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Impact Assessment of declaring an aquatic | p T
animal health status for Koi herpesvirus (KHV) | 'A No: DEFRA1015

disease in England and Wales Date: 01/03/2010
Lead department or agency: Stage: Consultation
Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs Source of intervention: EU

Other departments or agencies: Type of measure: Other

Contact for enquiries:
lan Everett

Summary: Intervention and Options

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?

Council Directive 2006/88 extended the list of EU notifiable diseases to include KHV disease, thus placing
an obligation on the Government to establish an official health status. This Impact Assessment is to
quantify the economic impact of KHV disease.

What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?

The objective is to establish a health status for KHV disease in England and Wales, which takes account of
the interests of aquatic businesses, while establishing appropriate control/trade parameters.

What policy options have been considered? Please justify preferred option (further details in Evidence Base)

While there are five possible options under Directive 2006/88/EC for declaring a health status for KHV
disease in England and Wales, only two were realistic options and consulted on: 1) Category IV -
eradication programme. 2) Category V - infected.

The cost/benefit analysis (see below), based on the difference between introducing Category IV (eradication)
and the status quo of Category V (infected), points towards choosing Category V (infected) status.

When will the policy be reviewed to establish its impact and the extent to which | It will be reviewed
the policy objectives have been achieved? 01/2012

Are there arrangements in place that will allow a systematic collection of Yes
monitoring information for future policy review?

SELECT SIGNATORY Sign-off For consultation stage Impact Assessments:

I have read the Impact Assessment and | am safjsfied that, given the available evidence:, it
represents a reasonable view of the likely co nd impact of the leading options.
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Summary: Analysis and Evidence

Policy Option 1

Description: -
Declaring England and Wales category 1V (eradication programme) status for KHV disease
Price Base | PV Base Time Period Net Benefit (Present Value (PV)) (Em)
Year 2009 | Year 2009 | Years 20 | |ow:£-213m | High: £8.36m | Best Estimate: £-5.48m
Total Transition Average Annual Total Cost
COSTS (£m) (Constant Price)  Years (excl. Transition) (Constant Price) (Present Value)
Low Optional Optional Optional
High Optional Optional Optional
Best Estimate £0-24m £278k-£15.62m £4.3m -£220m

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’

(1) Buyers of carp (previously imported). This
option will prevent imports from countries, zone or compartments not KHV-free, so buyers lose as they shift
to higher cost or lower quality sources (£0 - £2.4m a year). (2) Commercial carp fisheries: eradication
programme (£25,000 a year). (3) Government: eradication programme (£253k - £21.25m a year)

[Average Annual Cost is an average from within the ranges detailed above]

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’

BENEFITS (Em) Total Transition Average Annual Total Benefit

(Constant Price)  Years (excl. Transition) (Constant Price) (Present Value)
Low Optional Optional Optional
High Optional Optional Optional
Best Estimate £0 £0-£3.37m £0-£48.2m

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’

Depending on the percentage decrease in clinical cases due to eradication status (1)Commercial carp
fisheries:loss of fish stock and ticket sales (£0 - £3.8m). (2)Carp anglers:loss of benefit from fishing,
prevented due to eradication programme (£0- £92k per year). (3)General public:loss of benefit from healthy
local fish, prevented due to eradication programme (£0 - £24k). (4)Government: Disease containment (£0-
£259k)[Average Annual Benefit is an average from within the ranges detailed above]

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’

Key assumptions/sensitivities/risks

In the immediate years of import restrictions buyers of imported carp from sites not KHV free can obtain
substitutes, but from higher cost or lower quality suppliers. Over time, certain sites will ook to obtain disease
free status and look to resume exporting carp to England and Wales. Carp make up around 90% by value
of imports of live coldwater freshwater fish. Government funds FHI inputs to eradication.

Discount rate (%) | 3.5%

New AB: N/A

Impact on admin burden (AB) (Em):
| AB savings: N/A

| Net: N/A

Impact on policy cost savings (Em):
Policy cost savings: N/A i No

In scope




Enforcement, Implementation and Wider Impacts

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option?

England and Wales

From what date will the policy be implemented?

01/08/2010

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy?

Fish Health Inspectorate

What is the annual change in enforcement cost (Em)? £ nil

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles? Yes

Does implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements? No

What is the CO, equivalent change in greenhouse gas emissions? Traded: Non-traded:
(Million tonnes CO; equivalent) N/A N/A

Does the proposal have an impact on competition? No

What proportion (%) of Total PV costs/benefits is directly attributable to Costs: Benefits:
primary legislation, if applicable? N/A N/A
Annual cost (£m) per organisation Micro <20 Small Medium | Large
(excl. Transition) (Constant Price) ;

Are any of these organisations exempt? Yes/No | Yes/No | Yes/No | Yes/No | Yes/No

Specific Impact Tests: Checklist

Set out in the table below where information on any SITs undertaken as part of the analysis of the policy
options can be found in the evidence base. For guidance on how to complete each test, double-click on

the link for the guidance provided by the relevant department.

Please note this checklist is not intended to list each and every statutory consideration that departments
should take into account when deciding which policy option to follow. It is the responsibility of

departments to make sure that their duties are complied with.

Does your policy option/proposal have an impact on...? Impact Page ref
within IA

Statutory equality duties' No p19

Statutory Equality Duties Impact Test guidance

Economic impacts

Competition Competition Assessment Impact Test guidance No p19

Small firms Small Firms Impact Test quidance No p19

Environmental impacts

Greenhouse gas assessment Greenhouse Gas Assessment Impact Test guidance No p19

Wider environmental issues Wider Environmental Issues Impact Test guidance No p19

Social impacts

Health and well-being Health and Well-being Impact Test guidance No p19

Human rights Human Rights Impact Test guidance No p19

Justice system Justice Impact Test guidance No p19

Rural proofing Rural Proofing Impact Test guidance No p19

Sustainable development No p19

Sustainable Development Impact Test guidance

! Race, disability and gender Impact assessments are statutory requirements for relevant policies. Equality statutory requirements will be .
expanded 2011, once the Equality Bill comes into force. Statutory equality duties part of the Equality Bili apply to GB only. The Toolkit provides

advice on statutory equality duties for public authorities with a remit in Northern Ireland.
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Evidence Base (for summary sheets) — Notes

Use this space to set out the relevant references, evidence, analysis and detailed n_arrative from which
you have generated your policy options or proposal. Please fill in References section.

References
Include the links to relevant legislation and publications, such as public impact assessment of earlier
stages (e.g. Consultation, Final, Enactment).

No. | Legislation or publication

1 Council Directive 2006/88 - http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri= CONSLEG 20061.0088:20080521:EN:PDF

2 Commission Regulation 1251/2008 - http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CONSLEG:2008R1251:20100515:EN:PDF
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+ Add another row

Evidence Base

Ensure that the information in this section provides clear evidence of the information provided in the
summary pages of this form (recommended maximum of 30 pages). Complete the Annual profile of
monetised costs and benefits (transition and recurring) below over the life of the preferred policy (use
the spreadsheet attached if the period is longer than 10 years).

The spreadsheet also contains an emission changes table that you will need to fill in if your measure has
an impact on greenhouse gas emissions.

Annual profile of monetised costs and benefits* - (Em) constant prices

Yo Y, Y, Ys Y, Ys Ye Yz Ys Yy

Transition costs

Annual recurring cost

Total annual costs

Transition benefits

Annual recurring benefits

Total annual benefits

* For non-monetised benefits please see summary pages and main evidence base section

Microsoft Office
Excel Worksheet




Annual profile costs and benefits - (Em) constant prices

Yo Y, Y, Y; Y, Ys Ys Y,
Transition costs 0.14m-(71k- |0 - 0- 0- 0- of 0
244m [1.94m [1.44m |0.96m [0.48m |0.24m
Annual recurring cost 0.28m -10.28m -10.28m -[0.28m -|0.28m -{0.28m - (0.28m -|0.28m -
2.08m |3.02m [6.03m [9.27m |11.03m |12.77m |14.33m |15.66m
Total annual costs 0.42m -10.29m -{0.28m -|0.28m -]0.28m -{0.28m -10.28m -10.28m -
452m [4.96m [7.47m |10.23m[11.51m|13.01m [14.33m |15.66m
Transition benefits - B - - - - - -
Annual recurring benefits |0.24m -{0.24m -|0.3m - {0.35m -|0.35m -[0.35m -|0.35m -|0.35m -
3.45m |4.62m [5.18m }5.58m |5.95m [6.15m [6.34m |7.3m
Total annual benefits 0.24m -10.24m -|0.3m - |0.35m -{0.35m -]0.35m -|0.35m -|0.35m -
3.45m |4.62m [5.18m |5.58m [5.95m [6.15m [6.34m |7.3m
Y8 Y9 Y1 0 Y1 1 Y1 2 Y1 3 Y1 4 Y1 5
Transition costs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Annual recurring cost 0.28m -]0.28m -|0.28m -|0.28m -]0.28m -|0.28m -|0.28m -|0.28m -
16.85m [17.86m [18.68m |19.33m [19.87m [20.22m [20.51m |20.72m
Total annual costs 0.28m -]0.28m -|0.28m -{0.28m -|0.28m -|0.28m -{0.28m.-|0.28m -
16.85m [17.86m |18.68m [19.33m |19.87m |20.22m {20.51m |20.72m
Transition benefits - - - - - - - -
Annual recurring benefits |0.35m -|0.35m -{0.35m -{0.35m - (0.35m - [0.35m - {0.35m - [0.35m -
7.48m |7.67m |7.69m |7.7m |7.87m |7.87m |7.88m |7.89m
Total annual benefits 0.35m -]0.35m -]0.35m -10.35m -{0.35m - [0.35m -{0.35m -]0.35m -
. 7.48m |[7.67m |7.69m |7.7m 7.87m |7.87m |7.88m |7.89m
Y18 Y19
Transition costs 0 0
Annual recurring cost 0.28m-(0.28m -
21.1m |21.27m
Total annual costs 0.28m -{0.28m -
21.1m [21.27m
Transition benefits - -
Annual recurring benefits |0.35m -{0.35m -
7.91Tm [7.91m
Total annual benefits 0.35m -{0.35m -
7.91m |7.91m




Evidence Base (for summary sheets)
Summary

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4.

1.5

1.6

There are five possible health declaration options available through the introduction of Council
Directive 2006/88/EC. However, only two real options are available to us, based on our past

experiences of the disease and current data available on its distribution throughout England and
Wales.

The options are either introducing Category IV (eradication programme) or not declaring this status
and thus taking on Category V (infected) status.

While considering which health status was most appropriate, our current position has been
‘unknown’ status, which virtually means identical control arrangements as those for Category V
(infected) status. By choosing to not actively introduce an eradication programme (Category IV
status), we would effectively move and take on the policy position of Category V (infected) status in
the eyes of community legislation (Directive 2006/88/EC). This policy would lead to no additional
costs to those which are currently seen and highlighted throughout this impact assessment,
although the risks currently associated with KHV disease would remain.

The impact assessment is based on looking at the potential costs and benefits of introducing
category |V (eradication programme) status, with details provided above in the “Summary: Analysis
and Evidence” section and in the analysis provided later. The baseline for this analysis is the
assumption that we continue with the current control arrangements, so take on category V
(infected) status. This baseline is then what we use to compare against the idea of introducing an
eradication programme under category IV.

For the purposes of this IA, the costs of category V are exhibited through the benefits of

introducing an eradication programme through category IV. For example, the major cost of
category V and declaring ourselves infected, can be seen through the loss of revenue our fisheries

would see, due to the spread of the disease, compared to a strategy of active eradication of the

disease (category IV). However, preventing this loss of revenue, through the introduction of an

eradication programme, can be seen as the major benefit of category IV status.

The total costs and total benefits of eradication status are displayed in tables 1 and 2 below.

Table 1: Costs of eradication status

Summary table

Cost type ltem range range

Annual cost Average annual cost

Transitional cost Buyers of carp (previously imported). This

option will prevent imports from countries,
zone or 0-24m -
compartments not KHV-free, so buyers
lose as ,

they shift to higher cost or iower quality
sources.

Annual programme 25k 25k

Commercial carp fisheries: eradication

Annual programme

Government costs of eradication

(Targeted surveillance on fish farms and 253k -
fisheries) ‘ 21.25m 253k - 15.62m

278k -

Annual cost 21.27m 278k - 15.62

Total costs over 20 year
period 4.3m - 220m

















































