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1. PARTICIPANTS 

AHAW PANEL MEMBERS 

Anette Bøtner, Don Broom, Marcus Doherr, Mariano Domingo, Jörg Hartung, Linda 
Keeling, Frank Koenen, Simon More, David Morton, Pascal Oltenacu, Fulvio Salati, Mo 
Salman, Moez Sanaa, Mike Sharp, Jan Arend Stegeman, Endre Szücs, Philippe Vannier, J. 
Webster, and Martin Wierup. 

AHAW UNIT 

Scientific officers: Franck Berthe, Sandra Correia Rodeia, Milen Georgiev, Andrea 
Gervelmeyer, Tomasz Grudnik, Per Have, Oriol Ribó, and Sofie Dhollander.  

Administrative assistant: Elda Franchi. 

BIOHAZ UNIT 

Scientific officers: Fulvio Barizzone (item 8.5). 

EUROPEAN COMMISSION (DG SANCO) 

Marina Marini (Unit 03, Science and Stakeholders), and Maria Pittman (Unit D1, Animal 
Health and Standing Committees – joined the meeting by teleconference for item 6.1). 

2. OPENING, APOLOGIES AND AGENDA 
The Chairman welcomed the Panel members and other attendants.  

Apologies were received from Albert Osterhaus and Hans-Hermann Thulke.  

The agenda was adopted.  

The May plenary meeting was confirmed on May 4-5. It was proposed to increase the June 
plenary meeting by one day in order to give sufficient time for the scheduled discussions. The 
plenary meeting initially planned in July 2011 was cancelled. 

3. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

In accordance with EFSA’s Policy on Declarations of Interests (DoI), EFSA screened the 
Annual and Specific Declaration of Interest (SDoI) provided by the Panel Members for the 
present meeting. No new interests were declared in the SDoIs submitted in relation to the 
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current agenda. The previously declared interests were still considered valid for this plenary,1. 
The Panel Members confirmed that no further declarations of interests were to be made in the 
context of the adopted agenda. 

4. PREVIOUS MINUTES ADOPTED BY WRITTEN PROCEDURE  
The minutes of the 54th plenary meeting of the AHAW Panel were unanimously adopted by 
written procedure and published on the EFSA web (http://www.efsa.europa.eu). 

5. NEW MANDATES 

5.1. Request on animal based indicators for pig welfare 
Marina Marini presented a draft request to give scientific advice on the use of animal- based 
welfare measures to assess the welfare of pigs, similar to the ongoing mandate on dairy cows 
(see point 8.1). In particular it will be requested to: 1) identify how animal-based measures 
could be used to ensure the fulfilment of the recommendations of EFSA scientific opinions 
on the welfare of pigs; 2) identify how the Welfare Quality® assessment protocols cover the 
main hazards identified in EFSA scientific opinions (and vice-versa); 3) identify which 
relevant animal welfare issues cannot be assessed using animal-based measures for pigs and 
what kind of alternative solutions are available to improve the situation; and 4) list main 
factors in the various husbandry systems which have been scientifically proven to have 
negative effects on the welfare of pigs. 

The Panel welcomed this request. In light of the experience of the mandate on dairy cows, the 
Panel proposed to expand the second term of reference to indicators that may exist beyond 
ones provided by the Welfare Quality® project. 

The Panel recommended a working group be formed; it was agreed that Don Broom will 
chair this group, assisted by Joerg Hartung as vice-chair. The deadline of the request should 
be December 2011. 

5.2. Request to update scientific opinions on beef cattle 

Marina Marini presented a draft request to update the scientific knowledge concerning the 
welfare of cattle kept for beef production (SCAHAW, 2001) and the welfare of intensive calf 
farming systems (EFSA, 2006), in particular to consider if the conclusions and 
recommendations of these two previous scientific opinions are still valid. The update should 
focus only on beef cattle and calves (animal categories and farming systems of the referred 
opinions). The update is a preliminary work for a future mandate on the use of animal-based 
welfare measures to assess the welfare of beef cattle and calves.  

                                                 
1 In the SDoI filled for the January plenary meeting of the AHAW Panel, Prof. A. Osterhaus declared the 
following interest: pandemic influenza virus. In accordance with EFSA’s Policy on declarations of interests and 
implementing documents thereof, the interest was deemed to represent a potential conflict of interest. Pursuant 
to EFSA’s Procedure on Identifying and Handling Declarations of Interest point C.III.b, the said expert could 
not chair discussions related to pandemic influenza virus. 



 

 

 

 

3 
 

The Panel recommended a working group be formed; it was agreed that Toni Oltenacu will 
chair this group, assisted by John Webster as vice-chair. The deadline of the request should 
be June 2012. 

6. OPINIONS SUBMITTED FOR ADOPTION 

6.1. Monitoring for emergence of possible new pandemic influenza strains (EFSA-Q-
2009-00983) 

The mandate: following the global spread of pandemic H1N1 in 2009 risk managers will 
require a better scientific understanding of influenza viruses and in particular of the 
underlying factors that most strongly contribute to the emergence on influenza viruses with 
pandemic potential. It is also necessary to develop better methods and criteria to asses the risk 
such viruses may pose to people and animals. 

The terms of reference address the most important factors to be monitored in animals that 
would suggest a risk of emergence of a new pandemic influenza strain and options of 
monitoring in different animal populations for the presence of the most important factors that 
would suggest a risk of emergence of viruses with pandemic potential. 

The approach: Two WG tele-meetings have been held to discuss the approach to the ToR 
and distribution of tasks. A draft report has been prepared by the WG. The opinion will be 
submitted for adoption. 

The draft opinion with proposed conclusions and recommendations was presented for 
adoption. Following discussions and suggestions, the conclusions and recommendations were 
reviewed.  

The AHAW Panel adopted the draft opinion by unanimity on February 24. 

7. DRAFT OPINIONS SUBMITTED FOR DISCUSSION 

7.1. Development of Animal Welfare Risk Assessment Guidelines (EFSA-Q-2007-
168) 

The mandate: The EFSA Scientific Colloquium on “Principles of Risk Assessment of Food 
Producing Animals” held in Parma in December 2005 concluded that no specific 
standardized methodology and international guidelines exists in the field of the Animal 
Welfare Risk Benefit Assessment”. Subsequently, EFSA launched in 2007 a self-mandate, 
later revised in 2009 with the following terms of reference: 1) To define a comprehensive 
harmonised methodology to evaluate risks and benefits in animal welfare, taking into 
consideration the various procedures, management and housing systems and the different 
animal welfare issues, with reference to the methodologies followed in the previous EFSA 
Opinions on various species; 2) the defined methodology for assessing risks and benefits in 
animal welfare should take into account and adapt current risk assessment methodologies, for 
example those for animal diseases and food safety, and also the complex range of measurable 
welfare outcomes; 3) the guidance document should concisely define the generic approach 
for working groups addressing specific areas of assessment of risks and benefits in animal 
welfare. 
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The approach the original mandate was amended in 2009 to reflect and a WG formed from 
Panel members. The main contents of the guidelines have been agreed by the WG.  

The Panel discussed the draft guidance was with the aim to submit the Guidance to a 6-weeks 
public consultation. Panel found the followed approach and the contents of the Guidance as 
appropriate. However, several points were discussed and amendments were suggested, such 
as, terminology not being appropriately used, introduction of new risk assessment 
terminology where traditional risk assessment terminology could be used, and repetitions 
between different sections. The draft document was felt not being ready for submission to a 
public consultation and the Panel suggested a deeper review prior to discuss it again (at the 
March plenary meeting).  

Because of the need for public consultation (in compliance with EFSA policy on guidance 
documents), a request to EFSA for an extension of the deadline will be made. Given the one-
month delay in launching the public consultation, it is expected that the Guidance be adopted 
in the fall 2011.  

Although the Terms of Reference of the self-mandate were revised in 2009 to include 
benefits, the Panel recognised that risk and benefit analysis in the context of animal welfare 
may require further conceptual and methodological refinement. In order to finalise the 
Guidance within a reasonable period of time, the Panel proposed that it concentrates on risk 
assessment aspects as the main priority. The Panel also recommended that benefit analysis be 
considered for further work and possible future inclusion in its methodological framework. 

8. PROGRESS REPORTS AND DISCUSSION OF CURRENT MANDATES 

8.1. Use of animal-based measures to assess the welfare of dairy cows 
The mandate requested to give an independent scientific view on the use of animal- based 
welfare measures to assess the welfare of dairy cows, considering the parameters included in 
the welfare assessment protocols of the Welfare Quality® (WQ) Project and the conclusions 
and recommendations of the EFSA scientific opinions on the Welfare of Dairy Cows. In 
particular it is requested to: 1) identify how animal-based measures could be used to ensure 
the fulfilment of the recommendations of EFSA scientific opinions on the welfare of dairy 
cows; 2) identify how the WQ assessment protocols cover the main hazards identified in 
EFSA scientific opinions (and vice-versa); 3) identify which relevant animal welfare issues 
cannot be assessed using animal-based measures for dairy cows and what kind of alternative 
solutions are available to improve the situation; and 4) list main factors in the various 
husbandry systems which have been scientifically proven to have negative effects on the 
welfare of dairy cows.  

Deadline of the Mandate is June 2011. 

The approach was discussed with the Commission at a kick-off meeting in July. The WG is 
formed from Panel members. WG meeting was held on 25-26 October to discus approach and 
methods and also ToR were disused and clarified with Commission. An outline of the 
structure of the report has been prepared and agreed by the WG.  
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EFSA procured a “review of methodologies applicable to the validation of animal based 
indicators of welfare”. This review was made available for WG consideration by the end of 
February 2011. 

8.2. Request for a scientific opinion and technical assistance on the public health 
hazards to be covered by inspection of meat (domestic swine) 

The mandate: the Commission requests a scientific opinion and technical assistance on the 
public health hazards to be covered by inspection of meat. The scope of this mandate is to 
evaluate meat inspection in a public health context; however it is specifically requested that 
any change suggested to current inspection methods should not jeopardize the capacity to 
detect certain animal diseases nor compliance with regulation on animal welfare. The animal 
species or groups of species to be covered are: domestic swine; poultry; bovine animals (over 
and under 6 weeks old); domestic sheep and goats; farmed game and domestic solipeds.  

The approach The AHAW Panel will ensure that any change to current inspection does not 
jeopardize the capacity to detect animal diseases nor compliance with the animal welfare 
regulation; it is essential to determine the importance and integration of meat inspection in 
the EU animal health surveillance and monitoring. Interlinks with the work of other EFSA 
Units involved in the mandate are identified as crucial. Overarching meeting was held on 12 
October and AHAW WG meeting was on 29 October. The ongoing work is focused on 
identification of initial list of diseases/conditions of AHAW interest, and a subset of which 
will be chosen for further modelling, based on agreed criteria. Preliminary generic model and 
frame of necessary data were drafted.  

The work is ongoing and organised in the 3 main steps: 

Step1: Defining diseases/conditions of interest 

Step 2: Modelling the impact of proposed changes to the current meat inspection system 

Step 3: Modelling the impact of proposed changes to the current meat inspection system on 
the overall monitoring and surveillance system 

The Chair of the working group (WG) provided and update of ongoing work. The timelines 
and dependencies between EFSA Units for all animal species and potential implications for 
the WG of AHAW and contractors were presented and discussed. The structure of the final 
EFSA opinion was presented and commented. AHAW work in meat inspection of swine will 
contribute to the EFSA opinion in the topic. The common part in the opinion should be 
prepared in agreement of the Chairs of the WG of involved Panels. Further agreement on the 
procedure of adoption between Panels is needed.  

In the general methodology the role of meat inspection in animal health and welfare 
surveillance will be presented and assessment on the recommended changes in qualitative, 
through the expert opinion of the WG experts and quantitative way, based on the result of the 
modelling process will be included in species specific section. The work in modelling is in 
line with Good Practice in Conducting Scientific Assessments in Animal Health using 
Modelling. Taking into account all timelines and work dependences between the units and 
WG’s (recommendations for changes in meat inspection will be proposed very close to the 
deadline of the work per species) the major implications for AHAW, including contractors 
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are: potential adoption of the work on swine at the Plenary in June (15-16/06/2011) and 
presenting draft for discussion at the Plenary in May (including: Stage 2 and partially Stage 3, 
qualitative reply to the recommendations for changes); the collection of data, for poultry and 
other species, linked to value of current meat inspection should be done prior analyses of the 
proposed changes; selection of the diseases for modelling at stage 3 should be discussed 
between WG and contractors (potentially epidemic or highly contagious diseases) there is 
need for extension of the timeline on modelling and analyses (recommendations for changes 
in meat inspection for 4 species will be provided to AHAW in the period Nov 2012- Mar 
2013). 

Taking stock on the work performed for domestic swine, work on poultry should follow. 

8.3. Development of a Guidance on health and welfare aspects of GM-Animals 
(EFSA-Q-2010-698) 

The mandate: in March 2010, the European Commission sent a mandate requesting EFSA to 
develop guidance on animal health and welfare aspects of GM animals in addition to the 
guidance on safety assessment of GM animal-derived food and feed. This mandate had been 
presented by Sebastien Goux (DG SANCO) during the April plenary meeting (web-meeting). 
EFSA has accepted the mandate, proposing a deadline of December 31, 2011 which was 
agreed by the Commission. In accordance with its policy on transparency, EFSA will 
organise a public consultation on the draft guidance of animal health and animal welfare 
aspects of GM animals. The consultation is planned for the first quarter of 2011. 

The approach The guidance will be developed in close cooperation with the guidance on the 
safety assessment of genetically modified animal-derived food and feed being developed by 
the GMO Panel. The two guidance documents will form a comprehensive package to be 
published simultaneously. 

A first WG tele-meeting has been held where aims and scope of the guidance and scientific 
approach and assessment principles were discussed. The aim is to prepare guidance for 
applicants on what data to provide on animal health and animal welfare.  The format of this 
guidance should allow both the GMO and AHAW Panels to make a joint evaluation of 
dossiers given the overlap between animal health and welfare, consumer concerns including 
health and environmental aspects. The required level of detail of the guidance was discussed.  
It was noted that the GMO guidance is not a cook-book but the objectives would be to 
provide the principles and aims of the assessments and the kind of information needed at a 
general level, plus examples. 

The chairman of the WG gave a short update on the work so far including an outline of the 
proposed structure and table of contents of the report. 

8.4. Bluetongue (EFSA-Q-2010-01238 and EFSA-Q-2010-01237) 

The mandate: On 27 October 2010, EFSA received a request from the European 
Commission for a scientific opinion on: 1) the possible additional risk posed by bluetongue 
serotype 8 compared to other serotypes. In addition EFSA was requested to provide 
recommendations on: 2) epidemiological parameters, such as the expected prevalence under 
different circumstances and the size of a geographical relevant area for the purpose of 
monitoring and surveillance programmes. Since the two terms of reference included in the 
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request are not directly connected, two scientific opinions will be delivered, separately 
addressing the questions. The scientific opinions will presented  to the AHAW Panel for 
possible adoption in May 2011, so the outcomes may be eventually included in the proposal 
for new amendments to EC Regulation 1266/2007 that are planned for the first half if 2011. 

The approach: A kick-off meeting was held on 17 Nov. 2010 to clarify the terms of 
reference (TOR). Two working groups were created, each of which will deal with one of the 
two terms of reference: 

Working Group on bluetongue serotype 8:  
To answer the first part of the question, a systematic literature review (SLR) on BTV8 will be 
carried out to update conclusions concerning BTV8 of previous EFSA opinions. The second 
part of the question can be answered by a SLR focussing on trans-placental transmission and 
transmission through insemination and embryo transfer of BTV 8 and other BTV serotypes.  

To assess the impact on the epidemiology of the potential higher risk for BTV-8 for 
transplacental transmission (or the impact of any other special feature of this serotype) a 
realistic approach should be chosen by the working group within the timeframe (probably a 
simple qualitative risk assessment or a more descriptive approach-to be updated). 

To assess the effectiveness, suitability and proportionality of risk mitigating measures based 
on restrictions of the movement of pregnant animals it was suggested that there is no risk 
assessment needed, but that we could just evaluate the effectiveness of the mitigation 
measure based on the biological knowledge provided by the SRL in 1.1. 

The SLR approach, relevance and eligibility criteria were presented for review question A 
and B of the systematic review. The Panel suggested not to exclude papers dealing with 
experimental infections with attenuated vaccine strains from review A. 

Working Group on bluetongue monitoring and surveillance: 

Panel members advised to consider the density of animals when advising about the 
geographical relevant units. They highlighted that spread prediction models developed for 
West Nile Fever Virus could be helpful in answering this ToR and, specifically, to estimate 
the rate of spread of spatial transmission of bluetongue virus. Regarding the needs for 
surveillance, the movement of animals to and within the EU, be it legal or illegal, is an 
important point to consider. 

8.5. Request for a scientific opinion concerning hatchery waste as animal by-
products 

Fulvio Barizzone joined the meeting for this item. 

The mandate: On 25 November 2010, EFSA received a request from the European 
Commission for a scientific opinion for a Scientific Opinion concerning changes of 
categorisation of particular animal-by-products from Category 2 to Category 3 (Ref. 
Ares(2010)860477 - 25/11/2010). Considering the implications of this mandate in terms of 
animal health and biological hazards the mandate has been allocated to the BIOHAZ and 
AHAW Panels. The AHAW Panel will deal with possible hazards present in the products 
while the BIOHAZ Panel will address the eventual inactivation of the identified hazards by 
the different processing methods. It has four ToR: 1) to assess the risk to animal and public 
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health of transmission of the most important infectious agents in hatchery by-products, such 
as Salmonella spp., Avian Influenza virus and Newcastle disease virus from dead-in-shell 
chicks through animal feed; 2) to assess the risk of transmission of vertically transmissible 
avian diseases, such as Avian Leucosis, Chicken Infectious Anemia viruses, Avian 
Adenoviruses (egg drop syndrome), Reticuloendotheliosis, Avian Encephalomyelitis, 
Mycoplasma and Avian psittacosis from dead-in-shell chicks through animal feed; 3) to 
assess the risk to animal and public health of the transmission of other biological hazards 
from dead-in-shell chicks, such as Campylobacter, Enterobacteriaceae, Erysipelas, Botulism 
toxins, Toxoplasmosis through animal feed; 4) in the case of identified risk in points 1-3, to 
indicate the most important factors which would have to be monitored in the production of 
feed for farmed animals and processed pet food, should dead-in-shell chicks be categorised as 
Category 3 materials. 

The approach: An initial work plan has been drafted with BIOHAZ. The AHAW secretariat 
will participate to the BIOHAZ first working group meeting with Commission services for 
discussion on the ToR and approach. AHAW will elaborate and adopt a chapter that will be 
included in the BIOHAZ opinion.  

It has been clarified that the Commission asks EFSA for a Scientific Opinion on the risk 
posed by the possible use of dead-in-shell chickens for the production of pet food under the 
provisions currently applicable for processed pet food. An official reply is expected from the 
Commission for clarification of the ToR. The role of AHAW and possible approaches were 
thoroughly discussed. Mariano Domingo will chair the working group. The AHAW 
contribution should be finalised early April.  

9. OTHER ISSUES 

9.1. Risk assessment terminology 

Following the publication of the FERA Report “Terminology in Risk Assessments used by 
the Scientific Panels and Scientific Committee of EFSA” a questionnaire prepared by the 
Scientific Committee of EFSA was sent to the Scientific Units and Panels with questions 
related to the contents of the FERA Report related to the work developed by the AHAW 
Panel/ Unit. In the AHAW answer to the questionnaire it was pointed out that the “Guidance 
on Modelling for RA in Animal Health” adopted in 2009 and the future “Guidance on risk 
assessment for Animal Welfare” foreseen for adoption in June 2011, could contribute to the 
work being developed for the harmonisation of RA terminology developed in EFSA. The 
Draft Guidance on risk and benefit assessment for animal welfare will be discussed during a 
workshop with the AHAW Network in May 2011. In line with recommendations made by the 
Panel in the guidance on modelling for RA in animal health, a wiki-base glossary will be 
established. Comments from the Panel and Unit on Questionnaire related to the Guidance on 
“Risk Assessment Terminology” were compiled and transmitted to the SC secretariat.  

9.2. Training in systematic reviews 
The AHAW Panel welcomed this initiative. The Panel emphasised the importance of running 
practical examples of systematic reviews in animal welfare during the training. 


