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OVERVIEW 
 

Our industry 
 

The Ornamental Aquatic Trade Association (OATA) represents over 850 UK businesses, 

including importers, wholesalers, distributors, manufacturers and retailers in the home 

aquarium and garden pond sector, many of which are small and micro-businesses. Our 

industry employs around 12,000 people and is worth an estimated £400 million per year to 

the UK economy. 

 

This document outlines OATA’s preferences for the future shape of the UK regulatory and 

policy frameworks after the UK leaves the EU. 

 

Our objectives 
 

OATA’s six overarching objectives for our industry in Brexit negotiations are: 

 

A. Retain good animal health and welfare standards post-Brexit. Health and welfare 

standards in the UK are among the highest in the world and should remain so. 

 

B. Retain sufficient levels of enforcement at the border to prevent illegal trade. Any 

reduction in efforts to prevent illegal trade across the border and in the internal UK 

market undermines the efforts and competitiveness of legitimate businesses.  

 

C. Remove barriers to trade by streamlining import and export controls to facilitate trade 

and keep burdens and costs to a minimum, including by ensuring border clearance 

processes are efficient and reflect modern business practices, needs and limitations. This 

is very important for sectors dealing with livestock such as ours to avoid adverse 

impacts on animal welfare. 

 

D. Give equal attention to markets we import from in considering trade deals. Our sector 

relies predominantly on imported livestock, with a (relatively) much smaller export 

market.  

 

E. Avoid reducing standards in products traded, particularly those bought over the 

internet and which do not meet UK or European safety standards.  

 

F. Remove unnecessary trade bans imposed by the EU. For example, on species that are 

invasive elsewhere in the EU but which do not pose a problem in the UK, such as water 

hyacinth which cannot survive our winters.  

 

This document outlines how we would like the regulatory and policy frameworks to look 

after the UK leaves the EU in order to achieve these six objectives.  

 



4 www.ornamentalfish.org 
 

 

Our philosophy  
 

The Government’s position paper Future customs arrangements: a future partnership paper1 

states that “the Government seeks a new customs arrangement that facilitates the freest and 

most frictionless trade possible in goods between the UK and the EU”. This is further 

explored in the position paper Continuity in the availability of goods for the EU and the UK2.  

 

The Government has made it clear that the UK will leave the both the Single Market and the 

Customs Union. If this is to be the case, we consider that the attainment of free and 

frictionless trade will be challenging unless the UK agrees regulatory parity and equivalence 

in all current and future laws pertaining to trade. However, regulatory parity is unlikely to 

give UK businesses any greater competitive advantage over businesses in EU Member 

States. 

 

Furthermore, unless full regulatory equivalence is agreed, we anticipate that businesses 

trading between the UK and the EU will face additional costs and burdens at the EU border. 

We therefore consider it important that consideration is given to options for streamlining 

and simplifying controls at our external borders with third countries, in order to 

counterbalance any negative impacts that arise as the result of any more stringent 

obligations at the EU border. It is nonetheless important that standards and regulatory 

controls or enforcement are not weakened.  

 

We believe a good balance can be achieved by adopting a risk-based philosophy of ‘earned 

recognition’, allowing those businesses that operate to consistently high standards to benefit 

from streamlined and simplified border controls. The benefits derived from an ‘earned 

recognition’ approach will also enable standards to be driven up in those businesses that 

operate at minimum or lower standards. 

 

-xxx- 

 

The following sections outline key issues related to each of our six objectives above as well 

as a discussion of additional issues affecting our industry. Annex 1 to this document 

contains more detail about some of the specific regulatory changes we would like to see to 

achieve our desired objectives. 

 

This document will remain under review during the Government’s EU exit negotiations and may be 

subject to change in light of developments.  

                                                           
1 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/637748/Future_customs_arrangements_-

_a_future_partnership_paper.pdf  
2   

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/638958/Continuity_in_the_availability_of_goo

ds_for_the_EU_and_the_UK_Position_Paper.pdf  

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/637748/Future_customs_arrangements_-_a_future_partnership_paper.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/637748/Future_customs_arrangements_-_a_future_partnership_paper.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/638958/Continuity_in_the_availability_of_goods_for_the_EU_and_the_UK_Position_Paper.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/638958/Continuity_in_the_availability_of_goods_for_the_EU_and_the_UK_Position_Paper.pdf
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A. Retain good animal health and welfare standards  
 

1. The UK has some of the highest animal health and welfare standards in the world. It is 

important that these are maintained.  

 

2. The welfare of pets (companion animals) is not an EU competence, it is within the 

competence of the UK devolved administrations. Whilst attention in this document is 

focussed on Brexit-related issues and the desire to enhance opportunities for UK 

businesses it remains important to ensure our standards are not inappropriately 

reduced. We should continually seek opportunities to enhance animal welfare standards 

and, in trade negotiations (especially with third countries), resist permitting lower 

welfare standards in the interests of opening up new markets which do not have 

equivalent standards. 

 

3. In trade negotiations with third countries it is important we ensure that those we trade 

with operate to at least equivalent standards. To do otherwise would undermine 

ethically and financially those businesses that have sought to improve welfare standards 

in the industry. It is a unique selling point for many in our industry that they seek to 

provide animals in the best of health, whose welfare has been catered for, as far as 

reasonably practicable, throughout the supply chain. To enable competition from those 

that do not operate to equivalent standards will only undermine domestic businesses.  

 

4. Animal and plant health standards are an EU competence. Welfare and health of fish are 

inextricably linked. Good welfare standards help to secure good health. However, there 

are occasions where despite the best efforts of businesses animal health is compromised. 

It is vital that where health is compromised and there is any risk of contamination of the 

wider population or of native species in the form of disease outbreaks, that this is 

effectively managed and controlled. Our national biosecurity is important.  

 

5. EU animal health standards provide a good baseline from which to consider the 

approach we wish to implement in the UK. Much will depend on the arrangements at 

the UK/EU border but there are improvements which could be made that would benefit 

UK businesses whilst still retaining high standards that minimise the risk of disease 

outbreaks. 

 

6. To maintain trade with the EU it will be necessary for UK exports to meet EU health 

standards. Subject to the outcome of negotiations, this is likely to require a degree of 

equivalence in regulations in order to avoid the need for an Export Health Certificate 

(EHC) to accompany every export consignment. The requirement for EHCs could add 

considerable burdens and costs to businesses so would ideally be avoided. An 

alternative option would be to explore the implementation of equivalent standards as 

recognised by World Trade Organisation’s Agreement on the Application of Sanitary 

and Phytosanitary Measures (WTO SPS), as implemented by Japan for exports of 

ornamental fish. One easy benefit that can be achieved in relation to fish exports to the 

EU is the removal of the requirement for each EHC to be signed by an official 
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veterinarian. There are very few fish vets in the UK so we would propose that EHCs 

could be signed by a “suitably qualified person”. 

 

7. That said, the UK aquatics industry exports a relatively small amount of fish or other 

livestock into the EU compared to what it imports from third countries. Given that there 

is a likelihood that there will be more stringent requirements than currently at the 

UK/EU border it will be important to readjust the burdens on UK businesses and we 

believe this can be achieved by taking a different, risk-based approach to imports. This 

should include: 

 

i. The removal of the requirement for a Common Veterinary Entry Document 

(CVED) for tropical fish imports. These species do not carry notifiable diseases, 

are destined for home aquariums and would die if released into the wild. Thus, 

they carry little to no biosecurity risk. 

 

ii. Remove the requirement for a vet to check all fish consignments coming into 

the UK and enable checks to be undertaken by a “suitably qualified person”.  

 

iii. Introduce an earned recognition scheme for importers enabling businesses that 

meet certain standards to avoid or minimise the need for checks at Border 

Inspection Posts (BIPs), instead enabling them to import direct to their premises 

which would be subject to random inspection. Standards could include whether 

they are a recognised Aquaculture Production Business (APB), an Authorised 

Economic Operator (AEO), have stringent requirements in place with recognised 

suppliers that, for example, undertake pre-export health checks, and have no 

background of contaminated introductions. An added benefit, given the potential 

financial benefits to businesses adhering to such a scheme, would be to drive up 

industry biosecurity standards across the board. 

 

iv. Give the Fish Health Inspectorate (FHI) to new powers to introduce emergency 

measures (for fish and amphibians) to temporarily ban imports of identified 

high-risk species and to temporarily close businesses failing to meet minimum 

standards. 

 

B. Retain sufficient levels of enforcement at the border  
 

8. Illegal imports across the border and in the internal UK market seriously undermine the 

efforts of legitimate businesses to maintain high standards of health, welfare and 

product safety, as well as undermining their competitiveness in domestic and 

international markets due to, for example, revenue avoidance. 

 

9. It is essential therefore that there is no reduction in enforcement effort at the border or in 

internal UK markets. The enforcement of current and any new legislation must be 

effective and swift, ensuring that those that don’t abide by the law are dealt with 

promptly. Those not meeting appropriate animal welfare standards or repeatedly not 
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adhering to legal controls should be subject to high penalties and sanctions, including 

the option for the regulatory authorities to bar them from future imports/exports and 

trade. 

 

10. Nonetheless, we consider it important, in relation to imports, that customs officers are 

given the powers to act with greater discretion in relation to paperwork errors than is 

currently allowed under the Customs and Excise Management Act. Current paperwork 

requirements are very complex and notification of new restrictions, such as under 

CITES, are often not well advertised by Government to business. So rather than seize 

consignments without release, customs officers should be given, and should use, the 

capacity to check, confirm and release where there is no clear intent to import illegally, 

thus encouraging compliance through education. 

 

C. Remove barriers to trade by streamlining import and export 

controls  
 

11. The potential imposition of additional requirements and controls at the UK/EU border 

will create additional financial and administrative burdens currently not faced by 

business. If this is an outcome of negotiations it is all the more important that burdens on 

businesses are rebalanced, by streamlining processes and reducing cost burdens, 

including at the point of import to the UK. 

 

12. Swift and efficient services at the border are even more important when it comes to live 

animal imports. It is imperative that these are prioritised and dealt with as quickly as 

possible to avoid any additional stressors and ensure the welfare of animals which may 

have already been subject to lengthy journey times, especially at the point of import. 

 

13. There are many current examples of issues that create additional costs and delays to 

business that need to be addressed: 

 

i. Working patterns times of staff dealing with border-related issues - businesses 

cannot control the flight times of the carriers which transport their consignments and 

yet most officials and regulators at the border only operate during traditional 9-5 

working hours. For flights arriving outside these hours it means potentially long 

delays in clearing consignments. This can create welfare issues for animals having to 

wait for clearance. If a flight is delayed late in the day it can mean that alternative 

arrangements need to be found for housing animals before they are cleared for 

distribution, with the additional costs this incurs. This adds additional storage, 

transport and staffing costs to businesses that operate on very tight margins as well 

as creating a welfare risk for the animals involved. The working hours of staff 

involved in the clearance of live animal imports and exports at the border should 

reflect modern business practices. 
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ii. Some of our members have been experiencing delays clearing consignments through 

the National Clearance Hub (NCH) operated by HMRC. It appears this is due to the 

introduction of a new telephony system compounded by cost reduction efforts and 

the transfer of new work to the NCH. The NCH has a commitment to clear all 

consignments within two hours yet this target is often missed due to the pressures 

they are currently under. Importing businesses plan their operations around these 

commitments. Delays to clearance by the NCH means that staff responsible for 

onward delivery of consignments are inactive waiting for them to arrive creating 

additional irrecoverable costs. It can also mean that deliveries from the point of 

import go out later in the day, potentially arriving at their destination outside of 

normal working hours, meaning additional access and resourcing requirements, such 

as running additional shifts with the associated additional costs. Live animal 

imports should be prioritised by NCH and clearance time targets should be 

reduced to no more than one hour.  

 

iii. Live animal imports are required to be cleared by APHA veterinary staff at the point 

of import. However, the service provision available on different days and between 

different Border Inspection Posts (BIPs) varies. For example, it is apparent that some 

staff will take a more pragmatic approach based on their experience with certain 

known importers operating to high standards, whereas others are more risk averse 

and treat every consignment as though it were likely to be problematic. Members 

have also experienced cases where staff have delayed all consignments in a delivery 

by focussing on resolving a paperwork error with one, rather than putting it to the 

back of the queue, enabling the importer to seek to resolve the issue, and dealing 

with the other consignments first (thus delaying only one instead of all). APHA staff 

should apply consistent approaches and standards across all BIPs that help to 

ensure consignments are handled as quickly as possible. 

 

iv. Businesses face a variety of charges at import and export, from the costs of 

transferring consignments from the aeroplane to the bonded area, to the wide variety 

of fees for different inspection and certification needs. All these charges have a 

cumulative impact on businesses which are usually not considered when 

determining each. Many charges are currently under review, for example for animal 

and plant health inspections at the border, including proposals for substantial 

increases in out of hours charges (4x higher than daytime charges for animal 

inspections). The cumulative impacts of these charges should be taken into 

consideration and efficiencies implemented to reduce the overall cost burden on 

businesses. 

 

14. In addition to those identified above, there is a range of options that should be 

considered in making services at the border more efficient in a way that can reduce 

impacts on UK businesses: 

 

i. One online point of application for all certification requirements for import and 

export and one fee. Businesses spend a great deal of time dealing with different 
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certification requirements of different Government Agencies, completing a variety of 

necessary forms, each subject to a separate fee. Rationalising and simplifying this 

system would save businesses time and money. It would also help to achieve 

efficiencies in the various Government Agencies running these different systems. 

 

ii. Fully automated online documentary processes. This should be supported by a 

system that enables all certificates to be transferred between relevant competent 

authorities electronically, rather than requiring hard copies to accompany 

consignments as is currently the case with health certification issued by third 

countries. There are often cases where airlines will lose or misplace paperwork 

adding burdens and delays on business and Government Agencies in follow up 

replacement documentation. 

 

Anything other than a negotiated settlement on leaving the EU risks losing access to 

the EU’s Trade Control and Expert System (TRACES). The introduction of TRACES 

has substantially improved efficiency of live animal imports at the border. It is 

imperative that if access is not retained, an alternative and at least identical system 

to TRACES is available from day one to ensure trade with the EU continues un-

impinged. If a new system is developed it should be capable of handling health 

certificates from third countries.  

 

iii.  Earned recognition scheme for businesses operating consistently to high standards 

of compliance (described above). It is likely that post-Brexit more animal and plant 

consignments will need to transit via BIPs. We already have very few BIPs in the UK 

designated for handling live fish so it is important to consider alternative, more 

flexible alternatives. Linking an earned recognition scheme to a more flexible 

approach would enable compliant businesses to achieve cost savings and encourage 

improvements in standards by others, as well as helping to manage the operational 

burden on Government.  

 

iv. UK border inspection teams should be thoroughly trained to identify goods being 

imported/exported (including to identify mislabelled goods) and held accountable 

for unnecessary days to livestock imports/exports. 

 

15. Regardless of the outcomes of Brexit negotiations, we consider it essential that all steps, 

such as those described above, are taken to improve efficiencies and reduce costs at the 

border in order to assist businesses in dealing with the additional pressures they will no 

doubt face post-Brexit. 

 

D. Give equal attention to imports  
 

16. Our sector relies predominantly on imported livestock from third countries, with a 

(relatively) much smaller export market, including to the EU. In its trade negotiations, 
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the Government should give equal weight to the importance of imports from third 

countries on which many businesses rely.  

 

17. Annex 2 provides information on the key countries which our industry imports and 

exports live ornamental fish. However, this shows only a part of the picture due to the 

limitations of EUROSTAT data. It does not reflect the added value of the trade in 

manufactured goods (such as aquariums, pond liners, food and medicines), UK bred 

fish, live invertebrates or aquatic plants.  It also does not indicate intra-Community 

trade. 

 

18. Section H outlines some of the barriers to trade that have been experienced by our 

members in overseas markets and which we would ask are considered in future trade 

negotiations. 

 

E. Avoid reducing product safety standards  
 

19. The UK has some of the highest product safety standards in the world, often driven by 

EU regulations. Consequently, products produced in the UK are recognised worldwide 

for their high build standards and quality.  

 

20. For UK exports to the EU we anticipate that we would need to maintain the same 

rigorous product safety standards as currently. It is important therefore that we at least 

retain regulatory equivalence with the EU for product safety standards, if not demand 

higher standards as a means of highlighting the quality of products produced and 

manufactured in the UK. 

 

21. More and more often, low quality products are being sold over the internet and entering 

the UK market. Many of these products do not meet UK or European safety standards. 

Recent examples include water heaters from China that are not properly earthed and 

send a live current through the water, risking electrocution to users and livestock. In this 

context, it is important that CE marking is retained post-Brexit (see Appendix 2).  

 

22. Responsibility for faulty goods currently lies with the importer. The UK should 

introduce new controls that prevent the import, including over the internet, of 

products that do not meet our current safety standards, should require electrical goods 

to be certified prior to export and ensure safety standards are checked and enforced at 

the border. In trade negotiations, the Government should ensure there is no diminution 

in standards that might allow the UK to become an easily accessible market for those 

trading in poor quality goods.  

 

F. Remove unnecessary trade bans  
 

23. The UK has traditionally and rightly sought to maintain high standards of biosecurity. In 

many cases this has resulted in additional costs and burdens on UK businesses that have 
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nonetheless supported these standards in the acknowledgement of the risks to native 

wildlife if controls were not introduced. 

 

24. However, there are many examples of trade restrictions or bans imposed by the EU that 

have little or no relevance to the UK. For example, bans on plant species such as water 

hyacinth that may be invasive elsewhere in the EU but which do not pose a problem in 

the UK as they cannot, under any conditions, survive our winters. The ban on the sale of 

water hyacinth has, for example, cost UK businesses approximately £1M p.a. and further 

irrelevant bans continue to be considered. The UK should undertake a comprehensive 

review of all restrictions and bans on animal and plant species and remove them 

where there is no realistic threat to domestic wildlife. 

 

25. It should also be noted that many animals and plants traded in our industry are destined 

for a closed system (i.e. home aquarium or garden pond) where there is little to no 

realistic chance that they will ever pose a threat to native wildlife. A risk-based 

approach should be taken when reviewing current restrictions and considering future 

potential controls. 

 

Other issues affecting our industry 

 

26. The following sections discuss other issues affecting our industry which we would like 

considered. 

 

G. Leaving the Customs Union 
 

27. The ideal situation post-Brexit would be the achievement of ‘frictionless’, tariff free trade 

with the EU. Any other outcome would create additional costs and administrative 

burdens for UK businesses, affecting their competitiveness in EU markets. 

 

28. The most likely way to achieve this would be through the retention of regulatory 

parity/equivalence with the EU for goods transiting across the UK/EU border. Whatever 

negotiated outcome is achieved it is vital that livestock movements across this border 

are given special attention to avoid unnecessary delays and consequent welfare 

impacts.  

 

29. Noting that these negotiations are complex and are thus likely to take a long time to 

complete, we support a transitional period of phased implementation to minimise 

impacts on UK businesses trading with the EU and allow UK businesses to adapt to any 

new regulatory requirements that might be introduced.  
 

30. Given that frictionless, tariff free trade may be aspirational at best, it remains important 

to consider all options for streamlining controls at our external borders with third 

countries in order to balance the potential negative effects across our industry.  
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H. Regulatory barriers in overseas markets  
 

31. Exports of livestock and food products especially suffer from the burden of extensive 

paperwork requirements, wherever in the world they are going. In considering future 

trade deals with third countries the Government should seek to remove or at least 

streamline such barriers in order to assist the competitiveness of UK businesses in 

international markets. 

 

32. China is the biggest challenge for UK businesses, both of livestock and of manufactured 

goods, with very bureaucratic and time-consuming procedures, sometimes to the extent 

that the costs of trade outweigh the benefits. Further, very high charges for health 

certificates for livestock exports from China means Chinese fish are very expensive. 

These issues create disadvantages in both directions, with UK exporters not enthusiastic 

about exporting to China despite demand for British branded goods, and UK importers 

being put off by high costs, impacting on Chinese exporters. 

 

33. There is also some inconsistency in the system which should be considered. For example, 

fish food can only be imported or exported if it has been certificated, approved and 

tested. However, electrical goods can be imported or exported with no controls 

whatsoever, despite the associated dangers.  

 

34. Exports to the Middle East (UAE, Dubai and lesser extent Bahrain) suffer big problems 

due to documentation requirements of the Arab Chamber of Commerce. This can make 

exports to these countries prohibitive due to time and cost burdens and the length of 

time goods are held in customs. 

 

35. In its trade negotiations with third countries the Government should seek to remove 

such unnecessary barriers to trade, streamline paperwork requirements and ensure a 

good exchange of information with trading partners, preferably online. 
 

I. The Government’s ‘day one’ policy 
 

36. The Government’s policy paper Legislating for the UK’s withdrawal from the EU3 explains 

that the EU Withdrawal Bill “will not aim to make major changes to policy or establish 

new legal frameworks in the UK beyond those which are necessary to ensure the law 

continues to function properly from day one”.  
 

37. We are of the opinion that, whilst understanding the Government’s position and the 

complexities associated with transition, there are many areas of EU law that would be 

better not transposed directly into UK law on ‘day one’. For example, the current 

restriction on sale of certain invasive species (EU Invasive Alien Species Regulations) or 

certain internal trade controls (EU Wildlife Trade Regulations). Failure to remove these 

                                                           
3
 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-repeal-bill-white-paper/legislating-for-the-united-kingdoms-withdrawal-

from-the-european-union#contents  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-repeal-bill-white-paper/legislating-for-the-united-kingdoms-withdrawal-from-the-european-union#contents
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-repeal-bill-white-paper/legislating-for-the-united-kingdoms-withdrawal-from-the-european-union#contents
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controls will result in additional and unnecessary burdens on businesses, affecting their 

competitiveness. 

 

38. We believe that early action not to transpose such regulations on day one will have 

immediate benefits for UK businesses and help to ensure they can retain at least a small 

degree of competitiveness at the point of exit, bearing in mind the additional costs and 

burdens that are expected to affect them. 
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ANNEX 1 

 

POTENTIAL CHANGES TO POST-BREXIT REGULATORY REGIMES  

 

AQUATIC ANIMAL HEALTH 

 Retain key elements of UK Aquatic Animal Health Regulations 2009. 

 Remove the requirement for CVEDs on tropical fish imports as they do not carry 

notifiable diseases and would die if released.  

 Remove need for inspection of consignments of tropical fish for the same reason. 

 Remove requirement for a vet to check all fish consignments coming into country. Use 

“suitably qualified person” – Already recognised that there are insufficient vets with 

competence in fish-related issues at the moment and hence the recognition of “aquatic 

animal health professionals”. 

 List of notifiable diseases: 

o ensure EUS is removed from AAH Regulations. 

o Avoid addition of White Spot of Crustacea to AAH Regulations – only likely 

occurrence in Mediterranean regions. 

 Consider ‘earned recognition’ approach – Clearance times at import are currently a 

problem (availability of veterinary staff and NCH clearance times). A prompt, risk-based 

clearance checking process for live animals at import would help.  

 However, not to the detriment of good health and welfare standards. Nor to good 

enforcement. Consistent non-compliance should be dealt with effectively but need to 

recognise difference between criminality and unintentional transgressions. 

 

PLANT HEALTH 

 Reduce inspection requirements on low risk aquatic plants by taking a risk-based 

approach to inspections of imports, e.g. through an earned recognition system and/or 

low risk species. 

 Review the position of apple snails as a plant pest with a view to removing restrictions 

on its sale in the ornamental aquatic sector. 
 

INVASIVES 

 Remove controls relating to species that are not invasive in the UK, such as the water 

hyacinth. 

 Remove movement controls which prevent the transfer of listed species to rescue centres 

or similar. 

 

CITES 

 See Appendix II for submission to Defra. 

 

VETERINARY MEDICINES 

 Ensure UK’s Small Animal Exemption Scheme under Schedule 6 of the Veterinary 

Medicines Regulations is retained. 

 Review standards of Good Manufacturing Practice (GMP) used to enable continued easy 

access to EU markets. 
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 Protect availability of malachite green and formalin in SAES products. 

 

BIOCIDES 

 Review and remove barley straw extract  

 

ACCESS AND BENEFIT SHARING (THE NAGOYA PROTOCOL) 

 Simplify requirements and limit to key industries. 

 Align implementation date to date of coming into force of UK regulations.  

 Take note of UK businesses challenges in meeting due diligence requirements. 
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ANNEX 2 
 

UK MAIN IMPORT AND EXPORT MARKETS FOR LIVE ORNAMENTAL FISH4 

 

Approximately 40M live ornamental fish are imported into the UK each year.  Taking into 

account supplementary sales associated with fish bred in the UK, invertebrate animals, 

aquatic plants and manufactured goods (foods, medicines, aquariums etc), the value of the 

UK industry is estimated to be around £400m p.a.  

 

Imports to UK 

 

Table 1: Top ten countries of origin (2016): 

Country of Origin % of total trade by value 

Singapore 31.9 

Israel 14.0 

Japan 9.9 

Indonesia 9.7 

Sri Lanka 5.1 

Thailand 4.6 

USA 4.2 

Philippines 2.3 

Maldives 2.1 

Colombia 2.0 

 

Exports from the UK 

 

Table 2: Top ten countries of destination (2016) 

 

Country of Origin 

% of total trade by value 

Irish Republic 62.3 

Portugal 11.5 

Spain 5.3 

Sweden 3.8 

Germany 3.6 

Netherlands 2.3 

Iceland 1.8 

France 1.7 

Italy 1.2 

Greece 0.9 

 

                                                           
4 Tables 1 and 2 have been compiled from data extracted from Eurostat  
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Appendix I 

 

CE marking: good for business and consumers  
  

1 Introduction and Executive Summary  
  
1.1 Introduction  
  
The UK took the unprecedented decision to leave the European Union and with Brexit 
expected to take place in March 2019, there is a race against time to determine the future 
UK-EU relationship. All sectors are impacted and have to deal with an uncertain regulatory 
landscape.  In this paper, we as organisations representing manufacturers in key sectors 
argue the case for retaining CE marking by outlining its benefits and how it helps to ensure 
smooth trade across Europe.  

  
1.2 Executive Summary  

  
Manufacturers and businesses want consistent regulations throughout Europe.   
  
SMEs exporting into the EU don’t want to be crippled by divergent regulations and 
manufacturers operating globally want the most efficient system so they can innovate and 
bring great value goods to market. CE marking has made this happen and has had a 
positive impact on consumer safety, free trade and the sustainability of products.   
  
Manufacturers do not support a separate UK marking scheme as it will make things more 
expensive and time consuming to make and could risk having to follow one set of rules for 
Europe and another for the UK. The results of this will be less choice for consumers and 
more expensive products on the shelves.   
  
It will also create question marks on safety and it is doubtful that the UK has the skills, 
marketing or administrative resources and capacity to run a UK mark that gives the 
equivalent level of protection for the public and ease of use for business.   

  
2 Background   
  
2.1 What is CE marking?  

  

CE marking (or a Declaration of Conformity) is the process of affixing the  symbol to  
different products to show compliance with certain legal requirements across the EU and  
the EEA, not least those that ensure consumer safety. It has been a legal requirement since 
1985 (and in the current format since 1993) and products with a CE mark can be sold freely 
in the EU free-market area.  

  
2.2 What needs a CE mark?  
  
Not everything needs CE marking and the different product groups requiring marking are 
listed in full in Annex 1. However, it includes all tech products, products used by children, 
electrical, building machinery, medical equipment and heavy duty products.  
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2.3 How does it work?  

  
Products need to comply with various rules, Directives and related harmonised technical 
standards. A product that meets the requirements can carry CE marking. Some product 
types can be self-certified by manufacturers whilst others, particularly more high-risk 
products, need an independent third party to test their products.  
  
Each EU Member State has a ‘Competent Authority’ to enforce the rules and in the UK the 
responsible Government department is the Department for Business, Energy and Industrial 
Strategy who have a number of Market Surveillance Authorities (for example Trading 
Standards) that check that goods are compliant and safe.   

  
3 The Benefits of CE Marking to the UK  
  
3.1 Vital for UK manufacturers and exports  
  
CE marking was introduced as a visual indication that products met applicable EU 
requirements and was commonly referred to as a “passport for products”. CE marking can 
seem complex and bureaucratic, but it has been vital for ensuring goods can move freely 
across the EU.  
  
It means manufacturers can offer good value and high specification goods, and consumers 
and market surveillance authorities can be assured that safety and quality has been verified. 
It has also delivered real value to manufacturers and industry.  
  

3.2 CE marking supports trade with the EU  
  
44% of all UK trade is with the EU, so even following Brexit, every endeavour should be 
pursued to remove barriers to trade. CE marking forms a major part of making this free trade 
a reality and any British company wanting to send their products into the EU will need to get 
their goods CE marked.   
  

3.3 Manufacturing is simpler and more efficient  
  
Having one set of requirements for 32 wealthy countries is beneficial to UK manufacturers 
who seek harmonised rules to improve the efficiency of their manufacturing processes and 
reduce administrative burdens, avoiding a situation where the same product would have to 
be tweaked to meet specific country requirements.   
  
If the UK withdrew from CE marking, it could result in products not being available in the UK 
or at least take longer to get to market as they need to undergo further compliance 
processes, such as double auditing. Product prices could rise too as these additional 
processes generally infer substantial new costs.   
  

3.4 Retailers value CE marking  
  
Without CE marking, UK retailers will be flying blind on whether the products they are selling 
are safe. Without it they would need to undertake this assurance from another process which 
will only result in things costing more and taking longer to come out – potentially stifling UK 
innovation, or lagging behind EU neighbours. Furthermore, many retailers often partner with 
others to produce ‘own label’ goods that improve customer choice and keep goods available 
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at different price points. The chain of specialists offering CE marking testing helps make this 
possible.   
 
 

3.5 Consumers know and trust CE marking  
  
Currently UK consumers are protected by the legal requirements which result from EU 
Directives and Regulations. Once the UK leaves the EU, it will need to evolve its own 
requirements, especially as the Repeal Bill only creates a snapshot in time and it could be 
complicated when EU law moves ahead and the UK does not.   
  
The UK used to have its own mark (the BSI administered Kitemark) along with other marks. 
This plethora of national marks made things very confusing for consumers and costly for 
manufacturers, so the advent of a single mark to signify compliance was a great step 
forward in reassuring consumers and eliminating confusion.  
  
People actually recognise CE marking and consumers feel assured that they are buying 
trustworthy and tested products. CE marking took many years to establish, so if the UK 
moves away from this after Brexit the UK government will need to decide how it will inform 
market surveillance authorities and consumers alike that products are safe.  

  
4 Leaving CE marking creates problems  
  
4.1 Goods come to market later and cost more  
  
If CE marking is not recognised and replaced with a UK compliance marking based on the 
same international standards, it will increase costs to manufacturers for each product they 
want to sell in the UK.   
  
The result of this could mean that some products will not be made available, or will have 
delayed entry into the UK market due to additional administrative requirement. The extra 
compliance costs and delays will inevitably mean that the price of goods will rise in stores 
and online where pan European distribution is commonplace.   
  

4.2 A severe risk to UK exports  
  
UK companies want to sell abroad; having a different set of rules for the UK, the EU and 
elsewhere means that it will be harder to design products that meet requirements in all of the 
destination markets. CE marking has resolved this issue. The EU has been the most 
attractive destination due to its location, low cost transport and single market access. With 
the UK set to be a ‘third country’, companies wishing to export to the EU will have to follow 
all EU rules as well as UK ones. There is also a risk the UK mark could be seen as inferior or 
less safe, damaging sales.   
  

4.3 The UK as a potential ’dumping ground’  
  
Without solid safety rules, the UK could become a ‘dumping ground’ for potentially unsafe 
and sub-standard products as operators producing non-compliant goods tend to target 
markets that have lower standards than those entailed by CE marking.   
  
This damages the reputation of compliant manufacturers and has negative safety and quality 
implications for the public. It also hurts UK firms who have been used to dealing with the 
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rules and procedures of obtaining a CE mark and who are committed to safe and high 
quality products.   
 
 
 

4.4 Notified Bodies   
  
Some products have to be assessed by a third party called a Notified Body to get a CE 
mark. In the UK BEIS or DCLG can grant Notified Body status to organisations and these 
Notified Bodies must have UKAS/ILAC accreditation. The UK has the third highest amount of 
Notified Bodies in the EU (189) and generates up to £2billion revenue, so not insignificant 
business in itself and is a vital part of CE marking. Following Brexit, the UK needs an 
agreement with the EU to ensure any ongoing or new Notified Body involvement is still 
recognised against a CE marked product.  
  
4.5 Companies and extra costs could mean companies stop selling to the UK  
  
The uncertainty caused by the current lack of clarity means that companies may see the UK 
as a more costly and less attractive place to do business, which could restrict competition 
and choice for consumers.   
  
BEIS has not confirmed plans for continued UK involvement in CE marking, understandably 
saying that this will be discussed in negotiations. However, we would urge BEIS to make 
their negotiating position clear, preferably being that the UK desires to stay in the CE 
marking framework and that this position is made clear to the Commission. Businesses 
across the EU will not want to stop exporting to the EU, but the extra burden and cost of 
doing business in the UK may erode the appetite for supplying goods.  
  

4.6 CE marking is used more widely than just the EU  
  
CE marking is followed by several non-EU European countries to demonstrate that certain 
products are safe to be placed in local markets.  The UK has benefited from mutual 
recognition agreements between the EU and ‘third countries’, such as Japan, Australia, New 
Zealand, USA and Israel.   
  
The EU has led the world in many ways on product safety and quality and CE marking has 
driven up standards outside of the EU. At a time when global supply chains and international 
markets are becoming essential, the UK will be at a disadvantage if it was to move away 
from such EU legislation that is now a leading global standard.   
  

4.7 Lesser standards and barriers to trade within the UK  
  
BEIS needs to understand how CE marking (and consistent regulations more generally) 
facilitates global trade and avoid calls for ‘easy wins’ by adopting trade deals that see lesser 
environmental and safety standards. UK consumers will not tolerate less safe and lower 
quality goods and the best way to ensure this is to co-operate and retain CE marking.  
  
The UK single market should be considered too. Some areas of EU law required in CE 
marking (such as environment laws and energy usage) are devolved matters. There is a 
possibility that, for example, Scotland may require products to follow different rules, which 
would create confusion in the supply chain and reduce choice.  There is also the issue that 
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whether UK consumers should not expect a lower level of safety than their counterparts in 
Europe.  
  

4.8 The lack of expertise and capacity to deliver a UK mark   
  
Sustained budget cuts have impacted the ability of the authorities to enforce current rules. 
There is no realistic possibility that a UK mark will be ready by Spring 2019 (when the UK 
leaves the EU) and there is even less of a chance that the UK will have the resources to 
make one work. Manufacturers won’t know the rules or who they need to speak to; this could 
harm businesses and consumers.   
  

5 Conclusion 
 
Moving away from CE marking will create a scenario whereby products take longer to 
manufacture, cost more and still need to comply with CE marking anyway if they want to be 
sold into Europe. With Brexit on the horizon, the UK Government should be doing all it can to 
ensure that barriers are not created for UK companies wishing to trade internationally. 
Indeed, CE marking has benefited the UK immensely by protecting consumers, upping the 
game of manufacturers, increasing competitiveness and allowing for the free trade of goods. 
 

Annex 1: Products requiring a CE mark 
 

• Active implantable medical devices 
• Appliances burning gas based fuel 
• Cableway installations designed to carry people 
• Construction and some forms of building products 
• Eco-design of energy related products 
• Electromagnetic compatibility 
• Equipment and protective systems intended for use in potentially explosive 
atmospheres 
• Explosives that have civil uses 
• Hot water boilers 
• In vitro diagnostic medical devices 
• Lifts 
• Low voltage 
• Machinery 
• Measuring instruments 
• Medical devices 
• Noise emitting products in the environment 
• Non automatic weight and measure instruments 
• Personal protective equipment 
• Pressure equipment 
• Pyrotechnics 
• Radio and telecommunications terminal equipment (like mobile phones, TVs etc) 
• Recreational craft 
• Restriction of the use of certain hazardous substances (RoHS) in electrical and 
electronic equipment 
• Simple pressure vessels 
• Toys 

 
September 2017 
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The undersigned organisations are as follows (in alphabetical order): 
  
 

 

Association of British Healthcare Industries 
(ABHI) 

 

British Compressed Air Society (BCAS) 

 

 

British Educational Suppliers Association 
(BESA) 

 

British Industrial Truck Association (BITA) 

 

British Plastics Federation (BPF) 

 

British Toy & Hobby Association (BTHA) 

 

Building Services Research and Information 
Association 
(BSRIA) 

 

Equitoy 

 

The Giftware Association 
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Heating and Hotwater Industry Council 
(HHIC) 

 

Hot Water Association (HWA) 

 

Independent British Vape Trade Association 
(IBVTA) 

 

Mineral Products Association (MPA) 

 

National Federation of Roofing Contractors 
(NFRC) 

 

Ornamental Aquatic Trade Association 
(OATA) 

 

techUK 
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Appendix II 

             

CITES BREXIT CONSULTATION – OATA/REPTA SUBMISSION TO DEFRA 

 

1. CITES controls are implemented in the UK by two key regulations: 338/97 (the principal 

or basic regulation) and 865/2006 (the implementing regulation). Further regulations, 

such as the ‘Suspension regulations’ are also relevant. At the point the UK leaves the EU 

our understanding is that these regulations will be transposed directly into UK law and 

the only changes that will be made are those which will enable the continued operation 

of the regulations, e.g. changing the institutional arrangements for making decisions, 

such as transferring the functions currently undertaken by the EU Scientific Review 

Group (SRG) to a UK institution. 

 

2. It is our view that additional steps could be taken in converting the EU Regulations into 

UK law which would provide immediate and positive benefits to UK businesses and we 

would encourage Government to consider these. However, we appreciate that not all 

steps could be taken at the point of transition and may need to be considered over a 

longer period of time. This document sets out the changes which we believe should be 

considered in redesigning the CITES regulations to be more relevant to the economic 

environment we will find ourselves in post-Brexit. 

 

3. Given uncertainties over the potential form of any trade agreement with the EU, 

especially since the recent election, this submission represents only our initial view 

and is subject to change in the light of more information. 

 

Justification for deregulating CITES 

 

4. 338/97 in particular introduced a number of controls which go beyond the immediate 

requirements of the CITES Convention. As a basic principle we believe that in reviewing 

CITES regulations consideration should be given to removing controls that are not 

strictly or legally required by the Convention. In summary, our reasons for this are: 

 

 Some of the additional EU controls were designed to address specific 

requirements associated with the single market and the European Union’s open 

borders. The Government has previously made it clear that the UK will be leaving 

the single market and the Customs Union. On this basis it would seem reasonable to 

assume there will be a ‘hard’ border between the UK and the EU so such rules would 

no longer be relevant. However, the recent election result presents the likelihood that 

the Government’s approach will need to be reconsidered. 

 

 The Government has committed to supporting businesses through Brexit - the 

removal of additional controls that are not strictly required would help deliver 

that commitment. Most UK businesses trading in wildlife are SMEs. Many are 

micro-businesses. Such business constitute over 60% of all businesses in the UK and 

provide a vital contribution to employment and the economy. The unstable market 
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that is likely to be in place following Brexit and the potential for a continued weak 

currency will create a very challenging environment for many businesses, especially 

those that rely on imports, including the wildlife trade sector.  

 

 Removal of requirements that create tensions with other countries could help in 

removing barriers to new trade deals. It is likely the UK will lose access to the 60+ 

trade agreements the EU has in place currently. The UK will therefore need to enter 

into new trade agreements with other countries. Some of the additional EU 

requirements create tensions with source countries, undermine their political 

support, and create ill feeling. This is often as a direct consequence of the EU 

appearing distrusting of the decisions made by exporting countries.  

 

Border controls between the UK and EU 

 

5. As mentioned above there remain a number of questions about the form Brexit will take 

and what the arrangements at the border between the UK and the EU will look like. If a 

‘hard’ Brexit is pursued as previously indicated it is likely to mean that goods traded 

between the UK and the EU would be subject to more complex controls than currently, 

e.g. the requirement for import and/or export permits. This could damage the prospects 

of UK companies trading CITES goods with the EU. The election result however opens 

up the possibility of some form of special arrangements being put in place 

 

6. Whilst the emphasis of this submission is on deregulating the current system this has to 

be considered in the context of the future trade arrangement agreed between the UK and 

EU. Ultimately, if a special arrangement were open to discussion there could be a case to 

consider closer alignment with EU controls than suggested here if this could ameliorate 

some of the negative impacts on UK businesses.  

 

7. The proposals below are based on the assumption that there will be a ‘hard border’ and 

the UK will be treated as a third country. If a different scenario develops we would 

welcome the opportunity to comment further. 

 

Proposed changes to the CITES regulatory regime 

 

8. The key changes we propose are outlined below. There is no order of priority. None of 

these requirements are strictly required by the CITES Convention, they are all stricter EU 

controls. It is our view that, in the majority of cases, the CITES Convention provides 

sufficient mechanisms to ensure trade in listed species remains sustainable. The removal 

of stricter EU requirements would in many cases create a better environment within 

which UK businesses can remain competitive in the potentially difficult post-Brexit 

environment.  

 

i. Realign all listings on the EU Annexes with the Appendices of CITES.  
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Many species on the EU Regulations have been uplifted to a higher Annex 

resulting in more restrictive controls. For example, under the EU regulations 

many CITES App II species are listed on Annex A, and many CITES App III 

species on Annex B. Realignment will ensure the UK regulations are consistent 

with the Convention and do not impose unnecessary additional restrictions on 

their trade.  

 

Some species are given a higher listing due to the requirements of the Habitats 

and Birds Directives. The regulatory requirements for such species should be 

considered in the context of amendments that will in any case need to be made to 

the relevant UK regulations implementing those Directives. We do not believe 

that it is necessary or appropriate for UK CITES regulations to deliver objectives 

beyond those required of the Convention.  

 

Realignment of listings will help to ensure UK regulations are clearer and more 

rational than the current EU regulations. The same applies to the listing on the 

CITES regulations of any listings not relevant to controls to ensure sustainable 

trade, e.g. any species listed because of their invasive nature as this should be 

covered by invasive species regulations. 

 

ii. Remove requirement for intra-EU (‘Article 10’) certification requirements for 

EU Annex A (CITES App I) specimens.  

 

All imported Annex A specimens require a decision to be made whether the 

trade is ‘primarily commercial’ at the point when an application to import is 

considered by the Management Authority. No further decisions are required 

under the Convention for pursuant intra-country trade. Most notably the 

Convention does not require CITES certification for intra-country trade. Bar EU 

Member States, retaining this requirement would potentially make the UK the 

most over-regulated country in the world in relation to CITES-listed species, 

without any additional conservation benefit. 

 

iii. Remove requirement for NDFs for CITES App I (EU Annex A). 

 

The CITES Convention requires that an export certificate and an import permit is 

issued for App I specimens. However, we do not believe the additional 

requirement (and associated burden) of an NDF for import permits is justified 

where scientific advice has already been provided by the country of origin and an 

NDF issued. Further, the removal of NDFs that second guess the advice of 

exporting/source countries removes uncertainty, costs and administration for 

business. It also avoids the risk of creating tensions with exporting countries.  

 

Initially we anticipate that a UK equivalent to the EU SRG will be established. 

This has the potential to create a cost burden, one we do not believe is necessary. 

Removal of this requirement would reduce costs related to the government’s 
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administration of CITES in the UK. The CITES Standing Committee already 

provides a mechanism akin to the EU SRG and provides a more appropriate 

forum to address issues at a multi-lateral, rather than unilateral level.  

 

iv. Remove requirement for import permits and NDFs for CITES App II (EU 

Annex B) specimens.  

 

Import permits for App II species are not required by the Convention so we 

believe this requirement should be dropped. We believe the requirement for 

NDFs for App II specimens should be dropped for the reasons described under 

(iii) above. 

 

However, in any deregulation of import controls, given we are dealing with live 

animals (vertebrates such as fish and invertebrates such as coral) it is important 

that a system is in place to ensure that they can only be imported and traded by 

persons that have adequate facilities or knowledge to keep and care for them. 

 

‘Care and accommodation’ requirements exist under CITES but due to the way in 

which they are implemented we believe that there is a risk that certain specimens 

(including corals) are imported into the UK and traded by individuals that 

potentially do not meet the standards required and cannot ensure their welfare 

needs are delivered. This could be exacerbated if additional measures are not in 

place and properly implemented and enforced.  

 

Welfare issues are of relevance to CITES in only limited circumstances, primarily 

conditions of transport and in relation to determining ‘appropriate destinations’. 

We do not consider there is a need for CITES to play an extended role in welfare 

considerations as national rules can adequately address these. Nonetheless this is 

an important issue. It is essential to ensure that in a broader regulatory context 

welfare controls are not undermined in the deregulation of this or other EU 

regulation. Barriers to entry based on welfare standards and proper notification, 

recording and inspection of accommodation facilities for all animals (vertebrate 

and invertebrate) will remain important. 

 

This issue will require further consideration as ad when more is known about the 

post-Brexit arrangements established with the EU. 

 

v. Remove requirement for export permits for all EU Annex C specimens, except 

where nominated for listing by the UK.  

 

CITES only requires a certificate of origin for such specimens. 

 

vi. Remove requirement for import notifications for EU Annex D specimens.  
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Realignment of the Annexes should assist in removing the need for an equivalent 

Annex D. 

 

vii. Remove additional re-export considerations. 

 

Two elements could be removed: 

 

 The EU requirement to consider whether CITES App I specimens will not be 

used for ‘primarily commercial purposes’ - this is something that would be 

considered by the importing state when an application to export to them is 

lodged so a pre-emptive consideration is not necessary. 

 

 In relation to all specimens, that there are ‘no other factors mitigating against 

import’ - this is largely subjective and such a decision can in any case be 

made by the importing state. 

 

viii. Remove requirement for import notifications for CITES App III listings. 

 

This is not required by the Convention so creates an additional burden on 

business. 

 

ix. Remove mechanism for import suspensions (as per the Suspension 

Regulations). 

 

Comments above about the SRG mechanism and the tensions it creates are 

relevant here. Reports (e.g. O’Criordan) recognise there is little evidence of any 

conservation benefits being achieved through this mechanism. This is 

particularly true in relation to the pet trade where suspensions can reduce the 

economic value of live animals (because citizens of EU countries have higher 

purchasing powers than many other countries) leading to higher harvesting in 

source countries, countering the benefits that the CITES Convention seeks to 

achieve. It can also result in animals being diverted to other markets such as US 

and Japan where welfare controls may be weaker. 

 

x. Remove requirement for export certificates for captive-bred and artificially 

propagated species, instead realign with CITES requirement for a ‘general’ 

certificate from the Management Authority. 

 

xi. Do not designate ports of exit.  

 

The EU CITES regulations require the designation of both ports of entry and exit 

for CITES-listed specimens. The requirement for import controls is linked to EU 

biosecurity requirements and completely understandable and without dispute. 

Port of exit requirements are related to the need for certain certificates to be 
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endorsed at point of exit (sometimes due to stricter EU export controls than are 

required under the Convention – see above).   

 

The requirement to designate ports of exit will no longer be a requirement once 

the UK leaves the EU. Our proposal is that all UK ports remain available for 

export of CITES goods. Should any export checks of licences remain a 

requirement they can be undertaken electronically or via a requirement for 

exporters to make a separate arrangement with UKBF. 

 

Perverse impacts of additional controls 

 

9. We believe that removal of current stricter controls will help to reverse some of the 

perverse impacts of the current EU CITES controls, for example: 

 

a) Many of the stricter import requirements (e.g. NDFs) can result in exporters refusing 

to sell into our market (as is the case with Singaporean businesses and certain plant 

species). Instead they sell into markets with poorer enforcement controls and lower 

welfare standards. This leads to a detrimental impact on the species CITES tries to 

sustainably manage.  

 

b) Negative opinions resulting in EU suspensions can increase harvesting of 

endangered species due to the reduced value of goods resulting from the loss of a 

key market. History has shown specimens will instead go to more open markets 

where costs and standards are lower. 

 

c) More rigid controls on specific species drives trade towards previously unexploited 

species and, rather than enabling a consistent global management system, results in 

impacts on other species populations that might not otherwise occur. 

 

Benefits of deregulation of CITES 

 

10. It is our view that making the changes described will result in competitive benefits for 

UK business, especially SMEs, in an otherwise uncertain environment. They will also 

reduce the costs to the UK government of managing a complex and unnecessary system.  

 

11. Some of the economic benefits are outlined here but it should be recognised that this 

minimal analysis is based on old data (eftec 2011) and is more than likely an under-

estimate given that historic data focussed on only an analysis of the removal of a very 

limited number of CITES controls, whereas we propose a much wider rationalisation. 

 

12. CITES in the UK operates primarily at three levels: 

 

 Processing and issue of licenses. Estimates suggest of the cost of administering the 

stricter EU controls are in the region of £1M p.a. 
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 Scientific advice on the issue of licences. Removal of the requirement to undertake 

NDFs for CITES App II specimens alone is estimated to reduce the cost of operating 

the two UK scientific authorities by at least £0.15M p.a. 

 

 Enforcement of licencing conditions. It is our view that any costs saving here 

(estimated to be at least £0.1M p.a.) should be redirected to intelligence management 

and border control. 

 

13. Most of these figures are based on out-dated information which does not account for all 

the stricter EU controls. An up to date calculation based on APHA data would be fairly 

straightforward and would, we believe, demonstrate that the economic benefits could be 

much more significant. 

 

14. It has been estimated that over 80% of CITES licenses issued in the UK relate to stricter 

EU controls and that this affects up to (and potentially more than) 4000 businesses in the 

UK, at a cost impact of at least £1.3M p.a. We believe this is an underestimate and even 

whilst it may seem like a small figure when considering the national economic picture it 

should be remembered that these costs fall disproportionately on a relatively small 

number of specialist SMEs. 

 

15. Simplifying the CITES regime in the UK will undoubtedly assist in creating a level 

playing field for small companies attempting to compete in an ever more challenging 

market. It also avoids the very real risks of lost business due to delays in the 

administration process. 

 

16. Reduced costs will enable government to focus on other more sensible and effective 

conservation solutions, such as improving capacity in countries where there has been 

concern over the scientific evidence supporting NDFs. This would have the additional 

advantage of improving the UK’s knowledge of the in-country situation and the 

potential adverse impacts on livelihoods of the current restrictive regime. 

 

Conclusion 

 

17. This document provides an overview of those areas where we believe changes are 

justified and beneficial. In the time given for this consultation it does not cover the full 

range of opportunities made available by Brexit nor provide as full a picture as possible 

on the economic benefits that could be achieved. Nonetheless, we believe that all the 

changes proposed here are legally acceptable. Should you identify any concerns with 

any of these options we are happy discuss potential alternative approaches. As this 

submission represents our initial view of potential changes we would in any case 

welcome the opportunity to discuss these ideas further with you.  
 

18. We believe that the economic advantages to government and to trade outweigh the 

potential disadvantages and urge you to consider these options seriously as we enter a 

very uncertain future.  


