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Abstract

Rift  Valley  fever  (RVF)  is  an  emerging,  zoonotic,  arboviral  haemorrhagic  fever  threatening
livestock  and  humans  mainly  in  Africa.  RVF  is  of  global  concern,  having  expanded  its
geographical range over the last decades. The impact of control measures on epidemic dynamics
using empirical data has not been assessed. Here, we combined seroprevalence livestock and
human RVF case data from the 2018-2019 epidemic in Mayotte, with a dynamic mathematical
model. Using a Bayesian inference framework, we estimated viral transmission potential amongst
livestock, and spillover from livestock to humans, through both direct contact and vector-mediated
routes. Model simulations were used to assess the impact of vaccination on reducing the human
epidemic size.  Reactive vaccination immunising 20% of  the livestock population reduced the
number of human cases by 30%. To achieve a similar impact, delaying the vaccination by one
month required using 50% more vaccine doses, and vaccinating only humans required 20 times
as more as the number of doses for livestock. Finally, with 53.92% (95%CrI [44.76-61.29]) of
livestock estimated to be immune at the end of the epidemic wave, viral re-emergence in the next
rainy season (2019-2020) was unlikely. We present the first mathematical model for RVF fitted to
real-world data to estimate virus transmission parameters, and able to inform potential control
programmes. Human and animal health surveillance, and timely livestock vaccination appear to
be key in reducing disease risk in humans. We furthermore demonstrate the value of  a One
Health quantitative approach to surveillance and control of zoonotic infectious diseases.

Introduction

Controlling  zoonotic  and  vector-borne  infections  is  complex,  as  it  requires  an  accurate
understanding of  pathogen transmission within  animal  populations,  and pathogen spillover  to
humans, whilst accounting for environmental factors affecting vector population dynamics (1,2).
Rift Valley fever (RVF) is an emerging zoonotic arbovirosis causing haemorrhagic fever. RVF is a
threat for both animal and human health, mainly in Africa (3).  Livestock (cattle, sheep and goats)
are RVF virus amplifying hosts, acquiring infection through the bites of infectious mosquitoes
(mainly  Aedes spp. and  Culex spp.) (4). Humans get infected by direct contact with infectious
animal tissues (upon abortions or animal slaughter), although vector transmission may also play a
role (4,5). Since 2015, RVF has been listed as a priority emerging disease by the WHO R&D
Blueprint (6). A major concern is the expansion of its geographical range over recent decades
(5,7).  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 (8). 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 introduction of infectious animals).
However, a few imported infectious animals could trigger another large epidemic, as the herd
immunity declined due to livestock population turnover (9). In 2018, about ten years after the
previous epidemic, RVF outbreaks were reported in several East African countries (e.g. Kenya,
South Sudan, Uganda, Rwanda) (10,11). In Mayotte, between November 2018 and August 2019,
a total of 143 human cases (RVF virus RT-PCR confirmed) were reported (Fig. 1A). The virus
belongs to the Kenya-2 clade (12),  which is closely  related to the strains detected in  recent
outbreaks in Eastern Africa. The Veterinary Services of Mayotte, the regional health authorities
(Agence de Santé Océan Indien) and the French Public Health Agency (Santé Publique France)
did  further  epidemiological  investigations  to  assess  temporal  patterns  in  occurrence  of  the
infection in the animal population, and to identify possible routes of human exposure to RVF
virus.  These  investigations  generated  a  uniquely  well  documented  RVF  epidemic  dataset,
including RVF seroprevalence and incidence data in animal and humans.
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We present  these data and use them to extend and fit  a  mathematical  model  of  RVF virus
transmission in livestock (9), and explicitly account for viral spillover from livestock into the human
population.  We fit  this model simultaneously to the infection patterns in livestock and human
observed during the 2018-2019 epidemic, allowing for the first time, (i) to estimate the level of
RVF virus transmission amongst livestock and spillover from livestock to humans by both direct
contact  and  vector-mediated  routes,  (ii)  to  estimate  the  likelihood  of  another  epidemic  the
following year, and (iii) to assess the impact of potential vaccination strategies in livestock and
humans on reducing disease occurrence in humans.

Results

The course of the epidemic in livestock and humans
Between November 2018 and August 2019, 143 RVF human cases were reported. The epidemic
peaked mid-February (February  11-17,  2019),  with  18 weekly  confirmed cases,  six  to  seven
weeks following the rainfall peak (Fig. 1A). About two-third of investigated cases reported a direct
contact with livestock or its tissues (incl.  milk  consumption) (68%, n=86), whilst 32% (n= 41)
reported no previous contact with animals (Fig 1A. cases in red and green, respectively).

Livestock sera (n=1,169) collected by the Veterinary Services between July 2018 and June 2019
were tested against RVF IgG. To assess the timing of emergence of the virus in the livestock
population, we plotted quarterly age-stratified RVF IgG prevalence, using only tested animals for
which the date of birth was available (n=493). In July - September 2018, that is before the report
of  the first  human case,  most seropositive  animals were in  the oldest  age groups (Fig.  1D),
possibly indicating viral exposure during the previous re-emergence (9). The IgG seroprevalence
increased in all age groups in January-March (Fig. 1E), and then in April-June 2019 (Fig. 1F),
evidencing that the emergence of the virus in the livestock population, was coincident with the
report of cases in humans.

Ongoing viral phylogenetic analyses on human derived-samples (12), and IgM positive livestock
seized from informal trade between June and August 2018 (Table S1), suggest that the virus was
likely introduced from Eastern Africa into Mayotte between June and August 2018, through the
movements of infectious animals.

Epidemic model
We modelled virus transmission amongst livestock as a function of  rainfall,  therefore varying
along the study period. RVF virus spillover from livestock to humans was modelled by both direct
contact, assuming a time-invariant transmission rate, and vector-mediated transmission, defined
as a function of rainfall (see Methods).

Transmission  parameters. By  fitting  this  model  to  the  RVF  datasets,  the  time-varying
reproduction  number  in  the  livestock  population  was  estimated  to  peak  at  Rs(t)=1.87  (95%
Credible Interval CrI [1.53-2.69]), in the second half of January (January 14-27, 2019) (Fig. S3),
two weeks following the rainfall peak, and three to four weeks prior to the predicted epidemic
peaks in livestock and humans (Fig.  2A).  This  corresponded to a transmission rate amongst
livestock  (βL−L ( t ))  at  8.92  per  100,000  livestock  heads  per  day  (95%CrI  [1.09-7.77]).  The

spillover rate from livestock to humans by direct contact (βL−H
C ) was estimated to 1.78 per 10

million persons per day (95%CrI [1.29 – 2.61]) (Table S2), and the maximum values of the time-

varying spillover transmission rate (βL−H
V

( t )) was 1.33 per 10 million persons per day (95%CrI

[2.25-8.46]).

Model predictions.  Using the estimated parameters, the simulated number of human reported
cases was 181 (95% CrI [138-233]), with two third resulting from direct contact (n=111, 95%CrI
[80-149]) and one third from vector transmission (n=70, 95%CrI [44-102]) (Table 1), in agreement
with the observed data (Fig. 1B-1C). The predicted age-stratified IgG seroprevalence in livestock
between January and June 2019 were in good agreement with the observed data as well (Fig.
1E-1F).  The  simulated  incidence  in  livestock  cases  peaked  mid-February  (February,  11-17),
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concomitantly with the peak in human vector-mediated transmission, whilst the number of human
cases by direct contact reached its maximum values one week later (February, 18-24) (Fig. 2A).
Finally, by the end of the epidemic wave, 18,460 (95%CrI [14,926-21,154]) animals were affected
resulting in 53.92 % (95%CrI [44.76-61.29]) of the livestock population being immune (Fig. 2B
and Table 1). The overall predicted number of human cases (both reported and not reported) was
estimated to  have reached 9,566 (95%CrI  [7,793-11,772]),  resulting in  3.73% (95%CrI  [3.03-
4.56]) of the human population being immune (Table 1).

In this setting, the likelihood of virus re-emergence the following rainy season (2019-2020) was
less than 2.5% (Fig. 2A), with the time-varying effective reproductive number Re(t) falling below
unity following the epidemic peaks and remaining very close to or below unity over the second
year of the simulations (Fig. 2C).

Vaccination scenarios. Probabilistic forecasts were also used to assess the impact of different
livestock and humans vaccination strategies on the size of the epidemic in both animals and
humans  (Fig  3A-3D  and  Table  1).  A  reactive  and  mass  vaccination  campaign  in  livestock
immediately after the report of the first human case (i.e. 6,000 doses in December 2018) allowed
a reduction in  the epidemic  size by a third (median number of  humans cases = 113 cases,
median number of livestock cases = 11,447), while waiting one more month would have required
50 % more vaccine doses to achieve a similar impact (9,000 doses in January 2019, median
number  of  humans  cases  =  115,  median  number  of  livestock  cases  =  11,573).  Finally,  a
vaccination programme targeting only humans would require immunising half of the population
(128,250 doses in December 2018) to reduce similarly the number of human cases (median=115
cases), whilst, of course, not impacting on the number of livestock cases.

Discussion

We present the first  RVF epidemic dataset  combining both livestock and human surveillance
data,  and  use  it  to  parameterise  a  mathematical  model.  We  estimated,  for  the  first  time,
transmission rates amongst livestock and spillover to humans using empirical epidemic data. This
also allowed the quantitative assessment  of  the importance of  timely livestock vaccination in
reducing  disease  risk  in  humans  during  an  epidemic,  useful  to  inform  potential  control
programmes, and illustrating the importance of One Health surveillance in the management of
zoonotic diseases.

The IgM testing of illegally imported livestock suggested that the virus may have been introduced
in Mayotte around June-August 2018, which is in agreement with the timing of RVF outbreaks on
the East African mainland (11) and corresponds to the dry season in Mayotte. Viral transmission
might have been maintained on the island at a low level in the dry season, or the virus might have
been several  times introduced, and the epidemic started only  following the start  of  the rainy
season (that is in October). The epidemic is likely to have therefore resulted from a recent viral
re-introduction, rather that viral persistence over the last ten years, as concluded about the 2007-
2008 epidemics, in a previous study (9).

The  systematic  testing  by  RT-PCR of  humans  showing  dengue-like  syndrome  performed  in
Mayotte for the last  ten years (since 2008),  provides additional evidence that  RVF had been
absent from the Island for a decade, and that the presented epidemic curve accurately reflected
its actual timing. During the epidemic, mitigation strategies such as vector control around houses
of  human  cases  (i.e.  post-detection)  and  the  diffusion  of  prevention  messages  on  milk
consumption and exposure to animals were communicated, from February 27 th onwards (13), that
is two weeks after the peak. Therefore, these measures are likely to have had a moderate impact
on the epidemic size, whilst not affecting the time of the epidemic peak. In addition, the timing of
the epidemic was corroborated by the observed changes in livestock seroprevalence, exhibiting a
clear pattern of viral emergence. Most livestock sera (90%) were collected and tested as part of
the regular annual surveillance campaign.  As 10% of  these samples were collected in areas
reporting human cases, the proportion of seropositive animals may have been overestimated.
However, most animal sampling was conducted from January 2019 onwards, when RVF virus
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had  already  spread  across  the  whole  island.  In  addition,  our  model  predicted  that  53.92 %
(95%CrI  [44.76-61.29]),  of  the livestock population was immune at  the end  of  the  simulated
epidemic wave (August 2019), which was in line with estimates from the previous emergence in
2007-2008 (9).

Previous RVF models parameterised the transmission rate from livestock to humans by direct
contact  as  an  input parameter  at  1.7  per  10  thousand  persons  per  day  (14-16).  The
epidemiological  investigations  conducted  in  this  epidemic assessed  whether  human  cases
reported a direct contact with animals or their infectious tissues, and human cases without prior
contact with such materials. This allowed for the first time estimating both RVF virus spillover to
humans  by  direct  contact  and by  vector  transmission  from epidemic  data.  These  estimated
transmission rates can be used as a benchmark for further modelling work. RVF human cases
with or without previous contact with animals or animal products have been reported in other
settings (17,18). Here, the reported fraction of cases without previous animal contact (32%) was
three  times  higher  than  in  South  Africa  (10%)  (17).  Several  reasons  may  explain  these
differences. For example, this could result from a recall bias from people interviewed in Mayotte,
or from the fact that in South Africa, people were tested following reports of RVF in animals (17).

Rainfall is a known driver for RVF virus transmission (19) and was used as a proxy for vector
abundance. We assumed a 14-days lag between rainfall  and its impact on vector abundance
based on previous modelling studies on RVF vectors population dynamics (20,21). Temperature
above 26ºC may also  promote RVF virus transmission (22-24).  The temperatures of  Mayotte
varying  annually  between  25ºC  and  35ºC  (9), we  assumed  that  in  this  specific  setting,
temperature would not be a major driver for viral transmission. In areas with cooler temperatures,
such as South Africa (25), temperature may need to be taken into account (26). The highest
estimated Rs(t) value was 1.87 (95%CrI [1.53-2.69]), yet in line with previous estimations of  R0

(14,27,28).  The baseline model, with constant transmission parameters, had a similar DIC than
the rainfall-dependent  model,  and showed  R0 values within  the same range. Whilst  this may
suggest  a smaller influence of environmental  factors on the RVF viral  transmission dynamics
during this epidemic, it may also suggest that upon the conditions met for emergence -(i) the
presence of the virus, (ii) a susceptible livestock population and (iii) the presence of vectors -  the
epidemic fade-out likely resulted from a depletion of susceptible livestock. This was corroborated
by  the  small  likelihood  of  re-emergence  in  the  following  rainy  season,  with  an  effective
reproductive number Re(t) remaining close or below unity in the months following the end of the
2018-2019 epidemic, due to the high proportion of immune animals.

A limitation of the model was that the reporting rate in humans was unknown, and defined based
on data from the 2007-2008 epidemic (29). This relied on the assumption that both the 2007-2008
and 2018-2019 epidemics affected the same number of people. Whilst there is no data available
on human infection patterns to support  this assumption,  our previous work  estimated a post-
epidemic livestock seroprevalence (9) which was similar to our current estimates, supporting the
assumption  that  both  epidemic  sizes  may  be  comparable.  Further  data  collection  estimating
human post-epidemic seroprevalence would allow an accurate estimation of this reporting rate.
Finally, the livestock model was built with similar assumptions than in our previous paper (9). This
included a latent (E) and an infectious (I) period of 7 days in livestock, accounting for the extrinsic
incubation period in the vector (3-7 days), and the latent (1-6 days) and infectious stages (3-6
days) in livestock (30-33), without explicitly modelling these processes. Although this may have
slightly impacted on the predicted timing of the epidemic peak in humans, our model predictions
were  in  agreement  with  the  observations.  In  addition,  this  did  not  impact  on  the  fitting  with
livestock data, as we fitted on the (R) compartment, aggregating data over three-month periods.
We also  assumed homogeneous mixing.  Mayotte  is  a  small  island (374km2),  the  ecosystem
shows limited spatial variations, livestock production systems are extensive with animals raised
outdoor year round (9), compatible with the assumption that the livestock population was equally
exposed to  RVF mosquito  vectors.  Accounting for  spatial  heterogeneity,  and testing for  finer
vaccination protocols would have required the use of epidemic data at a smaller spatio-temporal
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resolution. Our model can however be expanded into a metapopulation structure, and parameters
further refined, in ecosystems with epidemic data available at finer spatial and temporal scales.

The impact and cost-effectiveness of livestock vaccination has been assessed in specific RVF
high-risk  areas  in  Kenya  using  simulation  modelling  (32,33).  Instead,  our  analysis  allows
predicting the impact of vaccination strategies on reducing the number of human and animal
cases,  through  a  model  calibrated  from  epidemic  data.  Our  findings  provide  evidence  that
reactive animal vaccination is the most effective control measure, preventing both human and
livestock cases,  and  requiring a smaller number of  vaccine doses.  The characteristics  of  the
vaccine used in  the vaccination scenarios (highly immunogenic,  single  dose, and safe)  were
those targeted by WHO R&D Blueprint  (34),  and not  the  existing ones.  In practice,  currently
available RVF vaccines have different immunogenic and safety characteristics, with some of them
requiring boosters (35), and the choice of which vaccine to use on the field may vary upon the
epidemiological context. In addition, during this epidemic, livestock were not vaccinated due the
absence of a vaccine with a EU marketing authorisation (Mayotte is an  EU outermost region)
(36).  However,  we highlight  the  importance  of  the  development  of  contingency  planning,
availability of emergency funds and a suitable vaccine.

In  conclusion,  we  have  presented  a  uniquely  detailed  investigation  into  an  outbreak  of  an
emerging arbovirus,  combining animal  and human data,  with a mathematical  model for RVF.
Early detection and rapid vaccination are critical to RVF control at the early stage of the epidemic.
Disease surveillance in animals, contingency planning, and the timely implementation of livestock
vaccination,  are  key  for  reducing  human  disease  risk.  This  work  represents  a  collaboration
between  public  health  agency,  animal  health  surveillance  network,  farmers’  association,  and
researchers, initiated from the start of the epidemic, and conducted as a collaborative work as the
epidemic unfolded. Delays in getting livestock data were inherent to climatic conditions (storms)
and  field  work  constraints  in  remote  areas.  Nevertheless,  we  addressed  in  practice  the
challenges of a quantitative One Health approach (37), and illustrated its value to surveillance and
control of zoonotic emerging infectious diseases. Our model can be further expanded, refined and
recalibrated for other ecosystems.

Materials and Methods

RVF datasets

Human  data.  Human  incident  case  data  were  collected  from  patients  showing  dengue-like
symptoms and consulting a GP, and who subsequently tested positive for RVF virus RT-PCR
(38). Cases were interviewed using a structured questionnaire administered by Sante Publique
France health epidemiologists (39). The number of incident cases was aggregated by week.

Livestock data.  During  the  study period,  livestock  sera were  sampled by  field  veterinarians
according to two protocols: RVF targeted surveys around human cases and the regular annual
surveillance campaign (SESAM) which is implemented since 2008 (8). The sera from the RVF
targeted surveys were collected around human cases and were collected between January and
March  only.  However,  due  to  the  rapidly  increasing  number  of  human  cases  and  logistics
constraints, the Veterinary Services instead requested field veterinarians to sample animals from
the  annual  surveillance  campaign only,  depending  on  their  regular  field  visits,  therefore  not
depending on human cases. In total, between July 2018 and June 2019, a total of 1,169 livestock
sera were collected (842 from the annual surveillance and 146 from human investigations), and
tested against RVF IgG (ID Screen RVF Competition ELISA, IDVet, Grabels, France, Se=97 %,
Sp=100 % (40)). Date of birth was available for 493 of these sampled animals (with 9% from RVF
targeted  surveys,  Table  S3).  In  order  to  follow  the  emergence  of  the  virus  in  the  livestock
population over a year, we plotted quarterly age-stratified RVF IgG prevalence (Fig. 1D-1F).

Origin of the virus. To investigate the possible time window of virus introduction from imported
infected  animals,  we collated  serological  data  from illegally  imported  livestock seized by the

6

231
232

233
234
235
236
237
238
239
240
241
242
243
244
245
246

247
248
249
250
251
252
253
254
255
256
257
258

259

260

261
262
263
264

265
266
267
268
269
270
271
272
273
274
275
276
277

278
279

6

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted March 30, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.02.14.20022996doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.02.14.20022996
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


Veterinary Services between  June and August 2018. These animals were tested RVF IgM by
ELISA (indicative of recent infections) (Table S1).

Epidemic model

We modelled RVF epidemic from the start of the rainy season, the first week of October 2018
(October, 1-7), one month prior to the report of the first human case, up to the first week of
August 2019 (July, 29-August, 4). No more human cases were reported after this date.

Transmission amongst livestock.  We adapted the previously developed SEIR model of RVF
virus transmission amongst Mayotte livestock (9) to the current epidemiological context. For full
details on the model structure and equations, see Metras et al. 2017 (9). We kept the previous
underlying  demographic  livestock  population  age-structure  (10  yearly  age-groups)  for  fitting
purpose, and we used a discrete-time deterministic framework,  with a daily time step.  In the
previous model, the transmission parameter amongst livestock (βL−L ( t )) and corresponding time-
varying reproductive number (Rs(t)) were 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, instead of using monthly NDVI, we used rainfall data (41) at a daily time step,
since the model time step and the human epidemic curve available for fitting had a smaller time
resolution.  We also included a lag of  14 days between rainfall  and its  impact  on the vector
abundance (21,22). To look at the temporal pattern of the viral transmission over time, we also
calculated Re(t), the time-varying effective reproduction number, as the product of  Rs(t)  with the
proportion of susceptible livestock at time t (SI Methods).

Spillover  into humans.  We added a module simulating RVF virus transmission from livestock
into the human population. We assumed that susceptible humans (SH ) became infected following

exposure with infectious livestock by direct contact (EH
C ) at a constant rate βL−H

C , and by vector-

mediated route (EH
V )  at  a  time-varying rate  βL−H

V
( t ),  scaled on the rainfall-dependent  within-

livestock transmission (βL−L ( t )).  Infected individuals  EH
C  and  EH

V  successively moved to their

respective infectious states (I H
C  and I H

V ) ; after which they moved into the immune compartment (

RH) (Fig. S1), assuming they remained immune until the end of the study period. The model
equations, transmission parameters and the formulation of the forces of infection from livestock
λcontact(t) and vectors λvector(t) are presented in SI Methods.

Parameterisation and model fitting. Input parameters were those related to the natural history
of  infection  and  demographics  in  both  livestock  and  human  populations  (Table  S4).  The
proportion of immune animals at t0 was informed from the aggregated July-September 2018 IgG
livestock seroprevalence campaign (Fig. 1D). The reporting fraction of human cases was set to
ρ=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  (30).
Assuming a population size of 212,645 inhabitants in 2012 (42),  this corresponded to an average
of 7,442 persons being seropositive. Assuming that the sizes of the 2007-2008 and 2018-2019
epidemics  were  similar,  the  detection  of  143  cases  in  the  2018-2019 epidemics  suggests  a
reporting fraction of 1.9% (95% CI [1.4-2.6]). Finally, input rainfall data were downloaded from the
Meteofrance website, as cumulated rainfall over 10-day periods (41). Daily rainfall was calculated
by dividing these values by ten over each 10-day period.
Five parameters were estimated by fitting the model to the human and livestock epidemic data
(Table S3). Two parameters related to the rainfall-dependent transmission amongst livestock (A

and B), two parameters estimated the spillover to humans, via contact with livestock (βL−H
C ) and

via vector (scaling factor X), and the fifth parameter was the number of infectious livestock at t0

(Iliv0).  Parameter  estimation  was done by  fitting  simultaneously  the  (i)  quarterly  age-stratified
simulated proportion of immune livestock (pa,q) to quarterly RVF IgG prevalence (Fig. 1E-1F); (ii)
the simulated weekly number of reported incident cases in humans by direct contact (Fig. 1B) and
(iii) the simulated weekly number of reported incident cases in humans by vector-mediated route
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(Fig. 1C), to the observed weekly number of reported cases via both transmission routes. Values

of  those  five  parameters  were  sampled  from their  prior  distribution  θ={A , B , βL− H
C , X , I liv 0 }

using a Monte Carlo Markov Chain Metropolis-Hastings (MCMC-MH) algorithm, implemented in
the fitR package (43). Finally, to assess the impact of rainfall over the course of the epidemic, we
also fitted a baseline model for which all transmission parameters were constant over time (Table
S5). Details on models equations, parameter estimation, model fitting, and model comparison are
presented in SI Methods.

Forecasting and vaccination scenarios.  We  did  probabilistic projections for seven scenarios
(Table 1). For all  scenarios, we simulated 2,500 stochastic trajectories by sampling randomly
parameter  values  from  the  joint  posterior  distribution.  Scenario  1  aimed  at  estimating  the
likelihood  of  virus  re-emergence,  without  disease  control  intervention,  in  the  following  rainy
season (in 2019-2020), in a closed ecosystem, using the same rainfall data as during 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 and livestock cases during the
2018-2019 epidemic. We assumed the use of a single-dose highly immunogenic vaccine (90 %
vaccine  efficacy)  (34,35),  and  a  14-days  lag  between vaccination  and  build-up  of  immunity.
Figures of  vaccination campaigns in Mayotte  in  2017 (against  blackleg,  a livestock disease),
showed that about 3,000 vaccine doses are routinely administered to livestock over a year by
local veterinarians. 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 an extra-vaccine supply and an emergency mass
vaccination, allowing 6,000 doses to be administered in December 2018. We also assessed the
impact of vaccinating livestock in January 2019, one month following the report of first human
case, allowing extra time for organising the vaccination campaign : 3,000 doses (Scenario 4),
6,000  doses  (Scenario  5)  and 9,000  doses  (Scenario  6).  Finally,  to  assess  the  impact  of  a
reactive and mass vaccination only in humans, we simulated a 50% vaccination coverage of the
human population in December 2018 (i.e.  128,250 doses) (Scenario 7).  Vaccination equations
and diagram are presented in SI Methods and Fig. S2.
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Figure 1AF. RVF epidemic data in humans and livestock, and model fit. (A) Weekly number
of  reported  human  cases  and  average  daily  rainfall  pattern  (solid  blue  line).  Human  cases
reporting direct contact with animals or their  products are presented in red (86 cases), those
reporting no prior contact with animals or their  products are in green (41 cases),  and lost to
follow-up are in grey (16 cases). (B) Predicted median (red solid line) and 95%CrI (red envelope)
of the number of weekly reported human cases by direct contact, and weekly incident observed
cases by contact (red dots). (C) Predicted median (green solid line) and 95%CrI (green envelope)
of the number of weekly reported human cases by vector-mediated route, and weekly incident
observed cases with no prior contact with animals (green dots). (D) Quarterly age-stratified RVF
IgG seroprevalence in livestock for the trimesters July-September 2018 (N=173),  (E) January-
March 2019 (N=252), and (F) April-June 2019 (N=67). In (D),(E),(F), the black dots and vertical
black lines represent the observed age-stratified average IgG seroprevalence and their 95%CI.
The  model  predicted  values  are  showed  by  the  median  (solid  blue  line)  and  95%CrI  (blue
envelopes).
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Figure  2AC.  Model  predictions  over  two  rainy  seasons  (2018-2019  and  2019-2020):
epidemic  curves,  proportion  of  susceptible  and  immune  livestock,  and  time-varying
effective  reproduction  (Re(t))  number.  (A) Predicted  (reported  and  unreported)  number  of
infectious livestock (blue) and humans by direct contact (red), and vector-mediated route (green).
(B) Predicted  median  (solid  lines)  and  95.%CrI  envelopes  of  the  predicted  proportion  of
Susceptible (green) and Immune (black) livestock over the course of the epidemic. (C) Values of
Re(t)= Rs(t)*S(t)  over the course of the epidemic. In all panels, 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 the fitting period (August 2019).
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Figure 3AD. Figure 3AD. Impact of vaccination strategies on the epidemic size. (A) Median
weekly number of predicted incident human cases, and corresponding (B) human epidemic size
(reported  cases).  (C) Median  weekly  number  of  predicted  incident  infected  livestock,  and
corresponding  (D) total  livestok epidemic size.  In  (A)  and  (C) the red solid line presents the
scenario with no intervention (Scenario 1); the black lines present vaccinations in December 2018
(black solid: 3,000 doses, dashed black: 6,000 doses) (Scenarios 2-3); the blue lines present the
vaccinations in January 2019 (blue solid: 3,000 doses, dashed blue: 6,000 doses; dotted blue:
9,000 doses) (Scenarios 4-6); the red line represent the human vaccination only (Scenario 7).
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Table 1. Predicted epidemic sizes (total and reported cases) and post-epidemic prevalence in
humans and livestock, for the different scenarios, predicted median (95% Credible Interval, CrI).

Epidemic size Post-epidemic prevalence

Scenarios Livestock total Humans total Humans 

reported

Reported 

contact

Reported 

vector

Livestock Humans

1. No 

intervention

18,461 

(14,926-21,153)

9,566 

(7,793-11,772)

181 

(138-233)

111 

(79-149)

70 

(44-102)

53.92 

(44.76-61.29)

3.73 

(3.03-4.56)

Livestock vaccination

2. Dec 3,000 14,415 

(11,154-17,237)

7,465 

(5,980-9,381)

142 

(106-186)

87 

(61-119)

54 

(34-80)

42.40 

(34.21-50.33)

2.90 

(2.33-3.65)

3. Dec 6,000 11,447 

(8,863-14,046)

5,936 

(4,683-7,674)

113 

(83-151)

69 

(46-97)

43 

(26-67)

34.17 

(27.66-41.15)

2.31 

(1.82-2.99)

4. Jan, 3000 15,311 

(12,237-17,985)

7,867 

(6,302-9,956)

149 

(112-197)

91 

(63-126)

58 

(35-84)

44.72 

(36.85-51.72)

3.06 

(2.45-3.88)

5. Jan, 6000 13,229 

(10,545-15,693)

6,872 

(5,470-8,752)

131 

(96-175)

80 

(55-112)

51 

(32-77)

38.87 

(32.21-45.44)

2.68 

(2.13-3.41)

6. Jan, 9000 11,573 

(9,296-13,784)

6,014 

(4,665-7,992)

115 

(83-158)

90 

(47-101)

44 

(27-68)

34.27 

(28.52-39.86)

2.34 

(1.82-3.12)

Human vaccination

7. Dec, 50 % 18,436 

(14,987-21,099)

6,032 

(4,708-7,942)

115 

(82-157)

70 

(46-102)

44 

(26-67)

53.79 

(45.05-61.20)

2.35 

(1.83-3.10)
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