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Total eradication of a shared infectious agent is almost impossible if a wildlife 
host is able to serve as a natural reservoir of the pathogen. In the last decades, 
difficulties in the eradication of shared diseases such as classical swine fever 
and bovine tuberculosis have prompted a growing interest in disease control in 
wildlife reservoirs. The control of diseases shared between livestock and 
wildlife requires the development of strategies that reduce pathogen 
transmission between wildlife and domestic animals. This review includes a 
concise update on the status of several significant diseases shared with 
European wildlife, and on current knowledge on the role of wildlife in infection 
maintenance. The main content of this review is a description of the options 
available for wildlife disease control, from preventive measures to vaccination 
and culling. This includes a critical review of techniques currently applied and a 
forecast on wildlife disease control in the coming decade. Pathology is a key 
tool in the wildlife disease field and contributes significantly to active and 
passive surveillance and to the assessment of the efficacy of disease control 
actions. The first requisite for any disease control in wildlife is establishing a 
proper monitoring scheme. Monitoring is needed to identify changes in disease 
occurrence and to measure the impact of intervention. Once such a scheme is 
set up, actions towards disease control can be critically assessed. Disease 
control in wildlife reservoir hosts can eventually be achieved by different 
means, including (1) the improvement of biosafety and hygiene, (2) population 
control through random or selective culling or through habitat management, 
and (3) vaccination. Ideally, tools from all three fields should be combined in an 
integrated control strategy. Regarding the improvement of biosafety and 
hygiene, actions can range from (i) dispersing the available water points and 
replacing feeding sites on the ground by selective feeders which are not 
accessible to certain species; to (ii) the proper removal of harvested animals 
(including viscera) to limit potential infection spread by mammals; and (iii) 
improving farm biosafety. Any practice to segregate wildlife and livestock from 
common resources such as waterholes or feed may prove beneficial, for 
example by setting up wildlife or livestock selective enclosures. However, more 
observational and experimental research is needed in all these fields; none of 
these actions has been scientifically assessed regarding its actual contribution 
to disease control. In overabundant game populations, methods for controlling 
overabundance should be used before testing other, more costly means. 



However, hunting has limitations in its ability to control wildlife populations, 
for instance in protected areas or urban habitats, and the effects of culling are 
only temporary if population control is not sustained over time. Moreover, 
culling is not a single tool but rather one of several elements of an integrated 
disease control strategy, likely based on vaccination. Again, more observational 
and experimental research on random and on selective culling is needed. Also, 
research on alternative means of limiting wildlife numbers, such as 
immunocontraception, or feeding bans, is needed. In this context, wildlife 
vaccination to reduce infection prevalence emerges as a valuable alternative or 
complementary tool in disease control. The best option to reach wildlife 
populations over a wide geographical area would be the delivery of the vaccine 
via oral baits. Disease control through vaccination of wildlife reservoirs may 
potentially have advantages over other approaches. As opposed to culling, 
vaccination is a nondestructive and sustainable method of controlling disease 
in wildlife that may be more acceptable to the public. 


