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Participants 

◼ Panel Members: 

ALVAREZ Julio, BICOUT Dominique, CALISTRI Paolo, CANALI Elisabetta, DREWE Julian, GARIN-
BASTUJI Bruno, GONZALES ROJAS Jose Luis, GORTAZAR SCHMIDT Christian, HERSKIN Mette,  
MICHEL Virginie, MIRANDA Miguel Angel, NIELSEN Søren Saxmose (Chair), PADALINO Barbara, 
PASQUALI Paolo, ROBERTS Helen, SPOOLDER Hans, STAHL Karl, VELARDE Antonio, VILTROP 

Arvo, WINCKLER Christoph  

 
◼ European Commission: KUSTER Laszlo (Points 5.3, 5.4, 6.1 & 6.2), MASSOT-BERNA Cristina 

(Points 5.1 & 6.3), VORNHAGEN Kirsten (Point 6.6); CAMARA Ewa (Point 6.4), SIMONIN Denis 

(point 5.2), HOLMES Rebecca (point 6.7),RALCHEV Stanislav (Point 6.5) 

 

◼ EFSA: 

 ALPHA UNIT: Antoniou Sotiria-Eleni, Ashe Sean, Aznar Inma, Baldinelli Francesca, Broglia 
Alessandro, Candiani Denise, Capelli Martina, Carfagnini Roberta, Chinchio Eleonora, Dhollander 
Sofie, Fabris Chiara, Geffroy Mariana, Gervelmeyer Andrea, Kohnle Lisa, Križ Nik (HoU), Lima 
Eliana, Lombardo Ludovico, Oswaldi Verena, Rapagna Cristina, Van der Stede Yves, Veggeland 

Maria, Vitali Marika, Zancanaro Gabriele 

   BIOCONTAM UNIT: BOALERT Frank 

   RASA DEPARTMENT: KLEINER Juliane 

◼ Observers: not applicable 

1. Welcome and apologies for absence 

The Chair welcomed the meeting participants. Apologies were received for specific timeslots at 

day 1 (CANALI Elisabetta) and day 2 (PADALINO Barbara & WINCKLER Christoph). 

 
1 All meetings were rescheduled to web meetings due to Covid-19 
2 

Minutes should be published within 15 working days of the final day of the relevant meeting.  
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2.  Adoption of the agenda 

The agenda was adopted without changes.  

The chair announced that between last Plenary meeting (23&24 June 2021) and the current one 

there was one Scientif ic opinion adopted via written procedure: 

- Adoption on 22 July 2021: Art. 29 - Scientif ic opinion for listing and categorisation of 
transmissible animal diseases caused by bacteria resistant to antimicrobials in the 

framework of the animal health law – Poultry 

3. Declarations of Interest Scientific Panel Members 

In accordance with EFSA’s Policy on Independence3 and the Decision of the Executive Director on 
Competing Interest Management4, EFSA screened the Annual Declarations of Interest f illed in by 
the Scientif ic Panel Members invited for the present meeting. No Conflicts of Interest related to 
the issues discussed in this meeting had been identif ied during the screening process or at the 

Oral Declaration of Interest at the beginning of this meeting. 

4. Agreement of the minutes of the 133rd Plenary meeting held on 23-24 
June 2021, WEB 

The minutes of the 133rd Plenary meeting were agreed by written procedure on 12 July 2021. 

5. Scientific outputs submitted for discussion and possible adoption 

5.1. Art. 29 – Disease control measures category A diseases AHL – Sheep 
and Goat Pox (EFSA-Q-2020-00799)  

EFSA staff (Alessandro Broglia) presented the SO. The panel discussed thoroughly the comments 
and proposals made by the AHAW panel members in the version sent for adoption to AHAW panel 
members. The following issues and changes to the document were proposed: i) The correct 
phrasing on the conditional probability and the radius of the surveillance zone should be taken up 
in the abstract and summary (given that transmission occurs, the probability that transmission 
occurs beyond 3 km is 9.6%); ii) the section on prevalence of SGP and the sample collection 

should be in alignment with previous Scientific Opinions (e.g. LSD Scientific Opinion); iii) If  PCR 
is described, it should be real-time PCR and this diagnostic method should be described  
consistently in the Scientif ic Opinion (SO); and iv) Caption and y-axis in Figure 5 need to be 
improved and aligned with the SO of PPR (kernel used as proxy for SGP). No major comments 
were received by the EC. The Panel adopted unanimously the Scientif ic Opinion. The opinion will 

be prepared for publication assuring that the agreed changes are implemented throughout the 

document. 

 

 
3 http://www.efsa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/corporate_publications/files/policy_independence.pdf   
4 http://www.efsa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/corporate_publications/files/competing_interest_management_17.pdf  

http://www.efsa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/corporate_publications/files/policy_independence.pdf
http://www.efsa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/corporate_publications/files/competing_interest_management_17.pdf
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5.2. Art. 29 – Scientific opinion on the slaughter of small ruminants 
(EFSA-Q-2018-00721)  

The chair of the WG (Virginie Michel) and EFSA staff (Denise Candiani) presented the SO. The 
panel discussed thoroughly the comments and proposals made by the AHAW panel members in 
the version sent for adoption to AHAW panel members. It was agreed to change/edit the following: 

i) change the title into “SO on slaughter of sheep and goats” instead of ‘small ruminants’; ii) 
include a conclusion on ‘milking’ of sheep and goats and state that the milking interval should not 
exceed the 12 hours based on relevant regulations (EC Reg 1/2005); iii) include in the conclusions 
and recommendations section a sentence about slaughter of sheep and goats without stunning; 
iv) rephrase the conclusion/recommendation on the use of current (1.0 A) for electrical stunning; 

v) rephrase and reword the animal welfare consequences due to gas stunning (CO2 and inert gas 
stunning); vi) rephrase recommendation no. 13 specifying how the effectiveness of percussive 
blow to the head for killing of neonatal ruminants depends on the skills of the operator ; vii) 
rephrase and change recommendation no. 14 specif ic to phase 2 and not to use percussive blow 
to the head as a routine method for new born ruminants; viii) remove conclusion nr. 1 related to 

bleeding phase (too general statement) and ix) rephrase the general recommendations nr. 7. No 
major comments were received by the EC. The Panel adopted unanimously the Scientific Opinion. 
The opinion will be prepared for publication assuring that the agreed changes are implemented 
throughout the document. 

 
5.3. Art 29 – Scientific opinion for listing and categorisation of 

transmissible animal diseases caused by bacteria resistant to 
antimicrobials in the framework of the animal health law – Cattle  

The chair of the WG (Julio Alvarez) and EFSA staff (Francesca Baldinelli) presented the SO. The 
panel discussed thoroughly the comments and proposals made by the AHAW panel members in 
the version sent for adoption to AHAW panel members. It was highlighted that some terminology 
may be different than in previous SOs based on the inputs received from the WG (e.g. the 
terminology of ‘resistant’ or ‘non-susceptible’ isolates was used as the national monitoring 

programs provided instead of always referring to non-susceptible isolates as ‘resistant’).The 
inclusion of clinical isolates and its explanation (versus commensals) was added in the abstract 
and in the main text of the opinion. The definition of clinical isolates was clarified as isolates from 
non-healthy animals (i.e. from animals with clinical and subclinical disease (e.g. mastitis)). In the 
discussion section, a thorough argumentation was added and agreed on the exclusion of 

Mycoplasma bovis from the ‘most relevant bacteria’. The evidence for this bacteria was considered 
too scarce and there is a lack of approved interpretative criteria and standard procedures for 
susceptibility testing. No major comments were received by the EC. The Panel adopted 
unanimously the SO. The opinion will be prepared for publication assuring that the agreed changes 
are implemented throughout the document.  

 
5.4. Art 29 – Scientific opinion for listing and categorisation of 

transmissible animal diseases caused by bacteria resistant to 
antimicrobials in the framework of the animal health law – Sheep and 

Goats  

The chair of the WG (Julio Alvarez) and EFSA staff (Francesca Baldinelli) presented the SO. The 
panel discussed thoroughly the comments and proposals made by the AHAW panel members in 
the version sent for adoption to AHAW panel members. The information of national programmes 
and AMR monitoring reports from France (Respath) and the UK (UK-VARSS) were presented and 
thoroughly discussed, with graphs explaining the resistance of bacterial isolates to different types 

of antimicrobials. The captions and legends of the graphs as well as the interpretation will be 
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rephrased according to the agreed terminology (clinical isolates) in order to avoid confusion. It 
was agreed that E.coli will be considered the most relevant species of resistant bacteria in sheep 

and goats in the EU (still with a certain amount of uncertainty). It has been concluded that bacteria 
to monitor should be those for which there is information available and that has been proved to 
be specif ic for sheep and goats. The need for reliable data and metadata allowing comparisons 
over time has been highlighted from experts. Only two national programmes had existing 
information of resistant bacteria in sheep and goat, so there is a certain level of uncertainty with 
the results due to a lack of information. No major comments were received by the EC. The Panel 

adopted unanimously the SO. The opinion will be prepared for publication assuring that the agreed 
changes are implemented throughout the document. 

 

6. Scientific outputs submitted for discussion 

6.1. Art. 29 – Scientific opinion for listing and categorisation of 
transmissible animal diseases caused by bacteria resistant to 

antimicrobials in the framework of the animal health law – Rabbits  

 
The draft scientific opinion was presented by the chair of the WG (Julio Alvarez) and thoroughly 

discussed. The panel was informed on the status of the Scientif ic Opinion so far. The assessment 
has been f inalised but the conclusions have still not been f inalised by the working group in the 
draft opinion. Only national programmes in France were retrieved for rabbits. Conclusion 
(preliminary) would say that none of the selected bacteria are relevant. The uncertainty assessed 
is very high. There is minimal information to make a relevant assessment. It should be mentioned 
in the abstract that the scope is ‘farmed rabbits’. This SO is planned for adoption (by written 

procedure) in October 2021. 

 
6.2. Art. 29 – Scientific opinion for listing and categorisation of 

transmissible animal diseases caused by bacteria resistant to 
antimicrobials in the framework of the animal health law – Aquatic 

animal species  

The draft scientific opinion was presented by the chair of the WG (Julio Alvarez) and thoroughly 
discussed. It was commented that the existing scientific information regarding antimicrobials and 
f ish is scarce. The SO will only focus on four bacterial species for which standardized 
methodologies are used in practice. The EC raised an issue on the scope of the fish species and 

requested if  the AHAW panel and working group could consider salmonid species such as Atlantic 
salmon. It was argued that the included f ish species so far were taken as only from those for 
which there is reliable information available on AMR and the listed bacteria. Being a product of 
importance, Atlantic salmon might also be considered for the SO. In addition, the differences 
between salt water and fresh water species should be considered. It was agreed with the AHAW 

panel members that for this opinion, not only the information retrieved by the extensive literature 
review would be considered as source of information. This is due to the very scarcity of data 
retrieved by using the specific search string in the databases consulted and applying the inclusion 
criteria. This led to exclusion of several studies known to the Working Group to have AMR data on 
the pathogens and fish species of interest for this opinion. Therefore, it was agreed with the AHAW 

Panel to include in the opinion relevant AMR data from these studies regarding phenotypic 
resistance to the antimicrobials and pathogens of interest (where data were not interpreted using 
CLSI breakpoints) as a narrative review. The SO is therefore planned for adoption in AHAW Panel 
meeting of November 2021.  
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6.3. Art. 29 - Disease control measures category A diseases AHL – 
Newcastle Disease (EFSA-Q-2020-00800) 

The draft scientific opinion was presented by EFSA staff (Inma Aznar) and AHAW panel member 
(Julio Alvarez). It was agreed that the kernels for Avian inf luenza were those to be considered as 
the best possible solution (proxy) for NCD. This should be rephrased in the SO and stated 

throughout the SO (conclusions and uncertainty). Uncertainty within the SO was discussed as 
distinctions in poultry species and vaccination status were made to differentiate f locks. It was 
agreed that clarifications should be made about the importance of vaccination status in ducks and 
geese. Ducks and geese can be vaccinated for NCD in certain circumstances (trade between 
member states) and should be confirmed in the draft text of the SO. Different scenarios were 

discussed to quantify uncertainty, depending on unit assessed, poultry species and vaccination 
status. It was agreed to create a new table and add probability terms throughout the document 
with explanations. The opinion will be shared with the Commission by 29 September for f inal 
comments and the SO is planned for adoption (by written procedure) in October 2021. 

 

6.4. Art. 29 – Equine Herpes Virus 1 (EHV-1) – Listing and Categorisation 
(EFSA-Q-2021-00183): collective AHAW panel judgements  

 

The documents (Excel f ile with probability statements and the motivation of each AHAW panel 
member (individual judgements) and corresponding graphs for NC-questions) were presented 

by EFSA staff (Alessandro Broglia, Lisa Kohnle, Francesca Baldinelli, and Verena Oswaldi). The 
collective judgement discussion was led by Alessandro Broglia. EHV-1 was the f irst disease for 
which the new developed judgement methodology was applied. This method should better 
account for uncertainty in the listing and categorisation of AHL diseases, since experts can 
express their answers in terms of probability ranges and not only YES/NO. The consensus is 

reached when the answers of all experts are included in the same class: NA/0%-33%/33%-
66%/66%-100%. For each question (31 questions in total) where consensus had not been 
reached, a graph with the ranges provided by each expert and the reasonings of the different 
experts were shown. Discussion was guided with the aim to reach a consensus on each question. 
The discussion has been recorded, as the entire process will be part of the opinion. On average, 
a time of 6 minutes for each question was available for the discussion. It is stressed that for 

answering, experts have to account for the information provided in the factsheet, unless new 
evidences are available during discussion, and to stick to the definitions and instructions 
provided. The whole exercise took around 250 min (4.2 hours) spread over 2 days (18 questions 
f irst day (180 min), 12 questions second day (70 min)). Consensus was reached for 9 of the 31 

discussed NC-questions. 

 

The following issues were discussed thoroughly with the AHAW panel members: 

- The question related to the negative impact of the disease on animal and public health, 
it has been suggested to ask the Commission for a clarif ication of the definition of 

“negative effect” on animal health. 

- It has been clarif ied that questions refer to “infection” and not only to “disease”. 

- It has been clarified that when there is a lack of evidence, experts should choose a very 

large range, and not NA. 
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- It has been clarif ied that, according to the guidelines, when judging the disease, the 
experts have to consider only the disease itself, and NOT in relationship to other 

diseases (comparison). 

- In the question related to the “signif icant negative economic impact affecting 
agriculture or aquaculture in the Union”, it was clarif ied that the question makes 

reference to the entire sector of agriculture. The necessity to provide a common 
definition of what is considered as “agriculture” has been highlighted, as in order to 
reach a consensus, the experts should reason in the same way (i.e. having the same 

clear definitions in their mind).  

- In the question related to the possibility of air-borne/water-borne/vector-borne spread, 
it has been argued that this needs to be clarified, in particular the definition of ‘airborne 
disease’. Referring to “long distance spread” in the question, could help make the 
question clearer, as the definition of airborne disease can be controversial. Several 

experts changed their evaluation after it was clarif ied that for airborne transmission it 

was intended “long distance spread”. 

- It has been clarif ied that, when not mentioned, questions are all referring to the whole 
EU area. This is clearly stated in the instructions, but some expert found this confusing, 

as in some question it is specif ied, while in others not. 

- It has been reminded that, when new evidence is provided from experts during a 
discussion (i.e. evidence not present in the factsheet, but still relevant to perform the 

judgement), this should be added to the factsheet for future assessments. 

- In the question related to “high morbidity”, the meaning of “high” has been questioned. 
It is dependent from the context (e.g. a 10% morbidity, if  translates into a 10% of 

abortion, is high).  

- In the question related to the presence of high morbidity and negligible/no mortality 
and production loss, some experts raised the argument that “production loss” is very 

general.  

- In the question related to the impact on the economy of the Union (direct impact on 
the health and productivity), it has been highlighted that question request to judge the 
impact on the economy of the Union, and not on the specif ic sector of horses. In the 
question related to signif icant impact on the economy of the Union (direct impact on 

certain types of animal production systems) considering the measures in place, it has 
been clarif ied that “significant” means that you have to consider the additional impacts 
compared to the situation without the disease. In the question related to the impact on 
society (labour market), it has been clarif ied that the impact has to refer to all the 
sectors in the entire Union. In the question asking if  the risk can be proportionally 

mitigated by measures concerning movement some experts believed that movement 
measures are effective but not feasible in practice. It was made clear that experts 
should not have to consider the feasibility of the measure, but their effectiveness  and 
proportionality with respect to the impact and effect. It was argued that in this question 
it is important to answer considering that you have to consider the entire horse sector, 

and not only the racing one.  

- and how proportionate are respect to the risk. It was argued that in this question it is 
important to answer considering that you have to consider the entire horse sector, and 

not only the racing one.  
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6.5. Update on Farm to Fork Transport Mandate 

The update on the SOs on transport (free moving animals and caged animals) was provided by 

EFSA staff (Sean Ashe and Maria Veggeland) and chairs of the WGs (Mette Herskin and Antonio 
Velarde). Four different opinions will be created for free-moving animals that in turn will be 
separated by species, and one opinion will be about animals in containers. The working group 
for the opinions was presented and it was mentioned that new members for the free-moving 
animals group have been recruited. The structure of the welfare assessment was also explained. 
The species in both groups were described along with subdivisions depending on their age and 

category. Transport stages and means of transport were also described. Charts were presented 
indicating the progress level of the opinions, in particular on ‘loading and unloading for all 
species’ (f inished). It was stated that the main variables of concern in the mandate are: micro-
climatic conditions, space allowance and maximum journey times. The working group started 
with micro-climatic conditions, and has been working on heat stress. The approach used by the 

group to measure heat was done taking both environmental temperature and humidity into 
account using wet-bulb temperature. The f irst draft for heat stress was created for horses, for 
which draft conclusions and recommendations were proposed. The recommendations – related 
to f igure on thermoneutral zone of animals - for point C and D concerning heat stress have been 
drafted for sheep and horses and for other species these points are still being discussed. In the 

point for space allowance, main needs for the animals regarding this variable of concern were 
identif ied and recommendations are still ongoing. The draft for sheep will be ready in mid-
October. Both the ‘animals in containers’ and ‘free-moving animals’ working groups have a 
similar approach and are using similar methodologies and format . The stage of arrival will also 
be covered by the animals in containers opinion even if  it has been described in previous EFSA 

slaughter opinions.  
The group also discovered that export of poultry by sea is also registered in TRACES, but the 
nature and extent of this transport is not fully known as some means of transport are not 
separated nor displayed as an option in the TRACES system. Day old chicks are exported 
worldwide from the EU by air. Export of poultry to third countries will be covered in the opinion 

to the extent feasible. The EC recommended to use TRACES to get some information regarding 
total numbers of animals transported but it was discussed that TRACES is useful but won’t give 
a full picture due to the information of the countries involved in transport. Some draft sections 
of the scientif ic opinions are expected to be ready in January 2022.  

 
6.6. Art. 29 – Request for a scientific opinion concerning the protection of 

farmed ducks, geese and quail related to the keeping in farming 
systems – Update on TORs and approach 

The update on the mandate was presented by EFSA staff (Maria Veggeland and Chiara Fabris). 
The mandate has been received and accepted in July 2021 and should be adopted by March 
2023. Species included in the mandate were described and are those poultry species used to 
produce meat, eggs and breeding. All production systems will be assessed, with a special interest 
in the use of cages. The welfare consequences that will be assessed in this opinions are 

predefined by the mandate. An online survey was sent to MSs to obtain more information 
regarding husbandry systems and production of ducks, geese and quails. Results from four 
countries have been submitted already and there might be an extension of the deadline for more 
countries to submit their results. A scoping literature search has started and the results will be 
screened so only relevant information will be used. Antonio Velarde and Hans Spoolder were 

appointed as chair and vice-chair of the working group. The current members of the working 
group were presented and there is a search for other external experts to be recruited. There 
might be a need to separate the working groups in the future depending on their species of 
research (one group working with ducks and geese and the other one with quails). The working 
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group might also require to get information through outsourcing. Preliminary estimates of 
production numbers of ducks, geese and quails were also presented as official f igures are not 

available for all Member States. Clarif ication might come when more feedback to the online 
survey are received. It was asked to the panel for more specific knowledge regarding experts in 
the animal species of the mandate or information on main producing countries. The EC was 
acknowledged for the support they have provided by sending the link to the survey to all MSs 
through the MSs Representatives at the EU Platform for Animal Welfare. 

 
6.7. Art. 29 – Request for a scientific opinion concerning the protection of 

dairy cows – Update on TORs and approach 

The update on the mandate was presented by EFSA staff (Eliana Lima, Denise Candiani) and the 

appointed chair of the WG (Christoph Winckler). Following EFSA’s acceptance of the mandate on 

the protection of dairy cows, the Panel appointed Christoph Winckler as chair of the working 

group. The update on the mandate was presented. The terms of reference, proposed approach 

per TOR and project timelines were presented by EFSA staff (Eliana Lima, Denise Candiani) and 

discussed by the Panel. It was noted that this mandate includes a request on the identif ication 

of herd-level variables potentially indicative of dairy cow welfare on farm. This might require the 

development of  a methodology for the identif ication herd-level variables, def inition of the 

strength of associations considered relevant and estimation of quantitative thresholds indicative 

of higher risk of welfare problems. The panel noted that there may not be suff icient scientific 

evidence available for the identif ication of quantitative thresholds for all herd-level variables. It 

was agreed with the EC that, if  no associations between dairy cow welfare on farm and herd-

level variables exist, this will be clearly stated in the opinion. The Panel agreed to further discuss 

this approach in future meetings. The deadline for adoption of the opinion is March 2023.  

 

6.8. Story Maps & Migration mapping tool 

Sofie Dhollander updated on the current state of  the Disease Prof iles (StoryMaps) project 

(project within Risk Assessment Management Programme (RAMPRO) of EFSA), which allows for 

the visualization of data collected through living systematic reviews in interactive maps. Story 

Maps have been now developed for 47 diseases. The story maps include information about: the 

geographic distribution of the disease in time, the different types of studies available, 

experimental infections per animal group, survival of the agent in dif ferent matrices, diagnostic 

tests performance, vector distribution, the efficacy of the dif ferent application and active 

substances used in vector controls, vaccination efficacy and treatments in accordance with the 

Animal Health Law. The AHAW panel members were requested to review the Story Map. Hereto, 

an excel f ile will be circulated to the AHAW panel members to assign the names for each story 

map.  

 

Inma Aznar presented to the AHAW panel members the Migration Mapping Tool, the new tool 

developed by EFSA to increase EFSA risk assessment capacity and early warning for Avian 

Inf luenza and to empower MS in their ability to deal with the disease. The tool incorporates data 

from rings recovery of the last 100 year. EFSA has started to get agreements with Russia and 

extra-EU countries to include their data. MS will be able to visualize the number of recoveries of 

birds ringed in Russia per MS, and this will help MS to better understand how the disease is 

spreading.  

7. New mandates (no new mandates) 
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8. Feedback from the Scientific Committee/Scientific Panels, EFSA, the 
European Commission-Activities from other Panels 

The SO on maximum levels of cross-contamination for 24 antimicrobial active substances in non-
target feed (SO in collaboration between BIOHAZ, FEEDAPP and AHAW panel) has been adopted on 

15 September 2021.  

 

9. Any other business 

 

9.1. Update or Artificial Transformation programme, Risk Assessment 
Workflow and DoI  (Juliane Kleiner)  

 

The Head of the RASA Department explained the reasons behind EFSA’s new organisational 
structure. In order to implement the new obligations and new processes required by the 
Transparency Regulation (TR), the ART Programme designed a harmonised high-level Risk 

Assessment (RA) process divided in four main steps: Mandate & dossier intake, Preliminary 
activities to Risk Assessment, Risk Assessment, and Output publication and dissemination. To 
best support the changes triggered by the TR, the next step was to redesign EFSA's internal 
structure: among other changes, EFSA will have one department focusing on RA production 
(Assess Department), and one focusing on services in support of RA production (Enable 
Department). The f inal organigramme will be confirmed by the EFSA Management Team on 24 

September 2021. The Head of the RASA Department also gave an overview of the most recent 
DOI issues, explaining that while the technical Task Force will work on the issues reported, the 
automatic request for expert DOI submission will be disabled from 18 September 2021. Experts 
will be asked to use the alternative workflow described in the EFSA Competing Interest 

Management rules. More info will follow via email. 

 

9.2. EFSA’s Conference 2022: topics related to AHAW 

EFSA staff (Alessandro Broglia and Sean Ashe) presented the plan for the EFSA OneEU2022 
conference, taking place on 21st to 24th June 2022 in Brussels as a hybrid event (physical but 
also online). Main keywords of the conference are One Health and sustainability. Contributions 
for the sessions Animal Health and Animal Welfare sessions are welcome. For Animal Welfare 
and sustainability the plan is to focus on the relationship between economic, social and 
environmental impacts. The plan is to have a series of very short talks (5-7 mins), a discussion 

panel, audience participation and possible social media communication. For Animal Health the 
main topics will be preventing epidemics, drivers for disease emergence, strengthening the One 

Health framework, also in regard of sustainable farming. 

 

9.3. Consultation EU One Health Zoonoses 2020 report (Frank Boelaert) 

 

Frank Boelaert (BIOCONTAM) presented the outcome of the One Health EU Zoonoses Report and 
changes implemented related to the content (chapters), the layout and the data visualizations. 
In addition, the progress and timeline is presented. There is a pilot dashboard/story map showing 
some of the upgrades that will be implemented (e.g. dashboard on food-borne outbreaks). The 
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AHAW panel members will be contacted between 11 and 26 October 2021 for a public 
consultation and review of the report. Experts will be contacted to f ill in an online survey. 

Publication of the report is foreseen on 9 December 2021. 

 

9.4. Wrap up and schedule on next Panel meetings in 2021 

 

AHAW Panel Coordinator summarised achievements of the plenary meeting and next steps for 

Plenary meeting in November & December 2021. AHAW panel members were reminded to read 

carefully the three SOs (Points 6.1 and 6.3) planned for written adoption in October 2021.  


