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Semi-quantitative risk assessment of ASF

virus introduction in outdoor
and non-commercial pig farms
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African Swine Fever (ASF) was reported in wild boars in Italy, in 2022
in Liguria and Piedmont, and in Latium (in wild boars and pigs).
Whitin the framework of a research project, we developed a semi-
guantitative risk assessment to classify pig farms in terms of the
probability of introduction of ASFV.

Methods

We used a modified Failure Mode and Effect Analysis (FMEA) to calculate risk priority codes (RPC), indicating
increasing risk levels ranging from 1 to 5. In the calculation of RPC, we included the importance of biosecurity
measures, as attributed by experts. To consider geographic risk factors, we classified pig farms based on distance

from wooded areas, as a proxy of exposure to wild boars (Fig. 1).
A checklist used in commercial pig farms, was modified and adapted to non-commercial and outdoor farms, as
these farming systems are normally exposed to different risk factors. Field data collection was carried out in

collaboration with public veterinarians.
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Fig. 1 Location and vegetation cover, of 41 outdoor pig farms, visited in Visited pig farms
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with a reduced risk of ASFV introduction. Fig. 2 Geographic locations of visited outdoor pig farms classified by FMEA,

including on farm biosecurity compliance, as well as geographic risk factors.

Conclusions

The changes introduced to the FMEA, originally validated in commercial farms, seems applicable to non-
commercial and outdoor farms. Recommendations to reduce the risk of ASFV introduction in outdoor
and non-commercial pig farms include improving separation from the outside environment by double

fences and early detection and removal of dead or sick animals.



