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The Chair (G. Brest) apologized for his absence. The meeting was chaired by the Vice-Chair.

1. adoption of the agenda and approval of the minutes of the previous meeting 
The agenda was adopted. The minutes of the previous meeting were approved, with some comments to the Spanish version from Chairman. The Chair will forward its comments in writing to the ACFA secretariat for revision. 
FEAP announced that it would like to have “restocking” issue on the agenda of the next ACFA Working Group 2 meeting. Furthermore FEAP also requested follow up on the legislation of veterinary medicines. Finally the same organisation asked for a follow up on the parasites issue. 

2. Modification of hygiene package 2010- points concerning marine products only
The representative of the Commission stated that as a part of the hygiene package review and possible amendments of the hygiene Regulations, EFSA had produced an opinion on parasites in fishery products. The EFSA opinion was now under discussion with the Member States. That means that the Regulation is in the process to be adjusted to this opinion. Once the consultation with Member States had been concluded SANCO representative plans to update the WG 2 on the results. Nevertheless SANCO representative underlined that no major changes are to be expected in relation to fisheries products. SANCO representative invited members of WG2 to put their comments forward if they feel any changes might be still necessary, in particular with regards to Regulation 853/2004.
COGECA representative made a statement on small quantities issue, underlining the importance from the social and economic point of view. AEPM representative referred to the different risks for shellfish and fisheries products and asked for explanation. He voiced his concerns about the chemical method for identification of viruses and asked whether the revision foresees any. He was also concerned about the zone classification criteria, and the equinodermes being treated as gastropods,  and about tests on new toxins. 
The Commission representative explained that from the scientific point of view the euinoderms cannot be excluded (they may contain toxins).  On small quantities the Commission representative stated that there are differences in the Member States. Commission has prepared a document to discuss this issue with Member States, in the SANCO Committee. On viruses the representative recalled that lots of progress was made to develop a rapid system in terms of legislation. On classification of zones, this issue will be addressed again when aspects related to shellfish will be discussed. With regards to chemical method it is premature to assess, as Member States have just started using the chemical tests. I addition on new toxins EFSA is preparing an opinion and the results will be presented in March 2011.
3.
Draft resolution- viruses and alert systems- presentation by industry

The representative of AEPM presented the draft Resolution which this organisation had submitted to the group. He said that the European sector needed a reliable method of detecting viruses and that currently there was no such method.  For that reason it was impossible to know the number of viruses and how many of them were active. Moreover, in Europe there was neither a legal basis to set up a method for detecting norovirus, nor a threshold of risk. The draft will be submitted to the President of ACFA for and will be tabled for approval at the next Plenary.

4.
Water framework directive
The industry representatives AEPM were keen on discussing the Water Framework Directive, especially ‘the register of protected areas’ defined by article 6 and described in annex IV. They were also interested in notification that each Member state should send to the Commission as defined in article 15 especially its point 2 (analyses and management plans) . AEPM wanted to verify if the protection of shellfish waters is insured by WFD itself by definition of protected areas. The most important for the shellfish industry was to get the information on whether each MS declares shellfish production areas and if shellfish industry activities are really included in the management plans and, if the specific analyses necessary to control the shellfish water quality is also taken into account in these plans. Other issues raised by representatives of industry. FEAP asked for the interpretation of Health Directive within the Water Framework Directive. The chairman highlighted the importance of clean waters with good environmental conditions for the development of aquaculture. 
Commission representative presented an overview on the evaluation of the water Framework Directive River Basin Management Plans (RBMP). He stated that not all plans have been submitted for evaluation already. 17 Member States adopted RBMPs, in 5 the consultation has been finalised and is awaiting the adoption and in other 5 the consultation is still ongoing or not adopted yet (PT,ES,EL,DK,BE). He informed the Committee that after the evaluation of these plans there will be a period of bilateral contacts with Member States to clarify issues. Finally the Committee was informed that the report on implementation is foreseen for 2012. Commission representative assured the industry that during the evaluation exercise inter alia following issues will be evaluated, are the shellfish areas designated as protected areas under the WFD, are there additional objectives set for those shellfish areas on the top of the WFD general objective of good status (microbiological standards), is there a information on the status of the protected areas (i.e. if the water bodies used for shellfish production meet the objectives, are measures included in the Programme if Measures in order to achieve the objectives?

 

5.
Marine Strategy Framework Directive
The Commission representative underlined that the Marine Strategy Framework Directive 2008/56/EC (MSFD) requires Member States to determine Good Environmental Status (GES) for their marine waters, and design and implement programmes of measures to achieve or maintain GES by 2020, using an ecosystem-based approach to marine management. It takes account both of socioeconomic factors and the cost of taking action in relation to the scale of the risk to the marine environment. 

He further stated the marine strategies to be developed by each Member State must contain a detailed assessment of the state of the environment, a definition of "good environmental status" at regional level and the establishment of clear environmental targets and monitoring programmes.

He recalled that the goal of the Marine Strategy Framework Directive is in line with the objectives of the 2000 Water Framework Directive 2000 which requires surface freshwater and ground water bodies - such as lakes, streams, rivers, estuaries, and coastal waters - to be ecologically sound by 2015 and that the first review of the River Basin Management Plans should take place in 2020.

From the shellfish Industry (AEPM) point of views a reference was made to item 1.ii) of annex IV: areas designated for the protection of economically significant aquatic species

6. Control of feed ingredients used on aquaculture fish produced in third countries 

The chairman recalled that the industry faces a situation where costs of feed make 50% of the production costs for farmed fish.

Commission representative admitted that for high standards of consumer protection in the EU might lead to higher production costs for EU-producers than in third countries. He stated that for the time being the EU-legislation is very strict, in particular terms of feed materials as regards meat and bones meal and GM-feed. As an alternative he referred to insect meal that has a high biological value. As for the meat and bone meal he said that at the revision of current feed ban foreseen for 2011 more flexibility might be given. This is up to Member States and the EP to decide whether the flexibility would be applied in the future. With regards to feed additives and other substances requiring a marketing authorisation in the EU, the Commission representative underlined that if discovered that imported aquaculture products were produced with forbidden substances such as antibiotics or hormones, these food imports are blocked on the EU boarders.

He also stressed that the majority of expellers for oils are GMOs and to enter the EU market they must be approved GMO. 

The consumer representative insisted on the strictness on the presence of antibiotics in the food. He also said that the use on meat and bone meal need to be reassessed and if the picture is still negative there should be more GMO products approved by the EU.   

FEAP representatives asked if the legislator foresees any regulation, labeling, and/or certification for GMO free products to inform the consumers and to avoid the distortion on the market.  Finally chairman suggested that ACFA should produce an opinion on this issue.

7. Oyster mortality: state of play, measure and projects: the voice of the industry and suggestions for possible accompanying measures

The AEPM representative complained that there should have been more consultation carried out with producers on the oyster mortality. He highlighted that the mortalities in France have caused major loss in production and that as much as 10 000 jobs could be at stake. While acknowledging that the European Food Safety Association has stated that Ostreid herpes virus-1 is necessary cause of the mortalities, he stated that there is no scientific evidence that the virus is in the necessary cause of the disease. He also stated that the proposed rules would not solve the problems in the areas with mortalities and that more profound actions were needed, without specifying possible actions other than funding of research  Another AEPM representative called for more research in this field to identify the cause of the increased mortalities.  The chairman suggested creating a working group on this issue that was warmly welcomed by the majority of delegates.   
The Commission representative underlined that every opportunity over the last year was taken to present the situation to ACFA and to keep ACFA up to date on the development. She also informed that revised EU legislative measures have been drafted and presented to the Member States. The intention is to present those drafts for Member States vote late February or early March. She invited interested delegates for further and deeper discussion on the legal texts and other relevant aspects of this issue in the premises of DG SANCO the week following the meeting. Such an invitation was welcomed by the industry, which agreed to inform DG MARE on possible dates for such a meeting.

She reassured the industry that the Commission services are doing the outmost to minimize the spread of the virus. The Commission representative made it clear that the objective of the proposed EU measures is to prevent the virus from spreading to new geographical areas. She underlined that these measures were not aimed at solving the problems with mortalities in the infected area. In this respect, she also referred to a Member States working group meeting held in December, at which it was agreed that measures to limit the impact in infected areas were better taken by the MS concerned in close collaboration with the affected industry, rather than at EU level.
She expressed her full agreement with the industry representative who highlighted the difficulties of eradicating or controlling a disease in the open marine environment and the importance of on farm bio-security measures in this respect. The Commission representative underlined that since it is close to impossible to eradicate a virus in the marine environment it is crucial to take measures to avoid the spread of the virus to pristine areas.
8. Animal health directive 2006/88:

- Implementation in the Member states: results of the FEAP inquiry

The representative of FEAP explained that they have conducted an internal questionnaire on the implementation of Directive 2006/88/EC at the national level of the Member States. The intention of the questionnaire was to review the manner in which the Directive has been implemented and which components may be creating difficulties for the aquaculture production sector. In particular the representative underlined the differences seen between Member States on timing of implementation, registrations & authorizations and surveillance & inspections. He recommended to take better account of market problems encountered by the producer. He encouraged the Commission to better inform the Member States on how to implement Directive 2006/88/EC. Finally he called for a workshop.
It was also decided that FEAP will organize a meeting with DG SANCO to better explain the recommendations and conclusions of the study. The Commission representative welcomed this study, which appears to give a good insight in some of the difficulties faced by the MS and industry in the implementation of Directive 2006/88/EC and thus would be a useful input into the further development of the EU aquatic animal health legislation. She informed that Directive 2006/88/EC would be incorporated in the new Animal Health Law, which is currently under development. However, in this context, the intention is not to make any substantial amendments of this legal framework. She also informed that the Commission is organizing trainings for Competent authorities on the practical implementation of Directive 2006/88/EC, in the framework of the Better Training for Safer Food program. The purpose of these trainings is to increase the knowledge of the Competent Authorities on the EU aquatic animal health legislation and for the participants to share experience on the practical aspects of the implementation of the legislation. 
- Implementation draft regulation of DG SANCO relating to oyster mortality (3 drafts)
This issue was covered when discussing point 7.

9.
OIE meeting on Aquatic Animal Health Standards Commission held 11-15 October 2010

On the OIE paper FEAP has received some individual reports and concerns on some of the points and content of this document that is 500 pages long. The main concern that came through scanning of the document is the harmonization between the aquatic and terrestrial animal aspect in this document. There is a strong believe that the part of the document dealing with aquatic animals is a copy/paste from the OIE Terrestrial Code. Therefore the FEAP representative expressed his concerns about how the work has been done. He referred in particular to the fact that there is a difference in the use of antibiotics between terrestrial animals and aquaculture animals (preventively- growth promotion). That is why the attitude towards the aquaculture should be slightly different. Furthermore FEAP representative stated that the text might create some difficulties for fish farmers as it says that the advertising of antimicrobials should not be allowed. He finally stated that the text should not talk about fish farmers as they were automatically fish health professionals, only because they have a fish farm. Health Professionals should be reserved only for specialized aqua medicine biologist and/or specialized veterinarians. 
The Commission representative informed that the Chapter on antimicrobial resistance that FEAP referred to, were one of the chapters that the EU Member States had the most comments on in the EU comments sent to the OIE in January. The EU comments can be found on the following web page: http://ec.europa.eu/food/international/organisations/EU_comments_position_papers_en.htm
The Commission welcomed any comments on the OIE documents from the industry, but highlighted that it would at this stage of the OIE adoption process be difficult to propose any new major amendments in the draft texts. The next OIE Aquatic Code Commission meeting is held 14-18 February and the report is expected to be available mid March.
AOB
A) WWF   Trout Aquaculture Dialogue, Report to the ACFA WG2, 01 February 2010

The representative of FEAP explained that the purpose of the Paris meeting was to work on draft standards as tertiary issues of concern to producers emerged.  The management by WWF of the dialogue process and the management of ASC caused concern with regard to the practical success of the scheme.  Producers hope that the administrative structure (process for derogations, traceability etc) and marketing (including identification of retailer and consumer demand) would improve.  The first meeting of the newly founded ASC Technical Advisory Group was planned on 02 February 2011, in the fringes of the Vancouver Seafood Summit meeting.

B) Proposals for the next EFF

FEAP representative stated that the future EFF should 

· be in line with Europe 2020

· include Horizontal actions

· be spent well on European Professions needs.

· enable data collection, 
· follow an example of InterReg model for transnational actions.

FEAP will produce a position paper on this issue

C) Animal Welfare conference

At the end of the meeting the Commission' representative informed the participants about the conference that took place the day before. She encouraged the industry to be more pro- active and to be present at events relevant for them. 
The Chair closed the meeting. 
Next meeting foreseen on 25 May 2011
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