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CNL(11)14

Report of the NASCO/North Atlantic SalmoRarming Industry Liaison
Group

. The Liaison Group held its 2011 meeting on 18 and 19 March in Boston, USA and its
report is attached. Athis meeting, the Liaison Groupnter alia, reviewed the final

report from the Aquaculture, Introductions and Bfens and Transgenics FAR Review

Group, considered reporting arrangenseoh the BMP Guidance, agreed on possible
actions to improve communi c adnd distussed thet he L
evolution of the Liaison Group.

. With regard to the FARRevi ew Groupds report, the Liais
response:

A The Liaison Group thanks the Review Group for its report, complete with its 8
annexesa n d encour ages NASCOO6s Parties to m
information provided;

A Going forwa r d , NASCO Parties should carefully
Stepsd process:

-the extent of NASCOO6s role with respect
and transgenics;

- the roles and responsibilities of the Parties, industry M@®Ds with respect to
NASCOOGs rol e;

-activities and studies that would best s

. With regard to reporting on the BMP Gui dan
Steps6 for NASCO r evi ew repodinglirdreldbian tocab of s i d er
N A S CLOagreemenisand agreed to reconsider the reporting requirements under the

BMP Guidance in the light of this reviewDn the matter of improving communications,

the Liaison Group recommends that the ISFA and NASCQe8&e@ts should liaise on

the information to be presented on the ISFA and NASCO websites concerning the work

of theLiaisonGroup (the NASCO website contains a considerable amount of information
already) and the presentation of the BMP Guidance as adiaoki on the websiteA

proposal from Canada on the reconstitution of ltleeson Group was discussedA

number of options were considered and ISFA indicafest the meeting (se®ttachment

1) that it would preér to engage directly with theaRies hrough a seaht the NASCO

Annual Meetingc onsi st ent with that afforded to t
Stepsd Review Group on t hiGNL(IMxE Theliaisom e c on
Group elected Mr Steinar Hermansen (Norwaype itsnextChairman and recomends

changing its constitution tallow for appointment of a Vic€hairman.

. The Council is asked to consider the report of the meeting of the Liaison Group and agree
on any actions needed in the light of the recommendations made.

Secetary
Edinburgh
7 April 2011
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SLG(11)7

Report of theMeeting of the NASC@North Atlantic Salmon Farming
Industry Liaison Group

Marriott Courtyard Hotel, Boston, USA
18- 19 March 2011

Opening of the Meeting

The Chairman of the Liaison Group, Mr Sebastian Bafgened the meeting and
welcomed participants t@oston Dr Malcolm Windsor, Secretary of NASCO,
thankedISFA for the arrangements made and for hosting the meeting.

A list of participants is contained Annex 1.
Appointment of a Rapporteur

Under the Liaison Groupods Constitution,
held alternately by representatives of NASCO and ISFBr Peter Hutchinson
(NASCO) was appointed Rapporteur for the meeting.

Adoption of the Agenda

The Liaison Groupadopted its agenda, SLA)p (Annex 2) The NGO
representative proposed that there might be a standing agenda item for future
meetings dealing with 6Closed Containment
of the factors identified as facilitating ingmentation of the BMP guidance was
technology developmenso this aspect should be coverater future reporting on

the Quidance

Reporting arrangements onthe BMP Guidance

At its 2010 meeting, the Liaison Group had recognised the importanteinf able to

track progress towards achievement of the international gnalse BMP Guidancand

noted that there is already reporting under the Implementation Plans in terms of both
annual reports and triennial focus area rep@Rs). There is aneed to carefully
consider the scope of any additional reporting, so as to avoid duplication of reporting
effort while ensuring that progress towards the international gealde tracked The
Liaison Group hadlecided to set up a Subroup to advise onreporting needsand
NASCO had subsequentlyagreed that the reporting requirements under the BMP
Guidance should be considered by the Task Force that had deviiigpguidance

The Liaison Group reviewed document SLG(11)3 which provided a drafiatoior

reportingthat had been developed by Mary Colligan,-Clwair of the Task Force
The Group noted that the formats based closely on tiBMP Guidancebut did not
include elements for reporting on factors facilitating implementatibine view was
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expressed that the industry is developing rapidly in terms of deployment of new
technologyand practices to meet new challengasit is important that any reporting
proces can accommodate such changé.was suggested thahdre is a needo
consider he purpose of the reporting, for it to cover all three elements of the BMP
Guidanceandto be focused more on outcomesThe BMP Guidance providauseful
guidance on the information that would support tracking of progress towards the
international goalsvhile providing a menu of management practices that might be
implemented With regard toavoidng duplicationof reporting effortwhile allowing
monitoring of progress towards the imtational goalst he Gr oup noted t he
Steps6 f or WS IKE@onsidenng fatuwe reporting in relation to all of
NASCOOGs agr e e maison Groupaagmed tohoensiderthe reporting
requirements under the BMP Guidance in the light of this review.

Final Report of the Aquaculture and Related ActivitiesFocus Area Review
Group

At the Liaison Groupo6s hédagiacubngEetrodugtian, t he
and transfers and transgeniEAR Review Goup was presentedThe Review Group

had been asked to: revieand analyse the FARs, identifying common challenges and
management and scientific approaches to these challenges; compile recommended best
practice; and develop recommendations and/or feedback on each FAR where additional
actions may be helpful to ensuiemplementation of the commitments within the
Williamsburg Resolution.The Liaison Groughaddiscussed the review process and a
number of vievs were expressedIlSFA had agreed to provide comments on the
Review Groupds report andertdhets@&blcodmmant bl
TwentySevent h Annual Meeti ng. redp&E@oQltese NGOO
comments, CNL(10)37. The Council had agreed that the Review Group should
complete its Terms of Reference so that its final report could be considetsal lhgison

Groupat its 2011 meetingnd by the Council at its TwenBighth Annual Meeting.In

finalising its report, the Group had been askeddmplete its terms of reference and to

take into account the comments on its draft report filwerPartieslSFA and the NGOs.

The Review Group dinal report, IP(10)39 was introduced by the Coordinator, Dr

Mal col m Windsor, who described the.Heckgr ol
noted that theprocess of liaison betweddASCO and ISFAhasbeenongoing for

many yearssometimes it hd worked well andat other timesnot so well andhe

processhad neededto be kinvigorated A good exampleof its success was the
development othe BMP Guidance.However, he believed thatdh.iaison Group

may be raching a crucial poingiven the response from ISFAteeth Revi ew Gr o u
draft report andthe statement thahe recently agreed BMP goalsere Gnherently
unachievable and unrealigiicTwo of the reviewers, MTim Sheehan and Ms Boyce

Thorne Miller, then s ummar i sed t he Gr o Thp (resentateoris n find
contained iMAnnex3. Since its first meeting the Group had reviewed the comments from

ISFA, the NGOs and the Parties @hd discussions at the Special Session. In the light of

the information provided by the jurisdictions the Group had, where appropreatsed

its assessments.However, it had not taken into account the additional information
provided by ISFA relating to the measures in place because it wagigtictionsthat

were responsible for submitting the FARs. The Review Ghagpalso reviewed FAR
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from EU-Ireland and commented andocument from EtBpain. It had completed its
TORs by developing an overview of common challenges and approaches to addressing
thesechdlenges The Liaison Group welcomed the presentation and expressed its
appreciation to the Review Group for its work.

During the ds cussi on of t h eeporRit wais agwedtiat amy fotdre
feedback from the industishouldbe included in th responses from the jurisdictions to
the Review Grouo that this could be taken into account in finalising the assegsm
ISFA representatives inchted that they sought to cooperate with the wild fish interests in
the FAR reviews and raised the issaf openness of the processn particular, the
Liaison Groupfelt that there was a need for both the NGOs and the industry to be fully
involved in the development 6fARs within jurisdictions should this be requireih the
future It was noted that # industry is rapidly changing and industry involvement in
developing the FARs would ensure that the most recent information was incliided.
LiaisonGr oup agr eed wi t mecommendatothatifoefutureGeparting 6 s
the process would be momansparent if the FARs were made available on the NASCO
website when they are issued to the Review Group.

The view was expressed that the Review Gro
outcomes in the FARs wasTORs tHoweweniswasrotednt wi t
that an element of the reporting format for each of the three focus areas related to the
effectiveness of management measures but that each Review Group had highlighted the

lack ofreporting on this element in most FARs. The&di son Group noted t
Stepsd6 review would consider i f future FAR:
measures taken.Some concerns were expressed about the nature of the reporting
template developed by the Council of NASCO which waavily focused on salmon

farming While it was recognised that this reflected the existence of both those sections

of the Williamsburg Resolution dealing with salmon farming and the BMP Guidance, this
aspectwould need to be considered carefully for fetweportingandthe Liaison Group

believed that there should be additional focus on stockmother forms of aquaculture

activities ISFA represetatives alsdelt that the tone of the review waathernegative

and that in future there should be dezaocus on positive aspects. In this regard, the
Overviewin Annex 8 of the reportontained some useful information and provided a

helpful summary of the approaches being useaddressmpacts of aquaculture on the

wild stocks. It was alsostresedthat the assessments had been structured in such a way

as to highlight positive aspects from each FAR betwtiling where additional actions

woul d be needed to ensur e c ontwassnotedrimaty wi t h
NASCO was not just focusing a@almon farming but had conducted similar reviews in

relation to management of salmon fisheries and habitat protection and restoration. In the
past, reports on NASCOO6s work had been mad
NASCO had agreed that the &iman or Rapporteur of the Liaison Group, when these
posts are held by | SFA, could attend NASCO
item dealing with that Groupds report. Th
aspects of NTAS LG Bdn Group dett that it might be helpful, however, if

future agendas for its meetings incldden item forreporting onNASCO6 s Thio r k .
feedback on the Review Groupds report woul
and would be consideredine O Next Stepsd revi ew.

The ISFA representatives comfied that they were fully committed to the international
goals in the BMP Guidance but had been concerned that if the assessmemiieveeken
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in relation to full achievement of these goals thte outcome would be thaill
jurisdictions would be seen to fadespiteany progress madelt is important therefore,
thatthe review processssesssprogress towards theternationalgoals.

The Liaison Groupgreedhe following response tilne Review Group report

1 The Liaison Group hanks the Review Group for its report, complete with its 8
annexesand encourages NASCOOs Parties to m
information provided,

1 Going forward NASCO Parties should carefully consider the following indNgxt
Step$process:

o the extent ofN A S C Qdleswith respect to aquaculturéntroductions and
transfers and transgenijcs

o the roles and responsibilities thie Parties, industrand NGOs with respect to
NASCOO06s rol e

0 activitiesand studies hat woul d b e solegoingforwaed NASCOO6 s

Matters Arising since thelast Liaison Group Meeting
(&) Update an the Salmotripproject

The Williamsburg Resolution identifies, @an area for research and pilot testing, the
production of sterile fish. It recognises that the methodology and techniques for
sterilisation are now well developed and that research should focus on developing strains
of sterile fish which could perform atlevel similar to current straing fish used in farm
production. The use of sterile fish could contribute to addressing concerns about genetic
and otheilinteractions between wild and farmed salntar previous studies highlighted
production performane and welfare issues and there amedustry concerns about
consumeperceptions of sterile salmon

A progress report on th&almotrip project was presentedSLG(11)2 (Annex 4).
Salmotripis afull-scale feasibility study of the potential for th@guction of triploid
salmon that will provide information to support decismaking regarding future
aquaculture policies and the use of triploidy within the salmon farming indubty
project which will conclude in June 20115 focusing on the varigs concerns about

the use of triploid salmon that were highlighted by the industry dtthea i s on Gr o up
Trondheim Workshopconcerning performance, incidence of deformities and
marketing issues Fndings to datendicatethat the performance of triploids fresh

water is equal to or better than diploids of the same families, and infaomiesthe
growth of triploids wasnarkedly(~30%)betterthanthat ofdiploids Therearealso
indications that this improved performance can be maintained in the sea, but an
increased incidence of deformitiesd cataractsn triploids, albeitgenerally not
severe, was again detected and will be a concern for the industry. However, the
scientists involved inthe Salmotripprojectsuggesthat through selection of optimal
strains andlevelopment of triploid specific dietsese issues can be addressed, as has
been the casfor diploid stocks. They conclude that the potential for using triploid
salmon looks mmising. Further studiesill focus onadaping rearing practices to

the needs of triploid stocks. Itilstendedthat one of the outputs from the project will
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be detailed protocols aherearingof triploid salmon. The Liaison Group welcomed

the findings to date and agreed that it would be useful to have a further progress report
once the data analysis is complete. The Group recognised the importance of further
studies in relation to optimal rearing practices before triploid salmon could be
consideredor use incommercial productianThe industry representativgaestioned

the finding from the consumer survey that perceptions of the salmon farming industry
were generallynegative; this is contrary to mudther consumer research thasha
been underteen.

(b) Newresearch on the consequences imterbreeding between farmed and
wild salmon

At its 2010 meeting,he Liaison Group hhrecognised the risks involved to the wild

stocks from interbreeding with escaped farmed salamathadagreed that ivishedto be

informed of the results of any new studies on this tofibe Groupnoted that summary
information on ongoing research had been presented in the Comparative Overview
contained in Annex 8 of t héhisRmlivated that vidrko up 6 s
was ongoing to develop genetic markers to distinguish farmed and wild salmon and that
modelling studies were being undertaken to assess changes in the genetic composition of
wild stocks as a consequence of interbreeding withped farmed salmonlt was also

noted that under the SALSEMerge project considerable advances have been made in
establishing gestic baseline data on wild Atlantic salmon.

(c) Development of standardised categories of escape events

In 2001, thelLiaison Group had developed Guidelines on Containment of Farm Salmon
which were incorporated into NASCOO6s Wil
apply to both freshwater and marine environments. In accordance with the guidelines,
each jurisdiction is mguested to draw up a national action plan on containment (or
regional plans) based on the guideline$o assist the jurisdictions in reporting on
progress with the implementation of its action plan on containment, a reporting format
had beeragreed and gbeen used by jurisdictions, since 2002, to report information to
the Liaison Group including information on the level and causes of escébesiaison

Gr o uTask $-orce had recommended that standardised categories of causes of escape
eventsmight bedeveloped At its last meetinghe Liaison Grougad beeradvised that

the Escapes Commission in Norway would be reporting shortly and that its report would
include a categorisation of escape events. Similarly, some other jurisdictions have
developed or are developing such categorisatidie Liaison Grouphad therefore,

agreed that it would be helpful if each jurisdiction provided details of the categories of
escape events currently being used with a view to further considering the need for
standardised categories for use in reporting internationally.

Norway reported that categories of escapes had been developed by itssEscape
Commission and the Directorate of Fisheries basetheanalysis of 325 escape events
over a five year period. A three level categorisation systambeerestablished The

first level details the type of operation (e.g. cage facility, landbased operation,
slaughtering facility and transportatjonThe second level then describes the component
involved in the event (e.g. cages, pens, boats, other equipment) and the third level
describes the reason for the escape event (e.g. icing, failure of the mooring system). This

5
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information is used to conduct a risk assessment to inform development of regulations
and management of the industrylt was noted thain Norway there are techaoal
standards for equipment in the sea #&xhnicalstandards are also being developed for
facilities on land There is now considerable focos salmon farm operationsince
escapes related to technical failure are declining and in this regard cfourfisk farm
workers are held throughout Norway Similarly, in Scotland and the US there is
increasing focus on operational issues that lead to escapgsaigion oftraining for

farm staff In Scotland, reporting has become more specific focusirtpeonause of the
escape event. In Canada, it was noted that many companies are seeking third party
certification conducting proactive maintenance and maimgimore detailed records of
escapes.

The Liaison Grouprecognigd that in consideringthe risks to the wild stockgrom
escaped farmed salmatnis important to consider nainly the number of fish escaping

but alsoinformation onthe life stage and time of year of the escapleich influence
survival,and the number of escaped fish in riveffie BMP Guidanceefers toreporting

and tracking to allow progress towards the international gmal€ontainmentto be
assessed. However, the Liaison Group agreed that it would need to revisit the issue of
reporting in relation to the BMP Guidancethe light of NASC® s r e \td éeNne xat f
Stepsd6 process.

(d) Site selection and relocation criteria

The Secretyy of NASCO noted thatthe Liaison Group had asked thatallation of
information on the site selection and approval process in each jurisdiction with salmon
farming be collatedased on information contained in the FARSe indicated thathe

Liaison Group recognised that this matter is specific to each jurisdictidnt amould,
therefore, reconsider its role in relation to this issue in the light of the rewéhile a

collation of information had not been prepared for each jurisdiction, summary of
information had been included i(seeifemrmhex 8
above).

The Group was advised that in Norway an expert group reesntly reported on
approaches to securing the salmon farming industry access to productive coastal areas
with guidance on management focusing on health and welfare talleepnvironmental
impacts and prevention of escapes. The groups report contains 25 recommendations with
three main elements. First, the coastal zone should be divided int@52Carge
production areas, each of which would be divided into four or fiwaller management

areas with coordinated stocking and fallowing of sites in a two year cycle. Secondly, a
set of indicators would be used to improve sustainability in the industry. These would
include the number of escaped farmed salmon in rivers anlicedavels in farms and

would be used to identify the need for remedial action such as a reduction in the total
permitted biomass in an area and systematic removal of escaped farmed salmon from
rivers. Thirdly, the industry should be given greater rasjility for designing and
implementing more effective contingency plans. The report also identifies improvements
to laws and regulations, particularly with regard to the planning process, and research
needs.
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The Group recognised that each jurisdictwould have site selection and relocation
criteria that reflect local conditions and that information on this issue is available in the
FARs which are available on the NASCO website.

(e) Possible development of a Decisiofree to assist in applying tle BMP
Guidance

The Task Force hadiscussed if the development of a Decision Tree might assist
jurisdictionsin implementing thd8MP Guidance It had not proceeded with thiecause

it felt that information on how the BMP Guidance vsesng appliedy each jurisdiction

in terms of both voluntary and regulatory measures and their effectiveroesd be
provided in the FARsalthough not necessarily in a Decision Tree formahe Task
Force had recommended, therefore, that the Liaison Group releemeed for a high
level Decision Tree(dpllowing presentation of the FARSThree documents tabled at the
Task Force meetingATF(09)14 (Draft decision Trees on Measures for Containment of
Farmed Salmon and Treatment of Sea Lice), ATF(09Raecommendatios on a New
Role for Single Bay Management for Sea Lice Control in Ireleamt) ATF(09)18
(Decision Tree for Applications for Salmon Farming Licences in Norwasy been
distributedto the Liaison Grougor information It was noted that there had been a
change to the Decision Tree for Norway as applications are now considered by the
CountyMunicipalities although the process shown is unchanged.

The Liaison Groupecognised that each jurisdiction with salmauaculturevould have

a Decision Tree(spr a decisionmaking processand agreed that there was no need to

develop Decision Trees to assist in the implementation of the BMP Guidaiibere

jurisdictions had develope®ecision Trees however,they may wish to make them

available to Liaison Groufor information. The Group agreed thais moreimportant

for NASCO to focus on outcomes rather than the approach used in each jurisdiction
towards achievement of the international goals and this theme would be considered
further in the review of the NASCO O6Next St

(f) Research requirements relating to the management of the impacts of
aquaculture on wild salmon stocks

The Liaison Group noted that information am-going research relating to the
management of impacts of aquaculture on the wiloh@alstocks was presented in the
FARs and summarised in Annex 8 of tReevi ew Groupds report
above) The LiaisonGroup agreed to consider this issue further at its next meeting.

() Communications

The Task Force had recommended that the BMP Guidance and the Explanation of Terms
used in the BMP Guidance be printed in booklet form in the same format as the
Williamsburg Resolution and widetyrculated by ISFA and NASCONASCOb6s ot her
guidelines relating to management of salmon fisheries and habitat protection and
restoration had also been published in bodkiehat and widely circulatedit was noted

that theBMP Guidane and the Explanation of Termséd in the Guidance are available

as documents on the NASCO websitel consideration should be given to making these
available in a weldesigned bookletlt was noted that ISFA has developed a new website

7
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thatwould be available shortly and that links shouldnb&@debetween the NASCO and
ISFA sites. It was agreed thahe NASCO and ISFA Secretariatsosid liaise on the
issue of communications including tirdormation to be made available on the websites
conerning the work of the Liaison Group and the presentation of the BMP Guidance.
Final recommendations relating to communications would be circulated to the Group
before being implementedThere might also be consideratiohtbe establishment of a

0 Sh ainte Psi t e.

Evolution of the Liaison Group

The Group discussed a proposal from Canada for the reconstitution of the Liaison
Group to become the collaborative Working Group on Agiacui Wild Salmon
Interactions, SLG(11)4Annex 5). In presenting the document, Canada made
reference to the fact that this might be
St eps 6 Thedocaneestsecommendekatthe Rarties build on the momentum
from the success of the Task Force and the ieglBMP Guidance to clearly focus
collaboration to address interactions between @aguae and wild salmon stockst
proposé that the Liaison Group be reconstituted into a group with similar
membership to the Task Forc&he proposal suggested that tiiandate of this group
would be to support implementation of tH@MP Guidance by the NASCO
jurisdictions through a process of information exchange and coordination of
monitoring, research and development

The Liaison Groughanked Canada for preparingstllocument which raised some
interesting ideas althougdsit had been circulated just prior to the meeting there had

been imited time to consider it and consult. Clarification was sought as to whether

this proposal meanthat the Liaison Group would cease to exish number of

possible options were discussed relating to the future of the Liaison Group. The need

to maintain a forum for dialoguen questions related twild salmonand aquaculture

was recognised but it wasoted that there had been significant changes since the
Liaison Group was established that allowed for information exchange. These include

the development sheFARsby NASCOG®6 s anda nurebériotother doras

for discussions between the indysand wild fish interests The options considered

for the evolution of the Liaison Group included maintaining the present Gnduigh

might meet annually or bienniallyand whichcould refer specific tasks to its Task

Force. Another suggestion was thdte Liaison Group meetings might be held in
conjunction with NASCOO6s Annual Meetings,
meetings. Alternatively, two or three representatives of ISFA could be invited to

attend the NASCO Annual Meeting to contribute bh® tagenda item concerning
aquaculture (including any Special SessioriEany specific issues arose these could

be agreed at the Annual Meeting and referred to a Task,koreguired. This would

reduce the resources required for the Liaison processvauld greatlyreduce the

time available for discussionsThe Secretary indicated that it was important that

ISFA advise which was its preferred optiolsFA agreed to consider the options for

the evolution of theLiaison Group in the context of thie B x t Stepsd proc:
provideinitial feedback forconsideratonat he meeting of the ONe
Group. The NASCO Parties agreed to consider these optidhe NGOs indicated



that while it was for NASCO and ISFA to lead this initiative, theQ¢Gvould wish to
be involvedin the process

8. Election of Officers

8.1 Unde its Constitution, thet i ai son Groupds Chairman may
years and is heldlternately by representatives of NASCO and ISFPhe current
Chairman, Mr Sebastian Bellwas appointed in 2009The Group elected Mr Steinar
Hermansen as its new ChairmanThe Liaison Grouprecommends that its
Constitution should be amended to allow fag #ection of a Vic&Chairman. On the
assumption that this proposal is acceptable to NASCO and ISFA, the Group elected
Professor Phil Thomas as its Vi€hairman.

0. Any Other Business

9.1 The Liaison Group agreed that in future the origin of documents issued for its
meetings should be indicated thedocument

9.2  There was no other business.

10.  Report of the Meeting

10.1 The Liaison Group agreed the report of its meeting.

11.  Close of theMeeting

111 The Liaison Group thanked Mr Belle for his excellent work in Chairing the Group

since 2009. Th€hairman thanked the participants for their cdmitions and closed
the meeting.
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Sebastian Belle
(Chairman)
Mary Colligan
Willie Cowan

Annex 1

List of Participants

Maine Aquaculture Associatip Hallowell, Maine, US

NOAA, NMFS, GloucesteniMassachusettdJS
Marine Scotland, Edinburgh, UK

Mar co DO A mb Ewapeawnm Commission, Brussels, Belguim

Brian Dornan
Arne Eggereide
Alan Gray

Nell Halse
SteinarHermansen
Knut A. Hjelt

Jens Christiafdolm
PeterHutchinson
ScottLandsburgh
Brian Meaney

Panela Parker

TedPotter
ChrisPoupard
Ruth Salmon

Rory Saunders
Tim Sheehan
JameySmith

Kevin Stringer

Phil Thomas
Boyce ThorneMiller
Amy Williams
Malcolm Windsor

Scottish Government, Edinburgh, UK

Directorate for Nature Management, Trondheim, Norway
European Commission, Brussels, Belguim

President of ISFASaint John, New Brunswick, Canada
Ministry of Environment, Oslo, Norway

Norwegian Seafood Federation, Trondheim, Norway
Directorate of Fisheries, Bergen, Norway

NASCO, Edinburgh, UK

Scottish Salmon Producers Organisation, Perth, UK
Newfoundland & Labrador Omritmentof Fisheries &
Aquaculture St Johndos, Canada
Atl antic Canada Fish Far mer 6s
New Brunswick, Canada

CEFAS, Lowestoft, UK

Chairman of NEWBoCCCwall, NI O s
Canadian Aquaculture Industry Alliance, Ottawa,
Ontario, Canada

NOAA, NMFS, Orono, MaineJS

NOAA, NMFS, Woods Hole MassachusettdJS

Fisheries and Oceans Canada, Ottawa, Ontario, Canada
Fisheries and Oceans Canada, Ottawa, Ontario, Canada
Scottish Salmon Producers Organisation, Perth, UK
Northwest Atlantic Marine AlliangeMaryland, US
Fisheries and Oceans Canada, Ottawa, Ontario, Canada
NASCO, Edinburgh, UK
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Annex 2
SLG(11)5

Meeting of the NASCQONorth Atlantic Salmon Farming Industry Liaison

a kr wbnpRE

10.
11

Group
18- 19 March 2011

Charles Shubert Room

Marriott Courtyard Boston Downtown, Tremont Street, Boston USA

Agenda

Opening of the Meeting

Appointment of a Rapporteur

Adoption of the Agenda

Reporting arrangements on the BMP Guidance

Final Report of the Aquaculture and Related Activities Focus Area Review
Group

Matters Arising since thiast Liaison GroupMeeting

(a) update on the Salmotrip project

(b) newresearch on the consequencemtdrbreeding between farmed and
wild salmon

(c) development of standardised categories of escape events

(d) site selection and relocation criteria

(e) possibledevelopment of a Decision Tree to assist in applying the BMP
Guidance

(f) research requirements relating to the management of the impacts of
aquaculture on wild salmon stocks

(g) communications

Evolution of the Liaison Group
Election of Officers

Any Other Business

Report of the Meeting

Close of the Meeting
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Annex 3

Presentation of the Report of the Meeting of the Ad Hoc Review
Group on Aquaculture, Introductions and Transfers and
Transgenics
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Timeline Overview

—

NASCO Annual Meeting - June 2009
e Review Group formed and ToRs developed
Review Group 1°t Meeting — February 2010
e Draft Report produced
Liaison Group Meeting — April 2010
e Draft Report presented
NASCO Annual Meeting Special Session - June 2010
e Draft Report presented
Review Group 274 Meeting - November 2010
e Final Report produced
e Incorporated comments from the Parties, ISFA and NGOs
Liaison Group Meeting — March 2on
e Present Final Report
NASCO Annual Meeting Special Session - June 2011
e Present Final Report
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Review Group Terms of Reference

* Focus Area Reports (FARSs)

e Provide in-depth assessment of measures, as reflected in Implementation
Plans, to implement NASCO Agreements (i.e. The Williamsburg Resolution)

e Prepared by each Party/Jurisdiction

Review and analyze the FARs on Aquaculture, Introductions and Transfers,
and Transgenics

Do the steps in the FARs fully comply with NASCO’s agreements to protect
the wild stocks from genetic, disease, parasite and other impacts?

Prepare a report which includes the following:
Identification of common challenges;

Identification of common management and scientific approaches to
challenges;

Compilation of recommended best practice; and

Recommendations and/or feedback to help ensure implementation of the
Williamsburg Resolution.
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Review Group Members

® Torfinn Evensen

* Heidi Hansen

* Tim Sheehan

* Bob Steinbock

® Boyce Thorne Miller
® Marita Rasmussen

e Brief biographies in Annex 1.
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Best Management Practice (BMP)

Adopted by both ISFA and NASCO (2009)

* Basic Principle
e Salmon stocks in areas with farms should be as healthy as stocks in areas without farms

* Sea Lice

e 100% of farms to have effective management so that there is no increase in lice loads or lice
induced mortality of wild salmonids

¢ Containment
e 100% of farmed fish to be retained in all production facilities

e BMP Guidance was intended to:

e Assist NASCO Parties in framing the management of salmon aquaculture, in cooperation
with their industries, and in developing future NASCO Implementation Plans and FARs in
2010

e BMP Guidance was incorporated into FAR preparation guidance

¢ Review Group welcomed the BMP guidance and suggested it fulfilled their ToR of
compiling best practice
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Review and analysis of FARs

® Jurisdictions that didn’t submitted a FAR (3)

Denmark in respect of Greenland, EU-Portugal, and EU-Spain

¢ Jurisdictions that did submitted a FAR (14)

Canada
Denmark in respect of the Faroe Islands
EU - Denmark

EU - Finland;
EU - France
EU - Germany
EU - Ireland
EU - Sweden

EU - UK (England and Wales)
EU - UK (Northern Ireland)
EU - UK (Scotland)

Norway

Russian Federation
USA
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General Comments on the FARs

e Structure and content

e Future FARs should focus on outcomes of measures taken to
implement the Williamsburg Resolution as to demonstrate progress
towards achieving the international goals

o Action Plans on Containment

e Most FARs did not clearly identify the existence of an Action Plan(s)
through which internationally agreed guidelines on containment
would be implemented via existing or new voluntary codes of
practice or regulations

e International cooperation to minimize adverse impacts on wild
stocks

e Better reporting of ongoing efforts encouraged
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General Comments on the FARs cont’d

¢ Salmon ranching

* No ranching presented being undertaken, but “ranching to the rod’
needs to be categorised

® Risk Assessments

e In general, impacts on the marine environment (]Earticularly benthic
impacts) or exposure of the site are considered, there appears to be
little consideration of the health, genetic diversity and status of wild
salmonid stocks

* Transgenic salmonids

e Few FARs clearly described if controls exist to ensure future use is
consistent with the NASCO Guideline

e Given the possibility of commercial production of transgenic salmon,
the Council should ensure thorough discussions on all the related
issues and the guidance in The Williamsburg Resolution should be
applied through out North America.
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General Comments on the FARs cont’d

* River Classification

e Few FARs referred to how river classification was used for
developing management measures

* Corrective measures

* Most FARs did not clearly report on the nature of the
measures to be taken to protect wild stocks when unforeseen
impacts are detected

® Socio-economic information

e Most FARs did not provide a clear indication of how socio-
economic factors are incorporated into management
decisions

25



General Comments on the FARs cont’d

* Evaluation of the effectiveness of measures taken

e Many of the FARs reported that measures taken are consistent
with NASCQO’s agreements, but they did not describe if the
measures are effective in safeguarding the wild stocks and
achieving the international goals contained in the BMP
Guidance

® Research, Development and Data Collection

e A lack of scientific information should not be used as a reason
for failing to take conservation measures and therefore
further research and development on a number of topics is
desired
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General Comments Relating to the Assessments

e Introduction

e Many FARs failed to provide information to demonstrate progress
towards achieving the international goals for sea lice and
containment

e Scale of Activities

e Size matters, but low levels of salmon farming and poorly planned
introductions/transfers have the potential for adversely affects

* Responsibility for setting standards

* Suggest that government should set technical and environmental
standards and oversee monitoring requirements and schedules
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General Comments Relating to the Assessments cont’d

e Containment

e Provided comments supporting the recommendations in the BMP
Guidance and suggestions to help with future FAR reporting and
assessment

e Sea lice

e Provided comments supporting the recommendations in the BMP
Guidance and suggestions to help with future FAR reporting and
assessment

* NGO Statements

e Report was unanimously agreed by the Review Group. NGO
provided statements (Annex 4), that were not unanimously agreed
upon by the Review Group
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Feedback on Draft Report

® 5 Parties/Jurisdictions — Annex 5

® ISFA - Annex 6
e NGOs response to ISFA - Annex 7

® 2010 Special Session

¢ All taken into account in finalizing report

e Where appropriate, final assessment (Annex 3) were
updated
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Additional responses to Feedback

® Template concerns

e Template was developed by the Council, not the Review
Group, and combined the elements in the Williamsburg
Resolution with those in the BMP Guidance

® NGO circulation of FARs

* NGOs had circulated the FARs prior to the industry or
jurisdictions seeing them

e Review Group recommends consideration be given to
making all FARs available online prior to review. To be
considered by the ‘Next Steps’ Review Group
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Response to feedback from the Jurisdictions

* Feedback carefully reviewed

* Feedback on new initiatives introduced subsequent to
the submission of the FARs (i.e. during 2010), was not
taken into account

* In some cases, assessments from the Draft Report were
modified
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Response to feedback from ISFA

* Feedback carefully reviewed

* Some new information presented that was not
presented within the FARs submitted by the
Parties/Jurisdictions

» Assessments from Draft Report were not changed as the
Review Group felt it was more appropriate for the
Jurisdictions to consider the comments from the
industry rather than the Review Group

® Heavy criticism of the process
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Response to feedback from ISFA cont’d

® Review Group reiterated that the process used was
developed by the Council and applied to all three
previous FAR reviews

* These were internal reviews intended to assess progress
in implementing NASCQO'’s agreements

® Council worked to keep ISFA informed and to allow for
comments on both the Draft and Final Reports

® Suggestions for reformatting the report were
incorporated
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