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FSA Scientific Report (2005) 39, 1-5 on the Assessment of the Geographical BSE Risk
' of Chile. :

Scientific Report of the European Food Safety Authority
on the Assessment of the Geographical BSE-Risk (GBR) of
CHILE.

Question N° EFSA—Q—2003—083

Ad.opte& June 2005

Summary

The European Food Safety Authority and its Scientific Expert Working Group on the
Assessment of the Geographical Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy (BSE) Risk (GBR)
were asked by the European Commission (EC) to provide an up-to-date scientific report on
the GBR in Chile, i.e. the likelihood of the presence of one or more cattle being infected with
BSE, pre-clinically as well as clinically, in Chile. This scientific report addresses the GBR of

- Chile as assessed in 2005 based on data covering the period 1980-2003.

A very unstable system between 1980 and 2000 was exposed to a negligible external
challenge until 1995 and to a high external challenge between 1996 and 2000. In 2001 the

stability of the system improved to an unstable system exposed to a negligible challenge for
~ the latest period between 2001 and 2003.

The risk that domestic cattle exposed to imported MBM in the late 90s, entered processing in
Chile, is considered as likely.

EFSA concludes that the current geographical BSE risk of CHILE (GBR) level is ITL i.c, it
is likely but not confirmed that domestic cattle are (clinically or pre-clinically) infected with
the BSE-agent. Due to the current unstable system, any substantial challenge could lead to an
increase of the BSE risk. The improvements of the rendering industry implemented in 2001

and of the feeding system in 2004, should improve the stability of the system and lower the
risk of recycling infectivity.

- Key words: BSE, geographical risk assessment, GBR, Chile, third countries
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EFSA Scientific Repart (2005) 39, 1-5 on the Assessment of the Geographlcal BSE Risk
of Chile.

Background

"History
In 1998, the European Commission (EC) asked the Scientific Steering Comrmttee (SSC) to
.perform a risk assessment in order to establish the GBR of a country. In July 2000 the SSC
adopted its final opinion on "The Geographical Risk of Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy
(GBR)" (as updated in January 2002). It describes a method and a process for the assessment
of the GBR and summarises the outcome of its application. Detailed reports on the GBR-
assessments were publistied on the Internet for each of these countries.

Determmatlon of BSE status

In 2001, Regulation (EC) No 999/2001" established the rules for the determination of Bovine
Sponglform Encephalopathy (BSE) status of a country. It determines certain measures
concerning the control of BSE and conceming.trade and 1mportat10n of certain live animals
and animal products.

Annex II of this Regulation lays down the method for the detenmnatlon of BSE status. This
includes two steps: an initial risk assessment, and the evaluation of additional criteria. The
method is similar to that laid down in the International Animal Health Code of the
‘International Animal Health Organisation (OIE). The categorisation of countries has been
deferred awaiting a review of the OIE categorisation system. In the meantime a number . of
transitional measures are in place in particular concerning Specified Risk Material (SRM)
and import conditions.

State of play

The SSC issued an opinion on GBR (using the methodology established by the SSC in June

2000 and updated January 2002} for one third of the countries requesting the determination of
their BSE status,

Prioritisation

The first priority is the re-assessment of GBR I countues, as currently no TSE related import
restrictions (certification of absence of specific risk material (SRM) apply to GBR I countries.
If the preliminary re-assessment indicates that the current GBR I will not be confirmed, any
delay might have negative consequences on consumer health protection. Furthermore, the
GBR assessment of neighbouring countries with intensive trade contacts should be dealt with
at the same time, because the outcomes are interdependent. The major trading partners with a
GBR II classification should be dealt with as second priority, in view of the SSC opinion on
tallow derivatives and the draft gnidance note of the European Agency for the Evaluation of
Medicinal Products (EMEA)

Terms of reference

In view of the above, the EC asks the EFSA to adv1ce on the risk assessment for the
appearance of BSE in Chile.

Assessment

EFSA refers to the Working Group Report (annex) prepared by the EFSA Scientific Expert
Working Group on GBR for full details on the assessment.

! Regulation (EC) No 999/2001 of the European Parliament and of the Council laying down rules for the

prevention, control and eradication of certain transn11351b1e spongiform encephalopathies QJ L. 147, 31.5.2001
and updates.

hitp://www.efsa.eu.int : 20f5




EFSA Scientific Report (2005) 39,‘-1~S on the Assessment of the Geographical BSE Risk
of Chile, .

Extemal Challenge

Chile was exposed to a negligible external challenge in the period 1980-1995, to a high
external challenge in the period 1996 - 2000 and to a negligible external challenge
between 2001 and 2003. :

Stability :

For the overall assessment of the stability, the impact of the three main stability factors, (i.e.
feeding, rendering and SRM-removal) and of the additional stability factor surveillance has to
be estimated. Again, the guidance provided by.the SSC in its opinion on the GBR of July
* 2000 (as updated in 2002) is applied. Taking the above-summarized discussion of the most
relevant stability factors into account, it is concluded that the BSE/cattle system of Chile was
very unstable betweén 1980 and 2000 and unstable between 2001 and 2003.

- Feeding

Until December 2000 it was legally possible to feed Meat and Bone Meal (MBM) to cattle.
According to the Country Dossier, although it was done at a low level, MBM was
éxceptionally used to feed cattle. A ruminant to ruminant MBM feed ban is in force since the
end of 2000. Experience in EU has shown that a ruminant to mminant MBM feed ban is
extremely difficult to control. A mammalian to ruminant MBM feed ban started in February
2004. Therefore feeding is considered as “not OK” over the entire period from 1980 - 2003.

Rendering

Rendering exists in Chile and is common practice. Also bovine material is usually rendered.
Until 2001, the rendering systems did not appear to meet the 133°C/3bar/20min standard. It is
therefore assumed that they were not able to reduce BSE infectivity. Since February 2001, the .
133°C/3bar/20min standard is compulsory, but no information has been provided to assess the
implementation on.this measure. Therefore, rendering is con31dered as “not OK?” until 2001
and “reasonably OK?” since then.

SRM-Ijemoval

There is no SRM ban in Chile but as far as SRM is nsually intended for human consumption,

SRM-removal is considered as “reasonably OK”, throughout the entire reference penod
(1980-2003).

BSE surveillance

Chile has introduced passive surveillance since 1996 and some active surveillance since 2002,
but not dedicated to at-risk animals. The level of surveillance was and is not able to detect low
levels of BSE inciderice.

Conclusions
The European Focd Safety Authonty concludes;

1. A very unstable system between 1980 and 2000 was exposed to a negligible external
- challenge until 1995, to a high external challenge between 1996 and 2000. In 2001 the

stability of the system improved to an unstable system exposed to a negligible
challenge for the latest penod .

http:/lwww.efsa.eu.int _ ' 3 of 5



EFSA Sctennﬁc Report (2005) 39, 1-5 on the Assessment of the Geographical BSE Rlsk

of Chile.

2. Given the level of the external challenge, it is likely that domestic cattle exposed to
imported MBM entéred processing in Chile is considered to have been likely from
the late 90s: :

3. The current geographical BSE-risk (GBR) level is 1T, i.e. it-is likely but not confirmed
that domestic cattle are (clinically or pre-clinically) infected with the BSE-agent.

4. This assessment deviates from the previous one of April 2003, because some countries
were not considered to be at risk for BSE at that time. '

5. This assessment is due to recent imports of MBM from non-EU GBR III countries.
Since the risk from MBM is assumed to be the same as for GBR Il EU countries, the
external challenge in the present report is likely to be overestimated and is a worst
case scenario. For future assessments, when the risk from MBM from specific
countries has been quantified, these developments should be taken into account.

Expected development of the GBR

Due to the current unstable system, any substantial challenge could lead to an increase of the
BSE risk. The improvements of the rendering industry implemented in 2001 and of the feeding -
system in 2004, should improve the stability of the system and lower the risk of recycling
infectivity.

A table summarising the reasons for the current assessment is given in the table below.

Documentation provided to EFSA

e Letter with the ref D(2003)KVD/ip/420722 from the Eunropean Commission
requesting a geographical risk assessment for the appearance of BSE in a

country.
¢ Country Dossier as prepared by the country in response to the EC and EFSA
data collection request.
®  Other sources of data information i.e. exports from third countries and Eurostat
data. -
e . SSC, July 2000. Final oplmon on the Geographlcal Risk of Bovine Spongiform
Encephalopathy (GBR).
- » SS8C, January 2002. Updated opinion on the Geograp}ucal Risk of Bovine
Spongiform Encephalopathy (GBR). v
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Annex , | -

Details of the aSsessmenf are presented in the report as prepared by the EFSA GBR Expert |
Working Group. Include LINK
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i EFSA Sctennﬁc Report (2005) 39, 1.5 on the Assessment of the Geographlcal BSE Risk of Chile.

data).

*CD: country dossier

sources of data)

extremely  difficult * to
control. A mammalian to
ruminant’ MBM feed ban
started in February 2004,

been provided to

-A55ess the

implementation on
this measure.

" CHILE, Summary of the GBR-Assessment June 2005 GBR Level : HI**
EXTERNAL CHALLENGE INTERACTION of EXTERNAL CHALLENGE
STABILITY and STABILITY
igggg‘ggg E?gﬁlg‘ble 1980 - 2000: Very unstable A very unstable system between 1980 and 2000
boo1 '2003 :‘N & Tigibl OO - 2003 Unstable - was exposed to a negligible external challenge
SLu: Negipine : : —Juntil 1995 and to a high external challenge
Live Cattle timports MEBM imports Feeding Rendering SRM-removal B-'S!E betweer} 1996 and 2000. In 2001 the stability of the
. . _ surveillance |system improved to an unstable system exposed to
) . : a negligible challenge for the latest period,
From UK: - From UK: 1980-2003: 1980-2000: 1980-2003: 1880-2003: : '
0 (CD* . i i
c)r( ) grtons (CD) . Not OK, NQt OK. Reasonably OK Mainly passive. INTERNAL CHALLENGE
45 (other sources of |0 ton (other sources 2001-2003: The risk that'domestic cattle exposed to irnported
data) of data) Reasonably OK Since 2002 also | MBM in the late 90, entered processing in Chile
‘ some active is con51dered as likely.
_ . surveillance,
From other BSE risk ] From other BSE risk | A ruminant to ruminant|Since February { There is no SRM but not
countries: countrigs; MBM feed ban is in force | 2001, the | ban in Chile but dedicated to at-
117 (CD) 6974 tons (CD) since the end of 2000.{133°C/3bar/20min |usually intended for |risk animals.
or or Experience in EU has|standard is | human
258 (other sources of }5737.1 tons (other {shown that a ruminant to|compulsory, but ne|consumption, )
ruminant MBM feed ban is | information hag

EXPECTED DEVELOPMENT OF THE GBR

Due to the cument unstable system, any
substantial challenge could lead to an increase of
the BSE risk. The improvements of the rendeting
industry implemented in 2001 and of the feeding
system in 2004, should improve the stability of
the system and lower the risk of recycling
infectivity. -

**GBR level IT], i.e. it is likely but not confirmed that domestic cattle are (clinically or pre-clinically) infected with the BSE-agent.
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Geographical BSE Risk of Chile

European Food Safety Authority

Scientific Expert Working Group on GBR

Working Group Report on the
Assessment of the Geographical BSE-Risk (GBR) of
CHILE

2005

NOTE TO THE READER
Independent experts of the EFSA Scientific Expert Working Group on GBR
have produced this report, applying an innovative methodology by a complex
process to data that were supplied by the responsible country authorities.
Both, the methodology and the process are described in detail in the final
opinion of the Scientific Steering Committee (SSC) on "the Geographical Risk
of Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy (GBR)" of 6 July 2000 and its update of
11 January 2002. These opinions are available at the following Internet
address: <http://europa.eu.int/comm/food/fs/sc/ssc/ me_en.html>
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Geographical BSE Risk of Chile
1. DATA

e The available information was sufficient to carry out the qualitative assessment of the
GBR.

e Reasonable worst case assumptions have been used in cases were the available
information was not fully complete.

Sources of data

e  Country dossier (CD) consisting of information provided by the country’s authorities
from 1998 to 2005.

Other sources:
e Eurostat data on export of "live bovine animals" and on "flour, meal and pellets of meat

or offal, unfit for human consumption; greaves" (customs code 230110), covering the
period 1980-2003.

e UK-export data (UK) on "live bovine animals" (1980-1996) and on "Mammalian Flours,
Meals and Pellets" (MBM") (1980-1996).

e Export data from other BSE-risk countries.

2. EXTERNAL CHALLENGES

2.1 Import of cattle from BSE-risk> countries

An overview of the data on live cattle imports is presented in table 1; it is based on data as
provided in the CD and the corresponding data on relevant exports as available from BSE-
risk countries that exported to Chile. Only data concerning risk periods are indicated, i.e.
those periods when exports from a BSE-risk country already represented an external
challenge, according to the SSC opinion on the GBR method of July 2000, as updated in
January 2002.

e According to the CD, no animals were imported from the UK in the period 1980-2001.
According to Eurostat data, 45 cattle were imported from the UK in 1993. Chile stated
that these 45 cattle were never imported. This is confirmed by UK export data.

e According to the CD, Chile imported 65 cattle from Denmark in 1998. According to
Eurostat data, 106 live cattle were imported from Denmark in that year. In the CD it is
explained that only 65 cattle were officially recorded as imported, because 41 out of the

For the purpose of the GBR assessment the abbreviation “MBM” refers to rendering products, in particular
the commodities Meat and Bone Meal as such; Meat Meal; Bone Meal; and Greaves. With regard to imports
it refers to the customs code 230110 “flours, meals and pellets, made from meat or offal, not fit for human
consumption; greaves”.

* BSE-Risk countries are all countries already assessed as GBR III or IV or with at least one confirmed
domestic BSE case.
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106 died during the transport. From the 65 effectively imported, one animal was
reported to have died due to an accident. It was tested for the presence of BSE with
negative result. All the others were traced and put under strict control. According to the
CD they were slaughtered in 2001-2002 as a preventive measure and tested for the
presence of BSE. None was found positive. All animals were incinerated and did not
enter the rendering system. So they have not been taken into account as an external
challenge.

According to the CD, 38 cattle were imported from the USA in 1993, 1 bull and 2
pregnant cows in 2002, and 6 calves in 2003. One of the two cows imported in 2002
died during the quarantine and was buried; it has been subtracted from the external
challenge.

According to export data from the USA, 112, 2, 4 and 34 cattle were imported from the
USA, respectively in 1993, 1995, 1996 and 1998.

According to the CD, 5 cattle were imported from Canada in 1993.

A ban on cattle imports from non-BSE free countries was introduced in 1990.
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Country:
Live cattle imports, raw data TOTALS
CHILE Data | 80| 81| 82| 83| 84| 85| 86| 87| 88| 89| 90| 91| 92| 93| 94| 95| 96| 97| 98| 99 0 1 2 3 (R1 & R2)
Canada CD 5 5
other 0
Denmark CD 65 | | | 65
other 106 106
USA CD 38 3] 6 47
other 112 2 4 34 152
other 0
TOTALS
Non UK CD 0O 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 43 0 0 0 0 65 0 0 0 3 6 117
other 0 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 112 0 2 4 0 140 0 0 0 0 0 258
UK CD 0O 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
other 0 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 45

Table 1: Live cattle imports into Chile (CD) and corresponding exports from BSE-risk countries. Source for export data: Eurostat and UK export statistics and,
where available, export statistics from other BSE-risk countries. Note: Only imports in risk periods (shaded) are taken into account for assessing the external challenge.
Risk periods are defined according to the SSC opinion of July 2000 (as updated in January 2002).
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Import of MBM from BSE-risk countries

According to the CD, no Meat and Bone Meal (MBM) was imported from the UK in the
period 1985-2001. For the years 1980-1984 no data were provided. According to the UK
export figures no MBM was exported to Chile between 1980 and 2005.

According to the CD, Chile imported from Denmark 92 tons of MBM between 1985 and
1999 (28 tons according to Eurostat data). According to the CD these MBM imports
were traced by Chile’s authorities and found having been exclusively used for fish feed.
They have been subtracted from the external challenge.

According to the CD, Chile imported 6,604 tons of commodities from Canada under
customs code 230110 between 1997 and 2000, of which 2,974 tons were imported by a
company producing poultry meat and 905 tons by a company producing pet food. They
have been subtracted from the external challenge. The remaining 2,725 tons (38, 1,288,
680 and 719 tons respectively in 1997, 1998, 1999 and 2000) were imported by a third
company which distributed these products mainly to pet food producers, non ruminant
feed producers, and also to cattle facilities. The Chilean authorities confirmed that 704
of these 2,725 tons (25.8 %) were dedicated to cattle farms, respectively 158, 354, and
193 tons in 1998, 1999 and 2000.According to other sources, 5,166 tons of MBM have
been imported from Canada during this period. According to the same source, no
imports from Canada took place after 2000.

According to the CD, 277 tons of commodities were imported from USA under custom
code 230110 in 1998.These imports were all intended to poultry industry. They have
been subtracted from the external challenge. According to other sources, 542 tons of
MBM have been imported from the USA between 1996 and 1999. According to the
same source, no imports from USA took place between 2000 and 2001.

A ban on MBM imports from non-BSE free countries was introduced in 1990 and
completed by a resolution in October 1991.

? For the purpose of the GBR assessment the abbreviation “MBM? refers to rendering products, in particular

the commodities Meat and Bone Meal as such; Meat Meal; Bone Meal; and Greaves. With regard to imports
it refers to the customs code 230110 “flours, meals and pellets, made from meat or offal, not fit for human
consumption; greaves”.
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Country: MBM imports, raw data
TOTALS
CHILE Data | 80|81 (82| 83| 84| 85| 86| 87| 88| 89| 90| 91| 92| 93| 94| 95| 96| 97 98 99 Ol 1] 2| 3| (R1&R2)
Canada CD 38| 2960 | 2583.7 | 1023 6604.7
other 3697.6 | 1021.6 | 447.5 5166,7
Denmark CD 38] 5| 5 30| 143 | | | 92.3
other 144 14 28.4
USA CD 277 277
other 17 487 38 542
UK CD 0
other 0
TOTALS
Non UK CD 0O 0 O 0 0 38 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 38 3267 2598 1023 0 0 0 6974
other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0o 17 0 4199 1073.6 447.5 0 0 0 5737.1
UK CD 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Table 2: MBM imports into Chile (CD) and corresponding exports from BSE-risk countries. Source for export data: Eurostat and UK export statistics and,
where available, export statistics from other BSE-risk countries. Note: Only imports in risk periods (shaded) are taken into account for assessing the external
challenge. Risk periods are defined according to the SSC opinion of July 2000 (as updated in January 2002).
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2.3 Overall assessment of the external challenge

The level of the external challenge that has to be met by the BSE/cattle system is estimated
according to the guidance given by the SSC in its final opinion on the GBR of July 2000, as
updated in January 2002.

e Live cattle imports:

Over the period 1980 to 2004, the country imported in total 117 (according to the CD) or
258 cattle (other data) from BSE-risk countries, of which none came from the UK. The
numbers shown in table 1 are the raw import figures and are not reflecting the adjusted
imports for the assessment of the external challenge. Broken down to 5-years periods, the
resulting external challenge is as given in table 2. This assessment takes into account the
different aspects discussed above that allow the assumption that certain imported cattle did
not enter the domestic BSE/cattle system, i.e. were not rendered into cattle feed. It is
assumed that all incinerated/buried/exported/still alive animals did not enter the rendering
system.

e MBM imports:

Over the period 1980 to 2004, the country imported in total 6,974 (CD) or 5,737 (other
sources) tons of MBM from BSE-risk countries. Broken down to 5-years periods, the
resulting external challenge is as given in table 2. This assessment takes into account the
different aspects discussed above that allow us to assume that certain imported MBM did
not enter the domestic BSE/cattle system or did not represent an external challenge for other
reasons. In the case of Chile it was assumed, as a reasonable worst case scenario that the
commodities imported from USA under customs code 230110, whose fate has not been
properly traced by the Chilean authorities, could have been included in cattle feedstuffs.
Imports from Canada which were used for poultry feed or pet food were excluded from the
external challenge.

External challenge experienced by CHILE

External challenge Reason for this external challenge
Period Overall level Cattle imports MBM imports Comment
1980 - 1995 Negligible Negligible

Mainly due to MBM
1996 - 2000 High Negligible High imports from Canada
and USA in 1998-2000

2001 - 2003 Negligible Negligible

Table 3: External challenge resulting from live cattle and/or MBM imports from the UK and other BSE-risk
countries. The challenge level is determined according to the SSC-opinion on the GBR of July 2000 (as
updated in January 2002).

On the basis of the available information, the overall assessment of the external challenge is
as given in the above table 3.
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3. STABILITY

3.1 Overall appreciation of the ability to avoid recycling of BSE infectivity,
should it enter processing

Feeding

According to the CD, there were 50 feed mills in Chile in 2002, and 77 in 2003 (the increase
in the number of mills is due to the integration in the figures of pig and poultry
establishments of vertical integration where the production of feedstuffs is intended to
private consumption). Currently, 4 of the 22 feed mills producing feed for cattle are
dedicated to bovine feed only, the others being dedicated both to bovine and non ruminant
species.

Use of MBM in cattle feed

e According to the information provided, the origin of proteins used in ruminant feedstuffs
is mainly from vegetable sources. Fish-meal is used occasionally, as well as soy
products.

e Jtis claimed that MBM are currently dedicated to non ruminant species.

e Though, according to the information provided, the price of MBM in the period 1999-
2004 was about one half the price of fish-meal and was lower than soy or other
vegetable sources of proteins.

e Given the fact that no MBM-ban existed until 2000, it is assumed that ruminant MBM
could have been fed to cattle before that date. According to the CD, the ruminant MBM
used in the past was domestically produced or imported from BSE free countries and it
was only used in dairy cattle.

Feed bans

e According to the CD, a ruminant to ruminant MBM ban was implemented in December
2000 (Resolution 3124/2000), and it was extended to a mammalian to ruminant MBM
ban in February 2004 (Resolution 614/2004).

Potential for cross-contamination and measures taken against

¢ Until the implementation of the ruminant to ruminant MBM feed ban in 2000, at least
two of the feed mills were using ruminant material to prepare feed for ruminants.
Therefore, before December 2000 cross-contamination was not a legal issue.

¢ Currently, there are 7 mills out of 22 which are using MBM, at least four of these mills
being dedicated both to bovine and monogastric species. Therefore, the potential exists
for cross-contamination of MBM-free concentrates produced for cattle with MBM-
containing concentrates produced for pigs, poultry or pets.

e Some measures to prevent cross-contamination are mentioned in the CD (Programs of
internal Quality Guarantee, manufacturing for only one species per day, storing of
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imported ingredients separated from the national ones) and it is stated that the plants
producing cattle feed are inspected every year. No detailed information is provided on
the nature of these controls and on the results.

There are no measures against cross contamination during the shipment or on-farms.

No detailed information have been provided about co-farming. However, it can be
assumed that co-farming is common, as far as 86 % of the farms have poultry, 70 %
cattle and 46 % pigs. Co-farming is said to occur mainly in small farms that do not use
manufactured feed. Conversely, in medium sized and large farms that use manufactured
feed, co-farming is less common.

As MBM is largely used for other farmed animals, including pigs, poultry and fish, on-
farm cross-contamination due to cross feeding cannot be excluded.

It is therefore assumed that cross-contamination is likely to occur in the feed mills,
during the shipment and on-farms.

Control of Feed bans and cross-contamination

Before December 2000 cross-contamination was not a legal issue. According to the CD,
after the implementation of the ruminant to ruminant MBM feed ban, the feed mills are
officially audited 1-2 times per year in order to verify their compliance.

In 2002, 18 analyses (all negative) using an ELISA test were performed to search for the
presence of bovine or ovine proteins in 11 feed mills from 4 regions. The ELISA test has
a low sensitivity giving rise to the possibility that feed with a low level of contamination
will not be detected.

According to the resolution 614/2004, ELISA and microscopy technique are currently
used to check for the presence of ruminant protein in feedstuffs for ruminants.

Rendering

According to the CD, there are currently 10 rendering plants operating in Chile. The
batch system is used in all the plants. 6,000 tons MBM are currently produced each year,
which are exclusively used in pet food.

Since February 2001 (Resolution 325/2001) it is compulsory to apply the
133°C/3bar/20min standard in all rendering processes. According to the CD, official
controls are performed each month. In case of non-compliance the plants are fined.
However, evidence has not been provided about the efficiency of these measures.

It is concluded that the rendering processes applied before February 2001 were not able
to significantly reduce BSE-infectivity, should it have entered rendering.

SRM and fallen stock

There is no SRM ban. A major part of bovine brains and spinal cords is intended for
human consumption.

Fallen stock is assumed to be buried or incinerated on-farm.
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Conclusion on the ability to avoid recycling

¢ In light of the above-discussed information it has to be assumed that until 2001 the BSE
agent, should it have entered the Chilean territory could have been recycled and
amplified. From 2001 onwards, the BSE agent, should it have entered could still have
been recycled, but the chance that it reached the cattle via feed decreased, due to the
implementation of better rendering standards.

3.2 Overall appreciation of the ability to identify BSE-cases and to eliminate
animals at risk of being infected before they are processed

Cattle population structure

e The total cattle population in Chile is around 4 million heads.

e Approximately 1.6 million cattle are older than 24 months, of which 1.5 million are
females (930,000 beef cows, 615,000 dairy cows).

¢ From the 1997 national census, there are around 49,000 dairy holdings, of which 31,000
have less than 5 cows and 1,600 (3 %) more than 50 cows.

BSE surveillance

e BSE is officially notifiable since 1996.

e An official definition of a BSE suspect case exists. It is included in an official
Contingency manual of animal TSEs as well as in a sampling protocol. An educational
programme exists and is documented.

e There are two official laboratories for BSE, with trained personnel. Histopathology is
performed since 1996, immunohistochemistry since 2000 and Western blot since 2001

¢ No compensation exists for BSE suspects.

¢ According to the CD, all animals that are reported as suspects of a CNS disease are
subjected to BSE investigation. According to the CD, the cases of cattle with CNS
disease symptoms are very low due to the particular animal health status of Chile (free
of Aujeszky disease and with an extremely low rabies incidence). 25 animals showing
nervous signs were submitted to analysis between 1999 and 2004 (1, 6, 5, 11 and 2
respectively in 1999, 2000, 2002, 2003 and 2004), i.e. far below the OIE requirements

e 64 cattle imported from Denmark were submitted to analysis in 2001. All were negative.

¢ Some active surveillance has been implemented since 2002 at the abattoir (640, 685 and
19 animals respectively in 2002, 2003 and 2004). All these samples had a negative
result.

e 13 emergency slaughtered cattle and one animal that died during transport were
submitted to analysis in 2004. All were negative.
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e 50 animals were submitted to analysis in 2004 (all negative) in the frame of “Vigilancia
passiva”; these animals being classified apart from the animals showing neurological
symptoms, their status at the time of death is unclear.

e It is concluded that before 1996, there was no BSE surveillance. After 1996, the
situation improved, as BSE became notifiable.

¢ Since 2002 some active sampling for BSE started and a number of brains were analysed.
However this active component of the surveillance is mainly not targeted at risk
populations.

e Therefore, it can be concluded that the surveillance system is hardly able to identify
BSE-cases, should they occur at a low level.

3.3 Overall assessment of the stability

For the overall assessment of the stability, the impact of the three main stability factors (i.e.
feeding, rendering and SRM removal) and of the additional stability factor, surveillance has
to be estimated. Again, the guidance provided by the SSC in its opinion on the GBR of July
2000 (as updated in January 2002) is applied.

Feedin

Until December 2000 it was legally possible to feed MBM to cattle. According to the CD,
although it was done at a low level, MBM was exceptionally used to feed cattle. A ruminant
to ruminant MBM feed ban is in force since the end of 2000. Experience in EU has shown
that a ruminant to ruminant MBM feed ban is extremely difficult to control. A mammalian
to ruminant MBM feed ban started in February 2004. Therefore feeding is considered as
“not OK” until 2004.

Rendering

Rendering exists in Chile and is common practice. Also bovine material is usually rendered.
Until 2001, the rendering systems did not appear to meet the 133°C/3bar/20min standard. It
is therefore assumed that they were not able to reduce BSE infectivity. Since February 2001,
the 133°C/3bar/20min standard is compulsory, but no information has been provided to
assess the implementation on this measure. Therefore, rendering is considered as ‘“not OK”
until 2001 and “reasonably OK” since then.

SRM-removal

There is no SRM ban in Chile but as far as SRM is usually intended for human
consumption, SRM-removal is considered as ‘“reasonably OK”, throughout the reference
period (1980-2003).

BSE surveillance

The level of surveillance was and is not able to detect low levels of BSE incidence.
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Stability of the BSE/cattle system in CHILE over time

Stability Reasons
Period Level Feeding Rendering SRM B.SE
removal surveillance
Passive since
1980 - 2000 | Very unstable Not OK 1996; some active
Reasonably | surveiliance since
Not OK
Reasonably OK 2002, but not
2001 - 2003 Unstable OK dedicated to at-

risk animals

Table 4: Stability resulting from the interaction of the three main stability factors and the BSE
surveillance. The stability level is determined according to the SSC-opinion on the GBR of July 2000 (as
updated in January 2002).

4. CONCLUSION ON THE RESULTING RISKS

4.1 Interaction of stability and challenges

In conclusion, the stability of the Chile BSE/cattle system in the past and the external
challenges the system has coped with are summarized in the table below.

From the interaction of the two parameters “stability” and “external challenge” a conclusion
is drawn on the level of “internal challenge” that emerged and had to be met by the system,
in addition to external challenges that occurred.

INTERACTION OF STABILITY AND EXTERNAL CHALLENGE IN CHILE
Period Stability External challenge Internal challenge
1980 - 1995 Negligible Highly unlikely
Very unstable
1996 - 2000 High
8 Likely to be present and
growing
2001 - 2003 Unstable Negligible

Table S: Internal challenge resulting from the interaction of the external challenge and stability. The
internal challenge level is determined according to guidance given in the SSC-opinion on the GBR of
July 2000 (as updated in January 2002).

An external challenge resulting from cattle imports could only lead to an internal challenge
once imported infected cattle were rendered for feed and this contaminated feed reached
domestic cattle. Cattle imported for slaughter would normally be slaughtered at an age too
young to harbour large amounts of BSE infectivity or to show signs, even if infected prior to
import. Breeding cattle, however, would normally live much longer and only animals
having problems would be slaughtered younger. If being 4-6 years old when slaughtered,
they could suffer from early signs of BSE, as they are approaching the end of the BSE-
incubation period. In that case, they would harbour, while being pre-clinical, as much
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infectivity as a clinical BSE case. Hence cattle imports could have led to an internal
challenge about 3 years after the import of breeding cattle (that are normally imported at 20-
24 months of age) that could have been infected prior to import.

In the case of Chile, the internal challenge due to imported cattle was assumed to be
negligible between 1980 and 2003.

On the other hand imports of contaminated MBM would lead to an internal challenge in the
year of import, if fed to cattle. The feeding system is of utmost importance in this context. If
it could be excluded that imported, potentially contaminated feed stuffs reached cattle, such
imports might not lead to an internal challenge at all.

In the case of Chile, this implies that it is likely that MBM imported in late 90s led to an
internal challenge from 1998 onwards.

4.2  Risk that BSE infectivity entered processing

e A risk that domestic cattle exposed to imported MBM entered processing in Chile is
considered to have been possible from the late 90s.

4.3 Risk that BSE infectivity was recycled and propagated

¢ A risk that BSE-infectivity was recycled and propagated exists given the instability of
the system.

5. CONCLUSION ON THE GEOGRAPHICAL BSE-RISK

5.1 The current GBR as function of the past stability and challenge

e The current geographical BSE-risk (GBR) level is 11, i.e. it is likely but not confirmed
that domestic cattle are (clinically or pre-clinically) infected with the BSE-agent.

e This assessment deviates from the previous one of April 2003, because some countries
were not considered to be at risk for BSE at that time.

e This assessment is due to recent imports of MBM from non-EU GBR III countries.
Since the risk from MBM is assumed to be the same as for GBR III EU countries, the
external challenge in the present report is likely to be overestimated and is a worst case
scenario. For future assessments, when the risk from MBM from specific countries has
been quantified, these developments should be taken into account.

5.2 The expected development of the GBR as a function of the past and present
stability and challenge

¢ Due to the current unstable system, any substantial challenge could lead to an increase of
the BSE risk. The improvements of the rendering industry implemented in 2001 and of
the feeding system in 2004, should improve the stability of the system and lower the risk
of recycling infectivity.
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5.3 Recommendations for influencing the future GBR

e A strict implementation of the mammalian to ruminant MBM feed ban and better
controls of the rendering system would significantly increase the stability of the system
and would make it less vulnerable to future challenges, should they occur.

e Implementation of an appropriate active surveillance programme, targeting at-risk
populations (fallen stock, emergency slaughtered cattle), would allow monitoring of the
efficiency of stability enhancing measures.
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