ediate ban-o1f thé issn
rkﬁnponpermitsorhcenses" APLsgaid

import pérmits and processing licenses.

Suchaban would preventany movement
on pork products that have already been
shipped or are in cold-storage awaiting fur-
ther processing in Australia.

US pork exports to Australia were mini-
mal before the SPS measures werelifted in
May 2004.

Since then, the US industry has shipped *

approximately $19 million worth of pork to
Australia. .
The US pork industry estimates that the
market for the rest of the year could equal
$50 million.
Thelegal action by APL was sparked by
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After that ruling, Australian Pork Limit-
-1 ed, who brought the case, called for an orba
ofgnynew °

it was also seeking a review of all pork"

orts were allowed subjecttoa
series'of conditions, includi.ng tbones
and lymph nodes wereremoved ﬁ-om prod-
uctseither cooked or cured domestica]ly or
exported chilled or frozen for iurther pro-
cessing in Australia

The department determined that addi-
tional imports of these products would not
harm Australia’s SPS regime after their
guarantine agency, Biosecurity Australia,
found that there was alow risk of the intro-
duction and spread of post-weaning multi-
systematic wasting syndrome (PMWS), a
virus found in piglets six-to-ten weeks old
through contaminated air or faeces.

Australia, Finland and Belgium are the
only countries with noreported incidences
of PMWS. -

APLlawsuit.- ;
APL, mitscasebeforetheFederalCourt,
argued that the import risk analysis was
notbased onsound science and onlylooked
attherisk of spread of disease from import-

ed, uncooked pork over one year before
therisk waslow. ]

Separately, APL commissioned an inde-
pendent study that examined the chance of
risk overal0-yearperiod andfound thatthe
risk of an exoticdisease outbreak washigh.

In the case before the Federal Court, the
Australian government argued that Biose-
curity Australia was “not under a legal
obligation - to cdmmission” further
research.

But, Justice Wilcox ruled that without'
that further research the decision that
there was little risk “lacked rational foun-
dation”.
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