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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 from AEMP. It was agreed that comments in writing would be sent to the ACFA secretariat for revision. 
2.
Water framework directive

The representatives of AEPM explained that there was some concern in the shellfish sector that Directive 79/923 would be repealed by the Water Framework Directive (WFD). As a result, there would be neither microbiological standards from 2013 onwards nor even a definition of shellfish waters or programmes aimed at reducing pollution. Even the protected areas for mollusc production had been taken out of the WFD. The AEPM representative asked the Commission to draw up water quality standards so as to enable the shellfish sector to protect its production; he also reiterated the request for the legislative framework to be complemented by a "daughter" directive to protect the quality of water for shellfish production. 

The Commission representative (DG ENV) emphasized that that there was a clear obligation on Member States to include the relevant provisions of the shellfish Directive in the implementation of the WFD, particularly in the river basin management plans. Shellfish waters should be considered as protected areas under Annex IV of the Directive. Member States were responsible for ensuring that the quality of waters did not decline and that the legislation was correctly implemented. They were also required to take properly into account, and therefore incorporate to the River Basin Management Plans, the objectives laid down by the Shellfish Directive. These Plans are being assessed by the Commission with regard to including the quality standards of the Shellfish Directive and the measures put in place to achieve those objectives in 2015. The Commission representative stated that the Commission had suggested that further information be provided at the next meeting of WG 2, i.e. before the summer break.

3.
The EFSA advice on norovirus
The representative of AEPM said that the European sector needed a reliable method of detecting viruses, and that there was currently no such method.  For that reason it was impossible to know how many viruses there were and how many of those were active. Moreover, in Europe there was neither a legal basis to set up a method for detecting norovirus, nor a threshold of risk. 
EFSA concluded that norovirus is highly infectious, and low doses can result in disease. However, it noted that the amount of virus detected in oysters linked to human illness could vary greatly. It also concluded that norovirus genetic material was frequently detected in European oysters, even when they complied with existing control standards.
EFSA also concluded that current methods for purifying oysters, such as depuration, are not fully effective in removing norovirus from oysters, and that improvements in these procedures are therefore necessary. Because of this, EFSA clearly reiterated the need to protect oysters from contamination with norovirus during production in the growing areas. 
The opinion went on to recommend that risk managers should consider establishing an acceptable limit for norovirus in oysters that are intended to be harvested and placed on the market in the EU. The establishment of a microbiological criterion was deemed to be a suitable approach to control, for both regulators and producers. Such controls could be implemented using an agreed EU microbiological criterion at one or more stages of the production and retail cycle. 

4. Revision of Animal Health Law
The representative of the Commission presented the four overall goals of the new framework, which are the following: 
· ensure a high level of public health and food safety

· prevent and reduce animal diseases, thereby supporting farming and the rural economy

· the internal market in goods and animals

· promote the prevention of animal health related threats, and minimise environmental impacts.
As regards aquatic animals, the representative of the Commission said that the principles of Directive 2006/88 would be upheld. The legislation needs to be aligned with the Lisbon Treaty, harmonised with terrestrial animals where appropriate, and also simplified and clarified where appropriate (details in delegated/implementing acts). She also said that there is a need for flexibility in this area, particularly with regard to movements and disease control. The Animal Health Law is due to be adopted by the Commission by the third quarter of 2012.

 

5.
European Maritime and Fisheries Fund
The Commission representative emphasized that, under the terms of the proposal for European Maritime and Fisheries Fund, the focus is to be placed on the people and communities that depend on fisheries and aquaculture. It was stressed, in particular, that the Commission has plans to boost the development of aquaculture in the EU by using the EMFF. The provisions for supporting aquaculture were presented as follows:
· Innovation (Art. 45)

· Off-shore and non-food aquaculture (Art. 46)

· New forms of income through multifunctional aquaculture (Art. 47)

· Adding value to products through ‘in-house’ processing, marketing and direct sale (Art. 47)
Provision for growth and jobs in aquaculture:

· Encouraging new people into aquaculture farming (Art. 51)

· Supporting management, advisory and relief services (Art. 48)

· Investing in human capital: life-long learning and networking (Art. 49)
Provisions for environmental sustainability in aquaculture:

· Increasing the potential of aquaculture sites by means of spatial, infrastructure, and environmental planning for aquaculture areas (Art. 50)

· Promotion of aquaculture with a high level of environmental protection (Art. 52)

· Conversion to eco-management and audit schemes and organic aquaculture (Art. 53)

· Aquaculture providing environmental services: Natura 2000, conservation of aquatic animals, extensive aquaculture (Art. 54)
Lastly, measures that should have the effect of limiting the risks of aquaculture in respect to human and animal health:

· Public health (Art. 55)

· Animal health: control and eradication of diseases, development of best practices or codes of conducts on bio-security or on animal welfare, availability and appropriate use of medicines (Art. 56)

· Facilitating access to stock insurance (Art. 57).
The overall reaction from the meeting was positive. However, some members were concerned about the lack of appropriate measures to boost aquaculture, and the fact that there was no definition of off-shore activities (AEMP). Furthermore, the members called on the Commission to encourage the Member States to prioritise projects in aquaculture and co-finance them. 

The Commission representative reassured the meeting that the Commission was aware of the issues related to co-financing in shared management, and would try to encourage the Member States to give priority to aquaculture in the Operation Programmes.

6. List of authorised health claims to be approved under Regulation 1924/2006.

The representative of FEAP presented a proposed wording for a health claim on sea bass and sea bream, which had received the go-ahead from EFSA in 2010, and enquired whether producers are allowed to use the said health according to the EFSA opinion. The health claims relate to (a) the maintenance of normal cardiac function, (b) the maintenance of normal blood pressure, (c) the maintenance of normal (fasting) blood triglycerides and (d) the maintenance of normal blood LDL cholesterol concentrations.

The Commission representative explained that it is the Commission decision, and not the opinions of the EFSA, that constitutes the authorisation of the use of health claims. Moreover, she emphasized that the producers were referring to four different health claims, each of which requires a separate authorisation from the Commission. She highlighted the fact that the EFSA assessment for the health claim relating to "maintenance of normal blood LDL-cholesterol concentrations" was unfavourable. Therefore, the claim was not scientifically substantiated and would not be authorised for use. 

For the time being, only the health claim on normal cardiac function is proposed for authorisation with the following wording: "EPA and DHA contribute to the normal function of the heart. Two other claims; on maintenance of normal blood pressure and maintenance of normal (fasting) blood triglycerides are on hold. The Commission representative explained that the claim must make reference to EPA and DHA, as these are the active substances that produce the health effect. 

The draft Commission Regulation establishing the list of permitted health claims is currently being scrutinised by the European Parliament and the Council, and if no objections are raised, the said draft is due to be adopted in May 2012.

7. European Aquaculture – its competitive position in the marketplace
The representative of FEAP pointed out that a level playing field is an essential prerequisite for fair competition between all entities participating in the European single market. However, not all farmed fish and shellfish that are placed on the European market are produced under the same conditions. EU aquaculture producers abide by very stringent rules and regulations in order to provide guarantees in respect of European consumers, the environment or labour conditions. However, aquaculture products imported from third countries do not always abide by these European-level standards and, as a result, do not provide the same levels of technical and social guarantees that are required of European production. 

This two-tier structure not only erodes the competitiveness of aquaculture firms EU-sited located in the EU; it also affects the global position of aquaculture as a sustainable producer of high quality, nutritious and safe food. FEAP presented a draft document providing specific examples of the absence of a level playing field for EU aquaculture in several areas (feed ingredients, food safety, economic issues, processing and information to consumers, animal welfare, environment mitigation measures, working conditions). 

DG MARE (A2) welcomed this working document, which would provide a useful contribution to the current inter-institutional debate on the proposals for CFP reform. 

EMPA and COPA-COGECA concurred with the views expressed by FEAP, calling for more efficient controls by FVO inspectors, and noting that similar considerations had been highlighted in a report commissioned by the EP and entitled "Regulatory and legal constraints on EU aquaculture" 

8. Subsidies paid to fish farmers in turkey
The representatives of FEAP stated that, although zero tariffs are applied to Turkish aquaculture products imported on to

the European market under the EU-Turkey customs union, no reciprocal arrangements apply to imports of such products into Turkey. Furthermore, for years Turkey has pursued a policy of subsidising exports of aquaculture products. In 2008, subsidies for sea bass and gilt-head sea bream amounted to 0.525 EUR per kilo, i.e. between 12 % and 18 % of the average European market price. Recently, Turkey even imposed new taxes and duties of up to 34 % on imports of the fry of those species, which has a significant effect on European exports. The FEAP asked the Commission to investigate this matter, as it constitutes unfair competition. In addition, FEAP representatives stated that many small businesses had had to close down because of the privileged situation that is guaranteed to producers in Turkey, with whom the European producers are unable to compete. Furthermore, they complained that this particular case was known to the Commission and that the latter had not taken any action to protect European producers. They called on the Commission to help them launch the investigation procedure. The Commission asked the sector to provide evidence on this case and agreed to assist in completing the formal complaint.

The Chair closed the meeting. 
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