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A Comparison of
Tilapia Aquaculture
Certification Schemes!

Introduction

Between April 2008 and March 2010,
the Sustainable Fisheries Partnership,

in coordination with the three existing
tilapia aquaculture certification schemes,
tested at farm level and compared

the schemes against one another

and assessed their applicability and
effectiveness based on “real” farm audits
from different tilapia farming systems.

The three schemes tested were BAP (Best
Aquaculture Practices), developed by

the Global Aquaculture Alliance (GAA)
and the standard being used by the
Aquaculture Certification Council (or ACC);
GLOBALG.A.P standards #2@43 and ISRTA
(International Standard for Responsible
Tilapia Aquaculture), which emerged from
the Tilapia Aquaculture Dialogue (TAD)
facilitated by the World Wildlife Fund
(WWF).

Throughout this report, we will refer to
these three schemes respectively as GAA/
BAP (or simply GAA), GLOBALG.A.P, and
TAD/ISRTA.

1 In the context of this report the term “scheme” is used to describe the total structure of an organization, while “standard” is the

framework and methodology utilized to evaluate and certify farms for compliance to the standard.

2 Between April 2008 and April 2009, the GLOBALG.A.P tilapia standard went through two public consultations and progressed from
first draft proposal to final release in April 2009 through two public consultations. Outcome results forin this project with regard to

GLOBALG.A.P during this period of time, does not reflect fully what is requestedrequirements in final Version 3. Many aspects of the

outcome of this trial audits were taken into consideration for standard- setting purposes (, e.g., the outcome of thisis trial audits was a are

of valuable contribution to the final Version 3).

3 As a result of round table discussions on four continents, as well as three public consultations, the scope of the GLOBALG.A.P Aquaculture-

Based standard has been expanded in the new Version 4 to include any hatchery-based species that can be produced under controlled

aquatic systems, including the consideration of passive collection of seedlings in the planktonic phase.

This new GLOBALG.A.P Version 4 reflects a compact and more comprehensive standard for users, stepping into a stricter level of

compliance in key activities identified throughout the past years of farm certification experience. From the launch of the previous

GLOBALG.A.P Version 3 in 2007 until the third quarter of 2010, 500 comments were received from stakeholders representing

116 organizations worldwide that comprise certification bodies, retailers, research centers, universities, NGOs, suppliers, farmers,

GLOBALG.A.P National Technical Working Groups for Aquaculture, producer organizations, scheme owners, consultants, the food service

industry, the animal health industry, and metrology institutes. This also includes a Greenpeace assessment on the environmental section,
which is now considered in Version 4. Note: The outcome of this project does not reflect entirely information related to GLOBALG.A.P

Version 4 (2011).

4 The GLOBALG.A.P Compound Feed Manufacturing Standard for certification purposes was launched in March 2010 - too late to be taken

into consideration for this project.
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BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF TILAPIA STANDARDS

GAA Best Aquaculture Practice (BAP)

GLOBALG.A.P All Farm based (AF),
Aquaculture based (AB)
and tilapia (TA) modules
- Draft outcome
2nd public consultation
Jan 2009-Mar 2009

- Final document launched
Apr 2009

- Updated document
Mar 2010

TAD/ISRTA TAD/ International Standard for
Responsible Tilapia Aquaculture

Benchmarking
Objective

The main purpose of this comparison is to
broaden the understanding of the three
different tilapia aquaculture standards
through the implementation of field-
based comparison audits. This approach
is designed to highlight the similarities,
strengths, and weaknesses of each
scheme, to better inform users of how
the different schemes compare and the
implications of choosing one standard or
another.

This study also provides a broader picture of the
common issues among existing farms and assesses
how these farms can comply with the current
standards, particularly small-scale producers.

m STANDARD STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT | TARGET*

Trade association B to B;
Bto C
Supplier — buyer initiative, B to B

standard setting through
multi- stakeholder approach

Multi-stakeholder — B to C
(ISEAL compliant)

*B=Business, C=Consumer

Additionally, information has been generated that
will help in developing equivalencies between the
different tilapia aquaculture standards. The field-
based comparison also increased the awareness
of tilapia producers regarding the different options
for tilapia certification, as well as their current
performance against the existing standards.

This benchmarking exercise differs significantly
from previous “desk-top” comparisons of
aquaculture eco-labels by various groups and
organizations (e.g., Boyd,2009; DNV 2010; FAO
2007; Ward and Phillips 2008, 2010; WWF 2007).
In 2007, WWF programs around the world reached
consensus on a list of criteria and indicators for

an “ideal” aquaculture standard. The authors

then scored each standard according to how well
it addressed each criterion, ranging from a 3 for
comprehensive coverage to 0 for no coverage at
all. The results certainly indicated which standards
come closest to meeting all WWF requirements, as
well as those that fell well short in every measure.
However, a narrowly focused standard that sets
stringent requirements for only a few issues

will score low overall, even though it may be an
excellent standard when considering a sub-set of
the criteria identified as desirable by WWF.
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NUMBER OF TILAPIA FARMS AUDITED FROM DIFFERENT REGIONS

TRIAL SCHEME USED |EAST |SOUTHEAST |EAST NORTH |CENTRAL |SOUTH
ASIA |[ASIA AFRICA |AMERICA | AMERICA | AMERICA
I GAA/BAP 2 6 1 1 2
GLOBALG.A.P
II GAA/BAP 4 1 1 1 3
GLOBALG.A.P
TAD/ISRTA

Farm Audits

The farm audits were “real” in the sense
that auditors formally approved under
each scheme carried out the “audits.”

For TAD/ISRTA, since there were no
formally trained auditors during that
period, Aaron McNevin of the TAD/ISRTA
accompanied the auditors during the farm
audits in China and Ecuador to ensure
the standards were appropriately applied.
These auditors then continued the audits
in other regions. In some cases (during
the trial II phase), actual certificates were
issued to the audited farms that decided
to get full certification prior the test audit.
The field-based comparisons were conducted
between April 2008 and May 2010, with audits

conducted on farms located in East and Southeast
Asia; East Africa; and North, Central, and South

America. The farms were selected based on location
and farming system, with the aim of including in the

study main production systems and regions. The

farming systems that were tested were pond-based,

cage-based, raceway, and closed recirculating
systems.

The comparison included two trials where trial I
only used two schemes available at the time (BAP
and GLOBALG.A.P) and trial II compared all three
(BAP, GLOBALG.A.P, and ISRTA). A total of 22 farms
were audited (12 farms in trial I and 10 farms in
trial IT). Applicability of the schemes to small-scale
farming operations was also assessed by including
six small-scale farms (two in East Asia and four in
Southeast Asia) in the first trial.

The audits for each of the schemes tested were
conducted almost at the same time to minimize
discrepancies resulting from changing practices or
conditions on the farm. The number of auditors
used was also limited to minimize possible
discrepancies resulting from auditors’ subjective
interpretation of the standards used by the
schemes.

The three existing tilapia standards were created
with different focuses; hence, certain issues were
fully addressed by a certain standard depending
on the focus of the standard. It was important,
however, to create equivalencies for issues that
were common to these three existing standards in
order to minimized confusion among producers,
buyers, and retailers and to limit the cost of
certification. Mechanisms need to be developed
to help small-scale farmers and family-run farms
comply with the standards and afford the cost of
certification.

Fifteen issues were covered in all three standards
and comparisons can be made between them in this
analysis. Those issues were:
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Escape and native species
Predator control

Water pollution

Wetland conversion

Land and water use
Genetics

Mortality

Antibiotics

9. Disease transfer

10. Feed management

11. Animal welfare

12. Sanitation and waste disposal
13. Labor

14. Resource conflict

15. Legal compliance

fONOUTAWNE

Some issues were not included in this comparison,
primarily because they were not covered in every
scheme, including:

1. Internal/self assessment

2. Risk assessment for aquaculture activities
3. Risk assessment for health and safety of
workers

Traceability

Site management

Food safety

Pest control

Nouh

All of these issues are covered by Version 3 of the
GLOBALG.A.P scheme and some are also covered
by the GAA and/or BAP standard. However, the
above issues were not included in the requirements
for the TAD/ISRTA standard, as it focused more
attention on the environmental and social issues in
the aquaculture sector. A desktop comparison of the
above issues is presented in Appendix C.

The criteria used by the individual standards for each
of the 15 included issues were also categorized based
on whether they were addressing legal issues or how
they sought to minimize the risk of environmental
impacts. The categories and subcategories used are:

° Preventative measures to reduce the
probability of a risk event.

This category assumes the possibility of a risk
event; hence the standard includes structures
and management strategies to control/limit
such an event.

e Physical measures
(on the farm/outside the farm)

e Practical measures
(on the farm/outside the farm)

e Record keeping of inputs/impacts/
remediation

Preventative measures to reduce the size
of impact of a risk event, once a risk event
has occurred.

This category accepts that the risk is inevitable
and that measures and practices need to be
taken in order to lessen the environmental
impact (e.g., treatment facilities for effluents;
quality of stocks, including free of diseases,
higher percentage of males, etc.).

e Physical measures
(on the farm/outside the farm)

e Practical measures
(on the farm/outside the farm)

e Record keeping of inputs/impacts/
remediation

Remediation measures to fix environmental
problems resulting from a risk event.

This category includes measures/practices that
would mitigate or address the impact of a risk
event.

e Physical measures
(on the farm/outside the farm)

e Practical measures
(on the farm/outside the farm)

e Record keeping of inputs/impacts/
remediation

Risk avoidance requirements that prevent
farms being certified.

This category considers the setting of
quantitative limits on environmental impacts
(e.g., = 65% diurnal fluctuation).

Legal issues.

This category includes all laws and regulation
requirements.

© Sustainable Fisheries Partnership 2011
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Study Methodology

The study proceeded through four stages:
(A) identification of standards to include
in the study; (B) formation of a methods
committee comprising representatives of
each of the standards being compared;
(C) data collection through on-farm
auditing activities by approved auditors
for those schemes with third-party
certification program implemented;

and (D) data analysis. Under stage

C, since TAD/ISRTA do not have the
certification program in place during the
implementation of the trial, TAD/ISRTA
used the GLOBALG.A.P procedures in
conducting the on-farm audits.

A. Identification of Standards to Include in
the Study

Of the several standards already out in the

market most are for general aquaculture. In this
comparison, however, the included standards were
limited to those specifically designed to address
issues in tilapia farming, of which there were only
two standards published at the time of the start
of the study: Global Aquaculture Alliance’s Best
Aquaculture Practice (GAA/BAP) and GLOBALG.A.P’s
tilapia module (Versions 2 and 3). The third
standard included in this study, TAD/ISRTA, was
under development at the time of the launch of
the study. The standard was developed by WWF’s
Tilapia Aquaculture Dialogue. It was called the
International Standard for Responsible Tilapia
Aquaculture (ISRTA) when the final version was
released.

B. Formation of the Methods Committee

Following the identification of the three tilapia
standards, a methods committee was formed. This
committee was composed of representatives from

the three different schemes (GAA, GLOBALG.A.P,
and TAD/ISRTA).

The methods committee agreed to and signed the
memorandum of agreement for this comparison

and agreed on the proposed schedule of activities.
However, this proposed schedule was later changed
by SFP due to delayed completion of the standards
as well as bad timing in the farms. Although

no formal face-to-face meeting was conducted
among the members of the methods committee,
consultation and updating took place through emails
and individual consultation.

Selection of auditors and certification bodies (CBs)
were made in consultation with the members of the
methods committee. The committee members were
informed of final selections.

C. Farm Selection

The methods committee agreed to run two trials,
each on 10 farms. The aim was to select farms that
would provide a reasonably representative sample,
according to major farming types/production
systems and geographical regions where the farms
were located. The location and types of farming
systems included in the study are described above.
During the first trial, several small-scale operators
were also included in the farm audits in order to
gain an understanding of the issues of small-scale
tilapia farming.

D. Data Collection/Audit Process

Auditors representing approved GLOBALG.A.P
Certification Bodies (third party) for the tilapia
module, carried out the audits for the GLOBALG.A.P
tilapia standard. For GAA, registered auditors for
BAP carried out the field audits. During this period,
there were no certified or registered auditors for
TAD/ISRTA and so a member of the TAD steering
committee who developed the auditor’s guidance
sheet trained GLOBALG.A.P auditors on site. The
first trial was carried out during the period February
2008 to May 2009 and preceded the publication of
the TAD standard; hence only the two international
standards then in use (GAA and GLOBALG.A.P)
were covered.
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DESCRIPTION OF TYPES OF FARMS INCLUDED IN THE STUDY

REGION TYPE OF FARM SIZE INTENSITY OF
PRODUCTION (ha) OPERATION
EAST ASIA Pond Avg: 40.25 Semi-intensive to Intensive
Range: 10 - 120
Cage 666 Semi-intensive
SOUTHEAST ASIA Pond Avg: 21.1 Extensive to Semi-intensive
Range: 2.5 - 69
Cage Avg: 1.7 Semi-intensive to Intensive
Range: 1 - 2
EAST AFRICA Cage 600 Intensive
NORTH AMERICA Closed recirculating 0.4 Intensive
CENTRAL AMERICA Raceway 116 Semi-intensive to Intensive
SOUTH AMERICA Pond Avg: 722.67 Semi-intensive to Intensive
Range: 500 - 931
Cage 14 Intensive

Each participating farm was contacted and briefed
prior to the actual audits. Participation was
voluntary and farms were told that the individual
results would be kept confidential and a non-
disclosure agreement was signed for each farm.

For GLOBALG.A.P auditing activities, a separate
confidentiality agreement was signed by the CB and
the farm following the normal auditing procedures.
Requirements for the individual standards were
sent ahead of time to the producers in order to
prepare for the actual audit. Farms that were
interested in full certification were obligated to meet
all the requirements prior to the audit. In general,
standards are written in English, hence, some farms
took more time in preparation as the standards
were translated into the local language prior to

the actual audit. However, in small-scale farms,
where the capacity of the farmer was limited, the
translation was done directly during the audit. In
most cases, the auditor spoke the local language,
which was a key factor in making sure that
standards were well understood by the farmers.

During trial I, each farm received two sets of
standards (BAP and GLOBALG.A.P) since the TAD/
ISRTA was not yet completed during that period.

It was only during trial II that all three tilapia
standards were used. In trial II, each farm received
three sets of tilapia standards.

However, as in trial I, only two auditors carried out
the audits since GLOBALG.A.P and ISRTA used the
same certification body. The auditors performed the
audits simultaneously and scheduled activities (i.e.,
sequencing of the investigation in the field and in
the office) at the beginning of the audits in order to
avoid confusion and to allot time for each auditor to
perform their work without compromising the other
auditor’s schedule.

At the end of each audit, auditors were asked to
present their general impression of the farm based
on the result of the audit. The closing meeting
addressed and highlighted outstanding issues found
during the field investigation and documents review
(major non-compliance). On average, the auditor
took at least 2 to 3 days (excluding travel time)

to complete the audit. The duration of the audit
changed based on several factors such as the size
of the farm, location of the different components
(e.g., office, nursery area, hatchery, and grow-out
facilities) and the preparedness of the operators.

Copies of the audit report were provided to the farm
after the certification body had reviewed it. Some
farms that wanted to get full certification addressed
the major non-compliance or corrective actions as
presented in the report. Other farms just used the
report as a guide for improving their farms without
going to certification.
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Description of method
of comparison

Fifteen individual environmental impact or
management issues were identified, and
criteria from each of the three standards
were reordered and grouped under the
relevant issue. Issues that were not
common with the three standards were
not included in the comparison. Each
criterion was then color coded-based on
the level of compliance as follows:

o . . .
e . . N/A

Information Recommendation N/A

NOT REQUIRED

pl10 | www.sustainablefish.org © Sustainable Fisheries Partnership 2011



A STANDARD RISK MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK CLASSIFICATION OF THE INDIVIDUAL CRITERIA

RELATION TO
RISK

TYPE OF RESPONSE

EXAMPLES
(NOT NECESSARILY DRAWN FROM THE THREE STANDARDS)

REDUCING THE
PROBABILITY
OF A RISK
EVENT

Physical measures on
the farm

Wire screens on outlets to prevent fish escaping

Practice measures on the
farm

Standard operating procedures in place to minimize risk of
escapes

Record keeping of inputs

Records kept of the status of escape control equipment,
etc.

REDUCING THE
IMPACT

OF A RISK
EVENT:

PREVENTATIVE
MEASURES

Physical measures on or
outside the farm

Requiring >95% of fish be sterile or males, so there
is lower risk of escapes founding viable populations in
surrounding water bodies

Practice measures on or
outside the farm

Record keeping of
impacts

Fish escapes are documented

REDUCING THE

Physical measures

Fish traps are deployed in the immediate vicinity in the

IMPACT outside the farm receiving water bodies, to catch as many escaped tilapia as
OF A RISK possible
EVENT: Practice measures on or
REMEDIATION outside the farm
MEASURES Record keeping Catch rates for tilapia in the surrounding water body are
of remediation recorded
effectiveness
RISK Set quantitative limits on | No genetically related populations of tilapia become
AVOIDANCE environmental impacts established in surrounding water bodies
OTHER Legal compliance Full compliance with all legal requirements on escape

prevention and monitoring

A risk management framework is appropriate, since
the role of each of these certification systems is

to lower the risk that a farm will fail to meet their
respective claims, and credibly verify that the risk
is low.

The scores were evaluated to determine if the three
standards had the same results (i.e., compliance

or non-compliance). The results were tallied and

a summary of number of farms compiled for the
different issues that were addressed in the three
tilapia standards.

When judging under which risk management
category a criteria falls, SFP has utilized information
in the audit materials and results, especially the
actual information and logic used by auditors to
pass or fail criteria. In SFP’s experience reviewing
certification systems, it is quite common for the
developers of a standard to argue that the way

in which an auditor has evaluated and scored a

criterion is not the same as the intention of the
standard’s developers. From SFP’s perspective it

is up to the standard developers to make sure the
auditors are doing exactly what was intended. SFP
judges the performance of a standard based only
on the way in which it has actually been applied by
approved certifiers.

Auditor guidance sheets are crucial tools in
interpreting the standard and assessing the farm.
In some cases where the actual standards do

not really identify the exact requirements, the
interpretation in the guidance sheet as well as the
list of compliance criteria are necessary to avoid/
minimize misinterpretation of the standard. All of
the three schemes have audit guidance sheets.
The auditors from certification bodies also apply
the procedures when there is uncertainty in the
interpretation and direct communication with the
scheme owners is necessary to clarify the issues.
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Pattern of
Failures

The pattern of failures illustrates how Venn diagrams illustrate the commonalities

similar or dissimilar the requirements of among the three schemes (reflected by the
the three schemes were in relation to the overlapped circles).
identified common issues of sustainability.

This section will discuss how particular

farms failed a particular issue and what the

requirements of the different schemes are.

SUMMARY TABLE ON PATTERNS OF FAILURE FOR TRIAL II

ISSUES AQUACULTURE STANDARDS PASSED ALL
GAA/BAP GLOBALG.A.P | TAD/ ISRTA 3 STANDARDS

Escapes & native species

Predators

—
o
o

Water pollution

—
o

Wetland conversion

Land & water use

Genetics

Mortality removal
Antibiotics
Disease transfer

Feed management

Animal welfare

Waste disposal

Labor

Resource conflict
Legality

O|lFR|O|WIN|IN|PR|W|O|lOO|O|O|W|HL|W
o|ldh||P|lW|O|O|O|LW|O|P~|OjJUT|O|W

—
o
||, |O|A~|IN|R|R~|O
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Venn diagrams

Standard A Standard A

Standard C Standard C

Venn Diagram 1 Venn Diagram 3
shows the pattern if all three standard failed one shows the pattern if all three standards failed three
farm on one issue farms each on the same issue but failed different

farms (nine total) for different reasons.

Standard A Standard A

Standard C Standard C

Venn Diagram 2 Venn Diagram 4
shows the pattern if two standards failed one farm shows the pattern if one standard failed three farms
on one issue. while the other two standards passed all farms.
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Comparison of the
pattern of failure from
the different standards
based on identified
common issues of
sustainability

This section presents the performance

of the 10 audited farms based on the
assessments done using the three
schemes. We will highlight the number
of farms that failed in specific issues,

as well as similarities on the results

of the different schemes. We will also
address similarities and differences of the
three schemes based on each of the 15
identified risk-based categories.

Escapes and
native species

The Venn diagram illustrates the big
differences between the requirements of
the three schemes on the escape issue.
For the GAA scheme, no farms failed
exclusively; however, one farm failed that
also failed the TAD/ISRTA standard. There
were also two farms that failed GAA but
also failed the two other schemes. For
GLOBALG.A.P, aside from the two farms
that failed all the schemes, a single farm

failed only in this scheme. TAD/ISRTA,

on the other hand, had the biggest total
number of farms failed for this issue (eight
out of 10). Only one farm passed all three
schemes.

PASSED

ALL THREE

1

Venn Diagram: Escapes and native species

Risk-based category

Risk: Aquaculture species that continually escape
from the culture systems may become a vector of
diseases in the receiving water bodies. Additionally,
escapes can potentially compete with the natural
inhabitants of the ecosystems as well as have a
negative impact on the native species.

I. Legal compliance:

All three schemes require compliance to
national legislation related to importation or
introduction of new species. All audited farms
complied with the requirements from the three
schemes.

II. Reducing the frequency of risk events,
minor differences:

Both GLOBALG.A.P and TAD/ISRTA cover the

© Sustainable Fisheries Partnership 2011
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harvest period explicitly. GLOBALG.A.P and
TAD/ISRTA failed one farm for allowing fish to
escape during harvesting. Other differences
were regarding paperwork. Only GLOBALG.A.P
required a written SOP, and failed three

farms for non-compliance. Both GLOBALG.A.P
and TAD/ISRTA required records about the
condition and repairs of screens. TAD/ISRTA
failed three farms, while GLOBALG.A.P failed
one farm. Both GAA and GLOBALG.A.P require
a record for escape incidents, failing three
farms against this criterion. Note, however,
that these were not the same farms: only one
farm was failed by all three schemes, and a
total of six farms failed either one or two of the
schemes.

III. Preventive measures to reduce the
impact:

Only TAD/ISRTA has requirements that address
the reduction of the impact of escapees in

the natural environment. The requirement of
having a 95-percent male stock would reduce
the potential reproduction of tilapia that have
escaped into the natural environment. Six out
of 10 farms that were audited did not pass this
requirement.

IV. Remediation measures to reduce the
impacts:

Only TAD/ISRTA had a requirement that would
remediate the potential impact of the risks of
escape and introduction of non-native species
through trapping devices. Most of the farms
(eight out of 10) did not pass the requirement.

V. Avoiding a risk event:

GAA do not have a limit on the introduction
of new species as long as national legislation
is followed. Both GLOBALG.A.P Version 3

and TAD/ISRTA allow introduction of species
only when tilapia is already present in the
environment. Additionally, TAD/ISRTA requires
farms to demonstrate that the species is
already established in the environment. TAD/
ISRTA prohibits the use of tilapia strains

that are not found in the receiving waters

of the culture facility. All farms passed this
requirement.

Summary: Escapes and native species

In general, the BMPs that are part of the standard
for escapes and native species are similar, with

all requiring screens and regular monitoring

of escapes. However, TAD/ISRTA has higher
requirements, as it includes measures for reducing
the impact as well as remediating the potential
impacts of the risks associated with escapees.

Predators

Most of the farms passed the
requirements for this issue. Only
GLOBALG.A.P had a 100-percent passing
rate, while GAA failed one farm - one of
the two farms that TAD/ISRTA failed. No
farms failed in all three schemes. A total
of eight farms passed the requirements.

PASSED

ALL THREE

8

Venn Diagram: Predators
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Risk-based category

Risk: Irresponsible practices in predator control may
result to intentional killing of endangered species
listed in IUCN redlist.

I. Legal compliance:

Both GAA and GLOBALG.A.P included in their
standard the requirement on obeying the law
in relation to destruction of predators. None
of the 10 audited farms failed this specific
requirement.

II. Reducing the frequency of risk events:
All three schemes have requirements (mostly
practical and documentation) associated with
reducing the frequency of the risks when
controlling predators. None of the schemes
allow the use of lethal methods. One farm
was penalized by TAD/ISRTA for using screen
covers that can let a particular type of bird
pass particular but potentially kill it. Records
and protocols for predator control are also
common requirements in the three schemes.
The GAA did not pass one farm under this
requirement due to failure to record lethal
predator controls.

III. Preventive measures to reduce the
impact:

None of the three schemes included
requirements that would reduce the impact of
the risks associated with predator control.

IV. Remediation measures to reduce the
impacts:

None of the three schemes included
requirements that would remediate the
impacts of the risks associated with predator
control.

V. Avoiding a risk event:

Both TAD/ISRTA and GLOBALG.A.P refer to

the IUCN redlist as part of the standard on
predator control. However, only TAD/ISRTA
directly included the IUCN redlist in the
standard. GLOBALG.A.P, on the other hand,
included this requirement as part of the overall
compliance to the standard where it requires
an EIA biodiversity inclusive that shall record

land use/status and habitat types prior to farm
building, including the presence of IUCN redlist
species. Farms will not be certified if found
to have killed species that are included in the
IUCN redlist. No farms were found in violation
of this requirement.

Summary: Predators

The three schemes have similarities in their
requirements on predator control, as they all do
not allow lethal methods. Monitoring and recording
are also part of the standards, but only TAD/ISRTA
refers to the IUCN redlist and sets the limit of no
redlisted species be killed as a critical requirement
for certification.

Water pollution

Water pollution is one of the critical
issues in all three schemes. None of

the 10 farms passed the initial audit

of any of the standards for this issue.
Following corrective steps, TAD/ISRTA
still had a 0-percent passing score, while
GLOBALG.A.P passed five farms and GAA
passed seven. Two farms failed both
GLOBALG.A.P and TAD/ISRTA, while three
farms failed to comply with any of the
three schemes. No farms failed solely

in either the GAA or the GLOBALG.A.P
scheme. Five farms failed only the TAD/
ISRTA requirements.
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PASSED

ALL THREE

0

Venn Diagram: Water pollution

Risk-based category

Risk: Excessive loading of nutrients into natural
water bodies coming from the aquaculture sites
could lead to eutrophication.

I. Legal compliance:

Only GLOBALG.A.P refers to national and
international legislation in terms of compliance
regarding discharge of effluents. Both GAA and
TAD/ISRTA set their own standard on water
quality effluents. None of the 10 farms failed
under this category.

II. Reducing the frequency of risk events:

Physical measures - Both GAA and TAD/
ISRTA do not have a physical requirement to
treat effluents in order to minimize the risk of
pollution to open water bodies. GLOBALG.A.P
however requires appropriate facilities for
effluent treatment. None of the 10 farms failed
this requirement.

Practical measure — None of the requirements
under water pollution can be categorized as a
practical measure to reduce the frequency of
risk events.

III.

Documentation - All three schemes require
documentation of the quality of water coming
into a farm. Both GAA and TAD/ISRTA require
not only recording intake water quality but
also the water quality from upstream and
downstream of the water source. However,
GAA only requires this for cage operations.
GAA failed two farms under this requirement
because of incomplete records and parameters
being monitored. Additionally, TAD/ISRTA
requires at least 6 months of records from the
receiving water bodies. None of the 10 farms
passed this requirement under TAD/ISRTA
since all of the farms are only monitoring the
water quality inside their farm and only in
some cases the quality of the effluents being
discharge into the system.

Preventive measures to reduce the
impact:

Physical measure — Both GAA and TAD/
ISRTA do not have physical requirements to
reduce the impact of effluents when released
into natural water bodies. GLOBALG.A.P,
however, requires establishment of treatment
ponds. None of the audited farms failed this
GLOBALG.A.P requirement.

Practical measure — Only TAD/ISRTA has
practical requirements to reduce the impact
of effluents by limiting the amount of nutrient
load (phosphorus and nitrogen) to the culture
system. Four out of 10 farms did not pass
this TAD/ISRTA requirement, since they do
not have complete information on the level of
nitrogen and phosphorus in their feeds; hence
it was impossible to calculate the amount of
nutrients being released into the system.

Documentation — All three schemes require
documentation of the impact of effluents

on the water bodies. However, the level of
required information is different in each
scheme. In recording the water quality of the
effluent, only TAD/ISRTA considers the quality
of the receiving water bodies, defined as the
first natural water body close to the farm.
Both GLOBALG.A.P and GAA did not consider
this aspect. All 10 farms failed under this
requirement, since none record information
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from their receiving water bodies. Additionally,
only TAD/ISRTA requires recording the
amount of phosphorus and nitrogen put into
the culture system. This requirement also
contributed to the failure all 10 farms as they
are not recording the amount of phosphorus
and nitrogen being released into the system.
However, since some of the farms have

good records, this information can be easily
extracted from the feed records.

IV. Remediation measures to reduce the
impacts:

None of the schemes include requirements in
their standard that would remediate the impact
of the risks associated with effluent discharge.

V. Avoiding a risk event:

Only TAD/ISRTA set a limit on environmental
impacts where farmers cannot be certified

if the diurnal fluctuation is less than 65
percent. None of the audited farms passed
these requirements, since none of the farms
are monitoring the diurnal fluctuation of the
receiving water bodies.

Summary: Water pollution

Most of the requirements for GAA and GLOBALG.A.P
focus on management inside the farm. Monitoring
and recording of the water quality inside the farm

is similar in all three schemes. GAA has different
requirements based on the production system,
where the effect on the environment is being
considered only in cage-based production. On the
other hand, TAD/ISRTA considers the receiving
water body’s state regardless of the production
system. The coverage of monitoring for TAD/ISRTA
is broader compared to GAA and GLOBALG.A.P.
GLOBALG.A.P mainly follows the national legislation
in terms of controlling water pollution caused by
effluents. However, if no regulations exist, then

an effluent treatment facility is an additional
requirement. Another advantage of TAD/ISRTA is its
limitation of the nutrient load in the system, which
could potentially reduce the risks of polluting the
receiving water body with effluent discharges.

Wetland conversion

All farms passed this requirement. This is
possible since tilapia is most productively
farmed in freshwater, and generally tilapia
farms are not situated in mangrove areas
(with notable exceptions, such as in the
Philippines, where tilapia are commonly
farmed together with shrimp).

PASSED

ALL THREE

10

Venn Diagram: Wetland conversion

Risk-based category

Risk: Siting of aquaculture farms in wetland

areas severely damages the ecosystems,
particularly affecting the inhabitants of the wetland
environment.

I Legal compliance:

All three schemes do not have requirements
specific to legal compliance for wetland
conversion.

II. Reducing the frequency of risk events:
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Both GAA and GLOBALG.A.P have
requirements that address the reduction of
the probability of a risk event happening in
wetland conversion. Additionally, GLOBALG.A.P
coverage on this issue is much broader, as

it includes High Conservation Value Areas
(HCVA). The main difference between
GLOBALG.A.P and GAA under this category is
that GLOBALG.A.P’s main requirements relate
more to assessments, planning, and protocol,
while GAA is more concerned with the actual
practices. GAA does not allow dredging and
filling activities that would lead to increasing
the area in a wetland environment. None of
the 10 farms audited failed this requirement.

III. Preventive measures to reduce the
impact:

Among the three schemes, only GLOBALG.A.P
includes requirements to reduce the impact of
wetland conversion. Recording the impact to
the surrounding environment is a requirement
in the GLOBALG.A.P scheme.

IV. Remediation measures to reduce the
impacts:

GAA and GLOBALG.A.P have similar
requirements regarding remediating the impact
of wetland conversion. TAD/ISRTA, on the
other hand, does not have requirements under
this category.

V. Avoiding a risk event:

All three schemes have requirements to avoid
the risks associated with wetland conversion.
TAD/ISRTA set a limit of zero conversion

both before and after 1999. Both GAA and
GLOBALG.A.P schemes set limits of conversion
into allowable use only.

Summary: Wetlands conversion

All three schemes are basically similar in minimum
requirements, where conversion of wetland is only
permitted for allowable purposes until May 1999.
Both GAA and GLOBALG.A.P require remediation
measures on wetlands that were converted. TAD/
ISRTA is the only scheme that does not allow
wetland conversion pre- and post-1999, and
therefore does not have additional requirements.

Land and water use

The diagram shows that GLOBALG.A.P
failed more farms than the GAA and TAD/
ISRTA schemes did. A total of four farms
failed GLOBALG.A.P. Two of those also
failed GAA and one farm was also failed by
TAD/ISRTA. There was only one farm that
failed only GLOBALG.A.P but passed both
GAA and TAD/ISRTA. No farms failed all
the three schemes and six farms passed
all three schemes.

PASSED
ALL THREE

6

Venn Diagram: Land and water use

Risk-based category

Risk: Tilapia farms are sited in areas where their
use of land and water create environmental
impacts, such as soil erosion or lowering the
water table (hence changing the salinity of
water extracted from local wells, which in turn
has pollution impacts if used in agriculture, for
instance).
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II.

Legal compliance:

Most of the requirements for land and water use
are not related to legal compliance. However,
GLOBALG.A.P has a water abstraction/discharge
permit requirement. In both GAA and TAD/
ISRTA, this requirement is mainly included in
legal compliance. None of the 10 audited farms
failed under this requirement.

Reducing the frequency of risk events:

Physical measure - Both GAA and GLOBALG.A.P
have physical requirements addressing the
reduction in the frequency of risks associated
with land and water use. Both schemes

require control of erosion and seepage.
GLOBALG.A.P requires additional measures

to control the effect of high flooding and
sediment control. None of the farms audited
under the GAA scheme failed this requirement.
Under GLOBALG.A.P, at least five farms failed
to comply with this requirement. However,

only one failed due to the lack of soil erosion
control and the other four farms failed due

to lack of documentation (i.e., environmental
management plan (EMP) and biodiversity plan).
Only GLOBALG.A.P requires the maintenance
of a buffer zone and habitat corridors when
building/siting farms. Sediment confinement is
also a requirement unique to the GLOBALG.A.P
scheme.

Practical measure - The basic requirements for
practical measures relating to land and water
use are similar in both GAA and GLOBALG.A.P,
where evidence of good practices is required to
control soil erosion, seepage, and salinization.
None of the 10 farms audited under the

GAA scheme failed, but one farm under the
GLOBALG.A.P scheme failed due to lack of
protection from soil erosion during discharge

of water. Aside from these basic requirements,
GLOBALG.A.P has additional requirements

on formal environmental policy as well as
restricting the use of fresh water to lower the
salinity in the farm. Only GLOBALG.A.P included
a requirement for the disposal of sediments
that could potentially impact the quality of the
surrounding land and water system. TAD/ISRTA
does not include practical measures on land and
water use.

IV.

I1I.

Record keeping — Both GAA and TAD/ISRTA
do not have documentation requirements
associated with reducing the frequency of

risk relating to land and water use. However,
GLOBALG.A.P requires records on measures
taken to control seepages and contamination,
as well as the protocols on EIA and EMP. Four
farms audited under the GLOBALG.A.P scheme
did not pass this requirement, since the farms
did not have EMPs and biodiversity plans.
Information about the design and construction
of site is an additional GLOBALG.A.P
requirement to countercheck a farm’s
biodiversity plan.

Preventive measures to reduce the impact:

Physical measure - Both GAA and TAD/

ISRTA do not have requirements for physical
measures to reduce the impact of the risks

on land and water use. GLOBALG.A.P requires
taking precautions to minimized direct impact
to soil. GLOBALG.A.P failed one farm under this
requirement since the farm did not address
salinization of a nearby freshwater body in its
EMP.

Practical measure - Only GLOBALG.A.P has
practical measures to reduce the impact of risks
associated with land and water use that cover
the implementation of the EIA and EMP action
plan for salinization. One of these requirements
is informing the local authorities upon detection
of salinization. As with the physical measure
requirement, the same farm failed this
GLOBALG.A.P requirement.

Record keeping - All three schemes required
documentation recording the impact of the

land and water use mainly on salinization and
its impact on the surrounding environment.
Additionally, GAA and GLOBALG.A.P require
records of monitoring and management
activities in the surrounding environment. None
of the 10 farms audited failed this requirement.

Remediation measures to reduce the
impacts:

Only GLOBALG.A.P has a requirement for
remediation measures to reduce the impact of
land and water use for aquaculture requiring
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the farm to have a rehabilitation plan once
production is finished. Only one out of the 10
farms failed to comply with this requirement
because it did not have a rehabilitation plan
during the time of the audit.

V. Avoiding a risk event:

All three schemes set quantitative limits on the
land and water use requirements. GAA requires
that a farm does not affect chlorine levels of
neighboring wells or the level of the water
table. GLOBALG.A.P sets limits and requires
maintaining buffer zones and habitat corridors.
TAD/ISRTA’s requirement only covers the
change in the values of specific conductance of
nearby water resources. All ten farms complied
with both GAA and GLOBALG.A.P requirements.
However, one farm did not comply with

the TAD/ISRTA requirements due to lack of
information on the specific conductance of
nearby water bodies before and after the
establishment of the farm.

Summary: Land and water use

In general, GAA and GLOBALG.A.P have major
similarities on the requirements covering all levels of
risks associated with land and water use. However,
the majority of the requirements are physical and
practical measures on reducing the probability of a
risk event occurring. TAD/ISRTA, on the other hand,
focuses only on the specific conductance of the water
source.

Genetics

Genetics and hormone use are key
issues in aquaculture. GAA failed six
farms in this test audit as most of the
farms are using the MT hormone for sex
reversal. However, since scoring this
category of this requirement is point-
based, a farm can pass the certification
for GAA as long as all the critical points
are met. GLOBALG.A.P passed all 10

farms, as it does not have restrictions
on the use of hormones for sex reversal
as long as it is registered and approved
for use for the specific species in the
country of production. All three schemes
have restrictions on the use of growth
hormones and none of the 10 farms are
practicing this procedure.

The TAD/ISRTA scheme allows the use

of sex reversal hormone in the hatchery
facilities only and requires farms to

have a settling area for water used in

sex reversal treatment before releasing

to natural water body to avoid or limit
negative impact to the environment. No
farms failed all three schemes. Overall,
four farms passed the requirements for
genetics and hormone use under the GAA
scheme. TAD/ISRTA failed one farm under
this issue since the farm was not able to
show proof or provide documentation that
would explain the source of broodstock
that was recently purchased by the farm.
All three schemes do not accept the use of
transgenic animals.

*  These are failures of the criteria but
not failures of the farms (i.e., the farm
can still receive certificate).

p22 | www.sustainablefish.org

© Sustainable Fisheries Partnership 2011



PASSED

ALL THREE

4

Venn Diagram: Genetics

Risk-based category

Risk: Irresponsible use and manipulation of genetic
makeup of one species could potentially damage
the original stock and negatively impact the
environment.

I. Legal compliance:

All three schemes do not have legal
requirements regarding genetic preservation of
tilapia species.

II. Reducing the frequency of risk events:

All three schemes do not have requirements to
reduce the frequency of risks associated with
the use of GMO.

III. Preventive measures to reduce the
impact:
All three schemes do not have preventive
measures to reduce the impact of GMO.
IV. Remediation measures to reduce the
impacts:

All three schemes do not have remediation

measures to reduce the impact of GMO in case
of an event.

V. Avoiding a risk event:

All three schemes do not allow the culture

of GMO tilapia. Additionally, GAA does

not allow the use of hormones to produce
all-male tilapia. However, this requirement is
categorized as score criteria, and hence farms
can still be certified as long as the total score
is within limits.

Summary: Genetics

Generally, GMO tilapia is not yet being used for
commercial production. However, this possibility has
already been anticipated by the three schemes and
the limit is already set in order to avoid the risk.
The requirement set by all three schemes under
the genetic issue focuses only on risk avoidance.
However, the preventive measures as well as
remediation measures need to be included in this
issue in order to always inform the producers of
the risks associated with genetically engineered
organisms.

Mortality removal

None of the audited farms failed the GAA
requirements for mortality removal. In
contrast, both GLOBALG.A.P and TAD/
ISRTA failed five farms each. Four out

of five farms failed both GLOBALG.A.P
and TAD/ISRTA, indicating only minor
differences in the requirements. One farm
from each scheme (GLOBALG.A.P and
TAD/ISRTA) failed solely in that particular
scheme. Four farms passed all three
schemes.
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PASSED

ALL THREE

4

Venn Diagram: Mortality removal

Risk-based category

Risk: Dead fish not being managed properly results
in contamination and disease transfer.

I. Legal compliance:

Only GLOBALG.A.P has requirements that
address the legality of disposing large-scale
mortalities in the farm. Three farms did not
comply with this requirement due to the lack of
documentation showing that legal procedures
were in place for disposing large-scale
mortalities.

II. Reducing the frequency of risk events:

Physical measure - All three schemes do not
have physical requirements to reduce the risks
of improper mortality removal/disposal.

Practical measure - All three schemes require
regular monitoring and removal of dead and
unwanted fish from the production system.
GLOBALG.A.P has a clear requirement of not
disposing the collected unwanted and dead fish
into open water bodies. GLOBALG.A.P failed
three farms for having dead fish in several
places around the production system. Three

farms failed to comply with TAD/ISRTA by not
following the written procedures on disposing
dead fish. Additionally, one farm was also
failed by TAD/ISRTA for having the burial area
less than 25 meters from a natural water body.

Record keeping - GAA does not have
documentation requirements for mortality
removal. However, both GLOBALG.A.P and
TAD/ISRTA require records of the inspection
and removal of dead fish. Two farms failed
to record mortalities accurately and failed to
comply with both GLOBALG.A.P and TAD/ISRTA
requirements. Three farms failed to comply
with GLOBALG.A.P on regular monitoring of
mortalities due to discrepancies found by
the auditor during inspection. Additionally,
GLOBALG.A.P requires protocols and other
contingency plans in the event of large
mortalities due to disease.

III. Preventive measures to reduce the
impact:

Both GAA and GLOBALG.A.P require
procedures that prevent the impact of large-
scale mortalities in the farm. A contingency
plan is required when massive in-farm
mortalities occur.. TAD/ISRTA did not cover the
issue of large-scale mortalities.

IV. Remediation measures to reduce the
impacts:

All three schemes do not have remediation
measures to reduce the impact of the risk
event in the farm.

V. Avoiding a risk event:

All three schemes did not set limits on the
proper disposal of mortalities.

Summary: Mortality removal

In general, all three schemes focus on reducing
the probability of a risk event from dead fish in the
production system. Their individual requirements
on mortalities are mainly regular recording,
collection, and disposal. Physical measures like
proper placement of disposal sites for large
quantities of mortalities were not included in the
standard. Measures to reduce the impact and
remediate the impact of the risks associated with
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large-scale mortalities were also included in the
standards for both GAA and GLOBALG.A.P.

Antibiotics

The diagram clearly shows how the
three schemes differ in terms of the

requirements for antibiotics and other drug

use. No farms failed only GAA or TAD/
ISRTA. However, three farms failed only
GLOBALG.A.P but passed both GAA and
TAD/ISRTA. Additionally, two farms failed
in both GAA and GLOBALG.A.P schemes
(but not TAD/ISRTA), and also two farms
failed both GLOBALG.A.P and TAD/ISRTA.
One farm did not comply in any of the
three standards. A total of two out of 10
farms comply with all three schemes’
requirements on antibiotic and drug use.

PASSED

ALL THREE

p

Venn Diagram: Antibiotics

Risk-based category

Risk: Malpractice related to use of antibiotics and
other drugs that leads to food safety issues.

I. Legal compliance:

All three schemes require no use of banned
chemicals and antibiotics and that the use of
drugs and other chemicals should be based on
national regulations. All farms complied with
this requirement. Additionally GLOBALG.A.P
addresses storage and disposal of chemicals,
which must also comply with legal regulations.

II. Reducing the frequency of risk events:

Physical measure — Only GLOBALG.A.P has
requirements for physical measures to reduce
the risks associated with the use of antibiotics
and chemicals. The need for a proper area for
handling and storing chemicals is critical, as

is the need to have a marker or identification
for treated fish. Five farms did not comply with
this requirement. Among the five farms, one
farm failed due to material used in the storage
(wood), four farms failed due to the space
allocation in the storage where spillage is a
potential problem. Additionally, GLOBALG.A.P
requires emergency facilities in the event of
an accident during chemical handling. Three
farms did not comply with this requirement.
Both GAA and TAD/ISRTA do not have these
requirements.

Practical measure — All three schemes have
requirements against the use of banned
chemicals. However, they have several
differences in practical requirements. GAA
passed all 10 farms that were audited under
the BAP standard. In GLOBALG.A.P, several
farms did not pass this requirement: one
farm failed due to lack of records for visual
inspection; two farms failed for reusing
containers of chemicals for another purpose;
and three farms failed by not collecting empty
containers and that were found around the
production area.

GLOBALG.A.P focuses on four main areas
under the practical requirements:
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1. Proper use - The use of chemicals/drugs/
antibiotics based on the recommendations is
common to GAA and GLOBALG.A.P, but not
directly stated in the TAD/ISRTA standard.

2. Storage - Only GLOBALG.A.P included
the requirement for proper storage of any
drugs/chemical used in the farm based on
the label instructions.

3. Access — GLOBALG.A.P restricts the access
of chemicals and drugs used in the farm to
trained staff only. Both GAA and TAD/ISRTA
do not have this requirement.

4. Testing - GLOBALG.A.P also requires regular
sampling of contaminants using ISO17025
laboratories. GAA and TAD/ISRTA do not
have clear requirements on testing for
contaminants.

Record keeping - All three schemes require

a written veterinary health plan and list of
antibiotics used. Beyond this similarity, the
three schemes differ. GLOBALG.A.P requires
several written procedures in all activities
relating to the use or handling of drugs and
chemicals. GAA failed only one farm under
this requirement for not having documentation
from feed manufacturers about the antibiotics
and other drugs used/mixed in the feeds.
GLOBALG.A.P failed several farms under this
requirement: one farm failed for lacking an
inventory of chemicals used in the farm; three
farms failed for not having a safety sheet/
procedures, and one farm failed due to a
missing veterinary health plan.

III Preventive measures to reduce the
impact:

Physical measure — All three schemes do not
have requirements under physical measures in
the farm.

Practical measure — Only TAD/ISRTA has

a requirement of preventive measures to
reduce the impact of the use of drugs and
antibiotic (total antibiotic use). However, this
requirement is at the data collection stage
at the moment, and no limit is set yet. TAD/
ISRTA also requires the treatment of pond

water used during hormone treatment before
releasing the water to the environment. Two
farms did not pass the TAD/ISRTA requirement
for directly releasing pond water that was used
in sex reversal treatment.

Record keeping — Only GAA requires a survey
of chemicals used for potential contaminations
in the surrounding environment. Both
GLOBALG.A.P and TAD/ISRTA do not have this
requirement as such, however, GLOBALG.A.P
expects that it should be included in the

EIA requirement. Three farms failed this
requirement since they do not have or have
not conducted any survey of the potential
contamination of the chemicals they are using.

IV. Remediation measures to reduce the
impacts:

All three schemes do not have a requirement
to remediate the impact of drug and antibiotic
use.

V. Avoiding a risk event:

The prohibitions against the use of hormones
for growth promotion and the prophylactic use
of drugs/antibiotics were similar in the three
schemes.

Summary: Antibiotics

In general, the three schemes have different
focuses on drug and antibiotic use, however all
three schemes address the issue mainly by reducing
the probability of a risk event. Basic requirements
that are similar among all three schemes include
legal requirements and requirements against the
use of banned chemicals and of hormones for
growth promotion, and the prophylactic use of
drugs and antibiotics. A major difference among
schemes is in the physical measures, where only
GLOBALG.A.P requires proper storage of these
chemicals. In terms of reducing the impact of the
risk, TAD/ISRTA already has a good start checking
the amount of antibiotic use which could later be
used to set standards/limits.
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Disease transfer

The pattern of failure for disease transfer
also reflects differences among the three
schemes, where GLOBALG.A.P has the
highest humber of failed farms (six) while
GAA and TAD/ISRTA only have one failed
farm each. Both of these farms are among
those failed by GLOBALG.A.P. In total, only
four farms comply with disease transfer
requirements.

PASSED

ALL THREE

4

Venn Diagram: Disease transfer

Risk-based category

Risk: Spread of disease to other stock or another
species.

I. Legal compliance:

Only GLOBALG.A.P requires reporting of a
disease outbreak to proper authorities at the
time of the event.

II1.

Reducing the frequency of risk events:

Physical measures — Only GLOBALG.A.P has
physical requirements in order to control the
transfer of disease. As a preventive measure
biosecurity at entry points to the farms is
required. A very important aspect of controlling
the spread of disease is having quarantine
facilities in place, which only GLOBALG.A.P
requires in their standard. Two farms failed
under this requirement because of the design
of feed storage vulnerable to infestation by
rodents and other animals that can be potential
vectors of diseases. Another farm also failed the
requirement for not having a quarantine area
for species imported into the system.

Practical measures — GAA only requires rapid
diagnosis and treatment when there is a
disease outbreak. However, GLOBALG.A.P
requires several practical measures to reduce
the risk of disease outbreak. The required
practices cover disinfection of equipment and
overall management of the farm, including the
banning of unprocessed food. Implementation
and awareness of a veterinary health plan is a
critical requirement. For TAD/ISRTA as well, the
workers need to be familiar with the veterinary
health plan. One farm did not comply with this
requirement, although the farm has a regular
veterinarian visiting the site. The farm failed
because of the auditor’s judgment that the
farm personnel lacked the capacity to carry out
their own monitoring and disease identification.
GLOBALG.A.P auditors failed several farms
under this requirement: three farms failed due
to evidence of pest infestation; one farm failed
for not having hygiene plan procedures; two
other farms failed due to lacking a veterinary
plan. There were also five farms that failed the
GLOBALG.A.P requirement for regular review of
a veterinary health plan (VHP). Some of these
farms have an incomplete VHP and some farms
are missing a VHP.

Records — GLOBALG.A.P requires several
documents to control the occurrence of diseases
in the farm. Some of the documents required
are contamination procedures, quarantine
procedures, written hygiene plan, veterinary
health plan, and disinfection procedures. For
TAD/ISRTA, the only required document is the
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veterinary health plan. GLOBALG.A.P failed at
least six farms due to missing or incomplete
documentation of several operating procedures
in the farm (health, hygiene, etc.). TAD/ISRTA
failed one farm not for a document-related issue
because the person responsible was not aware
of the actual procedure during the assessment.

III. Preventive measures to reduce the impact:

All of the three schemes do not have
requirements that would reduce the impact of
disease if spreading/transfer occurs.

IV. Remediation measures to reduce the
impacts:

None of the three schemes have requirements
that would remediate the impact in the event of
disease transfer.

V. Avoiding a risk event:

All of the three schemes did not set
environmental limits in order to avoid the risk of
spread of diseases.

Summary: Disease transfer

Overall, the issues relating to disease transfer are
being addressed by reducing the potential occurrence
of a risk event. Both GAA and TAD/ISRTA have
limited requirements, while GLOBALG.A.P has more
rigid requirements in relation to disease transfer
through practical measures and documentation.

The practical measures cover the whole aspect of
the farm (from stocking to harvesting), including
sanitation and cleanliness in the farm. Only
GLOBALG.A.P included a legal requirement under this
issue.

Feed management

The pattern of failure for feed management
requirements also differs among the

three schemes. TAD/ISRTA failed 100
percent of the farms. Two farms failed in
all three schemes and four farms failed

in both GLOBALG.A.P and TAD/ISRTA. No

farms passed all three schemes for feed

management.

PASSED

ALL THREE

0

Venn Diagram: Feed management

Risk-based category

Risk: Inefficient use of feeds leading to higher
pressure on exploitation of feed fisheries.

I. Legal compliance:

All three schemes have no legal requirement
regarding feed management.

II. Reducing the frequency of risk events:

Physical measures - Both GAA and
GLOBALG.A.P require clear separation of
normal feeds from medicated feeds. TAD/ISRTA
does not have physical requirements for feed
management. None of the 10 audited farms
failed this requirement.

Practical measures - The three schemes have
different practical requirements on feeding. GAA
considered the condition of the environment in
adjusting the feeding with maximum allowable
amount of feeds. GAA passed all the 10 farms
under this requirement. GLOBALG.A.P, on the

p28 | www.sustainablefish.org

© Sustainable Fisheries Partnership 2011



other hand, focuses more on feed storage and
usage of feeds before shelf life expiration. At
least four farms failed under this GLOBALG.A.P
requirement. One farm failed for not having
the expiration date of the feeds displayed on
feedbags or individual containers. Three other
farms failed under this requirement because
they did not have a commitment letter from
feed suppliers sourcing feed ingredients from
sustainable sources only. Both GLOBALG.A.P
and TAD/ISRTA require better sourcing of feeds
(registered source for GLOBALG.A.P; ISEAL
compliant for TAD/ISRTA).

Record keeping - All three schemes require
feed records including feed adjustments and
daily consumption. Additionally, GAA requires
the list of ingredients of feeds and failed at
least two farms for not being able to show any
document listing the ingredients of the feeds
being used in the farm. GLOBALG.A.P requires
reporting on regular contamination checks of
the feed ingredients and failed at least six farms
for missing important documents; three farms
did not have a letter from suppliers on feed
ingredients, and the other three farms failed
for not having documented results of testing
for contamination. TAD/ISRTA requires that the
fishery is to be certified by 2014 (5 years from
the date of standard publication) with an interim
requirement that all species of marine source
ingredients score 6 or above on the FishSource
scale. None of the 10 farms audited under TAD/
ISRTA comply with the requirement, since most
of the farms do not have documents listing
ingredients or species of marine ingredients in
their feeds.

III. Preventive measures to reduce the impact:

Only GAA has requirements that relate to

the reduction of the impact of inefficient feed
management. GAA requires feeding adjustments
based on environmental changes. GAA considers
the following factors for feed adjustments:
dissolved oxygen (DO), Secchi disk visibility,
bluegreen algae concentration, thermocline

and changes on nutrient concentration from
upstream and downstream. Records of these
parameters were also required by GAA. None

of the 10 farms audited under the GAA/BAP
standard failed.

IV. Remediation measures to reduce the
impacts:

All three schemes did not have requirements
that would remediate the impact of inefficient
feeding management and practices.

V. Avoiding a risk event:

Both GAA and TAD/ISRTA set limits on the
environmental impact. However, GAA only sets
limits on the amount of feed to be used in the
farm per unit area and has passed all 10 farms
audited under the GAA/BAP standard, whereas
TAD/ISRTA set a higher bar on the FFER and
the sources of the ingredients. And none of the
farms comply with these requirements, since
most of the farms do not have information on
which fisheries their fishmeal for the feeds are
sourced from.

Summary: Feed management

Overall, all three schemes focus on feed
management in slightly different ways. GAA focuses
more on the practical application of feeds where

the amount of feeds being given to the fish is
monitored in relation to environmental condition.
GLOBALG.A.P focuses more on contamination and
traceability, and has several requirements of proof
of laboratory analysis and testing. TAD/ISRTA on the
other hand focuses more on the sustainable sources
of ingredients and the efficiency of feeds by setting
the FFER as well as the nitrogen and phosphorus
consumption.

Animal welfare

For animal welfare requirements,
GLOBALG.A.P failed three farms, while GAA
failed two. TAD/ISRTA only failed one farm
which was also failed by GLOBALG.A.P.

No farm was failed by both GAA and
TAD/ISRTA. Also, no farm failed all three
schemes. A total of six farms comply with
the requirements for animal welfare in all
three schemes.
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PASSED
ALL THREE
6
1
1
1

Venn Diagram: Animal welfare

Risk-based category

Risk: Farming environment and practices
not conducive to tilapia can cause stress and
mortalities.

II.

Legal compliance:

Only GLOBALG.A.P has legal requirements in
relation to animal welfare where fasting and
stocking density need to be in accordance

with the regulation set by the local authority.
A single farm did not comply with the
requirement on stocking density since the staff
was not aware of the regulation on allowable
stocking density. None of the 10 farms failed
the requirement on fasting.

Reducing the frequency of risk events:

Physical measure — Only GLOBALG.A.P has

a requirement for physical measures to

reduce stress or mortalities, including oxygen
supplementation and proper maintenance of
the facility that is suitable for fish. One farm
failed under this requirement for not having
any type of aeration installed in the production
system during low DO concentration.

III.

Practical measure - Practical requirements
for animal welfare are more or less similar

in both GAA and GLOBALG.A.P. Feeding
management, fasting and crowding, duration
and temperature during transport, harvesting,
and regular monitoring of culture facilities
were some of the requirements. One farm
failed under this requirement for not having

a policy in place in relation to fasting,
harvesting, sampling, and other handling
activities in the farm. GLOBALG.A.P has
additional requirements regarding stunning
and handling, which both GAA and TAD/ISRTA
do not have. GLOBALG.A.P failed at least three
farms under this requirement; two farms
failed for inconsistent water monitoring for
DO and temperature, and another farm failed
due to mishandling of fish during harvesting
(crowding and transporting containers/
practices).

Record keeping - GAA only requires health
and survival records as well as inspections
records, which are similar to the GLOBALG.A.P
requirements. Aside from these documents,
GLOBALG.A.P also requires protocols on
effective bleeding as well as fasting records.
TAD/ISRTA does not require most of these
documents. Records of water quality
parameters, particularly those that would
directly affect the fish health and condition,
are a requirement under GLOBALG.A.P, which
failed two farms for not having them.

Preventive measures to reduce the
impact:

Physical measure — None of the three schemes
require physical measures to reduce the
impact on animal welfare.

Practical measure — Only GLOBALG.A.P has
practical requirements to reduce stress

and mortalities during handling of fish.
Oxygenation, anesthetics during invasive
procedures, and stunning prior to bleeding
were some of the requirements. Additionally,
the staff must be trained in handling the fish.
Two farms failed this requirement when the
auditor observed the manner of harvesting
(overcrowding in the harvesting seine net
prior to transferring to transport containers).

p30 | www.sustainablefish.org

© Sustainable Fisheries Partnership 2011



Improper handling, like kicking fish into
the net, has also kept the farm from being
certified.

Records - GAA requires documentation only
when fish are being transported, to assess
mortalities. One farm failed this requirement
mainly because the farm was not able to
produce a document that shows the mortality
rates during transporting. TAD/ISRTA, on the
other hand, requires recovery records from
100g fish until harvest and has failed one farm
for not reaching the minimum survival of 65
percent.

IV. Remediation measures to reduce the
impacts:

All three schemes do not have requirements to
remediate the impact of stress to the fish.

V. Avoiding a risk event:

Only TAD/ISRTA set quantitative limits on
animal welfare where farms need to have at
least 65 percent survival weighing from 100g.
One out of ten farms that were audited failed
this requirement since the average survival of
the farm from the previous year was only 62
percent. Both GAA and GLOBALG.A.P did not
set a similar limit.

Summary: Animal welfare

In general, the bulk of the requirements for

the animal welfare issue fall under the practical
measures on reducing the impact of stress.
Maintaining water parameters, such as dissolved
oxygen and temperature, are common management
practices being monitored. Survival was a common
indicator, although only TAD/ISRTA set a limit and
uses it to determine compliance.

Waste disposal

Waste disposal and farm sanitation

are other areas where the schemes

differ. TAD/ISRTA does not have specific
requirements for this issue. Hence

the comparison of this issue was only
done between GAA and GLOBALG.A.P.
GLOBALG.A.P has the highest total
number of failed farms (four out of

10). Two farms failed both GAA and
GLOBALG.A.P requirements. Additionally,
GAA also failed one other farm, while
GLOBALG.A.P failed two other farms. Five
farms passed both GAA and GLOBALG.A.P
schemes.

PASSED

ALL THREE

5

Venn Diagram: Waste disposal
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Risk-based category

Risk: Irresponsible disposal of waste could have a
negative impact on the farm and surrounding public
resources (e.g., water).

I. Legal compliance:

Aside from proper disposal of waste and other
pollutants, GLOBALG.A.P also requires proof of
compliance with local regulations in terms of
waste disposal.

II. Reducing the frequency of risk events:

Physical measures on the farm - Both GAA and
GLOBALG.A.P require physical measures on
the farm to address issues of waste disposal.
This includes proper storage and garbage bins
for waste from housing inside the farm. GAA/
BAP had failed at least three farms under

this requirement: two farms failed due to

poor design of fuel storage which potentially
can cause spillage problems, and one farm
failed for storing the fuels and oil in the
electric room. On top of these requirements,
GLOBALG.A.P has a higher requirement that
relates to keeping incoming and outgoing farm
water separate to avoid contamination. One
farm failed this GLOBALG.A.P requirement for
directly using discharge water from one pond
to another pond.

Practical measures on the farm - GAA and
GLOBALG.A.P are similar in their practical
measures to reduce the frequency of risk
events. Some of these similarities relate to
human waste and garbage disposal. Aside
from these similarities, GLOBALG.A.P has more
requirements, particularly on handling and
disposing waste from chemicals. The practical
requirements of GLOBALG.A.P under this issue
reduce the risks to fish and also to humans
and the surrounding environment. Under the
requirements for practical measures, GAA
failed one farm for bad practices storing fuel
and oils. GLOBALG.A.P, on the other hand,
failed several farms under this requirement.
Three farms failed for improper handling/
disposal of empty containers, one farm failed
for burning chemical containers, two farms
failed for lacking space for storing empty
containers, and another farm failed for placing

a site for burying dead animals less than

25 meter away from the production sites.
Additionally, GLOBALG.A.P failed two farms for
waste/debris left around the production site
with no cleanup or removal plan.

Record keeping - GAA has no requirements
regarding documentation on waste
management. GLOBALG.A.P requires the farm
to have a waste management system in place
that describes the process for waste disposal
on the farm. None of the 10 audited farms
failed this requirement.

III. Preventive measures to reduce the
impact:

Only GLOBALG.A.P requires treatment of
bloodwater in the farm before releasing it.
However, this is applicable only if the farm
is slaughtering their fish on site. In most
cases, slaughtering is done off site in the
processing plant. GLOBALG.A.P also requires
the identification of all possible waste and
pollutants in the farm. None of the 10
audited farms failed this requirement. Most
of the farms are transporting fish live to the
processing plant; hence the incidence of
having bloodwater in the farm is minimal.

IV. Remediation measures to reduce the
impacts:

All three schemes do not have requirements
related to remediation measures to reduce the
impact of waste when disposed improperly.

V. Avoiding a risk event:

All three schemes do not have requirements
that would avoid a risk event.

Summary: Waste disposal

Overall, both GAA and GLOBALG.A.P focus their
requirements on the practical and physical
measures on the farm to manage waste. However,
GLOBALG.A.P also has practical measures that
would support the reduction of the impact of waste
outside the farm. TAD/ISRTA lacks a requirement/
standard that addresses solid waste disposal.
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Labor

The three schemes have a lot of
similarities in their requirements related
to labor issues, with similar numbers of
farms failing in each scheme. However,
GLOBALG.A.P has the highest humber of
failed farms (80 percent). Both GAA and
TAD/ISRTA failed 60 percent of the farms
audited. Three farms failed in all the three
schemes. Two farms failed to comply with
both GAA and GLOBALG.A.P requirements,
while three farms failed with both
GLOBALG.A.P and TAD/ISRTA. GAA failed
one farm that passed in the other two
schemes. Only one farm passed all three
schemes.

PASSED
ALL THREE
1
1
2
3
3

Venn Diagram: Labor

Risk-based category

Risk: Farms operating irresponsibly can undermine
workers’ health and safety.

I

II.

Legal compliance:

Wage and benefit requirements were common
in all three standards. All three schemes

also require the facilities and operations in
accordance with national and local laws. One
farm was failed by GLOBALG.A.P for using
electricity illegally. Additionally, GLOBALG.A.P
also failed four farms for not providing proper
protective gear to laborers during harvesting
or handling activities. TAD/ISRTA legal
requirements are more general and do not
have specific requirements as compared to
GAA and GLOBALG.A.P

Reducing the frequency of risk events:

Physical measures on the farm - General
requirements like potable water, toilets and
showers, clean living area, protective clothing,
and first aid kits are all included in all three
schemes. GAA/BAP and GLOBALG.A.P both
failed several farms under this requirement.
GAA/BAP failed two farms and GLOBALG.A.P
failed one farm for not having drinking

water readily available to the laborers.
Although both GAA/BAP and GLOBALG.A.P
have a requirement for a first aid kit, only
GLOBALG.A.P failed two farms for not having
a first aid kit during harvesting activity. There
were also four farms that failed due to lack of
proper protective gear while working in the
field.

Only GLOBALG.A.P requires signs and
warnings. This includes hazard signs for
chemical storage, emergency exits, and even
accident procedure and safety advice in the
event of emergency/accidents. Three farms
failed due to lack of warning signs (e.g.,
electric fence, dumping area for dead fish,
no entry, etc.). For not displaying emergency
procedures in every activity area, six farms
were failed under GLOBALG.A.P. However,
only one farm failed for not having emergency
facilities in working area.

Practical measures on the farm - All three
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schemes require proper training of all staff
regarding health safety, first aid, and hygiene.
GAA failed at least two farms for not having
proper training on health and safety, as well
as hygiene. GLOBALG.A.P, on the other hand,
failed only one farm for not training staff on
health and safety. However, five farms also
failed for not having a signed safety guide for
the staff. TAD/ISRTA, on the other hand, failed
three farms for not having trained 100 percent
of their staff.

GAA and GLOBALG.A.P required the farm staff
to wear protective clothing especially when
handling hormones or other chemicals. GAA
failed two farms for not been able to match
the protective gear listed on the document
with what is actually provided to the staff.
GLOBALG.A.P, on the other hand, failed four
farms for not having complete protective gear
including subcontracted staff working in the
farm. This requirement is not included in the
TAD/ISRTA scheme.

Implementation of safety procedures - In all
of these requirements, only GLOBALG.A.P
extends this requirement to visitors and
subcontractors in the farm. Four farms failed
under this requirement as audited farms failed
to communicate to subcontracted personnel
the health and safety procedures in the farm.
Additionally, only GLOBALG.A.P requires
person responsible for safety and welfare on
the farm as well as awareness of farm staff on
contingency plans in case of accidents. Only
one farm failed under this requirement.

Record of inputs — GLOBALG.A.P requires the
most documents under this issue including
assessments, protocols, and records.
GLOBALG.A.P failed several farms due to
lack of documentation; three farms failed for
not having a written risk assessment in the
farm, five farms failed for lack of emergency
procedures, five farms failed for lack of
complaints procedures. GAA, on the other
hand, has fewer additional requirements. TAD/
ISRTA failed one farm for not keeping the
required documents.

Procedures — GLOBALG.A.P requires
documentation of procedures covering hygiene

and emergencies. GLOBALG.A.P is the only
scheme that requires risks assessments for
laborers on the farm. GLOBALG.A.P also
looks at other documents, like certificates

of qualification to validate the capacity of

the staff involved in particular activities

like operating machinery, etc. Overall

labor information, including information

on subcontractors, is also required only by
GLOBALG.A.P. TAD/ISRTA, on the other hand,
requires an emergency action plan for the
prior 12-month period. This information is not
required or specifically addressed by GAA.

III. Preventive measures to reduce the
impact:

All three schemes did not include requirements
that would cover the preventive measures to
reduce the impact.

IV. Remediation measures to reduce the
impacts:

All three schemes did not include requirements
that would cover the remediation measures to
reduce the impacts.

V. Avoiding a risk event:

Only TAD/ISRTA sets limits for labor issues

to avoid a risk event. Limits include zero
occurrences of child labor, forced labor,
discrimination, abuse of working hours, lack
of freedom of association, disciplinary actions
and health and safety related accidents. Four
farms did not comply under this category due
to practice and lack of documentation.

Summary: Labor issues

Overall, the requirements to address the labor
issues in tilapia farming are different among the
three schemes. However, all three schemes address
the issue by providing requirements related to
reducing the probability of a labor issue occurring.
Both physical measures and documentation are
the main requirements of all schemes. Similarities
between GAA and GLOBALG.A.P are in terms of
documentation requirements. TAD/ISRTA, on the
other hand, is the only scheme that set zero limits
for the major labor issues.
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Resource conflict

There were minimal similarities in the
requirements for resource conflict
amongst the three schemes, which

resulted in only one farm failing all three

schemes. Both GLOBALG.A.P and TAD/
ISRTA failed two farms each. One farm
failed in both schemes, and overall four
farms passed all the requirements for
resource conflict.

PASSED

ALL THREE

4

Venn Diagram: Resource conflict

Risk-based category
Risk: Farms operating in areas with limited
community access to resources.
I. Legal compliance:
There were no legal requirements from the
three schemes on common resources use.
II. Reducing the frequency of risk events:

Physical measures on the farm - GAA and

III.

IV.

TAD/ISRTA require assessment of the location
of facilities that would block access to public
resources by local inhabitants including fishing
grounds and wetland areas. None of the 10
audited farms failed the requirements from
GAA and TAD/ISRTA.

Practical measures on the farm - Only GAA
has a requirement under this category,

where proper management of water use is a
critical point to avoid restricting the amount
of available water to the local community. All
farms comply with this requirement.

Record keeping on inputs - All three schemes
check for documentation and proof of
compliance on this issue. GAA and TAD/ISRTA
both require area maps showing property

lines and fences to ensure that locals were not
being blocked by the construction of the farm
or any of its activities. The list of meetings and
other interaction with the community were also
part of the assessment required by GAA and
GLOBALG.A.P. GAA failed one farm under this
requirement for failing to show written proof
of collaboration with the fishermen around

the area. GLOBALG.A.P and TAD/ISRTA, on
the other hand, also assessed the complaint
procedure. GLOBALG.A.P has identified at
least four farms that do not comply with

this requirement due to lack of a written
complaints procedure.

Preventive measures to reduce the
impact:

All three schemes do not have requirements
under this category.

Remediation measures to reduce the
impacts:

All three schemes do not have requirements
under this category.

Avoiding a risk event:

All three schemes do not have requirements
under this category.

Summary: Resource conflict

Overall, under the three schemes, farms applying
for certification need to show proof of interaction
with the community and how they are resolving
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conflicts, if any. It is also very important that the
farm is not affecting access of the local community
to public resources. All these requirements fall
under the category of reducing the probability of a
risk event.

Legality

None of the audited farms failed in both
GAA and GLOBALG.A.P schemes. However,
two farms failed under the ISRTA scheme
due to the lack of documentation to show
compliance with labor law regulations.

PASSED

ALL THREE

8

Venn Diagram: Legality

Risk-based category

Risk: Farms operating illegally undermine rights and
safety of laborers, buyers, and the community.

I. Legal compliance:

The three schemes are mostly similar in their
requirements of legality, requiring proof of
compliance to national laws and regulations

including business permit, land and water use,
environmental regulations, and labor laws.
However, TAD/ISRTA had two farms that did
not comply due to lack of documentation and
failure to pay overtime and requiring work
during the weekends.

II. Reducing the frequency of risk events:

Practical measures on the farm - Only
GLOBALG.A.P has a requirement that assesses
the capacity and understanding of persons
responsible in the farm on their legal obligation
particularly on food safety and animal welfare.
None of the audited farm failed to this
requirement.

Record keeping — All three schemes are
basically similar in most of the documents
required to show legality of operation.
However, only TAD/ISRTA specifically requires
documentation/proof of compliance to tax
laws. TAD/ISRTA failed two farms under

this requirement for failing to show proof

of contracts and payments for overtime of
laborers.

III. Preventive measures to reduce the
impact:

All three schemes do not have criteria/
requirements that would reduce the impact of
not complying with legal issues.

IV. Remediation measures to reduce the
impacts:

All three schemes do not have remediation
requirements to reduce the impact of legal
issues.

V. Avoiding a risk event:

All three schemes did not set quantitative
limits to avoid a risk event.

Summary: Legal issues

Legality is a must for all three schemes; hence

all the standards are categorized as critical or
major must. A basic requirement for a farm to get
certification is to prove that it is a legal entity and
that their practices are legal. In all three schemes,
compliance is determined based on the documents
available in the farm.
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Ge nera | D | SCU SSIO n All three schemes promote improvement in the

farm. However, these improvements may be
considered as weak or strong depending on the

a N d CO N CI u S | O N S expectation of the user of each scheme. It is very
difficult to generalize which scheme is better than
Comparing three distinct schemes the other as a whole since some issues are similar

and some are more important than others. While
no scheme in this comparison could be considered
complicated exercise. All three schemes the strongest in all issues, where a standard has

a particular emphasis (food safety, traceability,
environmental friendly, etc.), it generally stood out
have different focuses and approaches in that area. In general, GLOBALG.A.P and GAA
address food safety and traceability issues while
TAD/ISRTA focused more on environmental testing,
standards was clearly stronger on all issues; particularly outside the farm.

in aquaculture certification is a very

employed in the comparison exercise

in measuring compliance. None of the

however, it is possible to measure the

strength of individual standards if done per Levels of the different categories
individual issue. Hence, in this comparison of the aquaculture standards
activity, the scope of this comparison only

Identifying the five category levels for different
covers the 15 identified issues that are requirements under each scheme enabled this
comparison to show clear groupings and distinctions
between the requirements. The figure below

that are not common in all three schemes illustrates how the three schemes differ in terms of

. . the level of focus they have given to each category.
(only included in GLOBALG.A.P or GAA, for The level of focus is mainly based on the number of

example) were not included. requirements that were used in this comparison.

included in all three schemes. Other issues

SUMMARY TABLE OF FIVE CATEGORY LEVELS

ISSUES AQUACULTURE STANDARDS
GAA/BAP | GLOBALG.A.P | TAD/ISRTA
RISK AVOIDANCE |11 9 23
REMEDIATION 2 8 1
MEASURES
PREVENTIVE 23 21 12
MEASURES
REDUCING 91 187 44
PROBABILITY OF
RISK EVENT
Reducing probability of risk event LEGAL 12 23 6
COMPLIANCE
TOTAL CRITERIA 139 248 86
Legal compliance Note: The total number of criteria was based only on analysis of the set of
15 issues included in the comparison. Indicators that were NOT part of the
comparison were NOT included in the computation (internal assessment, risk
assessment for aquaculture activities, risk assessment for health and safety of
workers, traceability, site management, food safety and pest control.
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Legal compliance, being the baseline of all the
requirements is clear cut in all of the schemes.

In general GLOBALG.A.P has higher number of
requirements that address the legal aspect as part
of the standard and contributed the second largest
number to the total number of requirements for
GLOBALG.A.P. GAA only ranks legal compliance as
third, while TAD/ISRTA puts the legal compliance as
only fourth of five categories).

Reducing the probability of a risk event covers
the requirements that address measures to limit
the risks of events happening due to aquaculture
practices. The requirements include physical and
practical measures in the farm. This category is the
major component of the three schemes as reflected
on the number of requirements under this level
where the highest proportion of the requirements
fall under this category. GAA has 91 requirements
out of the total 139 requirements used in the
comparison. TAD/ISRTA has only 44 requirements
under this level while GLOBALG.A.P has the highest
number of requirements (187 out of 248).

Preventive measures, on the other hand, accept
that the risk events will occur and that measures
need to be taken to confine, if not limit, the impact
of the risks when an event happens. Among the
three schemes, GAA has the highest number of
requirement under this level and considers it to be
the second most important level. Both GLOBALG.A.P
and TAD/ISRTA only rank this level as third, based
on the total number of requirements.

Remediation measures cover all activities

that would address the changes/destruction or
deterioration of the environment caused by the

risk events that have happened. Both GAA and
GLOBALG.A.P include a number of remediation
measures in their standard, including restoration of
converted wetlands. TAD/ISRTA, on the other hand,
includes the trapping of escapees from the wild
when the risk event happened. Among the three
schemes, GLOBALG.A.P has the largest humber of
requirements under this level as compared to GAA
and TAD/ISRTA. TAD/ISRTA has the least number of
requirements under this level and ranked this level
as least important (based on the total number of
criteria).

Risk avoidance of the impact of aquaculture by
setting quantitative environmental limits should

be considered as the toughest category among
the standards. Among the different categories of
requirements, this is where TAD/ISRTA topped

the two other schemes by having the largest
number of requirements and ranking this level
second of the 5 levels. Both GAA and GLOBALG.A.P
only rank this level as fourth based on the
number of requirements. The nature of the TAD/
ISRTA, which is a performance based standard,
made this possible. TAD/ISRTA set several
quantitative thresholds for producers to meet.

The amount of phosphorus and nitrogen released
in the environment, the diurnal fluctuation of the
receiving water bodies, and survival rate are some
of the thresholds that TAD/ISRTA set. GAA and
GLOBALG.A.P also have compliance thresholds set
for producers.

In general, GLOBALG.A.P has the largest total
number of requirements, while TAD/ISRTA has the
least and GAA/BAP’s total number of requirements
is in between the other two. The total number of
requirements, however, should not be the only
basis to determine the robustness of a particular
standard. As presented in this discussion, there are
several levels of addressing the issues and schemes
should be able to address the issues at all levels.

Pre-audit requirements

The pre-audit requirements from each scheme

are different. Some pre-audit requirements are
compulsory (internal assessment by GLOBALG.A.P)
and can affect the result of the auditing process.
But other schemes just use the pre-audit
requirement in preparation for the actual audit
(TAD/ISRTA and checklist from GAA). In a way, the
pre-audit requirements help the producers to assess
themselves against the standard.

Audit implementation

During the implementation stage of the audit,

the auditors assessed the farm performance
based mainly on three aspects: documentation,
infrastructures/facilities, and practices. All three
schemes have documentation requirements as
presented in the result section that includes
protocols, procedures, certificates, and others.
The infrastructures are easy to assess as they are
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obviously visible to the eye. Auditing the farmers
practices was really difficult at have the tendency to
become subjective. Relying on farmers’ or laborers’
responses may not be enough. Documentation

to show proof of the practices may also be easily
created. TAD/ISRTA has an advantage on this issue
because of the way the standard was set up (i.e.,
setting performance levels that are measurable).
Using the TAD/ISRTA standard, the auditor or

even the farm can easily tell if they failed in a
certain requirement based on their performance as
measured by the auditor and the farmers.

Consistency of auditors

At present, all three schemes have their own
individual programs for training their auditors to
audit against the individual standards. However,
during the implementation of this comparison, TAD/
ISRTA did not have its own certification body and
used the GLOBALG.A.P auditors that were trained in
the field. This set-up made it difficult or irrelevant
to compare the requirements of the three schemes;
however, both GLOBALG.A.P and GAA requires
training and other qualification requirements. As
shown in the table presented in Appendix B, GAA

and GLOBALG.A.P have a many similarities in terms
of the basic requirements. However, GLOBALG.A.P
requirements are far more comprehensive and
require compliance with several regulatory
schemes. TAD/ISRTA, on the other hand, still needs
to define its procedures. The lessons learned in

this exercise emphasize the need to ensure that

all auditors using the same set of standards have
consistent interpretations of the standard. The
auditor guidance sheet, with a complete checklist
of information that needs to be collected or to

be assessed, serves as a critical aid to ensure
consistency among certification bodies and among
auditors.

Summary of Passes and Failures

The two major causes of failure were the lack of
adequate record keeping and/or poor environmental
monitoring, such as downstream testing of water
quality. These failures are not necessarily indicative
of poorly performing farms.

NUMBER OF FARMS FAILING THE REQUIREMENT DUE TO INADEQUATE DOCUMENTATION

ISSUES SCHEMES
GAA/BAP GLOBALG.A.P TAD/ISRTA

ESCAPES & NATIVE SPECIES 3 3 3
PREDATOR 1 0 0
WATER POLLUTION 2 0 0
WETLAND CONVERSION = = =
LAND & WATER USE 0 0 0
GENETICS 0 0 1
MORTALITY 0 3 0
ANTIBIOTICS 2 3 1
DISEASES 0 6 0
FEED MANAGEMENT 2 4 10
ANIMAL WELFARE 1 1 0
SANITATION 0 0 0
LABOR 1 7 6
RESOURCE CONFLICT 0 3 4
LEGALITY 0 0 1
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SUMMARY OF PASSES AND FAILURES

Issue Failed | Failed Failed | Failed Failed | Failed Failed | Passed | Comments
GAA GLOBAL | TAD GAA GAA [ GLOBAL |all all
only G.A.P only and and G.A.P three | three
only GLOBAL | TAD and
G.A.P only |TAD
only only
Escape 0 1 5 0 1 1 2 1 GAA and GLOBALG.A.P
& native generally similar number
species of failing farms compared.

WWEF failed more farms,
not because they had more
escapes, but because the
fish were not all male, and
therefore posed a greater
risk of environmental
impact if there was an
escape.

Predator 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 8 The three standards
were similar with regard
to predator criteria. No
predator mortality was
recorded on any farm.
Farms failed because
predator control methods
posed a risk or record
keeping was inadequate.

Water 0 0 5 0 0 2 3 0 No farm failed because of
| pollution detected water pollution
problems. GAA and
GLOBALG.A.P generally
similar when referring to
water pollution criteria.
WWEF failed all farms
because none had yet
initiated water quality
monitoring in receiving
water bodies.

Wetland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 No farms failed any of the
conversion standards.

Land & water | 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 6 GLOBALG.A.P failed more
use farms, but in 80% of cases

this was due to inadequate
paperwork. No farms

failed because of detected
erosion, salinization, or any
other land or water use
problems.
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SUMMARY OF PASSES AND FAILURES

Issue Failed | Failed Failed | Failed Failed | Failed Failed | Passed | Comments
GAA GLOBAL | TAD GAA GAA | GLOBAL | all all
only G.A.P only and and G.A.P three | three
only GLOBAL | TAD and
G.A.P only |TAD
only only
Genetics 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 None of the standards

permit GMO tilapia. GAA
has a “score” criteria stating
hormones should not be
used to produce all-male
tilapia. Farms may still be
passed overall, if they pass
most other “score” criteria.

Mortality 0 1 1 0 0 4 0 4 GLOBALG.A.P and WWF
removal similar with regard to
mortality removal; GAA
failed no farms.

Antibiotics 0 3 0 2 0 2 1 2 GLOBALG.A.P failed more
farms. Problems were
generally due to inadequate
storage or records, rather
than detected failures in the
use of antibiotics.

Disease 0 4 0 1 0 1 0 4 GLOBALG.A.P failed more
transfer farms. Problems were
due to poor quarantine,
disinfecting practices,

or missing paperwork or
records. No farms failed
due to a record of disease

problems.
Feed 0 0 4 0 0 4 2 0 WWEF failed more farms,
management followed by GLOBALG.A.P.

GLOBALG.A.P failed farms
for absent paperwork. WWF
failed farms because the
source fisheries for the
fishmeal and fish oils in the
feeds were unknown, and
therefore the sustainability
of the feed could not be
determined. No farms failed
because of documented
poor feed management,

or known unsustainable
sources of fishmeal or fish
oil in the feeds.
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SUMMARY OF PASSES AND FAILURES

Issue Failed | Failed Failed | Failed Failed | Failed Failed | Passed | Comments
GAA GLOBAL | TAD GAA GAA | GLOBAL | all all
only G.A.P only and and G.A.P three | three
only GLOBAL | TAD and
G.A.P only |TAD
only only
Animal 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 6 Each standard failed a
welfare similar low number of

farms with regard to animal
welfare, but different farms
for different reasons.

Waste 1 2 0 2 0 0 0 5 GLOBALG.A.P failed more
disposal farms. WWF did not address
waste disposal. In contrast
to the majority of failures
for the other issues, in
this issue failures were
generally due to detected
bad practices, including
effluent from one pond
contaminating the input of
another, or the incorrect
disposal of chemicals, etc.
Labor 1 0 0 2 0 3 3 1 GLOBALG.A.P failed

more farms, but all three
standards failed farms for
cause, as well as lack of

paperwork.
Resource 0 2 2 0 0 1 1 4 All three schemes are the
conflict same with exemption on

recording conflicts where
GLOBALG.A.P and WWF
were similar.

Legality 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 8 WWEF failed more farms on
legality issues due to lack of
documentation and, in one
case, not paying overtime.
Neither of the other
standards detected any
legal compliance issues.
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Conclusions

In pure numerical terms, TAD/ISRTA and
GLOBALG.A.P failed more farms than GAA.
GLOBALG.A.P failed the most farms in five of the
issues, TAD/ISRTA in four, and they shared top
billing in another two issues. GAA failed the most
farms in a single issue, and all three standards were
equal in three issues.

However, in very few cases did farms actually fail
for detected known poor performance, but generally
for inadequate paperwork or monitoring. It is
therefore impossible to determine, based on this
sample, whether the additional requirements of
GLOBALG.A.P or TAD/ISRTA translate into reduced
environmental impacts or risk. It is also worth
noting that the preparation of the farms for this
trial audits was very short and in some cases the
farm received the audit guidance sheet a day before
the farm assessment took place. Perhaps if given
enough time to prepare for this audit, most farms
could have performed well in the documentation
requirements.

In summary, judging who is weak or strong in this
comparison is an impossible task to make with
reasons highlighted from the above discussion.
Some things, however, are clear or became clearer
after implementing this comparison. There are a lot
of similarities among the three schemes, whether
on the checklist only or even in the implementation.
The issues that we care about which relate to
sustainability in aquaculture are mostly being
addressed by all three schemes at different levels
and perspectives.

Overall, based on the 15 issues used in this
comparison, legality of the operation (both in
country of origin and destination) as well as
reducing the probability of the a risk event are the
overall framework of the industry. Furthermore,
each scheme has put more requirements in

one level or another. GAA, for example, has

more requirements under preventive measures;
GLOBALG.A.P, on the other hand, topped the other
two standards in the number of requirements on
risk remediation. The TAD/ISRTA scheme topped
the two other schemes in terms of the number of
risk avoidance requirements.

Harmonization and equivalencies of the three
schemes is possible but would need a tremendous
amount of work. There is already common ground
among the three standards, particularly in issues
that are common to all of them. The background
of each scheme and the approaches in developing
the standards should also to be considered when
attempting to harmonize these three standards.

The possibility of having more efficient auditing

and certification procedures has potential as

well. A good example of this is the current MOU
between WWF and GLOBALG.A.P, where a farm

can be audited with both schemes (GLOBALG.A.P
and TAD/ISRTA) using a single auditor. In this
agreement, the farm would have a certification from
GLOBALG.A.P and a letter of compliance from TAD/
ISRTA.
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APPENDIX A
Description of three
different tilapia
standards

The three tilapia standards are

presented in different ways and differ

in the way they measure compliance.
Some standards allow a small margin

for non-conformity but one standard
(TAD/ISRTA) only accepts 100-percent
compliance. The requirements to comply
with the standard also vary amongst

the three standards. The GAA/BAP and
GLOBALG.A.P tilapia modules divide their
requirements into three categories, where
some are considered most important
(critical points for GAA/BAP and major
musts for GLOBALG.A.P), and at that level
compliance is required to be 100 percent.

Global Aquaculture Alliance/Best
Aquaculture Practices (GAA/BAP)

Compliance with the GAA/BAP standard is
determined based upon the three levels of the
standard, namely critical points, score points,

and information. The number of standards varies
between culture systems/environments. The table
below illustrates the distribution.

Scoring: The standards in GAA/BAP are divided
into three categories. Each category has a different
level of importance; hence, scoring for compliance
is also different.

Critical points - Level of compliance is marked as
PASSED or FAILED. The farm needs to have 100-
percent compliance on all standards categorized

as critical in order to get certified. Cages have the
same critical points as ponds, plus six additional
critical points. Streams are considered the same as
ponds, and estuaries adds one more critical point.
Ponds have many more information points, related
to managing water quality in the pond.

Score points - Score points are used to evaluate
37 criteria, where the level of compliance is marked
from 0 to 3. A score of zero means the farm is not
doing anything to address the issue. A score of 3
indicates that the farm has shown the best way to
address the issue. In order to pass the certification,
during the first audit, the farm needs to have a total
score of at least 75 percent of all the score points.
During the renewal of the first issued certificate, the
farm is expected to score at least 80 percent of the
score points.

Information - Up to 42 criteria are evaluated for
information only (the highest number being for
pond systems). There is no minimum required level
of compliance for this category. However, some
information in this level can influence the scoring in
other categories (e.g., water quality).

Auditors - Audits are mainly conducted by auditors
approved by the Aquaculture Certification Council
(ACC).

Compliance procedure - At the end of the audit,
the auditor presents the result of the evaluation to
the farm. A list of non-compliance and corrective
actions will be given to the operator. A period for
addressing corrective actions will then be set by the

DISTRIBUTION OF THE GAA/BAP STANDARD BY DIFFERENT CULTURE SYSTEMS

LAND (POND) CAGE STREAM ESTUARY
CRITICAL POINTS | 31 37 31 32
SCORE POINTS 37 37 37 37
INFORMATION 42 27 22 22

p44 | www.sustainablefish.org

© Sustainable Fisheries Partnership 2011




auditor and agreed upon by the operator. The farm
is subject to a return visit/evaluation if the farm
failed several critical points.

After the farm operator has addressed all the
corrective actions, the certification body (CB) will
then issue the certificate for the farm. The logo

of the CB as well as the ACC will appear in the
certificate. A processor that is BAP certified can then
use the ACC logo. These logos do not necessarily
mean that a totally or partially processed product
has been checked at farm level. The consumer

will be able to identify if the product came from

a certified farm if the packaging of the product
contains a two-star logo. A star indicates whether
the product came from a certified processing plant
only (one star) or the product came from a certified
farm and was processed in a certified plant (two
stars). A three-star logo denotes a product came
from a certified farm that uses certified feeds and
was processed in a certified processing plant.

GLOBALG.A.P
Tilapia Standard
Version 3

Compliance with the GLOBALG.A.P standard is
determined mainly through two levels (major and
minor must); however, additional requirements
were added which are currently classified as
“recommendations.” Failure to comply or to present
evidence on the recommendation category does
not result in non-compliance of the farm. Below is
the distribution of standards based on category by
modules.

Unlike the GAA, which varies the standard according
to the farm system, in GLOBALG.A.P the same
criteria apply to all farms. Some of the criteria come
from the “all farm” module and some from the
“aquaculture” module. These criteria are featured

in all GLOBALG.A.P standards for aquaculture,
regardless of species. The tilapia module adds more
criteria specific to tilapia farming systems.

Scoring

Major must: The level of compliance is marked as
YES or NO. YES would mean that the farm complies
with the control points set by the standard. Farms
seeking certification should have 100-percent
compliance with all of the standards under the
“major must” category. There are 133 major musts.

Minor must: The level of compliance is also
marked as YES or NO where YES would mean

that the farm complies with the control point set

by the standard. Unlike the major must category,
minor must allows a maximum of 5-percent non-
compliance in order to get full certification. There
are 79 minor musts, meaning a farm will fail overall
if it fails four or more minor musts.

Recommendation: This level of control points
requires the farm operator to provide necessary
documents/information or improve practices in a
particular standard. This level however, does not get
scored. There are 17 recommendations, and most
of these are included in the all farm module.

Auditors: Auditors using the GLOBALG.A.P tilapia
standard should come from accredited third-party
certification bodies that are approved, or at least
provisionally approved, for the GLOBALG.A.P
Aquaculture Scope.

DISTRIBUTION OF STANDARD BASED ON DIFFERENT MODULES

Standard category All farm based Aquaculture based Tilapia
Major must 12 90 31
Minor must 22 51 6
Recommendation 11 6 0
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Compliance procedure: At the end of the audit,
the auditor conducts a closing meeting in which the
result of the evaluation is given to the operator. The
non-compliance is highlighted during the meeting
and the auditor asks the operator when the farm
will address the non-conformity. A certificate of full
compliance will not be given to the farm unless all
non-conformities have been addressed/eliminated
by a stipulated period of time.

After all the non-compliance has been eliminated by
the farm operator and the GLOBALG.A.P-registered
certification body accepts the action taken by the
farm as in compliance, the accredited third-party
certification body then decides whether to issue

the certificate to the farm. The certificate will have
both the accreditation body and certification body
logos and the farm will be assigned a GLOBALG.A.P
Number (GGN) that will cover all activities
performed by the same legal entity. The product
can be identified as GLOBALG.A.P certified for the
next steps on the food chain by printing the 13-digit
GGN on the packaging for the final consumer.

Tilapia Aquaculture Dialogue/
International Standard for
Responsible Tilapia Aquaculture
(TAD/ISRTA)

The TAD/ISRTA standard has five parts: impact,
principle, criteria, indicator, and standard. The
description of the five parts is based on information
from the World Wildlife Fund (WWF), the convening
organization of all aquaculture dialogues. The
impact relates to the problem/issue that needs

to be minimized. The principle is defined as the
guiding principle to address the problem/issue.

The criteria refers to the area to focus on in
addressing the impact. The indicator is defined as
the specific unit that needs to be measured in order
to determine the impact. The standard is defined as
the threshold or performance level to attain in order
to determine if the impact is being minimized.

Scoring: Unlike the GAA/BAP and GLOBALG.A.P
tilapia standards, TAD/ISRTA does not divide
scoring into different categories. All standards under
TAD/ISRTA are considered critical, hence there is

only one type of scoring used and no margin for
error or non-compliance. Farms seeking a TAD/
ISRTA “letter of compliance” (as ISRTA certification
had not yet been set up when this comparison was
conducted) should have 100-percent compliance
with all of the 61 standards (from the 7 issues).

In each standard, level of compliance is marked

as YES or NO. YES means that the farm has met/
achieved the threshold (standard) set by the TAD.

Auditors: At present, TAD/ISRTA does not have
its own auditors. With the existing MOU with
GLOBALG.A.P (as an interim phase), auditors from
certification bodies approved for the GLOBALG.A.P
Aquaculture Scope should undergo specific ISRTA
training in order to perform the ISRTA audit. Note
that this training didn’t exist during the comparison
period.

Compliance procedure: Since a farm audit using
TAD/ISRTA is conducted through GLOBALG.A.P

and by GLOBALG.A.P auditors, the process of
certification depends on the CB who does the audit.
During the comparison period, the GLOBALG.A.P/
ISRTA efforts are in an interim phase and the
ISRTA standard will be handed to the Aquaculture
Stewardship Council (ASC), which eventually will
use an accredited certification body.

Assessing the level of compliance in the farm
differs from one scheme to another, however all

of the schemes do ask/check for documentation.
Some schemes require auditors to do actual data
collection (i.e., both BAP and ISRTA require auditors
to collect water samples for testing specific water
parameters), but there are also schemes that rely
on the available documentation presented during
the audit.

The TAD/ISRTA standard is broken out into seven
sections, GAA/BAP into 14, and GLOBALG.A.P into
22. To aid comparison, we divided some of these
sections into more focused “issues,” and combined
some sections into broader “issues.” The result
was 18 issues, 15 of which were addressed by all
three schemes. Feed efficiency, traceability, waste
disposal, and sanitation were amongst the issues
that were not addressed by one or two of the
schemes.
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APPENDIX B

CRITERIA GAA

EDUCATION Bachelor’s
or more
advanced

degree from
an accredited

college or
university
TECHNICAL
SKILLS AND
QUALIFICATIONS
WORK At least
EXPERIENCE 5 years

experience in
aquaculture
or seafood
processing
plants

CREDIBILITY/ Must have

no conflict

of interest.
Evaluators
cannot inspect
facilities
where they
have business
interest or
have been
involved in
consulting
within the
past year

SKILLS

LANGUAGE
SKILLS

Good
command of
the English
language.
Bilingual skills
are preferred

GENERAL COMPARISON OF AUDITOR REQUIREMENTS

GLOBALG.A.P

At least a post-high school diploma or Undefined
equivalent (minimum course duration
of 2 years) must have been obtained
in a discipline related to the scope of

certification (aquaculture).

Lead Assessor Training based on ISO
19011 principles, min 10 days experience

Min 3 years overall experience in the Undefined

aquaculture industry

The CB must have in place a procedure Undefined
to ensure annually that every inspector/

auditor conducts at least 5 inspections/

audits, or 10 inspection/audit days, at

a number of different producers against

the GLOBALG.A.P (EUREPGAP) Integrated

Farm Assurance standard to maintain

scheme knowledge, and to stay registered

on the GLOBALG.A.P database.

“Working language” skills in the Undefined
corresponding native/working language.

This must include the locally used

specialist terminology in this working

language.
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GENERAL COMPARISON OF AUDITOR REQUIREMENTS

TRAINING

COMPETENCY

CHARACTER

GAA

Required

to attend
training
course prior to
approval

Must have
passed final
exam

Must have
no criminal
records

GLOBALG.A.P

(i) Training in HACCP principles either
as part of formal qualifications or by
the successful completion of a formal
course based on the principles of
Codex Alimentarius.

(ii) Food hygiene training, either as part
of formal qualifications or by the
successful completion of a formal
course.

(iii) GLOBALG.A.P (EUREPGAP) online
training, with the successful
completion of one online test per
revision period (once every 4 years).

(iv) Basic veterinary medicine and
stockmanship training including animal
health and welfare issues.

(v) A minimum of 2 years of experience
gained after finishing academic studies
(mentioned in the Education section
above), and 3 years overall experience
in the agricultural industry. This shall
involve work in the respective sub-
scope. Two years experience for each
sub-scope is required, which may
have been gained simultaneously for
more than one sub-scope.

Competent auditor/ inspector performance
Where social assessments are required
during inspection, the auditor needs to
comply with the minimum training, e.g.,
GLOBALG.A.P Risk

Assessment on Social Practices (GRASP)
Training for Auditors offered by
GLOBALG.A.P

Undefined

TAD/ISRTA
Undefined

Undefined

Undefined
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GENERAL COMPARISON OF AUDITOR REQUIREMENTS
D caa GLOBALG.A.P TAD/ISRTA

INDEPENDENCE (i) Auditors are not permitted to take

AND ultimate certification decisions

CONFIDENTIALITY regarding audits or inspections they
have carried out themselves.

(ii) Auditors are not permitted to carry
out any activities that may affect
their independence or impartiality,
and specifically shall not carry out
consultancy or training activities for
the producers on whom they perform
inspections. Training is not considered
consultancy, provided that, where
the course relates to management
systems or auditing, it is confined to
the provision of generic information
that is freely available in the public
domain (i.e., the trainer cannot
provide company-specific solutions).

(iii) Auditors must strictly observe the
producer’s and the CB’s procedures
to maintain the confidentiality of
information and records.

REFERENCE GLOBALG.A.P General Regulations Version
DOCUMENT 3, Part II - Certification Bodies Rules
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APPENDIX C

ISSUES THAT WERE NOT COVERED IN THE COMPARISON

. Internal assessment and Prior to the audit as Requirements for at None
corrective actions part of the certification least once in a year
process
. Risk assessments for aquaculture JENelgl=] Requirements under None
activities and management plan the All Farm based
to address the risks identified module
. Risk assessment for health and Requirement under Requirement under None
safety worker safety and the All Farm based
employee relations module
. Risk assessment of water quality None Requirement under None
in relation to food safety and the All Farm based
animal health and welfare
. Waste and pollution Included in the Requirement under None
management, recycling, and survey of possible the All Farm based
re-use - identification of all contamination of module
possible waste and pollutants, used chemicals and
including action plan to control pesticides
them
. Traceability Requirement for an On-farm None
online traceability traceability set up;
system documentation and
recall procedures
. Site management, including None Requirement under None
quality manual, organizational the Aquaculture
structures, and contingency plans based module
. Food safety — quality and sources JRell\Ae)\/=1g=Te| Requirement under None
of materials for postharvest - ice equipment for the Aquaculture
transport and harvest based module
. Pest control Covered under the Requirement under None

storage and disposal of

farm supplies

the Aquaculture
based module
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APPENDIX D

COSTS RELATED TO PERFORMING AUDITS

ITEMS COSTS GAA GLOBALG.A.P TAD/ISRTA
REGISTRATION FEE Yes Yes Undefined
INSPECTION FEE Yes Yes Undefined
ROYALTY Yes No Undefined

TRACEABILITY FEE Yes No Undefined
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