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Abstract 

Background: Severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) is a recently emerged coronavirus that 
is the causative agent of the coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic. COVID-19 in humans is characterized 
by a wide range of symptoms that range from asymptomatic to mild or severe illness including death. SARS-CoV-2 is 
highly contagious and is transmitted via the oral–nasal route through droplets and aerosols, or through contact with 
contaminated fomites. House flies are known to transmit bacterial, parasitic and viral diseases to humans and animals 
as mechanical vectors. Previous studies have shown that house flies can mechanically transmit coronaviruses, such 
as turkey coronavirus; however, the house fly’s role in SARS-CoV-2 transmission has not yet been explored. The goal 
of this work was to investigate the potential of house flies to mechanically transmit SARS-CoV-2. For this purpose, it 
was determined whether house flies can acquire SARS-CoV-2, harbor live virus and mechanically transmit the virus to 
naive substrates and surfaces.

Methods: Two independent studies were performed to address the study objectives. In the first study, house flies 
were tested for infectivity after exposure to SARS-CoV-2-spiked medium or milk. In the second study, environmental 
samples were tested for infectivity after contact with SARS-CoV-2-exposed flies. During both studies, samples were 
collected at various time points post-exposure and evaluated by SARS-CoV-2-specific RT-qPCR and virus isolation.

Results: All flies exposed to SARS-CoV-2-spiked media or milk substrates were positive for viral RNA at 4 h and 24 h 
post-exposure. Infectious virus was isolated only from the flies exposed to virus-spiked milk but not from those 
exposed to virus-spiked medium. Moreover, viral RNA was detected in environmental samples after contact with 
SARS-CoV-2 exposed flies, although no infectious virus was recovered from these samples.

Conclusions: Under laboratory conditions, house flies acquired and harbored infectious SARS-CoV-2 for up to 24 h 
post-exposure. In addition, house flies were able to mechanically transmit SARS-CoV-2 genomic RNA to the surround-
ing environment up to 24 h post-exposure. Further studies are warranted to determine if house fly transmission 
occurs naturally and the potential public health implications of such events.
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Background
Severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 
(SARS-CoV-2) is the causative agent of the ongo-
ing coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic. 
This virus was first reported in Wuhan, China, in 
2019 [1] and has since spread worldwide. To date, the 
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virus has spread to over 219 countries and territories, 
infected more than 133  million people and caused 
approximately 2.9 million deaths globally (Coronavirus 
Resource Center, John Hopkins: https:// coron avirus. 
jhu. edu/ map. html, accessed 8th April 2021). SARS-
CoV-2 is an enveloped, positive-sense, single-stranded 
RNA virus that belongs to the betacoronavirus genus. 
It infects humans and a number of domestic and wild 
animals [2–4]. Previous studies have shown that the 
virus is highly contagious and stable in the environ-
ment for extended periods [5, 6]. Human-to-human 
transmission occurs via the oral-nasal route by inhala-
tion of infectious droplets or aerosols or contact with 
contaminated surfaces [5].

Arthropods play a significant role in both the 
mechanical and biological transmission of a number 
of viral pathogens [7]. In biological transmission, the 
virus infects and replicates in the arthropod vector and 
is subsequently transmitted to susceptible hosts during 
feeding (e.g. arbovirus transmission by mosquitoes). In 
the case of mechanical transmission, the virus is pas-
sively acquired and transiently harbored internally or 
on the external surfaces of the vector and then trans-
ported from source to source (e.g. pathogen transmis-
sion by filth flies). Several recent studies have explored 
the potential for hematophagous arthropods to be a 
vector for SARS-CoV-2 [8–12]. House flies can harbor 
over 250 different pathogens, such as bacteria, viruses, 
protozoa, helminths and fungi [13]. They are attracted 
to humans and animal exudates and excreta, as well as 
human and animal food items, which provides poten-
tial pathogen acquisition opportunities and trans-
mission routes [13]. House flies easily move between 
contaminated and clean environments and dissemi-
nate microbial agents in the process. Numerous stud-
ies have demonstrated that house flies can acquire 
and harbor pathogens both on their exterior surfaces 
(e.g. wings, legs, mouthparts) and internally in their 
alimentary canal [13, 14]. Moreover, house flies have 
been demonstrated to transmit coronaviruses, namely 
the turkey coronavirus (TCV) [15], and other impor-
tant viral agents, including Newcastle disease virus 
[16], porcine respiratory syndrome virus [17] and por-
cine transmissible gastroenteritis [18]. However, the 
potential for house flies to acquire, harbor and trans-
mit SARS-CoV-2 has not been investigated yet.

In this study, we examined the potential for house 
flies to mechanically aquire, harbor and transmit 
SARS-CoV-2. Understanding this potential role of 
house flies in the ecology of SARS-CoV-2 transmission 
is important for assessing the risk to public health and 
implementing the respective mitigation strategies.

Methods
Virus and cells
Vero E6 cells (ATCC® CRL-1586™; American Type Cul-
ture Collection, Manassas, VA, USA) were used for the 
cultivation and titration of SARS-CoV-2. Cells were 
maintained in Dulbecco’s Modified Eagle’s Medium 
(DMEM; Corning, New York, NY USA), supplemented 
with 5% fetal bovine serum (R&D Systems, Minneapolis, 
MN, USA) and antibiotics/antimycotics (Thermo Fisher 
Scientific, Waltham, MA, USA),  called DMEM growth 
medium, at 37  °C under a 5%  CO2 atmosphere in a cell 
culture incubator. The SARS-CoV-2 USA-WA1/2020 
strain was acquired from the Biodefense and Emerging 
Infection Research Resources Repository (BEI Resources, 
Manassas, VA, USA) and was passaged three times on 
Vero E6 cells with a final titer of 7 ×  105 50% tissue cul-
ture infective dose (TCID50)/ml.

Preparation of test substrates
The stability of SARS-CoV-2 was tested in the follow-
ing house fly feeding substrates: egg yolk powder (Bulk-
foods.com, Toledo, OH, USA), non-fat milk powder 
(GreatValue; Walmart Inc., Bentonville, AR, USA) and 
powdered sugar (GreatValue, Walmart). A 10% (w/v) 
virus-spiked substrate was prepared by mixing each 
substrate with virus in DMEM growth medium. Addi-
tionally, a virus-spiked medium (positive control) was 
prepared by adding virus to DMEM growth medium. 
All virus-spiked substrates and the positive medium 
control contained a final SARS-CoV-2 concentration 
of 5 ×  104  TCID50/ml. DMEM growth medium with no 
virus served as the negative control.

Stability of SARS‑CoV‑2 in various substrates
Ten individual cotton wicks (approx. 0.25  cm3 in size) 
were placed into separate wells of four different 12-well 
tissue culture plates (Corning). Two ml of three different 
substrates were added to six wicks and 2 ml of control 
substrate was added to four wicks. The final concentra-
tion of virus was  105  TCID50 per well. The plates were 
incubated in an environmental chamber at 22  °C and 
60% relative humidity. The substrates were collected by 
adding 1  ml of DMEM growth medium onto the wicks 
and then, using a micropipettor, the medium was pipet-
ted up and down 5 times before collection. The samples 
were collected at 0, 1, 4 and 24 h post-inoculation from 
the plates and stored at − 80 °C until analyzed. The virus 
titer of each sample was determined by performing the 
 TCID50-cytopathic effect (CPE) assay (see below).

https://coronavirus.jhu.edu/map.html
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House fly maintenance
House flies (Musca domestica) were maintained at the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Center for Grain and 
Animal Health Research, Arthropod-Borne Animal 
Diseases Research Unit (ABADRU-USDA). Female 
house flies (1–2 days old, unmated) were fasted and 
water was removed for 12–16 h prior to exposure to the 
feeding substrate. On the day of the study, flies (n = 60) 
were anesthetized with  CO2 for 1–2  s and placed into 
12 individual polypropylene containers (n = 5/con-
tainer), approximately 250  ml in size. Each container 
contained two cotton wicks placed in a small weigh 
boat and the container was sealed with a mesh lid to 
prevent fly escape while allowing air circulation. Pri-
mary containers were placed in a secondary container 
and were transported to the Biosecurity Research Insti-
tute (BRI) at Kansas State University for studies under 
Arthropod Containment Level-3 (ACL-3) conditions.

Virus acquisition by house flies
House flies were anesthetized by exposure to cold (− 
20 °C for 5 min), then one of the three feeding substrates 
was introduced to four fly containers each by pipetting 
2 ml onto the cotton wicks. The feeding substrates were: 
(i) SARS-CoV-2 in 10% non-fat milk feeding substrate; 
(ii) SARS-CoV-2 in DMEM growth medium (positive 
control); or (iii) DMEM growth medium without virus 
(negative control). The final concentration of SARS-
CoV-2 in the spiked feeding substrate and in the positive 
control was 1 ×  105  TCID50. At 4  h post-exposure, two 
containers from each of the three groups were placed at 
− 20 °C for 30 min to sacrifice the flies. Then, individual 
flies were collected and placed in tubes with 1 ml trans-
port medium (199E medium, 200U/ml penicillin, 200 µg/
ml streptomycin, 100  µg/ml gentamycin and neomycin, 
5  µg/ml amphotericin B; Sigma-Aldrich, St. Louis, MO, 
USA). Transport medium was used for storage and as a 
processing medium for the collected samples. Container 
swabs were collected by wiping the interior surface of the 
containers with a sterile cotton swab soaked in 1  ml of 
transport medium; they were re-immersed into the same 
transport medium for further evaluation. This procedure 
was repeated on the remaining two containers from each 
group after 24 h exposure (Fig. 1). The collected flies and 
container swabs were stored at − 80 °C until further pro-
cessing for infectious virus and viral RNA.

Virus transmission by house flies
A second set of house flies (n = 60) were fed with the 
three feeding substrates as described above for a 24  - 
time period. Exposed flies were then transferred to a new 
set of 12 containers containing 2  ml of virus-negative 
test substrate, i.e. 10% non-fat milk powder in growth 

medium on cotton wicks. The flies were kept for 4 or 24 h 
post-transfer. At each time point, the flies, the substrate 
and the inner surface of the containers were swabbed 
and collected as described above and the swabs and flies 
stored at − 80 °C until further processing.

Sample processing
Each fly collected during the experiments described 
above was homogenized using a Tissuelyser II (Qiagen, 
Germantown, MD, USA). Briefly, individual flies were 
placed in a 1.5-ml microcentrifuge tube containing one 
sterile 3-mm tungsten carbide bead (Qiagen) and 1 ml of 
virus transport medium. The flies were homogenized for 
30 cycles for 3 min. Homogenates were filtered through 
a 0.22-µm polyethersulfone (PES) membrane filter (MID-
SCI, St. Louis, MO, USA). The collected swabs were 
removed from the tubes with the transport medium and 
then filtered as descibed above.

RNA extraction and quantitative reverse transcription‑PCR
RNA was extracted from 50 µl of filtered house fly 
homogenate, 140 µl of filtered swab medium and 140 
µl of the respective feeding substrate solution using the 
QIAamp Viral RNA Mini Kit (Qiagen) according to the 
manufacturer’s instructions. The quantitative reverse 
transcription-PCR (RT-qPCR) assay was performed 
according to the RT-qPCR protocol established by the 
US Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) 
for the detection of the SARS-CoV-2 nucleocapsid (N)-
specific RNA (https:// www. fda. gov/ media/ 134922/ downl 
oad) using the N2 primer and probe set and the qScript 
XLT One-Step RT-qPCR Tough Mix (Quanta Bio-
sciences, Beverly, MA, USA) on a CFX96 real-time ther-
mocycler (Bio-Rad, Hercules, CA, USA). The PCR plate 
controls included a quantitated SARS-CoV-2  N-specific 
qPCR positive control, diluted 1:10 (Integrated DNA 
Technologies, Coralville, IA, USA), and a non-template 
control (NTC). The results were analyzed using Bio-Rad 
CFX Manager 3.1 software. Samples with Cq values of 
< 38 were considered positive for SARS-CoV-2 RNA. 
A reference standard curve method using   SARS-CoV-
2-specific RNA as a standard was used for calculating the 
SARS-CoV-2 copy number of each sample, as previously 
described [3, 19].

Virus isolation
Vero E6 cells were plated at a density of 1 ×  104 cells in 
100 µl medium per well in 96-well plates. After overnight 
incubation, 50 µl of filtered fly homogenates or 50  µl 
of  filtered swab solution was pipetted into each well in 
duplicate. Feeding substrates were diluted 1:10 in trans-
port medium and filtered as described above,  then 50 µl 

https://www.fda.gov/media/134922/download
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was pipetted into duplicate wells. Every sample was blind 
passaged three times at 3 days post-infection (dpi) by 
transferring approximately 150 µl of the culture medium 
from each well onto a new Vero E6 monolayer in 96-well 
plates.

Immunofluorescent assay 
After the first and third passage, Vero E6 monolayers 
were fixed and stained with mouse  monoclonal anti-
bodies specific for the SARS-CoV-2 RBD region  and a 
fluorescein-labeled goat anti-mouse antibody  as previ-
ously described [11]. Monolayers were examined for 
fluorescein isothiocyanate-positive cells with an EVOS 

fluorescent microscope (Thermo Fischer Scientific, 
Waltham, MA, USA). Mock-infected and SARS-CoV-2 
infected Vero E6 cells were used as negative and positive 
controls, respectively, as shown in Additional file 1: Fig-
ure S1.

TCID50‑CPE assay
To determine virus titer, each sample was tenfold seri-
ally diluted in DMEM growth medium and added onto 
Vero E6 cell monolayers in 96-well plates. The   inocu-
lated wells were observed for the presence of CPE after 
3–5  dpi. The virus titer of each sample was calculated 
using the Spearman–Karber method [21].
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Fig. 1 House fly mechanical transmission of SARS-CoV-2 study design. a Acquisition study: house flies were exposed to virus-spiked substrate or 
positive and negative controls on wicks for 4 and 24 h, following which the flies were collected. b Transmission study: house flies were exposed 
to the same set of substrates on wicks for 24 h and transferred to a second container containing virus-free substrate on wicks. At 4 and 24 h 
post-transfer, the flies, swabs and exposed substrate on wicks were collected. Sample analysis: the  flies, container inner surface swabs and substrate 
samples collected from the studies were processed and tested for SARS-CoV-2 nucleocapsid gene by quantitative reverse transcription-PCR 
(RT-qPCR) and for infectious virus by virus isolation
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Results
Virus stability in feeding substrate
To determine a suitable substrate for virus acquisition 
in house flies, virus stability in different fly feeding sub-
strates was tested. A dose of  105  TCID50 SARS-CoV-2 
was added to 10% solutions of egg yolk powder, non-fat 
milk powder and sugar powder, respectively, and the titer 
of infectious virus was tested over a period of 24 h. The 
SARS-CoV-2 titer was determined to be most stable in 
the 10% milk solution, with only a 0.52  log10 decrease in 
virus  titer over 24  h, followed by the sugar and the egg 
yolk solution (Additional file 2: Table S1). Therefore, the 
10% non-fat milk powder was chosen as a substrate for 
both the acquisition and transmission studies.

Acquisition of SARS‑CoV‑2 by house flies
To determine whether house flies could aquire and har-
bor SARS-CoV-2, 20 flies each were housed in contain-
ers with either medium or milk substrate spiked with 
1 ×  105  TCID50 of SARS-CoV-2, or with virus-free 
medium (Fig. 1a). After 4 and 24 h of exposure, ten flies 
were removed from each container and homogenized 
individually to determine if SARS-CoV-2 RNA could be 
detected. SARS-CoV-2 viral RNA was detected on all ten 
flies at both 4 and 24 h post-exposure in the virus-spiked 
medium and the milk-feeding substrate group. At 4  h 
post-exposure, both groups had 2.1 ×   106 and 3.1 ×   106 
copy number (CN) of SARS-CoV-2  N-specific RNA/µl 
of homogenate, respectively. The level of SARS-CoV-2 
RNA increased to  3.8 ×   106 CN/µl in the milk-feeding 
substrate group at 24  h post-exposure, but decreased 
to 4.1 ×   105 CN/µl in the virus-spiked medium control 
group. No viral RNA was detected in any of the flies at 
4 or 24  h post exposure in the virus-free negative con-
trol group. In addition to RT-qPCR analysis for the pres-
ence of viral RNA, the fly homogenate samples were 
plated onto Vero E6 cells for virus isolation (VI) in order 
to determine if infectious virus could be detected in the 
house fly samples. No infectious virus was detected in 
any of the negative control house flies, or in flies exposed 

to SARS-CoV-2-spiked medium (Table  1). However, 
infectious virus was recovered from 20% of the flies 
exposed to the milk substrate spiked with SARS-CoV-2 at 
both 4 and 24 h post-exposure. These results indicate that 
house flies are indeed capable of aquiring SARS-CoV-2 
from medium or milk substrates spiked with SARS-
CoV-2. In addition, house flies are able to harbor infec-
tious virus when exposed to milk substrate spiked with 
SARS-CoV-2.

Mechanical transmission of SARS‑CoV‑2 by house flies
To gain insights into whether flies are able to transmit 
SARS-CoV-2 virus to their immediate environment, the 
inside surface of the containers holding flies fed with dif-
ferent substrates were swabbed and the swabs tested for 
the presence of viral RNA and/or infectious virus. Viral 
RNA was detected on the inside container surface from 
the container with flies fed medium and milk spiked with 
SARS-CoV-2 at both 4 and 24  h post-exposure (Addi-
tional file  3: Table  S2). In addition, infectious virus was 
detected in one of two swabs collected from contain-
ers with flies fed the SARS-CoV-2-spiked medium at 
4  h post-exposure. No infectious virus was detected in 
any of the other samples, including the negative control. 
These results indicate that SARS-CoV-2 exposed flies are 
indeed capable of spreading infectious virus within their 
immediate environment.

Transmission of SARS‑CoV‑2 by house flies to substrates 
and surfaces
To gain further insights into SARS-CoV-2 transmission 
by flies, an additional study was performed to deter-
mine whether house flies could transmit acquired virus 
to a virus-free substrate and container surfaces (Fig. 1b). 
As in the previous study, all flies were exposed to either 
SARS-CoV-2-positive or -negative medium or virus-
spiked milk for 24 h. Flies were then transferred to new 
containers and a virus-free substrate was added to wicks 
(10% milk in DMEM growth medium) for 4 and 24  h. 
The substrates and the inside of the container were then 

Table 1 Acquisition study: Detection of SARS-CoV-2 viral RNA and infectious virus in flies

IFA, Immunofluorescent assay; N, total number of flies; ND, not detected; VI, virus isolation
a Standard deviation (SD) of virus-spiked medium group flies at 4 and 24 h exposure: 2.8 ×  106 and 1.6 ×  105, respectively
b SD of virus-spiked milk group flies at 4 and 24 h exposure: 1.8 ×  106 and 2.2 ×  106, respectively

Substrate group 4 h of exposure 24 h of exposure

PCR+, flies/N (copy 
number/µl of sample)

VI /IFA+, flies/N PCR+, flies/N (copy number 
/µL of sample)

VI/ IFA+, flies/N

Medium only (negative control) 0/10 (ND) 0/10 0/10 (ND) 0/10

Virus-spiked medium (positive control) 10/10 (2.1 ×  106)a 0/10 10/10 (4.1 ×  105)a 0/10

Virus-spiked milk 10/10 (3.1 ×  106)b 2/10 10/10 (3.8 ×  106)b 2/10
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examined for any contaminating viral RNA or infectious 
virus. Viral RNA was detected in all virus-exposed flies 
at both 4 and 24 h post-transfer (Tables 2, 3), and infec-
tious virus was detected in 40% and 10% of flies exposed 
to the SARS-CoV-2-spiked milk at 4 and 24 h post-trans-
fer, respectively; this result indicates that the SARS-CoV-
2-exposed flies did harbor SARS-CoV-2  up to 24 h after 
transmission to virus-free substrates and surfaces. After 
4 and 24 h post-transfer, SARS-CoV-2 RNA was detected 
on all virus-free transfer containers that held both groups 
of virus-exposed flies (Tables 2, 3). The positive medium 
control group transfer container had 7.2  ×   103 CN of 
viral RNA/µl at 4  h post-transfer, which increased to 
8.7  ×   104 CN/µl at 24  h post-transfer (Tables  2, 3). A 
similar trend in CN increase over time was observed for 
transfer containers exposed to flies fed with virus-spiked 
milk substrate, with 2.6 ×  104 CN of viral RNA/µl at 4 h 
post-transfer and 1.1 ×   105 CN/µl at 24 h post-transfer. 
To further investigate if infectious virus was present 
in the transfer container swabs, the samples were blind 
passaged on Vero E6 cells. However, none of the swabs 
from the transfer containers tested positive for infectious 
virus. 

To determine if virus-exposed flies could also transfer 
virus to the feeding substrate, virus-free substrate solu-
tions were collected from the transfer containers at 4 and 
24 h post-exposure. The collected solutions were exam-
ined for the presence of viral RNA or infectious virus. 

After 4 h post-exposure, the virus-free feeding substrate 
exposed to flies from the virus-positive medium control 
and the virus-spiked milk groups were all positive for 
SARS-CoV-2 RNA with low RNA levels of 9.3 ×  101 and 
1.1 ×   102 CN/µl, respectively (Table  2). However, after 
24  h post-exposure, only one of two feeding solutions 
exposed to flies from the virus-positive medium control 
group was positive for viral RNA with a low RNA level of 
2.5  ×   101 CN/µL, whereas both samples were positive 
and the amount of SARS-CoV-2 increased to 1.4 ×   103 
copies/µL by 24  h post-exposure for the virus-spiked 
milk substrate (Table 3). Infectious virus was not recov-
ered from any of the substrates incubated with the virus-
exposed flies. Together, these results indicate that flies 
harboring SARS-CoV-2 are capable of transferring virus 
to virus-free surfaces and feeding substrates; however, 
the inability to recover infectious virus from these sur-
faces and substrates suggests that the level of viral con-
tamination is low and below the sensitivity of our  virus 
isolation assay.

Discussion
Musca domestica is the most common fly distributed 
throughout the world, and due to their gregarious nature 
and synanthropic predilections, house flies are com-
monly found associated within or around human habi-
tation [13]. Flies also are indiscriminate feeders that 

Table 2 Transmission study: Detection of SARS-CoV-2 viral RNA and infectious virus in substrates, transfer containers and flies at 4 h 
post-transfer

N , Total number of samples (wicks, flies or swabs); ND, not detected
a SD of virus-spiked medium group substrate, swabs and flies at 4 h post-transfer: 7.5 ×  101, 6.7 ×  103 and 6.0 ×  106, respectively
b SD of virus-spiked milk group substrate, swabs and flies at 4 h post-transfer: 2.0 ×  101, 4.7 ×  103 and 1.2 ×  107, respectively

Substrate group PCR+, substrate/N (copy 
number/µl of sample)

PCR+, container surface/N 
(copy number/µl of sample)

PCR+, flies/N (copy 
number/µl of sample)

VI /IFA+, flies/N 

Medium only (negative control) 0/2 (ND) 0/2 (ND) 0/10 (ND) 0/10

Virus-spiked medium (positive control) 2/2 (9.3 ×  101)a 2/2 (7.2 ×  103)a 10/10 (3.9 ×  106)a 0/10

Virus-spiked milk 2/2 (1.1 ×  102)b 2/2 (2.6 ×  104)b 10/10 (2.3 ×  107)b 4/10

Table 3 Transmission study: Detection of SARS-CoV-2 viral RNA and infectious virus in substrates, transfer containers and flies at 24 h 
post-transfer

N, Total number of samples (wicks, flies or swabs); ND, not detected
a SD of virus-spiked medium group substrate, swabs and flies at 24 h post-transfer: 0, 1.8 ×  104 and 1.7 ×  106, respectively
b SD of virus-spiked milk group substrate, swabs and flies at 24 h post-transfer: 1.2 ×  103, 7.4 ×  104 and 4.3 ×  106, respectively

Substrate group PCR+, substrate/N (copy 
number/µl of sample)

PCR+, container surface/N 
(copy number/µl of sample)

PCR+, flies/N (copy 
number/µl of sample)

VI /IFA+, flies/N

Medium only (negative control) 0/2 (ND) 0/2 (ND) 0/10(ND) 0/10

Virus-spiked medium (positive control) 1/2 (2.5 ×  101)a 2/2 (8.7 ×  104)a 10/10 (6.3 ×  105)a 0/10

Virus-spiked milk 2/2 (1.4 ×  103)b 2/2 (1.1 ×  105)b 10/10 (5.7 ×  106)b 1/10
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disseminate microbial agents from waste-contaminated 
breeding habitats to human foods, which in turn can 
be ingested by unwitting human hosts. SARS-CoV-2 
infection causes severe gastrointestinal illness in some 
infected people, and the virus is shed in their feces [21, 
22]. The virus can remain viable in the environment for 
up to 72  h on smooth surfaces [6, 23] and for days in 
feces [22] and urine [24].

In order for house flies to mechanically transmit virus, 
they need to first acquire the virus from a contaminated 
source, imbibe sufficient amount of virus and harbor 
the virus in their crop, gut or on their body surfaces; the 
respective virus must remain stable and viable during 
this time. In our virus acquisition study, we found that all 
flies exposed to SARS-CoV-2 in either medium or milk 
substrates were, after 4 or 24  h exposure times, able to 
acquire virus. While viral RNA was detected in 100% of 
flies from the two virus-exposed groups, the flies exposed 
to virus-spiked milk imbibed more viral RNA than those 
exposed to the virus-spiked medium control. Interest-
ingly, infectious virus was only recoverable in flies from 
the virus-spiked milk group (20% of flies after 4 and 
24 h exposure times). This difference could be due to the 
effects of milk on virus stability versus culture medium, 
and is consistent with our results showing increased virus 
stability in the milk substrate compared to the DMEM 
growth medium (Additional file  2: Table  S1). Similarly, 
another betacoronavirus, Middle East respiratory syn-
drome coronavirus, was also found to be stable in ani-
mal milk at lower temperatures [25]. The mechanism by 
which milk enhances the stability of betacoronaviruses is 
unclear. Interestingly, milk has been shown to keep hepa-
titis A virus partially stable after heat inactivation [26], 
suggesting a stabilizing or protective effect of this sub-
strate on viruses, including SARS-CoV-2.

Overall, these studies demonstrated that house flies are 
indeed capable of acquiring, harboring and transmitting 
SARS-CoV-2. However, the low level of infectious virus 
carried by flies limits their capability for SARS-CoV-2 
transmission. It should be noted here that only a mod-
erate amount of virus (total of  105  TCID50) was used to 
contaminate 2  ml of feeding substrate. This mimics the 
real-life situation with  up to 7 ×  108 RNA copies/swab 
being shed via the upper respiratory tract during the first 
week of infection [27]. The ability of flies to carry higher 
amounts of virus will most likely increase with higher 
virus loads in suitable substrates.

To gain further insights into the potential role of 
house flies in SARS-CoV-2 transmission, we determined 
whether flies exposed for 24 h to SARS-CoV-2  could 
transfer the virus to virus-free environments. Viral RNA 
was detected on all of the virus-free container internal 
surfaces and on most of the virus-free substrates exposed 

to flies that were contaminated either by exposure to 
virus-spiked medium or virus-spiked milk after short 
(4  h) or long (24  h) exposure times. Interestingly, flies 
exposed to the virus-spiked milk substrate transferred 
more virus to container surfaces and substrates than 
did flies that were exposed to the virus-spiked medium 
(Tables 2, 3). This is likely due to a more frequent fly con-
tact with the food-based milk substrate compared to the 
medium.

Notably, no infectious virus was recovered from any 
of the samples collected from the surfaces of the trans-
fer containers. This absence of infectious virus could 
be due to a low amount of virus transferred, the collec-
tion method and/or the limit of detection of infectious 
SARS-CoV-2 virus in the VI assay. Based on the data 
from the fly acqusition study, the detection of infectious 
virus is possible when >  106 CN of SARS-CoV-2 RNA/
µl are present in the sample (see Tables 1–3). The swab 
samples collected from transfer containers contained a 
maximal CN of  105 SARS-CoV-2 RNA/µl, indicating that 
house flies carry RNA amounts which are on the border-
line for containing infectious virus to be detected in our 
VI assay. A similar observation was made in an another 
study involving house fly transmission of Newcastle dis-
ease virus [16], where house flies harbored an insufficient 
amount of virus to transmit the pathogen.

Our study has the following limitations. First, we used 
only one concentration of virus for the contamination of 
substrates in the studies, whereas in natural settings vari-
ous concentrations of virus could be accessible by flies, 
leading to possible dose-dependent effects on patho-
gen acquisition, persistence and transmission, as shown 
previously for flies and vector competence for bacteria 
[28–30]. Secondly, our study did not examine the stabil-
ity of the virus on the container surface, nor the effect of 
environmental factors such as humidity and temperature 
on virus stability. Finally, in our experimental design, 
we used a lower number of house flies as compared to 
another study that demonstrated fly transmission of TCV 
[15]. In the TCV study, it was observed that the infec-
tion rate of turkeys increased with higher numbers of 
virus-exposed flies, indicating that virus transmission by 
house flies is dependent on the number of contaminated 
vectors. Future studies involving an in vivo vector trans-
mission model with a SARS-CoV-2-susceptible animal 
species (e.g. mice, hamsters) would be useful to deter-
mine the effect of house fly density and duration of expo-
sure on virus transmissibility.
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Conclusions
In the present study, we determined that house flies 
could readily acquire and harbor SARS-CoV-2 from 
virus-spiked medium or virus-spiked milk. However, 
only viral RNA but no infectious virus was recovered 
from any environmental samples. These data suggest 
that flies most likely do not play a significant role in 
transmitting SARS-CoV-2 to humans and suscepti-
ble animals. However, the house fly’s ability to harbor 
SARS-CoV-2 viral RNA for extended periods might 
offer a potential for its use as a xenosurveillance vector 
for monitoring SARS-CoV-2 in communities, a tech-
nique which more traditionally has been used to survey 
blood-borne human pathogens by using hematopha-
gous vectors [31, 32].

Abbreviations
CPE: Cytopathic effect; IFA: Immunoflourescent assay; DMEM: Dulbecco’s 
Modified Eagle’s Medium; TCID50: 50% Tissue culture infectious dose; VI: Virus 
isolation.

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1186/ s13071- 021- 04703-8.

 Additional file 1: Figure S1. Indirect Immunofluorescent assay (IFA) for 
detection of SARS-CoV-2 infected cells. 

Additional file 2: Table S1. SARS-CoV-2 titers in various test substrates. 

Additional file 3: Table S2. Acquisition study: Detection of SARS-CoV-2 
RNA and infectious virus on inner container surfaces.

Acknowledgements
We are grateful to the staff of KSU Biosecurity Research Institute. The following 
reagent was obtained through BEI Resources, National Institute of Allergy and 
Infectious Diseases (NIAID), National Institutes of Health (NIH): SARS-CoV-2 
virus strain USA-WA1/2020 (catalogue # NR-52281).

Disclaimer
Mention of trade names or commercial products in this publication is 
solely for the purpose of providing specific information and does not imply 
recommendation or endorsement by the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 
The conclusions in this report are those of the authors and do not necessarily 
represent the views of the U.S. Department of Agriculture. USDA is an equal 
opportunity provider and employer.

Authors’ contributions
VB, BSD, DN, WCW and JR conceived and designed the experiments. VB, BSD, 
DM, GO, DB, JT and NG performed the experiments. VB, BSD, WCW and DN 
analyzed the data. VB, BSD, DM, DN, DAM, LN, WCW and JR wrote the paper. All 
authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Funding
Funding for this study was in part by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
Agricultural Research Service, National Programs 103 and 104 (BSD, DM, DS, 
JO, LN, WCW and DN) and through grants from NBAF Transition Funds and 
KSU internal funds to JAR. This study was also partially supported by NIAID 
Centers of Excellence for Influenza Research and Surveillance (CEIRS; contract 
#HHSN 272201400006C), the AMP Core of the Center of Emerging and 
Zoonotic Infectious Diseases of the National Institutes of Health under award 
number P20GM130448, and the Department of Homeland Security Center of 

Excellence for Emerging and Zoonotic Animal Diseases (grant# HSHQDC-16-
A-B0006) to JAR.

 Availability of data and materials
All data generated for supporting the conclusion of this articles included in 
this article and additional files.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
All the authors declare no conflict of interest.

Received: 15 January 2021   Accepted: 23 February 2021

References
 1. Zhu N, Zhang D, Wang W, Li X, Yang B, Song J, et al. A novel corona-

virus from patients with pneumonia in China, 2019. N Engl J Med. 
2020;382:727–33.

 2. McNamara T, Richt JA, Glickman L. A critical needs assessment for 
research in companion animals and livestock following the pandemic of 
COVID-19 in humans. Vector Borne Zoonotic Dis. 2020;20:393–405.

 3. Gaudreault NN, Trujillo JD, Carossino M, Meekins DA, Morozov I, Madden 
DW, et al. SARS-CoV-2 infection, disease and transmission in domestic 
cats. Emerg Microbes Infect. 2020;9:2322–32.

 4. Abdel-Moneim AS, Abdelwhab EM. Evidence for SARS-COV-2 infection of 
animal hosts. Pathogens. 2020;9:1–27.

 5. Goldman E. Exaggerated risk of transmission of COVID-19 by fomites. 
Lancet Infect Dis. 2020;20:892–3.

 6. Kwon T, Gaudreault NN, Richt JA. Environmental Stability of SARS-CoV-2 
on different types of surfaces under indoor and seasonal climate condi-
tions. Pathogens. 2021;10(2):227. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3390/ patho gens1 
00202 27. PMID: 33670736; PMCID: PMC7922895.

 7. Chamberlain RW. Arboviruses, the arthropod-borne animal viruses. In: 
Maramorosch K, editor. Insect viruses. Current topics in microbiology and 
immunology, vol 42. Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer; 1968. p. 38–58.

 8. Xia H, Atoni E, Zhao L, Ren N, Huang D, Pei R, et al. SARS-CoV-2 does not 
replicate in Aedes mosquito cells nor present in field-caught mosquitoes 
from Wuhan. Virol Sin. 2020;35:335–58.

 9. Huang YJS, Vanlandingham DL, Bilyeu AN, Sharp HM, Hettenbach SM, 
Higgs S. SARS-CoV-2 failure to infect or replicate in mosquitoes: an 
extreme challenge. Sci Rep. 2020;10:1–4.

 10. Villar M, Fernández De Mera IG, Artigas-Jerónimo S, Contreras M, Gortázar 
C, De La Fuente J. Coronavirus in cat flea: findings and questions regard-
ing COVID-19. Parasites Vectors. 2020;13:1–6.

 11. Balaraman V, Drolet BS, Gaudreault NN, Wilson WC, Owens J, Bold D, 
Swanson DA, Jasperson DC, Noronha LE, Richt JA, Mitzel DN. Susceptibil-
ity of Midge and Mosquito Vectors to SARS-CoV-2. J Med Entomol. 2021 
Mar 4:tjab013. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1093/ jme/ tjab0 13. Epub ahead of print. 
PMID: 33686400; PMCID: PMC7989399.

 12. Fortuna C, Montarsi F, Severini F, Marsili G, Toma L, Amendola A, et al. The 
common European mosquitoes Culex pipiens and Aedes albopictus are 
unable to transmit SARS-CoV-2 after a natural-mimicking challenge with 
infected blood. Parasites Vectors. 2021;14:76.

 13. Nayduch D, Burrus RG. Flourishing in filth: House fly-microbe interactions 
across life history. Ann Entomol Soc Am. 2017;110:6–18.

 14. Onwugamba FC, Fitzgerald JR, Rochon K, Guardabassi L, Alabi A, Kühne S, 
et al. The role of “filth flies” in the spread of antimicrobial resistance. Travel 
Med Infect Dis. 2018;22:8–17.

 15. Calibeo-Hayes D, Denning SS, Stringham SM, Guy JS, Smith LG, Watson 
DW. Mechanical transmission of turkey coronavirus by domestic house-
flies (Musca domestica Linnaeaus). Avian Dis. 2003;47:149–53.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s13071-021-04703-8
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13071-021-04703-8
https://doi.org/10.3390/pathogens10020227
https://doi.org/10.3390/pathogens10020227
https://doi.org/10.1093/jme/tjab013


Page 9 of 9Balaraman et al. Parasites Vectors          (2021) 14:214  

•
 
fast, convenient online submission

 •
  

thorough peer review by experienced researchers in your field

• 
 
rapid publication on acceptance

• 
 
support for research data, including large and complex data types

•
  

gold Open Access which fosters wider collaboration and increased citations 

 
maximum visibility for your research: over 100M website views per year •

  At BMC, research is always in progress.

Learn more biomedcentral.com/submissions

Ready to submit your researchReady to submit your research  ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: 

 16. Watson DW, Niño EL, Rochon K, Denning S, Smith L, Guy JS. Experimental 
evaluation of Musca domestica (Diptera: Muscidae) as a vector of New-
castle disease virus. J Med Entomol. 2007;44:666–71.

 17. Pitkin A, Deen J, Otake S, Moon R, Dee S. Further assessment of houseflies 
(Musca domestica) as vectors for the mechanical transport and transmis-
sion of porcine reproductive and respiratory syndrome virus under field 
conditions. Can J Vet Res. 2009;73:91–6.

 18. Gough PM, Jorgenson RD. Identification of porcine transmissible gastro-
enteritis virus in house flies (Musca domestica Linneaus). Am J Vet Res. 
1983;44:2078–82.

 19. Meekins DA, Morozov I, Trujillo JD, Gaudreault NN, Bold D, Carossino 
M, et al. Susceptibility of swine cells and domestic pigs to SARS-CoV-2. 
Emerg Microbes Infect. 2020;9:2278–88.

 20. Hierholzer JC, Killington RA. Virus isolation and quantitation. In: Mahy BW, 
Kangro HI, editors. Virology methods manual. London: Academic Press; 
1996. p. 25–46.

 21. Xiao F, Sun J, Xu Y, Li F, Huang X, Li H, et al. Infectious SARS-CoV-2 in feces 
of patient with severe COVID-19. Emerg Infect Dis. 2020;26:1920–2.

 22. Wu Y, Guo C, Tang L, Hong Z, Zhou J, Dong X, et al. Prolonged presence 
of SARS-CoV-2 viral RNA in faecal samples. Lancet Gastroenterol Hepatol. 
2020;5:434–5.

 23. van Doremalen N, Bushmaker T, Morris DH, Holbrook MG, Gamble A, Wil-
liamson BN, Tamin A, Harcourt JL, Thornburg NJ, Gerber SI, Lloyd-Smith 
JO, de Wit E, Munster VJ. Aerosol and Surface Stability of SARS-CoV-2 as 
Compared with SARS-CoV-1. N Engl J Med. 2020 Apr 16;382(16):1564–7. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1056/ NEJMc 20049 73. Epub 2020 Mar 17. PMID: 
32182409; PMCID: PMC7121658.

 24. Liu Y, Li T, Deng Y, Liu S, Zhang D, Li H, et al. Stability of SARS-CoV-2 
on environmental surfaces and in human excreta. J Hosp Infect. 
2021;107:105–7.

 25. van Doremalen N, Bushmaker T, Karesh WB, Munster VJ. Stability of 
Middle East respiratory syndrome coronavirus in milk. Emerg Infect Dis. 

2014 Jul;20(7):1263–4. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3201/ eid20 07. 140500. PMID: 
24960335; PMCID: PMC4073862.

 26. Bidawid S, Farber JM, Sattar SA, Hayward S. Heat inactivation of hepatitis 
A virus in dairy foods. J Food Prot. 2000;63:522–8.

 27. Wölfel R, Corman VM, Guggemos W, Seilmaier M, Zange S, Müller MA, 
et al. Virological assessment of hospitalized patients with COVID-2019. 
Nature. 2020;581:465–9.

 28. Kumar NHV, Nayduch D. Dose-dependent fate of GFP-expressing Escheri-
chia coli in the alimentary canal of adult house flies. Med Vet Entomol. 
2016;30:218–28.

 29. Chifanzwa R, Nayduch D. Dose-dependent effects on replication and 
persistence of Salmonella enterica serovar Typhimurium in house flies 
(Diptera: Muscidae). J Med Entomol. 2018;55:225–9.

 30. Nayduch D, Zurek K, Thomson JL, Yeater KM. Effects of bacterial dose and 
fly sex on persistence and excretion of Salmonella enterica serovar Typh-
imurium from adult house flies (Musca domestica L; Diptera: Muscidae). J 
Med Entomol. 2018;55:1264–70.

 31. Pilotte N, Unnasch TR, Williams SA. The current status of molecular xeno-
monitoring for lymphatic filariasis and onchocerciasis. Trends Parasitol. 
2017;33:788–98.

 32. Fauver JR, Gendernalik A, Weger-Lucarelli J, Grubaugh ND, Brackney DE, 
Foy BD, et al. The use of xenosurveillance to detect human bacteria, 
parasites, and viruses in mosquito bloodmeals. Am J Trop Med Hyg. 
2017;97:324–9.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub-
lished maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMc2004973
https://doi.org/10.3201/eid2007.140500

	Mechanical transmission of SARS-CoV-2 by house flies
	Abstract 
	Background: 
	Methods: 
	Results: 
	Conclusions: 

	Background
	Methods
	Virus and cells
	Preparation of test substrates
	Stability of SARS-CoV-2 in various substrates
	House fly maintenance
	Virus acquisition by house flies
	Virus transmission by house flies
	Sample processing
	RNA extraction and quantitative reverse transcription-PCR
	Virus isolation
	Immunofluorescent assay 
	TCID50-CPE assay

	Results
	Virus stability in feeding substrate
	Acquisition of SARS-CoV-2 by house flies
	Mechanical transmission of SARS-CoV-2 by house flies
	Transmission of SARS-CoV-2 by house flies to substrates and surfaces

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	References




