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Accepted 4 December 2010 sufficiently high bloodstream titers to play a significant role in transmission, which is a

reason for considering the mosquito-bird cycle. In this paper we propose a model to study
bird involvement in transmitting West Nile Virus using a system of ordinary differential
equations considering the mosquito and several avian populations. A threshold value Ry,
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Control depending on the model’s parameters, is obtained that determines the disease level and
Avian populations allows us to propose possible control strategies. We determine the effects regarding the
Mosquito disease transmission considering the coexistence of two bird species, and then generalize

this taking into account several bird species. We conclude that knowledge of the relative
abundance of several bird species allows us to estimate with accuracy the risk for overall
West Nile Virus transmission. Also, the establishment of the disease at an endemic level can
be explained by the interaction between responsible populations of birds and mosquitoes.

© 2010 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

West Nile Virus (WNV) is an arthropod-borne flavivirus. The primary vectors of WNV are Culex spp mosquitoes, although
the virus has been isolated from at least 29 other species of ten genera [ 1]. When an infected mosquito bites a bird, the virus
is transmitted. A mosquito is infected when it bites an infected bird. Also, the virus can be passed via vertical transmission,
from a mosquito to its offspring.

One major feature of WNV spatial dissemination is the high velocity of geographic invasion and colonization. This is due
to the long flight range of birds, and the ubiquitous presence of mosquitoes. For instance, WNV was introduced into New
York City in 1999, and then propagated across the USA. WNV disease first appeared in North America in the summer of 1999,
with the simultaneous occurrence of an unusual number of deaths of exotic birds and crows in New York City, as reported
by DeBiasi and Tyler [2]. After five years, WNV was detected among birds in California, on the western side of the USA.

Mathematical models, which did not encompass spatial dynamics, were developed by Kenkre et al. [3], Wonham et al. [4],
Cruz-Pacheco et al. [5], Bowman et al. [6] and Foppa et al. [7]. Those models considered different aspects of WNV and
determined threshold conditions regarding control strategies. Kenkre et al. [3] studied the periodicity of the infection by
considering vertical transmission, an increase in the mortality due to infection and a disparity in the time scale. Wonham
et al. [4] considered the full life cycle of the mosquito. Cruz-Pacheco et al. [5] took into account experimental data from the
literature to estimate threshold values relating to several bird species. The effects of vertical transmission on the dynamic
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were also studied, as well as a consideration of different recovery rates for different bird species. The corresponding discrete-
time model was studied by Jang [8]. In Bowman et al. [6], the authors coupled the human population to assess preventive
strategies. Foppa and Spilerman [7] studied the effect of the host mortality on incidence of the disease.

With respect to spatial models, Lewis et al. [9] considered the corresponding spatially homogeneous modeling proposed
by Wonham et al. [4]. They studied WNV propagation using traveling wave solutions as a simplified model, in which they
did not consider the vertical transmission, WNV death rate or a recovering avian subpopulation. The effects of vertical
transmission in the spatial propagation of the disease for different bird species were studied in Maidana and Yang [10].

We present a model to describe the dynamics of WNV, considering two and more avian populations interacting with
a mosquito population, since all cited papers dealt with just one species of bird. In recent experiments to evaluate
the transmission dynamics, Komar et al. [11] studied 25 birds species exposed to WNV by infectious mosquito Culex
tritaniorhynchus bites. We apply their estimation in our model, choosing the species that are more effective for WNV
transmission, determining the role of coexistence of birds in the disease propagation, and in the epidemic level.

The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2 a WNV model with two populations of birds is presented, which is then
analyzed in the steady state with stability analysis, and for which numerical results are provided. In Section 3 we generalize
the results for several bird species. Our conclusions are given in Section 4.

2. Model for the transmission of WNV in two avian populations

We propose a model which includes cross-infection between two avian populations and a vector population. The
densities are here denoted by N;(t) and N,(t), where the subindexes, i = a, b, correspond to different avian populations.
Each avian population is divided into susceptible, infective and recovered subpopulations, named S;, I; and R;, respectively,
while for the vector population, we consider susceptible and infected subpopulations, S, and I,,.

We assume that for the avian populations the total population densities are allowed to vary, where A;, fori = a, b, is
a constant recruitment rate due to birth and migration, and the death rate including emigration is ;. The bird population
varies, irrespective of WNV infection, according to

dN;

ar =Ai—wiN;, i=a,b, )

resulting in N; = A;/u; as a total population at equilibrium. With respect to the mosquito population, we assume that the
birth and death rates are equal to u,, resulting in a constant mosquito population N,.

WNV is transmitted when an infected mosquito bites a susceptible bird, and, conversely, a susceptible mosquito is
infected when it bites infected birds. Let us define r;, i = a, b, as the rate of biting given by one mosquito in the i bird
species. Let us assign as r,; the rate of biting received by a bird species i when coexisting with the other species, in such a
way that the total number of bites given by mosquitoes and the total number of bites received by each species of bird in

coexistence with the other is r, Nal\‘lfﬁb Ny, +1p Nal\‘]*'bﬁb N, = ryaNg + ryNp, resulting in
ri=r N,
vl — l*a + Nb

fori =a,b.

The transmission of WNV depends on the parameters related to the biting of mosquitoes r,; and r;, i = a, b, and on the
WNV transmission probabilities from vector to birds and from birds to vector, respectively, 8; and §,;. We assume that the
mosquito population is homogeneously distributed in a region. The same assumption is used for two populations of birds,
which, additionally, do not compete among themselves for space or resources. Hence the infection rate per susceptible bird
for speciesi = a or b is given by:

Nv Iv ﬂi 7
ﬂirl‘ij :riilv,
Ng+ Np N, Ng+ Ny
and the overall infection rate per susceptible vector is given by

Iy

I
= —. (2)
Na+Nb Na+Nb

Let us define the fractions of each population of birds in the steady state, disregarding WNV infection, to be assigned by
gi,i = a, b, and approximate them with the actual population considering the dissemination of WNV by
g = Ai/ i N
© Ad/tat DNo/iy Ng+ Ny
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By using this approximation, the per-capita infection rates in birds become

:31' Ni* ,31 Ni T Igl
riijl,]: 711)’\/’”,(]1* Iv,
Ng + Ny N; ‘NN, + N, N;
and, analogously, the rate in the mosquito population becomes
Na ib Nb ia ib
T = ii"—rb bji%rq j"—erb b—-
aﬂva N J’-Nb ﬂl} Nb Na+Nb a GﬁUﬂNa 131) Nb

We assume that the infected mosquitoes transmit WNV during their entire life-span, but that the infected birds recover at
arate y;. The specific death rate associated with WNV in the avian population is «;, with @; < y;, according to Cruz-Pacheco
et al. [5]. Another assumption is that mosquitoes can transmit WNV vertically, and the fraction of progeny of infectious
mosquitoes that is infectious is denoted by p, with0 < p < 1.

Based on the above assumptions and definitions of the parameters, the WNV model is the following:

ds; riqiBi- — _

E_A_llil vSi — MiSi (3)
di; r _

— = 1Q1/311 WSi— (Vi + i o )11 (4)
de .

dRi - -

T vili — wiRi ()
dN; - -

a = i wiNi—ali (6)
ds. = = TaQaPuaz = TP by

d:=ma+a—mmu—“;;ﬁs N; bSy — Sy ™)
dr = TaQaPvaz = TodbPub- = -

digj =pﬂv1v + aﬁaa Ualasv + Nbv Ibsv - //Lvlvv (8)

with the conditions S; 4+ I; + R; = N, fori = a, b, and S,, + I, = N,,. The region:
_ _ - - — A _
Q={05&05u&+h5M520555N4
Mi
is positively invariant.
Let us introduce into the system (3)—(8) the following dimensionless variables:

51 I,' R,’ Ni
Si: ) Ii: B Ri: ) Ni: ) 1=a, bs (9)
Aif i Aif i Aif i Aif i
for avian populations, and
S I
Sp= —, I, =—,
N, N,

for the vector population. Therefore, omitting R; and S, (both are decoupled from the system), the dimensionless system of
equations is:

ds; Bi
i riqimiﬁilvsi — WiSi (10)
G om?
ar lQImeI —ituita)h (11)
dN;
I wiNi — il (12)
% = ( Tada ﬁ}; I+ belb%%) (1-1) -0 -=puly, (13)
fori = a, b, where the relative abundance of mosquito population with respect to one bird species m; is
N,
m; = . (14)
Aif i

The invariant region is the subset Q = {0 < S5;,0 <I;,S;+ <N; < 1,0 <[, < 1}.
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We can take into account the total population size (Ay/q + Ap/ip) in Eq. (9) instead of the individual avian sub-
population (A;/ ;) in order to obtain another dimensionless variable. In this case, a second dimensionless system depends
on the relative abundance of mosquitoes with respect to the total number of birds, m;., given by

N,
Aa/tta+ Ao/t
instead of the Eq. (14) for m;, and w; is changed to q;u;. Notice that m,, and m;, i = a, b, are related by

(15)

Meotal =

Meotal = GilM;.

We will determine the equilibrium points and assess their stability.

2.1. Steady states of the model

The dimensionless system of Eqs. (10)-(13) has two steady states. The first one is the disease free equilibrium point given
by:
Py =(1,0,1,1,0,1,0).
The second is the endemic state:
P* = (S5 15 NG SEL I NG )

where S/, N* (i = a, b) and I’} are given by

st = Mi—()/i-l-ﬂi—l-ot,-)lf" N = Mi—OliIi*’ .
Hi Mi
and
raqafualy | TbbBubly
* Ny + Ny
I* = (17)

v "a‘v]a,BvalakNl;'< + TI)QIJ,Bvblf,kN(;k + (1 — p)N:N;: '

with [} < —£1— The values of I and I} are given by the intersection of the curves:

Yituita;
Ia = Fa(lb)
Iy = I'y(Ip),
where
) = Iy [Ablf -+ Bplp + Cb]
e Epl + Fol? + Gplp + Hp~
and
Io [Aal? + Baly + C
() = a[aa ala a]

Eol} + Fal2 + Galo + Hy

with the coefficients A;, B; and C; being given by

o
A; = [Buipitiqi — ai(1 — p) ] ;}

1 .
Bi = 20;(1 — p)pty — Buittitiqi — (1 — p) ey (¥i + i + )Ry (18)

G = ui(1—p)u, Ry — 1),

which are the same as obtained by Cruz-Pacheco et al. [5] and Maidana and Yang [10], and Rf) is the contribution of the i-th
bird species for the basic reproduction number R, (see below) given by

R (riqi)* miBiBui _ (rief)z m; BiPui

= = , (19)
A=puy i+ i ta)  (1—=puy (Vi +pi +a;)
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Fig. 1. The curves I and I, are obtained using the values of parameters for Morning dove and Canada goose, respectively.

with rff = r;q; being the effective rate of biting by one mosquito in the i-th bird species. Finally, the coefficients E;, F;, G; and
H; are functions of A;, B; and C;:

(077 Oll»z

Ei = —Ai+ — Bukleqk
% i BiBuimitiqit

Fi = M—kBl —_ Zaiﬁvkrqu — M
k

(243 i (20)
G = ;Tci + BukTiqr (Wi + ciBimiriq; + Bimiriqi)
k
iBukMiTiqi ) )
i=_uim’ l#k,l,k=a,b-
i+ mi + o)

When two bird species are living in same region, a positive solution given by (16) and (17) always exists for R§ > 1or Rg >
1. In other words, one bird species (for instance, R§ > 1) could maintain WNV infection even when the other bird species
is not effective in transmitting WNV alone (due to Rg < 1). This is a consequence of the WNV transmitting effectiveness
of the species and the relative number of birds in the region, with g, + g, = 1. When both species are not so effective,
thatis, R < 1and R} < 1, a positive solution always exists if Ry = RS + R} > 1, where the basic reproduction number
encompassing the coexistence of two bird species is given by

Ro = RS + R, (21)

The condition Ry > 1 states that the sum of angles from I7 to the I;-axis, denoted by 6,, and from I}, to the Iy-axis,
denoted by 6, is less than /2 (see Fig. 1).
To prove both assertions, let us write

LeP;(L)

Q) ’

where the polynomials are
Pi(ly) = Al{ + Byl + Ci

iy =

and
Qi(l) = Exl + Flf + Gl + Hy,

fori £ k,and i, k € {a, b}, where the coefficient are given by Eqs. (18) and (20).

We have two cases:

(1) Let us suppose that R} > 1 or Rg > 1. Let us assume that Rj > 1 (the equations are symmetric with respect to a, b).
Ifr, = 0, from Eq. (17), we have I, = 0 and P, (1)) = 0. Hence, the solution is the same as for a single species and, according
to Cruz-Pacheco et al. [5] and Maidana and Yang [10], we have [} < —£%— _[* increases with r;, and in the limit case

Ya+iataa
(rp, — o0), using Eq. (11), we have I and I} satisfying the equations:

g (Yo + Ma + @q) 1,? — (raGaMaBa + ta) Va + ta + 0g) I + 1aqaMaBapta = 0

B, <l Vot +Olb1b> _o, (22)
Mb
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from which we obtain I} < —%£%— as the case p = 1 in Cruz-Pacheco et al. [5], and the asymptote [} = —+2— Asin
Yatitatea - Wtuptap
the case of a single species, the solution of the i infected subpopulation of bird species is bounded by y-+ﬁf+a~'
1 1 1

(2)IfR§ < 1and Rg < 1, the curves I'; and I}, intersect if the sum of their angles at the origin is less than 7 /2 (see Fig. 1).
Now, we show that this condition is equivalent to R} + R} > 1.
Let us write

o
Qu(l) = IyPa(lp) = + Ta(lp).
Ma
where
ap apBpMprpqp
Ta(Ib) = raQaﬂvaIb |:I§ — (Zab + —
Hb b

Observe that T,(I;) > 0, and, since H, < 0, we have T,(I;) < 0, for I, < 1. Similarly, P,(I,) < 0and P, < 0, then we
have:

) Iy + pp + Bomyprsqy (ap + 1)] + Hp.

Fa, — PaTa + Ib(gizTa - PaTé) -
Hence, I'; and I}, (by the symmetry between indices a and b) are increasing functions, and they intersect if the sum of
the angles with respect to the corresponding axis is less than 7 /2 (see Fig. 1), in other words

O+ 6y <m/2= 0, <m/2— 0.

Applying the tangent function (tan) on both sides of inequality, which is an increasing function, we have

0. (23)

tan(8s) < tan(z /2 —6y) = cot(lh) = -

By Eq. (23) we have I, (0) > 0 and I';(0) > O, then:

tan(6,) <

& I0) < & TO)0) <14

1
tan(6y) I;(0)
G C y 1\ r 1
¢>7hia _ b Bub <_1 +7) aGaBua <_1+7> “l1e
Hp Hy raQaﬁva RO rbqh,Bvb Ro
(1—RY)(1—RY)
RoRS
S1<RS+R). O

<1l&

Notice that when R} + R} < 1, then 6, + 6, > 7 /2, and there is no intersection between the curves.
Let us discuss Rg given by Eq. (21). Recall that in the case of a single bird species, we have
_ r’mpp,

A =pu(y +pu+a)’
and that a positive solution for infective birds (I) exists whenever Ry > 1. Both results were obtained by Cruz-Pacheco et al.
[5] and Maidana and Yang [ 10], and the model describes WNV infection is effective in one species and other bird species are
refractory to WNV infection, or, those species located in different regions that are not crossing. Hence, in each region, we
must have Ry > 1 for WNV being prevalent. 4

Let us consider two different coexisting bird species, each one contributing Rj, to the overall Ry. For bird species a, when
isolated, we must have

R0 — 12MaBaPua
O A= p oo + ta + )’

where m, = N,/ (Aq/1a). When species a coexists with species b and consists of a fraction q, of the total population, it
contributes to the overall Ry as

RS = (QH)Z 38,

according to Eq. (19), and the overall reproduction number is calculated using the equation

Ro

Ro = (40)* R + (qn)* RE. (24)

If we suppose two identical populations, b = aand q, = 0.5, we have Ry = R]/2, instead of Ry = Rg. This result shows
that when a population of birds is doubled while the vector population is unchanged, the reproduction number must be
diminished by half, as expected, because the number of bitings among birds is decreased by half.
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Table 1
The basic reproduction number obtained for one bird species only using the epidemiological and demographical parameters given in [5,11]. We assumed
p = 0.007, Dohm et al. [12], Goddard et al. [13] and Turell et al. [14], m; = 5,1, = 0.5, Pacheco et al. [5], g, = 0.5 and g, = 0. We evaluate R = (qa)? RE-

Common name Ba Bua Ya(day™) ag(day™") Ma(day™") o (day™") Rg

Common grackle 1.0 0.68 0.33 0.07 0.0001 0.06 8.91
Blue jay 1.0 0.68 0.26 0.15 0.0002 0.06 8.69
House sparrow 1.0 0.53 0.33 0.1 0.0002 0.06 6.46
American robin 1.0 0.36 0.33 0.0 0.0002 0.06 5.71
House finch 1.0 0.32 0.18 0.14 0.0003 0.06 524
American crow 1.0 0.5 0.31 0.19 0.0002 0.06 5.24
Ring-billed gull 1.0 0.28 0.22 0.1 0.0003 0.06 4.58
Black-billed magpie 1.0 0.36 0.33 0.16 0.0001 0.06 3.85
Fish crow 1.0 0.26 0.36 0.06 0.0002 0.06 3.24
Mallard 1.0 0.16 0.33 0.0 0.0002 0.06 2.54
Morning dove 1.0 0.11 0.59 0.0 0.0002 0.06 0.98
Northern flicker 1.0 0.06 1 0.0 0.0002 0.06 0.31
Canada goose 1.0 0.1 333 0.0 0.0002 0.06 0.16

In the case of the total population size (Aq/ o + Ap/4p) being used in order to obtain a dimensionless system, we obtain
for R}, the expression

2
ef B
R — (i) Meoat BiPoi _ (rf ) Meotal BiBui
T A—pp it pita) (A —ppy (Vi + i+ )’

where my is given by Eq. (15). Using the relation m;y = q,mg, we can define R4, in terms of the total number of birds
Miotql, AS

rgmtoralﬁaﬁva
(1 —=p)uy (Vo + ta + ag) '
and the contribution of species a to the overall reproduction number is given by

Rg = qaﬁga

resulting in
Ro = R + 05 Ry (25)

Now for two identical populations, b = a and q, = 0.5, we have Ry = ﬁg. We stress the fact that ﬁg is not the re-

production number of isolated species a, while R is. The reason is that ﬁg is expressed in terms of the relative abundance
of mosquitoes with respect to the total population of birds My, instead of m,. When we increase the total population, we
expect that Ry decreases proportionally due to the increase in the denominator of myq in &, because we have:

N, - N,

Aa/pa+ Ap/ty  Aif1i

In general, the basic reproduction number of WNV in an isolated population of birds (from models dealing with one
bird species) is calculated by considering the abundance of mosquitoes with respect to this species, that is, Rj. When in
coexistence with another species (we are supposing that there is no kind of interaction between the two populations of
birds, which implies that their numbers are not altered when they coexist), there is a decrease in the biting rates among
birds by the factor g; due to the increase in the total population of birds. A second dimensionless system allows us to take
into account the total population size Aq/uq + Ap/ 4, yielding ,ﬁg which is not the reproduction rate of isolated species.

In the model, the vector population is constant N,,, but also is fixed when in interaction with two bird species. Conversely,
bird species vary according to Eq. (1), but their populations are summed, increasing the total size in comparison with isolated
bird species. If we modify the model by allowing the size of vector population to be dependent on the bird populations, then
mosquitoes can increase in number when coupling with two bird species. As a consequence, the relative abundance of
mosquitoes with respect to birds is not altered, for instance,

m= Nva + va
Aa/ta+ Ao/1p’
and Ry can then be the sum of the isolated reproduction number multiplied by the relative abundance of the species, the
factor q;.
We illustrate our findings. In Table 1 we present the values of the model parameters and the basic reproduction number

R{ of each isolated bird species with respect to the transmission of WNV. All values are fixed, except when explicitly stated.
We are not considering the effects of bites in the other population of birds, letting g, = 0.

Myotal = m;, i=a,b.
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Table 2
Basic reproduction number Ry = R§ + Rg for two coexisting bird species calculated using the epidemiological and demographic parameters given in [5,11],
with rd = rjf =0.25.

Ro =Rj + Rg Blue jay Common grackle Fish crow Morning dove Northern flicker Canada goose
Blue jay 17.38 17.6 11.93 9.67 9 8.85
Canada goose 8.85 9.07 34 1.14 0.47 0.32

In Fig. 1 we show the curves I, and I}, taking into account the values of parameters for Morning dove (a) and Canada
goose (b), considering equal biting rates, r§f = rgf = 0.25 (two per day), which result in R = 0.98 and Rg = 0.16. As
isolated species, they do not transmit the virus, however when they are allowed to coexist (for instance, one species invades
the habitat of the other species), then the transmission of the virus persists, and an endemic point exists. Note that Rg is
smaller than R{, so I} is smaller than I}.

Table 2 shows the variation of Ry for Blue jay and Canada goose coexisting with other species. The value of R, for two
coexisting bird species is calculated using the basic reproduction number of each isolated species, given in Table 1, assuming
that m; = my = 0.5, and considering that the two species are 50% of the total bird population we assigned q, = g, = 0.5.
The per capita rate is constant for all species, r, = r, = 0.5, one every two days Cruz-Pacheco et al. [5].

For Blue jay (assigned to Rj) coexisting with other species, the increment in Ry from other species is proportionally very
low, since their contribution Rg is very small. Blue jay increases at least the double of the value of Rj. For Canada goose
(assigned to R{), in some cases, the disease does not occur, but when we consider coexistence with other species with high
Rg, then the disease could be transmitted, and Ry could increase considerably. For example, Canada goose has R = 0.16,
but when coexisting with Blue jay, the transmission of WNV increases considerably to Ry = 8.85.

The Morning dove, as a single species, does not transmit WNV disease (Ry = 0.98), but it transmits WNV when
considering its coexistence with any other species. The different bird species that inhabit a certain region play an essential
role in WNV transmission.

Another important fact we observe is that when two populations of birds are coexisting, Ry is less than half of the greatest
ﬂg calculated for one isolated species, taking into account q; = 1 (all mosquitoes biting this species). This means that the
greatest ,Rg for one isolated species overestimates R, for the coexistence. This is a consequence of number of the total bird
population, which decreases the value of Ry. This result agrees with that obtained for the model of one bird species: if the
number of a single bird population increases, Ro decreases in the same proportion. For example, if we consider Blue jay as a
single species, we have Ry = 34.69, see Maidana and Yang [10], and when we consider Common grackle with Ry = 35.64,
which is of the same order, for the coexistence we obtain Ry = 17.6 (Table 2) due to a doubled total bird population.

2.2. Stability of the trivial equilibrium point
The following Theorem, concerning the trivial equilibrium point, is established:

Theorem 2.1. If 0 < p < 1, then the disease free equilibrium point Py is unique and is locally asymptotically stable for
RS + Rb < 1. When RS + R} > 1, Py becomes unstable.

Proof. The characteristic polynomial of the Jacobian matrix evaluated at the trivial equilibrium point of the system (10)-(13)
is written as p(x) = —p1(x)p, (x)p3(x), where we have two second order polynomials

P1(X) = (X + j1a)°,
p2(%) = (x + wp)*,
both having two double negative roots, and a third degree polynomial
p3(X) =X + ax* + arx + ao,
with coefficients
GQ=Yo+Mat&+yo+up+tap+1—ppu,>0
@1 = (Vo + Ha + &) (W + s + @) + (1 = Pty [ (Ve + ia + ) (1 = RG) + (v + ity + ) (1 — Rp)]
ao = (1= p)ity Vo + ta + aa) (Vo + 1o + o) [1 — RG — Ry -
IfRG + Rg < 1, then the stability of Py follows directly from Routh-Hurwitz criteria, since ag > 0, a, > 0 and
0ar > (v + fp + ) (1= Py [(va + ta + ) (1= R;)]
+ (Vo + ta + ) (1= p)ptw [(7 + s + o) (1 = R7)]
> (1= Pty (Va + ta + ) (% + 1o + ) (1 — RG — R) = ao.

IfRY + R’(’) > 1, the condition a; < 0 implies that p3(0) < 0, and p; always has a positive root.
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The stability of the nontrivial equilibrium point P* for R§ + Rg > 1is assessed numerically, because the eigenvalues are
roots of a fifth degree polynomial.

Considering gy = ap = 0, then N, — 1and N, — 1. The global stability in €2, of the trivial equilibrium point Py, can be
proved using the LaSalle-Lyapunov Theorem [15], considering the following Lyapunov function:

(7 + ) BaBual2@>ma + (Vo + Ha) ﬂbﬂvbrfqﬁmb} .
"

V = (v + tp) BualaGala + (Vo + ta) BubTpqsly + [

The orbital derivative of V is given by:
V=~ b+ mb) BaBualaqamaly(1 = So) — (va + ¥b) BoBubTa gy mply (1 — Sp)
— (Va+ 1) (7 + ) BuTools [1— (R + Rp) (1 —1,)]
— (Ya + tta) W + 1) BuaTalala [1 — (RS + RG) (1 —1,)]
= — (% + is) BaBuale@amaly(1 — So) — (Va + ) BoBubTy Gpmply (1 — Sp)
— (Va + 1ta) W + 146) BubTools [1 — (RS + R) + (R + Rg) 1]
— (Ya + 1ta) W + 1) BoaTabala [1 — (RS + RE) + (R + RS) L] .

which is less than zero for RS 4+ R} < 1. The maximal invariant sets are determined by V = 0, and we have two situations:

(1) When I, = I, = I, = 0, we are dealing with the (S, Sp)-plane. From Eqs. (10)-(13) we have:

ds,

E = WUa — Masa
ds, s

dr = Kb — Mbb,

which resultsin S, — 1and S, — 1, whent — oo.
(2) WhenS, =S, = 1and I, = I, = 0 we have

dI,

E = _(1 _p),u«vlv»

which resultsinl, — 0, whent — oco. 0O

2.3. Numerical results

In this section we study the effects in the WNV dynamics when we deal with the coexistence of two avian species.
Numerical results are obtained using values given in Table 1.

Let us first simulate a single bird species and two bird species, in which one is not a WNV transmitter. If we consider
. = 1and g, = 0, our model reproduces that considered by Cruz-Pacheco et al. [5] for a single bird population, where the
second bird population has no influence in the dynamic. Assuming mosquitoes bite once every two days, we have a biting
rate r, = 0.5, the same as considered by Cruz-Pacheco et al. [5], and hence we have rff = 0.5 x 1 = 0.5. For the values of
parameters related to the American crow, we can observe in Fig. 2(a) that the peak of the infected bird population is 0.29,
as was obtained by Cruz-Pacheco et al. [5]. In this case we are considering only the American crow population, and all the
mosquitoes are biting this bird species. This kind of assumption resulted in higher value for the reproduction number, which
resulted in Rf = 20.9718, using Eq. (19).

Another approach was given in Wonham et al. [4]. That is, mosquitoes bite other bird populations but their contributions
are not taken into account. Assuming that crows are 20% of the total population of birds, then we have g, = 0.2, that is
r§f = 0.5 x 0.2 = 0.1. All other bird species compound g, = 0.8, but by the fact that their bitings are not being measured,
we are tacitly letting r, = 0, hence rsf = 0. Using these parameter values in the simulation of the model, we observe in
Fig. 2 (b) that the peak of infected birds is less than 0.01, a considerable difference from the peak of 0.29 obtained for a biting
rate r§f = 0.5. The relative abundance of one species with respect to others reduced the effective biting rate r§f = 0.1, and
the disease does not remain endemic because Ry = Rj = 0.838872 < 1.

When we are not considering mosquitoes biting other bird species, but a single species only (Fig. 2(b), with biting rate
rgf = 0.1), we are also assuming that the other species are not allowed to be infected. This fact must decrease the number
of infected mosquitoes and, consequently, decrease the infected american crows when compared with two coexisting bird
species. These features can be assessed by the model for two populations of birds. We study two cases.

American crow and Blue jay
The Blue jay inhabits the east and center of the USA, and the American crow is in greater numbers in the east than in the
center of the USA, and does not inhabit the west. In the east, these two species coexist [16].
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Fig. 2. Graphs of the proportion of infected American crow population. (a) Considering only the American crow population, i.e., 100% of the population
and r§f = 0.5. (b) Considering only the American crow population being measured with respect to WNV transmission, and taking into account that it is
20% of the total bird population, i.e, r¥ = 0.1,and r = 0.The initial values are S? = 1,1 = 0, N’ = 1and I = 0.01.
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Fig. 3. Graph of the infected bird proportions considering coexistence between Blue jay and American crow. Blue jay is 80% of the total population
(rd = 0.4) and American crow, 20% (r = 0.1). The initial values are S* = 1,1 = 0, N% = 1and I° = 0.01.

We can consider that the American crow population is 20% of the total population of birds, and the Blue jay population
is 80%. Hence, the biting rates are rff = 0.5 x 0.2 = 0.1and r,ff = 0.5 x 0.8 = 0.4 for American crow and Blue jay,
respectively.

We can observe in Fig. 3 that the peak of the infected American crow subpopulation increases from 0.0084 to 0.19, when
we consider the Blue jay population together with the American crow population. This is due to the fact that infected Blue
jay birds produce many new infected mosquitoes, which in turn are able to infect American crow birds at an endemic level
even though the reproduction number is lower than unity when isolated.

If we consider that mosquitoes are biting only the American crow population (rgf = 0.1and rlff = 0), the peak of infected
birds is underestimated in comparison with the peak for the American crow population in coexistence with the Blue jay
population. Furthermore, Ry for American crow increases greatly: for rfff = 0.1 and rlff = 0, we have Ry = 0.838872, but
for rgf =0.1and rlff = 0.4, we have Ry = 23.0977, an increase of around 30 times due to Blue jay.

If we consider that 100% of the bird population is American crow (rgf = 0.5) the peak is overestimated. This is due to
some mosquitoes biting Blue jay, instead of biting only American crow, therefore, decreasing the infected American crow
subpopulation. The peak of the proportion of infected birds decreases from 0.3 (Fig. 2(a)) to 0.2 (Fig. 3). In Fig. 3 we can see

the infected American crow and Blue jay subpopulations.
With respect to the mosquito population, we can observe in Fig. 4 that the model for a single bird species, for the pair

r§f = 0.5 and rgf = 0, underestimates the peak of the proportion of infected mosquitoes obtained when two species are

considered, r¢ = 0.1 and rgf =0.4.
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This is due to the fact that mosquitoes that bite American crow also bite Blue jay, which is one of the most effective birds
at transmitting WNV. Hence, this increases the proportion of infected mosquitoes. For the pair rgf = 0.1 and er = 0, the
peak of infected mosquitoes does not exist. The curve of infected mosquitoes when considering two populations is closer
to the curve obtained with a single biting rate rgf = 0.5 than for r§f = 0.1. For rﬁf = 0.1, the curve of infected mosquitoes
decreases slowly (Fig. 4). Determining the incidence of WNV in mosquitoes is important because they transmit the disease
to the human population.

Blue jay and Common grackle

Blue jay is a bird that inhabits the east of the USA, with some birds accounted for in the center but none in the west.
Common grackle inhabits the east of USA as well. These two species are encountered in New York, and hence can be a major
factor in WNV transmission. We assume in the model rﬁf = rgf = 0.25, i.e., 50% of each population in the east.

In Fig. 5(a) we see the peak of the infected bird proportion for the pair of species Blue jay and Common grackle. We can
observe that the peak for infected Blue jay in this pair of species is 0.28, less than 0.33, which is the peak observed in the
pair Blue jay and American crow. This is a consequence of our considering in the pair Blue jay and American crow that Blue
jay is 80% of the total population.

If we consider the total infected subpopulation, i.e., the sum of the peaks of coexisting infected birds, we have for the pair
Blue jay and Common grackle a peak 0.28 + 0.28 = 0.56, and for the pair Blue jay and American crow, 0.33 4+ 0.19 = 0.52.
This is a consequence of Blue jay and Common grackle being the most effective species in WNV transmission. The peak of
infected Blue jay when coexisting with Common grackle decreases, but the total infected peak increases. In Fig. 5(b) we
observe the peak of infected mosquitoes. The proportion of infected mosquitoes is similar for the pair Blue jay and Common
grackle and for the pair Blue jay and American crow.



1258 N.A. Maidana, H.M. Yang / Mathematical and Computer Modelling 53 (2011) 1247-1260

s
x10
a 0.01 — b 9
\ " o gk :
0.009F - Mosauitoes " = Mosqitoes
1 8 7! I 4
! [N
0.008F 1! 4 LY
! 7H 1 i
1 1 1
00071 1 1 i
2 Pt > 85 ]
2 0006 ; ! | z !
3 1 'l g s5F 4
c Lo ' 4 c '
S 0.005 ; i . 5 :
5 P o g 4l . 1
8 0004f ; 1 I 1 g ! A
a H \ ! \ s, o ' ' )
! | 1 v ,; . — 3r 1 1
0.003f ! ) i . ; N PR S ‘ \ -
1 [y - R \ B \ . .,
b ! \ ’ . \ . , . P
0.0021}! Y J St B 210 ; A 7 M R
; E “ \ ’ S
0.001 . i 1 SR e~ ]
S e e e P T N e~ e m = N ~ - . Seo _—_,——- ___________
0 Dty A oy 0 e T R . - . .
40 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800 2000 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800 2000
Times (days) Time (days)

Fig. 6. (a) Cyclic fronts graphic for Blue jay and Common grackle (rﬁf = r,ff = 0.25). (b) Cyclic front graphic for Blue jay (rﬁf =0.25, er = 0). The initial
valuesare S = 1,I? = 0,N? = 1and I, = 0.01.

In Fig. 6 is shown the cyclic front of the epidemic. In Fig. 6(a) we show the coexistence between Blue jay and Common
grackle (rgf = rgf = 0.25). In Fig. 6(b) we show only the Blue jay population (rgf = 0.25 and rgf = 0), i.e., considering
another population that does not transmit WNV. When we consider the coexistence of the species, the second peak appears

earlier and is higher than for one species. In the mosquito population the same effect is observed. This fact is important
when control strategies are considered.

3. Generalization of the model — several bird species

In each region several bird species can coexist, hence we consider now a natural generalization of the model (3)-(8) ton
bird species. The dimensionless version is given by:

ds; Bi

ditl = Wi~ riQimiﬁzlei — WiSi (26)
i _ ri‘]imiﬁlvsi = i+ i + ol 27)
dt N;

dN;

ditl = Wi — N«iNi — Olj]i (28)
dlv L lgvi

E - (; riqfﬁili (1 - Iv) - (l - p)ﬂ/vlva (29)

fori = 1, ..., n. The threshold value for this model is:

n

Re — Z (i) miBiBui
0 — ’
— (1 =p)py (Vi + pi + ai)

or

n (r,-ef)z m; B Bui

Ro=)_

~ (1 =p)py Vi + i + )’

. ef
using r;° = riq;.

The stability of the trivial point (free of disease) is given by the roots of an n + 1 degree polynomial whose degree 0
coefficient depends on Ry, as in the case n = 2 shown in previous section. It is easy to check that for Ry > 1 the equilibrium
point is unstable, because the independent coefficient is less than zero, and hence a positive real root always exists (as in the
case of two species n = 2 in previous section). The stability for Ry < 1 can be checked numerically. In the previous section
we used the Routh-Hurwitz criterion in order to assess the stability of the trivial equilibrium point of the model with only
two bird species. The threshold is an average of the thresholds with respect to the single model for an isolated species that
inhabits a region. Hence the threshold is an average of the effectiveness of the bird species in a region.
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If we consider the bird species that inhabit the south-east of USA, and the average number of birds of each species in that
region [ 16], we can assume that: the percentage of House sparrow, Common grackle, American robin, Fish crow (only exists
in south-east) is 18% each, and American crow and Morning dove is 15% each. For the first four we have rff = 0.09 and for
the last two, rff = 0.075. Hence, we have the following Rg's (using values given in Table 1): House sparrow, Rg) = 0.83,
Common grackle, R = 1.15, American robin, RS = 0.74, Fish crow, Rj = 0.42, American crow, R5 = 0.47 and Morning
dove, RS = 0.08. Hence we obtain as the total reproduction number:

6
Ro= ) Ry =3.69.
i=1

In the south-west region we have 20% of House sparrow, 17% of House finch and Morning dove, and 13% of Ringed-billed
gull, Mallard and American crow. We have the effective biting rates r? = 0.1, r7 = 0.08 and r¥ = 0.07, respectively.
Hence, we have the following Rf)'s: House sparrow, Ra = 0.84, House finch, R = 0.54, Morning dove, R} = 0.1, Ringed-
billed gull, R = 0.36, Mallard R} = 0.2 and American crow R = 0.41. We obtain in this case, as the total reproduction
number:

6
Ro= ) Ry=2.45.
i=1

The mosquito Culex quinquefasciatus is the most common in the south of USA, and we can consider 8, = 0.52 [13,10] for
all the species, instead of that given in Table 1. For this value we obtain for the south-east, Ry = 1.92 and for south-west,
Ro = 1.27, a smaller value. The lower incidence of WNV in the south can be explained as a combination of bird coexistence
and the lower effectiveness of the mosquitoes.

4. Conclusion

In this paper we proposed a model to study the coexistence of two avian populations in the transmission dynamics of
West Nile Virus. Furthermore the model was generalized for several avian populations.

We analyzed the effects of considering different values for the biting rates as found in the literature. The biting rate can be
assigned assuming an isolated species (r,), or one species coexisting with another species in a certain proportion (r,ff = (qTq)-
According to the assumption for the biting rate, the level of incidence (measured by the peak) and the reproduction number
are completely different. The different results come from the manner in which the relative abundance of mosquitoes with
respect to the avian populations is considered: in an isolated bird species, we have m,, while for one species transmitting
WNV in coexistence with another that is not a transmitter, we used m;yq.

Let us assume that in a region infested by mosquitoes (Culex spp) there is just one species of bird. Among the mosquitoes,
Culex pipiens and Culex tarsalis are the most effective transmitters of WNV, followed by C. tritaniorhynchus, while C.
quinquefasciatus is the least effective. In the case of an isolated bird species, we obtained

_ r’mpBp,
T A-pry +u+a)

due to the fact that all mosquitoes bite a single population of birds.

In general different birds species coexist. Let us assume that one species of bird (for instance, species denoted by a) is a
transmitter of WNV, while the remaining species of birds are less competent, and are gathered together in a non-transmitting
group. The size of the mosquito population is fixed, and at this moment the total population of birds is fixed too (that is,
equal to the isolated population, then m is fixed). In this situation we obtained the reproduction number

_ (TaGa)* MaBaPra (rvd)* M BsPub
A=—ppy Ya+mat+a) (A =ppy (v + s + o)’

where q, + q, = 1. For simplicity, let us deal with the non-transmitting species of birds by letting 8, = 0. In this case, we
have, from Eq. (24), a diminished value

Ro = R} = (4a)* Ro,

showing that the relative abundance of bird species plays an important role in WNV transmission. The coexistence of two
or more avian populations can result in the maintenance of the disease settling at an endemic level if Ry = Y I | R} > 1.
Hence, knowledge about the relative abundance of several bird species allows us to estimate with accuracy the risk of overall
WNV transmission.

Now, the bird populations are allowed to vary, aiming to assess the spread of WNV by migratory movements. As we dis-
cussed above, in a region we have several coexisting bird species. Let us assume that this region is free of WNV. Migratory in-
fected birds can disseminate WNV over along range. IfRy = Y\, R} > 1, WNV epidemics are triggered along the migratory
routes, and the disease settles at an endemic level. Otherwise, the disease fades out. Notice that the contribution of each

Ro = Ro

0
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species of birds is

R — (1iq0)* miBiBui

O A =Py i+ i+ )
depending on B; and B,;, the WNV transmission probabilities, respectively, from vector to bird (of species i) and from bird
to vector. This fact shows that the effectiveness of mosquitoes to transmit WNV is as important as the effectiveness of birds.

We obtained the estimation of the overall Ry by considering the six most effective species of birds: House sparrow,
Common grackle, American robin, Fish crow, American crow and Morning dove. In the south-east of the USA, we estimated
Ro = 3.69, with Ry = 2.45 for the south-west of the USA. Taking into account the mosquito C. quinquefasciatus, which is
the most common in the south of USA and less effective in transmitting WNV, we estimated Ry = 1.92 and Ry = 1.27 for,
respectively, the south-east and south-west of the USA.

In USA there are effective birds (for instance, Blue jay and Common grackle) as well as effective mosquitoes (for instance,
C. pipiens and C. tarsalis) at transmitting WNV. The north-south migratory routes of birds in the USA spread WNV cases
along this movement. However, the establishment of the disease at an endemic level can be explained by the interaction
between effective populations of birds and mosquitoes. The migratory route of birds also reach Mexico. However, in
Mexico WNV was not established. Even though WNV could be spread by infected birds, due to less effective mosquitoes (C.
quinquefasciatus [17]) at transmitting this virus, Mexico is free of this disease (Rg = Z?zl R{) < 1). The long range migratory
routes of birds can spread WNV, but the complete establishment at an endemic level is strongly influenced by the capacity
of mosquitoes to transmit the virus (for instance, the role played by C. tarsalis in the east-west dissemination of WNV in the
USA [18]).

For this reason, a field study is necessary to determine, in each region, the effectiveness of the avian and mosquito
populations to transmit WNV in order to estimate the risk of the disease. In places where more effective avian populations are
present, the infected level are high, having implications on the adopted mosquito reduction strategies to result in Ry < 1,
Bowman et al. [6]. Another way of controlling WNV transmission consists in importing and releasing refractory, or very
inefficient, WNV transmitter bird species, but with a high affinity to receive bites from mosquitoes. By doing this, the overall
Rg can be diminished below unity, and WNV disease fades out.

In a future work we will study traveling waves of WNV infection promoted by the migration of an effective avian
population into a region where avian populations are very inefficient transmitters of WNV.
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