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Disclaimer 

This report was prepared by Ingo Ernst, Blue Edge Consulting, for the World Organisation for Animal 

Health (WOAH). It has been subject to modifications throughout the review process, and subsequent 

changes may not necessarily reflect the views or opinions of the author. 

Due care and skill have been exercised in the preparation and compilation of the information 

contained in this report. However, to the maximum extent permitted by law, the author disclaims all 

liability, including liability for negligence, for any loss, damage, injury, expense, or cost incurred by 

any individual or organisation arising from the access, use, or reliance on the information contained 

in this publication. 

Ownership of intellectual property rights 

Unless otherwise noted, copyright (and any other intellectual property rights, if any) in this report is 

owned by WOAH. 

Distribution 

This report is intended for internal use by WOAH and its employees. It has not been prepared for 

publication or distribution to a wider audience. Consent should be obtained from WOAH prior to 

sharing, forwarding or otherwise distributing this report. 

Contact 

For further information on this report, including for consent to distribute it, please contact 
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Executive summary 

What was done 

This study aimed to identify and analyse key barriers to immediate notification of terrestrial and 

aquatic animal diseases in the Asia Pacific region and develop strategies and recommendations to 

overcome the identified barriers.  

Two approaches to data collection were used: 1) an online survey to identify factors that may 

influence reporting outcomes, and 2) online focus group workshops to explore the causes of barriers 

to notification identified in the survey and develop actions to overcome the barriers and improve 

notification.  

Behavioural factors relevant to notification were explored by using two well studied psychological 

theories that are relevant to notification including the Theory of Planned Behaviour and the 

Integrative Model of Organisational Trust.  

Why was it done 

Notification of aquatic and terrestrial animal disease events to WOAH is a fundamental obligation of 

WOAH Members and was the key objective of establishing the OIE in 1924. The notification 

requirements (specified in Chapter 1.1 of the Terrestrial Animal Health Code and the Aquatic Animal 

Health Code) aim to ensure there is transparency in the global animal disease situation, allowing 

countries to take informed actions to prevent the spread of animal diseases.  

Despite the importance of Members providing disease notifications to WOAH, it is generally 

accepted that better compliance with notification requirements is required to achieve the intended 

outcome of preventing animal disease spread.  

What was found 

An online survey was provided to a study population of 136 Delegates and Focal Points in the Asia 

Pacific region. Eighty-two valid responses were received. The survey included 19 measures (factors) 

relevant to notification, each comprising multiple questions to improve accuracy. The survey results 

were statistically analysed to determine which factors influence notification intention. 

Organisational capability and organisational knowledge were found to be strong predictors, 

explaining 37.3% of the variance in intention to notify. Additionally, perceived behavioural control 

(the perceived ease or difficulty of performing a behaviour) was a strong predictor explaining 29.9% 

of the variance in intention to notify. These three factors are modifiable meaning that actions can be 

taken to improve them and thereby improve notification.  

Trust in trading partners was not associated with notification intention despite trade consequences 

being proposed as the principal risk associated with notifying. The lack of effect of trust can be 

explained by the wide variation in perceived risk among respondents. Additionally, the importance of 

animal production and animal health was not associated with notification intention.  

The study revealed many positive aspects of notification in the Asia Pacific region including that 

attitudes to notification are strongly positive, the social norms of notification are strong, and 

perceived benefits of notification are uniformly strong.  

The principal barriers to notification were identified and include diagnosis and laboratory 

confirmation; decision-making and administrative issues; and surveillance and reporting system 
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issues. The barriers were investigated further through a series of focus group workshops and defined 

and achievable actions to address them were developed. Thirteen actions were developed, and 

these are addressed within seven recommendations which have been proposed to improve 

notification, including: 

Recommendation 1. Develop an action plan for supporting Members to enhance the diagnostic 

capability of national reference laboratories in the Asia-Pacific region. 

Recommendation 2. Develop an action plan to support Members in the Asia-Pacific region to 

enhance their surveillance systems and capabilities  

Recommendation 3. Evaluate whether the WOAH PVS Pathway sufficiently emphasises 

notification capabilities to provide adequate guidance to Members for improving notification. 

Recommendation 4. Develop a plan for routine training of WOAH Delegates and relevant WOAH 

Focal Points in areas relevant to notification that is tailored to their experience and capabilities. 

The plan should include evaluation methodology so that return on investment can be measured. 

Recommendation 5. Develop fit-for-purpose guidance materials, exemplars and resources to 

support notification. 

Recommendation 6. Design and implement an approach for ongoing recognition of Members 

with strong notification performance. 

Recommendation 7. Establish a system for notification performance to allow continuous 

analysis of the status of compliance with notification requirements   

What are the next steps 

The findings of this study provide new insights on the factors that facilitate notification. A strengths-

based approach to implement the actions and recommendations of this report is recommended to 

encourage and develop a positive shared notification culture.  

Implementation of the actions and recommendations suggested in this report will require 

consideration and agreement by WOAH and its Members in the Asia Pacific region.   
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Introduction 

Background 

Notification of aquatic and terrestrial animal disease events to WOAH has been a fundamental 

obligation of WOAH Members since the formation of the OIE in 1924. The notification requirements, 

which are specified in Chapter 1.1 of the Terrestrial Animal Health Code and the Aquatic Animal 

Health Code, aim to ensure there is transparency in the global animal disease situation to allow 

countries to take informed actions to prevent the spread of animal diseases. In fact, the rapid 

exchange of information about animal diseases is considered the key objective of establishing the 

OIE in 1924 (Vallat et al., 2013) 

Member notification of animal disease occurrence to WOAH contributes to the World Animal Health 

Information System (WAHIS). WOAH collects, validates and curates disease information, 

disseminates it to Members and makes it available publicly. The system has evolved greatly in recent 

decades and has become entirely digital, increasing the speed of information submission and 

distribution, and improving user access. The evolution of ²h!IΩǎ notification system since the 

formation of the OIE in 1924 is described by Ben Jebara et al. (2012), Vallat et al. (2013) and Cáceres 

et al. (2020). 

WOAH programmes to support notification 

Several WOAH programmes aim to support disease notification by WOAH Members (see Cáceres et 

al., 2020). These programmes include training for WOAH Focal Points for Animal Disease 

Notification, an active search system for unofficial disease information, modernisation of the WAHIS 

database and user interface, and capacity building through the WOAH Performance of Veterinary 

Services (PVS) Pathway.   

Training of WOAH Focal Points for Animal Disease Notification had occurred annually from 2006 

(Cáceres et al., 2020). Training on notification has also been provided to other focal points with 

responsibility for notification (e.g. WOAH Focal Points for Aquatic Animals and WOAH Focal Points 

for Wildlife). An e-learning platform was also launched in 2017.  

The active search programme involves searches for non-official animal disease information. When 

there is inconsistency between non-official information and the information provided by a Member, 

the Delegate is contacted to clarify the situation and validate the correct information (Ben Jebara et 

al., 2012).  

A redeveloped WAHIS was launched in March 2021 (WOAH, 2021). The new system was designed 

based on user feedback to increase functionality, incorporate new technologies and improve 

interconnectivity (Eloit, 2017).  

The PVS Pathway ƛǎ ²h!IΩǎ principal capacity-building programme for the sustainable improvement 

of national veterinary services and their compliance with WOAH international standards. The PVS 

Tool defines 45 critical competencies for assessment and planning within the WOAH PVS Pathway 

(WOAH, 2019). Some of these competencies are directly relevant to notification.  

Research on barriers to notification  

Despite the importance of Members providing disease notifications to WOAH, it is generally 

accepted that better compliance with notification requirements is required to achieve the intended 
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outcome of preventing animal disease spread. Gaps are routinely evident for six-monthly report 

data, with some Members taking one or more years to submit their data for inclusion in WAHIS. In 

the period from 2006 to 2011, the median time for six-monthly report submission ranged from 138 

to 260 days after the end of the reporting period (Ben Jebara et al., 2012). For immediate 

notifications of disease events, reports are sometimes provided much later than the required 24 

hours. Twelve to 22% of immediate notifications were the result of active search and verification 

activities by WOAH over the period from 2005 to 2009 (Ben Jebara et al., 2012).   

The factors that facilitate or inhibit WOAH Member compliance with notification requirements have 

been explored previously, but few studies have taken empirical or theory driven approaches. 

Thierman (2010) ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘŜ hL9 Ƙŀǎ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŀǇƛŘƭȅ 

reporting the occurrence of notifiable diseases in their territories is because of inability and not 

ǳƴǿƛƭƭƛƴƎƴŜǎǎέΣ but no supporting analysis was cited.  

Ben Jebara et al. (2012) provided data on the associations between Member notification 

performance and several factors (e.g. changes to notification requirements in 2005, release of a new 

WAHIS database and user interface, active verification of non-official animal disease information, 

and focal point training). Descriptive data indicated that Members with more experienced focal 

points (i.e. those who had attended one or more training events) may be more likely to submit six-

monthly reports; however, no inferential analysis was presented (Ben Jebara et al., 2012).  

Lin et al. (2023) analysed immediate notification data for terrestrial animal disease events spanning 

the period 2005 to 2021. The median notification time (from laboratory confirmation to notification 

to WOAH) across this period was four days. Notification time had a statistically significant correlation 

with country income groups (gross national income per capita). High-income group countries had a 

median notification time of 3 days while for low-income group countries it was 8 days (Lin et al., 

2023).  

Ben Jabara et al. (2012) stated that animal disease notification depends on a number of parameters 

including the commitment and technical proficiency of the focal point, the political will of the 

Member for transparency, and the financial and human resources assigned to the veterinary 

services. Lin et al. (2023) proposed factors that may influence disease detection capability and 

notification including: quality of surveillance systems, the size of the susceptible animal populations, 

the ratio between veterinarians and the livestock population, the types of production systems (e.g., 

intensive vs. extensive), the clinical expression of the disease, stakeholder awareness, trust in the 

authorities, whether compensation policies exist, laboratory capability and trade consequences.  

Need for this project 

Previous projects exploring disease notification to WOAH have tended to focus on resources and 

capabilities that may support notification (or aspects of those capabilities) but have not explored 

broader influences and constraints that may influence the notification process. In addition to 

resources and capabilities, other factors might influence a decision to notify including norms 

(expectations of others regarding notification), political influence, trust, attitudes, perceived risk and 

perceived benefit. This project aims to identify the key barriers to notification of terrestrial and 

aquatic animal disease events with a focus on Asia and the Pacific region. The identified barriers will 

inform the development of targeted strategies and recommendations to improve notification and 

inform capacity-building investments.  
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This project aligns with the objectives of the WOAH Seventh Strategic Plan 2021-2025 and the WOAH 

Aquatic Animal Health Strategy (Activity 2.4 Identify barriers to transparency in disease reporting).  

The project objectives are to: 

a) Identify and analyse key barriers to immediate notification of terrestrial and aquatic animal 

diseases (ƛƴ ŀŎŎƻǊŘŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ /ƘŀǇǘŜǊ мΦмΦ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ !ǉǳŀǝŎ !ƴƛƳŀƭ IŜŀƭǘƘ 

/ƻŘŜ ŀƴŘ ¢ŜǊǊŜǎǘǊƛŀƭ !ƴƛƳŀƭ IŜŀƭǘƘ /ƻŘŜύ, and  

b) Develop strategies and recommendations to overcome the identified barriers. 

Approach 

Notification requires many steps involving different individuals from when a disease event occurs 

through to when a notification is sent to and published by WOAH. Table 1 shows the generalised 

steps of the notification process and indicates the complexity of the process.  

As making a notification is a behaviour, or a series of behaviours (by those with a role to prepare, 

approve or otherwise support notification), it is possible to examine the complexity of notification 

through behavioural approaches, in addition to examining specific capabilities that may enable 

notification.  

Two well studied psychological theories are considered relevant to notification and have been 

applied in this study. They include the Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen, 1991) and the Integrative 

Model of Organisational Trust (Mayer et al., 1995). Each theory is described below, including their 

relevance to the notification process.  

Theory of Planned Behaviour 

The Theory of Planned Behaviour is a framework developed by Ajzen (1991) that is widely used in 

behavioural studies to understand human actions in many different contexts (e.g. education, health). 

The Theory of Planned Behaviour is one of the most applied theories in social and behavioural 

sciences, having been the subject of empirical scrutiny in more than 4,200 papers referenced in the 

Web of Science bibliographic database (Bosnjak et al., 2020).  

The theory has also been applied to biosecurity contexts previously; for example, qualitative 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƻƴ ǇƛƎ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ-ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ƻƴ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ό!ƭŀǊŎƻƴ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмпύΣ ŎŀǘǘƭŜ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ 

perceptions of biosecurity measures (Sayers et al., 2019), ŘŀƛǊȅ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ōƛƻǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ό²ƛƭƭƛǎ 

et al., 2018). However, the theory has not previously been applied to examine producer reporting of 

notifiable diseases or to WOAH Member notification. 
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Table 1. Generalised steps of the notification process from disease 
occurrence through to publication of an immediate notification by 
WOAH. This process includes passive surveillance steps which may not 
be relevant if a disease or disease agent is detected by active 
surveillance. Adapted from the general surveillance process described by 
Martin et al. (2015). VA = veterinary authority, CA= competent authority. 

Step Description  

Stage 1. Disease recognition and notification 

1 Clinical signs occur  

2 Clinical signs are observed  

3 Recognition of a problem  

4 Observer notifies animal health professional  

Stage 2. Clinical Investigation 

5 Disease investigated   

6 Notifiable disease suspected  

7 Samples sent to laboratory  

Stage 3. Laboratory Investigation 

8 Samples are tested  

9 Notifiable disease diagnosed  

10 Competent Authority notified  

Stage 4. Competent Authority decision making (if not the same as the 
VA) 

11 CA considers available information   

12 CA decides to notify VA   

13 VA notified  

Stage 5. Veterinary Authority decision making 

14 VA considers available information  

15 VA decides to notify WOAH  

16 Notification prepared and approved  

17 Notification submitted to WOAH  

Stage 6. WOAH publication of notification 

18 WOAH receives and reviews notification  

19 WOAH seeks further information (if required)  

20 WOAH publishes notification   

 

The theory aims to predict and explain how an ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ intention to perform a behaviour (the 

immediate determinant of actual behaviour) is influenced by: 

1) their attitudes toward the behaviour (i.e. whether the person has a favourable or 

unfavourable evaluation of the behaviour)  

2) subjective norms (i.e. perceived social pressure to perform or not perform the behaviour), 

and 

3) perceived behavioural control (i.e. perceived ease or difficulty of performing the behaviour, 

reflecting past experience and anticipated impediments) (Ajzen, 1991).  

The theory is well suited to the context of disease notification because its variables cover a range of 

factors that may influence notification, including across all stages of the notification process 

described in Table 1. The variables that have the greatest influence on intention to notify can be 
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determined, allowing further exploration of the specific issues that determine ǘƘŀǘ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜΩǎ 

influence.  

 

Figure 1. The Theory of Planned Behaviour (from 
Ajzen, 1991) 

 

Integrative Model of Organisational Trust 

The Integrative Model of Organisational Trust (IMOT) provides a theoretical framework for 

examining trust in organisations (Mayer et al., 1995). The IMOT has been applied across diverse 

disciplines (e.g., marketing, agribusiness, psychology, economics) and can examine trust at different 

levels of analysis including individual, group and organisational (Schoorman et al., 2007). It is well 

suited to the context of WOAH Member notification because it can be applied at an organisational 

level and incorporates measures of risk. 

Trust has been identified as a psychological influence on disease reporting (e.g. Palmer et al., 2009; 

Wright et al., 2018); however, few studies have examined trust using theory-driven approaches. 

Scutt et al. (2023) applied the IMOT to ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘǊǳǎǘ ƻƴ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ 

report suspected disease on their farm. Trust in government positively and significantly predicted 

farmer intentions to report suspected disease outbreaks, explaining 26% of the variance (Scutt et al., 

2023). 

The IMOT defines trust as the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party, 

irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other party (Mayer et al., 1995). Core elements 

of this definition are that trust includes a willingness to be vulnerable to the actions of another party 

(the trustee) and that the trustor has positive expectations of how they will be treated, leading to 

trusting behaviours (Mayer et al., 1995).  

Trust is context specific. In the context of a WOAH Member providing a notification, the notifying 

party (trustor) is making themselves vulnerable to the actions of their trading partners (trustee).  A 

degree of risk and interdependence between the trustor and trustee are necessary conditions for a 

trust relationship. In the context of notification, the risk/interdependence between parties is the 

possible application of trade measures by the trustee in response to a notification by the trustor.  
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Figure 2. The Integrative Model of Organisational Trust (from Mayer et al., 1995) 

 

The core elements of the IMOT include characteristics of the trustee (trustworthiness), and 

characteristics of the trustor (propensity to trust, perceived risk, and trust) which influence the 

trustors behaviour (risk-taking in the relationship) (Figure 2). Risk taking behaviour leads to 

outcomes which then influence the future trust relationship (e.g. trustworthiness, trust, perceived 

risk) and therefore future behaviour of the trustor.  

The trustor has perceptions of the trustworthiness of the trustee (trading partner) which are 

ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳǎǘŜŜΩǎΥ 

1) ability (skills, competencies, and characteristics that enable the trustee to have influence 

within the relevant context of the trust relationship),  

2) benevolence (the extent to which a trustee is believed to want to do good to the trustor) 

3) integrity (the trustor's perception that the trustee adheres to a set of principles that the 

trustor finds acceptable). 

Within the IMOT, perceived trustworthiness predicts trust, moderated by characteristics of the 

trustorτtheir propensity to trust. Trust predicts risk taking in the relationship (i.e. notification in the 

context of this study), which is the behavioural manifestation of the willingness to be vulnerable (i.e., 

trust). While trust positively predicts risk taking in the relationship, this relationship is mediated by 

ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳǎǘƻǊΩǎ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ Ǌƛǎƪ ƛƴ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊΦ  

Within the IMOT, perceived risk is intended to capture both potential gains and losses of the 

behaviour, outside of the relationship with the trustee (Mayer et al., 1995). However, perceived risk 

and perceived benefit are distinct concepts (Slovic, 1993). In this study, the approach of Scutt et al. 

(2023) has been followed and perceived benefit has been included within the IMOT framework, in 

addition to perceived benefit.  

Negative trade impacts are often raised as a possible consequence of notification. This indicates that 

the key assumptions of the IMOT (interdependence between the trustor and the trustee, perception 

of risk by the trustor) appear to be met within this context and that the IMOT would be suitable for 

exploring the influence of trust and perceived risk on notification. Propensity to trust was not 

examined in this study as it is variable among individuals and not modifiable. Additionally, a meta-
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analysis has shown that propensity to trust generally explains only small amounts of variance in trust 

(Colquitt et al., 2007). 

Factors examined in this study 

This project aims to identify the principal factors that influence a WOAH MemberΩs decision to make 

an immediate notification for a terrestrial or aquatic animal disease event. Factors chosen for 

evaluation are based on previous research and their relevance across the steps of the notification 

process (see Table 1). Additionally, established psychological theory has been used as a framework 

for behavioural factors that may influence ŀ ²h!I aŜƳōŜǊΩǎ intention to notify. The chosen factors 

include:  

1. importance of animal production and animal health 

2. organisational knowledge  

3. organisational capability  

[Theory of Planned Behaviour] 

4. attitudes on notifying animal disease events  

5. subjective norms on notifying animal disease events  

6. perceived behavioural control on notifying animal disease events  

[Integrated Model of Organisational Trust] 

7. perceived risk or benefit of notifying WOAH  

8. trustworthiness of trading partners 

9. trust in trading partners. 
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Methods 

Data collection methods 

¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǘǿƻ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ǘƻ Řŀǘŀ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǝƻƴΥ мύ ŀƴ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƪŜȅ ǎǘŜǇǎ 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ όǎŜŜ Table 1ύ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊŀƭ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴŀȅ ƛƴƅǳŜƴŎŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǝƴƎ 

ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎΣ нύ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƳŜŜǝƴƎǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǘƻ ǎƘŀǊŜ ǇǊŜƭƛƳƛƴŀǊȅ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅΣ ǾŀƭƛŘŀǘŜ ŬƴŘƛƴƎǎΣ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜ Ǌƻƻǘ ŎŀǳǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘŜǎǘ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƛƳǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ 

ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎΦ 

Study population 
WOAH Member countries and territories 

WOAH Member countries and territories from the Asia-Pacific region were considered for inclusion 

in the study population. Criteria for deciding on the WOAH Member countries and territories to be 

included in the study population included: 

a) Primary membership of the Asia-Pacific region (where a Member may belong to more than 

one region). The rationale for this criterion is that WOAH Members with a primary interest in 

a different region may be influenced by different factors and issues that could bias results for 

the Asia-Pacific region.  

b) The WOAH Member had complied at least partially with notification requirements over the 

past 3 years based on their record of submission of semestral reports (as of November 

2024). The rationale for this criterion is that Members who have made no routine 

notifications over an extended period likely face different barriers and constraints to those 

complying mostly or partially and their inclusion may bias results.  

Following consideration of points a and b above, 29 WOAH Member countries and territories from 

the Asia-Pacific region were identified for inclusion in the study. The Delegates of these 29 WOAH 

Members were invited to participate in the study (refer to Annex 1 for the invitation letter to 

Delegates). One Member declined participation, leaving a study population of 28 WOAH Member 

countries and territories.   

Participants 

Participation in the survey was role based with responses sought from multiple personnel within 

each participating WOAH Member country or territory. Multiple responses could be provided for a 

particular role where that role was shared among personnel.  

Substantive roles in notification (i.e. either to prepare, approve, submit or otherwise support 

notification) were identified and targeted for data collection. Table 2 includes the notification roles 

that were included in the study population and the rationale for their inclusion. 
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Table 2. wƻƭŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ²h!I aŜƳōŜǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊƛŜǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ 
ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴΦ 

Role Rationale for inclusion 

¶ ²h!I 5ŜƭŜƎŀǘŜ hǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ŀ ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴ 

ǘƻ ²h!I 

¶ /ƘƛŜŦ ±ŜǘŜǊƛƴŀǊȅ hŶŎŜǊ  

όƛŦ ƴƻǘ ŀƭǎƻ ǘƘŜ ²h!I 5ŜƭŜƎŀǘŜύ 

wŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜ ƛƴǾŜǎǝƎŀǝƻƴ ŀƴŘ 

ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ 

¶ ²h!I bŀǝƻƴŀƭ CƻŎŀƭ tƻƛƴǘ ŦƻǊ !ƴƛƳŀƭ 

5ƛǎŜŀǎŜ bƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴ 

wŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜ 

ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴ ǘƻ ²h!I όƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ 

ŦƻŎŀƭ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜύ 

¶ ²h!I bŀǝƻƴŀƭ CƻŎŀƭ tƻƛƴǘ ŦƻǊ !ǉǳŀǝŎ 

!ƴƛƳŀƭǎ 

wŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ŀǉǳŀǝŎ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜ 

ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴ ǘƻ ²h!I όƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ 

ŦƻŎŀƭ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜύ ŀƴŘκƻǊ 
ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻŎŀƭ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ŦƻǊ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜ 

ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴΦ 

¶ ²h!I bŀǝƻƴŀƭ CƻŎŀƭ tƻƛƴǘ ŦƻǊ ²ƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ wŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ǿƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜ 

ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴ ǘƻ ²h!I όƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ 

ŦƻŎŀƭ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜύ ŀƴŘκƻǊ 

ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻŎŀƭ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ŦƻǊ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜ 

ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴΦ 

¶ ²h!I bŀǝƻƴŀƭ CƻŎŀƭ tƻƛƴǘ ŦƻǊ ±ŜǘŜǊƛƴŀǊȅ 

[ŀōƻǊŀǘƻǊƛŜǎ 

wŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǝƴƎ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǝƻƴ 

ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǝƻƴ ŀƳƻƴƎ ƴŀǝƻƴŀƭ 

ƭŀōƻǊŀǘƻǊȅ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎΦ CǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ 

ŎŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴΦ 

¶ hǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴƴŜƭ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŬŎŀƴǘ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ 

ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴ 

όŀǎ ƴƻƳƛƴŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ²h!I 5ŜƭŜƎŀǘŜύ 

wŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ǎƻƳŜ ǊƻƭŜǎ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ 

όŜΦƎΦ ŘŜǇǳǝŜǎΣ ƻǊ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘŜǎύΦ  

 

¢ƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴΣ ǇǳōƭƛŎƭȅ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƭƛǎǘǎ ƻŦ 

5ŜƭŜƎŀǘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŦƻŎŀƭ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ²h!I wŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ wŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǝƻƴ ŦƻǊ !ǎƛŀ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

tŀŎƛŬŎ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜ bҐмос ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ 

ƻƴŎŜ ǾŀŎŀƴǘ ǊƻƭŜǎΣ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ŬƭƭƛƴƎ ƳǳƭǝǇƭŜ ǊƻƭŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŀŘŘƛǝƻƴŀƭ ƴƻƳƛƴŜŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŜŘ ŦƻǊΦ   

Survey  

! ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǉǳŜǎǝƻƴƴŀƛǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƪŜȅ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ 

ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƻŦ ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴ όǎŜŜ Table 1ύ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ ŀŎŎƻǊŘŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƻōƧŜŎǝǾŜǎ 

ŀƴŘ ǎŎƻǇŜ όǎŜŜ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǝƻƴ ǎŜŎǝƻƴ ŀōƻǾŜύΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǿŀǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΥ 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōǳƛƭŘ ƻƴ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ƻƴ ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ōȅ ²h!IΦ 

¶ CƻǊ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊŀƭ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜ ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ 

ǇǎȅŎƘƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ όŜΦƎΦ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǝǾŜ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƻŦ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǝƻƴŀƭ ǘǊǳǎǘΤ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ƻŦ ǇƭŀƴƴŜŘ 

ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊύ ǘƻ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƪŜȅ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴƅǳŜƴŎŜ ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴΦ 

¶ ±ŀƭƛŘŀǘŜŘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ όƛΦŜΦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǎƘƻǿƴ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǘƻ ŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜƭȅ ŀƴŘ 

ǊŜƭƛŀōƭȅ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎύ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǳǝƭƛǎŜŘ ǿƘŜǊŜ 

ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜΦ   
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¶ .Ŝǎǘ ǇǊŀŎǝŎŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ ōƛŀǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ Řŀǘŀ 

ǎŜǘ όŜΦƎΦ ŎƭŜŀǊΣ ŎƻƴŎƛǎŜΣ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ǉǳŜǎǝƻƴǎΣ ǎŎǊŜŜƴǎ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƴǎŎƛŜƴǝƻǳǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘƛƴƎύΦ 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǘƻ ƳŀȄƛƳƛǎŜ ǎǳƛǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǿƘƛŎƘ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ 

ǘƘŜƛǊ ŬǊǎǘ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜΦ  

The draft survey was piloted on 10 people including experts (e.g. WOAH staff) and on people 

representative of the study population but external to it (e.g. focal points from other regions). All 

comments on the pilot survey were reviewed and amendments were made to the survey questions 

in line with the study objectives and principles of survey design provided in the paragraph above. 

Recruitment 
tŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘŜŘ ōȅ ǎŜŜƪƛƴƎ ƴƻƳƛƴŀǝƻƴǎ ƻŦ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ŬǩƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ǊƻƭŜǎ όTable 2ύ 

ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ²h!I 5ŜƭŜƎŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘŜŘ ²h!I aŜƳōŜǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊƛŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ Ŏŀƭƭ ŦƻǊ 

ƴƻƳƛƴŀǝƻƴǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŀƴ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǝƻƴ ǎƘŜŜǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ ŜȄǇƭŀƴŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴƻƳƛƴŀǝƻƴǎ 

ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘΦ !ƴ ƛƴǾƛǘŀǝƻƴ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀǘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǿŀǎ ǎŜƴǘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ²h!I wŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ wŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǝƻƴ 

ŦƻǊ !ǎƛŀ tŀŎƛŬŎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ²h!I 5ŜƭŜƎŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ нф ²h!I aŜƳōŜǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

ǎŎƻǇŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ όsee Annex 1). 

The following methods aimed to encourage participation in the survey: 

a) An introductory webinar provided an overview of information on the project and guidance 

on completion of the survey (see Annex 4).  

b) The survey was anonymous with no information collected that could identify the 

participants, or their country or territory. This was emphasised in all communications. 

c) An online survey platform was chosen which could deliver automated reminders to 

participants who had not responded to the survey, while also maintaining anonymity. 

d) Participants were invited to take part in online focus group workshops where they received 

early feedback on preliminary survey results and had an opportunity to shaping project 

recommendations.  

Survey delivery 
¢ƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǿŀǎ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ {ǳǊǾŜȅ aƻƴƪŜȅΦ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƴƻƴȅƳƻǳǎ ŀƴŘ ƴƻ ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘ 

ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǝƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƛŘŜƴǝŦȅ ǘƘŜƳ ƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅκǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊȅΦ !ƴƻƴȅƳƛǘȅ ǿŀǎ 

ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǝŀƭƭȅ ǎŜƴǎƛǝǾŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǎƻƳŜ ǉǳŜǎǝƻƴǎΣ ǘƻ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀǝƻƴ ŀƴŘ 

ǘƻ ŀǾƻƛŘ ŀƴȅ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ Ǌƛǎƪ ŦƻǊ ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀǝƻƴΦ   

Survey items and measures 

For all items (questions) requiring a score, a five-point Likert scale was used. A five-point response 

scale was chosen (in preference to a seven-point scale) for ease of completion by participants and 

because it has been demonstrated to be appropriate for the psychological theories utilised in this 

study. The mean score of all items within a measure was used as the total score. 

To ensure reliability, at least three items were included for each measure. This approach aligns with 

published scales for the Theory of Planned Behaviour and Integrative Model of Organisation Trust 

and provides a balance between reliability and simplicity (Stanton et al., 2002).   

The final survey questions and participant instructions are provided at Annex 5. The sections below 

provide a description of the items included in the survey and the measures that they contributed to.  
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Conscientious responder scale 

A conscientious responder scale (CRS) was embedded randomly throughout the questionnaire in 

accordance with Marjanovic et al. (2014). The purpose of the CRS was to provide a way of screening 

out inattentive responses and ensure data quality. At least three correct answers of the five CRS 

questions were required for a response to be considered valid. To prevent responders from being 

surprised by the nature of the CRS questions, advice was embedded in the survey instructions; for 

ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ άNote that some questions in the survey may ask you to respond in a certain wayτthese 

ŀǊŜ ŦƻǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭέ. 

Demographic questions 

As the survey was anonymous, no identifying questions were asked of respondents. However three 

demographic questions were asked, including respondent roles associated with notification 

(question 1), types of notifications that the respondent is responsible for (question 2), and the type 

of organisation in which they perform that role (question 3) (refer to Annex 5). 

Importance 

Seven items contributed to a measure of the importance oŦ ŀ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ ƻǊ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊȅΩǎ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŜǎ 

and animal health management (Table 3). Importance (aquatic) and importance (terrestrial) are each 

subsets of the overall importance measure, each comprising three different items of the total seven 

importance items. 

Table 3. Measures for importance of ŀ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ ƻǊ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊȅΩǎ animal industries and animal 
health management. Complete survey questions are available at Annex 5. 

Measure Items 
Relevant stage 
of notification 

process* 

LƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ vǳŜǎǝƻƴ пΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ŦƻǳǊ ƛǘŜƳǎΥ мύ ǘŜǊǊŜǎǘǊƛŀƭ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ 

ǇǊƻŘǳŎǝƻƴΣ нύ ŀǉǳŀǝŎ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǝƻƴΣ оύ ǘŜǊǊŜǎǘǊƛŀƭ 

ŀƴƛƳŀƭ ŜȄǇƻǊǘǎΣ пύ ŀǉǳŀǝŎ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ ŜȄǇƻǊǘǎ 

мΣ нΣ оΣ пΣ р 

 
vǳŜǎǝƻƴ рΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƛǘŜƳǎΥ рύ ǘŜǊǊŜǎǘǊƛŀƭ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ 

ƘŜŀƭǘƘΣ сύ ŀǉǳŀǝŎ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ ƘŜŀƭǘƘΣ тύ ǿƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ 

мΣ нΣ оΣ пΣ р 

LƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ 

ό¢ŜǊǊŜǎǘǊƛŀƭύ 

LǘŜƳǎ мΣ о ŀƴŘ р ŀōƻǾŜ мΣ нΣ оΣ пΣ р 

LƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ 

ό!ǉǳŀǝŎύ 

LǘŜƳǎ нΣ п ŀƴŘ с ŀōƻǾŜ мΣ нΣ оΣ пΣ р 

ϝ ǎŜŜ Table 1 ŦƻǊ ǎǘŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ 

 

Organisational knowledge and capability 

Three items contributed to a measure of organisational knowledge relevant to notification and five 

items contributed to a measure of organisational capability relevant to notification (Table 4) 
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Table 4. Measures for organisational knowledge and organisational capability. Complete 
survey questions are available at Annex 5. 

Measure Items 
Relevant stage 
of notification 

process* 

hǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǝƻƴŀƭ 

ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ 

vǳŜǎǝƻƴǎ тΣ у ŀƴŘ фΦ пΣ р 

hǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǝƻƴŀƭ 

ŎŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘȅ 

vǳŜǎǝƻƴǎ млΣ ммΣ мнΣ моΣ ŀƴŘ мпΦ мΣ нΣ оΣ пΣ р 

ϝ ǎŜŜ Table 1 ŦƻǊ ǎǘŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ 

 

Theory of planned behaviour  

Items were included for four measures within the theory of planned behaviour (attitudes, subjective 

norms, perceived behavioural control and intentionsτsee introduction for definitions). In addition, 

items were included for a measure of past notification behaviour as this is known to be a good 

predictor of future behaviour (e.g. Albarracin & Wyer, 2000). 

Six items contributed to a measure for attitude toward notification (Table 5Table 3). Attitude (listed 

diseases) and attitude (emerging diseases) are each subsets of the overall attitude measure, each 

comprising three different items of the total six attitude items. 

Three items contributed to a measure for subjective norms relevant to notification (Table 5). This 

measure aimed to understand the ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ perceived expectations of others relevant to 

notification, and how much the individual values those expectations. 

Three items contributed to a measure for perceived behavioural control relevant to notification 

(Table 5). This measure aimed to understand perceptions regarding the degree to which notification 

may be facilitated or impeded. Free text questions (questions 29 to 31) were associated with the 

items for perceived behavioural control to identify the most important factors that may prevent or 

delay notification.  

Six items contributed to a measure for the dependent variable, intention to notify (Table 5). This 

measure aimed to understand role-based intentions to support a notification in circumstances of a 

disease event meeting notification requirements.  

Three items contributed to a measure for past notification behaviour (Table 5). This measure was 

included to evaluate whether past behaviour and intention are distinct variables, and to examine 

their relationship.  

Integrative Model of Organisational Trust 

Items were included for six measures within the Integrative Model of Organisational Trust  

(perceived risk, perceived benefit, three ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘǊǳǎǘǿƻǊǘƘƛƴŜǎǎ ώŀōƛƭƛǘȅΣ ōŜƴŜǾƻƭŜƴŎŜΣ ŀƴŘ 

ƛƴǘŜƎǊƛǘȅϐΣ ŀƴŘ ǘǊǳǎǘ τǎŜŜ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǝƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŘŜŬƴƛǝƻƴǎύΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǳŀƭ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ LƴǘŜƎǊŀǝǾŜ 

aƻŘŜƭ ƻŦ hǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǝƻƴŀƭ ¢Ǌǳǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳǎǘ ǊŜƭŀǝƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŀ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ 

ƻǊ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊȅ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ŀ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜ ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴ όǘƘŜ ǘǊǳǎǘƻǊύ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ǘǊŀŘƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ όǘƘŜ ǘǊǳǎǘŜŜύΦ 
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Table 5. Measures of the Theory of Planned Behaviour. Complete survey questions are 
available at Annex 5. 

Measure Items 
Relevant stage 
of notification 

process* 

Attitudes Question 17, for listed diseases, including three items. 

Question 18, for emerging diseases, including three 
items. 

2, 3, 4, 5 

Attitude (listed diseases) Question 17, including three items 2, 3, 4, 5 

Attitude (emerging 
diseases) 

Question 18, including three items 2, 3, 4, 5 

Subjective norms Questions 20, 21 and 23 2, 3, 4, 5 

Perceived behavioural 
control 

Questions 25, 26, 27, 28(RC) 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

Intentions Question 32, including three items. 

Question 34, including three items. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

Past behaviour Question 33, including three items. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

ϝ ǎŜŜ Table 1 ŦƻǊ ǎǘŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΤ w/ Ґ ǊŜǾŜǊǎŜ ŎƻŘŜŘ ǉǳŜǎǝƻƴ 

 

Three items contributed to a measure for perceived risk of making a notification (Table 6Table 3). To 

identify the most important perceived risks, respondents were asked to identify the single greatest 

risk that may arise from making an immediate notification to WOAH. The response choices were 

developed by examƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƻŦ ²h!IΩǎ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƻŦ National Focal Points for Animal 

Disease Notification. The results of this global survey are not yet publicly available.   

Three items contributed to a measure for perceived benefit of making a notification (Table 6Table 3). 

To identify the most important perceived benefits, respondents were asked to identify the single 

greatest benefit that may arise from making an immediate notification to WOAH.  

Three items contributed to each of the three measures that comprise trustworthiness (i.e. ability, 

integrity and benevolence). Items for ability, integrity and benevolence were in the context of a 

disease notification made by the respondentΩs country or territory being considered by trading 

partners (Table 6Table 3).  

Three items contributed to a measure of trust to understand if participants trust trading partners to 

respond to a disease notification in compliance with WOAH standards (Table 6). 

Statistical analysis 

All statistical analyses were conducted using JASPv0.19.2.0. All reverse-coded items were recoded 

prior to analysis. Descriptive statistics were examined to summarize the data, and a correlation 

matrix was generated to assess associations among variables. The internal consistency of multi-item 

ǎŎŀƭŜǎ ǿŀǎ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ /ǊƻƴōŀŎƘΩǎ ŀƭǇƘŀΦ CƻǊ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ǎŎŀƭŜǎΣ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŀǘƻǊȅ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǿŀǎ 

performed to identify their underlying factor structure. Linear regression analysis was conducted to 

explore relationships between predictor and outcome variables. Logistic regression was performed 

to examine whether predictor variables could predict the dichotomous variable intention to notify 

(high / low intention). 
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Table 6. Measures of the Integrative Model of Organisational Trust. Complete survey 
questions are available at Annex 5. 

Measure Items 
Relevant stage 
of notification 
process* 

Perceived risk vǳŜǎǝƻƴ осΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƛǘŜƳǎΦ мΣ нΣ оΣ пΣ р 

tŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ōŜƴŜŬǘ vǳŜǎǝƻƴ офΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƛǘŜƳǎΦ мΣ нΣ оΣ пΣ р 

!ōƛƭƛǘȅ vǳŜǎǝƻƴ пмΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƛǘŜƳǎΦ пΣ р 

LƴǘŜƎǊƛǘȅ vǳŜǎǝƻƴ пнΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƛǘŜƳǎΦ пΣ р 

.ŜƴŜǾƻƭŜƴŎŜ vǳŜǎǝƻƴ поΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƛǘŜƳǎΦ пΣ р 

¢Ǌǳǎǘ vǳŜǎǝƻƴǎ ппΣ псΣ птόw/ύ пΣ р 

ϝ ǎŜŜ Table 1 ŦƻǊ ǎǘŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΤ w/ Ґ ǊŜǾŜǊǎŜ ŎƻŘŜŘ ǉǳŜǎǝƻƴ 

 

Focus group workshops 

Following the completion of the survey, participants were invited to take part in short online 

workshops where they were provided with preliminary survey results and invited to discuss the 

findings. The aims of the workshops were to 1) validate the barriers identified in the survey, 2) 

undertake a root cause analysis exercise for key barriers, 3) identify feasible and meaningful 

activities to address the barriers / root causes. 

All nominated project participants were invited to attend any one of three meetings held virtually on 

5 December 2024. Registrations were limited to 20 people for each focus group. aŜƴǝƳŜǘŜǊ ǿŀǎ 

ǳǎŜŘ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǝƻƴ ǘƻƻƭ ǘƻ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜ ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƭƻǿ 

ŀƴƻƴȅƳƛǘȅΦ 

Ethical considerations and data security 

The research project was designed in consideration of the following issues. 

Risks of participation. The survey included topics that may be of a sensitive nature. To mitigate 

participant risk, all responses were anonymous with no identifying information collected of 

participants or their country or territory.  

Benefits. There were no direct benefits for individuals from participating in the survey. However, the 

survey aimed to identify barriers to notification of animal disease events and identify strategies to 

address them. These issues are likely of interest to participants and their organisations. 

Incentives for participation. No direct incentives were provided. However, participants were 

provided with an opportunity to contribute directly to the project. Participants were also provided 

with early access to project outcomes through focus group meetings. 

Informed consent. Participation in the survey was entirely voluntary. A detailed participant 

information sheet was ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘΣ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅΩǎ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜΣ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ Ǌƛǎƪǎ ŀƴŘ 

benefits. This information was accessible within the survey questionnaire. Agreement to participate 

was required before proceeding with the survey, and participants were able to withdraw at any time 

before submission. 
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Confidentiality. ¢ƻ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƛǾŀŎȅΣ ƴƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ was collected, and 

participants were advised not to include any identifying details in their responses. This approach 

ensured all responses remained confidential and anonymized. 

Data management and security. All data collected is stored securely on a password-protected 

computer on an encrypted server. Ownership of the data and project outputs rests with WOAH, 

which will also assume responsibility for long-term data storage.   
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Results 

Ninety-one responses were downloaded from Survey Monkey, indicating a response rate of 67% 

(N=136). Eighty-two valid responses remained following exclusion of incomplete (n=6) and non-

conscientious responses (n=3). Non-conscientious responses were defined as those with less than 

three correct answers on the conscientious responder scale (Marjanovic et al., 2014).  

Table 7 provides a summary of the notification roles and type of organisation reported among the 82 

valid responses. Six individuals reported multiple roles. Of the 82 valid responses, 67 of these 

individuals reported they were from their country or territorȅΩǎ veterinary authority, 13 reported to 

be from a different competent authority and two reported to be from a non-government 

organisation. 

Table 7. Notification roles and type of organisation among the 82 valid responses to the online 
survey.  

Role 
Veterinary 
Authority 

Other 
Competent 
Authority 

Non-
Government 
Organisation 

Total 

Delegates 11 0 0 11 

Notification Focal Point 24 1 1 26 

Aquatic Animals Focal Point 8 8 0 16 

Wildlife Focal Point 10 4 1 15 

Laboratories Focal Point 13 1 0 14 

Other1 8 0 0 8 

Total2 74 14 2 90 

1 CƻǊ ǊƻƭŜǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŀǎ άƻǘƘŜǊέΣ ǎƛȄ ǿŜǊŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀǎ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘŜ ƻǊ ǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ŀǇǇƻƛƴǘƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǎ ƴƻǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻŎŀƭ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘǿƻ ǿŜre 

alternate aquatic animals focal points. 2 The total is greater than 82 as 6 individuals reported multiple roles. 

The final survey questions are provided at Annex 5. Internal consistency of items (questions) 

contributing to each measure was investigated by calculating CronbachΩǎ ŀƭǇƘŀ (see Table 8). For 

perceived behavioural control, alpha was improved from 0.53 (95% CI, 0.34-0.73) to 0.60 (95% CI, 

0.35-0.85) by removal of question 28 (refer to Table 5 and Annex 5). For intention, alpha was 

improved from 0.82 (95% CI, 0.75 to 0.89) to 0.90 (95% CI, 0.85-0.96) by removal of items two and 

three of question 34 (refer to Table 5 and Annex 5). For trust, alpha was improved from 0.27 (95% CI, 

-0.05-0.59) to 0.81 (95% CI, 0.71-0.91) by removal of question 47 (refer to Table 6 and Annex 5). 

LƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅ ƻŦ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǿŀǎ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜ όʰҔлΦт) for 16 of the 19 measures and 

moderate (0.6<h <0.7) for three measures.  

Composite scores for each measure were created by averaging final item scores for each measure. 

Non-normality of measures was indicated by skewness, kurtosis, the Shapiro-Wilk test and visual 

assessment of histograms for each measure. Internal consistency and descriptive statistics for each 

measure are included in Table 8. Directional consistency was ensured across all measures, with 

higher scores indicating stronger outcomes for each construct.   
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Table 8. Internal consistency (ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ ōȅ /ǊƻƴōŀŎƘΩǎ ŀƭǇƘŀ) and descriptive statistics for 
19 measures. 

1 subset measure of importance; 2 measure of the theory of planned behaviour; 3 subset measure of attitude; 4 

measure of the theory of planned behaviour; 5 composite measure of ability, integrity and benevolence 

Data was initially examined for correlations among the 19 measures. Table 9 presents PearsonΩǎ Ǌ 

value among the 19 measures. /ƻǊǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜ άƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴέ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ 

variables were examined to provide an overview of the relationships among variables and to inform 

further analysis.  
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Importance  7 (7) 0.79 (0.72-0.86) 4.077 0.612 2.714 5 

LƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ŀǉǳŀǘƛŎ1 3 (3) 0.83 (0.74-0.91) 3.967 0.849 1.000 5 

LƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ǘŜǊǊŜǎǘǊƛŀƭ1 3 (3) 0.67 (0.50-0.83) 4.248 0.645 2.667 5 

Organisational knowledge 3 (3) 0.81 (0.72-0.89) 4.317 0.611 2.330 5 

Organisational capability 5 (5) 0.91 (0.87-0.95) 4.182 0.654 1.800 5 

Attitude overall2 6 (6) 0.91 (0.88-0.95) 4.486 0.520 3.330 5 

!ǘǘƛǘǳŘŜ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜǎ3 3 (3) 0.88 (0.83-0.94) 4.508 0.550 3.330 5 

!ǘǘƛǘǳŘŜ ŜƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜǎ3 3 (3) 0.90 (0.85-0.96) 4.463 0.581 3.000 5 

Subjective norms2 3 (3) 0.66 (0.51-0.82) 4.203 0.576 2.667 5 

Perceived behavioural control2 3 (4) 0.60 (0.35-0.85) 4.061 0.659 2.333 5 

Past behaviour 3 (3) 0.88 (0.77-0.99) 3.801 0.785 1.670 5 

Intentions 5 (7) 0.90 (0.85-0.96) 3.983 0.763 1.400 5 

Perceived risk4 3 (3) 0.92 (0.89-0.96) 2.866 1.067 1.000 5 

Perceived benefit4 3 (3) 0.91 (0.85-0.96) 4.090 0.609 1.330 5 

Ability (of trustee)4 3 (3) 0.95 (0.86-1.04) 3.601 0.817 1.670 5 

Integrity (of trustee)4 3 (3) 0.86 (0.78-0.93) 3.655 0.682 2.000 5 

Benevolence (of trustee)4 3 (3) 0.90 (0.79-1.02) 3.646 0.700 1.670 5 

Trustworthiness (of trustee)4,5 3 (3) 0.82 (0.72-0.92) 3.634 0.631 2.220 5 

Trust4 2 (3) 0.81 (0.72-0.91) 3.640 0.726 2.000 5 
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Table 9. Correlation matrix for the 19 continuous variables. tŜŀǊǎƻƴΩǎ r value shown with level of significance. *  p<0.05 (light grey shading); ** p<0.01 (medium 
grey shading); *** p<0.001 (dark grey shading) 

 1.  2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7.  8. 9.  10.  11.  12.  13.  14.  15.  16.  17.  18.  19.  

1. Organisational 
knowledge 

τ                   

2. Organisational 
Capability 

0.636*** τ                  

3. Importance 0.096 0.258* τ                 

4. Importance Aquatic1 0.054 0.135 0.884*** τ                

5. Importance 
Terrestrial1 

0.111 0.219* 0.761*** 0.428*** τ               

6. Attitude Listed 
Diseases3 

0.311** 0.365*** 0.438*** 0.403*** 0.263* τ              

7. Attitude Emerging 
Diseases3 

0.203 0.226* 0.407*** 0.413*** 0.221* 0.693*** τ             

8. Attitude2 0.278* 0.319** 0.458*** 0.443*** 0.262* 0.915*** 0.925*** τ            

9. Subjective Norms2 0.556*** 0.411*** 0.356** 0.283** 0.284** 0.546*** 0.47***  0.551*** τ           

10. Perceived 
Behavioural Control2 

0.538*** 0.603*** 0.408*** 0.283** 0.338** 0.455*** 0.306** 0.411*** 0.499*** τ          

11. Intention2 0.522*** 0.576*** 0.243* 0.206 0.161 0.276* 0.321** 0.325** 0.437*** 0.501*** τ         

12. Past Behaviour 0.416*** 0.538*** 0.341** 0.284** 0.269* 0.368*** 0.323** 0.375*** 0.479*** 0.416*** 0.692*** τ        

13. Ability (trustee) 4 0.278* 0.327** 0.351** 0.333** 0.234* 0.179 0.189 0.2 0.265* 0.303** 0.323** 0.22* τ       

14. Integrity (of 
trustee) 4 

0.082 0.229* 0.342** 0.213 0.344** 0.172 0.247* 0.229* 0.241* 0.219* 0.182 0.088 0.698*** τ      

15. Benevolence (of 
trustee) 4 

-0.036 0.018 0.276* 0.158 0.349** 0.22* 0.236* 0.248* 0.307** 0.107 0.052 -0.055 0.478*** 0.667*** τ     

16. Trustworthiness 
(of trustee) 4, 5 

0.136 0.229* 0.377*** 0.28* 0.354** 0.22* 0.258* 0.26* 0.314** 0.249* 0.224* 0.105 0.86***  0.908*** 0.816***  τ    

17. Trust (in trustee) 4 -0.051 -0.071 0.17 0.058 0.259* 0.036 0.259* 0.164 0.143 0.072 0.06 -0.033 0.411*** 0.673*** 0.654***  0.662*** τ   

18. Perceived Risk4 0.037 -0.016 0.002 -0.032 0.029 -0.086 -0.158 -0.134 -0.018 0.001 -0.11 -0.109 0.17 0.039 0.025 0.097 -0.09 τ  

19. Perceived Benefit 0.067 -0.064 0.118 0.051 0.093 0.199 0.309** 0.277* 0.206 0.229* 0.147 0.041 0.199 0.211 0.361***  0.296** 0.357*** -0.053 τ 

1 subset measure of importance; 2 measure of the Theory of Planned Behaviour; 3 subset measure of attitude; 4 measure of the Integrative Model of Organisational Trust; 5 composite 

measure of ability, integrity and benevolence
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Intention to notify and past notification behaviour are correlated but distinct variables 

This study included two measures of notification behaviourτself-reported intention to notify and self-reported 

past behaviour. Within the theory of planned behaviour, behavioural intention is considered the immediate 

antecedent and predictor of actual behaviour (Ajzen, 1991). However, past behaviour is also known to be a good 

predictor of future behaviour, considering contextual factors and the consequences of previous behaviour (e.g. 

Albarracin & Wyer, 2000).  

Intention to notify was significantly and strongly correlated with past notification behaviour (r=0.692, p<0.001) 

(Table 9). Due to the large correlation between these two variables, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was 

undertaken to determine whether intention and past behaviour represented a single construct. A one-factor 

solution was initially considered, and ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ YŀƛǎŜǊΩǎ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛƻƴ (eigenvalue >1) the analysis suggested a one-

factor solution (̝ н (28) = 587.89, p < 0.001), which explained 61.3% of the variance in responses.  

To explore whether intention and past behaviour could be separated into distinct factors, a two-factor solution 

was manually specified. This model was supported (˔н ό13) = 43.044, p < 0.001). In the unrotated solution (i.e., 

before adjusting the factors for interpretability), eigenvalues were 5.260 for factor 1 and 0.968 for factor 2. After 

applying Promax rotation (a method that makes it easier to interpret factor groupings when factors may be 

correlated), the eigenvalues were 3.107 for factor 1 and 2.661 for factor 2. This rotation increased the overall 

variance explained to 72.1% with factor 1 accounting for 38.8%; and factor 2 accounting for 33.3%. 

The factor loadings  (i.e. the degree to which each item correlates with a given factor) showed that except for one 

item (intention item 10 (Q35_I10), all intention items loaded strongly on factor 1 while all past behaviour items 

loaded on factor 2 (Table 10).  

This analysis confirmed that intention and past behaviour represent two distinct constructs and supported using 

intention as the dependent variable in the models of behaviour (Theory of Planned Behaviour) and trust 

(Integrative Model of Organisational Trust) utilised in this study. 

Table 10.  Factor loadings for the two-factor solution 
for intention and past behaviour. Items I1, I2, I3, I7 
and I10 measure intention; items PB1-3 measure past 
behaviour. 

  Factor 1 Factor 2 Uniqueness 

Q32_I1 
 

1.018 
 

  
 

0.048 
 

Q32_I3 
 

0.997 
 

  
 

0.133 
 

Q32_I2 
 

0.822 
 

  
 

0.153 
 

Q34_I7 
 

0.499 
 

  
 

0.597 
 

Q33_PB1 
 

  
 

0.971 
 

0.096 
 

Q33_PB2 
 

  
 

0.879 
 

0.253 
 

Q33_PB3 
 

  
 

0.716 
 

0.494 
 

Q35_I10     0.534  0.459  
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Organisational capability and organisational knowledge predict intention to notify 

This study included measures for organisational knowledge (3 items) and organisational capability (5 items) 

relevant to making an immediate notification to WOAH. Items included in each measure were chosen to be 

relevant to the generalised steps of the notification process shown in Table 1. 

Intention to notify had a statistically significant and strong correlation with organisational knowledge (r = 0.522, p 

< 0.001) and organisational capability (r = 0.576, p < 0.001) (Table 9).  

A linear regression analysis was conducted to evaluate the combined and individual contributions of 

organisational knowledge and organisational capability with the dependent variable, intention to notify. The 

overall model was significant (R2 = 0.373, F(2, 79) = 23.476, p < 0.001) explaining 37.3% of the variance in 

intention to notify.  

Both predictors significantly contributed to the model. OǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘȅ όʲ Ґ лΦпмл, p=0.001) had a 

stronger influence ǘƘŀƴ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ όʲ Ґ лΦнсмΣ Ǉ ғлΦлнтύ. For each one-unit increase in 

organizational capability, intention to notify increased by 0.479 units (holding organizational knowledge 

constant). For each one-unit increase in organizational knowledge, intention to notify increased by 0.326 units 

(holding organizational capability constant). 

The importance of animal production and animal health on intention to notify  

Importance is a composite measure derived from seven individual items (Annex 5). These items collectively 

measure the perceived importance of animal production, animal commodity exports, and animal health. 

Importance (aquatic) and importance (terrestrial) are each subsets of the overall importance measure, each 

comprising three different items of the total seven importance items.  

Descriptive statistics indicated high overall importance (of animal production, animal commodity exports and 

animal health) (mean = 4.077, SD = 0.612) (Table 4). The mean score for the subset measure, importance-

terrestrial, was the highest of the importance measures (mean = 4.248, SD = 0.645). The mean score of 

importance-aquatic was also high (mean = 3.967, SD = 0.849) but a higher standard deviation indicated a broader 

distribution of responses, which was also indicated by kurtosis statistics (importance-aquatic, 0.459; importance 

terrestrial, -0.577). 

Intention to notify had a statistically significantly but weak correlation with importance (r = 0.243, p < 0.05) but 

not with the subset measures importance-aquatic and importance-terrestrial (Table 5). A logistic regression was 

performed to examine whether importance could predict the dichotomous variable intention to notify (high 

versus low intention). High intention was ǎŜǘ ŀǘ җ 4 (on the 5-point scale). The model approached significance (ɲʋч 

= 3.819, p = 0.051) and explained 6.1% of the variance in intention (Nagelkerke R² = 0.061). Importance had an 

ƻŘŘǎ Ǌŀǘƛƻ ƻŦ нΦмл όʲ Ґ лΦтплΣ {9 Ґ лΦоууύΣ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘƛǎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ όǇ Ґ лΦлртύΦ The model 

showed limited predictive accuracy, with an overall classification rate of 59.76% indicating that importance did 

not have a meaningful influence on intention to notify. 

Theory of planned behaviour 

Within the theory of planned behaviour, three core factors (attitudes, subjective norms and perceived 

behavioural control) together shape behavioural intentions, which are considered the strongest predictor of 

future behaviour (Ajzen, 1991). The mean score for attitudes indicated a strong positive attitude to notification 

(mean = 4.486, SD = 0.520) (Table 4). The mean score for subjective norms (mean = 4.203, SD = 0.576) was high, 

indicating generally positive expectations of others (within and outside the ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ organisations) toward 

notification. The mean score for perceived behavioural control (mean = 4.061, SD = 0.659) was also high, 

indicating generally positive perceptions of the ability to notify.   
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Intention to notify was significantly correlated with the three factors of the theory of planned behaviour, 

attitudes (r = 0.325, p < 0.01), subjective norms (r = 0.437, p < 0.001), and perceived behavioural control (r = 

0.501, p < 0.001) (Table 9).  

A linear regression analysis was conducted to evaluate the combined and individual contributions of attitudes, 

subjective norms and perceived behavioural control with the dependent variable, intention to notify. The overall 

model was significant (R2 = 0.547, F(3, 78) = 11.11, p < 0.001) explaining 29.9% of the variance in intention to 

notify.  

Perceived behavioural control significantly contributed to the model όʲ Ґ 0.368, p = 0.001). For each one-unit 

increase in perceived behavioural control, intention to notify increased by 0.427 units (holding other factors 

constant). The coefficient for subjective norms was positive but marginally non-ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ όʲ Ґ лΦннсΣ Ǉ Ґ лΦлстύΣ 

indicating a possible role in influencing intentions. Attitudes όʲ Ґ лΦ049, p=0.672) did not contribute uniquely to 

predicting intentions in the model.  

Integrative model of organisational trust 

The integrative model of organisational trust (IMOT) measures characteristics of a trust relationship to 

understand the role of trust in a behavioural outcome. The contextual application of the IMOT in this study was to 

examine the trust relationship between a country or territory making a disease notification (the trustor) and its 

trading partners (the trustee). The behavioural outcome in this context was measured by the trustorΩǎ intention 

to notify, consistent with intention being the strongest predictor of a behaviour (Ajzen, 1991).  

Four factors of the IMOT were investigated in this study, trustworthiness of the trustee (comprised of the trustors 

perceptions of the ǘǊǳǎǘŜŜΩǎ ability, benevolence, and integrity for responding to a disease notification by the 

trustor in compliance with WOAH standards), trust (of the trustor in the trustee) and perceived risk (of the trustor 

making a disease notification). Additionally, perceived benefit (of the trustor making a disease notification) was 

examined in accordance with the conceptual model of Scutt et al. (2023). 

Mean scores were similar for the component factors of trustworthiness, ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘǊŀŘƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΩ 

ability (mean = 3.601, SD = 0.817), integrity (mean = 3.655, SD = 0.682) and benevolence (mean = 3.646, SD = 

0.700) in the context of them responding to a notification. There was a broad distribution for these three 

measures with peaks around the mean, indicating perceptions varied somewhat among respondents (Figure 3). 

The composite measure, trustworthiness, was created by averaging the scores for ability, integrity and 

benevolence (mean = 3.634, SD = 0.631).   

The mean score for perceived benefit was high (mean = 4.090, SD = 0.520) indicating a positive perception of the 

benefits of making notifications (Table 4). The mean score for perceived risk (mean = 2.866, SD = 1.067) was lower 

than for perceived benefit (Table 4). There was a broader distribution of responses for perceived risk indicating 

that perceptions of risk vary widely among respondents, but perceptions of benefit are more uniformly high 

(Figure 4).    
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Figure 3. Distributions of ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ perceptions of trading partner ability (A) 
integrity (B) and (C) benevolence in responding to their country or territoǊȅΩǎ 
disease notification. Trustworthiness (D), a composite measure of ability, integrity 
and benevolence. n=82.  

 

 

Figure 4. Distributions of perceived risk (A) and perceived benefit (B), n=82. Note 
that the y axis scale differs. 
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Intention to notify was significantly correlated with ability (of the trustee) (r = 0.323, p < 0.01) but not integrity or 

benevolence (Table 9). Intention to notify was also correlated with the composite measure trustworthiness (r = 

0.244, p < 0.05) (Table 9). Trust, perceived benefit and perceived risk were not significantly correlated with 

intention to notify.  

A linear regression analysis was conducted to evaluate the combined and individual contributions of the 

components of trustworthiness (ability, integrity and benevolence) on trust. The overall model was significant (R2 

= 0.537, F(3, 78) = 30.108, p < 0.001) explaining 53.7% of the variance in trust. Integrity όʲ Ґ лΦ544, p < 0.001) and 

ōŜƴŜǾƻƭŜƴŎŜ όʲ Ґ лΦо86, p < 0.001) significantly contributed to the model. For each one-unit increase in integrity, 

trust increased by 0.544 units (holding other factors constant). For each one-unit increase in benevolence, trust 

increased by 0.386 units (holding other factors constant). Ability did not contribute to predicting trust in the 

model (ʲ Ґ -0.109, p=0.257). 

A linear regression analysis was conducted to evaluate the combined and individual contributions of trust, 

perceived benefit and perceived risk on the intention to notify. The overall model was not significant (F(3, 78) = 

0.861, p = 0.465). 

Perceived risks and perceived benefits 

The measure for perceived benefit indicated a generally high perception of the benefits of notification. The 

measures for perceived risk indicated lower overall perceived risk but a broader range of the perceived level of 

risk among respondents (see IMOT section above). 

In addition to these measures, respondents were asked to provide their opinion on the single greatest risk and 

single greatest benefit from making a notification to WOAH.  The highest ranked perceived risk was άreduced 

access to international marketsέ (50%) with the next highest ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ άƴƻ Ǌƛǎƪέ όмрΦф҈ύ όTable 11Table 12). The 

highest ranked perceived benefit from making an immediate notification was άmaintaining our international 

reputation for transparency and compliance with WOAH standardsέ (46.3%) and the next highest response was 

άƭƛƳƛǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǇǊŜŀŘ ƻŦ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜǎέ όонΦф҈ύ όTable 12). 

Table 11. The single greatest risks from making an immediate notification to WOAH. 

Risk Frequency Percent Rank 

Reduced access to international markets 41 50.0 1 

No risk 13 15.9 2 

Domestic consumer behaviour is negatively impacted 7 8.5 3 

Reduced trading partner confidence in our animal disease 
management 

5 6.1 4 

Increased workload for the Veterinary Authority 5 6.1 4 

Reduced confidence of our politicians in our animal 
disease management  

4 4.9 5 

Reduced confidence of our animal industry in our animal 
disease management   

4 4.9 5 

Other 3 3.7 6 

Total1 82 100  
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Table 12. The single greatest benefits from making an immediate notification to WOAH. 

Benefit Frequency Percent Rank 

Maintaining our international reputation for transparency 
and compliance with WOAH standards  

38 46.3 1 

Limiting the international spread of animal diseases  27 32.9 2 

Providing detailed disease information to avoid 
unnecessary/unwarranted trade impacts 

7 8.5 3 

Controlling accurate communication of disease 
information to our trading partners  

4 4.9 4 

aŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƻǳǊ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΩǎ ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
professionalism of our Veterinary Authority 

4 4.9 4 

Maintaining political confidence in the professionalism of 
our Veterinary Authority 

1 1.2 5 

Other 1 1.2 5 

Total1 82 100  

 

Barriers to notification 

Survey participants were asked to identify a single issue that would be the most likely to prevent or delay their 

country or territory from making an immediate notification to WOAH for each of the following situations: a) a 

listed disease event of terrestrial animals, b) a listed disease event of aquatic animals, and c) an emerging disease 

event.   

Answers to these three 3 questions were compared to determine the principal subject areas and specific issues 

identified. The three principal subject areas identified that could delay or prevent a notification were a) diagnosis 

and laboratory confirmation, b) decision-making and administrative issues, and c) surveillance and reporting 

system issues (see Table 13). 

Although the principal subject areas were consistent across the three questions, there were some minor 

differences. For example, for aquatic animal diseases and emerging disease events, interagency communication 

and approvals were raised as barriers but these were not raised for terrestrial animal disease events. For 

emerging diseases, decision making to determine if an event meets the definition an emerging disease was raised.     

Maximising benefits and minimising risks 

Survey participants were asked to identify ways to maximise the benefits and minimise the risks of providing 

immediate notifications. To maximise the benefits, respondents focussed on subject areas such as capacity 

building, reputation, trade and outbreak management (Table 14). To minimise the risks, respondents focussed on 

areas such as the accuracy and quality of notifications, communicating the purpose and benefit of notification 

with stakeholders, supporting continuity of safe trade, strengthening government processes and provision of 

support to members (Table 15). 

  



32 

 Blue Edge Consulting, Canberra 

 

 

 

Table 13. Summary of barriers to notification identified for listed disease events of terrestrial and 
aquatic animals, and emerging disease events.  

Subject area Issues Frequency 

Diagnostic delays and 
laboratory confirmation  

Laboratory capability for listed and emerging diseases  

Time to undertake laboratory testing 

Delays if further investigation or resampling are required 

Delays if reference laboratory confirmation required 

30 

Decision making and 
administrative  

Time for Delegate approval 

Need for higher approvals (e.g. senior officials or ministers) 

Need for inter-agency approvals / communication (aquatic and 
wildlife diseases) 

Communication between different levels of government  

Deciding if event meets definition of a confirmed case / 
emerging disease 

20 

Surveillance and reporting 
system issues  

Poor surveillance systems 

Poor reporting/communication systems 

Producer reluctance to report 

Delays/capability for field investigation 

15 

Lack of personnel and 
resources  

Human resources and expertise 

Accessing remote locations 
10 

No barriers Nil 15 

 

Table 14. Summary of respondents nominated ways to maximise the benefits of 
making an immediate notification.  

Subject area Ways to maximise benefit 

Capacity development Attract support of development partners 

Reputation Recognition of conscientious reporting by Members 

Enhancing trust among trading partners 

Trade Using notifications and follow-up reports as reference 
documents when contacting trading partners 

Outbreak management  Receiving advice/ on control measures 

Common benefit among 
Members   

Promoting standardised capability to diagnose diseases  

Preventing international spread of diseases 

Providing a basis for decisions on international trade to be made 
based on reliable information 
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Table 15. Summary of respondent nominated ways to minimise the risks of making 
an immediate notification. 

Subject area Ways to minimise risk 

Accuracy and quality of 
notifications 

Verify the accuracy and reliability of data before submitting 
notifications 

Clearly communicate the context and significance of 
notifications to stakeholders 

Provide comprehensive and accurate information to reduce 
misunderstandings 

Maintain transparency to build trust 

Establish purpose and benefit 
of notification 

Educate stakeholders about the importance of immediate 
notifications for global animal health 

Highlight the benefits of early reporting to reduce concerns over 
reputational risks 

Support continuity of safe 
trade 

Foster collaboration between member countries and WOAH to 
mitigate negative reactions 

Encourage open dialogue with trading partners to clarify the 
implications of notifications 

Work proactively with trading partners to prevent unjustified 
trade restrictions 

Emphasize the use of WOAH standards and principles to support 
fair international trade 

Strengthen government 
processes  

Develop clear and consistent processes for information sharing 
across relevant organizations 

Improve coordination among government agencies to ensure a 
unified response to disease notifications 

Ensure timely follow-up actions to address issues raised by 
notifications 

Member support   Clear guidance and technical support from WOAH to help 
countries manage notifications effectively 

Offer recommendations for risk management tailored to the 
ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ 

Facilitate training for focal points on handling notifications and 
associated risks. 

 

WOAH assistance  

Survey respondents were asked to identify the single best thing that WOAH could do to assist their country to 

make immediate notifications. Subject areas of the responses included capacity building and training, WAHIS 

system enhancements, recognition and incentives, guidance on risk mitigation, and advocacy and engagement 

with decision-makers (Table 16). 
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Table 16. Summary of respondent suggestions for the single best thing that WOAH could do to 
assist their country to make immediate notifications.  

Subject area Assistance measure 

Capacity building and 
training 

Training programs for focal points, field veterinarians, and lab personnel. 

Refresher courses and workshops on WOAH standards, the notification 
process, and using WAHIS  

Assist countries to strengthen surveillance and diagnostic capacities. 

Facilitate access to accredited laboratories for confirmation. 

WAHIS system 
enhancements 

Simplify WAHIS platform for easier navigation and data entry 

Improve the stability and user interface of WAHIS, including bug fixes. 

Integrate with other reporting systems (e.g. AMU) 

Recognition and 
incentives 

Recognize countries that demonstrate strong adherence to WOAH 
standards 

Share success stories and benefits of timely notifications to encourage 
compliance 

Guidance on risk 
mitigation 

Guidance for managing risks associated with notifications, such as trade 

Advocacy and 
engagement with 
decision-makers 

Engage with national authorities and ministers to promote awareness of 
notification obligations 

Advocate for policies that prioritize reporting and disease control  

Provide confidential advisory channels for countries uncertain about making 
notifications 

 

Focus group workshops 

Three focus group workshops were held on 5 December 2024 at three times that spanned business hours across 

the Asia-Pacific region. A total of 18 participants joined across the three workshops. The participant roles included 

one WOAH Delegate, seven Notification Focal Points, seven Aquatic Animal Focal Points, and three Laboratory 

Focal Points. 

Each workshop group nominated a different subject area of barriers to notification that were identified through 

the online survey (refer to Table 13) for deeper consideration by the group. The chosen subject areas included 1) 

diagnostic delays and laboratory confirmation, 2) decision making and administrative issues and 3) surveillance 

and reporting system issues. Participants were invited to identify the root causes of barriers to notification within 

the chosen subject area, and to identify actions or strategies to address the barriers and their root causes. A 

summary of the results of the focus group discussions are provided in Table 17. 

Within each of the three subject areas, the identified barriers aligned with those provided within the online 

survey (refer to Table 13); however, not all of the barriers identified through the survey were identified again 

through the focus group workshops.  

Participants proposed actions or strategies to address the identified barriers across the three subject areas. For 

many of these actions and strategies the participants shared their experience and successful approaches. For 

example, for administrative and decision-making barriers, a participant shared their success in establishing an 

agreed workflow for notification to support inter-agency cooperation and to confirm responsibilities between 

different agencies. Another participant shared their success in utilising an offline template for immediate 
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notifications to collate information and seek approvals from different levels of government and different agencies 

(Table 17).   

For diagnostic delays and laboratory confirmation, a lack of experience/capability for diagnosing exotic diseases 

was identified as a cause. Proposed actions to address this cause included enabling actions: access to positive 

control material, access to laboratory proficiency testing programs, and regional workshops for national reference 

laboratories to support improved diagnosis. 

Table 17. Summary of three focus group workshops including identified barriers to notification and proposed 
actions to address the identified barriers.  

Subject area Barriers and their root causes Actions or strategies to address barriers 

Diagnostic delays and 
laboratory 
confirmation  

Lack of experience diagnosing exotic diseases and 
emerging diseases 

Limited diagnostic capability for some diseases 

Multiple laboratories required to confirm result 

Responsibilities at different levels of government 

Transport time to get samples to laboratories for 
remote areas 

Lack of resources, economic crisis 

Strengthen national laboratory capability 

Provision of positive control material to support 
adoption of methods for exotic diseases 

Regional laboratory proficiency testing programs 
for national reference laboratories  

Regional workshops for national reference 
laboratories to improve diagnosis of listed diseases 
of regional significance 

Decision making and 
administrative  

Approvals required across different agencies 

Approvals required at different levels of 
government 

Need for higher approvals (e.g. senior officials or 
ministers) 

Collecting, collating and then seeking approval for 
detailed information 

Need to simultaneously prepare media releases 
and holding statements  

Establish relationships between responsible 
personnel in different agencies 

Make sure roles are understood and authority is 
clear (e.g. direct access to WAHIS for responsible 
staff in other CAs) 

Establish an agreed workflow between different 
agencies 

Use a template for immediate notification 
information to collate information and seek 
approvals 

Surveillance and 
reporting system 
issues  

Poor surveillance systems 

Poor reporting/communication systems 

Lack of laboratory testing capability 

Lack of awareness of reporting obligations 

Lack of trained human resources 

WAHIS training 

Training to better manage notification, including 
simulation training 

Field veterinarian training 

Improve communication between farmers and 
governments 

Web based reporting platforms 
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Discussion 

This study has aimed to identify and analyse key barriers to immediate notification of terrestrial and aquatic 

animal diseases and develop strategies and recommendations to overcome the identified barriers. The approach 

to data collection included an online survey that incorporated established theoretical approaches to explore 

factors that may influence Members making an immediate notification to WOAH. In addition to the survey, focus 

group workshops were conducted to explore the causes of barriers to disease notification and identify strategies 

and actions to address them. 

Survey performance 

The online survey was sent to a study population of WOAH Delegates and relevant WOAH focal points in the Asia-

Pacific region that have a role in notification to WOAH. Eighty-two valid responses were received from a total 

study population comprising 136 unique individuals, providing a highly representative data set (60.3%). The 

survey included 19 measures, each comprised of multiple items (questions) to ensure reliability of the measures. 

The survey adhered to strict anonymity to encourage frank responses from participants that would be reflective 

of their experience and opinions. 

Survey items performed well, with final internal consistency, ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ ōȅ /ǊƻƴōŀŎƘΩǎ ,h greater than 0.7 

(acceptable) for 16 of 19 measures. For three items (importance-terrestrial, perceived behavioural control and 

subjective norms) Ŧƛƴŀƭ /ǊƻƴōŀŎƘΩǎ ʰ ǿŀǎ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ лΦт ōǳǘ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ лΦс όTable 8). Internal consistency is a 

measure of reliability to determine that items contributing to a single measure are measuring the same construct. 

/ǊƻƴōŀŎƘΩǎ ʰ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ лΦт ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎ 

(Nunnally, 1975). These results indicate that the survey items for 16 of the 19 measures performed reliably. 

However, some refinement of the items for perceived behavioural control, subjective norms and trust is 

warranted if this survey is to be used in other regions. 

The survey results also indicate good construct validity, i.e. that the survey items measured the theoretical 

concept that they were intended to measure. Construct validity was supported by the utilisation of well-accepted 

theoretical approaches (the Theory of Planned Behaviour and the Integrative Model of Organisational Trust) with 

adaptation of validated scales for the purposes of this study. Construct validity was indicated by correlations 

between notionally similar measures (convergent validity). For example, past notification behaviour and intention 

to notify were strongly corelated. Exploratory factor analysis further indicated that they were related but two 

separate factors.  

Importance does not predict intention to notify 

A novel measure of the importance of animal industries and animal health was developed for this study. Subset 

measures (importance-terrestrial and importance-aquatic) were also drawn from the overall importance items. 

The importance measures were designed to be subjective (i.e. based on opinion) and relative to the 

characteristics of the country or territory, rather than objective (e.g. a single value or volume of production). This 

approach was expected to reflect the true importance of animal production and animal health relative to the 

circumstances of a country or territory.  

Although importance did correlate with intention to notify (r=0.258, p<0.05; Table 9), further analysis could not 

find support for importance as a predictor of intention to notify. A binary logistic regression model approached 

statistical significance (p=0.057) for importance as a predictor of intention to notify, but it had poor predictive 

ability that was little better than chance.   

Awada et al. (2017) found that the median aquaculture production of Members who had submitted their six-

monthly reports (10,020 tonnes) was significantly greater than those who had not (991 tonnes). The results are 
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not directly comparable to the current study as the focus was on a different type of notification (six-monthly 

reports rather than immediate notification). Further, in the current study, importance was correlated with 

organisational capability, perhaps indicating that when animal industries and animal health are more important, 

they may be associated with stronger organisational capability (which is a predictor of intention to notify, see 

below).  

The premise of importance as a possible predictor of intention to notify is that it could have a positive effect (e.g. 

because a country may have stronger incentives to protect its reputation and market access) or a negative effect 

(e.g. because the perceived risk of notification may be greater). There was some support for a positive impact of 

importance in this study, with importance positively correlated with attitudes to notification (r=0.458, p<0.001; 

Table 9). However, there was no significant relationship between importance and perceived risk (r=0.002, 

p>0.05). 

Taken together, the results of this study and the limited published data available, indicate that importance of 

animal production and animal health have little effect on intention to notify.  

Organisational capability and knowledge predict intention to notify 

Novel measures for organisational knowledge and organisation capability relevant to notification were developed 

for this study. The measures were developed to encompass the scope of knowledge and capabilities required for 

notification, including the stages of the notification process described in Table 1.  

Organisational capability and organisational knowledge were found to be statistically significant predictors of 

intention to notify. Both predictors significantly contributed to a linear regression model. Organizational 

ŎŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘȅ όʲ Ґ лΦпмлΣ ǇҐлΦллмύ ƘŀŘ ŀ ǎǘǊƻƴƎŜǊ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ όʲ Ґ лΦнсмΣ Ǉ ғлΦлнтύΦ  

Organisational capability and organisational knowledge are modifiable factors, meaning that actions can be 

implemented to increase them and improve notification. From the data of this study, a one-unit increase in 

organizational capability could increase intention to notify by 0.479 units (holding organizational knowledge 

constant); and a one-unit increase in organizational knowledge could increase intention to notify by 0.326 units 

(holding organizational capability constant). 

Member capability has been recognised as a possible factor determining intention to notify; however, most 

statements in this regard appear to be anecdotal and not supported by empirical data that encompasses relevant 

knowledge and capabilities (e.g. Ben Jebara et al., 2012; Lin et al., 2023; Thierman, 2010). Some partial evidence 

has been provided, for instance, Ben Jabara et al (2012) presented descriptive data indicating that Members with 

more experienced focal points may be more likely to submit six-monthly reports; however, no statistical analysis 

was presented to confirm an effect. 

This study has been the first to provide comprehensive measures of organisational knowledge and organisational 

capability and to show that these do predict intention to notify. WOAH has a comprehensive tool for assessing 

aŜƳōŜǊǎΩ capabilities, the PVS Tool and the PVS Tool ς Aquatic.  PVS evaluations and gap analyses could be used 

to evaluate member capability relevant to notification; however, notification is currently addressed within a 

single item (IV-5, Transparency) that is not dedicated to notification of disease events to WOAH, and linkages to 

other related capabilities such as surveillance (II-4) are not explicit. Further, a review of some recent PVS 

evaluation reports available on the WOAH website (WOAH, 2025) indicates that there is variability in how this 

competency is evaluated.   

The results of this study indicate that organisational knowledge and organisational capability are important, 

modifiable factors that influence intention to notify. These findings are supported by analysis of factors 

contributing to the Theory of Planned Behaviour (see below). Recommendations and strategies to improve these 

factors are provided in the conclusions and recommendations.  
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The theory of planned behaviour predicts intention to notify 

Measures for the three factors of the Theory of Planned Behaviour were developed for this study following the 

theoretical approaches of Ajzen (1991). A linear regression analysis to evaluate the combined and individual 

contributions of attitudes, subjective norms and perceived behavioural control on intention to notify found the 

model was significant and explained 29.9% of the variance in intention to notify.  

Perceived behavioural control significantly contributed to the model. Each one-unit increase in perceived 

behavioural control, increased intention to notify by 0.427 units (holding other factors constant). The coefficient 

for subjective norms was positive but marginally non-significant, indicating a possible role in influencing 

intentions. Attitudes did not contribute to predicting intentions in the model. 

Perceived behavioural control reflects the perceived ease or difficulty of performing a behaviour, reflecting both 

past experience and anticipated impediments. In this respect, the factor is broader than organisational knowledge 

or organisational capability (see section above), encompassing all factors that may influence a behavioural 

outcome, i.e. contributing to an immediate notification.  

This study has been the first to apply theoretical behavioural approaches to WOAH notification and as such there 

is no published comparative data.  

The results of this study indicate that perceived behavioural control is an important factor that influences 

intention to notify. Perceived behavioural control is a measure of the perceived ease or difficulty of performing a 

behaviour and, compared to organisational capability and organisational knowledge, is more focussed at the 

individual rather than organisational level. Like organisational capability and organisational knowledge (see 

section above), perceived behavioural control is a modifiable factor, meaning that actions can be implemented to 

increase it and improve notification. Recommendations and strategies to improve perceived behavioural control 

are provided in the conclusions and recommendations.  

Trust does not predict intention to notify 

The threat of negative trade consequences as a reason for Members to delay or avoid making an immediate 

notification has been raised previously (e.g. Lin et al., 2023) but there is no published empirical evidence to 

support this association. The rationale for exploring trust as a possible predictor of intention to notify, is that 

Members may be more likely to take risk within a trust relationship (i.e. to make an immediate notification) if 

they perceive trading partners as trustworthy and if they trust them.  

Three factors of the IMOT were investigated in this study, trustworthiness (comprised of the trustors perceptions 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳǎǘŜŜΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅΣ ōŜƴŜǾƻƭŜƴŎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜƎǊƛǘȅύΣ ǘǊǳǎǘ ŀƴŘ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ Ǌƛǎƪ όƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳǎǘƻǊ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ŀ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜ 

notification). Additionally, perceived benefit (of the trustor making a disease notification) was examined in 

accordance with the conceptual model of Scutt et al. (2023). 

A linear regression analysis to evaluate the combined and individual contributions of trust, perceived benefit and 

perceived risk on intention to notify was not significant, indicating that none of these variables is predictive.  

Survey respondents were asked to rank the single highset risk that may delay or prevent their country from 

making an immediate notification. The perceived risk ranked highest by respondents was άǊŜŘǳŎŜŘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ 

ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎέ (50% of responses); however, the second highest risk was άno riskέ (16% of responses) 

(Table 11). Additionally, the mean score for perceived risk was low (mean = 2.866, SD = 1.067) and highly variable 

(Table 4; Figure 4); however, perceived benefit was uniformly high (mean = 4.090, SD = 0.520) (Table 4; Figure 4). 

These results indicate that Members have widely divergent views of risk, and that the necessary preconditions for 

a trust relationship (a degree of risk and interdependence between the trustor and trustee) may not be met for 

some Members.  
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It is important to note that trust is context specific (Mayer et al., 1995). In this study, the context of the trust 

relationship was between a WOAH Member making an immediate notification and their trading partnerǎΩ actions 

based on that notification. Trust in trading partners was measured in the context of whether actions would be in 

accordance with WOAH standards. However, perceived risk was measured broadly as any risk arising from making 

an immediate notification, whether that impact was to arise from actions that were in accordance with the 

WOAH standards or not. The principal risk identified was reduced access to international markets (50% of 

respondents) but some of this risk will likely represent the legitimate actions of trading partners.   

Although no relationship could be established between trust and intention to notify, other relationships within 

the IMOT were established. A linear regression analysis found the components of trustworthiness (ability, 

integrity and benevolence) explained 53.7% of the variance in trust. Integrity and benevolence contributed 

significantly to the model, but ability did not. The implication of this finding is that a Member wishing to improve 

trust with trading partners should focus on improving perceptions of their benevolence (the extent to which a 

trustee is believed to want to do good to the trustor) and integrity (the trustor's perception that the trustee 

adheres to a set of principles that the trustor finds acceptable). These factors can be addressed through actions 

and communications to cultivate greater trustworthiness leading to improved trust. 

This study measured trust in trading partners but did not measure trust in WOAH. This may be an informative 

factor to measure in any future study as WOAH plays a key role to receive, review and publish immediate 

notifications (see Table 1). Also, as trust is context specific, it is recommended that any similar studies in other 

regions measure trust as its importance may be influenced by many factors such as cultural issues, trade, social 

identity, and shared values.  

Barriers to notification and strategies to address them 

Survey respondents were asked to identify the principal barriers to notification. The three principal subject areas 

of barriers that were identified were: diagnosis and laboratory confirmation; decision-making and administrative 

issues; and surveillance and reporting system issues (see Table 13). These three subject areas corroborate the 

survey findings that organisational knowledge, organisational capability and perceived behavioural control are the 

principal factors that predict intention to notify. The three subject areas are modifiable, meaning that they can be 

improved and, as they are predictors of intention to notify, improvements are likely to lead to improved 

notification outcomes. 

Several survey questions were relevant to the identification of actions and strategies to improve notification.  

Survey respondents were asked to identify ways of maximising the benefits of notification and also to reduce the 

risks associated with notification (see Table 14 and Table 15).  A question also invited respondents to propose the 

single best way that WOAH could assist to address barriers to notification (Table 16).  

Focus group workshops were held to further explore the barriers to notification that were identified through the 

online survey. Participants elaborated on the barriers identified through the online survey, identified root causes 

of the barriers and proposed actions and strategies to address them (Table 17).  

Table 18 provides a synthesis of the survey results and focus group workshop outcomes to draw together 

information on barriers to notification, ways to address risks and maximise benefits, and proposed actions and 

strategies to address barriers and their causes. It has been developed with the consideration of the key survey 

findings, i.e. that organisational knowledge, organisational capability and perceived behavioural control are the 

principal factors that predict intention to notify. The actions included in the table are restricted to those that are 

considered to be defined and achievable, and it also encompasses those that are either strategic or tactical. 
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Table 18. Synthesis of survey results and focus group workshop outcomes on principal barriers to notification, 
ways to address risks and maximise benefits, and proposed actions and strategies to address barriers and their 
causes. 

Barrier  Causes Defined actions /  strategies to address barriers 

Laboratory 
confirmation is not 
available or slow  

¶ Diagnostic capability for some diseases is 
not available (e.g. exotic or emerging 
diseases 

¶ Delays if Reference Laboratory 
confirmation is required  

¶ Delays if multiple laboratories need to 
confirm result  

¶ Delays if further investigation or 
resampling are required 

¶ Delays due to sample transport time 
from remote areas to laboratories 

¶ Lack of resources, economic crisis 

1. Provision of positive control material to support 
adoption of methods for exotic disease 

2. Regional laboratory proficiency testing programs for 
national reference laboratories 

3. Regional workshops for national reference 
laboratories to improve diagnosis of listed diseases 
of regional significance 

4. Facilitate access to Reference Laboratories for 
confirmation 

Decision-making and 
administrative 
processes prevent or 
delay notification  

¶ High level approvals may slow 
notification (e.g. by senior officials or 
ministers) 

¶ Inter-agency approvals and 
communication (e.g. for aquatic and 
wildlife diseases) may slow notification 

¶ Collecting, collating and approval of 
detailed information may be slow 

¶ Need to simultaneously prepare media 
releases and holding statements  

¶ Slow decision making on whether an 
event meets the definition of a 
confirmed case or emerging disease 

5. Use a template for immediate notification 
information to collate information and seek 
approvals  

6. Establish an agreed workflow, division of 
responsibilities and authority between different 
agencies 

7. Training for focal points and Delegates on 
notification responsibilities and WAHIS that is 
tailored to their knowledge and experience 

8. Ensure WAHIS is developed to prioritise meeting user 
needs  

9. Guidance developed on best practice for managing 
risks associated with notifications 

10. WOAH engage with national authorities and 
ministers to promote awareness of notification 
obligations 

 

Surveillance and 
reporting systems do 
not allow collection 
and communication 
of disease 
information to 
decision makers  

¶ Producer reluctance to report delays or 
prevents event recognition 

¶ Poor communication systems delay or 
prevent event recognition 

¶ Lack of awareness of WOAH notification 
obligations can delay or prevent advice 
reaching decision makers  

¶ Lack of trained human resources delays 
field investigation 

11. Provision of in-country web-based reporting 
platforms that can be adopted by Members 

12. PVS pathway utilised to evaluate and develop 
surveillance systems and improve notification  

13. Training to support surveillance systems and 
notification, including simulation training 

 

 

 

 

Strengths-based approaches 

This study has revealed many strengths regarding notification of disease events to WOAH in the Asia-Pacific 

region. These include that attitudes to notification are strongly positive, the social norms of notification are 

strong, and perceived benefits of notification are strong and greater than perceived risks. Additionally, the factors 

identified to influence notification are modifiable, providing opportunities for improvement. These findings can 

be used to guide the approach of any strategies to improve notification and build on existing strengths.   

Strengths-based approaches have been developed from the field of positive psychology. They focus on identifying 

and maximizing strengths rather than addressing weaknesses (Seligman et al. 2000) and have been applied to 

several fields including education, health, leadership and organisational performance. Strengths-based 

approaches focus on what works well and enhance it, build confidence and engagement, encourage growth and 
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development and use positive reinforcement. Central to strengths-based approaches is moving from a deficit-

dialogue (communicating about barriers, gaps, deficiencies) to strengths-based communication (communicating 

about opportunities and progress).  

It is proposed that actions and strategies to improve notification draw on strengths-based approaches to build 

and encourage notification. The rationale for this approach is that: 

1. This study has shown that the principal factors influencing notification are related to capability  

2. Members approach notification positively (attitudes are uniformly high) and understand the benefits of it 

(perceived benefit is uniformly high) 

3. It is the opinion of the author that communication about notification has on occasion tended to a deficit-

dialogue (e.g. emphasis on non-compliance with reporting requirements rather than emphasising 

notification successes and their benefits) which may risk demotivation and disengagement.  

4. Responses to the survey have emphasised a desire for WOAH to take a positive and supportive role. Some 

key words used in responses about what WOAH could do to assist include: support, assist, understand, 

promote, encourage, simplify. 

The responses below are to a question about how WOAH could assist members to improve notification. These 

examples indicate the desire for a strengths-based approaches to notification: 

άProvide assistance to members and understand their difficulties. Each member might have different reasons why 

ƴƻǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ŘŜƭŀȅŜŘ ƻǊ ƴƻǘ ŘƻƴŜέΦ 

άtǊƻƳƻǘŜ ŀƴŘ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ ƴƻǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ƴƻǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ƻŦ 

doing so (good news stories - ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƛǎύέΦ 

A system for recognizing countries that demonstrate strong commitment to notifying in accordance with WOAH 

standards could be developed as a means for cultivating a strengths-based approach to notification. It is 

suggested that such a system be trialled in the Asia-Pacific region and approached developed to evaluate its 

success. Additionally, an approach for sharing stories, approaches and benefits of notification may help to 

cultivate a strong shared culture of notification.    

Application of methodology to other regions 

The methodology of this study is a novel approach to understand notification in the Asia-Pacific region and has 

revealed key insights on notification that apply to this region. However, the results may not apply to other regions 

because different sets of factors and circumstances may be relevant in those regions that could lead to different 

outcomes. If a deeper understanding of notification is required in other regions it is recommended that dedicated 

studies be undertaken on a regional basis.  
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Conclusions and Recommendations 

This study has identified and analysed key barriers to immediate notification of terrestrial and aquatic animal 

diseases and proposed actions and strategies to overcome the identified barriers. Established theoretical 

approaches were used for the first time to explore factors that may influence Members making an immediate 

notification to WOAH. The survey methodology performed well and provides an approach that could be used to 

investigate notification in other regions. 

The study has identified many positive aspects of notification in the Asia Pacific region including that attitudes to 

notification are strongly positive, the social norms of notification are strong, and perceived benefits of notification 

are strong and greater than perceived risks. Three factors were identified to influence notification including 

organisational knowledge, organisational capability and perceived behavioural control. Each of these factors is 

modifiable, providing opportunities for improvement.  

Interestingly, trust in trading partners was not associated with notification intention. This is somewhat surprising 

given that trade consequences of making a notification are often proposed as a risk (and disincentive) of 

notifying. However, the lack of an effect of trust can be explained by wide variation in perception of risk among 

members. 

The principal barriers to notification have been identified and actions to address them proposed. A strengths-

based approach to implementation of the actions and for communication with Members is recommended. A 

strengths-based approach is warranted because the factors identified to influence notification are capability 

based, and a constructive and supportive approach to build them will be most effective. 

The recommendations below have been developed following consideration of the broader study findings, 

including the survey findings and focus group workshops. The recommendations encompass the actions included 

in Table 18 and aim to present defined and achievable goals to improve notification.  

Recommendations  

Recommendation 1. Develop an action plan for supporting Members to enhance the diagnostic capability of 

national reference laboratories in the Asia-Pacific region.  

Rationale: This study has found that diagnostic capability is a key barrier to notification and addressing this barrier 

is likely to lead to improved notification outcomes.  

Four actions were identified to improve laboratory capability in the Asia-Pacific for regionally significant diseases 

of aquatic and terrestrial animals. The proposed actions include 1) provision of positive control material to support 

adoption of methods for exotic disease, 2) regional laboratory proficiency testing programs for national reference 

laboratories, 3) regional workshops for national reference laboratories to improve diagnosis of listed diseases of 

regional significance, 4) facilitate access to Reference Laboratories for confirmation.  

Although these actions are likely to yield positive results, there are many existing activities that address these issues, 

either supported by WOAH or other organisations. For example, a new WOAH Collaborating Centre for Reference 

Materials of Molecular Diagnostic Techniques in Aquatic and Terrestrial Animal Diseases in Korea was established 

in 2024 and may be able to support action 1. Regional proficiency testing programs are in place regionally, but it is 

not clear if they are accessible to all Members and that all diseases of significance to the region are included. 

Regional workshops have been conducted for national reference laboratories (for example through the Asia-Pacific 

Laboratory Proficiency Testing Program for Aquatic Animal Diseases) but it is not clear whether such workshops are 

sufficiently frequent and inclusive to support diagnostic capability improvements across the region.   



43 

 Blue Edge Consulting, Canberra 

As several relevant programs are underway in the region, it is recommended that some initial scoping work be 

undertaken to determine what programs are underway, their coverage, any gaps and an approach to address the 

gaps. This work will inform development of an action plan that includes the four actions on laboratory capability 

identified through this study, and which is complementary to existing programs. The action plan should be outcome 

focussed, i.e. lead to improved diagnostic capability to improve notification. 

 

Recommendation 2. Develop an action plan to support Members in the Asia-Pacific region to enhance their 

surveillance systems and capabilities. 

Rationale: This study has found that surveillance capability is a key barrier to notification and addressing this barrier 

is likely to lead to improved notification outcomes. 

Three actions were identified to improve surveillance and reporting systems to support collection and 

communication of disease information to decision makers. Two of the actions are addressed through this 

recommendation: 1) provision of in-country web-based reporting platforms that can be adopted by Members, 2) 

training to support surveillance systems and notification, including simulation training.  The third action identified 

(PVS pathway) is addressed through recommendation 3 below.  

Through this study, some participants indicated that they have limited surveillance and reporting systems within 

their country. In some cases, only paper systems are available for collecting and communicating surveillance 

information.  For these countries, it is likely that basic web-based systems that have been adopted and proven to 

be capable by other countries (ǿƘŜǊŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜύ ƻǊ άƻŦŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƘŜƭŦέ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴǎ could be deployed to substantially 

enhance their capability. Respondents also sought training to support development of surveillance knowledge and 

capabilities.  

Additionally, it is proposed that tools used for άrumour trackingέ, such as EIOS, be enhanced for use the Asia-Pacific 

region. This can be achieved by continuously improving local sources and categories within the EIOS system, 

recognising WOAH-listed diseases, and comparing gathered information with existing EIOS data. This process would 

involve regular contact with countries and territories at the ground level for information sharing and data input into 

EIOS. This activity would support Members by providing additional information sources to support their own 

surveillance systems.  

It is recommended that a workplan be developed to implement this recommendation to ensure that it 

complements any existing activities, addresses gaps, is focussed on the Members with the greatest need, and is 

outcome focussed to ensure investments lead to demonstrably strengthened surveillance capability to improve 

notification.  

 

Recommendation 3. Evaluate whether the WOAH PVS Pathway sufficiently emphasises notification capabilities 

to provide adequate guidance to Members for improving notification. 

Rationale: This study has found that Member capability is a key determining factor that predicts reporting intention. 

²h!IΩǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ƳŜŀƴǎ ŦƻǊ evaluating and supporting development of Members capabilities is the PVS Pathway 

which must adequately support capabilities relevant to notification.  

Notification is currently addressed by a single item in the WOAH PVS tool (IV-5, Transparency). The item not only 

refers to notification of disease events to WOAH but also notification of other trade related information to the 

ά²¢hΣ ǘǊŀŘƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎέΦ The item is not dedicated to notification of disease 

events and linkages to other related capabilities such as surveillance (II-4) are not explicit. Also, recent PVS 



44 

 Blue Edge Consulting, Canberra 

evaluation reports available on the WOAH website (WOAH, 2025) indicate that there is variability in how this 

competency is evaluated.   

As transparency in the global disease situation is one of the key objectives of WOAH, it seems logical that PVS 

evaluations must emphasis MemberǎΩ ŎŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ comply with notification requirements. The evaluation of 

capabilities that supporting notification should extend beyond technical matters to encompass all factors relevant 

to notification.  

 

Recommendation 4. Develop a plan for routine training of WOAH Delegates and relevant WOAH Focal Points in 

areas relevant to notification that is tailored to their experience and capabilities. The plan should include 

evaluation methodology so that return on investment can be measured. 

Rationale: This study has found that knowledge and capability are key determining factors that predict reporting 

intention. As WOAH Delegates and Focal Points play a key role in notification, it is important that they are supported 

to have the knowledge and skills to undertake this role. 

In person training has been held previously for Focal Points to support their them in their notification role. This has 

been provided principally for Notification Focal Points, but Aquatic Animal and Wildlife focal points have also 

participated in training. In person training has many benefits including increasing engagement, building confidence 

in communicating with WOAH, networking and sharing successes but it is resource intensive. Online training 

modules have also been made available.  

Finding an efficient and effective approach to training requires balancing many factors including cost, the time 

requirements for participants and workshop convenors, addressing individual and group needs appropriately, and 

achieving the desired notification outcomes.      

It is recommended that an optimal approach to training of WOAH Delegates and WOAH Focal Points be planned. 

The plan should include consideration of the frequency and content of in person and online training, how initial and 

ongoing training will be conducted, the competencies that will be developed, describe how the training will follow 

a strengths-based approach, and include the methods that will be used to evaluate the impact of training on 

notification outcomes.   

 

Recommendation 5. Develop fit -for-purpose guidance materials, exemplars and resources to support 

notification.  

Rationale: Participants of this study have proposed approaches that they have developed and applied to assist them 

to meet their notification responsibilities successfully. A set of resources including guidance materials and 

exemplars that draws on these approaches, could be developed and shared to support notification capabilities. The 

resources could also be used to raise awareness with senior officials and Ministers on notification obligations. 

Additionally, standard operating procedures (SOPs) should be developed to provide clear, consistent and user-

friendly guidance on notification procedures. The SOPs could provide a basis for adaptation by WOAH members to 

include their internal procedures and responsibilities. The SOPs would complement existing guidance such as the 

WAHIS Notification Procedures that are available on the WOAH website (WOAH, 2024).  
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Some of the example resources proposed to support notification include: 

¶ a template for immediate notification information to collate information and seek approvals  

¶ guidance on best practices for managing risks associated with notifications  

¶ describing the purpose and benefits of notification  

¶ key components of a memorandum of understanding (or similar) between different agencies that describes 

agreed workflow, division of responsibilities and authority 

¶ user friendly SOPs/guidelines to support notification which might also be adapted by Members to include 

their internal procedures and responsibilities. 

 

Recommendation 6. Design and implement an approach for ongoing recognition of Members with strong 

notification performance.  

Rationale: Recognition of countries with strong notification performance will create extrinsic incentives for 

conscientious notification. If developed and implemented appropriately it may provide an aspirational goal for 

members for recognition in a similar way that disease status recognition does.  

There are currently few extrinsic incentives for notifying and few extrinsic disincentives for not notifying WOAH of 

disease events. An approach for recognising positive notification performance could be developed as a means for 

cultivating a strengths-based approach to notification. It is suggested that such a system be trialled in the Asia-

Pacific region and its success evaluated to determine impact on notification.  

 

Recommendation 7. Establish a system for notification performance to allow continuous analysis of the status of 

compliance with notification requirements   

Rationale: Measuring the impact of interventions to improve notification (including those implemented through 

the recommendations above) will require performance metrics or indicators. It is also necessary to support 

recognition of strong notification performance.  

Some performance metrics for immediate notifications and semestral reports can be gleaned from WAHIS; 

however, this data is not easily accessible or available in a summarised form. To access this information, WOAH 

staff must enquire the database, analyse data and collate the information on an ad hoc basis. This means that there 

is no ongoing or publicly available summary of real-time notification performance metrics on a global, regional or 

country/territory level. Such a system would complement Recommendation 6 by providing a mechanism for 

identifying strong notification performance. The WOAH Data Integration Department is currently working on the 

development of such a reporting performance indicator. 
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Annex 1. Invitation letter to Delegates 

 

LŘŜƴǝŦȅƛƴƎ ōŀǊǊƛŜǊǎ ǘƻ ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǘŜǊǊŜǎǘǊƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŀǉǳŀǝŎ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ 

 

п bƻǾŜƳōŜǊ нлнп 

 

5ŜŀǊ ²h!I 5ŜƭŜƎŀǘŜΣ 

 

²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ƻǳǘ ǘƻ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘ ȅƻǳǊ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ ƴƻƳƛƴŀǝƴƎ ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ŀƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀƛƳŜŘ 
ŀǘ ƛŘŜƴǝŦȅƛƴƎ ōŀǊǊƛŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǘŜǊǊŜǎǘǊƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŀǉǳŀǝŎ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜ ŜǾŜƴǘǎΦ 

tǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƻǾŜǊǾƛŜǿΥ ²h!I ƛǎ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǝƴƎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ōŀǊǊƛŜǊǎ ǘƻ ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ 
ƛƴ ǘƘŜ !ǎƛŀ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ tŀŎƛŬŎ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŦƻŎǳǎŜǎ ƻƴ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǿŀǊƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ōƻǘƘ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŜƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ 
ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜǎΦ Lǘ ōǳƛƭŘǎ ƻƴ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƛƭƭ ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴƴŜƭ ǿƛǘƘ ǊƻƭŜǎ ƛƴ ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴ ǘƻ ōŜǧŜǊ 
ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Ǌƻƻǘ ŎŀǳǎŜǎ ƻŦ ōŀǊǊƛŜǊǎ ǘƻ ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŘŜŬƴŜŘ ŀŎǝƻƴǎ ǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǘƘŜƳΦ  

²Ƙƻ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀǘŜΥ ²Ŝ ƛƴǾƛǘŜ ȅƻǳ ǘƻ ƴƻƳƛƴŀǘŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴƴŜƭ ǿƛǘƘ ǊƻƭŜǎ ƛƴ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜ ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴ ǘƻ 
ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀǘŜΦ aǳƭǝǇƭŜ ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ŜŀŎƘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΣ ǊŜƅŜŎǝƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴ ǊƻƭŜǎ 
ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎΥ 
Á ¸ƻǳǊǎŜƭŦ ό²h!I 5ŜƭŜƎŀǘŜǎύ 
Á /ƘƛŜŦ ±ŜǘŜǊƛƴŀǊȅ hŶŎŜǊǎ όƛŦ ƴƻǘ ŀƭǎƻ ŀ 5ŜƭŜƎŀǘŜύ 
Á bŀǝƻƴŀƭ CƻŎŀƭ tƻƛƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ !ƴƛƳŀƭ 5ƛǎŜŀǎŜ bƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴ 
Á bŀǝƻƴŀƭ CƻŎŀƭ tƻƛƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ !ǉǳŀǝŎ !ƴƛƳŀƭǎ 
Á bŀǝƻƴŀƭ CƻŎŀƭ tƻƛƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ±ŜǘŜǊƛƴŀǊȅ [ŀōƻǊŀǘƻǊƛŜǎ  
Á bŀǝƻƴŀƭ CƻŎŀƭ tƻƛƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ²ƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ 
Á !ƴȅ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƪŜȅ ǇŜǊǎƻƴƴŜƭ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘŜǎ ƻǊ ŘŜǇǳǝŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŀōƻǾŜ 
ǊƻƭŜǎΦ 

tǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎΥ 

¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǿƛƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ ǘǿƻ ǇƘŀǎŜǎΥ мύ ŀƴ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅΣ ŀƴŘ нύ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇǎΦ 

{ǳǊǾŜȅΥ ¢ƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƛǎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ нр ƳƛƴǳǘŜǎΦ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŀƴƻƴȅƳƻǳǎΦ bƻ ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘ ƻǊ 
ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ ƛŘŜƴǝŬŜǊǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎΦ 

²ƻǊƪǎƘƻǇǎΥ CƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅΣ ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƛƴǾƛǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇǎ όŀǇǇǊƻȄΦ м ƘƻǳǊύΦ 
¢ƘŜǎŜ ǿƛƭƭ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǇǊŜƭƛƳƛƴŀǊȅ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΣ ǳƴŘŜǊǘŀƪŜ Ǌƻƻǘ ŎŀǳǎŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƛŘŜƴǝŦȅ 
ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ŀŎǝǾƛǝŜǎΦ   

hǳǘŎƻƳŜΥ tǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŬƴŘƛƴƎǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŎƻƳǇƛƭŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ŀ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǿŜōƛƴŀǊ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƘŜƭŘ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƛƴ 
ŜŀǊƭȅ нлнрΦ 

wŜǉǳŜǎǘŜŘ ŀŎǝƻƴΥ 
мΦ LŦ ȅƻǳ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀǘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀƴƻƴȅƳƻǳǎ ǎǳǊǾŜȅΣ ƴƻ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŀŎǝƻƴ ƛǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘΦ ²Ŝ ǿƛƭƭ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ ǘƘŜ 
ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴƴŜƭ ōȅ ŜƳŀƛƭ όƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ȅƻǳǊǎŜƭŦ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳǊ ƴŀǝƻƴŀƭ ŦƻŎŀƭ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ƴƻǝŬŎŀǝƻƴΣ ŀǉǳŀǝŎ 
ŀƴƛƳŀƭǎΣ ǾŜǘŜǊƛƴŀǊȅ ƭŀōƻǊŀǘƻǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƛƭŘƭƛŦŜύΦ    
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нΦ LŦ ȅƻǳ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƻ ƴƻƳƛƴŀǘŜ ŀŘŘƛǝƻƴŀƭ ƻǊ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴƴŜƭΣ ƻǊ ŘŜǇǳǝŜǎΣ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜǎ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ŀǘ άǿƘƻ 
ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀǘŜέ ŀōƻǾŜΣ ǇƭŜŀǎŜ Ŭƭƭ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŀōƭŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ŜƳŀƛƭ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǘǳǊƴ ƛǘ ōȅ мн 
bƻǾŜƳōŜǊ нлнпΦ 

оΦ LŦ ȅƻǳ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǇǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ ƴƻǘ ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀǘŜΣ ǇƭŜŀǎŜ ŀŘǾƛǎŜ ōȅ ǊŜǘǳǊƴ ŜƳŀƛƭ ōŜŦƻǊŜ мн 
bƻǾŜƳōŜǊ нлнпΦ 

²Ŝ ŀǇǇǊŜŎƛŀǘŜ ȅƻǳǊ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƛƴ ƴƻƳƛƴŀǝƴƎ ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƛƭƭ ŀǎǎƛǎǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ 
ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ƻŦ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǎǘ ōŜƴŜŬǘ ǘƻ aŜƳōŜǊǎΦ  

¢Ƙŀƴƪ ȅƻǳ ŦƻǊ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǝƻƴΦ 

 

{ƛƴŎŜǊŜƭȅΣ 

5Ǌ IƛǊƻŦǳƳƛ YǳƎƛǘŀ 

wŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ wŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǝǾŜ ŦƻǊ ²h!I !ǎƛŀ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ tŀŎƛŬŎ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ 

 

bƻƳƛƴŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ ŀŘŘƛǝƻƴŀƭ ƻǊ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘŜ ǇŀǊǝŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ όƛŦ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘύ 

bŀƳŜ wƻƭŜ 9Ƴŀƛƭ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ 
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Annex 2. Disease notification requirements 

 

Disease notification requirements 

A foundational requirement of WOAH Members 

The disease notification obligations of WOAH Members were first set out in the OIE Organic Statutes, which is an 

appendix to the 1924 International Agreement for the formation of the OIE.  

Article 5 of the Organic Statutes requires that OIE Memberǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƴƻǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ōȅ ǘŜƭŜƎǊŀƳ άǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŎŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ 

ǊƛƴŘŜǊǇŜǎǘ ƻǊ Ŧƻƻǘ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǳǘƘ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ ƻǊ ŀƴ ŀǊŜŀ ƘƛǘƘŜǊǘƻ ŦǊŜŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦŜŎǘƛƻƴΦέ !ǊǘƛŎƭŜ р 

also requires that Memberǎ ƎƛǾŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ άŀǘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŀƭǎέ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ca5Σ 

rinderpest and an additional 7 diseases. Article 5 gave provision for the list of diseases to be revised subject to the 

approval of Members. 

In addition to information on disease presence and absence, Article 5 of the organic statutes also required that 

Memberǎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŜ hL9 άƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ŀŘƻǇǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ŜǇƛȊƻƻǘƛŎǎΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ǎǳŎƘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ 

ŜƴŦƻǊŎŜŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ƛƴŦŜŎǘŜŘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΦέ  

Articles 9 and 10 of the Organic Statutes provide further requirements on the means and frequency of 

notification.  

These foundational requirements of OIE Members have since been elaborated in the standards set out in the 

WOAH Terrestrial Animal Health Code and the WOAH Aquatic Animal Health Code.  

Terrestrial and aquatic animal health standards 

Chapter 1.1. of the Terrestrial Code and Aquatic Code set out the requirements for Member countries to provide 

notification to WOAH. The requirements in each chapter are identical in intent with only minor editorial 

differences.  

Chapter 1.1. clearly defines the role of the Veterinary Authority, under the responsibility of the Delegate, to send 

notifications to WOAH on behalf of the Member Country. 

Article 1.1.2 of both codes defines a broad scope of notification requirements i.e.: άaŜƳōŜǊ /ƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ƳŀƪŜ 

available to other Member Countries, through WOAH, whatever information is necessary to minimise the spread 

of important [animal aquatic animal] diseases and their pathogenic agents and to assist in achieving better 

worldwide control of these diseasesΦέ 

Immediate notification for listed diseases 

Point 1 of Article 1.1.3 of both codes describes the requirements of the Veterinary Authority to provide 

notifications to WOAH within 24 hours of a number of events occurring within a in a country, a zone or 

a compartmentΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ ǘŜǊƳŜŘ άƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜ ƴƻǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎέ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀƭ ǘƻ ²h!IΩǎ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǿŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŦƻǊ 

animal diseases. 

The events related to listed diseases that require immediate notification include:  

- the first occurrence of a listed disease  

- recurrence of a listed disease following eradication  

https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244014545964?id=169&L=1&htmfile=glossaire.htm#terme_maladie
https://www.woah.org/en/what-we-do/standards/codes-and-manuals/aquatic-code-online-access/index.php?id=169&L=1&htmfile=glossaire.htm#terme_agent_pathogene
https://www.woah.org/en/what-we-do/standards/codes-and-manuals/aquatic-code-online-access/index.php?id=169&L=1&htmfile=glossaire.htm#terme_maladie
https://www.woah.org/en/what-we-do/standards/codes-and-manuals/aquatic-code-online-access/index.php?id=169&L=1&htmfile=glossaire.htm#terme_zone
https://www.woah.org/en/what-we-do/standards/codes-and-manuals/aquatic-code-online-access/index.php?id=169&L=1&htmfile=glossaire.htm#terme_compartiment
https://www.woah.org/en/what-we-do/standards/codes-and-manuals/aquatic-code-online-access/index.php?id=169&L=1&htmfile=glossaire.htm#terme_maladie_de_la_liste_de_l_oie
https://www.woah.org/en/what-we-do/standards/codes-and-manuals/aquatic-code-online-access/index.php?id=169&L=1&htmfile=glossaire.htm#terme_maladie_de_la_liste_de_l_oie
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- first occurrence of a new strain of a pathogenic agent of a listed disease  

- a sudden and unexpected change in the distribution or increase in incidence or virulence of, or morbidity 

or mortality caused by the pathogenic agent of a listed disease,  

- occurrence of a listed disease in a new (Aquatic Code)  or unusual (Terrestrial Code) host species. 

Point 2 of Article 1.1.3 of both codes requires that weekly reports, subsequent to an immediate notification, be 

made on the evolution of the event until the disease has been eradicated or the situation has become sufficiently 

stable that routine (six-monthly) reporting (see below) will be satisfactory. 

Routine reporting for listed diseases 

Point 3 of Article 1.1.3 of both codes requires that Members provide reports on the presence or absence of listed 

diseases every six months. Listed diseases are included in chapter 1.1.3 in the Terrestrial Code and the Aquatic 

Code.  

For the Terrestrial Code, 91 diseases of terrestrial animals (mammals, birds and bees) are listed. For the Aquatic 

Code, 31 diseases of aquatic animals (crustaceans, molluscs, fish and amphibians) are listed. 

Notification of emerging disease events 

!ǊǘƛŎƭŜ мΦмΦп ƻŦ ōƻǘƘ ŎƻŘŜǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŜƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜ ōŜ ƴƻǘƛŦƛŜŘΦ ά9ƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜǎέ 

are defined in the glossary of each code as a disease, other than listed diseases, which has a significant impact on 

animal or public health resulting from: a change of known pathogenic agent or its spread to a new geographic 

area or species; or a newly recognised pathogenic agent. 

Article 1.1.4. does not specify a time frame in which a notification should be made to WOAH, however the 

immediate notification process for disease events through WAHIS is utilised for communication to WOAH. 

 

  

https://www.woah.org/en/what-we-do/standards/codes-and-manuals/aquatic-code-online-access/index.php?id=169&L=1&htmfile=glossaire.htm#terme_agent_pathogene
https://www.woah.org/en/what-we-do/standards/codes-and-manuals/aquatic-code-online-access/index.php?id=169&L=1&htmfile=glossaire.htm#terme_maladie_de_la_liste_de_l_oie
https://www.woah.org/en/what-we-do/standards/codes-and-manuals/aquatic-code-online-access/index.php?id=169&L=1&htmfile=glossaire.htm#terme_incidence
https://www.woah.org/en/what-we-do/standards/codes-and-manuals/aquatic-code-online-access/index.php?id=169&L=1&htmfile=glossaire.htm#terme_agent_pathogene
https://www.woah.org/en/what-we-do/standards/codes-and-manuals/aquatic-code-online-access/index.php?id=169&L=1&htmfile=glossaire.htm#terme_maladie_de_la_liste_de_l_oie
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Annex 3. Participant information sheet 

 

Participant Information Sheet 

Identifying barriers to notification of terrestrial and  

aquatic animal disease events 

 

WOAH is conducting research to identify barriers to notification of terrestrial and aquatic animal disease 

events. WOAH has engaged Dr Ingo Ernst to support delivery of the project.  

Purpose:  

This project aims to identify the barriers to notification of terrestrial and aquatic animal disease events 

in the Asia and the Pacific region. The project will focus on the early warning of listed diseases and 

emerging disease events through immediate notifications to WOAH in accordance with the standards of 

the WOAH Terrestrial Animal Health Code and WOAH Aquatic Animal Health Code.  

The identified barriers will inform the development of targeted strategies and recommendations to 

improve notification and inform capacity building investments. The project builds on previous surveys 

and workshops to further understand the relevant issues that may affect notification. Through this 

improved understanding, it is expected that support can be provided to WOAH Members that better 

addresses their respective needs.  

Participants: 

You have received this survey because you have been identified as having a role in notification of 

disease events to WOAH. Personnel with an active role in notification (either to prepare, approve or 

submit reports) are invited to participate, including:  

¶ WOAH Delegates,  

¶ Chief Veterinary Officers (if not also the WOAH Delegate),  

¶ WOAH National Focal Points for Animal Disease Notification to WOAH,  

¶ WOAH National Focal Points for Aquatic Animals,  

¶ WOAH National Focal Points for Wildlife,  

¶ WOAH National Focal Points for Veterinary Laboratories, 

¶ Any other personnel that have a significant role in notification, including deputies or alternate.  

Participation will be role based (not representative), meaning that multiple responses are sought from 

each participating WOAH Member country. Multiple responses can also be provided for a particular 

role, where that role is performed by multiple personnel.  
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Use of Data and Feedback:  

The data will be used to produce a report and to prepare summary articles and presentations to be 

shared with Delegates and participants. At the end of the project, a webinar will be provided to share 

results with participants. It is expected that final results will be available from early 2025.  

Participant Involvement:  

Confidentiality. Your participation in this study will be anonymous, which means you will not be 

providing any personal details that can link your survey responses to you personally, or to your country. 

Results will only be reported in aggregate. There are opportunities in the survey for you to provide 

written comments if you have additional information to share. Please do not include your name or any 

personal information in these sections.  

Voluntary participation & withdrawal. Your participation is voluntary. You may decline to take part or 

withdraw without providing an explanation at any time until you submit your survey response. Once 

your survey response is submitted, your data will be unattributable to you amongst the other data and 

will not be able to be removed.  

What does participation in the research entail? The survey that will ask questions about your views on 

notifying WOAH of disease events; for example, about risks and benefits of providing notifications.  You 

will not be identifiable in the information that you share. Following completion of the survey, 

participants will be invited to participate in short online workshops where they will be provided with 

preliminary results and be invited to discuss the findings.  

Location and Duration. The survey will be conducted online and should take no more than 20 minutes 

for you to complete.  

Risks. As participation is anonymous, there is no identifiable risk of participation.   

Benefits. There is no personal benefit from participating in this research, but it does offer an opportunity 

for you to voice factors important to you when it comes to notification of disease events to WOAH. In 

addition, the project will inform the development of capacity building activities which may support 

participants in their professional roles associated with notification.  

Privacy Notice: 

This research will be conducted in accordance with the WOAH Privacy Policy 

(https://www.woah.org/en/privacy-policy/). By participating in this research you are agreeing to the 

terms of the policy.  

Contact details for more information:  

If you have any questions about this project, you can contact Ingo Ernst (consultant; 

ernstingo2@gmail.com), Jacqueline Lusat (WOAH project manager; j.lusat@woah.org), or Paolo Tizzani 

(WOAH project manager; p.tizzani@woah.org). 

 

https://www.woah.org/en/privacy-policy/
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Annex 4. Introductory presentation 
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Annex 5. Survey questions 

  



61 

 Blue Edge Consulting, Canberra 



62 

 Blue Edge Consulting, Canberra 



63 

 Blue Edge Consulting, Canberra 



64 

 Blue Edge Consulting, Canberra 



65 

 Blue Edge Consulting, Canberra 



66 

 Blue Edge Consulting, Canberra 



67 

 Blue Edge Consulting, Canberra 



68 

 Blue Edge Consulting, Canberra 



69 

 Blue Edge Consulting, Canberra 



70 

 Blue Edge Consulting, Canberra 



71 

 Blue Edge Consulting, Canberra 


