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Abstract

Background

A global shortage of cholera vaccines has increased use of single-dose regimens, rather than the
standard two-dose regimen. Thereis limited evidence on single-dose protection, particularly in
children. In late 2020 a mass vaccination campaign was conducted in Uvira, a cholera endemic
urban setting in eastern Democratic Republic of the Congo. Coverage surveys showed that the
majority of vaccinated people received only one dose. We examined the effectiveness of a
single-dose of the oral cholera vaccine Euvichol-plusin this high-burden setting.

M ethods

In this case-control study, we recruited medically-attended confirmed cholera cases and age-,
sex-, and neighborhood-matched community controls during two distinct periods after mass
vaccination, October 2021 to March 2022 (12-17 months post-vaccination) and October 2022 to
May 2023 (24-31 months post-vaccination). The odds of vaccination in cases and controls were
contrasted in conditional logistic regression models to estimate unadjusted and adjusted vaccine
effectiveness.

Findings

We enrolled 432 confirmed cases and 1554 matched controls during the two study periods with
21.5% of cases being under five years old. The adjusted single-dose VE was 52% (95% CI.:
32:3-66) 12-17 months post-vaccination and 40-8% (95% CI: 8-6-61-7) 24-31 months post-
vaccination. Combining the two study periods led to an adjusted single-dose VE of 45% (95% CI
28-2-57-8), with no significant differences among children under five years old and older
individuals.

I nter pretation

A single-dose of Euvichol-Plus provided substantial protection against medically-attended
cholerafor at least 31 months post-vaccination in this cholera endemic setting.
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I ntroduction

Safe water, sanitation, and hygiene (WASH) is the cornerstone of cholera prevention and control.
While universal access to safely-managed WASH services remains the ultimate priority, thisis
likely a distant prospect.* Killed whole-cell oral choleravaccine (KOCV) isan effective short-
term intervention to reduce cholerarisk in high-burden settings with limited WASH coverage
and are a key component of the global roadmap to end cholera.? kOCVs are typically delivered
as a two-dose regimen that provides protection for at least three years.>* In ameta-analysis of
kOCV protection, estimated two-dose efficacy was 58% (95% ClI: 42 to 69), from a pool of
studies measuring protection over an average of 28 months post-vaccination. Lower protection
was noted among young children.’

The Euvichol-Plus® vaccine (Eubiologics, Seoul, Republic of Korea) is currently the only WHO-
prequalified KOCV manufactured and included in the global stockpile after the Shanchol®
(Shantha Biotechnics, Hyderabad, India) ceased production in 2023.> Euvichol-Plus® is
considered a bioequivalent of Shanchol.® Almost all evidence of kOCVsclinical protection is
based on the studies carried out on Shanchol®,”® although one observational study explored the
protection conferred by Euvichol-Plus® two dose regimen.’®

Demand for kOCV's has outstripped the global supply in 2022, with only 23-5 million doses
distributed out of the 33 million requested.™ In late 2022, the International Coordinating Group,
which manages the global emergency stockpile for cholera vaccines, suspended the provision of
the standard two-dose regimen in emergency vaccination campaigns, replacing it with asingle-
dose regimen due to limited vaccine supply.*? However, there are limited data on the protection
offered by one dose of KOCV over extended periods (>12 months) or among children 1-4 years
old.

Only afew studies have estimated single-dose protection in the general population, with point
estimates suggesting short-term protection up to 16 months after vaccination in Haiti, with high
uncertainty due to the limited sample size. "***¢ A randomized trial in Bangladesh®, the only
study to provide age-stratified estimates of protection, suggested that Shanchol conferred no
protection in 1-4 year olds in the first six months post-vaccination, despite the significant
protection noted in older individuals for up to two years.*"*

In late 2020, the Ministry of Health of the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC) conducted
amass vaccination campaign using kOCV campaigns with Euvichol-Plus® in the city of Uvira
(South Kivu province). The estimated coverage of vaccination campaigns was low and, asthe
majority of vaccinated individuals reported receiving one dose only, we assessed effectiveness of
asingle dose of kOCV during outbreaks that occurred 12-17 and 24-31 months after vaccination.
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Study design, setting and vaccination campaigns

We conducted a matched case-control in Uvira, acity of approximately 280,000 inhabitants on
the northwestern shore of Lake Tanganyika with sporadic armed conflict, socio-political
instability and population displacement. Household surveys conducted in 2016 and 2017 in
Uviraindicated that surface water was the main water source for up to 37.2% of households,™
and in areas closest to the rivers and with the worst tap water service in Uvira, more than 80% of
households use drinking water contaminated with Escherichia coli.”® The same surveys
estimated that about half (48.2%) of Uvira population relied exclusively on supplied tap water
for drinking needs in 2017, and a recent study showed that between 2017 and 2021, the quality
of the water service remained suboptimal, or deteriorated in many parts of the city”. Cholera
cases are detected year-round in Uvira often with distinct seasonal peaks,? and notable historical
outbreaks.®

In April 2020, severe flooding caused at least 54 deaths, the displacement of approximately
80,000 people, and substantial damage to housing and WASH infrastructure in Uvira, prompting
the Ministry of Health to conduct emergency cholera vaccination campaigns.?* Vaccination took
place in two rounds, from 29 July to 8 August and 1-8 October 2020 targeting all in Uviraone
year and older. The campaigns included door-to-door vaccination for five days, followed by
vaccination offered through health facilities. While two rounds of vaccination were
implemented, in a representative household survey we conducted 11 months after vaccination,
23.1% (95% CI: 19.7-26.9%) of the participants reported receiving two doses of the vaccine and
32% (38-36%) reported receiving one dose.

Clinical cholera surveillance system in Uvira

Our study is based on enhanced clinical surveillance of choleraimplemented at the two official
health facilities designated to treat cholera patientsin Uvira, the cholera treatment centre at the
Uvira General Referral Hospital and the cholera treatment unit at the Kalundu CEPAC health
centre (henceforth, “CTCs’). We attempted to identify and recruit all patients of at least 12
months old with three or more acute, watery and non-bloody stools within the 24 hours prior to
the admission to the CTCs (suspected cholera). Trained healthcare staff collected rectal swabs
and stools from participants. Rectal swabs were enriched in alkaline peptone water (APW) for 6-
18 hours depending on patient admission time. Specimens were tested for V. cholerae by rapid
diagnostic tests (RDTSs) onsite, and by culture using standard methods (Appendix) at either an in-
country reference laboratory, the Laboratoire Rodolphe M érieux de I’ Institut National de
Recherche Biomédicale (INRB), in Goma (from October 2021 to September 2022), or at the
onsite study laboratory (from September 2022 onward). Dry filter papers for cases presenting to
CTCs between October 14, 2021 and May 04, 2022 were shipped to Johns Hopkins University
for PCR detection of toxigenic V. cholerae O1 following previously published methods.?
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Selection of cases and controls

Two cholera outbreaks occurred after mass vaccination, and we recruited cases during each
outbreak, forming two distinct study periods (Figure 1). From 21 November, 2022 to 24 January
2023, we retrospectively recruited matched controls for patients admitted to CTCs during the
first outbreak (14 October 2021 to 10 March 2022), approximately 12-17 months after the
second round of mass vaccination campaigns (Study Period 1). Between 17 October 2022 and 9
May 2023, we recruited matched controls for cases as they were admitted to the CTCs, 24-31
months after vaccination (Study Period 2).

Study Period 1 (SP1) included all consenting suspected cases who had been at least 12 months
old during the vaccination campaigns, living in Uvirafor the two weeks before the date of care
seeking and during the vaccination campaigns, and with a positive cholera culture and/or PCR.
We attempted to recruit four controls per case, using high-resolution satellite imagery
(Appendix) to identify potential control households on the same avenue (smallest administrative
unit in Uvira) as the case household. Control households were then selected by simple random
gpatial sampling of digitized residential structures. Controls were eligible for enroliment if: (1)
they matched the case age group (1-4, 5-9, 10-19, 20-39, 40-59 or >60 years old) and sex, (2)
had not been admitted for acute watery diarrhoea or cholerain the three years prior to the case
admission, (3) wereliving in Uvirain the two weeks prior to case admission, (4) wereliving in
Uviraat the time of the kOCV campaign and were dligible to be vaccinated, and (5) none of their
household members reported being admitted to a formal health facility (as opposed to
pharmacies, prayer homes or traditional healers) for acute watery diarrhea or cholerain the four
weeks prior to case admission.

During Study Period 2 (SP2), the case definition included the same age and residence criteriaas
in SP1, but cases had to test positive with both APW-enriched rapid diagnostic test (RDT) and
culture (performed at the onsite laboratory). We used enriched RDT resultsto help prioritize
control recruitment due to limited human resources during the outbreak. In contrast to SP1, we
conducted a home visit within three days of hospital discharge to investigate the living and
WASH conditions in each case’' s household and ascertain the vaccination status outside the
hospital environment (as done with the controls). We excluded patients who died during
hospitalization and those whose residence could not be found during home visits. Asin SP1, four
neighborhood controls were recruited from four randomly selected households around that of the
case, though during this study period we selected households using the ‘right-hand’ rule
(Appendix) In addition to the recruitment criteria used in SP1, controls were eligible for
enrolment in SP2 if their household matched that of the case by size (<5 individuals, 6-10
individuals, and >10 individuals) and had at least one child below five years of age when the
case household had one.
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Vaccination status ascertainment and potential confounding variables

Study staff administered structured questionnaires to al cases and controls (or their
parent/guardian) to capture demographics, household conditions, potential confounding variables
and vaccination status. Before asking each case or control whether they were vaccinated, study
staff showed them photos of the vaccine vials used and someone taking the vaccine in addition to
explaining when and how the vaccines were delivered in Uvira, and how these may differ from
other campaigns and routine vaccines. Participants reporting vaccination were asked the number
of doses and when and where each one was taken. We also used vaccination cards to verify the
vaccination status whenever possible. In SP1, vaccine-related questions were asked to casesin
the clinic and in SP2 they were asked both in the clinic and a subsequent home visit. Any
differences in the vaccination status reporting between the clinic and household interviews were
solved through athird interview at the case' s household followed by a review of the data,
discussion and consensus within the study team.

Statistical analyses

The characteristics of study participants were compared using the Wilcoxon rank sum and
Pearson's Chi-squared (or Fisher's exact) tests. In the primary analysis, we compared the odds of
being vaccinated with a single KOCV dose between cases and controls using conditional logistic
regression models. Those reporting to have received 2 or more doses were dropped from the
primary analyses. The vaccine effectiveness (VE) was calculated as one minus the estimated
odds ratio of having received a single dose of vaccine, between cases and controls. To produce
age-group specific estimates of effectiveness, the conditional logistic regression model included
an interaction term for age group (1-4 vs. >5) and the vaccination status. Overall estimates of VE
were thus derived as a weighted proportion of the VE in the two age-groups. For combined (12-
31 months) estimates and those from SP1, we incorporated age as a continuous variable to adjust
for a potential residual confounder after matching by age group. For SP2, estimates were
adjusted for a set of potential confounders including the age and household size (as continuous
variables), household wealth index derived from a principal component analysis of household
assets ownership, type of sanitation facility, whether the participant used atoilet shared by
multiple households compared to using a private toilet, drinking water sources, and availability
of a hand washing facility and soap, as per our a priori causal diagram (Appendix). We fit three
other regression model variants with different sets of covariates to assess the robustness of the
estimates (Appendix). In a secondary analysis, we estimated the VE for at least one dose and two
doses of kOCV compared to the unvaccinated group. While we primarily relied on 95%
confidence intervals (Cl) to assess statistical significance, we considered p-values statistically
significant when they were less than 0.05. Analyses were performed in R (version 4.2.3).
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Ethical considerations

Ethical approvals were obtained from Institutional Review Boards of the Johns Hopkins
Bloomberg School of Public Health (IRB00015785), the London School of Hygiene & Tropical
Medicine (25365) and the Ecole de Santé Publique at the University of Kinshasa
(ESP/CE/65/2021). Written informed consent was obtained from all participants >18 years, with
written assent from those <18 years in addition to written consent from their parent/guardian.

Role of the funding source

The funders of the study had no role in study design, data analysis, interpretation, preparation of
this manuscript, or the decision to publish.

Results

Choleraincidencein Uviraand recruitment of study participants

We recruited 432 confirmed cholera cases and 1554 matched controls during the two study
periods (Figure 1), with 38-2% of cases enrolled in thefirst period. The median age of
participants at the time of the vaccination campaigns was 14-0 (interquartile range 5-0, 30-0)
years and 22-4% were under 5 years old (Table 1). Fifty six percent of cases were recorded as
severely dehydrated on admission. Cases were significantly older during the first study period
compared to the second period (p<0.001) though they all had ssmilar dehydration status (Table
S2). 273 (88:9%) of all the 307 culture positive isolates were Ogawa serotypes, the rest were
Inaba.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.07.23293369
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.07.23293369; this version posted August 9, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC 4.0 International license .

9

¥ . _
e -

&

ol

Incidence Incidence

20 20
l 15 I 15

cTe o 3 o
5 5
0 | 0
w
. -
CcTuU
)
o 25 Skm
c
-~ Study Period 1 Study Period 2
200 = oz
@ g 55
@ g g!'p
@ i
(] ic 3 1 3
5 150 ;. 0,0 "
5 ! Co
2 | - I
3 100 ? o .
- | il 1
v | 1
© ! |
@ 50 ' 1 L
-E || ; I | l
o | il - s
0 l“ lll Ill.llllllll---.l-l-_.l-:-l Il-. u 1 'I IL.-.II
(N ] Q N N N N 0
& TS ST S
O & SN S E
F R Y F F R F F Y P
¥ [l o ¥ o

Cholera confirmation [l Unavailable Negative [l Positive

Figure 1. Number of cholera cases admitted to cholera treatment facilitiesin Uvira. Panels
A (Study Period 1) and B (Study Period 2) illustrate the cumulative number of confirmed cases
in each study period by neighborhood (avenue) across the city, with the locations of the two
health facilities where patients were recruited shown as dots. There were 14 cases living in
neighboring communities outs de the city boundaries that were included in Study Period 2. The
second outbreak (Study Period 2) started in the northern part of the city and spread to a refugee
camp where many residents were admitted to the CTC but not included in the study as they were
not living in Uvira at the time of vaccination. Panel C illustrates the epidemic curve of suspected
and confirmed cholera cases admitted to the cholera treatment center (CTC) at the Uvira General
Referral Hospital and the cholera treatment unit (CTU) at the Kalundu CEPAC health center.
Cholerawas confirmed by APW-enriched RDT, culture or PCR (Study Period 1), or by culture
alone (Study Period 2). Among the 183 suspected cases that were detected before SP1 (in grey),
146 (79.8) were tested for Vibrio cholerae O1 by enriched RDT with 37 (25.3%) testing positive.

Overall, 22-2% of cases reported having received one dose of KOCV and 65.5% were
unvaccinated. In comparison, 33-7% of matched controls reported receiving a single dose of
kOCV and 53-3% were unvaccinated. Only 13-6% of vaccinated participants were able to show a
vaccination card and 12.9% reported having received two doses of the vaccine (Table 1).
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All suspected cases: 1222

» Deaths on arrival: 3

.

Enrolled in surveillance : 1219

Unknown avenues or outside the city: 133

Deaths in CTCs: 5

Younger than 1 year at vaccination: 67

»| Refugee camp residents : 48

Age-eligible, living out of Uvira at vaccination: 225
RDT-negative cases: 109

Eligible, but not visited: 21

.

Eligible cases : 591

Culture and PCR negative : 128

Culture negative and PCR unavailable : 19
PCR negative and culture unavailable : 8
Unavailable culture and PCR: 22

Culture/PCR positive : 439

» Unknown vaccination status : 7

h

Retained in analysis:
432 cases
1554 matched controls

Figure 2. Flow chart of participant recruitment. Cases with unavailable culture results are those
for which 1) suspected colonies were isolated, 2) with positive oxidase test at the field
laboratory, 3) missing agglutination results due to an antiserum stockout, 4) and/or in which
attemptsto revitalize Vibrio cholerae O1 strains at the reference laboratory in Goma were
unsuccessful.
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Table 1: Characteristics of participants by case and control status.

Characteristic Overall, Cases, Controls, p-value
N = 1,986 N =432 N =1554
Age group* (years) 0.964
1-4 444 (22.4%) 93 (21.5%) 351 (22.6%)
5-9 343 (17.3%) 81 (18.8%) 262 (16.9%)
10-19 467 (23.5%) 99 (22.9%) 368 (23.7%)
20-39 377 (19.0%) 82 (19.0%) 295 (19.0%)
40-59 237 (11.9%) 52 (12.0%) 185 (11.9%)
>60 118 (5.9%) 25 (5.8%) 93 (6.0%)
Sex
Female 958 (48.2%) 206 (47.7%) 752 (48.4%)
Male 1,028 (51.8%) 226 (52.3%) 802 (51.6%)
Vaccination status
Not Vaccinated 1,111 (55.9%) 283 (65.5%) 828 (53.3%)
One Dose 619 (31.2%) 96 (22.2%) 523 (33.7%)
Two Doses 256 (12.9%) 53 (12.3%) 203 (13.1%)
Vaccination card 119 (13.6%) 18 (12.4%) 101 (14.0%)

unavailable

* age group refersto the age on the first day of the second mass vaccination campaign round (01

October 2020).

Additional data on socio-demographic and household characteristics were collected in SP2
(Table 2). Controls were more likely to report drinking water from an improved source compared
to cases (68.1% vs 59.8%, p=0-044) Likewise, cases were more likely to use toilets shared by
multiple households (63%) than controls (52%, p=0-011). Also, a higher proportion of case
households (47-9%) had soap and water available for handwashing at the time of the visit,
compared to the controls (38-6%, p = 0-035), though thiswas likely a result of hygiene kit
digtribution in case households conducted by the Uvira health zone.

Table 2. Characteristics of study participantsin the vaccine effectiveness analysis 24-31

months after vaccination

Characteristic Ovedl, N = case, N =165 control, N = P
804 639 value
Age group (years)* 0.614
1-4 231 (28.7%) 43 (26.1%) 188 (29.4%)
5-9 175 (21.8%) 44 (26.7%) 131 (20.5%)
10-19 161 (20.0%) 30 (18.2%) 131 (20.5%)
20-39 128 (15.9%) 26 (15.8%) 102 (16.0%)
40-59 68 (8.5%) 15 (9.1%) 53 (8.3%)
>60 41 (5.1%) 7 (4.2%) 34 (5.3%)
Sex 0.689
Female 401 (49.9%) 80 (48.5%) 321 (50.2%)
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Male
Education attainment**
Bachelors or higher
Lower secondary
None or primary
Upper secondary
Occupation
Salaried
Informal work
Students
Preschool children
No work
Household size, Median (IQR)
Children under 5 years
Zero
1-2
>3
Missing
Living in household with
improved drinking water
source
Living in household with
shared toilet
Living in household with
improved toilet
Soap and water for
handwashing
Electricity in household
Wealth index***

Vaccination status
Not Vaccinated
One Dose
Two Doses
Vaccination card available

403 (50.1%)

17 (7.2%)
34 (14.5%)
65 (27.7%)
119 (50.6%)

36 (4.5%)
152 (18.9%)
349 (43.4%)
176 (21.9%)
91 (11.3%)

7.0 (6.0, 9.0)

182 (22.7%)
536 (66.7%)
85 (10.6%)
1
529 (66.4%)

436 (54.29%)
491 (61.1%)
351 (43.7%)
308 (38.3%)
-0.7 (-46.7;
37.3)
432 (53.7%)
267 (33.2%)

105 (13.1%)
56 (15.3%)

85 (51.5%)

4 (9.5%)
6 (14.3%)
13 (31.0%)
19 (45.2%)

7 (4.2%)
28 (17.0%)
69 (41.8%)
39 (23.6%)
22 (13.3%)
7.0 (5.0, 9.0)

40 (24.4%)
103 (62.8%)
21 (12.8%)
1
98 (59.8%)

104 (63.0%)
102 (61.8%)
84 (50.9%)
53 (32.1%)
-8.8 (-48.6;
29.7)
98 (59.4%)
42 (25.5%)

25 (15.2%)
11 (17.5%)

318 (49.8%)

13 (6.7%)
28 (14.5%)
52 (26.9%)
100 (51.8%)

29 (4.5%)
124 (19.4%)
280 (43.8%)
137 (21.4%)
69 (10.8%)

7.0 (6.0, 9.0)

142 (22.2%)

433 (67.8%)

64 (10.0%)
0

431 (68.1%)

332 (52.0%)
389 (60.9%)
267 (41.8%)

255 (39.9%)
-0.7 (-46.7;
38.1)

334 (52.3%)
225 (35.2%)
80 (12.5%)
45 (14.8%)

0.779

0.810

0.858
0.425

0.044

0.011

0.825

0.035

0.067
0.090

0.058

0.593

* age group refersto the age on the first day of the second mass vaccination campaign round (01
October 2020). ** The question about education attainment was only asked to individuals aged >
18 years. *** Wealth index was multiplied by 100. The higher the wealth index the richer the

household.

Combining data from both study periods, 12-31 months post-vaccination, we estimated an

unadjusted and adjusted single-dose VE of 45-5% (95% Confidence Interval [CI] 29-0-58-2) and
44.8% (95% CI 27-9-57-7), with no significant differences between those 1-4 years old and older
individuals (unadjusted p=0.975 and adjusted p = 0.958).
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In SP1, 12-17 months after vaccination, we estimated an unadjusted and adjusted single-dose VE
of 51-7% (95% CI: 31-8-65-8) and 50-3% (95% Cl: 29.6-64-9). In SP2, 24-31 months after
vaccination, we estimated an unadjusted VE of 33-9% (95% ClI: -0-6-56-6) and an adjusted VE
of 40-8% (95% Cl. 8-6-61-7).

The adjusted VE for 1-4-year oldsin SP1 (48-3%; 95% Cl: -17-2—77-2) and in SP2 (44-7%; 95%
Cl: -17-3—74) were similar to one another, and to estimates for older individuals, though
confidence intervals included the null (Table 3).

Table 3. Effectiveness of a single dose of oral cholera vaccine, 12-17 months and 24-31
months after vaccination campaigns

Population | Cases| Controls | Unadjusted VE (95% Cl) | Adjusted VE (95% Cl)
12-31 months after vaccination*
Overall 379 1,351 45.5% (29.0-58.2) 44.8% (27.9-57.7)
1-4 years 77 320 45.9% (7.0-68.6) 45.5% (6.1-68.3)
>5 years 302 1,031 45.4% (26.5-59.4) 44.6% (25.3-58.9)
12-17 months after vaccination (Study Period 1)*
Overall 239 792 51.7% (31.8-65.8) 50.3% (29.6-64.9)
1-4 years 41 153 47.9% (-17.8-76.9) 48.3% (-17.2-77.2)
>5 years 198 639 52.6% (30.9-67.4) 50.8% (28-66.3)
24-31 months after vaccination (Study Period 2)
Overall 140 559 33.9% (-0.6-56.6) 40.8% (8.6-61.7)
1-4 years 36 167 43.2% (-17.7-72.6) 44.8% (-17.1-74)
>5 years 104 392 29.7% (-14.6-56.9) 39.1% (-1.4-63.4)

*: In SP1 and in analyses combining data from both study periods, we only adjusted for ageas a
continuous variable.

In secondary analyses, we estimate the adjusted cumulative VE for at least one dose of KOCV to
be 39:9% (95% ClI: 24-2-52-4 (Table S5). This estimate, which includes those who report having
received two doses of KOCV, is dlightly lower than our single-dose estimate and is driven by
unexpectedly low, though uncertain, estimates for 1-4-year oldsin SP1 (Table S3).

Discussion

We found that a single dose of Euvichol-Plus kOCV provided protection against cholera for at
least 31 months post-vaccination, with no significant differences in protection between children
under five years old and older individuals. Our study provides unique, policy-relevant insights
into kOCV protection as we estimated single-dose effectiveness from the only available and
most widely used cholera vaccine today, including estimates of effectiveness for 1-4-year-olds
and at discrete time windows after vaccination. Our results suggest that at least in cholera
endemic areas like Uvira, the use of a single-dose kOCV may provide significant protection
across the population on the scale of years rather than just months.
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To date, one randomized trial*"*® and seven observational studies have included estimates of

one-dose protection of kOCVs.>*¥52 Most of these studies have been short-term estimates of
protection measured for just a few months after vaccination and showed similar levels of
protection to two doses on this timescale. Two notable exceptions where protection was
measured over alonger period include a randomized trial in Bangladesh and a case-control study
in Haiti, both using Shanchol. The Bangladesh trial was conducted for two years and estimated
54% (95% CI: 16 to 75) efficacy in thefirst year and 67% (43 to 81) in the second year post-
vaccination among those five years and older.'” The case-control study in Haiti showed that a
single dose of KOCV (Shanchol) conferred 58% (95% ClI: 4 to 82%) protection at 16 months
post-vaccination, with the confidence intervals including zero protection from 17-months post-
vaccination and onward.™ Our results are consistent with these previous studies in showing
significant protection for the overall population for longer than a year, though it isimportant to
note that Uvira, like Haiti (at the time of the study) and Bangladesh, is endemic for cholera so the
first dose may have acted as a booster for previously exposed individuals. In such settings, a
single dose of cholera vaccine administered through mass vaccination campaigns may be
sufficient to dlicit a strong mucosal anamnestic response, mediated by memory B cells and
previously shown to be associated with long-term protection against cholera.?” More work is
needed to characterize the epidemiologic settings where one dose may provide comparable levels
of protection to the full regimen, and might include leveraging historic incidence rates of cholera
or, perhaps, population-level immunologic measures of previous exposures.?®

Before this study, only one estimate of single-dose protection of akOCV in 1-4-year olds had
been published. Thistrial, in Bangladesh, suggested that young children did not benefit from a
single dose of Shanchol, even during the first six months post-vaccination.**® In contrast, we
found evidence that a single dose of Euvichol-Plus was similarly effective among 1-4-year olds
and the rest of the population in Uvirafor up to 31 months post-vaccination. This observation is
in line with studies showing similar levels of protection after natural infection between the two
age groups.?® Conflicting estimates between young children and older individuals have also been
observed in KOCV studies with the full dose regimen, though there are only a handful of studies
that present age-stratified estimates. While most studies have found lower effectivenessin young
children, the difference in protection has been highly variable with large uncertainty (e.g.,
ranging from no apparent differencein Vietnam after 10 months,* to 73% lower protective
efficacy among children in Bangladesh over 6 months post-vaccination'®). Our observation that a
single dose of Euvichol-Plus offered similar protection among young children and older
individuals, in contrast to previous studies of other OCV's, could be explained by several factors
including pre-existing population immunity and season of vaccination as shown with other

diseases,*" differences both in gut microbiota composition and in prevalence of enteropathy.***

This study comes with several limitations. First, like many previous vaccine effectiveness studies
in low- and middle-income settings, the vaccination status was self-reported,”**** and only 7
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casesin SP1 and 12 cases in SP2 were able to provide a vaccination card. Measurements of the
number of doses received months to years after a mass vaccination campaign is prone to recall
bias, particularly in a place like Uvirawhere several mass vaccination campaigns for different
epidemic-prone diseases are organized annually. Imperfect reporting of vaccination status may
lead to overestimation of the proportion of vaccinated people, thus an underestimation of the VE,
if for instance some unvaccinated cases are tempted to report that they were vaccinated due to
social desirability bias or an expectation that it may influence the quality of care they receivein
the CTC. To minimize biasesin classification of vaccination status we used visual aids and a
series of structured questions and hospital and study staff reassured patients that their responses
to the study questions would in no way affect their care. Reassuringly, the coverage ascertained
in the controls was similar to the coverage we measured in community coverage surveys. There
were dlight differences in the protocols of the case-control study in each study period,
challenging the interpretability of the joint estimates from both periods. study period, challenging
the interpretability of the joint estimates from both periods. However, in sensitivity analyses
simulating similar diagnostic criteriafor casesin SP1 as SP2, our qualitative findings remained
consistent (Table S6). The retrospective recruitment of controls for cases admitted during the
SP1 precluded adjustment for individual and household factors that may have influenced cholera
disease risk or vaccine acceptability. Despite the fact that the number of cases under five years of
age was higher than in most published VE studies, our sample size in thisimportant age group
was still small and led to wide confidence intervals around VE estimates. Finally, we were
unable to obtain reliable estimates of two dose protection partly because few cases reported
receipt of two doses of kOCV due to low vaccination coverage in the population, and potentially
because of uncertainty in the reporting of more than one dose of kKOCV (Tables S3 and $4).

Our findings provide reassurance that the current policy of providing a single dose of KOCV in
outbreaks, especially in endemic settings, provides protection to the overall population during the
acute outbreak period and likely well beyond. While more data are needed across different
settings and for longer periods of time, our study extends the current evidence base on protection
from a single-dose of kOCV, and more specifically on protection from Euvichol-Plus, the most
widely used cholera vaccine available today.
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