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Introduction

The Import Risk Analysis Appeal Panel (IRAAP, or the Panel) was convened under procedures established in the Import Risk Analysis Handbook 2003 (the Handbook) published by the Australian Government Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry. Additional information on Panel membership and procedures is provided in the background section of this findings summary.

The Panel considered six appeals lodged following release by Biosecurity Australia on 19 February 2004 of a Generic Import Risk Analysis (IRA) for Pig Meat: Final Import Risk Analysis Report. Appeals were received from:

· New South Wales Farmers’ Association;

· New South Wales Department of Agriculture;

· The Regional Veterinary Service, Regione Lombardia, Italy;

· The Canadian Food Inspection Agency;

· Australian Pork Limited; and

· Dr Robert Paterson BVMS.

The key issues raised in each appeal and the corresponding findings are as follows:

Australian Pork Limited

Australian Pork Limited (APL) raised these issues in its appeal:

· measures for control of Post-weaning Multisystemic Wasting Syndrome (PMWS);

· the application of Australia’s Appropriate Level of Protection (ALOP);

· a number of issues relevant to waste pig meat;

· likelihood distribution models;

· absence of modelling comparing onshore and offshore risk;

· emerging information and scientific opinion on PMWS, including from New Zealand scientists;

· scientific information on inactivation of porcine circoviruses;

· research into conditions that would inactivate porcine circoviruses; and

· replication of BA’s statistical model.

The Panel agreed unanimously to a series of findings disallowing all aspects of the appeal on the grounds that APL did not establish either that there had been a significant departure from the IRA process or that a significant body of scientific information relevant to the outcome of the IRA had not been considered. In particular, mathematical modelling conducted by CSIRO and emerging scientific information from New Zealand scientists had been considered by the IRA team. In addition, the Panel considered that a number of matters relating to risk management recommendations fell outside the scope of the grounds for appeal. 

New South Wales Farmers’ Association

The key issues raised by the New South Wales Farmers’ Association were: estimates widely attributed to the Commonwealth Scientific & Industrial Research Organisation (CSIRO) indicating a 95 to 99 per cent chance of PMWS entering Australia over a ten-year timeframe; the need for additional research into PMWS; and a proposal that all imported pig meat be first cooked offshore. 

The Panel agreed unanimously to a series of findings disallowing all aspects of the appeal. The Panel considered that the information widely referred to as the CSIRO report was not a significant body of scientific information relevant to the outcome of the IRA and that furthermore, the IRA team had considered this information.

New South Wales Department of Agriculture

The key issues raised by the New South Wales Department of Agriculture were: risk management measures in relation to PMWS; emerging scientific information from New Zealand on PMWS; and the CSIRO report prepared for APL. 

The Panel agreed unanimously to a series of findings disallowing all aspects of the appeal as either falling outside the grounds for appeal or not establishing that a significant body of scientific information relevant to the outcome of the IRA had not been considered. 

The Regional Veterinary Service, Regione Lombardia, Italy

The key issues raised by the Regional Veterinary Service, Regione Lombardia, were: thermal processing requirements to address the quarantine risks associated with African Swine Fever (ASF) and Swine Vesicular Disease (SVD) and future research on thermal processing to be conducted by a research institute in Italy. 

The Panel agreed unanimously to disallow the first aspect as it relates to risk management recommendations and is therefore outside the grounds for appeal and to disallow the second aspect as it did not establish that a significant body of scientific information relevant to the outcome of the IRA had not been considered. 

Canadian Food Inspection Agency

The key issues raised by the Canadian Food Inspection Agency were the management of risks associated with Post-weaning Multisystemic Wasting Syndrome (PMWS) and the spread of porcine circovirus type 2 (PCV2) within Australia. 

The Panel agreed unanimously to disallow the appeal on the grounds that it was outside the grounds for appeal and did not establish that a significant body of scientific information relevant to the outcome of the IRA had not been considered. The Panel further considered that the spread of porcine circovirus type 2 (PCV2) within Australia raised in this appeal was a domestic matter outside the grounds for appeal. 

Dr Robert Paterson BVMS

The key issues raised by Dr Paterson were: the consequences of Post-weaning Multisystemic Wasting Syndrome (PMWS) in light of experience with PMWS in South East Asia; a CSIRO paper which predicted that there was a 95-99 per cent chance of PMWS entering Australia over a ten-year timeframe; and scientific information on PMWS emerging in New Zealand.

The Panel concluded that the appeal did not establish that a significant body of scientific information relevant to the outcome of the IRA had not been considered and agreed unanimously to disallow this aspect of the appeal. The Panel noted that the IRA team had considered the CSIRO paper which did not constitute a significant body of information relevant to the outcome of the IRA. Accordingly, the Panel agreed unanimously to disallow this aspect of the appeal. 

Background information on the Import Risk Analysis Appeal Panel

The IRAAP comprised the following members:

· Mr W. Murray Rogers AM (Chair), Chairman, Quarantine and Exports Advisory Council;

· Mr Andrew Inglis AM, Member, Quarantine and Exports Advisory Council (nominated by the Chair); 

· Dr Cliff Samson, Executive Manager, Rural Policy and Innovation, DAFF;

· Dr David Adams, Senior Principal Research Scientist with the Office of the Chief Veterinary Officer, DAFF; and

· Professor Ivan Caple, Dean of the Faculty of Veterinary Science, The University of Melbourne (additional member with particular expertise in veterinary science nominated by the Chair).

The Panel considered the claims made in each appeal in turn against each of the two grounds for appeal established by Annex 4 to the Handbook: 

· there was a significant deviation from the process set out in the Import Risk Analysis Handbook that adversely affected the interests of a stakeholder; 

· a significant body of scientific information relevant to the outcome of the IRA was not considered.

Consistent with Annex 4 to the Handbook, the Panel did not consider matters relating to:

· issues falling within the ambit of the appeal in step 8 of the Handbook;

· the scientific merits of the IRA, other than in relation to a claim that a significant body of scientific information was not considered;

· the merits of the risk management recommendations made by the IRA team or of the risk management conclusions reached by Biosecurity Australia.

Contact for additional information: 

IRAAP: Andrew Inglis 0418 848 260

Secretariat: Nektarios Tsirbas 02 6272 4811
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