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Overview

U What is7aenia so/ivand why should
we control 1t?
U Food Chain Risk Analysis
U Aim of model
U Model structure and parameters
U Intervention options

U Future development of this work
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AIm of Assessment

(i Determine the risk of any single /4§
pork meal eaten in Western Kenygs
being infectious wikhso/ium ¥
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People, Animals & their Zoonoses

U Crosssectional surve
Western Kenya
U Multi-species
U Multi-pathogen
U Interdisciplinary,
U Multi-faceted

U 413 comprehensive
homestead surveys

U 207 visited thus far

U 1072 people
(g

U 481 cattle = s
B

U 122 goats —

. B e
U 44 pigs




Slaughter Slab Survey

U 343 pigs sampled

U Marcho September
2010

U Licensed slabs

U 5% prevalence on
lingual palpation

U 55% prevalence @&
using HP10 ELISA &

0 No condemnation ¢
ANY carcass for &
ANY reason during@
survey




Model Structure
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Formal vs Informal Slaughter
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If pig is infected; what is the probability of any one mEaI
being Infectious?
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Is the pork well cooked?
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Model Output;
what is the current state of affairs?

Risk that pork meal is infective after cooking
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Y
Intervention Strategies; Improved Meat Inspectiong
1y

Established policy

Network of meat inspectors
Poor sensitivity (40%)
Conflict of interest

Under funded

Requires enforcement
Condemnation = incentive for presenting c';' |
PIgS

c: c: C: —: - . -






Intervention Strategies; Penside Test

U Lateral flow test based upon HP40 Ag
ELISA

U Se from 33% (single cyst infection) to
90% (multiple cyst infection)

U Cheap
U Quick
U Little training requirement

U Capacity already In place (meat
Inspectors)

U Pig can be treated arut@sented no  fJ4j
need for condemnation /" _

’Np




Intervention Strategies: Penside Test
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Intervention Strategies: Vaccination

U TSol 18 Vaccine
U Very efficacious

0
0
0

Requires increased ca

Difficult to determine u
community

Requires series of 3 Injections

pacity for administra

ptake In rural




P meal
infective =0

P Meal
Infective =0

P meal infective
b4 cooking

Is this pork
meal from a
formally
slaughtered pig?

P meal
infective after
cooking

P Meal

Infective =

0

X no. meals/
yr

P Meal
Infective

P Meal
Infective




. . . A
Intervention Strategies: Health Education

(I 4% reduction in eating infected pork achiev.
In Tanzania ;

2
U Should be part of any intervention campaioges
U Difficult to do well |

U Potential to affect other aspects of transmis
cycle (humagng) |






Risk that pork meal is infective after cooking
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% Infective Pork Meals
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Reduction in Infective Pork Meals with Increasing Vaccine Coverage
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Which way now?

i Butchery survey to improve parameter estimates "

U Economic Analysis of Intervention Options £
U Continue to improve sensitivity of lateral flow test §§
U Training in use of LFT

U Dissemination of test




Summary

U Very high number of infective pigs
slaughtered

U Huge potential for infective meat to
reach consumer

U Several interventions have potential t
reduce this risk

(i Vaccination or exclusion of infective pif§
using new diagnostics most prom|sm ,

U Pen side test is realistic and achleva g










