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The potential risk of yellow fever (YF) infection in unvaccinated pregnant women has
aroused serious concerns. In this study, we evaluated the effect of the YF vaccine during
gestation using a mouse model, analyzing placental structure, immunolocalization of
the virus antigen, and viral activity at the maternal-fetal barrier and in the maternal
liver and fetus. The YF vaccine (17DD) was administered subcutaneously at a dose
of 2.0 log10 PFU to CD-1 mice on gestational days (gd) 0.5, 5.5, and 11.5 (n = 5–
10/group). The control group received sterile saline (n = 5–10/group). Maternal liver,
implantation sites with fetus, and placentas were collected on gd18.5. The numbers
of implantation sites, reabsorbed embryos, and stillborn fetuses were counted, and
placentas and live fetuses were weighed. Tissues (placenta, fetuses, and liver) of
vaccinated pregnant mice on gd5.5 (n = 15) were paraffin-embedded in 10% buffered-
formalin and collected in TRIzol for immunolocalization of YF vaccine virus and PCR,
respectively. PCR products were also subjected to automated sequence analysis. Fetal
growth restriction (p < 0.0001) and a significant decrease in fetal viability (p < 0.0001)
occurred only when the vaccine was administered on gd5.5. In stillbirths, the viral
antigen was consistently immunolocalized at the maternal-fetal barrier and in fetal
organs, suggesting a transplacental transfer. In stillbirths, RNA of the vaccine virus was
also detected by reverse transcriptase-PCR indicating viral activity in the maternal liver
and fetal tissues. In conclusion, the findings of this study in the mouse suggest that
vaccination did not cause adverse outcomes with respect to fetal development except
when administered during the early gestational stage, indicating the implantation period
as a susceptible period in which the YF vaccine virus might interfere with pregnancy.
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INTRODUCTION

Yellow fever (YF) is an acute viral infection associated with hepatitis, jaundice, hemorrhage, and
renal failure, and it may progress to death (Monath, 2008; Staples and Monath, 2011). Acute febrile
syndrome and hemorrhagic phenomena are the most prominent manifestations of this disease.
Vaccination and strategic programs for controlling the main vectors—hematophagous mosquitoes

Frontiers in Microbiology | www.frontiersin.org 1 February 2020 | Volume 11 | Article 245

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/microbiology/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/microbiology#editorial-board
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/microbiology#editorial-board
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2020.00245
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2020.00245
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.3389/fmicb.2020.00245&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2020-02-20
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fmicb.2020.00245/full
http://loop.frontiersin.org/people/764959/overview
http://loop.frontiersin.org/people/448892/overview
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/microbiology/
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/microbiology#articles


fmicb-11-00245 February 18, 2020 Time: 19:36 # 2

Silva et al. Yellow Fever Vaccination in Pregnant Mice

of the genera Aedes, Haemogogos, and Sabethes—have been
successfully implemented in many countries, even though the
number of infected persons has increased worldwide over the
last two decades (Monath, 2013; Monath and Vasconcelos, 2015).
Large outbreaks have been reported in Africa as well as South
and Central America, mainly in forested areas infested by the
transmission vectors (Staples and Monath, 2011).

In Brazil, no urban outbreak of YF has occurred since the
1940s, when the urban cycle of transmission was eradicated.
However, in 1997, YF viral infections were detected in North
and Central Brazil, and a new outbreak was registered in 2008
in South and Southeast regions of the country (Monath and
Vasconcelos, 2015; Waggoner et al., 2018). In 2017, YF virus
(YFV) was detected in non-human primates, and human cases
were reported in places where vaccination coverage was low (Leal
et al., 2016; Fernandes et al., 2017), a situation that may have been
aggravated by public hesitancy toward vaccines.

YF virus are single-stranded RNA viruses of the Flaviviridae
family. The direct cytopathic effect of the virus and a potent
host immune response are associated with the secretion of TGF-
b, TNF-a, and IFN-g, which are believed to play roles in the
manifestations and severity of the disease (Quaresma et al.,
2006a,b, 2013; Woodson et al., 2011; Engelmann et al., 2014).
Transcriptomic analyses of viscerotropic YF in a rhesus macaque
model also showed that YF infection correlates with changes
in cytokine gene expression before the emergence of clinical
symptoms, suggesting these immune factors (cytokines) may
influence the disease outcome (Engelmann et al., 2014). The
results of in vitro studies have suggested that effects of infection
on endothelial cells may also contribute to YF pathogenesis
(Khaiboullina et al., 2005; Quaresma et al., 2006a). Inoculation
of flaviviruses in monkeys indicates that the initial site of
replication is the inoculation site in the skin followed by the
lymph nodes, where additional replication occurs (Marchette
et al., 1973; Monath and Barrett, 2003; Dean et al., 2005).
The virus reaches the bloodstream via the lymphatic system
and spreads to prevalent organs, such as the liver (Monath
and Vasconcelos, 2015). In the liver, the virus infects the
Kupffer cells and the hepatocytes, causing severe necrosis
(Monath and Barrett, 2003).

The YF vaccine virus is a live attenuated virus, which is
prepared and obtained by culturing the 17D strain virus in living
chick embryos, and it can induce neutralizing antibodies and T
lymphocyte responses. The vaccine differs from YFV by the loss
of viscerotropism, despite its replicative activity in cell culture,
and by 20 amino acid changes in the envelope protein (Lee and
Lobigs, 2008; Monath et al., 2013). In monkeys, the YF 17D
vaccine causes a transient low viremia (Monath and Barrett,
2003) accompanied by innate immune responses with detectable
levels of cytokines and toll-like receptor-mediated signaling
(Monath and Vasconcelos, 2015). Neutralizing antibodies are the
principal mediators of protective immunity against flaviviruses
(Monath et al., 2013).

After a single dose of the YF 17D vaccine, 80–90% of
human subjects become seropositive by day 10 (Monath and
Barrett, 2003). A small number of adverse events have been
associated with vaccination in humans and monkeys, ranging

from severe encephalitis and hepatic failure to neurological
symptoms of benign prognosis (Monath and Barrett, 2003;
Martins et al., 2015).

In pregnant women, Nishioka et al. (1998) found a relative
risk of 2.29 for spontaneous abortions after vaccination. Another
study performed on women who inadvertently received YF
vaccine during pregnancy reported abortion, stillbirth, and
malformation rates similar to those found in the general
population (Nasidi et al., 1993; Robert et al., 1999; Suzano
et al., 2006; D’Acremont et al., 2008). Nonetheless, due to
the theoretical risk of maternal-fetal transmission associated
with fetal hepatic and neuronal susceptibility to the YF 17D
virus, there is a general recommendation to avoid vaccine
administration during pregnancy except when epidemiologically
justified (Hagmann et al., 2017). However, the absence of
vaccination during pregnancy is a risk to the mother and fetus,
thereby increasing the risk of infection to local mosquitoes.
Therefore, it is imperative to disseminate knowledge and
awareness on gestational vaccination.

A small number of viruses are transmitted from mother
to fetus, showing the effectiveness of the hemochorial barrier
against these infections (Marinho et al., 2017). However, the
mechanisms by which the viruses overcome the placental barrier
is still uncertain. Recent studies suggest that maternal immunity,
time of gestation, coinfections, and many other factors may be
associated with this effectiveness (Marinho et al., 2017).

In this study, we used a mouse model to analyze the effect
of YF vaccination during gestation and to identify potential
susceptible phases that might compromise embryo/fetal
health. This study addressed the birth/mortality rates, as
well as the morphology and localization of YF 17D virus
in fetuses, placentas, and maternal tissues after vaccination
through immunohistochemical reactions and polymerase
chain reaction (PCR).

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Animals
Female adult mice (CD-1 mice, 3 months old) were caged
overnight with males (1:1) and successful mating was verified
the following morning. The presence of a vaginal plug indicated
day 0.5 of gestation (gd). All animal care and experimental
procedures were carried out according to the Brazilian Society
of Science in Laboratory Animals (COBEA) and was approved by
the Ethics Committee for Animal Research (CEEA) of Biomedical
Sciences Institute of the University of São Paulo, Brazil.

Vaccination
The vaccination protocol was carried out at the Department of
Cellular and Developmental Biology in the Biomedical Sciences
Institute of the University of São Paulo, under the supervision
of the Department of Immunization Center for Epidemiological
Surveillance of the State of São Paulo. YF vaccine (17DD, parts
00PVFA028Z; 066VFA061Z; and 082VFB006Z) was obtained
from the Oswaldo Cruz Foundation (Bio-Manguinhos, Rio de
Janeiro, Brazil). The vaccine was reconstituted with 5 mL of saline
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and administered subcutaneously at a dose of 2.0 log10 PFU
in a final volume of 0.1 mL. In the control group, the vaccine
was replaced by sterile saline (PBS, Gibco BRL, Grand Island,
NY, United States).

Experimental Design
The experiments were divided into two phases. In the first phase,
vaccination was carried out at different stages of pregnancy
(0.5, 5.5, and 11.5 gestation days [gd]) for gestational parameter
evaluation (n = 5–10 pregnant females/experimental or control
group). Day 0.5 of gestation is a period when the zygote is in
the lumen of the uterine tube; day 5.5 of gestation represent
the onset of implantation, in which the trophoblast giant cells
surrounding the blastocyst come into direct contact with the
maternal blood; and day 11.5 of pregnancy is the usual time for
placenta maturation (Adamson et al., 2002; Cross, 2005; Watson
and Cross, 2005; Hu and Cross, 2009; Croy et al., 2014).

In the second phase, immunolocalization of the viral antigen
and signals of viral activity were analyzed at periods in which the
vaccination had caused relevant changes (gd5.5, n = 15 pregnant
females/experimental groups and n = 10/control groups).

Sample Collection for Gestational
Performance
Vaccinated and control animals were anesthetized with
hydrochloride xylazine (Rompun 2% R©, Bayer, São Paulo, Brazil)
and ketamine (1:1, v/v, Ketalar, Bayer, São Paulo, Brazil) on
gd18.5. Uterine horns were dissected under a stereoscopic
microscope, and implantation sites with fetuses and their
placentas were exposed. The fetuses were euthanized in a CO2
chamber. Placentas, resorptions, and living and dead fetuses
were counted and weighed. The total number of implantation
sites and early reabsorbed embryos was evaluated by incubating
the uterine horns in 10% ammonium sulfide for 10 min after
the removal of the fetuses, placentas, and late resorptions
(Salewsky, 1964).

Birth index (BI) and mortality rate (MR) were respectively
calculated as follows:

BI =

Total number of implantation sites−
number of stillbirths and resorptions
Total number of implantation sites

MR =

Total number of implantation sites−
number of live fetuses
Total number of implantation sites

× 100

Results were expressed as the mean value ± SD, and Student’s
t-test was used to determine significant differences in comparison
with age-control groups. A probability level of less than 5% was
considered significant. Statistical analysis was performed using
the program Statistical Package for Social Science for Windows.

Collection and Processing of Samples
for Morphological Analysis
Under deep anesthesia, fragments of the maternal liver and
the uterine horns were obtained. Placentas, fetuses (live fetuses
were euthanized by CO2 inhalation) and material resulting from
resorptions were then dissected. Tissues were fixed in 10%
buffered formalin and routinely processed for embedding in
Histosec R© (Merck KGaA, Darmstadt, Germany). Sections were
either stained with hematoxylin and eosin or processed for
immunoreactions and light microscopy analysis.

Sections of the maternal liver, placenta, and fetus of control
females (n = 5) and vaccinated mothers with living (n = 5)
and dead (stillbirth, n = 5) fetuses obtained from different
mothers were assessed with immunohistochemical (IH) assays.
At least three sections from each placenta (three placentas
per animal) and of maternal liver and fetus were obtained
from each experimental animal for analysis. Deparaffinized and
hydrated sections were incubated in the citric acid solution
(10 mM, pH 6.0) for 3 min at 60◦C and thereafter blocked for
15 min in 3% hydrogen peroxide in distilled water. Sections
were incubated for 1 h in M.O.M. mouse IgG blocking reagent
(Vector Lab, Burlingame, CA, United States). Next, the samples
were immunostained using the polyclonal mouse anti-YF virus
antibody (Division of Medical Biology, Department of Virology,
Adolfo Lutz Institute, São Paulo, Brazil) diluted at 1:2,000 in
TBS containing 1% bovine serum albumin, for 30 min at 37◦C,
followed by 18 h at 4◦C. Labeled polymer-HRP anti-mouse
(EnVision + System HRP [DAB], Dako Cytomation) was used
as a secondary antibody for 1 h at room temperature. Color
development was obtained by incubating with DAB substrate-
chromogen solution (0.05% 3,3′- diaminobenzidine in hydrogen
peroxide, Sigma-Aldrich, St. Louis, MO, United Ststes) for 5 min.
Sections were counterstained with Mayer’s hematoxylin and
examined using an Axioskop 2 light microscope (Carl Zeiss,
Oberkochen, Germany). The images were captured with Axio
Vision 4.7 software (Carl Zeiss, Oberkochen, Germany). Negative
control was performed by omission of the primary antibody
and/or by replacing this antibody with non-immune serum. The
sensitivity of the reaction was tested by using immunoreactive
liver samples of a patient diagnosed with YF who had a known
expression of the viral antigen (positive control).

Detection of Viral RNA by RT-PCR
YF virus envelope protein gene fragments were detected through
the PCR assay in maternal liver, placenta, fetal brain, and liver of
live fetuses and stillbirths of vaccinated mothers on gd5.5 and in
the placenta and liver of mothers vaccinated on gd0.5 and 11.5.
Positive control reactions were performed using samples of the
YF vaccine. Total RNA was isolated with TRIzol (InvitrogenTM,
Carlsbad, CA, United States) and suspended again in sterile
distilled water according to Chomizynski and Sacchi (1987). All
reagents were purchased from Sigma Aldrich (St. Louis, MO,
United States), unless otherwise stated. RNA concentration and
purity were determined by spectrophotometric measurement
of absorbance at 260 nm, and the purity was determined at
A260/A280 ratio. The RNA integrity was checked by using
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1% agarose gel electrophoresis with 0.4 mol/L Tris-acetate and
0.001 mol/L EDTA buffer. Viral RNA was converted to cDNA
using 5.0 µg of RNA, 5.0 µL of specific antisense primer
(5′-GCT TTT CCA TAC CCA ATG AA-3′ (MG922934.1),
2.0 µL dNTPs Mix, 0.75 µL M-MLV reverse transcriptase
(InvitrogenTM), 6.0 µL reaction buffer 5 × and 3.0 µL DTT
0.1 M. The mixture was incubated at 37◦C for 90 min and
at 95◦C for 5 min to inactivate the reverse transcriptase. The
viral cDNA (6.0 µL) was amplified by PCR using a 2.5 µL
10 × PCR buffer (Biotools B&M Labs S.A., Madrid, Spain),
2.0 µL MgCl2 (50 mM), 1.0 µL of dNTPs Mix, 0.5 µL DMSO
4%, 0.75 µL DNA polymerase (1 U/µL, Biotools B&M Labs
S.A., Madrid, Spain), and 5.0 µL (10 pmol/µL) each of the
forward and reverse primers (1: 5′-TAC CCT GGA GCA AGA
CAA GT-3′; 2: 5′-GCT TTT CCA TAC CCA ATG AA-3′).
The PCR was performed in a Bio-Rad Gene CyclerTM (Bio-Rad
Laboratories, Portland, ME, United States). Cycling conditions
included denaturation at 94◦C for 5 min, 35 PCR cycles of 94◦C
for 1 min, 58◦C for 2 min, 72◦C for 3 min and the last step
for a final extension at 72◦C for 10 min in a thermocycler.
PCR was performed using reverse transcripted products from
the vaccine’s RNA as a template. PCR products were analyzed
on 1% agarose gel electrophoresis using a molecular weight
marker DNA (100 base pairs, DNA Ladder, Ludwig Biotec,
Nova Alvorada, Brazil) as reference. The gel was exposed to a
Molecular Imaging screen (G: Box Chemil-R, Syngene, Frederick,
MD, United States) for computerized gel documentation (Scion
image program, Scion Corp., Frederick, MD, United States).
The identity of the 482 bp-amplified products was confirmed
by sequence analysis (automated sequence analysis, MegaBACE
1000, GE Healthcare, Buckinghamshire, United Kingdom) at the
Center for Human Genome Studies at the University of São Paulo
(Brazil). Fluorograms were analyzed using the Cimarron 3.12
base-caller software. A sequence database search was performed
using the BLAST network service of the National Center for
Biotechnology Information1.

RESULTS

Vaccination on gd0.5 and 11.5 did not affect the average number
of implantation sites and fetal resorption per pregnant female

1http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/BLAST/

TABLE 2 | Effect of anti-yellow fever vaccination administered on gestation days
0.5, 5.5, or 11.5 on placental and fetal weights.

n Fetal weight (g) Placental weight (g)

Control gd 0.5 53 0.89 ± 0.17 0.15 ± 0.03

Vaccinated gd 0.5 50 0.87 ± 0.09 0.14 ± 0.02

Control gd 5.5 180 0.95 ± 0.10 0.14 ± 0.04

Vaccinated gd 5.5 158 0.82a
± 0.12 0.13 ± 0.01

Control gd 11.5 83 0.91 ± 0.11 0.13 ± 0.02

Vaccinated gd 11.5 57 0.88 ± 0.06 0.13 ± 0.02

Values correspond to mean ± SD; values indicated by letters highlight
statistical differences in comparison to the respective age-control. Student’s t-test
(ap = 0.004).

in comparison to controls (Table 1). In the group that received
vaccination on gd5.5, the mean number of degenerated fetuses
and stillbirths and the number of embryo/fetal losses significantly
increased (from 0.13 in control group to 1.37 in vaccinated group,
p = 0.01; and from 0.38 in controls to 3.5 in vaccinated animals,
p = 0.002, respectively), resulting in an increased mortality rate
(from 5.1% in control group to 33.1% in vaccinated group,
p = 0.001) in comparison to sham controls, as shown in Table 1.

Fetal weight gain was significantly lower only when the vaccine
was administered in pregnant animals on gd5.5 (p = 0.004;
Table 2). Placental weight was not altered significantly in
any vaccinated group compared to the control group. These
data indicate the susceptible period to YF vaccination during
pregnancy, justifying the subsequent experimental procedures on
only day 5.5 of gestation.

Fetuses were macroscopically divided into live fetuses,
stillbirths (absence of heartbeat, but no visible degeneration and
therefore, considered as late-dead fetuses), early-dead fetuses
(with apparent developmental delay and degenerative signals),
and post-implantation resorptions (implantation site with no
recognizable fetal structures) (Figure 1). The subsequent analyses
were performed on live fetuses and stillbirths.

In the maternal liver as well as in the liver of live fetuses
of the vaccinated females on gd5.5, the viral antigen was
rarely immunolocalized (Figures 2A,B,a,b). For IH reactions, no
immunolabeling was detected in the non-vaccinated group (not
shown) in the negative control, which was performed by omitting
the primary antibody (Figures 2G–I). Biopsies of human liver
diagnosed with YF were used as positive control for the IH
reactions (Figure 2J).

TABLE 1 | Effect of anti-yellow fever vaccination administered on gestation days 0.5, 5.5, and 11.5 on the gestational parameters.

n Implantation sites Number of fetuses Degenerated fetuses/stillbirths Embryo/fetal losses Mortality rate (%)

Control gd 0.5 56 11.2 ± 1.64 10.6 ± 1.95 0.4 ± 0.55 1.0 ± 1.2 9.2 ± 10.3

Vaccinated gd 0.5 53 10.6 ± 3.71 10.0 ± 4.06 0.4 ± 0.89 1.0 ± 1.0 11.6 ± 11.1

Control gd 5.5 96 12.0 ± 2.33 11.7 ± 2.25 0.13 ± 0.35 0.38 ± 0.52 5.1 ± 7.3

Vaccinated gd 5.5 97 12.1 ± 1.89 9.5 ± 1.77 1.37a
± 1.19 3.5b

± 1.69 33.1c
± 17.1

Control gd 11.5 83 10.3 ± 2.38 9.8 ± 2.23 0.25 ± 0.46 0.75 ± 1.16 6.7 ± 9.9

Vaccinated gd11.5 54 10.8 ± 2.17 10.0 ± 2.65 0.4 ± 0.55 1.2 ± 1.10 7.6 ± 9.0

n, Total number of implantation sites. Values correspond to mean number per pregnant female ± SD; a−chighlights statistical differences in comparison to the respective
age-control. ap = 0.01; bp = 0.002; cp = 0.001 (Student’s t-test).
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FIGURE 1 | Macroscopic fetal features on gd18.5. Samples from vaccinated
pregnant mice present different fetal development, as shown in (A) apparently
normal (living and stillborn) fetuses, (B) early-dead fetuses and (C,D)
resorptions (black and white arrowheads).

FIGURE 2 | Immunolocalization of the yellow fever (YF) antigen after
vaccination on gd 5.5. (A–C) In maternal and fetal liver, immunoreactive areas
are rare (A,a). Liver of one vaccinated pregnant female (B,b). Liver of a live
fetus (C,c). Liver of a stillborn. Reactivity is characterized by a brown colored
(arrows) (D–F). Immunolocalization of YF antigen in stillbirths shows reactivity
for the virus vaccine in nervous cells in the peripheral area of the developing
digestive tract (D) and in nerves (E) surrounding one arterial vessel (v). Strong
reactivity can also be seen in the brain (F,f). Figures (G–I) are negative controls
of the reaction, in which the primary antibody was replaced by non-immune
serum. Figure (J) shows the positive control of the IH reaction (liver of a
patient with YF). Bars in (A) = 150 µm, in (a,b,E) = 100 µm, in
(B,C,H,I) = 200 µm, in (c,F) = 60 µm, in (D) = 350 µm, in (f) = 50 µm, in
(G) = 600 µm, in (J) = 75 µm.

Unlike live fetuses, reactivity to YFV in the stillbirths was
intense and distributed in the cells of several organs (Figures 2C–
F). Reactivity was seen in the liver (Figures 2C,c), nervous tissue

in the developing intestine (Figure 2D), cells surrounding arterial
vessels (Figure 2E), and in the fetal brain (Figures 2F,f).

Histological analysis of placentas from control and viable
fetuses of vaccinated animals showed typical morphological
features. In live fetuses, immunoreactions revealed the presence
of the viral antigen in the trophoblast cells of the junctional zone
(trophoblast giant cells, Figure 3A) and spongiotrophoblast cells
(Figure 3C), and only occasionally in the cells of the labyrinthine
layers (Figure 3D).

In general, placentas from stillbirths showed common
characteristics in relation to age-control placentas from
vaccinated and control living fetuses. Occasional morphological
changes found in this group included the scattering of glycogen
cell clusters toward the labyrinthine zone. Viral antigen
was seen in the trophoblast giant cells (Figure 3E), the
spongiotrophoblast cells (Figure 3F), and the glycogen cells

FIGURE 3 | Immunolocalization of the YF antigen after vaccination on gd5.5.
Placentas of live fetuses (A–D) and stillbirths (E–J). Reactions are
characterized by brownish color. The viral antigen is seen at the junctional
zone in trophoblast giant cells (A, g) and (C, arrowhead) in cells of the
spongiotrophoblast (S) area. Few cells (D, arrowheads) reacted with the
antibody against YF virus (YFV) in the labyrinthine region. In stillbirths, the
immunoreaction in spongiotrophoblast (S) is intense, in giant cells (E, g),
spongiotrophoblast cells (F, arrowhead) and in glycogen cells (G, gl) (H,I).
Reactivity is also seen in the labyrinth (L, arrowheads). Figures (B,J) are
negative controls of the reaction. Bars in (A,D,E) = 120 µm, in (B) = 100 µm,
in (C,G,J) = 80 µm, in (F) = 60 µm, in (H) = 240 µm, in (I) = 25 µm.
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(Figure 3G). Reactivity was stronger in the labyrinthine
area (Figures 3H,I) in different cell types. The negative
IH control did not show any reaction in these tissues
(Figures 3B,J).

The YF vaccine was also detected by RT-PCR using the
YFV consensus primer pair. RT-PCR analysis of YFV produced
amplicons, as shown in Figures 4A,B, in maternal liver, placenta,
fetal brain, and liver in stillbirths. In live fetuses, only traces of
the amplicons were found in part of the samples (in tissues of 2
fetuses from 7 analyzed). DNA amplification was not observed
in the negative control nor in samples from vaccination on gd0.5
and 11.5 (not shown). YFV identity was confirmed by sequencing
PCR products obtained from the brain samples of stillbirths
(n = 3). The sequence was aligned to the YFV strain 17DD-Brazil,
and 100% identity was observed (Figure 4C).

DISCUSSION

We examined the effect of vaccination against YFV at three
different gestational periods in mice and found clear evidence of
changes in pregnancy outcomes and fetal infection only when
the vaccine was administered during the embryo implantation
period (gd 5.5). Vaccination on this particular day of gestation
led to increased embryo/fetal losses and growth restriction in live
fetuses. The vaccine virus was only occasionally observed in the

FIGURE 4 | Gene expression of the YF viral capsid protein (465 bp) in
maternal liver and tissues of viable fetuses (A) and stillbirths (B). Maternal liver
(mL), placenta (Pl), fetal brain (fB), liver (fL), (Vv) vaccine YF virus (positive
control). The first band of each gel corresponds to the DNA weight in which
500 base pairs are highlighted (arrowheads). (C) Sequencing of the
experimental PCR product obtained from brain of stillbirths. Note the
alignment and 100% identity with the yellow fever virus strain 17DD-Brazil.

liver of the live fetuses but consistently found in stillbirths’ tissues.
Immunolocalization of the vaccine virus was detected in the
placenta of both live fetuses and stillbirths, but was more intense
in samples of the stillborn fetuses. The presence of the virus in the
placenta and fetal organs in the stillbirths indicated that a vertical
passage of the vaccine virus may have occurred. In living fetuses,
by contrast, the presence of the virus only in the placenta suggests
the maternal-fetal interface may assume a protective role. The
differences in the fate of individuals belonging to the same litter,
however, are not clearly understood.

Genetic background of each individual may be a factor to
be considered, as the strain used here is an outbred mouse. In
humans, it has been suggested that modulation of susceptibility
to the virus may occur as a result of genetic variation, particularly
in loci encoding innate immune mediators (Blake and Garcia-
Blanco, 2014). In addition, mice generally have an innate
resistance to flavivirus-induced mortality/morbidity due to the
autosomal dominant Flvr allele. When infected, mice exhibit
low levels of viral titers in their tissues, which is associated
with a low mortality rate (Nathanson and Brinton, 2007). While
that might be one contributing factor, there is also evidence
suggesting that the transplacental transfer of a flavivirus is
a stochastic process (Yuan and Allen, 2011; Björnberg et al.,
2014). Stochastic models have been developed to explain the
dynamics of viral infection/transmission, which includes random
transitions between infection, latent infection, or non-infection
in cells, tissues, and organisms (Tuckwell and Le Corfec, 1998;
Yuan and Allen, 2011; Björnberg et al., 2014).

A key question in this study is why changes occurred
only following the administration of the vaccine on gd5.5.
A plausible explanation may be the immaturity of the cells that
comprise the maternal-fetal barrier at this stage of gestation.
Day 5.5 of gestation marks the beginning of the implantation
process. At this time, the trophoblast giant cells assume an
invasive phenotype, thereby opening subluminal endometrial
capillaries and establishing the first contact with maternal blood
(Bevilacqua and Abrahamsohn, 1988, 1989). This process lasts
for a few more days until the embryo is fully lodged in the
uterine tissue. The placenta then starts the maturation process,
which is characterized by the differentiation of the trophoblast
cells to assume defensive, endocrine, immune regulatory, and
nutritional properties (Adamson et al., 2002; Cross, 2005;
Hu and Cross, 2009).

Evidence from a previous study in humans showed that
vaccination results in viremia from the second to the sixth day
after administration (Reinhardt et al., 1998). In this context,
it is possible that in our experiments, maternal viremia had
occurred at the phase of trophoblast immaturity soon after
implantation. This might foster a condition of viral access to
the embryonic tissues, boosting reactions not found when the
vaccine is administered in later stages of pregnancy. In summary,
on gd5.5 and the subsequent few days, the trophoblast giant
cells may not be mature or differentiated enough to act as a
barrier to viral passage. Based on this, vaccination in the later
stages of gestation (gd11.5) might be related to full placental
differentiation and ability for efficient activation of antiviral
mechanisms. In contrast, the lack of contact between maternal
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blood and the embryo during the early stages of development,
when the mothers were inoculated on gd0.5 may be the critical
factor that prevented adverse fetal outcomes in this group. In
both cases, our results over these periods are consistent with the
findings of vaccination studies in humans.

The disparity with human vaccination data, however, occurred
when vaccine inoculation was performed specifically during
embryo implantation (day 5.5 of gestation), which resulted in
early and late losses (stillbirths).

Studies assessing YF vaccination during early stages of
pregnancy also reported a trend toward increased odds of
several adverse events (miscarriages, premature births, and low
birth weight) when women inadvertently received the vaccine
through mass vaccination programs (Tsai, 1993, 2006; Nishioka
et al., 1998). The deleterious effect on gestation outcome and
fetal development, however, was considered within the expected
population indices (Nasidi et al., 1993; Robert et al., 1999; Suzano
et al., 2006; D’Acremont et al., 2008). As mentioned earlier, one
possible explanation for this disparity may be the organization
of the maternal-fetal barrier in its early stages, as having species-
specific functional and structural aspects (Georgiades et al., 2002)
may determine the passage of the virus to the fetal organism
in rodents, but not in humans. In addition, the discrepancy
may in part be due to the impossibility of determining in
which gestational phase the vaccine has been administered.
Peri-implantation losses in humans are hardly detectable, and
hence, they are usually not reported and considered for statistical
analysis reported in the literature.

The incidence of growth restriction and stillbirths in mothers
vaccinated on gd5.5 may be based on several mechanisms,
alone or in association. Viral access and lodgment in the
developing mouse placenta may be a major factor. Although,
morphologically, we did not see any placental damage or
placental maturation defects, the immunoreactivity to the vaccine
virus at the spongiotrophoblast and labyrinthine zones (also
detected by PCR) may represent early access (gd5.5) and
further colonization leading to different degrees of placental
function impairment.

Virus immunolocalization graded from placental and
fetal tissues with occasional antibody reactions (in the live
fetuses) to areas of extensive antibody reactivity (in stillbirths),
suggesting that the degree of placental/fetal infection might be
related to fetal death.

Another possibility is the commitment of fetal metabolism
when the placental barrier has not been able to prevent
the passage of the virus. YF infection is characterized by a
viral viscerotropism in which the liver and nervous system
can be aggressively infected, as reported in humans who
have succumbed to the infection post-vaccination (Monath,
2008; Martins et al., 2015; Monath and Vasconcelos, 2015).
Our immunolocalization and PCR results also detected the
presence of the vaccine virus and activity in the nervous
tissues of stillborn fetuses, which may have contributed to
the impairment of this system and fetal death as a direct
cytopathic effect.

The fetal and maternal immune environment may also
be an important factor in determining fetal infection when

vaccination occurred on gd5.5. There is a well-orchestrated pro-
and anti-inflammatory cytokine network locally produced to
modulate the complex process of implantation (Dey et al., 2004;
Chaouat et al., 2007). On the other hand, YF vaccination also
induces a proinflammatory response, where TNF-α, among other
cytokines seems to be a key factor (Monath and Vasconcelos,
2015). This may lead to an immune overreaction with the
release of proinflammatory cytokines and other mediators of
the innate immune system into the fetal circulation, resulting
in outcomes such as early embryo deaths and low birth weight
in the surviving fetuses (Chaouat et al., 2007; Chattopadhyay
et al., 2010; Kurtis et al., 2011). Recent evidence has also
shown that pregnant rat females with Zika virus infection
exhibited a robust inflammatory response, including critical
cytokines and chemokines, regardless of the mother’s response
to the virus (Khaiboullina et al., 2019). A similar response
is also observed in Zika virus infection in pregnant Rhesus
monkeys (Hirsch et al., 2018). From this perspective, the
plethora of immune factors that are triggered by viral infections
may also have been the cause of the gestational outcomes
obtained in this study, a question that deserves further
research effort.

This study has no exact answers as to why this does not
occur at the same frequency in humans. The greater fragility
of the trophoblastic barrier in the early stages of gestation in
mice may also be an essential factor. Protective neutralizing
antibodies were found 14 days after vaccination in humans
(Kohler et al., 2012), which were transferred to the embryo/fetus
throughout the term of the human pregnancy, limiting viral
growth and its deleterious effects. However, in this study, the
short gestational period associated with the interval between
vaccination and sacrifice of the mice (gd5.5 to gd18.5) might
not be sufficient to transfer appropriate protective IgG to
the fetal organism.

In summary, our results showed that mouse vaccination
does not change gestational parameters when administered
in early or mid-gestation. Adverse outcomes such as fetal
growth restriction and increased rate of mortality could
be observed only when vaccination occurred during the
embryo implantation period. The localization of virus
particles in the placenta and fetus indicates that YF
vaccine virus may have crossed the placental barrier in
a stochastic process. In living fetuses, the presence of
the virus was limited or absent, whereas in stillbirths,
the immunoreactivity and the viral load were high in
the placenta and fetal organs. The heterogeneity of
responses suggests that the stage of embryo implantation
represents a window of susceptibility in which vaccination
and associated immune response may interfere with the
course of gestation.

CONCLUSION

The yellow fever vaccine virus passed the placental barrier only
when administered during embryo implantation, inducing fetal
growth restriction and increased fetal mortality rate.

Frontiers in Microbiology | www.frontiersin.org 7 February 2020 | Volume 11 | Article 245

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/microbiology/
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/microbiology#articles


fmicb-11-00245 February 18, 2020 Time: 19:36 # 8

Silva et al. Yellow Fever Vaccination in Pregnant Mice

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The datasets generated for this study are available on request to
the corresponding author.

ETHICS STATEMENT

The animal study was reviewed and approved by the Ethics
Committee for Animal Research (CEEA) of Biomedical Sciences
Institute of the University of São Paulo, Brazil (no. 126/37
book2) – Institute of Biomedical Sciences – USP.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

FS and EB wrote the draft of the manuscript. EB and HS
designed the study. All authors except HS participated in data
collection. Data analysis was conducted by FS and FM, who
vouch for the findings.

FUNDING

Fellowship for FM and FC were provided by
Coordination of Improvement of Higher Education
(CAPES), and National Council of Research and
Technological Development (CNPq), respectively. Foundation
for Research Support in the State of São Paulo
(Fapesp) provided support for animal housing. The
Department of Health of the State of São Paulo kindly
provided the vaccines.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors thank Rosangela Augusto Oliveira, Helori
Vanni Domingos, and Bruna Galves for providing
excellent technical assistance, Prof. Charlotte Marianna
Harsi for assistance with the YF vaccine doses and,
Cristina Takami Kanamura for generous access to the
laboratory facilities.

REFERENCES
Adamson, S. L., Lu, Y., Whiteley, K. J., Holmyard, D., Hemberger, M., Pfarrer, C.,

et al. (2002). Interactions between trophoblast cells and the maternal and fetal
circulation in the mouse placenta. Dev. Biol. 250, 358–373. doi: 10.1006/dbio.
2002.0773

Bevilacqua, E., and Abrahamsohn, P. A. (1988). Ultrastructure of trophoblast giant
cell transformation during the invasive stage of implantation of the mouse
embryo. J. Morphol. 198, 341–345.

Bevilacqua, E., and Abrahamsohn, P. A. (1989). Trophoblast invasion during
implantation of the mouse embryo. Arch. Biol. Med. Exp. 22, 107–118.

Björnberg, J. E., Britton, T., Broman, E. I., and Natan, E. (2014). A stochastic
model for virus growth in a cell population. J. Applied Prob. 51, 599–612.
doi: 10.1239/jap/1409932661

Blake, L. E., and Garcia-Blanco, M. A. (2014). Human genetic variation and yellow
fever mortality during 19th Century U.S. Epidemics. mBio 5:e01253-14. doi:
10.1128/mBio.01253-14

Chaouat, G., Dubanchet, S., and Ledée, N. (2007). Cytokines: important for
implantation? J. Assist. Reprod. Genet. 24, 491–505. doi: 10.1007/s10815-007-
9142-9

Chattopadhyay, A., Robinson, N., Sandhu, J. K., Finlay, B. B., Sad, S.,
and Krishnan, L. (2010). Salmonella enterica serovar typhimurium-induced
placental inflammation and not bacterial burden correlates with pathology
and fatal maternal disease. Infect. Immun. 78, 2292–2301. doi: 10.1128/IAI.011
86-09

Chomizynski, P., and Sacchi, N. (1987). Single-step method of RNA isolation by
acid guanidinium thiocyanate phenol cloroformextration. Anal. Biochem. 162,
156–159. doi: 10.1006/abio.1987.9999

Cross, J. C. (2005). How to make a placenta: mechanisms of trophoblast cell
differentiation in mice: a review. Placenta 26, S3–S9.

Croy, B. A., Yamada, A. T., De Mayo, F. J., and Adamson, S. L. (2014). The Guide
to Investigation of Mouse Pregnancy. Amsterdam: Elsevier.

D’Acremont, V., Tremblay, S., and Genton, B. (2008). Impact of vaccines given
during pregnancy on the offspring of women consulting a travel clinic: a
longitudinal study. J. Travel. Med. 15, 77–81. doi: 10.1111/j.1708-8305.2007.
00175.x

Dean, C. H., Alarcon, J. B., Waterston, A. M., Draper, K., Guirakhoo, F.,
Monath, T. P., et al. (2005). Cutaneous delivery of a live, attenuated
chimeric flavivirus vaccine against Japanese encephalitis (ChimeriVax)-JE)
in non-human primates. Hum. Vaccines. 1, 106–111. doi: 10.4161/hv.1.3.
1797

Dey, S. K., Lim, H., Das, S. K., Reese, J., Paria, B. C., Daikoku, T., et al. (2004).
Molecular cues to implantation. Endocr. Rev. 25, 341–373. doi: 10.1210/er.
2003-0020

Engelmann, F., Josset, L., Girke, T., Park, B., and Barron, A. (2014).
Pathophysiologic and transcriptomic analyses of viscerotropic yellow fever in
a rhesus macaque model. PLoS Negl. Trop. Dis. 8:e3295. doi: 10.1371/journal.
pntd.0003295

Fernandes, N., Cunha, M., Guerra, J., Réssio, R. A., Cirqueira, C. S., Iglezias,
S. D. A., et al. (2017). Outbreak of yellow fever among nonhuman primates.
Espírito Santo, Brazil. Emerg. Infect. Dis. 23, 2038–2041. doi: 10.3201/eid2312.
170685

Georgiades, P., Ferguson-Smith, A. C., and Burton, G. J. (2002). Comparative
developmental anatomy of the murine and human definitive placentae. Placenta
23, 3–19. doi: 10.1053/plac.2001.0738

Hagmann, S. H. F., Rao, S. R., LaRocque, R. C., Erskine, S., Jentes, E. S., Walker,
A. T., et al. (2017). Travel characteristics and pretravel health care among
pregnant or breastfeeding U.S. women preparing for international travel.
Obstet. Gynecol. 130, 1357–1365. doi: 10.1097/AOG.0000000000002360

Hirsch, A. J., Roberts, V. H. J., Grigsby, P. L., Haese, N., Schabel, M. C., Wang, X.,
et al. (2018). Zika virus infection in pregnant rhesus macaques causes placental
dysfunction and immunopathology. Nat. Commun. 9:263. doi: 10.1038/s41467-
017-02499-9

Hu, D., and Cross, J. (2009). Development and function of trophoblast giant cells in
the rodent placenta. Int. J. Dev. Biol. 54, 341–354. doi: 10.1387/ijdb.082768dh

Khaiboullina, S. F., Lopes, P., de Carvalho, T. G., Real, A. L. C. V., Souza,
D. G., Costa, V. V., et al. (2019). Host immune response to ZIKV in an
immunocompetent embryonic mouse model of intravaginal infection. Viruses
11:558. doi: 10.3390/v11060558

Khaiboullina, S. F., Rizvanov, A. A., Holbrook, M. R., and Jeor, S. S. (2005). Yellow
fever virus strains Asibi and 17D-204 infect human umbilical cord endothelial
cells and induce novel changes in gene expression. Virology 342, 167–176.
doi: 10.1016/j.virol.2005.07.035

Kohler, S., Bethke, N., Böthe, M., Sommerick, S., Frentsch, M., Romagnani, C., et al.
(2012). The early cellular signatures of protective immunity induced by live viral
vaccination. Europ. J. Immunol. 42, 2363–2373. doi: 10.1002/eji.201142306

Kurtis, J. D., Higashi, A., Wu, H. W., Gundogan, F., McDonald, E. A., Sharma,
S., et al. (2011). Maternal Schistosomiasis japonica is associated with maternal,
placental, and fetal inflammation. Infect. Immun. 79, 1254–1261. doi: 10.1128/
IAI.01072-10

Leal, S. G., Romano, A. P., Moreno, R. V., Melo, C. B., Vasconcelos, P. F.,
and Castro, M. B. (2016). Frequency of histopathological changes in Howler

Frontiers in Microbiology | www.frontiersin.org 8 February 2020 | Volume 11 | Article 245

https://doi.org/10.1006/dbio.2002.0773
https://doi.org/10.1006/dbio.2002.0773
https://doi.org/10.1239/jap/1409932661
https://doi.org/10.1128/mBio.01253-14
https://doi.org/10.1128/mBio.01253-14
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10815-007-9142-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10815-007-9142-9
https://doi.org/10.1128/IAI.01186-09
https://doi.org/10.1128/IAI.01186-09
https://doi.org/10.1006/abio.1987.9999
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1708-8305.2007.00175.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1708-8305.2007.00175.x
https://doi.org/10.4161/hv.1.3.1797
https://doi.org/10.4161/hv.1.3.1797
https://doi.org/10.1210/er.2003-0020
https://doi.org/10.1210/er.2003-0020
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pntd.0003295
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pntd.0003295
https://doi.org/10.3201/eid2312.170685
https://doi.org/10.3201/eid2312.170685
https://doi.org/10.1053/plac.2001.0738
https://doi.org/10.1097/AOG.0000000000002360
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-017-02499-9
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-017-02499-9
https://doi.org/10.1387/ijdb.082768dh
https://doi.org/10.3390/v11060558
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.virol.2005.07.035
https://doi.org/10.1002/eji.201142306
https://doi.org/10.1128/IAI.01072-10
https://doi.org/10.1128/IAI.01072-10
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/microbiology/
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/microbiology#articles


fmicb-11-00245 February 18, 2020 Time: 19:36 # 9

Silva et al. Yellow Fever Vaccination in Pregnant Mice

monkeys (Alouatta sp.) naturally infected with yellow fever virus in Brazil. Rev.
Soc. Bras. Med. Trop. 49, 29–33. doi: 10.1590/0037-8682-0363-2015

Lee, E., and Lobigs, M. (2008). E Protein domain III determinants of yellow fever
virus 17D vaccine strain enhance binding to glycosaminoglycans, impede virus
spread, and attenuate virulence. J. Virol. 82, 6024–6033. doi: 10.1128/JVI.025
09-07

Marchette, N. J., Halstead, S. B., Falkler, R., Stenhouse, A., and Nash, D. (1973).
Studies on the pathogenesis of dengue infection in monkeys. 3. sequential
distribution of virus in primary and heterologous infections. J. Infect. Dis. 128,
23–30. doi: 10.1093/infdis/128.1.23

Marinho, P. S., Cunha, A. J., Amim Junior, J., and Prata-Barbosa, A. (2017). A
review of selected arboviruses during pregnancy. Matern. Health Neonatol.
Perinatol. 3:17. doi: 10.1186/s40748-017-0054-0

Martins, R., Fernandes, M. L. L., and Homma, A. (2015). Serious adverse events
associated with yellow fever vaccine. Hum. Vaccin. Immunother. 11, 2183–2187.
doi: 10.1080/21645515.2015.1022700

Monath, T. P. (2008). Treatment of yellow fever. Antiviral Res. 78, 116–124.
Monath, T. P. (2013). 17D yellow fever virus vaccine. Am. J. Trop. Med. Hyg.

89:1225. doi: 10.4269/ajtmh.13-0443a
Monath, T. P., and Barrett, A. D. T. (2003). Pathogenesis and pathophysiology of

yellow fever. Adv. Virus Res. 60, 343–395. doi: 10.1016/s0065-3527(03)60009-6
Monath, T. P., Gershman, M., Staples, E. J., and Barrett, A. D. T. (2013). “Yellow

fever vaccine,” in Vaccines, 6th Edn, eds S. A. Plotkin, W. A. Orenstein, and P. A.
Offit, (Philadelphia, PA: Saunders), 870–896.

Monath, T. P., and Vasconcelos, P. F. (2015). Yellow fever. J. Clin. Virol. 64,
160–173. doi: 10.1016/j.jcv.2014.08.030

Nasidi, A., Monath, T. P., Vanderberg, J., Tomori, O., Calosher, C. H., Hunrtgen, X.,
et al. (1993). Yellow fever vaccination and pregnancy: a four-year prospective
study. Trans. R. Soc. Trop. Med. Hyg. 87, 337–339. doi: 10.1016/0035-9203(93)
90156-k

Nathanson, N., and Brinton, M. A. (2007). “Host susceptibility to viral diseases,” in
Viral Pathogenesis and Immunity, 2nd Edn, eds N. Nathanson, R. Ahmed, C. A.
Biron, M. Brinton, F. Gonzales-Scarano, D. E. Griffin, et al. (London: Academic
Press: ), 174–183.

Nishioka, S., Nunes-Araújo, F. R., Pires, W. P., Silva, F. A., and Costa, H. L. (1998).
Yellow fever vaccination during pregnancy and spontaneous abortion: a case
control study. Trop. Med. Int. Health 3, 29–33. doi: 10.1046/j.1365-3156.1998.
00164.x

Quaresma, J. A., Barros, V. L., Pagliari, C., Fernandes, E. R., Guedes, F., Takakura,
C. F., et al. (2006a). Revisiting the liver in human yellow fever: virus-induced
apoptosis in hepatocytes associated with TGF-β. TNF-α and NK cells activity.
Virology 345, 22–30. doi: 10.1016/j.virol.2005.09.058

Quaresma, J. A., Duarte, M. I. S., and Vasconcelos, P. F. C. (2006b). Midzonal
lesions in yellow fever: a specific pattern of liver injury caused by direct virus
action and in situ inflammatory response. Med. Hypotheses 67, 618–621. doi:
10.1016/j.mehy.2006.01.060

Quaresma, J. A., Pagliari, C., Medeiros, D. B. A., Duarte, M. I. S., and Vasconcelos,
P. F. C. (2013). Immunity and immune response, pathology and pathologic
changes: progress and challenges in the immunopathology of yellow fever. Rev.
Med. Virol. 23, 305–318. doi: 10.1002/rmv.1752

Reinhardt, B., Jaspert, R., Niedrig, M., Kostner, C., and L’age-Stehr, J. (1998).
Development of viremia and humoral and cellular parameters of immune
activation after vaccination with yellow fever virus strain 17D: a model of
human flavivirus infection. J. Med. Virol. 56, 159–167. doi: 10.1002/(sici)1096-
9071(199810)56:2<159::aid-jmv10>3.0.co;2-b

Robert, E., Vial, T., Schaefer, C., Arnon, J., and Reuvers, M. (1999). Exposure to
yellow fever vaccine in early pregnancy. Vaccine 17, 283–285. doi: 10.1016/
s0264-410x(98)00051-6

Salewsky, E. (1964). Färbemethode zum makroskopschen nachweis von
implantationsstellen am uterus der ratte. Arch. Exp. Path. Pharm. 247:367.
doi: 10.1007/bf02308461

Staples, E. J., and Monath, T. P. (2011). “Yellow Fever,” in Tropical
Infectious Diseases: Principles, Pathogens and Practice, 3rd Edn, eds R. L.
Guerrant, D. H. Walker, and P. F. Weller, (Philadelphia, PA: Saunders),
492–503.

Suzano, C. E. S., Amaral, E., Sato, H. K., and Papaiordanou, P. M. (2006). The effects
of yellow fever immunization (17DD) inadvertently used in early pregnancy
during a mass campaign in Brazil. Vaccine 24, 1421–1426. doi: 10.1016/j.
vaccine.2005.09.033

Tsai, T. F. (1993). Congenital yellow fever virus infection after immunization in
pregnancy. J. Infect. Dis. 168, 1520–1523. doi: 10.1093/infdis/168.6.1520

Tsai, T. F. (2006). Congenital arboviral infections: something new, something old.
Pediatrics 117, 537–545.

Tuckwell, H. C., and Le Corfec, E. (1998). A stochastic model for early HIV-
1 population dynamics. J. Theor. Biol. 195, 451–463. doi: 10.1006/jtbi.19
98.0806

Waggoner, J. J., Rojas, A., and Pinsky, B. A. (2018). Yellow fever virus: diagnostics
for a persistent arboviral threat. J. Clin. Microbiol. 56:e00827-18. doi: 10.1128/
JCM.00827-18

Watson, E. D., and Cross, J. C. (2005). Development of structures and transport
functions in the mouse placenta. Physiology 20, 180–193. doi: 10.1152/physiol.
00001.2005

Woodson, S. E., Freiberg, A. N., and Holbrook, M. R. (2011). Differential cytokine
responses from primary human Kupffer cells following infection with wild-type
or vaccine strain yellow fever virus. Virology 412, 188–195. doi: 10.1016/j.virol.
2011.01.012

Yuan, Y., and Allen, L. J. (2011). Stochastic models for virus and immune
system dynamics. Math. Biosci. 234, 84–94. doi: 10.1016/j.mbs.2011.
08.007

Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a
potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2020 Silva, Magaldi, Sato and Bevilacqua. This is an open-access article
distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY).
The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the
original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original
publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No
use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

Frontiers in Microbiology | www.frontiersin.org 9 February 2020 | Volume 11 | Article 245

https://doi.org/10.1590/0037-8682-0363-2015
https://doi.org/10.1128/JVI.02509-07
https://doi.org/10.1128/JVI.02509-07
https://doi.org/10.1093/infdis/128.1.23
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40748-017-0054-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/21645515.2015.1022700
https://doi.org/10.4269/ajtmh.13-0443a
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0065-3527(03)60009-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcv.2014.08.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/0035-9203(93)90156-k
https://doi.org/10.1016/0035-9203(93)90156-k
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-3156.1998.00164.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-3156.1998.00164.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.virol.2005.09.058
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mehy.2006.01.060
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mehy.2006.01.060
https://doi.org/10.1002/rmv.1752
https://doi.org/10.1002/(sici)1096-9071(199810)56:2<159::aid-jmv10>3.0.co;2-b
https://doi.org/10.1002/(sici)1096-9071(199810)56:2<159::aid-jmv10>3.0.co;2-b
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0264-410x(98)00051-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0264-410x(98)00051-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02308461
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.vaccine.2005.09.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.vaccine.2005.09.033
https://doi.org/10.1093/infdis/168.6.1520
https://doi.org/10.1006/jtbi.1998.0806
https://doi.org/10.1006/jtbi.1998.0806
https://doi.org/10.1128/JCM.00827-18
https://doi.org/10.1128/JCM.00827-18
https://doi.org/10.1152/physiol.00001.2005
https://doi.org/10.1152/physiol.00001.2005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.virol.2011.01.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.virol.2011.01.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mbs.2011.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mbs.2011.08.007
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/microbiology/
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/microbiology#articles

	Yellow Fever Vaccination in a Mouse Model Is Associated With Uninterrupted Pregnancies and Viable Neonates Except When Administered at Implantation Period
	Introduction
	Materials and Methods
	Animals
	Vaccination
	Experimental Design
	Sample Collection for Gestational Performance
	Collection and Processing of Samples for Morphological Analysis
	Detection of Viral RNA by RT-PCR

	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Data Availability Statement
	Ethics Statement
	Author Contributions
	Funding
	Acknowledgments
	References


