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Abstract

Malaria is a mosquito-borne disease with a devastating global impact. Plasmodium vivax is a
major cause of human malaria beyond sub-Saharan Africa. Relapsing infections, driven by a
reservoir of liver-stage parasites known as hypnozoites, present unique challenges for the control
of P. vivar malaria. Following indeterminate dormancy periods, hypnozoites may activate to
trigger relapses. Clearance of the hypnozoite reservoir through drug treatment (radical cure)
has been proposed as a potential tool for the elimination of P. vivaxr malaria. Here, we intro-
duce a stochastic, within-host model to jointly characterise hypnozoite and infection dynamics
for an individual in a general transmission setting, allowing for radical cure. We begin by ex-
tending an existing activation-clearance model for a single hypnozoite, adapted to both short-
and long-latency strains, to include drug treatment. We then embed this activation-clearance
model in an epidemiological framework accounting for repeated mosquito inoculation and the
administration of radical cure. By constructing an open network of infinite server queues, we
derive analytic expressions for several quantities of epidemiological significance, including the
size of the hypnozoite reservoir; the relative contribution of relapses to the infection burden;
the distribution of multiple infections; the cumulative number of recurrences over time, and the

time to first recurrence following drug treatment. By deriving, rather than assuming parame-



teric forms, we characterise the transient dynamics of the hypnozoite reservoir following radical
cure more accurately than previous approaches. To yield population-level insights, our analytic
within-host distributions can be embedded in multiscale models. Our work thus contributes to

the epidemiological understanding of the effects of radical cure on P. vivar malaria.

1 Introduction

Malaria remains a significant cause of morbidity and mortality, with an estimated 229 million
cases and 409,000 deaths in 2019 alone (WHO [2020)). Plasmodium falciparum and Plasmodium
vivazr, which are transmitted to humans through the bites of infected Anopheles mosquitoes, are
the primary contributors to the global malaria burden. While the prevalence of P. falciparum
remains higher than that for P. vivax globally, the relative burden of P. vivax has increased in

various co-endemic settings as malaria elimination efforts have intensified (Price et al. |[2020]).

The control and elimination of P. wivax malaria is complicated by various biological charac-
teristics of both parasite and vector (WHO 2015 Howes et al. 2016; Olliaro et al. [2016; Price
et al. 2020). Relapsing infections, driven by a reservoir of latent liver-stage parasites known
as hypnozoites, are perhaps the key distinguishing feature of P. vivaz. For vivax malaria, each
infective bite can trigger a primary (blood-stage) infection, in addition to establishing a variable
hypnozoite inoculum (White and Imwong 2012)). Hypnozoites remain inactive and undetectable
in the liver for indeterminate periods, with long-latency phenotypes typically observed in tem-
perate regions, and short-latency phenotypes generally observed in tropical regions (White and
Imwong 2012; Battle et al. 2014). Each hypnozoite activation event, however, has the poten-
tial to trigger a new blood-stage infection, called a relapse. The hypnozoite reservoir can thus
re-establish transmission within a community, even after the elimination of all active infections

(Shanks [2012).

Although the clearance of the hypnozoite reservoir is critical to elimination efforts, the majority
of antimalarial drugs exclusively target the blood-stages of infection. Only a small class of drugs
have hypnozonticidal activity; such treatments are collectively referred to as radical cure because
of their ability to eliminate both active and latent parasites (Wells, Burrows, and Baird 2010).
Radical cure has been proposed as a potential tool for P. vivaz malaria elimination (Shanks
2012)). However, the widespread adoption of radical cure treatments has been curtailed, largely
because of the risk of haemolysis in G6PD deficient individuals (Wells, Burrows, and Baird
2010; WHO [2015). Here, we develop a mathematical model of the dynamics of the hypnozoite



reservoir within a single host in a general transmission setting to explore the epidemiological

consequences of radical cure.

Previous simulation models of within-host P. vivaxr dynamics have examined the complexities of
hypnozoite activation and blood-stage infection, but have not considered the accrual of the hyp-
nozoite reservoir in endemic settings (Kerlin and Gatton |2015). Transmission models accounting
for individuals carrying hypnozoites have been developed, but have generally compartmentalised
individuals carrying at least one hypnozoite, without explicitly modelling the size of the hypno-
zoite reservoir (Ishikawa et al. 2003; Aguas, Ferreira, and Gomes 2012; Roy et al. |2013; Cham-
chod and Beier 2013; Robinson et al. 2015; White, Shirreff, et al. [2016). Various distributional
forms for the time-to-relapse, including exponential distributions (Aguas, Ferreira, and Gomes
2012; Chamchod and Beier [2013; Robinson et al. [2015; White, Shirreff, et al. 2016, log-normal
distributions (Ishikawa et al. 2003), gamma distributions (Roy et al. 2013) and mixture distri-
butions (Lover et al. 2014; Taylor et al. |2019), have been assumed without accounting for the
dependency between the size of the hypnozoite reservoir and the risk of relapse. Transmission
models accounting for the accrual of the hypnozoite reservoir over successive mosquito bites,
in addition to immunity, prophylaxis and clinical symptoms, have been proposed by White,
Walker, et al. (2018); yet, in assuming that each batch of hypnozoites (established by the same
mosquito bite) gives rise to relapses at the same constant rate, these models do not account for
variability in parasite inocula across bites, which can modulate the risk of relapse (White and
Imwong 2012)). By embedding a within-host model of hypnozoite activation in a population-level
transmission model accounting for variability in hypnozoite inocula, White, Karl, et al. (2014)
have obtained distributions for the prevalence of vivax malaria and the size of the hypnozoite
reservoir under a range of control interventions, including radical cure. However, distributions
of multiple infections; the relative contributions of primary infections to the infection burden;
and the cumulative number of relapses over time have not been examined in this framework,

which has moreover been restricted to short-latency strains (White, Karl, et al. [2014)).

In this paper, we develop a within-host model to jointly characterise the accrual of the hyp-
nozoite reservoir and the infection burden over time, whilst accounting for drug treatment, for
both short- and long-latency strains. In Section [2, we extend an existing activation-clearance
model for a single hypnozoite (White, Karl, et al. 2014; Mehra et al. 2020) to consider treat-
ment with blood-stage (schizontocidal) drugs and radical cure. To characterise the dynamics
of the hypnozoite reservoir and blood-stage infections in an endemic setting, we then embed

this activation-clearance model in an epidemiological framework in Section |3, extending our



previous work (Mehra et al. |2021) to account for drug treatment. By constructing an open
network of infinite server queues, we derive a joint probability generating function (PGF) for
the number of hypnozoites in each state of the model, in addition to the number of cleared
and ongoing recurrences, for an individual in a general transmission setting. In Section {4}, we
derive analytic expressions for quantities of epidemiological significance, including the size of
the hypnozoite reservoir; the risk of primary infections and relapses over time; the incidence
of multiple infections; the time to first recurrence following drug treatment and the cumulative
number of recurrences in a given interval. To capture the epidemiological effects of radical cure,
we compare hypnozoite and infection dynamics following treatment with radical cure against a
scenario with no treatment or blood-stage treatment only, with illustrative results provided and

discussed in Section [5] and concluding remarks in Section [6]

2 Relapse-Clearance Dynamics for a Single Hypnozoite

2.1 Baseline Scenario

We begin by developing a model of relapse-clearance dynamics for a single hypnozoite in a
baseline scenario, neither accounting for drug treatment nor external triggers of hypnozoite ac-
tivation. Similarly to White, Karl, et al. (2014]), we assume that each hypnozoite undergoes a
dormancy phase, during which it can die, but not activate. We model this dormancy phase as a
series of k > 0 compartments, with transition rate § between compartments. Hypnozoites that
have emerged from dormancy (hereafter referred to as non-latent hypnozoites) are assumed to
activate at some constant rate a. We also assume that all hypnozoites in the liver (that is, both
dormant and non-latent hypnozoites) are subject to death at constant rate p, potentially due
to the death of the host hepatocyte. This activation-clearance model was introduced in White,
Karl, et al. (2014]) and discussed in detail in Mehra et al. (2020), along with analytic solutions to
the state probabilities. Here, we further assume that hypnozoite activation immediately triggers
a blood-stage infection (relapse) that is cleared at rate v (that is, exponentially-distributed with
expected duration 1/v). Each hypnozoite therefore has two possible end states: death prior to
activation, or clearance following blood-stage infection. A schematic of this model structure is
shown in Figure

The case k > 0 captures hypnozoite dynamics for long-latency (temperate) strains of P. wvivaz.
By setting £ = 0, that is, accounting for a scenario where each hypnozoite may activate imme-

diately after it is established in the liver, we recover a model for short-latency (tropical) strains
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Figure 1: Schematic for relapse-clearance model of a single hypnozoite under a baseline scenario, in the
absence of drug treatment or external triggers of hypnozoite activation. States 1,...,%k denote latency
compartments; NL denotes a non-latent hypnozoite; D denotes a hypnozoite that has died prior to
activation; A denotes an ongoing relapse triggered by hypnozoite activation and C' denotes a relapse
that has been cleared from the bloodstream. State H collectively refers to hypnozoites that are present
in the liver, that is, both non-latent (NL) and latent (1,...,%) hypnozoites. Setting k& = 0 captures

the dynamics of short-latency (tropical) strains, while & > 0 applies to long-latency (temperate) strains
(White, Karl, et al. 2014)).

(White, Karl, et al. 2014]).

Suppose that a single hypnozoite is established in a host hepatocyte at time zero. Denote the

state of the hypnozoite at time ¢ by X (¢). Then X (¢) has probability mass function (PMF)

p(t) = (pi(t), ..., pr(t),pNL(t), pa(t), pc(t), pp(t))

where the state probabilities are defined to be

e p,(t) that the hypnozoite is present in latency compartment m € [1, k| at time ¢;

e pnr(t) that a hypnozoite is non-latent, that is, present in the liver and may activate, at
time t (state NL);

e p(t) that the hypnozoite has activated and triggered a relapse that is ongoing at time ¢
(state A);

e po(t) that the hypnozoite has activated to cause a relapse that has been cleared by time
t (state C);

e pp(t) that the hypnozoite has died prior to activating by time t (state D).



For notational convenience, we define

pa(t) = ) pm(t) +pNL(t)

M=

m=1

to be the probability that a hypnozoite is present in the liver, that is, state H, at time ¢.

Based on the model schematic in Figure [1] and the Kolmogrov forward differential equations, it

follows that
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Integrating by parts, we can solve the system in Equations (1)) to @, subject to initial condition
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where we have used standard integral number 2.321.2 in Jeffrey and Zwillinger (2007). For

a physical interpretation of the activation-clearance system for long-latency strains, which ac-

counts for hypnozoite death, dormancy and activation, but does not account for the clearance

of relapses (that is, does not distinguish states A and C'), see Mehra et al. (2020).

In the case k = 0, corresponding to short-latency (tropical) strains, whereby all hypnozoites in

the liver may activate, Equations @D to simplify to
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2.2 Drug Treatment

We now extend the baseline model introduced in Section to

(13)
(14)

(15)

(16)

account for drug treatment.

We make the simplifying approximation that drug treatment has an instantaneous effect; while

antimalarial drug half-lives vary broadly, from approximately 40 minutes for artesunate (Morris



et al. 2011)), to 6 hours for primaquine (radical cure) (White [1992) and 30-60 days for chloro-
quine (White 1992), we are primarily concerned with hypnozoite dynamics over a time frame
of years, and therefore this assumption of instantaneous action is appropriate. Upon admin-
istration of drug treatment, we thus assume that each hypnozoite in the liver (that is, states
1,...,k, NL, collectively referred to as state H) dies instantaneously (that is, transitions to
state D) with probability praq; while any ongoing blood-stage infections (that is, hypnozoites in
state A) are instantaneously cleared (that is, transition to state C') with probability ppiooq. The
€ase Pplood > 0, Praq = 0 corresponds to blood-stage treatment only, while ppiooq > 0, Praq > 0
corresponds to hypnozonticidal treatment (radical cure). Any hypnozoites that survive radical
cure (that is, remain in state H) or persisting blood-stage infections (state A) are then subject

to the same activation-clearance dynamics described in Section

Consider a single hypnozoite inoculated at time ¢ = 0. Suppose that drug treatment is admin-
istered successively at times si, s2, ..., sy,. We denote the state of the hypnozoite at time ¢
X"(t,s1,...,80) € {1,...,k,NL, A,C, D} with corresponding PMF p*(t,s1,...,s,). The gov-

erning equations for the state probabilities are given by:
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where dp(-) denotes the Dirac delta function (not to be confused with §, a scalar parameter that

denotes the rate of transition between successive latency compartments).

Here, we restrict our attention to a single administration of drug treatment at time s;. For
t < s1, we note that p*(¢,s1) = p(t), as per Equations to ([12). Since we model the effects of

radical cure to be instantaneous, p*(t, s1) will exhibit jump discontinuities at time t = s;.



Integrating by parts, we can solve Equations to for t > s1 to obtain the state proba-
bilities p* (¢, s1) in terms of the state probabilities p(¢) given by Equations to (12):

pr,(t,s1) = (1 = prad) - Pm(t) for m € [1, k] (23)

radical cure failure: hypnozoite
(dormant) survives treatment at s1

p(t,s1) = (1 = prad) - PNL(t) (24)

radical cure failure: hypnozoite
(non-latent) survives treatment at s;

r —y(t—s —y(t—s
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drug fails to clear infection at s; drug treatment at s; (i.e. radical cure failure)
r —y(t—s
po(t,s1) = po(s1) + Phblood * PA(51) + (1 = Phlood) (1 — e 7Y p (1) +
—— —_—
relapse cleared  blood-stage treatment success: relapse surviving drug treatment at s;
naturally drug instantaneously clears (i.e. blood-stage treatment failure)
before s1 ongoing infection at s is later cleared naturally
— t_
(1 = praa) [pe(t) — po(s1) — (1 — e 1Ep s (51))] (26)

~

relapse triggered by a hypnozoite that survives

drug treatment at si (i.e. radical cure failure)
is later cleared naturally

k
pp(t;s1) = pp(s1) + Praa- ( Z pm(s1) +pNL(31)> + (1= praa)[pp(t) — pD(51)]

hypnozoite dies m=1 -~ hypnozoite surviving treatment at s;
Ea;urally radical cure success: hypnozoite (i.e. radical cure failure)
clore s1 (dormant or non-latent) instantaneously later dies naturally

killed by drug at s;
(27)

Illustrative results for our activation-clearance model, comparing blood-stage treatment only
(Pblood = 1, prad = 0) against reasonably efficacious radical cure (ppiooq = 1, Praq = 0.95) are
shown in Figure [2| for both short-latency (tropical) and long-latency (temperate) strains. For
long-latency strains, due to the enforced dormancy period, there is a delay of approximately
100 days, during which a hypnozoite may die, but is highly unlikely to activate; short-latency
hypnozoites, in contrast, may activate immediately after they are established in the liver. Upon
drug treatment s; = 200 days after inoculation, all active infections (state A) are modelled to
clear (state C') instantaneously, while a hypnozoite in the liver (state H) is modelled to die
instantaneously (state D) with probability p,.q, leading to jump discontinuities in the state
probabilities at time ¢ = s7. Each hypnozoite has two possible end states: death prior to
activation (state D), or clearance of the blood-stage infection triggered by activation (state C').

The steady-state probability of hypnozoite activation, given by the limit po(t) as t — oo, is
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Figure 2: Activation-clearance dynamics, accounting for drug treatment at time s; = 200 days after
inoculation, for both short-latency and long-latency hypnozoites using biologically-plausible parameter

values. Baseline activation and clearance rates o = 1/334 day~! and pu = 1/442 day~!, as well as the

1

rate of progression through successive latency compartments 6 = 1/5 day~' and the number of latency

compartments k = 35 have been obtained from White, Karl, et al. (2014)). We further assume a clearance
rate v = 1/20 day~! for blood-stage infection. We show the case of ppiood = 1, praa = 0 (blood-stage

treatment only) and priood = 1, Prad = 0.95 (reasonably effective radical cure).

higher in the absence of radical cure.

3 Hypnozoite and Infection Dynamics in a General Transmis-

sion Setting

We will now embed our relapse-clearance model in an epidemiological framework accounting
for repeated mosquito inoculation. In previous work, we constructed an infinite server queue,
with each departure corresponding to a hypnozoite activation event, to examine the cumulative
number of relapses experienced in the interval (0,¢] in the absence of treatment, assuming an
empty hypnozoite reservoir at time zero (Mehra et al.|[2021). Here, we construct an open network
of infinite server queues (Harrison and Lemoine [1981) to jointly characterise at time ¢ the size of
the hypnozoite reservoir; the number of ongoing relapses and primary infections; the number of
relapses that have already been cleared; and the number of hypnozoites that have died prior to
activation, whilst accounting for drug treatment (Section. We also extend our previous work
to examine the cumulative number of blood-stage infections (that is, both primary infections

and relapses) following drug treatment (Section [3.3).

10



3.1 Epidemiological Framework

We begin by extending the epidemiological framework introduced in Mehra et al. (2021) to

account for drug treatment and the dynamics of blood-stage infection. We assume that:

e Infective mosquito bites follow a non-homogenous Poisson process with time-dependent
rate A\(¢) such that the mean number of bites in the interval (0,t], given by m(t) =
JA(r)dr < oo for all t > 0;

e Fach mosquito bite establishes hypnozoites and, with probability pprim, triggers a primary

infection (state P), with independent dynamics for each bite;

e In the absence of treatment, blood-stage infections (primary and relapses) are cleared at

rate v (that is, exponentially-distributed with expected duration 1/v);

e Any ongoing blood-stage infections (primary and relapses) are cleared instantaneously

with probability ppiooq upon drug administration;

e The number of hypnozoites established by each mosquito bite is geometrically-distributed

with mean v, as per White, Karl, et al. (2014); and

e Hypnozoite dynamics are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.), with probability
masses across states 1,...,k, NL, A,C, D given by

— Equations (8) to in the absence of drug treatment

— Equations (23)) to given drug treatment is administered time s; after inoculation
in the liver, where we assume that the drug instantaneously clears relapses (state A to
state C') with probability ppiooq and kills hypnozoites in the liver (states 1,...,k, NL,
collectively referred to as state H, to state D) with probability pyaq.

3.2 Open Network of Infinite Server Queues

To characterise hypnozoite and infection dynamics in a general transmission setting, we now
construct an open network of infinite server queues, denoted 1,...,k, NL, A, D,C, P, PC (Fig-
ure |3). The arrival process for our network is comprised of mosquito bites, which we model as
a non-homogeneous Poisson process with rate parameter \(¢). Each mosquito bite is associated
with a batch arrival (geometrically-distributed, with mean v) into either queue 1 in the case of
long-latency strains (k > 0), or queue NL in the case of short-latency strains (k = 0), that is,

a variable hypnozoite inoculum; and, with probability ppyrim, a single arrival into queue P, that

11
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Figure 3: Schematic for open network of infinite server queues.

For m € [1, k|, in the absence of treatment, service times in queue m are exponentially-distributed
with rate (§ + p); a departure from queue m may either be routed to queue (m + 1) (that is,
the subsequent latency compartment) with probability 6/(6 + u), or queue D (that is, die due
to the death of the host cell) with probability p/(d + p). In contrast, service times in queue
N L are exponentially-distributed with parameter o+ p in the absence of treatment; departures
from queue NL (that is, hypnozoites that have been cleared from the liver) are either routed to
queue D with probability u/(a + 1), where they remain indefinitely (corresponding to hypno-
zoites that die prior to activation); or queue A with probability a/(« + p) (having activated to
trigger a relapse). Upon the administration of drug treatment, with probability p;.q, each hypno-

zoite in queue 1, ..., k, NL is immediately routed to queue D (that is, killed due to radical cure).

Service times in both queues A and P, which correspond to the duration of relapses and primary
infections respectively, are exponentially-distributed with rate v in the absence of treatment.
Upon the administration of drug treatment, with probability ppioodq, €ach relapse immediately
departs queue A, while each primary infection immediately departs queue P. Departures from
queues A and P (that is, cleared relapses and primary infections) are routed to queues C' and

PC respectively, where they remain indefinitely.

For a single hypnozoite that enters either queue 1 in the case of long-latency strains (k > 0) or
queue N L in the case of short-latency strains (k = 0), our network of queues captures precisely
those dynamics discussed in Section [2| with the probability of the hypnozoite being present in
queue s € {1,...,k,NL, A,C, D} at time ¢ after inoculation (that is, arrival into the network)

12



given by the state probabilities to . Upon inoculation, we assume that each hypnozoite

and infection behaves independently (Harrison and Lemoine 1981)).

Suppose an individual is first exposed to infective mosquito bites at time zero. Let Ng(t) denote
the number of hypnozoites/infections at time ¢ in queue s € {1,...,k,NL,A,C,D, P} =: S.

We seek to derive a probability generating function (PGF) for the random vector

N(t) = (Nl(t)v NQ(t)’ ) Nk(t)v NNL(t)v NA(t)v NC(t)v ND(t)7 NP(t)’ NPC(t))‘

At time zero, we assume an empty hypnozoite reservoir with no prior infection history, that is,

N(0) = 0.

For notational convenience, we introduce a superscript N (¢) to capture the administration of

radical cure at time ¢1; the absence of a superscript indicates a scenario with no drug treatment.

We analyse this network of queues by first considering the case of a single arrival event (mosquito
bite). In Section we examine hypnozoite and infection dynamics for a single mosquito bite
in the absence of treatment; we extend this analysis to account for drug treatment in Section
By examining the properties of the non-homogeneous Poisson process governing mosquito
bites, we obtain a PGF for N(t) in Section

3.2.1 Dynamics for a Single Bite in the Absence of Treatment

Here we consider a single mosquito bite at time 7 in the absence of drug treatment. To charac-
terise infection and hypnozoite dynamics arising from the bite, we condition on the size of the

hypnozoite inoculum.

We begin by examining hypnozoites and relapses only. Suppose a single hypnozoite is established
in the liver (that is, enters the network of queues) at time 7. Then the joint PGF for the number
of hypnozoites in each queue S, = {1,...,k,NL, A,C,D} at the t > 7 follows readily from

the state probabilities for a single hypnozoite, for which we have analytic solutions given by

Equations to

E [ H zN+()| 1 hypnozoite at time 7':| = Z zs  ps(t — 7).
s€S), s€Sp

Now, suppose a bite establishing exactly n hypnozoites occurs at time 7, that is, a batch of n

hypnozoites enters the queue at time 7. Assuming that hypnozoite dynamics are i.i.d., it follows
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that

n
E [ H zNs®)| . hypnozoites at time 7'} = ( Z zs - ps(t — 7‘)) .
s€S), SES)

Given the number of hypnozoites established by each mosquito bite is geometrically-distributed

with mean v, by the law of total expectation,

o0
1 v o\
Ns(t)| 1 . . N (t) : ;
E [ | | zg*\"| bite at time T} = E ] (1/ 1) E [ | | z5 Y| n hypnozoites at time Ti|

sES n=0 sES
1 > n v n
s (X ment=n) (73)
n=0 seSy
1

- 1+V<1—Zseshzs.ps(t—7')>7 2

where the geometric series summation converges in the domain |z5| < 1 for all s € Sp,.

Recall that each mosquito bite is assumed to trigger a primary infection with probability pprim,
with primary infections cleared at rate . The joint PGF for the number of ongoing (Np(t))

and cleared (Npc(t)) primary infections at time ¢ > 7 arising from the bite is therefore

B 257256 bite at time 7] = (1= pprim) + pprime ") 2p + pprim(1 — € 1) zpe

no prim inf ongoing prim inf prim inf cleared by time ¢
due to bite at time ¢

(29)

Given primary infection dynamics are independent of hypnozoite and relapse dynamics, it follows
from Equation (the joint PGF for (Ni(t), Na(t),..., Nk(t), NnL(t), Na(t), Nc(t), Np(t)))
and Equation (the joint PGF for (Np(t), Npc(t))) that
E [H zN+®)] bite at time ’7':| =E [ H 2Ns®)| bite at time 7':| -E [ng(t)zggc(t)’ bite at time 7|
ses sESH
_ Porim€ 2P + pprim(1— €7 2p0 + (1 = Pprim) (30)
1+ 1/(1 — Zsesh zs  ps(t — 7'))

We note that Equation holds in the domain |z5| < 1 for each s € S.

Given a single mosquito bite at time 7 < ¢, Equation characterises the joint PGF for the
number of hypnozoites/infections in each queue S € {1,...,k,NL,A,C, D, P, PC} at time t in

the absence of treatment.
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3.2.2 Dynamics for a Single Bite Under Drug Treatment

Now, suppose that drug treatment is administered at time ¢, instantaneously killing each hypno-
zoite in the liver with probability p;aq and clearing each ongoing blood-stage infection (primary

or relapse) with probability ppiooq. Here, we consider the case t > ;.

As in Section [3.2.1] we begin by considering a single hypnozoite that is established in the liver
at time 7 to obtain
t
E [ H zévsl(t)| 1 hypnozoite at time T} = Z zg pa(t — 1,81 — 7T),
seSh seSh
where the probability p’,(t—7,t;—7) of a hypnozoite being in queue s € S, = {1,...,k,NL,A,C,D}
at time ¢ > t1, accounting for drug treatment at time ¢;, is given by Equations (23] to (27).

Assuming that hypnozoite dynamics are i.i.d. and hypnozoite inocula are geometrically dis-

tributed with mean v, using similar reasoning to Section it follows that

E [ H zévgl(t)] bite at time T} = ! , (31)

seSy, 1—|—1/(1—Z$€Sh zs'pg(t—r,t1—7)>

where the RHS is well-defined in the domain |z < 1 for each s € Sj,. Equation characterises
hypnozoite and relapse dynamics for a single bite following drug treatment. We next account
for primary infections, which occur with probability pprim for each mosquito bite. In the case
of a bite that occurs after drug treatment, that is, 7 > ¢;, primary infections are unaffected by

drug treatment, hence

t1 t1
E [zﬁ” (t)zgpcc (t)| bite at time 7 > tl} = (1 — pprim) + pprimefy(t#)zp + Pprim (1 — e*V(th))ZPC

as per Equation . For bites prior to drug treatment, that is 7 < t1, the joint PGF for the

number of ongoing (N3 (t)) and cleared (Np(t)) primary infections at time ¢ > #; is given by

Nt NiL . ) (e
E [ZP” (t)ng (t)| bite at time 7 < tl} = (1 — pprim) + Pprim (1 — Pblood)e (t=7) zp+

e
no prim inf ongoing prim inf at time ¢t > ¢;
due to bite that survives drug at time ¢;

<pprimpbloode_7(t1 ) +pprim(1 - pblood)e_’y(t1 ) [1 - e_v(t_tl)] + pprim(1 - e_V(tl_T)) >ZPC-

prim inf cleared prim inf that survives drug at time ¢; prim inf cleared naturally
due to drug at time ¢1 cleared naturally by time ¢ before treatment at time t;

(32)

Assuming hypnozoite dynamics are independent to primary infections, for ¢t > t1, it follows from
Equation (31)) (the joint PGF for (N (t), Ni' (t), ..., N (t), Ni, (), N{ (), NG (t), N5 (t))) and
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Equations and (the joint PGF for (Np (t),Nf}C(t)) in the cases 7 > t; and 7 < )
respectively) that

t t tq tq
E [H zﬁVSl(t)| bite at time T] =FE [ H zévsl(t)\ bite at time 7':| -E [zg” (t)zggf (t)\ bite at time 7
ses SESH

1_pprim"!‘pprime_’Y(t_T)ZP+pprim(1_e_’Y(t_T))ZPC' lf T Z tl
1+”(1_Zsesh zs~ps(t—7))
17pprim+pprim(17pblood)e_7(t_T)ZP+pprim(17(17pb100d)e_7(t_‘r))ZPC
1+ (1-Y e, 2o P5(t—Tt1—7))

ifr<ty '
(33)

where Sy, = {1,2,...,k,NL, A,C, D} denotes the state space for a single hypnozoite. We note
that Equation holds in the domain |z5| < 1 for each s € S.

For a single a mosquito bite at time 7 < ¢, the joint PGF in Equation characterises
the number of hypnozoites/infections in each queue S € {1,...,k,NL, A,C, D, P, PC} at time
t > t1, given the administration of a drug at time t;. An illustrative sample path, generated using
direct stochastic simulation (using the Doob-Gillespie algorithm) of short-latency hypnozoite
dynamics, is shown in Figure [l At time ¢ = 0, an infective mosquito bite establishes 14
hypnozoites in the host liver, and triggers a primary infection; radical cure is administered
t = 100 days following the mosquito bite, as indicated by the vertical red line. Prior to ¢ = 100
days, the number of hypnozoites in the liver (state H) decreases over time as hypnozoites
either activate to cause relapses (state A) or die prior to activation (state D) at constant rates.
Hypnozoite activation events in quick succession lead to overlapping relapses for a brief period
of time, with all relapses eventually cleared (state C'). Upon the administration of radical cure
(vertical red line), seven of the eight remaining hypnozoites within the liver are instantaneously
killed. The final hypnozoite then dies, prior to activation, approximately 160 days after the

mosquito bite.

3.2.3 Mosquito Inoculation

We now consider the non-homogeneous Poisson process (of rate A(t)) governing mosquito bites.

To characterise the PGF for N(¢) as a function of hypnozoite and infection dynamics for a single

mosquito bite (as examined in Sections [3.2.1] and |3.2.2)), we first condition on the number of

mosquito bites in a given interval, and then the bite times themselves, following the procedure
detailed in Mehra et al. (2021)) and based on Parzen (1999).

Let M(t) denote the number of infective mosquito bites in the interval (0,t], with respective
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Figure 4: Simulated sample path for a single mosquito bite, assuming short-latency (tropical) strains.

At time t = 0, an infective mosquito bite triggers a primary infection and establishes 14 hypnozoites in

the host liver. We account for the administration of radical cure (pyaq = 0.95, phicoa = 1) at time ¢ = 100

days following the bite. Hypnozoite activation and death rates, « = 1/334 day ' and p=1 /442 dayfl,
are based on estimates by White, Karl, et al. (2014)). The clearance rate for blood-stage infections has

been set to v = 1/20 day ™.
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bite times T;, i € {1,..., M(t )} Applying the law of total expectation and recalling that
M (t) ~ Poisson(m(t)), where m(t fo 7)dt denotes the mean number of bites in the interval

(0,t], we have

m —nﬂﬂ

E [H z;Vs@} i m(t [H N0 (1) = m} (34)

ses m=0 ses

where S ={1,...,k,NL, A,C, D, P, PC'} denotes the set of queues in the network.

Now, suppose M (t) = m, that is, precisely m bites occur in the interval (0,¢]. Assuming that
hypnozoite and infection dynamics arising from each mosquito bite are independent, we have

m
E [H NOIME) =m, Ty =7, ..., Ty = Tm} ~-[IE [H 20| bite at time 7;|.  (35)
ses 7j=1 seS

As per Lewis (1967), the bite times T1,...,T),, have a conditional distribution equivalent to m

i.i.d. random variables with density
T

m]l{f €1[0,t)},

and thus have joint density

m

1 = LT[ AE)L(75 € (0,4)). (36)

j=1 j=1

By integrating the conditional expectation given by Equation over the joint density given
by Equation , we obtain

E [H 2N () = m]

seS
- /°° dry- - /°° drn B | [T O () = m Ty = 71, T = 7| f (713 Ton)
0 0 ses
1 t t m ‘ ‘
- m(t)m/o dry- "/0 dijl;Il {)\(Tj)E [gzévs(t)\ bite at time Tj:|}

= ( / AT H zNs®)] bite at time 7‘} d7‘> . (37)

Substituting Equation into Equation yields the joint PGF for N(¢) in a general trans-
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mission setting as a function of the PGF for a single mosquito bite:

E [H zéVS(t)} =) i} mq(:jm [ml(t) /Ot A1) E [H 2Ns] bite at time T} d’l’]

sES seS

_ exp{ —m(t) + /0 A [TL =20 bite at. time 7] dT}, (38)

seSs

where the RHS has been simplified using the Taylor series expansion of the exponential function.

To capture hypnozoite and infection dynamics in the absence of drug treatment, we substitute
Equation into Equation to yield the joint PGF for N(t),
G(t, 21, .., 2k, 2NLs 24, 2D, 20 2P, 2pC) = E [H Z?S(t)}
seS

t 1- rim rim —(t=7) rim 1- —y(t=)
— exp{ _ m(t) +/ )\(7_) pP +pp (& Zp +pp ( € )ZPCdT}.
0 1+u(1—25€5h zs-ps(t—7)>

(39)

In the case where drug treatment is administered at time ¢;, we obtain the joint PGF for N (¢)
by substituting Equation in Equation ({37)):

G'(t, 21, ., 2k, 2N L, 24, 2D, 20, 2P, 2PC) = B [H Zﬁvzl(t)}
s€S
= exp { —m(t) + /t A(T) L — pprim + Pprime 7" zp + pprim (1 — e zpe dr+
# 1+V(1_Zsesh28'ps(t_7'))

/tl )\(7_) 1- Pprim + pprim(l - pblood)e_y(t_T)ZP +pprim(]— - (]— - pblood)e_’Y(t_T))ZPC dT}
0 1—|—1/<1—Zsesh zs-pg(t—T,tl—T))
(40)

Both Equations and are well-defined in the domain |zs| < 1 for each s € S. Here, we
recall that

e Mosquito bites follow a non-homogeneous Poisson process with rate A(t), with the mean

number of bites in the interval (0, ¢] given by m(t) = fg A(7)dr;

e Each bite triggers a primary infection with probability pyrim and establishes geometrically-

distributed hypnozoite inocula with mean v;

e Blood-stage infections (primary or relapse) are cleared at rate -y at baseline, but are cleared

instantaneously with probability ppiooq upon treatment at time tq;
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e State probabilities for a single hypnozoite, with state space Sy, = {1,...,k, NL, A,C, D}
are given by Equations to in the absence of treatment (ps) and Equations (23) to
following drug treatment at time ¢; (p}), with the latter state probabilities accounting
for each hypnozoite in the liver (states 1,...,k, NL) being killed instantaneously (state
D) with probability p;aq upon treatment.

An illustrative sample path of infection dynamics for an individual in a constant transmission
setting is shown in Figure bl assuming short-latency (tropical) strains. Activation-clearance
dynamics for each hypnozoite have been simulated using direct stochastic simulation (using the
Doob-Gillespie algorithm). At time ¢t = 0, we assume that the individual has both an empty
hypnozoite reservoir and no ongoing infections. In this simulation, an individual receives four
infective bites (as indicated with dashed vertical lines) over a two-year period, with two bites
triggering primary infections (state P). The hypnozoite reservoir (state H) fluctuates in size
as hypnozoites are replenished through infective mosquito bites, but removed from the liver,
either due to activation, thereby triggering relapses (state A), or death (state D). Hypnozoite
activation events in quick succession give rise to overlapping relapses (that is, multiple infec-
tions). Radical cure, administered after the hypnozoite reservoir has been allowed to accumulate
for t = 365 days (indicated with a vertical red line), kills the entire hypnozoite reservoir and

instantaneously clears an ongoing relapse.

3.3 Recurrences Following Drug Treatment

In Sections [3.2.1] and we examined the dynamics of the hypnozoite reservoir in an interval
(0, t], where time zero marks the time of first exposure in the epidemiological setting. Here, under
the same epidemiological framework, we instead consider the cumulative number of recurrences

in the interval (t1, 2] following drug treatment at time ¢;. Denoting

Io(t) = Na(t) + No(t) + Np(t) + Npco(t),

we seek to derive a PGF for the quantity I¢(t2) — I¢(t1). The number of recurrences following
drug treatment can provide insight into the impact of drug treatment on the infection burden.
Since the random variables I (t2) — Ic(t1) and I¢(t1) are not independent, we cannot charac-

terise the quantity I¢(t2) — I (t1) directly from the results in Section

Similarly to Mehra et al. (2021)), we now construct an infinite server queue, such that the
departure process counts the cumulative number of recurrences over time (Figure @ Noting

that the departure process of an infinite server queue constitutes a shot noise process (Holman,
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Figure 5: Simulated infection and hypnozoite dynamics for an individual in a constant transmission
setting, assuming short-latency (tropical) strains. At time ¢ = 0, we assume an empty hypnozoite
reservoir, with no ongoing infections. Radical cure (praq = 0.95, Pblooa = 1) is adminstered after the
hypnozoite reservoir has accumulated for ¢t = 365 days. In this simulation, an individual is bitten four

times over a two year period, as indicated with dashed vertical lines. Mosquito bites have been modelled

1

to follow a Poisson process with constant rate A = 3/365 day™ ", with each bite establishing an average

of v = 9 hypnozoites in the liver (as per estimates from White, Karl, et al. (2014))) and triggering a

relapse with probability pprim = 0.5. Hypnozoite activation and death rates, o = 1/334 day™! and

w=1/442 day ™!, are based on estimates by White, Karl, et al. (2014). The clearance rate for blood-

stage infections has been set to v =1/20 day™ .
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Chaudhry, and Kashyap |1983), the total number of recurrences in the interval [0,t2), t2 > 1

can be written
N(t1) N(tz2)

Io(te) = Z (M (t2 — ) + Vi) + Z (M (t2 = Tim) + Vin),
=1 m=N(t1)+1

m
# recurrences from bites in (0, ¢1] # recurrences from bites in (t1, 2]

where

e N(t) ~ Poisson(m(t)) denotes the number of mosquito bites in the interval [0,t), with

T1,. .., Tn(t) denoting the respective bite times;

e M (to — 7,) are independent random variables, representing the number of hypnozoite
activation events at time ¢y arising from a bite that occurred at time 7, < t; whilst

accounting for drug treatment at time ¢

e M, (ta — 7)) are independent random variables representing the number of hypnozoite
activation events at time to arising from a bite that occurred at time 7, > t; and are thus

unaffected by drug treatment; and

e Vi id Bernoulli(pprim) represent primary infections, which occur independently with prob-

ability pprim as a result of each mosquito bite.

We seek to characterise the number of recurrences in the interval (¢1, t2], that is,

N(t1) N(tz2)
Io(ty) —Ic(t) = Y (Mp(ts—7m) — M (th = 7))+ > (Mu(ta — 7n) + Vi)
m=0 m:N(t1)+1

# recurrences initiated in (1, t2]

~
recurrences initiated in (1, t2
from bites in (0, t1] # (ta, 2]

from bites in (¢1, t2]

=: ICl (tl,tg) —|—I02(7f1,t2). (41)

Only hypnozoites and infections established before time ¢; are affected by drug treatment; for
all bites following drug treatment, we revert to the scenario detailed in Section which does
not consider drug treatment. As such, setting ¢; = 0 in Equation yields the cumulative
number of infections in the interval (0, ¢2], where zero represents the time since an individual is

first exposed to infective mosquito bites, in the absence of treatment.

By the independent increment property of the Poisson process, the number of bites in the disjoint
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Figure 6: Schematic for model of P. vivazr recurrences. To capture recurrences due to both reinfection
and hypnozoite activation, we construct an infinite server queue. Arrivals, which represent mosquito bites,
occur according to a non-homogeneous Poisson process with time-dependent rate A(t). Each mosquito
bite triggers a primary infection with probability pprim, and also leads to the establishment of hypnozoites
in the liver. The hypnozoite inoculum associated with each bite is assumed geometrically-distributed with
mean v. The service time of each hypnozoite is i.i.d. with distribution B(t) = pa(t) + pc(t) (Equation
, which describes the probability that a hypnozoite has activated time ¢ after inoculation, noting
that not every hypnozoite necessarily activates (that is, it is not guaranteed that lim;_, . B(t) = 1).
Under this formulation, only active hypnozoites and primary infections depart the queue. The departure
process counts the cumulative number of recurrences over time. To model the effects of radical cure, we
assume that any hypnozoite established before drug treatment is killed instantaneously with probability

Prad upon treatment.
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intervals
(0,t1] = N(t1) ~ Poisson(m(t1))
(t1,t2] : N(t2) — N(t1) ~ Poisson(m(ta) — m(t1))

are independent random variables. The bite times in the intervals (0,¢;] and (t1,?2] are also
independent. Given the dynamics of each hypnozoite and primary infection are independent,
it follows that I, (t1,t2) and I, (t1,t2), the number of recurrences triggered in (¢1, t3] by bites
in the intervals (0,¢1] and (¢1, o] respectively, are independent. Thus, from Equation (1)), the
PGF for I¢(t2) — I(t1) is given by the product

E [zIC(tQ)_IC(tl)] — [chl (t1,t2)] E [zfcz(tl,tQ)] . (42)

We therefore proceed by considering mosquito bites in the intervals (0, ¢;] and (¢1, to] separately.

We begin by analysing recurrences arising from a single mosquito bite at time 7,,, € (¢1, 2], that
is, the random variable (M,,(t2 — 7p») + Vin). Hypnozoites and infections triggered by this bite
will not be affected by drug treatment.

Suppose a single hypnozoite is established in the liver at time 7, € (¢1,t2]. For notational
convenience, we denote the probability this hypnozoite will activate in the interval (7,,,t2] by

B(ta — 7p,), where

B(t) = pa(t) + pc(t)
adk  [etror (AL 5 anidati ; e~ (uta)t
w490 , (,u,—i—é) Z,—!(,u—i—é) B U+«

(0 —a)k
using Equations and .

- +ajé-,u<5j—,u)k (43)

Now, suppose a bite at time 7, € (1, t2] establishes precisely @ = ¢ hypnozoites in the liver.
As per Mehra et al. (2021), since each hypnozoite activates in the interval (7, t2] independently
with probability B(ta — 7), the number of hypnozoite activation events by time to, M (t2 — 7),

has conditional distribution

M, (ta — ) ~ Binomial(q, B(ta — 7)),

and thus conditional PGF
E [zMn277)1Q = ¢] = (1 + B(ta — 7)) (2 — 1)) (44)
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By the law of total expectation, noting that the size of the hypnozoite inoculum @) is geometrically-

distributed with mean v, it follows that M,,(t2 — 7,,) has PGF

[e.9]

1 v q 1
Mm(tQ_Tm) — § Mm(tQ_T) — =
Bl | 4=0 V+1<1/+1) Bl Q=] L =vB(ty = 7m)(2 = 1) o

where we have substituted Equation and applied the geometric series summation. We note
that Equation holds in the domain |z| < 1.

Assuming that dynamics of each relapse and primary infection are independent, M,,(t2 — 7,,)
and V,,, are independent random variables. Hence, the PGF for (M,,(t2 — 7mm) + Vi), the total
number of recurrences in the interval [7,,,t2) arising from a bite at time 7,, is given by the

product

- — 1_prim+zprim
IE |: Mm(tZ Tm)+vm:| — E |: M'm(tQ 7'm):| E |: Vm:| — p b 4
¢ ‘ ‘ 1= vB(ty — 7m)(z — 1) (46)

where we have noted that V,,, ~ Bernoulli(pprim) and substituted Equation .

Now, consider a mosquito bite that occurs at time 7, € (0, 1], that is, prior to drug treatment.
Any hypnozoites or infections arising from this bite may be affected by drug treatment. Here,
we consider the random variable (M (ty — 7)) — M"(t1 — 7)), which describes the number of

relapses triggered by the bite in the interval (¢1,¢2].

As before, we begin by examining the case of a single hypnozoite established in the liver at time

Tm € (0,t1], which will activate in the interval (¢1,t2) with probability
pTA(t2 — Tm,t1 — Tm) + pTC(t2 — Tm,t1 — Tm) - Pﬁ(tl — Tm, b1 — Tm) +P2~(t1 — Tm,t1 — Tm)

:(1 —prad)(B(tQ — T) — B(tl — T)),

where B(t) is given by Equation (43)).

Suppose that a bite at time 7, € (0, ¢1] establishes @ = ¢ hypnozoites. Under the assumption
that hypnozoite dynamics are i.i.d., the number of relapses (M" (to —7y,) — M" (t1 — T )) triggered

in the interval (¢1,t2) has conditional distribution

M (ta — ) — M) (t1 — Tp) ~ Binomial(q, (1 = praq)(B(ta — Tim) — B(t1 — Tm)))

Using similar reasoning to Equations and and applying the law of total expectation

to account for a geometrically-distributed hypnozoite inoculum @), it follows that the random
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variable M"(ta — 7)) — M}, (t1 — ) has PGF
i T 1
E ZMm(t2_Tm)_Mm(t1_Tm) — , 47
[ ) 1 —=v(l —prag)(B(ta — 1) — B(t1 — 7))(2 — 1) (47)

which likewise holds in the domain |z| < 1.

Equation characterises the number of recurrences arising from a single bite at time 7,,, €
[0,¢1) initiated in the interval (¢1,t2), while Equation characterises the number of recur-

rences arising from a single bite at time 7, € [¢1, t2) initiated in the interval (7,,, t2).

Next, we examine the distribution of bite times. Given N(t2) — N(t') = n, from Lewis (1967),
the conditional distribution of bite times in the interval [t',¢2) is equivalent to n i.i.d. random

variables with density

M
fl(T) = m(t2> —m(t')]l{ € [t ’t2)}'

Hence, following a similar procedure to Section [3.2.3] whereby we first condition on the number

of bites in the interval, then the distribution of bite times, we have

t1
E [Zlcl (tl,tg)] _ exp{ - m(tl) +/ A(T)]E [ZM%(tz—T)—an(h—T)} dT} (48)
0
to
E [Zlcz(tl’tQ)] _ exp{ - (m(tg) - m(tl)) +/ )\(T)]E [ZMm(tz—T)—l-Vm} dT} (49)
t1

From Equation , since I¢, (t1,t2) and I¢,(t1,t2) are independent, it follows that

t1
E [ZIC(t"’)*IC(tl)] = exp{ — m(tg)+/ A7) E [zMa(tQ*T)*M:'l(trT)}dT—i— (50)
0
to
/ AT)E {sz(tQTHV’”]dT}, (51)
t1

where we have substituted Equations and .

Substituting Equations and into Equation yields the PGF of I¢(t2) — Ic(t1):

et 1e@)] — axpd —m " A7)
Bl ] p{ (t2)+/0 1—=v(1 = praq)(B(ta —7) = B(t1 = 7))(z — 1)

& )‘(7—)(1 — Pprim + prrim)
/tl 1—vB(ty —7)(z—1) dT}» (52)

dr+

which holds in the domain |z| < 1 and gives us the number of recurrences initiated in the interval

(t1,1t2] following drug treatment at time ¢;, where
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e \(7) is the infective mosquito bite rate, with the mean number of bites in the interval (0, ¢]
denoted by m(t) = f(f A(T)dT;

e Hypnozoite inocula for each bite are geometrically distributed with mean v;
e Each bite triggers a primary infection with probability pprim;

e B(t') denotes the probability that a hypnozoite has activated time t' after inoculation in

the absence of treatment (Equation (43))); and

e Each hypnozoite is killed instantaneously with probability py.q upon administration of

radical cure at time t;.

4 Quantities of Epidemiological Significance

Using the PGFs derived in Section |3| (Equations , and ), we can obtain several
quantities of epidemiological significance pertaining to the relapse burden and the longer-term
impacts of radical cure on the infection burden. Here, we consider an individual who is first

exposed to infective mosquito bites at time zero, and is administered radical cure at time ¢;.

4.1 Size of Hypnozoite Reservoir

The risk of relapse for an individual is governed by the size of the hypnozoite reservoir. For
short-latency strains, all hypnozoites in the liver (state H) may activate. For long-latency
strains, in contrast, the hypnozoite reservoir is comprised of both dormant hypnozoites (states
1,...,k) that can die, but are unable to activate; and non-latent hypnozoites (state N L) that
have emerged from dormancy and may now activate. Here, we consider the total number of

hypnozoites (state H) in the liver at time ¢, that is,
k
Nu(t) = Nyp(t) + > Nin(t).

m=1

The PGF for Np(t) follows from the joint PGFs for N(¢) (denoted by G in Equation (39),
capturing hypnozoite dynamics in the absence of treatment) and N (¢) (denoted by G in
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Equation , capturing dynamics following drug treatment at time ¢;):

E [ZNH(t)] _ G(t,z1=2,...,2k=2,2NL = 2,24 = lL,zp=1,20 =1l,zp = 1,zpc = 1) ift <ty
GU(t,z1=2,...,2k = 2z,2NL = 2,24 = L,zp=1,20 =1,2p=1,2pc = 1) ift>t
t A .
_ eXp{ — m(t) + fo Wcﬁ} lft < tl
- t A(T) t A(T) .
eXp{ —m(t) + o' Tt Y T o TR e dT} ift =1
— exp{—mf(t) + £(z,1)} (53)
where

t A(T) .
ot) = I T iftt <ty

t1 )\(T)
0 1+V(1_prad)(1_z)pH(t_T)

t (1) .
dr+ [, tapnaen 4 it >t

From the PGF given by Equation , using Leibiniz integral rule, we can also compute the
expected size of the hypnozoite reservoir
OE[z NH(t)]

E[Nu(t)] = 5

z=1

Vfo T)DH t—T)dT ift<ty
V(1 = Praa fo (T)pu(t — 7)dT + Vft (M)pr(t —7)dr ift >,

and the variance
D2 E[Nu ()] QB[N ®)]

8E[ZNH(t)}
Var(Nu(t)) = 022 ‘z:l * 0z a (

0z

z=1
JE2A(T) (vpr (t — 7)) + vA(T)pu(t — T)dr if £ <t

=9 Jo 20(7) (v(1 — praa)pa(t — T))2 +v(1 = pra@)AN(T)pu(t —T)dr  ift >t
+ [ 2 (vpr (t = 7)) + vA(T)pr (t — 7)dr.

(55)

To invert the PGF given by Equation , we apply Faa di Bruno’s formula (Di Bruno |1857)),
allowing us to recover the PMF for Ny (t) in terms of partial Bell polynomials B}
e~™® d

P(Ngu(t)=n) = R nexp{ﬁ z,t) }‘

exp 1£(0,t) ol 0%l on—k+1
= { }ZBnk< Ot) 82(0 t) 7W(O7t))a (56)
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where by Leibinz integral rule and the geometric summation, we have that
t AT t—7)k .
okl VR E! fo [1+(V]3[1;Izt(—7)])]€+1d7 it <t

0.1) = t A@pEt—1) £ A()(1=praa)*pr (t—7)*
vEE! 1Ld7+ukk!ﬁl [1+T( Prad) PHIE"T) - if t > 4.

5 o7
0 [1+vpg(t—7)]k+1 v(1=praa)pm (t—7)]F 1

4.1.1 Special Case: Short-Latency Hypnozoites, Constant Bite Rate

In the simplest case, where we consider short-latency hypnozoites (k = 0) and a constant bite
rate A\(t) = X in the absence of radical cure, the PGF for the size of the hypnozoite reservoir at
time ¢t can be evaluated (Equation in closed form

14 (1 — z)e(@tmty 2o
B [ZNH(t)} - ( 1+v(l—2) ) "

(58)

To compute the steady state distribution of Nj;, we take the limit ¢ — oo in Equation

A

]E[ZN;I] =(1+v—vz) otu. (59)

Using the generalised binomial theorem, the PGF given by Equation can be inverted to

yield the PMF for the size of the hypnozoite reservoir at steady state
1 "

ol (1—|—y)"+%ﬂt (a—i—u

Y- 1) (60)

(n)

where (7)) denotes the Pochhammer symbol.

4.1.2 Hypnozoite Reservoir Conditional on Infection Status

We can also characterise the size of the hypnozoite reservoir conditional on the current infection
status. Here, we revert to the general setting of a time-dependent bite rate A(¢) and either
short- or long-latency hypnozoites (k > 0). Suppose an individual does not have a blood-stage
infection at time ¢, that is, Na(t) = Np(t) = 0. By Xekalaki (1987)), the conditional PGF for
the size of the hypnozoite reservoir at time ¢, N (t), can be obtained from the joint PGFs given

by Equations and as follows:

G(z1=2,....,2,=2,2N=2,24=0,2p=1,20=1,2p=0,2pc=1) ift < t

=1,...,2p=1 =1 =0 =1 =1 =0 =1

E [ZNH(t)‘NA(t) = Np(t) = 0] _ ) G(a1=1,...2,=1,2n=1,24=0,2p=1,2¢c=1,2p=0,2pc=1)
G" (z1=2,...,28=2,2N1.=%,24=0,2p=1,20=1,2p=0,2pc=1) >t
G'l(z1=1,...,z,=1,2ny=1,24=0,2p=1,2¢c=1,2p=0,2pc=1) =

= exXp {g(z,t) —g(l,t)} (61)
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where we define
e (E=T)
‘/g A(T)(1—pprime ™ ¢ ) dr if t < t1
Lupg (t—7) (1—2)+vpa(t—))
J"tt )\(T)(l_pprimei’y(tiT» dT + Otl A(T)(l_pprim(l_pblood)677<t77)) dT lf t 2 tl
1 1+VpH(t—T)(1—z)+VpA(t—T)) 1+Vp'"H(t—T,t1—T)(l—z)+fo4(t—T,tl—T))

g(Z,t) =

As before, the expected size of the hypnozoite reservoir in an uninfected individual can be
obtained from Equation using Leibniz integral rule
OE[zNu®)|Ny(t) = Np(t) = 0]

E[Nz(t)|Na(t) = Np(t) = 0] = 0z

t X(1)pm (t—7)(1— rime_W(t_T))
Vfo = [1+upA(fET)]2 d

t1 A(mps (t=7) (1 =pprime""7) t A()pa(t=7)(1—pprime=7=7) .
I/(l - prad) 01 ﬁ+l/pf4(t—7§1—7)]2 dr +v ft H [l—HlpA(tiT)P dr if ¢ 2 tl.

T ift <ty

(62)

Similarly, we use Faa di Bruno’s formula (Di Bruno 1857)) to invert the conditional PGF given
by Equation (61]) and obtain the conditional probability masses for Ny (t), given an individual

does not have an ongoing blood-stage infection at time ¢:

0 €xp {g(z7t) - g(lvt)}’

P(Np(t) =n|Na(t) = Np(t) = 0) = %@

z=0
exp {g(0,t) —g(L,t)} ¢ dg 9%y oty
- B, (—O,t,—O,t,...,io,t) 63
- kizj #(5, 00, 550,0). .. o7 (0.8)) - (63)
where, by Leibiniz integral rule and the geometric summation, we have that
k | t>‘(’7—)(1_17]r‘>1rir11(37’Y(157T))Z)IY‘I(t_7—)Ic 3
o ViR Jo vty =T a i<t

R — k t >‘(7—)(1_pprim87’y T )pH(t_T) 3

gk 08 = VR TG4 ife=>n (64)

t A7) (1=Pprim (1=pblooa)e Y ~7))pl, (t—7,t1 —7)*
- ftl [1+1/E)p;1 (t*T,tlfT)ﬁ*prA(th,tlliT))]k""l dT)
The conditional PMF for the size of the hypnozoite reservoir at time ¢, Ng(t), given an ongoing

blood stage infection at time ¢, that is, Na(t) + Np(t) > 0, follows readily from Equations
and (see Section
P(Ng(t) =n|Na(t) + Np(t) > 0)
P(Nu(t) =n) = P(Nu(t) = n|Na(t) = Np(t) = 0)P(Na(t) = Np(t) = 0)
t t

4.2 Probability of Infection

Prior to the establishment of a hypnozoite reservoir, primary infections are likely to be the dom-

inant source of infection for an individual in an endemic setting. As the hypnozoite reservoir
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accrues over time, we expect relapses to contribute to an increasingly large proportion of the
infection burden; however, we expect primary infections to once again become the dominant
source of infection if the hypnozoite reservoir is substantially reduced due to radical cure. We
thus begin by examining the probability of relapse and primary infection both before and after

the administration of drug treatment.

From the joint PGFs for N(t), (denoted G in Equation (39))), which holds prior to drug treat-
ment, and N (¢), (denoted G!* in Equation ), which holds after drug treatment at time ¢1,

the probability that an individual does not have an ongoing primary infection at time ¢t is

P(Np(t) = 0) = B [V

z=0
Git,z1=1,...,zrk =12y =1l,za=1,z2p=1,20 = 1,2p = 0,zpc = 1) ift <ty
Gi(t,z1=1,...,2p=l,znpr =l,za=1l,zp=1,20=1,2p=0,2pc = 1) ift >t
e { = ppin fy Mr)e 2 ar fr<n
exp{ — Pprim [fttl )\(T)S_W(t—T)dT + (1 = Phiood) fgl )\(7_)6—’7(75—7'):| } 1>t
Similarly, the probability that the individual does not have an ongoing relapse at time ¢ is
P(Na(t) = 0) = B [zN40)] ( )
z=
G(t,zl =1,...,zrk=1Lz2nyr=1,,24=0,2p=1,20=1,2p=1,2pc = 1) ift <ty
th(t,zl = 1,...,Zk = 1,ZNL = 1,ZA :O,ZD = 1,2’0 = 1,Zp = 172PC’ = 1) if t >t
eXp{ —m(t) + f(;t %Cﬁ} ift <t (67)
- A(T) .
exp{ +ft11+l/pAtTdT+f0 de} lftztl

The probability that the individual is neither experiencing a relapse, nor a primary infection at

time t is given by

P(Na(t) = 0, Np(t) = 0) = E [N+ Nal®)]

z=0
G(t,21 =1,...,z=12yvr =1,24=0,2p = 1,20 = ]-7ZP:O7ZPC:1) ift <ty
Gii(t,z1=1,...,2,=1l,znr = 1,24 =0,2p=1,20 = 1,2p = 0,2pc = 1) ift >t
(t—7)
exp { = m(t) + fy A e 1 g7 i<ty
- t )‘( )(1 Pprim€ - T)) 1 —P rlm(l —Pbloo )e V(- T)) .
eXP{ —m) + [, Ty AT o2 EA e dT} ift >t

(68)
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Equations to allow us to obtain several parameters describing the relative contributions
of relapses and primary infections to blood-stage infection, noting that hypnozoite activation
events in close proximity to mosquito bites can result in a multiple infections consisting of
overlapping relapses and primary infections. Suppose an individual has an an ongoing blood-
stage infection at time ¢, that is, {Na(t) + Np(t) > 0}. We can compute the probability that

the blood-stage infection is due to

e Hypnozoite activation (i.e. relapse) only:
P(Np(t) = 0) — P(Np(t) = Na(t) = 0)
1 — P(Np(t) = Na(t) = 0)

P(Np(t) =0,Na(t) > O|Np(t) + Na(t) > 0) =

(69)

e Reinfection (i.e. primary infection) only:
P(N4(t) = 0) — P(Np(t) = Na(t) = 0)

P(Np(t) > OvNA(t) = O|Np(t) +NA(t) > 0) = 1 P(Np(t) — NA(t) _ 0)

(70)

e Hypnozoite activation and reinfection (i.e. overlapping relapse and primary infection):

P(Np(t) > 0, Na(t) > O|Np(t) + Na(t) > 0)
1 — P(Np(t) = 0) = P(Na(t) = 0) + P(Np(t) = Na(t) = 0)
1= P(Np(t) = Na(t) =0)

4.3 Multiple Infections

Hypnozoite activation or reinfection events in quick succession may give rise to overlapping
blood-stage infections, which can involve the co-circulation of genetically-distinct parasite strains
in the bloodstream (Fola et al.[2017)). Here, we assume that each primary infection is comprised
of a single parasite strain, while hypnozoites are all genetically heterologous. The multiplicity of
infection (MOI) is therefore given by the total number of active infections (i.e. primary infections
and relapses) at time ¢: Mj(t) :== Na(t) + Np(t). Using the joint PGFs for N(¢) (denoted G in
Equation ), which holds prior to drug treatment and N (¢) (denoted G'* in Equation (40))),
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which holds following drug treatment at time ¢1, the PGF for Mj(t) is given by

IE[ZMI(t)] _ Gt,z1=1,...,zr=1,z2np =1,za=2,2p=1,20 = 1,2p = z,2zpc = 1) ift <ty
Gi(t,z1=1,...,2s=1,zyp =l,za=2,2p= 1,20 =1,2p=2,2pc = 1) ift>t
. e—(t=T) —po eV (E—T) .
exp { = m(t) + fy A(r) 2ot LT (e 10T g i1 <t
rime YT 4 (1 rime~Y¢=7) .
= exp{ —m(t) + fttl (1) Eprizm® 1+VPA—&( T)I?i Z; ) dr ift>1t

t1 prrim(1fpblood)6 (- 7—)4’(1fpprim(171'711)100d)37’Y(t77—))
+f0 )‘(7-) 14vp’y (t—7,t1—7)(1—2) dr

(72)
= exp{-m(t) + f(z, 1)},

where we denote

t vime YT+ (1—pypime =Y E=7) .
JEN () Zerime T 0 pprim¢ T i<t

1+vpa(t—7)(1—2)
— t Zp rim€ (¢ T)+(1 —Pprim€ (= T)) :
F(z,8) = 4 fj A(r) erme e dr if t >t

t1 zpprlm(l pblood)e 7(t7T>+(1_pprim(l_pblood)eiy(tilr—))
+f0 )\(T 14vp” (t—7,t1—7)(1—2) d

T

To recover the probability mass function for M;(t) from the PGF given in Equation (72), we
use a similar procedure to that in Section By Faa di Bruno’s formula (Di Bruno [1857)), we

have that

m(t) d”
P(M](t):n): - exp{fzt}‘
8f(n—k:+1)

ex ?
_ p{fOt }Z ( )gzéc(o,t),...,(w(()’t)) (73)

where B} denote the partial Bell polynomials and by Leibinz integral rule,

t A palt=n)]* 1 vpa(t=7)(1=pprime~7*=7)) :
8kf e 0 % (pprlme v(t-T) 4 PA 1+ypi?t—7) )dT ift <ty
t A7)y, t—7)]k—1 —~(t—T vpa(t—7)(1— [_ime—w(t—r)) )
9k (0,t) = k!(ftl % <pprim€ V(t—r) 4 vPA 1+szlzt—'r) )d’]’ ift >t
v T k—1 o _r v t—7) (1= Porim (1— 00 —y(t—7)
ot MR (Porim (L= prioa)e 777 4 ARl ) )

(74)

4.4 Time to First Recurrence

Next, we consider the time to first recurrence following drug treatment, a quantity that has
been surveyed in longitudinal epidemiological studies across a range of transmission settings
(Robinson et al. 2015; Taylor et al. 2019; Corder et al. 2020). Randomised controlled trials,

comparing the time to first recurrence following treatment with radical cure compared to blood-
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stage treatment only, have also been used to quantify the efficacy of radical cure (Nelwan et al.
2015)).

Evaluating the PGF for the number of recurrences following drug treatment (Equation (52))) at
z = 0 yields the probability of no recurrences in the interval [t1,t2), given drug treatment is

administered at time ¢1:

P(Ic(t2) = Ic(t1) =0) =E [ch(tz)flc(tl)]

2=0

=expq —m ! AT) T tQM T
= p{ (t2)+/0 1+l/(1—prad)(B(t2—T)—B(t1—T))d +/t l—i—uB(tQ—T)d}'

1 (75)

Since recurrences include both primary infections and relapses, setting pprim = 0 in Equation

yields the distribution for the time to first relapse following drug treatment.

4.5 Cumulative Number of Infections Over Time

To quantify the longer-term impacts of a single administration of radical cure, we seek to compare
the infection burden following radical cure, as opposed to blood-stage treatment only. Here, we
consider the cumulative number of infections experienced in the interval (t1,ts], following drug
treatment at time ¢1, Ic(t2) — Ic(t1). The PGF for Ic(t2) — Ic(t1) (Equation (52))) can be

written

E [ZIC(tQ)*IC(tl)] = exp{—m(t2) + h(z,t1,t2)}

where

— i )‘(7—) b2 )‘(T)[l — Pprim + zpprim]
Mzt tz) = /0 1+ v(1 = praq)[Blta — 7) — B(t; — 7)](1 — z)dT * /t 1+vB(t, —7)(1 - 2) dr.

1

We can thus compute the expected number of infections following drug treatment
O E[Zlolt)~lo(t)]

Bllo(ts) — To(th)] = —

z=1

t1 to
=v(l-— prad)/o A(T) (B(t2 —7)—B(t; — T))dT +/ )\(T)(pprim +vB(ty — T))dT, (76)

t1
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as well as the variance

Var(Ic(t2) — Ic(t1)) =

92 ]E[Zlc(tQ)fIc(tl)] aE[ZIC(tQ)—Ic(tl)] aE[ch(tz)*Ic(tl)]
: -

9z° z=1 9z z=1 0z z=1
= [ A 2001 = praa)(Blt2 = 7) = Bty = 7)) + 01 = paa) (B(t2 =) = Blts = )| ar
+ /t : A(7) [2(1/3(252 —7))% 4 (2prim + V) B(ts — ) + pprim] dr. (77)

As in Section we can invert the PGF in Equation to yield the PMF for I (to) — Io(t1)
in terms of partial Bell polynomials B}’ by applying Faa di Bruno’s formula (Di Bruno [1857):

—m(tz) dn
P(Ic(tg)—fc<t1) :n) = YR nexp{h z,t1, 19 }‘
exp { (0, tl,tg m(t2))} < 82h Oh(n—k+1)
= ZBnk 0 11, t2), py 5 (0,1, t2),. W(()’tlth)
(78)
where, using Leibiniz integral rule and the geometric series summation
Oh ), / MBI (L Bl = P
0zF " ), L+ vB(tg—r)F \Pprim 1+vB(t—7) !
t 1— Bty —7) — B(t; — 7))]*
k?'/ )‘(7—)[’/( prad)( (t2 T) (tl T)zj—i-l dr. (79)
o [L+v(l—pra)(B(ta —7) = B(t1 — 7))]

5 Illustrative Results

In Section {4, we derived several quantities of epidemiological significance pertaining to the dy-
namics of the hypnozoite reservoir and the infection burden in a general transmission setting.
Comparing these dynamics following radical cure, as opposed to blood-stage treatment only, can
help elucidate the epidemiological effects of radical cure. Here, we provide illustrative results
for hypnozoite and infection dynamics for both short-latency (tropical) and long-latency (tem-

perate) strains. For simplicity, we restrict our attention to a constant transmission setting.

5.1 Hypnozoite Distributions are Zero-Inflated at Early Times and in Low

Transmission Settings

We begin by considering the size of the hypnozoite reservoir in the absence of drug treatment
(Figure [7)). Distributions for the total size of the hypnozoite reservoir (state H) are shown in

blue; non-latent hypnozoites (state N L), which govern the risk of relapse but account for only
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a subset of the reservoir for long-latency strains, are shown in orange. The progressive accrual
of the hypnozoite reservoir in an intermediate transmission setting is demonstrated in Figures
[MA and [7C. PMFs for the size of the hypnozoite reservoir are distinctly zero-inflated at early
times, since, while each bite establishes a sizeable hypnozoite inoculum on average, there is a
reasonably high probability of an individual having experienced no mosquito bites early on. Due
to the enforced dormancy period, there is a delay of approximately six months before a non-
latent hypnozoite reservoir starts to accumulate (Figure ) However, the hypnozoite reservoir,
both latent and non-latent, eventually stabilises in size as the clearance of hypnozoites from the
liver (through either death or activation) offsets replenishment of the reservoir through mosquito
inoculation. In Figures and , we examine the equilibrium hypnozoite distribution (¢ = 35
years) across a range of biting intensities. For very low bite rates, we likewise observe zero-
inflated distributions since the probability of a recent mosquito bite (relative to the expected
duration of hypnozoite carriage) is comparatively low. Non-zero central tendencies emerge as
the biting intensity increases and the number of recent bites contributing to the hypnozoite

reservoir is expected to increase.

5.2 Multiple Infections are Driven By Relapses

Multiple (overlapping) infections can arise from reinfection and hypnozoite activation events in
quick succession, with experimental data revealing polyclonal relapses even in the absence of
reinfection (Popovici et al. 2018]). Here, we characterise the relationship between the size of the
hypnozoite reservoir; the prevalence of multiple infections, and the relative contribution of re-
lapses to the infection burden. Figures and illustrate the expected size of the hypnozoite
reservoir over time, with hypnozoite distributions expected to stabilise prior to the adminis-
tration of drug treatment at t; = 2.5 years. In Figures and [BE, we examine distributions
for the multiplicity of infection (MOI) in a single individual, under the assumption that each
primary infection is comprised of a single clone, while all hypnozoites are genetically heterolo-
gous (our definition of MOI is equivalent to the number of active infections at a given point in
time under our model). The conditional probability of an active infection comprising of either

a primary infection (brown), relapse (turquoise) or both (purple) is shown in Figures[S|C and [§F .

Primary infections are initially the dominant source of infection (Figures and , solid brown
line), as the hypnozoite reservoir is yet to accumulate (Figures and ) There is thus a low
initial probability of multiple infections (MOI>1) since overlapping primary infections, arising

from mosquito bites in quick succession, are unlikely to occur under the given bite rate (Figures
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Figure 7: Distributions for the size of the hypnozoite reservoir in the absence of drug treatment (Equa-
tion ) The total number of hypnozoites in the liver (both latent and non-latent) are shown in blue,
while non-latent hypnozoites are shown in orange. For long-latency strains, the hypnozoite reservoir is
comprised of both latent hypnozoites (that may die, but not activate) and non-latent hypnozoites (that
may either activate or die); for short-latency strains, all hypnozoites in the liver are subject to both death
and activation (Section . In subplots A and C, we show the accrual of the hypnozoite reservoir over
time (¢t = 0.5,1,1.5,2,2,5,3 years) in a constant transmission setting with bite rate A = 2/365 day~!.
In subplots B and D, we show the equilibrium distribution (¢ = 35 years) for the size of the hypnozoite
reservoir for various biting intensities (A = 0.5,1,1.5,2,2,5,3,3.5,4,4.5 bites/year). Based on estimates
from White, Karl, et al. , we assume an average of v = 9 hypnozoites are established per bite.
Hypnozoite activation and clearance rates, a = 1/334 day~!, y = 1/442 day~?, and, in the case of long-
latency strains, the number of latency compartments & = 35, as well as the rate of progression through
successive hypnozoite strains 6 = 1/5 day !, have been taken from White, Karl, et al. .
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Figure 8: Hypnozoite and infection dynamics for an individual in a general transmission setting. At
time zero, we assume an individual first enters an endemic setting. At time ¢t = 2.5 years, we consider
the administration of either radical cure (dotted lines, pyag = 0.95, pplooa = 1) or blood-stage treatment
only (solid lines, pyag = 0, Pblood = 1). In subplots A and D, we show the expected size of the hypnozoite
reservoir (Equation (54])), with shaded regions indicating one standard deviation above and below the
mean (Equation ) Distributions for the multiplicity of infection, that is, the number of active
infections Na(t) + Np(t) over time (Equation (73))) are shown in subplots B and E. Given an ongoing
infection (that is, Na(t) + Np(t) > 0), the probability of that infection comprising of a relapse only,
primary infection only or overlapping relapses and primary infections (Equations , and ,
computed using Equations (66)), and (68))) is shown in subplots C and F. Here, we assume a constant
transmission setting with bite rate A = 2/365 day~! and all bites necessarily leading to a primary
infection, that is, pprim = 1. At baseline, we assume that each primary infection and relapse is cleared
at rate v = 1/20 day~'. Based on estimates from White, Karl, et al. , we assume an average of
v = 9 hypnozoites are established per bite. Hypnozoite activation and clearance rates, o = 1/334 day*,

p = 1/442 day~!, and, in the case of long-latency strains, the number of latency compartments k = 35,

as well as the rate of progression through successive hypnozoite strains § = 1/5 day~!

Karl, et al. .

, are from White,

38



and , solid red line). Given long-latency hypnozoites necessarily undergo a dormancy
phase before they may activate, there is a delay of approximately six months before there is a
non-negligible risk of relapse, during which we expect only primary infections (Figure , solid
brown line) with MOI=1 (Figure , solid orange line). As the hypnozoite reservoir accrues and
eventually stabilises in size (Figure[8A, Figure[8D), both the risk of multiple infections (MOI>1)
(Figures and [BE, solid red line) and the relative contributions of relapses to the infection
burden (Figures and , solid turquoise line) rise steadily, before plateauing.

Upon the administration of drug treatment at time t; = 2.5 years after the individual first
enters the endemic setting, all ongoing recurrences are instantaneously cleared. Since blood-
stage treatment does not clear the hypnozoite reservoir, the probability of infection increases
sharply to its original level within weeks of treatment (Figures and , solid lines), with
relapses remaining the dominant source of infection (Figures and , solid turquoise line).
Following treatment with radical cure, however, there is period during which primary infections
dominate (Figures and , dotted brown line), which is longer for long-latency strains since
hypnozoites must emerge from dormancy prior to activation; the risk of infection prior to drug
treatment is only reached after a year has passed, when the hypnozoite reservoir is expected to
have been replenished to its previous level (Figures and )

5.3 Heterogeneity in Recurrences Following Drug Treatment

To quantify the longer-term effects of a single administration of radical cure on the infection
burden, we examine the cumulative number of recurrences following drug treatment (Figure @
Since we do not account for a drug washout period, blood-stage treatment only (p;aq = 0) clears
ongoing recurrences upon administration, but does not affect subsequent infections. Prior to
drug treatment at t; = 2.5 years, we expect both the size of the hypnozoite reservoir (Figures
and [§D) and the probability of infection (Figures[§B and [BE, solid lines) to have largely sta-
bilised. Accordingly, the expected number of recurrences following blood-stage treatment only
at time t; = 2.5 years is approximately linear (Figures |§|A1 and @Cl) However, distributions
for the cumulative number of relapses following blood-stage treatment only (Figures and @D,
blue curves) reveal substantial heterogeneity, arising from the batch arrival of hypnozoites for
each bite; while infective bites are relatively infrequent, each bite establishes a reasonably large

hypnozoite inoculum and thus contributes substantially to the relapse burden.
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Figure 9: Distributions for the cumulative number of recurrences following drug treatment. In subplots
A and C, we compare a scenario with no drug treatment (A1, C1) against the administration of reasonably
efficacious radical cure (praqg = 0.95) (A2, C2) at time ¢t; = 2.5 years after an individual has been first
exposed to an endemic setting; expected values (Equation ), with shaded regions indicating one
standard deviation (Equation ) above and below the mean, are shown. For long-latency strains, a
single administration of radical cure in this simulation is expected to prevent 6.4 relapses over a 2.5 year
period following treatment, while for short-latency strains, we expect 5 relapses to be prevented. PMF's
for the cumulative number of infections in the interval (¢1,¢; + t] following drug treatment (Equation
(78)) are shown in subplots B and D for various time points (¢ = 0.5,1,2,5,2,2.5,3 years). Here, we

assume a constant transmission setting with bite rate A = 2/365 day~

1

to a primary infection, that is, pprim = 1. Model parameters (v, p, «, k, 6) as per Figure
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Following treatment with radical cure, there is a delay before the hypnozoite reservoir is re-
plenished, and consequently a period during which relapses are limited (Figures and ,
dotted lines). Hence, the expected number of recurrences following radical cure (Figures |§|A2,
|§|C2) initially rises slowly due to primary infections dominating, but similarly becomes approx-
imately linear as the hypnozoite reservoir accrues and stabilises in size (Figures and )
For long-latency strains, the expected number of relapses grows slowly for a prolonged period
(Figure @02) as each hypnozoite established in the liver must emerge from dormancy prior to

contributing to the risk of relapse.

6 Discussion

The hypnozoite reservoir governs the epidemiology of P. vivazr, with important implications
for treatment and control. Radical curative therapies, which target the hypnozoite reservoir,
have the potential to aid elimination efforts. Here, we have developed a stochastic within-host
model to capture hypnozoite and infection dynamics for vivax malaria in a general transmis-
sion setting, whilst accounting for the administration of radical cure. We have proposed a
relapse-clearance model adapted to both short- and long-latency hypnozoite strains, that ex-
tends previous models (White, Karl, et al. 2014; Mehra et al. [2020) to allow for drug treatment
and an exponentially-distributed relapse following each hypnozoite activation event. Extending
our previous work (Mehra et al. 2021)) to concurrently monitor hypnozoite and infection dynam-
ics, we have embedded our relapse-clearance model in an epidemiological framework capturing
repeated mosquito inoculation. By constructing an open network of infinite server queues with
batch arrivals, we have derived joint PGFs for the size of the hypnozoite reservoir and the cu-
mulative number of infections over time, both in the absence of drug treatment (Equation (39))
and following the administration of radical cure (Equation ), yielding analytic distributions

for several quantities of epidemiological significance.

Although the risk of relapse is dependent on the dynamics of the hypnozoite reservoir, a common
approach across many statistical and transmission models has been an assumed distributional
form for the risk of relapse (Ishikawa et al. 2003; Aguas, Ferreira, and Gomes 2012; Roy et al.
2013}, Chamchod and Beier [2013; Lover et al. 2014; Robinson et al. [2015; White, Shirreff, et al.
2016; Taylor et al. 2019)). Efforts to explicitly model the accrual of the hypnozoite reservoir,
with clearance (through either death or activation) offsetting replenishment (through mosquito
bites), have been more limited. By embedding an activation-clearance model for short-latency

strains in a population-level transmission model allowing for variable hypnozoite inocula per
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bite, White, Karl, et al. (2014]) have obtained distributions for prevalence and the size of the
hypnozoite reservoir under a range of control measures, including radical cure. Here, we jointly
characterise within-host hypnozoite and infection dynamics for both short- and long-latency
strains, whilst accounting for the effects of radical cure. To our knowledge, we provide the
first analytical descriptions of several important epidemiological quantities, including the size
of the hypnozoite reservoir; distributions of multiple infections; the relative contributions of
primary infections to the infection burden and the cumulative number of infections over time.
By describing the time evolution of the hypnozoite reservoir in a general transmission setting,
we capture transient dynamics that are unlikely to be captured by an assumed distributional
form, but provide insight into the epidemiological consequences of radical cure. Our model can
be calibrated efficiently to data using the time to first recurrence following drug treatment, a
frequently collected piece of epidemiological information (Robinson et al. 2015; Taylor et al.
2019; Corder et al. 2020)) for which we provide explicit analytic formulae (Equation ) Our
model thus has the potential to address questions around the heterogeneity of relapse risk in
communities. While our within-host model provides insight into the epidemiological effects of
radical cure on a single individual, population-level models are required to evaluate the utility
of radical cure as a tool for elimination and control (Robinson et al. [2015; White, Walker, et al.
2018). Our analytic within-host distributions can be readily embedded in multiscale models to

yield further insights.

Our model is underpinned by various simplifying assumptions. Similarly to White, Karl, et al.
(2014) and Mehra et al. (2020), our relapse-clearance model for a single hypnozoite considers
a baseline scenario, with spontaneous hypnozoite activation assumed to occur at a constant
rate post-dormancy; we do not consider other possible mechanisms that have been hypoth-
esised to temporarily elevate reactivation rates, such as systemtic febrile illness (Shanks and
White 2013) or bites from certain mosquito vectors (Hulden and Hulden 2011). We model drug
treatment by assuming a fixed probability of survival for each hypnozoite, and a fixed prob-
ability of persistence for each blood-stage infection, under the assumption that the effects of
drug treatment are instantaneous. Drug washout periods, with antimalarial half-lives ranging
from approximately 40 minutes for artensunate (Morris et al. 2011)), to 6 hours for primaquine
(radical cure) (White |1992)) and 30-60 days for chloroquine (White 1992)), can be incorporated
into our relapse-clearance framework using an appropriate forcing function. In fact, the form of

the instantaneous forcing function in Equations ((17]) to follows from taking the limit

Aim n(AOH(t = s;)H(sj + At =) =1In (1 - p)")én(t — ),
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where H denotes the Heavyside step function (not to be confused with the hypnozoite state
H); dp(-) denotes the Dirac delta function (not to be confused with 4, a scalar parameter that
denotes the rate of transition between successive latency compartments), and the rate constant
n(At) is chosen such that a drug causes a transition with probability p in the interval (s;, s;+At)

n((1-p)"")

7T](At)At =1—
At

e p <= n(At) =

While drug washout periods are an important consideration for interpreting data for the time
to first recurrence, in this work, we have been concerned primarily with longer-term dynamics

following drug treatment.

Although we account for multiple infections arising from reinfection (mosquito bites) or hyp-
nozoite activation events in quick succession, our model does not capture the complexities of
blood-stage infection. Under our framework, an infection refers to a period of parasitemia trig-
gered by either by the activation of a single hypnozoite (relapse), or a single mosquito bite
(primary infection); we model neither parasite densities, nor clinical disease status, over the
course of each infection. The assumption that the duration of each infection is exponentially-
distributed can be relaxed, but independent clearance of each infection is critical to our analytic
framework; as such, our model is not equipped to capture phenomena like within-host compe-
tition between co-circulating strains (De Roode et al. 2005). Our model, moreover, does not
account for the acquisition of immunity. While antimalarial immunity can modulate parasite
clearance (Artavanis-Tsakonas, Tongren, and Riley 2003), we assume that the duration of each
infection is identically-distributed. Given the progressive acquisition of immunity against clinical
disease (clinical immunity), followed by the modulation of parasitemia (anti-parasite immunity)
(Schofield and Mueller 2006), modelling immunity requires the coupling of our framework to
mechanistic models of blood-stage infection. Since antimalarial immunity is strain-specific, al-
beit with cross-protectivity amongst strains (Mueller et al. 2013)), strain structure is another
important consideration; repeated exposure to a single strain, either through the activation of
homologous hypnozoites or across multiple bites, can generate strong strain-specific immune
protection, but partial protection against heterologous strains (Mueller et al. 2013), thereby
modulating blood-stage dynamics. Modelling strain structure would also allow for precise dis-
tributions of MOI (here, we assume MOI to be given by the number of active infections at a
given point in time, without accounting for the possibility of overlapping strains across infec-

tions, nor polyclonal primary infections).

Our work, nonetheless, characterises the dependence of infection dynamics for P. vivax, including
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distributions of multiple infections, the relative contribution of relapses to the infection burden
and the cumulative number of infections over time, on the accrual of the hypnozoite reser-
voir. By comparing the infection burden under in the absence of drug treatment against the
administration of arbitrarily effective radical cure, our work contributes to the epidemiological

understanding of the effects of radical cure on P. vivar malaria.
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