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[bookmark: _Toc184311738][bookmark: _Toc206083777]Executive Summary
Engagement in international standard setting (ISS) by the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (the department) is a critical component of Australia’s biosecurity system. It directly supports agricultural productivity providing safe trade and market access opportunities for Australian producers while promoting science-based biosecurity risk management. 
Australia currently spends on average around AUD 4.1 million each year on engagement with the World Organisation for Animal Health (WOAH), of which AUD 3.1 million is a voluntary contribution. The value of this engagement is not always obvious, particularly in the area of biosecurity and disease prevention, where the effects of decisions made upstream may not be apparent to producers and stakeholders. CEBRA Project 23B explored the value of the investment in ISS using recent engagement in WOAH’s bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE) standards revision. 
During the 2018-2023 BSE standard revision process there was real potential for the loss of Australia’s official risk status, considered to be ‘negligible’, putting the value of beef and veal exports, bovine rendered meals and associated products – more than AUD 15 billion of export income per year – at risk. The Australian government’s funding of its engagement in WOAH enabled its scientific positions and those of other countries to be robustly represented in the development of WOAH’s BSE standards. Under these revised standards, Australia could ultimately maintain its official risk status.
CEBRA Project 23B employed a mixed-methods approach to understand the value of ISS engagement: a qualitative analysis of interviews with relevant stakeholders involved in the BSE standard revision process; complemented by a simple quantitative analysis of the potential financial impacts on the Australian livestock and rendering industries from various hypothetical (but at the time possible) negative scenarios.
[bookmark: _Toc184311739][bookmark: _Toc206083778][bookmark: _Toc24363963]Key findings 
1. WOAH’s democratic processes are effective in development of science-based standards to reduce sanitary risks while minimising undue barriers to trade.
WOAH’s various Member-led mechanisms, including repeated consultation on standards prior to being presented for adoption, regional fora, and the General Session, allows all Members to represent their perspectives based on available science and knowledge of diverse production systems. Despite divergent interpretations of the scientific evidence, WOAH was receptive to feedback from Members across its various decision-making points on the risks of atypical BSE. Its approach reflected commitment to the stated principles of transparency, international solidarity, and consensus.

2. Australia’s engagement on BSE standard revision process was effective.
The Australian Government’s funding of its engagement with WOAH enabled it to deliver science-based positions, international partnerships, and research and industry collaboration necessary to help prevent a revision to WOAH’s BSE standards that would have been highly unfavourable to Australia’s agriculture trade and production practices. 
3. The return on investment in engagement for BSE standard setting is significant and represents good value for money.
Between 2019 and 2024 Australia invested around $4.1 million dollars annually on engagement with WOAH, including for BSE. In the case of BSE engagement, the avoided negative impacts are orders of magnitude higher than the cost of engagement—in the billions of dollars—given the significance of the Australian beef, rendering and feed manufacturing sectors. The investment in engagement for BSE therefore represents excellent value for the taxpayers who ultimately fund the engagement.
4. In-person attendance at WOAH meetings is critical to achieving outcomes.
The annual WOAH General Session is held in Paris with up to 183 Members in attendance. WOAH Delegates must attend to represent their respective nations; by speaking, lodging interventions, and voting. Significant advocacy for positions on international standards happens in the margins of the General Session and at other important meetings held in the preceding weeks.
5. National coordination functions for multilateral engagement, provided by the department, is a critical asset for Australian agriculture.
The department’s Office of the Chief Veterinary Officer (OCVO) is responsible for Australia’s strategy and engagement on WOAH matters. A national office with central responsibility allowed Australia to coordinate its input into the BSE standards revision and WOAH’s process of assessing Members’ BSE status.
6. Public private partnerships are key to effective multilateral engagement.
The Australian Government worked with industry across the BSE standards revision process and WOAH’s assessment of Australia’s risk status. This collaboration helped inform Australia’s positions and the Australian Government’s representation of Australian interests.
7. Australia’s leadership within its region is important.
Australia’s leadership within the WOAH Regional Commission for Asia Pacific and across its 32 Members is crucial for generating mutual benefits around ISS and to strengthen the representation of Australia’s interests within WOAH, particularly in the face of global trading blocs which vote in unison.
8. Relationships with like-minded partners are important.
The Animal Health Quadrilateral (Quads) Alliance consists of Australia, Canada, New Zealand, the United Kingdom, and the United States of America. Coordination with groups of influential, like-minded countries allowed for the sharing of scientific expertise, joint statements against the problematic standard setting and status assessment process for BSE at the time, and collaboration with other regions. Australia and New Zealand’s longstanding and collaborative relationship saw shared positions in relation to ISS. As such, New Zealand was able to share timely information with Australia on the likely impacts of a change to BSE standards. 
9. Australia’s influence in ISS is likely to be effective beyond BSE.
The annual investment of approximately $4.1 million represents the cost of engagement by Australia on ISS across a range of animal diseases of significance to the domestic economy and those of its neighbours. This investment supports Australia’s standing within WOAH by attending its forums and embedding Australians in technical and governance groups, and leadership positions. This allows Australia to ensure its perspectives are represented in steering scientific/technical discussions and that it maintains expertise and understanding of WOAH processes enabling effective contribution to ISS.
[bookmark: _Toc184311740][bookmark: _Toc206083779][bookmark: _Hlk83915364]Recommendations 
The value of engagement in WOAH’s ISS to Australia is not limited just to BSE. Additional to providing science-based comments with strong rationales, Australia must place itself in leadership and technical positions to gain foresight of important standards and ensure our perspectives are considered. As each WOAH Member holds a single vote on whether to adopt proposed standards, Australia must form collaborations and joint strategies with like-minded countries to seek broad support for our interests. While the BSE standard revision process may be a unique context, it has allowed the department to learn important lessons for future engagement in ISS and to build institutional knowledge of BSE and WOAH processes. Given learnings from the BSE case study, we recommend: 
The department, industry and Government more broadly recognises investment in ISS far outweighs the costs.
Via a basic financial analysis of the BSE standard setting process we have shown the financial costs of investment in multilateral engagement via the international standard setting process is far outweighed by the potential returns from this process.
The department recognises the potential significant impacts of international standards downstream.
WOAH is the intergovernmental organisation responsible for standard-setting on animal health and zoonoses to facilitate safe trade in animals and animal products. Members of the World Trade Organization (WTO) under their Sanitary and Phytosanitary agreement are obliged to adopt these WOAH standards. The adoption of unfavourable BSE standards or other important standards could have severe consequences to Australia’s biosecurity and market access.


The importance of ISS be elevated within Australia, and greater staffing allocation and mobility is facilitated to fulfil capacity needs.
WOAH’s increasingly expanding remit from its original mandate of animal disease transparency and international standards has widened the expertise needed by Members to engage on its activities. The volume of WOAH’s international standards is also increasing. Australia will need to ensure sufficient staff and resources are allocated to effectively manage ongoing activities with WOAH, and collaboration internally and across Australian Government is supported to address multilateral issues of significance.
The department increases its engagement and investment in ISS.
Maintaining the level of annual investment in real terms will aid in preserving Australia’s representation within WOAH. The BSE standards revision has however demonstrated the need to elevate the investment to allow for increased engagement with multilateral issues, particularly in international standards. Australia is not as well-resourced as larger economies or blocs such as the European Union. Instead, Australia should seek strategic investments, such as via technical committees, international partnerships, or regional leadership positions.
The department continues to seek ways to increase Australia’s leadership within WOAH, particularly in areas affecting the global framework for agricultural trade.
The foresight and ability to provide science-based advice to WOAH through Specialist Commission members has been demonstrated by the events leading to WOAH’s final determination of the role of atypical BSE in its international standards. Australia should coordinate with like-minded partners to maximise membership to Specialist Commissions for itself and its alliances. Australia should also ensure succession planning for its representatives and experts to maintain effective engagement in WOAH activities.
Australia increases its collaboration within the WOAH Asia Pacific region.
While the veto from one WOAH Member precluded Australia from putting forward a regional position opposing the 2022 iteration of the draft BSE standards, this effort demonstrated the potential voting influence of the Asia Pacific’s 32 Members. Development of Australia’s regional collaboration through financial support for various animal health and capacity building projects and seeking leadership positions within its structure would better position Australia to represent any joint Asia Pacific interests within WOAH’s agendas.
Australia expands its bilateral relationships around WOAH matters.
Australia should develop intelligence on the WOAH positions of other Members and expand its relationships through direct bilateral engagement where possible. New engagement with various Members of the Asia Pacific, for example, occurred during the work on new BSE standards. 
Other engagement scenarios are explored in other sectors.
Other ISS organisations may possess comparable governance frameworks and processes to WOAH. These recommendations should be considered where applicable, to particularly WTO’s ‘Three Sisters’ organisations – WOAH, the IPPC, and Codex Alimentarius. Vice versa, learnings from engagement with other ISS organisations should be considered for our strategy with WOAH. 




[bookmark: _Toc184311741][bookmark: _Toc206083780]Introduction
Australia has a global reputation for high-quality and safe agricultural goods, which is underpinned by freedom from many emergency animal diseases. Pest and disease freedom allows Australian producers to access export markets, justify premium prices, and enables integration of Australian products within international supply chains. With around 70% of Australia’s agricultural produce currently exported (ABARES 2023), Australia’s ability to remain free of many pests and diseases by maintaining an effective biosecurity system is instrumental to economic wellbeing. An effective biosecurity system is crucial to the continued growth of gross value of agricultural production in Australia, forecast to be $88.4 billion in 2024–25 (ABARES 2024). 
Engagement in international standard setting (ISS) is a critical component of Australia’s biosecurity system. It supports agricultural productivity by providing safe trade and market access opportunities for Australian producers, promoting science-based biosecurity risk management, and helping reduce sanitary-related trade costs. 
The Australian Government Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (the department) invests in ISS and global animal health policy and program activities through the World Organisation for Animal Health (WOAH). This investment also contributes to improving the knowledge and management of global animal health disease threats, and supports capacity building in developing countries, thereby further reducing the disease pressures on Australia’s border biosecurity systems. 
The value of this engagement and the return on the department’s investment in ISS can be hard to quantify and is not always obvious. This is particularly the case in the area of biosecurity and disease prevention, where the effects of decisions made upstream—such as preventing negative impacts—may not be immediately apparent to producers and stakeholders, unlike when a negative impact actually occurs. Additionally, it is often difficult to distinguish the high yield ISS engagement activities from the lower yielding activities.
Without clear evidence of a return on investment for the department and Australian producers, essential resources underpinning ISS engagement are at risk of being reprioritised, both by governments and industry. Opportunities to advance Australia’s objectives through standard setting mechanisms may also be missed.
[bookmark: _Toc449519282][bookmark: _Hlk185252809]This project uses the case study of maintaining Australia’s official status for bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE; sometimes referred to as “mad cow disease”)—where there was real potential for loss of status during the 2018-2021 BSE standard revision process—to provide a quantified example of the value of the department’s engagement in ISS. Loss of official status would have significantly impacted the high-value Australian beef and rendering industries. 
Through active engagement in WOAH’s ISS processes and leveraging networks and scientific expertise, Australia and other like-minded countries with similar concerns about the standard revision process, managed to delay the adoption of the standards until May 2023. By then, acceptable revisions were made, and an evaluation by WOAH had confirmed Australia’s BSE negligible risk status under the new standards without the need for costly changes to existing industry practices.
[bookmark: _Toc184311742][bookmark: _Toc206083781]Objectives
This project aimed to put a financial value on the range of negative outcomes which were avoided in the recent revision of the BSE standard. These are likely to have been substantial and long lasting, given the impact on many elements of Australia’s cattle and meat industry. They would also have impacted Australia’s international reputation as a trusted trading partner. A key part of this exercise was to:
· Identify the outcomes that were possible (but didn’t eventuate) from WOAH’s assessment of Australia’s official BSE status or the adoption of problematic draft BSE standards.
· A qualitative assessment into Australia’s specific engagement activities around the BSE standards to understand how Australia’s interests were represented through WOAH’s international standard setting process.
· Estimate the dollar value impact of each possible outcome on Australia’s agricultural industry.
[bookmark: _Toc184311743][bookmark: _Toc206083782]Methodology
This project employed a mixed-methods approach; that is, it used two complementary data collection and analysis strategies to evaluate the impact of Australia’s engagement in ISS on the outcome of BSE standard setting. The first involved a qualitative analysis of interviews with relevant Australian and international stakeholders involved in the BSE standard revision process. The second employed a counterfactual approach to estimate the potential financial impacts on the Australian livestock and rendering industries from various hypothetical (but at the time possible) scenarios, in which WOAH made negative determinations on Australia’s BSE control systems or status. 
[bookmark: _Toc36474711][bookmark: _Hlk174369784]Interviews with stakeholders
Individuals involved with the BSE standard setting process are an important source of information related to the influence of Australia in WOAH’s international standard setting process. Relevant national and international stakeholders in the current context include: Australia’s former Chief Veterinary Officer (CVO) and past President of WOAH; staff from the department’s Office of the Chief Veterinary Officer; a member of WOAH’s Scientific Commission for Animal Diseases (SCAD) and former employee of the Australian Centre for Disease Preparedness, and staff of Australian and international rendering organisations (Table 1). 
Semi-structured interviews were conducted with the seven Australian- and international-based stakeholders[footnoteRef:2] to elicit an understanding of: [2:  University of Melbourne Human Ethics ID: 2024-28567-49801-3] 
[bookmark: _Toc206083802]Table 1. Interviewees by organisation
[bookmark: _Hlk175218741]Organisation
Number
Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry
3
Australian Centre for Disease Preparedness/WOAH SCAD
1
Industry (World Renderers Organization, Australian Renderers Association, Australian Meat Industry Council)
3
Total
7


· the standards negotiation process
· the timeline and specific engagement activities around the BSE standards (such as the scientific/feedback submissions and participation in voting)
· external collaborative channels (WOAH regional meetings, direct engagement with other WOAH Members with voting rights, additional correspondence with WOAH).
· the nuance around changes in language within key documents
· WOAH’s decision making around the science of BSE, standard setting processes, and status assessment.
· high yield activities at the time, particularly the ones likely to be universally beneficial for future engagement in other contexts.
Details of the interview process and insights gained from the interviews are given in Chapter 4. The analysis of interviews was grounded in existing approaches to understanding ISS in the broader field of international relations scholarship.
Quantitative analysis
During the standard revision process there was a real possibility that negative determinations by WOAH on Australia’s BSE control systems or status could occur, at a cost to the domestic beef and rendering industries—to production practices, input costs, export market access, and international reputation. The monetary value of damage to Australia’s reputation as a producer of high-quality and safe agricultural products could have resulted in lost market access and many years of decreased market share. A simple quantitative analysis was performed on the four plausible negative outcomes described in Chapter 3, with avoided losses calculated for each. The quantitative analysis and key assumptions are detailed in Chapter 5. This estimation was based on a counterfactual history approach, in which we modelled what could plausibly have occurred had Australia’s engagement in the BSE standard-setting process not succeeded in maintaining its negligible risk status.
[bookmark: _Toc206083783]The Australian beef, rendering, and feed sectors
In 2023 the size of the Australian beef cattle herd was approximately 28 million head, with almost half located in Queensland (ABS 2024). Approximately 7.7 million head of cattle were processed in 2023-24, just above the 10-year average of 7.6 million head (MLA 2024), with approximately 70% of production exported (MLA 2024). Australian exports beef and veal products are currently Australia’s second most valuable export of agriculture, fisheries and forestry products, amounting to almost AUD 11 billion in 2022–23 (ABARES 2024). Key export markets are China, The United States of America, Japan and Korea.
Live cattle exports are also an important source of export income. In 2022-23, 485,000 head of live cattle were exported, with a total value of AUD 791 million (ABARES 2024). There is an expectation that export numbers will rise significantly, to 739,000 head in 2024-25, with exports worth almost AUD 1 billion by 2024-25 (ABARES 2024). Key markets for live cattle exports are Indonesia and Vietnam.
Value is added to beef and veal by-products via rendering and subsequent feed manufacture. Rendering is an industrial process that uses heat to treat animal by-products, killing pathogens, removing moisture, and separating solids from fats and oils. This produces valuable products like animal protein meal, processed animal protein, and rendered fats or oils known as tallow. 
Animal by-products are largely rendered in Australia via a low-temperature (low-pressure rendering) cooking process to remove the fat from the bone and protein, followed by product drying. The current processing method contrasts with high-pressure rendering recommended by WOAH in BSE-affected countries as a measure to control the spread of BSE. Under this process much higher temperatures are used to separate fat. 
There are approximately 70 rendering facilities operating in Australia; 53 are onsite with an abattoir (integrated renderers) and 17 are standalone facilities who purchase raw material from various sources (service renderers). Australia exports about 50% of its meal production, with the remaining 50% used domestically. In 2023-24 the value of bovine rendered products exported from Australia was approximately AUD 132 million (ARA pers comm.)
The ruminant animal material (RAM) from rendering facilities not exported is sold to domestic stockfeed manufacturers. Around 90% of Australia stockfeed manufacturers (138 organisations over 195 sites) are represented by the Stockfeed Manufacturers Council of Australia (SFMCA) and certified via the FeedSafe® quality assurance programme (D. Rowland pers. comm). Currently, most mills manufacture stockfeed on ‘mixed’ lines—where non-RAM and RAM are processed on the same production line following flushing and cleaning of the lines. This contrasts with the recommendations of WOAH on separating production lines for RAM and non-RAM in BSE-affected countries, aimed at reducing the risk of BSE spread. 


[bookmark: _Toc184311744][bookmark: _Toc206083784]The BSE standard revision process
[bookmark: _Toc184311745][bookmark: _Toc206083785] Background
Bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE) is a transmissible spongiform encephalopathy — a family of diseases caused by misfolded proteins called prions. Other prion-diseases include scrapie affecting sheep and goats, and chronic wasting disease affecting deer. In cattle, BSE is a progressively fatal disease affecting the nervous system of cattle caused by the build-up of prions in nervous tissue. Two types occur: classical BSE which occurs when cattle ingest prion-contaminated feed; and atypical BSE, which occurs naturally and sporadically, and which is considered very rare. Atypical BSE is believed to occur spontaneously in all bovine populations at a very low rate. There is no evidence that atypical BSE is naturally transmissible under field conditions and has only been identified in older bovines when conducting intensive surveillance. Despite this, the role of atypical BSE in WOAH Members’ official status was a central point of contention in the standard revision process. 
Classical BSE was first diagnosed in bovines in the United Kingdom (UK) in 1986, but had probably been present in the country’s bovine population since the 1970s or earlier (Smith 2003). Subsequent to the UK outbreak, BSE was reported in at least 25 other countries, mainly in Europe, Asia, the Middle East, and North America. The bulk of cases were detected between 1986 and mid-2000s. The zoonotic potential of classical BSE (variant Creutzfeldt-Jacob disease) triggered a public health crisis during the 1990s and led to the imperative for global control measures to prevent the introduction of the disease and deal with cases of the disease (Maurella et al. 2013). 
BSE prevention and control measures
The global control measures introduced to reduce BSE risks have evolved, with currently recommended measures outlined in the Terrestrial Animal Health Code (hereafter ‘Terrestrial Code’; WOAH 2024). Current and historical measures related to importing, production and processing have included:
Import
· Regulations to prevent the entry of potentially infected animals or animal products into a country or zone;
· Restricted end use and/or lifetime monitoring for cattle imported before appropriate regulations were enforced.
Production
· Livestock identification to enable effective surveillance and tracing of cattle;
· Active and passive surveillance, especially of cattle showing clinical signs which are consistent with BSE;
· Banning the consumption by ruminants of ruminant-derived material (ruminant-to-ruminant feed ban). This can be supported by:
· feed labelling regulations
· segregated feed manufacturing to prevent cross-contamination, for example dedicated establishments or processing lines;  
· appropriate destruction and disposal of carcasses and all products of confirmed or suspected cases; and 
· destruction of cohort animals from a confirmed case which have potentially been exposed to a common source of BSE agent(s);
Processing
· removal of tissues with the greatest infectivity, commonly called ‘specified risk material’ (SRM; brain, spinal column, etc.) during slaughter and processing of carcasses so they it can be segregated from the human food and the animal feed chains;
· Banning the mechanical recovery of meat from the bones of cattle;
· Enforcing that animals must be slaughtered from human consumption prior to reaching a certain age, commonly 30 months; and
· High temperature and pressure processing (e.g. specialised rendering) to decrease the infectivity of any BSE agents that are inadvertently present. 

Notably, BSE has never been detected in Australia. As a result:
· Australia has enforced science and risk-based import and production controls to prevent the introduction and/or spread of the disease. 
· Australia has not deemed processing controls necessary, as the risk of the BSE agent being present in animals of Australian origin is negligible. 
BSE-risk status in international trade
WOAH officially recognises two categories of BSE risk status for countries or zones: ‘negligible risk’—the most favoured status possible; and ‘controlled risk’. More details on these statuses are publicly available on WOAH’s webpage. A country or zone that cannot demonstrate it has met the requirements for either status is considered to pose an ‘undetermined’ BSE risk. 
To achieve negligible risk status, countries must submit detailed evidence to WOAH that demonstrates that they meet the requirements contained in the Terrestrial Code. To maintain this status, they must submit an annual reconfirmation that they continue to meet relevant requirements.
The official BSE status of a country has foundational impacts on that country’s ability to export cattle and cattle products. This is due to:
· WOAH having a mandate from the World Trade Organization to officially recognise disease-free areas of countries for trade purposes;
· The trade recommendations contained in the Terrestrial Code being based on official status;
· BSE being a disease with high public sensitivity due to its zoonotic and lethal potential; 
· Importing countries’ requirements for bovine commodities from most high-value trading partners requiring an official BSE negligible risk status, sometimes in addition to their own country assessments on BSE risk.
BSE has never been detected in Australia, which has held a negligible risk status since 2007. In countries that had cases of BSE, implementation of control measures proved successful, resulting in an extremely low incidence of BSE across the globe by 2015. Most of the countries that had cases of BSE are now recognised as having a negligible BSE risk status (Figure 1). 
Despite official WOAH recognition of a country’s negligible risk status for BSE and trade recommendations contained in the Terrestrial Code, individual trading partners still determine requirements under which bilateral trade occurs. In some cases, these requirements are more stringent than WOAH’s international standards.[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc205218837][bookmark: _Toc206083808]Figure 1. WOAH members’ official BSE risk status map in June 2024 (WOAH, here)

[bookmark: _Toc184311746][bookmark: _Toc206083786]BSE standard revision
The Terrestrial Code contains two chapters specific to BSE which serve as the international standards governing WOAH Members’ official BSE status and trade, and are the basis for national BSE control systems:
· Chapter 1.8: Application for official recognition by WOAH of risk status for bovine spongiform encephalopathy (established 2009)
· Chapter 11.4: Bovine spongiform encephalopathy (established 1992) 
The global prevalence of classical BSE has declined dramatically since risk mitigation measures were introduced, with some considering the disease to have been largely eradicated (CDC n.d.). Consequently, the long-standing international standards became outdated and involved resource-intensive surveillance measures, became misaligned with risk and contemporary knowledge. 
In 2018, WOAH initiated a complete revision of Chapters 1.8 and 11.4 of its Terrestrial Code (WOAH 2024). A timeline of the revision process is given in Figure 2. The revision was part of an established process to ensure that WOAH standards remain practical and based on contemporary science. Given the significant change in understanding and prevalence of BSE, the review of these chapters appeared to have universal support.  
[bookmark: _Hlk175150692]In line with normal process, the revision was coordinated by WOAH’s Terrestrial Animal Health Standards Commission, with input from the SCAD and a specially formed ad hoc group of BSE experts (Figure 3). Revised text was drafted and shared with Members for comment, before being updated and recirculated. This occurred during each of six consultation rounds.
Australia provided comments on the draft chapters across all six consultation rounds prior to their final adoption in May 2023. The consultation rounds occurred as follows: 
· Consultation 1—September 2019
· Consultation 2—September 2020
· Consultation 3—February 2021
· Consultation 4—September 2021
· Consultation 5—February 2022
· Consultation 6—September 2022
· Circulation (for information only) —February 2023
The revised standards were adopted in May 2023 through a vote of the World Assembly of Delegates at the annual WOAH General Session. Significant changes were introduced, most notably in the trade recommendations and criteria for achieving official status, including a shift from active to passive surveillance. While the changes were substantial, they did not negatively impact Australia—its official risk status of ‘negligible’ was maintained, with no requirement to make changes to rendering practices. Australia had successfully mounted a case to the SCAD, that its official status should be maintained under the new BSE standards. However, this was not guaranteed with the text proposed in several circulations having the potential for major net negative consequences. 
 
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc206083809]Figure 2. Timeline of the standard revision process by activity and organisation



Potential negative outcomes to Australia from standard revision[image: A diagram of a company  AI-generated content may be incorrect.]
[bookmark: _Toc206083810]Figure 3. WOAH standard setting processes

While it seemed inconceivable that Australia would not maintain a negligible risk status based on historical freedom and a highly regarded animal health system, there was a real possibility that negative determinations on Australia’s BSE control systems or status would occur, at a cost to the Australian beef industry. 
Included in the revision was the criteria for achieving official status. The potential outcomes of standard revision ranged from the retention of Australia’s negligible risk status for BSE (a positive), to various negative outcomes including the loss of status, to a need to implement production and processing measures that had previously not been required. Four plausible negative outcomes are now described. Each negative outcome is related to specific articles that were considered during the standard revision process. The implications (costs) of each outcome for the Australian beef industry are also described, along with the organisation from whom data was sought in order to undertake the economic analysis of each outcome.


Outcome 1
	Outcome 1
	Loss of negligible risk status

	Situation
	Australia’s official BSE risk status is downgraded from negligible to controlled

	Duration
	Until negligible risk status is regained; for at least the preceding 8 years, Australia must meet the conditions set out in WOAH Terrestrial Code Article 11.4.4.

	Cause
	Australia not deemed to pass exposure assessment or other provisions within the draft WOAH BSE standards

	Reference
	Article 11.4.1 (Atypical BSE added to international standards) 
Article 1.8.5, Point 2 (Exposure assessment necessary)



Previously, a country could achieve negligible risk status through a successful entry or exposure assessment. Australia’s negligible risk status has been based on our historical freedom and effective border controls. The successful entry assessment meant that no exposure assessment was necessary.  
This standard revision process proposed for the first time that atypical BSE be included in the risk assessment process. Accordingly, the draft of Chapter 1.8 stated: 
Considering that atypical BSE may potentially be capable of being recycled in a cattle population if cattle were to be exposed to contaminated feed, it is necessary to undertake an exposure assessment regardless of the outcome of the entry assessment.
In anticipation of the revised standards being adopted, WOAH commenced an assessment, primarily on exposure risk, for negligible risk countries that generally relied on entry assessment, such as Australia. This commenced with 18 members in March 2019. 
WOAH’s scrutiny on Australia’s exposure controls was apparent. Australia’s initial information submission in December 2021 was deemed to contain insufficient information, with WOAH noting that Australia did not segregate SRM and enforce dedicated feed production lines or high-pressure rendering. By June 2022 the exposure assessment had been resolved for all but two countries, Australia and New Zealand. Further technical information was requested. Australia’s firm perspective (shared by other countries; now a Quads Alliance position) was that WOAH shouldn’t expect countries to vote on revised BSE standards until Members understood their impacts through WOAH’s assessments.
Confirmation that Australia’s negligible risk status would be maintained under the new standards was only received in October 2022, after scientific input ultimately led to the removal of atypical BSE from the risk assessment process at consultation 6 in September 2022. If this hadn’t been the case, then the impacts on the industry could have been as follows:
	Implications of Outcome 1
	Affected Industry
	Data holder

	Significant loss of market access for live cattle exports
	Live export
	ALEC/LiveCorp

	Significant loss of market access for red meat exports
	Meat processing
	AMIC

	Bovine rendered meals ineligible for export
	Rendering
	ARA

	Major reputational impacts flowing into other commodities and issues
	Multiple
	



Outcome 2
	
Outcome 2
	SRM removal mandated from human and animal export chains

	Duration
	Permanent

	Cause
	Australia not deemed to pass exposure assessment; and
Compliance with proposed trade recommendations

	Reference
	Article 11.4.1 (Atypical BSE added to international standards) 
11.4.14/15 (Negligible risk countries included in trade conditions for commodities with greatest infectivity)


A common international control for BSE is the removal and disposal of ‘SRM[footnoteRef:3]’ during cattle processing. SRM are tissues where the BSE agent concentrates and therefore have the greatest infectivity. This control has never been deemed necessary in Australia given the complete historical absence of the BSE agent.  [3:  SRM is considered distal ileum from cattle of any age; skull, brain, eyes, vertebral column and spinal cord from cattle that were at the time of slaughter over 30 months of age.] 

If WOAH had deemed that Australia did not pass the exposure assessment, the removal of SRMs is the most likely requirement that would have been permanently enforced based on international precedent. Irrespective of the exposure assessment, Australia would have needed to remove SRM to comply with the trade recommendation proposed in Article 11.4.14. Recommendations in relation to the trade of the commodities with the greatest BSE infectivity. These recommendations would have introduced for the first time a restriction on trade from negligible risk countries; that is, a need to remove SRM from cattle born before the period when the risk of the BSE agents being recycled in the cattle population has been demonstrated to be negligible. This period was under active consideration by WOAH. In addition, Australia would not have the ability to identify and process sub-categories of cattle differently.  
Clarity that SRM removal would not be required was achieved:
· After successful engagement led to the removal of atypical BSE from the risk assessment process at consultation 6 in September 2022.
· After advice in October 2022 that Australia’s negligible risk status would be maintained.
· After successful lobbying led to the removal at consultation 5 of any requirement in Article 11.4.14 for SRMs to be removed in negligible risk countries. 
If this hadn’t been the case, then the impacts on the industry would have been as follows:

	Implications of Outcome 2
	Affected Industry
	Data holder

	Cost to remove SRM during processing
	Meat processing
	AMIC

	Cost to dispose of SRM 
	Meat processing
	AMIC

	SRM not available as raw material for rendering
	Rendering
	ARA



Outcome 3
	Outcome 3
	[bookmark: _Hlk172392201]High pressure processing mandated for Australian rendered meals

	Duration
	Permanent

	Cause
	Australia not deemed to pass exposure assessment; and
Compliance with proposed trade recommendations

	Reference
	Article 11.4.1 (Atypical BSE added to international standards)
Article 11.4.13 (Recommendations for importation of bovine-derived protein meal)
Article 11.4.19 (Procedures for reduction of BSE infectivity in bovine protein meal)


Article 11.4.19 provides Procedures for reduction of BSE infectivity in bovine protein meal. This involves processing at 133°C for a minimum of 20 minutes at an absolute pressure of 3 bar. This control has never been deemed necessary in Australia given the complete historical absence of the BSE agent. Only a small number of processors have the necessary infrastructure to meet these specifications, which provides them with access to the European Union market. 
If WOAH had deemed that Australia did not pass the exposure assessment, the high-pressure processing of rendered meals could be a possible condition to this, based on international precedent. Irrespective of the exposure assessment, it is possible that Australia would have needed to undertake high pressure processing of rendered meals to comply with the trade recommendation proposed at Article 11.4.13. Recommendations for importation of bovine-derived protein meal from a country, zone or compartment posing a negligible BSE risk. This article would have required that either the meal is derived from cattle born before the period when the risk of the BSE agents being recycled in the cattle population has been demonstrated to be negligible, or the procedures at Article 11.4.19 are complied with. 
This period was under active consideration by WOAH. In addition, the ability to identify material from sub-categories of cattle is highly problematic in the rendering industry where raw material is consolidated, including from secondary processors such as butchers.  
Clarity that high-pressure rendering would not be required was achieved:
· After scientific input led to the removal of atypical BSE from the risk assessment process at consultation 6 in September 2022.
· After advice in October 2022 that Australia’s negligible risk status would be maintained.
· After advice in June 2023 that WOAH would publish 1999 as the date from which the risk of BSE agents being recycled in the Australian cattle population has been demonstrated to be negligible.
If this hadn’t been the case, then the impacts on the industry would have been as follows:
	Implications of Outcome 3
	Affected Industry
	Data holder

	Majority of Australian export rendering establishments require infrastructure upgrade
	Rendering
	ARA

	Increased energy input cost for processing
	Rendering
	ARA

	Decreased nutritional and financial value of product
	Rendering
	ARA

	Increased worker safety risk
	Rendering
	ARA



Outcome 4
	Outcome 4
	[bookmark: _Hlk174537018]Dedicated feed lines are mandated for the production of ruminant feed

	Duration
	Permanent

	Cause
	Australia not deemed to pass exposure assessment

	Reference
	Article 11.4.1 (Atypical BSE added to international standards) 
Article 1.8.4, Point 2) v. (Exposure assessment details)
Final outcome of BSE status evaluation (Ref: AC/MKP/SB-SD.054). 


A core international control for BSE is the enforcement of a ruminant-to-ruminant feed ban. Additional assurance that ruminant feed does not contain ruminant material can be achieved by establishing dedicated ruminant and non-ruminant production lines in feed mills. This segregation has never been enforced in Australia given robust control and auditing processes and the complete historical absence of the BSE agent. 
At the conclusion of WOAH’s exposure assessment of Australia (October 2022), two recommendations were provided. One of these was:
· Implement dedicated lines in feed mills and further legislate and control on-farm production of rations where the same mixing, handling, or storage equipment could be used for the production of feed.
If atypical BSE had not been removed from the risk assessment process, it is possible that this would have been a condition rather than provided as a recommendation. Impacts on the industry would have been as follows:
	Implications of Outcome 4
	Affected Industry
	Data holder

	Feed mills without dedicated lines would need to install new infrastructure, or elect to produce uniquely ruminant or non-ruminant feed.
	Feed production
	SFMCA

	Additional maintenance and staff costs from running additional production lines.
	Feed production
	SFMCA







[bookmark: _Toc184311747][bookmark: _Toc206083787]Qualitative Analysis
This chapter analyses qualitative data from the lens of established international relations theory. Specifically, that of Fouilleux (2004), Bach (2010), Boswell (2008) and Rivera (2024) which posits that international standard setting bodies access legitimacy and authority through procedural rules, adherence to democratic norms and access to technical expertise. Seven key informants were interviewed. This comprised of employees and former employees of public service institutions and industry. Three participants from the department were interviewed. One participant from the Australian Centre for Disease Preparedness (ACPD) was interviewed. Industry employees and former employees of the World Renderers Organization (WRO; one participant), the ARA (one participant) and the Australian Meat Industry Council (AMIC; one participant) were also interviewed. 
From these interviews it emerged that the Office of the Chief Veterinary Officer (OCVO) was responding to a situation whereby Australia would be adversely impacted by decisions of the WOAH ad hoc working group and that Australia was not in a favourable position with regard to its established alliances and voting blocs. Instead, Australia responded by forming international alliances, collaborating with industry to challenge the scientific basis of the proposed revision of the standard. It advocated for transparent processes within WOAH on BSE standards and status assessments, and leveraged the authority of the WOAH Delegate to raise concerns about the problematic BSE standards. This ultimately led to the withdrawal of the proposal to change the BSE standard in 2022 until revised standards were proposed in 2023. 
[bookmark: _Toc184311748][bookmark: _Toc206083788]Issue emergence: Trade opportunities and atypical BSE
While Australia has maintained a negligible risk status for BSE, other countries have faced onerous production requirements and limited access to premium markets (industry representative, interview, 2024). BSE risk status has been a key determinant of trade opportunities (industry representative, interview, 2024). Due to its negligible risk status, Australia was able to respond to emerging opportunities in the Chinese market (Edwards et al. 2016). European nations—many of which experienced cases of BSE—had more stringent standards of production compared to countries with a negligible BSE status. Some of these countries thought the added regulatory burden was unfair (DAFF employee, interview, 2023). It was this context that Australia’s BSE status was reviewed from 2018 onward. 
When atypical BSE emerged as an issue for consideration, the strength of existing, favourable statuses for classical BSE were diminished. It was feared that atypical BSE was a silent infection that would have a very low chance of being picked up through active or passive surveillance owing to very low incidence rate (industry participant, interview, 2024). Concern over the risks associated with atypical BSE became a leverage point for other countries. Hence, while Australia’s somewhat unique status as BSE negligible brought with it trade and production advantages, it drew criticism from large blocs of OECD nations.  
[bookmark: _Toc206083789]The Animal Health Quadrilateral (Quads) Alliance: Accessing and distributing scientific information
[bookmark: _Hlk203378171]The European Union (EU) was in favour to a change to Chapters 1.8 and 11.4 of WOAH’s Terrestrial Code (‘the standard’) and for it to be pushed through in the original revised form it took in 2018 (DAFF employee, interview with industry representative, 2024). The EU has 26-member countries, creating a powerful voting bloc. The EU countries are often aligned in their voting together with another significant voting bloc, Africa (DAFF employee, interview, 2023). A DAFF employee observed that once the EU adopted regulations, they expected the rest of the world to follow. As one industry representative observed, the CVO “could have screamed until his face turned blue. But if you've got 47 other countries voting [ for the proposed change],then there's very limited things that you can do in that context”. Accessing and distributing scientific data was a key mechanism for influencing WOAH, as this was the key basis for decision making. 
Animal Health Quadrilateral (“Quads”) Alliance was established to strengthen collaboration and influence within WOAH, including in response to the increasing coordination among other country blocs (Kompas and Spring 2016). The Quads Alliance comprises of Australia, Canada, New Zealand, and the United States and, from 2021, the United Kingdom. While some sources describe its formation as a counterbalance (Kompas and Spring 2016), in practice Quads generally works in alignment with other blocs, such as the EU. 
The Quads Alliance is respected for its provision of scientific expertise (DAFF employee, interview, 2023). A DAFF employee stated that even though “we’re only five countries, … that partnership’s helpful because across five countries, we’re able to access several regions. So Australia, New Zealand, the Asia Pacific region, the UK for the European region and also US and Canada for the Americas”. As such the Quads Alliance provides an opportunity to advocate for the scientific and voting positions in key regions. On the other hand, another DAFF employee believed that the Quads Alliance did not have a great deal of influence in the case of BSE standard revision, due to it being a small group with limited votes. Only New Zealand and Australia would be impacted by the proposed changes to the BSE standards, as the other countries already had quite conservative BSE processes, with high levels of regulatory oversight (DAFF employee, interview, 2023).
Australia relied on its relationship with New Zealand, one of the few other countries to be affected by the possible change to its existing negligible risk status under the new standard. A DAFF employee (interview, 2023) said “the first alarm bell was New Zealand getting in touch and saying, ‘if you read the most recent draft of this standard, we think it’s really problematic and that's when we had a closer look’. This information allowed Australia to move more quickly than it would have otherwise been able to do. New Zealand was aligned with Australia to reject proposals to changes to the BSE standard and to share dossiers and other information with each other (DAFF employee, interview 2023).
A representative of industry (interview, 2024) was disappointed in the progress of the BSE standards without DAFF being able to address the issue. This representative added that “You're almost having to foresight at what it's going to be like in the next 2 to 3 years, and how those standards are going to evolve. So one word change now might have significant implications for what happens 3 years down the track. So it's very hard, I think, to be able to foresight that”. In addition to strategic alliances with New Zealand and other members of the Quads Alliance, collaboration with industry also strengthened Australia’s capacity to respond to the threat of a change to the BSE standard. 
[bookmark: _Toc184311750][bookmark: _Toc206083790]4.3	Australia’s response: OCVO engagement with industry in the advocacy of scientific evidence
Australia has a strong history of collaborating with industry on issues of shared importance, such as biosecurity. The OCVO collaborated widely to develop a response to the threat of a change to the BSE standard. The OCVO (n.d. p. 3) stated that “to develop all technical submissions to WOAH, OCVO consulted with a wide range of stakeholders, including jurisdictional governments, FSANZ (Food Standards Australia and New Zealand), Animal Health Australia (AHA), relevant industry representatives and extensively within the department, including on trade with Exports and Veterinary Services Division and Biosecurity Animal Division”. 
The OCVO coordinated its advocacy with that of the Australian meat and rendering industries. These industries had advocated for the OCVO to move quickly and respond to their questions about the implications of a change to Australia’s BSE status once the impacts became clear (DAFF employee, interview with industry representative, 2024). One industry representative observed (interview, 2024) that Australia’s BSE status has “been one of the critical planks for market access. So anything, whenever we talk about BSE. It instantly draws the industry's attention to it”. An industry representative (interview, 2024) stated that “it was quite a complex and nuanced issue. It really took work to describe it and pick it up”. They further commented “it would essentially stop the international trade of processed cattle”. This was because it would have created two classes of cattle and it would be impossible to tell what classifications of cattle [were] in the pool of rendered product. 
The OCVO consulted with peak bodies such as Meat and Livestock Australia and the ARA (DAFF employee, interview with industry representative, 2024). An industry representative said that interaction between the OCVO and industry was important for bringing to light that this was going to be a “critical conversation” and the “complexity with any of these standards changes is to understand what the flow on implications are going to be. Often the standards, you know, might just be a couple of words kind of being tweaked, but then have quite significant flow on implications”. Consultation took place through information dissemination and stakeholder group meetings. An industry representative (interview, 2024) said that their organisation had significant input into the draft submissions from DAFF. They further commented that:
“Two things gave me great comfort. One, that the issue had been tabled for everyone to see at the meeting, because the chapters in question were all mentioned, questions were allowed. And (two, that) there [were] clear points of reference of the people…who are looking after the subject… I thought it worked quite well.”
This representative of industry commented that “the relationship with ARA and DAFF was mature, it was ingrained… there was no knowledge vacuum”. As OCVO staff had toured rendering plants and attended ARA meetings they had a strong knowledge of the industry and the impacts a change in the standard would have (industry representative, interview, 2024).  
[bookmark: _Hlk175827372]The OCVO worked with the ARA and other stakeholders to define the issue and present counter arguments to the recommendations to revise the BSE standard. The key argument presented was that the decision to review the standard was not based on sound scientific evidence. The Terrestrial Animal Health Standards Commission had revised the BSE standard with input from the SCAD and a specially formed ad hoc group of BSE experts. It was informed by research (Huor et al., 2019) whose results were unlikely to be replicated in a real-world setting (WOAH, 2021). The OCVO argued that existing feed bans had been effective in largely eradicating classical BSE across the globe. It was important that atypical BSE be recognised as a random event rather than a progression of, or related to, classical BSE. One representative of industry (interview, 2024) said “a lot of the detailed submission sort of went to try and debunk that but it takes a lot of energy and resources, etc”. One industry representative said (interview, 2024) “the OCVO played a significant role in that coordination piece and that representation piece, because it comes down to very technical arguments, and so they needed to be spot on in order for them to then, you know, to be able to make those representations at the international level”. The OCVO (n.d. p. 2) said that “Australia’s strong view is that there is no scientific basis for the application of these measures, and we would strongly reject such requirements based on a lack of scientific justification, significantly increased costs within the beef production supply and processing chain and increased waste during processing”. Furthermore, the Australian Delegate said:
“Given the power of such determinations to affect countries’ animal health status and trade opportunities, it is of the utmost importance that the most rigorous, science-based and transparent approach to Code revisions is taken. However, the determination by the ad hoc group on BSE risk assessment that the oral amplification of atypical BSE poses an unacceptable risk appears to have been justified by extremely limited and artificial laboratory studies.”
To one industry representative’s (interview, 2024) mind, the representation of renderers’ interests by the Australian Delegate to WOAH was “perfect”.
An industry representative (interview, 2024) described the advocacy process to provide input into the standard as a “pressure cooker environment” because the timeframes to respond to WOAH were very short. It was particularly difficult to develop a strong, technical argument due to the loss of corporate BSE knowledge in DAFF (industry representative, interview, 2024). A DAFF employee said it was difficult to access data and a lengthy process to consult effectively with industry. 
That industry and the OCVO shared resources and data was key to making strong submissions that could challenge the scientific basis of the decision to review the standard. A DAFF employee (interview, 2024) said that the OCVO’s “position wouldn’t have been as strong or scientifically based if we didn’t have that information from the WRO”. 
The OCVO worked strategically with the WRO. This relationship was facilitated by the ARA who would relay information to the WRO the so that they could take an aligned position (industry representative, interview, 2024). Australia benefited from the WRO’s advocacy of this position internationally. For example, the WRO and the ARA presented an explanatory paper to WOAH that was distributed to New Zealand, Canada, Brazil and some European countries (industry representative, interview, 2024). WRO’s involvement was limited by not having a vote in WOAH’s decision making forums, and as a result they were reliant on their members to provide input to their governments who did have a vote (industry representative, interview, 2024). As such, WRO also benefited from its alliance with Australia. 
[bookmark: _Toc184311751][bookmark: _Toc206083791]4.4	Advocacy of scientific evidence: The Australian representative on SCAD 
While acting as an independent expert per their membership within SCAD, an employee of the ACDP also suggested a reassessment by WOAH of its scientific position of the perceived risks of atypical BSE. The ACDP is a respected reference centre for WOAH that provides scientific information and consultation to inform policy (ACDP employee, interview, 2024). As a member of SCAD, this ACDP employee (interview, 2024) was successful in arguing that classical BSE should be differentiated from atypical BSE, and that atypical BSE should be delisted as a notifiable disease. This case was then successfully made to the Terrestrial Animal Health Standards Commission who were meeting the same week as WOAH General Session in Paris in 2022. Part of their argument was that “in the 20 or 30 years that we had known about atypical BSE there had never been a natural, a case of natural [sic] transmission of atypical BSE, from one animal to the other”. They said “my argument was quite simply, if a disease is not transmissible, why is it being listed as a [WOAH notifiable] disease?” This ACDP employee (interview, 2024) worked to reassure WOAH that not listing the disease would not increase the risk of atypical BSE. This ACDP employee’s position supported that of the OCVO and WRO which was that the scientific basis for challenging the standard as not sound (ACDP employee, interview, 2024). They said that the finding from the one study on atypical BSE in a laboratory study justified monitoring, but not listing, the disease. If atypical BSE was a listed disease, countries would have to report it within [24 hours] (ACDP employee, interview, 2024). They said that countries were struggling with reporting requirements, which in this case may lead to “either suppression of results, suppression of findings [or] poor surveillance”. Due to the independence and confidentiality requirements, the OCVO did not benefit from the membership or coordinate positions with the Australian expert on SCAD in this instance (ACDP employee, interview, 2024; DAFF employee, interview, 2024). However, both were aligned in that the scientific basis used to justify a change in the standards was not sound. 
[bookmark: _Toc206083792][bookmark: _Toc184311752]4.5 The Australian response: The benefits of close engagement with WOAH’ 
The CVO had credibility and strong engagement with WOAH as the President of WOAH, including with the Director-General Monique Eloit (2015-2024) (DAFF employee, interview, 2023). Australia’s CVO had been on the Council of WOAH from 2012-2024 and had meetings with the Director-General three times a year, with additional opportunities for input (DAFF employee, interview, 2023). The Australian Delegate wrote to WOAH in August 2022 to state that Australia fundamentally disagreed with the scientific basis for the recommendations of the ad hoc group on BSE. Australia would have to reassess its engagement with the organisation if it deemed that WOAH processes were contrary to best-practice science. When Eloit had her first official visit to Australia as Director General of WOAH, the BSE standards were expected to be a key issue for the Australian Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (DAFF employee, interview, 2023). The OCVO (n.d.) also noted that the draft standard lacked scientific justification and therefore the commercial impost on Australia would be unreasonable. The OCVO (n.d. p. 1) argued “the annual value of exports supported by Australia’s negligible BSE risk status is more than $13 billion”. A DAFF employee (interview, 2023) observed that Director-General Eliot, could see that there were significant commercial consequences of implementing the draft standard.
Additionally, as the Australian Delegate to WOAH, had a seat on the WOAH Bureau of the Regional Commission for Asia and the Pacific – the region’s leadership group. An ACDP employee (interview, 2024) reflected that the role of the Australian Delegate was “absolutely critical” in advocating for a change to the problematic BSE standard, as they were “highly influential and high profile”. An industry representative (interview, 2024) commented that the Australian Delegate to WOAH was “so brilliant. WOAH will miss his contribution because he is truly remarkable”. Another industry representative (interview, 2024) said that the Delegate has “had an intimate knowledge of the trade protocols and certification requirements, and the implications for industry”. This allowed Australia greater insight into deliberations within WOAH (DAFF employee, interview, 2023). Eloit shared the Australian Delegate’s consultative partnership approach to governance and a shared respect for member input and transparency (DAFF employee, interview, 2023). A DAFF employee (interview, 2023) said that “From WOAH’s perspective a lot of [the Australian Delegate’s] respect comes from following the rules”. Reflections from an ACDP employee (interview, 2024) supported this: “I’m very pleased to say that, you know it wasn't motivated by any communication that I’d had with the Australian Government. It was purely my position as an expert scientist on the Scientific Commission”. 
Australia was also very active in providing feedback into chapters (DAFF employee, interview, 2023). A DAFF employee (interview, 2023) commented that “A lot of our feedback came from half yearly conversation cycles. Which is the standard mechanisms and quite a valuable one, [as] WOAH considers them.” Another DAFF employee (interview, 2023) said “Our contribution was science-based, rational, evidenced-based, thought through. We actively participated through written comments and verbal participation”. WOAH has also noted that there is a recognised and important non-quantifiable contribution from Australia, such as input in different WOAH institutions, provision of secondees, and a wide variety of active contribution to the organisation (World Fund Advisory Committee 2024). 
The Australian Delegate to WOAH also made the argument to WOAH that the process was not sufficient such asking Members to vote on the draft BSE standards prior to understanding their implications based on WOAH’s assessment (A DAFF employee, interview, 2024). The OCVO and industry, such as the Australian Meat Industry Council, the ARA and the Stock Feed Manufacturers’ Council of Australia representatives in the rendering industry, were dissatisfied by WOAH’s process of consultation and felt it fell short of due process standards (OCVO ND). A DAFF employee (interview, 2024) reflected “that was one of the stronger arguments, because just has such a strong kind of principle basis that thinking anything in life, you shouldn't be asked to vote on something if you don’t understand what the implications are”.
[bookmark: _Toc184311753][bookmark: _Toc206083793]4.6 Impacts of Australian representation: Factors leading to the withdrawal of the proposed standard
Australia’s capacity to influence WOAH was strengthened by its reputation of bringing reliable data (industry representative, interview, 2024), the advocacy of the Australian Delegate to WOAH through their leadership roles and its collaboration with industry. Australia argued that the draft standards should not be adopted because it was not based on rigorous scientific evidence, there was insufficient transparency in the standard setting process, and that it would have a significant impact on trade.
Prior to the session where standards were voted on in 2022, the President of the Terrestrial Animal Health Code Commission withdrew the item from adoption. This was because there was uncertainty about whether there would be consensus (DAFF employee, interview, 2023; industry representative, interview, 2024), that they could not see a way forward (DAFF employee, interview, 2023) and that there would have been a significant number of countries that would have been put off-side (DAFF employee, interview, 2023; DAFF employee, interview with industry representative, 2024). This could create reputational risk to WOAH and damage its legitimacy (DAFF employee, interview, 2023).


[bookmark: _Toc184311755][bookmark: _Toc206083794]Quantitative analysis of avoided outcomes
[bookmark: _Hlk185254374]The revised BSE chapters were adopted in May 2023. While significant changes were introduced, most notably in the trade recommendations and criteria for achieving official status, Australia ultimately maintained its official risk status of ‘negligible’. However, there was a possibility that negative determinations on Australia’s BSE control systems would occur, at a significant cost to the Australian beef industry. These negative determinations were discussed in Chapter 3 and were based on specific WOAH articles that were considered during the standard revision process. The four plausible negative outcomes are summarised as: 
1. Loss of negligible risk status
2. SRM removal mandated from human and animal export chains
3. High pressure production mandated for Australian rendered meals
4. Dedicated feed lines are mandated for the production of ruminant feed
Fortunately for Australia, and because of the engagement with the WOAH (See Section 4), these four negative outcomes were avoided. 
A counterfactual approach is used to analyse the impacts of the potential negative outcomes. Each was evaluated in terms of costs and benefits. The monetary value of the avoided impacts represents the benefit of engagement in ISS related to BSE. The costs of international engagement in the BSE standard setting process include annual WOAH membership fees, and voluntary contributions to WOAH, annual salaries of DAFF staff and DAFF travel costs. 
It is important to acknowledge that developing counterfactual scenarios inherently involves uncertainty—while the actual proposed changes to the BSE standards, Australia’s documented engagement, and the successful outcome for Australia are known facts, the precise pathways and specific impacts of these four plausible negative outcomes, had they occurred, required estimation. For each outcome, we estimated the economic consequences (e.g., market access restrictions, additional processing costs, and changes in trade volumes) based on historical trade data, and consultation with relevant government and industry bodies. While our financial analysis is intentionally simple and does not involve complex general or partial equilibrium trade modelling, our approach to constructing and evaluating counterfactual scenarios is grounded in the literature (e.g. Nordblom 2003, Spring et al. 2023). 
In calculating the direct costs and benefits of ISS for each of the outcomes, it was necessary to make a range of assumptions around the data used in estimating the avoided outcomes (Section 5.1). The methodology used in the analysis (Appendix A) adapts the framework of Probs et al. (2013) who calculate the direct costs of BSE control measures in Germany. Results are given in Section 5.2.


[bookmark: _Toc205981430][bookmark: _Toc206083795][bookmark: _Toc184311756]Assumptions and data 
Costs of engagement
Engagement in ISS in any given year involves two consultation cycles on draft international standards conducted by WOAH, voting on standards at the General Session, and participation in other WOAH forums (e.g. Regional Commission meetings) to share positions. Australia’s position on all terrestrial animal health standards is coordinated by the Australian Government. While there was extensive focus by Australia on the proposed BSE standards between 2019 to 2023, this constituted one matter in a broader range of animal health standards out for consultation. Therefore, analysis of resources dedicated to BSE standards and status assessment was not deemed necessary and would require significant effort. 
The annual costs of engagement in ISS will include the following:
· Australia’s statutory contributions as a Member of WOAH.
· Travel for an Australian delegation to attend the annual General Session of WOAH.
· Australia’s annual voluntary contributions (from DAFF and DFAT; in the form of multi-year agreements) to WOAH’s World Fund; indexed for inflation and averaged over 2019-2023. 
· DAFF salary costs associated with BSE-related work.
The cost of DAFF staff to travel overseas to attend the General Session of WOAH meeting are included in cost calculations. In recent years due to COVID and budget limitations, this has involved around three staff travelling to Paris for a week each year. 
Salary costs for DAFF staff have been included in the analysis using the best available estimates. However, there are several limitations to the accuracy of these figures. Staff did not consistently record the time spent on BSE-related activities, and their involvement varied in intensity over the 2019–2023 period. Involvement was often concentrated around specific milestones—such as WOAH standard consultation periods and preparations for General Sessions—rather than being continuous. In many cases, BSE work was undertaken alongside other responsibilities, making it difficult to isolate relevant effort. As a result, the salary estimates rely on retrospective judgements provided by staff and managers and should be interpreted as indicative rather than precise.
Australia makes substantial annual voluntary contributions to WOAH. This investment has helped fund WOAH’s activities both at headquarter and regional levels (e.g. on aquatic animal health, strengthening organisational governance). It is important to note that WOAH’s regional offices are heavily reliant on voluntary contributions which funded 73% of their budget in 2024 (WOAH Financial Report, 2024). There is also a recognised and important non-quantifiable contribution from Australia, such as input in different WOAH institutions, provision of secondees, and a wide variety of active contribution to the organisation.
Data for use in calculating the cost of engagement is given in Table 2. Average annual costs of engagement are calculated as approximately $3.22 million (See also Appendix A).[bookmark: _Toc206083803]Table 2. Data and data sources used to calculate costs and benefits of ISS
Parameter/Variable
Notation
Value AUD^
Data sources and notes
Costs of engagement in BSE ISS



Annual cost of WOAH membership
Mem
$426,423
Australia pays annual membership fees (statutory contributions) as a Category 1 country. The average of Category 1 fees for 2019-2023 were taken from annual WOAH documents detailing Financial contributions from WOAH Members for 2024; AUD/€=1.63
Annual Australian voluntary contributions to WOAH
Dn
$3,089,542
World Fund Advisory Committee of WOAH; average 2019-2024; EUR=1.63AUD
Annual Travel costs
Tr
$85,344
Three staff per year; DAFF OCVO
Annual DAFF salary costs
Sal
$415,343
Three staff: Director, EL1, and APS6
TOTAL

$4,016,472

^ All values have been adjusted to real 2023-2024 AUD using CPI-based inflation indices derived from ABS annual inflation rates (2019–2024) https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/economy/price-indexes-and-inflation/consumer-price-index-australia

Avoided outcome 1—Loss of negligible risk status
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]Trading partner reactions to a downgrade in official WOAH status cannot be fully anticipated and bilateral negotiations may mitigate some impact on exports. However, based on existing certification/protocol requirements it is reasonable to expect disruptions to all premium markets. As such, this analysis assumes immediate cessation of all exports of live cattle, red meat, and bovine rendered meals to Australia’s current premium markets. In the immediate term, a portion of the previously exported product is likely to be absorbed by the domestic market, with prices received by producers falling due to greater supply. In the short term it is likely that a portion of the previously exported products would also be redirected to lower value export markets. It is also possible that loss of status would result in reputational damage to Australia which may have indirect effects on Australia’s trading relationships across other commodities. 
Exports of live cattle, red meat and rendered meals to premium markets are likely to restart once negligible risk status is regained and, in the case of rendered meals, once processes allow production of meals that do not contain any SRM and market access arrangements have been discussed with importing countries. 
Regaining trade at pre-cessation levels, however, is unlikely in the short and medium term. This is due to attitudes of importing countries to Australian products, competition from other exporting countries, changes to Australian domestic production in response to lower prices from larger supply on the domestic market (e.g. see Buetre et al. 2013). 
Australia avoided a loss in export volumes because it avoided losing official BSE negligible status and therefore access to overseas markets The calculation of avoided damages from loss of negligible risk status in the current study is based only on the value of lost exports from premium export markets in the 12-month period following the ban, even though losses would continue to flow for many more years. 
Additional modelling would be required to understand likely longer-term global and domestic changes to supply and demand for Australian live cattle, red meat and rendered meals, and thus the value of exports in the years following the loss of status. This modelling could be undertaken using a model such as GTAP (Global Trade Analysis Project) an economy-wide computable general equilibrium model of world trade specified at an aggregate product level (Hertel, 1997; Tsigas et al. 2008; Peterson et al. 2017). 
Sophisticated trade modelling was not undertaken, nor required, in this project. Rather, we made a series of assumptions around prices and volumes. It was assumed that all previously exported product would be consumed in the domestic market, and producers would receive a significant price discount compared with the export price. For the purposes of the simple financial analysis we use the average cattle saleyard prices in 2023-24 which were 466c per kg carcase weight (ABARES 2024) and applied this to the volume of beef and veal exported in that year. 
In addition, only impacts in the year following the standard change were considered, when in reality the impacts would continue for an undetermined period. Impacts on other domestic livestock industries, particularly those producing goods that are substitutes in consumption (pork, poultry, lamb) are also anticipated but are not considered here. We acknowledge that these assumptions have limited the accuracy of the financial analysis reported in this document.
Assumptions around the calculation of avoided impacts from loss of negligible risk status are as follows: 
· Exports of live cattle, red meat and bovine rendered meals immediately cease to all current export markets.
· Export quantities and values for 2023-2024 are used in loss calculations for exports.
· The 2023-24 average domestic saleyard price is used to calculate the value producers receive from domestic sales of product that otherwise would have been exported
· The goods produced from cattle production that would be absorbed by the domestic market are not considered
· Gains to domestic consumers from lower beef prices are not considered.
· Reputational damage to other Australian agricultural products is not considered.
Data and data sources used in calculating the avoided impacts of outcome 1 are given in Table 3.
[bookmark: _Toc206083804]Table 3. Data and data sources used to calculate potential adverse outcomes of BSE changes
Parameter/Variable
Notation
Value
Data sources and notes
1. Loss of negligible risk status



Value of live cattle exports, AUD m
LC
869.8
ABS, ABARES; 2023-24;
Value of beef and veal exports, AUD m
M
12,407.8
ABS, ABARES; 2023-24;
Value of bovine rendered meals, AUD m
BR
1,556.0
ABS, ABARES; 2023-24;
Other
Oth
1,233.5
ABS, ABARES; 2023-24; includes hides and skins, meals, animal oils and fats
Domestic price of beef (AUD/kg carcase weight
PD
4.66
ABARES 2024; data for 2023-24
Volume of beef exports absorbed by the domestic market (m kg)
VD
1,080
ABARES 2024; data for 2023
2. SRM removal from human and animal export chains

Number of abattoirs affected (no.)
NR
70
ARA
Additional FTE involved in safe handling of SRM
FTESRM
1
estimate
Annual salary of additional FTE (AUD)
CFTESRM
70,000
estimate
Number of animals processed (head)
NA
7,600,000 
MLA, ABS
SRM per animal lost to rendering (kg dry weight)
SRMA
2.8
ARA 
Price of rendered material (AUD/kg dry weight)
PSRM
0.54
ARA
3. High pressure processing for rendered meals


Number of abattoirs requiring upgrade (no.)
NR
70
ARA; 
Cost of high-pressure cleaning upgrade (AUD)
CUHPP
2,000,000
ARA; a base estimate, Could be > $5m depending on the upgrades required
4. Dedicated feed lines for production of ruminant feed

Cost of installing a production line (AUD m)
CUPL
75
SFMCA
Total number of feed mills
NM
195
SFMCA;
Proportion of mills installing new lines
prop
0.3
estimate
Additional FTE required to manage additional line (no. per feed mill)
FTESF
2
SFMCA; could be up to 3 FTE
Annual salary per FTE (AUD)
CFTESF
70,000
SFMCA
Cost of storage silo (AUD)
CS
100,000
SFMCA


Avoided outcome 2—SRM removal from human and animal export chains
While abattoir processes already remove SRM, under this scenario additional labour would be required at each facility to ensure safe handling of the material. Further, SRM would not be available as a raw material for rendering (at a loss to abattoirs) and on-selling to pet- and stock-feed manufacturers (a loss to renderers). These changes to disposal of SRM would be permanent.
The calculation of avoided damages under this outcome is based on the following assumptions:
· Abattoir processes already remove SRM and keep it separate, but there would be additional labour costs involved at each facility to ensure safe handling of the material.
· Disposal of SRM involves deep burial, at the time of writing these costs were not available.
· The cost of transporting the material to the deep burial site is not included.
· Abattoirs lose revenue from the inability to sell SRM to rendering plants.
· Prices of inputs and outputs for 2023-24 are used in the analysis.
Data and data sources used in calculating the avoided impacts of outcome 2 are given in Table 3.
Avoided outcome 3—High pressure production mandated for Australian rendered meals
Under this outcome the high-pressure processing of rendered meals would be permanently enforced. Rendering facilities would be required to upgrade infrastructure, resulting in increased energy costs for rendering. In addition, there would be increased risks to worker safety. Australia avoided a loss in export competitiveness that would have resulted from introducing treatment requirements for rendered goods at time and temperature parameters beyond the capability of most commercial establishments.
The calculation of avoided damages under this outcome is undertaken based on the following assumptions:
· The costs of upgrading facilities is the same for all facilities.
· The number of rendering facilities remains unchanged.
· Increased energy costs are unclear, but could be around 20% depending on the energy source, but these costs are not included in the analysis.
· It is unclear whether there is increased risk to workers’ safety, and so this potential negative impact is not included in the calculations.
Data and data sources used in calculating the avoided impacts of outcome 3 are given in Table 3.


Avoided outcome 4—Dedicated feed lines are mandated for the production of ruminant feed
Under this outcome, feed mills without dedicated production lines would need to install new mills, at significant expense, or elect to produce uniquely ruminant or non-ruminant feed. Additional maintenance and staff costs would be accrued from running extra production lines, and additional silos would be required to store RAM. To avoid the costs of installing new mills, a company may specialise in RAM production and offer private label services to non-RAM producers, and vice versa. It is unclear how widespread this practice would be. RAM and non-RAM material would need to be transported separately, adding additional costs. 
The calculation of avoided damages under this outcome is undertaken based on the following assumptions:
· The costs of upgrading facilities is the same for all facilities
· The number of FeedSafe® certified facilities (members of the SFMCA) remains unchanged
· Ten percent of the FeedSafe® certified mills elect to install a new line for RAM material and the same number install an additional silo for storage of RAM
· Maintenance costs of the additional production line are not included in the calculations
· Additional transport costs are not included in calculations.
Data and data sources used in calculating the avoided impacts of outcome 4 are given in Table 3.
[bookmark: _Toc206083796]Results
The simple evaluation presented below compares the annual cost of engagement with the value of the avoided negative outcomes for a single year following loss of negligible risk status for BSE (Scenario 1) and for all scenarios combined. While the largest losses would likely accrue in the first year after implementation of the changed standards, it is important to note that large negative impacts would continue for many years into the future, particularly as a result of losing negligible risk status. 
There is a massive return on investment in ISS in the case of BSE standards (Table 4). This is unsurprising, considering the significant value of Australian beef, rendering and feed manufacturing exports. Given the assumptions outlined for calculating losses, every dollar invested in ISS in 2023-24 effectively returned $2.7 billion under Scenario 1, and around $3.2 billion when all negative outcomes were combined. These losses are for the single year following the loss of status, and in that respect, they are likely to be an understatement. 
It is important to note that the ROI calculations listed in Table 4 involved making several bold assumptions, including those made about the price and quantity of previously exported product consumed in  the domestic market. Increased consumption of beef by domestic consumers is likely to have flow-on negative impacts on consumption of other types of meat such as pork, lamb and chicken, and these flow-on impacts are not included. Furthermore, absorption of live cattle exports and rendered products into the domestic market were not considered. Estimates of the value of staff time involved in working on BSE issues are likely to be overestimates given staff are often working on multiple issues.
[bookmark: _Toc206083805]Table 4. Value of ISS in BSE (AUD)
	Scenario
	AUD m^

	Avoided loss:
	

	1. Loss of negligible risk status
	11,310.03

	2. SRM removal from human and animal export chains
	19.04

	3. High-pressure processing for rendered meals
	143.50

	4. Dedicated feed lines for production of ruminant feed
	1503.86

	Combined value of avoided outcomes (Yr1)
	12,976.43

	Annual Cost of ISS:
	4.12

	ROI Scenario 1
	2,747:1

	ROI Combined scenarios
	3,152:1


^ All values have been adjusted to real 2023-2024 AUD using CPI-based inflation indices derived from ABS annual inflation rates (2019–2024) https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/economy/price-indexes-and-inflation/consumer-price-index-australia 


[bookmark: _Toc184311759][bookmark: _Toc206083797]Conclusion and recommendations 
Engagement in ISS by the department is a critical component of Australia’s biosecurity system. Australia currently spends around AUD 4.1 million each year on engagement with WOAH, of which AUD 3.1 million is in the form of voluntary contributions. The value of this engagement is not always obvious, particularly in the area of biosecurity and disease prevention, where the effects of decisions made upstream may not be apparent to producers and stakeholders. CEBRA Project 23B explored the value of the investment in ISS using recent engagement in WOAH’s BSE standards revision as a case study. We acknowledge that the BSE case study provides a very unique and critical situation. Other scenarios are unlikely to have potential for impact as large as those reported here. 
During the 2018-2023 BSE standard revision process there was real potential for loss of Australia’s official risk status of ‘negligible’, putting more than AUD 16 billion of export income per year at risk. The Australian government’s funding of its engagement in WOAH enabled its scientific positions and those of other countries to be robustly represented in the development of WOAH’s BSE standards. Australia ultimately maintained its official negligible risk status. The alternative would have had a significant impact on Australia’s meat and rendering industries, both in terms of production practices and access to markets. 
The damage avoided is conservatively estimated to be in the billions of dollars and depends on how much of the product could be absorbed by the domestic market and how quickly export markets are regained. Modelling of the latter was not undertaken, and the analysis described in this report only details losses in the first year after the change in standard. 
[bookmark: _Toc206083798][bookmark: _Toc184311760]Key findings
1. WOAH’s democratic processes are effective in development of science-based standards to reduce sanitary risks while minimising undue barriers to trade.
WOAH’s various Member-led mechanisms, including repeated consultation on standards prior to being presented for adoption, regional fora, and the General Session, allows all Members to represent their perspectives based on available science and knowledge of diverse production systems. Despite divergent interpretations of the scientific evidence, WOAH was receptive to feedback from Members across its various decision-making points on the risks of atypical BSE. Its approach reflected commitment to the stated principles of transparency, international solidarity, and consensus.
2. Australia’s engagement on BSE standard revision process was effective.
The Australian Government’s funding of its engagement with WOAH enabled it to deliver science-based positions, international partnerships, and research and industry collaboration necessary to prevent a revision to WOAH’s BSE standards that would have been highly unfavourable to Australia’s agriculture trade and production practices. 
3. The return on investment in engagement for BSE standard setting is significant and represents good value for money.
Between 2019 and 2024, Australia invested around $4.1 million dollars annually on engagement with WOAH, including for BSE. In the case of BSE engagement, the avoided negative impacts are orders of magnitude higher than the cost of engagement—in the billions of dollars—given the significance of the Australian beef, rendering and feed manufacturing sectors. The investment in engagement for BSE therefore represents excellent value for the taxpayers who ultimately fund the engagement. 
4. In-person attendance at WOAH meetings is critical to achieving outcomes.
The annual WOAH General Session is held in Paris with up to 183 Members in attendance. WOAH Delegates must attend to represent their respective nations; by speaking, lodging interventions, and voting. Significant advocacy for positions on international standards happens at the General Session and the other important meetings held in the preceding weeks.
5. National coordination functions for multilateral engagement, provided by the department, is a critical asset for Australian agriculture.
The department’s Office of the Chief Veterinary Officer (OCVO) is responsible for Australia’s strategy and engagement on WOAH matters. An office with central responsibility allowed Australia to coordinate its input into the BSE standards revision and WOAH’s process of assessing Members’ BSE status.
6. Public private partnerships are key to effective multilateral engagement.
The Australian Government worked with industry across the BSE standards revision process and WOAH’s assessment of Australia’s risk status. This collaboration helped inform Australia’s positions and the Australian Government’s representation of Australian interests.
7. Australia’s leadership within its region is important.
Australia’s leadership within its 32-member Regional Commission is crucial for generating mutual benefits around ISS and to strengthen the representation of Australia’s interests within WOAH, particularly in the face of global trading blocs which vote in unison.
8. Relationships with like-minded partners are important.
The Animal Health Quadrilateral (Quads) Alliance consists of Australia, Canada, New Zealand, the United Kingdom, and the United States of America. Coordination with groups of influential, like-minded countries allowed for the sharing of scientific expertise, joint statements against the problematic standard setting and status assessment process for BSE at the time, and collaboration withother regions. Australia and New Zealand’s longstanding and collaborative relationship saw shared positions in relation to ISS. As such, New Zealand was able to share timely information with Australia on the likely impacts of a change to BSE standards.
9. Australia’s influence in ISS is likely to be effective beyond BSE.
The annual investment of approximately $4.1 million represents the cost of engagement by Australia on ISS across a range of animal diseases of significance to the domestic economy and those of its neighbours. This investment supports Australia’s standing within WOAH by attending its forums and embedding Australians in technical and governance groups and leadership positions. This allows Australia to ensure its perspectives are represented in steering scientific/technical discussions and that it maintains expertise and understanding of WOAH processes enabling effective contribution to ISS. 
[bookmark: _Toc206083799]Recommendations 
The value of engagement in WOAH’s ISS to Australia is not limited just to BSE. Additional to providing science-based comments with strong rationales, Australia must place itself in leadership and technical positions to gain foresight of important standards and ensure our perspectives are considered. As each WOAH Member holds a single vote on whether to adopt proposed standards,  Australia must form collaborations and joint strategies with like-minded countries to seek broad support for our interests. While the BSE standard revision process may be a unique context, it has allowed the department to learn important lessons for future engagement in ISS and to build institutional knowledge of BSE and WOAH processes. Given learnings from the BSE case study, we recommend: 
1. The department, industry and Government more broadly, recognises investment in ISS far outweighs the costs.
Via a basic financial analysis of the BSE standard setting process we have shown the financial costs of investment in multilateral engagement via the international standard setting process is far outweighed by the potential returns from this process.
The department recognises the potential significant impacts of international standards downstream.
WOAH is the intergovernmental organisation responsible for standard-setting on animal health and zoonoses to facilitate safe trade in animals and animal products. Members of the World Trade Organization (WTO) under their Sanitary and Phytosanitary agreement are obliged to adopt these WOAH standards. The adoption of unfavourable BSE standards or other important standards could have severe consequences to Australia’s biosecurity and market access.
The importance of ISS be elevated within Australia, and greater staffing allocation and mobility is facilitated to fulfil capacity needs.
WOAH’s increasingly expanding remit from its original mandate of animal disease transparency and international standards has widened the expertise needed by Members to engage on its activities. The volume of WOAH’s international standards is also increasing. Australia will need ensure sufficient staff and resources are allocated to effectively manage ongoing activities with WOAH, and collaboration internally and across Australian Government is supported to address multilateral issues of significance.
The department increases its engagement and investment in ISS.
Maintaining the level of annual investment in real terms will aid in preserving Australia’s representation within WOAH. The BSE standards revision has however demonstrated the need to elevate the investment to allow for increased engagement with multilateral issues, particularly in international standards. Australia is not as well-resourced as larger economies or blocs such as the European Union. Instead, Australia should seek strategic investments, such as via technical committees, international partnerships, or regional leadership positions.
The department continues to seek ways to increase Australia’s leadership within WOAH, particularly in areas affecting the global framework for agricultural trade.
The foresight and ability to provide science-based advice to WOAH through Specialist Commission members has been demonstrated by the events leading to WOAH’s final determination of the role of atypical BSE in its international standards. Australia should coordinate with like-minded partners to maximise membership to Specialist Commissions for itself and its alliances. Australia should also ensure succession planning for its representatives and experts to maintain effective engagement in WOAH activities. 
Australia increases its collaboration within the WOAH Asia Pacific region.
While the veto from one WOAH Member precluded Australia from putting forward a regional position opposing the 2022 iteration of the draft BSE standards, this effort demonstrated the potential voting influence of the Asia Pacific’s 32 Members. Development of Australia’s regional collaboration through financial support for various animal health and capacity building projects, and seeking leadership positions within its structure would better position Australia to represent any joint Asia Pacific interests within WOAH’s agendas. 
Australia’s expand its bilateral relationships on WOAH matters.
Australia should develop intelligence on the WOAH positions of other Members and expand its relationship through direct bilateral engagement where possible. New engagement with various Members of the Asia Pacific, for example, occurred during the work on new BSE standards. 
Other engagement scenarios are explored in other sectors.
Other ISS organisations may possess comparable governance frameworks and processes to WOAH. These recommendations should be considered where applicable, to particularly WTO’s ‘Three Sisters’ organisations – WOAH, the IPPC, and Codex Alimentarius. Vice versa, learnings from engagement with other ISS organisations should be considered for our strategy with WOAH.
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[bookmark: _Toc206083806]Table 5. Variables, parameters and formulas used to calculate costs of engagement in ISS
	Parameter/Variable
	Notation
	Calculation

	Annual cost of WOAH membership ($
	Mem
	

	Annual Australian voluntary contributions to WOAH ($)
	Dn
	

	Annual Travel costs ($)
	Tr
	

	Annual DAFF salary costs ($)
	Sal
	

	Total (undiscounted) value of engagement ($)
	CE
	





[bookmark: _Toc206083807]Table 6. Variables, parameters and formulas used to calculate avoided negative outcomes
	Parameter/Variable
	Notation
	Calculation

	1. Loss of negligible risk status
	
	

	Value of live cattle exports 2023-24
	LC
	

	Beef and veal exports 2023-24
	M
	

	Value of bovine rendered meals 2023-24
	BR
	

	Value of other products 2023-24
	Oth
	

	Domestic price of beef ($/kg carcase weight
	PD
	

	Volume of beef exports absorbed by the domestic market
	VD
	

	(Undiscounted) Value of lost exports, 2023-24
	X
	

	2. SRM removal from human and animal export chains
	

	Number of abattoirs affected (no.)
	NR
	

	Additional FTE involved in safe handling of SRM
	FTESRM
		

	Annual salary of additional FTE ($)
	CFTESRM
	

	Number of animals processed (head)
	NA
	

	SRM per animal for deep burial (kg wet weight)
	SRMAW
	

	Cost of SRM deep burial ($/t)
	CI
	

	Conversion of wet to dry weight (%)
	b
	

	Price of rendered material ($/kg dry weight)
	PSRM
	

	Total cost of SRM removal, all facilities
	CSRM
	




Table 6 continued
	Parameter/Variable
	Notation
	Calculation

	3.High pressure processing for rendered meals
	
	

	Number of abattoirs requiring upgrade (no.)
	NR
	

	Cost of high-pressure cleaning upgrade ($)
	CUHPP
	

	Total cost of upgrading to HPP ($)
	CHPP
	

	4. Dedicated feed lines for production of ruminant feed
	

	Cost of installing a production line ($ m)
	CUPL
	

	Total number of feed mills 
	NM
	

	Proportion of mills installing new lines
	prop
	

	Additional FTE required to manage additional line (no.)
	FTESF
	

	Annual salary per FTE ($)
	CFTESF
	

	Cost of storage silo ($)
	CS
	

	Total cost of installing dedicated feed lines ($)
	CPL
	






image1.png
'
cebra

Centre of Excellence for
Biosecurity Risk Analysis




image2.png
WOAH Members' official BSE risk status map
Last update June 2024

™
=

e Y

- Members and zones recognised as having a negligible BSE risk status
- Members and zones recognised as having a controlled BSE risk status
E Countries and zones without an official BSE risk status




image3.png
21 July 2022
WOAH DG to ACVO —
request for 2" dossier

26 Aug 2022

ACVO to WOAH DG —
letter stating Australia’s
disagreement with
WOAH’s process

5 Oct 2021

WOAH DG to 022

ACVO — Australia submits dossier to

WOAH

request for 1st

dossier 13 Sept 2022
Dec 1986 Australia submits
BSE first 24 Dec 2021 supplementary information to
recognised in the Australia WOAH I " oct 2022

Sme'tS WOAH confirms Australia’s
dossier to continued negligible risk
WOAH status for BSE

UK. Cases peaked
in 1993

2018 2023
Sept 2022
Standards 6th circulation

Feb 2018

TAHSC and SCAD agreed to in-depth

review of BSE chapters

Sept 2019 Sept 2020 Feb 2021 Sep 2021 Feb 2022
Standards Standards Standards Standards Standards Sept 2022 '
1t 2nd 3rd 4th 5th SCAD meeting

: )
circulation circulation circulation circulation circulation Considered AhG’s
assessment of Australia’s

2"d dossier

Feb 2023
Standards
7th
circulation

July 2018

AhG meeting Oct 2018

— BSE risk AhG meeting Nov 2018
assessment  — BSE AhG meeting

surveillance  — BSE risk
assessment

Mar 2019 June 2022 June 2021 June 2022 Oct 2022

AhG meeting— AhG meeting— AhG meeting — AhG meeting - AhG

BSE risk assessment BSE risk revision of BSE revision of BSE meeting —
& surveillance assessment & standards and its standards and its impact | Review of

surveillance impact on the official on the official status BSE
status recognition recognition; Assessed surveillance

Australia’s 1st dossier guidelines

Information request to identify

impacts of revised BSE standards Apr 2022 - Quads
Aus NZ raised concerns with BSE chapters.

Received support for joint intervention

May 2022 pre-GS May 2022 GS
meetings - Quads joint

- Joint Asia Pacific intervention against
position sought at chapters + additional
Regional AUS NZ intervention
Commission - Adoption of draft
meeting. Did not BSE standards
achieve consensus postponed

May 2023
Adoption of draft
BSE standards at

Specialist Commissions work

GS
Australia
supported

Ad hoc Group meetings (AhG)

Other meetings





image4.png
Regional

commissions

WOAH Delegates

International
organisations

Suggest topics

Specialist
Commissions

Review

Global experts

Draft

Delegates

Provide comments

'WOAH General
Session

National
stakeholders

% international
standards

‘WOAH

m— Standards

consultation

= Standards

adoption




