
REPORT OF THE USAHA COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL STANDARDS  
 

Chair: Richard D. Willer, Phoenix, AZ  
Vice Chair: Norman G. Willis, Ontario, CAN 

  
Joan M. Arnoldi, WI; Corrie C. Brown, GA; Tony A. Caver, SC; John R. Clifford, DC; Karen Conyngham, TX; 
Michael J. David, MD; Brian R. Evans, CAN; Peter J. Fernandez, AE; John R. Fischer, GA; Robert E. Frost, CA; 
Cyril G. Gay, MD; Paul Kitching, CAN; Elizabeth A. Lautner, IA; Bret D. Marsh, IN; Andrea Mikolon, CA; Elizabeth 
J. Parker, DC; Kelly R. Preston, TX; Matt A. Taylor, CAN; Alfonso Torres, NY; Rob Williams, AUS/DC. 
 

The Committee met on Monday, October 22, 2007, at John Ascuaga’s Nugget Hotel, Reno, Nevada. The 
meeting, chaired by Richard D. Willer and supported by Vice Chair Norman G. Willis, was attended by 12 
Committee members and over 53 guests. Following a welcome and brief opening remarks by the Chair, the Chair 
reported on the status of the 2006 Resolution supporting funding for the United States to participate in foot-and-
mouth disease (FMD) research identified as a priority by the Global FMD Research Alliance (GFRA). The 
resolution was sent to the Secretary of Agriculture, to whom the Resolution was directed. When the response 
from the Secretary was received, it became apparent from the response that the Resolution really should have 
been directed to the Administrator of the Agriculture Research Service (ARS), the arm of the United States 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) that conducts FMD research. In July 2007, the Resolution was forwarded to 
Edward Knipling, Administrator of ARS, and a response was received on August 8th.  Knipling indicated that ARS 
was aware of the United States Animal Health Association’s (USAHA) support for GFRA funding and had 
considered it as the ARS formulated their FY 2009 budget request to the Secretary of Agriculture. The status of 
the ARS funding request will not be known until spring of 2008 when the President’s budget is released to 
Congress. 

Vice Chair Norman Willis then provided a brief review of the discussion topics from the 2006 meeting of 
the Committee. 
 Silvia Kreindel, Senior Staff Veterinarian with the Regionalization Evaluation Services of the National 
Center for Import and Export (NCIE), Veterinary Services (VS), Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service 
(APHIS), USDA made a presentation on the process for regionalizing a country for a given disease using Uruguay 
and FMD as a model. 

Uruguay officially requested that APHIS allow the importation of fresh (chilled or frozen), deboned, and 
matured prime beef cuts from Uruguay, into the United States.  Uruguay vaccinates its cattle population against 
FMD and planned to continue vaccination at least until 2003. Given the history of the disease in Uruguay and the 
fact that Uruguay requested authorization to export a commodity rather than recognition of FMD freedom, APHIS 
conducted a quantitative risk assessment to evaluate the likelihood of FMD introduction through importation of 
beef from Uruguay. The November 2002 quantitative risk assessment for beef from Uruguay is included at the 
end of this report. 

In the example of Uruguay, she indicated that even though the country had an FMD outbreak in 2001 and 
restarted vaccination, the site visit confirmed that the country was capable of controlling the outbreak. In 2003, no 
further outbreaks had occurred, and a quantitative evaluation outlined mitigating measures that should be applied 
to the meat. Applying a risk model concluded that the risk was not significant, as opposed to significant or 
economically significant, thus allowing the process to proceed more rapidly to rule making. In 2003, a final rule 
allowed the market to reopen. 

Michael David, Director of Sanitary International Standards for NCIE, US, APHIS-USDA, presented a 
recap of United States activities at the 75th Annual General Session of the World Organization for Animal Health 
(OIE) held in May 2007 in Paris, France. David indicated the OIE was identified in 1994 by the World Trade 
Organization (WTO) as the international body for setting animal health standards, reporting global animal health 
events, and presenting guidelines and recommendations on measures relating to animal health. 
Specialist Commissions and Working Groups 

Dr. David stated that the United States remains active and involved with many of the activities and 
initiatives of the OIE including maintaining members on three of the four Specialist Commissions of the OIE - the 
Terrestrial Animal Health Standards Commission (President Alex Thiermann), the Biological Standards 
Commission (Vice-president Beverly Schmitt), and the Aquatic Animal Health Standards Commission (Permanent 
Observer Donald Lightner). 
  The United States also has members in at least one of the three permanent Working Groups - Wildlife 
Diseases Working Group (John Fischer), and has provided subject matter experts for the OIE ad hoc groups on 
Epidemiology, Avian Influenza, Newcastle Disease Surveillance, Anti-microbial Resistance, 
Compartmentalization, Biosafety and Biosecurity, and Biotechnology 



 Active participation in these ad hoc groups helps the organization develop guidelines and 
recommendations that are both grounded on sound science and feasible to implement. In addition, comments to 
the various proposed Code chapter and Appendix changes of the Terrestrial Animal Code and Aquatic Animal 
Code and of the Terrestrial and Aquatic Manuals are submitted, after consultation with the many stakeholders, to 
the OIE at least twice yearly. 
 This year the member countries approved an OIE Collaborating Center for Research on Emerging Avian 
Diseases at the Southeastern Poultry and Research Laboratory, Athens, Georgia. There are now four OIE 
collaborating centers located in the United States. 
 The United States has also been involved with the OIE’s regional activities, and has sent technical 
experts to attend the Regional Commission committee meetings on avian health, aquatic health, and veterinary 
biologics. All these committees have met at least once during the past year. 
 The United States submitted applications to the OIE requesting recognition as a country historically free 
of Contagious Bovine Pleuropneumonia (CBPP) and for bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE) classification 
risk status.  The OIE recognized the United States as CBPP free and was classified as “controlled” risk for BSE. 
 Vice Chair Norman Willis then discussed several significant items from OIE’s 75th General Session. The 
topics he offered for the Committee’s awareness and consideration were the Animal Health and Welfare Fund, 
use of epidemiological models, the concept of zoning and compartmentalization, and the full membership of the 
People’s Republic of China. The Animal Health and Welfare Fund is a fund to improve veterinary sanitary 
governance and to strengthen competencies. The OIE Performance Vision and Strategy (PVS) Tool is used to 
evaluate veterinary services. The 10.5 million Euro global fund is comprised of voluntary contributions. OIE’s use 
of epidemiological models enables them to study what if scenarios. Their use is limited during outbreaks or as a 
predictive tool and is just one of a number of tools used for scientific advice. He indicated that a definition of 
epidemiological model doesn’t exist in the veterinary field. The concept of zoning and compartmentalization is 
about separating subpopulations of animals with distinct animal health status. Compartmentalization is where 
animal populations are separated by management and husbandry practices related to biosecurity. For zoning, 
animal populations are separated on a geographical basis and includes surveillance, and identification and 
traceability of live animals. 

Alex Thiermann, International Services (IS), APHIS, USDA and President of OIE’s Terrestrial Animal 
Health Standards (Code) Commission, gave a report on current activities of the Code Commission and discussed 
their work plan. The Commission met in September 2007 and the results of that meeting will be available on OIE’s 
website. 

Thiermann gave examples of subject areas of discussion from the September meeting of the Commission 
which included: 

• General definitions concerning veterinary services and veterinary authorities as well as surveillance and 
monitoring; 

• The use of the Performance Vision and Strategy (PVS) tool for evaluation of veterinary services which 
had already been applied in 37 countries; the tool is available to countries for periodic self-assessment; 

• Translating the concept of compartmentalization to implementation for avian influenza; 
• Discussing the presence of lyssa viruses versus rabies free status as well as considering a product or 

population safe versus country freedom; 
• The public health implications of bovine tuberculosis; 
• Trying to loosen restrictions for BSE, in particular bones for making gelatin; and 
• Dealing with compartments and the presence of pathogens in wildlife, as well as the different approach 

between classical swine fever and avian influenza. 
Thiermann also discussed horizontal topics included the use of a commodity based approach for the 

Code. Traditionally the Code has been written by disease whereas trade occurs by commodity. Other horizontal 
issues mentioned were official OIE disease categorization, country status in relation to the situation in wildlife (e.g. 
avian influenza (AI) and classical swine fever (CSF), the incorporation of the concept of “containment zone” in the 
Code (using the example of a CSF outbreak near Miami International Airport where the area around the airport 
could be considered a containment zone and the remainder of the state considered free; active surveillance would 
have to establish the disease did not escape the containment zone), how to implement compartmentalization, 
commodity specific recommendations and use of the PVS tool to evaluate veterinary services. Thiermann also 
mentioned to move to having reference documents on non-listed diseases that are outside the Code (e.g. Listeria) 
so that trade disruptions did not occur when a country identified the presence of that disease. 

Consideration is also being given to publishing the Code in two volumes because of the size. One volume 
would deal with Horizontal Issues and Animal Welfare, while the second volume would deal with diseases. 
Thiermann indicated topics in the future work program including official OIE disease categorization but offered 
that member countries would also offer topics. 



 Donald V. Lightner, Director of the OIE Reference Laboratory for Shrimp Diseases and Professor at the 
University of Arizona, College of Agriculture, Department of Veterinary Science and Microbiology, and Permanent 
Observer of OIE’s Aquatic Animal Health Standards Commission gave a status report on OIE’s efforts to 
harmonize the Aquatic Animal Health Code with the Terrestrial Animal Health Code. 

The Aquatic Animal Health Standards Commission (AAHSC) was given a mandate several years ago by 
OIE Director General Bernard Vallat to take steps to harmonize the Aquatic Animal Health Code with the 
Terrestrial Animal Code. In his meeting with the AAHSC earlier this month in Paris, France, Vallat listed 
harmonization of the two Codes as number one in his list of priorities for the AAHSC. Also included as priorities 
for the AAHSC were aquatic animal welfare issues; adapting the OIE Performance Vision and Strategy (PVS) 
Tool for evaluation of veterinary services as they apply to aquatic animals; to follow issues relating to food safety 
and the inspection of aquatic animal products; and to identify critically important antimicrobial compounds needed 
for disease control in cultured aquatic animals. Amphibian diseases were formally added to the responsibilities of 
the AAHSC during the OIE General Session in May 2007. David Wilson, former Deputy Director General of OIE 
and now serving OIE as a consultant, is working with the Code Commissions to harmonize the Codes where it 
makes biological sense to do so. 

Progress to date includes the harmonization of most of the horizontal chapters of the two Codes. The 
disease specific chapters in the Aquatic Code have been rewritten to more closely approximate the format and 
organization of the Terrestrial Code chapters, including articles on safe commodities that do not require a health 
certificate and articles relating to the disease status of a country, zone or compartment. 

In preparation by members of the AAHSC, or by ad hoc groups reporting to the AAHSC, are other Aquatic 
Code chapters and appendices on surveillance, animal welfare, disinfection of aquaculture establishments and 
development of new model aquatic animal health certificates. These Aquatic Code chapters and appendices are 
being prepared to be follow the same structure as equivalent Terrestrial Code chapters, as much as is possible 
within the constraints posed by biological differences and culture in a water environment. 
 Beverly Schmitt, Director of the Diagnostic Virology Laboratory, National Veterinary Services Laboratory 
(NVSL), USDA-APHIS-VS and Vice-president of OIE’s Biological Standards (Laboratory) Commission, gave a 
report on how that Commission works and how their work plan is set. The Laboratory Commission, Presided by 
Steve Edwards, establishes or approves methods for diagnosing diseases of mammals, birds and bees, and the 
testing of biological products, such as vaccines, used for control purposes, as well as oversees production of the 
Manual of Diagnostic Tests and Vaccines for Terrestrial Animals. 

Schmitt briefly reviewed the criteria for inclusion in the OIE list that replaced the previous List A and List B 
diseases. The criteria for inclusion in the list include the potential for international spread, the potential for 
significant spread within naive population, the zoonotic potential, and emerging diseases. 

Schmitt indicated that the OIE develops and publishes the biological standards for diagnostic tests and 
vaccines every 4 years with a chapter for every disease listed in the Terrestrial Animal Health Code plus 
additional significant diseases.  It is adopted by OIE Member Countries during General Session each May by 
consensus; there is no other pathway for adoption. 

Schmitt then reviewed the process for updating the Manual. Jim Pearson serves as a Consultant 
Technical Editor of the Manual and the Scientific Editor is Sara Linnane. There are 117 chapters to review and 
edit. The chapters are first routed to Michael David, NCIE-VS-APHIS-USDA for United States review. The 
planning for a new edition of Manual starts same year it is published. New chapters and those for updating are 
identified as well as authors and reviewers. The author submits the revised or new chapter which are then 
reviewed by the Consultant Technical Editor, corrected if necessary, then sent to member countries and 
reviewers during the second year. The Consultant Technical Editor reviews the comments and includes those that 
are appropriate. Policy questions and questionable scientific comments are referred to the Biological Standard 
Commission (BSC) for review and direction. Revised Chapters are then sent to the author for final review and, in 
some cases, the author is also asked to advise on the validity of some comments. The author can question the 
changes but can not delete or change the chapter without approval. Editors and/or the BSC review the author’s 
changes. OIE takes precedent over the author; after all, it is an “OIE Manual”. The Scientific Editor coordinates 
the entire review and puts it into final format for approval by the country Delegates at the General Session.  She 
emphasized that there is an opportunity for all OIE member countries to be involved in Manual revisions. 

Regarding the 2008 edition of the Manual, the BSC has reviewed the comments received at all of its 
meetings in 2006 and 2007, approved it in January 2007 and sent it to International Committee for approval. The 
Manual was approved by the International Committee in May 2007. Schmitt anticipates its publication in the 
Spring of 2008. 

A Time Specific Presentation entitled, Integrated Agricultural Intelligence – Why It is Essential Today, was 
given by Fonda Munroe, National Manager of Animal Health Risk Analysis in the Science Branch of the Canadian 
Food Inspection Agency. The full text of her presentation is included in these proceedings at the end of this 
Committee Report. 



Victoria Bridges, Veterinary Epidemiologist and Head of the Emerging Disease Tracking, Analysis and 
Forecasting Team, Center for Emerging Issues, Centers for Epidemiology and Animal Health (CEAH), VS-APHIS-
USDA, gave a report on the World View of Highly Pathogenic Avian Influenza (HPAI) in poultry. Bridges had just 
completed a one-year assignment to the United Nation’s Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) Avian 
Influenza Crisis Management Center (AI-CMC). 

Looking at H5N1 HPAI outbreaks in birds in 2007, one can categorize countries into four groupings based 
on incidence of disease. Countries in which H5N1 HPAI is endemic in an entrenched manner include Egypt, Viet 
Nam, and Indonesia. Joining this group in 2007 was Bangladesh, which had their first reported case of HPAI in 
February. Upon identification of the first case in Bangladesh, the disease was soon identified throughout much of 
the country. 

Nigeria and China are both countries in which H5N1 HPAI outbreaks occurred in 2007 in an ongoing 
sporadic manner at a greater incidence. In China, surveillance is showing a greater distribution of virus in addition 
to the outbreaks identified via clinical signs. Countries that reported levels of HPAI at an ongoing sporadic level 
but at a lower incidence level in 2007 include Pakistan, Russia, Myanmar, Thailand, and Germany.  Russia had 
two foci of outbreaks in 2007:  in February in the vicinity of Moscow and in January and September in the area 
around Krasnodar. Myanmar has had outbreaks approximately once a month since February.  

The fourth grouping of countries reporting H5N1 HPAI in 2007 are those that reported only a few 
outbreaks during the year, include Afghanistan, Azerbaijan, Cambodia, the Czech Republic, France, Ghana, 
Hong Kong, Hungary, India, Japan, Kuwait, Laos, Malaysia, the Republic of Korea, Saudi Arabia, Togo, Turkey, 
and the United Kingdom. 

Based on geographic distribution of outbreaks of H5N1 HPAI in 2007, in addition to Southeast Asia and 
Egypt, two foci of viral activity can be identified. One area of focus was in Europe, consisting of two separate 
outbreaks. HPAI was found in farmed geese in Hungary and in a commercial turkey facility in the United Kingdom. 
Based on genetic analysis of the virus and epidemiology of the outbreaks, it is most probable the virus was 
moved from Hungary to the United Kingdom via importation of turkey meat. In June 2007, a commercial turkey 
operation in the Czech Republic was found to be affected with H5N1 HPAI, followed by identification of disease in 
a commercial chicken operation under the same ownership. A number of dead wild birds and a few domestic 
poultry in southern Germany and northeastern France were found to have been infected with H5N1 HPAI in June 
and July, and continuing into September. Based on genetic analysis, virus isolates from Germany and France are 
greater than 99 percent similar to virus isolated in the Czech Republic. Additionally, these viral isolates from the 
Czech Republic, Germany, and France are highly similar to the viral isolates from Kuwait and significantly 
different from those from Hungary and the United Kingdom. 

Another focus of H5N1 HPAI in 2007 was in Western Africa, involving Nigeria, Togo, and Ghana. Nigeria 
was the first country in Africa affected with H5N1 HPAI in February 2006. Since then, disease has been ongoing 
in Nigeria with 25 states having been affected by the end of July 2007. Approximately a half-dozen cases were 
reported in Ghana during April through June 2007 and several cases were reported in Togo during June and July. 
While no cases were reported during 2007, both Cote D’Ivoire and Burkina Faso had outbreaks in 2006. 

Risk factors involved in the spread of HPAI include wild bird migrations, wild bird bridge species, live 
domestic poultry, domestic poultry products, and fomites/human movement. While these risk factors may play 
varying roles in the epidemiology of HAPI outbreaks, they must all be kept in mind and addressed. 

When providing assistance to countries experiencing outbreaks of HPAI or conducting preparedness 
activities prior to identification of disease outbreaks, the FAO focuses on the following areas of expertise:  market 
chains, compensation, vaccination, laboratory capacity and diagnostics, surveillance, communications, and 
preparedness planning. FAO communication activities often focus on development of messages to the general 
public, but also include efforts to improve communications between relevant governmental agencies and between 
governments and nongovernmental organizations.  Identification of donor countries and organizations to meet the 
needs for HPAI preparedness and response within developing countries is also a major focus for FAO activities. 

Luis Rodriguez, Research Leader of the USDA-ARS, Foreign Animal Disease Research Unit at the Plum 
Island Animal Disease Center, Greenport, New York, gave an update on the FMD Global Research Alliance 
(GFRA).  Cyril Gay had first reported on GFRA at the 2006 meeting of the Committee. GFRA is an international 
consortium to facilitate strategic research collaboration between five institutions: the Institute for Animal Health, 
(United Kingdom), the Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC), (United States), the National Centre for 
Foreign Animal Disease (Canada), the Australian Animal Health Laboratory, and the International Livestock 
Research Institute (ILRI). 

The GFRA research focuses on: 1.) fast acting biotherapeutics and vaccines that can stop and prevent 
shedding and transmission, provide greater cross-protection, enable the implementation of a differentiating 
infected from vaccinated animals (DIVA) strategy, and prevent the carrier state, and the development of delivery 
systems that allow mass vaccination; 2.) rapid detection methods; 3.) pen-side screening tests; and 4.) models for 
disease control and eradication.  



The current research program is on track to deliver vaccines but is resource starved - vaccines are being 
improved in incremental steps (e.g. ARS-Department of Homeland Security Adenovirus Vaccine Development). 
Development of diagnostics is being conducted in-line with development of the vaccines. There is much to do in 
terms of test validation and international standardization with good progress being made between APHIS and 
Canada. Regarding progress on biotherapeutics, there are limited resources available. To address gaps in 
epidemiology and model use, there is a collaborative effort between ARS-INTA (Argentina) and the University of 
California, Davis. Further progress will require significant investment in supporting science in areas of 
immunology and pathogenesis, epidemiology and countermeasures discovery. 

The GFRA approach requires significant investment but is based on the premise that more can be done 
by working together and eliminating duplication of effort. The effort does, however, need to accelerate and to 
focus on deliverables of diagnostics, vaccines and biotherapeutics, and decision support tools. Increased funding 
will accelerate delivery of products to manage an FMD outbreak in the FMD-free countries and there are different 
needs of FMD-free countries versus endemic countries.  

GFRA includes two programs, Program One focuses on the needs for FMD free countries and will seek 
additional funding from governments for accelerated deliverables of differentiating infection from vaccinated 
animals (DIVA) diagnostics, vaccines, and detection. It includes collaboration with the Institute for Animal Health 
at Pirbright on FMD vaccine immunity and collaboration with National Centre for Foreign Animal Disease on FMD 
diagnostics. While the United Kingdom, Canada and Australia have been successful in obtaining funding, the 
United States has not and has asked for funding for its component of Program One in both the FY2007 and 
FY2008 budgets. Program Two focuses on the needs for endemic areas such as determining the duration of 
immunity, adaptation of existing vaccines, use of critical control point epidemiological analysis, and improving 
vaccine efficiency, and through progressive control lead to eradication. Additional funding from outside sources is 
being sought in support of countries endemically infected with a focus on poverty alleviation and trade 
development. A November 2006 meeting in Agra-India led to the development of a Global Roadmap for Improved 
Control of FMD in Endemic Settings. One outside source for funding of Program Two was the Wellcome Trust. At 
this point, Rodriguez introduced Andres Perez from the University of California – Davis to brief the committee on a 
$22 million Wellcome Trust Proposal for the Development of Tools for the Progressive Control of FMD in Endemic 
Settings. The proposal includes components on critical control point analysis and improving vaccine efficiency. 
Perez is serving as the Coordinator for the portion of the proposal on epidemiology design and modelling of 
critical control points in endemic FMD control. 

Rodriguez then reported on a recent meeting he attended in Buenos Aires focused on strategies and 
common actions for the prevention, control and eradication of FMD and other trans-boundary animal diseases in 
South America. The meeting was held under the auspices of the FAO Global Forum for the progressive control of 
trans-boundary diseases (GF-TAD) and was jointly organized with OIE.  
 The objectives of the meeting were to discuss a common strategy, plan and proposal for specific activities 
at national and regional level by governments, regional and international organizations, to define a work plan in 
the medium and long term, to detect overlapping of the different strategies in place in the region and in particular 
activities of prevention, training, early detection and response, vaccination campaigns and surveillance and to 
coordinate actions between regional organizations, international organizations, donors and countries in the 
region. 

The meeting was attended by over 60 representatives from the American hemisphere, including Chief 
Veterinary Officers and Presidents of cattle producer associations throughout the Americas. In addition there were 
representatives from OIE, FAO, the World Health Organization, the Pan American Health Organization, the 
Common Market of South America (MERCOSUR), and other international and regional organizations. 

Rodriguez presented a 30 minute overview entitled, Novel Tools for Foot-and-Mouth Disease Control and 
Eradication. The basic idea was to create awareness that the currently available tools (e.g. vaccines and 
diagnostics) to control FMD might not be adequate to achieve final eradication. Furthermore, these tools are not 
adequate for the necessary surveillance to maintain the disease-free status after eradication is achieved. This 
was the first time this specific subject was discussed in this forum. Several participants were very interested in 
including the need for development and adaptation of appropriate technologies in any future discussions about 
FMD eradication from South America.  

At the meeting, a Resolution was drafted and approved in support of the regional efforts for FMD 
eradication in South America. The Resolution included the creation of a matrix document summarizing all ongoing 
national and region eradication efforts so that all countries are aware of what efforts are being pursued and 
duplication of efforts are identified. 

While in Buenos Aires, Rodriguez was also able to participate as an observer in a meeting of the Inter-
Hemispheric Group for the Eradication of FMD (GIEFA). The meeting presided by Phil Bradshaw of the American 
Soybean Association further discussed regional strategies for FMD control in target high-risk areas identified 



including the Amazonas region (Brazil), the Tripartite border region (Argentina/Paraguay/Bolivia), and the 
Binational border region between Brazil and Paraguay Chaco region. 

The GIEFA group has identified critical gaps in the eradication programs and is providing strategic 
funding to solve these gaps. Rodriguez suggested that technological gaps be identified and specific requests to 
develop the technologies to address the gaps be submitted to appropriate international and regional 
organizations, including the GFRA to which the PIADC is affiliated. 

Eric Hoffman, Associate Deputy Administrator, IS-APHIS-USDA discussed a new IS initiative called 
International Technical Regulatory Capacity Building (ITRCB). The ITRCB supports U.S. trade policy objectives 
by enhancing developing countries' ability to trade.  It directly supports the President's National Security Strategy 
by promoting free trade and open markets; all while fostering economic growth and building future markets. The 
ITRCB encompasses training, meetings, foreign visits, workshops and other areas. This is considered to be a 
growth area, and IS will adapt as the needs change. 

Hoffman began his presentation with a definition of capacity building as, any consultation, orientation, 
teaching, training, workshop, or similar activity with foreign nationals done in the United States or in another 
country where the objective is to enhance the ability of foreign nationals to address animal and plant health issues 
within their countries or organizations. The mission of international services is to provide internationally-based 
animal and plant health expertise and service that enhance USDA-APHIS capacity to safeguard American 
agricultural health, to strengthen emergency response preparedness, and to facilitate safe agricultural trade. 

ITRCB activities include providing scientific, technical, and regulatory training in: 
• Foreign animal disease surveillance, epidemiology, emergency preparedness and response (e.g. foot 

and mouth disease, avian flu, other transboundary emerging and zoonotic animal diseases); 
• Foreign plant pest monitoring, detection, tracking, eradication ( exotic fruit flies, other quarantine and 

non-quarantine pests); 
• Export and import regulations, health certification, and pest and disease risk and pathway analyses 

(animal, plant, fisheries); 
• Biotechnology regulatory procedures and processes; 
• Pest and disease mitigation techniques; 
• National animal and plant health infrastructures and delivery of services; 
• Sanitary and phytosanitary regulations development; 
• Wildlife control techniques and diagnostics; 
• Regulation of veterinary vaccines, diagnostic test kits, laboratory procedures; and 
• Livestock identification techniques and procedures.  
 
The goals of the ITRCB Initiative include: 
• Develop and implement a standardized approach for receiving and responding to international 

technical and regulatory capacity building requests and develop additional formal international 
training courses to reduce the number of ad hoc requests; 

• Develop and implement standardized criteria for prioritization and tracking of all APHIS ITRCB 
requests; 

• Hire and train ITRCB personnel who will work closely with Points of Contact from each of the APHIS 
units and USDA agencies, to receive, prioritize, plan, deliver, and evaluate APHIS international 
technical and regulatory capacity building activities; 

• Develop and implement an electronic process that captures and integrates all phases of APHIS 
ITRCB: requests, prioritization, tracking, delivery, evaluation, reporting; 

• Carry out retrospective study of the last three years of ITRCB done by APHIS to determine what 
APHIS courses are needed to replace ad hoc requests and how many/year are needed; 

• Research, develop, and implement a cost recovery process for delivery of APHIS technical and 
regulatory expertise to include salary and expense reimbursement and overhead charges; 

• Identify and access specific funding sources to carry out additional ITRCB in support of APHIS 
Mission priorities; 

• Look closely at how often and for how much time certain APHIS experts get called upon to provide 
international training; determine need for “backup experts” and more broadly assign “subject matter 
expert” requests; 

• Investigate, develop and include into the 2010 budget, a new line item request for ITRCB course 
design and delivery, and the additional APHIS staff to carry it out; and 

• Provide world class service, hospitality, and technical exchange to those visiting APHIS from abroad 
through the APHIS International Visitor’s Center 

As an update on APHIS’ screwworm program, the following information was provided by Hoffman: 



Background: APHIS’ Screwworm Program prevents the infestation of screwworm flies in the United 
States by working with Mexico and countries in Central America. Working together, the pest has been eradicated 
from all of Central America to the Darién Gap, between Colombia and Panama. In collaboration with that region, 
the plan is to maintain that barrier to prevent northward movement of screwworm populations. 

Status: APHIS produced 110 million sterile screwworm flies per week during FY 2006 to maintain the 
barrier at the Darién Gap. Agency officials detected no cases of screwworm in Central America in FY 2006. Also, 
Panama received screwworm-free status on July 12, 2006. 

In addition to the sterile production facility in Tuxtla Gutierrez, Mexico, in FY 2006, APHIS completed 
construction of a new screwworm rearing facility in Panama to maintain the barrier there. This new plant would 
address political concerns as well as inefficiencies of transporting the flies from the current facility in Mexico. The 
first x-ray sterilizing unit arrived in Panama by mid 2007 and is fully operational. The second and last x-ray 
machine should be functional by November 2007. Required staff is being hired and trained. Sustainable 
production levels of sterile flies have already started. By December 2008, APHIS should have this facility with 
100% sustainable production levels of sterile flies. 

Both the Tuxtla Gutierrez and the Panama sterile insect production facilities will remain in operation for 
the immediate future. Having redundant rearing capacity at Tuxtla Gutierrez provides some degree of insurance in 
case production interruptions occurs at the Panama rearing facility. 
 The last presentation was an update on the North American Animal Health Laboratory Network 
Collaborative Effort. At the beginning of the Committee meeting, the Chair had passed out several copies of two 
reference notebooks prepared for meetings on this topic - Collaborative Effort to Enhance Animal Health 
Laboratory Networks in North America/Esfuerzo de Colaboración Para Mejorar Las Redes de Laboratorios de 
Salud Animal en Norte América prepared for a meeting with Animal Health Officials and federal laboratory 
directors from Mexico held during the 14th Annual Meeting/14a Reunión Annual of the Consejo Nacional de Salud 
Animal (CONASA – roughly the Mexico equivalent to USAHA) which was held in Mexico City, Mexico in 
November 2006; and North American Animal Health Laboratory Network Collaboration prepared for a meeting 
planned and hosted by the Canadian Food Inspection Agency held at the National Centre for Foreign Animal 
Disease (NCFAD) in Winnipeg, Canada in February 2007. The Chair indicated that he had received requests for 
copies of the notebooks.  The Committee agreed that the notebooks be made available by placing on the USAHA 
website for easy access. 

The Chair then referenced two items distributed to the Committee relative to the tri-national collaborative 
effort on animal health laboratory networks. One was a brief history of the collaborative effort and the other was 
the text of a presentation made by the Chair, Rick Willer, at the Laboratory Committee meeting of the Consejo 
Nacional de Salud Animal (CONASA – roughly the Mexico equivalent to USAHA) during their 14th Annual 
Meeting. Both items are included in their entirety at the end of the Committee Report. 

The Chair also indicated that USAHA President Lee Myers had asked him or someone from the 
Committee to represent the Association at the 15th Annual Meeting of CONASA held September 17-19, 2007 in 
Mexico City.  Because the Chair was unable to attend, he asked Committee member Bob Frost to attend. Both 
the Chair and Frost had also been invited to attend by the President of CONASA. While in Mexico City, Frost met 
with key laboratory people and participated in the CONASA Laboratory Committee meeting. After the morning 
session, Mexico Secretary of Agriculture Alberto Cardenas Jimenez, Enrique Sanchez Cruz, Director of Servicio 
Nacional de Sanidad, Inocuidad y Calidad de Agroalimentaria (SENASICA-Mexico’s equivalent to USDA-APHIS) 
and  Frost talked about the merits of the recent laboratory partnership and collaborative effort between the North 
American countries. On Monday evening, Frost met with Sanchez Cruz, Francisco Velarde, Director General of 
the Dirección General de Salud Animal (DGSA-Mexico’s equivalent to USDA, APHIS, VS), Igor Romero, Director 
of the Comisión México-Estados Unidos para la Prevención de la Fiebre Aftosa y Otras Enfermedades Exóticas 
de los Animales (CPA-Mexico’s equivalent to USDA’s Foreign Animal Disease Diagnostic Laboratory), Hugo 
Fragoso, Director of the Centro Nacional de Servicios de Constatación en Salud Animal (CENAPA) and 
Montserrat Arroyo, Director of Field Operations for CPA, at their office in Mexico City. The hour long meeting 
covered the progress and Mexico’s contribution to the North American Animal Health Laboratory Network and 
their vision for Mexico’s laboratory network. All agreed that over the last few years trust, friendship a scientific 
partnership has evolved. All were excited about the future possibilities for the trilateral effort and the added 
safeguards for animal and human health the three countries will provide for the North American continent. Arroyo 
gave a thorough presentation to CONASA’s Laboratory Committee on the evolution and current status of the 
North American Animal Health Laboratory Network. 

Paul Kitching, Director of the Canadian Food Inspection Agency’s, NCFAD in Winnipeg, Manitoba, 
Canada, then provided an update on the North American Animal Health Laboratory Network Collaborative Effort 
activities. The concept of a North American Laboratory Network was first reported on by Hugo Fragoso at the 
2006 USAHA Committee on International Standards meeting. Kitching indicated that in October 2004, the USAHA 
Committee on Diagnostic Laboratory and Veterinary Workforce Development expressed consensus to support 



working towards a North American Animal Health Laboratory Network and a commitment to increase 
collaboration among diagnostic laboratories. 

In March of 2005, the Prime Minister of Canada and the Presidents of Mexico and the United States 
launched the Security and Prosperity Partnership of North America (SPP) as a commitment by the three countries 
to work together to build a safer and more economically dynamic North America. The SPP constituted a trilateral 
effort to increase security and to enhance prosperity among the three countries, through greater cooperation and 
information sharing. 

As part of the Prosperity Agenda of the SPP, to enhance the quality of life, a commitment was made to 
create a safer and more reliable food supply, while facilitating agricultural trade. Within this framework the three 
countries agreed to enhance laboratory coordination and information-sharing by conducting targeted bilateral 
and/or trilateral activities to establish a mechanism to exchange information on laboratory methods and to build 
confidence regarding each other's testing procedures and results. It is in this context that the initiative to 
harmonize the diagnostic tests in the North American Animal Health Laboratory Network was established. 

In November 2006, Richard Willer and Robert Frost, USAHA Past Presidents, presented the idea for 
collaboration between the three countries on animal health laboratory networks at the CONASA meeting in 
Mexico City. This had been preceded by a meeting of laboratory representatives from the three countries at 
USAHA’s 110th Annual Meeting in October 2006, to discuss the merits of establishing a North American Animal 
Health Laboratory Network and how the network would operate.  

The CFIA coordinated a meeting of high level representatives from the three nations in February 2007, at 
the NCFAD in Winnipeg, Canada, to discuss details of the collaboration between the nations’ animal health 
laboratory networks and developed the terms of cooperation and road map towards the harmonization of tests 
used in North America for the diagnosis of animal diseases. It was decided that initial efforts for harmonization of 
diagnostic tests should be concentrated in 3 areas: Avian influenza, tuberculosis and vesicular diseases. Working 
groups, with representatives from Mexico, Canada and the U.S., were established to address these 3 disease 
areas while maintaining the respective mandates of their country’s animal health agency. 

Workshops were held in Mexico City in May 2007, for the Vesicular Diseases and the Avian Influenza 
Working Groups. A functional definition of harmonization of diagnostic tests was adopted. It was agreed that the 
term refers to ensuring an equivalency of diagnostic test results between the laboratories, regardless of protocols 
practiced by each country. Both of these working groups have been involved in a comprehensive set of activities, 
including the training of laboratory staff, sharing of diagnostic test protocols and inter-laboratory tests of 
harmonization panels. Progress of the activities of both of these working groups has been monitored by 
conference calls and adjustments made to the road map. Progress is, for the most part, on schedule. 

The Tuberculosis Working Group will meet on November 1st and 2nd, 2007, in Ames, IA, to establish its 
road map and activities. A meeting of the three working groups will take place in February 2008, to review the 
overall results of the activities and to determine future actions. 

In addition to harmonizing diagnostic tests, this initiative provides for interchange of diagnostic panels, 
enhancement of diagnostic capability, training opportunities, sample movement across the borders, compliance 
with International Standards (ISO 17025), sharing of information, diagnostic protocols, reference material and 
reagents. Collaboration between the laboratory networks of our three countries helps to improve our ability to 
safeguard our animal industries, enhance real time disease surveillance to shorten the time to response, provide 
for surge capacity during outbreaks, enhance the sharing of technology and enable us to standardize training. 

Kitching mentioned that his government was so pleased with the progress on the North American 
collaborative effort, the CFIA received $600,000 funding to begin a similar collaborative effort in South America. 

During the business session, the Committee discussed a number of items including how better to review 
and comment on proposed new and amended OIE Code Chapters and reference documents. As agreed to by the 
Committee previously, the OIE documents available for comment in December 2006 were forwarded to the Chair 
by Michael David. The Chair in turn forwarded them to all of the USAHA Committee Chairs as well as the National 
Assembly of State Animal Health Officials (State Veterinarians). The previous year (2005), the Chair had filtered 
the documents available for review and sent only the items that pertained to each Committee to the Chair of that 
Committee. This past year (2006), the Chair used a different approach – sending out all of the documents 
available for comment to all of the Committee Chairs highlighting the names of those documents thought to be of 
interest to that particular committee. As has happened in the past, few substantive comments were received. 

Vice Chair Willis suggested that during the coming comment cycle (documents are out for comment in 
December with a January deadline), the draft chapters could be screened by the Chair and Vice Chair for 
possible controversial topics, and then supported by the opinions and input of a few other members of the 
Committee in order to lessen the volume of material forwarded to the appropriate Chair. The Committee agreed. 
In addition, the Chair agreed to work more closely with David in order to identify items needing close scrutiny and 
to reduce any duplication of contact with USAHA Chairs. 



The Committee discussed the layout of the Committee meeting and agenda. It was suggested that 
business discussions should occur during the meeting after a subject is presented, rather than at the end of the 
meeting. If possible, Resolutions should be developed in advance of the meeting for discussion, modification and 
approval at the meeting. The Chair and Vice Chair would attempt to identify ahead of time any item that might be 
the subject of a formal resolution. 

It was also suggested that the Committee members would like to have regular contact between the 
Annual Meetings, either electronically or by teleconference. The Chair agreed to explore doing this with financial 
support from APHIS or ARS. 

Finally, the Committee members expressed a desire to go back to a rectangular layout for the Committee 
meeting in order to promote better discussion. The Chair agreed to ensure this change at the 2008 Annual 
Meeting.  

The last discussion item related to establishing a relationship with the Committee on Aquaculture. 
Because of the overlapping areas of the Aquatic Animal and Terrestrial Animal Health Codes and Manuals, it was 
felt that a cooperative link between the two Committees should be established. This year’s agenda included an 
update on the efforts to harmonize the two Codes and was included with the full support of the Chair of the 
Committee on Aquaculture. International aquatic animal health issues would be included as a subject item on 
future Committee agendas in collaboration with the Committee on Aquaculture.  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Uruguay officially requested that APHIS allow the importation of fresh (chilled or frozen), deboned, and 
matured prime beef cuts from Uruguay, into the United States.  Uruguay vaccinates its cattle population against 
foot-and-mouth disease (FMD) and plans to continue vaccination at least until 2003. Given the history of the 
disease in Uruguay and the fact that Uruguay requested authorization to export a commodity rather than 
recognition of FMD freedom, APHIS conducted a quantitative risk assessment to evaluate the likelihood of FMD 
introduction through importation of beef from Uruguay. 

Consistent with the approach taken by APHIS in the past for evaluating the risk of FMD in beef imports 
from Argentina, the mitigations considered in this assessment include: 

1. Beef imported from Uruguay will be deboned prime beef cuts from carcasses that are maturated for 36 
hours at a temperature between 2 to 10 degrees Celsius; 

2. Beef will originate from animals in herds certified by governmental veterinary officials to have been 
vaccinated with oil-adjuvant vaccine; 

3. All animals must pass both ante- and post-mortem inspections; and 
4. All carcasses must be pH tested in the loin muscle and the pH must be less or equal to 5.8. 

BACKGROUND 
In April of 2001 an FMD outbreak occurred in Uruguay along the border with Argentina. The first case 

was identified on April 24, 2001 in the western state of Soriano. A total of 2,057 foci were reported by the end of 
the outbreak. The last focus reported was on August 21, 2001. Due to the magnitude of the outbreak, Uruguay 
determined that a stamping-out policy was inadequate and initiated a massive vaccination program. As a result of 
the outbreak the U.S. removed Uruguay from the list of FMD free countries and prohibited beef imports from the 
country. 

APHIS conducted a site visit in July 2002 to gather data and relevant information to assess the risk of 
importing FMD in beef from Uruguay. APHIS had thorough knowledge of animal health infrastructure in Uruguay 
as a result of a previous assessment conducted in December 2000 and a history of trade with Uruguay. The 
scope of the 2002 site visit included verification of FMD outbreak controls, an overview of the surveillance 
program and laboratory capabilities, vaccination practices and eradication activities, and movement and border 
controls. Particular focus was placed on the regional FMD situation in Uruguay and South America and on the risk 
of reintroducing FMD into Uruguay from neighboring countries. The site visit report notes that FMD in South 
America is a regional problem, as was clearly evident in the outbreaks of 2001 in Argentina, Uruguay, and Brazil. 
It also notes that Uruguay is maintaining its strategy of vaccinating all cattle until the regional situation is rectified. 
The July 2002 site visit report is extensively referred to in this risk assessment, and is attached. A summary of the 
site visit findings is contained in the introduction section of this risk assessment. APHIS used the data obtained 
during the site visit as well as information provided by Uruguay to conduct this quantitative risk assessment. 
SCIENTIFIC SUMMARY 

The objective of this risk assessment is to quantify the annual risk of introducing FMD virus into the U.S. 
through importation of fresh (chilled or frozen), matured and deboned prime beef cuts from a vaccinated herd 
population in Uruguay. The analysis estimates the annual likelihood of importing beef from at least one FMD 
infected and viremic carcass from Uruguay. A scenario was developed to estimate this probability. The initiating 
event is the selection of herds in Uruguay from which to extract animals for slaughter.  

The assessment is based on the premise that FMD infected beef from Uruguay can enter the U.S. if: 
• There is an undetected/unreported FMD outbreak in Uruguay, and 
• There is at least one FMD infected undetected herd selected to provide animals for export slaughter, and 
• At least 1 animal from the infected, undetected, selected herds 

o is viremic, and 
o is selected for slaughter, and 
o is not detected during ante-mortem and postmortem inspections, and 
o provides meat containing FMD virus that survives maturation and deboning. 

SUMMARY OF RESULTS 
Hazard Identification 

FMD virus can survive in frozen and contaminated meat in non-acid environments for up to 80 days. 
Therefore, APHIS considered presence of FMD virus in meat as a potential hazard. 



Release Assessment 
APHIS used a quantitative model to estimate the annual probability of importing infected beef into the 

U.S. from Uruguay. Monte Carlo simulations were carried out on an Intl Business Mach (IBM) PC, with the 
@RISK modeling software. The annual quantity of beef imported into the U.S. (in the simulations), ranged 
between 12,000 to 24,000 metric tons with a most likely value of 19,000 metric tons. This is based on historical 
annual exports of beef from Uruguay to the United States during 1996 to 2001. 

Because vaccination is being carried out in Uruguay and because of the assumption that disease can go 
undetected for extended periods of time in vaccinated populations, there could be several undetected infected 
herds in Uruguay from which animals are picked and slaughtered, during a year with FMD. However, there is 
uncertainty about the potential number of undetected infected herds in Uruguay during a year with FMD. In order 
to better understand and characterize the uncertainty in this parameter, and how it affects the overall risk, the 
following two scenarios were evaluated:  

• SCENARIO 1: In the first scenario, the number of undetected infected herds (N), varied uniformly 
between a minimum of 1 and a maximum of 35 

• SCENARIO 2: In the second scenario, the number of undetected infected herds (N), varied from a 
minimum of 1 to a maximum of 62, with a most likely value of 35 

These results are summarized in the Table 1. 
Table 1: Release assessment result 

Scenario Outputs Mean Most Likely 5%tile 
value 

50%tile 
value 

95%tile 
value 

Scenario1 
Annual Probability of 
importing infected beef 
from Uruguay 

3.51 X 10-5 7.06 X 10-6 3.05 X 10-6 2.47 X 10-5 1.03 X 10-4 

Scenario2 
Annual Probability of 
importing infected beef 
from Uruguay 

6.67 X 10-5 5.57 X 10-5 1.06 X 10-5 5.12 X 10-5 1.76 X 10-4 

Scenario1 

Number of years until 
the first importation of 
FMD infected beef from 
Uruguay 

98,200 9,100 1,500 27,400 359,000 

Scenario2 

Number of years until 
the first importation of 
FMD infected beef from 
Uruguay 

32,500 700 800 13,200 118,800 

 

Exposure assessment 
Exposure assessment is the evaluation of the biological pathways leading to exposure of susceptible 

species to FMD virus. In the past, APHIS conducted an assessment of the potential pathways of exposure to 
FMD-infected beef (Centers for Epidemiology and Animal Health (CEAH) 1995 and 2001). APHIS considers that 
the most likely pathway of exposure of susceptible species to potentially FMD-infected beef would be through 
feeding food waste to swine (USDA, APHIS, VS, CEAH 2001). Waste-feeder operations are licensed and 
inspected regularly by USDA inspectors. The licensing process requires that producers cook the waste fed to 
swine, reducing the probability of survival of foreign animal disease agents in the waste. In addition, the number 
of waste-feeding operations declined dramatically since 1994 and several states have prohibited feeding food 
wastes to swine. In a 1995 study by APHIS, the quantity of plate and manufacturing waste not adequately 
processed prior to feeding to swine was estimated at 0.00023 or less, with a 95% confidence (CEAH 1995). 
Based on this fraction, less than 1 part in 4,300 of imported beef is likely to be fed inadequately cooked to swine. 
Consequence assessment 

The consequences of FMD introduction into the U.S. would be extremely high. Available data do not allow 
quantification of the number of herds/farms that would be infected if FMD were introduced. Nevertheless, the cost 
of control, eradication and compensation, if disease were introduced, is likely to be significant. In addition to the 
direct costs of FMD introduction domestic and international trade losses would be very significant. 

Using the difference in the Consumer Price Index (CPI) in 2001, APHIS updated the results of a 1976 
study by McCauley et al. that estimated the direct costs (control and eradication program costs) and consumer 
impacts of FMD introduction over a 15-year period (1976-1990). The result is that the sum of the consumer 
impacts and direct costs in March 2001 dollars would be: 

• 35.8 Billion dollars for endemic FMD with voluntary control 



• 34.4 Billion dollars for eradication by strict slaughter and quarantine  
• 38 Billion dollars for eradication by area vaccination 
• 40.5 Billion dollars for compulsory vaccination program with endemic FMD 

In addition to the direct costs of FMD introduction, domestic and international trade losses need to be 
considered. The value of U.S. exports of beef products alone, which would be immediately lost, was over US$3 
billion in 2001 (WTA 2001).The sum of the consumer impacts, direct costs and trade losses, would be between 
US$ 37 billion to US$ 44 billion, in 2001 dollars. This is an extremely high consequence. 
RISK ESTIMATION 

Risk estimation consists of integrating the results from the release assessment, exposure assessment, 
and consequence assessment to produce overall measures of risk associated with the hazards identified at the 
outset. Thus, risk estimation takes into account the whole risk pathway from hazard identified to the unwanted 
event (World Organization for Animal Health (OIE) 2002c).  

The release assessment found: 
The likelihood of exposure of FMD-susceptible species to FMD infected beef was not evaluated 

quantitatively in this risk assessment. However, in a 1995 study (CEAH 1995), APHIS determined that 0.023% of 
plate and manufacturing waste is not adequately processed prior to feeding to swine. This is a three orders of 
magnitude reduction in the risk at the release level.  

The consequences of an FMD outbreak in the U.S. would be extremely high. The sum of the consumer 
impacts, direct costs and trade losses, would be between US$ 37 billion to US$ 44 billion, in 2001 dollars. 
Although the consequences of an FMD outbreak in the United States would be very high, given the findings of the 
release and exposure assessments, APHIS believes the likelihood of Uruguay beef introducing and establishing 
FMD is low. 



Brief Chronology of Events in the United States Animal Health Association (USAHA) Development 
of a Tri-national Collaborative Effort on Animal Health Laboratory Networks in North America - 1999 

through October 2007 
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• 1999: The first discussion of the concept of connecting state/provincial and federal animal health laboratories 

and the vision of an American continental laboratory network occurred between Bob Frost (then USAHA Third 
Vice-President) and Canada’s Norman G. Willis, the President of the World Organization for Animal Health 
(OIE), during the USAHA’s Annual Meeting in 1999. This discussion occurred prior to the establishment of the 
Ames Master Plan and prior to the November 2001 birth of what now is known as the National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network (NAHLN). 

• 2000 – 2002: Events, actions and discussions during this time frame were focused on the Ames Master Plan, 
establishing the NAHLN, and the needs of the Plum Island federal reference laboratories. The vision of a 
continental animal health laboratory effort was openly discussed at high international leadership levels in and 
out of the halls of USAHA and with world leaders at the 2002 OIE meeting in Paris, France. 

• 2003: The 2003 USAHA Annual Meeting was the start-up meeting for the Committee on International 
Standards. At the invitation of  Frost (then USAHA President), OIE’s Director General Bernard Vallat was 
present at the meeting along with North American government leaders where the vision of an American 
continental animal health laboratory network was discussed. 

• 2004: In May of 2004,  Frost (then USAHA Immediate Past President) and Bennie Osburn, Dean of the 
School of Veterinary Medicine, University of California, Davis, and immediate Past President of the 
Association of American Veterinary Medical Colleges, Co-chairs of the Committee on Diagnostic Laboratory 
and Veterinary Workforce Development (CDLVWD), facilitated a USAHA stakeholder meeting at the National 
Centre for Foreign Animal Disease in Winnipeg, Canada, hosted by Centre Director Paul Kitching. This 
meeting led to a bilateral laboratory agreement between Canada and the United States. 

• 2004: At the October 2004 Annual Meeting of the CDLVWD, there was agreement from the Chief Veterinary 
Officers from Canada (Brian Evans), Mexico (José Angel Del Valle) and the United States (John Clifford), 
along with the consensus of the Committee, to support the concept of an animal health laboratory network in 
North America. Rick Willer (then USAHA First Vice-President) discussed the concept further with Del Valle 
after the Committee meeting. Del Valle was so enthused that he returned to his country and lobbied his 
superiors for funding. He was successful in obtaining an unprecedented increase to Mexico’s federal 
laboratory budget (200 million pesos-a significant increase to a decades old flat line budget for his country’s 
federal laboratories). As a result of the additional money that enabled Mexico to modernize its laboratory 
facilities and because of the continued enthusiasm of Mexico’s animal health leadership, Mexico was now 
ready and willing to be a North American animal health laboratory partner. 

• 2005: Willer (then USAHA President) continued his efforts with Mexico’s animal health and laboratory 
leadership on collaboration between the three nations on animal health laboratory networks. 

• June 2005: In June of 2005, CDLVWD Co-chairs Frost and Osburn met in Ottawa with Canadian officials to 
further establish roadmaps and goals for an animal health laboratory network in North America and a short 
term/long term veterinary workforce development plan. 

• 2006: Frost continued to work with animal health leadership in Canada. 
• June 2006: In June of 2006, Willer (then USAHA Immediate Past President) met with Mexico’s federal 

laboratory directors and Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service – International Services in Mexico City. 
At that meeting, Mexico pointed out that this continental animal health laboratory network effort was 
supported at the Presidential/Prime Ministerial level in the Security and Prosperity Partnership (SPP) 
agreement of 2005. This historic agreement between the countries of North America provided for, among 
other things, collaboration on laboratory networks. [In March of 2005 the Presidents of Mexico and the United 
States, and the Prime Minister of Canada agreed to work together to enhance the security and prosperity of 
the three nations.] 

• October 2006: At the USAHA’s Annual Meeting in 2006, Hugo Fragoso, director of one of the three federal 
laboratories in Mexico, made a presentation at the Committee on International Standards on the collaborative 
effort on animal health laboratory networks in Mexico, the United States, and Canada. Fragoso emphasized 
the importance of the SPP in providing the framework for animal health laboratory network collaboration (see 



2006 CIS committee report). Paul Kitching also pointed out the need for collaboration between North 
American animal health laboratory networks and emphasized the importance of the SPP during the meeting 
of the CDLVWD (see 2006 CDLVWD committee report). 

• October 2006: During USAHA’s Annual Meeting in October 2006, Willer and Frost facilitated a meeting 
between APHIS, and Mexico and Canadian laboratory leadership where follow-up action items were agreed 
upon. John Clifford, Chief Veterinary Officer for the United States, was present and supported those action ite 

• November 2006: In November 2006, at Mexico’s request, Willer and Frost made a presentation at the Annual 
Meeting of Mexico’s Consejo Nacional de Salud Animal (CONASA-Mexico’s counterpart to USAHA) and met 
with Mexico laboratory directors and animal health leadership to discuss laboratory network collaboration. 

• December 2006 – January 2007: As a follow-up to both USAHA’s Annual Meeting in October 2006 and 
CONASA’s Annual Meeting in November 2006, Frost and Willer worked with Canada on a February 2007 
meeting in Winnipeg. Holding this meeting was one of the follow-up action items from the tri-lateral laboratory 
meeting held at USAHA’s Annual Meeting in October 2006. 

• February 2007: In February 2007, Canada hosted a meeting of high level animal health laboratory 
representatives from Canada, U.S. and Mexico to discuss details of the collaboration between the nations’ 
animal health laboratory networks and develop the terms of cooperation and road map towards the 
harmonization of tests used in North America for the diagnosis of animal diseases. It was decided that initial 
efforts for harmonization of diagnostic tests should be concentrated in 3 areas: Avian influenza, tuberculosis 
and vesicular diseases. Working groups with representatives from Mexico, Canada and the United States 
were established to address these 3 disease areas while maintaining the respective mandates of their 
country’s animal health agency. 

• May 2007: Workshops were held in Mexico City in May 2007, for the Vesicular Diseases and the Avian 
Influenza Working Groups. A functional definition of harmonization of diagnostic tests was adopted. It was 
agreed that the term refers to ensuring an equivalency of diagnostic test results between the laboratories, 
regardless of protocols practiced by each country. Both of these working groups have been involved in a 
comprehensive set of activities, including the training of laboratory staff, sharing of diagnostic test protocols 
and inter-laboratory tests of harmonization panels. Progress of the activities of both of these working groups 
has been monitored by conference calls and adjustments made to the road map. 

• Programmed for November 2007: The Tuberculosis Working Group plans to meet on November 1st and 2nd, 
2007, in Ames, IA, to establish its road map and activities. 

• Programmed for February 2008: A meeting of the three working groups is planned for February 2008, to 
review the overall results of the activities and to determine future actions.  

 
Author’s Note: Dr. Richard Willer has served as 2005 USAHA President and Arizona State Veterinarian 1992 to 
Present.  Mr. Bob Frost has served as 2003 USAHA President and Livestock Producer, Lincoln, CA. 
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Collaboration between the animal health laboratory networks of the North American countries – Canada, 
México, and the United States – is essential to the economic welfare of the continent and the health of their 
domestic, wild animal and human populations. This presentation describes the animal disease diagnostic 
laboratory system in the United States, reviews the structure of an animal health laboratory network in the United 
States and the reasons for its formation, and suggests a plan for future collaboration between the three countries 
on animal health laboratory networks. 

There are a number of important reasons to support future collaboration of the laboratory systems in our 
three North American countries. The first and perhaps most important is that we live in a global environment, 
diseases know no boundaries. Transboundary diseases, as the World Organisation for Animal Health (OIE) calls 
foreign animal diseases, are not excluded as a result of political boundaries. The legal trade in animals and 
animal products has expanded tremendously and zero disease risk is not attainable nor supported by free trade 
agreements. In addition to the controlled risk of legal animal disease movement, intentional or unintentional illegal 
movement of animals and animal products magnifies the risk of movement of animal diseases across borders and 
between countries. 

Our world order has changed and the threat of intentional harm to free and developed countries through 
the use of animal disease agents is very real. The livestock industries are critically important to North America for 
a source of safe, reliable, reasonably priced meat food products as well as important non-food by-products. The 
economic importance is underscored when you consider the significance of livestock production in North America 
as related to world production for those livestock commodities. North American countries produce 35% of the 
world’s poultry meat, 25% of the world’s beef, one-sixth of the world’s milk and 10% of the world’s pork. 

Today, wildlife and wildlife diseases are an integral component of North American disease prevention and 
control activities for domestic animals. Currently, United States and Canadian efforts to eliminate bovine 
tuberculosis and brucellosis have been challenged by these diseases in wildlife populations. In addition, zoonotic 
diseases, those transmissible between people and both domestic and wild animals are of increasing importance 
to public health. United States records show that 50 million people have acquired zoonotic diseases during the 
last five years. 

Livestock markets of the North American countries are significantly integrated. The United States imports 
over a million live cattle from Mexico each year and in turn, livestock products and purebred seed stock are 
exported to Mexico.  There is similar market integration between the U.S. and Canada. Unfortunately, there have 
been recent setbacks in market integration due to bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE). It is anticipated that 
this hurdle will be overcome and markets will continue to be further integrated, amplifying the need for improved 
surveillance for animal diseases and real time diagnostics for that surveillance. 

The front-line defense that protects our domestic and wild animal populations as well as human health 
and economic welfare is the animal disease diagnostic laboratories and practicing veterinarians. The early 
identification at the animal disease diagnostic laboratory of transboundary (foreign) diseases and emerging and 
re-emerging diseases will enable us to mount a rapid response. Early containment and elimination are keys to 
restoring our livestock industries and the critically important export markets. 

Collaboration of the North American countries on animal health diagnostic networks and connection of 
those systems will improve our ability to safeguard our important animal industries. Enhancement of real-time 
disease surveillance will shorten our time to respond. Enhanced and interconnected laboratory networks will also 
provide surge capacity during outbreaks of disease that overwhelm our individual resources. Collaboration will 
enhance the sharing of technology between the three countries and enable us to standardize our laboratory 
techniques and training. In short, collaboration will lead to a hemispheric protection net for our domestic and wild 
animal resources. 

The foreign animal disease laboratories operated by the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
in Ames, Iowa and Plum Island, New York are responsible for testing samples for foreign animal disease. 
However, almost all of the day-to-day animal disease diagnostic work is performed in an animal disease 



laboratories operated by either state governments or state universities. These laboratories, distributed throughout 
the country with nearly one in each state, may be the first to see a suspected foreign animal disease or a newly 
emerging disease. The concept of connection of these front-line laboratories into a network that can enhance our 
nation’s animal disease surveillance system and provide surge capacity in the event of a disease outbreak gave 
birth to the United States’ National Animal Health Laboratory Network (NAHLN). 

The establishment of the NAHLN provided for the standardization of testing techniques, improved the 
infrastructure of network laboratories including the procurement of equipment, enhanced training and increased 
the sample capacity. The network was formed to enhance national surveillance for animal diseases and leverage 
the nation’s laboratory resources. 

Twelve of the nation’s animal disease laboratories received initial funding to participate in the network 
focusing on a number of high-consequence foreign animal diseases. Since that time, a number of other 
laboratories have been incorporated into the system at various levels of participation. The diagnostic platform 
chosen to enhance surveillance in the network laboratories and conduct this testing in real-time was the 
polymerase chain reaction. Efforts have begun to connect the NAHLN to the food testing and human laboratory 
system. 

Canada recently has implemented a similar animal disease laboratory network that is connected to their 
human health laboratory system. Their animal disease surveillance system is similarly based in laboratories 
operated by a province or a university, with the federal foreign animal disease reference laboratory located in 
Winnipeg, Alberta. Canada’s laboratory system is being connected to the NAHLN through the Winnipeg 
laboratory. 

México has an extensive animal disease laboratory system supported by the federal foreign animal 
disease laboratory (CPA), national animal disease laboratory (CENASA), and the national parasite and toxic 
residue laboratory (CENAPA).  These laboratories can and should be integrated with the U.S. and Canadian 
laboratory networks. 

There are a number of areas where we can collaborate on our nation’s animal disease laboratory 
networks.  They include; 

• standardization of diagnostic tests; 
• mutual recognition and application of international standards; 
• development of technical capacity of our personnel through meetings of experts; 
• exchange of experiences in laboratory network oversight; 
• use of common protocols, reference materials and reagents; and 
• improvement of knowledge on the epidemiology of transboundary diseases, including those that are 

zoonotic 
Collaboration between and interconnection of the national animal health laboratory networks of México, 

Canada, and the United States are critical to enhancing our ability to safeguard the domestic animal and wildlife 
resources of North America, as well as to protect human health and the food supply. Laboratory integration will 
also contribute to our regional economic stability and growth through ensuring safe trade in animals and animal 
products. The Consejo Nacional de Sanidad Animal, the United States Animal Health Association and the 
Canadian laboratory support group must work together with our respective federal governments and stakeholders 
to accomplish this important effort. 
 
Author’s Note: Dr. Richard Willer has served as 2005 USAHA President and Arizona State Veterinarian 1992 to 
Present.  Mr. Bob Frost has served as 2003 USAHA President and Livestock Producer, Lincoln, CA. 
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Background 

In March of 2006, the CFIA hosted an interdepartmental meeting on intelligence sharing. Ten federal 
Departments and Agencies attended. The overarching objectives of the meeting were to discuss the information 
needs of these organizations related to agriculture specifically; and to determine if there was a consensus 
concerning the formation of a network to share, not only data, but the analysis of the data that were identified. 
From this meeting the concept of “integrated intelligence for agriculture” emerged. 

The proposal, which was crafted by the members, for the establishment of an Integrated Agri-Intelligence 
Network was:  “That a Government of Canada collaborative Integrated Agri-Intelligence Network be formed and 
that the work of the Network will rest on three major pillars.  These are: 

• Exchange of relevant information and analyses in a proactive and timely manner; 
• Training in intelligence techniques and processes (including scenarios / exercises); and 
• Participation in regular exchanges of information for strategic planning purposes” 

The concept of “network” is integral to integrated agri-intelligence. This paper will define integrated agri-
intelligence; discuss why it is essential today; and outline some of the benefits to the collaborators. 
 
What is Integrated Agri-Intelligence? 

Agriculture has a significant impact on a nation’s security because of its links to public health, food safety 
and security, environmental health and economic stability. Thus, threats and risks associated with agriculture can 
have an impact on these sectors. This is one of the main driving forces for the development of integrated 
agricultural intelligence or integrated agri-intelligence (IAI). Figure 1 illustrates the relationship between 
agriculture, in the center, and national security. 

Human health, safety and security 

Economic  
security 

Environmental 
 security 

Figure 1  National security 

Integrated agri-intelligence (IAI) is the product of analysis of information, data, events and issues related 
to a broadly defined agriculture sector. The inputs to IAI come from many different organizations and multiple 
units within each organization. The organizations that contribute to IAI form a network to which each provides 
information related to their field. The information and data thus provided by contributors are analyzed to produce 
intelligence which is in turn used by the contributors. 

Any organization with a link to agriculture may contribute to IAI. These organizations include those 
involved in: 

• public health 
• agriculture, animal health, plant health and plant production 
• environment organizations related to some aspect of the food chain such as processors, transportation 

and providers 
• public safety and emergency management 
• intelligence and security 
• criminal (organized crime, etc.) investigation and enforcement 
• border security and customs 



• national defense 
• central government agencies. 

Each organization provides inputs related to its mandate and work. There are many specific units within 
each of these organizations that can contribute to IAI. Several specialized units may exist in a single organization. 
These units include the following fields: 

• medical sciences 
• biological sciences 
• physical sciences 
• social sciences 
• intelligence 
• counter-intelligence 
• surveillance 
• risk analysis 
• criminal investigations 
• emergency planning and operations. 

 
The range of contributors in the network is one of the unique features of IAI. An important aspect is the 

merging of science-based sectors and the traditional intelligence field. This ‘lab coat meets trench coat’ approach 
means that the two diverse fields will begin to use and understand a common language and vocabulary. This 
creates synergies and opportunities to build on and reinforce complementary skills, knowledge and expertise. The 
members exchange and analyze information, which produces superior intelligence to that which would have been 
produced in isolation. 

The benefits to all are that there can be a comprehensive analysis of all of the diverse and broad 
information which is supplied to the network and which produces integrated agri-intelligence. The relationship 
between IAI and contributing organizations and between the kinds of inputs from these organizations into IAI is 
illustrated in Table 1. 
 
Table I 
The impact on different government departments of an outbreak of the Asian strain of avian influenza H5N1 

Department or agency Areas of potential impact associated with the 
event 

Public health Human health 
Agriculture and Food 
Inspection Agencies 

Food security 
Food safety 
Animal health and production 
Economic  
Trade restriction 

Environment and natural 
resources 

Migratory birds and other susceptible wild 
species 
Endangered species 

Public security and 
emergency management 

Overall management of associated 
emergencies 

Intelligence and security Possible terrorist links/activities 
Criminal investigations and 
enforcement 

Possible links to organized crime 

Border security Smuggling of contraband (animals or products) 
across borders 

National defense Possible terrorist links/activity which threatens 
national security 

Central government 
agencies 

Economic 
Political 
International 

Transportation Movement of diagnostic specimens 
 

Decision-makers are assisted by IAI in their work. The goals of decision-makers may be multiple and 
diverse and their respective core businesses may be very different. However, in one aspect or another, the core 
business of each has a link to agriculture. 
 



Why is Integrated Agri-Intelligence Essential Today? 
Integrated Agriculture Intelligence is an approach to information sharing and analysis which allows 

different stakeholders, linked through agriculture, to share information, learn to speak a common language and 
integrate their analyses of events and situations. The need for this kind of approach is increasing in importance 
for many reasons, of which the following three are very important. 

1. The world is changing and we cannot afford a lag period in our understanding of the overall 
environment. In addition, we must bring the scientists and the intelligence communities together. 
Table II compares factors between the late 1970’s – early 1980’s to the same factors today. The 
changes are driving the need for integrated agri-intelligence. 

2. The complexities, commonalities and interconnectedness of many sectors require an integrated 
approach. The concepts of convergence, commonality and interconnectedness may be a major 
global theme in the next fifty years. These terms can be applied across science and technology fields 
such as nanotechnology, biotechnology and medicine and within fields such as public health or 
agriculture. However, these concepts will also have to be integrated across sectors which traditionally 
may not have seen the need to interact. Bioterrorism, for example, has confirmed the realization that 
national defense and biological science sectors must work together more closely than ever.  

3. Agri-food is vulnerable. Agriculture is vulnerable on many fronts. Not only is it vulnerable to natural 
events and the activities of humans who may intentionally or unintentionally threaten it but also 
because of the manner in which it is organized and the infrastructure on which it depends. Threats to 
agriculture have consequences for many sectors. Some of these consequences may be so 
detrimental to society that they may result in a backlash against agriculture should any of them occur. 

 
The Benefits of Integrated Agri-Intelligence 

There are many significant benefits of integrated agri-intelligence. It will help to keep us “ahead of the 
wave” and to anticipate possible events – thus giving us a greater opportunity to prevent or prepare for these 
events. It will open channels of communication, not just in times of disaster or threat, but also in “peace time”, by 
enhancing our individual and collective understanding of threats. Our prevention and preparedness activities will 
be more focused and effective. Integrated agri-intelligence will help to integrate expertise and develop superior 
strategic plans, policy development and operational outcomes. 
 
Table II 
A comparison of factors which have had an impact on agriculture, from the mid-1980s to 2006 
Element Mid-1980s 2006 
Globalization Driver of change Status quo – may even be a 

push-back from some sectors
Terrorism Low visibility, local High visibility, global 
Nature of threats Traditional, nuclear 

weapons at worst 
Non-traditional, new life 
forms 

Access to information Moderately easy but 
greater in developed 
countries  

Extremely easy and globally 
distributed 

Speed of information 
transfer 

Fast Faster 

Communications Traditional – television, 
telephone, newspaper, 
etc. 
Still in growth phase of 
the information age 

Much more sophisticated – 
cell phones with text 
messaging, cameras, videos 
Mature information age 

Access to advanced 
technology 

Moderately easy Extremely easy 

Demand for information High Unbounded 
Crime ‘Traditional’ ‘Traditional’ but new forms 

enabled by science and 
technology  

Public demand for safety 
and security 

Increasing after a 
period of relative calm 
in post-WW II 

Very high public fear of 
perceived and real risks 

 



Conclusion 
All the forces that have an impact on agriculture have an impact on food safety, food security, food 

quality, public health, environmental health, public security and economic security. These forces are multiple and 
diverse and are the responsibility of many different organizations. 

These organizations can work together to provide integrated agricultural intelligence. It is important that 
these organizations work together prior to an event. All the parties with a stake in agriculture, regardless of how 
diverse, are advised to contribute to integrated agricultural intelligence in order to optimize the delivery of their 
individual mandates and to enhance national security.  


