
Industry concerns  SCA and WPA response  

Industry should maintain the status quo  Some regions of Australia have been effective 

in delaying the spread of the disease between 

flocks and / or in reducing within flock 

prevalence. KI achieved this with intensive 

PFC 350 testing and vaccination, Areas 

lobbying for protected area status do not want 

to do either  However, in other regions, the 

current system failed to meet its objective of 

minimising the risk to properties and regions 

that appeared to be disease-free, as OJD has 

continued to spread into a number of 

previously low prevalence areas. This means 

that some change is necessary.  

Absolutely  

Vaccination alone should be sufficient to 

allow trade of sheep anywhere in Australia.  

  

Certainly consistent with the concluding 

comment in the response to removal of  

zoning in this discussion paper 

“The National plan cannot remove the 

individual’s rights to make business 

decisions’s “ 

  

And if the above is contested then area alone 

should not be sufficient to trade unvaccinated 

and untested sheep anywhere in Australia  

 

 

I understand that free trade between the states 

means no state jurisdiction can apply any 

higher entry requirements on  produce from 

other states than they apply on produce within 

their state  

Scientific evidence suggests that vaccinated 

sheep may continue to shed OJD bacteria; 

however vaccination is an important tool 

against OJD and significantly reduces the 

impacts of clinical disease. The movement of 

vaccinated sheep from regions where OJD is 

present into regions of nil or low disease, 

presents a risk of disease spread. Absolutely 

but so does trade of untested unvaccinated 

sheep in regions with very low disease  The 

national approach will increase efforts to 

provide producers with information on the 

different levels of risk associated with the 

testing  and vaccination history of the property 

from which sheep originate, and on ways to 

increase the assurance that sheep are not 

infected, for example by testing. State 

governments and individual landholders will 

then be able to determine acceptable entry 

requirements.  

Industry should get rid of zoning From 1 July 2013 it is proposed that zones no 

longer exist. Some  

 states and individual properties can continue 

to implement movement restrictions based 

upon their assessments of acceptable risk.  

Biosecurity is an effective tool in managing 

the risk of animal health diseases. The 

National plan will encourage individual 

producers and groups of producers to 

implement biosecurity plans to minimise the 

risk of diseases entering their region or 

property. The National plan cannot remove the 

individual’s rights to make business decisions.  

Industry should remove all controls for OJD 

and allow complete deregulation.  

As a result of the majority of state 

governments deciding not to be involved in 

the approval process for RBPs, the 

management of OJD has effectively been 
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Comment [DR1]: No region has NIL 
disease! There are low prevalent areas, but 
no area in Australia can lay claim “nil 
disease”. 



deregulated. Individual producers and RBP 

areas will be supported by industry in 

managing their own risk and in making 

informed decisions when trading sheep.  

Industry should retain the ABC scheme.  The ABC Scheme was poorly understood, 

misused and an ineffective tool. Whilst it 

provided a robust  relative  measure of the 

level of risk through a numerical point score, 

producers did not appreciate the need to 

supplement the Scheme with their own 

assessment of risk especially on the 

vaccination history of sheep. As a result it has 

been decided to rely on Sheep Health 

Statements to inform sound trading decisions. 

The emphasis on collective producer action 

through regional biosecurity plans will also 

assist in minimising the spread of OJD.  

Accuracy of Pooled Faecal Culture of 350 

sheep (PFC350).  

The estimated sensitivity (ability to detect 

infection) of PFC for a single infected animal 

is about 50-55%. This is why PFC is used as a 

flock test only and is not used to screen 

individual animals. For a PFC of 350 sheep 

from a flock, there is a 98% confidence of 

detecting infection if it is present in the flock 

at a prevalence of 2% or more. Used in this 

way, it is a highly effective test for flock 

screening.  

Accuracy of abattoir monitoring.  Abattoir testing is excellent for monitoring 

individual flock OJD control programs and for 

use as an assurance tool in low risk flocks. 

The estimated sensitivity for abattoir 

monitoring increases with the number of 

animal tested. This is why abattoir monitoring 

is used as a flock test and to determine 

estimated prevalence of OJD in regions. For 

example an abattoir test of 150 sheep (Ab150 

test) with a sensitivity of 50% has a 

confidence level of 78% and is a useful tool 

for providing assurance for low risk flocks. 

Ab350 provides >95% confidence level of 

detecting prevalence of 2% within a flock. 

Ab500 provides equivalent sensitivity as a 

PFC350 (i.e. 98% confidence of detecting 

infection if the flock has a prevalence of 2%).  

 

 

Comment [DR2]: RBP areas represent 
a minority of national sheep flock thus 
equity issue of whole industry supporting a 
minority particularly if stated aim is to 
increase value of RBP sheep  

Comment [DR3]: If true, then 
communication of national program has 
failed and why will communication of 
complex Protected Area strategy relying on 
high area compliance be any better? 

Comment [DR4]: Re misuse- it is a 
serious offence to make false statements 
on a statutory declaration.  

Comment [DR5]: Such a claim requires 
substantiation and site referencing. 

Deleted: simplified

Comment [DR6]: An unsubstantiated 
opinion. What is the need to supplement 
the risk of vaccination history and not the 
risk of testing history?  

Comment [DR7]: These have clearly 
failed in the past with substantial state 
gov’t support- less likely without gov’t 
support.   Current proposals will increase 
the stigma of OJD and thus discourage 
testing and vaccination within protected 
areas, both of which will assist in the 
spread of OJD 

Comment [DR8]: No reference given 
for this % range and no information on 
definition of a “single infected animal”. It 
has been quoted by NSW DPI in 2007 that 
it was between 30-50% (in sub-clinical 
stages) and or much broader range of 
sensitivity  

Comment [DR9]: No reference and no 
definition of prevalence. If only  number of 
sheep shedding OJD bacteria then risk is 
higher than if  it is  defined as the number 
of sheep infected, given not all infected 
sheep shed bacteria particularly in early 
stages of disease. The AHA web site page 
devoted to the question of how accurate is 
OJD  testing  does not give any details on 
sensitivity %,  it does say “The sensitivity 

of JD tests overall is low, that is the rate 

of false negatives is high”. DR:  “The 
only pool I have retested was a pool of 50 
that initially tested positive i.e.  at least one ...

Comment [DR10]: Highly effective is a 
highly contestable and misleading phrase 
in this instance. 

Comment [DR11]: “Excellent” 
Subjective, unsubstantiated and highly 
contestable misleading statement. DR:  “I 
have personally been able to rapidly select ...

Comment [DR12]:  Non referenced 
sensitivity of 50% is misleading- it is likely 
to be much lower! 
 ...

Comment [DR13]: Based on poorly 
defined optimistic sensitivity % and 
assumes equal distribution of prevalence 
of OJD in sale sheep compared to flock; ...


