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1.
Introductions
NC welcomed delegates to CSL.  DK set the scene for the meeting and PWJ clarified the agenda for the two days.

2.
General points
PWJ raised three issues for discussion; website and scientific publications (both to be considered later) and relations with press and other media.  Comment was invited on how Member States deal with the press.  In Catalunya the University and press have an agreement re press releases, TV (?) has links between environment issues and the media.  Italy has problems similar to UK in that aspects of scientific projects and other issues might be taken out of context by the press and so it is important to be careful in what is being communicated to the media, but Italy’s NIH has a new journalist-led office to make better communication with the press in Italy.



Other comments relating to publicity:

· new member states should host a meeting

· VIROBATHE should go on IWA HRWM website

· Write information leaflet in local language for ‘public health/local authority’

· Inform by sending standard description to shellfish regulators, Blue Flag Organisations, each national regulator for bathing waters eg EA in UK

· Identify any other local ‘stakeholder’

· Inform WHO Health & Sanitation – link to website

· Inform & link to EU Bathing Water website (PM should send info)

· Information for other EU countries

· Press contact in each country to be considered but care is needed to present information responsibly

· Timing of these release initiatives should be considered carefully

3.
Presentations
Jan Cortvriend (DG ENVI) presented the background to the revision of the Bathing Water Directive (BWD).  Problems with the current Directive reflect its age, outdated standards and management style, i.e. retrospective compliance does not control real-time risk through pro-active beach management.  Early attempts at revision were outlined and the reasons for non-progression were given.  The  new draft Directive (2002) was explained and issues relating to viruses highlighted; the Council has difficulties with the consideration of a virus parameter (as well as with the 95 percentile concept, acceptance of the level of protection implied by WHO and other indicator/pathogen relations in coastal and fresh waters) though the reasons for these difficulties are unclear.  The characteristics required for new standards were outlined, which included a robust scientific basis, links with epidemiological studies and fast affordable detection methods acceptable to Member States.



Peter Wyn-Jones (UWA) spoke on the background and conception of Virobathe; the essential question was “Is it feasible to consider a viral parameter in any future Directive?”  The outline of the Project was presented in terms of the Description of Work, the organisation of participants and the payments mechanisms.  Clarification was given in respect of minor points of procedure and finance arrangements.



Mogens Gadeberg (EC) presented the role of the Commission and emphasised characteristics of STREP Projects (focus especially on policy and dissemination) and the use of the Description of Work as the ‘bible’ throughout the Project.  He outlined the joint and several liabilities of the parties, the need for early detection and therefore rectification of problems, the routes of communication (participants ((EC always via co-ordinator).  DGENVI could be approached in regard to technical and scientific dissemination.



Martin D’Agostino (CSL) demonstrated the Virobathe website, which is now live.  He emphasised the need for input ideas from all participants.



Jane Sellwood (HPA) outlined WP 1, provision of virus.  The use of HEK293 was proposed for the propagation of adenovirus 2.  The need for a robust quality system was stressed (and agreed by participants).  This will include a quality manual, SOPs in both years of the project, IQC materials and local technical audits, which would offer assistance to laboratories when required.  Safety was also discussed in respect of staff health and training, pathogens handling and transmission of virus between laboratories.



Nigel Cook (CSL) described WP 2, the comparison of detection methods for the target viruses.  He emphasised the need for rigorous controls and described how internal amplification controls (IACs) would be used.



Rosina Girones (UB) discussed WP 3; there were a number of questions, especially on controls for the LightCycler.  External controls are used and these will be genogroup II virus for norovirus, although it will be important to have both GG I and II primer sets available.



Jane Sellwood described the adenovirus infectivity assay (WP 4) after which a number of points were raised including whether the same assay method can be used in evaluation as in surveillance (no, use different techniques as they are for different purposes), whether the selected concentration method might cause inactivation (unlikely), and the ratio of non-infectious:infectious particles as accounting for discrepancies in relative enumeration.  It was pointed out the water is generally positive for adenoviruses by molecular methods but not always by infectivity.  The starting titre of the target viruses was discussed: though it was agreed though absolute virion numbers can never be obtained (especially for norovirus) it was agreed that in considering methods for enumeration account must be taken of the variation in counts and how this will affect the confidence in concentration methods.  It was generally accepted that particle counting was not feasible but that a range of other methods should be considered when deciding on the detection technique.



JS also presented WP 5 (concentration methods evaluation); a discussion followed on different approaches.  Ultrafiltration capital costs are very high and membranes are expensive although they can be reused; Millipore units/membranes are very reliable which is an important point as labs must have reliable kit with easily available backup and spares.   It was decided to discuss this in greater depth in the breakout sessions on 21 Jan.  It was pointed out that concentrates are to be used for two different purposes – detection of infectious virus and detection of target nucleic acid.  The concentration step will therefore need careful thought and planning, molecular labs will have to be brought into the discussion.  The starting volume may have to be different, e.g. should we used 10 litres for infectious virus and 1 litre for PCR detection?  Or concentrate 11 litres and divide the concentrate 1:10 for further processing?  Ten litres concentrated into one PCR reaction may concentrate inhibitors unnecessarily.  This is an overlap area for several WPs and will require close collaboration; suggestions from all WP leaders were invited - and expected.  Discussion moved towards different sample sizes for different purposes, with further discussion in the breakout sessions the following day.



Ana-Marie de Roda Husman (RIVM) outlined the Training Workshop and Multi-Centre Trial (WP 6).  It was suggested that he purpose of the MCT was to demonstrate repeatability and reproducibility of the combined method, but it was recognised that the main purpose was  in fact for all laboratories to achieve confidence and competence in the method and reproducibility should follow this.  Repeatability should have been demonstrated in WP 5.  Discussion focussed further on the possible inclusion of faecal indicator organisms and phage, but it was pointed out that labs are already covered for these analyses, and that this is a virus project with faecal indicator and phage data being a bonus to give stakeholders an idea of the general microbiological quality of the water.  It had been agreed that any phage analysis would focus on somatic coliphage.



Jens Fleischer and Albrecht Wiedenmann described the surveillance work (WP 7).  A decision needs to be taken on the timing of the surveillance since it will need to change from that originally proposed.  It was decided that the Scientific & Technical Management Board (STMB) would make the final decision on the timing, after consultation with all surveillance laboratories.  Laboratories will need to take a minimum of 80 samples during the surveillance but the timing may be relaxed to allow, for instance, double the number taken in any one week.  This would have to be done in accordance with the laboratory's capacity to process the requisite number of samples however.  Discussion also took place on comparison of PCR and infectivity data, and it was acknowledged that there is often little numerical relationship; reasons for this are recognised.  The issue of the starting sample volume was again raised, it was agreed that all laboratories would take the same volumes, and these would be defined during the evaluation phase.  It was pointed out that it may be worth considering a 5-10mL sample as this is what is swallowed by bathers, alternatively we should concentrate 10L because this is defined by the current BWD.



Nigel Cook gave  a brief outline of the statistical approach to data analysis (WP 8).  It was stressed that the statistical criteria need to be in place early.



Peter Wyn-Jones outlined the main objectives for the final WP, the Technology Transfer Workshop.

Friday 21st January

1. A résumé was given of the previous day's discussions.  It was decided that during the sampling phase 10L samples would be taken which would be divided equally for further processing, either for molecular biology or infectivity.  For the former, the use of magnetic silica was suggested.  This was further discussed in the molecular biology breakout group.

2. The group broke into two discussion sub-groups, one to consider molecular biological matters and the other to focus on non-molecular issues such as concentration, sampling, safety, cell culture and quality management.  Reports from these two sub-groups are found as <inception notes js> and <inception notes rg>.

3. The Meeting ended following lunch at about 14.00.
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