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Introduction

* Vehicular conveyances, encompassing marine, rail, ground, and aircraft transportation contribute to the global
spread of vector-borne infectious diseases, including dengue, chikungunya, and Zika via movement of infected
people as well as transmission-capable adult vectors

Insecticide compared to control (no insecticide) during disinsection of conveyances
Population: humans
Setting: aircraft

: o .. i e . Intervention: disinsection
* Treatment of aircraft with insecticide in a procedure referred to as ‘disinsection’ is recommended to prevent

conveyance of arthropod vectors internationally and to mitigate the globalization of vector-borne infectious diseases

Comparison: no disinsection

Outcome: objective and subjective human health effects

* Despite the widespread use of disinsection, comprehensive guidance documents regarding the safety and toxicity of
such procedures to human health are largely unavailable
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Table 1. Summary of findings: safety, toxicity and tolerability of disinsection

Abbreviations: NA: not applicable; ppb: part per billion; SCIP: symptoms consistent with insecticide poisoning. GRADE Working Group grades of evidence: Inc: inconsistency; Ind: indirectness; Imp: imprecision. a. Insufficient data reported from remaining studies represented in Table 44 and 4B to be considered in
calculation; b. Case series only, risk of bias and GRADE cannot be determined.
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Figure 2. Summary of GRADE Risk of Bias Assessment

Studies screened (n = 8610) Studies excluded (n = 8105)

Twenty-one studies on human health effects were identified, and solely comprised of very limited post-hoc public
health surveillance, small cohort studies, 1 case-control, case series, and case reports (Figure 1, Table 1)

No high-quality studies on the safety, toxicity, or tolerability of disinsection were found, as studies were generally of
poor quality, with high bias and low certainty of effects (Figure 2)

Standard human subjects’ considerations and methodological rigor were often ignored or not reported

As a result, the systematic review identified suboptimal breadth and quality of evidence surrounding

Studies sought for retrieval (n = 505) Studies not retrieved (n = 0)

Studies excluded (n = 398)
Wrong setting (n = 155)
Wrong outcomes (n = 4)
Wrong intervention (n = 14)
Wrong study design (n = 36)
Lack of primary data (n = 99)
Primary data unavailable (n = 19)
Wrong patient population (n = 25)
Wrong route of administration (n = 8)
Insufficient reporting of primary data (n = 38)

Screening

Studies assessed for eligibility (n = 505) human health impacts as no high-quality studies investigating the safety, toxicity, or tolerability of

disinsection were identified

This scant literature base has a high risk of bias; however, given the reports of significant morbidity,
adverse events, and toxicity putatively attributable to aircraft disinsection, well-designed clinical trials
investigating the full range of human health impacts of disinsection on passengers and crew are
urgently needed
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Figure 1. PRISMA Flowchart
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