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Executive Summary

In November 2005 MAF released for public consultation a risk analysis on the eligible
genera list from the import health standard for the importation of ornamental freshwater
and marine animals. The risk analysis presented a number of measures to manage the risks
posed by the 13 hazards identified. MAF received eight submissions on the 2005 risk
analysis.

Following this, as a result of discrepancies being identified in the list of eligible species, a
review of the list was carried out under the Hazardous Substances and New Organisms Act
1996 (HSNO), to include all species that were present in New Zealand before 1 July 1998.
The amended eligible list was finalised in March 2007, and it included a further 158 genera
of aquatic animals that had not been on the 2005 list, either due to omissions or taxonomic
changes. The effect was that MAF had to carry out a supplementary risk analysis on these
158 genera of aquatic animals.

In June 2009 MAF released a review of the 13 submissions that were received on the 2005
risk analysis, as well as the supplementary risk analysis on the 158 additional genera.
Submissions were invited on the supplementary risk analysis up to 14 September 2009.

During this public consultation period, MAF received one request for clarification on the
review of submissions on the 2005 RA. In response, MAF is able to confirm that the
statement ““largely because one Auckland importer who considered he could import what
he liked into the country anyway.”” that appeared in the 2005 submission from Redwood
Aquatics does not refer to any importer currently in operation.

MAF received six submissions on the supplementary risk analysis. Key issues highlighted
in these submissions include: -

e Submitters considered the risks posed by foreign shipping, particularly biofouling and
ballast water, as being significant for the marine environment and they questioned why
marine fish are subject to import controls when shipping does not appear to be under
the same scrutiny. In response, MAFBNZ has provided information on work that is
underway on biofouling risk analysis and ballast water controls.

e Submitters questioned, as they had in submissions on MAF’s 2005 risk analysis,
the value of pre-export certification, which they consider add expense but provide
little benefit.

e Submitters discussed quarantine periods and the difficulty of having different
quarantine periods for freshwater versus marine fish import facilities.

e Submitters indicated that, in their opinion, marine fish represent a lower risk than
freshwater fish.

e Two submitters indicated that ornamental shrimp should not be regarded as high risk.

e Antiparasitic treatments to mitigate two of the risks appear to be acceptable to
the industry.

e A number of submitters suggested that the document should be separated into
marine, freshwater and goldfish sections. In response, the conclusions and
amendments are presented in this review in marine fish, freshwater fish and marine
invertebrate sections.
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A number of submitters queried the inclusion of goldfish due to the wide range of
hazards requiring mitigation, although one submitter was in favour of permitting
entry under the suggested conditions.

As a result of the submissions and MAFBNZ review of data in both the 2005 risk analysis
and the 2009 supplementary risk analysis it is recommended that a number of changes be
made to the recommendations of the supplementary risk analysis as follows:

1.

The requirement for pre-export visual inspection and certification of clinical
freedom from pest and disease should be removed as long as there is inspection on
arrival in New Zealand.

All freshwater fish should be subject to a standard 4-week quarantine period (with
additional risk management measures for named high-risk species).

Zanclus cornutus is considered a tropical species.

Enteromyxum leei risk factors were amended to include only temperate species of
the listed genera. On the basis of this amended risk profile, Chromis viridis,
Amphiprion akindynos, Thalassoma lunare, Thalassoma lutescens and Lipophrys
nigriceps have been reclassified as low-risk species as regards infection with
Enteromyxum leei.

Host species list amended to reflect Scleropages formsus is present on permitted list.

Host species list amended to remove Cephalopholis spp. and Chromileptes spp.
from the iridovirus section.

Host species list amended to remove reference to Elacatinus oceanops from the
Argulus foliaceus section.

Amended Table 5 (Sec. 16.4.3: Risk management options for high risk species by
hazard) hazard 9 Lactococcus garviae to remove reference to tropical species.

Amended high risk species management options section:
a. split into freshwater fish, marine fish and marine invertebrates
b. amended high risk marine fish risk measures

i. Aquabirnavirus: identified subtropical high risk marine species are
subject to a 3-week quarantine, with investigation of batches
displaying clinical signs of septicaemia or sudden unexplained
mortality. Identified temperate high risk marine species require
batch or source population testing for aquabirnaviruses with
negative results;

ii. Iridovirus: identified subtropical high risk marine species are subject
to a 3-week quarantine, with investigation of batches displaying
clinical signs of septicaemia or sudden unexplained mortality.
Identified temperate high risk marine species require batch or source
population testing for iridoviruses with negative results;

iii. Nodavirus: identified tropical high risk marine species are subject to
a 3-week quarantine, with investigation of batches displaying
nervous signs, colour change or behavioural abnormalities.
identified subtropical and temperate high risk marine species require
batch or source population testing for nodaviruses with negative
results;

iv. Lactococcus garviae: identified subtropical high risk marine species
are subject to a 3-week quarantine, with investigation of batches
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displaying clinical signs of septicaemia or sudden unexplained
mortality. Identified temperate high risk marine species require
batch or source population testing for Lactococcus garviae with
negative results;

v. Glugea heraldi: identified subtropical & temperate high risk marine
species are subject to a 3-week quarantine, with investigation of
batches displaying clinical signs of grey, proliferative skin lesions;

vi. Aphanomyces invadans: identified high risk marine species are
subject to a 3-week quarantine period with investigation of any fish
displaying clinical signs of skin ulceration;

10. For marine fish not specifically identified as high-risk species the quarantine period
will remain at three weeks, with biosecurity clearance being issued to all surviving
fish free of clinical signs of pest and disease at the end of that period.

11. For freshwater fish not specifically identified as high risk species it is proposed that
the quarantine period be set at four weeks. Whilst no specific testing triggers have
been established, the supervisor may initiate testing at their discretion if there
appears to be a serious disease issue, otherwise biosecurity clearance should be
issued to all surviving fish free of clinical signs of pest and disease.

12. Ornamental marine decapods are subject to a 3-week quarantine period with
investigation of batches showing clinical signs of white spot syndrome.

Nothing in the above amendments, or the conditions specified in the draft supplementary
risk analysis, is intended to remove the ability of the supervisor to investigate batches of
high risk or low risk fish for pathogens of biosecurity significance to New Zealand if they
consider it necessary to do so, however, it is intended that the above amendments and the
conditions in the supplementary risk analysis would be a default first position.
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1. Introduction

On 29 June 2009 the supplementary risk analysis was released for public consultation.
Submissions closed on 14 September 2009.

MAF Biosecurity New Zealand received the following submissions:

Name Organisation Represented Date Received
Warren Garrett Brooklands Aquarium Ltd. 11 September 2009
Steve Walls Aquarius Imports 14 September 2009
Michael Tan 14 September 2009
David Cooper Mahurangi Technical Institute 20 July 2009

Alois Wolloner 15 September 2009
Richard Woolley Highway Fisheries Ltd. 14 September 2009

MAFBNZ thanks each submitter for taking the time to make their submissions and assist in
the process of ensuring New Zealand’s biosecurity system is workable and effective.

This document reviews each submission in turn. MAF responses and actions are numbered
sequentially throughout this document.

The risks posed by marine fish and ornamental fish are discussed in more detail following
issues raised in submissions.

The conclusions reached by MAF Biosecurity New Zealand in considering the issues raise
are summarised in a separate section and are also included in the executive summary.

The full text of each submission is included in Appendix 1.
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2. Review of submissions

2.1.  WARREN GARRETT, BROOKLANDS AQUARIUM LTD.

Submission

This submitter indicates that the ornamental aquatic animal import industry is more easily
regulated and controlled than other significant hazards such as foreign vessel movements
and ballast water exchange.

MAFBNZ response 1 MAFBNZ is active in managing all biosecurity risks
in the marine environment, including vessel biofouling and ballast water issues.
Mandatory controls on ballast water discharges in New Zealand by ships with
ballast water taken up in foreign ports were introduced in 1998. These
implemented international guidelines for ballast water management. Cabinet has
also agreed that New Zealand will accede to the Ballast Water Management
Convention once legislative amendments are in place which will further
strengthen mitigating biosecurity risks from ballast water.

An import health standard (IHS) for biofouling is under development and
consultation on this work will be undertaken early in 2010. The IHS will result in
mandatory measures being in place to manage biofouling on all arriving craft. At
the same time New Zealand is actively working through the International
Maritime Organisation to put in place international guidelines to manage
biofouling on ships.

Submission

The submission questions the classification of diseases as “exotic” to New Zealand,
indicating in their opinion that given the limited amount of information specifically related
to New Zealand, it is questionable whether an assumption can be made that certain groups
of diseases are absent from this country.

MAFBNZ response 2 Both the 2005 risk analysis and the 2009
supplementary risk analysis MAFBNZ relied on the available literature. There are
a number of sources of information that detail the current state of knowledge
regarding the detection of species of parasites and pathogens from fish in New
Zealand. Where this information was used it is included in the references. There
has been both active and passive surveillance for aquatic animal diseases in New
Zealand for many years, both from a diagnostic and a research perspective.

For diseases of aquatic animals there is a combination of active and passive
surveillance for some pathogens and only passive surveillance for others. Under
such circumstances, MAFBNZ considers it reasonable to conclude that the
absence of reports indicates absence from New Zealand.

Submission

The submitter considers that since the 2005 risk analysis and the 2009 supplementary
analysis are based on literature mainly from overseas, its relevance may be questioned.
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MAFBNZ response 3 Since risk analyses assess the risk posed by
pathogens that are exotic to New Zealand, it is inevitable that relevant clinical
reports, epidemiological studies and research documents will largely be from
overseas countries where the pathogens are present.

Submission

The submission states that the absence of any outbreaks of notifiable disease at their
transitional facility over a considerable period of time indicates that current import
standards are working especially given the New Zealand climate and the importation of
tropical fish.

MAFBNZ response 4 The purpose of the 2005 risk analysis and the 2009
supplementary risk analysis included defining which species of fish posed
greatest risk of carrying specific pathogens. This allowed diagnostic efforts to be
targeted appropriately, which will result in faster and more cost-efficient
quarantine than the blanket enforcement of a broad range of compulsory
diagnostic tests in the event of 20% mortality in any species.

MAFBNZ response 5 The supplementary risk analysis already takes into
account the New Zealand climate and does classify the vast majority of tropical
fish as of low risk.

Submission

The submitter questions whether the import requirements for low risk species are relevant
to the import health standard or the transitional facility review.

MAFBNZ response 6 MAFBNZ considers that pre-clearance quarantine
procedures implemented for low risk species are still relevant to the import health
standard. The standard of the facility holding the live aquatic animals is relevant
to the Transitional Facility standard. The biosecurity requirements specific to the
import of live animals is relevant to an import health standard.

Submission

The submitter queries whether health certification will mitigate the risk or just add a
financial and bureaucratic burden to the importers, and queries the utility of a visual
inspection of the fish at export.

MAFBNZ response 7 This comment relates to section 17 of the
supplementary risk analysis where it was suggested where the exporting country
is able to demonstrate freedom from one of the pathogens listed in the risk
analysis, that entry requirements for that (or those) pathogens could be replaced
by a health certificate. This option was listed together with lifelong entry into
containment facilities to provide alternate methods to achieve equivalence with
the quarantine and testing requirements listed. Such a certificate would only be
issued by the Competent Authority of the exporting country, that country having
declared itself free of the pathogen of concern having met specific requirements
and to the satisfaction of New Zealand. Such certification could therefore be
taken to indicate a negligible likelihood of the pathogen of concern being present
in the animals.
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In addition this section also indicated that it is undesirable for fish clinically
affected with ubiquitous or opportunist pathogens or parasites to be imported into
New Zealand. To prevent this it was suggested that an individual, authorised by
the competent authority of the exporting country, should inspect the shipments
and certify the animals to be free of “clinical signs of pest or disease”. MAFBNZ
notes the submitters’ views on the utility of a visual inspection. However, there
must be a visual inspection of the animals at some point during the export/import
process. Given the necessity to inspect shipments upon arrival for compliance
with species lists, and the entry of the animals into post-arrival quarantine for a
certain period of time, MAFBNZ concludes that this inspection of the animals
may be better achieved in New Zealand.

MAFBNZ action 1
The requirement for pre-export visual inspection and certification of clinical freedom from
pest and disease will be removed as long as there is inspection on arrival in New Zealand.

Submission

The submitter supports a 4-week quarantine period, stating that it would not be viable to
have some fish undergoing a 3-week quarantine and other fish undergoing a 4-week
quarantine.

The submitter further indicates that the standard use of a 4 week quarantine period would
remove the need to specifically list a number of hazards and instead introduce a
requirement for “investigation of batches showing clinical signs or sudden unexpected
mortality.”

MAFBNZ response 8 MAFBNZ notes the submitter’s preference to
standardise the quarantine period for all freshwater fish at 4 weeks. The 3 week
quarantine period was suggested to try and reduce cost of quarantine for low risk
species. If the consensus across importers is that mixed quarantine periods are not
worth any potential cost savings then a standard period will be proposed for
freshwater fish, based on the longest period specified in the risk analyses, namely
4 weeks.

MAFBNZ action 2

Of the six submissions to this document four expressed a specific opinion on freshwater
quarantine periods. Of these three were in favour of a four week quarantine standard and
one suggested the retention of the existing six week quarantine. The intent of import health
standards should be as minimally trade restrictive as possible. This document indicates that
a four week period would be acceptable for biosecurity purposes and thus it is suggested
that there is a standard 4-week quarantine period for freshwater fish.

MAFBNZ response 9 Removal of the listing of the specific hazards as
suggested, and a return to “investigation of batches showing clinical signs or
sudden unexpected mortality” would make the import standard more simple, but
is in essence a return to the original broad and more expensive diagnostic process
which these risk analyses have sought to make more specific. To achieve a more
targeted and specific investigation process would still require the listing of each
high risk species by pathogen of concern and clinical signs of interest. As one of
the complaints of the original system was the cost of the broad range of
diagnostic tests required, MAFBNZ considers it appropriate to retain the more
specific detail contained in the supplementary risk analysis, based on the
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objective of narrowing down the range of diagnostic tests required to effectively
manage the risks.

Submission

The submitter suggests a 2-week quarantine period for marine species based on the low
volume of imports and high value making release less likely, thus proposing marine
species are low risk. The submission notes that marine quarantine is currently shorter than
freshwater quarantine, and suggests this should continue to be reflected in quarantine
periods. In addition the submission highlights risks from foreign shipping and ballast water
exchange to the marine environment.

MAFBNZ response 10 The 2005 risk analysis suggested that both freshwater
and marine fish be subject to a standard 4-week quarantine period (with an
exception for species susceptible to Enteromyxum leei). This was commented on
by submitters at that time. The marine species listed and pathogens of concern
have been re-examined following submissions. For further information please
refer to MAFBNZ discussion point — marine fish

MAFBNZ response 11 Please see MAFBNZ response 1 as regards risks
from foreign shipping and ballast water.

Submission

The submitter considers that the importation of goldfish under conditions suggested in the
supplementary risk analysis would not be viable. It is also suggested that goldfish be
placed in their own section so as to reduce the number of hazards in what would become a
non-goldfish ornamental fish section.

MAFBNZ response 12 The measures necessary to mitigate risk associated
with the import of live goldfish are rigorous, as it is widely accepted that goldfish
do potentially carry a number of pathogens of biosecurity significance to New
Zealand. It was acknowledged in the supplementary risk analysis that this would,
in all likelihood, result in significant import costs.

MAFBNZ response 13 Whilst the placement of goldfish in its own section
might simplify certain sections of the supplementary risk analysis, as long as any
resultant import standard covers all species, there would be no overall advantage
in reformatting the supplementary risk analysis at this time.

Submission

The submitter requests clarification of the duration of validity of source population and
batch testing/certification.

MAFBNZ response 14 Source population freedom from disease would
generally be established under the conditions specified in any direct agreement
between the Competent Authorities of the exporting country and New Zealand, or
could be based on standards set by the World Organisation for Animal Health
(OIE). Generally, this is based on a disease testing history for a country, zone,
compartment or farm, ongoing surveillance and the presence of biosecurity
mechanisms to protect that country, zone, compartment or farm. Thus as long as
the country, zone, compartment or farm continued to satisfy the requirements to
claim freedom from a certain pathogen, certification would be considered valid.
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Batch testing would be used where the source population could not meet the
requirements to claim freedom from specific diseases, and thus a representative
number of fish in each batch would need to be tested to show that each individual
shipment was free of the disease of concern.

Submission

The submitter indicates that the use of praziquantel or fenbendazole to mitigate the risk of
entry of Bothriocephalus acheilognathi would be acceptable. Similarly the submitter
indicates that the use of levamisole to mitigate the risk of entry of Capillaria philippinensis
would be acceptable.

MAFBNZ response 15 Willingness to utilise these mainstream antiparasitic
treatments as part of the import requirements is noted.

Submission

The submitter indicates that, in their opinion, the likelihood of the intentional release of
ornamental shrimps is extremely low, they would be unlikely to survive in New Zealand
waters, there is greater risk from ballast water exchange and that the suggested risk
management measures would mean ornamental shrimp importation would not be
commercially viable.

MAFBNZ response 16 As regards the risk from ballast water exchange
please refer to MAFBNZ response 1

MAFBNZ response 17 As there were a number of submissions which raised
risk mitigation measures for ornamental shrimp, this has been re-examined. For
further information please refer to MAFBNZ discussion point — ornamental
shrimp

Submission

The submitter questioned the relevance of including Appendix 3 (Guidelines for testing
animals in quarantine).

MAFBNZ response 18 The appendix was included in the supplementary risk
analysis to provide an example of the kind of guidance that could be prepared and
offered to supervisors of transitional facilities in an effort to standardise the
decision making process across all transitional facilities. Such an appendix would
not be included in an import standard, but could be further developed in
association with importers and transitional facility supervisors.
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2.2. STEVE WALLS, AQUARIUS IMPORTS

Submission

The submitter indicates that they considered consultation across all areas of the
supplementary risk analysis to be beneficial, but decided that this had been discouraged in
the introductory letter, where MAFBNZ stated “please note that the review of submissions
in appendix one is a final document and we are not seeking further comment on that
appendix”.

MAFBNZ response 19 Appendix one of the document released for public
consultation in June 2009 was a review of submissions received by MAF during
public consultation of the 2005 risk analysis on ornamental fish. The issues raised
in those submissions have been responded to already, but where appropriate this
review has gone back to the original risk analysis and review of submissions in
appendix one when considering the submissions.

Submission

The submitter indicated that in their submission to the 2005 risk analysis, they did not find
enough time to make specific comment on the hazards identified.

MAFBNZ response 20 The original premise in the writing of the
supplementary risk analysis was that in the consultation process on the 2005 risk
analysis “no stakeholders questioned the hazards identified” as there had been no
specific comment. In this case the submission period was extended and it is
hoped that where necessary comments have now been made. Where appropriate
this review has returned to the 2005 risk analysis to re-examine some of the
hazards in light of points raised in submissions to the supplementary risk analysis.

Submission

The submitter raises a point with the 2005 risk analysis regarding the table 1.1 (pages 207-
209) which highlighted parasites and pathogens introduced into New Zealand, and
indicated that they considered the information misleading as the instances were linked with
some non-ornamental species and goldfish. The submitter accepts goldfish are ornamental
but indicates that they are not permitted legal entry into New Zealand at this time. The
submitter feels that this presents an adverse image of the ornamental fish import industry.

MAFBNZ response 21 MAFBNZ’s intention in preparing table 1.1 of the
2005 risk analysis was simply to illustrate the potential of live animal movements
to transfer biosecurity hazards. The introduction of the 2005 risk analysis
presented a referenced discussion on the evidence for linking the movement of
ornamental fish globally with the spread of certain pathogens. Table 1.1 dealt
with fish diseases found in both Australia and New Zealand that have been
assumed to have been introduced. However, the only diseases reported as being
found in quarantine were those affecting grass carp. Goldfish were only one of a
number of potential host species mentioned in the table, and the diseases of this
species are now relevant as a result of the supplementary risk analysis.
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Submission

The submitter indicated that the supplementary risk analysis was quite complicated and
suggested that the document and future work be set out in sections covering tropical fish,
marine fish and goldfish separately.

MAFBNZ response 22 As regards the reformatting of the supplementary risk
analysis, please refer to MAFBNZ response 13.

The suggestion regarding the formatting of ongoing work is noted and will be
considered in future. MAFBNZ would like to highlight that not all freshwater
ornamental fish imported are “tropical” and since there is a suggested placement
of species in the low risk group, mainly on the basis of their propensity for
tropical waters (some exceptions do apply) that it is not appropriate to refer to all
freshwater ornamental fish as “tropical fish”.

Submission

The submitter queries why goldfish are being considered for importation, and then
suggests import conditions for these comprising a 9-week quarantine period and separation
of shipments of goldfish from all other species (both temporally and spatially within
transitional facilities).

MAFBNZ response 23 Goldfish are not regarded as a new organism under
the HSNO Act and MAFBNZ has received a number of applications to import
this species into New Zealand. Since the majority of diseases had been considered
already MAFBNZ decided that goldfish would be examined during the
supplementary risk analysis.

MAFBNZ response 24 MAFBNZ notes the suggested risk mitigation
measures for goldfish. The quarantine period will be based on the epidemiology
of the pathogens of concern, and it may be difficult to justify extending the
quarantine period beyond a certain point. The suggestions on temporal and spatial
segregation of goldfish are noted and they are considered sensible - it should be
noted that the transitional facility standard already requires separation of
shipments and species. Where that is not possible and cross contamination occurs,
the whole shipment would have to be considered to require measures applicable
to the most hazardous species present.

Submission

The submitter states that current quarantine periods have served the industry well and
indicates that upon enquiry had been told there had been no reports of exotic disease
outbreak in a quarantine facility.

MAFBNZ response 25 Please refer to MAFBNZ response 4.

Submission

The submitter queries the removal of Scleropages formosus, and asks why it has been
singled out.

MAFBNZ response 26 Scleropages formosus was inadvertently left off a list
used to inform the development of the supplementary risk analysis. The error is
regretted, but Scleropages formosus is present on the current permitted list.
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Submission

The submitter queries the listing of Apistogramma ramirezi as a hazard, based on the age
of the research and the localisation of the inspected sample. The submitter indicates that
the 2009 Biosecurity Australia risk analysis on iridoviruses in freshwater ornamental fish
references the same literature but states there is a lack of evidence on the prevalence of
iridoviruses in cichlids.

MAFBNZ response 27 The species Apistogramma ramirezi
(Mikrogeophagus ramirezi) was linked with iridoviruses in the original 2005 risk
analysis, and the species taken forward as a high risk species on that basis. In
brief re-examination of this position the following points are worthy of
consideration: -

e  The age of the research does not make it invalid; the virus has been reported
in the family of fish and must be considered further.

o As there is no restriction on country of origin, the risk analysis must
consider reports from any country as relevant.

o The 2009 Biosecurity Australia risk analysis referred to above classified
cichlid iridoviruses as overall moderate risk.

° The same document indicates the identification of an iridovirus from a
cichlid of the Apistogramma genus in a 2005 survey in Australian
quarantine facilities.

Based on these points it is considered appropriate that Apistogramma ramirezi
(Mikrogeophagus ramirezi), and the Apistogramma genus remain classified as
high-risk.

Submission

The submitter indicated that variable quarantine periods and controls were confusing and
re-iterated their desire to retain the current 6-week quarantine period for freshwater fish
and 3-week quarantine period for marine fish. In addition the submitter restated that, in
their opinion, there had been no disease issues in their or other transitional facilities.

MAFBNZ response 28 This view on the 6-week and 3-week quarantine
periods is noted; however, the submitter is also referred to MAFBNZ response 4.
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2.3.  MICHAEL TAN

Submission

The bulk of this submission challenged MAFBNZ’s classification of ornamental shrimp as
high-risk. It included a discussion on white spot syndrome virus and reasons why the
submitter considered the suggested risk management measures to be inappropriate. This
portion of the submission will be used to inform MAFBNZ discussion point — ornamental
shrimp.

Other points in the submission are addressed here.

Submission

The submitter agrees that there should be a compulsory quarantine period for imported
ornamental aquatic animals, but disagrees with the requirement for inspection and
certification of freedom from clinical signs of pests and disease at the point of export.

The submitter is referred to MAFBNZ response 7 and the resultant MAFBNZ action 1

Submission

The submitter provided information on sources of information related to volumes of trade.
MAFBNZ response 29 MAFBNZ thanks the submitter for this information.

Submission

The submitter highlights an apparent inconsistency in the classification of Zanclus
cornutus as subtropical. Since FishBase lists a water temperature range of 24-28°C for this
species, the submitter suggests that this species is reclassified as tropical.

MAFBNZ response 30 MAFBNZ thanks the submitter for highlighting an
inconsistency. In review of the Fishbase material, which has potentially
conflicting information, and of other aquarium species literature it is accepted
that Zanclus cornutus is a tropical species and its classification will be amended
accordingly.

MAFBNZ Action 3
Zanclus cornutus will be classified as a tropical species.

Submission

The submitter queries the inclusion of Chromis viridis and Amphiprion akindynos as at risk
from the myxosporean, Enteromyxum leei. The submitter quotes a personal communication
from industry source(s) who state that risk is so low as to be negligible.

MAFBNZ response 31 Enteromyxum leei was identified as a hazard in
Chromis and Amphiprion species in the 2005 risk analysis and was taken forward
into the supplementary risk analysis on that basis. As indicated earlier, where
necessary and appropriate, this reviewer will re-examine hazards from the 2005
risk analysis.

Pertinent points from the 2005 risk analysis are:

e E. leei displays low host specificity
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e Blenniidae and Labridae are particularly susceptible
e [t has a direct life cycle
e Transmission requires extended periods of exposure

e The statement “It is unlikely that a 3-week quarantine would be effective in
disclosing infection, nor for that matter even after a 6-week quarantine
period”

Examination of the papers by Diamant (1997)" and Padros et al. (2001): raise
the following points:

e Transmission is direct by ingestion
e Host specificity is low

e (ases are reported in association with high host densities

Examination of the literature suggests that this myxosporean, as with many
marine myxosporeans, has a low host specificity. The species targeted in the 2005
risk analysis are those from which the parasite has been detected which probably
reflects those species most commonly held in aquaria. MAFBNZ agrees that it
may be overly risk-averse to target this one marine myxosporean, especially as
extended quarantine periods may not be effective in mitigating any risk. From the
literature it is considered that transmission of the disease is most likely in closed
systems, rather than following the release of an infected individual, so the risk is
primarily to the marine aquarium keeper. As prolonged release of the parasite
would be needed it is proposed that the risk factor be amended to include only
temperate species of the listed genera. It is therefore proposed that the species
Chromis viridis, Amphiprion akindynos, Thalassoma lunare, Thalassoma
lutescens and Lipophrys nigriceps be removed from the high-risk list and placed
on the low-risk list as they are subtropical rather than temperate.

MAFBNZ Action 4

Enteromyxum leei risk factors be amended to include only temperate species of the listed
genera. On the basis of this amended risk profile for Enteromyxum leei, reclassify Chromis
viridis, Amphiprion akindynos, Thalassoma lunare, Thalassoma lutescens and Lipophrys
nigriceps as low-risk species as regards infection with Enteromyxum leei.

! Diamant A (1997) Fish-to-fish transmission of a marine myxosporean, Dis. Aquat. Org., 30, 99-105
% Padros F, Palenzuela O, Hispano C, Tosas O, Zarza C, Crespo S, Alvarez-Pellitero P (2001) Myxidium leei
(Myxozoa) infections in aquarium-reared Mediterranean fish species, Dis. Aquat. Org., 47, 57-62
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2.4.  DAVID COOPER, MAHURANGI TECHNICAL INSTITUTE

Submission

This submission fully supports the comments in the supplementary risk analysis relating to
the potential for goldfish to carry various diseases and also supports the risk management
measures suggested.

MAFBNZ response 32 MAFBNZ notes the support for the risk mitigation
suggested for goldfish imports.

Submission

The submitter suggests that importation should only be permitted from sources shown to
be free of the diseases noted.

MAFBNZ response 33 The risk mitigation measures suggested for goldfish
already include the requirement to demonstrate freedom from aquabirnaviruses,
iridoviruses, cyprinid herpesvirus-3, spring viraemia of carp virus and Aeromonas
salmonicida. For the remaining hazards the measures suggested, namely
quarantine, inspection, investigation of particular clinical signs and anti-parasitic
treatment are considered appropriate, achievable and less trade restrictive than
requiring the demonstration of freedom from them.

Submission

The submitter suggests restricting import of goldfish to those from a single supplier in
Australia.

MAFBNZ response 34 The measures suggested in the supplementary risk
analysis are those that MAFBNZ considers to be necessary, effective and least
trade restrictive, in line with international obligations. Provided exporters meet
the requirements considered necessary to manage the identified risks, there is no
justification for applying further measures such as a requirement to limit
availability to a single exporter.

Submission

The submitter suggests pre-export quarantine (in Australia).

MAFBNZ response 35 As the import standard is for all countries, such pre-
export quarantine cannot be limited to Australia. For equivalence purposes, there
is no reason why the quarantine period could not take place off-shore, provided
all requirements for testing, inspection and treatment were met and could be
verified by a Competent Authority recognised by New Zealand, and that the
animals were shipped without any breach of quarantine. Such a situation could be
presented as an equivalence request.
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2.5. ALOIS WOLLONER

Submission

The submitter maintains their position that the costs of diagnostic testing associated with
the import of ornamental aquatic animals should be borne by MAF. The submitter
indicates that they do not make significant profits and additional costs will suppress trade.

MAFBNZ response 36 The attribution of costs for diagnostic tests to permit
the import of live animals into New Zealand is directly to the person wishing to
import the live animals. This is consistent across the spectrum of live animal
imports and is no different for live aquatic animals. MAFBNZ will not bear the
cost of meeting import standards for any importer.

Submission

The submitter attached a copy of the submission from Michael Tan on ornamental shrimp.

MAFBNZ response 37 This submission is being considered in MAFBNZ
discussion point — ornamental shrimp, and the submitter is referred to that.

Submission

The submitter offered the opinion, as they submitted on the 2005 risk analysis, that health
certification would not be effective, for several reasons, including the likely need for
separation of species in the pre-export facility and the impression that the exporters would
simply sign such health certificates themselves.

The submitter is referred to MAFBNZ response 7 and MAFBNZ action 1

MAFBNZ response 38 Further, as indicated in the supplementary risk analysis,
any signatory would need to be approved by the Competent Authority of the exporting
country, so self-certification by the exporter would not be acceptable. MAFBNZ notes
the comment regarding separation of species in the exporting warehouse and recognises
this limiting factor. Nevertheless, this remains an option, and the submiitter is referred to
MAFBNZ response 14 which details the potential validity of a Competent Authority
from a country declared free of specific pathogens to issue a health certificate to that
effect, and which might simplify biosecurity clearance in New Zealand.

Submission
The submitter suggested that fish are not imported from subtropical countries and that New

Zealand is well served with a 3-week quarantine for marine species.

MAFBNZ response 39 MAFBNZ notes the submitters support for the 3-week
quarantine period, and a reluctance to increase to 4 weeks. The term subtropical is used
in the risk analysis regarding the temperature tolerance of the animal species rather
than the country from which the animals are imported. The submitter is referred to
MAFBNZ discussion point — marine fish

Submission
The submitter suggested that goldfish be subject to a separate analysis.

MAFBNZ response 40 The submitter is referred to MAFBNZ response 13.
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Submission

The submitter recommended that the quarantine period for marine fish remain 3 weeks and
that for freshwater fish be 6 weeks, or be reduced to 4 or 5 weeks.

MAFBNZ response 40 MAFBNZ thanks the submitter for their suggestions on
lengths of quarantine periods. The intent is that quarantine periods are effective, but not
onerous. For further discussion on these points the submitter is referred to MAFBNZ
response 8 , MAFBNZ action 2

Submission

The submitter requested that MAFBNZ take into account the following factors:

e The extremely low volume of ornamental aquatic animals entering New Zealand
compared with the rest of the world;

e New Zealand currently has the longest quarantine periods globally;
e Marine fish are unlikely to survive if released;
e Ballast water and foreign shipping are a greater risk; and

e The fact that New Zealand importers tend to develop relationships with their
exporters.

MAFBNZ response 41 MAFBNZ notes these factors and refers the submitter
to MAFBNZ response 1 and MAFBNZ discussion point — marine fish. While
the importer/exporter relationship is to be encouraged, any import standard would
be for listed species from any country, so there would be no obligation to use
only existing exporters. Thus this point would be beyond the scope of the import
standard and the risk analysis process.

Submission

The submitter indicates that training or information provided to the importers on the main
pathogens of biosecurity significance would be of use in reducing risk.

MAFBNZ response 42 MAFBNZ agrees that such information is valuable at
a number of levels. MAFBNZ has already been involved in providing training for
transitional facility supervisors.

Submission
The submitter queries the ability to add species to the approved list.

MAFBNZ response 43 MAFBNZ has recently published a review of
submissions on the Draft Import Health Standard for Ornamental Fish and Marine
invertebrates from all Countries (dated 27 November 2009). This review of
submissions lists the process for adding species to the permitted list. It requires a
determination from ERMANZ in the first instance, followed by a risk assessment
of the species. Such risk assessment work would need to be prioritised into the
work stream. This review of submission can be found on the MAFBNZ website
by using the following link:
http://www.biosecurity.govt.nz/files/biosec/consult/ros-tisornic.all.pdf

MAF Biosecurity New Zealand IRA Ornamental Fish— ROS on Supplementary RA 17



2.6.  RICHARD WOOLLEY, HIGHWAY FISHERIES LTD.

Submission

The submitter highlights the relatively low volume of ornamental aquatic animals that
enter New Zealand each year as compared with the global market.

MAFBNZ response 44 MAFBNZ is familiar with the relative size of New
Zealand in the global market for ornamental fish. However, regardless of the
volume of trade, there remains an obligation to assess the risks posed by imported
goods and to effectively manage the risks identified.

Submission

The submitter indicates that freshwater host factors are fair and acceptable.

MAFBNZ response 45 MAFBNZ notes the submitters’ acceptance of the
freshwater host factors.

Submission

The submitter indicates that they feel that the tropical marine species identified as high-risk
have been unjustly affected by the supplementary risk analysis. This is based on the
climate in New Zealand, the value of the individual fish making release unlikely and the
lack of information on relationships to native New Zealand species.

MAFBNZ response 46 MAFBNZ thanks the submitter for their views on
tropical marine species and refers the submitter to MAFBNZ discussion point —
marine fish.

As regards the relationships to native New Zealand species, there are clear
linkages between Hippocampus spp. and members of the Labridae and
Pomacentridae families. In other cases, and where marine species are identified
with a specific and serious hazard, it is prudent to exercise some precaution when
importing live animals.

Submission

The submitter considers that there should be a process to update hazards more regularly.

MAFBNZ response 47 While more frequent reviewing updating of import
standards may be desirable to ensure the list of hazards is completely up to date,
the benefit of applying the necessary resources to that work would have to be
compared to the benefits to be gained from applying that resource in another
commodity area at the border. MAFBNZ will maintain a watching brief and has
the ability to act quickly if a potentially serious hazard came to light.

Submission

The submitter indicates that an acceptable level of protection (ALOP) has not been stated
in the risk analysis, and indicates that in their opinion this is a requirement of the risk
analysis process. The submitter requests that an ALOP is stated.

MAFBNZ response 48 There is insufficient data available for any country to
define its appropriate level of protection with precision. Thus the appropriate
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level of protection is essentially conceptual in nature, and a country’s appropriate
level of protection can be inferred over time from the total picture of the
decisions that are made by that country on sanitary and phytosanitary measures.

Submission

The submitter indicated that in section 16.4 of the supplementary risk analysis, three options had
been outlined but that only option 2 had been explored in detail. The submitter indicates that a
ban on species is overly risk averse and that option 3 needs to be elaborated.

MAFBNZ response 49 MAFBNZ agrees that the discussion in that section of
the supplementary risk analysis could have been clearer. However, the submitter
did correctly identify the three main options open for discussion, and MAFBNZ
notes the view expressed about the option of a ban on species.

The intention of presenting option 3 in the supplementary risk analysis was to
raise the concept of a biosecurity plan as a potential method of achieving
equivalence, which may be explored more fully in the development of a draft
import health standard.

Submission

The submitter queries the utility of the suggested pre-export inspection and health
certification of freedom from clinical signs of pest and disease. The submitter indicated
that their understanding was that MAFBNZ would require a health certificate stating
common parasites and pathogens were not present on the fish.

The submitter is referred to MAFBNZ response 7 and corresponding MAFBNZ action 1

MAFBNZ response 50 . The intention behind inspection and certification
would be to ensure best practice by preventing the movement of clinically
affected fish. The certification suggestion referred to “clinical signs” rather than
just the presence of common parasites or pathogens, as the latter could not be
certified based on visual inspection only.

Submission

The submitter indicated acceptance of post-arrival inspection at the transitional facility as it
is already a requirement of the import standard.

MAFBNZ response 51 Acceptance of post-arrival inspection in line with
current procedures is noted.

Submission

The submitter suggests that the following statement in the supplementary risk analysis
indicates a desire on the part of MAF to shifting the reporting onus to the facility supervisor,
rather than the operator:

“At the end of the quarantine period or at any time within it if warranted, the supervisor
should determine the total number of sick and dead fish per species from facility records
and physical inspection. Percentages of affected fish should be calculated; these must
include sick and dead fish”

MAFBNZ response 52 It was not the intent of this sentence to shift reporting
responsibilities from the operator to the supervisor. This section seeks to make
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clear that the supervisor should analyse the reports from the operator, with
physical inspection of the tanks where necessary, to identify species with
significant mortalities, and that this could happen at any time throughout the
quarantine periods as well as just before release of the animals.

Submission

The submitter indicates that allowing supervisor discretion in disease investigation
initiation (based on stated guideline principles) rather than a rigid percentage mortality
figure would be a good example of working together to meet the standards, but that this
falls down if different levels of discretion are displayed by different supervisors in the
same facility. The submitter then goes on to state that the guidelines example provided as
an appendix requires further discussion.

MAFBNZ response 53 MAFBNZ considers that consistency across
supervisors would be important and the aim of a guidance document similar to
the one presented in Appendix 3 of the supplementary risk analysis was to begin
to address that. It is unclear at this stage what form such guidelines would take;
however, they would probably not be part of the import health standard, but could
be developed alongside it, preferably in association with the supervisors and
operators, and potentially adapted for each facility.

Submission

The submitter asked for clarification of the term “batch” especially as related to “destroy
the batch”.

MAFBNZ response 54 In the case of this section, the term batch should be
taken to mean all animals of the same species in the same shipment and any other
species in the same water. This emphasises the importance of maintaining
separate equipment for each tank, avoiding mixing species where possible and the
advantage of separate water supplies.

Submission

The submitter indicates that for clarity the terms “certificate”, “health certificate” and
“zoosanitary health certificate” should be clarified as to whether they refer to different
levels of certification.

MAFBNZ response 55 MAFBNZ regrets any confusion created by the use of
these three terms which can all be taken to mean the same thing in the
supplementary risk analysis.

Submission
The submitter indicated an error in naming, namely that Trichogaster chuna is

synonymous with Colisa chuna.

MAFBNZ response 56 MAFBNZ thanks the submitter for highlighting the
error, which will be addressed.

MAFBNZ action 5
Trichogaster chuna will be deleted from the list of high-risk species. Colisa chuna will be
retained.
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Submission

The submitter suggests setting the minimum quarantine period at 4 weeks, and requiring
levamisole and praziquantel/fenbendazole treatment of all fish. In their opinion this would
reduce the complexity of the hazard list down to seven hazards requiring additional
management measures.

The suggestion to set a minimum quarantine period of 4 weeks is noted, as is the
willingness to treat all incoming fish with levamisole and praziquantel/fenbendazole.
However, suggested additional risk mitigation measures in the supplementary risk analysis
are not limited to a 4-week quarantine period, but include diagnostic investigation of
species according to clinical presentation. To retain this level of risk mitigation the species
of interest would need to be specified clearly, and to avoid an expensive blanket approach
to the diagnostic testing the presenting signs of concern were specified. Operators,
following approval from their supervisor, may treat all incoming fish with levamisole and
praziquantel or fenbendazole if they wish, but the intent of the supplementary risk analysis
was not to force that level of expense on the operator. Similarly by specifying clinical
syndromes of concern by species it was hoped to limit the diagnostic expense. The
submitter is also referred to MAFBNZ response 8 and MAFBNZ action 2

Submission

The submitter suggests assessing the risks of eyed egg import, especially for Carassius
auratus, as an alternative to import of the live animal.

MAFBNZ response 57 MAFBNZ thanks the submitter for this helpful
suggestion. However, the risk assessment work for this would need to be
prioritised into the work programme.

Submission

The submitter indicates that it is not practical to maintain a 3-week quarantine period for
some freshwater fish and a 4-week quarantine period for others, and indicates that a 4-
week quarantine period would be more suitable.

MAFBNZ thanks the submitter for this comment which is addressed further in MAFBNZ
action 2

Submission

The submitter believes that the extended quarantine period of 6 weeks for some named
marine species is unreasonable given other mitigating factors and needs to be revised.

MAFBNZ response 58 The submitter is referred to MAFBNZ response 31
and MAFBNZ Action 3

Submission

The submitter indicates that batch or source population testing would stop the importation
of risk species, but allow the import of high-value brood stock for affluent companies and
requests more information on batch and source population testing.

MAFBNZ response 59 For a discussion on batch and source population
testing the submitter is referred to MAFBNZ response 14. This response
indicates, as the submitter correctly assumes, that a batch test is valid for a single
shipment of that species, whereas source population freedom would not require
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testing for each shipment, but would remain valid for as long as the conditions
required to declare freedom from the specified disease, in a country, zone,
compartment or farm, were met.

Submission

The submitter indicated that treatment with praziquantel to mitigate the risk of
Bothriocephalus acheilognathi and treatment with levamisole to mitigate the risk of
Capillaria philippinensis is acceptable, but that clear details need to be specified in the
import standard.

MAFBNZ response 60 MAFBNZ notes the acceptance of treatment options.
To achieve adequate risk mitigation, treatments will have to meet specific
requirements that will be specified in any import standard.
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3. MAFBNZ discussion point — marine fish

A number of submissions addressed the quarantine period for marine fish. The
supplementary risk analysis suggested increasing the quarantine period for high risk
marine species to 4 weeks, bringing it into line with the high-risk freshwater species. Some
submissions requested a decreased quarantine period of two weeks; others suggested
maintaining the current quarantine period of three weeks for all marine fish.

Arguments presented include:

e The risks from international shipping and ballast water exchange are higher than for
marine fish

e The marine fish importation industry is one of low volume
e The fish are of high individual value and are unlikely to be intentionally released
e The current marine quarantine period is too long
e Released marine fish are unlikely to survive given the New Zealand climate
The first point has been addressed in MAFBNZ response 1.

MAFBNZ recognises that a number of characteristics of marine ornamental animals imports
potentially mean that this pathway presents generally lower risks than some species of freshwater
ornamental animals. These characteristics include a generally lower volume of trade, higher
value of individual animals with a resulting lower likelihood of release, and a more complicated
release pathway into an environment in which the animals could survive.

However, it should be noted that some species of freshwater ornamental animals may also
be imported in low volumes and have a high individual value, but where a risk analysis
indicates they represent a higher biosecurity risk it is appropriate to apply a higher level of
risk management measures. In the interests of consistency, the marine ornamental animals
specifically identified as higher risk need to be treated in a similar way.

In addition, once an organism of concern (host or pathogen) is released into the marine
environment there is usually little that can be done to eradicate that species, whereas
under some circumstances release into a freshwater environment may at least be
contained in a particular water body, which may mean more options are available for
responding to an incursion.

Once live aquatic organisms have been given biosecurity clearance and are released from
transitional facilities there is no longer control over those organisms, thus any risk analysis
must consider, to some degree, release of the fish into the environment.

Nevertheless, the 2005 risk analysis which identified the hazards in marine fish has been
re-examined, as have the import requirements of other countries. As a result, MAFBNZ
has concluded the following:

e Considering the hazards identified, it is necessary to have import requirements for
marine ornamental animals;

e  Such import requirements will almost certainly include a compulsory quarantine period
and additional measures for identified higher risk marine ornamental animals;

e Australia currently has a seven day quarantine period for marine fish, but requires a
period of holding pre-export. In addition, all shipments must be accompanied by a health
certificate from the Competent Authority of the exporting country attesting to the source
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(not collected in an area with significant disease issues or within Skm of a fish farm) and
health of the fish and all importers must apply for and hold a valid import permit;

e Similar certification was considered in both the 2005 and 2009 risk analysis
documents, however, submissions in both cases were opposed to this. Even if a
decision is made not to make certification a general requirement, it remains an
option to demonstrate freedom from a particular pathogen and thus excuse that
species from further risk mitigation for that pathogen;

e Ifa decision is made not to require certification, it would be reasonable that the
quarantine period be in excess of the Australian two week total for pre-export
quarantine and post-import quarantine;

e Following submissions to the 2009 supplementary risk analysis it is reasonable to
reclassify the risk factors for Enteromyxum leei for marine fish (MAFBNZ
response 31 and MAFBNZ Action ) and as a result there would be no marine fish
species classified as high risk for this particular pathogen. If at any time in the
future a temperate water marine fish was added to the permitted list and was
identified as being particularly at risk of infection with E. leei, then it would be
subject to additional risk mitigation measures, which should be a six week
quarantine period with investigation of batches displaying clinical signs of enteritis;

e The hazards identified by the 2005 risk analysis, and affecting named species of
marine fish are thus aquabirnavirus, iridovirus, nodavirus (grouper nervous necrosis
virus), Lactococcus garviae, Glugea heraldi and Aphanomyces invadans;

e These hazards have been re-examined, looking at the data supplied in the 2005 risk
analysis, the 2009 supplementary risk analysis and any additional information
supplied by submissions;

0 Aquabirnavirus: The 2005 risk analysis states that it is expected that the
stress of collection, transport and quarantine would be expected to result in
clinical expression with a rapid time course and it is “likely that the fish will
die well before the end of [3-week] quarantine”. The main risk is posed by
temperate cyprinids, however the propensity of the virus for vertical
transmission increases the risk in all fish species. It is therefore proposed
that identified subtropical high risk marine species are subject to 3-
week quarantine, with investigation of batches displaying clinical signs
of septicaemia or sudden unexplained mortality. Identified temperate
high risk marine species require batch or source population testing for
aquabirnaviruses with negative results;

0 Iridovirus: Relevant factors identified in the 2005 risk analysis include the
propensity of the Iridoviridae to spread, potentially catastrophic
consequence of introduction, time course of disease in stressed conditions
rapid (up to 14 days) in non-ornamental susceptible fish. Latest host
susceptibility information was examined and it is proposed that
Cephalopholis spp. and Chromileptes spp. are removed from the
susceptible host list. It is further proposed that identified subtropical high
risk marine species are subject to 3-week quarantine, with investigation
of batches displaying clinical signs of septicaemia or sudden
unexplained mortality. Identified temperate high risk marine species
require batch or source population testing for iridoviruses with
negative results;
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0 Nodavirus: The 2005 risk analysis identified grouper nervous necrosis
virus as a hazard in some marine fish. Factors relevant to a re-examination
include the potential for horizontal transmission to local susceptible species,
a rapid time course up to 14 days, a moderate consequence for potentially
valuable marine species and potential for vertical transmission. Risk
mitigation is therefore still considered necessary and it is proposed that
identified tropical high risk marine species are subject to a 3-week
quarantine, with investigation of batches displaying nervous signs,
colour change or behavioural abnormalities. identified subtropical and
temperate high risk marine species require batch or source population
testing for nodaviruses with negative results®;

0 Lactococcus garviae: This bacterium remains a significant pathogen
overseas in the marine environment. The 2005 risk analysis highlights
potential moderate consequence for trout and freshwater prawns in New
Zealand, but this consequence is based on the availability or use of vaccines
and/or antibiotics. Without these and their use is not without complication
and expense, the consequence could be considered to be greater. It is
recognised that the 2009 supplementary risk analysis (Table 4, page 73)
indicated high-risk species to be temperate and subtropical species, thus it is
proposed that identified subtropical high risk marine species are subject
to 3-week quarantine, with investigation of batches displaying clinical
signs of septicaemia or sudden unexplained mortality. Identified
temperate high risk marine species require batch or source population
testing for La