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A certain number of terms are used in this scoring guide to designate elements of a surveillance system (for example, steering committee or intermediary units) and specific activities (for example, supervision). In order to give appropriate scores, these terms first must be adapted to correspond to those used within the system being analyzed with the OASIS method. A section has been included in the introduction of the questionnaire to assist those in charge of the analysis in carrying out this exercise.
  
Section 1: Objectives and context of surveillance
 
1.1.           Relevance of surveillance objectives
  
Relevance: capacity of a network to fulfill the epidemiological mission assigned to it, in particular to furnish prevalence rates for the surveillance systems, to enable detection for vigilance systems, and to assess trends (spatial-temporal) in a phenomenon under surveillance.
In principle, the objectives should be to describe or assess an epidemiological situation and to organize diseases and threats in priority order.  Analytical objectives (attempting to explain a situation) or those which are overly complex should be deemed irrelevant.
 
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: Standard surveillance system objectives (describe  - prevalence, incidence  - or evaluate a situation, organize in priority order, detect the emergence of a disease or threat).
Score of 2: Standard objectives but with minor discrepancies between their relevance and the phenomena under surveillance, or associated with unconventional or overly complex objectives (control, research, ‘opportunity effect’, in other words, objectives based on the existence of resources rather than resources based on objectives).   
Score of 1: Standard objectives but with little relevance to the phenomena under surveillance or a majority of unconventional or complex objectives.
Score of 0: All objectives are unconventional or overly complex.
  
1.2.           Level of detail, accuracy, and formalization of objectives
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: Objectives are well detailed and completely formalized, rendering it possible to estimate a prevalence or assess the probability of detection in conformance with the nature and purpose of the system. 
Score of 2: Objectives could benefit from the addition of some minor details and formalization.
Score of 1: Objectives require significant additional details and formalization.
Score of 0: Objectives are not formalized, detailed, or relevant. 
 
1.3.           Taking partners’ expectations into account
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: All partners are listed with their corresponding expectations identified, and these expectations clearly are taken into account in the surveillance objectives.
Score of 2: The expectations of a majority of partners are identified.
Score of 1: The expectations of a minority of partners are identified and/or taken into account.
Score of 0: Absence of identification and/or recognition of partners’ expectations of the surveillance in the objectives.
  
1.4.           Coherence of the diseases under surveillance with the sanitary situation (existing/exotic diseases or threats)
  
If the sanitary situation in a country or zone is not known precisely, the assessment may be undertaken in relation to an estimated risk level (neighboring country or zone) and the gravity of the diseases involved.
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: All of the diseases under surveillance are coherent with the disease situation in the country/zone (recognition of the priority diseases or threats in the country or zone). 
Score of 2: Most of the diseases under surveillance (but not all) are coherent with the disease situation in the country/zone.
Score of 1: Only a limited number of the diseases under surveillance are coherent with the disease situation in the country/zone.
Score of 0: No coherence between the focus of the surveillance and the sanitary situation (surveillance of exotic diseases posing a negligible risk or of existing diseases with negligible public health or economic impact).
  
Section 2: Central institutional organization
 
 
2.1. Existence of an operational management structure (central unit)
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The following three criteria are met:
1. A clearly identified management structure exists whose management function has been formally and clearly recognized;
2. The composition of the central unit (number of staff and time they devote to the system) is coherent with the size of the system and the time required to manage it;
3. Management activities effectively are conducted by the central unit (data management, processing, and interpretation, validation, relation between actors, meetings, etc.).
Score of 2: Two of the three criteria listed above (for a score of 3) are met.
Score of 1: Only one of the three criteria listed above (for a score of 3) is met.
Score of 0: None of the three criteria listed above (for a score of 3) are met.
  
2.2. Existence of an operational steering structure that is representative of the partners (steering committee)
  
To award points, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The following three criteria are met:
1. A steering committee is clearly identified and formalized and its responsibilities are defined;
2. The composition of the steering committee ensures that all of the surveillance partners are represented;
3. The steering committee is operational and meets regularly (at least once per year).
Score of 2: The third criterion listed above and one of the other two criteria are met.
Score of 1: Only one of the three criteria listed above is met or the third criterion is not met.
Score of 0: None of the three criteria listed above (for a score of 3) are met.
  
2.3. Existence of a scientific and technical committee for the system
 
The scientific committee may be composed of the same members as the steering committee, and/or may be merged with the steering committee.  
 
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The following three criteria are met:
1. A scientific committee is clearly identified and formalized and its responsibilities defined;
2. The composition of the scientific committee ensures that all legitimate scientific partners providing support to the system are represented;
3. The scientific committee is operational and meets as often as the system requires (at least once a year).
Score of 2: Only two of the three criteria listed above (for a score of 3) are met.
Score of 1: Only one of the three criteria listed above (for a score of 3) is met.
Score of 0: None of the three criteria listed above (for a score of 3) are met.
  
2.4. Organization and operations of the system laid down in regulations, a charter, or a convention established between the partners
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The position of all of the partners in the surveillance is set down in a document (regulations, charter, or convention), leaving no room for ambiguity regarding their relationships.
Score of 2: The position of the majority of the partners (but not all) is set down in a document.
Score of 1: The position of a limited number of partners is set down in a document.
Score of 0: No regulatory or contractual document establishes the links between the surveillance partners.
  
2.5. Frequency of meetings of the central coordinating body
 
The frequency of meetings should be assessed as a function of the size of the system, the type of intervention, and the diseases or threats under surveillance.
 
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: Central coordination meetings are organized regularly for the intermediary units (or local units, depending on the structure of the system) with a frequency that meets the needs of the system.
Score of 2: Central coordination meetings are organized regularly but not as frequently as the system appears to need.
Score of 1: Central coordination meetings are organized rarely and in a manner that does not satisfy the needs of the system.
Score of 0: No central coordination meetings are organized for intermediary units.
Not applicable: The system does not require central coordination meetings.
 
  
2.6. Supervision of intermediary units by the central level
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The central level regularly organizes relevant supervisory visits to a significant number of intermediary units (or local units, depending on the structure of the system).
Score of 2: The central level occasionally organizes relevant supervisory visits to intermediary units (or local units, depending on the structure of the system) or to data collectors (but the number of units supervised remains limited). 
Score of 1: The central level rarely conducts supervisory visits to intermediary units (or local units, depending on the structure of the system).
Score of 0: The central level never conducts supervisory visits to intermediary units (or local units, depending on the structure of the system).
Not applicable: The system does not require supervision from the central level.
 
2.7. Adequacy of the central level’s material and financial resources 
 
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The central level (central unit, steering committee and scientific and technical committee) has all of the material and financial resources needed for the implementation of its surveillance activities (adequate buildings and equipment, resources to organize meetings, visits, supervision, etc.).
Score of 2: The conduct of the central level’s surveillance activities are constrained only slightly by material and financial resources. 
Score of 1: The issue of material and financial resources is a regular/constant constraint on the central level’s capacity to carry out its activities.
Score of 0: The issue of material and financial resources is a major constraint at the central level and seriously calls into question its capacity to conduct activities.
  
Section 3: Field institutional organization
 
3.1. Existence of formal intermediary units covering the entire territory
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The entire area covered by the system is covered by clearly identified intermediary units whose position has been formally set down.
Score of 2: Most of the area covered by the system (but not all) is covered by clearly identified intermediary units whose position has been formally set down.
Score of 1: Numerous portions of the area covered by the system are not covered by intermediary units.
Score of 0: The system has no intermediary units although the size of the area covered and the goal of the surveillance would justify them. 
Not applicable: There is an absence of intermediary units and the size of the area covered and/or the goal of the surveillance do not require an intermediary level.
  
3.2. Active role of intermediary units in the functioning of the system (validation, management, feedback)
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: Intermediary units play a concrete management role in their coverage areas, meaning they maintain ties with all of the data collectors, validate data collected, seek out missing data, provide a certain level of data analysis for the area they cover, and provide feedback. 
Score of 2: Intermediary units play a management role but some management activities are not implemented (at least one of those listed above).
Score of 1: Intermediary units assume a limited management role and the majority of management activities are not implemented (of those listed above).
Score of 0: Intermediary units do not play a management role.
Not applicable: if 3.1. is not applicable.
  
3.3. Implementation of supervision by the intermediary level
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The intermediary level regularly organizes supervisory visits to a significant number of data collectors.
Score of 2: The intermediary level occasionally organizes supervisory visits to data collectors (but the number of data collectors thus supervised is limited).
Score of 1: The intermediary level rarely conducts supervisory visits to data collectors.
Score of 0: The intermediary level never conducts supervisory visits to data collectors.
Not applicable: if 3.1. is not applicable.
  
3.4. Harmonization of intermediary units’ activities
 
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: Activities of intermediary units are perfectly harmonized at the national level (all use the same protocols for data collection and validation, local analysis, and transmission of data to the central level) AND activities that are not harmonized correspond to specific local conditions that fully justify the special procedures implemented by the intermediary unit. 
Score of 2: Activities of intermediary units are harmonized at the national level but there are slight differences between intermediary units which slightly impact the standardization of the data collected at the national level and which should be more harmonized. 
Score of 1: There is a slight degree of harmonization between intermediary units at the national level but there are important differences in the procedures used by different units that significantly impact the level of standardization of the data collected at the national level and which need to be brought into line to harmonize activities.
Score of 0: There is a complete absence of harmonization between the activities of intermediary units, each of which operates as an independent entity to the detriment of the standardization of data collected at the national level.
Not applicable: if 3.1. is not applicable.
 
  
3.5. Adequacy of material and financial resources of intermediary units 
 
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: Intermediary units have the full financial resources required to conduct their surveillance activities.
Score of 2: The conduct of the intermediary units’ surveillance activities are only slightly constrained by financial resources.
Score of 1: The question of financial resources is a regular/constant concern for the intermediary units in carrying out their surveillance activities. 
Score of 0: The issue of financial resources is a major constraint on the intermediary units and severely hinders their ability to conduct surveillance activities.
Not applicable: if 3.1. is not applicable.
  
3.6. Existence of coordination meetings at the intermediary level
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: Coordination meetings at the intermediary level are held regularly for data collectors with a frequency that responds to the needs of the system. 
Score of 2: Coordination meetings at the intermediary level are held but not as often as the system appears to need.
Score of 1: Coordination meetings at the intermediary level are held rarely and in a manner that falls far short of the needs of the system.
Score of 0: No coordination meetings at the intermediary level are held for data collectors. 
Not applicable: if 3.1. is not applicable.
  
  
3.7. Exhaustiveness or representativeness of the field agents’ coverage of the target population
  
To score, choose from the following options:
 
This criterion is assessed differently according to whether the system aims to cover the entire target population (exhaustive) or only part (sample).
 
When the system aims to be exhaustive, choose from the following options to score:
Score of 3: The entire population targeted by surveillance is covered by data collectors and the ratio ‘epidemiological units under surveillance/data collectors’ is completely compatible with the effective surveillance of the target population.
Score of 2: Only a small portion of the population targeted by surveillance is not covered by data collectors and the ratio ‘epidemiological units under surveillance/data collectors’ is compatible with the effective surveillance of the target population.
Score of 1: Important sections of the population targeted by surveillance are not covered by data collectors and/or the ratio ‘epidemiological units under surveillance/data collectors’ does not appear to be compatible with the effective surveillance of the target population.
Score of 0: Major portions of the population targeted by surveillance are not covered by data collectors and/or the ratio ‘epidemiological units under surveillance/data collectors’ appears absolutely incompatible with an effective surveillance of the target population OR no data is available at the time of the evaluation that would enable the exhaustiveness or representativeness of the field agents’ coverage of the target population to be assessed.
  
When the system aims to cover a sample, choose from the following options to score:
Score of 3: A representative portion of the population targeted by surveillance is covered by data collectors and the ratio ‘epidemiological units under surveillance/data collectors’ is compatible with the effective surveillance of the target population.
Score of 2: The sampling allows only a portion that is “largely” representative (only a few weaknesses in representativeness identified) of the population targeted by surveillance to be covered by data collectors and permits the ratio 'epidemiological units under surveillance/data collectors’ to be compatible with the effective surveillance of the target population.
Score of 1: The sample of the population targeted by surveillance covered by data collectors does not appear to be very representative (important representativeness bias identified) and/or the ratio ’epidemiological units under surveillance/data collectors’ does not appear to be compatible with the effective surveillance of the target population.
Score of 0: The sample of the population targeted by surveillance covered by data collectors does not appear to be at all representative (very important representativeness biases identified) and/or the ratio 'epidemiological units under surveillance/data collectors’ appears absolutely incompatible with an effective surveillance of the target population OR no data is available at the time of the evaluation that would enable the exhaustiveness or representativeness of the field agents’ coverage of the target population to be assessed.
 
  
3.8. Adequacy of material and financial resources at the field level 
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: Data collectors have all of the financial resources needed to carry out their surveillance activities.
Score of 2: Data collectors’ conduct of surveillance activities is only slightly constrained by financial resources. 
Score of 1: Financial resources are a regular/constant concern for data collectors in carrying out surveillance activities. 
Score of 0: The issue of financial resources is a major constraint on data collectors and severely hinders their ability to conduct their surveillance activities.
  
Section 4: Laboratory
 
 
4.1. Effective integration of laboratories in the surveillance system
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: Laboratories have a clear position in the surveillance system that gives them a significant role in the operations and organization of the epidemiological surveillance.
Score of 2: Laboratories are integrated into the operations and organization of the surveillance but the role should be better formalized and developed.
Score of 1: Laboratories are not well integrated into the operations and organization of the surveillance, their role is limited strictly to sub-contracting.
Score of 0: Laboratories have absolutely no role in the operations or organization of the surveillance.
  
4.2. Adequacy of human, material, and financial resources for diagnostic needs
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The amounts of human, material, and financial resources available to carry out the diagnostics required by the system are largely sufficient to permit rapid, high quality tests (conforming to the needs of the system) and also enable a timely response to temporary increases in diagnostic needs.
Score of 2: The amounts of human, material, and financial resources available to carry out the diagnostics required by the system are just enough to permit rapid, high quality tests (conforming to the needs of the system) but may not allow a timely response to temporary increases in diagnostic needs.
Score of 1: The amounts of human, material, and financial resources available to carry out the diagnosis required by the system are insufficient to permit rapid, high quality tests (conforming to the needs of the system) because delays and shortages have been identified; a fortiori one may consider that this would rule out the possibility of responding to temporary increases in diagnostic needs.
Score of 0: The amounts of human, material, and financial resources available to carry out the diagnostics required by the system are clearly insufficient to permit rapid, high quality analyses (conforming to the needs of the system) because important delays and shortages have been identified.
  
4.3. Application of Quality Assurance for the tests undertaken
  
Depending on the type of system analyzed, this information may be difficult to collect. One method may be to conduct a survey of the laboratories involved in the system (all or a representative sample of laboratories) to estimate the proportion of tests carried out under quality assurance procedures.
 
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: Over 90% of the laboratories involved in surveillance are accredited (or tests are undertaken under quality assurance) for the tests carried out within the framework of the surveillance system.
Score of 2: Between 75% and 90% of the laboratories involved in surveillance are accredited (or the tests are undertaken under quality assurance) for the tests carried out within the framework of the surveillance system.
Score of 1: Between 50% and 75% of the laboratories involved in surveillance are accredited (or the tests are undertaken under quality assurance) for the tests carried out within the framework of the surveillance system.
Score of 0: Less than 50% of the laboratories involved in surveillance are accredited (or the tests are undertaken under quality assurance) for the tests carried out within the framework of the surveillance system OR this information is unavailable.
  
4.4. Quality of the standardization of work between different laboratories
  
As for the preceding question, this criterion may be estimated by conducting a survey of all or some of the laboratories involved in the system.

The score of 0 to 3 only concerns tests that can be subject to inter-laboratory trials.
 
This criterion is assessed by the percentage of laboratories carrying out tests and participating in inter-laboratory trials: 
Score of 3: 80% to 100% of laboratories. 
Score of 2: 60% to 80% of laboratories. 
Score of 1: 10% to 60% of laboratories. 
Score of 0: Less than 10% of laboratories.
Not applicable: None of the tests carried out are subject to inter-laboratory trials and there is no justification for subjecting them to inter-laboratory trials or the particular features of the tests render inter-laboratory trials impossible.
 
4.5. Proportion of tests submitted to inter-laboratory trials 
 
This criterion is assessed by the proportion of laboratory tests carried out under the framework of a surveillance system that are submitted to inter-laboratory trials:
Score of 3: 80% to 100% of tests. 
Score of 2: 60% to 80% of tests. 
Score of 1: 10% to 60% of tests. 
Score of 0: Less than 10% of tests.
Not applicable: None of the tests carried out are subject to inter-laboratory trials and there is no justification for subjecting them to inter-laboratory trials or the particular features of the tests render inter-laboratory trials impossible.
 
  
4.6. Existence of an investigation team to support field agents
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: An epidemiology investigation team is assigned to the system and written procedures exist stipulating the team’s intervention in the field when the need arises.
Score of 2: An epidemiology investigation team is not specifically assigned to the system but can be mobilized when needed and the procedure stipulating its intervention is formally laid down.
Score of 1: An epidemiology investigation team is not specifically assigned to the system but can be mobilized when needed; however, the procedure stipulating its intervention has not been formally laid down.
Score of 0: There is no investigation team that can be mobilized and there are no written investigation procedures.
Not applicable: An intervention team does not exist and is unnecessary.
  
4.7. Relevance of diagnostic techniques
  
The relevance of the techniques used must be assessed; the question to ask is: are these techniques the best suited to following the evolution of the disease in the field? To assess this point, it may be useful to refer to the OIE ad hoc technical manual.
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The diagnostic techniques used are perfectly suited to the surveillance objectives and to the situation of the disease in the field. 
Score of 2: Minor modifications in the diagnostic techniques used would improve their adaptation to the surveillance objectives and to the situation of the disease in the field
Score of 1: Major modifications in the diagnostic techniques used are required to improve their adaptation to the surveillance objectives and to the situation of the disease in the field
Score of 0: The diagnostic techniques used are not at all adapted to the surveillance objectives or to the situation of the disease in the field. 
Not applicable: Diagnostic techniques are not implemented or are unnecessary within the framework of the system.
  
4.8. Sensitivity of diagnostic techniques
  
What is assessed here is the sensitivity of the technique used to detect the most relevant epidemiological unit (or event): most often the animal, but in certain cases the herd, a strain...
 
Depending on the type of system analyzed, this information may be difficult to collect. One method may be to conduct a survey of the laboratories involved in the system (all or a representative sample of laboratories) to estimate the sensitivity of the techniques used.
 
When several techniques are used, an assessment of the overall sensitivity of the techniques will be carried out (for this, use the methodology presented in the questionnaire).
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The sensitivity of the techniques is above 95%.
Score of 2: The sensitivity of the techniques is between 90% and 95%.
Score of 1: The sensitivity of the techniques is between 75% and 90%.
Score of 0: The sensitivity of the techniques is less than 75% or is unknown.
Not applicable: The characteristics of the diagnostic technique used do not lend themselves to sensitivity measurements.
 
4.9. Specificity of diagnostic techniques
  
Here, one must assess the specificity of the technique used to detect the most relevant epidemiological unit (or event): most often the animal, but in certain cases the herd, a strain...
 
Depending on the type of system analyzed, this information may be difficult to collect. One method may be to conduct a survey of the laboratories involved in the system (all or a representative sample of laboratories) to estimate the specificity of the techniques used.
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The specificity of the techniques is above 99%.
Score of 2: The specificity of the techniques is between 95% and 99%.
Score of 1: The specificity of the techniques is between 80% and 95%.
Score of 0: The specificity of the techniques is less than 80% or is unknown.
Not applicable: The characteristics of the diagnostic technique used do not lend themselves to specificity measurements.
   
4.10. Control of laboratory reagents
  
Depending on the type of system analyzed, this information may be difficult to collect. One method may be to conduct a survey of the laboratories involved in the system (all or a representative sample of laboratories) to estimate the control procedures used on all or some of the laboratory reagents.
 
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: Batch-to-batch controls.
Score of 2: Controls on a reagent performed once prior to being used for the first time.
Score of 1: Controls on a document.
Score of 0: No controls.
  
4.11. Technical level of data management at the laboratory
  
This criteria does not assess the quality of the data transmitted (which is evaluated by criteria 5.12), rather, it focuses on the technical level of its management.

To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: Optimal data management in the laboratory, namely samples and test results are identified using a complete computerized management system covering each step in the analysis chain and the computerized transmission of results, or conforms perfectly to the requirements of the network. 
Score of 2: Some minor improvements may be made in the computerized management of laboratory data (computerized transmission of data, input procedures, etc).
Score of 1: The laboratory uses computers to manage part of its data but important improvements in the system are required.
Score of 0: Data management is not computerized, AND/OR there are problems in the recording of samples and in the traceability of the chain of analysis.
  
4.12. Analysis deadlines at the laboratory (formalization, standardization, verification, transfer of results to the central unit)
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The maximum intervals between the analysis of samples and the transfer of results to the central unit are defined and conformance is verified using the computerized information management system at the laboratory or the information system of the surveillance system.
Score of 2: The maximum intervals between the analysis of samples and the transfer of results to the central unit are defined but conformance is not verified (or not respected); however, this is not specifically mentioned as a problem within the framework of the surveillance.
Score of 1: The maximum analysis intervals are defined, conformance is or is not verified by the information management system, and intervals are referred to as a problem within the framework of the surveillance OR the intervals are not defined and are referred to as a problem within the framework of the surveillance.
Score of 0: No intervals are defined and the issue is mentioned as a recurring problem within the framework of the surveillance.
 
4. 13. Quality of results delivered
 
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: Results delivered by the laboratory comply perfectly with the expectations of the system in terms of how they are rendered (clarity, accuracy) and interpreted (notably, they allow the case under investigation to be categorized easily – for example, ‘positive', ‘suspect’, ‘negative’, according to the case definition terms retained in the surveillance protocol).
Score of 2: Results delivered by the laboratory comply overall with the expectations of the system yet fall slightly short with regard to certain elements (on the list of criteria listed under point 3) that should be rectified through minor corrective measures.  
Score of 1: Results delivered by the laboratory often (but not systematically) fall short of the expectations of the system with regard to certain elements (on the list of criteria listed under point 3) that should be rectified through major corrective measures. 
Note 0: Results delivered by laboratory systematically fall short of the expectations of the system with regard to certain elements (on the list of criteria listed under point 3), requiring a complete overhaul of its result delivery procedures.
 
 
Section 5: Surveillance tools
 
5.1. Existence of a formalized surveillance protocol for each disease or threat under surveillance
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: Each subject of surveillance is the topic of a formal surveillance protocol that is complete and relevant (includes all sections identified as necessary and whose contents (listed in the questionnaire) are listed correctly). 
Score of 2: Each subject of surveillance is the topic of a formal surveillance protocol which has minor faults (a limited number of sections are missing or contents lack a certain degree of detail or relevance).
Score of 1: Each subject of surveillance is the topic of a formal surveillance protocol which has major faults (absence of many key sections or contents lack an important amount of detail or relevance).
Score of 0: No formalized surveillance protocols exist for each subject of surveillance.
  
5.2. Standardization of data collected
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The following three criteria are satisfied:
1. The same data collection form for all actors in the system;
2. Samples to be taken defined and formalized (instructions form).  If this criterion is not applicable, it is considered as being met for the purpose of scoring.
3. Use of suspect case and confirmed case definitions.
Score of 2: Only two of the three criteria listed above are satisfied.
Score of 1: Only one of the three criteria listed above is satisfied.
Score of 0: None of the three criteria listed above are satisfied.
 
5.3. Relevance of measurement tools (excluding laboratory tools)
 
The match of the measurement tools used, including forms and questionnaires (and excluding laboratory tools), with the needs of the epidemiological surveillance of the disease concerned must be assessed. Thus, for example, the use of a brucellin allergy test does not appear to be suitable for the regular epidemiological surveillance of brucellosis in small ruminants.
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The measurement techniques used (excluding laboratory diagnosis) are perfectly suited to the surveillance objectives and to the situation of the disease or threat in the field. 
Score of 2: Minor modifications in the measurement tools used (excluding laboratory diagnosis) would improve their adaptation to the surveillance objectives and to the situation of the disease or threat in the field.
Score of 1: Major modifications in the measurement tools used (excluding laboratory diagnosis) are required to improve their adaptation to the surveillance objectives and to the situation of the disease or threat in the field.
Score of 0: The measurement tools used are not at all adapted to the surveillance objectives or to the situation of the disease or threat in the field. 
Not applicable: Surveillance in the field does not require measurement tools (other than a possible information collection questionnaire).
  
  
5.4. Sensitivity of the case or threat definition
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The case or threat definition is very sensitive, guaranteeing that all manifestations or the earliest emergence of the disease or threat under surveillance will be picked up.
Score of 2: The case or threat definition has a moderate sensitivity, allowing the detection of a disease or threat when several signs have been highlighted; consequently, it does not allow the identification of a certain (limited) number of cases.
Score of 1: The case or threat definition is not very sensitive, requiring the manifestation of numerous signs characteristic of the disease or threat to enter the field of suspicion; consequently, it does not allow the identification of an important number of cases.
Score of 0: The case or threat definition is not at all sensitive, requiring the quasi evident or pathognomonic manifestation of the disease or threat to enter the field of suspicion; consequently, it does not allow the identification of the majority of cases OR no case definition exists.
 
5.5. Specificity of the case or threat definition
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The definition of the case or threat is very specific, guaranteeing that only cases of the disease or threat under surveillance are included in the field of suspicions.
Score of 2: The definition of the case or threat is moderately specific, guaranteeing that most (but not all) suspicions lead to the identification of the disease or threat under surveillance.
Score of 1: The definition of the case or threat is not very specific, which means that many suspicions do not lead to the identification of the disease or threat under surveillance.
Score of 0: The definition of the case or threat is not at all specific, which means the majority of suspicions do not lead to the identification of the disease or threat under surveillance.
  
5.6. Simplicity of the case or threat definition
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The definition of the case or threat is very simple to use (includes a very limited number of criteria – one or two—that are easy to use and memorize) in relation to the disease or threat under surveillance.
Score of 2: The definition of the case or threat is simple to use in relation to the disease or threat under surveillance (includes several criteria that are relatively easy to use and memorize). 
Score of 1: The definition of the case or threat is moderately easy to use in relation to the disease or threat under surveillance (includes many criteria with rules of association or exclusion that require an effort to memorize).
Score of 0: In relation to the disease or threat under surveillance, the definition of the case or threat is complex and difficult to memorize or use in practice.
  
5.7. Quality of the filling out of investigation forms
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: Over 95% of the data collection forms are filled out correctly.
Score of 2: Between 80% and 95% of the data collection forms are filled out correctly.
Score of 1: Between 60% and 80% of the data collection forms are filled out correctly.
Score of 0: Less than 60% of the data collection forms are filled out correctly OR the information is unavailable.
  
5.8. Relevance of collected samples
  
The relevance of the chosen samples (if several types of samples are possible with the diagnostic tool chosen) must be assessed in relation to the disease under surveillance (and thus to the test undertaken) and to the context.  The questions to ask are: are these samples the most suited to the diagnosis of the disease under surveillance and are they easy to take?
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: Several types of samples completely adapted to the diagnosis of the disease and to the field conditions.
Score of 2: Samples are moderately adapted to the diagnosis of the disease under surveillance and to field conditions.
Score of 1: Samples are ill-adapted to the diagnosis of the disease under surveillance and to the field conditions.
Score of 0: Samples are not adapted to the diagnosis of the disease under surveillance.
Not applicable: No samples are collected within the framework of the system.
 
5.9. Standardization of collected samples
  
Here, one is assessing the standardization of the type, procedures, packaging, and shipment of samples. Aspects related to the work of field agents, their numbers and training, are taken into account and assessed in other parts of the questionnaire.
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: Full written procedures (type of sample, and sampling, packaging, and shipping procedures). 
Score of 2: Written procedures with some minor points missing.
Score of 1: Very incomplete written procedures.
Score of 0: No written procedures or level of standardization is unknown.
Not applicable: No samples are collected within the framework of the system. However, in situations where the system uses results coming from samples taken outside the network, it nevertheless is necessary to score the quality of their standardization.
  
5.10. Quality of samples collected
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: Over 95% of the samples collected are deemed suitable for testing upon their arrival in the diagnostic laboratory.
Score of 2: Between 80% and 95% of the samples collected are deemed suitable for testing upon their arrival in the diagnostic laboratory.
Score of 1: Between 60% and 80% of the samples collected are deemed suitable for testing upon their arrival in the diagnostic laboratory.
Score of 0: Less than 60% of the samples collected are deemed suitable for testing upon their arrival in the diagnostic laboratory OR it is not possible to obtain the information needed to assess this criteria.
Not applicable: The system does not include sample collection. However, in situations where the system uses results coming from samples taken outside the network, it is necessary to score the quality of their standardization.
  
5.11. Respect of the interval between the detection of a case or threat and the delivery of results
  
For this criterion, an explanation of the terms involved is provided below:
-          “case or threat detection” is the act of collecting data concerning a case, suspicion, or threat;
-          “return of results” is how the central unit obtains a result (through the transmission of a test result by a laboratory or obtaining the result of a test carried out by the central unit itself).
 
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The maximum intervals between notification and the return of results are defined and well respected (over 95%).
Score of 2: The maximum intervals between notification and the return of results are defined but respected only moderately well (between 80% and 95%).
Score of 1: The maximum intervals between notification and the return of results are defined but poorly respected (between 60% and 80%) or the intervals are not defined and are mentioned as a problem within the framework of the surveillance.
Score of 0: No intervals are defined and the issue is mentioned as a recurring problem within the framework of the surveillance.
Not applicable: No test results are produced by the system's operations.
 
5.12. Simplicity of the notification procedure
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The following three criteria are met:
1. The notification procedure is direct and does not require an intermediary (for example, another actor in the system);
2. The technical procedures for notification and transmission of information are simple, mastered by all actors in the system, and available to them;
3. Notification materials are easily accessible to all actors in the system.
Score of 2: Only two of the three criteria listed above are satisfied.
Score of 1: Only one of the three criteria listed above is satisfied.
Score of 0: None of the three criteria listed above are satisfied.
Not applicable: The surveillance system does not operate according to the principle of "notification".
  
5.13. Simplicity of the data collection procedure
  
A data collection procedure generally includes filling out a form and taking samples.
 
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The following three criteria are met:
1. The materials used to collect data for a case or suspicion  are simple to use (form easy to fill out and includes a limited number of information);
2. Samples are easy to take and are easily accessible (if no sample is required, the criterion is considered satisfied);
3. The tools to carry out data collection (notably those needed for samples) are easily accessible to field agents (sampling material, note forms); if no sample is required, this criterion is considered satisfied.
Score of 2: Only two of the three criteria listed above are satisfied.
Score of 1: Only one of the three criteria listed above is satisfied.
Score of 0: None of the three criteria listed above are satisfied.
 
5.14. Acceptability of the consequences of a suspicion or case for the source or collector of data
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: Recognition of a suspicion does not lead to any particular constraint on the activity of the source or collector of data.
Score of 2: Recognition of a suspicion or the detection of a case leads to minor constraints on the activity of the source or collector of data (requires several other visits to be carried out, payment for a supplementary procedure, carrying out complementary observations, etc.).
Score of 1: Recognition of a suspicion or a case leads to several constraints on the activity of the source or collector of data that are essentially technical (important costs, taking extensive complementary samples, etc.).
Score of 0: Notification of a suspicion case leads to measures that severely constrain the activity of the source and/or of the data collector, notably regulations on the possibility of movement (farm put under quarantine or under surveillance, movement forbidden, etc.).
 
Section 6: Surveillance procedures
 
6.1. Appropriateness of surveillance procedures with the system's objectives
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: All of the objectives of the surveillance system are met by one or several surveillance procedures and all of the surveillance procedures implemented correspond to a well identified surveillance objective.
Score of 2: Some minor objectives of the system are not covered by a surveillance procedure and/or some surveillance procedures are “supplementary” to the needs of the system.
Score of 1: Some (but not all) important objectives of the system are not covered by a surveillance procedure and/or several surveillance procedures do not correspond to any objective of the system.
Score of 0: Surveillance procedures do not correspond to the system's objectives
  
6.2. Existence of passive (event-based) surveillance whose results are exhaustive or representative
  
The exhaustiveness or the representativeness of events collected through passive (event-based) procedures are estimated by comparing the number and geographic distribution of events collected with the number and distribution of events that one may expect for the surveillance system as well as the distribution of these events among actors in the field. The existence of areas with no or a limited number of events recorded or a number of events that is manifestly lower than that which may be expected according to objective criteria (existence of the disease or syndrome in the area) will tend to lower the score. To make this estimate, it therefore is necessary to assess the number of events one can reasonably expect. This number is a function of the disease under surveillance and of the type of event being recorded (suspicion, etc.).
For example, for the surveillance system of foot-and-mouth disease in France, one would take as a reference the year 2001 during which several dozen clinical suspicions were reported.
Each system must be able to express an indicator of the representativeness of the surveillance. It is this indicator that will enable the quality of the system to be assessed.

To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: In relation to the population under surveillance, the events collected by the systems are geographically distributed in a correct manner (homogenous if no particular spatial aggregate criteria are expected) and the number conforms with expectations and/or are reported in a homogeneous manner by all of the field actors in the system (less than 5% of the field agents do not transmit any information).
Score of 2: The events reported by the system show some slight gaps in conformity in terms of their number and geographic distribution (slight heterogeneity if there are no particular spatial aggregate criteria expected) and/or a slight heterogeneity in reporting has been identified among field agents in the system (between 5% and 10% of the field agents do not transmit any information).
Score of 1: The events reported by the system show some important gaps in conformity in terms of their number (insufficient) and geographic distribution (important heterogeneity if there are no particular spatial aggregate criteria expected) and/or an important heterogeneity in reporting has been identified among field agents in the system (between 10% and 25% of the field agents do not transmit any information).
Score of 0: The events reported by the system show some major gaps in conformity in terms of their number (markedly insufficient or absent) and geographic distribution (vast geographic areas without any event reported) and/or major heterogeneity in reporting has been identified among field agents in the system (over 25% of the field agents do not transmit any information).
  
6.3. Existence of awareness building programs for data sources in a passive (event-based) network 
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: A coherent set of awareness building programs for data sources are implemented; according to the needs of the network, either written communication (brochures, bulletins, letters), telephone contact, regular awareness building meetings accompanied by an assessment of awareness levels of data sources.
Score of 2: Awareness building programs are conducted but, considering the needs of the surveillance system, they appear to be incomplete with regard to at most one aspect (written communication, meetings, regularity, assessment).
Score of 1: Awareness building programs are conducted but, considering the needs of the surveillance system, they appear to be largely inadequate and several awareness building procedures are lacking (written communication, meetings, regularity, assessment).
Score of 0: No specific awareness building activity for data sources.
Not applicable: The system does not include passive surveillance.
 
6.4. Relevance and suitability of active (planned) surveillance protocols 
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The objectives of the system require active surveillance and the active surveillance protocol procedures in place respond perfectly to the objectives.
Score of 2: The objectives of the system require active surveillance but the active surveillance protocols in place need to be modified slightly to better respond to these objectives
Score of 1: The objectives of the system require active surveillance but some active surveillance procedures needed to respond to these objectives are missing or the procedures in place require important modifications.
Score of 0: No active surveillance protocol is in place although the objectives of the surveillance clearly require an active surveillance protocol.
Not applicable: No active surveillance protocol is in place and the objectives of the surveillance do not require an active surveillance protocol.
  
6.5. Surveillance of susceptible wild animals
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: Susceptible wild animals are completely taken into account (sampling, samples, tests, etc.) in the surveillance procedures.
Score of 2: Susceptible wild animals are taken into account but the procedures of this surveillance need to be modified slightly. 
Score of 1: Susceptible wild animals are taken into account but in a very incomplete manner and the procedures of their surveillance need to be modified significantly.
Score of 0: Susceptible wild animals are not taken into account by the system despite their important epidemiological role for the objectives of the surveillance.
Not applicable: The target population of the system is wild animals OR wild animals are not susceptible to the subject of the surveillance or they play a minor or no epidemiological role.
  
6.6. Vector surveillance and control
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: Vector surveillance is in place and its results respond perfectly to the surveillance objectives (the subject of the surveillance is transmissible by vectors and vector surveillance is considered necessary) by regularly providing information useful for action in a timely fashion.  
Score of 2: Vector surveillance is in place and minor dysfunctions are identified (for example, slight delays, slight sampling faults, etc.).
Score of 1: Vector surveillance is in place and has important weaknesses (absence of results that can be used for action or within compatible time periods, surveillance procedures that are not adapted to the objectives, etc.). 
Score of 0: No vector surveillance is carried out although this would appear to be necessary OR vector surveillance is in place but does not respond to the surveillance objectives OR vector surveillance is in place although it has no useful role in relation to the subject of surveillance.
Not applicable: The subject of surveillance is not transmissible by vectors OR the subject of surveillance is transmissible by vectors but their surveillance is not deemed relevant in relation to the surveillance objectives.
  
6.7. Representativeness of the populations targeted by sampling in active (planned) surveillance
  
Please note that here we only are scoring the selection protocol of epidemiological units for active surveillance.  The results obtained by active surveillance (notably the completeness rate) are scored later.

To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The surveillance is exhaustive OR the sample that is the subject of the surveillance is chosen without any selection bias, ensuring that the total population is represented perfectly.
Score of 2: The sample that is the focus of the surveillance is chosen in such a way that there is only a slight selection bias, ensuring that the total population is adequately represented.
Score of 1: The sample that is the focus of the surveillance is chosen in such a way that there are selection biases which mean that the total population is weakly represented.
Score of 0: The selection biases in the epidemiological units included in the active surveillance are such that the population targeted by the surveillance does not represent the total population.
Not applicable: No active surveillance protocol is in place.
  
6.8. Precision of sample under active (planned) surveillance
  
Please note that we only are scoring here the selection protocol for epidemiological units for active surveillance.  The results obtained by the active surveillance (notably the completeness rates) are scored later.

To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The size of the sample permits very good precision, or at least a precision that is perfectly compatible with the needs of the surveillance system (precision may be optimal if notmaximal).
Score of 2: The size of the sample permits average precision that could benefit from some improvement in relation to the objectives of the surveillance.
Score of 1: The size of the sample permits weak precision that should be improved in relation to the objectives of the surveillance.
Score of 0: The size of the sample is so low that the ensuing imprecision renders the results obtained unusable or useless.
Not applicable: No active surveillance protocol is in place.
  
6.9. Level of satisfaction of active (planned) surveillance completeness rate
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The completeness rate of the active surveillance is above 95%.
Score of 2: The completeness rate of the active surveillance is between 80% and 95%.
Score of 1: The completeness rate of the active surveillance is between 65% and 80%.
Score of 0: The completeness rate of the active surveillance is less than 65%.
Not applicable: No active surveillance protocol is in place.
  
Section 7: Data management
 
7.1. Adequacy of the data management system for the needs of the system (relational database, etc.)
  
By relational database, we mean a computerized database in which data are regrouped by categories in interlinked tables, enabling data to be exploited in the form of enquiries that "call up" the required data and which can be performed automatically, producing new data presentation tables or tables presenting the status of data selection or extraction.

To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: A relational database exists at the central level integrating all of the data of the surveillance system or a data management system exists that is compatible with the size of the surveillance system.
Score of 2: A relational database exists but does not regroup all of the data or does not have pre-formatted searches or status presentations enabling data to be exploited easily.
Score of 1: A basic, “spreadsheet” (such as Excel®) computerized system exists or a rudimentary relational database exists which requires important complementary development efforts (reorganization of data in new tables, development of exploitation modules). 
Score of 0: No data management system is in place.
Not applicable: The surveillance system does not require a database (so that, in an extreme case, one may consider a “paper” data management adequate for a system collecting a dozen fields of observation on three events a year). 

7.2. Data input interval in accordance with the objectives and use of system results
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: Data are entered very rapidly into the database (or within a space of time compatible with the objectives of the surveillance or the interval set down in the protocol) OR data is entered at the source in real time (at the level of the collector or producer of data).
Score of 2: There is a slight time lag between the arrival of data and entry into the database (or there is a slight discrepancy with the surveillance objectives or with the intervals set down in the protocol) which would justify slight improvements to meet the objectives of the system correctly.
Score of 1: There is a substantial time lag between the arrival of data and their entry into the database (or at intervals that are substantially out of synch with the surveillance objectives or with the intervals laid down in the protocol) which would justify significant improvements to meet the objectives of the system correctly.
Score of 0: The delay between the arrival of data and entry into the database is so great that the system cannot meet its objectives and fundamental changes in the procedures and/or in the staff involved are required.
Not applicable: No computerized data management system is in place and the system does not require a data management system.
  
7.3. Designated staff available and trained in data entry, management and analysis.
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: Individuals (one or several, ideally one per task) are clearly identified to carry out data entry, management and analysis tasks. Their training is adapted to their duties and they can devote the time needed to accomplish them (without clearly being overloaded with work).
Score of 2: Individuals (one or several, ideally one per task) are clearly identified to carry out data entry, management and analysis tasks. Minor improvements were identified related to their training and/or the time they have available to devote to these tasks. 
Score of 1: Individuals are identified to carry out one or several of the data entry, management and analysis tasks but some of the tasks are not assumed clearly AND/OR major improvements were identified related to their training and/or the time they have available to devote to these tasks.
Score of 0: Most of the data entry, management and analysis tasks are not assigned to designated staff members AND/OR their training does not correspond to the need and/or the time devoted is inadequate.
 
7.4. Adequacy of material and financial resources for data management and analysis
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The unit responsible for data management and analysis has all of material (computers and software in sufficient quantities and quality) and financial resources needed to achieve their tasks.
Score of 2: The activities of the unit responsible for data management and analysis are constrained slightly by material (need more powerful computers or updated software) and financial resources in achieving their tasks.
Score of 1: The activities of the unit responsible for data management and analysis are very constrained by material (lack computers and software) and financial resources in achieving their tasks.
Score of 0: The material and financial resources available do not permit data management and analysis tasks to be achieved.
 
7.5. Data verification and validation procedures formalized and operational
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: All of the data are subject to formalized verification and validation procedures (as much at the level of the procedure as the possibility to verify the steps undertaken) undertaken by staff sufficiently close to the field for missing data to be recuperated or data entry errors corrected. Missing data are effectively sought out in a systematic manner and the search is traceable.
Score of 2: All data are subject to formalized verification and validation procedures but minor improvements are identified regarding the proximity of the verification and validation level, recording, and the traceability of validation and searches for missing data.
Score of 1: Data are not subject to formalized verification and validation procedures OR all of the data are subject to verification and validation but major improvements need to be made regarding the proximity of the verification and validation level, recording, and the traceability of validation and searches for missing data.
Score of 0: Data collected in the field are neither verified nor validated at any level of the surveillance system.
  
7.6. Complete descriptive processing of data
  
The concept of complete descriptive processing encompasses the implementation of the set of relevant descriptive techniques to describe surveillance data in terms of both techniques (statistics) and outputs (tables, graphs, maps).
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The data description tools and techniques used in processing the results of the system are complete (all relevant techniques are used, including, if necessary, the geographic representation of data) and perfectly adapted to the needs of the system.
Score of 2: Some shortcomings may be identified among the descriptive tools and techniques used for the processing of results of the system or there is a slight incompatibility with the objectives.
Score of 1: Important shortcomings are found among the descriptive tools and techniques used for processing results of the system and/or there is a strong incompatibility with the objectives.
Score of 0: Data are not subjected to descriptive processing.
  
7.7. Exploitation of data fits the needs of the system (if possible regular and multi-disciplinary)
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: Data are exploited regularly and in conformance with the predetermined frequency or in perfect accordance with the needs of the system. In addition, this exploitation of data is carried out by a multi-disciplinary team whose size and composition is in accord with the needs of the system.
Score of 2: Data are exploited regularly by a multi-disciplinary team but there is some room for improvement in terms of improving regularity or the addition of skills in the multi-disciplinary team.
Score of 1: Data are exploited irregularly (or at least with a frequency that does meet the needs of the system) AND/OR the composition of the multi-disciplinary team responsible for exploiting data is clearly inadequate.
Score of 0: Data are not exploited or so infrequently that it seems there is none AND/OR no team has been identified to exploit the data.
  
Section 8: Training
 
8.1. Adequate skill level in epidemiology of members of the central unit
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: At least one member of the central unit is competent in epidemiology with, at the minimum, a master level  in epidemiology or over five years of professional experience in the field of epidemiology or epidemiologic surveillance.
Score of 2: Minor shortfalls in epidemiology skills are identified among members of the central unit requiring complementary training over a short period.
Score of 1: Major shortfalls in epidemiology skill levels are identified among members of the central unit requiring                              lengthy training.
Score of 0: No member of the central unit may be considered proficient in epidemiology (no academic training or professional experience in epidemiology).
  
8.2. Initial training implemented for all field agents when joining the system
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: Upon joining the surveillance network, all actors benefited (and for new members, are benefitting) from a specific and complete initial training in all of the activities that s/he would have to implement that is timed to be compatible with his or her insertion into the system. 
Score of 2: Only some actors in the system were not given a specific and complete initial training when they entered the system or the timing of the training could have been slightly improved.
Score of 1: Numerous actors in the system were not given specific and complete initial training when entering the system or the timing of the training could be greatly improved.
Score of 0: Actors in the system received no initial training.
  
8.3. Objectives and contents of initial training of system field actors adequate for operational surveillance needs
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The initial training of actors completely covers all of operational needs for the correct functioning of the surveillance (the training effectively is focused on surveillance and covers the ensemble of activities to be implemented and the skills and knowledge required).
Score of 2: The initial training of actors reveals minor deficiencies in terms of content to cover all of the operational needs of the system and these can be corrected by slight modifications in the training program.
Score of 1: The initial training of actors reveals major deficiencies in terms of objectives (not specific to the surveillance) or content (numerous critical points in the operation of the system are not covered) which would require profound rethinking of the training plan and program. 
Score of 0: The initial training fails to meet the needs of the surveillance system OR no initial training is organized.
  
8.4. Regular advanced training
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: All actors benefit and participate regularly (according to a regularity in accord with the needs of the system) in specific and complete advanced level training that addresses all novelties introduced into the surveillance as well as reviewing the main, critical points of the system. 
Score of 2: Only some actors in the system have not benefitted from or do not participate in specific and complete advanced level training or the frequency of these advanced trainings could be slightly improved.
Score of 1: Numerous actors in the system have not benefitted from or do not participate in specific and complete advanced level training or the frequency of these advanced trainings could be considerably improved.
Score of 0: The actors in the system do not benefit from or participate in any advanced level training.
 
8.5. Adequacy of material and financial resources for training
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The implementation of trainings benefits from all necessary human (organization of trainings, trainers), material (teaching material, training sites) and financial (costs of organizing trainings, possible indemnities for participants) resources. 
Score of 2: The implementation of training faces only slight human, material, or financial resource constraints.
Score of 1: The implementation of training faces major human, material, and financial resource constraints but training activities are nevertheless carried out.
Score of 0: The material and financial resources available do not permit training activities to be completed as planned.
  
Section 9: Communication 
 
9.1. Regular release of reports and scientific articles on surveillance results
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: Reports and scientific articles are released regularly by the surveillance system. The timing conforms with that planned in the surveillance protocol and is in complete accord with the dimensions and needs of the system.
Score of 2: Reports and scientific articles are released regularly but their numbers could be slightly improved (to respond to the objectives set down in the surveillance protocol or to be in accord with the needs of the system).
Score of 1: Reports and scientific articles are released on a very irregular basis and their numbers need to be greatly improved to respond to the objectives set down in the surveillance protocol or to be in accord with the needs of the system.
Score of 0: No reports or scientific articles are released or on such an extremely irregular basis that they fall far short of the objectives set down in the surveillance protocol and the needs of the system.
 
9.2. Return of individual test results to field actors
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: All individual test results (notably laboratory test results) are systematically returned individually to field actors (specifically, data collectors and sources) and it is possible to verify that this return effectively took place.
Score of 2: All individual test results (notably laboratory test results) are systematically returned but there is some room for improvement regarding the timing of the return and the possibility of verifying that the return effectively took place.
Score of 1: Individual test results are not systematically returned AND/OR it is difficult to verify if return effectively has taken place.
Score of 0: Individual test results are never returned to field actors.
Not applicable: The surveillance system does not plan for the return of individual tests to field actors (notably in the situation where samples are not taken).
 
9.3. Regular dissemination of a relevant information bulletin
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: An information bulletin is released regularly by the surveillance system, with a frequency planned in the protocol or at regular intervals in accordance with the needs of the system. The contents and the form of the bulletin perfectly meets the objectives of management and of returning information in a convivial and informative format. The bulletin is widely circulated (to all of the actors in the field).
Score of 2: An information bulletin is released by the surveillance system and small improvements may be made regarding the frequency, contents, and format of the bulletin.
Score of 1: An information bulletin is released and major improvements must be made regarding frequency (the bulletin is released very irregularly and in insufficient quantities), contents and form (it is necessary to conduct in-depth revisions of the format and the editorial policy), and circulation.
Score of 0: No bulletin is released (or has not been released for some time) by the system although this was planned or considered to be necessary for the needs of the system.
Not applicable: No bulletin is released by the system and one is not necessary for the system’s communications.
  
9.4. Systematic return of reports on results to field actors (outside of a bulletin). 
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: Assessments in the form of reports, annual meetings, or regular summaries are systematically disseminated to field actors and it is easy to verify that they effectively have been disseminated.
Score of 2: Assessments are systematically disseminated but there is room for improvement regarding the frequency or the possibility of verifying that they effectively have been disseminated.
Score of 1: Assessments are not systematically disseminated (and no relevant criteria can justify the failure to circulate certain reports) AND/OR it is impossible to verify that they effectively have been disseminated.
Score of 0: Assessments are never circulated AND/OR none are released.
Not applicable: No assessments but existence of a bulletin.
  
9.5. Presence of a communications system organized transversally and vertically between field actors (mail, web, telephone…)
  
The communication tools referred to below may be email, telephone, or any other form of communication. The mere existence of these tools (which are sometimes available by default in the work environment of actors) is not, however, enough to judge whether the criteria is met and must be accompanied by an effective use of the tool to communicate within the framework of the surveillance following the written protocols in use (forums, telephone meetings, etc).
This criterion does not specifically take into account aspects of communication related to the transmission of data collected but more broadly to the aspects related to formal and informal communication between actors in the surveillance system.
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The tools exist and the methods are suited to transversal communication (between actors at each level of the surveillance system) and/or vertical communication (ascending and descending), not only to transmit data, but also for informal communication allowing an exchange of both data and less structured information. These tools and methods are used effectively by the large majority of the surveillance actors.
Score of 2: The tools and transversal and/or vertical communication methods exist but slight improvements need to be made in terms of their being used by a larger number of surveillance actors. 
Score of 1: The tools and transversal and/or vertical communication methods are inadequate OR they exist but are used by very few surveillance actors.
Score of 0: The tools and transversal and vertical communication methods have not been formally established by the system OR they are inadequate and are used by very few surveillance actors.
  
9.6. Solid external communication policy
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: A solid external communication policy is in place and is based on written materials sent to external surveillance partners, tools to present surveillance activities and results, the Internet, or communication activities or meetings with partners or communication mediums that perfectly meet the needs of the system.
Score of 2: An external communication policy is in place and slight improvements may be made with regard to written, Internet, and oral (meetings or presentations) mediums. 
Score of 1: External communication activities are undertaken but important improvements are necessary to meet the objectives and needs of the system.
Score of 0: No external communication policy with designated methods and tools are in place.
  
9.7. Adequacy of material and financial resources for communication
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The implementation of communication activities benefits from all necessary human (organization of communication activities, production of mediums, scientists to write reports and scientific articles), material (production material for mediums, software) and financial resources (reproduction of mediums, development of computer tools).
Score of 2: The implementation of communication activities faces minor human, material, and financial resource constraints.
Score of 1: The implementation of communication activities faces major human, material, and financial resource constraints but communication activities are nevertheless carried out.
Score of 0: The available human, material, and financial resources available do not permit planned communication activities to be achieved. 
  
Section 10: Evaluation 
 
10.1. System of performance indicators developed and validated by the directors of the network.
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: A system of performance indicators was developed for the system and validated by representatives of the steering committee. The indicators developed are complete and relevant (addressing all of the surveillance fields and are measurable) and enable the effective monitoring of surveillance activities.
Score of 2: A system of performance indicators was developed for the system and validated by representatives of the steering committee but minor improvements should be made to expand the list of chosen indicators to enable them to monitor all of the surveillance fields or to improve their relevance or measurability. 
Score of 1: Performance indicators were developed but they are inadequate in nature (numerous important surveillance fields are not covered) and/or substantial improvements are needed regarding their relevance and measurability.
Score of 0: No performance indicators were developed.
  
10.2. Performance indicators regularly measured, interpreted, and disseminated
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The performance indicators developed are measured at predetermined intervals, their results are interpreted by the surveillance management team to implement corrective measures, and these results are circulated and are accessible to all of the surveillance actors.
Score of 2: Performance indicators are measured but minor improvements are needed regarding the frequency of measurement, their interpretation, or circulation.
Score of 1: Performance indicators are measured but major improvements are needed regarding the frequency of measurement (that falls far short of that planned), interpretation of results (possibly no interpretation) or the circulation of results (possibly no circulation or results are inaccessible). 
Score of 0: Performance indicators are never calculated or are no longer calculated.
Not applicable: No performance indicators were developed.
 
10.3. External evaluations carried out
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: The system is regularly evaluated by individuals from outside the system (at least every three or four years) according to a recognized and complete methodology.
Score of 2: The system has been evaluated several times but the frequency needs to be improved and/or the methodology used needs to be slightly expanded.  
Score of 1: The system may have been evaluated but that was long ago AND/OR the method used was very incomplete or not recognized.
Score of 0: No external evaluation of the system has taken place prior to the one underway.
  
10.4. Implementation of corrective measures
  
To score, choose from the following options:
  
Score of 3: All of the corrective measures recommended by external evaluations were implemented on schedule in accordance with the objectives of the surveillance system.
Score of 2: Most of the corrective measures recommended by external evaluations were implemented (at least the most important).
Score of 1: Only some of the corrective measures recommended by external evaluations were implemented (or the least important).
Score of 0: None of the corrective measures recommended by external evaluations were implemented. 
Not applicable: No external evaluation was conducted in the past.

