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Abstract

Background. Rift Valley fever (RVF) is an emerging, zoonotic, arboviral haemorrhagic fever
threatening livestock and humans mainly in Africa. In the absence of a human vaccine,
estimating the transmission potential of RVF virus from livestock to humans is key to
assessing the impact of livestock disease control measures on preventing human disease.
Methods. We combined a unique RVF dataset, with livestock and human surveillance data of
the 2018-2019 RVF epidemic in Mayotte, and used them in a mathematical model. Using
Bayesian inference, we quantified the transmission amongst livestock and spillover to
humans, and we assessed the impact of livestock vaccination on reducing human disease risk.
Findings. Vaccination scenarios indicate that early livestock vaccination (December 2018)
would have reduced the human epidemic size by a third, whilst vaccinating one month later
required using 50 % more vaccine doses for a similar impact. In addition, the likelihood of
virus re-emergence in the next rainy season (2019-2020) was estimated very low, with 55-8 %
(90 Credible Interval [27-1-59-5]) of the livestock population being immune in August 2019.
Interpretation. Human and livestock health surveillance, early detection, and timely
vaccination in livestock are crucial to reducing disease risk in humans. We present the first
study quantifying RVF virus spillover using livestock and human data, and use this
quantitative information to inform on the impact of potential control programmes. This
demonstrates the value of a One Health approach to surveillance and control of this emerging
infectious disease. Funding. ARS Océan Indien, EAFRD, RITA Mayotte, VEEPED,

Wellcome.
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Introduction

Controlling zoonotic and vector-borne infections is complex, and requires getting an accurate
understanding of pathogen transmission within animal populations, and pathogen spillover to
humans, whilst accounting for environmental factors impacting on vectors.'? Rift Valley fever
(RVF) is an emerging zoonotic arbovirosis and an haemorrhagic fever that is threatening
animal and human health, mainly in Africa.’ Livestock (cattle, sheep and goats) are RVF virus
amplifying hosts, aquiring infection through the bites of infectious mosquitoes (mainly Aedes
spp. and Culex spp.).* Humans aquire infection by direct contact with infectious animal tissues
(upon abortions or animal slaughter), although vector transmission may also play a role.*”
Since 2015, RVF has been listed as a priority emerging disease by the WHO R&D Blueprint®
and is today of global health concern,” particularly as it has significantly expanded its
geographical range over recent decades.” Current disease control options for reducing disease
risk in humans heavily rely on controlling virus transmission in animal populations. The
impact of disease control measures in livestock on reducing RVF risk in humans has not yet
been assessed, and doing so requires estimating key transmission parameters between
livestock and from livestock to humans; using animal and human epidemiological data.

Mayotte, an island located in the South Western Indian Ocean region, reported a RVF
epidemic in 2007-2008.% In a previous paper, we used longitudinal livestock seroprevalence
data to model RVF virus emergence in the livestock population, and we estimated that the
likelihood of re-emergence was very low in a closed ecosystem (i.e. without the import of
infectious animals). However, a few imported infectious animals would be sufficient to
trigger another large epidemic, especially if neighbouring countries were affected and levels
of herd immunity had declined due to livestock population turnover.” About ten years later, in
2018, RVF outbreaks were reported in several East African countries (e.g. Kenya, South

Sudan, Uganda, Rwanda).'™!" In Mayotte, between November 2018 and August 2019, a total
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of 143 human cases (RVF virus RT-PCR confirmed) were reported (figure 1). The Veterinary
Services of Mayotte, the regional health authorities (Agence de Santé Océan Indien) and the
French Public Health Agency (Sant¢ Publique France) did further epidemiological
investigations to track the level of virus transmission in the animal population and study the
possible route of human exposure to RVF virus. These investigations produced a uniquely
well documented RVF epidemic, with both human and livestock datasets, including incidence
and prevalence data.

We present these data and use them to extend the mathematical model previously developed
to study RVF virus transmission in the livestock population in Mayotte,” by explicitly
modelling the human population. We fit this new mathematical model to both livestock and
human epidemiological datasets from the 2018-2019 epidemic, allowing for the first time (i)
to estimate the probability of RVF virus transmission to humans (virus spillover), (ii) to
estimate the likelihood of another epidemic, and (iii) to assess the impact of different

vaccination strategies in livestock on the disease risk reduction in humans.

Methods

Data: the course of the epidemic in both humans and livestock

The first human case, defined as a patient showing dengue-like symptoms and testing positive
to RVF virus RT-PCR'? was reported at the end of November 2018. The number of reported
cases rose quickly after the start of the rainy season (figure 1). The epidemic peaked around
week 7 of 2019 (February 11-17, 2019), with 18 confirmed cases. Between November 2018
and August 2019, a total of 143 confirmed RVF human cases were reported. From these 143
human cases, 127 were investigated and 16 were lost to follow-up. All investigated cases
were indigenous, most of them were male (male/female ratio=3), with a median age of 41

years-old [age range : 4-75] (13% were under 20, 80% were between 20 and 65 years-old, and
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7% were over 65). About two-third of investigated cases (68%, n=86) reported having regular
direct contact with livestock, whilst 32% (n= 41) reported no previous contact with animals.
Symptoms were available for 98 cases, including fever, headache, arthralgia, asthenia,
myalgia, nausea and vomiting, and retro-orbital pain. In addition, between July 2018 and June
2019, a total of 1169 livestock sera, collected as part as the annual surveillance campaign,
were tested against RVF IgG (ID Screen RVF Competition ELISA, IDVet, Grabels, France).
RVF IgG antibodies can be detected in infected animals from about a week post-infection,
and up to several years.* Date of birth was available for 493 of these sampled animals, and to
follow the emergence of the virus in the livestock population, we plotted quarterly age-
stratified RVF IgG prevalence for the period July 2018 to June 2019 (figure 2A-D). In the
third quarter of 2018 (July - September 2018), that is before the report of the first human case,
the oldest animals were seropositive (figure 2A) probably from the previous epidemic.’ The
IgG prevalence increased in all age groups during the first quarter (January-March 2019,
figure 2C) and second quarter (April-June 2019, figure 2D) of 2019, coincident with the

reported cases in humans.

Moreover, sera from illegally imported livestock seized by the Veterinary Services between
June and August 2018 tested positive to RVF IgM (indicative of recent infections) (table 1).
Finally, ongoing phylogenetic analyses on human-derived samples suggest that the
incriminated RVF virus lineage may belong to the Kenya-2 clade, and is closely related to the

strains from recent outbreaks in Eastern Africa (Cardinale, pers comm).

Model assumptions

We used these human and livestock data to develop our mathematical model. The study
period ranged from the first week of July 2018 (week 27, July 2nd-9th) until the first week of

August 2019 (week 31, July 29th- August 4th 2019), capturing the period between the
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assumed importing time-window of infectious animals and the last reported human case.
Based on the data from illegally imported livestock, we assumed that RVF virus was imported
in Mayotte in July 2018, at which time most indigenous livestock were susceptible.
Throughout the epidemic, we assumed humans were infected by direct contact with infectious

livestock.

Model structure

The SEIR mathematical model of emergence previously developed for RVF in the livestock
population of Mayotte’ was adapted to the current epidemiological context. A discrete-time
deterministic framework was used, with a daily time step. For full details on the model in
livestock, see Metras and colleagues.” As a reminder, transmission of RVF virus amongst
livestock (Binestockivesock(?)), Was assumed to be vector-borne and modelled as a function of
monthly NDVI (Normalized Difference Vegetation Index) values as a proxy for vector
abundance. Here we used rainfall data” instead of NDVI as the study period, the time step
and the human epidemic curve available for fitting had a smaller time resolution (appendix
p2, equations Sla-Slc). To this livestock model, we added a module simulating RVF virus
spillover from livestock into the human population, that is, the transmission of RVF virus
from livestock to humans. In this model (noted Model 1), we assumed that humans acquired
infection by direct contact with livestock (figure S1). Humans were Susceptible (S;), became
infected by direct contact (E).) with infectious livestock; after which they were successively
infectious (/) and immune (R,). The corresponding model equations, transmission parameter
Bivestock-mman- and force of infection by direct contact with livestock A....c(?) are presented in

the supplementary appendix (appendix p2, equations S2a-S2e).
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Model parameterization and fitting

Model parameters related to the natural history of infection (in animals and humans), and to
the structure of livestock and human populations were fixed (appendix p4, table S1). Animals
from all age-groups were assumed susceptibles at time #,, except the age-groups 9 and 10, for
which the proportion of immune at z, were 5% and 20-5 %, respectively (as per the 2017-2018
IgG seroprevalence campaign). The reporting fraction of human cases was set to p=1-9%, as a
post-epidemic serological study in humans, conducted in 2011 in Mayotte, estimated that
3:5% (95 %CI [2:6 - 4-8]) of the human population was RVF IgG-positive.'* Assuming a
population size of 212,645 inhabitants in 2012," this corresponds on average to 7,442 persons
being seropositive. Assuming that the past epidemic size is similar to the present one, and
based on 143 cases currently reported, gives a reporting fraction of 1:9% (95% CI [1-4 —
2-5]). Finally, we seeded the model with 10 infectious animals at #, (#)=Monday 2nd July,
2018), representing the infectious imports.

Parameters related to rainfall-dependent and constant viral transmission (appendix p4, model
1, table S1) were estimated by fitting the model to data. Parameter estimation was done by
fitting simultaneously the (i) quarterly age-stratified simulated proportion of immune
livestock (p.,) to quarterly RVF IgG prevalence (appendix p35, equation S5a, and figure 2AD);
and (ii) the simulated weekly number of reported incident cases in humans (appendix p3,
equation S6c¢) to the weekly number of reported cases (figure 1, all cases). For fitting, we
sampled from the posterior distributions of three parameters, 0, = {A, B, PBivesiock-human-c/
(appendix p6) using a Monte Carlo Markov Chain Metropolis-Hastings (MCMC-MH)
algorithm.'® For details on parameter estimation and model fitting, see appendix p5-6.

Finally, rainfall data were downloaded from Meteofrance website, as cumulated rainfall over
10-day periods.” Daily rainfall, used as input data in the model, was calculated by dividing

these values by ten over each 10-day period.



170

171

172

173

174

175

176

177

178

179

180

181

182

183

184

185

186

187

188

189

190

191

192

193

194

Forecasting and vaccination scenarios

We did projections for six scenarios (table 2). For all scenarios, we simulated 2,500 stochastic
trajectories by sampling randomly from the posterior distributions of the estimated
parameters, and we seeded the model with 10 infectious (/) livestock. Scenario 1 aimed at
estimating the likelihood of virus re-emergence, without disease control intervention, in the
following rainy season, that is 2019-2020, in a closed ecosystem, using the same rainfall
values as in the 2018-2019 rainy season. Scenarios 2-6 aimed at assessing the impact that
different livestock vaccination strategies could have had on the number of human cases in the
past epidemic (2018-2019). We assumed the use of a single-dose highly immunogenic
vaccine (90 % vaccine efficacy),'”” and a 14-days lag between vaccination and build-up of
immunity. Figures of vaccination campaigns in Mayotte in 2017 (vaccination for other
livestock diseases conducted on the island), showed that about 3,000 vaccine doses are
routinely administered to livestock over a year by the local veterinarians (Data CoopADEM,
not shown). Scenario 2 tested the impact of administrating all these 3,000 doses in one month,
in December 2018, immediately after the report of the first human case (joint animal-human
alert date for response), corresponding to the current vaccinating capacity in Mayotte in an
emergency setting. Scenario 3 assumed that all 3,000 doses were administered in January
2019, one month following the report of first human case, allowing extra time for organising
the vaccination campaign. Scenario 4-6 assumed an extra-vaccine supply and an emergency
mass vaccination, allowing 6,000 doses to be administered in December 2018 (Scenario 4),
6,000 doses to be administered in January 2019 (Scenario 5), and 9,000 doses to be
administered in January 2019 (Scenario 6).

Sensitivity analysis

To test for the possibility of a viral transmission from livestock to humans by direct contact

and by vector transmission, and to assess the impact of rainfall on transmission, we also
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developed two further models and compared them (Model 2 and Model 3, table S2). Details
on models equations, parameters, fitting methods and model comparison are presented in the

appendix p3-7.

Ethics statement

The livestock data were collected under the under the Mayotte disease surveillance system
(Systéme d’Epidémiosurveillance Animale a Mayotte, SESAM) with the approval of the
Direction of Agriculture, Food and Forestry (DAAF) of Mayotte. For human data, according
to French law, only “research involving a human being” (research defined by article L. 1121—
1 and article R. 1121-1 of the Code de la santé publique) are compelled to receive the
approval of ethics committee. This study was based on anonymous data collected from health
professionals for public health purposes relating to the health surveillance mission entrusted
to Santé¢ publique France by the French Law (article L. 1413-1 code de la santé publique).
Therefore, the study did not meet the criteria for qualifying a study “research involving a
human being” and did not require the approval of an ethics committee. Furthermore, as the
data were anonymous, it did not require an authorization of the French data protection

authority (Commission Nationale informatique et libertés).

Role of the funding sources

The funding sources have no role in study design; in the collection, analysis, and
interpretation of data; in the writing of the report; and in the decision to submit the paper for

publication.



218

219

220

221

222

223

224

225

226

227

228

229

230

231

232

233

234

235

236

237

238

239

240

241

242

Results

The median number of predicted human reported cases was 140 (90% Credible Interval CrI [9
- 265], table 2 and figure 3A) showing good agreement with the observed confirmed cases
(143 cases, figure 3A), and the livestock IgG prevalence data (figure 2AD). The epidemic
started in November 2018, shortly after the rainy season started. The epidemic peaked in
livestock during the 5th week of 2019 (week 31 of the model, January 28 - February 3, 2019)
and two weeks later in humans (week 33 of the model, February 11-17, 2019) (figure 3B and
table 2). The total median number of predicted human cases was 7,362 (90%CrI [458 —
13,962]), corresponding to 3-:0% (90%CrlI [1-2 - 3-6]) of the total human population (table 2).
For livestock, the total number of animals affected at the end of the epidemic were estimated
to 18,801 (90%CrlI [1,250 - 35,572]), corresponding to 55-8 % (90%CrI [27-1 - 59-5]) of the
total livestock population (figure 3C and table 2).

The timing-varying reproductive number R,(?) in the livestock population was a function of
rainfall and varied along the study period (figure 3D). Its maximum value (median Ry(?)=224,
90%CrI [1-77 — 3-10]) was reached on the first week of 2019 (December 31, 2018 - January
6th, 2019, 87-4 mm of cumulated rain on that week), that is four and six weeks prior to the
peaks in livestock and humans, respectively. Finally, the constant transmission rate from
livestock to humans was estimated at 2-2 per 10 million inhabitants per day (95%CrI [1-8 —
2-7]) (appendix p8, table S3).

The probabilistic forecasts showed that RVF re-emergence in the next rainy season (2019-
2020) was very unlikely (figure 2A). Figure 4AD presents the results of the impact of the
different livestock vaccination strategies on the number of human reported incident cases
(figure 4AB) and livestock incident cases (figure 4CD). The implementation of massive
vaccination campaign immediately after the first human case (table 2, Scenario 4, i.e. 6,000

doses in December 2018) allowed reducing the number of human cases reported by a third

10
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(median= 94 cases), while waiting one more month would have required 50 % more vaccine
doses for a similar impact (figure 4AD and table 2, Scenario 6, i.e. 9,000 doses in January
2019, n=93 cases). The two alternative models tested as sensitivity analysis (Model 2 and 3)
did not fit the data as well as Model 1 (appendix p7, figure S2AB, and table S2). For Model 2,
the spillover to humans via direct contact was slightly lower than in Model 1, estimated at 1-3
per 10 million inhabitants per day (95%CrI [2-1- 1-9]) (appendix p8, table S3). In this model,
the maximum Ry(?) values in livestock was R (?)= 2:48 (90%CrI [1:96 - 3-46]), and the
intensity of the vector transmission from livestock to humans represented 06 % (95%Crl
[0-12 — 2-1]) of the between livestock vector transmission (scaling factor X, appendix pS,

table S3).

Discussion

This paper presents a dataset of a large RVF epidemic, combining prospectively collected
livestock and human data, which represents a reference case study for RVF. Testing of human
cases of dengue-like syndrome with RVF RT-PCR has been systematically performed in
Mayotte for the last ten years (since 2008), giving confidence that RVF had been absent from
the Island for a decade, and that the shape of the epidemic curve accurately reflected its actual
timing. This was cross-validated by the observed changes in the seroprevalence in livestock,
exhibiting a clear pattern of viral emergence. Finally, the routine IgM testing of illegally
imported livestock provided an estimate of the likely time-window of virus importation,
which also coincided with the timing of RVF outbreaks on the East African mainland."

We used these data to fit a mathematical model to quantify transmission amongst livestock
and spillover to the human population, to estimate the likelihood of another emergence in the
following rainy season (2019-2020), and to assess the impact of livestock vaccination on

preventing disease risk in humans. At the end of the modelled epidemic wave, in August
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2019, the proportion of immune livestock was estimated at 55-8 % (90%CrI [27-1 - 59-5]),
and the likelihood of RVF re-emergence in Mayotte in the 2019-2020 rainy season was very
low. We also demonstrated that reactive vaccination (6,000 animals vaccinated in December
2018) would have reduced the number of human cases by a third, while 50 % more vaccine
doses would have been necessary a month later for a similar impact. This highlights that
animal vaccination can prevent human cases, as well as cases in livestock, but that early
detection and rapid vaccination are critical to RVF control at the early stage of the epidemic.
Rainfall is a known driver for RVF virus transmission,' and was used as a proxy for vector
abundance. Temperature above 26°C may also drive RVF virus transmission."”?' The
temperatures of Mayotte varying annually between 25°C and 35°C,” we therefore assumed
that temperature would not be a driver for transmission in this setting. In areas with cooler
climates, temperature should be explicitly modelled.” The highest estimated Rs(z) value was
224 (90%CrlI [1-77 — 3-10]), in line with previous estimations of R,.>** Finally, previous
models parameterised the transmission parameter from livestock to humans as a fixed
parameter at 1-7 per 10 thousand persons per day.**** For the first time, our model estimated
that value, which was lower, at 2-2 per 10 million persons per day (95%CrI [1.8 — 2:7]). This
can be used as benchmark for future modelling work.

RVF human cases without previous contact with animals or animal products have been
reported in other settings, although this fraction had not been documented during an epidemic.
2 Here, the epidemiological investigations documented the fraction of cases that had no
contact with animals, and were therefore probably infected via mosquito bite. Regarding
livestock data, sera were tested as part of the national surveillance campaign, and some
samples were taken in areas reporting human cases. This may have led to an over-estimate the
proportion of IgG positive animals. However, most animal sampling was conducted from

January 2019 onwards, when RVF virus had already spread across the whole island.
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A limitation of the model related to the parameterization of the reporting rate in humans, used
as an input value. For this, we used past data,'* assuming the 2007-2008 wave was of similar
size to the 2018-2019 epidemic. Whilst there is no human data to support this assumption, our
previous work’ estimated an overall post-epidemic livestock prevalence at about 50 %, which
is in line with our current estimates. Further data collection estimating human post-epidemic
prevalence would allow an accurate estimation of this reporting rate. In addition, the limited
total number of human reported cases led to wide confidence intervals for the forecasts.
Collecting more epidemic data at a smaller spatio-temporal resolution would have also
allowed spatial stratification, and testing for finer vaccination protocols. Finally, as in our
previous model, we assumed homogeneous mixing. However, Mayotte is a small island
(374km?), the ecosystem shows limited spatial variations, livestock production systems are
extensive with animals raised outdoor, and therefore potentially similarly exposed to RVF
mosquito vectors.’

As long as no vaccination in humans is available, disease surveillance in animals,
contingency planning, and the timely implementation of livestock vaccination, are key for
reducing human disease risk. During this epidemic, livestock were not vaccinated due to a
lack of vaccine supply, and limited human resources, and the vaccination scenarios tested

would require emergency funds and vaccine doses.

This is a uniquely detailed investigation into an outbreak of an emerging arbovirus,
combining animal and human data, with a mathematical model for RVF. This work represents
a collaboration between public health agency, animal health surveillance network, farmers’
association, and researchers, from the beginning of the epidemic, and conducted in real-time,
as the epidemic unfolded. Delays in getting serological data were inherent to climatic

conditions (storms) and field work constraints in remote areas. Nevertheless, we addressed in
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practice the challenges of a One Health approach,” and this work demonstrates its value to

surveillance and control of zoonotic emerging infectious diseases.
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479  Figure 1. Weekly number of reported human cases and average daily rainfall pattern (mm). Between
480 November 2018 and July 2019, 143 cases were reported. A total of 86 cases reported a direct exposure to
481 livestock or their fluids (red), 41 did not report any direct exposure to livestock (green), and 16 were lost to
482  follow-up (grey).
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Figure 2AD. Quarterly age-stratified RVF IgG seroprevalence in livestock. The black dots and vertical

black lines represent the observed age-group average IgG prevalence, and their 95%CI. Median (solid blue line),

boundaries of the 90 % CrI (dashed blue lines), and the interquartile range (dotted blue lines) of the predicted

values. (A) for the trimester July-September 2018, (B) October — December 2018, (C) January — March 2019,

and (D) April — June 2019.
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Figure 3AD. Model results. (A) Weekly reported incident human cases. Observed data (red dots), predicted
median (red solid line), interquartile range (dashed lines) and 90 % CrI (red envelope). (B) Predicted (reported
and unreported) number of infectious livestock (blue) and humans (red). (C) Median (solid lines) and 90%Crl
envelopes of the predicted proportion of Susceptible (green) and Immune (black) livestock over the course of the
epidemic. (D) Value of Rs(z?) over the course of the epidemic, and 90%CrI. In (A), (B) and (C), the vertical blue
and red vertical lines correspond to the predicted epidemic peaks in livestock and humans, respectively. The

vertical black line corresponds to the end of August 2019 (end of the fitting period).
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Figure 4AD. Comparison of the vaccination strategies versus no intervention. (A) Median weekly number

of incident human cases and (B) Predicted number of human reported cases. (C) Median weekly number of

incident infected livestock and (D) Predicted number of infected livestock. (A) and (C) present the scenario with

no intervention (red solid line, Scenario 1), the vaccinations in December 2008 (the black solid line represents

the 3,000 doses, and the dashed black line the 6,000 doses), and in January 2019 (the blue solid line represents

the 3,000 doses, the dashed blue line the 6,000 doses ; and the dotted blue line the 9,000 doses scenario).
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576  Table 1. Number of illegally imported livestock seized by the Veterinary Services and positive to RVF

577 1IgM, between May and October 2018 (Source : Mayotte Veterinary Services)

No. of IgM positive No. animals seized Proportion of IgM positive [95 % CI]
May 2018 0 8 0 % [0-40]
June 2018 10 31 32% [17-51]
August 2018 2 18 11% [2-36]
September 2018 0 1 0 % [0-90]
October 2018 0 5 0% [0-54]
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578 Table 2. Predicted median and 90%CrI (Credibility Interval) of the epidemic size, post-epidemic prevalences, and timing of the epidemic peaks under the different
579  scenarios tested (Model 1)

Scenario number Scenario 1 Scenario 2 (2.1) Scenario 3 (2.2) Scenario 4 (2.4) Scenario 5 (2.3) Scenario 6 (2.5)
Assumptions No intervention 3,000 doses, Dec 2018 | 3,000 doses, Jan 2019 | 6,000 doses, Dec 2018 | 6,000 doses, Jan 2019 9,000 doses, Jan 2019
Epidemic size

Total human cases 7,362 [458-13,962] 6,088[542-11,564] 6,410 [0-12,074] 4,931 [28-9,240] 5,552[317-10,611] 4,895 [135-9,122]
Human reported cases 140 [9-265] 116 [10-220] 122 [0-230] 94 [1-176] 105 [6-202] 93 [3-173]

Total livestock cases 18,801 [1,250-35,572] |15,650[1519-29,387] |16,459[10-30,890] |12,586[167-23,276] 14,182 [871 -26,859] [12,540 [389-23,045]
Post-epidemic

Human prevalence 3:0[1-2-3-6] 2-1[1-0-3-0] 2-7[0-0-3-2] 2-0 [0-1-2-6] 2-3[0-5-2-9] 2:0[0-2-27]
Livestock prevalence 55-8 [27-1-59-5] 46-6 [21:6 - 51-1] 48-7[1-0-53-9] 37-7[1-7-43-3] 42-1[10-8-49-1] 36:9[3-9-45-2]
Timing epidemic peaks

Peak in humans Week 33 Week 33 Week 33 Week 32 Week 32 Week 32

Peak in livestock Week 31 Week 31 Week 31 Week 31 Week 31 Week 31
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