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Introduction

Due to the fast-spreading nature of foot-and-mouth disease (FMD), early detection is essential to successfully apply
control measures during an outbreak in an FMD-free country.

We have developed a within-herd transmission model where infection can occur via direct contact or through
environmental contamination.

The results of the model can be used to compare methods of detection and determine an effective surveillance
regime for use In a future outbreak.

Environmental sampling methods have been shown to successfully detect FMD virus under field conditions in Nepal,
Cameroon and Nigeria, where FMD Is endemic. This has the potential to speed up detection of suspected cases.
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Fig 4. The median day of detection (top) and proportion
of infection that occurs before detection (bottom) for
different strategies. Red dotted line shows 8 days.
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