
Extract of the Report of the 80th General Session of the OIE 

Activities of the Specialist Commissions and Working Groups 

Aquatic Animal Health Standards Commission 

1. Dr Barry Hill, President of the OIE Aquatic Animal Health Standards Commission 
(Aquatic Animals Commission), presented a report on the work of the Commission since the 
79th General Session. He expressed his gratitude to the other members of the Commission, 
Dr Ricardo Enriquez, Dr Franck Berthe, Dr Olga Haenen, Dr Huang Jie and Dr Victor 
Manuel Vidal for their expert contributions and continuing commitment to the work of the 
Commission. He expressed appreciation for the contributions by the other regular 
participants assisting the Commission, Prof. Don Lightner, Prof. Eli Katunguka-
Rwakishaya and Dr Rohana Subasinghe (FAO), and the Commission’s various ad hoc 
Groups, as well as the many individual experts who provided scientific assistance. On 
behalf of the Commission, Dr Hill gratefully acknowledged the resolute support of the 
Director General, Dr Bernard Vallat, and the excellent guidance and assistance given to the 
Aquatic Animals Commission by members of staff at OIE Headquarters, especially 
Dr Sarah Kahn, Dr Gillian Mylrea and Ms Sara Linnane.  

2. Dr Hill reported that two full meetings of the Commission had been held at OIE 
Headquarters, from 3 to 7 October 2011 and from 5 to 9 March 2012. He reminded 
Delegates that the meeting reports were provided as Doc. 80 SG/12/CS4 A and 
Doc. 80 SG/12/CS4 B, respectively. At the October 2011 meeting, the Commission addressed 
comments that Member Countries had submitted on texts provided with the report of the 
February 2011 meeting of the Commission. Texts provided with the report of the October 
2011 meeting, and relevant Member Country comments were addressed by the Commission 
at its March 2012 meeting, and the amended texts proposed for adoption were presented in 
the report of that meeting.  

Dr Hill reported that the Aquatic Animals Commission was pleased with the large number 
of Member Country comments that had been submitted in the past year. The Commission 
was grateful to the following Member Countries and organisations for their comments on 
existing and proposed new draft texts: African Member Countries, Australia, Canada, 
Chile, China (People’s Republic of), Chinese Taipei, European Union (EU), Japan, Mexico, 
New Zealand, Norway, Philippines, Switzerland, Thailand, the United States of America 
(USA), and the ICFAW1 as well as OIE experts.  

Dr Hill reiterated that the Aquatic Animals Commission continued to strongly encourage 
all OIE Member Countries to participate in the development of the OIE’s international 
standards for aquatic animals by submitting comments on its proposals and would be 
grateful if comments were confined to specific proposed text changes, supported by a 
scientific rationale. Dr Hill clarified the commenting process, noting that some Member 
Country comments were on the proposed amendments to the text while others were 
comments on text not proposed for amendment. The Commission wished to emphasise that 
Member Countries should comment on proposed amendments and only on other text where 
there was an error or need for significant change to remove ambiguity or to take account of 
new scientific information. Dr Hill noted that the Commission proposed to prepare a 
schedule for periodical full review of adopted chapters that would provide the opportunity 
for Member Countries to propose additions, deletions or other amendments to any part of 
the text. 

  

                                                      
1  ICFAW: International Coalition for Animal Welfare 



3. Dr Hill reported that the following four ad hoc Groups reporting to the Aquatic Animals 
Commission had held meetings during the preceding 12 months: 

– ad hoc Group on Assessing the Criteria for Listing Aquatic Animal Species as 
Susceptible to Infection with a Specific Pathogen  

– ad hoc Group on Responsible Use of Antimicrobial Agents in Aquatic Animals 

– ad hoc Group on Pathogen Differentiation for Aquatic Animal Diseases  

– ad hoc Group on the OIE List of Aquatic Animal Diseases (Finfish Team)  

All ad hoc Groups had submitted reports of their meetings to the Aquatic Animals 
Commission and these had been appended to the Commission’s meeting reports for 
Member’s information (Annexes 17 and 18 of Doc. 80 SG/12/CS4 A and Annexes 21, 22 and 
23 of Doc. 80 SG/12/CS4 B). Dr Hill reminded Delegates that many of the Commission’s 
proposals on texts for adoption were based on the reports and recommendations of the ad 
hoc Groups. He emphasised the importance for Delegates of ensuring that those reports be 
read in conjunction with the Commission’s meeting reports.  

4. Aquatic Animal Health Code: proposed amendments to existing texts 

Dr Hill again thanked Delegates for providing comments and suggestions on the proposed 
changes to the text of the Aquatic Code and gave an assurance that all Member Country 
comments had been considered carefully by the Aquatic Animals Commission and, where 
agreed, appropriate amendments had been made.  

He reminded Delegates that the Aquatic Code texts now proposed for adoption at this 
General Session were provided in Annexes 3 to 16 in Doc. 80 SG/12/CS4 B. 

The Aquatic Animals Commission proposed the adoption of modifications to several 
definitions as shown in Annex 3 of Doc. 80 SG/12/CS4 B. 

Dr Hill reported that the definition of ‘Aquaculture establishment’ was amended to include 
amphibians, as they were included in the definition of aquatic animals, and ‘marketing’ was 
changed to ‘sale’ to clarify the meaning of this term. 

Dr Hill drew attention to the need to define the term ‘aquatic animal health professional’, 
being used throughout the Aquatic Code. This was also important in the context of work 
that would be undertaken later in 2012 by a new ad hoc Group on the Evaluation of 
Aquatic Animal Health Services. In response to several Member Country comments, the 
Commission changed ‘animal sciences’ to ‘biological sciences’ as this was considered to be a 
more inclusive term and covered veterinarians. However, a veterinarian, in order to meet 
the proposed definition of ‘aquatic animal health professional’ would need to have received 
post-graduate training in aquatic animal health or to have several years’ practical 
experience in aquatic animal health. The Commission did not agree with a proposal to 
include, as an essential requirement, several scientific publications in peer-reviewed 
journals as it did not consider that this was appropriate for inclusion in the definition.  

Dr Hill explained that a number of Member Country comments had been received that 
indicated that there was some confusion about the definition for ‘disease’ used in the 
Aquatic Code. It was proposed to delete the reference to the Aquatic Code in the definition 
because this term was used throughout the Aquatic Code in relation to both OIE listed 
diseases and the horizontal chapters. The Commission did not agree with a proposal to 
delete the reference to ‘nonclinical’ infection because infection without clinical signs was 
common in aquatic animals and presented a significant risk of spreading pathogens 
through trade. 



In response to several Member Country comments, the Commission proposed an 
amendment to the definition for ‘feed’ to harmonise it with the definitions used in the 
Terrestrial Code and Codex Alimentarius standards, with the exception of the inclusion of 
live organisms, which is specific to aquaculture. 

Dr Hill presented the revised text to the Assembly. 

The Delegate of Nigeria, speaking on behalf of the 52 African Member Countries, made two 
comments. First, on the proposed definition of Aquatic Animal Health Professional (AAHP), 
the Delegate sought clarification as to whether veterinarians were included in the 
definition. He stated that the definition should not exclude veterinarians. He also noted 
that “several years” was an unclear term and that the number of years of experience should 
depend on the graduate level qualification received. Secondly, regarding “self declaration” 
of freedom from disease, the Delegate stated that the notification of such declarations to the 
OIE should be made mandatory, and be followed by publication in the OIE Bulletin. 

The Delegate of Norway stated that she was satisfied with the proposed amendments, with 
the exception of the definition of AAHP. She was not against the development of a 
definition, but did not support adoption at this time as the proposed definition needed more 
work. The main concerns of Norway were with the use of the terms “biological sciences” and 
“several years”. She suggested that it might be helpful to look at how countries define 
AAHP when including a definition of this term in national legislation, such as Norway had 
done. The Delegate recommended that the new ad hoc Group on the Evaluation of Aquatic 
Animal Health Services (AAHS) reconsider the proposed definition. 

The Representative of the Canadian delegation thanked the Commission for its ongoing 
work to improve the Aquatic Code and the efforts to ensure the inclusion of the broad range 
of professionals that work in the field of aquatic animal health. While Canada was 
supporting the concept of an AAHP, the proposed definition could not be supported as it 
was vague and did not provide sufficient structure for evaluating the competencies for all 
AAHPs. Instead, the Representative recommended that the Commission take the same 
approach as the Terrestrial Animal Health Standards Commission  and use ‘Day 1 
Competencies’ for the evaluation of competencies of aquatic veterinarians and other 
AAHPs. It was proposed that the Commission consider using the existing criteria proposed 
by the ad hoc Group on Veterinary Education as a starting point to determine the criteria 
for evaluation of competencies of AAHPs. 

The Representative of the Chilean delegation agreed with the amendments proposed, 
except for the definition for AAHP, stating the need to clarify expectations regarding 
knowledge and qualifications of AAHP. With respect to post-graduate qualifications, more 
detail was needed. 

The Delegate of Denmark, speaking on behalf of the 27 EU Member Countries, commented 
that the EU supported the amendments with the exception of the proposed definition of 
AAHP. He requested clarification regarding the terms ‘biological sciences’ and ‘several 
years’, and recommended that the definition make provision for training in aquatic animal 
health at the undergraduate level. Consequently, the EU proposed that the new ad hoc 
Group on Evaluation of Aquatic Animal Health Services make recommendations on this 
issue and that the matter be considered in liaison with the ad hoc Group on Veterinary 
Education.  

Following these interventions, Dr Hill withdrew the proposed definition of AAHP and 
advised Delegates that the issue would be the subject of further consideration by relevant 
ad hoc Groups. He also requested that Delegates submit written comments with a 
suggested definition of AAHP for consideration by the ad hoc Group on the Evaluation of 
AAHS at its meeting in August 2012. 



In response to the Delegate of Nigeria, Dr Vallat advised that the OIE could not oblige 
Member Countries to notify self declarations of listed diseases. Nonetheless, Member 
Countries were encouraged to take this step and, once a self declaration was submitted, the 
OIE would publish the relevant information in the OIE Bulletin.  

The revised Glossary (Annex 3), amended as described above, was adopted unanimously. 

5. Criteria for listing aquatic animal diseases (Chapter 1.2.) 

Dr Hill informed Delegates that the Commission proposed for adoption a few minor 
amendments to the criteria, based on Member Country comments. In view of the fact that 
the Terrestrial Animal Health Standards Commission (Code Commission) was in the 
process of modifying the disease listing criteria in the Terrestrial Code (Chapter 1.2.), the 
Aquatic Animals Commission proposed to await the outcome of this work before proposing 
any major modifications to the text in Chapter 1.2. of the Aquatic Code. Member Country 
comments on non-amended text would be held over for future consideration.  

Dr Hill presented the revised text to the Assembly. 

The Delegate of the Côte d’Ivoire, speaking on behalf of the 52 African Member Countries, 
expressed appreciation that the previously submitted comments had been taken into 
account in the revised text and supported the proposal for adoption, as submitted.  

The revised Chapter 1.2. (Annex 4) was adopted unanimously. 

6. Diseases listed by the OIE (Chapter 1.3.) 

Infection with ostreid herpesvirus (OsHV-1 and OsHV-1 µvar)  

Dr Hill reported that the Aquatic Animals Commission reviewed comments received from 
Member Countries on the proposal to list Infection with ostreid herpesvirus (OsHV-1 and 
OsHV-1 µvar) as an emerging disease. The Commission noted the opposing positions 
amongst some Member Countries to the proposal to list OsHV-1. However, no Member 
Countries opposed the listing of infection with OsHV-1 µvar as an emerging disease. Dr Hill 
clarified that following notification to the OIE by several Member Countries on significant 
epidemiological changes in relation to infection with OsHV-1 µvar, the Commission 
proposed its listing under the provisions of Article 1.2.2., as an emerging aquatic animal 
disease. However, as the causative agent was a variant of oyster herpesvirus OsHV-1, the 
Commission was of the view that this virus should also be listed to ensure gathering of 
epidemiological information, as per the proposed case definition, for all variants over a 
period of time before making a decision on the listing of only certain variants. 

Dr Hill explained that some Member Countries had commented that reporting of all types 
of OsHV-1 would lead to the submission of a large amount of information about types of the 
virus that were widespread and known to have little impact on the host and that the 
reporting obligations should focus on OsHV-1 µvar only. He pointed out that the case 
definition was specifically designed such that Member Countries needed only report 
outbreaks with increased mortality. The Commission had noted that there was some 
evidence suggesting that the mortality events involving herpesvirus in Pacific oyster had 
mostly been caused by OsHV-1 µvar but it could not be excluded that other variants of the 



virus might also have played a role in recent mortality events. For these reasons, the 
Commission proposed the listing of Infection with ostreid herpesvirus (OsHV-1 and OsHV-1 
µvar) as an emerging disease under Article 1.3.2.  

Infection with abalone herpes-like virus  

Dr Hill informed Delegates that the Aquatic Animals Commission agreed with a Member 
Country proposal to amend the name to ‘Infection with abalone herpesvirus’ as there was 
now sufficient scientific evidence to justify that this virus could be classified as a 
herpesvirus bona fide.  

Dr Hill presented the revised text to the Assembly. 

The Representative of the Japanese delegation thanked Dr Hill for the excellent work of the 
Commission. However, Japan opposed the listing of infection with ostreid herpesvirus 
(OsHV-1 and OsHV-1 µvar) because this group included many non-pathogenic variants and 
the proposed listing might cause trade barriers that were not scientifically justified.  

The Representative of the Canadian delegation agreed with Japan on the issue of not 
listing either variant of infection with ostreid herspevirus. She noted that Canada had 
provided the Commission with its critique of proposal for listing and why the viruses did 
not meet the disease listing criteria. She also noted that Canada did support the 
Commission's efforts to provide guidance to Member Countries on the diagnosis and 
management of this disease through the addition of a chapter in the Manual and would 
subsequently provide comments on this chapter.  

The Delegate of New Zealand agreed with the position expressed by Japan and Canada, 
adding that the science was not clear enough to justify the disease being listed.  

The Delegate of Chinese Taipei welcomed the proposal to name the disease “infection with 
abalone herpesvirus”. 

Dr Barry O’Neil, Honorary President of the OIE and Chair of the session, suggested that 
the listing of infection with ostreid herpesvirus not be adopted at this General Session, but 
that the proposal to list this disease be referred back to the Aquatic Animals Commission, 
while accepting the other proposed amendements in Chapter 1.3 as presented by Dr Hill. 
This proposal was accepted by the Assembly. 

The revised Chapter 1.3. (Annex 5), amended as described above, was adopted 
unanimously. 

7. Import risk analysis (Chapter 2.2.) 

Dr Hill informed Delegates that Member Countries had supported the amendments 
proposed in October 2011. The Commission would make the same amendments in other 
relevant parts of the Aquatic Code as appropriate upon the adoption of this chapter. Several 
more extensive amendments had been proposed by a Member Country, but the Commission 
considered that these would not significantly improve the current text and were already 
well covered by the OIE Handbook on Import Risk Analysis for Animals and Animal 
Products, so decided not to make the proposed amendments.  

Dr Hill presented the revised text to the Assembly. 



The Delegate of Finland, speaking on behalf of the 27 EU Member States, supported the 
proposal with the exception of the proposal to replace the word “likelihood” with 
“probability” in point 2 of Article 2.2.4. She explained that, although the two words were 
considered synonymous, they were not used consistently in the chapter nor was this text 
harmonised with the relevant chapter in the Terrestrial Code. 

Dr Hill requested that the Delegate consider adoption of the chapter as proposed with the 
proviso that her suggestions would be addressed in the future. 

The revised Chapter 2.2. (Annex 6) was adopted unanimously. 

8. Communication (new Chapter 3.2.) 

Dr Hill reported that the Aquatic Animals Commission had amended the text of the 
Terrestrial Code Chapter 3.3. to make it appropriate for inclusion in the Aquatic Code, 
noting the importance of effective communication between the Aquatic Animal Health 
Services (AAHS) and Veterinary Services (VS), particularly where AAHS were separate 
from, and independent of VS. The Commission had reviewed comments from several 
Member Countries and amendments suggested by the Code Commission to ensure 
harmonisation with the Terrestrial Code Chapter 3.3. and revised the proposed new 
Aquatic Code chapter accordingly.  

Dr Hill presented the revised text to the Assembly. 

The Representative of the delegation of China (People’s Rep. of) thanked Dr Hill for his 
major contribution and that of the Aquatic Animals Commission, to improving aquatic 
animal health globally. The Representative welcomed the new chapter and stated her view 
that it would facilitate improvements in communication regarding aquatic animal health 
issues.  

The new Chapter 3.2. (Annex 7) was adopted unanimously. 

9. Example article to be applied to all disease specific chapters under point 1 of 
Articles X.X.12. (amphibian and fish disease chapters) and X.X.11. (crustacean and 
mollusc disease chapters).  

Dr Hill stated that the Aquatic Animals Commission agreed with a Member Country 
proposal to add a new sentence in all disease specific chapters under point 1 of Articles 
X.X.12. (amphibian and fish disease chapters) and X.X.11. (crustacean and mollusc disease 
chapters) to recognise that aquatic animal products listed in these articles are safe only 
under certain conditions where the assumptions of Article 5.3.2 apply.  

The Aquatic Animals Commission had prepared an ‘example article’ with the new sentence 
and proposed this be included in all disease chapters under point 1 of Articles X.X.12. 
(amphibian and fish disease chapters) and X.X.11. (crustacean and mollusc disease 
chapters). 

Dr Hill presented the text to the Assembly. 

The ‘example article’ (Annex 8) was adopted unanimously. 



10. Monitoring of the quantities and usage patterns of antimicrobial agents used in 
aquatic animals (new Chapter 6.4.) 

Dr Hill reported that the Aquatic Animals Commission had considered the 
recommendations of the ad hoc Group on Responsible Use of Antimicrobial Agents in 
Aquatic Animals, which had reviewed the draft new Chapter 6.4. ‘Monitoring of the 
quantities and usage patterns of antimicrobial agents used in aquatic animals’ to address 
Member Country comments. The Commission agreed with the amendments and proposed 
the new chapter for adoption. 

Dr Hill presented the revised text to the Assembly. 

The Representative of the Canadian delegation supported adoption of the chapter but 
requested that the words “, including potentially zoonotic bacteria” be removed from Article 
6.4.2. While some bacteria found in aquatic animals might cause disease, they did not meet 
the definition for a zoonotic disease. In addition, this would ensure consistency with Article 
6.5.5. 

The Representative of the Chilean delegation supported adoption of the chapter but 
recommended that diagnostic aspects be included in future texts on this topic as this was 
essential to the understanding of trends in the use of antimicrobial agents.  

The Delegate of Denmark, speaking on behalf of the 27 EU Member States, supported 
adoption of the chapter but encouraged harmonisation of the text with the Terrestrial Code, 
where relevant. The Delegate stated that the EU would urge the OIE to have a single ad 
hoc Group dealing with this matter, for both terrestrial and aquatic animals, to ensure 
harmonisation. 

The Delegate of Norway, supporting the comments of the Delegate of Denmark, proposed to 
go further with the approach to harmonisation. She stated that many horizontal issues 
were covered in both the Terrestrial and Aquatic Codes and there was no reason why they 
should be developed separately and independently by two Commissions. She recommended 
that one common group be formed to address these horizontal themes and that they be 
published in a single, separate Code volume addressing both terrestrial and aquatic 
animals. 

Dr Vallat noted the comments and request and made a commitment to study this proposal. 
Dr Thiermann, President of the Terrestrial Animal Health Standards Commission, noted 
that significant harmonisation has been achieved between the Terrestrial and Aquatic 
Codes and the work would continue. He proposed that to facilitate harmonisation, Member 
Countries ensure good coordination at the national level between units respectively dealing 
with the Terrestrial and Aquatic Codes and submit, where appropriate, consistent 
comments on horizontal chapters in the two Codes.  

Dr Hill requested that the Representative of the Canadian delegation consider adoption of 
the chapter as proposed with the proviso that her suggestion would be addressed in the 
future. 

The new Chapter 6.4. (Annex 9) was adopted unanimously. 



11. Development and harmonisation of national antimicrobial resistance 
surveillance and monitoring programmes for aquatic animals (new Chapter 6.5.) 

Dr Hill reported that the Aquatic Animals Commission had considered the 
recommendations of the ad hoc Group on Responsible Use of Antimicrobial Agents in 
Aquatic Animals, which had reviewed the draft new Chapter 6.5. ‘Development and 
harmonisation of national antimicrobial resistance surveillance and monitoring 
programmes for aquatic animals’ to address Member Country comments. The Commission 
agreed with the amendments and proposed the new chapter for adoption. 

Dr Hill presented the revised text to the Assembly. 

The Delegate of Denmark, speaking on behalf of the 27 EU Member States, supported 
adoption of the chapter, while requesting that the Aquatic Animals Commission further 
consider harmonisation of the text with the Terrestrial Code, where relevant. To this end, 
the Delegate indicated that the EU encouraged the OIE to establish a single ad hoc Group 
to deal with both terrestrial and aquatic chapters.  

The Representative of the Chilean delegation supported adoption, and recommended that 
the Commission continue refining the chapter to include methods used, for example in-vitro 
sensitivity studies. She also recommended that the chapter include the use of antiparasitic 
agents in future. 

The Representative of the delegation of China (People’s Rep. of) supported adoption of the 
chapter and suggested that the OIE provide guidance on how to undertake monitoring and 
surveillance through new text to be included in the Aquatic Manual.  

Dr Hill asked the Delegates to adopt the new text with the understanding that the Aquatic 
Animals Commission would address the above-mentioned recommendations. 

The new Chapter 6.5. (Annex 10) was adopted unanimously. 

12. Welfare of farmed fish during transport (Chapter 7.2.)  

Dr Hill informed Delegates that several Member Countries had submitted comments on 
this chapter. Some suggested changes to the proposed amendments to the text while others 
commented on existing text that had not been proposed for amendment. The Aquatic 
Animals Commission reviewed comments on the proposed amendments to the text and 
amended the text accordingly. Comments on existing text were held for future 
consideration.  

Dr Hill presented the revised text to the Assembly. 

The Delegate of the United States of America thanked Dr Hill for the good work of the 
Commission and recommended that in Article 7.2.4 point 2.f the word “avoid” be replaced 
by “minimise”. The Delegate noted that the use of nets was commonplace and might be 
associated with minor damage to the external surfaces of fish, however this should not be 
considered as a breach of the standards.  

The Delegate of the Côte d’Ivoire, speaking on behalf of the 52 African Member Countries, 
expressed their appreciation that their previously submitted comments had been taken into 
account in the revised text and supported the adoption of the text. 



Dr Hill proposed to accept the amendment proposed by the Delegate of the United States of 
America. The Assembly accepted this amendment. 

The revised Chapter 7.2. (Annex 11), amended as described above, was unanimously 
adopted. 

13. Welfare aspects of stunning and killing of farmed fish for human consumption 
(Chapter 7.3.)  

Dr Hill clarified that this chapter recommended the use of methods producing rapid loss of 
consciousness. The Commission had made some amendments to the scope in Article 7.3.1. 
to clarify that methods listed in Chapter 7.3. can also be used for disease control purposes. 
The Commission disagreed with a Member Country’s recommendation to add 
exsanguination as a killing method in Article 7.3.6., because the focus of the article was on 
stunning rather than describing the killing method per se. However, the Commission 
agreed that exsanguination (or another killing method) should be applied where loss of 
consciousness was transient.  

Dr Hill added that the Aquatic Animals Commission had received numerous Member 
Country comments on the chapter, some suggesting changes to the proposed amendments 
to the text and others commenting on existing text that had not been proposed for 
amendment. The Commission had reviewed comments on the proposed amendments to the 
text and had amended the text accordingly and decided, as for Chapter 7.2., to hold 
comments on previously adopted text for future consideration.  

Dr Hill presented the revised text to the Assembly. 

The Delegate of the United States of America recommended that in Article 7.3.4 points 4. a 
and 4. c and Article 7.3.5 point 2. f, the word “avoid” be replaced by “minimise” as 
previously explained in relation to Chapter 7.2.  

The Delegate of the Côte d’Ivoire, speaking on behalf of the 52 African Member Countries, 
thanked the Commission for taking their comments into consideration and amending the 
chapter accordingly regarding the wording in Article 7.3.1. She requested that more work 
be done to further clarify the scope of this important chapter.  

The Delegate of Finland, speaking on behalf of the 27 EU Member States, supported 
adoption of the text but requested future amendments to Article 7.3.6. points 3. a, 3. b, and 
3. e on electrical stunning to clarify the intended meaning. 

The revised Chapter 7.3 (Annex 12), amended as described above, was unanimously 
adopted. 

14. Killing of farmed fish for disease control purposes (new Chapter 7.4.) 

Dr Hill informed Delegates that the Aquatic Animals Commission reviewed Member 
Country comments and made relevant amendments. In response to a Member Country’s 
comment that words ‘pain’ and ‘anxiety’ were unsuitable terms for use in the fish welfare 
chapters, as there was a lack of evidence that these states occur in fish, the Commission 
had agreed to delete the word ‘anxiety’ but did not agree to delete ‘pain’ as there was ample 
scientific evidence that some fish species had brain structures potentially capable of 
experiencing pain. 



Dr Hill stated that the Commission did not agree with a Member Country’s proposal to 
delete the text in point 3 of Article 7.4.2. referring to ‘aversive’ induction of unconsciousness 
methods. The Commission noted that although some methods were clearly aversive (e.g. 
use of CO2, leading to very low pH of the water), other methods (such as isoeugenol) might 
or might not be aversive. Therefore, the article stated that the recommended methods 
should be as non-aversive as possible.  

In response to a Member Country’s request for clarification on the intent of Article 7.4.5., 
the Commission amended the title of this article to ‘Killing by an overdose of an anaesthetic 
agent’ and replaced the word ‘pharmacological substance’ by ‘anaesthetic agent’ throughout 
the article. The Commission drew to the attention of Member Countries to the fact that the 
intent of this article was to address killing with an overdose of anaesthetic, rather than use 
of the anaesthetic prior to killing by another method. 

Dr Hill reported that the Commission did not accept several proposed changes from some 
Member Countries on the basis that it considered them to be calling for excessively detailed 
text. Dr Hill reminded Delegates that the chapters on welfare of farmed fish were intended 
to provide general recommendations and guidelines to OIE Member Countries without 
being overly prescriptive. 

Dr Hill presented the revised text to the Assembly. 

The Delegate of Finland, speaking on behalf of the 27 EU Member States, supported 
adoption on the condition that one of its previously submitted comments be taken into 
account. She indicated that the EU requested that Article 7.4.6 point 1. a be amended as 
follows: “decapitation, using a sharp device, such as a guillotine or knife, may be used but 
should be preceded by stunning or, if appropriate, anaesthesia;” 

The Delegate of the United States of America stated that the word “pain” was not 
supported, and that his country preferred the term used in the EFSA2 paper. He supported 
adoption of the chapter but requested information on the scientific support for the use of 
the word “pain”. 

The Representative of the Canadian delegation supported the intervention made by the 
Delegate of the United States of America. 

Dr Hill agreed with the amendment proposed by the EU as it improved the clarity of the 
Article. This amendment was accepted by the Assembly. 

The new Chapter 7.4. (Annex 13), amended as described above, was unanimously adopted. 

15. Disinfection of salmonid eggs (Article 10.4.13., Article 10.5.13. and Article 10.9.13.)  

Dr Hill informed Delegates that the Aquatic Animals Commission had reviewed Member 
Country comments on these articles and proposed the amendments for adoption.  

Dr Hill presented the revised text to the Assembly. 

The revised Articles 10.4.13., 10.5.13. and 10.9.13., (Annex 14) were unanimously adopted. 

                                                      
2  EFSA: European Food Safety Authority 



16. Article 2.1.2. (Obligations of WTO Members)  

Dr Hill reported that the Aquatic Animals Commission had considered the Code 
Commission’s proposal to modify Article 5.3.1. (Obligations of WTO Members), being 
informed that this arose from concerns raised by the Secretariat of the WTO SPS 
Committee3. The Commission noted that the obligation of notification to WTO was for WTO 
Members only, and that not all OIE Member Countries are WTO Members. The 
Commission proposed revised text for better alignment with the obligation in the WTO SPS 
Agreement. 

Dr Hill presented the revised text to the Assembly. 

The Delegate of Uganda, speaking on behalf of the 52 African Member Countries, raised 
concerns that the proposed text in Article 2.1.1 was not consistent with the text of the WTO 
SPS Agreement. Noting that the OIE had discussed and validated the proposed text with 
the Secretariat of the SPS Committee, Dr O’Neil asked the Delegate of Uganda to submit 
his comments to the OIE in writing, so that the OIE could discuss these comments with the 
WTO/SPS Secretariat and determine whether the text should be modified. Dr O’Neil asked 
Delegates to adopt the proposed text on this basis.  

The revised Chapter 2.1. (Annex 15) was adopted unanimously. 

17. Notification of Diseases and Epidemiological Information (Chapter 1.1.) 

Dr Hill reported that Article 1.1.3. required amendment to harmonise the Aquatic Code 
with the Terrestrial Code. 

Dr Hill presented the revised text to the Assembly. 

The Delegate of Denmark, speaking on behalf of the 27 EU Member States, supported 
adoption of the proposed text and requested that the OIE take steps to ensure appropriate 
harmonisation with the relevant text of the Terrestrial Code. 

The revised Chapter 1.1. (Annex 16) was unanimously adopted. 

18. Aquatic Animal Health Code: future proposed amendments awaiting Member 
Country comments  

Control of hazards in aquatic animal feeds (Chapter 6.1.)  

Dr Hill stated that, in response to Member Country comments, the Aquatic Animals 
Commission, at its October 2011 meeting, had asked an expert to review Chapter 6.1. and 
to provide advice to the Commission on whether the animal production food safety risks 
had been adequately addressed. The Commission had reviewed the advice provided by the 
expert and amended the chapter as appropriate. The revised Chapter 6.1 for Member 
Country comment was provided at Annex 17 of Doc. 80 SG/12/CS4 B.  

Dr Hill reminded Delegates that, at the 79th General Session in May 2011, several Member 
Countries had requested that the Aquatic Animals Commission consider the development 
of a new chapter addressing the hazards associated with feeding live aquatic animals to 
aquatic animals. He then invited Member Countries to submit proposals for the 
Commission’s consideration. He noted that no proposals had yet been received and 
encouraged Member Countries to submit proposals for consideration by the Commission. 

                                                      
3  SPS Committee: WTO Committee on Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures 



Infectious salmon anaemia (Chapter 10.5. and Article 1.3.1.) 

The Aquatic Animals Commission had reviewed comments received from Member 
Countries. The Commission noted that all commenting Member Countries supported the 
proposal to include in this chapter at least the forms of ISA virus (ISAV) having deletions in 
the HPR region (HPR-deleted). However, some Member Countries did not support the 
inclusion of articles specifically dealing with the non-pathogenic form (HPR0) with regard 
to declaration of zone or country freedom. The Commission proposed to follow the approach 
recommended by the ad hoc Group on Pathogen Differentiation on the basis that this would 
ensure the collection of epidemiological information during a period, to support a decision 
on the delisting of certain forms of ISAV.  

Following consideration of the approach taken in the Terrestrial Code, the Commission 
proposed to amend Article 1.3.1. to read: ‘Infectious salmon anaemia (HPR-deleted and 
HPR0 ISAV)’. Dr Hill considered that this would make it clear that, for the purpose of 
notification ISA means infection with ISAV, including its pathogenic forms (HPR-deleted) 
and its non-pathogenic form (HPR0). In Chapter 10.5, the Commission had added new text 
‘The provisions in this chapter only apply to the pathogenic forms of ISAV (HPR-deleted)’ to 
clarify that for the purposes of trade in aquatic animals and aquatic animal products, only 
HPR-deleted forms of ISAV were relevant. 

Dr Hill informed Delegates that the Commission had amended Chapter 1.3. and Chapter 
10.5. to reflect this approach and had provided them for Member Country comment at 
Annex 18 and Annex 19 of Doc. 80 SG/12/CS4 B, respectively.  

19. Manual of Diagnostic Tests for Aquatic Animals: seventh edition 2012 

Dr Hill reported that comments had been received from eleven Member Countries on the 
34 draft chapters for the next edition of the Aquatic Manual that had been circulated in 
August 2011. Those comments that were of a technical nature were sent to the authors for 
consideration. Some Member Countries had questioned the rationale for reintroducing 
chapters on delisted diseases. Dr Hill reminded Delegates that at its meeting in March 
2011, the OIE Council had supported the approach whereby Reference Laboratories can be 
designated or maintained and Manual chapters can be developed or maintained for an 
important non-listed disease (regardless of whether it is a terrestrial or aquatic animal 
disease). 

For those comments that were accepted, the text was amended. Where the comments were 
rejected, a table had been put at the end of the chapter with the rejected comment and the 
author’s rationale for not accepting it. Dr Hill informed Delegates that the Commission had 
discussed and further amended some of the chapters and all the revised chapters proposed 
for adoption had been made available on the OIE Delegates’ website. Once adopted, the 
hard copy version of the seventh edition of the Aquatic Manual would be published. 

Dr Hill presented the revised text to the Assembly. 



The Representative of the Japanese delegation strongly opposed listing goldfish as a 
susceptible species for Koi herpesvirus (KHV) and stated that the delegation could only 
support adoption of the revised chapter if the second paragraph under the heading 
“susceptible host species” was moved to the section “known or suspected wild aquatic 
animal carriers”. He requested that work be undertaken to confirm the status of goldfish 
with respect to susceptibility. Japan would be pleased to support this work via the 
contribution of its KHV reference expert. 

The Delegate of Chinese Taipei supported the proposal made by Japan. 

The Delegate of Norway did not support adoption of the proposed new chapter on infectious 
salmon anaemia (ISA), and requested that adoption of this chapter be postponed until the 
the proposed changes to the Aquatic Code chapter for ISA had been finalised. 

The Delegate of Finland, speaking on behalf of the 27 EU Member States, thanked the 
Commission for its work in revising the disease chapters in the Aquatic Manual. The 
Delegate observed that in general, the case definitions should be laid down in the Code, not 
in the Manual, and coherence between the Code and the Manual should be ensured. More 
specifically, the Delegate opposed adoption of the chapter on ISA and stated that adoption 
should be postponed until discussions on pathogen differentiation in the Aquatic Code had 
been finalised. To ensure consistency, new and revised texts on ISA in the Code and the 
Manual should be adopted at the same time.The Delegate stated that the EU supported 
adoption of the new chapter on infection with ostreid herpesvirus-1. She recommended that 
the Aquatic Manual chapter on OsHV should include more information on diagnostic 
methods for OsHV-1 µvar. She noted that this virus was of trade concern and that more 
work was needed, including clarification of the case definition. 

The Representative of the Canadian delegation supported the intervention made by 
Norway on ISA. She also supported adoption of the new chapter on infection with ostreid 
herpesvirus-1 and would submit some suggestions for future improvements. 

The Representative of the Chilean delegation thanked the Commission for its work on the 
Aquatic Manual, and agreed with Norway, Finland and Canada regarding postponing 
adoption of the ISA chapter. 

Dr O’Neil, Chairperson of the session, noted that the standards in the Aquatic Code and the 
Aquatic Manual should be consistent with each other and suggested that the new 
Commission consider this matter in its work programme.  

On the issue of Koi herpesvirus, Dr Hill proposed to move the paragraph as had been 
requested by Japan, noting that the title of this section should be modified to read: 
‘suspected aquatic animal carriers’.  

Dr O’Neil concluded that the new text on ISA was withdrawn from adoption. 

The new edition of the Aquatic Manual, modified as described above, was unanimously 
adopted. 



20. Model texts on sampling for three diseases (white spot disease, viral 
haemorrhagic septicaemia, Bonamia) 

Dr Hill informed the Delegates that the experts involved were still working on drafting the 
texts on sampling for the three chapters, and that two of the chapters were close to 
completion. Given the difficulty the six authors were experiencing in coordinating the 
contents of the three chapters through electronic communication, the Director General had 
agreed to reconvene the ad hoc Group in mid-2012 to finalise the chapters. Once accepted 
by the Aquatic Animals Commission, the chapters would be made available to Member 
Countries for comment. Dr Hill stated that he was hopeful the chapters could be finalised 
and proposed for adoption at the 81st General Session in 2013.  

21. OIE Reference Centres 

Dr Hill reported that there had been no new applications for Reference Centre status. The 
OIE had been notified of the following changes of designated expert: 

– OIE Reference Laboratory for viral encephalopathy and retinopathy – Dr Giovanni 
Cattoli to replace Dr Giuseppe Bovo at the Istituto Zooprofilattico Sperimentale 
delle Venezie, Legnaro PD, ITALY. 

– OIE Reference Laboratory for spring viraemia of carp – Dr David Stone to replace 
Dr Peter Dixon at The Centre for Environment, Fisheries and Aquaculture Science 
(CEFAS), Weymouth Laboratory, Weymouth, Dorset, UNITED KINGDOM. 

Dr Hill stated that the Commission had reviewed the curriculum vitae of the new experts to 
ensure that they had the appropriate expertise, and recommended acceptance of these 
replacements.  

Dr Hill informed Delegates that annual activity reports for 2011 had been received from all 
43 Reference Laboratories and from the two Collaborating Centres on aquatic animals. The 
Aquatic Animals Commission had carefully reviewed the reports received and was 
impressed, in general, with the quality of the work carried out by the Reference Centres. 
The Commission expressed its on-going appreciation to the enthusiastic support and expert 
advice given to the OIE by the Reference Centres. 

22. Other relevant initiatives and activities  

OIE PVS Tool: Application to Aquatic Animal Health Services (AAHS) 

Dr Hill informed Delegates that since the OIE Global Conference on the ‘Contribution of 
Aquatic Animal Health Programmes to Global Food Security’, held in Panama in 2011, the 
OIE had received more requests from Member Countries for PVS evaluations of their 
AAHS and was prioritising such missions. To date, most requests had been from Member 
Countries with relatively small aquaculture activities. Dr Hill was pleased that the OIE 
would take steps to encourage OIE Member Countries to engage in the PVS Pathway with 
respect to their national AAHS. The Director General had agreed to convene an ad hoc 
Group on the Evaluation of AAHS to make recommendations on refining the OIE PVS Tool 
to facilitate its application to AAHS. This Group would review the existing OIE PVS Tool 
and draft additions and modifications as appropriate, including the development of specific 
indicators, using the experience gained from missions conducted to date.  



Dr Hill stated that the development of a definition for ‘aquatic animal health professional’ 
initially proposed for adoption at this General Session, was an important step in this 
process. In future, the OIE should consider the appropriate competencies and educational 
qualifications of aquatic animal health professionals. The Aquatic Animals Commission 
welcomed these developments and again encouraged Member Countries to request OIE 
PVS evaluations of AAHS with a view to obtaining needed investments on the parts of 
governments and donors to strengthen governance of AAHS.  

23. Dr Hill closed his presentation by informing Delegates that the details of the Commission’s 
work plan for 2012/2013 were provided in Annex 20 of Doc. 80 SG/12/CS4 B, and pointed 
out that prioritisation might change after consideration by the newly elected Commission. 
Stating that he was not seeking re-election, he bid-farewell to the Assembly, thanking the 
many different members of the Commission he had worked with over the past 24 years for 
their contributions. He wished the new Commission every success in its future work. 

24. The Assembly noted the report of the Aquatic Animals Commission. 

Adoption of Draft Resolution No. 13 
Adoption of the seventh edition of the Manual of Diagnostic Tests for Aquatic Animals 

25. The President submitted for adoption Draft Resolution No. 13 on the Adoption of the 
seventh edition of the Manual of Diagnostic Tests for Aquatic Animals. The Resolution was 
adopted unanimously. The text appears under Resolution No. 13 at the end of this report. 

Presentation of proposed Resolutions drafted during plenary sessions 

Discussion and Adoption of Draft Resolution No. 18 
Amendments to the OIE Aquatic Animal Health Code 

26. The President submitted for adoption Draft Resolution No. 18 on Amendments to the OIE 
Aquatic Animal Health Code. The Resolution was adopted unanimously. The text appears 
under Resolution No. 18 at the end of this report. 

 


