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Epidemiological cycle of ASF In

Eastern Europe

e & &
TT@(G\ = r—' = &

Legend

® [nfection

{@)| Small feeding

g Local transport

Long-term
meat storage

Infected
carcasses

>< Hunters

& Omithodoros

; International
transport

o Wild boar

Backyard pigs

. Free range pigs

#.0% Pig farms

cl Infected pork



ASF transmission at the interface

A Disposal of contaminated carcasses
and products scavenged upon by wild
boar (very common);

A Direct contacts between domestic
and wild pigs where free range pig
breeding exists (rare and localized);

A Environmental contamination and
mechanical transmission with feed &
other livestock species sharing habitats
with wildlife or humans attending wild
boar habitats (moderately common);

A Hunting wild boar (always highly
selective towards sick animals !) and
delivery of contaminated carcasses to
the households (occurs increasingly
more often)




A shift in the seasonality of ASF in wild
boar after 2010 towards summer

Bimodal in 3 Single peak
2007-2010 after 2010
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Spread of ASF in EE
SUMMARY
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Russian Federation: risk factors
a1 for Europe and beyond

2012 Country heads/km?

In countries where the density of wild boar R ussia O . 08
i= higher than in the Russian Federation, i.e. :
Belarus, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Ukraine Ukraine O 11

(Table 1 and Fig. 7), the epidemiclogical role
of wild boar may differ from what has been

observed so far in the Russian Federation. Belarus O . 28
A higher involvement of wild boar in the :
transmission cycle can be expected, and Estonia O 51

perhaps even a continuous (year-round)
transmission cycle. Although wild boar

comprise only 1.9 percent of the susceptible POIand O . 73
population in the region at risk (Table 1), their

wild and free-living nature makes prevention Lithuania O . 8 4
and control in those populations particularly

challenging.

" Latvia 1.04




What Is population density ?

1. Atcountry level 1 just a convenient

standardized way to compare relative
abundance;

2. At province / district level T compare
relative abundance at sub-national level;

3. Real population density
(epidemiologically relevant) is the
number of animals per unit area of
suitable habitats.

31 Is very variable in time and space and difficult to measure
In a consistent and comparable way between locations



Wild boar population modeling in
the N Eurasia

Population and/or harvest data (2005
2010) on504spatial objects i48

countries
w:h!"”’?%:\ .

3,600,000 post harvest
2-2,500,000 harvested

Resultant polygons were used to +ealculate
average density of wild boar (particularly at the
edges of its distribution range)

Zero population and 3 outliers with
extremely high population density were
removed from the dataset




Tasks, approaches and expected
geospatial products

1. A nichebased deterministic modelin® identify
predictorsexplaining pattern(s) of wild boar
distribution and population density;

2. Developing a geostatistical approaithdisaggregate
wild boar population datafrom admin unitsto 1 or 5
km resolution rasters based on the predictors;

3. Produce a set dine scale geospatial products
describingpatterns of suitability / distribution /

population density of wild boarmon the scale of North
Palearctic.



CLUSPLOT( whdata )

_ Results of wild boar range
= .. classification into 4 niches
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East European (2) & Southern (3) models :
only trends without ATP kriging adjustment

Correct
model 2
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