
Abstract
Dengue is a major mosquito-borne disease in many tropical

and sub-tropical countries worldwide, with entomological surveil-
lance and control activities as the key management approaches.
This study aimed to explore the spatial dispersal of the vector
Aedes albopictus, captured by the modified sticky ovitrap (MSO)
in residential areas with low-rise buildings in Selangor, Malaysia.
Distribution maps were created and shown as temporally distin-
guished classes based on hotspot analysis by Getis-Ord; spatial

autocorrelation assessed by semivariograms using the exponential
Kernel function; and universal Kriging showing areas with esti-
mated high and low vector densities. Distribution, hotspot and
interpolated maps were analysed based on the total number of
mosquitoes by month and week. All maps in the present study
were generated and visualised in ArcMap. Spatial autocorrelation
of Ae. albopictus based on the monthly occurrence of Ae. albopic-
tus was found in March, April, October, November and December
2018, and when based on the weekly numbers, in weeks 1, 2, 3, 5,
7, 12, 14, 25, 26, 27, 31, 33, 42, 49 and 52. Semivariograms, based
on the monthly and weekly numbers of Ae. albopictus, indicated
spatial autocorrelation of the species extending between 50 and 70
m. The mosquito density maps reported in this study may provide
beneficial information to facilitate implementation of more effi-
cient entomological control activities.

Introduction
Dengue remains endemic in Malaysia. Entomological surveil-

lance and control activities play vital roles in the management of
dengue disease in the country. Aedes aegypti has been acknowl-
edged as the primary vector for dengue worldwide, including in
Malaysia, due to its anthropophilic and endophagic behaviour
(Johari et al., 2019). However, the role of Ae. albopictus as a sec-
ondary vector should not be dismissed as the species has started to
adapt and adjust to urban environments where there are low pop-
ulations of Ae. aegypti (Bagny Beilhe et al., 2012). However, Ae.
albopictus can replace Ae. aegypti and could serve as a competent
transmitter of the dengue virus (Rozilawati et al., 2015).

Without vaccines or specific treatments to cure dengue (Flipse
and Smit, 2015), knowledge of the spatial dispersal and abun-
dance of its vectors is essential (Kamal et al., 2018). In the latest
decade, the spatial dispersal of the dengue vectors has become
more accessible by integrated surveillance and control actions
based on geographical information systems (GIS) and geostatisti-
cal approaches that can capture and analyse spatial and geographic
data (Duncombe et al., 2013). The GIS user can create interactive
queries, store and edit spatial and non-spatial data, analyse spatial
outputs as well as present the results as maps (Wieczorek and
Delmerico, 2009). GIS has been used as an epidemiological tool
to determine the distribution patterns of Aedes mosquitoes and tar-
geted areas for control purposes via the visualisation of the spread
and abundance of vector breeding sites as practiced in dengue-
endemic developing countries, including Thailand (Sithiprasasna
et al., 2004; Tsuda et al., 2006), Mexico (Moreno-Sanchez et al.,
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2006; Lozano-Fuentes et al., 2008) and the Republic of Nicaragua
(Chang et al., 2009). In addition, GIS is commonly used to predict
high-risk dengue transmission zones by estimating the abundance
of infected Aedes mosquitoes in high dengue-incidence areas, such
as Argentina (Carbajo et al., 2001), Bangladesh (Ali et al., 2003),
Peru (Getis et al., 2003) and Thailand (Chansang and Kittayapong,
2007). GIS has also served as a constructive and valuable platform
for public health authorities to initiate efficient dengue surveil-
lance and preventative measures by analysing the spatial and tem-
poral patterns of dengue cases, e.g., as practiced in Australia (Hu
et al., 2012) and China (Li et al., 2012). 

In Malaysia, GIS technology has been applied in local studies
to explore the distribution pattern of vector-borne diseases includ-
ing dengue (Ling et al., 2014; Hazrin et al., 2016; Majid et al.,
2019; Murphy et al., 2020), chikungunya (Azami et al., 2013) and
malaria (Ahmad et al., 2011; Alias et al., 2014; Pahrol et al., 2018).
Several local studies have visualised the spatial distribution of
dengue cases by the use of GIS combined with spatial statistics (Er
et al., 2010; Aziz et al., 2012; Ahmad et al., 2015; Masnita et al.,
2016; Majid et al., 2019). Furthermore, the application of GIS
allows the development of spatial modelling that can predict the
risk of this infection based on environmental, epidemiological and
entomological factors (Aziz, 2011; Hassan et al., 2012; Nazri et
al., 2013; Ahmad et al., 2018). GIS paired with spatial statistical
analysis is also important for monitoring the spatial distribution of
dengue vectors and their potential breeding habitats by generating
mosquito density maps (Aziz et al., 2014; Norzawati et al. 2015).
Although several studies have done such research, they only
focused on cases and larvae index as primary data. To the best of
our knowledge, no studies to date have utilised GIS tools to study
the distribution of adult Aedes mosquitoes in Malaysia. Therefore,
this study aimed to explore the spatial dispersal of captured Ae.
albopictus mosquitoes through the application of a geospatial
approach and a modified sticky ovitrap (MSO), a newly developed

device designed to capture adult female Ae. aegypti and Ae.
albopictus mosquitoes (described below). Since this approach
would be capable of identifying potential high- and low-risk
dengue transmission zones, the study was planned for a residential
area characterized by low-rise buildings to map and explore the
distribution, hotspot occurrence and interpolated density of adult
Ae. albopictus mosquitoes. In certain circumstances, particularly
when the resources are limited, outcomes of the current study
could facilitate the design and development of effective, targeted
vector control strategies. The gravid oviposition sticky (GOS) trap
(Lau et al., 2017; Liew et al., 2019), the light trap recommended
by the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC)
(Rohani et al., 2016) and landing catches by humans (Vythilingam
et al., 2014; Rohani et al., 2016) are commonly used for the
surveillance of adult mosquitoes in this country regardless of
mosquito species. However, information regarding their use for the
control and prevention programmes is still lacking in Malaysia.
This study integrated the use of spatial and geostatistical analysis
tools with a recently developed mosquito trapping device, namely
the MSO that targets adult Ae. aegypti and Ae. albopictus
mosquitoes. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study in
Malaysia to use GIS to identify hotspots and estimate Aedes den-
sity (high and low vector density areas) based on the number of
adult mosquitoes collected.

Materials and methods

Study area 
The surveys took place in Petaling Jaya (101°38’40’’E,

3°05’50’’N), a township city located in Petaling District, Selangor,
Malaysia (Figure 1). Under the jurisdiction of Petaling Jaya City
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Figure 1. Location of the modified sticky ovitrap (MSO) at all eleven study locations in the residential areas in Petaling Jaya, Selangor,
Malaysia.
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Council (MBPJ), the 97.2 km2 large city has a population of half a
million people. Petaling Jaya is one of the wettest cities in the
country, as the city receives an average of more than 3300 mm of
rainfall annually. There is no dry season, but June and July are con-
sidered the driest months (Department of Statistic, 2019). 

Mosquito trapping 
MSO, a device designed to capture adult female Ae. aegypti

and Ae. albopictus mosquitoes, is practical for either long-term or
short-term entomological surveillance. Importantly, it is user-
friendly, relatively cost-effective, does not require electricity or
any specific instruction and exerts minimal negative environmen-
tal impact. Briefly, the trap consists of two plastic containers; the
larger sprayed black and the smaller transparent and with a bottom
net. The larger one has a height of 9 cm and a diameter of 8 cm,
while the corresponding measures of the smaller are 6.5 and 5.5
cm. The latter is lined with sticky paper coated with non-toxic
sticky insect glue and placed inside the larger container. Each trap
was baited with 100 mL of hay infusion water. 

Trap distribution, mosquito collection and surveillance
management 

From March 2018 to February 2019 (52 weeks), 273 MSOs
were distributed over the study area covering 11 collection sites,
namely Site A (39 traps), B (30 traps), C (24 traps), D (32 traps), E
(24 traps), F (29 traps), G (17 traps), H (26 traps), I (17 traps), J
(20 traps) and Site K (15 traps). The general and environmental
characteristics of each collection site are illustrated in Table 1. Of
the 273 MSOs, 250 were placed outside resident houses (on the
porch), 16 at the common playground, 5 at the guard-house and 2
at the community hall. The locations for MSOs instalment were
selected using a spatial grid sampling design suitable for geospatial
analysis purposes and based on few criteria that included permis-
sion by homeowners and the safety of the fieldwork assistants.

A boundary system representing 200-m buffers for each site
was created for each trap location according to the average disper-
sal range of Ae. albopictus in human environmental settings as
reported in previous studies (Honorio et al., 2003; Liew and Curtis,

2004; Maciel-de-Freitas et al., 2006). Meanwhile, Thiessen poly-
gons (Brassel and Reif, 1979) were constructed to produce one
polygon for each trap location by drawing perpendicular lines
through their midpoints. Smaller Thiessen polygons thus appeared
in areas where traps and buffer zones were closer together and
larger ones in areas where they were farther apart. Collection of
adult female Aedes mosquitoes was conducted weekly. During this
fieldwork, all MSOs were collected and replaced with new units
and subsequently transported back to the Vector Ecology
Laboratory, Faculty of Medicine, University of Malaya, Kuala
Lumpur for further processing and identification. Adult Aedes
mosquitoes were extracted from the sticky paper that lined the
inside of the smaller container. Gender and species identification
of each extracted mosquito was done using a stereo microscope
(Olympus BX41, Center Valley, PA, USA). The Ae. aegypti and
Ae. albopictus adults were morphologically distinguished based on
the white-scale pattern observed at the dorsal part of the thorax
(Harwood & James, 1979). Since Ae. albopictus was the predomi-
nant species captured throughout the sampling period, further anal-
ysis focused on this species. Ae. aegypti specimens were excluded
in the analysis due to the small sample number of adults captured
(N=4).

The weekly numbers of captured Ae. albopictus were recorded
at all trap locations (N=273) and georeferenced using hand-held
global positioning system (GPS) devices (GPSMAP®, Garmin
Ltd, Schaffhausen, Switzerland) and all data transferred into a
Microsoft Excel sheet (Microsoft, Redmond, WA, USA). Using
the World Geodetic System (WGS 1984) as its reference coordi-
nate system, with x-longitudes (east-west) and y-latitudes (north-
south). the GPS system allows geographic positions to be
expressed anywhere on the globe. Prior to construction of distribu-
tion, hotspot and interpolated density maps, all databases (i.e. data
attributes) were established and processed in ArcGIS version
10.4.1 (ESRI, West Redlands, CA, USA). The attributes, including
total, monthly and weekly numbers of all Ae. albopictus captured
by each trap, were recorded in the database for further analysis.
Figure 2 summarises the conceptual framework of this study.
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Table 1. General and environmental characteristics of each collection site.

Site      General characteristics                                                                             Environmental characteristics

A               Double story terraced houses, bungalows, playground, shops and community hall        Moderate vegetation, trees and shrubs, clean environment but clos
                                                                                                                                                                               to construction sites
B              Double story terraced houses, bungalows, shops and playground                                      High vegetation, trees and shrubs, clean environment but close
                                                                                                                                                                               to construction sites
C              Double story terraced houses, school and playground                                                           Moderate vegetation, trees and shrubs, clean environment but
                                                                                                                                                                               close to construction sites
D              Double story terraced houses, playground and school                                                           High vegetation, trees and shrubs, clean environment
E              Double story terraced houses, bungalows and playground                                                    Moderate vegetation, trees and shrubs, clean environment
F               Double story terraced houses, playground and shops                                                            Low vegetations area of trees and shrubs, with a clean 
                                                                                                                                                                               environment close to construction sites.
G              Double story terraced houses, community hall, playground and shops                              Low vegetation, trees and shrubs, clean environment
H              Double story terraced houses, playground and shops                                                            High vegetation, trees and shrubs, unclean environment
I                Double story terraced houses, bungalows, school and playground                                     Moderate vegetation, trees and shrubs, clean environment but close
                                                                                                                                                                               to construction sites
J               Double story terraced houses, playground and shops                                                            High vegetation, trees and shrubs, clean environment but close
                to construction sites
K              Double story terraced houses, playground and shops                                                            Moderate vegetation, trees and shrubs, clean environment
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Development of distribution maps
Distribution maps were created based on the total, monthly and

weekly numbers of Ae. albopictus captured. For the total count,
five classes with different colours were generated to differentiate
between absence (0) of mosquitoes captured and low (1-25), medi-
um (26-50), high (51-75) and very high (76-143) numbers. For the
monthly and weekly capture maps, three classes with established,
with white colour representing absence (0), blue medium (1-5) and
red a high number (>5) of mosquitoes captured.

Hotspot analysis
Hotspot analysis was performed to identify the location of

hotspots and cold spots by aggregating points of occurrence into
the polygons created. In this study, detection of significant
hotspots (traps) was performed using the General G function
(Getis-Ord) in the mapping cluster option in ArcMap. The data
consisted of the total, monthly, and weekly numbers of Ae.
albopictus captured. This analysis was done to identify statistically
significant spatial clusters of high values (hotspot) and low values
(coldspot) within the context of neighbouring features in the
dataset. To be termed a significant hotspot, a feature with high
value must be surrounded by other features with equally high val-
ues (Ord and Getis, 1995). 

Inverse Distance, defined as a neighbouring feature with a sig-
nificant influence on the computations for a particular target com-
pared to faraway features (Ord and Getis, 1995), was selected to
conceptualise the spatial relationship. Additionally, Euclidean dis-
tance, defined as the shortest (i.e. straight-line) distance between
two points, was selected for the distance method. The Z-score and
P-value (probability) for each feature in the dataset determine the
statistical significance. A high Z-score with a low P-value for a fea-
ture indicates a significant hotspot, while a low, negative Z-score
with a low P-value indicates a significant coldspot. A Z-score close
to 0 indicates random dispersion, while the higher (or lower) the Z-
score is, the more intense the clustering (Ord and Getis, 1995).
Only features of the dataset with a 99% confidence level (CL) (P-
value <0.01) were selected and labelled according to the number of
traps deployed in the respective sampling sites. 

Spatial autocorrelation and interpolation
Spatial autocorrelation was assessed by generating semivari-

ograms using the exponential Kernel function with the geostatisti-
cal wizard in ArcMap. The semivariograms were created based on
the Ae. albopictus population obtained at each trap and the total,
monthly and weekly mosquito numbers. 

Spatial interpolation methods are useful when the variable of
interest such as mosquito density is spatially continuous but only
can be measured at selected sites, such as a trap (Lam, 2013).
Kriging, a robust spatial interpolation technique (Oliver and
Webster, 1990) makes predictions derived from values measured
(i.e. Ae. albopictus density in the MSOs) and distance to the pre-
dicted locations, while the spatial autocorrelation can be modelled
based on of semivariogram covariance parameters (Pfeiffer et al.,
2008). Since it accommodates mean trends (i.e. large variation in
the mean values in different geographical areas), universal kriging
(Zimmerman et al., 1999) was selected to estimate the number of
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Figure 2. Conceptual framework of the GIS methodology.
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Table 2. Summary of the monthly Ae. albopictus capture records.

Month                                   Comparison of trap contents
                                    High (>5)         Low (1-5)                None (0)

1 (March 2018)                           19                            131                                   123
2 (April 2018)                              26                            123                                   124
3 (May 2018)                                45                            118                                   110
4 (June 2018)                              33                            122                                   118
5 (July 2018)                                21                            125                                   127
6 (August 2018)                           13                            125                                   135
7 (September 2018)                   9                              82                                    182
8 (October 2018)                        19                             87                                    167
9 (November 2018)                    20                             80                                    173
10 (December 2018)                 21                             86                                    166
11 (January 2019)                        8                              68                                    197
12 (February 2019)                     4                              60                                    209
Total                                              238                          1207                                 1831
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mosquitoes at unsampled locations throughout the sampling sites
considering the number of mosquitoes in nearby trap locations. 

The total, monthly and weekly numbers of captured Ae.
albopictus mosquitoes were counted and interpolated with respect
to the 200-m radius buffers at each site. The interpolated areas dis-
tinguished between high-vector density areas of Ae. albopictus
(red areas in the figures) and low-vector density ones (blue areas).
All interpolated maps were generated and visualised in ArcMap. 

Results

Ae. albopictus distribution maps
Overall, only 4 traps recorded a very high number of captured

Ae. albopictus mosquitoes followed by 15, 43 and 200 traps with
high, medium and low numbers, respectively. Only 11 traps did not
record any mosquitoes at all (Figure 3). The monthly results with
high numbers of mosquitoes captured were the following: 45 traps
in May 2018, 33 in June 2018, 26 in April 2018, 21 in July and
December 2018, while the least number of traps (N=4) with high
Ae. albopictus numbers was recorded in February 2019. These
results are summarised in Table 2 with the figures presented in
Annex I.

The weekly records showed that week 14 had the highest num-
ber of traps capturing high numbers of Ae. albopictus (N=16), fol-
lowed by week 11 (N=6), week 12 and week 38 (each N=5) and
week 3, week 10 and week 13 with 4 traps each. For more than a
third of the year (19 weeks), only low numbers of Ae. albopictus
were captured. The tabulated and figurative details of this weekly
analysis are presented in Annex II.

Ae. albopictus hotspots
Seven Ae. albopictus hotspots, 3 in site H, 2 in site G and 1

each in sites B and D, were identified between March 2018 and
February 2019 with none identified in the other sites during this
time (Figure 4A). Site H recorded the highest number of hotspots
(N=39) followed by 19 in site D and 11 in site G, while both sites
E and J recorded the lowest number with 3 each. Overall, however,

110 hotspots were recorded over the year under study as shown in
Figure 4B. June 2018 showed the highest number (N=14), fol-
lowed by 11 in December 2018, 10 in May 2018 and 9 in July
2018, August 2018, September 2018 and January 2019, while
November 2018 recorded the lowest number of hotspots (N=7).
Table 3 summarizes these results.

                                                                                                                                Article

Figure 3. Distribution map Ae. albopictus presence in Petaling
Jaya, Selangor based on the contents of 273 modified sticky ovi-
traps (MSOs) distributed over the study area.

Table 3. Summary of the monthly Ae. albopictus hotspots among the eleven study sites 

Month                                                                        Number of Ae. albopictus hotspots                                                                       Total
                           A               B                C                D              E               F               G                H              I               J             K                

1 (Mar-18)                0                    1                      0                     3                   0                    0                     1                      1                   0                   2                 0                    8
2 (Apr-18)                 0                    1                      0                     1                   1                    1                     2                      2                   0                   0                 0                    8
3 (May-18)                2                    2                      0                     1                   1                    0                     1                      1                   1                   1                 0                   10
4 (June-18)              0                    3                      1                     2                   1                    1                     2                      2                   1                   0                 1                   14
5 (July-18)                1                    0                      0                     1                   0                    0                     1                      3                   1                   0                 2                    9
6 (Aug-18)                0                    1                      0                     3                   0                    1                     0                      3                   1                   0                 0                    9
7 (Sep-18)                0                    0                      0                     1                   0                    0                     0                      7                   0                   0                 1                    9
8 (Oct-18)                0                    0                      1                     1                   0                    0                     1                      5                   0                   0                 0                    8
9 (Nov-18)                1                    0                      1                     2                   0                    1                     0                      2                   0                   0                 0                    7
10 (Dec-18)              0                    0                      3                     2                   0                    0                     2                      3                   0                   0                 1                   11
11 (Jan-19)               0                    0                      1                     1                   0                    0                     1                      5                   0                   0                 1                    9
12 (Feb-18)              0                    0                      1                     1                   0                    0                     0                      5                   0                   0                 1                    8
Total                           4                    8                      8                    19                  3                    4                    11                    39                  4                   3                 7                  110
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Figure 4. A) Ae. albopictus hotspot map based on the contents of 273 modified sticky ovitrap (MSO) sites; B) the monthly Ae. albopic-
tus hotspot distribution from March 2018 to February 2019.

A

B
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Based on the weekly records, 487 Ae. albopictus hotspots were
recorded over the year investigated. Week 52 recorded the highest
number of hotspots with 20, followed by 16 in week 43, 15 in week
41 and 14 in both weeks 5 and 14, with the lowest number (N=4)
recorded in weeks 8 and 50. Site H recorded the highest number of
hotspots (N=104) followed by 93 in site D, 62 in site G and 51 in
site B, while site F recorded the lowest (N=11). The detailed
results are presented in Annex III.

Spatial autocorrelation 
In general, there seemed to be no spatial autocorrelation based

on the total number of Ae. albopictus mosquitoes during the study
year from March 2018 to February 2019 (Figure 5A). However,
when the data were classified into time periods (Figure 5B), the
first, second, eighth, ninth and tenth study months stand out. These
semivariograms indicated that the number of mosquitoes at any
given MSO location was autocorrelated with that of other MSOs
within a radius of 50 to 70 m. In relation to the weekly number of
Ae. albopictus captured, spatial autocorrelation was reported for 15
different weeks. Semivariograms generated for these weeks
showed a spatial autocorrelation similar to the 50 to 70 m seen in
the monthly data. The details are presented in Annex IV.

Vector density by spatial interpolation 
The overall results for the study year showed low Ae. albopic-

tus densities (Figure 6). However, the densities were high in site G
(northern, north-western and western areas) and site H (northern,
central, southern, south-western and south-eastern areas) and at
some degree also in site D (in the centre of the study area). With
respect to the monthly results, May 2018 recorded the highest
number of sites with high vector density areas (N=9) followed by
8 in both August 2018 and February 2019 and 7 in March 2018 and
June 2018, while October 2018 recorded the lowest number (N=3).
Site H had high vector density areas in all months, while low vec-
tor density areas in all sites were found in April 2018, May 2018,
June 2018, August 2018, September 2018, November 2018 and
January 2019. These results are summarised in Table 4 with the
figures presented in Annex V. At the weekly level, week 30 record-
ed the highest number of sites with high vector density areas

(N=10). Site H showed high vector density areas for all weeks
except weeks 23 and 52, while low vector densities in all sites were
recorded for 34 out of the 52 weeks. The tabulated, weekly analy-
sis details are presented in the Annex VI.

Discussion
The identification of hotspot areas is an important step in opti-

mizing resources for the surveillance of the vector. Intervention
activities such as larval/pupal inspection and elimination of poten-
tial breeding habitats can be done regularly, which may provide
better results in reducing mosquito populations rather than through
the traditional approach of control strategies for the whole area
(Pessanha et al., 2012). For example, identification of the strongest
and most consistent Ae. albopictus hotspot among many others
would facilitate the decision by the health authorities on which site
to focus interventions rather than covering a large area, thereby
avoiding shortfall in supplies and staff. Previous studies have high-
lighted the importance of hotspot analysis especially in the assess-
ment of dengue incidence by mapping the patterns, e.g., hotspot
analysis has been used in Brazil to identify spatial clusters associ-
ated with a high risk of dengue and high numbers of Ae. aegypti
eggs (Pessanha et al., 2012). In a local study conducted by Aziz et
al (2014), this approach was utilised to visualise the density of
mosquitoes and hotspots based on the highest Breteau Index, there-
by providing beneficial information to the local health authorities
for reducing and eradicating the mosquito distribution in high-rise
apartment buildings (Focks, 2003). In a neighbouring country,
such as Thailand, hotspot detection has also been applied to iden-
tify hotspots based on the number of dengue cases associated with
high morbidity rates (Jeefoo et al., 2011). 

While Duncombe et al. (2013) reported radii up to 100 m of spa-
tial autocorrelation for Ae. aegypti and Ae. albopictus mosquitoes
caught by traditional sticky ovitraps, we found shorter distances
(approximately 50 to 70 m) based on 5 monthly observations or 15
weekly ones. This information is potentially useful for vector
surveillance because it confirmed that the MSOs should be deployed

Table 4. The tabulated, monthly variation of Ae. albopictus density among the eleven sites.

Month                                     High-density areas                                                                        Low-density areas
                              A       B      C      D       E        F      G      H       I      J        K                A     B      C      D      E      F      G      H       I        J     K

1 (Mar-18)                   X         √        X        √         √           X        √        √         √       √           X                     √       X        √        √        √        √        X        √        √         √       √
2 (Apr-18)                    X          X        X        √         √           X        √        √         X       X           X                     √       √        √        √        √        √        √        √        √         √       √
3 (May-18)                   √         √        X        √         √          √        √        √         √       √           X                     √       √        √        √        √        √        √        √        √         √       √
4 (June-18)                 √         √        X        X         √           X        √        √         √       √           X                     √       √        √        √        √        √        √        √        √         √       √
5 (July-18)                   √         X        X        √         √           X        X        √         √       X           √                     √       √        √        X         √        √        √         X         √         √       √
6 (Aug-18)                    X         √        √        √         X           √        X        √         √       √          √                     √       √        √        √        √        √        √        √        √         √       √
7 (Sep-18)                   X         √        X        X         X           X        X        √         X       √          √                     √       √        √        √        √        √        √        √        √         √       √
8 (Oct-18)                    X          X        √        X         X           X        √        √         X       X           X                     √       √        √        X         √        √        √         X         √         √       √
9 (Nov-18)                   X          X        √        √         X           X        √        √         X       X           X                     √       √        √        √        √        √        √        √        √         √       √
10 (Dec-18)                 X          X        √        √         √           X        √        √         X       X           X                     √       √        √        X         √        √        √        √        √         √       √
11 (Jan-19)                  X         √        √        √         X           X        √        √         X       √          √                     √       √        √        √        √        √        √        √        √         √       √
12 (Feb-19)                 X         √        √        √         √           X        √        √         X       √          √                     X        X        X        X         X         X        X         X         X         X       X
√= Yes and X = No with respect to vector density.
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A

B

Figure 5. A) Ae. albopictus semivar-
iogram based on the total number
of mosquitoes caught during the
study year; B) Semivariograms of
Ae. albopictus of the monthly dis-
tribution.
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at least 50 m apart to provide comprehensive surveillance coverage.
Interpolated vector density maps showed high densities of Ae.

albopictus mosquitoes were predominant in site H from the first
until the twelfth month, but such areas were also reported in other
sites throughout the surveillance period. The spatial differences of
high and low Ae. albopictus densities seen in 11 sites could be
influenced by geographical characteristics such as vegetation, gen-
eral sanitation and degree of cleanliness of each household, as well
as the oviposition behaviour of the mosquito species as shown by
Duncombe et al. (2013). As mentioned previously, interpolated
mosquito maps showing high densities of Ae. albopictus
mosquitoes in certain sites can be used to advocate for better
resources and improve targeting of prevention activities.
Prevention and control programmes at the household level can be
conducted by public health workers with the involvement of the
community especially the household residents (Arunachalam et
al., 2010). Since the interpolated maps generated by universal krig-
ing can also be used to identify areas with low densities of Ae.
albopictus, valuable resources may be released from these sites
and utilised in areas with high densities of the species. In addition,
universal kriging is widely used by international researchers in
spatial statistical studies of other mosquito species, e.g., it has been
used to estimate the numbers of Ochlerotatus vigilax,
Coquillettidia linealis, Oc. notoscriptus and Cx. annulirostris at
unsampled locations caught using the CDC light traps in Australia

(Ryan et al., 2004). Since those traps were placed in larger study
sites, i.e. with distances of 0-1.5 km, 1.5-3 km, 3-4.5 km and 4.5-
6 km, determination of spatial autocorrelation was best for only
one species (Oc. vigilax) and the distance was 0-1.5 km. In fact,
Oc. vigilax is commonly recognized as the vector for the Ross
River (RR) and the Barmah Forest (BF) viruses in Australia
(Russell and Dwyer, 2000). 

Although geostatistical tools in combating vector borne diseases
such as dengue are currently underutilised in Malaysia, the findings
of this study suggest that the development of a spatial decision sup-
port system (SDSS) should be considered by relevant authorities for
the prevention and control programs for most common mosquito-
borne diseases such as dengue, malaria, chikungunya and other
arbovirus diseases. SDDS has been previously established in the U.
S. (Eisen and Eisen, 2011) and Vanuatu Island (Kelly et al., 2012).
Vazquez Prokopec et al. (2010) reported that SDSS could improve
the speed, accuracy, and efficiency of indoor residual spraying by
controlling and limiting the transmission of dengue virus in
Australia. In addition, Kelly et al. (2011) described a GIS-based
SDSS that could empower and support focal indoor residual spray-
ing (IRS) operations as part of a scaled-up campaign to progressive-
ly eliminate malaria in Vanuatu Island and Solomon Island. 

Conclusions
This study demonstrated the utilisation of GIS and geostatisti-

cal methods in determining the spatial dispersal of the dengue vec-
tor Ae. albopictus mosquitoes captured by MSOs, a newly devel-
oped mosquito trapping device, in residential areas with low-rise
buildings. The results of the study could assist health authorities in
enhancing their current approach of vector control programmes by
performing more targeted residual spraying of Ae. albopictus rest-
ing sites, especially in high-density areas of the species and where
hotspots have been found. In addition, house-to-house inspection
and larviciding activities can be done regularly by health personnel
with community participation, especially where residents know
that they live in Ae. albopictus high-density areas with high num-
bers of hotspots. Furthermore, training residents or volunteer
workers with respect to technical skills and capability to supervise
the prevention and control activities in the absence of health per-
sonnel should be a useful adjunct. 
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