
• Process used to identify priority species 
for AI sampling in 2006







Prioritization

• The question is how to reduce this list of 
about 500 down to something slightly 
more manageable?

• Who out there has it that will bring it here?

• We are applying opinions in attempt to 
calculate the relative odds that a given 
species will be the culprit.

• We are gambling here and we all know 
how often gambling pays off



Status in Alaska

• Resident

• Migrant

– Breeder

– Visitant



Frequency

• Abundant

• Common

• Fairly common

• Uncommon

• Rare

• Casual

• Accidental



Primary carriers

• We are tasked with testing for H5N1 in 
species carrying the virus to Alaska in 
2006. 

• At this point we are not considering spread 
of the virus among species if/when it 
becomes present.



Asymptomatic Carriers

• We are testing for carrier birds with no 
outward signs of the virus.

– Previous outbreaks have been identified from 

large die-offs

– Other aspects of the AI monitoring program 

are focused on sampling for, and from, die-off 

events



Unknowns

• Proportions of populations that might be 
active carriers

• How long carrier birds will actively shed 
the virus

• Seasonality of virus shedding

• Age effects on virus exposure



Direct Contact

• Direct contact from known areas of 
exposure during winter 2005-2006

• Indirect contact, represents expansion of 
distribution in summer 2006. 



Winter migrants



Fall migrants



Brant

Breeding
May-Aug

Nonbreeding
Oct-Apr

~134,000

birds

~50,000 

birds

~5,000 birds

Black Brant
Atlantic Brant



Customs inspection for migratory 

birds

• What we need to know is where individual 
birds have been (i.e., coming from), who 
they have been associated with, and 
where they are going to…

• Perhaps former governor of Alaska Wally 
Hickel was right when he said…”you cant 
just let nature run wild”



Scoring Criteria

• Proportion of population occurring in Asia

• Contact with a known hotspot

• Habitat used in context of likelihood of 
exposure

• Population size occurring in Alaska in 
2006

• Can we obtain a representative sample



Proportion of population in Asia

• Prior to occurring in Alaska (in 2006)

• Scored from 1-5, where 5=100%

– Wintering

– Migrating/staging

• Does not consider where in Asia



Contact with known area of 

exposure

• Does the population determined to be in 
Asia (previous factor) occur in areas 
where H5N1 is known to occur?

• We fully accept that scoring of this factor is 
under a constant flux as new areas of 
exposure continue to be identified.

• Scored as a 1 or 2



Habitat used

• Here we are thinking of general habitats used in 
conjunction with likelihood of exposure
– Loons at sea
– Dabbling ducks foraging in farm fields

– Gulls scavenging at landfills or on carcasses

• Again, scoring on this factor may change as we 
learn more about this particular virus.
– Environmental exposure.

• Scored as 1 = offshore marine
2 = Estuary
3 = Terrestrial
4 = Freshwater



Population size in Alaska

• Here we are purely thinking in terms of the odds 

of exposure.  

– More birds, more likely that one or more may have 

been in contact with the virus.

• This is primarily where we exclude rare and 

accidental species

– Rare, Casual or Accidental species

• Overly difficult to sample

• Scored as 1-4 on a log10 scale: 1,000, 10,000, 

100,000, 1,000,000



Sampling Reality

• Odds of obtaining a representative sample

• Not a random sample, but a representative 
sample.
– Sub-population structure

• Cluster sampling?

– Sample size and distribution

• Logistics
– Access (can we even get to places where they 

concentrate)

– Capture (can we catch them)

• Scored as 1 = no, 2 = maybe, 3 = yes.





Total Score

• Weighting of various criteria

• Criteria are already weighted by range of 
values

• Scores calculated as the sum of each 
factor

• Weights may change as we learn more 
about the characteristics of this particular 
virus



Criticisms 

• These ranking criteria represent one 
groups opinions, we accept that others 
may disagree with factors, actual scorings 
or methods of calculating final scores

• We propose that these scoring be revisited 
at the end of this year including all 
available new information.

• Thus, this represents a continuing work in 
progress.



Finally,

• Thoughts?

• Ideas?

• Suggestions?

• Realize that if you offer a significant suggestion 

you are functionally volunteering to serve on the 

committee that revises these criteria

• Criticize, and you end up chairing the committee


