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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
In March 2001, MAF released an import risk analysis on avian paramyxovirus type 1 in 
hens' hatching eggs.  
 
MAF received four submissions on the risk analysis - two from within New Zealand, one 
from Australia and one from the United States of America. 
 
None of the submissions disagreed with the conclusions and recommendations of the risk 
analysis. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The completion of the risk analysis on avian paramyxovirus type 1 in hens' hatching eggs 
was notified in the MAF publication Biosecurity, issue 26, dated 15 March 2001. The 
deadline for submissions was initially set as 30 April 2001, but this was extended a 
further two months following requests from several stakeholders who for various reasons 
had difficulties making submissions within the normal 6-week period.  
 
MAF received submissions from the following: 
 
N.H. Christensen, AVIVET, Christchurch   20 March 2001 
Poultry Industry Association of New Zealand (PIANZ) 6 April 2001 
United States Department of Agriculture (USDA)  30 April 2001 
Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry Australia (AFFA) 23 May 2001 
 
 
The current document summarises the issues raised in all submissions, and presents the 
MAF responses to each point in turn. 
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SUBMISSIONS 

1.N.H.Christensen 
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2. POULTRY INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION OF NEW ZEALAND 
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3. UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
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4. AGRICULTURE, FISHERIES AND FORESTRY AUSTRALIA 
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REVIEW OF SUBMISSIONS 
 
Dr Christensen of AVIVET pointed out that in his experience the presence of maternal 
antibodies did not interfere with APMV-1 growth in eggs, implying that it would not be 
reasonable to argue that eggs from infected flocks should be considered to be risk-free 
because of such antibody. Dr Christensen expressed surprise at how little information is 
available in the literature on the likelihood of APMV-1 viruses being present in eggs, and 
he also expressed frustration over the lack of recent research with regard to airborne 
spread of APMV-1. 
 
Dr Torres, Deputy Administrator of USDA Veterinary Services, agreed with the 
conclusions of the risk analysis and commended MAF for the quality of the document. 
 
Mr Diprose, Executive Director of PIANZ, advised that PIANZ agreed with the findings 
and recommendations of the risk analysis. 
 
Dr Buckley, Acting Manager (Avian and NAQS) of Animal Biosecurity in AFFA, noted 
that the likelihood of hatching eggs being infected or contaminated with vaccination or 
field strains of APMV-1 could well be higher than "low". Dr Buckley noted that the New 
Zealand arguments against long distance airborne spread appeared to be sound. Although 
Dr Buckley considered that the section on consequence assessment was limited, and that 
the risk estimation section neither presented an overall risk estimate nor compared that 
explicitly with New Zealand's ALOP (appropriate level of protection), there was no 
AFFA disagreement with the conclusion that safeguards were required to manage the 
risk. With regard to the process followed by MAF in carrying out this risk analysis, Dr 
Buckley noted that in proposing risk management measures, MAF did not relate the 
measures to particular steps of the release or exposure scenarios, and that MAF also did 
not "recalculate" the risk after the application of the sanitary measures, which would 
theoretically be necessary in order to ensure that the proposed measures were "least 
restrictive". In his covering email, Dr Buckley considered that these procedural matters 
were rather more a potential subject of future intellectual discussions rather than 
criticisms of this risk analysis. 
 
 

CONCLUSION 
 
None of the submissions disagreed with the conclusions and recommendations of the 
MAF risk analysis. 
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