C E NOAR O
SERVIZIO SANITARIO REGIONALE agricoltiur ambiente
EMILIA-ROMAGNA E

'Glo}é icoli

( Consorzio 1
D LaMMa

FONDAZIONE
BRUNO KESSLER

A MULTI - MODEL APPROACH TO DESCRIBE THE
CHIKUNGUNYA EPIDEMIC IN ITALY DURING SUMMER 2007

S. Merler', P. Poletti"®, M. Ajelii', R. Vallorani?, G. Messeri?, A. Crisci?, P. Angelini®, M. Carrieri*, R. Bellini*, C. Venturelli®

"Fondazione Bruno Kessler, Trento, ltaly: merler@fbk.eu , paoletti@fbk.eu , ajelli@fbk.eu
2Institute of Blometeorology, National Research Council CNR, Firenze, Italy: valloranl@lamma rete. toscana it messerl@lamma rete.toscana.it
SEmilia-Romagna Region Public Health Servlce Bologna, ltaly : pangelini@regione. emllla romagna.it
“Centro Agricoltura Ambiente "G.Nicoli", Medical & Veterinary Entomology Dept., Crevalcore (BO), ltaly: mcarrieri@caa.it , rbellini@caa.it
SAUSL Cesena, Urban and Health Entomology Dept., Cesena, ltaly : cventurelli@ausl-cesena.emr.it
®Mathematics Department, University of Trento, Italy

AIM OF THE STUDY: investigate the transmission potential of CHIKV in Italy, to provide insight into the possible impact of future outbreaks in
temperate climate regions, and the effectiveness of the interventions performed during the outbreak for the epidemic control.

EPIDEMIC: Chikungunya virus (CHIKV), arthropod-borne virus transmitted to humans by
Aedes mosquitoes (Reiter et al., 2006); VECTOR: Aedes albopictus ;

AN EMILIA ROMAGNA
EPIDEMIC HOTBED: Castiglione di Cervia and Castiglione di Ravenna R e SN
(Emilia Romagna region), 3968 inhabitants in a built-up area of about 70 ha f‘” L (\
CONFIRMED CASES: 161 laboratory confirmed cases (Rezza et al., 2007); -, \/?,,M“ 0 mi
PREVALENCE: estimated 10.2% (Moro et al., 2010), La Reunion Island '05 —'06 epidemic fL\ L"ﬁf:
38.2%(Gerardin et al., 2008) and in Mayotte, Indian Ocean, 37.2%(Sissoko et al., 2008); "’\\
INDEX CASE: foreigner arrived in Italy from India on June 21, recorded on June 23; . i:cw;’pid:‘ ot s
INTERVENTIONS: (Rezza et al,, 2007) started at August 23. Breeding sites removal in the I%I Sp:;:c :::e; :

entire area, eggs removal (1 day), larvicides and adults removal (3 days).
BiTE

(Biometeorological Tiger mosquitoes Estimator)
adapted version of the model described in (Otero et al., 2006)
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MODEL VALIDATION EFFECTIVENESS OF INTERVENTIONS

Cumulative attack rate = symp ic cases / population at the end of epidemic INTERVE’:TIONS BS i Eggs | | Larvicide | Adulticide
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