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The Chairman thanked R. Flynn for his previous chairmanship. The Commission representative also thanked him, on behalf of the Director-General of DG MARE, for chairing WG2 since ACFA was renewed in 1999. He said that DG MARE considered this working group one of the best under ACFA and that part of this success was attributable to the leading role played by the former Chairman. The Commission representative also thanked the current Chairman for taking over these duties. FEAP joined the Commission in thanking R. Flynn for his contribution over the years. 

1. AQUACULTURE AND THE CFP

The representative of the Commission (DG MARE) referred to the Communication on ‘Building a sustainable future for aquaculture’ adopted by the Commission in April 2009, on which ACFA and WG2 had already expressed their views. He reminded the group that the strategy was given strong support by the Council of Ministers in June 2009 and then by the Committee of the Regions in December 2009 and the European Economic and Social Committee in April 2010. However, he added that the institutional debate on this Communication was not yet fully completed, as the European Parliament would give its final opinion at its plenary session on 17 June 2010. Besides this, a debate was held within the Fisheries Committee with representatives of national parliaments on 1 June, when a number of representatives stressed the importance that should be attached to sustainable development of aquaculture. They also said that aquaculture activities could not be dissociated from the CFP. As regards the EU financial support, looking ahead to the post-2013 financial framework, the Commission representative said that, although no decision had been taken so far, the most probable option seemed to be to go for a sectoral financial instrument to support the reformed CFP, in which aquaculture would be given an appropriate place.

Finally, he recalled that the Commissioner intended to cover aquaculture under the new ‘CFP legislative framework’. The architecture of the new regulation had yet to be defined, but the main elements needed to reinforce aquaculture would be covered in a special chapter. Stakeholders would continue to be involved in the CFP reform process and ACFA WG2 would probably be the best forum to discuss and follow up issues related to aquaculture in this context. 
Following this introduction, a number of presentations were made. They were followed by a debate.
Commission (DG MARE)

- Market policy for aquaculture products. The speaker compared the current and future situation regarding issues such as organisation of the sector, intervention and subsidies, market standards, information to consumers and supply policy.
- The EFF in the financial framework for 2014-2020. This presentation focused on the general framework and conditions for the future structure and evolution of the European Fisheries Fund and on how to ensure better coordination between different funding at European Union level.

ACFA members

 - FEAP considered that the role of European aquaculture should be recognised in the reformed CFP, the CMO and the new European Fisheries Fund. In addition, European aquaculture should feature in the new CFP as one of the two pillars of the EU’s seafood supply and not as a chapter in the new Regulation (new name suggested: ‘Common Fisheries and Aquaculture Policy’). FEAP also proposed using the term ‘aquatic products’ for fisheries and aquaculture production and giving consumers greater information about the origin of such products. Aquaculture producers’ organisations (POs) should be adapted to the realities of aquaculture and would need an effective toolbox that allowed choice when it came to the organisation of POs. POs should be empowered to set reference and minimum prices and should be freedom to trade. But legal issues in relation to competition rules from POs should be clarified. Concerning the EFF, FEAP would prefer development of a well defined aquaculture fund within the EFF, used mainly for modernisation and innovation to reinforce competitiveness and based on a sectoral approach combined with horizontal measures. This fund should be directly available to the European organisations and the Commission should increase its financial margin for specific issues. FEAP called for a level playing field that would allow European aquaculture to improve its competitiveness. Concerning governance, FEAP argued for re-establishment of the aquaculture unit in DG MARE and for a reinforced ACFA, with the participation of Member States and the European Parliament, which would deal with aquaculture issues. 
- AEPM expressed the general disappointment within the aquaculture sector at being relegated to a footnote in the Green Paper and recalled that this sector was called on to be the main supplier of raw material for the processing sector and a major source of employment in the future. In the new CFP, aquaculture should be given a prominent place, should have distinct budget lines to implement the recommendations made in Communication COM (2009) 162 and should be given a permanent unit in DG MARE. The CMO should be reformed in order to allow adaptation of POs and European inter-branch organisations. Family based micro-enterprises should be given privileged access to these bodies and, consequently, to the aid. However, multinationals should not be excluded from funding if they are concentrated in a specific area. The EFF should give priority to a more flexible intervention mechanism that would take into account the specifics of production. Some of the eligibility rules should be revised and certain activities (such as transnational promotion, establishment of national and transnational inter-branch organisations, promotion of sectoral dialogue and quality of water) should also be made eligible. The use of common guidelines and vocabulary in the different EU policies was advocated. 
- COPA-COGECA said that aquaculture belonged in the CFP and shared some common needs with the catching sector (such as for simplification, access to the resources and solutions for Natura 2000) but needed specific know-how and structures within the administration. Concerning markets, aquaculture needed a level playing field between EU production and imports. The funding objectives and instruments should focus on competitiveness, promotion and investment (R&D and new technologies). Axis 4 of the EFF should be interpreted specifically in terms of aquaculture.  
- The consumer's representative pointed to the importance of giving consumers clear information on the origin of the fish they eat (farmed or wild). He said that European public financial aid was needed for research and development work on European aquaculture. This aid would be essential in the case of climate change. He also said that the relationship between demand and the price of fish for consumers should be taken into consideration for future developments. 
- ETF agreed that aquaculture should be a pillar of the future reformed CFP. From a social point of view, workers who lost their jobs in fisheries might be redeployed to the aquaculture sector with appropriate training. In this context, the working, welfare and social conditions of fishermen should be adapted to the aquaculture sector. The links between aquaculture and markets/financial aid should also be developed. 
The complete presentations and the position paper from the environmental NGOs and views from the development NGOs can be found at: https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fpfis/iwt/node/530.
2. 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. The Chairman proposed that the discussion on a possible shellfish water directive should be held at the next meeting of the group.
3. FISHMEAL CRISIS
The representative of COPA-COGECA referred to the letter that this organisation had sent to the Commission (https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fpfis/iwt/node/530) proposing revision of the total feed ban for non-ruminant processed animal protein (PAP) as a possible solution to the noticeable rise in fishmeal prices. Following appropriate research, use of animal meal from non-ruminant by-products (already used for aquaculture feeds in non-EU countries) might improve the environmental impact caused by its destruction and provide a productivity gain for national and European aquaculture. 

In support of COPA-COGECA, the representative of FEAP drew attention to the range of options available for fish-feeding that this organisation had listed in another letter sent to the Commission (https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fpfis/iwt/node/530).

The representative of IFFO said that ‘Crisis’ was the wrong word to use but that the  combined effects of the El Nino, the earthquake in Chile, which impacted on the main production area and quota reductions by the Chilean authorities, had impacted on price.  The increase in demand from China for both aquaculture and pork production was also a factor as was the price of soya meal.  Some 25% of fishmeal was now derived from the fish processing sector (trimmings). The price of fish meal had dropped by US$300/t since March. In relation to comments from several speakers on the need for accurate conversion figures for aquaculture IFFO said that it was to present date on a forthcoming conference on conversion factors for its sector and that it was involved with ISO on work in this area. It was proposed to annex the Fish-in fish-out ratios to the minutes of this meeting. 

FEFAC said that the feed industry was working closely with the fish farmers and referred to the big wish list from point 1 above. Closer co-operation was advocated between the different branches of aquaculture.  . Moreover, FEFAC, with the cooperation of COPA-COGECA, EFPRA, UECBV and AVEC, had drafted a sectoral impact study on potential reauthorisation of non-ruminant PAPs in the feed chain (monogastric animals and farmed fish). The draft study was currently being reviewed externally by the University of Madrid. FEFAC was waiting for the report on the first independent study which would be made available to ACFA as soon as it had been reviewed by FEFAC’s partners. He believed that DG SANCO was close to being able to determine meal coming from ruminants and  had contacted EFSA to update the quantitative BSE risk assessment reports, which might be available by the end of 2010. FEAP suggested that all stakeholders and Member States involved should agree on the fish-in/fish-out coefficient and that the ‘level playing field’ principle should also be applied to food safety.
The representative of the Commission (DG SANCO) informed the participants about the TSE Road Map II. He said that four methods to determine animal proteins were currently being tested by supervision of the European Reference Laboratory and the outcomes would be available at the end of the year. He also reported on the finalisation of the ‘SAFEED-PAP’ international project financed by the Commission (DG ENTR) on the new diagnostic methods connected with feed stuffs. He indicated that the ban on feed containing processed animal proteins would be reviewed in the light of the ‘non-cannibalism’ principle when robust discriminatory methods for diagnostics of animal protein in feed and proper system of channelling were on place. He added that the question of transferability of test was being examined via ring-trials. 
4. ORGANIC AQUACULTURE

The representative of the Commission (DG MARE) gave a presentation on the ‘new organic aquaculture rules’ (Commission Regulation 710/2009 which amends the implementing rules for organic aquaculture decided in 2008) decided in August 2009 and that would enter into force on I July 2010. He said that organic production was an overall system of farm management and food production rather than end-product certification. He went through the detailed rules in the Regulation, the main objective of which was to ensure free movement in the 27 Member States, and said that a consolidated version (agriculture and aquaculture implementing rules combined)  might be available by summer 2010 for guidance purposes. Finally, he apologised for the absence of DG AGRI and announced that the Organic Unit's presentation would be annexed to the minutes (https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fpfis/iwt/node/530). Following this, the representative of IFOAM-EU presented the document published by IFOAM to introduce and evaluate the Regulation from the point view of the main species produced. Global organic aquaculture production was due be 50,000 tonnes in 2011 worth €230 million at retail level. He said that organic should be seen in the context of the debate about sustainability and not just the market and advocated that aquaculture should be part of the CFP.    
FEAP came back to the old issue of eco-labelling versus organic nomenclature and the confusion which could arise in translation of these terms in the EU official languages and stressed the need to differentiate "eco" and "organic" labels. FEAP also asked for clarification of the substances to be included in the positive list of substances to be permitted for cleaning and as feed additives. AEPM was concerned about the use of "organic" for mollusc production because it considers molluscs production to be "organic" by nature and that this label might confuse the consumers. AEPM was also concerned for small producers and the cost of certification. COPA COGECA asked about the 2015 MSY target for fishing in the context of the ecolabelling issue raised earlier.

.

In the reply, the Commission representative reminded the group that aquaculture was eligible for organic certification but the fishing was not, In the case of foods eligible for organic certification under Community law the terms ‘eco and ‘bio’ were reserved for organic. The translation of "organic" into the official languages was annexed to Regulation 834/2007. For the project (Commission legislative work programme 2009) to develop minimum criteria for voluntary ecolabelling in fishing, it had been decided during 2009 to use the term "sustainability labelling" rather than eco-labelling for reasons of clarity. While this project had received a negative opinion form the Impact Assessment Board the separate proposal to permit products of fishing and aquaculture to be covered by the EU ‘Flower’ Ecolabel had  been decided in co-decision earlier this year. At the request of the European Parliament, the Commission (DG Environment) has recently launched a call for tender for a study to examine the feasibility, on a case by case basis, of including food products in practice in the ‘Flower’ scheme. 

If the Commission was to work on sustainability issues for aquaculture the term sustainability labelling would be used in preference to eco-labelling (see next point) He said that a provision under the EEF  would help the small producers to convert to organic production. He informed about the setting up of a permanent group of experts to advise on the substances that could be included in organic production. As regards mollusc farming he recalled that triploids were not permitted in organic production but were widely used in conventional oyster farming. IFOAM-EU referred to the possibility of group certification for say a grouping of mussel producers.  Group certification existed for small aquaculture producers elsewhere and could also be applied in the EU future.

5. PRESENTATION ON DRAFT FAO TECHNICAL GUIDELINES ON AQUACULTURE CERTIFICATION

The representative of the Commission (DG MARE) went through the main changes to the new text that had been drawn up following a one week meeting at the FAO in February 2010 and circulated for comments in March. This was to have been considered for finalised and adopted at the FAO COFI – Aquaculture Sub Committee meeting scheduled to be held in Thailand  later in June. This meeting has been deferred until October on security grounds. He said that these draft technical guidelines were based on the FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible fisheries agreed in 1995 and reminded the participants that even if the guidelines would not be mandatory, they should be applied by certifiers. The guidelines did not set standards but laid down the framework in which the standards had to be applied. He added that a decision had not yet been reached on whether all four fields (animal health and welfare, food safety, environmental sustainability or socio-economic conditions) would be mandatory or not in schemes based on these guidelines. Debates would take place in October on whether the social aspects should be mandatory. He asked the participants to send their written comments to the Secretariat by 2 July. 
6. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE REGULATION ON THE OSTREID HERPES VIRUS 
The representative of the Commission (DG SANCO) reminded the group of the background of Regulation (EC) No 175/2010 and said that the Regulation was currently being implemented by the Member States. Four MS (UK, IE, NL and ES) had established programmes for the early detection of the virus and would start the surveillance later this summer when the water temperature reached 16 degrees. She added that increased mortalities in connection with Ostreid herpes virus was detected in France again this year and France had established several containment areas in accordance with the Regulation. The Commission had asked to the animal health panel of EFSA for an opinion on the matter (deadline:  end of October 2010).  She informed the participants about the special website on oyster mortality set up by the Commission (DG SANCO) (http://ec.europa.eu/food/animal/liveanimals/aquaculture/oyster_mortalities_en.htm) and said that on the outcome of the MS surveillance would be available in September/October. 

The Chairman thanked the Commission for this information and indicated that EFSA had already replied to some of the questions on the variant of the virus. He said that this year the virus had spread to other species. He repeated that his organisation considered this Regulation inefficient to control the disease. In addition, AEPM reminded the Commission of the high cost to producers and Member States for the methods proposed in this Regulation. The Commission reminded the participants that the Regulation supplemented Council Directive 2006/88/EC but did not replace the Directive. She recalled that the general requirement in the Directive that animals shall not be moved out of a mollusc farming area with unresolved increased mortalities occur did still apply. She highlighted that the Regulation was only applicable until end of 2010 and the Commission would reassess the situation in the autumn taking into account the information gathered this summer in the MS involved and the EFSA opinion.  .  
7. RESULTS OF THE COMMISSION CONSULTATION ON THE DRAFT GUIDANCE DOCUMENT ON USE OF DEROGATIONS UNDER ARTICLE 9 OF THE BIRDS DIRECTIVE IN RELATION TO THE GREAT CORMORANT

The representative of the Commission (DG ENV) said that comments received in response to the consultation on the draft guidance document were still being analysed. He informed the participants about the Baltic Sea Cormorant Symposium held in Finland on 26-28 January 2010. At this meeting it was recognised that the  EU’s Birds Directive might be one of the reasons for the growth of the cormorant population. Other likely causes included the ecological changes occurred in the  Baltic Sea which resulted in higher availability of food. The results of this symposium, which were based on scientific data, were used by the Commission to support its initial position towards an integrated approach. To further address the issue, the Commission had launched a call for tenders (deadline: 1 June 2010) on two parallel activities: (a) counting cormorants during breeding and winter during successive years. The results of such censuses were expected to provide reliable information to support a common basis for a better informed discussion of the situation; and (b) developing a platform for discussions to achieve a sustainable concerted action. A third activity, still ongoing was to produce a Guidance Document on the Derogation under Article 9 of the Birds Directive. A second draft of this document would be issued as soon as possible and would be available on the website for comments.

The representative of COPA-COGECA was surprised that the cormorant population had grown due to the increase in certain fish stocks in the Baltic Sea. He asked the Commission for more information on the consultant who wrote the report. He added that this report was inadequate to implement the European Parliament decision on setting up a pan-European management plan for cormorants and considered that the Commission was trying to postpone taking the appropriate measures. He asked the Commission to apply the German population-dynamic model, as COPA-COGECA had suggested in its letter of 30 April 2010. He proposed that ACFA oppose this document. Other participants supported COPA-COGECA’s request. One mentioned that the increase in the cormorant population was also creating problems for fish producers and the environment in Poland. 
The Commission reminded the participants that, under the Birds Directive, the cormorant population had to be preserved. The Commission, Member States and stakeholders were working together in some regions of Europe to manage the multiplication of the cormorant population and to try to solve the problem. 
8. OTHER BUSINESS
Concerning parasites in fishing products, FEAP informed the participants that the Scientific Committee of EFSA had released a report exonerating salmon from the requirement to be frozen. The Commission (DG SANCO) was working on a draft resolution. FEAP producers would like other species such as seabass, seabream and trout to be included in the same resolution.

· Review of the legal framework on veterinary medicines: the representative of the Commission (DG MARE) informed the participants that the public consultation had recently been launched. Deadline for comments: 15 July.
The Chairman closed the meeting. 
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