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Overview of the import risk assessment for aquatic-animal
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Abstract: With the expansion of global aquaculture, the trade of live aquatic animals and their products has significantly increased.
This has inevitably led to introduction and spread of live animals and pathogens. Import risk analysis (IRA) is a structured process
for analyzing the risks associated with the international or domestic movements of live aquatic animals, including zygote, fry, finger-
lings, larvae, adult and their products. Risk analysis provides a clearly defined framework for a scientific, transparent, systematical
process of analyzing the risk incident. The complete process is composed of hazard identification, risk assessment, management,
and communication. There are three types of assessment currently used, including qualitative risk assessment, semi-quantitative and
quantitative risk assessment. Qualitative risk assessments are flexible and can incorporate diverse sources and types of information or
data, especially in the new research field, but this method are often influenced by groups’ cognitive bias. Quantitative risk assess-
ment may avoid the subjective nature of the qualitative assessment and results often are more accurate and reliable. However quanti-
tative risk assessment requires considerable amounts of data and human and financial resources. If risk management may be obtained
through qualitative risk assessment, quantitative risk assessment becomes not essential. IRA is of great benefit to preventing the
spread of the aquatic disease and disruption of aquatic environmental since it is easier to prevent the introduction of new pathogens
than to eradicate them after introduction. It also provides references for trade of national aquatic products.
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Fig. 1 Components of risk analysis ( Subasinghe et al. ,2004)
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ZWEAT” Fm KU ( Murray , 2004 3 Peeler, 2005 )
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%1 Gyrodactylus salaris Malmberg ZfR TESEIE = B /R LA K W EEEB/ER

Table 1  The risk routes of transmission of Gyrodactylus salaries Malmberg in water catchment in England and Wales ( Peeler et al. ,2004 )
BEHOTAL T Ea VAl LRI ER
Release assessment Exposure assessment Overall assessment
FEAGAR R BRI B AR

P S5 | A BT RE

Main route of transmission OG- 4R -1 ) ES e R 1 T e FE sy
Likelihood of pathogens S .
Event/ catchment . . Aquaculture species Likelihood of infected ~ Importance  Grade
. introduction
at risk/year

T 18 0 P B >1 e FRHA RIS A FEH e 1

Live salmon or rainbow-trout Very high Farm and wild Very high Very high

/salmon

oAl (Al ) fif 75 £ 24 >1 7 High FEE B & High & High 2

Other species of live fish: Farm and wild

non-salmonid fish

MR PN iRES X E ] >1 145 Moderate YA Wild = High i Low 3

Movement of salmon between

rivers

AR T S ENH >1 I Low FA Fam 1 Low fELlow 4

Farm equiprent,, staff and vehicles

K= AN HE R >1 i High FIH AT A= fik Low fik Low 5

Effluent from a fish processing Farm and wild

plants

U B, N g >1 1% Low B/ Wild 1% Low A H AT 6

Angling equipment ( nets) Very low

/M Boat >1 1% Low P4 Wild 1K Low FEH AR 7
Very low

i 8 €01 S ) >1 fi& Low F+5d Farm fiX Low FEHAR 9

Rainbow-trout/salmon eggs Very low

BBEIF Eel migration 0.01 ~0.001 i Low ¥4 Wild 1 ~ h% WA 10

Low ~ moderate Extreme low

B Y S 2 Fish-eating bird >1 AEHAK Very low A Wild AEHAK Very low 20 W 11

Negligible

»
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Fig.2 Risk estimation matrix
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