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1. Executive summary 

1.1. Aquatic diseases: Surveillance for WSD freedom demonstration in a territory 
must be implemented for both farmed and wild aquatic susceptible 
populations. WSD freedom can be demonstrated in a farm by focusing on 
surveillance in the farm and biosecurity. Indicative requirements (sample size 
and strategies) were put forward for proving WSD freedom. 

1.2. Novel influenza A (H1N1) in swine populations: The objective of surveillance 
should be early/timely detection of virus introduction/circulation in EU pig 
farm(s) assuming that currently there is no circulation of this virus in this 
population. Given the current knowledge about the disease and this virus, a 
targeted risk-based surveillance for farms where an epidemiological link to 
human cases has been clearly established is proposed as the method of 
choice. 

1.3. Avian Influenza: The objective of surveillance should primarily be detection of 
H5/H7 LPAI infection in high risk poultry populations and secondarily to 
contribute to LPAI freedom demonstration. The methodology to achieve the 
objective should be targeted annual risk-based surveillance (design 
prevalence 5%). 

1.4. Bluetongue: For detecting new BT introduction in high risk populations it is 
recommended to implement both clinical and laboratory based surveillance. 
Two alternative approaches, cross-sectional surveys and sentinels, for 
laboratory based surveillance are proposed. For proving virus freedom or 
regaining free status (serotype specific), surveillance should depend on the 
presence of the virus in the territory or neighbouring countries. The 
classification of the current zones was discussed and suggestions for 
improved strategies were made.  
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2. Discussion 

2.1. General issues 
The context and the terms of reference of the Task Force on Animal Disease Surveillance 
were reminded1. The underlying principle is that surveillance is an essential, potentially 
complex animal health management tool. The mandate of TFADS does not include the 
potential research needs and scientific risk assessment. TFADS, however, can provide advice 
in relation to surveillance strategies as per scientific findings and output from various groups. 
The principle of confidentiality in relation to the background documentation handled and the 
discussions held within the TFADS was reminded. It was emphasized that this TFADS 
meeting will primarily focus on assessment and evaluation of options for the implementation 
of disease surveillance systems and the definition of objectives of surveillance for certain 
diseases. 

2.2. Aquatic diseases 
2.2.1. Background 

Diseases to be discussed are Koi herpes virus disease (KHVD) and white spot disease of the 
crustaceans (WSD). The objective is how to demonstrate disease freedom and how to 
maintain freedom from those diseases. Member States wishing to achieve disease freedom 
with regard to one of these diseases may decide to go for freedom in the whole country, 
freedom for a certain zone(s) or freedom for certain compartments. General rules are already 
laid down in EU legislation (Directive 2006/88/EC). The assumption is that MS are currently 
not reporting this disease.  

Two scenarios can be defined i) Achievement-maintenance of freedom in areas where there 
are a sufficient number of farms and therefore surveillance on these farms provides relevant 
epidemiological data to support the status and ii) achievement-maintenance of freedom status 
in areas where there are not enough farms a certain degree of surveillance may need to be 
carried out in wild animals (in addition to the surveillance to be carried out in the few existing 
farms). The area and/or the farms within the area should be able to demonstrate adoption of 
the biosecurity measures for disease introduction.  

Additional difficulties with regard to KHVD are the performance of the available diagnostic 
methods (it is highly unlikely that the PCR will detect the virus in absence of clinical signs 
that only occurs between 18-25 degrees). Difficulties with WSD are that there only a small 
number of crustacean farms within the Community. This means that surveillance in the wild 
would play a relevant role. 

Question 

The main questions for the meeting are: 

- To define (if possible) a way to determine which areas have enough farms and 
therefore, surveillance in farms may provide relevant data to support the achievement 
of disease-free status and to maintain it. 

- Which level of surveillance is needed in wild populations to support the achievement 
of disease-free status and to maintain it. 

 

                                                 
1 Working document SANCO/3661/2008 presented at the Standing Committee of the Food Chain and Animal 
Health on 11-12/11/2008 
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2.2.2. Outcome of the discussion 

• The discussion focussed on white spot disease surveillance. In tropical regions WSD leads 
to high mortality in crustaceans and it is a devastating disease but may behave different in 
Europe but this is still unclear. Until now it has been never reported in the Community. 

• The outline of the procedures presented in the background documents was considered 
appropriate and two assumptions were formulated: 1) the risk of these diseases is 
substantially higher in farms that are in the wild and 2) surveillance in farms is enough as 
far as the disease is well known and the population in the farms is sufficiently 
representative of the whole (wild and farmed) population. 

• The problem was reformulated: a) how to implement surveillance in wild populations, 
especially in case there are not sufficient farms in the country and b) how to combine 
surveillance in the wild and in farms (especially if there are very few farms)? 

• Management issues to be considered: 

o the concept compartment does not have the same meaning in aquatic as it has for 
terrestrial animals. The concept of zones may be more realistic. 

o management practices related to hobby fishing activities can be considered farms 
depending on the connection-link to other water catchments, 

o feasibility remains an issue for sampling of wild fish. Environmental/conservation 
sampling should be involved 

• Possible alternatives to sampling for risk-based surveillance under different 
scenarios/options were considered:  

o sampling with a sample size sufficient to detect a minimum prevalence of 10% at 
infected locations (confidence level 95%); 

o sampling locations with spatial coverage representing reasonably the variation in 
environmental conditions in the area of interest; 

o targeted sampling towards the most susceptible species and if unknown then 
sampling should be representative of important species;  

o for determining freedom from an acute infectious disease only negative results 
during two years of scientifically acceptable sampling . 

o it should be also considered that diagnostic techniques might not be sufficiently 
accurate to determine infection status. 

• It was recommended that: 

o For WSD freedom demonstration in a territory surveillance must be implemented 
in farmed and wild fish populations 

o For WSD freedom demonstration in a farm: surveillance must be implemented at 
the farm and adequate biosecurity measures have to be in place and these need to 
be monitored 

o Sampling of wild fish populations should be carried out: 

• Over two consecutive years at different sites [as far apart from each other 
as possible to increase confidence] 
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• the minimum number of sampling sites should allow the detection of at 
least 10% prevalence of infected sites with a confidence of 95%  

• sampling should be representative of aquatic "system(s)" and the variety of 
species 

• the sample size at each sampling site: a good starting point are the historic 
150 samples (to detect 2% prevalence of infected animals with 
95%confidence)  

2.3. Novel influenza A(H1N1) in pigs 
2.3.1. Background 

A comprehensive overview of the situation and initiatives already taken is available on the 
Commission website http://ec.europa.eu/food/animal/diseases/influenzaAH1N1/index_en.htm 

The US approach to surveillance in pigs might also be considered.  

The brainstorming of scientists, risk assessors and risk managers on the novel A(H1N1) 
influenza virus at the human animal interface held in Brussels on 9 June 2009 focused on 
what needs to be done in Europe in the next months. It was concluded with respect to 
surveillance that:  

- Surveillance for the novel virus in pig farms should: i) in the context of risk management, 
focus on timely detection of virus on farms with a known risk of human-to-pig 
transmission; and ii) in the context of risk assessment and research, be aimed at improving 
our understanding the risk of possible circulation of virus in pig farms, its possible impact 
on public health and monitor its further evolution. Some of these areas are not clear at this 
time to design a surveillance strategy that can be effective.  

- If surveillance activities based on investigations and sampling are carried out in pig farms 
in order to detect the novel virus, they should be focused on pigs that potentially have 
been exposed to infected humans and those showing respiratory signs. This is based on 
the assumption that this particular virus transmits between humans and pigs.  

Two underlying principles are: 

- Surveillance should have clear objectives. (vigilance vs. surveillance vs. monitoring) (risk 
management vs. risk assessment vs. research). 

- Surveillance methodologies should be adequate to achieve the objectives in the most 
efficient way while allowing flexibility for its implementation 

Question 

The main questions for the meeting are: 

- To formulation of possible objectives for Novel influenza A(H1N1) surveillance 

- To provide recommendations on possible options to achieve each of the surveillance 
objectives [methodology] 

2.3.2. Outcome of the discussion 

• Information is still missing with respect to the possible circulation of the virus in EU pig 
populations and spread of the novel virus from human to pig populations. 

http://ec.europa.eu/food/animal/diseases/influenzaAH1N1/index_en.htm
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• It is assumed that at present the novel virus is not circulating in swine farms in the EU, 
however this might occur in the future. The logistic and financial commitment required to 
demonstrate that the novel virus is not circulating in the EU using conventional 
epidemiological methods (survey or cross-sectional studies) is not proportionate to the 
currently perceived level of risk.  However, current knowledge suggests that this virus is 
not presently circulating in EU pig population. 

• The objective should be early/timely detection of future virus introduction/circulation in 
the EU pig farm(s), based on the assumption that currently there is no circulation of this 
virus in this population. 

• Serology is not an option for surveillance and diagnosis of the novel virus remains 
difficult, since it requires sophisticated diagnostic techniques. Therefore surveillance 
strategies should have a clearly defined pathway for sample processing and make the 
testing protocol for the isolates available to the few laboratories capable of identifying the 
novel virus. Competent veterinary labs in the EU (ie. AI NRL's) can be provided with 
newly developed modifications to well established techniques thereby providing suitable 
testing capability. 

• It is recommended: 

o For early/timely detection, very targeted risk-based surveillance is proposed as the 
method of choice. 

o Surveillance should be primarily targeted towards farms where an epidemiological 
link to human cases has been clearly established and where a risk of human-to-pig 
transmission has been demonstrated. And surveillance may be secondarily targeted 
towards farms having an increased risk of virus presence such as those presenting 
increased levels of influenza-like illness in pigs.  

o In the longer term, there is a need for comprehensive surveillance on influenza 
virus genotypes in pigs to monitor the state of play and the emergence and 
evolution of possible virus re-assortants (virus monitoring). 

2.4. Avian influenza 
2.4.1. Background 

Surveillance for avian influenza is currently carried out in Member States (MS) in poultry and 
wild birds. The objectives for AI surveillance are currently laid down in the official guidelines 
adopted in 2007 by Commission Decision 2007/268/EC. Serological surveillance for LPAI 
subtypes H5 and H7 in poultry shall aim at: 

1. Detecting sub-clinical infections with LPAI of subtypes H5 and H7 thereby 
complementing early detection systems and subsequently preventing possible mutation of 
these viruses to HPAI. 

2. Detecting infections of LPAI H5 and H7 subtypes in specifically targeted poultry 
populations at specific risk for infection due to their husbandry system or the 
susceptibility of specific species. 

3. Contributing to the demonstration of a free status of a certain country, region or 
compartment from notifiable avian influenza in the frame of international trade according 
to OIE rules. 
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A critical review of the EU surveillance in poultry was presented at the annual meeting of the 
national laboratories for AI and ND at the beginning of June. 

Question 

The main questions for the meeting are: 

- To review and refine the objectives of surveillance in poultry  

- If the objective is early detection, it should be considered how early the virus should 
be detected taking into account proportionality and sustainability. 

- Sample size and sampling design should be addressed. 

- Inclusion of specific surveillance in backyard flocks 

- The geographical unit of concern for sampling/reporting (NUTS regions) - focus on 
high risk areas that MS already had to determine based on legislation 

 

2.4.2. Outcome of the discussion 

• For each of these objectives it is necessary to differentiate between what is needed to 
know from what is good to know. In principle it is necessary to determine if there is virus 
circulation thereby allowing early detection of the H5 and H7 subtypes of low pathogenic 
AI which will then lead to the implementation of control measures to prevent a potential 
mutation to highly pathogenic AI  

• Experience and knowledge gained in the last years justifies moving towards risk-based 
surveillance and a review of objectives. Therefore surveillance should be targeted so that 
it is more efficient at achieving the agreed objectives and the surveillance design should 
be country adapted, and therefore the general principles should be reasonably flexible. 

• Some of the risk factors to be considered for targeting surveillance are already included in 
current legislation and some others were already described in the report of the last meeting 
of TFADS of January 2009. The relevance (and ranking) of the different risk factors 
should be adapted to each country and made explicit in the surveillance programme. 

• There are two main categories of risk factors related to a) the risk of virus introduction 
associated with exposure to wild birds (biosecurity, backyards, game) and b) the risk of 
spread (consequences) associated with poultry to poultry transmission (density). 

• In relation to reporting the NUTS are the units of concern for reporting the 
information/data generated through the surveillance system that is to be based on targeted 
surveillance tailored towards previously identified risks (spatial, temporal…). Units of 
concern may therefore be different. 

• On sample size and frequency of sampling 

o Sample size should be sufficient to detect virus presence (95% confidence) 
assuming an expected minimum holding prevalence of 5% (design prevalence of 
5%). Note that this would represent a relatively rare event in the overall 
population. An indication of the range of holding prevalence in high risk 
populations would be useful for defining a more realistic design prevalence. The 
minimum within-holding prevalence is assumed to be 30%. 

o Sampling frequency should, in principle, occur at a minimum annually but be 
informed by the presence of known risk factors. If the risk factor of concern in the 
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population at risk is associated with seasonality (migration or other type of 
temporal clustering) then this should be taken account of when defining the 
sampling frequency and it in this case it may have to be concentrated in a part of 
the year. 

• Surveillance strategies for proving disease/virus freedom will require a sampling approach 
that is outside the surveillance strategy objectives proposed here. 

• It is recommended that: 

o The objective should primarily be detection of H5/H7 LPAI infection in high risk 
poultry populations and secondarily to contribute to AI freedom demonstration  

o The methodology to achieve the objective should be targeted annual risk based 
surveillance (design prevalence 5%) 

2.5. Bluetongue 
2.5.1. Background 

Currently, bluetongue (BT) monitoring and surveillance systems are intended to allow the 
Member States to a) have an early warning system for introduction/ circulation of BTV 
serotypes; b) to prove the absence of virus circulation and c) to determine seasonally vector 
free/disease free period. 

In addition, the systems in place might also make it possible to i) follow evolution and 
distribution of BTV in the area; ii) to follow evolution and distribution of vectors in the area 
and iii) to monitor vaccination coverage. 
Some characteristics of the current BT situation that might be of relevance are: 

- 24 serotypes BTV or more worldwide and six serotypes (1, 2, 4, 8, 9, 16) currently 
circulating or recently circulated in the EU. Any of the 24 serotypes could cause future 
incursions in any part of EU (lesson from BTV-8); 

- The virus can be spread locally by the Culicoides population but can also make enormous 
jumps for instance by means of animal movements or long distance dispersal of vectors; 

- Vaccination against a particular serotype does not protect them against other serotypes; 

- Certain climatic/environmental conditions may influence the probability of new 
incursions and/or further spread of BT. This information might be used for the definition 
of high risk/ low risk areas; 

Currently, the maps with the restricted zones do not provide an accurate representation of the 
epidemiological situation. From the disease point of view, the following areas currently exist in the 
EU: 

- BTV Free (no virus circulation) 

- BTV Free (no virus circulation) + vaccination programme in place (lower risk area) 

- Area with BTV circulation (1 or more serotypes)+ vaccination programme in place (for 1 
or more serotypes) 

- Virus circulation without vaccination in place 
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This situation poses a problem for the monitoring and surveillance programs. Annex I of Regulation 
(EC) No 1266/2007, makes a distinction between requirements for monitoring in restricted areas 
(includes criteria to regain free status and seasonally vector free period) and criteria for surveillance 
for not-restricted areas. 
Question:  

The main questions for the meeting are: 

- are all three objectives above relevant ones at Community level? 

- should the focus of surveillance be on BTV in general (all serotypes together) or 
should we differentiate between serotypes? 

- What are the most interesting areas to focus on in the monitoring and surveillance 
programs? The areas already infected, the borders (~100 km) around the infected 
areas? The areas still free? 

- Is there any minimum active laboratory-based surveillance needed in free not-at-high-
risk areas to achieve the objective of having an early warning system for introduction/ 
circulation of BTV serotypes?  

- How does the implementation of mass vaccination programmes affect previous issues? 

2.5.2. Outcome of the discussion 

• For each surveillance objective, it is necessary to differentiate between what is needed to 
know from what is good to know. In principle it is necessary to a) detect new BT 
introduction in high risk populations; b) to prove virus freedom (serotype specific) and to 
c) be able to regain free status. 

• The current objectives include early warning. However, the question is raised how 
important the length of interval between the introduction of a new BT serotype and the 
detection of it really is. Speed is not important for BT disease control as it is for some 
other contagious animal diseases. Therefore, the objective of 'detection', without referring 
to 'early warning' is more appropriate. 

• In addition secondary objectives (in an infected region) may be envisaged such as i) 
gaining information on virus distribution and ii) determining seasonally vector/disease 
free period. 

• For detecting new BT introduction in high risk populations it is recommended to 
implement both clinical and laboratory based surveillance: 

o "Passive" clinical surveillance appears to be the preferred option and could be 
sufficient in the currently free areas. But it has limitations: 

1. should consider previous infection by any other serotype 

2. it is unclear whether all 24 serotypes show clinical signs 

3. possible partial cross-protection may hide clinical signs if 
vaccination against other serotypes have been carried out 

4. farmers’ awareness varies 

o Risk-based targeted "active" laboratory based surveillance. For that, the risks 
should be defined. For instance, the zones at risk are border areas (sufficiently 
large) of existing circulation zones, zones with low vaccination coverage. Two 
alternatives are proposed: 
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• Cross-sectional surveys. The following issues should be taken into account:  

• Need for intensified sampling during high risk seasons 

• Need for intensified sampling in high risk areas 

• Poor diagnostic sensitivity remains an issue [sample size] 

• less operational problems 
• Sentinels. that the following issues are of relevance: 

• sensitivity remains an issue [sample size] 

• operational problems 

• For proving virus freedom or regaining free status (serotype specific), surveillance 
depends on the presence of the virus in the territory or neighbouring countries. It is 
recommended: 

o To conduct "passive" clinical surveillance if the serotype has not been present in 
the territory or in the vicinity  

o "Passive" clinical surveillance is not sufficient if the serotype has been present in 
the territory or in the vicinity: Active laboratory surveys must be put in place.  

o Surveillance needs to be maintained for at least two seasons 

o The design prevalence depends on the lowest expected prevalence that should be 
determined. It will be more efficient to focus on the population having the highest 
risk. 
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