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= What are the factors contributing
to multiple years of ASF
circulation in countries under
surveillance (persistence)?

= Role of seropositive animals if
virus is not detected since a long
period (how reliable are
surveillance results) ?

= Pathways to substantiate
evidence of absence of ASFV
circulation when PCR detections.



How can we proof that we
are free of virus circulation?

No fade out

Fade out

Screening: “low” effort long time, screen virus circulation
Confirmation: “high” targeted effort & short time,
confirm there is no evidence of presence







= As the exit scenario will be conducted during a period when there are very
few infected pigs which are difficult to detect, and very few virus-positive
carcasses, the time horizon and surveillance effort proposed with an Exit
Strategy must be sustainable under field conditions

= The accuracy of the Exit Strategy approach to demonstrate freedom of
ASFV circulation in a wild boar population is increased with an
increasing number of carcasses being routinely collected and tested.

= The Exit Strategy is most likely to be achieved with a longer monitoring
phase during routine surveillance effort (the Screening Phase) and a
shorter monitoring phase of increased surveillance effort (the
Confirmation Phase).

= Lengthening of the monitoring phase should be reasonably balanced
against an unnecessary prolonged ‘time free’ with only a marginal gain
in performance of the Exit Strategy.



= In general, the inclusion of active surveillance in the Exit Strategy has
very limited impact on the performance compared with a lengthening
the overall monitoring period.

= A declining seroprevalence in sub-adults could indicate the fade-out
of the epidemic and trigger the decision to initiate the Exit Strategy,
however, including this surveillance activity during the Exit Strategy only
marginally improves its performance.

= An Exit Strategy is problematic in the presence of lifelong infectious
carrier animals. That said, it should be emphasised that the existence of
such carriers is speculative, based on current knowledge.



Higher natural mortality that is not caused by ASF or hunting reduces the
probability of finding infected carcasses in an affected area, and therefore reduces
the performance of passive surveillance.

It is rarely possible to accurately determine the date of death of animals on the
basis of skeletal remains.

Depending on the epidemiological situation, if PCR-positive, skeletonised
carcass remains are detected, it is recommended that virus isolation is
performed to verify the viability of the virus.

Animals killed in car accidents should be considered as hunted animals in the Exit
Strategy.

The Exit Strategy recommendations were formulated per 1,000 km?2 and therefore
need to be scaled with the size of the specific region of application. It is expected
that the samples are distributed as evenly as possible in time and space in order
to provide a good representation of the wild boar population of interest.



Persistence of maternal antibodies against ASFV and the duration of the
immunity in survivors;

Long-term transmission of ASFV by wild boar surviving infection (e.g. possible
carriers, virus shedders);

Duration of the infectiveness of the environment contaminated with ASFV,
role of the environment as a source of the infection for wild boar and domestic

pigs;
Role of vectors, mainly arthropods, in mechanic or biologic transmission of ASF
in the EU.

Reduction of ASFV virulence due to long-term exposure (i.e. Sardinia) and
circulation of less virulent strains
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1. EFSA should

= verify the risk factors for ASF introduction and spread that are linked
to the keeping of pigs outdoors.

= evaluate the sustainability of such farming under different
management and risk mitigation measures and

= assess the effectiveness of banning outdoor farming in already affected
or at-risk areas, and the risks linked to possible options for
derogation to prohibition of keeping of pigs outdoors in affected
areas.
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2. EFSA should

= characterize and categorize the keeping of pigs outdoors;
and

= describe the application of biosecurity measures for keeping of
pigs outdoors

= evaluate the effectiveness of these practices in different
environments on mitigating the risk of ASF introduction
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= Kept animals* = animals which are kept by humans; Wild animals* = animals which are not kept animals

= Outdoor pig

= asuid animal (Sus scrofa) that is kept temporarily or permanently outdoors, not necessarily with means to constrain its movements, and with clearly defined
ownership

= including kept wild boar (identified and owned) as well as suid animals kept for non-commercial purposes; excluding hunting pens keeping wild boars in a fenced area
without clear ownership

"REGULATION (EU) 2016/429 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL of 9 March 2016 on transmissible animal diseases and amending and repealing
certain acts in the area of animal health (‘Animal Health Law’) 14




Outdoor pig farms are common and present throughout the EU

No harmonised system to define or categorise different types of pig farms
exists in EU legislation

No harmonised data are currently available at EU level on (type of) outdoor
access, number of outdoor farms, number of pigs per outdoor farm,
commercial/ non-commercial nature or breed of pigs kept

Double fences and single solid fences rate highest in terms of
effectiveness for both outdoor farm types



= There is no specific quantitative information on the effectiveness of on-farm
biosecurity measures to mitigate ASF introduction/spread to/from pigs kept
outdoors.

= The regular implementation of independent and objective on-farm
biosecurity assessments using comprehensive standard protocols will further
reduce the risk of ASF introduction and spread related to outdoor pig farms

= Derogations from the current restriction of outdoor pig farming in ASF-
affected areas can be considered on a case-by-case basis if appropriate
biosecurity measures are implemented

= Kept wild boar populations in MSs should be registered and their biosafety,
particularly regarding fencing, feeding, animal movements among facilities, etc.
should be assessed.

= Specific risk factors/biosecurity breaches leading to outbreaks in backyard
farms should be determined, including collecting information about outdoor
access and BSMs applied in these farms.






EFSA, 2021

« Width of the white zone?

 Distance from core area?

« Wild boar density at the moment of infection?
« Fence?

Latvia e (Czechia

France
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Density Fence No fence
(wild boar/km?)

Initial =2.8 A) B)

Depopulation target = 0.25

Initial =4 C) D)

Depopulation target =0.75

Simulated entry in white zone of France: Failure rate (A) 22%, (B) 46%, (C) 60% and (D) 91%.




White zone applied in the focal introduction context

Tangible, absolute population reduction targets in terms of numbers wild boar per km? in the
white zone after a certain management period should be specified for the white zone
implementation.

The distance at which the border of the white zone is placed to the non-free area needs to
consider the speed of the natural spread of the disease in wild boar. This speed did range at 2.9-
11.7 km per year on average in Eastern EU MS but will be higher in densely populated areas.

The white zone should have a minimum width (i.e. several wild boar home ranges) to prevent
ASF passing through by short infection chains as wild boar-free white zones are unlikely to be
achieved.

The white zone in a focal ASF introduction context needs a reliable fence protection towards the
risk area or silent culling of the population. In the focal context the white zone will always be close
to the risk area and it is therefore needed to perform the pre-emptive measures in the white zone
very quickly.

Before WB culling activities start after a focal ASF introduction, the infected area should be
demarcated by intensive carcass search and fenced afterwards in order to prevent the

dispersal of ASF. -



EFSA, 2022

 Are WZ useful in this specific
context?

 Width of the white zone?

 Distance from core area?

« Wild boar density at the
moment of infection?

* Fence?
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Different wild boar habitat has effect on ASF

spread ¥
Stochastic model set to chose either randomised
simulation landscape OR fixed landscape of the middle

box.
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Reactive white zone Proactive white zone

Lower culling efforts Higher culling efforts
Higher failure rate Lower failure rate
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. White zone (WZ) applied in the context of adjacent affected area with limited wild
boar control

The application of the WZ approach is challenged when the area of incursion is adjacent to a
region where ASFV infections is widespread in wild boar and limited control efforts are applied.

Stringent population reduction measures chosen a priori are key: Initially this will need higher
culling efforts, but will result at the end in a lower total culling effort

The wider a WZ is for a given target population density, the better is the expected control
outcome.

The choice of the distance between the core area and the WZ must respect the velocity of spread
of the infection through the WB population (habitat dependent) and the time anticipated to finalise
the population reduction measures in the WZ (management decision).

Proactive white zone approaches applied adjacent to neighbouring ALC appear to be beneficial
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