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1. Executive summary 

1.1. Avian Influenza (AI): Risk based surveillance (RBS) is the preferred option to 
achieve the objective of detection. RBS relies on the quality of understanding 
in relation to important AI risk pathways and therefore will have some 
limitations in the presence of limited knowledge. Virological testing is not an 
alternative to serological testing. RBS sampling should be strengthened and 
adapted to relevant bird species. 

1.2. Animal Disease Information System (ADIS): There are challenges to be 
addressed related to the objectives which might be hard to integrate but 
lessons can be learnt from previous experiences. A step by step approach is 
recommended. Further input to ADIS could be provided. 

1.3. Surveillance in the context of the future new Animal Health Law (AHL): The 
preferred option for detailed provisions on surveillance is that essential 
(minimum) components for surveillance should be laid down in legislation and 
should be accompanied by guidelines when appropriate. Surveillance 
networks are not a realistic option for EU-wide comprehensive surveillance 
covering all species and diseases. Some of the challenges for surveillance 
such as surveillance of antimicrobial resistance, surveillance within the "One 
Health" concept, surveillance and compartments and surveillance and climate 
change and emerging and re-emerging diseases require further discussion. 
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2. Discussion 

2.1. Avian influenza 
2.1.1. Background 

The discussion followed the path proposed in the background document "draft working 
document Annex to SANCO/6134/2009 of 15/12/2009 – Rev.0 on Guidelines on the 
implementation of surveillance programmes for avian influenza in poultry and wild birds to 
be carried out in the Member States" focussing on the key questions posed in particular on 
risks targeting, the possible need to strengthen active surveillance in waterfowl species 
categories either by increasing the confidence or reducing the design prevalence, sample size, 
size adjustment for test sensitivity, added value of virological testing in poultry and also the 
appropriateness of the current 'passive' surveillance of moribund and dead birds. 

2.1.2. Outcome of the discussion 
2.1.2.1. Poultry surveillance 
a- On risk- based surveillance 

 The objective of this surveillance is to detect the disease. It is not the estimation of 
prevalence, therefore the issues related to the representativeness of the sample with 
respect to the bird population in a particular geographic area or by poultry species 
category is less relevant. 

 Considering the objective (detection) and the preferred strategy (risk based surveillance) it 
should be emphasized that the data collected using this surveillance strategy is neither 
suitable for estimating infection or disease prevalence nor for demonstrating freedom 
from infection/disease. It is recognised that an analysis of the data collected cumulatively 
over the years will allow a re-evaluation of the AI risk pathways, specifically where 
negative results were found. 

 The robustness of RBS schemes depends on the reliability of our epidemiological 
knowledge in relation to the most important risk pathways and these risk pathways should 
be kept under review, in the context of new knowledge becoming available. Evidence in 
relation to risk factors informing the definition of AI risk pathways needs to be evaluated 
at regional rather than European level, since there is considerable heterogeneity in the 
epidemiology of AI across regions within Europe. 

 Some of the risk factors to be considered are:  

o Biosecurity: biosecurity levels generally, but not always, correspond to certain 
poultry species or farm categories.  This information can be used to define strata 
within the survey. 

o Species categories (closely related to biosecurity):  

• If supporting evidence is available these categories (species) may be grouped 
by risk of introduction.  

• The species composition and housing system of backyard and game bird flocks 
is less uniform than in other poultry categories. Therefore, the sampling frame 
should consider these categories (and the demographics of these populations) 
specifically during the risk pathway assessment. If this information is not 
available then guidance on the proportion of these holdings that have to be 
included in the sample should be provided to these MSs. 
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 If no evidence is available on the AI risk pathways, then RBS should not be implemented 
and therefore representative surveillance designs should be the preferred choice. 

b- To strengthen active surveillance required to compensate and complement the less 
effective passive surveillance in waterfowl species (compared with other poultry) the number 
of waterfowl holdings sampled should be increased so that the % confidence of detection can 
be increased to an acceptable level.  

c- The geographical unit: 

The definition of the geographical units used should be justified. The epidemiological 
stratification on geographical grounds should be based on evidence that justifies conduct of 
sampling at the appropriate epidemiological stratum (using NUTS) level rather than at 
Member State level (where the latter is the case). Ideally, the epidemiological geographical 
unit should have a homogeneous level of risk with respect to the risk of disease. 

d- Adjustment for test sensitivity 

The number of birds sampled from a poultry holding should be increased/adjusted to 
compensate for the lower sensitivity of the test on the basis of scientific evidence in relation 
to actual diagnostic sensitivity of the serological tests for individual species. 

e- Virological testing 

Virological testing is not essential and is not an alternative to serological testing. It is unlikely 
to provide added value in relation to the objectives of this surveillance strategy, and therefore 
should not be considered in the guidelines. Virological testing can however be added if it is 
considered important to determine the circulating strains of the virus or whenever it is 
impossible to take blood samples (quails).  

f- Implementation issues 

 Sampling for serological testing can also be performed in slaughterhouses. 

 Resources are an issue for sampling of backyard holdings particularly when taking in 
account their likely reduced importance in some Member States in relation to the 
objective of infection/disease detection of the surveillance programme. 

2.1.2.2. Wild bird surveillance 
 'Active' surveillance by sampling healthy wild migratory birds to detect a change in the 

virus e.g. the attenuation of the virus is not relevant in support of the stated objective of 
the surveillance programme to detect HPAI H5N1 and is therefore not recommended. 

 Confirming previous advice, the current 'passive' surveillance based on sampling 
moribund and dead birds is consistent with the objective of AI detection of the 
surveillance programme. 

 A recommended sample size for these wild bird populations cannot be provided but 
important geographic locations for sampling should be identified and for these efforts 
need to be made to maximise the probability of finding HPAI H5N1 in moribund and 
dead birds. 

2.2. Animal Disease Information System (ADIS): 
2.2.1. Background 

ADIS is presented as an action following  the strategic aims of the new Animal Health 
Strategy for the EU (2007-2013) and it is conceived as a system to notify, gather, compile, 
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summarize and analyze information on animal diseases and veterinary epidemiological 
activities (animal disease occurrence, animal disease surveillance, control and eradication 
programmes and control measures primarily within the EU). ADIS shall be a computerized 
database and web-based system with distinct levels of access (apart from administrators) for 
the EC, Member Sates and other stakeholders compatible with existing systems (or integrate 
them) and avoid duplicity in EU and OIE. ADIS shall comprise modules to perform 
descriptive epidemiological reports, maps, charts or tables for the use and benefit of the EC, 
EU Member Sates and other stakeholders.  

At this stage of ADIS development, OIE input from TFADS is sought on several issues 
related to the key indicators, the "missing indicators" and their availability for the purposes of 
disease management; issues related to the types of analyses which are possible using the 
existing system, its power and complexity and the robustness and appropriateness of the 
approach presented for the development of ADIS 

2.2.2. Outcome of the discussion 
The objectives of having a HARMONIZED UNIFORM SYSTEM and no double reporting of 
data was considered to be the main goal. To achieve this, reporting systems must be perceived 
as useful by users, and this can be achieved through visible outcomes, proof that information 
generated from the collected data  can be used for informing decision making. Good quality 
of data is essential ensuring that the system is reliable and useful. For that it is important to 
move from 'stamp collection' to a tool supporting decision making. 

ADIS should in any case show where outbreaks are, and it should include also up-to-date data 
on denominators (populations at risk). 

With respect to a possible early warning function, other data are needed for input into the 
system. (not only outbreaks, also diagnostic tests, other information that is suitable for 
producing trends, charts, tables, wildlife data and data from the laboratories) and also 
notifications of suspicions have a good early warning value. 

The issue of whether ADIS should be based on an integration of existing systems (reporting 
system) or be a new system was addressed. 

The geographical unit of interest varies substantially depending of the disease (herd, zone, 
region…) and this is expected to be a major challenge in the design of ADIS. 

The identification and registration databases (EU and national), TRACES, and Food borne 
diseases excluded in principle are to be excluded from ADIS, However, TRACES should 
communicate with it (details to be defined). 

ADIS might be constructed using different modules together comprising the ADIS system 
that can be tailored to the needs of different users.  

Conclusions:  
• There are two objectives which are difficult to integrate: First, a reporting system linking 

existing systems into decision support tool and second, an early warning system (that 
should be developed at the long term). Linking databases of different Member States or 
regions may pose problems. 

• More denominator (population at risk) data are needed. 
• Spatial/temporal resolution need to be appropriate to allow meaningful epidemiological 

reporting and analysis 
• ADIS should keep subsidiarity in mind; interests of individual Member States versus EU 

as a whole and should focus on the added value of the new system. 
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• For the process of developing ADIS, a step-by-step approach is recommended also taking 
into account the US experience with data reporting systems (NAHMS) and other EU 
experiences such as the DE/NL/LU/BE CSF wild boar database that includes testing at 
individual geographic locations, including negative results. Linking databases of different 
Member States. Lessons can also be learned from the limitations of the approach used for 
developing the EFSA zoonoses reports. 

2.3. Surveillance in the context of the new Animal Health Law (AHL) 
2.3.1. Background 

Issued related to the problem definition were reviewed such as an overview of the complex 
EU legislative framework on surveillance, the actual purpose/objectives of surveillance in the 
EU, the potential solutions/options such as surveillance networks and the challenges of 
surveillance. 

2.3.2. Outcome of the discussion 
2.3.2.1. Surveillance in the context of the AHL. General aspects 

The definitions and concepts related to surveillance should be linked to with the purpose. 
Therefore the AHL should provide for operational definitions. In this context the terms active 
and passive surveillance should be avoided in legislation because they may be misunderstood.  

Some general issues to be considered with respect to surveillance are subsidiarity status and 
flexibility of approaches. Surveillance should be linked to the categorization of diseases and 
should be seen as a continuum. However, flexibility+practicality+specificity of surveillance 
are impossible to collectively be maximised.   

The objectives of surveillance may vary for each disease/country and therefore surveillance 
should be tailored depending on the objectives. Efficiency is also a key issue and the impact 
of different surveillance options should be assessed. 

With respect to risk-based surveillance (RBS): RBS is not a magic recipe and not a general 
principle and RBS depends on the knowledge about the risk factors and their relative 
importance. Therefore, in general the available knowledge and the type of disease dictate the 
type of surveillance to be implemented. In general, RBS is not the best approach for endemic 
diseases.  

Other issues to be considered are: 

 Biosecurity and surveillance should be integrated. Reliable information on biosecurity is 
essential also for surveillance.  

 Performance of veterinary services and other fundamental aspects (infrastructure, 
qualification, training…) are essentially linked to the functioning of the surveillance 
systems. 

 The relationship between surveillance systems needs to be planned and the appropriate 
link to ADIS should be ensured 

Conclusion 

The preferred option for detailed provisions on surveillance is that essential (minimum) 
components for surveillance should be laid down in legislation and should be accompanied by 
guidelines where appropriate. 

2.3.2.2. Surveillance networks  
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The Group felt insecure about the exact concept of ’surveillance networks’ and it was felt that 
the term should be avoided until agreement has been reached in relation to its meaning. 

Surveillance networks (SNW) as defined in Art. 14 of Directive 64/432/EEC do not appear to 
be realistic at EU level because if the system, as presented, is too prescriptive and 
burdensome, the reliability of the output (ie data) is likely to be compromised. SNW should 
be achievable and acceptable and for that the rules should be less prescriptive, more general 
and clearer, fitting better into the context of the guidelines.  

The purpose of a SNW needs to be clear and acceptable to all stakeholders (both users and 
providers), so that it can function reliably. 

Implementation of a SNW could be a suitable option for certain commercial /trading farms. 

Conclusion 

In view of this and specially considering the infrastructure for animal health surveillance 
currently available across MSs, SNW (as defined currently in Directive 64/432/EEC for cattle 
and pigs) cannot be included yet in a  EU-wide comprehensive surveillance covering all 
species and diseases. 
2.3.2.3. Surveillance and Antimicrobial resistance (AMR) 

To answer the question "To what extent the prevalence of resistance to different 
antimicrobials is comparable between animal/food thereof and human isolates of the agent?" 
it should be considered that: 

 AMR surveillance needs to consider that AMR is a complex issue linking animal health 
with public health,. 

 Surveillance on AMR, if any, should be integrated with other surveillance activities 

 Antimicrobials use can also be recorded/monitored (prescription…) and then be used as 
an indicator for the appearance of resistance on the basis of changes in the usage pattern 
of these antimicrobials. 

 Surveillance on AMR has to have clear objectives so that meaningful outcomes can be 
achieved. 

2.3.2.4. Surveillance within the "One Health" concept 

It is not evident that the concept One Health is understood in the same manner by all 
stakeholders. It currently appears to be more a veterinary issue than truly be a joint concern of 
both veterinarians and physicians. 

The stronger the AH surveillance is the better it is prepared for full integration within the OH 
concept and surveillance should be seen more as an opportunity than a problem (H1N1 is a 
good example). 

2.3.2.5. Surveillance and compartments 

Compartments are disease specific and have been shown to be useful as an effective tool for 
disease management in some less developed countries. However, this is not necessarily the 
case for the recently adopted EU legislation on compartments for AI. 

As surveillance is about health status, surveillance within compartments should be dealt with 
using the same principles applied to zones or countries. 

Biosecurity and surveillance developed at a small scale (farms, groups of farms, vertically 
integrated farming systems etc.) are consistent with the concept of compartments and may be 
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more efficient than large scale (country) approaches. However, there is a risk that in the long 
term the development of compartments may undermine the official veterinary services. 

2.3.2.6. Surveillance and climate change and emerging and re-emerging diseases  

Climate change should be considered as an additional risk factor for emerging diseases which 
are included amongst surveillance purposes. For re-emerging disease it is essential to know 
the risk factors leading to re-emergence so that risk-based surveillance may be adapted to the 
evolving situation. 

Climate change may potentially result in changes in the geographical distribution of vector-
borne diseases and/or of husbandry (production systems) which in turn will represent a 
challenge for surveillance. In principle, surveillance should be flexible and dynamic, and 
therefore be adaptable to these changes. 

Secondary and/or operational surveillance objectives might have to be revised. For that it is 
essential to have an ongoing assessment of the outcome of the surveillance programmes 
implemented. 
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