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Abstract

New vector-control technologies to fight mosquito-borne diseases are urgently needed, the
adoption of which depends on efficacy estimates from large-scale cluster-randomized trials
(CRTSs). The release of Wolbachia-infected mosquitoes is one promising strategy to curb
dengue virus (DENV) transmission, and a recent CRT reported impressive reductions in dengue
incidence following the release of these mosquitoes. Such trials can be affected by multiple
sources of bias, however. We used mathematical models of DENV transmission during a CRT
of Wolbachia-infected mosquitoes to explore three such biases: human movement, mosquito
movement, and coupled transmission dynamics between trial arms. We show that failure to
account for each of these biases would lead to underestimated efficacy, and that the majority of
this underestimation is due to a heretofore unrecognized bias caused by transmission coupling.
Taken together, our findings suggest that Wolbachia-infected mosquitoes could be even more
promising than the recent CRT suggested. By emphasizing the importance of accounting for
transmission coupling between arms, which requires a mathematical model, our results highlight
the key role that models can play in interpreting and extrapolating the results from trials of

vector control interventions.

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.
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37 Introduction

38 Dengue virus (DENV) poses a risk to around half the world’s population due to the widespread
39 abundance of its Aedes mosquito vectors [1]. Historically, the success of dengue control has
40 been limited by challenges such as the expanding distribution of Aedes aegypti due to

41 urbanization and land-use changes, and ineffective or sub-optimally applied control strategies
42  [2,3]. One novel control strategy that holds promise is the release of mosquitoes infected with
43 Wolbachia, a vertically transmitted intracellular bacteria that reduces the ability of Aedes aegypti
44  mosquitoes to transmit DENV [4]. A cluster-randomized, controlled trial conducted between

45 2018 and 2020 in Yogyakarta, Indonesia (Applying Wolbachia to Eliminate Dengue, AWED)

46 [5,6] estimated that release of Wolbachia-infected mosquitoes had a protective efficacy against
47 symptomatic, virologically confirmed dengue of 77.1% (95% confidence interval: 65.3-84.9%)
48 [7).

49 There are at least three factors that can result in underestimated efficacy in this type of
50 trial. All operate by making outcomes in treatment and control clusters appear more similar than
51 if these factors were not at play, although they result in this for different reasons. First, the

52 movement of humans between control and treated clusters can increase the exposure to DENV
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53 of study subjects residing in treatment clusters and lower the exposure of subjects residing in
54  control clusters [8]. Second, the movement of mosquitoes between arms can lead to an

55 appreciable proportion of mosquitoes in control clusters infected with Wolbachia, lowering these
56 mosquitoes’ ability to transmit DENV and introducing a source of contamination across trial

57 arms. Third, the dynamic, spatially localized nature of DENV transmission [9,10] implies that

58 suppression of transmission in treated clusters could influence transmission in neighboring

59 control clusters, thereby reducing incidence in both trial arms. Hereafter, we refer to each of

60 these three forms of bias as “human movement,” “mosquito movement,” and “transmission

61 coupling,” respectively.

62 In their per-protocol analyses, Utarini et al. [7] acknowledged the potential effects of

63 human and mosquito movement in their per-protocol analysis, and by incorporating recent travel
64 and Wolbachia prevalence into their efficacy calculations did not detect a difference in efficacy
65 from that estimated in the intention-to-treat analysis. Nevertheless, the analysis of the AWED
66 trial by Utarini et al. [7] did not account for transmission coupling, and they noted that follow-up
67 analyses were needed to further explore the potential for bias due to human and mosquito

68 movement.

69 Understanding the magnitude of such biases is important when seeking to extrapolate
70 the impact of interventions across contexts. Such extrapolation has been recently undetaken for
71 the RTS,S/ASO01 vaccine [11,12] and the endectocide ivermectin [13] for malaria. If failing to

72 account for such transmission dynamics contributes to an underestimated biological effect of
73  Wolbachia on DENV, we risk incorrectly assessing its broader impact. Given the myriad

74  intervention options available to public health officials for dengue control [14], it is important for
75 the potential impacts of each to be understood as well as possible.

76 In this study, we used a mathematical model of DENV transmission to gain insight into
77 the possible magnitudes of the three aforementioned sources of bias. Our approach involved

78 translating model inputs of the basic reproduction number (Ro), the spatial scale of human
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movement (b), and the proportional reduction in R, afforded by Wolbachia-infected mosquitoes
(¢) into outputs of the infection attack rate (IAR) in control and treatment arms of a trial, in
accordance with a seasonal, two-patch susceptible-infectious-recovered (SIR) model [15]. We
used the outputs of IAR in treatment and control arms (IAR: and IAR., respectively) to obtain an
estimate of the odds ratio (OR) of infection and, thereby, an estimate of the efficacy of the
intervention, Eff = 1 - OR. We constructed six different model versions for estimating efficacy,
each of which includes different combinations of the three biases, all of them, or none of them.
Henceforth, we refer to the efficacy observed in the AWED trial as “observed efficacy,” and the
efficacy estimated by a given model and ¢ as “estimated efficacy.” Finally, we quantify each bias
as the difference in the efficacy estimated by a model including that bias and a model which

does not include that bias (see Methods for more details of our methods).
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Fig. 1: The spatial scales of transmission and trial design. A: Idealized trial design. We
used a checkerboard pattern to approximate the design of the AWED trial of Wolbachia-infected
mosaquitoes to control dengue [7]. p; represents the amount of time an individual who lives in
arm i spends in arm j, where i and j can represent either control (c) or treatment (i). b describes
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96 the scale of human movement. B: The relationship between the scale of human movement and
97 the amount of time individuals spend in clusters of the same type as their home cluster. C: The
98 relationship between the reduction in R, (€) required to reproduce the observed efficacy in the
99 AWED trial and the time people spend in their allocated arm. In this panel and panels E and F,
100 the dark blue line corresponds to the observed mean estimated in the AWED trial whereas the
101 light blue line and shaded region correspond to the 95% confidence intervals. D: The
102 relationship between € and the estimated efficacy when b = 60 m. The black line shows the
103 theoretical relationship between a reduction in Ry, and observed efficacy, assuming no mosquito
104 movement and no human movement between arms. The blue line shows this relationship if we
105 include these two factors as well as the effect of transmission coupling. The dark and light blue
106 squares indicate the mean and the 95% confidence interval respectively of the observed
107 efficacy in the AWED trial and the corresponding reduction in Ro. E: The relationship between
108 the amount of time people spend in their allocated arm and the estimated efficacy. F: The
109 relationship between the size of the clusters and the estimated efficacy. The dashed line
110 indicates the estimated efficacy at the baseline cluster size (1000m). In all panels, parameters
111 are at their baseline given in Table S1 unless otherwise stated.

112
113 Results
114 We assumed a checkerboard pattern of control and treatment arms of 1 km? to

115 approximate the design used in the AWED trial, which covered the entire city of Yogyakarta,
116 with neighboring areas assigned to one arm or another in an (approximately) alternating pattern
117 (Fig. 1A) [7], and assume that individuals are evenly distributed within each cluster such that
118 they have no internal spatial structure. The time that humans spend away from their home is
119 assumed to follow a Laplace distribution (Fig. 1A, top right), which takes a single parameter, b,
120 that we refer to as the scale of human movement. By assuming that individuals are evenly

121 distributed within each cluster, we can then estimate the average proportion of time that

122 individuals in each trial arm spend in their own arm (p: and p.;) and in the opposite arm (p. and
123 p« — see the Apportionment of time at risk section in Methods for details). Larger values of b
124 imply that people spend less time in their allocated arm, and for large values of b individuals
125 spend roughly equal amounts of time in both arms (Fig. 1B).

126 The relationship between the efficacy estimated by the model with all three forms of bias
127 (the estimated efficacy) and the reduction in R, (€) was dependent on the amount of time people
128 spent in their allocated arm (Fig. 1C)—the less time individuals spent in their allocated arm, the

129 higher the reduction in R, that was needed to recreate the observed efficacy from the AWED

10 5
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130 trial. If individuals spent less than 83.9% of their time in their allocated arm, it was impossible to
131 generate the observed efficacy (77.1%), as that would have implied that € exceeded 1.

132 Assuming that individuals spent 92.9% of their time in their allocated arm (i.e., pi = 92.9%,

133 corresponding to b = 36.9 m — see the Spatial Scale of Human Movement section in Methods
134 for details and justification), we found that the observed efficacy (77.1% [95% CI: 65.3% -

135 84.9%)]) corresponded to an € of 49.9% (95% CI: 30.8% - 73.1%) (Fig. 1D, blue line). If we

136 instead assumed that there was no movement between trial arms, we observed that much

137 smaller values of € were needed to explain the observed efficacy (6.3% [95% CI: 4.8% - 8.1%)]).
138 The difference between these estimates provides an indication of the extent of bias introduced
139 by assuming that humans and mosquitoes remain in their allocated arms, when they in fact do
140 not (Fig. 1D).

141 When we fixed ¢ to the value that reproduces the observed efficacy in the AWED trial
142 and increased human movement between arms by increasing b, the estimated efficacy by the
143 model accounting for all three forms of bias decreased (Fig. 1E). For example, increasing the
144 average distance in one direction between transmission pairs (b) from 36.9 m to 70 m caused a
145 relative reduction of 20.0% in estimated efficacy, highlighting the sensitivity of efficacy to the
146 spatial scale of human movement. This effect occurs for two reasons: first, as people spend less
147 time in their allocated arm, the proportion of time that people spend under the intervention

148 becomes more similar between arms; and secondly, in the presence of transmission coupling, a
149 reduction in prevalence in the intervention arm reduces transmission in the control arm more as
150 people spend less time in their allocated arm. Relatedly, estimated efficacy depended on the
151 dimensions of the trial clusters, which we set to 1 km? by default (Fig. 1F). When we reduced
152 the cluster dimensions to 500 m x 500 m, estimated efficacy dropped from 77.1% to 60.3%,
153 representing a 21.8% relative reduction. This effect occurs because, as the cluster dimensions
154 are reduced, people spend less time in their home cluster. Hence, the time spent in each trial

155 arm approaches parity (i.e., 50%). Increasing cluster dimensions above 1 km? had somewhat

12 6
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156 less of an effect on estimated efficacy. For example, increasing the cluster dimensions to 2 km x

157 2 km resulted in an estimated efficacy of 86.7%, a relative increase of 12.4%.

158 Our approach enabled us to directly and separately model each of the three potential

159 sources of bias: (1) mosquito movement, (2) human movement, and (3) transmission coupling.

160 Movement of Wolbachia-infected mosquitoes is modeled by including a time-varying level of

161 coverage, and we assume that mosquito movement does not contribute to DENV transmission

162 (See Methods - wMel coverage). When we assumed that € was equal to 49.9%, allowing for

163 mosquito movement but not human movement produced an estimated efficacy of 99.1%,

164 because there was almost no transmission in the intervention arm in that case (Fig. 2A, Fig.

165 S7). If we allowed for both mosquito movement and human movement, we observed a lower

166 estimated efficacy of 93.6%. Although there was little transmission in the intervention arm in this

167 case, individuals residing in the intervention arm could be infected in the control arm.

168 Additionally, those assigned to the control arm experienced lower overall risk due to their time

169 spentin the intervention arm. When we accounted for transmission coupling between trial arms

170 alongside human and mosquito movement, thereby allowing for more transmission in the

171 intervention arm, risk was the most similar across the trial arms of all scenarios, leading to the

172 lowest estimated efficacy of 77.1% for an € equal to 49.9%.

14 7
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174  Fig. 2: Sources of bias in efficacy estimates. In both panels, yellow refers to mosquito

175 movement, red to human movement, and blue to transmission coupling. A: The relationship
176 between the reduction in R (€) and the estimated efficacy for the six possible models. The black
177 line here is the relationship for a model with no human movement or mosquito movement.

178 Where a line has more than one color, it represents the model which includes each of the types
179 of bias represented by those colors. The difference between this line and each of the colored
180 lines represents the bias introduced by not accounting for the features present in the model
181 described by that colored line. B: the contribution of each source of bias to the total bias. Eff®
182 refers to the estimated efficacy from a model with none of the biases, Eff” to the estimated
183 efficacy from a model with human movement only, Eff™ to the estimated efficacy from a model
184  with mosquito movement only, Eff"™ to the estimated efficacy from a model with human and
185 mosquito movement, Eff" to the estimated efficacy from a model with human movement and
186 transmission coupling, and Eff"™ to the estimated efficacy from a model with all three biases.
187

188 We quantified total bias as Eff"™ - Eff%, where Eff"™ is the estimated efficacy under the
189 model with all sources of bias and Eff? is the estimated efficacy under the model without human

190 or mosquito movement. We then computed the difference in the bias produced by pairs of

16 8
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191 models to decompose overall bias into each of its three sources (Fig. 2B, Fig. S8-9, see

192 Methods for details). At the baseline € of 49.9%, 17.6% of the total bias was attributable to

193 mosquito movement, 8.3% to human movement, and 74.1% to transmission coupling. At all
194 values of ¢, the greatest source of bias was transmission coupling between trial arms. When ¢
195 was below a value of around 10%, the effective reproduction number at the start of the trial
196 exceeded 1 in both arms. This value of € varied slightly based on the model used (Fig. S8-9). If
197 ¢ was below this critical value, increasing it in the context of coupled transmission reduced

198 incidence in the control arm and caused smaller reductions in incidence in the intervention arm
199 than if transmission had been uncoupled (Fig. S7, e.g. panels D vs. F). This implies that the bias
200 introduced by transmission coupling increases as € increases up to ~10% under our model’s
201 parameterization (Fig. 2B). Increasing € past this point only leads to small reductions in

202 incidence in the intervention arm in an uncoupled model, as incidence is already very low.

203

204 Discussion

205 Our results highlight three sources of bias (human movement, mosquito movement, and
206 transmission coupling) that arise in large, cluster-randomized, controlled trials of interventions
207 against mosquito-borne diseases, and have implications for how to mitigate these biases.

208 Biases arising due to human movement and mosquito movement are typically able to be

209 addressed through careful statistical analysis of trial data or in the design of the trial [8]. For
210 instance, in the per-protocol analysis of the AWED trial, Utarini et al. accounted for these two
211 forms of bias by combining self-reported recent travel and local Wolbachia prevalence into an
212 individual-level Wolbachia exposure index [7]. Comparing groups with the highest and lowest
213 Wolbachia exposure did not lead to higher efficacy estimates than their primary analysis.

214  Another approach to addressing contamination involves describing the effectiveness of the
215 intervention at the boundary between clusters using a sigmoid function [16—18]. Our results

216 suggest that failure to take steps such as this to account for human and mosquito movement

18 9
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217 would typically lead to underestimated efficacy, while failure to account for transmission

218 coupling would lead to an even greater underestimate, particularly at intermediate reductions in

219 Ro.

220 Bias arising from human and mosquito movement could also be mitigated at the stage of

221 planning the trial. The classical design to achieve this is the ‘fried-egg’ design, in which a treated

222  buffer-zone is placed between intervention and control clusters [19]. A more recently proposed

223 approach involves excluding a subset of clusters from the trial completely, thereby increasing

224 the distance between clusters and leading to disconnected clusters at less risk of contamination

225 [20]. While both of these approaches do mitigate the risk of contamination directly, they also

226 necessitate a larger trial area and may be logistically infeasible in a trial taking place in a single

227 city, as was the case for the AWED trial. Another approach could include reducing the number

228 of clusters, but keeping the total area fixed, leading individuals to spend more time in their

229 assigned arm and reducing mosquito movement by reducing the boundary between clusters.

230 Our results show that the efficacy estimated from cluster-randomized, controlled trials of

231 interventions against mosquito-borne diseases is highly sensitive to cluster size (Fig. 1F). Had

232 the dimensions of the clusters in the AWED trial been much smaller, then the estimated efficacy

233 may have been substantially lower. However, having fewer, yet larger clusters would likely

234 introduce new biases by making the arms less comparable, which may not be an acceptable

235 trade-off.

236 While bias due to human and mosquito movement can be mitigated through trial design

237 and statistical methods, our results highlight a third source of bias, transmission coupling, that

238 requires additional tools to fully address. Accounting for this bias first requires data on the

239 spatial distribution of the intervention and on human movement, similar to that used in the

240 supplementary analysis of the AWED trial. However, it also requires interfacing these data with

241 a dynamical transmission model to account for the fact that, in the presence of movement

242 between arms, incidence in each arm depends on prevalence in both arms [21]. Many common

20 10
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243 trial designs will lead to reduced bias due to transmission coupling — for instance by allocating
244  a greater proportion of the trial area to the control arm, with small intervention clusters situated
245 among larger control clusters so that transmission suppression in the intervention arm has less
246 of a population-level effect. The ratio of area allotted to treatment and control would depend on
247 many factors, including the expected strength of the intervention, the local force of infection, and
248 logistical constraints such as the size and length of the trial. Utilizing a dynamical model

249 synthesizing these factors in the design of a trial could aid in understanding how different

250 designs might affect bias due to transmission coupling [21]. More work is needed to understand
251 what types of spatial clustering patterns, among other features of trial design, would minimize
252 this form of bias.

253 Although our modeling approach allowed us to account for different potential sources of
254  bias and to attribute the total bias to each of those sources, it has at least four limitations. First,
255 our model was deterministic, yet stochasticity could be important for a highly efficacious

256 intervention with potential to reduce transmission to very low levels [22]. This simplification

257 implies that our estimates are likely conservative, as these effects could increase the bias due
258 to transmission coupling if a highly effective intervention increases the probability of

259 transmission fadeouts. Second, our simple model does not reflect all of the complexities of

260 DENYV transmission. For example, we did not account for spatial heterogeneities in transmission
261 orinteractions between serotypes. Accurately quantifying the contribution of these effects to
262 bias would require a more detailed model, but the qualitative results would likely be similar.

263 Third, we did not calibrate our model to trial data, so incidence in our model may not reflect the
264 actual incidence during the trial. However, our aim here was not to precisely quantify bias in the
265 AWED trial, but rather to highlight some potential sources of bias in trials of that nature and to
266 understand how these biases are influenced by transmission dynamics and human mobility.
267 Moreover, our model was calibrated to actual incidence from past years in Yogyakarta, and so

268  still reflects transmission typical of that location. It is also worth noting that an earlier version of
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269 the manuscript, which used a simpler static model based on epidemic attack rate formulae, had
270 qualitatively similar findings [23]. Finally, we don’t account for heterogeneity between clusters,
271 such as regions of the city with systematically higher mosquito abundance, or greater human
272 movement, or within clusters, such as that transmission may be higher at the edge of control
273 clusters.

274 In conclusion, without accounting for human movement, mosquito movement, and

275 transmission coupling, the efficacy of Wolbachia-infected mosquitoes as an intervention to

276 control dengue is likely to be underestimated. As the estimate of efficacy in the AWED trial was
277 already very high (77.1% [95% CI: 65.3% - 84.9%]) [7] and, as we show, likely underestimated,
278 Wolbachia-infected mosquitoes have potential to be a game-changing tool in the fight against
279 dengue. Even as vaccines against dengue become available, a variety of vector control

280 approaches are likely to remain key tools in the fight against dengue [2,14]. Although we

281 focused our study on a trial of Wolbachia-infected mosquitoes, our findings are applicable to any
282 efficacy trial of an intervention that has the potential to contaminate the control arm, such as
283 gene drive mosquitoes or ivermectin as interventions against malaria [24,25]. As trials of these
284 interventions continue, it will be important to learn what lessons we can from transmission

285 dynamic modeling when designing and interpreting future trials to ensure that we understand
286 the true promise of these interventions.

287

288 Methods

289 Transmission model

290 We simulated DENV transmission using a four-serotype, two-patch seasonal SIR model. In this
291 model, fully susceptible individuals may become infected with any of the four serotypes. Once
292 infected, individuals have an exponentially-distributed period of cross-immunity to all other

293 serotypes with a mean of two years. Individuals with prior exposure to one or more serotypes

294  but that are not currently in their period of cross-immunity are immune to the serotypes they
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have previously been infected with. We implicitly assume that all four serotypes circulate in
equal proportions. Births and deaths are modeled so that the population size remains constant,
and the mortality rate is the reciprocal of the mean life expectancy, taken from the United
Nations World Population Prospects database [26]. The transmission parameter, 3(t), varies
seasonally according to a sine curve with a period equal to one year. The model equations are
as follows, with parameter definitions and values given in Tables S1 and S2, and the model
diagram is shown in Fig. S1.

ds, I

—=u(1-8,)=Px(1-e C(t)) B(t) S,
%:Px(1—6C(t))B(t)%So—(Y+#)Il
sy L ~{wrn) R,

dS 3T
— =OR—Px(1=eC(t))B(t) - Si—#S,
dI
dt

Si=px(1-cC() B3 L5~ (y+u)l,

4
sy Lok,
CimoRr,-Px(1-cClt) B0E L5, ps,
%:PX(1—eC(t))ﬁ(t)%%SQ_(Y"'IJ)Q
“Bomy (@R,
%zw&—Px(l—eC(t»B(t)%%Sr#Ss
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dR,
313 7 =Yy I4 —H R4
314 I=1+1,+1,+1,
315 B(t)=B,(1+B sin(m)) (S1)
0 a 365.25
316
317 Table S1. Model parameter values
Symb | Definition Value Source
ol
U Mortality rate (day™) 1/(71.4 x 365.25) UN World
Population
Database [26]
€ Transmission reduction due to Wolbachia | varied N/a
p A 2x2 matrix describing the proportion of | varied See Model
time people spend in their home and non- parameterization
home patches section
C(t) A 1x2 vector describing the time-varying | See Fig. S6 Utarini et al. [7]
coverage of Wolbachia in each patch
% Recovery rate (day™) 1/7 Burattini et al. [27]
w Waning rate of cross-immunity (day™) 1/(2 x 365.25) Reich et al. [28]
0 Basic reproduction number 3.21 See Model
parameterization
section
(o4 Amplitude in rate of effective contact calibrated N/a
bounds: (0, 0.2)
estimate: 0.0588
0 Offset in seasonality (days) calibrated N/a
bounds: (0, 180)
estimate: 77.8
) Proportion of infections reported as cases | calibrated N/a
bounds: (0.01, 0.2)
estimate: 0.0601
318
319 Table S2. All state variables are 1x2 vectors describing the number in each of the two patches.

28
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29
Symbol Definition
S, Number of susceptible individuals with i prior infections
I. Number of infectious individuals with i prior infections
R. Number of immune individuals with i prior infections; individuals in this group
are immune to all serotypes until their cross-immunity wanes
320
S, > |, » R,
321

322 Fig. S1: Model diagram. The superscripts refer to the number of times individuals in that

323 compartment have been infected. Susceptible individuals (S;) experience a reduced force of
324 infection according to the number of prior infections they have experienced. We assume all
325 serotypes circulate equally. Following infection, individuals experience a temporary period of

326 immunity to all serotypes (R;). Mortality occurs at an equal rate from all compartments and is not
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shown.

Transmission model calibration

We calibrated the model to data on reported cases of dengue fever over a ten year period [29]
(Fig. S2). We first averaged the monthly number of reported cases, to capture the average
dynamics across the period. We ran the model for 100 years to reduce the influence of initial
conditions, and then fitted model years 101-110 to the 10 average years from the data using

maximum likelihood. We used a Poisson likelihood function,

(X v )Xdara eixmode! v
L (Xmodel H V| xdata ) = model

, (82)

data *
where X, IS the number of infections per month predicted by the model and X ,,,is the number

of cases per month in the data.

—— model
—©- data - averaged
data - raw

250

200

o
[=]
|

Monthly cases

)] ()] ® 1)) © 1)) ()] 1)) )] © )
qrd ged ) g grd g qth JH Hd gl g
100 — / O / o, / O / O O / O / O / O / O / O / O
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\ \ \ \ \ \ \ \ \ \
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Fig. S2: Model calibration. Calibration of seasonal SIR model to data on dengue cases from
Yogyakarta. The faint red line and points show the data on the monthly number of cases from
2006 to 2017 in Yogyakarta, taken from Indriani et al. [29]. The solid red lines and points show
this data average by month. The gray polygon shows the model calibrated to the average

number of monthly cases.
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343

344 Efficacy models

345 Let e represent the effectiveness of the intervention, defined as the proportional reduction in the
346 pre-intervention basic reproduction number, R, when the intervention is applied at full coverage

347 in atreatment cluster. Hence, in the absence of human or mosquito movement,

348
349 R, =(1—¢)R, (S3)
350 R, =R, (S4)
351

352 Ourinterest is in quantifying the infection attack rate (IAR), &, within each cluster during a trial.
353 To do this, we simulate the model for two years, and calculate the infection attack rate in each
354 arm during that time. We estimate the initial proportion in each compartment by first simulating
355 the model for 100 years. We do this with six different models that include combinations of three
356 different types of bias: human movement between arms, mosquito movement between arms,
357 and transmission coupling between arms. The six resulting models are described below (note
358 that transmission coupling can only occur in the presence of human movement). Each model is
359 defined by different values for P and C(t).

360

361 1. No bias

362 Inthe absence of contamination from human movement or mosquito movement between arms,
363 we can essentially use equations (S3) and (S4) to describe the reproduction in each arm. This
364 amounts to setting C(t) = (1, 0) and P = I, the identity matrix.

365

366 2. Bias from mosquito movement

367 We represent the coverage of the intervention—i.e., the proportion of Wolbachia-infected
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368 mosquitoes—in the two arms with C(t) and C.(t). In the case of mosquito movement, there may
369 be non-zero coverage of intervention in the control arm (i.e., C:>0), and less than 100%

370 coverage in the treatment arm (i.e., C: < 1). Hence we set C(t) = (Cc(t), C(t)) and P = 1.

371 Here we are assuming that movement of mosquitoes between trial arms does not

372 directly contribute to DENV transmission via movement of DENV-infected mosquitoes. This
373 discrepancy can be reconciled by the fact that the spread of dengue virus occurs within a single
374 mosquito generation, whereas the spread of Wolbachia occurs over the course of multiple

375 generations.

376

377 3. Bias from human movement

378 Let g; represent the ii" element of P,—i.e., the proportion of the total time at risk that a resident
379 of cluster i spends in cluster j. To account for human movement, but no transmission coupling,
380 we set C(t) = (o, 0x) and P = I. This is because in this scenario, the wMel coverage in the

381 treatment armis 1, and in the control arm is 0, so the experienced wMel exposure reduces to
382 the time spent in the treatment arm.

383

384 4. Bias from human movement and mosquito movement

385 We now have both human and mosquito movement, so we set

386 C(t) = (0ccCc(t) + 0iC(t), 0:Cc(t) + :Ci(t)), and P = I. Note that, by definition, o« + o« = 1 and occ +
387 ou=1.

388

389 5. Bias from human movement and transmission coupling

390 Thus far, we have assumed that transmission in each arm is only a function of prevalence in
391 that arm, and not in the other. To relax this assumption, we couple transmission between the
392 two arms by varying P. In the presence of human movement but not mosquito movement, we

393 setC=(0,1)and P = (Qc, Oc; O, O1).
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394

395 6. Bias from human movement, mosquito movement, and transmission coupling

396 Finally, we include all three forms of bias by again setting P = (Qcc, Oct; O, Or), and

397 C = (C1), C(1)).

398

399 Efficacy calculation

400 The ratio of the IARs in the treatment and control clusters is an infection risk ratio. However, the
401 AWED trial based their efficacy calculations upon an odds ratio [7], with symptomatic,

402 virologically-confirmed dengue as the end point. That is, efficacy in the trial was computed as 1-
403 pindpcn:, where pi and n; represent enrolled test-positives and test-negatives, respectively, in trial

404 arm i. To generate a comparable quantity, we computed the efficacy according to model x as

405
(x) (x)
. m, 1—m™,
406 Ef f¥=1-———=, (S5)
n. 1—-m",
407

408 where 2% is the infection attack rate in trial arm i€{c,t} for model x€{0,h,m,hm,ht,hmt}. Here,
409 we are assuming that the ratio of infections to enrolled test-positives does not differ between
410 arms (i.e., p=kymi for i€{c,t}) and similarly the ratio of those uninfected to enrolled test-negatives
411 also does not differ between arms (i.e., n=kn(1-;) for i€{c,t}). If either of these assumptions
412 were violated, for instance if the intervention affected either the proportion of dengue infections
413 that were symptomatic, then our estimate of efficacy would be less comparable to the estimate
414  used in the AWED trial.

415

416 Bias calculation

417 We calculated the bias due to a particular source as the difference in the efficacy between a

418 model with that source of bias and a model without that source of bias. As biases appear in
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419 multiple models, this led to three ways to embed the models, and three corresponding ways to
420 quantify each bias. The three embeddings are: A) no bias —» mosquito movement —» human
421 movement + mosquito movement — full model; B) no bias -~ human movement - human

422 movement + mosquito movement — full model; and C) no bias - human movement - human
423 movement + transmission coupling - full model. The difference between efficacy estimates for
424  adjacent models in an embedding will lead to an expression for the bias which differs between

425 the two models. Hence, the three possible ways to calculate each of the three sources of bias

426  vyields

427

428 bias"™ ,=Ef f"—Ef f° (S6A)

429 bias"™ ,=Ef f"™—Ef f" (S6B)

430 bias"c=Ef f"—Ef f" (S6C)

431 bias" ,=Ef f"™ - Ef ™ (S7A)

432 bias";=Ef "'~ Ef f* (S7B)

433 bias" .=Ef f"— Ef f° (S7C)

434 bias" ,=Ef f"™— Ef f" (S8A)

435 bias",=Ef "™ —Ef f™ (S8B)

436 bias"'\.=Ef f"'—Ef f"". (S8C)

437

438 We then calculate the average total bias caused by each source of bias as
Z bias" i

439 bias'=1 G‘A’B’C?i , (S9)

440

441 where i€{h,m,t}. Note that bias®,=bias®s and bias™s=bias®c, but it is necessary to include each
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442 as a separate term so that each of the three model embeddings is included equally.

443

444  Model Parameterization

445  Apportionment of Time at Risk

446 We considered a checkerboard arrangement for the treatment and control clusters in a trial
447 across a two-dimensional landscape (Fig. 1A, Fig. S10). Under this scenario, we assume that
448 the population density per unit area is constant and that transmission potential, as captured by
449 R,, is homogeneous across the landscape prior to initiation of the trial.

450 At the core of this derivation is the assumption that the location where an individual j

451 resides who was infected by an individual i is determined by an isotropic transmission kernel,

)

452 k(|x;—x,

y,-—yj‘), where x and y are the spatial coordinates for the residence of each of i and

453 j. We use a Laplace distribution with marginal density functions for each of the x and y

454  coordinates,

455
1 7‘X17”‘

456 k(xj|y:xi,b)zﬂe b (S10)
1 |y~

457 k(yj|p=yi,b)zﬁe . (S11)

458

459 where u is the location parameter and b is the scale parameter [30]. The scale parameter b is
460 equal to the average distance in one direction between the locations where infector and infectee
461 reside.

462 Under the checkerboard arrangement, we considered alternating squares of width o

463 corresponding to treatment and control clusters within a contiguous urban area (Fig. 1A).

464  Although any such area would have borders in reality, we ignored any possible edges effects

465 and assumed that the extent of interactions between squares of type t and c in the interior of the
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checkerboard provide a suitable characterization of overall interaction between individuals
residing in t and ¢, as summarized by p: and p... Because the area and arrangement of t and ¢
squares are identical, pr = pec and pr = pet (Fig. 1A).

We approach this problem by first calculating the proportion of time at risk that an
individual i residing on a line within in an interval of width d=u-u experiences in an adjacent
interval of width A. Let the former interval span [u,u] and the latter interval span [unu+A]. If i

resides specifically at ¢, then the proportion of its time at risk in the other interval is
F(p+Alu,b)=F (plu,b). (S12)

where F(-) is the Laplace distribution function. To average across all individuals /, we can

integrate according to

1 Hr
As 4= J (F(u+Aln,b)=F (plp,b))d . (S13)
Hi

which gives the proportion of time in the interval of length A for an individual who resides in the
interval of length &. Given that the Laplace distribution function is F(x|u1,b)=1-%exp(-(x-11)/b)

when x >, egn. (S25) evaluates to

b - - —(5+
Ag’A:§<1_e 6/b_e A/b+e 6 A)/b). (526)

We can quantify the proportion of time at risk in the interval of width ¢ for individuals who reside

there as
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A,=1-2lim A(mzl—%(l—e‘m’). (S14)

A o0

We also need to calculate the time at risk in a non-adjacent interval of width 6; whose edge is
spaced distance ¢, away from the nearest edge of the interval where the individual resides,

which has width J:. Applying similar reasoning as in eq. (S25), we obtain

b ( ~8,/b__ 7(51+62)/b_ef(62+63)/b 7(61+62+63)/b)

+e (S15)

We can calculate the proportion of time spent in like squares by applying the probabilities used
to calculate the proportions of time at risk for residents who live under treatment or not. Going

out three layers from a focal square (Fig. S10), the proportion of time spent in like squares is
B=A;+4A; s+4 A5 s sAstdA; 5 s+8As 55 5A5 5+4 As 555, (S16)
and the proportion of time spent in unlike squares is
c=4 A6,6A6+8 A5,6,6A6,6+4 A5,26,6A6+8 A6,26,6A6,5,6- (817)
The total proportion of time under treatment or not is then

B

pCC:p[[: B+C (818)
___ C
Pee=Po= B+C’ (819)
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513 Hence, for a checkerboard arrangement of clusters, the proportion of time which each individual
514 spends in each arm of the trial is uniquely determined by the width of each cluster () and the
515 scale of human movement (b).

516

517 Calculation of Initial Susceptibility, force of infection, and R,

518 To obtain an estimate of initial susceptibility, we followed ten Bosch et al. [31] and calculated the
519 proportion of the population exposed to n serotypes, Vn&{0,1,2,3,4}, as a function of age.

520 Following ten Bosch et al. [31], we defined ei(a) as the proportion of individuals of age a that
521 have been exposed to i serotypes and ri(@) as the proportion of individuals of age a experiencing
522 temporary heterologous immunity following exposure to i serotypes. The dynamics of how

523 individuals progress through these classes as they age follows

524
de,

525 ——2=—4Ae, (S20)
da

526 ar, (4—(i—-1))A (S21)

=\a—\1— e, n—ar.

da’:1 . 1 (i-1) i
de .

527 =or,—(4—i)Ae, (S22)
da iy, 4

528

529 In egs. (S33-S35), A = 0.0457 is the force of infection, and o is the rate at which individuals lose
530 heterologous immunity, which we set to 0.5/yr [31].

531 We computed the proportion of the population in Yogyakarta, Indonesia that is of age a
532 using estimates from the United Nations World Population Prospects database [32] and

533 computed the proportion of the population that is susceptible to their (i+1)th infection as

534

535 E;=)(pla)e,(a)). (S23)
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536

537 It follows that initial susceptibility is equal to

538

1 1
539 S':E0+%E1+EE2+ZE3, (S24)
540

541 provided that the force of infection for each serotype has been constant over time. For the

542 assumed values of A and o, S’ = 0.341 for Yogyakarta, Indonesia.

543 We used data on seropositivity by age from Yogyakarta [29] to estimate the mean

544  annual force of infection using the above catalytic model (Fig. S3). This led to an estimate of the

545 mean annual per-serotype force of infection of 0.0457.
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546

547 Fig. S3: Force of infection estimation. The circles show the proportion of individuals that are
548 seropositive by age group in Yogyakarta, and the thin vertical lines show the 95% binomial

549 confidence intervals, both from Indriani et al. [29]. The thick black line shows the proportion that
550 would be expected to be seropositive according to the catalytic model with a per-serotype force
551 of infection of 0.0457.

552 To estimate Rofrom A and S’, we use the formula:
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_log(S,)—log(S")
S,—S"

553 R, , (S25)

554  where Sris the proportion susceptible after an outbreak. Here we estimate R, based on one

555 season’s transmission, i.e., $;=S "exp(—4 A), yielding Ro= 3.21. We incorporate this estimate

556 of Ry into the transmission model by assuming that the mean value of () (i.e. Bo) is related to

557 Roby B,=R,y, i.e. we assume that R,represents the number of secondary infections in a fully
558 susceptible population in the absence of seasonality. It is likely that this leads to an

559 overestimate of o, though our model still accurately recreates the typical epidemic peaks and
560 troughs of Yogyakarta (Fig. S2).

561

562 Spatial Scale of Human Movement

563 Our calculations of the apportionment of time at risk depend upon a value of b, the spatial scale
564 of human movement, a quantity that is challenging to parameterize. To do this, we first estimate
565 the relative risk (RR) of 100% wMel coverage compared to 0% wMel coverage, based on the
566 per-protocol analysis in Utarini et al. In that analysis, the authors estimated a weighted wMel
567 exposure level based on human movement diaries and local wMel frequency over time. This is
568 essentially the product of the wMel frequency in a location and the amount of time an individual
569 spent there, and then summed over all of the locations at which that individual spent time. They
570 then binned individuals into five equal width groups based on their exposure index and

571 calculated the RR of infection compared to the lowest exposure group (Fig. S4). To estimate the
572 RR of 100% exposure compared to 0%, we fit a logistic curve to the binned RR values (using
573 the midpoints of each bin) and calculate the RR of 100% compared to 0%. This yields a RR of

574 0.18, or equivalently an efficacy of 82%.
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576 Fig. S4. Efficacy adjusted for human movement. Circles and associated confidence intervals
577 show the relative risk at different levels of the wMel exposure index compared to the [0, 0.2)
578 group, according to the per-protocol analysis in Utarini et al. [7]. The horizontal red lines show
579 the relative risk from the intention-to-treat analysis in the same paper. The dashed horizontal
580 indicates a relative risk of 1. The black line indicates a logistic curve fit to the estimates of

581 relative risk from the per-protocol analysis.

582
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583 To inform our selection of b, we compared the model with all of the biases included to
584 the one with only human movement and transmission coupling. We then selected a value of b
585 which enabled us to select a single value of € that would lead to 77% efficacy in the full model,

586 and 82% efficacy in the model with human movement and transmission coupling (Fig. S5). This

587 yielded a value of b=36.9m, corresponding to p,=p,.=0.929 and p,.=p.,=0.071 for the

588 checkerboard arrangement.

59
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590 Fig. S5: Estimation of scale of human movement.

591

592 wMel coverage

593 When modeling mosquito movement between trial arms, we use data on the time-varying wMel
594 coverage in each trial arm from the AWED trial [7]. We average across clusters within each arm
595 to find the average coverage over time. As we don't explicitly model mosquitoes or their

596 movement, these averaged time series are then used directly in the model. They are shown in
597 Fig. S6 and are represented in the model by C(t) = (C.(f), C«(t)), where Cc(t) is given in the left

598 panel and C(t) in the right. When mosquito movement is not modeled, C(t) = (0, 1), for all t.

A. Treatment B. Control
S - o |
o S5-0°00'C i oS S =2
7500220, /' S \ @107%sg0
-0 \
° ()

@ «©

o o
> < > <@ |
g o g o
[ [
= =
o o
o o
K K
2 % 2 34

S ° /O._o

o
Q. 7
G,m.of'
o N .07
S 7 c 7 o5-°
G-V
Q.GA{;'
6-0°024:0-g-0-0"
o | o |
o o
T T T T T T
2018 2019 2020 2018 2019 2020
Date Date

599

600 Fig. S6. wMel frequency in the AWED trial [7]. Each thin gray line shows the wMel frequency
601 over time in one of the treatment (A) or control (B) clusters. The red line and points show the
602 average of these, which is what was used in the model.
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704  ways are shown with different line types. For transmission coupling and human movement, two
705 of the ways are equivalent and so these are shown with a thicker line.
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709 difference in efficacy of a model without that bias and a model with that bias. This can be

710 thought of as embedding the models, and subtracting adjacent pairs of models, so that the sum
711 of each pair of models is equal to the total bias. The embeddings in each panel are: A: no

712  bias — mosquito movement - human movement + mosquito movement - full model. B: no

713  bias - human movement - human movement + mosquito movement - full model. C: no
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714  bias - human movement - human movement + transmission coupling - full model.
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717 Fig. S10: Diagram of the checkerboard arrangement. Cell coloring refers to whether or not
718 someone is the treatment or control cluster. In this case, the central cluster is an individual’s
719 home cluster. A; describes the proportion of time someone spends in a cluster i clusters from
720 their home cluster in one direction. A/A; is then the proportion of time someone spends in a
721 cluster i clusters away in one direction, and j in the other.
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