COMMITTEE ON AQUACULTURE 
Chair: Paul Zajicek
Vice Chair: Dr. Reddy Bommineni

[USAHA Staff will enter your committee roster]

The Committee met during the 2023 Annual Meeting in National Harbor, Maryland on October 16th. The Chair and Vice Chair welcomed and encouraged the 66 attendees to use the posted QR code or paper attendance list to record their presence.  The paper roll listed 9 members and 12 guests attending. The Committee benefited from three oral presentations.

Presentations

Risk Evaluation for Aquaculture Biosecurity Planning
Kathleen Hartman, MS, DVM, PhD
Senior Staff Veterinarian – Aquaculture Health
USDA APHIS, Veterinary Services
Dr. Hartman presented an overview of the promise and benefits of US aquaculture noting that 24% of World Organization of Animal Health pathogens are associated with aquatic animals. She presented biosecurity as having multiple levels – nation, region, farm – with internal risks (husbandry/management, staff, cleaning disinfection) and external risks (water, feed, vectors, and fomites). Risk evaluation (identification, characterization, management) is the first step to developing a biosecurity plan. A plan is composed of identified and described 1) risks, 2) control points, and 3) practices/measures. Example risk evaluation topics were presented for animals and water categorized under three headings: Secured, Managed, or Ineffective. Animal health regulators were advised: 1) Know aquaculture industry pathogens of concern (listed pathogens, production pathogens, socio-political pathogens), 2) Know which pathogens are “endemic” and “absent” from your area, 3) Know the risks for your area, 4) Support language that implements “biosecurity” at the regional level, 5) Support national biosecurity (import controls), 5) Support reporting of listed pathogens (WOAH, NLRAD and State), and 6) Draft language that is risk and science based for movement controls.

Biosecurity Plans: A Farmers Perspective
Sebastian Belle
Executive Director
Maine Aquaculture Association
Mr. Belle presented an overview of the animal-pathogen-environment paradigm, the animal health metrics farmer’s continuously monitor, and the several integrated risk management plans developed by Maine aquaculturists which include third party audits and annual reporting amongst the farms which triggers peer pressure and a competitive climate for improved performance. He spoke to the risk analysis process informing a biosecurity plan as being predicated upon the Hazard Analysis Critical Control Point approach. The value and benefits of a written plan were illustrated by plan templates and plans being used in Maine. Lessons learned included: 1) Every pathogen challenge is unique but lessons learned improve future management, 2) Every species, farm, farmer and production method is different, 3) Grower buy-in is vital, 4) Indemnification is critical, 5) New pathogens can be challenging from a policy perspective, 6) New detection technologies have learning curves, 7) Surveillance and epidemiology are critical for effective management, 8) Multiple testing methos are important for regulatory certainty, 9) Lab certification is important but so is ring testing, 10) Used carefully molecular testing is a powerful took, and 11) Molecular testing without context or implemented by the inexperienced or untrained can kill more animals than a severe disease outbreak. 


Laboratory Approval:  Support CAHPS and NAHP&S with a flexible and comprehensive APHIS laboratory approval process
Suelee Robbe-Austerman, DVM, PhD
Director
National Veterinary Services Laboratories
USDA APHIS, Veterinary Services
Dr. Robbe-Austerman presented the framework proposed to approve aquaculture laboratories as authorized by 9 CFR 71.22.  The goal being to harmonize laboratory approval processes while allowing for specialization to meet specific program needs. The draft program standards consist of: 1) all laboratories apply for approval in the same manner, 2) all laboratories are responsible for requesting renewal and must sign/resign each program specific lab approval agreement every 2 years, 3) program specific agreements outline responsibilities and expectations, and 4) all laboratories face the same disciplinary process. Decision making will be led by the NVSL Director with collaborative input of an internal review board and aquatic animal health team. Communication by agency and laboratories will be through an electronic portal. She emphasized the importance of defined terms, speaking specifically to several proposed categories of disease risk/prominence: No National Consequence, Low Consequence, Moderate Consequence/Unknown, and Highest Consequence. Next steps are focused upon the 1) laboratory agreement consisting of identifying acceptable methods for each disease and 2) developing documents needed to guide sampling, collection, post detection response. Program execution steps include: 1) Laboratories sign the program/disease specific agreement, 2) Conduct a lab inspection, 3) Remediate any deficiencies, and 4) Execute the approval.

Committee Business

The Committee considered two resolutions related to indemnification: 1) Indemnifying CAHPS Enrolled Farms and 2) Adopt an Aquaculture Specific Indemnification Valuation Method. 

A motion was made by Scott Marshall and seconded by Michael Martin to accept the first draft resolution. Committee discussion resulted in a motion by Michael Martin and seconded by Don Hoenig to accept amendments. A motion to approve the amended resolution was offered by Don Hoenig, seconded by Scott Marshall and passed by unanimous consent.   

The second draft resolution failed to receive a motion to accept and time for was short for the committee session.  The Chair suggested the second resolution could be the focus of the committee over the next year for consideration during the 20234 committee meeting. 

Addendums to the committee report include:

1. Agenda
2. Hartman Presentation
3. Belle Presentation
4. Robbe-Austerman Presentation
5. Approved Resolution.
6. Failed Resolution.




 
