NASCO Liaison Group (with International Salmon Farming Association ISFA)

Report of a meeting held in London on 29 and 30 April 2010.


Attending for the NGO Group: Chris Poupard and Paul Knight (30 April only)

Parties represented: US, Canada, Norway, EU Ireland, EU Scotland, EU England & Wales

Industry represented: Bay of Fundy (US and Canada), Norway, Scotland

Introduction and Background

The Liaison Group meets annually ahead of the NASCO meeting, with meetings alternating between Europe and N. America.

NASCO and ISFA set up a Task Force in 2009 which produced  a “Best Management Practice” (BMP) document. Andrew Wallace represented the NGO group on the Task Force. On the main issues of concern, escapes and sea lice, the BMP states:
Escapes: The international goal for containment is 100% farmed fish to be retained in production facilities.
Sea lice: The international goal is 100% of farms to have effective sea lice management such that there is no increase in sea lice loads or lice-induced mortality of wild salmonids attributable to farmed fish.
These are ambitious targets. This meeting of the Liaison Group was the first opportunity to discuss the BMP with the wider industry.

Similarly, the draft report of the NASCO Focus Area Review (FAR) on Aquaculture has just been published, and this was an opportunity for the Industry to comment on this for the first time.
Industry comments on the FAR process

The main conclusion of the Aquaculture FAR group was that no jurisdiction had achieved the international goals. Our representatives on this group were Boyce Thorn Miller and Torfinn Evenson
The Industry representatives criticised the whole FAR process, particularly involvement of NGOs (they refer to as “special interest groups”) and exclusion of the industry so that the report produced was not independent. The expertise, methodology and objectivity of the FAR Group was also questioned. 

We (NGOs and some Parties) pointed out that this was not supposed to be an independent report, it is a NASCO report and NGOs are an integral part of that process. NASCO represents wild fish interests, not those of the industry. This meeting was the opportunity for the Industry to comment.
It was clear that some of the Industry reps do not understand the NASCO process. This was not helped by confusion amongst the representatives of some Parties who, while supposedly representing NASCO and wild fish, were actually representing their aquaculture industries. This is an issue we must highlight at the annual meeting.

The industry tabled some interim comments on the Draft report. More comments will be presented at the annual meeting.
Matters arising from the Task Force

The Industry made the general point that while they supported the two over-arching targets set out in the BMP, the current reporting process, focussed against achievement of 100% targets, did not allow for recognition of progress towards them. We pointed out that this might lead to a “league table” or WWF approach, which parties had resisted in the past.

A number of agenda items were not fully addressed through lack of time:

(a) Update on the Salmotrip project.

(b) Research on the consequences of hybridization

(c) Development of standardised categories of escape events. Agreed to await the publication of new categories from Norway, and then re-consider.

(d) Site selection and relocation criteria. It was agreed to extract these from the FARs of individual jurisdictions so that progress could be made in comparing them.

(e) Amendments to BMP guidance. Very minor amendments were agreed.

(f) Development of a decision tree to assist in applying BMP guidance – postponed.
(g) Arrangements for reporting on BMP guidance. A sub-group was set up to further consider this. Terms of Reference to be circulated before the annual meeting.
(h) Communication. Ideas for promoting the work of the Liaison Group and Task Force were discussed but not agreed.

Conclusions
1. The ambitious targets of the TASK Force BMP guidance were grudgingly  supported by the Industry, but the reporting process against 100% targets was criticized. Most of the matters arising were deferred for probably another year, reinforcing the views of those sceptics who believe that the dialogue between the Industry and NASCO is just prevarication and the avoidance of action by both the Industry and Parties that are supposed to regulate it.
2. The criticism of the Aquaculture FAR process, and particularly the involvement of NGOs, was a clear tactic to undermine the credibility of the FAR group’s conclusions. While there is clearly some misunderstanding about the NASCO process within some parts of the Industry, they will undoubtedly use this tactic within some jurisdictions to resist NASCO pressure for progress in minimising impacts of aquaculture on wild fish. The dual responsibilities of some Parties (for both wild salmon and aquaculture) creates a conflict of interest which we must highlight at the annual meeting. This was noted in a minority statement by the NGO representatives in the Draft FAR report.

Please note, this is a brief summary of my take on the meeting; a full report will be prepared by NASCO and circulated to all delegates. 

Chris Poupard

5th May 2010
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