelines that specifically 
promote responsible environmental 
management of small pelagic fisheries 
 

Currently working with Skretting – the Nutreco Sustainable Procurement Policy 
for Marine Products Version 2010 (4p) states that Skretting will continue to work 
globally to obtain sufficient sources, including byproducts & trimmings from 
suitability managed fish resources (ISEAL) or an equivalent scheme.   
 
There is good evidence that Skretting is being proactive in working towards 
fulfilling all the ASC requirements; for example from correspondence with ASC 
(“ASC detailed questions 11-7-13_ASC Response” 3p) it was noted that with the 
slow development seen in MSC certification of reduction fisheries, they can 
expect IFFO RS to be the only realistic alternative for certified marine raw 
materials for quite some time. IFFO RS does not assess fisheries (as does MSC), 
but rather certifies that fishmeal and fish oil come from fisheries that comply with 
a given set of criteria. Further, IFFO RS is not ISEAL compliant but ASC believe the 
goal is to become compliant in the future.) 
 
With the likely completion of the Feed Standard Dialogues for ASC by 2015, it is 
expected that this requirement will be modified. Skretting have assured Tassal 
they will comply with the criteria accordingly within the allowable timeframe. 
 

4.3.2 Prior to achieving 4.3.1, the FishSource score [68] for the fishery(ies) from which all marine raw material in feed is 
derived. Requirement:  All individual scores ≥ 6, and biomass score ≥ 8. 
 
a Record FishSource score for each species 

from which fishmeal or fish oil was derived 
and used as a feed ingredient (all species 
listed in 4.2.1a). 
 

Until otherwise instructed, up until June 2017, Skretting have committed at each 
annual review to declare the FishSource score of species in the fish meal and fish 
oil (reduction fishery sources only) used in feeds. 
 
Cited the independent assessment of marine ingredients commissioned by 
Skretting – this report by Dr. Sarah Irvine (Marine Fisheries Scientist & Consultant) 
entitled  “Review of the status of fish Stocks used to produce fishmeal and fish oil 
for Skretting Australia” (2/1/14, 74p) discloses the FishSource scores for the 
marine species used in feeds fed over the past 6 months.   
 
The report “Fishery Source Key” summarises the key source fisheries of FM &FO 
(marine ingredients) purchases made between Aug 2012 to Dec 2013) as detailed 
in the Irvine independent marine assessment report (2014). 
 
There is good evidence that Skretting is being proactive in working towards 
fulfilling all the ASC requirements; for example the document ASC detailed 
questions 11-7-13_ASC Response (3p) noted that the SFP report released in May 
2013 reported that the Peruvian Anchovy (northern-central stock) was 
downgraded to a level that was not compliant with the FishSource score. 
 
However, on the 21st June 2013 the FishSource score for the Peruvian northern-
central stock [FIP: Peruvian Anchovy (northern-central stock), Sociedad Nacional 
de Pesqueria] was upgraded.  
 
 

b Confirm that each individual score ≥ 6 and 
the biomass score is ≥ 8. 
 

From the independent report by Irvine (refer 4.3.2a) the FishSource Scores (1, 2, 
3, 4, 5) for the Reduction species are:   
- Anchovy northern-central Peru (meets ASC criteria), Southern Peru / Chilean 
various units (does not meet ASC criteria) 
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- Sardine Chilean Units V-X (meets ASC criteria) 
- Jack Mackerel Bycatch Chilean Units III-IV (does not meet ASC criteria) 
- Chub Mackerel Bycatch Chilean Units III-IV (does not meet ASC criteria) 
 
Skretting also have been sourcing the Sustainable Fisheries Partnership report 
“Global Sustainability Overview of South American and Atlantic Fish Stocks Used 
for Fishmeal and Fish Oil” (May 2013, 14p).  The EPO stocks of the BET are not 
included in this report. 
 
Skretting states they will continue to monitor their FM & FO sources and purchase 
in line with their Marine Sustainability policy, for example email 3/7/13 from 
Skretting to Tassal HoS:  
 
Sustainable Fisheries Partnership has recently increased the the biomass score for 
the Southern Peru / Chilean fishery to 8 after the IMARPE stock assessment 
report was made public. Therefore the biomass score for the largest contributor 
of fish oil and meal of the feed used at the Macquarie Harbour sites is met. 
 
However it is not me for all individual scores since score #2 falls below 6. 
 
Minor non-conformity: 
Not all feed ingredients used at the Macquries Harbour sites achieve individual 
Fish source scores >6. 
 

c If the species is not on the website it means 
that a FishSource assessment is not 
available. Client can then take one or both 
of the following actions: 
     1. Contact FishSource via Sustainable 
Fisheries Partnerships to identify the 
species as a priority for assessment. 
    2. Contract a qualified independent third 
party to conduct the assessment using the 
FishSource methodology and provide the 
assessment and details on the third party 
qualifications to the CAB for review. 
 

Currently working with Skretting for full compliance.  
 
 
 

4.3.3 Prior to achieving 4.3.1, demonstration of third-party verified chain of custody and traceability for the batches of 
fishmeal and fish oil which are in compliance with 4.3.2. 
 
a Obtain from the feed supplier documentary 

evidence that the origin of all fishmeal and 
fish oil used in the feed is traceable via a 
third-party verified chain of custody or 
traceability program. 
 

 
Reviewed declaration of third party audit of Nutrace system (see 4.1.1) and 
includes all species used as per 4.3.2a, 4.2.1a, and 4.2.2a.  
 
In addition, there is good evidence that Skretting is being proactive in working 
towards fulfilling all the ASC requirements; for example the document “ASC 
detailed questions 11-7-13_ASC Response” (3p) quoted ASC “’batch’ does not 
need to be a certain volume, but more a certain logistical movement (for instance 
one shipment). The main issue is that traceability is maintained throughout the 
value chain.” 
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b Ensure evidence covers all the species used 
(as consistent with 4.3.2a, 4.2.1a, and 
4.2.2a). 

Refer above. 

4.3.4 Feed containing fishmeal and/or fish oil originating from by-products [69] or trimmings from IUU [70] catch or from fish 
species that are categorized as vulnerable, endangered or critically endangered, according to the IUCN Red List of Threatened 
Species [71] 
 
a Compile and maintain, consistent with 

4.2.1a and 4.2.2a, a list of the fishery of 
origin for all fishmeal and fish oil originating 
from by-products and trimmings. 
 

Skretting’s approved supplier program includes a Marine Vendor Policy (the 
Nutreco Sustainable Procurement Policy for Marine Products Version 2010, 4p).  
This policy states that the species included in the fish meal and fish oil does not 
originate from Illegal, Unregulated and Unreported (IUU) catch.  Each supplier of 
marine raw materials purchased by Skretting is required to sign a statement.   
 
The independent report by Irvine (refer 4.3.2a) summarises these FM & FO 
sources. 
 

b Obtain a declaration from the feed supplier 
stating that no fishmeal or fish oil 
originating from IUU catch was used to 
produce the feed. 

Reviewed declarations from the three largest suppliers for Skretting feeds used in 
MH. These indicate that fishmeal or fish oil do not originate from IUU catch 
 

c Obtain from the feed supplier declaration 
that the meal or oil did not originate from a 
species categorized as vulnerable, 
endangered or critically endangered, 
according to the IUCN Red List of 
Threatened Species and explaining how 
they are able to demonstrate this (i.e. 
through other certification scheme or 
through their independent audit). 
 

The Nutreco Sustainable Procurement Policy for Marine Products does not yet 
include vulnerable level, only endangered or critically endangered. The Skretting 
declaration (17/10/13) states that from now onwards any new marine ingredients 
purchased now require the supplier to fill in a new marine origin declaration 
including vulnerable species are not used according to the ICUN Red List.  If it is 
then a regional assessment using ICUN methodology or equivalent is to be carried 
out to demonstrate compliance. 
 
Email from Skretting 13/1/14 that there are currently no new vulnerable 
declarations. 
 

d If meal or oil originated from a species 
listed as “vulnerable” by IUCN, obtain 
documentary evidence to support the 
exception as outlined in [72]. 
 

Only source of species that was previously listed as vulnerable” by IUCN is bigeye 
tuna, however tuna from the Eastern Pacific Ocean meet the requirements of 
Criterion 4.3 of the ASC Salmon Standard.  Refer to Annex I for the IUCN regional 
Independent assessment of this species from the EPO.  The stock status of Bigeye 
in the EPO has recently been classified as “not overfished”, but the IUCN listing is 
based on a global decline of the population. Therefore, there is further need for 
investigation. In order to ascertain if Bigeye Tuna (BET) from the EPO is 
ecologically sustainable, Dr Irvine highly recommended a more thorough 
assessment for this species using the MSC standard and methodology. Skretting 
has noted this and is collecting more evidence. 
 
Skretting also has also been sourcing the Sustainable Fisheries Partnership report 
“Global Sustainability Overview of South American and Atlantic Fish Stocks Used 
for Fishmeal and Fish Oil (May 2013, 14p).  The EPO stocks of the BET are not 
included in this report. 
 

4.4 Source of non-marine raw materials in feed   
4.4.1 Presence and evidence of a responsible sourcing policy for the feed manufacturer for feed ingredients that comply with 
recognized crop moratoriums [75] and local laws [76] 
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a Compile and maintain a list of all feed 
suppliers with contact information. (See 
also 4.1.1a) 

Tassal Responsible Sourcing Policy (IMS-P1084 issue 1, 8/1/14, 1p) states “Tassal 
supports efforts to shift feed manufacturers purchases of fishmeal and fish oil to 
fisheries certified under a scheme that is an ISEAL member or an equivalent 
approved scheme and has guidelines that specifically promote responsible 
environmental management of small pelagic fisheries.  Tassal supports efforts to 
shift feed manufacturers' purchases of soya to soya certified under the Roundtable 
for Responsible Soy (RTRS) or equivalent”. 
 
Both Skretting & Ridley’s are in the Tassal Approved Supplier System, however for 
MH only Skretting is used. 
Refer also 4.1.1 
 

b Obtain from each feed manufacturer a copy 
of the manufacturer's responsible sourcing 
policy for feed ingredients showing how the 
company complies with recognized crop 
moratoriums and local laws. 

The 17/10/13 declaration also states that Skretting has a responsible sourcing 
policy that applies to non-marine feed ingredients (for soy refer 4.4.2).  The 
Nutreco general Vendor Policy (Version 2010, 4p) has a section (p4) that is signed 
by the vendor to states they will abide by the laws and regulations of the country 
or region that governs their business activities. 
 
Reviewed all signed Vendor copies. 
 

c Confirm that third party audits of feed 
suppliers (4.1.1c) show evidence that 
supplier's responsible sourcing policies are 
implemented.  

Refer 4.1.1c and above. 
 

4.4.2 Percentage of soya or soya-derived ingredients in the feed that are certified by the Roundtable for Responsible Soy 
(RTRS) or equivalent. Requirement:  100%, within five years of the publication [78] of the SAD standards 
 

     
          

a Prepare a policy stating the company's 
support of efforts to shift feed 
manufacturers' purchases of soya to soya 
certified under the Roundtable for 
Responsible Soy (RTRS) or equivalent.  

Tassal’s Responsible Sourcing Policy (IMS-P1084 issue 1, 8/1/14 1p) states “Tassal 
supports efforts to shift feed manufacturers purchases of fishmeal and fish oil to 
fisheries certified under a scheme that is an ISEAL member or an equivalent 
approved scheme and has guidelines that specifically promote responsible 
environmental management of small pelagic fisheries.  Tassal supports efforts to 
shift feed manufacturers' purchases of soya to soya certified under the Roundtable 
for Responsible Soy (RTRS) or equivalent”. 
 
Currently working with Skretting - Nutreco Sustainable Procurement Policy for 
Soy Products (Version 2010, 4p) includes preference for RTRS.  Skretting are not 
purchasing any RTRS at present (only small qualities available). The Procurement 
Policy includes policy for non-certified soy with mandatory procedures similar to 
those in the RTRS.  
 

b Prepare a letter stating the farm's intent to 
source feed containing soya certified under 
the RTRS (or equivalent) 

Confirmed by Tassal in email sent on 8/1/14 to Skretting including copy of 
Standard and details on requirements (signed by Head of Sustainability) in Feed 
Supplier Notification Letter (1p) including intention to source soya from RTRS or 
equivalent. 
 

c Notify feed suppliers of the farm's intent 
(4.4.2b). 

Refer above. 

d Obtain and maintain declaration from feed 
supplier(s) detailing the origin of soya in the 
feed.  

Only single supplier from Brazil in 2013 –  
Email from Regional Purchasing Manager Skretting Australia & Japan 209/13 with 
information for the Brazilian supplier of soy produced from 4 states.  
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e Starting on or before June 13, 2017, provide 
evidence that soya used in feed is certified 
by the Roundtable for Responsible Soy 
(RTRS) or equivalent [77] 

Noted by Tassal 
 

4.4.3 Evidence of disclosure to the buyer [79] of the salmon of inclusion of transgenic [80] plant raw material, or raw materials 
derived from transgenic plants, in the feed 
 

     
          

a Obtain from feed supplier(s) a declaration 
detailing the content of soya and other 
plant raw materials in feed and whether it is 
transgenic.   

Skretting has a non-GMO Policy which is given on page 4 of the Skretting Quality 
Assurance document (ref 31.12.01, Version 03, 4p) which states that “since Jan. 
2000 Skretting have maintained a ‘GMO DNA free’ status for their aquaculture 
feeds.   
 
Except for soy and wheat gluten all vegetable raw materials are purchased 
Australian sources. 
 
For all products sourced from Australia a declaration from the suppliers QA 
manager (Jan ’12, 1p) was provided, stating that their products do not contain 
any GMOs and have not been subject to any form of radiation.  
 
For the soy from sourced from Brazil, a copy of the non-GMO certification was 
provided. 
 

b Disclose to the buyer(s) a list of any 
transgenic plant raw material in the feed 
and maintain documentary evidence of this 
disclosure. For first audits, farm records of 
disclosures must cover > 6 months. 

Not applicable 

c Inform ASC whether feed contains 
transgenic ingredients (yes or no) as per 
Appendix VI. 

Not applicable 

4.5 Non-biological waste from production 
 

  

4.5.1 Presence and evidence of a functioning policy for proper and responsible [83] treatment of non-biological waste from 
production (e.g., disposal and recycling)  
 

            
          
              

  
a Prepare a policy stating the farm's 

commitment to proper and responsible 
treatment of non-biological waste from 
production. It must explain how the farm's 
policy is consistent with best practice in the 
area of operation. 

The Waste Management & Disposal Policy (IMS-P1031 9/01/13, 1p) states the 
farm's commitment to proper and responsible treatment of non-biological waste 
from production with a Waste Disposal Plan (WDP).  For marine operations 
Tassal’s WDP is handled by two documents – Dangerous Goods & Hazardous 
Substances (OHS-110 Issue 1 1/12/10, 6p) and the Marine Operations Waste 
Management Plan (MO-891 Issue 1 16/10/12, 4p); both list staff roles & 
responsibilities; both are linked to legislative requirements; Training 
Acknowledgement of Understanding for waste mitigation plan, recycling program 
and OH&S housekeeping standards.   
Other evidence includes: 
- The Training Form (ADM-F572 Issue 2 18/10/12) lists 26 MH employees (Dec’12-
Jan’13, two no longer working) on their understanding of the WDP. 
- West Coast Council undertakes regular disposal to designated landfill (Recycling 
Letter 27/10/09). 
- Signatory to Australian Packaging Covenant (APC) action plan (July’10 to 
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June ’15, 27p) to recycle packaging 
- APC Action Plan: 27-slide Power Point Presentation V0.7 April 2011. 
- Veolia Consolidated Report July ’11 to June ’12 shows 150 L of liquid waste 
(Portaloo). For FY12-13 the total was 1,000 L. 
- Agreement #16516 with Forestry Tasmania since 2005 for mort tip (site 
inspected). 
- Biosecurity – Movement of Macquarie Harbour Fish (morts) (TB-100 issue 10, 
20/3/13, 5p) describes Permit # MH 10-01 to remove whole dead salmon & trout 
from the AMA Restricted Area to Devonport for process, however mortalities or 
moribund fish are to be placed in a mort bin for disposal in the mort pit at 
Strahan. 
 

b Prepare a declaration that the farm does 
not dump non-biological waste into the 
ocean. 

On 11/12/13 Tassal’s Managing Director & CEO Mark Ryan signed a declaration 
that Tassal does not dump non-biological waste into the ocean. 
 
Environmental Policy (IMS-P1002 9/01/13, 1p) to minimise environmental 
impacts.  Marine Operations Waste Management Plan (MO-130) page 1 ‘Legal 
Matters’ adequately summarises the various acts and legislation and Tassal’s 
objectives to target zero waste in marine environment. 
 
Tassal undertakes at least annual cleanups of foreshores in the region.  The use of 
coloured ropes (black & grey weave) allows the easy identification of ropes from 
Tassal farms.  The report “Macquarie Harbour Shoreline clean up: Mouth of 
Gordon October 2013” (5p, including 15+ photos) stated that over 9 days of 
collection an estimated 20 m3 of rubbish was removed, including: 
- Grid buoys X 9 
- Rope X 8 m3 
- Feed pipe X 800 m 
- Fish bin lids X 3 
- Polystyrene X 4 m3 
- Other marine equipment X 2 m3 
- General rubbish X 2 m3 
- Fuel X 20 lt (in plastic drum) 
- Empty 20 lt plastic drums X 20 
 
The Bird Protocols (MO-228, 6/3/13, 7p) discusses the timing of the foreshore 
rubbish collections to avoid times when shore birds are nesting. 
 
The spreadsheet Macquarie Harbour Tassal Debris Collection 060312 summarises 
the rubbish collected on 16/12/11 at Picnic Point to Grubbys Point, Macquarie 
Harbour (over 350 items). 
 

c Provide a description of the most common 
production waste materials and how the 
farm ensures these waste materials are 
properly disposed of. 

MH waste flow chart (17/01/13) shows main wastes include: 
- Site waste 
- oil 
- house waste 
- boat waste. 
These are collected in pick-up skip bin.   
Recycling bin (cans, bottles, paper) is also collected for recycling. 
Waste pipe/collar/stanchion-chipped and recycled. 
Waste chain/shackles/metal-bin collection and recycled. 
Feed bags are recycled, invoices from West Coast Recycling shows around 570 
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bags picked up each month Oct-Dec’13; records back to 2009 total of 26,200 bags 
recycled. 
 

d Provide a description of the types of waste 
materials that are recycled by the farm. 

Refer 4.5.2b 

4.5.2 Evidence that non-biological waste (including net pens) from grow-out site is either disposed of properly or recycled  
 

  

a Provide a description of the most common 
production waste materials and how the 
farm ensures these waste materials are 
properly disposed of. (see also 4.5.1c) 

Refer 4.5.1c 

b Provide a description of the types of waste 
materials that are recycled by the farm. 
(See also 4.5.1d) 

West Coast Council (WCC) has recycling program (letter dated 27/10/09); 
Recycling bins at Depot and 4 accommodation houses for WCC collection; MH 
waste flow chart (17/01/13) shows the disposal & recycling methods used. 
 

c Inform the CAB of any infractions or fines 
for improper waste disposal received during 
the previous 12 months and corrective 
actions taken. 

Email from Head of Sustainability to SCSG (8/1/14, 1p) confirming no infractions 
or fines for improper waste disposal received during previous 12 months. 
 

d Maintain records of disposal of waste 
materials including net-pens. 

Only records are from Veolia for Portaloo emptying.  The farm has council 
approved bins on the slab and skip bin with lid for oils, site wastes & house 
wastes. Skip bin is emptied by council.  All boats and barges have wheelie bins 
provided and are emptied into land base skip bin; staff are trained and 
understand the importance in using bins provided.  Waste waters from barges are 
disposed of into town water sewage system.  Feed bags are collected by 
contractor for recycling.  Net Pens - old steel cage pens are disposed of as scrap 
metal. Plastic pens are dismantled, the steel recycled and plastic chipped and 
recycled. Any reusable components are reused (invoices reviewed).  Nets are non-
contaminated so they are given away to reuse or sent to landfill (Zeehan tip).  
 

4.6 Energy consumption and greenhouse gas emissions on farms    
4.6.1  Records of greenhouse gas (GHG [85]) emissions [86] on farm and evidence of an annual GHG assessment, as outlined in 
Appendix V-1 
 

    

a Maintain records for energy consumption 
by source (fuel, electricity) on the farm 
throughout each production cycle. 

Tassal Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) FY2011-12 by Amy White (Sep’12, 56p) states 
Tassal used a total of 448,332 GJ of energy, a 2% decrease from previous year 
(FY10-11).  The main contributors are fuels and electrical. 
 
According to HoS the LCA is to be undertaken every 2 years, extrapolations are to 
be used in odd years, next is to be July 2013-June 2014; this LCA is to be finalised 
before end of 2014.  HoS indicated that feed is the biggest input including 
emissions costs from transport.  Consideration is underway for export of final 
products – it has been recognised that sales requiring air-freight considerably 
adds to GHG.  Thus Tassal has determined their Logistics Dept. is required to 
assist in reducing GHG – their involvement and improvements are to be 
documented in the next LCA. 
 
The spreadsheet NGER GHG Emissions threshold estimator has been developed 
using the Aust. Government Clean Energy register spreadsheet shows: 
Year  GHG (CO2-e) t GJ E consumed 
2012 527 7488 
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2013 658 9366 
 
The spreadsheet Data collection tables 2012-2013 Electricity shows for FY12-13 
2,355,000 kWh for MOPs, total including hatcheries, corporate/admin, processing 
is just over 23,600,000 kWh. 
 
The spreadsheet Site Fuel Summary 2012-13 MTC calculates the diesel, petrol, 
LPG & electrical GHG & GJ E consumed for 10yr class were 901 & 12,806 
respectively. 
 

b Calculate the farm's total energy 
consumption in kilojoules (kj) during the 
last production cycle. 

Functional Unit CED (GJ) GWP (t CO2e) 
Per tonne live weight 75.1 5.33 
Per tonne HOG 76.5 5.41 
 

c Calculate the total weight of fish in metric 
tons (mt) produced during the last 
production cycle. 

FY11-12 production cycle was 23,536 MT (FY12-13 is expected to be fairly similar). 

d Using results from 4.6.1b and 4.6.1c, 
calculate energy consumption on the farm 
as required, reported as kilojoule/mt 
fish/production cycle. 

The spreadsheet Fuel & Electricity (GHG) Summary – Macquarie Harbour has two 
assumptions including: a. Year Class growing period on farm is from beginning of 
Smolt input to end of class harvest (i.e. 18 months); b. Covers whole farm energy 
usage for the period (cannot segregate energy used per Class in the water. 
 
For Year 10 year class (completed production cycle): 
Lease GHG (CO2-e) t GJ E consumed GHG (CO2-e) t/t GJ E consumed/t 
MiH 219 3108 0.1097 1.5602 
Gordon 486 6917 0.1095 1.5571 
 

e Submit results of energy use calculations 
(4.6.1d) to ASC as per Appendix VI. 

Tassal Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) FY2011-12 by Amy White (Sep’12, 56p) states a 
total of 23,582 t CO2e was emitted, a slight decrease of 48 t CO2e from previous 
year. 
 
The client has submitted data/information to ASC. 
 

f Ensure that the farm has undergone an 
energy use assessment that was done in 
compliance with requirements of Appendix 
V-1.  

Of this, 38 per cent (9,038 t CO2e) was scope 1 emissions from the use of fuels on 
site and in fleet vehicles.  A further 18 per cent (4,329 t CO2e) were scope 2 
emissions from the use of electricity with the remainder classed as scope 3.  
Majority of the scope 3 emissions were attributable to the transportation 
undertaken by contractors (7,372 t CO2e) as well as the smolt sourced from Saltas 
and the GHGs released in the production of inputs such as diesel fuel.  
 

4.6.2 Records of greenhouse gas (GHG [85]) emissions [86] on farm and evidence of an annual GHG assessment, as outlined in 
Appendix V-1 
 

    

a Maintain records of greenhouse gas 
emissions on the farm.  

Tassal Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) FY2011-12 by Amy White (Sep’12, 56p) states a 
total of 23,582 t CO2e was emitted, a slight decrease of 48 t CO2e from previous 
year. 
 

b At least annually, calculate all scope 1 and 
scope 2 GHG emissions in compliance with 
Appendix V-1. 

Of this, 38 per cent (9,038 t CO2e) was scope 1 emissions from the use of fuels on 
site and in fleet vehicles.  A further 18 per cent (4,329 t CO2e) were scope 2 
emissions from the use of electricity with the remainder classed as scope 3.  
Majority of the scope 3 emissions were attributable to the transportation 
undertaken by contractors (7,372 t CO2e) as well as the smolt sourced from Saltas 
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and the GHGs released in the production of inputs such as diesel fuel.  
 

c For GHG calculations, select the emission 
factors which are best suited to the farm's 
operation. Document the source of those 
emissions factors. 

Completed for FY2011-12 documenting the emissions factors. 

d For GHG calculations involving conversion 
of non-CO2 gases to CO2 equivalents, specify 
the Global Warming Potential (GWP) used 
and its source. 

GHG calculations have been provided including non-CO2 gases to CO2 equivalents, 
specifying the Global Warming Potential (GWP) used and its source. 

e Submit results of GHG calculations (4.6.2d) 
to ASC as per Appendix VI. 

Completed for FY2011-12 
 
The client has submitted data/information to ASC.  
 

f Ensure that the farm undergoes a GHG 
assessment as outlined in Appendix V-1 at 
least annually 

Completed for FY2011-12 
 
The client has submitted data/information to ASC. 
 

4.6.3 Documentation of GHG emissions of the feed [87] used during the previous production cycle, as outlined in Appendix V, 
subsection 2. Requirement:  Yes, within three years of the publication [88] of the SAD standards (i.e. by June 13, 2015) 
 

   

a Obtain from feed supplier(s) a declaration 
detailing the GHG emissions of the feed 
(per kg feed).  

The Skretting Declaration (17/10/13) states that after June 2015 they will declare 
GHG emission of the feed (per kg of feed). 
According to HoS further substitution of FM & FO methodology will see further 
reductions in GHG.  The use of a Tasmania feed producer is also important in 
reducing GHG due to transport (alternative manufacturer is over 24 hrs. freight 
time away (southern Qld). 
 

b Multiply the GHG emissions per unit feed by 
the total amount of feed from each supplier 
used in the most recent completed 
production cycle. 

Noted by Tassal 

c If client has more than one feed supplier, 
calculate the total sum emissions from feed 
by summing the GHG emissions of feed 
from each supplier. 

Noted by Tassal 

d Submit GHG emissions of feed to ASC as per 
Appendix VI. 

Noted by Tassal 
 
Tassal Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) FY2011-12 by Amy White (Sep’12, 56p) states 
Tassal’s feed’s carbon footprint is significantly higher than those used for 
overseas salmonid culture - emissions per tonne of Tassal’s salmon (0.18 t CO2e) 
being double that of the UK, which is the highest of all of the studies (0.09 t 
CO2e), and more than four times those of the Chilean industry (0.04 t CO2e) 
which is the lowest the majority of this comes from by-products.  However, Tassal 
has a far higher degree of by-products (52%) than all other salmon feeds 
reviewed with the closest being Chile at 27 per cent and the UK at 20 per cent.  
However, the impacts are much higher on account of the feeds being responsible 
for 87 per cent of energy use, 90 per cent of GHG emissions and 15 per cent of 
eutrophication per tonne of HOG. 
 

4.7 Non-therapeutic chemical inputs 
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4.7.1 For farms that use copper-treated nets, evidence that nets are not cleaned [92] or treated in situ in the marine 
environment 
 
a Prepare a farm procedure for net cleaning 

and treatment that describes techniques, 
technologies, use of off-site facilities, and 
record keeping.  

N/A – copper based treatments are not used on nets. 
 
Sustainability Report ’12 (p30) refers to significant commitment companywide to 
stop using antifoulants on all farms by end of FY2014 – copper-based or other 
antifoulants have never been in use at MH; new pens using Kikko nets, also 
replaced on other pens; all nets cleaned insitu by Plastic Fabrications water jet fan 
and crawler, with lay flat pipe for vacuumed wastes to be released directly onto 
sea floor –mounted on the cleaning vessel Marine Inspector & Cleaner. 
 

b Maintain records of antifoulants and other 
chemical treatments used on nets.  

Email from Head of Sustainability to SCSG (8/1/14, 1p) confirming that no copper-
based or other antifoulants have been used on nets at MH; thus Farm is exempt 
from Indicator. 
 

c Declare to the CAB whether copper-based 
treatments are used on nets. 

N/A 

d If copper-based treatments are used, 
maintain documentary evidence (see 
4.7.1b) that farm policy and practice does 
not allow for heavy cleaning of copper-
treated nets in situ. 

N/A 

e Inform ASC whether copper antifoulants are 
used on farm (yes or no) as per Appendix VI. 

N/A 

4.7.2 For any farm that cleans nets at on-land sites, evidence that net-cleaning sites have effluent treatment  
 

  

a Declare to the CAB whether nets are 
cleaned on-land. 

Email from Head of Sustainability to SCSG (8/1/14, 1p) confirming nets are not 
cleaned onland at MH (refer 4.7.2a); thus Farm is exempt from Indicator. 
 

b If nets are cleaned on-land, obtain 
documentary evidence from each net-
cleaning facility that effluent treatment is in 
place. 

N/A 

c If yes to 4.7.2b, obtain evidence that 
effluent treatment used at the cleaning site 
is an appropriate technology to capture of 
copper in effluents. 

N/A 

4.7.3 For farms that use copper nets or copper-treated nets, evidence of testing for copper level in the sediment outside of 
the AZE, following methodology in Appendix I-1 
 
a Declare to the CAB whether the farm uses 

copper nets or copper-treated nets. (See 
also 4.7.1c). If "no", Indicator 4.7.3 does not 
apply. 

Email from Head of Sustainability to SCSG (8/1/14, 1p) confirming no history of 
copper use for nets in Macquarie Harbour region (thus Farm is exempt from 
Indicator). 

b If "yes" in 4.7.3a, measure and record 
copper in sediment samples from the 
reference stations specified in 2.1.1d and 
2.1.2c which lie outside the AZE. 

N/A 

c If "yes" in 4.7.3a, maintain records of N/A 
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testing methods, equipment, and 
laboratories used to test copper level in 
sediments from 4.7.3b. 

4.7.4 Evidence that copper levels [94] are < 34 mg Cu/kg dry sediment weight 
a Inform the CAB whether: 

1) farm is exempt from Indicator 4.7.4 (as 
per 4.7.3a), or 
2) Farm has conducted testing of copper 
levels in sediment. 

Email from Head of Sustainability to SCSG (8/1/14, 1p) confirming exemption 
from 4.7.4 (refer 4.7.3a) as no biocides used by the farm in net antifouling. 
 

b Provide evidence from measurements 
taken in 4.7.3b that copper levels are < 34 
mg Cu/kg dry sediment weight. 

N/A 

c If copper levels in 4.7.4b are ≥ 34 mg Cu/kg 
dry sediment weight, provide evidence the 
farm tested copper levels in sediments from 
reference sites as described in Appendix I-1 
(also see Indicators 2.1.1 and 2.1.2). 

N/A 

d Analyze results from 4.7.4c to show the 
background copper concentrations as 
measured at three reference sites in the 
water body. 

N/A 

e Submit data on copper levels in sediments 
to ASC as per Appendix VI.  

N/A 

4.7.5 Evidence that the type of biocides used in net antifouling are approved according to legislation in the European Union, 
or the United States, or Australia 
 
a Identify all biocides used by the farm in net 

antifouling. 
N/A refer 4.7.3a 

b Compile documentary evidence to show 
that each chemical used in 4.7.5a is 
approved according to legislation in one or 
more of the following jurisdictions: the 
European Union, the United States, or 
Australia. 

N/A 
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Principle 5: Manage Disease 
5.1 Survival and health of farmed fish 
5.1.1 Evidence of a fish health management plan for the identification and monitoring of fish diseases and parasites  
 
a Prepare a fish health management plan that 

incorporates components related to 
identification and monitoring of fish disease 
and parasites. This plan may be part of a more 
comprehensive farm planning document.  
 

Received Fish Health Management Plan; MO-780 Farm Disease Management 
and Biosecurity Protocol; MO-780/1. 
 

b Ensure that the farm's current fish health 
management plan was reviewed and approved 
by the farm's designated veterinarian. 
 

Reviewed position descriptions for Alistair Brown (AB) for Contract 
Veterinarian Fish Health (dated Oct’12) who advises on animal welfare aspects 
of operational procedures and Carlos Zarza (CZ) Senior Manager Fish Health 
(Jan’12, started in April’12, 4yr contract) who oversees fish health and welfare 
strategy. 
Tassal`s Database is now used for electronic approvals of documents.  
Reviewed screenshots of database showing dates and approval of relevant 
person. 

5.1.2 Site visits by a designated veterinarian [96] at least four times a year, and by a fish health manager [97] at least once a 
month 
 
a Maintain records of visits by the designated 

veterinarian and fish health managers. 
 

Received record of 4 site visits conducted by Alistair Brown in total (1 in 2012 
and 3 in 2013). Full records will need to be provided before onsite audit 
Evidence was provided that Fish Health Manager was visiting the MH sites on a 
monthly basis; however the company veterinarian (A. Brown) has not been 
visiting all MH sites on a quarterly basis. Reviewed a new site visit planner for 
both the designated veterinarian and fish health manager for 2014. Staff 
interviews confirmed also confirmed that site visits are planned more 
frequently for the company vet in the future. 
 
Minor non-conformity: During the last 2 years, visits by the company vet were 
not conducted quarterly. This will be reviewed at the first surveillance audit. 
 

b Maintain a current list of personnel who are 
employed as the farm's designated 
veterinarian(s) and fish health manager(s). 
 

Reviewed current list of personnel who are employed as the farm's designated 
veterinarian and fish health manager at onsite visit. One position for fish health 
technician is currently open. 

c Maintain records of the qualifications of 
persons identified in 5.1.2b. 
 

CVs of the farm's designated veterinarian and fish health manager have been 
provided before the onsite audit. 
 

5.1.3 Percentage of dead fish removed and disposed of in a responsible manner 

a Maintain records of mortality removals to 
show that dead fish are removed regularly and 
disposed of in a responsible manner.  

Received AQUAVET Plan, Operational procedures manual Disposal  
Version 2.0, 2009, which discussed responsible disposal and outlines plan for 
implementation. 
 
Received , MO-200 Stock, Net Inspection and Mort Retrieval  
Tassal uses “Fishtalk” to record removals, Mort Pits in Forestry lease is used. 
 

b Collect documentation to show that disposal 
methods are in line with practices 

Received MO-116 Farm Disease Management and Biosecurity Protocol. Cross 
checked with operational procedures (see above), the mort pits site was visited 
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recommended by fish health managers and/or 
relevant legal authorities. 
 

during the onsite audit and appear to be in compliance. 

c For any exceptional mortality event where 
dead fish were not collected for post-mortem 
analysis, keep a written justification.  
 
 

Checked the mortality events last year in November 2013. Five samples were 
taken per pen and multiple pens were sampled.  Submitted samples revealed 
fish Yersinia ruckerii as the cause of the mortalities (health report 133898YER ) 

5.1.4 Percentage of mortalities that are recorded, classified and receive a post-mortem analysis 

a Maintain detailed records for all mortalities 
and post-mortem analyses including: 
- date of mortality and date of post-mortem 
analysis; 
- total number of mortalities and number 
receiving post-mortem analysis; 
- name of the person or lab conducting the 
post-mortem analyses; 
- qualifications of the individual (e.g. 
veterinarian, fish health manager); 
- cause of mortality (specify disease or 
pathogen) where known; and 
- classification as 'unexplained' when cause of 
mortality is unknown (see 5.1.6). 
 

Received Final reports of examinations conducted by Animal Health 
Laboratory, Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and 
Environment, Tasmania on a case by case basis (records 2008-2013) 
 
Tassal records all mortalities of each site for each year. Fish health manager 
was able to demonstrate and access all records related to randomly chosen 
mortality event while onsite.  Also reviewed summary records from current 
and two previous production cycles for each farm site. 
 
Tassal maintains records of all lab reports that are associated with any 
mortality event that list cause of the mortality event (if determined) – see 5.1.3 
c for specific example. 
 

b For each mortality event, ensure that post-
mortem analyses are done on a statistically 
relevant number of fish and keep a record of 
the results. 
 

At onsite visit to linked all farm mortality events with final examinations 
reports see 5.1.3 c for specific example. 
 

c If on-site diagnosis is inconclusive and disease 
is suspected or results are inconclusive over a 
1-2 week period, ensure that fish are sent to 
an off-site laboratory for diagnosis and keep a 
record of the results (5.1.4a). 
 

See 5.1.3 c 

d Using results from 5.1.3a-c, classify each 
mortality event and keep a record of those 
classifications. 
 

See 5.1.3 c 

e Provide additional evidence to show how farm 
records in 5.1.4a-d cover all mortalities from 
the current and previous two production 
cycles (as needed).  
 

Database contained list of all events, at onsite visit to linked all farm mortality 
events with final examinations reports see 5.1.3 c for specific example. 
 

f Submit data on numbers and causes of 
mortalities to ASC. 
 

Data was submitted to ASC 

5.1.5 Maximum viral disease-related mortality [100] on farm during the most recent production cycle 
 
a Calculate the total number of mortalities that 

were diagnosed (see 5.1.4) as being related to 
N/A – There is no viral disease in Macquarie Harbour, which was checked at 
onsite audit through interviews with company vet and other staff. 
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viral disease.  
b Combine the results from 5.1.5a with the total 

number of unspecified and unexplained 
mortalities from the most recent complete 
production cycle. 

N/A (see above) 

c Submit data on total mortality and viral 
disease-related mortality to ASC. 
 

N/A (see above) 

5.1.6 Maximum unexplained mortality rate from each of the previous two production cycles, for farms with total mortality > 
6%; Requirement:  ≤ 40% of total mortalities 
 
a Use records in 5.1.4a to calculate the 

unexplained mortality rate (%) for the most 
recent full production cycle. If rate was ≤ 6%, 
then the requirement of 5.1.6 does not apply. 
If total mortality rate was > 6%, proceed to 
5.1.6b. 
 

Received total mortality estimates for 2011 and 2012 which were >6% so b 
applies. 

b Calculate the unexplained mortality rate (%) 
for each of the two production cycles 
immediately prior to the current cycle. For 
first audit, calculation must cover one full 
production cycle immediately prior to the 
current cycle.  
 

 
For year class 2009 finished production cycle 2012, estimated unknown 
mortality is 14.47. For year class 2010 finished production cycle 2013, 
estimated unknown mortality is 15.64, and therefore <40% at MH sites. 

c Submit data on maximum unexplained 
mortality to ASC. 
 

Data was submitted to ASC 

5.1.7 A farm-specific mortalities reduction program that includes defined annual targets for reductions in mortalities and 
reductions in unexplained mortalities 
 
a Use records in 5.1.4a to assemble a time-

series dataset on farm-specific mortalities 
rates and unexplained mortality rates. 
 

Received time series of mortality rates per farm as well as demonstration of 
“Fishtalk” to track and monitor stock including mortalities (“Fishtalk”) 
 
The time series showed an improvement of mortality rates by 1.5% from 2010 
to 2011. 
 

b Use the data in 5.1.7a and advice from the 
veterinarian and/or fish health manager to 
develop a mortalities-reduction program that 
defines annual targets for reductions in total 
mortality and unexplained mortality. 
 

Received specific Fish Health Strategy July 2012 (power point presentation) 
with specific targets for reduction in mortalities as well as Fish health Strategy 
Nov 2013.  
 
The target is set at 90% for 12yc, 89.5% 13yc 
Staff interviews (Sam and Chris) conducted onsite confirmed awareness 
 

c Ensure that farm management communicates 
with the veterinarian, fish health manager, 
and staff about annual targets and planned 
actions to meet targets.  
 

Power point presentations are provided to staff (see above). Staff interviews 
(Sam and Chris) conducted onsite confirmed awareness. 
 

5.2 Therapeutic treatments 
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5.2.1 On-farm documentation that includes, at a minimum, detailed information on all chemicals and therapeutants used 
during the most recent production cycle, the amounts used (including grams per ton of fish produced), the dates used, which 
group of fish were treated and against which diseases, proof of proper dosing, and all disease and pathogens detected on the 
site 
 
a Maintain a detailed record of all chemical and 

therapeutant use that includes:  
- name of the veterinarian prescribing 
treatment;  
- product name and chemical name;  
- reason for use (specific disease)  
- date(s) of treatment;  
- amount (g) of product used; 
- dosage; 
- mt of fish treated;  
- the WHO classification of antibiotics (also see 
note under 5.2.8); and 
- the supplier of the chemical or therapeutant. 
 

Received a copy of the detailed MH – Dangerous Goods and Hazardous 
Substances Register is kept on Tassal intranet site- one specific for each region 
of farming.  It notes product name and chemical name as well as 
reason for use, date(s) and amount (g) of product used. 
 
Received detailed record of all therapeutant use for each farm site.  The only 
antibiotic use at MH sites “Trimethoprim”. Full traceability in place and able 
link to fish health report as well as treatment records and prescription. 
 
Also received copy of WHO classification of antibiotic. 
 
 

b If not already available, assemble records of 
chemical and therapeutant use to address all 
points in 5.2.1a for the previous two 
production cycles. For first audits, available 
records must cover one full production cycle 
immediately prior to the current cycle.  
 

See above 5.2.1 a 

c Submit information on therapeutant use (data 
from 5.2.1a) to ASC. 
 

Information of antibiotic use was submitted to ASC. 

5.2.2 Allowance for use of therapeutic treatments that include antibiotics or chemicals that are banned [103] in any of the 
primary salmon producing or importing countries  
 
a Prepare a list of therapeutants, including 

antibiotics and chemicals, that are proactively 
banned for use in food fish for the primary 
salmon producing and importing countries 
listed in [104].  

Received Australian Pesticides and Veterenary Medicines Authority (APVMA) 
list of “Substances Not Permitted for use on Food-Producing Animals in 
Australia”. 
 
Permit for use of Oxytetracycline (PER#9964 expired 30/06/13) - OTC is WHO 
listed. Received documentation to show reduction of OTC use from 2007-2013 
and no use since 2010. 
 

b Maintain records of voluntary and/or 
mandatory chemical residue testing 
conducted or commissioned by the farm from 
the prior and current production cycles. 

Received copy of residue monitoring program description and results that 
SARDI conducts for Tasmanian Salmonid Growers Association (TSGA) 2011-
2012. 
 

5.2.3  Percentage of medication events that are prescribed by a veterinarian 
a Obtain prescription for all therapeutant use in 

advance of application from the farm 
veterinarian (or equivalent, see [96] for 
definition of veterinarian). 
 

 
Reviewed example 13 Nov incident: prescription from registered vet (Dr. 
Alistair Brown) and dates in advance of application and after formal health 
report was received. 
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b Maintain copies of all prescriptions and 
records of veterinarian responsible for all 
medication events. Records can be kept in 
conjunction with those for 5.2.1 and should be 
kept for the current and two prior production 
cycles. 
 

 
 
Confirmed that detailed, specific records are kept. 

5.2.4  Compliance with all withholding periods after treatments 
a Incorporate withholding periods into the 

farm's fish health management plan (see 
5.1.1a). 

Received Fish Health Management Plan – Macquarie Harbour (Doc # MO182, 
6.3.12) South East (Doc # MO175, 16.4.13). Both mention withholding periods, 
which would be specific for each treatment/ medication. Doc # MO110 states 
that harvest which falls within a period of two times the stated withdrawal 
period will be tested for antibiotic residues. Interviews with farm staff at onsite 
audit will be required to confirm implementation. 
 

b Compile and maintain documentation on 
legally-required withholding periods for all 
treatments used on-farm. Withholding period 
is the time interval after the withdrawal of a 
drug from the treatment of the salmon before 
the salmon can be harvested for use as food. 
 

According to Tassal, there are no legally-required withholding periods.  
This was confirmed during interviews with staff with company vet in Hobart. 

c Show compliance with all withholding periods 
by providing treatment records (see 5.2.1a) 
and harvest dates for the most recent 
production cycle.  
 

Doc # MO110 states that harvest which falls within a period of two times the 
stated withdrawal period will be tested for antibiotic residues will need to be 
confirmed also for all other treatments at onsite audit. 
 
Antibiotic residue testing was only necessary back in February 2011.  Reviewed 
examples from that period, 5 samples were submitted and confirmed OK (< 2 
microgram).  
 

5.2.5 Maximum farm level cumulative parasiticide treatment index (PTI) score as calculated according to the formula in 
Appendix VII 
 
a Using farm data for therapeutants usage 

(5.2.1a) and the formula presented in 
Appendix VII, calculate the cumulative 
parasiticide treatment index (PTI) score for the 
most recent production cycle. Calculation 
should be made and updated on an ongoing 
basis throughout the cycle by farm manager, 
fish health manager, and/or veterinarian. 

N/A – no parasites in Macquarie Harbour 

b Provide the auditor with access to records 
showing how the farm calculated the PTI 
score. 

N/A 

c Submit data on farm level cumulative PTI 
score to ASC as per Appendix VI. 

N/A 

5.2.6 For farms with a cumulative PTI ≥ 6 in the most recent production cycle, demonstration that parasiticide load [105] is at 
least 15% less that of the average of the two previous production cycles 
( within five years of the publication of the SAD standard (i.e. by June 13, 2017) 
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a Review PTI scores from 5.2.5a to determine if 
cumulative PTI ≥ 6 in the most recent 
production cycle. If yes, proceed to 5.2.6b; if 
no, Indicator 5.2.6 does not apply. 
 

N/A – no parasites in Macquarie Harbour 

b Using results from 5.2.5 and the weight of fish 
treated (kg), calculate parasiticide load in the 
most recent production cycle. 
 

N/A 

c Calculate parasiticide load in the two previous 
production cycles as above (5.2.6b) and 
compute the average. Calculate the percent 
difference in parasiticide load between 
current cycle and average of two previous 
cycles. For first audit, calculation must cover 
one full production cycle immediately prior to 
the current cycle.  
 

N/A 

d As applicable, submit data to ASC on 
parasiticide load for the most recent 
production cycle and the two previous 
production cycles (Appendix VI). 

N/A 

5.2.7 Allowance for prophylactic use of antimicrobial treatments 
 
a Maintain records for all purchases of 

antibiotics (invoices, prescriptions) for the 
current and prior production cycles.  
 

Received records of all antibiotics purchased (2012-2013) for Macquarie 
Harbour as well as total amounts of antibiotics used for all farms with details 
about dosage and duration of treatments. Received copy of one purchase 
order for OTC and Trimethoprim 2012. 
 

b Maintain a detailed log of all medication-
related events (see also 5.2.1a and 5.2.3) 
 

Received detailed record of all therapeutant use for each farm site.  The only 
antibiotic use at MH sites “Trimethoprim”. Full traceability in place and able 
link to fish health report as well as treatment records and prescription 
 
Reviewed prescription from registered vet (Dr. Alistair Brown) and dates in 
advance of application and after formal health report was received 
 

c Calculate the total amount (g) and treatments 
(#) of antibiotics used during the current and 
prior production cycles (see also 5.2.9). 
 

Related to the mortality event in November 2013, the pens at the Middle 
Harbour lease site received tretaments in 4 different treatment groups. The 
total amount of antibiotics used in the current production cycle ie equal to the 
total amount prescribed. 
 

5.2.8 Allowance for use of antibiotics listed as critically important for human medicine by the World Health Organization 
 
a Maintain a current version of the WHO list of 

antimicrobials critically and highly important 
for human health. 
 

Received copy of current WHO list of critically important for human health 
medicine.  

b If the farm has not used any antibiotics listed 
as critically important (5.2.8a) in the current 
production cycle, inform the CAB and proceed 
to schedule the audit. 

No OTC used at Macquarie Harbour sites since 2007.  Antibiotics to effectively 
treat Rickettsia are limited, but a Rickettsia vaccine is in development. 
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c If the farm has used antibiotics listed as 
critically important (5.2.8a) to treat any fish 
during the current production cycle, inform 
the CAB prior to scheduling audit. 
 

N/A 

d If yes to 5.2.8c, request an exemption from 
the CAB to certify only a portion of the farm. 
Prior to the audit, provide the CAB with 
records sufficient to establish details of 
treatment, which pens were treated, and how 
the farm will ensure full traceability and 
separation of treated fish through and post- 
harvest. 
 

N/A 

5.2.9 Number of treatments of antibiotics over the most recent production cycle 
a Maintain records of all treatments of 

antibiotics (see 5.2.1a). For first audits, farm 
records must cover the current and 
immediately prior production cycles. 
 

Received records of all antibiotics purchased (2012-2013) for Macquarie 
Harbour as well as total amounts of antibiotics used for all farms with details 
about dosage and duration of treatments. 

b Calculate the total number of treatments of 
antibiotics over the most recent production 
cycle. 
 

The last completed production cycle (12YC) recieved no antibiotic treatments. 
The current production cycle (13YC) has been treated (1 treatment 
administered in 4 different treatment groups across the Middle Harbour lease). 

5.2.10 If more than one antibiotic treatment is used in the most recent production cycle, demonstration that the antibiotic 
load is at least 15% less that of the average of the two previous production cycles 
(Yes, within five years of the publication of the SAD standard (i.e. full compliance by June 13, 2017) 
 
a Use results from 5.2.9b to show whether more 

than one antibiotic treatment was used in the 
most recent production cycle. If not, then the 
requirement of 5.2.10 does not apply. If yes, 
then proceed to 5.2.10b. 
 

The last completed production cycle (12YC) recieved no antibiotic treatments. 
The current production cycle (13YC) has been treated (1 treatment 
administered in 4 different treatment groups across the Middle Harbour lease). 

b Calculate antibiotic load (antibiotic load = the 
sum of the total amount of active ingredient 
of antibiotic used in kg) for most recent 
production cycle and for the two previous 
production cycles. For first audit, calculation 
must cover one full production cycle 
immediately prior to the current cycle.  

Calculation was provided and showed 0 kg of active ingredient of antibiotic for 
the one full production cycle prior to the current cycle. 

c Provide the auditor with calculations showing 
that the antibiotic load of the most recent 
production cycle is at least 15% less than that 
of the average of the two previous production 
cycles.  
 

Calculation provided shows that there was a reduction of 100% from the 
average of the two previous production cycles to the most recently completed 
full production cycle.  
 

d Submit data on antibiotic load to ASC N/A 
5.2.11 Presence of documents demonstrating that the farm has provided buyers of its salmon a list of all therapeutants used 
in production 
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a Prepare a procedure which outlines how the 
farm provides buyers of its salmon with a list 
of all therapeutants used in production (see 
4.4.3b). 

There is no written procedure that outlines how the farm provides buyers of its 
salmon with a list of all therapeutants used in production; however 
therapeutant use is communicated to Tassal’s buyers in their annual 
sustainability report, page 34. 

b Maintain records showing the farm have 
informed all buyers of its salmon about all 
therapeutants used in production. 

Received copy of Tassal’s “disclosure to buyer procedure” (ES 112) and 
reviewed the paragraph in Tassal’s 2012 Annual Sustainability Report that 
includes the therapeutants used in production. 
 

5.3 Resistance of parasites, viruses and bacteria to medicinal treatments 
5.3.1 Bio-assay analysis to determine resistance when two applications of a treatment have not produced the expected effect  
 
a In addition to recording all therapeutic 

treatments (5.2.1a), keep a record of all cases 
where the farm uses two successive medicinal 
treatments. 

All records of therapeutic treatments have been kept. 
 

b Whenever the farm uses two successive 
treatments, keep records showing how the 
farm evaluates the observed effect of 
treatment against the expected effect of 
treatment.  

Tassal provided results of subsequent sampling. 

c For any result of 5.3.1b that did not produce 
the expected effect, ensure that a bio-assay 
analysis of resistance is conducted.   

Results show that the expected effects occurred and treatment was stopped at 
the farm site. 

d Keep a record of all results arising from 5.3.1c. Residual testing was only required last time in 2011 and records are kept and 
have been reviewed. 
 
For the most recent mortality event residual testing is forecasted and 
registered for April/May 2014. 
 

5.3.2 When bio-assay tests determine resistance is forming, use of an alternative, permitted treatment, or an immediate 
harvest of all fish on the site 
 
a Review results of bio-assay tests (5.3.1d) for 

evidence that resistance has formed. If yes, 
proceed to 5.3.2b. If no, then Indicator 5.3.2 is 
not applicable. 
 

N/A 

b When bio-assay tests show evidence that 
resistance has formed, keep records showing 
that the farm took one of two actions: 
- used an alternative treatment (if permitted 
in the area of operation); or 
- immediately harvested all fish on site. 
 

N/A 

5.4 Biosecurity measures 
5.4.1 Evidence that all salmon on the site are a single-year class 
 
a Keep records of the start and end dates of 

periods when the site is fully fallow after 
harvest. 

Reviewed records onsite with farm staff at site visit in Strahan, Macquarie 
Harbour (1/13/14) and confirmed that start and end dates are kept. 
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b Provide evidence of stocking dates (purchase 

receipts, delivery records) to show that there 
were no gaps > 6 months for smolt inputs for 
the current production cycle. 
 

Reviewed records onsite (1/13/14) and both sites conform. Middle Harbour 
stocking started August 1st 2013 and  finished October 10th 2013 
Gordon stocking started 3rd August 2012 and finished 20th September 2012 

5.4.2 Evidence that if the farm suspects an unidentifiable transmissible agent, or if the farm experiences unexplained 
increased mortality, the farm has: 
1. Reported the issue to the ABM and to the appropriate regulatory authority 
2. Increased monitoring and surveillance on the farm and within the ABM 
3. Promptly made findings publicly available 
 
a For mortality events logged in 5.1.4a, show 

evidence that the farm promptly evaluated 
each to determine whether it was a 
statistically significant increase over 
background mortality rate on a monthly 
basis. The accepted level of significance (for 
example, p < 0.05) should be agreed 
between farm and CAB. 
 

Received Area Management Agreement (fish health plan) - TSGA fish health 
surveillance program and State biosecurity plan which all include actions and 
reporting for reportable diseases.  
 
Mortality event in Nov/Dec 2013 was evaluated promptly showing and 
treatments were successful. Five samples were taken per pen and multiple pens 
were sampled before each treatment.  Submitted samples revealed fish Yersinia 
ruckerii as the cause of the mortalities (health report 133898YER ) 
 

b For mortality events logged in 5.1.4a, record 
whether the farm did or did not suspect (yes 
or no) an unidentified transmissible agent. 
 

So suspicion registered, Yersinia ruckerii  was identified as the cause of the 
mortalities (health report 133898YER ) 
 

c Proceed to 5.4.2d if, during the most recent 
production cycle, either: 
- results from 5.4.2a showed a statistically 
significant increase in unexplained 
mortalities; or 
- the answer to 5.4.2b was 'yes'. 
Otherwise, Indicator 5.4.2 is not applicable. 
 

Mortality event in November/ Dec 2013 was explained and successfully treated 

d If required, ensure that the farm takes and 
records the following steps:  

1) Report the issue to the ABM and 
to the appropriate regulatory 
authority; 
2) Increase monitoring and 
surveillance [117] on the farm and 
within the ABM; and  
3) Promptly (within one month) 
make findings publicly available. 
 

N/A  

e Submit data to ASC as per Appendix VI about 
unidentified transmissible agents or 
unexplained increases in mortality (if 
applicable). 
 

N/A  

5.4.3   Evidence of compliance with the OIE Aquatic Animal Health Code  
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a Maintain a current version of the OIE 
Aquatic Animal Health Code on site or 
ensure staff has access to the most current 
version. 
 

Received copy of AUSTRALIAN AQUATIC VETERINARY EMERGENCY PLAN -
AQUAVETPLAN Operational procedures manual Disposal Version 2.0, 2009 that 
contains a series of technical response plans that describe the proposed 
Australian approach to aquatic animal disease incursions. 

b Develop policies and procedures as needed 
to ensure that farm practices remain 
consistent with the OIE Aquatic Animal 
Health Code (5.4.3a) and with actions 
required under indicator 5.4.4. 
 

Received the Tasmania State Special Emergency Management Plan for 
Biosecurity Emergencies. No evidence of company specific policies and 
procedures. Need has not be demonstrated yet. 

5.4.4 If an OIE-notifiable disease is confirmed on the farm, evidence that:  
1. the farm has, at a minimum, immediately culled the pen(s) in which the disease was detected 
2. the farm immediately notified the other farms in the ABM  
3. the farm and the ABM enhanced monitoring and conducted rigorous testing for the disease 
4. the farm promptly made findings publicly available 
 
a Ensure that farm policies and procedures in 

5.4.3a describe the four actions required 
under Indicator 5.4.4 in response to an OIE-
notifiable disease on the farm. 
 

see 5.4.3  

b Inform the CAB if an OIE-notifiable disease 
has been confirmed on the farm during the 
current production cycle or the two previous 
production cycles. If yes, proceed to 5.4.4c. 
If no, then 5.4.4c and 5.4.4d do not apply. 
 

See above 

c If an OIE-notifiable disease was confirmed 
on the farm (see 5.4.4b), then retain 
documentary evidence to show that the 
farm: 
1) immediately culled the pen(s) in which 
the disease was detected; 
2) immediately notified the other farms in 
the ABM [122] 
3) enhanced monitoring and conducted 
rigorous testing for the disease; and 
4) promptly (within one month) made 
findings publicly available. 
 

 None 

d Submit data to ASC as per Appendix VI about 
any OIE-notifiable disease that was 
confirmed on the farm (if applicable). 
 

N/A 

e OIE-notifiable disease was confirmed on the 
farm, verify notifications were made to 
regulatory bodies required under law and 
the OIE Aquatic Animal Health Code. 
 

N/A 
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PRINCIPLE 6: DEVELOP AND OPERATE FARMS IN A SOCIALLY RESPONSIBLE MANNER 
6.1 Freedom of association and collective bargaining 
 
6.1.1 Evidence that workers have access to trade unions (if they exist) and union representative(s) chosen by themselves 
without managerial interference  
 
a Workers have the freedom to join any trade 

union, free of any form of interference from 
employers or competing organizations set 
up or backed by the employer.  

The Tassal Marine Operations Enterprise Agreement Workplace Partnerships 
Agreement (WPA 2011-14, 36p) was negotiated by the Australian Workers’ 
Union (AWU) on behalf of workers. Clause 33 of the WPA acknowledges workers’ 
rights to Freedom of Association.  
 
Freedom of Association is also recognized in practice, with both workers and 
AWU representatives confirming that workers at Tassal are able to freely 
exercise their right to Freedom of Association.  
 
The AWU has access to workers onsite, and this was confirmed through 
interviews with AWU, workers and Tassal.  

b Union representatives are chosen by 
workers without managerial interference. 
ILO specifically prohibits “acts which are 
designated to promote the establishment of 
worker organizations or to support worker 
organizations under the control or 
employers or employers’ organizations." 

There are no union delegates at the Macquarie Harbour sites, and only three 
union members there in total. AWU is independent of Tassal, and any AWU 
representatives are appointed by AWU without managerial interference.   

c Trade union representatives have access to 
their members in the workplace at 
reasonable times on the premises. 

It was confirmed that union representatives visit workers onsite. This was 
confirmed by workers (members and non-members), management 
representatives and AWU. 
 

d Be advised that workers and union 
representatives (if they exist) will be 
interviewed to confirm the above. 

Workers (union members and non-union members) and AWU representatives 
were interviewed in evaluating these indicators. There are no union delegates at 
the Macquarie Harbour sites.  
 

6.1.2  Evidence that workers are free to form organizations, including unions, to advocate for and protect their rights  
 
a Employment contract explicitly states the 

worker's right of freedom of association. 
The Tassal Marine Operations Enterprise Agreement Workplace Partnerships 
Agreement (WPA 2011-14, 36p), which is the employment contract for non-
managerial staff, is negotiated by AWU, a union independent of Tassal. The WPA 
acknowledges the union’s role and rights in Tassal workplace.  
 

b Employer communicates that workers are 
free to form organizations to advocate for 
and protect work rights (e.g. farm policies on 
Freedom of Association; see 6.12.1).   

Freedom of association is communicated in the WPA, and workers understand 
that they are free to organize as a way to protect work rights.  

c Be advised that workers will be interviewed 
to confirm the above. 

Workers were interviewed to confirm the above criteria.  

6.1.3 Evidence that workers are free and able to bargain collectively for their rights 
a Local trade union, or where none exists a 

reputable civil-society organization, confirms 
no outstanding cases against the farm site 
management for violations of employees’ 

AWU representatives confirmed that there are no outstanding cases against 
Tassal farm site management related to violations of freedom of association and 
collective bargaining rights.  
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freedom of association and collective 
bargaining rights. 

b Employer has explicitly communicated a 
commitment to ensure the collective 
bargaining rights of all workers. 

The Tassal WPA is a collective bargaining agreement and was negotiated by AWU 
on behalf of workers. This document expresses workers’ right to freedom of 
association and collective bargaining. AWU will negotiate a new WPA on behalf 
of Tassal workers in 2014, as the current WPA will expire on October 1st 2014.  
 

c There is documentary evidence that workers 
are free and able to bargain collectively (e.g. 
collective bargaining agreements, meeting 
minutes, or complaint resolutions). 

The Tassal WPA is a collective bargaining agreement. AWU will negotiate a new 
WPA on behalf of Tassal workers in 2014, as the current WPA will expire on 
October 1st 2014.  
 

6.2 Child labor 
6.2.1 Number of incidences of child labor  

a In most countries, the law states that 
minimum age for employment is 15 years. 
There are two possible exceptions:  
- in developing countries where the legal 
minimum age may be set to 14 years (see 
footnote 125); or 
- in countries where the legal minimum age 
is set higher than 15 years, in which case the 
legal minimum age of the country is 
followed.  
If the farm operates in a country where the 
legal minimum ages is not 15, then the 
employer shall maintain documentation 
attesting to this fact. 

The minimum age for full-time employment in Tasmania is 16, and for hazardous 
work the minimum age is 18. At the time of the audit at Tassal’s Macquarie 
Harbour sites no workers under the age of 20 were employed.  

b Minimum age of permanent workers is 15 or 
older (except in countries as noted above). 

The minimum age for full-time employment in Tasmania is 16. At Tassal’s 
Macquarie Harbour site no workers under the age of 20 were employed at the 
time of the audit. 
 

c Employer maintains age records for 
employees that are sufficient to 
demonstrate compliance. 

Tassal’s Human Resources department maintains electronic and hard copy files 
relating to all workers. These files include age records for all employees.   

6.2.2 Percentage of young workers that are protected 
 
a Young workers are appropriately identified 

in company policies & training programs, 
and job descriptions are available for all 
young workers at the site. 
 

There are no workers under 18 at Tassal’s offices or Macquarie Harbour sites. 
The criteria under 6.2.2 are not applicable.  

b All young workers (from age 15 to less than 
18) are identified and their ages are 
confirmed with copies of IDs. 

See above. 

c Daily records of working hours (i.e. 
timesheets) are available for all young 
workers.  
 

See above. 

d For young workers, the combined daily 
transportation time and school time and 

See above. 
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work time does not exceed 10 hours. 
e Young workers are not exposed to hazards 

[129] and do not perform hazardous work 
[130]. Work on floating cages in poor 
weather conditions shall be considered 
hazardous. 

See above. 

f Be advised that the site will be inspected 
and young workers will be interviewed to 
confirm compliance. 

It was confirmed through document review, site inspection, and worker and 
management interviews that there are no workers under 18 at Tassal’s offices or 
Macquarie Harbour sites.  
 

6.3 Forced, bonded or compulsory labor 
6.3.1 Number of incidences of forced, bonded or compulsory labor 
a Contracts are clearly stated and understood 

by employees. Contracts do not lead to 
workers being indebted (i.e. no ‘pay to work’ 
schemes through labor contractors or 
training credit programs). 

The Tassal WPA and Letters of Offer for individual employees are clearly stated 
and ensure that workers are not indebted to Tassal, or forced into non-voluntary 
labor. Worker interviews confirmed that workers understand their contracts.  

b Employees are free to leave workplace and 
manage their own time. 

Tassal workers are engaged in voluntary employment and may resign at any 
time. During working hours employees are free to leave the workplace within 
reason and workers manage their own time to the extent possible.  
 

c Employer does not withhold employee’s 
original identity documents. 

Tassal does not hold any original identity documents belonging to employees.  

d Employer does not withhold any part of 
workers’ salaries, benefits, property or 
documents in order to oblige them to 
continue working for employer. 

Tassal workers are engaged in voluntary employment and Tassal does not 
withhold any pay, benefits, property or documents as a way to oblige continued 
employment.  

e Employees are not to be obligated to stay in 
job to repay debt. 

Tassal workers are engaged in voluntary employment and Tassal does not oblige 
continued employment through debt.  

f Maintain payroll records and be advised that 
workers will be interviewed to confirm the 
above. 

Payroll records were reviewed and workers were interviewed to confirm 
compliance with these criteria.  

6.4 Discrimination 
6.4.1 Evidence of comprehensive [134] and proactive anti-discrimination policies, procedures and practices  
a Employer has written anti-discrimination 

policy in place, stating that the company 
does not engage in or support discrimination 
in hiring, remuneration, access to training, 
promotion, termination or retirement based 
on race, caste, national origin, religion, 
disability, gender, sexual orientation, union 
membership, political affiliation, age or any 
other condition that may give rise to 
discrimination. 

Tassal has a Harassment, Bullying and Discrimination Policy (IMS-P1004 9/01/13 
3p); Harassment, Bullying and Discrimination Procedure (HR-100 13/03/13 6p) 
and Code of Conduct Policy (IMS-P1046 9/01/13 3p); These documents state 
Tassal’s responsibility and commitment to ensure that the forms of 
discrimination described by this criterion do not occur in the Tassal workplace. 
 

b Employer has clear and transparent 
company procedures that outline how to 
raise, file, and respond to discrimination 
complaints. 

Tassal’s Harassment, Bullying and Discrimination Procedure (HR-100 13/03/13 
6p) outlines this process, which is clear and transparent.  

c Employer respects the principle of equal pay 
for equal work and equal access to job 
opportunities, promotions and raises.   

The Harassment, Bullying and Discrimination Policy (IMS-P1004 9/01/13 3p) and 
Harassment, Bullying and Discrimination Procedure (HR-100 13/03/13 6p) state 
Tassal’s responsibility and commitment to equal treatment and opportunity.  



 ASC FULL ASSESSMENT REPORT- TASSAL- MH 
 

 
Version 1-0 (August 2012) | ©SCS Global Services Page 73 of 123 

 

 
d All managers and supervisors receive 

training on diversity and non-discrimination. 
All personnel receive non-discrimination 
training. Internal or external training 
acceptable if proven effective. 

Non-discrimination and diversity are topics covered in Tassal’s induction training 
(August 2012), which is provided to all employees. There have been no 
discrimination complaints filed at the Macquarie Harbour site.  

6.4.2 Number of incidences of discrimination 
a Employer maintains a record of all 

discrimination complaints. These records do 
not show evidence for discrimination.  

Tassal maintains a register of all complaints, including discrimination complaints. 
No discrimination complaints have been made from offices or Macquarie 
Harbour (confirmed through worker and management interviews and review of 
complaints register). The register of discrimination and grievance claims is 
included in monthly Board Reports, and details of those claims are recorded 
electronically.    
 

b Be advised that worker testimonies will be 
used to confirm that the company does not 
interfere with the rights of personnel to 
observe tenets or practices, or to meet 
needs related to race, caste, national origin, 
religion, disability, gender, sexual 
orientation, union membership, political 
affiliation or any other condition that may 
give rise to discrimination. 

Workers were interviewed and it was confirmed by all accounts that Tassal does 
not discriminate against, or interfere with, the rights of employees. 

6.5 Work environment health and safety 
6.5.1 Percentage of workers trained in health and safety practices, procedures and policies on a yearly basis 
 
a Employer has documented practices, 

procedures (including emergency response 
procedures) and policies to protect 
employees from workplace hazards and to 
minimize risk of accident or injury. The 
information shall be available to employees. 

The WH&S Policies and Procedures Register lists all corporate-level policies and 
procedures relating to work place safety and emergency response. The policies 
and procedures listed in the register are maintained and it was confirmed 
through worker interviews that workers have access to all of these documents.  
  

b Employees know and understand emergency 
response procedures. 

It was confirmed through worker interviews that Tassal workers know and 
understand emergency response procedures. The local fire warden is an 
employee at Tassal’s Macquarie Harbour site.  
 

c Employer conducts health and safety 
training for all employees on a regular basis 
(once a year and immediately for all new 
employees), including training on potential 
hazards and risk minimization, Occupational 
Safety and Health (OSH) and effective use of 
PPE. 

Health and safety training is ongoing, and is both internal and external. The 
employee induction includes a general health and safety component, and all 
workers are given more specific and targeted health and safety training on an 
ongoing basis.  Workers must be trained and signed off on Standard Operating 
Procedures (SOPs) for individual tasks and pieces of equipment, and these 
procedures include identification of hazards and risks, minimization of those 
hazards and risks, and use of proper PPE. Additionally, workers hold licenses and 
permits for specific tasks that are high-risk. These licenses and tickets are kept up 
to date through trainings provided by Tassal through external trainers/agencies. 
   

6.5.2 Evidence that workers use Personal Protective Equipment (PPE) effectively 
a Employer maintains a list of all health and 

safety hazards (e.g. chemicals). 
Tassal maintains the Macquarie Harbour – Dangerous Goods Hazardous 
Substances Register. Additionally, there are lists of non-product hazards: 
Macquarie Harbour High Risk Task Register, Macquarie Harbour MOPs OHS risk 
register. 
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b Employer provides workers with PPE that is 

appropriate to known health and safety 
hazards. 

The Personal Protective Equipment (PPE) Procedure (WHS-128 12/3/13 3p) 
requires that Tassal provides workers with appropriate PPE. It was observed and 
confirmed through worker interviews that this is done in practice. All SOPs 
include PPE requirements and these are followed by workers.  
  

c Employees receive annual training in the 
proper use of PPE (see 6.5.1c). 

Workers must be trained and signed off on SOPs for individual tasks and pieces 
of equipment, and these procedures include PPE requirements. SOP training is 
ongoing.  
 

d Be advised that workers will be interviewed 
to confirm the above. 

Workers were interviewed to confirm the above criteria.   

6.5.3 Presence of a health and safety risk assessment and evidence of preventive actions taken 
a Employer makes regular assessments of 

hazards and risks in the workplace. Risk 
assessments are reviewed and updated at 
least annually (see also 6.5.1a). 

Tassal has two procedures that outline the practices related to risk and hazard 
assessments: WHS Hazard Identification, Risk Assessment & Control Procedure 
(WHS-100 17/3/13, 10p); Workplace Health and Safety Hazard Reporting 
Procedure (WHS-108 24/12/12, 7p). Risks are assessed on an ongoing basis by 
management through Monthly Site Inspections (WHS_F135), and by workers, 
and are catalogued in the following registers: Macquarie Harbour High Risk Task 
Register; Macquarie Harbour MOPs OHS risk register; and Macquarie Harbour 
Dangerous Goods Hazardous Substances register.  
 

b Employees are trained in how to identify 
and prevent known hazards and risks (see 
also 6.5.1c). 

Workers are trained on the WHS Hazard Identification, Risk Assessment & 
Control Procedure (WHS-100 17/3/13, 10p) and Workplace Health and Safety 
Hazard Reporting Procedure (WHS-108 24/12/12, 7p).  Workers are also trained 
to complete Job Safety Analysis Worksheets (JSA) (WHS-F133 12/3/13, 1p) for 
planned or scheduled tasks. The JSA requires workers to list hazards and risk 
control measures for each step of a task.  Workers are trained on Pocket JSA’s, 
for identifying hazards and controls for non-routine tasks that are simple in 
nature and require immediate attention. Workers are also trained on the ‘Take 5’ 
process, which requires workers to take time to consider the task at hand and 
the associated hazards before beginning that task.  
 

c Health and safety procedures are adapted 
based on results from risk assessments 
(above) and changes are implemented to 
help prevent accidents. 

Health and safety procedures are updated as new risks are identified or existing 
risk assessments are updated. This was confirmed through interviews with 
management and workers, and through review of the WH&S Policy & Procedure 
register in conjunction with the Macquarie Harbour High Risk Task Register; 
Macquarie Harbour MOP’s OHS risk register; and Macquarie Harbour Dangerous 
Goods Hazardous Substances register.  
 

6.5.4 Evidence that all health- and safety-related accidents and violations are recorded and corrective actions are taken when 
necessary 
 
a Employer records all health- and safety-

related accidents. 
Tassal has an Incident Reporting and Investigation Policy (IMS-P1044 9/1/13, 1p) 
and Incident Reporting and Investigation Procedure (WHS-107 15/3/13, 8p) 
which outline expectations and process for recording all health and safety 
accidents. It was confirmed that this was done in practice through interviews and 
review of Incident Reports (WHS-F147 6/11/13, 2p) at Macquarie Harbour site 
office. Incident data is compiled and analyzed in the Macquarie Harbour MOPS – 
WHS KPI Dashboard.  
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b Employer maintains complete 
documentation for all occupational health 
and safety violations. 

All workplace health and safety violations are documented through incident 
reports and supporting documentation, and this documentation is maintained.  

c Employer implements corrective action 
plans in response to any accidents that 
occur. Plans are documented and they 
include an analysis of root cause, actions to 
address root cause, actions to remediate, 
and actions to prevent future accidents of 
similar nature. 

Tassal implements corrective actions in response to any accidents that occur.  
Corrective actions identify immediate actions that can be taken to prevent a 
reoccurrence. They also include an investigation process including a root cause 
analysis to identify long term solutions to prevent similar incidences on a 
permanent basis.  

d Employees working in departments where 
accidents have occurred can explain what 
analysis has been done and what steps were 
taken or improvements made. 

Three interviews were conducted with workers who had been directly involved in 
accidents. In each case the worker could explain each step of the reporting and 
corrective action process, and this explanation aligned with the documentation 
kept at the Macquarie Harbour site office.  
 

6.5.5 Evidence of employer responsibility and/or proof of insurance (accident or injury) for 100% of worker costs in a job-
related accident or injury when not covered under national law 
a Employer maintains documentation to 

confirm that all personnel are provided 
sufficient insurance to cover costs related to 
occupational accidents or injuries (if not 
covered under national law). Equal 
insurance coverage must include temporary, 
migrant or foreign workers. Written contract 
of employer responsibility to cover accident 
costs is acceptable evidence in place of 
insurance. 

Tassal has a workers compensation insurance policy that provides full coverage 
to all workers for any workplace injury or accident, regardless of the 
circumstances of the injury or accident.  

6.5.6 Evidence that all diving operations are conducted by divers who are certified 
 
a Employer keeps records of farm diving 

operations and a list of all personnel 
involved. 

All divers are direct employees of Tassal, and individual employment and training 
records are kept accordingly. Dive operations are defined and recorded 
according to the Dive Operations Manual ‘DOM ‘(MO-190 1/07/13, 39p), Dive 
Plan with DCIEM Worksheet (MO-F670 Issue 4 30/04/10, 1 sheet), Pre-dive 
Checklist (MO-F659 Issue 4 30/04/10, 1p), and dive log books.  

b 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 
organization for diver certification. 

Copies of diver licenses for divers are held on file. The divers are accredited 
through the Australian Diver Accreditation Scheme (ADAS). 

6.6 Wages 
6.6.1 The percentage of workers whose basic wage [136] (before overtime and bonuses) is below the minimum wage 
a Employer keeps documents to show the 

legal minimum wage in the country of 
operation. If there is no legal minimum wage 
in the country, the employer keeps 
documents to show the industry-standard 
minimum wage. 

The full-time minimum wage in Australia is $16.37 per hour, or $622.20 per 
week. A Level 1 employee at Tassal will receive $22.61 per hour.  

b Employer's records (e.g. payroll) confirm 
that worker's wages for a standard work 

Entry level employees at Tassal receive $22.61 per hour, which exceeds the 
minimum wage of $16.37 per hour. This was confirmed through payroll review. 
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week (≤ 48 hours) always meet or exceed 
the legal minimum wage. If there is no legal 
minimum wage, the employer's records 
must show how the current wage meets or 
exceeds industry standard. If wages are 
based on piece-rate or pay-per-production, 
the employer's records must show how 
workers can reasonably attain (within 
regular working hours) wages that meet or 
exceed the legal minimum wage. 

There are no piece-rate wages.  

c Maintain documentary evidence (e.g. 
payroll, timesheets, punch cards, production 
records, and/or utility records) and be 
advised that workers will be interviewed to 
confirm the above. 

Payroll records were reviewed and workers were interviewed to confirm wage 
rates.  
 

6.6.2 Evidence that the employer is working toward the payment of basic needs wage 
a Proof of employer engagement with workers 

and their representative organizations, and 
the use of cost of living assessments from 
credible sources to assess basic needs 
wages.  Includes review of any national basic 
needs wage recommendations from credible 
sources such as national universities or 
government. 

The minimum wage in Australia is $16.37 per hour, which meets the definition of 
a basic needs wage as defined by SAI: “Wages paid for a standard working week 
should enable workers to meet their basic needs such as food, clean water, 
clothes, shelter, transport, education, and a discretionary income” 
(http://www.sa-
intl.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=Page.viewPage&pageID=488&parentID=472#faq1
2) . Tassal pays above the Australian minimum wage level to all workers. 

b Employer has calculated the basic needs 
wage for farm workers and has compared it 
to the basic (i.e. current) wage for their farm 
workers. 

Tassal already pays above a basic needs wage to workers. 

c Employer demonstrates how they have 
taken steps toward paying a basic needs 
wage to their workers. 

See above. 

6.6.3 Evidence of transparency in wage-setting and rendering 
a Wages and benefits are clearly articulated to 

workers and documented in contracts. 
Wages and benefits for workers are clearly stated in the Tassal Marine 
Operations Enterprise Agreement Workplace Partnerships Agreement (WPA 
20011-14, 36p). 
 

b The method for setting wages is clearly 
stated and understood by workers. 

The method for setting wages is clearly stated in the Tassal WPA and workers 
understand this. 
 

c Employer renders wages and benefits in a 
way that is convenient for the worker (e.g. 
cash, check, or electronic payment 
methods). Workers do not have to travel to 
collect benefits nor do they receive 
promissory notes, coupons or merchandise 
in lieu of payment. 

Employees are paid on a bi-weekly basis through direct deposit to personal bank 
accounts.  

d Be advised that workers will be interviewed 
to confirm the above. 

The above criteria were confirmed through worker interviews.  

6.7 Contracts (labor) including subcontracting 
6.7.1 Percentage of workers who have contracts  
a Employer maintains a record of all The Tassal Marine Operations Enterprise Agreement Workplace Partnerships 

http://www.sa-intl.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=Page.viewPage&pageID=488&parentID=472#faq12
http://www.sa-intl.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=Page.viewPage&pageID=488&parentID=472#faq12
http://www.sa-intl.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=Page.viewPage&pageID=488&parentID=472#faq12
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employment contracts. Agreement (WPA 20011-14, 36p) is in place for all non-managerial workers. For 
managerial workers Tassal maintains individual employment contracts.  
 

b There is no evidence for labor-only 
contracting relationships or false 
apprenticeship schemes. 

All workers are paid for employment according to their respective employment 
contract. There are no labor-only contracts in place.  

c Be advised that workers will be interviewed 
to confirm the above. 

The above criteria were confirmed through worker interviews.  

6.7.2 Evidence of a policy to ensure social compliance of its suppliers and contractors 
a Farm has a policy to ensure that all 

companies contracted to provide supplies or 
services (e.g. divers, cleaning, and 
maintenance) have socially responsible 
practices and policies. 

Tassal’s Contractor Safety Management Procedure (WHS-109 12/12/12, 11p) 
requires that “only contractors that display the highest level of safety, quality 
and environmental management work at Tassal”. This procedure also states that 
“Contractor safety, health and environmental work procedures need not be 
identical to Tassal procedures but they must afford an equivalent level of 
protection”. 
  

b Producing company has criteria for 
evaluating its suppliers and contractors. The 
company keeps a list of approved suppliers 
and contractors. 

Tassal evaluates contractors providing supplies and services based on the criteria 
outlined in the Contractor Safety Management Procedure (WHS-109 12/12/12, 
11p), and maintains a list of the contractors.  

c Producing company keeps records of 
communications with suppliers and 
subcontractors that relate to compliance 
with 6.7.2. 

Tassal provides contractors with the Tassal Contractor Handbook (WHS-F139 
12/03/13, 18p) which covers expectations regarding: discrimination, harassment 
& bullying policy, safety & emergency procedures, PPE, moving vehicles, 
electrical safety, risk assessment & control, JSAs & work permits, lockout 
procedures, ladders & working at heights, chemicals & hazardous substances, 
hygiene & environmental considerations. Contractors are also provided with the 
Tassal Contractor Information Pack, of which there are two types - 
Existing/Current Contractors (WHS-F140 12/03/13, 21p) or New Contractor Pre-
qualification pack (WHS-F141 12/03/13, 19p). Contractor activities are tracked 
through the Tassal intranet. 
 

6.8 Conflict resolution 
6.8.1 Evidence of worker access to effective, fair and confidential grievance procedures 
 
a Employer has a clear labor conflict 

resolution policy for the presentation, 
treatment, and resolution of worker 
grievances in a confidential manner. 

Tassal’s Grievance Prevention and Handling Policy (IMS-P1057) and Code of 
Conduct Policy (IMS-P1046 9/01/13, 3p) outline the process for confidential 
reporting, treatment and resolution of worker grievances.  

b Workers are familiar with the company's 
labor conflict policies and procedures. There 
is evidence that workers have fair access. 

Worker interviews confirmed that workers do have fair access to all of Tassal’s 
policies, including those related to labor conflicts: Grievance Prevention and 
Handling Policy (IMS-P1057); Code of Conduct Policy (IMS-P1046 9/01/13, 3p), 
Disciplinary Procedure (HR-106 13/3/13, 3p); Managing Conduct and 
Performance Policy (IMS-P1021 9/1/13, 3p); Performance Management 
Procedure (HR-104 13/3/13, 2p). Workers interviewed felt that any grievances 
they may have will be resolved.  
 

c Maintain documentary evidence (e.g. 
complaint or grievance filings, minutes from 
review meetings) and be advised that 
workers will be interviewed to confirm the 
above. 

Tassal maintains records of grievances and associated communications. Workers 
were interviewed to confirm the above criteria.  
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6.8.2 Percentage of grievances handled that are addressed within a 90-day timeframe 
a Employer maintains a record of all 

grievances, complaints and labor conflicts 
that are raised. 

Tassal keeps electronic records of any grievances or complaints.  

b Employer keeps a record of follow-up (i.e. 
corrective actions) and timeframe in which 
grievances are addressed. 

Tassal keeps electronic records of the responses to any grievances or complaints 
that are raised.  

c Maintain documentary evidence and be 
advised that workers will be interviewed to 
confirm that grievances are addressed 
within a 90-day timeframe. 

These records are maintained and workers were interviewed to confirm that 
grievances are efficiently and effectively addressed, although only one worker 
interviewed had experienced a work-related issue and this was resolved through 
communication with a supervisor.  
 

6.9 Disciplinary practices 
6.9.1 Incidences of excessive or abusive disciplinary actions 

a Employer does not use threatening, 
humiliating or punishing disciplinary 
practices that negatively impact a worker’s 
physical and mental health or dignity. 

Tassal’s Disciplinary Procedure (HR-106 13/3/13, 3p); Managing Conduct and 
Performance Policy (IMS-P1021 9/1/13, 3p); and Performance Management 
Procedure (HR-104 13/3/13, 2p), regulate disciplinary practices, and Tassal does 
not engage in any abusive disciplinary practices.  
 
 

b Allegations of corporal punishment, mental 
abuse [144], physical coercion, or verbal 
abuse will be investigated by auditors. 

There have been no allegations of abuse filed against Tassal.  

c Be advised that workers will be interviewed 
to confirm there is no evidence for excessive 
or abusive disciplinary actions. 

Workers were interviewed to confirm the above criteria.  

6.9.2 Evidence of a functioning disciplinary action policy whose aim is to improve the worker  
 
a Employer has written policy for disciplinary 

action which explicitly states that its aim is 
to improve the worker [143].  

Tassal’s Disciplinary Procedure (HR-106 13/03/13, 3p) states that its purpose is 
“to change and improve behavior or performance whilst protecting the 
employee concerned and Tassal from difficulties arising from procedural 
unfairness and other impacts associated with under performance.”   
 

b Maintain documentary evidence (e.g. 
worker evaluation reports) and be advised 
that workers will be interviewed to confirm 
that the disciplinary action policy is fair and 
effective. 

Records of disciplinary responses were reviewed and the procedure was 
followed. Workers were interviewed to confirm this.  

6.10 Working hours and overtime 
6.10.1 Incidences, violations or abuse of working hours  and overtime laws 
a Employer has documentation showing the 

legal requirements for working hours and 
overtime in the region where the farm 
operates. If local legislation allows workers 
to exceed internationally accepted 
recommendations (48 regular hours, 12 
hours overtime) then requirements of the 
international standards apply. 

The Tassal Marine Operations Enterprise Agreement Workplace Partnerships 
Agreement (WPA 20011-14, 36p) is the legal document defining working hours 
for Tassal workers. All Australian Enterprise Agreements must be vetted and 
approved by the Fair Work Commission. Based on these agreements, workers at 
Macquarie Harbour work according to one of three work schedules: 5 days on, 2 
days off; 4 days on, 3 days off; or 7 days on, 7 days off. On rostered work days 
the workers generally begin work at 6 am and leave at 6 pm, working on average 
12 hours each day. Depending on their work schedule workers will work either 
2,007 or 2,080 hours per year. Workers are paid overtime at 150% of their 
normal rate in accordance with the law and their agreements.  
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b Records (e.g. time sheets and payroll) show 

that farm workers do not exceed the 
number of working hours allowed under the 
law. 

The Enterprise Agreement is legally approved by the Australian Government, and 
workers do not work in excess of the agreement.  

c If an employer requires employees to work 
shifts at the farm (e.g. 10 days on and six 
days off), the employer compensates 
workers with an equivalent time off in the 
calendar month and there is evidence that 
employees have agreed to this schedule 
(e.g. in the hiring contract).   

Workers receive one day off for every day worked (7 days on and 7 days off) and 
have agreed to this schedule in their agreement.  

d Be advised that workers will be interviewed 
to confirm there is no abuse of working 
hours and overtime laws. 

Workers who were interviewed confirmed that the hours worked are aligned 
with their agreements.  
 
 

6.10.2 Overtime is limited, voluntary [146], paid at a premium rate and restricted to exceptional circumstances 
 
a Payment records (e.g. pay slips) show that 

workers are paid a premium rate for 
overtime hours. 

Payroll records show that workers are paid 150% of normal rate for overtime 
work.  
 

b Overtime is limited and occurs in exceptional 
circumstances as evidenced by farm records 
(e.g. production records, time sheets, and 
other records of working hours). 

The Enterprise Agreement specifically allows for overtime according to a fixed 
schedule.  

c Be advised that workers will be interviewed 
to confirm that all overtime is voluntary 
except where there is a collective bargaining 
agreement which specifically allows for 
compulsory overtime. 

The Enterprise Agreement specifically allows for overtime according to a fixed 
schedule. 

6.11 Education and training 
6.11.1 Evidence that the company encourages and sometimes supports education initiatives for all workers (e.g., courses, 
certificates and degrees) 
 
a Company has written policies related to 

continuing education of workers. Company 
provides incentives (e.g. subsidies for tuition 
or textbooks, time off prior to exams, 
flexibility in work schedule) that encourage 
workers to participate in educational 
initiatives. Note that such offers may be 
contingent on workers committing to stay 
with the company for a pre-arranged time.  

Tassal’s Training Policy (IMS-P1058 9/01/13, 2p) and Tassal Marine Operations 
Enterprise Agreement Workplace Partnerships Agreement (WPA 20011-14, 36p) 
cover continuing education of workers. Tassal pays for all work-related training, 
certification, licensing, and continuing education on behalf of workers.   
 

b Employer maintains records of worker 
participation in educational opportunities as 
evidenced by course documentation (e.g. list 
of courses, curricula, certificates, degrees). 

Tassal maintains records of all trainings provided to workers, along with copies of 
licenses, certificates and tickets.   
 

c Be advised that workers will be interviewed 
to confirm that educational initiatives are 
encouraged and supported by the company. 
 

Workers confirmed that Tassal provides them with opportunities and funding for 
educational initiatives.   
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6.12 Corporate policies for social responsibility 
6.12.1 Demonstration of company-level [148] policies in line with the standards under 6.1 to 6.11 above 
 
a Company-level policies are in line with all 

social and labor requirements presented in 
6.1 through 6.11.  

Tassal’s corporate policies are aligned with the criteria within Principle 6 of this 
standard. Additionally, Tassal must comply with all state and national Legislation 
including Australian Fair Work Act 2009, Criminal Code Act 1995, Tasmanian Anti-
Discrimination Act 1998, Tasmanian Workers Rehabilitation & Compensation Act 
1988, Australian Fair Work Act 2009, Age Discrimination Act 2004, Sex 
Discrimination Act 1984, Disability Discrimination Act 1992 and Racial 
Discrimination Act 1975. 
  

b Company-level policies (see 6.12.1a) are 
approved by the company headquarters in 
the region where the site applying for 
certification is located. 

All corporate-level policies are managed in Tassal’s Integrated Management 
System (TIMS) from its head office.  
 
 

c The scope of corporate policies (see 6.12.1a) 
covers all company operations relating to 
salmonid production in the region (i.e. all 
smolt production facilities, grow-out 
facilities and processing plants). 

The scope of Tassal’s corporate policies cover all of Tassal’s operations & 
activities. 

d The site that is applying for certification 
provides auditors with access to all 
company-level policies and procedures as 
are needed to verify compliance with 
6.12.1a (above). 

During the onsite audit at Macquarie Harbour Tassal provided access to all 
company policies and procedures.  
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PRINCIPLE 7: BE A GOOD NEIGHBOR AND CONSCIENTIOUS CITIZEN 
 
7.1 Community engagement 
7.1.1  Evidence of regular and meaningful consultation and engagement with community representatives and organizations 
 
a The farm engages in consultations with the 

local community at least twice every year 
(bi-annually). 

Tassal has been engaging in consultations with the local community on an 
ongoing basis since 2011. Tassal employs a full-time Community Engagement 
Officer who is responsible for community outreach and consultation. Public 
feedback and complaints are submitted through Tassal’s website, or through 
direct communication with Tassal’s Community Engagement Officer. Tassal’s 
annual Sustainability Report (Tassal 2011 Sustainability Report and Tassal 2012 
Sustainability Report) provides the public with detailed information about its 
operations, including: stakeholder engagement, community engagement, Social 
Return on Investment (SROI) project, community complaints, and community 
sponsorships. The Tassal Sustainability Report Advisory Committee (SRAC) 
provides Tassal with feedback and guidance regarding the content of the 
Sustainability Report. The SRAC is comprised of stakeholders from a range of 
groups, including: Tasmanian Seafood Industry Council (TSIC); Tasmanian 
Conservation Trust (TCT); Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) Tasmania; 
the Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment; the 
Tasmanian Association for Recreational Fishing (TARFISH). The Southern 
Coastcare Association of Tasmania (SCAT) was also approached to participate, but 
is currently not participating. Tassal also engages with local schools and students, 
participating in a Careers Day for students in Strahan on June 20th 2013 and a 
‘Salmon Industry Cadetship Program’ for the North West Coast. Additionally, 
Tassal is in the process of developing the West Coast Community Advisory Forum, 
a joint initiative from Tassal, Petuna Seafoods and Huon Aquaculture. 
Independent consultants, RDS partners, are in the process of developing the 
committee and soliciting members. The first meeting is expected to take place in 
the first quarter of 2014.  This forum is intended to facilitate a formal dialogue 
between the aquaculture companies and the west coast community.  
 

b Consultations are meaningful. OPTIONAL: 
the farm may choose to use participatory 
Social Impact Assessment (pSIA) or an 
equivalent method for consultations. 

A Social Return on Investment Analysis (SROI) for the expansion of salmonid 
growing operations in Macquarie Harbour was prepared by RDS partners for the 
Tasmanian Salmon Growers Association (TSGA) in September 2011. The project 
assessed how aquaculture operations (Tassal, Petuna Seafoods and Huon 
Aquaculture) are viewed by the west coast community, and how these companies 
can contribute to social value in the local community. The project included an 
extensive community stakeholder engagement process.  
 
Interviews with local community members found both positive and negative 
feedback regarding Tassal’s community outreach. Some community members felt 
that Tassal was responsive to concerns and were facilitating a meaningful 
engagement process, while others felt that the consultation process had not 
addressed their concerns sufficiently.  
 

c Consultations include participation by 
elected representatives from the local 
community who were asked to contribute to 
the agenda. 

Representatives from the West Coast Council have been included in community 
consultations and the concept of the West Coast Community Forum was 
proposed by the late mayor, Darryl Gerrity.  
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d Consultations include communication 
about, or discussion of, the potential health 
risks of therapeutic treatments (see 
Indicator 7.1.3). 

The topic of antibiotic treatment is covered in Tassal’s 2012 Sustainability Report, 
which outlines the amounts of antibiotics used and potential risks associated with 
antibiotic treatments. However, Tassal has avoided directly informing the local 
West Coast community about the potential risks of antibiotic treatments 
treatment due to concerns regarding the potential to cause alarm.  
 
Once established, the West Coast Community Advisory Forum will be provided 
with updates on antibiotic use and risks, and Tassal also plan to communicate 
antibiotic usage on the Tassal and West Coast Council websites. 
 
Minor non-conformity: Currently there is no consultation with the community 
regarding antibiotics treatments and potential health risks. 
 

e Maintain records and documentary 
evidence (e.g. meeting agenda, minutes, 
report) to demonstrate that consultations 
comply with the above. 

Meeting agendas and records, reports, emails, letters and supporting 
documentation were provided as evidence.  
 
 

f Be advised that representatives from the 
local community and organizations may be 
interviewed to confirm the above. 

Community representatives and stakeholders were interviewed in evaluating the 
above criteria.  
 
 
 

7.1.2  Presence and evidence of an effective policy and mechanism for the presentation, treatment and resolution of 
complaints by community stakeholders and organizations 
 
a Farm policy provides a mechanism for 

presentation, treatment and resolution of 
complaints lodged by stakeholders, 
community members, and organizations. 

Tassal’s website, Facebook and Twitter pages, and its Customer Feedback 
Procedure (QA-109 4/4/13 3p) provide a mechanism for the resolution of 
complaints from groups and individuals outside Tassal. Tassal’s Community 
Engagement Officer is also available to receive complaints directly. Records of all 
complaints are maintained in Tassal’s complaints database.  
 

b The farm follows its policy for handling 
stakeholder complaints as evidenced by 
farm documentation (e.g. follow-up 
communications with stakeholders, reports 
to stakeholder describing corrective 
actions). 

Tassal adheres to its Customer Feedback Procedure (QA-109 4/4/13 3p) and 
maintains records of all complaints, corrective actions and supporting 
documentation including communications records and photographs.  
 
 

c  The farm's mechanism for handling 
complaints is effective based on resolution 
of stakeholder complaints (e.g. follow-up 
correspondence from stakeholders). 

Records of complaints maintained in the Tassal complaints database 
demonstrated that complaints were resolved effectively. One stakeholder who 
had filed multiple formal complaints was interviewed as part of the audit process 
and confirmed that his complaints had been resolved by Tassal.  
 

d Be advised that representatives from the 
local community, including complainants 
where applicable, may be interviewed to 
confirm the above. 

Local representatives, including complainants, were interviewed to confirm the 
above criteria.  
 
 

7.1.3  Evidence that the farm has posted visible notice [151] at the farm during times of therapeutic treatments and has, as 
part of consultation with communities under 7.1.1, communicated about potential health risks from treatments 
 
a Farm has a system for posting notifications 

at the farm during periods of therapeutic 
Tassal posts signage on pens during periods of antibiotic treatments.  
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treatment. 
b Notices (above) are posted where they will 

be visible to affected stakeholders (e.g. 
posted on waterways for fishermen who 
pass by the farm). 

Tassal posts signage on pens during periods of antibiotic treatments, allowing the 
signs to be seen by members of the community passing on boats.  
 
 

c Farm communicates about the potential 
health risks from treatments during 
community consultations (see 7.1.1) 

The topic of antibiotic treatment is covered in Tassal’s 2012 Sustainability Report, 
which details the amounts of antibiotics used and potential risks associated with 
antibiotic treatments. However, Tassal has avoided directly informing the local 
West Coast community about the potential risks of antibiotic treatments 
treatment due to concerns regarding the potential to cause alarm.  
 
Once established, the West Coast Community Advisory Forum will be provided 
with updates on antibiotic use and risks, and Tassal also plans to communicate 
antibiotic usage on the Tassal and West Coast Council websites. 
 
Minor non-conformity: Currently there is no direct communication with the 
community regarding antibiotics treatments and potential health risks. 

d Be advised that members of the local 
community may be interviewed to confirm 
the above. 

Local community members and workers were interviewed as part of the 
evaluation process for the above criteria.  
 
 

7.2 Respect for indigenous and aboriginal cultures and traditional territories 
 
7.2.1 Evidence that indigenous groups were consulted as required by relevant local and/or national laws and regulations 
 
a Documentary evidence establishes that the 

farm does or does not operate in an 
indigenous territory (to include farms that 
operate in proximity to indigenous or 
aboriginal people [152]). If not then the 
requirements of 7.2.1 do not apply. 

The “Addendum to the Environmental Impact Statement with draft amendment 
No.1 to Macquarie Harbour Development Plan, October 2005” (EIS) section 3.6.1 
covers Aboriginal Heritage and details four sites in Macquarie Harbour recorded 
on the Tasmanian Aboriginal Site Index. These sites not near sea pens or the 
existing depots. The status of any Native Title claims is not covered in this 
document. Section 3.7.1 of the EIS states that numbers of people identifying as 
Aboriginal (7.7%) or Indigenous (4.5%) in Strahan are higher compared to 
regional, state and national averages. 
 

b Farm management demonstrates an 
understanding of relevant local and/or 
national laws and regulations that pertain to 
consultations with indigenous groups. 

Tassal is aware of Aboriginal Heritage Protection legislation and regulations, and 
the Native Title (Tasmania) Act 1994 (No. 81 of 1994), Tassal has an 
understanding of the indigenous heritage and current indigenous population in 
Macquarie Harbour (see above). 
 

c As required by law in the jurisdiction:  
- farm consults with indigenous groups and 
retains documentary evidence (e.g. meeting 
minutes, summaries) to show how the 
process complies with 7.2.1b;  
OR  
- farm confirms that government-to-
government consultation occurred and 
obtains documentary evidence. 

Tassal has complied with the legislation and regulations described above in 
7.2.1.b.  

d Be advised that representatives from 
indigenous groups may be interviewed to 

A leader from an indigenous community group was interviewed as part of the 
audit process.  
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confirm the above.  
7.2.2  Evidence that the farm has undertaken proactive consultation with indigenous communities 
 
a See results of 7.2.1a (above) to determine 

whether the requirements of 7.2.2 apply to 
the farm. 

As evidenced by the findings of the EIS for Macquarie Harbour, the requirements 
of 7.2.2 do apply to Tassal, and Tassal has not yet engaged in consultations with 
indigenous community leaders or groups.  
 
Minor non-conformity: Currently there is no consultations with aboriginal groups  
 
 

b Be advised that representatives from 
indigenous communities may be 
interviewed to confirm that the farm has 
undertaken proactive consultations. 

Tassal has not yet engaged in consultations with indigenous community leaders 
or groups. This was confirmed by Tassal and by a leader from the West Coast 
Aboriginal Corporation.  
 
Minor non-conformity: as above 
 

7.2.3 Evidence of a protocol agreement, or an active process to establish a protocol agreement, with indigenous communities 
 
a See results of 7.2.1a (above) to determine 

whether the requirements of 7.2.3 apply to 
the farm. 

Protocol agreements are not required by Australian law and are not applicable in 
this context. The requirements of 7.2.3 do not apply to Tassal.  
 

b Maintain evidence to show that the farm 
has either: 
1) reached a protocol agreement with the 
indigenous community and this fact is 
documented; or 
2) continued engagement in an active 
process [153] to reach a protocol agreement 
with the indigenous community. 

See 7.2.3.a 

c Be advised that representatives from 
indigenous communities may be 
interviewed to confirm either 7.2.3b1 or b2 
(above) as applicable. 

See 7.2.3.a  
 
 
 

7.3 Access to resources 
7.3.1 Changes undertaken restricting access to vital community resources [154] without community approval 
 
a Resources that are vital [155] to the 

community have been documented and are 
known by the farm (i.e. through the 
assessment process required under 
Indicator 7.3.2). 

The Macquarie Harbour EIS discusses the impact of aquaculture operations on 
Macquarie Harbour environment and resources. Community concerns regarding 
aquaculture operations in Macquarie Harbour include: environmental health of 
the area, access to Macquarie Harbour, and general amenity. Tassal is aware of 
this. 
 

b The farm seeks and obtains community 
approval before undertaking changes that 
restrict access to vital community resources. 
Approvals are documented. 

The local community has been consulted in development of plans to expand 
aquaculture operations in Macquarie Harbour and build an aquaculture hub that 
would move all aquaculture operations to a site outside of Strahan. No 
documented evidence has been provided to demonstrate that Tassal obtained 
community approval of these changes. However, there is no indication that this 
expansion will result in a significant change to the community’s access to 
Macquarie Harbour. 

c Be advised that representatives from the 
community may be interviewed to confirm 

Community representatives were interviewed in evaluating the above criteria. As 
stated above in 7.3.1.b there is no documented community approval of the 
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that the farm has not restricted access to 
vital resources without prior community 
approval. 

expansion of aquaculture operations in Macquarie Harbour, but there is also no 
indication that the expansion of aquaculture operations will result in a significant 
change to the community’s access to Macquarie Harbour. 
 

7.3.2 Evidence of assessments of company’s impact on access to resources 
 
a There is a documented assessment of the 

farm's impact upon access to resources. Can 
be completed as part of community 
consultations under 7.1.1. 

The EIS addendum includes an impact assessment of potential effects, which 
includes impacts on access to resources, beginning on p.462. 

b Be advised that representatives from the 
community may be interviewed to generally 
corroborate the accuracy of conclusions 
presented in 7.3.2a. 

The EIS addendum and impact assessment outline potential effects that were also 
highlighted by representatives from the local community during interviews. 
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SECTION 8: REQUIREMENTS FOR SUPPLIERS OF SMOLT 
 
8.1 Compliance with local and national regulations  
 
a Identify all of the farm's smolt suppliers. For 

each supplier, identify the type of smolt 
production system used (e.g. open, semi or 
closed systems) and submit this information 
to ASC (Appendix VI). 
 

Smolt are sourced from two directly-controlled, fully-owned hatcheries 
(Rookwood Rd and Russell Falls). Smolt are transferred from hatchery to sea. 
Initial stocked pens are grown for approximately 6 months or to an average size 
>800 g for 34 mm net mesh transfer (growout nets). Tassal Russell Falls 
Hatchery – semi closed, Tassal Rookwood Road Hatchery - closed recirculation 
system. 
 

b Where permits related to water quality are 
required, obtain copies of smolt suppliers' 
permits. 
 

Received copies of Fish farm Licenses for each fully owned hatcheries, 
Rookwood Rd and Russell Falls. Received copy of wastewater disposal system at 
Rookwood Rd. 
Hatcheries operate under FFL from Inland Fisheries. Local councils issue EPNs 
that form the requirements of water quality monitoring and reporting: 
Russell Falls EPN #7 (Derwent Valley Council) 
Rookwood Road Hatchery EPN # 2008/1 (Huon Valley Council) 
Rookwood also operates under Special Plumbing Permit (SPP) # 96/2008 (Huon 
Valley Council). 
 

c Obtain records from smolt suppliers showing 
monitoring and compliance with discharge 
laws, regulations, and permit requirements as 
required. 
 

Schedule 1 outlines conditions for the Environmental Protection Notice for both 
Rookwood Rd and Russell Falls in accordance with section 44(3) EMPCA 1994.  

d Verify that farm keeps record to show how 
smolt producer comply with regulations on 
discharge and permit requirements related to 
water quality. 

Received copies of data spreadsheets for each hatchery on water quality 
measures to show compliance with regulations. 
 

8.2 Compliance with labor laws and regulations  
 
a Obtain declarations from smolt suppliers 

affirming compliance with labor laws and 
regulations. 
 

As fully-owned Tassal operations, they comply with labor laws and regulations 
as documented under Principle 6. 

b Keep records of supplier inspections for 
compliance with national labor laws and 
codes  (only if such inspections are legally 
required in the country of operation; see 
1.1.3a) 
 

As above 

8.3 Evidence of an assessment of the farm’s potential impacts on biodiversity  
 
a Obtain from the smolt supplier(s) a 

documented assessment of the smolt site's 
potential impact on biodiversity and nearby 
ecosystems. The assessment must address all 
components outlined in Appendix I-3. 
 

Received a copy of monitoring of benthic macroinvertebrates monitoring for 
Tassal Russell Falls Hatchery. 
 
Environmental Management Plan can be used to show compliance for the 
Rookwood Road Hatchery since all components outlines in Appendix I-3 are 
covered.  



 ASC FULL ASSESSMENT REPORT- TASSAL- MH 
 

 
Version 1-0 (August 2012) | ©SCS Global Services Page 87 of 123 

 

b Obtain from the smolt supplier(s) a 
declaration confirming they have developed 
and are implementing a plan to address 
potential impacts identified in the 
assessment.  
 

Received a copy of the Environmental Management Plan for the Huon River 
Hatchery (Rookwood Rd) 
 
The reports mentioned above have not identified any potential impacts. Overall 
condition of the benthic macroinvertebrate communities at both sites were 
good, with a high rating for all indicators. Tassal proposes to address any 
impacts if they are identified in the future. 
 

8.4 Monitoring total amount of phosphorus  
  
a Obtain records from smolt suppliers showing 

amount and type of feeds used for smolt 
production during the past 12 months. 

Received records of feed amount and type used for 11YC and 12YC. 

b For all feeds used by the smolt suppliers 
(result from 8.4a), keep records  showing 
phosphorus content as determined by 
chemical analysis or based on feed supplier 
declaration (Appendix VIII-1). 
 

Received records of phosphorus content based on feed supplier declaration. 

c Using the equation from Appendix VIII-1 and 
results from 8.4a and b, calculate the total 
amount of phosphorus added as feed during 
the last 12 months of smolt production. 

The calculations been provided, see below 

d Obtain from smolt suppliers records for 
stocking, harvest and mortality which are 
sufficient to calculate the amount of biomass 
produced (formula in Appendix VIII-1) during 
the past 12 months. 

The records have been provided. 

e Calculate the amount of phosphorus in fish 
biomass produced (result from 8.4d) using 
the formula in Appendix VIII-1. 

The calculations have been provided, see below 

f If applicable, obtain records from smolt 
suppliers showing the total amount of P 
removed as sludge (formula in Appendix VIII-
1) during the past 12 months. 

The records have been provided. 

g Using the formula in Appendix VIII-1 and 
results from 8.4a-f (above), calculate total 
phosphorus released per ton of smolt 
produced and verify that the smolt supplier is 
in compliance with requirements. 

Tassal provided calculations of total phosphorus released per ton of smolt 
produced (using total amount of phosphorus added as feed during the last 12 
months of smolt production, total amount of P removed as sludge, records for 
stocking, harvest and mortality of smolt). 
 

8.5 Culturing of non-native species   

a Obtain written evidence showing whether 
the smolt supplier produces a non-native 
species or not. If not, then Indicator 8.5 does 
not apply. 
 

Evidence as provided under Principle 3 

b Provide the farm with documentary evidence 
that the non-native species was widely 
commercially produced in the area before 
publication of the SAD Standard. (See 

Evidence as provided under Principle 3 
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definition of area under 3.2.1 ).  
 

c If the smolt supplier cannot provide the farm 
with evidence for 8.5b, provide documentary 
evidence that the farm uses only 100% sterile 
fish. 
 

N/A 

d If the smolt supplier cannot provide the farm 
with evidence for 8.5b or 8.5c, provide 
documented evidence for each of the 
following: 
1) non-native species are separated from wild 
fish by effective physical barriers that are in 
place and well maintained; 
2) barriers ensure there are no escapes of 
reared fish specimens that might survive and 
subsequently reproduce; and 
3) barriers ensure there are no escapes of 
biological material that might survive and 
subsequently reproduce. 
 

N/A 

e Retain evidence as described in 8.5a-d 
necessary to show compliance of each facility 
supplying smolt to the farm. 
 

Evidence as retained under Principle 3 

8.6 Escapees in the most recent production cycle  
 
a Obtain documentary evidence to show that 

smolt suppliers maintained monitoring 
records of all incidences of confirmed or 
suspected escapes, specifying date, cause, 
and estimated number of escapees. 
 

Received copy of MO-146 Escape Prevention and Response Protocol that 
includes hatcheries (see page 4). 
 
Tassal has not had any escapes from hatcheries fishtalk records onsite. 

b Using smolt supplier records from 8.6a, 
determine the total number of fish that 
escaped. Verify that there were fewer than 
300 escapees from the smolt production 
facility in the most recent production cycle. 
 

As above 

c Inform smolt suppliers in writing that 
monitoring records described in 8.6a must be 
maintained for at least 10 years beginning 
with the production cycle for which the farm 
is first applying for certification (necessary for 
farms to be eligible to apply for the exception 
noted in [159]). 
 

Acknowledged by Tassal 

d If an escape episode occurs at the smolt 
production facility (i.e. an incident where > 
300 fish escaped), the farm may request a 
rare exception to the Standard [159]. 

N/A 
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Requests must provide a full account of the 
episode and must document how the smolt 
producer could not have predicted the events 
that caused the escape episode. 
 

8.7 Accuracy of the counting technology or counting method  
 
a Obtain documentary evidence to show that 

smolt suppliers maintained monitoring 
records of all incidences of confirmed or 
suspected escapes, specifying date, cause, 
and estimated number of escapees. 

Received technical specification for Vaki Micro counters which is used at all 
hatcheries shows accuracy of over 99%. 
 

b Using smolt supplier records from 8.6a, 
determine the total number of fish that 
escaped. Verify that there were fewer than 
300 escapees from the smolt production 
facility in the most recent production cycle. 

N/A 

c Inform smolt suppliers in writing that 
monitoring records described in 8.6a must be 
maintained for at least 10 years beginning 
with the production cycle for which the farm 
is first applying for certification (necessary for 
farms to be eligible to apply for the exception 
noted in [159]). 

Acknowledged by Tassal 

d If an escape episode occurs at the smolt 
production facility (i.e. an incident where > 
300 fish escaped), the farm may request a 
rare exception to the Standard [159]. 
Requests must provide a full account of the 
episode and must document how the smolt 
producer could not have predicted the events 
that caused the escape episode. 

N/A 

8.8 Evidence of a functioning policy for responsible treatment of non-biological waste  
 
a From each smolt supplier obtain a policy 

which states the supplier's commitment to 
proper and responsible treatment of non-
biological waste from production. It must 
explain how the supplier's policy is consistent 
with best practice in the area of operation. 

Received copy of MO-130 Marine Operations Waste Management Plan. 

8.9 Presence of an energy-use assessment  
 
a Obtain records from the smolt supplier for 

energy consumption by source (fuel, 
electricity) at the supplier's facility 
throughout each production cycle. 
 

Received calculations from Tassal. Energy consumption was 33.4 GJ and 39.8 GJ 
for the Rockwood and Russel Fall Hatchery respectively 

b Confirm that the smolt supplier calculates 
total energy consumption in kilojoules (kj) 
during the last production cycle. 
 

Yes in GJ 
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c Obtain records to show the smolt supplier 
calculated the total weight of fish in metric 
tons (mt) produced during the last smolt 
production cycle. 
 

Yes confirmed 

d Confirm that the smolt supplier used results 
from 8.9b and 8.9c to calculate energy 
consumption on the supplier's facility as 
required and that the units are reported as 
kilojoule/mt fish/production cycle. 
 

Energy consumption was calculated using the results of total weight of fish in 
metric tons (mt) produced and reported as reported as GJ/mt fish/ last 
production cycle for both relevant hatcheries (see 8.9a). 

e Obtain evidence to show that smolt supplier 
has undergone an energy use assessment in 
compliance with requirements of Appendix V-
1. Can take the form of a declaration detailing 
a-e. 
 

See a 

8.10 Records of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions  
 
a Obtain records of greenhouse gas emissions 

from the smolt supplier's facility.  
Tassal provided GHG emissions records for relevant hatcheries 
 

b Confirm that, on at least an annual basis, the 
smolt supplier calculates all scope 1 and 
scope 2 GHG emissions in compliance with 
Appendix V-1. 
 

 
GHG emissions at the hatcheries will be calculated on an annual basis. 
 

c For GHG calculations, confirm that the smolt 
supplier selects the emission factors which 
are best suited to the supplier's operation. 
Confirm that the supplier documents the 
source of the emissions factors. 
 

Confirmed with statement about how GHG is calculated, see below. 

d For GHG calculations involving conversion of 
non-CO2 gases to CO2 equivalents, confirm 
that the smolt suppliers specify the Global 
Warming Potential (GWP) used and its 
source. 
 

Reviewed statement that GHG calculations involving conversion of non-CO2 
gases to CO2 equivalents. 

e Obtain evidence to show that the smolt 
supplier has undergone a GHG assessment in 
compliance with requirements Appendix V-1 
at least annually. 
 

GHG emissions at the hatcheries have been supplied and will be calculated on 
an annual basis.  
 

8.11 Evidence of a fish health management plan,  
 
a Obtain a copy of the supplier's fish health 

management plan for the identification and 
monitoring of fish disease and parasites.  

Received copies of MO-182 Fish Health Management Plan - Macquarie Harbour 
and MO-175 Fish Health Management Plan - South East, that included Tassal 
hatcheries 
 

b Keep documentary evidence to show that the 
smolt supplier's health plans were approved 

These are approved by designated veterinarian. 
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by the supplier's designated veterinarian. 
8.12 Percentage of fish that are vaccinated for selected diseases  
 
a Maintain a list of diseases that are known to 

present a significant risk in the region, 
developed by farm veterinarian and 
supported by scientific evidence.  
 

The Macquarie Harbour Fish Health Management Plan has a list of exotic and 
endemic diseases: 
 
DISEASES OF CONCERN WHICH ARE KNOWN TO BE PRESENT IN THE 
MACQUARIE HARBOUR 

• Tasmanian Salmonid Rickettsiosis (Tas-SR) – SE strain (List B Disease)  
• Aquareovirus 
• Amoebic Gill Disease 

 
VIRAL DISEASES  

• Tasmanian aquabirnavirus (TAB) (List B Disease)  
• Aquareovirus 

 
BACTERIAL DISEASES  

• Marine Aeromonad Disease of Salmonids (MAS – Aeromonas 
salmonicida biovar acheron) (List B Disease)  

• Yersiniosis (Yersinia ruckeri, serotype O1b, biotype 1 and 2)  
• Vibriosis (Vibrio anguillarum)  
• Nocardiosis (Nocardia spp.)  

 
 
Received summary of testing and results undertaken as part of the Tasmanian 
Salmonid Health Surveillance Program (TSHSP) for the 5 year period 2004/05 
through to 2008/09 that show area is free of diseases considered exotic to 
Tasmania. 
 

b Maintain a list of diseases for which effective 
vaccines exist for the region, developed by 
the farm veterinarian and supported by 
scientific evidence.  
 

Received a list of diseases for which effective vaccines are available in Tasmania. 
These are: Aeromonas salmonicida biovar acheron (Anguimonas) 
Vibrio anguillarum, Yersinia ruckeri (Yersinivac) and Vibrio anguillarum 
(Anguillvac). 
 

c Obtain from the smolt supplier(s) a 
declaration detailing the vaccines the fish 
received.  
 

The declaration from the company vet, Alistair Brown, indicates that all fry are 
vaccinated with Yersinivac-B against Yersinia ruckeri. Fry destined for Macquarie 
Harbour are also vaccinated with Anguimonas against Aeromonas salmonicida 
and Vibrio anguillarum. 
 

d Demonstrate, using the lists from 8.12a-c 
above, that all salmon on the farm received 
vaccination against all selected diseases 
known to present a significant risk in the 
regions for which an effective vaccine exists. 
 

See above, all available vaccines have been used for fry destined for MH sites. 

8.13 Percentage of smolt groups tested for select diseases  
 
a Obtain from the smolt supplier a list of 

diseases of regional concern for which smolt 
should be tested. List shall be supported by 
scientific analysis as described in the 

See 8.12 a 
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Instruction above.  
 

b  
Obtain from the smolt supplier(s) a 
declaration and records confirming that each 
smolt group received by the farm has been 
tested for the diseases in the list (8.13a). 
 

 
Received declaration from company vet (Alistair Brown) indicating that all fry 
are vaccinated with Yersinivac-B against Yersinia ruckeri. Fry destined for 
Macquarie Harbour are also vaccinated with Anguimonas against Aeromonas 
salmonicida and Vibrio anguillarum. 

8.14 Chemicals and therapeutants used during the smolt production cycle  
 
a Obtain from the smolt supplier(s) a detailed 

record of all chemical and therapeutant use 
for the fish sold to the farm that is signed by 
their veterinarian and includes:  
- name of the veterinarian prescribing 
treatment;  
- product name and chemical name;  
- reason for use (specific disease)  
- date(s) of treatment;  
- amount (g) of product used; 
- dosage; 
- mt of fish treated;  
- the WHO classification of antibiotics (also 
see note under 5.2.8); and 
- the supplier of the chemical or 
therapeutant. 

Received log of antibiotics used at each of the 3 hatcheries over the last 3 
production cycles. No treatments occurred at Rookwood Hatchery. 

8.15 Allowance for use of therapeutic treatments that include antibiotics  
 
a Provide to the smolt supplier the list (see 

5.2.2a) of therapeutants, including antibiotics 
and chemicals, that are proactively banned 
for use in food fish for the primary salmon 
producing and importing countries listed in 
[166].   
 

See 8.14 above 

b Inform smolt supplier that the treatments on 
the list cannot be used on fish  
sold to a farm with ASC certification. 
 

Acknowledged by Tassal 

c Compare therapeutant records from smolt 
supplier (8.14) to the list (8.15a) and confirm 
that no therapeutants appearing on the list 
(8.15a) were used on the smolt purchased by 
the farm. 
 

Acknowledged by Tassal 

8.16 Number of treatments of antibiotics  
 
a Obtain from the smolt supplier records of all 

treatments of antibiotics (see 8.14a).  
 

See 8.14 above 

b Calculate the total number of treatments of There were a total of 3 treatments with the antibiotic Trimethoprim at the 
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antibiotics from their most recent production 
cycle. 
 

Russell Falls hatchery and no treatments at the Rockwood hatchery. 

8.17 Allowance for use of antibiotics listed as critically important for human medicine  
 
a Provide to smolt supplier(s) a current version 

of the WHO list of antimicrobials critically and 
highly important for human health [167].  
 

Tassal has current version. 

b Inform smolt supplier that the antibiotics on 
the WHO list (8.17a) cannot be used on fish 
sold to a farm with ASC certification. 
 

Acknowledged by Tassal 

c Compare smolt supplier's records for 
antibiotic usage (8.14, 8.15a) with the WHO 
list (8.17a) to confirm that no antibiotics 
listed as critically important for human 
medicine by the WHO were used on fish 
purchased by the farm. 
 

Confirmed that the antibiotic used is not listed on WHO list. 

8.18 Evidence of compliance with the OIE Aquatic Animal Health Code  
 
a Provide the smolt supplier with a current 

version of the OIE Aquatic Animal Health 
Code (or inform the supplier how to access it 
from the internet).  
 

Tassal has current version. 

b Inform the supplier that an ASC certified farm 
can only source smolt from a facility with 
policies and procedures that ensure that its 
smolt production practices are compliant 
with the OIE Aquatic Animal Health Code. 
 

See above 

c Obtain a declaration from the supplier stating 
their intent to comply with the OIE code and 
copies of the smolt supplier’s policies and 
procedures that are relevant to demonstrate 
compliance with the OIE Aquatic Animal 
Health Code. 
 

As per 5.4.3 for companywide (all incl. Tassal-owned hatcheries). 

8.19 Evidence of company-level policies and procedures in line with the labor standards  
 
a Obtain copies of smolt supplier's company-

level policies and procedures and a 
declaration of compliance.  
 

As per 6.1-6.11 for companywide (all incl. Tassal-owned hatcheries). 

b Review the documentation and declaration 
from 8.19a to verify that smolt supplier's 
policies and procedures are in compliance 
with the requirements of labour standards 
under 6.1 to 6.11. 

See above 
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8.20 Evidence of regular consultation and engagement with community representatives and organizations 
 
a From each smolt supplier obtain 

documentary evidence of consultations and 
engagement with the community. 
 

As per 7.1.1 for companywide (all incl. Tassal-owned hatcheries). 

b Review documentation from 8.20a to verify 
that the smolt supplier's consultations and 
community engagement complied with 
requirements. 
 

See above 

8.21 Evidence of a policy for resolution of complaints  
 
a Obtain a copy of the smolt supplier's policy 

for presentation, treatment and resolution of 
complaints by community stakeholders and 
organizations. 
 

As per 7.1.1 for companywide (all incl. Tassal-owned hatcheries). 

8.22 Evidence that indigenous groups were consulted  
 
a Obtain documentary evidence showing that 

the smolt supplier does or does not operate 
in an indigenous territory (to include farms 
that operate in proximity to indigenous or 
aboriginal people (see Indicator 7.2.1). If not 
then the requirements of 8.22 do not apply. 
 

As per 7.2 for companywide (all incl. Tassal-owned hatcheries). 

b Obtain documentation to demonstrate that, 
as required by law in the jurisdiction: smolt 
supplier consulted with indigenous groups 
and retains documentary evidence (e.g. 
meeting minutes, summaries) to show how 
the process complies with 7.2.1b; OR smolt 
supplier confirms that government-to-
government consultation occurred and 
obtains documentary evidence. 
 

See above 

8.23 Evidence that the farm has undertaken proactive consultation with indigenous communities 
 
a See results of 8.22a (above) to determine 

whether the requirements of 8.23 apply to 
the smolt supplier. 
 

As per 7.2 for companywide (all incl. Tassal-owned hatcheries). 

b Where relevant, obtain documentary 
evidence that smolt suppliers undertake 
proactive consultations with indigenous 
communities. 
 

See above 

8.24 Allowance for producing or holding smolt in net pens with native salmonids  
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a Obtain a declaration from the farm's smolt 

supplier stating whether the supplier 
operates in water bodies with native 
salmonids. 
 

N/A = Salmonids are not endemic to Australia, there are no river run stocks in 
Tasmania.   

b Request smolt suppliers to identify all water 
bodies in which they operate net pens for 
producing smolt and from which facilities 
they sell to the client. 
 

N/A 

c For any water body identified in 8.24b as a 
source of smolt for the farm, determine if 
native salmonids are present by doing a 
literature search or by consulting with a 
reputable authority. Retain evidence of 
search results. 
 

N/A 

8.25 Allowance for producing or holding smolt in net pens in any water body 
a Take steps to ensure that by June 13, 2017 

the farm does not source smolt that was 
produced or held in net pens. 
 

N/A 

8.26 Evidence that carrying capacity of the freshwater body has been established  
 
a For the water body(s) where the supplier 

produces smolt for the client (see 8.24b), 
obtain a copy of the most recent assessment 
of assimilative capacity.  
 

N/A 

b Identify which entity was responsible for 
conducting the assessment (8.26a) and 
obtain evidence for their reliability. 
 

N/A 

c Review the assessment (8.26a) to confirm 
that it establishes a carrying capacity for the 
water body, it is less than five years old, and 
it meets the minimum requirements 
presented in Appendix VIII-5. 
 

N/A 

d Review information to confirm that the total 
biomass in the water body is within the limits 
established in the assessment (8.26a). 
 

N/A 

e If the study in 8.26a is more than two years 
old and there has been a significant increase 
in nutrient input to the water body since 
completion, request evidence that an 
updated assessment study has been done. 
 

N/A 

8.27 Maximum baseline total phosphorus concentration of the water body  
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a Obtain documentary evidence to show that 

smolt suppliers conducted water quality 
monitoring in compliance with the 
requirements of Appendix VIII-6. 

N/A 

b Obtain from smolt suppliers a map with GPS 
coordinates showing the sampling locations. 

N/A 

c Obtain from smolt suppliers the TP 
monitoring results for the past 12 months 
and calculate the average value at each 
sampling station. 

N/A 

d Compare results to the baseline TP 
concentration established below (see 8.29) or 
determined by a regulatory body.  

N/A 

e Confirm that the average value for TP over 
the last 12 months did not exceed 20 ug/l at 
any of the sampling stations nor at the 
reference station. 

N/A 

8.28 Minimum percent oxygen saturation  
 
a Obtain evidence that smolt supplier 

conducted water quality monitoring in 
compliance with the requirements (see 
8.27a). 

N/A 

b Obtain from smolt suppliers the DO 
monitoring results from all monitoring 
stations for the past 12 months. 

N/A 

c Review results (8.28b) to confirm that no 
values were below the minimum percent 
oxygen saturation. 

N/A 

8.29 Trophic status classification of water body  
 
a Obtain documentary evidence from the 

supplier stating the trophic status of water 
body if previously set by a regulator body (if 
applicable). 

N/A 

b If the trophic status of the waterbody has not 
been classified (see 8.29a), obtain evidence 
from the supplier to show how the supplier 
determined trophic status based on the 
concentration of TP.  

N/A 

c As applicable, review results from 8.29a to 
verify that the supplier accurately assigned a 
trophic status to the water body in 
accordance with the table in Appendix VIII-7 
and the observed concentration of TP over 
the past 12 months. 

N/A 

d Compare the above results (8.29c) to trophic 
status of the water body as reported for all 
previous time periods. Verify that there has 
been no change. 

N/A 
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8.30 Maximum allowed increase in total phosphorus concentration in lake from baseline  
 
a Determine the baseline value for TP 

concentration in the water body using results 
from either 8.29a or 8.29b as applicable. 

N/A 

b Compare the above baseline (result from 
8.30a) to the average observed phosphorus 
concentration over the past 12 months 
(result from 8.27e).  

N/A 

c Verify that TP did not increase by more than 
25% from baseline.  

N/A 

8.31 Allowance for use of aeration systems  
 
a Obtain a declaration from the farm's smolt 

supplier stating that the supplier does not use 
aeration systems or other technological 
means to increase oxygen levels in the water 
bodies where the supplier operates. 

N/A 

8.32 Water quality monitoring matrix completed and submitted to ASC  
 
a Obtain records from smolt suppliers showing 

that water quality monitoring was conducted 
at least quarterly (i.e. once every 3 months) 
over the last 12 months. 
 

Received copies of the Rookwood Road and Russell Falls water quality 
monitoring spreadsheets showing at least monthly sampling for both hatchery 
sites. 

b Obtain water quality monitoring matrix from 
smolt suppliers and review for completeness. 
 

See above 

c Submit the smolt supplier's water quality 
monitoring matrix to ASC as per Appendix 
VIII-2 and Appendix VI. 
 

Data was submitted to ASC. 

8.33 Minimum oxygen saturation in the outflow  
 
a Obtain the water quality monitoring matrix 

from each smolt supplier (see 8.32b). 
 

See 8.32a above 

b Review the results (8.33a) for percentage 
dissolved oxygen saturation in the effluent to 
confirm that no measurements fell below 
60% saturation. 
 

Rookwood Road is a closed system therefore there is no effluent. The majority 
of smolt that were stocked in Macquarie Harbour are from that hatchery. 
 
Russell Falls is a semi-closed system with a proportion of the water recirculated. 
Only a small proportion of smolt derived from that hatchery. However DO 
saturation is not currently measured at Russell Falls. 
 
Minor non-conformity:  
DO saturation is not currently measured at Russell Falls a semi-closed hatchery 
system that supplied some smolt to the Macquarie Harbour farm sites. 
 
 

c If a single DO reading (as reported in 8.33a) Data was submitted to ASC. 
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fell below 60%, obtain evidence that the 
smolt supplier performed daily continuous 
monitoring with an electronic probe and 
recorder for a least a week demonstrating a 
minimum 60% saturation at all times 
(Appendix VIII-2). 
 

8.34 Macro-invertebrate surveys downstream from the farm’s effluent discharge  
 
a Obtain documentation from smolt supplier(s) 

showing the results of macro-invertebrate 
surveys. 

Received copy of recent report on monitoring benthic macroinvertebrates for 
the Russell Fall Hatchery. 
 
This is not relevant for the Rockwood Hatchery as it is a full recirculation system 
with no discharge. 

b Review supplier documents (8.34a) to 
confirm that the surveys followed the 
prescribed methodology (Appendix VIII-3).  

Compliance confirmed 

c Review supplier documents (8.34a) to 
confirm the survey results show that benthic 
health is similar to or better than upstream of 
the supplier's discharge. 
 

See above 

8.35 Evidence of implementation of biosolids (sludge) Best Management Practices  
 
a Maintain a copy of smolt supplier's biosolids 

(sludge) management plan and confirm that 
the plan addresses all requirements in 
Appendix VIII- 

The Tassal LCA report, section 5.6, describes estimated amount of nutrients that 
were recovered and redistributed from sludge from the Rookwood Rd hatchery 
to agriculture. It does not cover other hatcheries.  Received copy of the Huon 
Valley Council Environmental Protection Notice 2008/1 and the Southern Water 
Tankered Trade Waste Consent. 
 

b Obtain from smolt suppliers a process flow 
diagram (detailed in Appendix VIII-2) showing 
how the farm is dealing with biosolids 
responsibly. 
 

The Water Treatment Process document for the Rookwood Road hatchery has a 
flow diagram. 

c Obtain a declaration from smolt supplier 
stating that no biosolids were discharged into 
natural water bodies in the past 12 months. 
 

Received a copy of a biosolids statement for Russell Falls. 

d Obtain records from smolt suppliers showing 
monitoring of biosolid (sludge) cleaning 
maintenance, and disposal as described in 
Appendix VIII-2. 
 

Received copies of Veolia invoice for biosolids disposal, Spectran Invoice (x2) for 
desludging of underground sludge attenuators, Spectran sludge removal 
correspondence including proposal and AST report, Huon River Hatchery Water 
Re-use Scheme.  
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Appendix 1. Stakeholder Comments and Assessment Team Responses 
 
Responses to Concerns Raised at Stakeholder Meetings for Macquarie Harbour 
 
Very few of the issues raised appeared to be associated only with Tassal as those associated with MH 
industry activities would also include the two other salmon/ ocean trout farming companies; other 
issues raised relate to other regions and also could involve other salmonid companies. 
 
Abbreviations: 
MH = Macquarie Harbour 
IMAS = Institute of Marine & Antarctic Studies, Uni of Tas 
TAFE = Tasmanian Aquaculture & Fisheries Institute 
TSGA = Tasmanian Salmonid Growers Association 
FRDC = Fisheries Research & Development Corporation 
HAC = Huon Aquaculture Company Ltd 
DPIPWE = Dept. of Primary Industries, Parks, Water & Environment 
IALA = International Association of Marine Aids to Navigation and Lighthouse Authorities 
EPA = Environmental protection Authority (a Division pf DPIPWE) 
 
 
Hobart Meeting, 10/1/14 
Attendees: Rebecca Hubbard (Environment Tasmania), Jess Feehley (Environmental Defenders Office), 
Peter Trott (WWF), Wes Forde (DPIPWE), Adam Main (TSGA)  
 
 Magellan skate research project information not available  

 
Assessment Team Response: This issue relates to all three salmon/ocean trout farming companies in MH.  
As detailed in 3.1.2 this research is being funded by the FRDC and is being undertaken by IMAS for the 
TSGA so information should be readily available from any one of those institutions, organisations or 
associations.  The reports are also published in peer reviewed journals and should be available once the 
project has been finalized.   
 
The West Coast Community Advisory Forum (CAF) for Salmonid Aquaculture Macquarie Harbour is yet 
to meet, however this can provide a forum for this issue. The TSGA could provide more information on 
this type of research on its webpage as well as links to the webpages of the research & FRDC that would 
have the project description. 
 
 What levels of monitoring & reporting is necessary by industry to fulfill  Gov’t requirements?  

 
Assessment Team Response: This issue relates to all three salmon/ocean trout farming companies in MH.  
The annual Sustainability Report published by Tassal contains a significant amount of information on its 
activities, including its monitoring programs.  Tassal also has a website link for complaints and questions 
to be raised and responses are provided quickly.  Specific information can also be sought from the 
Government as well as the TSGA. The West Coast Community Advisory Forum (CAF) for Salmonid 
Aquaculture Macquarie Harbour is yet to meet, however this can provide a forum for this issue. The 
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TSGA could provide more information on this type of research on its webpage or at least link into the 
webpages of the companies as well as the independent researchers and auditors. 
 
 Will industry provide all info, or will it hide some incidents? – transparency of information  

 
Assessment Team Response:  General ASC requirements and the ASC salmon standard in particular 
require clients to submit information and data to the ASC. There is a total list of 37 items that Tassal has 
submitted. Details about the nature of the information and data that the clients are required to submit 
can be found in appendix VI of the standard. 
 
In addition the West Coast Community Advisory Forum (CAF) for Salmonid Aquaculture Macquarie 
Harbour is yet to meet, however this can provide a forum to dicuss transparency of information as well 
as request information from Tassal directly. 
 
 What changes to Gov’t requirements & industry (Tassal) have resulted/ will result from the 

certification? 
 
Assessment Team Response:  This issue relates to the ASC process. The report identified a number of 
minor non-conformities to the standard that will need to be addressed, Tassal has provided a client 
action plan to the certification body explaining how they are planning to assess these and progress 
against the action plan will be reviewed at the next surveillance audit. 
 
In addition, the West Coast Community Advisory Forum (CAF) for Salmonid Aquaculture Macquarie 
Harbour is yet to meet, however this can provide a forum for discussing and explaining the progress that 
is expected or will have been made at the time of the meeting. 
 
 Can companies lose their certification?  What circumstances? 

 
Assessment Team Response:  This question relates to the ASC process.  If at any stage a major non-
conformity is identified, something that is systematic or affects wide area, or minor non-conformities 
have not been adequately addressed, the company could lose their certification. For further details on 
ASC definition of major non-conformity see * below. 
 
The West Coast Community Advisory Forum (CAF) for Salmonid Aquaculture Macquarie Harbour is yet 
to meet; however, this can provide a forum for explaining process related questions. 
 
*Definition of major non-conformity: 
Any non-conformity that has one or more of the following:  

• The absence or total breakdown of a system that is likely to result in a failure to achieve the objective of the relevant 
ASC Criteria or another applicable certification requirement  

• Would result in the probable shipment of product that does not conform to ASC requirements  
• Is likely to result in a failure of the system or materially reduce the ability of the client to assure the integrity of the 

certified product  
• Is shown to continue over a long period of time  
• Is repeated 
• Is systematic or is the result of the absence or a total breakdown of a system  
• Affects a wide area and/or causes significant damage  
• Is not corrected or adequately responded to by the client once identified  
• Where two (2) or more minor non-conformities may together meet any of the above criteria   
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Strahan Meeting, 12/1/14 
Attendees: Susan Westcott (SCAT) and Trevor Norton (West Coast Yacht Charters)  
 
Some issues raised during the stakeholder meeting could be related to activities of other companies and 
sites and are therefore not discussed here. Issues relating specifically to MH and Tassal include: 
 
 Drive in drive out employees without any social benefits to community. There is concern that 

Tassal is creating an incentive for workers to live out of town by paying a travel allowance for 
workers who do not live in Strahan.  

 
Assessment Team Response: Tassal management communicated that they are looking at ways to 
address this issue and are committed to employing more locally based workers. Workers interviewed 
expressed that a lack of community resources in Strahan is one reason for the low number of employees 
living there. Two workers with families expressed that they did not want to raise their children in 
Strahan since there is no High School and their children would need to commute by bus to school in 
Queenstown. A lack of employment opportunities for spouses was another issue raised by workers. The 
remote location of Macquarie Harbour, and having established social networks in other locations, were 
other reasons given why workers did not live in Strahan. Workers interviewed stated that the travel 
allowance given by Tassal to workers who do not live in Strahan has no impact on their living situation, 
but it seems that ways to incentivise living in Strahan could be explored further. The West Coast 
Community Advisory Forum (CAF) for Salmonid Aquaculture Macquarie Harbour is yet to meet, however 
this can provide a forum for this issue. 
 
 Will information published by Tassal on their activities be available to interested parties 

 
Assessment Team Response: Please refer to discussion above for the Hobart meeting. This issue relates 
to the ASC process.   
 
The ASC audit reports and the Tassal annual sustainability reports include detailed information about 
Tassal’s activities, and are publically available. The West Coast Community Advisory Forum (CAF) for 
Salmonid Aquaculture Macquarie Harbour is yet to meet, however this can provide a forum for 
discussion on availability of information. 
 
 Are the navigation markers (lease & cardinal lights) conforming with government regulations 

and not disturbing other users of the harbor? 
 
Assessment Team Response:  This issue relates to all three salmon/ocean trout farming companies in 
MH.  Comprehensive discussions between various stakeholders, the salmonid companies and the State 
Government resulted in the development of the MH Marine Farming Development Plan Oct 2005 (and 
appendices)  – later correspondence includes the IALA Lighting Requirements from Marine & Safety Tas 
7/08/06, letter from DPIW 9/08/06; further discussions were made to the markers at the 
recommendation of some stakeholders.  Thus the lease & cardinal markers are laid out as per 
Government and international requirements. 
 
The complaints regarding navigation markers were resolved by Tassal.  
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 MH leases in a row, wastes from first flowing into next and then into next  
 
Assessment Team Response:  This issue relates to all three salmon/ocean trout farming companies in 
MH.  Comprehensive discussions between various stakeholders, the salmonid companies and the State 
Government resulted in the development of the MH Marine Farming Development Plan Oct 2005 (and 
appendices). 
 
Adaptive management for Harbour-wide operations is based on high level of detail in water quality & 
environmental modelling & monitoring, Tassal comply with maximum biomass of 35 MT/ha and stay 
within interim triggers based on total biomass as modelled in EIS until triggers are set. 
 
Due to the close proximity of the farms to World Heritage Site the Commonwealth have signed off on 
environmental triggers after 18 months of data provided – industry ran scenarios for winter/summer 
worst case with 80/20 percentiles which resulted in the triggers being confirmed; EPA also considered 
triggers.  Marine Farming activities are managed by Tas Government through DPIPWE. 
 
 
 Sewage containment regulations on vessels being increased, but what about fish faeces, how 

much being released at present?  How much more with expansion?  
 
Assessment Team Response: Adaptive management for Harbour-wide operations is based on high level 
of detail in water quality & environmental modelling & monitoring, Tassal comply with maximum 
biomass of 35MT/ha and stay within triggers based on total biomass as modelled in EIS. This can provide 
a high level of confidence that, even fish faces would increase with the expansion of Tassal`s sites, they 
are remaining well below the estimated maximum biomass and therefore not introduce any uacceptable 
impacts. 
 
 Rubbish dumping in King River, flows out into MH, can company assist in clean-up?  

 
Assessment Team Response:  This issue relates to all three salmon/ocean trout farming companies in 
MH.  As detailed in their annual Sustainability Report, Tassal (as do other companies) undertakes at least 
annual beach clean-ups – refer 4.5.1 which shows that the debris clean-up collects many items not 
related to salmon farming activities.  The West Coast Community Advisory Forum (CAF) for Salmonid 
Aquaculture Macquarie Harbour is yet to meet, however this can provide a forum for this issue. 
 
 
 Clean-up of shores, ropes & buoys a great initiative; however, fraying of ropes with strands 

difficult to remove from tea tree bushes in MH* and other regions. 
 
Assessment Team Response:  This issue relates to all three salmon/ocean trout farming companies in 
MH.  Tassal is now using tape and hot irons for melting the ends of the ropes to prevent fraying.  The use 
of coloured ropes (black & grey weave) now allows the easy identification of ropes from Tassal farms.  
The continued beach clean-up should result in less times for lost ropes to fray.  The West Coast 
Community Advisory Forum (CAF) for Salmonid Aquaculture Macquarie Harbour is yet to meet, however 
this can provide a forum for this issue. 
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 Hub development removal of tea-tree scrub along foreshore, visual impacts  
 
Assessment Team Response:  This issue relates to all three salmon/ocean trout farming companies in 
MH.  Petuna are already occupying the site, both Tassal & HAC are moving their depots away from the 
main wharf to this hub.  The plans have been approved by the West Coast Council.  Originally the Hub 
was going to be facing the town, however, through public consultation / approval processes it was 
amended to face the other way, so it cannot be seen from the Town Centre.  Other mitigation 
procedures include low visual impact buildings as per WCC requirements.  At present a bush screen is 
not planned as the area is quite isolated; there are no close neighbours to the hub.  The West Coast 
Community Advisory Forum (CAF) for Salmonid Aquaculture Macquarie Harbour is yet to meet, however 
this can provide a forum for this issue.  Justin O’Connor (Head of Risk) is Tassal’s Project Manager. 
 
 General problem of marine debris in MH. It was suggested that bins are installed for ropes 

debris collected along foreshores. It was also suggested that there be a reward for returning 
buoys, and it was company coloured ropes for easy identification needs to be publicised more. 

 
Assessment Team Response:  These suggestions and requests have now been communicated to Tassal. 
Tassal is conducting marine debris clean ups on an ongoing basis. This issue relates to all three 
salmon/ocean trout farming companies in MH.  The West Coast Community Advisory Forum (CAF) for 
Salmonid Aquaculture Macquarie Harbour is yet to meet, however this can provide a forum for this issue. 
 
 
 Focus on small (50 L) diesel spills as well as larger ones, reporting, will the Hub mean more spills 

and under reporting as it is away from the public eye.  
 
Assessment Team Response:  This issue relates to all three salmon/ocean trout farming companies in 
MH.  As per legislation, the Tassal vessels (also vessels utilised by other companies) contain spill kits and 
undertaken at least annual spill clean-up drills. 
 
 
 Changes in fish and other species around farms, e.g. Australian salmon (Cocky) and the skate (no 

commercial fishing in MH)  
 
Assessment Team Response:  This issue relates to all three salmon/ocean trout farming companies in 
MH.  This was discussed in the drafting of the MH Marine Farming Development Plan Oct 2005 (and 
appendices).  This is also discussed in the Lyle & Frijlink 2013 report as well as other scientific papers, 
refer 3.1 to 3.3 in this report.  The West Coast Community Advisory Forum (CAF) for Salmonid 
Aquaculture Macquarie Harbour is yet to meet, however this can provide a forum for this issue. 
 
 
 
 Increasing water temperatures likely to kill more fish (release of water by Hydro to reduce water 

temps)  
 
Assessment Team Response:  This issue relates to all three salmon/ocean trout farming companies in 
MH.  The potential problem of increasing water temperatures was discussed in the drafting of the MH 
Marine Farming Development Plan Oct 2005 (and appendices).  A Working group of salmon farmers and 
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the Hydro will examine data sets and work collaboratively on management.  The Tassal contact is Linda 
Sams (Head of Sustainability.) 
 
 
 Need for Tassal to work with community and engage more with West Coast Council (lack of 

focus on Strahan developments, infrastructure due to lack of Strahan representation on West 
Coast Council) 

 
Assessment Team Response: Based on evidence submitted during this evaluation process, Tassal is 
engaged with the West Coast council regarding MH operations. The community members interviewed 
felt that there was a lack of transparency in these discussions, and that the West Coast Council is 
operating independent of the Strahan community. The West Coast Community Advisory Forum (CAF) for 
Salmonid Aquaculture Macquarie Harbour will include members of council and the local community, 
and should address the call for increased transparency in discussions between Tassal and council.  
 
 
 Flood lights and noises from night operations (mostly HAC at Dover) but also Tassal ice works at 

MH 
 
Assessment Team Response:  This issue at MH regarding the Tassal iceworks had already been resolved 
with the development plans postponed until the new hub was built which is away from the town 
precincts; there are no close neighbours to the hub.   
 
 
 
 Previously 3-4 years ago, nightly rec netting catches of 60-70 fish caught (all escapees), now a lot 

less 
 
Assessment Team Response:  This shows that the escapee prevention plans undertaken by all three 
salmonid companies are working.  The various issues of escapees and their prevention are discussed in 
this report sections 3.1 to 3.4. 
 
 
 Escapees and self-sustaining populations in Gordon River – Rainbow Trout, Brown Trout & 

Atlantic Salmon 
 
Assessment Team Response:  The West Coast Community Advisory Forum (CAF) for Salmonid 
Aquaculture Macquarie Harbour is yet to meet, however this can provide a forum for this issue to be 
discussed and information on monitoring and any potential risk presented to the forum. Principle 3 and 
criterion 3.4 of the ASC standard deals with these issues, please refer to the response and references for 
that section.  
 
 Transparency on the use of $6m by companies (Tassal & Huon) for MH community engagement 

 
Assessment Team Response:  Tassal clarified that the $6mil funding was provided jointly to all three 
aquaculture companies in MH for the development of the aquaculture hub outside of Strahan. The 
funding was not for community outreach or development.  
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 Safety concerns related to salmon farming trucks on the local roads 

 
Assessment Team Response: This was an issue that was raised by other community stakeholders, so it 
appears to be a concern shared by the broader community. Based on another community submission it 
appears that some immediate safety concerns related to trucks have been addressed, but due to the 
ongoing nature of aquaculture work in MH it will be an ongoing issue that can be addressed through the 
West Coast Community Advisory Forum (CAF) for Salmonid Aquaculture Macquarie Harbour. It is worth 
noting that Tassal requires its contractors to have internal policies that offer equal or greater protections 
(including safety) to their own. If contractors are failing to ensure public safety on the roads it can be 
assumed that they will be violating their own policies and those of Tassal.  
 
 
 Issues relating to salmon farming in other regions include: 

o Smelly & fly blown mort ponds 
o Freshwater dam for bathing water 
o Article on Tassal and complaint/feedback process for SCAT newsletter 
o Algal blooms in leases, fish nutrient inputs, wasted feeds, fish faeces 
o Behaviour of workers – fires on beaches, dogs & people in bird breeding areas (dry sand 

areas) 
 
Assessment Team Response:  These can be discussed at other Tassal sites (some related to activities of 
other companies). 
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Stakeholder Written Submissions (Received via Email) 
 
Courtney Howard, Strahan Primary, Written Submission:  
 
 Aquaculture is becoming a major influence on community values. We welcome industry and an 

increase in jobs and opportunities for our young people, community members and anything that 
drive an INCREASE in community. We accept and wish to work with industry partners in the 
region and importantly, our town. We believe in “triple bottom line” accounting practices and 
wish to see this with Tassal. 

 
Assessment Team Response: Strahan Primary represents an important part of the local community and 
it will be important to continue the dialogue between Tassal and the school. SCS will continue to 
monitor the status of this dialogue in follow up visits during the surveillance audits which are conducted 
every year. 
 
 Concerned about practices by the farms that ‘reward’ or ‘encourage’ residents to live out of town. 

With an increase in production, there is an increase in shift work and an increase in payments for 
people to live out of town. Business practices are best left to businesses, however, this practice is 
directly resulting in my school losing families, and thus impinging on our own sustainability. 

 
Assessment Team Response: Tassal management communicated that they are looking at ways to 
address this issue and are committed to employing more locally based workers. Workers interviewed 
expressed that a lack of community resources in Strahan is one reason for the low number of employees 
living there. Two workers with families expressed that they did not want to raise their children in 
Strahan since there is no High School and their children would need to commute by bus to school in 
Queenstown. A lack of employment opportunities for spouses was another issue raised by workers. The 
remote location of Macquarie Harbour, and having established social networks in other locations, were 
other reasons given why workers did not live in Strahan. Workers interviewed expressed that the travel 
allowance has no impact on their living situation, but it seems that ways to incentivise living in Strahan 
could be explored further. The West Coast Community Advisory Forum (CAF) for Salmonid Aquaculture 
Macquarie Harbour is yet to meet, however this can provide a forum for this issue. 
 
 I have already worked with Tassal and their Transport contractors to address the issue of 

increased trucking and the dangers this brings. Thankfully, the majority of these issues have be 
rectified and I congratulate all parties involved in helping us to make our school a safer place. 
People were prompt, courteous and effective in facilitating change. However, I was (last 
November) forced to quickly pull the school bus (loaded with children) off to the side of the road 
and narrowly avoided a collision with a salmon transport truck. Hopefully, you are driving from 
Hobart to Strahan and you will get to witness firsthand the road and the dangers large trucks 
bring to school buses. This issue was never fully resolved and it severely concerns me that an 
increase in trucking will result in an eventual severe accident. This is just one example. Safety is 
always my number one priority, I don’t apologise for making people upset about this. I do not 
believe that a company’s right to make money should come at the expense of safety to my 
school children. I am unwavering on this. 
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Assessment Team Response: This was an issue that was raised during the stakeholder meeting in Strahan 
on 12/1/14, so it appears to be a concern shared by the broader community. Based on this submission it 
appears that some immediate concerns have been addressed, but due to the ongoing nature of 
aquaculture work in MH it will be an ongoing issue that can be addressed through the West Coast 
Community Advisory Forum (CAF) for Salmonid Aquaculture Macquarie Harbour. It is worth noting that 
Tassal requires its contractors to have internal policies that offer equal or greater protections (including 
safety) to their own. If contractors are failing to ensure public safety on the roads it can be assumed that 
they will be violating their own policies and those of Tassal.  
 
 
Mark Nikolai, CEO, TARfish, written submission: 
 
 Sending out notification of the meetings on midday the Friday before Christmas for 2 meetings 

shortly thereafter, i.e. 10/12 January is in my opinion not stakeholder friendly or socially 
acceptable. I would be interested to know how many stakeholders attended the 2 meetings, this 
may validate my comments below. If you truly want to engage with stakeholders who have an 
interest and valuable information then please consider providing appropriate notice and make 
sure the meetings are not scheduled for a period of time when the vast majority of people are on 
annual leave, e.g. Christmas. A cynic would say the timing is deliberate to minimise stakeholder 
input and your organisation is merely setting up this process such that you can “tick the box” to 
say that stakeholder input has been obtained. You say “Stakeholder input is an integral 
component to a robust assessment.” It is, but I challenge your actions alignment with these 
words. 

 
Assessment Team Response: Audits are scheduled according to a range of logistical considerations 
including auditor availability and desired certification timeframes. It is understood that the late 
December/early January timeframe is not an ideal time to schedule meetings in Australia. We hope that 
this concern was addressed through the solicitation of written submissions, which SCS is open to 
receiving on an ongoing basis. SCS will also be returning to Tassal to evaluate new sites in March, May, 
and September and will be conducting annual audits from then on. These audits will be further 
opportunities to provide feedback in person and stakeholders will be informed about upcoming audits 
ahead of time.   
 
 Following is our response in relation to the application submitted by Tassal Operations Pty Ltd 

for certification of their three salmon farms (Middle Harbour, Gordon, Franklin) in Tasmania, 
Australia under the Aquaculture Stewardship Council’s (ASC) Salmon standard. TARFish interacts 
fairly frequently with the applicant, Tassal, and they seek out our comment and feedback where 
required. 

 
The two areas of concern for us relate to 1) Ecosystem Impacts and 2) Impacts on wild 
populations. 
 
I sit on the Tasmanian Fisheries Research Advisory Board, TasFRAB, as a recreational fishing 
representative. TasFRAB oversees the main marine research undertaken in Tasmania. The FRAB 
is run under the auspices of the Australian Fisheries Research and Development Corporation 
(FRDC). 
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FRDC’s website states: 
“The FRDC contributes to a network of Fisheries Research Advisory Bodies (FRABs) located in 
each state and the Northern Territory. The FRABs have an extremely important role in 
maximising the efficiency of the FRDC’s planning and funding process. Their role is to: 

o develop strategic plans for research and development that take into account other 
strategic plans, and subsequently maintain strategic directions and be responsive to 
changing circumstances; 

o set research and development priorities to maximise investment, avoid duplication and 
achieve the greatest potential return; 

o invite research and development applications to address those priorities; 
o encourage collaboration between researchers, and between researchers, fisheries 

managers and fishing industry interests; 
o identify appropriate funding sources (including the FRDC); 
o advise the FRDC on the priority and appropriateness of applications attributing benefit to 

their related fisheries or industry sectors; and 
o assist the FRDC with communication and extension of research and development result” 

 
Each year the FRAB identifies and prioritises marine research for funding body consideration. 
 
For the last 3 years TARFish has consistently identified the following as a research priority for the 
recreational fishing sector within the TasFRAB, Implications of expansion of aquaculture lease 
areas: socio-economic impacts for the recreational fishery, loss of amenity and fishing quality. 
 
Each year this research priority is not supported by the aquaculture industry (of which Tassal is 
by far the largest organisation), and without their support funding is not available. It is our belief 
industry expansion must know what impact their operations have on the ecosystem and within 
that the wild fish populations and native fauna we have in Tasmania. We believe the aquaculture 
industry must fund independent research into the above research priority to support any 
certification application they may make. 
 
In 2011 we also identified the following as a research priority for the recreational fishing sector, 
Determine the impacts of escaped salmonids on native fauna.  
Researchers prepared a full FRDC application for funding however the salmonid industry, of 
which Tassal is the largest member organisation, did not rank it as a high priority and the 
application was withdrawn. 
We believe this pivotal research also needs to be undertaken. 
 
In summary we believe there is some pivotal marine research relating to 1) Ecosystem Impacts 
and 2) Impacts on wild populations that has not been supported by the applicant or the 
aquaculture industry, and therefore subsequently not funded, which should be taken into 
consideration as part of the process of certification they now seek. 

 
 
Assessment Team Response:  
 
Summary of above:  
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1. TasFRAB has identified research priorities: 1) Ecosystem Impacts and 2) Impacts on wild 
populations. 
 

These issues are covered in Principle 2 and 3 of the ASC salmon standard and have been addressed 
there with details on ongoing monitoring that is requires. These sections also have a list of references 
that are relevant here showing that there has been significant monitoring and research which is also 
ongoing. 
 

2. These priorities not supported by Tassal, and consequently funding not provided.  
 

We are familiar with FRDC and the FRAB process in Tasmania as well as the other states and understand 
that industry support for these proposals are very important to obtain funding.  
The West Coast Community Advisory Forum (CAF) for Salmonid Aquaculture Macquarie Harbour is yet 
to meet, however this forum may also provide an opportunity for information on potential risk as well as 
ongoing monitoring and research projects as well as discussions about completed research be presented 
to the forum. 
 
 
Neville Barrett, UTAS, Written Submission:  
 I would simply raise one point, and that is we need to ensure benthic and mid-water oxygen 

levels are maintained at adequate levels to support current biological processes and species 
diversity, including the Maugean Skate, a benthic species that appears to have the harbour as its 
main population. So as production ramps up in Macquarie harbour we need an adequate 
monitoring program for mid water and benthic water oxygen levels and nutrient levels (although 
nutrients per se are not likely to have a big influence in this light limited system), such that the 
associated BOD caused by organic enrichment can be followed through time to ensure no low 
oxygen events (with associated fish kills) occur, and if that appears to be a likelihood, then 
ensure a plan is in place to reduce stocking densities to adequate levels to minimise this risk. It is 
important to recognise that this concern relates entirely to bottom water and mid-water, not the 
0-10m layer where there is a lot more riverine and marine flushing.  

 
I’m not sure how this relates to particular leases that you mention below as the need for 
adequate monitoring and an adaptive approach to increasing loading on the system is one that 
relates to the whole harbour and the multiple leases being proposed or up-scaled, so is an issue 
that needs to be addressed at the whole of harbour level rather than regarding any individual 
farm.  

 
 
Assessment Team Response:  
 
Water quality is covered in Principle 2 of the ASC salmon standard, and has been addressed there with 
details on ongoing monitoring. These sections also have a list of references that are relevant here 
showing that there has been significant monitoring and research which is also ongoing. 
 
As detailed in 3.1.2 of the assessment report research on Maugean Skate is being funded by the FRDC 
and is being undertaken by IMAS for the TSGA so information should be readily available from any one 
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of those institutions, organisations or associations.  The reports are also published in peer reviewed 
journals and should be available once the project has been finalized. 
 
 
Pam Allen, AMCS, Written Submission 
 As you are likely aware, AMCS runs Australia’s Sustainable Seafood Guide which ranks seafood 

green, amber or red based on sustainability. I am currently updating all of our rankings and we 
will be releasing our updated guide in the next few months. I have reviewed Tassal salmon, and 
only have two points to contribute to your discussion. First, I am very happy to see that the farm 
and the feed producer are working to reduce the amount of wild fish going into the salmon feed, 
and I hope this continues so that there is a net output of fish protein. Secondly, farm expansion 
into Macquarie Harbour is a bit of a concern, but these are of course just plans and not an 
actuality. 
 

Assessment Team Response:  
Concerns related to farm expansion were shared by a number of stakeholders and are noted by SCS. SCS 
will monitor the development of the dialogue between Tassal and Environment Tasmania on these 
topics, particularly as the planning for the proposed MH expansion continues. 
 
 
 
Rebecca Hubbard, Environment Tasmania, Written Submission  
 The EIS documentation (accessed at www.dpipwe.tas.gov.au) provides insufficient baseline 

information regarding flora and fauna, ecological conditions or mid and deep water residence 
times. This information is required by the Macquarie Harbour Marine Farming Development Plan, 
but does not meet those requirements. Therefore the impacts of increased Nutrient Loading and 
lowering of Dissolved Oxygen on the ecology of Macquarie Harbour and nearby World heritage 
Area are not sufficiently understood. The EIS has a tendency to compartmentalise the ecosystem 
rather than adopting a holistic view that is more commonly used in environmental management 
today. 

o The potential impacts of the proposed amendment on the Tasmanian Wilderness World 
Heritage Area that it borders and on the Maugean Skate, which is listed under the 
federal Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act, are also inadequately 
understood. Further, there is insufficient biological and ecological baseline information 
to determine whether there are other rare or endangered species in this unique harbour. 

o An expansion of this magnitude would almost certainly impact upon the surrounding 
ecosystem with greater incidences of escapes as well as an increase in likelihood of 
disease outbreak. This problem would likely be exacerbated by an increase in stocking 
density. 

o The proposal to change the management controls to allow Secretarial authority over 
stocking densities seems an extension of the shift of authority from the independent 
Marine Farming Planning Review Panel to the Minister for Planning and Primary 
Industries regarding developments. This adds to existing concerns that the current 
marine farming planning process lacks independence, a proper scientific review process, 
and third party rights of appeal, and further reflects the politicising of a decision making 
process that should instead sit within an independent scientific realm. 
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o We believe the proposed Amendment should be refused until further baseline studies are 
carried out. Implementation of the ‘Fish Farm Environmental Monitoring Programme’ is 
no substitute for the collection of comprehensive baseline data to allow the impacts of 
the proposal to be assessed. 

o There should be no changes to management controls to facilitate changes to maximum 
stocking densities or biomass.  Such management controls must be subject to rigorous 
assessment by an independent scientific committee. 

o Nitrogen caps should be implemented (in accordance with clause 3.2.1 of the MFDP), in 
particular during the summer period – as is the case in the D'entrecasteaux area.  

o The expansion of the industry, should it proceed, needs to be guided by an independent 
scientific review panel based on sound science and modelling of accurate, up to date 
baseline data.  Water quality and ecological objectives should be identified before any 
expansion occurs. 

o The following points address specific issues within the EIS in detail. 
 

o Water quality 
o There is a lack of baseline nutrient data for the harbour.  The model is based on results 

from the mid-1990s. 
o Overall there is a poor understanding of the circulation of deep water within the harbour, 

so it is unknown how nutrient levels will change at depth.   
o Low water movement under cages, low DO and more nutrient rich waste (ie higher 

organic loading from food, faeces etc) may lead to more anaerobic bacteria and off 
gassing of hydrogen sulphide which is bad (toxic) for farmed fish and the surrounding 
environment. 

o Organic Loading- Leads to bacterial matting beneath cages in turn reduction of species 
biodiversity as area becomes favourable for a single species to proliferate. Models do 
predict some impact outside of lease areas but judged to be minimal and within 
assimilative capacity – doesn't seem to acknowledge the wider picture of the ecosystem 
as a whole and how a patchwork of these sites springing up all over the central region of 
MH will impact upon the behavioural, feeding and distribution of any number of species. 

o The assumed assimilative capacity of the harbour is based on a literature value and 
there is no verification that this loading rate is appropriate for the harbour. 

o Algal blooms associated with higher nutrients can already be observed at North West 
Bay, and this can be expected to occur at various locations throughout the Harbour. 

o F.A.O code of conduct for responsible fisheries (1995) requires that “states should 
promote the responsible development and management of aquaculture, including and 
advance evaluation of the effects of aquaculture development on genetic diversity and 
ecosystem integrity”  

o Mitigation largely revolves around modelling and monitoring impacts – this is 
concerning considering the lack of baseline information. 

o Dissolved Oxygen – Dissolved Oxygen content is significantly diminished in summer 
months including in the WHA. This lowered DO is shown be more severe at greater depth 
as shown in Fig. 2.3 and 2.4. DO measurements only shown up to 8m. Deeper 
measurements must be provided as the mid and bottom layers of water are the areas 
that will most likely be most significantly impacted by increased nutrients into the 
system (and the resident fauna and flora). 
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o The lack of data regarding mid-water and bottom residence times is another reason why 
the assessment of the impact of increased nutrient levels is not properly addressed by 
the EIS. 

o Nutrient and DO levels exceed the ANZECC south east Australian estuarine water trigger 
limits. 

o Models based on generic summer and winter weather patterns.  There are a number of 
factors (river flows, winds, tides) which affect water quality and circulation in the 
harbour over a range of time-scales, and the results from the two model scenarios are 
insufficient to demonstrate the impact of the expansion on the harbour.  

o Water quality monitoring results collected by the environmental monitoring program 
need to be publicly available. 

 
o Local Flora and Fauna 
o Increased aquaculture in the area may lead to an increase in escapes and therefore more 

competition with local species. This may also lead to an increase in interaction with seals 
and birds which will have knock on ecological effects. Marine farms need to show they 
will do more to avoid these interactions.  

o The Maugean Skate is of significance due to its threatened status. Macquarie Harbour is 
one of two locations where this species is found.  

o “Any action that may result in death of the skate can be considered significant”   
o With so little known about this species a variety of impacts could occur e.g accidental 

netting, impact of excessive nutrients on its habitat/feeding/spawning areas.  
o The EIS states that the Maugean Skate is generally found in shallower water, however 

this appears to be based on  
 

o Habitat observations in Port Davey, where all the habitat is shallow.  The EIS only 
mentions older research, whereas recent research done by IMAS has found the Maugean 
Skate to be Harbour-wide and the depth distribution extends to at least 15m (as opposed 
to 8m as mentioned in the EIS), with lower depth distribution remaining unclear.  

o More information is required regarding the habitat of the species before any definitive 
statement can be made about the extent of habitat in Macquarie Harbour or the impact 
of the proposed expansion on that habitat. 

o The proposal that marine vegetation is not considered a meaningful variable for 
measuring data due to a paucity of data is inadequate. Baseline surveys must be done in 
advance of any development approvals, not afterwards as the EIS suggests with the 
survey commissioned for 2012. 

 
o Management Controls 
o Report proposes to alter management controls 3.3.1 and 3.0.1 so that the secretary can 

on an individual basis decide stocking densities – it is suggested that stocking densities 
are increased from 15kg/m3 to 17kg/m3. The management controls from section 3 of 
the Macquarie Harbour Marine Farming Development Plan October 2005 (relating to the 
prior fish farms leases) states that 15kg/m3 is an appropriate stocking density. We 
question why it is now appropriate to increase these levels and believe that this decision 
must be made by an independent scientific steering committee as suggested above.  

o There are provisions proposed to allow the Secretary to approve amendments for 
maximum biomass “as evidence becomes available”.  There are no criteria referred to in 
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support of such a decision, and the proposed method of calculating compliance in clause 
3.3.7 of the MFDP appears to average biomass across lease areas rather than taking into 
account different requirements for different lease areas. 

o The MHMFDP also states that a baseline environmental survey must be undertaken prior 
to the commencement of marine farming operations. 
 where a new lease area is being established; or 
 when required as a condition of varying or expanding a lease area; or 
 where a marine farming licence is varied to allow the farming of another species 

not addressed by the existing baseline survey for the lease. 
o The current amendment does not meet these standards and therefore should not be 

approved until such baseline work has been completed. We do however support that the 
proposed amendment to require auditing of records (3.4.8), to allow Secretary to request 
monitoring at any time (3.4.9), and to require three year planning reports to be 
submitted annually (3.4.10). However these measures do not replace the need for a 
comprehensive baseline data to assess potential impacts. 

 
 Impacts on wilderness reserve areas 

o The proposed expansion will occur within the waters of the Southwest Conservation Area 
(SWCA) and the waters adjacent to the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area 
(TWWHA).  These areas are noted for their wilderness values, and characterised by “the 
scale of the undisturbed landscape”. 

o The TWWHA Management Plan currently prohibits marine farming within the TWWHA, 
on the basis that “aquaculture is incompatible with conservation of the natural and 
recreational values of WHA waterways”.   The Management Plan notes that the 
southeastern end of Macquarie Harbour is “important for tourism and recreation as a 
natural setting for visits to the Gordon River, Sarah Island and the many small coves 
around its shores.”  

o In addition to concerns regarding water quality, the proposal will adversely impact on 
the natural wilderness values of the area.  For example: 

 The significant expansion of industrial marine farming activities will detract from the natural 
amenity and wilderness experience.  While there are currently several operational lease areas, 
Macquarie Harbour remains predominantly natural.  The proposed expansion will significantly 
increase the volume of marine farming activity, including greater lease areas, more mooring 
points, cables and signage and higher boat traffic, resulting in a change in the dominant 
character of the Harbour.  

 Tourist cruise operators have indicated that tourists are interested by the fish farming operations 
and these contribute to the tourism experience.  However, if marine farming dominates the 
character of the Harbour, rather than being an ancillary aspect of the tours, the natural values 
and amenity that attract tourists may be compromised. 

 Increased marine debris on the shores of the SWCA and TWWHA will detract from the 
undisturbed landscapes and wilderness values that characterise the reserve areas.  

 Odour, noise and lighting from marine farming operations will also detract from the wilderness 
experience.  Given the lack of other noise generating activities in the area, particularly at night, 
noise emissions from the farming operations (e.g generators associated with pen lighting and 
venturation, barge movement) will detract from the wilderness atmosphere for those camping, 
bushwalking or kayaking in the area.  
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o The increased risk of fish escapes (due to larger lease areas, greater proximity to the 
TWWHA and higher stocking densities) threaten the biological values of the TWWHA.  
Anecdotally, salmon have been found in the lower reaches of the Franklin River (pers. 
comm, TNPA), indicating the potential extent of biodiversity impacts associated with 
escaped farmed species. 

 
 Recreational impacts 

o The EIS indicates that the proposal will have a “low positive” visual impact on kayakers 
and recreational sailors.  This is based largely on the relocation of several lease areas 
further offshore, thereby improving visual amenity at shoreside camp sites.  However, 
the assessment ignores the negative visual and amenity impacts on the water.  Kayakers 
and sailing activities are not confined to the shoreline. 

o The expansion of industrial activities will detract from the natural amenity and 
wilderness experience enjoyed by kayakers and sailors.  While there are currently several 
operational lease areas, Macquarie Harbour remains predominantly natural.  The 
proposed expansion will significantly increase the volume of marine farming activity, 
including greater lease areas, more mooring points, cables and signage and higher boat 
traffic, resulting in a change in the dominant character of the Harbour.    

o The significant expansion will also restrict public access within Macquarie Harbour, 
particularly for recreational fishing, yachting and kayaking.  The marine farming 
expansion will complicate navigation within the Harbour and reduce the area available 
for recreational activities.  

o The proposed expansion is likely to attract greater numbers of seals to Macquarie 
Harbour.  The EIS discusses methods to reduce impacts of seals on its fish farms, but fails 
to address the impacts of increased seals on wild fish, kayakers and recreational fishers. 

 
o Planning issues 
o The Marine Farming Planning Act 1995 lacks integration with the land use planning 

process, and fails to provide adequate opportunities for public participation, good 
governance or rights of appeal.    

o The discussion of the proposed “Aquaculture Hub” exemplifies the problems with the 
lack of integration between the marine farming and land use planning regimes.   The EIS 
emphasises the efficiency and infrastructure benefits of the proposed hub, but that 
development has yet to be approved.   It is important that the assessment of the 
proposed marine farming expansion not be used as an opportunity to direct the Planning 
Commission to amend the West Coast Planning Scheme to facilitate the Aquaculture Hub 
– which development must be subject to a rigorous planning assessment.   

 
o Conclusion  

 The Draft Amendment to the Macquarie Harbour Marine Farming Development Plan should be 
rejected until substantial additional information can be collected and properly assessed.  
 

 Pursuant to s.39(2)(c) of the Marine Farming Planning Act 1995, I request that a hearing be held 
in respect of my representation.  Please send any notice regarding the hearing to me at 
Environment Tasmania. 
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Assessment Team Response:  
 
As acknowledged at the start of the submission the comments presented is largely based on submission 
used for the Macquarie Harbour EIS process which occurred in 2011/12 and is therefore out of date in 
parts. 
 
However, concerns related to farm expansion and the related impacts on recreational use of MH and 
general impact on amenity were shared by a number of stakeholders and are noted by SCS. SCS will 
monitor the development of the dialogue between Tassal and Environment Tasmania on these topics, 
particularly as the planning for the proposed MH expansion continues, as any expansion will increase 
the impact on amenity and recreational use of the harbour.  
 
Issues related to environmental impacts are covered in in Principle 2 and 3 of the ASC salmon standard 
and have been addressed in this section of the report. Please refer to the report for more details on 
ongoing monitoring and research. These sections also have references that are relevant here showing 
that there has been significant monitoring and research. 
 
It is worthwhile noting that as part of the ASC requirements and the ASC salmon standard in particular 
there are reporting requirements that cover many aspects of the issues identified by the standard itself 
and addressed in the report. There is a total list of 37 items that can be found in appendix VI of the 
standard and Tassal has submitted all the relevant information to the ASC. 
 
In addition the West Coast Community Advisory Forum (CAF) for Salmonid Aquaculture Macquarie 
Harbour is yet to meet, however this can provide a forum for this issue. 
 
 
Anonymous Community Member, sent via Environment Tasmania, Written Submission:  
 
 Most recently 

There has been at least one big fish kill but nothing has been declared to the Department or 
made public.  

 
Stocking Density 
Under the present Macquarie Harbour 2005 plan, maximum stocking density is 15kg per m3,   
industry in the past have discussed to voluntarily reducing this stock rate to around 11 to 12 kg 
per m3 maximum in the pens but not everyone agreed.  Maximum stocking rates up to 11kg per 
m3 have been used in Macquarie harbour by individual farmers in the past and over many years, 
it is considered that this stock density could be sustainable   provided adequate fallowing of pen 
sites happens.  In the last 2 years oxygen has been used to maintain survival and growth in some 
fish pens.  It is generally known that stocking rates are now often above 15 KG m3 in the harbour. 
There has been a gradual trend of increased fish numbers and biomass within pens in the past 5 
years this trend is going away from sustainability, for the industry to expand and sustain itself. 
Stocking rates have to be cut back significantly to somewhere around 11 to 12 KG per cubic 
metre, and even with this stocking rate effective fallowing has to happen.  Hydrogen sulphide 
gas bubbling to the surface is happening in the harbour now. The degassing of the sediment 
shows that there is not a good understanding of the environmental impacts marine farming is 
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now having on the harbour under present production rates, or the farmers do not really care for 
what is happening around them.      
Much is said in the EIS about production of 35/tonnes HA, this may be right if the full area of a 
lease is calculated which is never used.   The opposite extreme is,   eg  a  120 metre 
circumference pen/ 38m diameter has a surface area of 1140 m2,     9 cages this size  =  an area 
of approx 1 hectare  It is general  knowledge that well over 200 tonnes of fish have been 
harvested from some  cages this size in the harbour ,  9 pens  x 200 tonnes =  1,800 tonnes per 
hectare,  (generally a 120 metre fish pen sits with in an area approx  60metres x 60metres 
square of a mooring system this represents  0.36 of a hectare, the actual tonnes per HA  is 1 / 
0.36 x 200 tonnes = 550 tonnes per HA.)  

 
Fallowing 
There is very little if any fallowing of pen sites, most farms have mooring grid systems as 
described in the EIS for the pens, no allowance is given for fish  life cycle fallowing  now or in the 
proposed expansion ,  no mooring grids have been moved  to another area within a lease  for 
fallowing in the past 12 years. Provision for fallowing on each lease for additional pen moorings 
needs to happen. 
 Effective fallowing and conservative stocking density will be very important for the survival of 
fish farming in the harbour.  Contrary to the EIS there is not sufficient current on the harbour 
floor under the farms to cause erosion and dissipation of the waste under cages, this is why 
fallowing is important. 

 
Area  
In terms of total area of water leased in the harbour increasing from 2.5% to 3.5%, this may be 
right,  less than 40% of the harbour is suitable for  fish farming  the balance is either  shallow, 
affected by mine pollution or is world heritage area. 
 
Production  
I understand the current annual production could be around 8,000 tonnes, the proposal shows a 
production max at 30,000 tonnes.  Nearly a 4 fold increase in production but only a 64% increase 
in water. It is not clear how these percentages match. 

 
Assessment Team Response:  
 
Recent fish kill 
Fish health and managing disease on the farms is covered in Principle 5, the mortality event as well as 
treatments associated with the event and reporting requirements are detailed under the section of the 
report as well. Please refer to that section of the report for more details. 
 
We received records that do not indicate any major mortality recently. It is possible that the observed 
event actually occurred at other farm sites than those owned by Tassal. 
 
Farm expansion and area farmed and total production 
Concerns related to farm expansion were shared by a number of stakeholders and are noted by SCS. SCS 
will monitor the development of the dialogue between Tassal and Environment Tasmania on these 
topics, particularly as the planning for the proposed MH expansion continues, as any expansion will 
increase the impact on amenity and recreational use of the harbour.  
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Issues related to environmental impacts are covered in are covered in Principle 2 and 3 of the ASC 
salmon standard and have been addressed in this section of the report. Please refer to the report for 
more details on ongoing monitoring and research. These sections also have references that are relevant 
here showing that there has been significant monitoring and research. 
 
Provision for Fallowing 
Tassal has a specific fallowing strategy in place. Fallowing is covered under Principle 3 please refer to the 
section for more details. Fallowing periods are also included in the reporting requirements to the ASC. 
 
The West Coast Community Advisory Forum (CAF) for Salmonid Aquaculture Macquarie Harbour is yet 
to meet, however this can provide a forum for discussion these issues. 
 
Mooring grids 
Tassal has moved their mooring grids so maybe the related comment received is out of date. 
 
 
Tony Moore, Gordon River Anglers Inc (GRAI), Written Submission  
 I have attached a copy of our proposal to extend the no netting boundary in the Lower Gordon 

River Area to the boundary of the TWWHA. This brief proposal may provide some information 
about our interests. Our members have been active in the Lower Gordon River since 1956. We 
own a hut at the Boom Camp which is about ten kilometres from the mouth of the Gordon River. 
 
Unfortunately, we have not kept many records over the years but we are keen to participate in 
establishing scientific data that can help manage and conserve the World Class wild trout fishery 
in the Gordon River. We would like to participate in your assessment process. 

 
Assessment Team Response:  
Tassal’s participation in the ASC certification process will ensure that more data regarding Macquarie 
Harbour is publically available, but it is unclear if this will be helpful for monitoring Gordon River.  
 
 
Trevor Norton, West Coast Yacht Charters, Written Submission 
 Over recent months I have had discussions and made submissions to various authorities and 

departments regarding the significant fish farm expansion in Macquarie Harbour, especially in 
regards to:- 

 
o Navigation Markers 
o Shoreline Rubbish 
o Infrastructure Noise Issues 

 
Which have all been well received and acted upon by the relevant Fish Farm Management. 
 
I am also especially interested in the future impact of the increased nutrients in the harbour 
environment and its long term effect on local indigenous fish species. 
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Assessment Team Response: As mentioned above and during our meeting in Strahan on 12/1/14, the 
issues related to navigation markers, shoreline rubbish and infrastructure noise issues are being/have 
been addressed by Tassal.  
 
Concerns related to farm expansion and the related impacts were shared by a number of stakeholders 
and are noted by SCS. SCS will monitor the development of the dialogue between Tassal and 
recreational fishermen and other harbour users.  
 
The West Coast Community Advisory Forum (CAF) for Salmonid Aquaculture Macquarie Harbour is yet 
to meet, however this can provide a forum for discussion these issues. 
 
Tony Moore, Gordon River Anglers Inc (GRAI), Written Submission  
 
Dear Sabine, 
  
We were gone from Strahan by about 11am after a wonderful passage from our Hut at the Lower 
Gordon River up the Harbour to Strahan. 
  
As we have previously indicated, we would have liked to have a conversation with you about the 
standard and the audit requirements and how it applies to stakeholders like us. We would also have liked 
to have the opportunity to explain our association's 50 year plus interest in the Lower Gordon River. 
  
We have not looked at the audit requirements of the standard yet, but we can not see how Tassal can 
pass the standard requirements as they effect stakeholders like us. Our major concern is that there is no 
base longitudinal data that Tassal or any other scientific body can produce that can be use to measure or 
manage the impact of fish farming on our world class wild trout fishery. We are particularly concern 
about the wild white bait migration which the wild brown trout rely on. We have no idea about what the 
affect the fish farms have or will have on the wild white bait runs and wild trout populations and other 
native species. We doubt that Tassal or SGS Global will be able to describe scientifically the affects of fish 
farms on the wild trout,white bait populations and migrations either in the past , now or in the future. 
  
We do not know what is happening to our world class trout fishery but we would like to participate in the 
monitoring and management of the Lower Gordon River fishery to ensure its sustainability.  We would 
also like to work co-operatively with Tassal and the other fish farm operators to sustain the fishery. We 
have never been contacted by Tassal or any of the other fish farm operators about out stakeholder 
interests in the lower Gordon River. 
  
We are sorry that we could not have met personally with you so that we may have been able to 
achieve a more objective and positive locally focused submission in support of the accreditation being 
sort by Tassal. Unfortunately we have not had the benefit of your international expertise concerning 
world class fish farm operational standards and audit governance guidelines that Tassal have 
adopted and must meet with their fish farm operations in Macquarie Harbour. We have not been 
supplied with any scientific data that shows what impact, positive or negative, that is likely to flow from 
the increase in fish farm activity in Macquarie harbour. We are also not aware of the current impacts of 
the existing fish farms. We find it hard to believe that any worthwhile assessment can be made by 
considering individual fish farming operations without considering the Macquarie Harbour and Lower 
Gordon River impacts as a whole.  
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We believe that a total Macquarie Harbour/ Lower Gordon River approach or 'catchment approach' to 
assessing the impact of additional fishfarms  and their accreditation should be adopted by SCS Global in 
their assessment of this Tassal international certification request. 
  
We hope that Tassal managed to get you out on the water today to show you what a wonderful place 
along  with the  heritage values that Macquarie Harbour and the lower Gordon River environment 
provides  for many Tasmanians and world travellers.  
  
Not all days (but most maybe?) were like today! 
  
We were disappointed that we could not meet with you and discuss our concerns in person.  We are 
always happy to meet at a mutually suitable time if it can be arranged and fit in with your busy schedule. 
  
In summary, we are supporters of fish farming in Macquarie Harbour, but we think that SCS 
global cannot certify one fish farm operator in Macquarie Harbour without all of them complying 
through SCS global or some other reputable certification agency. Macquarie Harbour and the lower 
Gordon River needs to be considered as one environmental area or ecosystem rather than a series of 
paddock or fish farm leases.  Whatever happens on lease must affect the others and the rest of 
Macquarie Harbour. Given that the fish farming operations are relatively new, we believe that any 
sustainability certification would need at least some scientific basis and stakeholder support which is not 
currently visible. All the Macquarie Harbour fish farm operators have a long way to travel to achieve any 
publically available scientific justification let alone certification of the sustainability of their operations.  
  
We would like to see Tassal sustainably certified but we cannot see how they can possibly currently 
comply. Please let me know if you would like to discuss our concerns with us. 
  
Hope you have a wonderful visit to Tasmania and that people have been kind to you, 
  
Kind regards, 
  
Tony Moore 
Secretary, Gordon River Anglers Inc 
 
Assessment Team Response:  
 
Tassal has been informed about your submission and have contacted your group to participate in 
community meetings and outreach in the past to bring forward issues with any potential impacts in any 
of Tassal`s farming regions. 
 
The issue you raised regarding impact on native fish species was discussed in the drafting of the MH 
Marine Farming Development Plan Oct 2005 (and appendices) which was set up to take cumulative 
impacts into account.  The issues were also discussed in the Lyle & Frijlink 2013 report as well as other 
scientific papers, cited in the report. 
Principle 3 and criterion 3.4 of the ASC standard deals with impacts on other native salmonids and other 
fish species , please also refer to the response and references in that section.  
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Responses to Issues Raised during the stakeholder comment period (6-20th March 2014) 
 
Hi Sabine. 
My only comment follows on from my previous comments via email. Essentially the biggest issue by far 
for farming in Macquarie Harbour is water quality, in particular dissolved oxygen in mid to bottom water. 
The Harbour is analogous to Scottish Lochs, or Norwegian Fjords, in that deeper water it essentially 
“trapped” by the narrow and shallow entrance to the Harbour. This water has very long turnover relative 
to surface waters that are readily replenished by river follow and oxygenated by wind driven mixing. As it 
is this mid-to bottom water that receives the bulk of BOD from the farms, and is at greatest risk, 
measurements of DO should be in these waters (10-40 m depth) and not at surface waters, if you want to 
be certain you are not missing a critical issue.  It wasn't clear from your draft report at what depth DO 
was measured. If it was surface water (say to 5 m) then you have totally missed the important 
information here. If it was say at 20 m, then it is informative. Although I strongly suspect, if that 
measurement was taken this summer at 20 m it would have been below the 70% DO value mentioned 
somewhere as a trigger value in that report.  
 
Cheers, 
Nev 
 
Assessment Team Response:  
DO measurements in Macquarie Harbour are taken at 1, 5 and 10 m depth and recorded in the morning 
and afternoon. Tassal reports to ASC on DO measurements taken at 5m depth following the 
methodology outlined in Appendix 1 of the ASC salmon standard.  The average weekly measurements 
have not been < 70% at 5 m depth. ASC requires measurements at 5m depth because the rational is that 
at that depth conditions of the water will be similar to those the fish experience.  
 
We do agree that measurements taken closer to the bottom are likely to fall below 70% DO particularly 
during the summer months. 
 
 
Dear Sabine, 
  
Thanks for the opportunity to comment. 
We noticed that relevant comments in the email below did not manage to appear in the draft report. 
  
We noted in the draft report that wild migratory trout are not considered in the report because they are 
not native or are feral. We also could not see any mention of the native whitebait which are also 
migratory but native and an important part of the food chain and ecosystem. 
  
My experience has always told me that what is not measured is not managed. The two main migratory 
species that interest us are the migratory trout and whitebait which pass through Macquarie Harbour on 
their way to the Gordon River. The impact of fish farming on these two species does not appear to 
be measured nor included in the draft report. 
  
The draft report is notable by its lack of hard measurable data, key performance indicators, graphs, 
trends and as a result there is little discussion of the resulting trends in sustainability of the fish farms.  
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The activities of the Mt. Lyell copper mine at Queenstown over a one hundred year period resulted in the 
environmental disasters of the Queen and King Rivers and most of the species loss in the northern part of 
Macquarie Harbour around the King River delta. We are concerned that the industrial scale fish farming 
in Macquarie Harbour predicted to generate income of some $600 million per year in the next few years 
may have the potential environmental consequences in future years that rival the impact of the Mt. Lyell 
tailings and drainage legacy. 
  
We hope that you can find some way of including the measurement and management of migratory 
native whitebait and non-native but acclimatised wild brown trout as part of the assessment of this 
compliance with the ASC salmon standard. 
  
Thank you and regards, 
  
Tony Moore 
Secretary 
Gordon River Anglers Inc. 
 
Assessment Team Response:  
The ASC assessment is not supposed to generate new monitoring or impact data but rather review the 
information available to date and assess if this information is sufficient to determine if the ASC criteria 
for “responsible salmon farming” are met. 
 
The issue you raised regarding impact on native fish species as well as established non- native species as 
well as appropriate management and policies are discussed in the Lyle & Frijlink 2013 report as well as 
other scientific papers, cited in the report. 
 
 
References for responses to stakeholders: 
 
Lyle & Frijlink 2013.  Evaluation of practices on salmon farms to mitigate escapes and ecological impacts.  
IMAS 30p. 
 
Steer, M. and Lyle, J. (2003). Monitoring escapees in Macquarie Harbour: a collaborative study between 
the salmon industry (TSGA) and the Tasmanian Aquaculture and Fisheries Institute (TAFI). Tasmanian 
Aquaculture and Fisheries Institute internal report. 
 
Kátya Gisela Abrantes, Jeremy Martin Lyle, Peter D. Nichols, and Jayson Mark Semmens (2011). Do 
exotic salmonids feed on native fauna after escaping from aquaculture cages in Tasmania, Australia? Can. 
J. Fish. Aquat. Sci. 68: 1539–1551. 
 
Kátya G. Abrantes, Jayson M. Semmens, Jeremy M. Lyle & Peter D. Nichols (August 2010).  Can 
Biochemical Methods Determine If Salmonids Feed And Thrive After Escaping from Aquaculture Cages? 
A Pilot Study. NRM Cradle Coast Project CCCPR24006, 55p. 
 
Dr Sarah Irvine (Marine Fisheries Scientist & Consultant) report entitled “Review of the status of fish 
Stocks used to produce fishmeal and fish oil for Skretting Australia” (2/1/14, 74p). 


	Aquaculture Stewardship Council
	Salmon Standard
	Full Assessment Report
	Tassal Operations Pty Ltd:
	Macquarie Harbour MF 214 and MF 219
	Table of Contents
	Acronyms
	Summary
	Scope
	Audit Plan
	Previous Audits
	Names of the Auditors
	Audit Plan as Implemented
	Staff Interviews
	Stakeholder Submissions

	Certification Determination
	Determination for Chain of Custody (CoC) Certification
	Non-conformity Reports
	Historical Background of Farm and Farming Area
	Stakeholders
	Evaluation Results
	For smolt the Vaki Macro Counters are used in the hatcheries; these are a scanning camera based counter, with each image being analysed and then counted. At maximum capacity, the counter is over 98% accurate (the Technical Specifications report accuracy at “over 99%”). Because it is a camera based counter, the images are automatically recorded and can be used to validate the accuracy of the count.
	References
	Appendix 1. Stakeholder Comments and Assessment Team Responses

