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highest risk for being affected by such
viruses. The goal of this study was to survey
a previously unmonitored area & provide
preliminary data for future efforts.
Objectives:
» Estimate the number of breeding events
* Estimate the number of reproductively
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Recommendations

e

Surveillance
* Initiate a regular surveillance protocol
and paradigm that is replicated

=

active adults
* Determine the distribution of breeding
sites

annually during peak breeding season
(June/July)
Public education

* |dentify risk factors

* Increase meetings among Community
* Make management recommendations

programs to promote safe practice and
risk reduction and to encourage the

Legend exchange of knowledge about
AZ Counties emerging threats, best practices, and
Number of Traps Positive for Aedes Aegypti sources Of fu N d | N g
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— Risk management
2.5  Treat livestock troughs with larvicides
6-30 « Clear preventable clutter
31-120 — . .
N ° ~
=~ Ao,z s Empty and clean birdbaths, fountains,
B 2o - 6300 Levvlod plant pots, etc. at least once a week

 Eliminate refuse piles

* Report/repair/maintain faulty irrigation,
eaky pipes, broken sprinklers, etc.
Add Gambusia (mosquito-eating fish)
to personal ponds or pools

Figure 4: Density map of confirmed Aedes aegypti pools in the Gila River Indian Community and surrounding counties. Black stars

Figure 1: Female Aedies aegypti mosquito (yellow represent the relative location of the two confirmed pools detected in this study

fever mosquito). CDC.
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(n=210) or tap
water (n=60); lined
with seed
germination paper
* Left 4-5 days
 Detects presence of
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« Upon collection,
nets were removed
and stored at -80° C
for preservation

 Detects presence of
adult mosquitoes
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Fig. 2: Targeted trapping sites included refuse piles; livestock troughs; stands of
Arundo donax (a common cultivated plant in the Community); irrigation
infrastructure; storm water catchments

Comparison of Trapping Efforts
Total traps set per km? of surveyed built area (i.e. areas with significant
human activity) - traps were not set in areas uninhabited by humans;
Compared to surveillance work by Maricopa County Vector Control




