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The French National Animal Health Surveillance Platform (NAHSP) was created
in 2011. This network of animal health stakeholders was set up to improve
surveillance e�ciency for all health risks that threaten animal health, as well
as zoonoses a�ecting human health. The NAHSP steering committee decides
on the strategies and program of activities. It is composed of 11 institutions
from both public and private sectors (policy-makers, scientific institutions,
and representatives of farmers, veterinarians, hunters, and laboratories). A
coordination team guarantees the implementation of the program and facilitates
the activities of di�erent working groups (WGs). Each WG is composed of
technical experts with scientific, legal, and field knowledge from the sectors of
animal health (livestock, companion animals, and wildlife), human health, and
environmental health. Some WGs focus on a specific disease or health indicator,
such as African swine fever or cattle mortality, while others cover cross-cutting
topics, such as epidemic intelligence (EI), or specialize in aiding epidemiological
investigations, such as the Q fever WG. The NAHSP stands out for its innovative
approach because it is based on the concepts of consensus-building among
participants, fostering collaboration, and embracing interdisciplinarity. Each
proposal designed to improve surveillance is jointly developed by all the
stakeholders involved, thereby ensuring its sustainability and acceptability among
stakeholders. This process also has added value for decision-makers. As a
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pioneer platform, the NAHSP inspired the creation of two additional national
surveillance platforms in 2018, one for plant health and the other for food chain
safety. Both are organized in the same way as the NAHSP, which created a
framework to place the emphasis on a One Health approach. For instance, four
WGs are common to the three national surveillance platforms. This article aims
to present this innovative approach to improve surveillance e�ciency that could
be of interest to other European countries or that could be rolled out at the
European level.
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1 Needs and challenges in animal
health surveillance

The needs and challenges presented in this section are relevant

for France but may also find relevance in other countries.

Historically, most animal disease surveillance systems were

designed as separate and stand-alone entities, with, for example,

one system for a single species, sector, or notifiable disease. The

interface between livestock and wildlife (e.g., organic farming,

extensive farming, and urban farming), alongside the interaction

between livestock/pets and humans (e.g., backyards), has increased

over the past 20 years. This has led to increased disease transmission

between these compartments, such as avian influenza and bovine

tuberculosis (BT), highlighting the need to implement effective

and integrated surveillance (1, 2). For instance, in France, certain

diseases are monitored through various surveillance components

involving different stakeholders. Influenza is monitored based on

the assessment of the influenza virus in poultry, wild birds, swine,

and humans. Bovine tuberculosis involves monitoring in cattle

farms, at slaughterhouses, and in wildlife. Aujeszky’s disease is

monitored in swine farms, wild boars, and dogs. Integrating these

components into a unified surveillance system for all diseases

is challenging. This integrative thinking has been encouraged

since the beginning of the 21st century through the One Health

approach, but the main difficulty still lies in making the approach

effective, sustainable, and efficient (3). Increasing the effectiveness

of animal disease surveillance through an integrative approach

helps identify and tailor more suitable prevention measures. It also

helps prepare strategies for disease management or eradication.

Laboratory diagnostic methods are continuously improving,

but the benefits are sometimes associated with more complex

interpretations for epidemiologists. For instance, the interpretation

of interferon-gamma (IFN-gamma) for bovine tuberculosis or

polymerase chain reaction cycle threshold (PCR Ct) values for blue

tongue requires laboratory expertise in addition to epidemiological

knowledge. Improving a surveillance strategy involves having

laboratory experts identify the most relevant methods to be used

while considering their limitations to avoid misinterpretation.

For instance, a positive bluetongue PCR result with high Ct

values needs to be interpreted in light of the epidemiological

context to discriminate between the active circulation of the

virus and traces of earlier infection. The increasing complexity

of the livestock sector, related to the international movement

of animals, and the food and feed markets, means that more

data are to be considered when working on animal disease

surveillance. This also involves carrying out constant epidemic

intelligence (EI) to help in assessing the risk of a disease

being introduced into a country. Another aspect to consider

is the diversity of stakeholders involved in surveillance, which

include farmers, hunters, veterinarians, competent authorities,

laboratories, among others. Their expectations and constraints are

different and need to be taken into account when changes in the

surveillance strategy are being considered, especially in the current

context of financial limitations. Neglecting these considerations

could lead to surveillance stakeholders finding the new strategy

unacceptable and not implementing it as a result. These various

aspects highlight the need to consider a variety of skills, such

as field and laboratory expertise, risk assessment abilities, and

knowledge of epidemiology, when working to improve surveillance

effectiveness. All surveillance stakeholders should be involved in

discussing topics of interest, understanding different perspectives,

and reaching an agreement that maintains both scientific rigor and

field pragmatism.

The rise in digitalization is helpful for gathering surveillance

information and centralizing data. While financial support has

been provided to develop new databases, it is far more difficult

to obtain long-term human resources to analyze these data. For

instance, in France, cattle mortality data have been used for

syndromic surveillance (SyS) since 2013, but the sustainability of

this approach is still challenging due to a lack of available and

long-term human resources. The lack, or inappropriate timing,

of data exploitation and feedback to surveillance stakeholders is

one of the main issues in maintaining a high level of surveillance

acceptability and stakeholder motivation. As an example, this

has been demonstrated for bovine tuberculosis surveillance in

wildlife in France (4). Finding new approaches to automatically and

robustly produce relevant surveillance indicators with secure access

is crucial; however, the indicators still need human interpretation.

Since the early 2010s, emerging animal diseases have been

identified as a new challenge for disease surveillance (5). The

outbreak of the Schmallenberg virus (SBV) in 2011, the COVID-19

pandemic in 2020, and the introduction of epizootic hemorrhagic

disease into Europe in 2022 have highlighted the necessity

to improve disease preparedness and response. Traditional
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surveillance approaches may not be sufficient in these cases. It

is important to consider new methodologies, such as syndromic

surveillance, and the research sector plays an essential role in

identifying new methodologies to meet these needs. Implementing

novel tools in practice remains challenging nonetheless. In

addition, adopting a One Health approach is vital given the

complexity of disease transmission, the ever-increasing movement

of people, animals, and goods, and the increasing role of wildlife.

In light of these needs and challenges, a new approach was

considered necessary. In 2010, stakeholders in France initiated

a national brainstorming round table to suggest methods for

achieving a paradigm shift. The subsequent action plan included

the creation of a country-wide platform that became the National

Animal Health Surveillance Platform, or NAHSP. This innovative

approach is presented along with how it can provide a solution to

meet these needs and challenges.

2 Development of the NAHSP

In 2011, the NAHSP was created to improve the efficiency

of surveillance for all health risks that threaten animal health, as

well as zoonoses that affect human health in France. The platform

is a network of animal health stakeholders who work together

to improve collaboration and increase efficiency. It is based on

an agreement signed by the members of the NAHSP steering

committee. Importantly, it is neither a legal entity nor a data-

sharing platform.

The emergence of the Schmallenberg virus (SBV) in northern

Europe in late 2011 provided the NAHSP with an opportunity

to demonstrate its utility. A working group (WG) was rapidly

established to propose a surveillance protocol to detect the potential

introduction of SBV into France. This protocol was implemented

by the French Ministry of Agriculture (MoA) at the beginning of

2012 and enabled the first cases to be detected at the end of January

of the same year (6). A surveillance protocol was maintained

until 2018, with the drafting of a surveillance report to support

the competent authority’s decisions in terms of surveillance and

management of the disease (7). After this first successful proof-

of-concept work, and after a few years of relevant activities with

positive feedback from all stakeholders, the French MoA decided

to extend the platform concept to plant health and food chain

surveillance. The National Plant Health Surveillance Platform and

the National Food Chain Surveillance Platform were thus created

in 2018.

The governance of the NAHSP is overseen by a steering

committee that is responsible for deciding on its strategies

and program of activities. In 2023, the committee members

represented 11 institutions from both public and private sectors:

policy-makers, scientific institutions, representatives of farmers,

veterinarians, hunters, and laboratories. These institutions are,

in alphabetic order, mentioned in the following: ADILVA, an

association of directors and managers of public veterinary analysis

laboratories; ANSES, the French Agency for Food, Environmental,

and Occupational Health & Safety; CIRAD, the French Agricultural

Research Center for International Development; the French MoA;

INRAE, the National Research Institute for Agriculture, Food, and

the Environment; LCA, a federation of agricultural cooperatives;

FNC, the national hunters’ federation; GDS France, an animal

health protection group; OFB, the French Biodiversity Office;

SNGTV, a collective of veterinarians; and Santé Publique France,

the National Public Health Agency (Figure 1). The NAHSP aims

to support surveillance systems to meet their needs but does not

make decisions regarding these systems. This decision process is

attributed to surveillance system managers.

Several types of actions can be performed by dedicated

working groups (WGs) to implement the NAHSP action plan,

as mentioned in the following: (i) assist in the development and

improvement of surveillance systems that the NAHSP supports; (ii)

support the collection, analysis, and interpretation of surveillance

data; (iii) facilitate communication of surveillance results, mainly

through the NAHSP website or online restricted-access tools,

to allow feedback to surveillance stakeholders and ensure

suitable mainstream communication; (iv) support epidemiological

investigations when cases are detected; and (v) perform national

and international epidemic intelligence activities with both official

and non-official data sources. Epidemic intelligence involves

the collection, analysis, and interpretation of different sources

of data to produce reports that are able to support decision-

makers for further investigation and the prevention of potential

health risks.

Currently, a total of 33 WGs have carried out activities

concerning 31 topics of interest in several different sectors of

animal health: bees, cattle, horses, pets, poultry, small ruminants,

swine, and wildlife (Figures 1, 2). Some WGs focus on a specific

disease or health indicator, while others are cross-cutting or are

dedicated to supporting epidemiological investigations (Figure 2).

Each WG includes relevant technical experts with field expertise as

well as scientific and legal knowledge from various animal health

(livestock, wildlife, and pets), human health, and environmental

health sectors (Figure 1). In 2023, 396 experts from 86 institutions

were part of at least one of the NAHSP WGs. Their work is

supported by a technical support team of 10 full-time equivalent

staff members, eight of whom are long-term staff members

with skills in epidemiology, statistics, information technology,

or communication. An NAHSP coordination team of two full-

time equivalent staff members ensures the implementation of the

program, coordinates different WG activities, and manages the

technical support team (Figure 1).

The platform is funded mainly by the French MoA, which

covers the salaries of the technical support and coordination

teams. An audit was carried out in 2021 and found an estimate

of e3 million in annual funding for the three epidemiological

surveillance platforms combined (8). Experts participate in WGs

on a voluntary basis, constituting indirect financial support for the

NAHSP from their employers. It was estimated in 2022 that this

support amounted to six full-time equivalent staff members for 345

experts from 75 organizations. Importantly, actions are prioritized

to match the human and financial resources available. The impact

of any conflict of interest is limited by the diversity of experts within

each group and the consensus approach, which enables unanimous

agreement to be reached.

Three core values underlie the activity of all components of

the NAHSP: consensus, collaboration, and a 2-fold multi-sectoral
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FIGURE 1

The NAHSP’s organizational framework with its steering committee representing both the public and private sectors and its coordination team
making the link between the steering committee, working groups, and the technical support team.

FIGURE 2

Topics of NAHSP working groups, which are composed of experts from animal health, human health, and environmental health sectors, depending
on the scope of each WG.

and multi-partnership approach. Suggestions for improving

surveillance efficiency are put forward by WGs through a

co-construction process and validated by consensus. This involves

allowing sufficient time to listen to each stakeholder, to understand

the expectations and constraints of the stakeholders, and to take

scientific innovations into account. This process decreases the
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risk of rejection by any of the surveillance stakeholders and

increases the robustness of a WG’s suggested solution because all

stakeholders are part of the proposal process.

The platform’s organizational structure and the type of actions

carried out were designed to address some of the challenges

presented in the introduction of this article. The tangible examples

developed in the following section demonstrate the platform’s

added value.

3 Added value and One Health
approach

Detecting emerging diseases is challenging in many ways. The

scientific community (9) posits that syndromic surveillance (SyS)

appears to be increasingly relevant to such a program. Based

on French cattle mortality data, Perrin et al. demonstrated the

relevance of SyS both for the early detection of unexpected health

events causing cattle mortality and for assessing health events with

an impact on cattle mortality (10). In 2013, the French MoA asked

the NAHSP to implement an operational SyS system based on the

cattle mortality data. A dedicated WG was created to co-construct

the future SyS system with data providers, competent authorities,

field experts, including farmers and veterinarians, researchers,

and data managers. A pilot phase of this SyS system, known

as the syndromic bovine mortality surveillance sytem (OMAR)

alert tool, was launched in 2018 in various local administrative

regions to calibrate the thresholds to use based on the best trade-

off between sensitivity and specificity for surveillance needs (11).

These thresholds were revised twice before 2022, when they were

accepted as final values in these local regions. This tool is used

on an ongoing basis and has demonstrated its ability to detect

signals not otherwise found by field actors. It enables early detection

of events on farms and results in the early implementation of

solutions to animal health and welfare issues that might otherwise

lead to increased mortality. Moreover, the WG used the same

data to develop additional tools that complement the SyS system.

These tools are reports or dashboards that are automatically

updated with indicators at the national, regional, and farm levels.

They were designed to meet other needs identified by the WG

experts for both animal health surveillance and animal welfare. For

instance, dashboards were implemented to support the following:

(i) competent authorities when performing risk-based inspections;

(ii) farmers and veterinary associations to enable them to set up

prevention actions for fellow farmers and veterinary associations;

and (iii) rendering plants to facilitate monitoring activities. These

complementary tools integrated the OMAR tool and are clearly

considered positive collateral effects of the implementation of

the SyS system. Interestingly, the same mortality data can be

used for purposes other than the detection of emerging diseases,

such as the detection of animal welfare issues. It is particularly

challenging to maintain stakeholder motivation to interpret weekly

alert reports that will probably not detect any emerging disease for

a long period of time because such emergences are, by definition,

unusual events. Finding complementary objectives for the SyS

tool was, therefore, beneficial. A second positive effect of the

OMAR project was to foster constant improvement in the quality

of the mortality data in terms of completeness, robustness, and

timeliness. This improvement is useful for any other project that

exploits these data, regardless of the project’s purpose. The next

step will be to interpret alerts from the OMAR tool and the

human health mortality SyS system to anticipate zoonotic diseases

or factors influencing both animal and human health, such as

climate phenomena.

The surveillance of bovine tuberculosis (BT) is based on

several complementary surveillance systems: (i) active surveillance

on the farm; (ii) systematic surveillance at the slaughterhouse;

(iii) active surveillance when animals are moved; (iv) active

surveillance in wildlife; and (v) passive surveillance in wildlife.

Links between animal health and environmental sectors (wildlife)

are thus essential to provide effective surveillance, taking into

account this type of multi-host pathogen. These systems involve

several stakeholders, some of whom are common to several of

the systems, while others are only part of one system. Data from

these surveillance systems were not initially centralized in the same

database and were analyzed separately when used. Stakeholders

from the livestock, wildlife, or slaughterhouse sectors did not

usually process, analyze, or discuss their data together. Since its

creation in 2011, the NAHSP has addressed the topic of BT to

increase the efficiency of surveillance.

Two separate WGs were created in 2011, one dedicated to

on-farm BT surveillance, named the BT WG, and the other

dedicated to BT surveillance in wildlife, named the Sylvatub WG.

These two WGs were linked together from the start through

the participation of the coordinator of one group as an expert

in the other group and vice versa. A single group would have

been very large, potentially leading to difficulties in working

efficiently. Over several years, each group took the time needed

to learn how to work collectively, considering the diversity of

expertise within each group, and conducted its work plan in

its own area, i.e., to improve its surveillance effectiveness via

indirect information gathering through each WG coordination

team. Strong working relationships were developed over time, with

co-constructed surveillance zoning taking into account both the

farm and wildlife surveillance indicators. The NAHSP technical

support team helped these WGs to centralize, clean, and analyze

their data. A restricted-access dashboard dedicated to Sylvatub

was implemented to share the surveillance indicators and their

representation in a secure yet user-friendly way with local and

national surveillance coordination teams. Since 2019, an annual

publication common to both BT and Sylvatub WGs has been

published in a national epidemiological journal (12, 13). The

publication is co-constructed with experts from both groups. Since

2022, common data analysis reports have been produced by the

NAHSP technical support team as input for theseWGs, stimulating

ideas on how to improve surveillance effectiveness and as support

material for the competent authority (MoA), which is required to

forward official indicators to the European Food Safety Authority.

The automation of the data analysis process has saved time and

increased data quality. This automation process is carried out as

soon as it has been identified as relevant and efficient for any of the

NAHSP topics.

Although data related to outbreaks detected through

slaughterhouse surveillance were taken into account by the
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BT WG, there was no expert from the slaughterhouse sector in

this WG. Consequently, actions to improve BT surveillance in

slaughterhouses were not taken into consideration by this WG.

In 2020, a third WG dedicated to BT was created to focus on

BT slaughterhouse surveillance. The coordinator of the BT WG

is part of the coordination team of this BT slaughterhouse WG.

Slaughterhouse data analysis was automated, and a user-friendly

dashboard was created, with the support of the NAHSP technical

support team. A step-by-step approach was chosen to gradually

increase the integrative approach to bovine BT surveillance. These

WGs are also a place where experts can regularly discuss ideas and

feel free to exchange their points of view on the situation of BT

surveillance, even when there are no outbreaks. These discussions

help facilitate communication in times of crisis, as the same

stakeholders are involved and have already been working together

for a long time. This is a highly valuable positive collateral effect of

all NAHSPWGs.

Animal health surveillance cannot be considered a stand-

alone unit due to globalization, which leads to an international

movement of animals, food, feed, and people. Importantly,

globalization is associated with an ever-increasing risk of new

diseases or health threats being introduced into a country, an

aspect that must be considered by both competent authorities

and all surveillance stakeholders. In this regard, the NAHSP was

tasked with developing a national and international epidemic

intelligence (EI) project. Since the creation of the NAHSP in

2011, a dedicated epidemic intelligence WG has been set up.

This WG includes representatives of epidemic intelligence end

users (competent authorities and representatives of farmers,

veterinarians, hunters, and laboratories), researchers of EI

methodology, and epidemiologists (14). Official and non-official

data are analyzed by the NAHSP technical support team (1.5 full-

time equivalent staff members). An EI editorial board, comprised

of the competent authority and epidemiologists, meets weekly

as it is responsible for producing EI publications. This editorial

board relies on its national and international network of experts

to complement its interpretation. Weekly, seasonal, and “breaking

news” reports are generated and made public through the NAHSP

website (15). The EIWG has confirmed the value of EI publications

in increasing the awareness of surveillance stakeholders and

helping prevent diseases from entering France. The NAHSP EI

process has gradually evolved in several ways. An increasing

number of data sources are considered for EI production through

the support of researchers, with, for instance, the implementation

of a tool known as “Padiweb” for media data analyses (16). This

tool has been in routine use since 2022. More epidemiologists

have joined the editorial team for its weekly meetings (from three

people in 2011 to 14 people in 2023). This increases the robustness

of interpretation through multiple viewpoints and helps identify

additional experts to contact as needed to investigate certain signals

in more depth.

For zoonotic diseases, such as West Nile (WN) fever, both

animal health data and human health data have been considered for

the creation of the EI team. Before 2020, only animal health experts

were involved in the interpretation. Since 2020, human health

experts have also been involved in the development of the WN

seasonal report, and since 2022, for WNweekly reports. During the

SARS-CoV-2 period, the EI teams monitored animal cases through

a dedicated report updated 13 times from April 2020 to February

2022. Similarly, forWN, the SARS-CoV-2 report was also produced

initially with a team of animal health experts and then extended

to include human health experts. Data analyses within the EI team

were also improved over time, frommanual analysis based on Excel

files to automated data analyses using R. This hasmade it possible to

save time while increasing quality. These examples demonstrate the

NAHSP’s ongoing improvement process and step-by-step approach

when implementing improvements.

Concerning the measurement of success, there are no

formalized indicators on the usefulness or success of the work

of the NAHSP but there are several examples of successful

projects. Each year, several national regulations are issued or

amended by the MoA based on work produced by the platform’s

WGs. Examples include surveillance of bovine tuberculosis, avian

influenza, and blue tongue. Dashboards are used by surveillance

stakeholders both during peacetime between outbreaks and during

emergencies, receiving positive feedback (tuberculosis, avian flu,

epidemic intelligence, etc.). The data analyses performed are used

by the national competent authority to submit official indicators

to the European Food Safety Authority or European Commission

(tuberculosis, blue tongue, salmonella, etc.). The time required

to analyze surveillance data has been greatly optimized by both

the automation of data analysis and the improvement of the data

collection process. For instance, while 1,600 h were needed to

analyze bovine tuberculosis data in 2019, only 300 h/year have been

required since 2022.

4 Constraints and challenges

Since 2011, stakeholders involved in the NAHSP, from

steering committee members to WG experts, have been satisfied

with what was considered an innovative approach with shared

governance between the public and private sector and a co-

construction method based on the principle of consensus.

However, managing this organization presents challenges in

several aspects.

First, sustainable financial resources are difficult to find. Since

its creation in 2011, the main source of funding has been the

public sector, i.e., the French MoA, which has funded the human

resources needed for coordination and technical support teams.

Since 2011, the NAHSP has demonstrated its usefulness and

has been receiving an increasing number of requests to address

issues within the scope of surveillance, even as public funding

has been decreased. There is, thus, a discrepancy between its

objectives and the means available to achieve them, considering

the challenge of ensuring sustainable financial support. Exploring

other sources of funding that comply with keeping a not-for-profit

approach while remaining independent from potential private

financial support will be necessary. This constraint also highlights

the need to prioritize actions, which is one of the tasks of the

steering committee.

Second, the benefits of developing long-termWGs have already

been described, but it has proven difficult to maintain WG

organization and facilitation over time. Without a dynamic and
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committed team of experts in the appropriate field to lead the

WG, it cannot operate correctly. In this regard, staff turnover

can affect WG coordination. To limit this risk, it is preferable

to set up an internal WG coordination team when possible.

Another challenge with long-term WGs is to maintain experts’

motivation to contribute as these contributions are made on

an individual and voluntary basis and depend on the parent

institution’s willingness to grant experts sufficient time. Therefore,

it is essential that experts benefit from their participation in

WGs, for example, through network-building and information

exchange. They also need to be aware that their contribution to

the improvement of surveillance efficiency in practical ways is of

great value.

Finally, although the NAHSP has improved its One Health

approach over time, much work remains to be done. New

environmental and climate concerns need to be better integrated

and addressed. This is particularly important for topics related to

bee health and vectorial disease surveillance, but these concerns

should be considered for many topics in animal health. Looking to

the future, new methodological approaches should be investigated

to address this challenge effectively, which will, in practice,

lead to a broadening of the scope of expertise represented in

existing WGs.

5 Lessons learned

Over 10 years of operation, the NAHSP has demonstrated

its value in supporting managers in the surveillance of animal

health and disease to improve surveillance efficiency. Several

examples of this are described in Section 3. The NAHSP has

adopted the One Health philosophy over time through different

approaches. Based on the platform’s decade of experience, it

appears that an incremental approach with a commitment to

continuous improvement is a good strategy for building a solid and

consistent One Health approach. The membership of the steering

committee has also evolved over the years. The environmental

sector was included via the French Hunters’ Federation and the

French Biodiversity Office in 2013, and then the human health

sector was included via the National Public Health Agency in 2022.

Experts from these institutions were already participating in some

of theWGs before they becamemembers of the steering committee,

but this was a step toward closer cooperation. Similarly, the same

approach was applied to the WGs. Since 2011, a swine flu WG

has focused on supporting the RESAVIP network, a surveillance

system that monitors the swine influenza A virus. Its goal is to

describe the virological and epidemiological patterns of the virus

and to detect the occurrence of new patterns that could have an

impact on animal or human health (17). Until 2021, this WG

included only animal health experts. However, it was decided

that a human health expert would be invited occasionally, when

information related to the impact of the virus on human health

was discussed. After a year, initial feedback revealed that this was

not an appropriate way of operating, primarily due to a large

number of gaps in meeting invitations. In 2022, it was therefore

decided to systematically invite the human health expert. The

following year, it was further decided to include this expert in the

WG. The same step-by-step approach was implemented for the

WG investigating Q fever. Naturally, a certain amount of time

was needed for animal health stakeholders to learn how to work

together (2019–2021), after which the group added two experts

from the human health sector, who have been part of the WG

since 2022.

To build a One Health approach in the same incremental

manner, interactions betweenWGs on the same topic can gradually

increase to allow each WG to take shape and then develop new

cooperative relations between existingWGs. The BTWGs illustrate

this approach effectively (see Section 3).

In 2018, a new step in improving the One Health approach was

achieved when two more surveillance platforms were set up, one

on plant health and the other on the food chain. A coordination

group common to both platforms was created simultaneously and

was composed of each platform’s coordination team. This group

provided a suitable framework for exchanges and for identifying

joint work. Since 2018, five WGs common to two or three

platforms have been created (Figure 2). One WG is dedicated to

a zoonotic disease (Salmonella), while the others are dedicated to

methodological topics.

These examples show that there was no magic recipe for the

NAHSP’s implementation of a successful One Health approach.

Each situation needed a tailored strategy. For WGs, the best way

was found to be through co-construction withWG experts, keeping

in mind the need for flexibility, because one set-up may meet

the requirements at one point but a different set-up may be best

when other experts are involved. The key is to enable constant

reevaluation. It has, however, become clear that it is easier to

develop a One Health approach between crises or outbreaks than

during crises because experts need to be given time to develop

working relationships and mutual understanding. The NAHSP

aims to implement a sustainable One Health approach, and as

such, WGs are designed to be long-term groups. Unsurprisingly,

short-termWGs have rarely been created.

The “platform concept” based on consensus, collaboration, and

a multisectoral and multi-partnership approach can be applied to

other fields. The extension of the concept in France from animal

health to plant health and food chain safety demonstrates this

principle. Although our examples relate to France, this concept

could be applicable in other countries, provided there are similar

needs identified.

Data availability statement

The original contributions presented in the study are included

in the article/supplementary material, further inquiries can be

directed to the corresponding author.

Author contributions

CD wrote the first draft of the article and took into account

the co-authors’ remarks. All authors critically reviewed the content

of the article and gave the final approval for the version to

be published.

Frontiers in Veterinary Science 07 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/fvets.2024.1249925
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/veterinary-science
https://www.frontiersin.org


Dupuy et al. 10.3389/fvets.2024.1249925

Funding

This work was supported by the The National Animal

Health Surveillance Platform benefits from the French Ministry of

Agriculture funding.

Acknowledgments

The authors would like to warmly thank all those who

contributed to the NAHSP, especially the experts participating in

the NAHSP WGs, the steering committee, the technical support

team, and all the surveillance stakeholders. We would also like to

thank those who are no longer directly involved in the NAHSP

but worked on its creation before 2011 and together built what

the NAHSP has become. Finally, our thanks go to Delphine Libby-

Claybrough, professional translator, and Craig Stevens, MA, DESS,

ELS, medical writer, and life sciences editor, for English language

editing. Our thanks also go to Laura Gonzalez Tapia for the

figure design.

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the

absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be

construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the

authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated

organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the

reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or

claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or

endorsed by the publisher.

References

1. European Parliament, Council Regulation (EC) No 834/2007 of 28 June 2007
on organic production and labelling of organic products and repealing Regulation
(EEC) No 2092/91 (2007). Available at: http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2007/834/oj/eng
(accessed August 5, 2024).

2. European Parliament, Directorate-General for Parliamentary Research Services
(2017). Urban Agriculture in Europe: Patterns, Challenges and Policies: In Depth
Analysis. Available at: https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2861/413185 (accessed August 5,
2024).

3. Gibbs EPJ. The evolution of One Health: a decade of progress and challenges for
the future. Vet Rec. (2014) 174:85–91. doi: 10.1136/vr.g143

4. Rivière J, Le Strat Y, Hendrikx P, Dufour B. Perceptions and acceptability of some
stakeholders about the bovine tuberculosis surveillance system for wildlife (Sylvatub)
in France. PLoS ONE. (2018) 13:e0194447. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0194447

5. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Analytical Challenges for Emerging
Public Health Surveillance. (2012). Available at: https://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/preview/
mmwrhtml/su6103a8.htm (accessed August 5, 2024).

6. Gache K, Touratier A, Bournez L, Zientara S, Bronner A, Dion F, et al. Detection
of Schmallenberg virus in France since 2012.Vet Rec. (2017) 180:24. doi: 10.1136/vr.j38

7. Gache K, Zientara S, Collin E, Authié E, Dion F, Garin E, et al. Spatial
and temporal patterns of Schmallenberg virus in France in 2016. Vet Rec. (2018)
182:575. doi: 10.1136/vr.104769

8. Ministère de l’Agriculture et de la Souveraineté alimentaire. Audit de
la gouvernance et du fonctionnement des plateformes d’épidémiosurveillance.
(2022). Available at: https://agriculture.gouv.fr/audit-de-la-gouvernance-et-du-
fonctionnement-des-plateformes-depidemiosurveillance (accessed August 5, 2024).

9. Dupuy C, Bronner A, Watson E, Wuyckhuise-Sjouke L, Reist M, Fouillet
A, et al. Inventory of veterinary syndromic surveillance initiatives in Europe
(Triple-S project): current situation and perspectives. Prev Vet Med. (2013) 111:220–
9. doi: 10.1016/j.prevetmed.2013.06.005

10. Perrin JB, Durand B, Gay E, Ducrot C, Hendrikx P, Calavas D, et al.
Simulation-based evaluation of the performances of an algorithm for detecting
abnormal disease-related features in cattle mortality records. PLoS ONE. (2015)
10:e0141273. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0141273

11. Sala C, Vinard JL, Pandolfi F, Lambert Y, Calavas D, Dupuy C, et al.
Designing a syndromic bovine mortality surveillance system: lessons learned
from the 1-year test of the French OMAR Alert Tool. Front Vet Sci. (2020)
6:453. doi: 10.3389/fvets.2019.00453

12. Delavenne C, Desvaux S, Boschiroli ML, Carles S, Durand B, Forfait-Dubuc
C, et al. Surveillance de la tuberculose due à Mycobacterium bovis en France
métropolitaine en 2019 : Résultats et indicateurs de fonctionnement. Bull Épidémiol.
(2021) 13, 1–23.

13. Forfait C, Boschiroli ML, Carles S, Chaigneau P, Dufour B, Gache K, et al.
Surveillance de la tuberculose due à Mycobacterium bovis en France métropolitaine
pour la campagne 2019-2020 : résultats et indicateurs de fonctionnement. Bull
Épidémiol. (2021) 23, 1–23.

14. Mercier A, Lancelot R, Hendrikx P, Mackinnon L, Madoff L, Lambert Y, et al.
The French Epidemic Intelligence System: comparing disease surveillance at the
national and international level using data from the Program for Monitoring Emerging
Diseases. Rev Sci Tech Int. (2020) 39:805–15. doi: 10.20506/rst.39.3.3179

15. Plateforme ESA. (2024). Available at: https://www.plateforme-esa.fr/fr (accessed
August 5, 2024).

16. Valentin S, Arsevska E, Falala S, de Goër J, Lancelot R, Mercier
A, et al. PADI-web: A multilingual event-based surveillance system for
monitoring animal infectious diseases. Comput Electron Agric. (2020)
169:105163. doi: 10.1016/j.compag.2019.105163

17. Hervé S, Garin E, Calavas D, Lecarpentier L, Ngwa-Mbot D, Poliak S, et al.
Virological and epidemiological patterns of swine influenza A virus infections in
France: Cumulative data from the RESAVIP surveillance network, 2011-2018. Vet
Microbiol. (2019) 239:108477. doi: 10.1016/j.vetmic.2019.108477

Frontiers in Veterinary Science 08 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/fvets.2024.1249925
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2007/834/oj/eng
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2861/413185
https://doi.org/10.1136/vr.g143
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0194447
https://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/preview/mmwrhtml/su6103a8.htm
https://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/preview/mmwrhtml/su6103a8.htm
https://doi.org/10.1136/vr.j38
https://doi.org/10.1136/vr.104769
https://agriculture.gouv.fr/audit-de-la-gouvernance-et-du-fonctionnement-des-plateformes-depidemiosurveillance
https://agriculture.gouv.fr/audit-de-la-gouvernance-et-du-fonctionnement-des-plateformes-depidemiosurveillance
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.prevetmed.2013.06.005
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0141273
https://doi.org/10.3389/fvets.2019.00453
https://doi.org/10.20506/rst.39.3.3179
https://www.plateforme-esa.fr/fr
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compag.2019.105163
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.vetmic.2019.108477
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/veterinary-science
https://www.frontiersin.org

	The French National Animal Health Surveillance Platform: an innovative, cross-sector collaboration to improve surveillance system efficiency in France and a tangible example of the One Health approach
	1 Needs and challenges in animal health surveillance
	2 Development of the NAHSP
	3 Added value and One Health approach
	4 Constraints and challenges
	5 Lessons learned
	Data availability statement
	Author contributions
	Funding
	Acknowledgments
	Conflict of interest
	Publisher's note
	References


