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Abstract

Coffee leaf rust (CLR) severely affects coffee production worldwide, leading to re-
duced yields and economic losses. To reduce the cost of control, small-scale farmers
often only apply control measures once a noticeable level of infection is reached. In
this work, we develop mathematical models to better understand CLR dynamics and
impulsive biocontrol with threshold-based interventions. We first use ordinary and im-
pulsive differential equations to describe disease spread and the application of control
measures once a certain infection level is detected. These models help determine when
and how often interventions should occur. To capture the early stages of the disease
and the chance that it might die out by itself, we then use a continuous-time Markov
chain approach. This stochastic model allows us to estimate the probability that the
pathogen fails to establish, thereby avoiding serious outbreaks.

1 Introduction

Coffee leaf rust (CLR), caused by the fungal pathogen Hemileia vastatrix, is among the
most devastating diseases affecting coffee production worldwide [4, 28]. First recorded in Sri
Lanka in the late 19th century, CLR rapidly spread across coffee-growing regions due to its
adaptability and high dispersal capacity [28]. The disease causes severe defoliation, reducing
coffee plant productivity by diminishing photosynthesis and leads to yield losses of up to 70%
in heavily infected plantations and particularly for smallholder farmers [8, 14]. This impact
is particularly acute in smallholder farming systems, which constitute the backbone of global
coffee production [21]. Despite efforts in disease management, CLR remains challenging to
control due to its rapid spread and adaptability.

Traditional control measures include cultural practices such as pruning, maintaining op-
timal shade levels and planting resistant varieties [39]. However, these methods are often
insufficient when faced with large-scale outbreaks, leading farmers to rely on fungicide appli-
cations. These interventions are predominantly reactive and applied only after visible signs
of infection are observed [4]. This delayed response often allows the pathogen to spread
uncontrollably, exacerbating yield losses and increasing production costs. Moreover, while
fungicides can offer short-term relief, their widespread use poses significant challenges. Re-
peated applications contribute to the development of fungicide-resistant pathogen strains,
reducing long-term efficacy and necessitating the use of higher doses or new chemical formu-
lations [7, 22]. Additionally, fungicides can negatively impact non-target organisms, disrupt
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ecological balances and lead to environmental contamination, particularly in regions where
excessive use results in soil and water pollution [36]. To reduce fungicide dependency and
enhance early detection of coffee leaf rust, sustainable disease management strategies are cru-
cial. An integrated approach, combining predictive modelling, resistant cultivars, optimized
cultural practices and biocontrol agents offers a more effective solution.

Biological control is a sustainable and environmentally friendly alternative to chemical
fungicides. It involves the use of natural antagonists to suppress reproductive structures of
the pathogens and reduce the progression of the disease. Among the most studied biocontrol
agents, the fungus Lecanicillium lecanii has shown significant potential. This mycoparasitic
fungus parasitizes uredospores of Hemileia vastatrix, thereby reducing their germination and
viability [10, 38]. Another promising agent is Calonectria hemileiae, which has been shown to
decrease the severity of coffee leaf rust by over 90% through a combination of spore inhibition
and enhanced plant resistance [33]. Several insects such as Mycodiplosis can feed on CLR
spores [19]. Other investigations on biocontrol focused on antagonist bacteria such as Bacillus
species make plants more resistant to fungal infections [9, 20, 35]. In all these biocontrol
studies, the dose and time of application of the bacteria, hyperparasites or predators affected
their effectiveness in controlling coffee leaf rust development.

Mathematical models have been instrumental in advancing our understanding of plant
disease dynamics and evaluating control strategies. Deterministic models, such as those
based on compartmental frameworks (e.g., susceptible-infected-removed models), have been
widely used to study crop-pathogen interactions [26, 27, 31, 13]. These models effectively
capture average disease trends and have been extended to analyse the spread of fungal dis-
eases, including CLR, under various environmental and management conditions [12, 29]. In
particular, for coffee leaf rust (CLR), one of the authors developed a biocontrol model based
on existing literature that promotes biological control strategies [11]. Their model demon-
strated that the effectiveness of a predator-based biocontrol strategy depends on key factors
such as consumption and mortality rates of the predator[34]. A semi-numerical analysis of
this impulsive control model revealed that biocontrol could significantly reduce CLR under
appropriate conditions. Furthermore, their study examined how the success of biocontrol im-
plementation is influenced by predator characteristics, particularly mortality rates [17], within
a framework where the total annual release of predators was fixed, varying only the frequency
of release. This approach allowed for a comparison between different release strategies under
a constant yearly budget allocated to biocontrol agents. The study evaluated scenarios with
both high and low predator mortality rates, representing different environmental conditions
and predator characteristics. High mortality was linked to specialist predators, such as My-
codiplosis, which exclusively consume CLR uredospores and rapidly perish in the absence of
the pathogen [19]. Conversely, low mortality was associated with generalist predators in a
resource-abundant environment, such as Lecanicillium lecanii, a hyperparasite of CLR that
also targets plant-parasitic nematodes [10, 38]. Both mortality scenarios are realistic and can
be observed in field conditions.

Despite the extensive body of research on biocontrol strategies, existing models often
overlook the specific context of smallholder farmers, who constitute the majority of coffee
producers worldwide. Small-scale farmers primarily depend on cultural practices as their
principal disease management strategy [14]. The application of biological control agents
is typically a reactive approach, initiated only when visible symptoms of infection or pest
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infestation manifest in the plantation. In this study, we extend the existing literature, partic-
ularly [11], by assuming that biocontrol measures are implemented when a defined infection
threshold is reached rather than at set times. This allows to shift the focus toward the
decision-making processes of smallholder farmers.

This paper is organised as follows. Section 2 is devoted to the formulation of ordinary dif-
ferential equation (ODE) and impulsive differential equation (IDE) models and their analysis.
It also presents the control strategies and different scenarios with numerical simulations. In
Section 3, we introduce the continuous-time Markov chain (CTMC) associated to the ODE
to focus on the early propagation of CLR in the plantation. We analyse the CTMC using
a multitype branching process approximation (MBPA) and consider scenarios of disease ex-
tinction even without biocontrol. Section 4 concludes the paper with a discussion of the main
results and perspectives for future work.

2 ODE and IDE models and their analysis

We start by investigating the ordinary differential equations (ODE) and impulsive differential
equations (IDE) models. In Section 2.1, we consider the base ODE model for coffee leaf rust
and a biocontrol agent. Then, in Section 2.2, we add periodic (yearly) cultivation practices.
Finally, in Section 2.3, we add threshold-based release of biocontrol agents to the model. In
the three cases, we first formulate the model, then conduct mathematical or computational
analyses.

2.1 The base ODE model for coffee rust and predators

The model describes the dynamics of CLR in a coffee plantation, focusing on the interactions
between four compartments: susceptible leaves S, infected leaves I, fungal spores U and
predators used as biocontrol agents P .

The population S of susceptible leaves increases at a constant recruitment rate Λ, repre-
senting natural leaf growth. Spores land on leaves at the rate ωνSU ; when conditions are
favourable, this leads to germination of spores at the same rate. This process is destructive
of spores, leading to mortality of spores at the rate νSU . Fungal spores are produced by
infected leaves at a per capita rate γ. All compartments are subject to natural mortality at
the per capita rates µ for leaves and µU for spores. Infected leaves are subject to an addi-
tional disease-induced mortality at the per capita rate d. Natural predation by predators,
represented by δUP , where δ is a consumption rate of spores by predators. The predator
population grows due to the consumption of fungal spores at the rate ηδUP , where η is the
conversion efficiency of spores into predator biomass. However, predators also experience
natural mortality at a rate µPP . The model then takes the following form,

Ṡ = Λ− ωνSU − µS (1a)

İ = ωνSU − (µ+ d)I (1b)

U̇ = γI − νSU − µUU − δUP (1c)

Ṗ = ηδUP − µPP. (1d)
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System (1) is considered with nonnegative initial conditions. Parameters used in (1) are
summarised in Table 1.

Table 1: Parameters of the model.

Parameter Description Value

Λ Recruitment rate of susceptible leaves 3 leaves/day
ω Germination rate 0.05 leaf/spores [32]
ν Infection rate coefficient 0.009/leaf/day
µ Natural death rate of S and I 0.014/day
d Disease-induced death rate of I 0.056/day
γ Production rate of spores by I 5 spores/leaf/day [6]
µU Natural death rate of spores 0.035/day
δ Consumption rate of spores by predators 0.3 spores/predator/day
η Biomass conversion of spores to predators 0.005 predators/spore
µP Natural death rate of predators 0.01/day
T Length of the year 365 days

2.1.1 Basic properties of the ODE model

Solutions of (1) remain non-negative for all times. Indeed, consider any variable x ∈
{S, I, U, P}. Suppose by contradiction that x becomes negative at some time t∗ > 0. A
quick analysis shows that ẋ(t) ≥ 0, so x(t∗) cannot become negative.

2.1.2 Equilibria and their stabilities

The set {P = 0} is positively invariant under the flow of (1). On this set, (1) admits two
equilibria: the disease-free equilibrium (DFE) E0 = (S0, 0, 0, 0), where S0 = Λ/µ, and a
predator-free endemic equilibrium (PFEE) E⋆ whose expression is made explicit later.

Note that although we are at this point working on the invariant set {P = 0}, results
concerning the local stability or instability of the DFE apply to the entire system (1) as
computations on {P = 0} are exactly the same as those on the whole R4

+, since the next
generation matrix method of [37] only focuses on infected variables (I, U). Results concerning
the predator-free endemic equilibrium differ: while the PFEE itself is the same on R4

+ and
R4

+ \{P = 0}, determining the local asymptotic stability in R4
+ \{P = 0} requires to use one

less variable (P ) as does the local asymptotic stability in R4
+.

Bearing this in mind, we now proceed to compute the basic reproduction number R0,
whose influence, as we just noted, extends to the whole of (1). To determine the matrices
used in the computation of the basic reproduction number using the next generation matrix
method of [37], order infected and spores variables as (I, U). The basic reproduction number
is R0 = ρ(FV −1), where ρ is the spectral radius and

F =

(
ωνS0 0
0 0

)
and V =

(
µ+ d 0
γ νUS0 − µU

)
,
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i.e.,

R0 =
γνωS0

(d+ µ)(S0ν + µU)
. (2)

Hypotheses of [37, Theorem 2] are easily checked and we deduce that R0 = 1 acts as a
threshold for the local asymptotic stability of the disease-free equilibrium. Using the proof
in Appendix A, the result can in fact be made global, as stated in the following result.

Lemma 1. The DFE E0 of (1) is globally asymptotically stable when R0 < 1 and unstable
otherwise.

We now turn our attention to endemic equilibria of (1). We have the following.

Lemma 2. System (1) has two endemic equilibria. The first is the predator-free endemic
equilibrium (PFEE)

E⋆ = (S⋆, I⋆, U⋆, P ⋆) =

(
Λ

µ+ ωνU⋆
,

ΛωνU⋆

(µ+ ωνU⋆)(µ+ d)
,
(Λν + µµU)(R0 − 1)

µUων
, 0

)
, (3)

which is an equilibrium in R4
+ \ {P = 0} that is biologically relevant when R0 > 1. The

second is the endemic equilibrium point (EEP) E⋆ = (S⋆, I⋆, U⋆, P⋆), where

E⋆ =

(
Λ

µ+ ωνU⋆

,
ΛωνU⋆

(µ+ ωνU⋆)(µ+ d)
,
µP

ηδ
,
ηδ(Λν + µµU)(R0 − 1)− µPµUων

δ(ηδµ+ µPων)

)
, (4)

which is biologically relevant if and only if

ηδ(Λν + µµU)(R0 − 1)− µPµUων > 0. (5)

In particular, when R0 < 1, the EEP is not biologically relevant.

Proof. The expression for the PFEE is shared between the system on R4
+ \{P = 0} and that

on R4
+. When P ⋆ = 0, we must solve

0 = Λ− ωνSU − µS, (6a)

0 = ωνSU − (µ+ d)I, (6b)

0 = γI − νSU − µUU. (6c)

From (6a), S = Λ/(µ+ ωνU). Substituting into (6b) gives

I =
ΛωνU

(ωνU + µ)(µ+ d)
.

Substituting the expressions for S and I into (6c) gives

ΛγωνU

(µ+ ωνU)(µ+ d)
− ΛνU

µ+ ωνU
− µUU = 0.

Since µ+ ωνU cannot be zero, U⋆ are the zeros of

ΛγωνU − (µ+ d)ΛνU − µU(µ+ ωνU)(µ+ d)U = 0.
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Rewrite this polynomial as

µU(µ+ d)ωνU2 + (µUµ(µ+ d) + (µ+ d)Λν − Λγων)U = 0.

One of the roots is U⋆ = 0, giving the DFE, while the other is

U⋆ =
Λγων − µUµ(µ+ d)− (µ+ d)Λν

µU(µ+ d)ων
=

(R0 − 1)(µUµ+ Λν)

µUων
.

Therefore, the predator-free endemic equilibrium E⋆ takes the form (3). Note that the PFEE
only makes sense biologically when R0 > 1, in which case all its components except P ⋆ are
positive.

Assume now that P > 0, which, to distinguish from the other two cases, we denote P⋆.
Let E⋆ = (S⋆, I⋆, U⋆, P⋆) be the endemic equilibrium of system (1) obtained when assuming
that P⋆ > 0. At this equilibrium, U⋆ = µP/(ηδ) > 0 and we obtain the remaining components
as functions of U⋆ as given by (4). Finally, condition (5) is easily obtained by requiring that
P⋆ > 0.

We use the notation E⋆ to indicate that, at that equilibrium point, there is “less disease”
than at E⋆. As noted earlier, establishing the local asymptotic stability of E⋆ differs whether
we are working on the full model (1) or on (1) restricted to the set R4

+ \ {P = 0}. Since we
are interested in solutions for the full system, we consider the complete Jacobian matrix of
(1), which takes the form

J(S, I, U, P ) =


−ωνU − µ 0 −ωνS 0

ωνU −(µ+ d) ωνS 0
−νU γ −νS − δP − µU −δU
0 0 ηδP ηδU − µP

 . (7)

This matrix is difficult to study and we mostly consider the stability of E⋆ and E⋆ numeri-
cally; see below. However, an important observation is that, at E⋆, (7) takes the form

J(E⋆) =


−ωνU⋆ − µ 0 −ωνS⋆ 0

ωνU⋆ −(µ+ d) ωνS⋆ 0
−νU⋆ γ −νS⋆ − µU −δU⋆

0 0 0 ηδU∗ − µP

 ,

which, as a block upper triangular matrix, has the obvious eigenvalue λ = ηδU∗ − µP .
Substituting U⋆ as given by (3),

λ = ηδ
(Λν + µµU)(R0 − 1)

µUων
− µP =

ηδ(Λν + µµU)(R0 − 1)− µPµUων

µUων
.

This expression is positive when the condition (5) for biological relevance of E⋆ is satisfied
and nonpositive when it is not. As a consequence, whenever E⋆ is biologically relevant, E⋆

is unstable.
We suspect that when R0 > 1 and E⋆ is not biologically relevant, E⋆ is locally asymp-

totically stable. However, the expression for the remaining eigenvalues of J(E⋆) is too com-
plicated to make any sense of and we were unable to mobilise spectral theoretic results to
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provide an answer. We did investigate the situation numerically. In all the computations
involved in the sensitivity analyses in Figure 1, we computed the values of the equilibria and
evaluated their stability numerically. Among the hundreds of thousand of points in param-
eter space that we sampled, we always observed that when E⋆ is present and E⋆ absent, all
eigenvalues of J(E⋆) had negative real parts.

−1.0

−0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

Λ ω ν µ d γ µU

Parameter

P
R

C
C

Figure 1: Partial Rank Correlation Coefficient (PRCC) sensitivity analysis to model param-
eters of the basic reproduction number R0.

Let us now consider the effect of parameters on R0. The partial rank correlation coeffi-
cients (PRCC) results presented in Figure 1 show the most influential parameters affecting
the basic reproduction number R0. From Figure 1, the spore production rate γ and the
germination rate ω exhibit the highest positive correlations with R0, while the mortality rate
due to CLR d and the natural death rate µ show strong negative correlations with R0.

2.2 The IDE model for a yearly cultivation cycle

Before implementing control measures, we refine model (1) based on the work of [11] to con-
sider a plantation scenario with a single annual harvest as is typical in Cameroon, the setting
inspiring the work. At the time of harvest, in addition to crop collection, complementary
cultural practices such as pruning to remove old leaves, weed management, and fertilization
are implemented to improve plant health and reduce the number of fungal spores in the plan-
tation. The result is a model with an impulse at the harvest period, which we consider to be a
single event each year. The impulses occur at times nT and have impact φk, k ∈ {S, I, U, P},
where φk ∈ (0, 1). The system is described by the impulsive model (8) below.
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When t ∈ (nT, (n+ 1)T ],


Ṡ = Λ− ωνUS − µS,

İ = ωνSU − (µ+ d)I,

U̇ = γI − νUS − µUU − δUP,

Ṗ = ηδUP − µPP.

When t = nT,


S(nT+) = φSS(nT ),

I(nT+) = φII(nT ),

U(nT+) = φUU(nT ),

P (nT+) = φPP (nT ).

(8)

2.2.1 Basic properties of the IDE model

We saw in Section 2.1.1 that solutions to (1) are nonnegative and bounded for all times. We
just need to check here that adding impulses does not change this.

The impulsive conditions at t = nT are given by non-negative multiplicative factors
φk ∈ (0, 1). If at time nT the variables are non-negative, the immediate post-impulse values
remain non-negative. This implies that with non-negative initial conditions, state variables
remain non-negative at all times. Let us now show that solutions are uniformly bounded.
Consider the the total number of leaves N = S+I. Adding the first two differential equations
of (8), we obtain

Ṅ = Λ− µN − dI ≤ Λ− µN.

With non-negative initial conditionN(0) and without impulses, N(t) never exceeds max(Λ/µ,N(0)).
Now, accounting for impulses,

N(nT+) = φSS(nT ) + φII(nT ) ≤ S(nT ) + I(nT ) = N(nT ),

since 0 ≤ φS, φI ≤ 1. Thus, impulses reduce the total number of leaves N . Iterating this
argument over each interval [nT, (n + 1)T ], we find that N(t) remains bounded above by a
constant ΓN := max (Λ/µ,N(0)). Since S, I ≥ 0 and S + I = N , both S(t) and I(t) are
individually bounded above by ΓN . Suppose that N(0) < Λ/µ; substitute this upper bound
into the equation of spores, giving

U̇ ≤ γ
Λ

µ
− νUS − µUU ≤ γ

Λ

µ
− µUU,

U(nT+) = φUU(nT ).

Solving the above equation, we obtain U(t) ≤ ΓU := max(Λγ/(µµU), U(0)).
Concerning the population of biocontrol agents, remark that there holds that Ṗ ≤ (ηδΓU−

µP )P . This implies that

P (t) ≤ P (t0)e
(ηδΓU−µP )(t−t0), t ≥ t0.

Taking the impulses at t = nT into account, this means that

P (t) ≤ P (nT+)e(ηδΓU−µP )(t−nT ), t ∈ [nT, (n+ 1)T ].
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As a consequence, if ηδΓU −µP < 0, i.e., ΓU < µP/ηδ, then since P (nT+) = φPP (nT ), there
holds that P (t) ≤ P (0)φn+1

P and the population of biocontrol agents remains bounded. The
population also remains bounded if P (0) = 0, as is used in most of our numerical applications.

Finally, smoothness of the right side of (8) guarantee the existence and uniqueness of the
solutions of this system.

2.2.2 Periodic solution and stability

System (8) can be analyzed using the approach outlined in [11, Section 2], which we follow.
See that paper for details. In this framework, the periodic disease-free solution (PDFS) is
given by

ET (t) = (ST (t), 0, 0, 0),

where

ST (t) =
Λ

µ

[
1− (1− φS)e

µT

eµT − φS

e−µ(t−nT )

]
. (9)

To evaluate the stability of the PDFS, we calculate the spectral radius of the monodromy
matrix associated with (8) using Floquet theory. This yields

R =
φI

2β

[
(β + k1 − k2)e

λ1T + (β − k1 + k2)e
λ2T

]
, (10)

where parameters are defined as

k1 = µ+ d,

k2 = νS0 + µU ,

α = k1 + k2,

β =
√

(k1 − k2)2 + 4γωνS0,

λ1 = −α

2
− β

2
,

λ2 = −α

2
+

β

2
.

The stability of the PDFS is characterized by the following result.

Lemma 3. The PDFS ET (t) is locally asymptotically stable if R < 1 and unstable if R > 1.

The proof of Lemma 3 follows exactly that of [11, Lemma 3] and is therefore omitted.
The following result, whose proof is found in Appendix A, links the global stability of the
PDFS ET (t) of (8) to the local asymptotic stability of the DFE E0 of the ODE (1).

Theorem 4. The PDFS ET (t) is globally asymptotically stable (GAS) if R0 < 1 and unstable
otherwise.

We can easily observe that R0 < 1 =⇒ R < 1. Indeed, since λ1 < 0 and R0 < 1 leads
to γωνS0 < k1k2, it follows that λ2 < 0. Consequently, eλ1T < 0 and eλ2T < 0. Substituting
these into equation (10), we obtain R < φI < 1. This clearly establishes the relation between
R0 and R, which is further confirmed by the fact that, to be GAS, ET must also be LAS.
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2.3 Adding prevalence-based control to the IDE model

2.3.1 The model

Coffee cultivation worldwide is predominantly managed by small-scale producers. Due to
limited resources, many of these producers often delay implementing control measures until
the situation in their plantations has significantly deteriorated.

In this section, we investigate a control strategy that activates only when the number of
infected leaves exceeds a certain threshold. Specifically, control is initiated when I(t) = Is,
where Is is some infection threshold. We evaluate the effectiveness of such a strategy with
varying thresholds Is.

We start with the impulsive model (8), but add control measures at the time ts when
I(t) = Is. We assume that predators are released at most once a year. Let ΛP denote the
quantity of predators released at time ts. Combining this information, we derive a model
that incorporates two types of impulses:

• periodic impulses that occur at the end of the rainy season (t = nT ), representing the
impact of harvest and practical agricultural activities;

• non-periodic impulses that occur when I(t) = Is, representing farmer-initiated control
actions based on observed infection levels.

Let ∆x = x(t+) − x(t), the resulting state/time-dependent impulsive control model can
be written as follows.

When t ̸= nT, I ̸= Is,


Ṡ = Λ− ωνUS − µS,

İ = ωνSU − (µ+ d)I,

U̇ = γI − νUS − µUU − δUP,

Ṗ = ηδUP − µPP,

when I = Is,


∆S = 0,

∆I = 0,

∆U = 0,

∆P = ΛP ,

when t = nT,


S(nT+) = φSS(nT ),

I(nT+) = φII(nT ),

U(nT+) = φUU(nT ),

P (nT+) = φPP (nT ),

(11)

with a nonnegative initial condition (S(0+), I(0+), U(0+), P (0+)). Using the same approach
as in Section 2.2.1, we conclude that solutions of (11) exist and are unique.

2.3.2 Numerical simulation

The control approach assumes that predators are released at most once a year if the number
of infected leaves becomes larger than a threshold Is. This threshold can vary from one
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farmer to another due to differences in how they perceive and define low or high levels of
infection. This variation is particularly noticeable among small-scale farmers. Based on their
perception and evaluation of the plantation, farmers decide whether the infection level is high
enough to justify applying control measures. The central question is how the threshold Is
impacts the effectiveness of the control strategy. Consider the initial condition

(S(0+), I(0+), U(0+), P (0+)) = (100, 0, 200, 0). (12)

Impact of the threshold on biocontrol efficiency for R0 = 1.5. Figure 2 compares
the temporal dynamics of (11) when the basic reproduction number takes the (small) value
R0 = 1.5, with biocontrol applied at different thresholds Is.

First, when the threshold is low (Figure 2a), the number of infected leaves reaches it
very quickly, leading to an introduction of predators that keeps the situation under control
for quite some time. However, because infected spores are never completely eradicated,
the infection starts over in year 6. As the threshold increases to Is = 50 (Figure 2b, the
same phenomenon takes place but after resurgence of the infection in year 6, we observe
damped oscillations. These post-release infection peaks are due to spore-predator dynamics,
when predators initially reduce the number of spores, but as spores decrease, the predator
populations decline, allowing infections to return. Also, because of healthy leaf growth,
infection suppression leads to more healthy leaves, which later become susceptible, fuelling
new outbreaks.

In the last figure (Figure 2c), we observe the effect of setting too high a threshold: because
the threshold is never reached, the solution goes to the periodic endemic equilibrium. The
situation without control (Is = ∞), not shown, is exactly the same as in Figure 2c. See
Figure 4 later for a measure of the impact of these measures in terms of cumulative infection
load. This emphasizes the need for a lower threshold to ensure timely and effective biocontrol.

Impact of the threshold for larger values of R0. Coffee leaf rust is not a human or
animal disease and estimates for the value of R0 are scarce, so we tested a whole range of
values. A few results are shown in Figure 3.

They illustrate several characteristics of the system. First, as R0 increases, the frequency
of peaks when the situation is under control because of a low threshold increases. Compare
Figure 2a and Figure 3a. In both, Is = 10, but with the increase of R0 in Figure 3a, predator
introductions need to become annual in order to keep the infection under control.

Increasing the threshold in turn can lead to complicated dynamics, as seen in Figure 3b.
There, the interaction between predator releases and harvest and other cultural practices
leads to a dynamics that is quite complicated.

Now compare Figure 3c and Figure 3d. Both have Is = 60. This shows an interesting
characteristic: for a given threshold, the outcome is counter-intuitively better when the
reproduction number is larger. Indeed, in Figure 3c where R0 = 40, the situation remains
under control for two years before reverting to the periodic endemic solution, whereas in
Figure 3d with R0 = 50, it remains under control for 4 years. Since the impact of the disease
can be measured in terms of the cumulative total number of leaves infected, this means the
situation with R0 = 50 is better.
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(b) Is = 50.
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(c) Is = 70.
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Figure 2: Dynamics of infected leaves I (top panel) and predators P (bottom panel) as a
function of the threshold for activation of biocontrol (blue dashed line). Years shown by
bands of alternating colours. 10-year simulations of model (8) using initial conditions (12).
(a) dynamics when Is = 10, (b) Is = 50 and (c) Is = 70. All parameter values as in Table 1
except the basic reproduction number R0 = 1.5 and ω computed from R0.
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(a) R0 = 50 and Is = 10.
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(b) R0 = 40 and Is = 50.
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(c) R0 = 40 and Is = 60.
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(d) R0 = 50 and Is = 60.
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Figure 3: Dynamics of infected leaves I (top panel) and predators P (bottom panel) as a
function of the threshold for biocontrol Is (blue dashed lines) and R0. Years shown by bands
of alternating colours. 10-year simulations of model (8) using initial conditions (12). (a)
Is = 10; (b) Is = 30; (c) Is = 40; (d) Is = 50. All parameter values as in Table 1 except ω
computed from R0.
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Figure 3c and Figure 3d also illustrate the fact that thresholds should not be set in stone.
A cultivator having set their threshold at Is = 60, for instance, should take into account
the change observed in year 3 (Figure 3c) or year 5 (Figure 3d), where rather than going to
unobservable levels, the number of infected leaves rebounds during the season. This change
should trigger a lowering of the threshold Is, in order to move to a situation more akin to
the one in Figure 3a.

Measures of disease severity. In order to get a better sense of the impact of biocontrol
measures, we consider the the total number of newly infected leaves over the period [0, T ],

Itotal(T ) =

∫ T

0

ωνS(s)U(s) ds,

i.e., the total incidence.
Figure 4 shows several heat map plots, which help better understand the earlier discussion.

These plots were obtained by considering, for each point, the solution of the IDE (11) for a
period of 10 years.

First, note that Figure 4a and Figure 4b show that the situation is more nuanced when
the basic reproduction number R0 is larger, confirming our earlier discussion about Figure 3c
and Figure 3d. Indeed, we observe there that when R0 = 1.5, the situation changes abruptly
from a low to a high overall infection, whereas the change is more progressive when R0 = 50.
In both cases, the initial number U0 does not fundamentally change the outcome, even less
so when R0 is high.

In Figure 4c and Figure 4d, we show the change in total infection as a function of the
basic reproduction number R0 and the threshold Is, for two different values of the predator
death rate µP . The situation is quite similar in both cases, except that when the death rate
of predators is lower, a slightly lower overall burden of infection is reached, supporting the
findings in [11]. These graphs also illustrate the complexity of the situation: there are regions
with medium range values of R0 from around 10 to around 20 that are much more tolerant
to a higher value of Is than regions with both higher and lower values of R0; this is observed
in both Figure 4c and Figure 4d, albeit in a more pronounced manner when the death rate
of predators is smaller (Figure 4c).

Figure 4e again confirm the complexity of the situation, with the change between the
regions where control is maintained and where it first degrades being quite complicated
(horizontal band between roughly Is = 50 and Is = 80), then abrupt in the switch from some
control to no control at all at around Is = 80. Figure 4e uses a set value of R0 = 5 and
and initial spore count U0 = 200. The situation is similar (not shown) for different values of
U0, with the threshold between partially controlled to uncontrolled disease decreasing as U0

increases.
We take this opportunity to dig further into the abrupt switch observed in all figures, by

considering Figure 4f, which zooms into the region where the switch occurs between partially
controlled to uncontrolled disease in Figure 4e. All heatmaps shown in Figure 4 were obtained
by considering integer values of Is. What we deduce from Figure 4f is that for the parameters
used there, there is some value Imax of I in (80, 81) that is the maximum of I(t) along the
solution over the ten year period considered here. Setting Is = 80 means that each solution
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(a) R0 = 1.5.
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(c) µP = 0.003.
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(d) µP = 0.01.
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(e) U0 = 200.
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(f) Zoom on U0 = 200.
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Figure 4: Total number Itotal(10 years) of newly infected leaves as a function of (a,b) the
initial number U0 of spores, (c,d) the basic reproduction R0 and (e,f) the death rate µP of
predators, all versus the biocontrol threshold Is. All parameter values are given in Table 1,
except for ω, which is determined for each value of R0.

15



(for the different values of µP shown in Figure 4f) hits Is = 80 before reaching Imax, triggering
a predator introduction. On the other hand, setting Is = 81 > Imax means that solutions
never reach the threshold Is. In terms of the dynamics, this is the situation observed in
Figure 2c, where Imax must take a value slightly larger than 60. This also illustrates that the
difference between no introduction and even a single introduction is quite stark: in Figures 4e
and 4f, values in the yellow region are all equal to 10,984 new infected leaves over a period
of ten years, while values for Is = 80 range from 625 to 9,152 new infected leaves during the
same period.

3 CTMC and branching process models

The non-intuitive dynamics we discussed, where biocontrol effectiveness does not always align
with expectations, particularly for different threshold values Is, leads to an important ques-
tion: if the farmer chooses not to implement biocontrol measures, will the disease continue to
spread as predicted by the IDE? Since the germination rate ω was the parameter used earlier
to calculate different R0, it is also interesting to determine in which conditions the infection
is most likely to disappear naturally in the plantation. Finally, resurgences as observed in
Figure 2a and Figure 2b, where there are several years between disease outbreaks, suggest
that perhaps using an ODE leads to an atto-fox problem [30] and that a real extinction
should have happened that is precluded by the nature of the system.

To explore this further, we use a continuous-time Markov chain (CTMC) model as well
as a branching process approximation of the CTMC to investigate extinction probabilities
and stochastic dynamics. This allows to consider the scenarios of CLR extinction in the
absence of biocontrol. The idea is to evaluate the percentage of plantations or cases where
the epidemic eventually dies out spontaneously without requiring any control intervention.
This helps determine whether, in certain circumstances, the decision by some farmers not to
apply treatment in their plantations might be justified.

3.1 Continuous time Markov chain model

The ODE model is limit of a CTMC [23]. We consider here CTMC model related to the
deterministic model (1), i.e., the ODE in the non-periodic and uncontrolled stage. Unlike
the ODE or IDEs, the CTMC model tracks discrete counts of individuals, allowing for true
disease extinction.

The CTMC model related to the deterministic model (1) has state

Xt = (S(t), I(t), U(t), P (t)) , t ∈ (0, T ] (13a)

where each element of the vector is a discrete random variables that take values in N and
where the time between events is exponentially distributed [1]. Following the classical formu-
lation of CTMC [1, 24], Xt is characterised by transition probabilities from state k to state
j,

P(X(t+∆t) = j | X(t) = k) = σ(k, j), (13b)

with rates σ(k, j) given in Table 2.
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Table 2: Reaction rates used to determine transition probabilities for the general CTMC
model (13).

Event Transition k → j Rate σ(k, j)
Birth of S S → S + 1 Λ
Natural death of S S → S − 1 µS
Natural death of I I → I − 1 µI
Infection of S by U S → S − 1, I → I + 1 ωνUS
Death of I due to CLR I → I − 1 dI
Production of U U → U + 1 γI
Natural death of U U → U − 1 µUU
Death of U due to germination U → U − 1 νUS
Consumption of U by P U → U − 1 δUP
Transformation of U to P P → P + 1 ηδUP
Natural death of P P → P − 1 µP

3.2 Multitype branching process approximation

Following the definition of multitype branching process given in [3, 15, 18, 24], denote Y (t) =
(YI(t), YU(t)) the vector random variable consisting of 2 infected types, where Yi(t) is the
discrete random variable for the number of individuals in infectious type k = {I, U} at time
t ∈ [0,∞), Yk(t) ∈ N0 = {0, 1, 2, . . .}.

For this branching process, define the probability generating function (p.g.f.) for type k
at time t as

Fk(t, z) = E
(
zY (t)|Y (0) = ek

)
,

where ek is the k-th unit vector, z = (zI , zU) ∈ [0, 1]2, and the notation zY (t) =
(
z
YI(t)
I , z

YU (t)
U

)
.

Let
F (t, z) = (FI(t, z), FU(t, z))

denote the p.g.f. for the entire process.
The p.g.f. Fk(t, z) for type k of the entire stochastic process is a solution of the backward

Kolmogorov differential equation,

∂

∂t
Fk(t, z) = σk[fk(F (t, z))− Fk(t, z)], k = 1, 2.

with initial conditions Fk(0, z) = zk, where σk is the rate parameter for the exponentially
distributed lifetime of type k [3, 15, 18, 24], where fk is the offspring p.g.f. for type k, such
that, given Y (0) = ek, this offspring is defined as fk : [0, 1]

2 → [0, 1],

fk(zI , zU) =
∞∑

kU=0

∞∑
kI=0

Pk(kI , kU)z
kI
I zkUU ,

with Pk(kI , kU) the probability that an individual of type k gives birth to kI individuals of
type zI , kU individuals of type zU . Using the transition rates in Table 2, the offspring p.g.f
is defined as

f(z) = (fI(z), fU(z)), (14)
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where

fI(z) =
γzUzI + µ+ d

γ + µ+ d
(15a)

fU(z) =
ωνS0zI + νS0 + µU

ωνS0 + νS0 + µU

. (15b)

The Jacobian matrix of (15) takes the form

Jf (z) =


γzU

d+ γ + µ

γzI
d+ γ + µ

S0νω

S0νω + S0ν + µU

0

 .

Theorem 5. For the initial infected leaves I(0) = i0 and spores U(0) = u0, the probability
of extinction of the CLR is given by:

Pext = (qI)
i0 × (qU)

u0 , (16a)

Poutbreak = 1− Pext, (16b)

where
q := (qI , qU)

is a fixed point on [0, 1]2 of the offspring p.g.f (14). The following alternative holds:

• If R0 ≤ 1, then q = 1, i.e., Pext = 1, where 1 is the unit column vector of size 2;

• If R0 > 1, then in addition to q = 1, there is a unique vector 0 < q < 1 such that
Jf (q) = q.

Proof. We make two observations. (i) The matrix Jf (q) is monotone since ∀u ∈ [0, 1)2,
Jf (q) ≥ 0 implies that q ≥ 0. As a consequence, the multitype branching processes are not
singular [5, Theorem 2.3 p. 113]. (ii) The matrix of first moments M = DF(1) is primitive,
since M2 is positive [5].

From (i) and (ii), we conclude that the branching process is positive and regular. As
a consequence, applying the Threshold Theorem [2] together with [18, Theorem 7.1 p. 41]
concludes the proof of Theorem 5.

The fixed point of (15) is (fI(qI , qU), fU(qI , qU)) = (qI , qU); therefore, for (15a), one has

qI =
(ωνS0 + νS0 + µU)(µ+ d)

γωνS0
and qU =

µ+ d

γ
+

νS0 + µU

ωνS0 + νS0 + µU

.

Replacing the above values, it follows that the probability of extinction is given by

Pext =

{
(qI)

i0 (qU)
u0 , R0 > 1

1, R0 ≤ 1

and the probability of an outbreak is

Poutbreak = 1− Pext. (17)
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3.3 Numerical simulation

To understand the impact of parameters on the probability (17) of an outbreak, we conduct
a sensitivity analysis. Figure 5 shows PRCC values of parameters with respect to the prob-
ability of an outbreak. Parameters such as the germination rate ω and the spore production
rate γ exhibit strong positive effects on the probability of outbreak, while the disease-induced
death rate d and the natural death rate µ have negative effects. Moreover, the impact re-
mains consistent across both initial conditions. Comparing Figures 1 and 5, we observe that
the parameters Λ, ω, ν, µ, d, γ and µU have relatively similar impacts on both the basic
reproduction number R0 and the probability Poutbreak of an outbreak.
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Λ ω ν µ d γ µU

Parameter

P
R

C
C

Scenario

(i0, u0) = (1 , 0)
(i0, u0) = (0 , 1)

Figure 5: Partial rank correlation coefficients (PRCC) for the sensitivity of the probability
of an outbreak to changes in parameters. Two initial conditions are shown, one where
the infection starts with one infected leaf (i0, u0) = (1, 0) and the other with one spore
(i0, u0) = (0, 1).

Figure 6 presents two heatmaps illustrating the probability Pext of CLR extinction as a
function of the basic reproduction numberR0 (ranging from 0 to 35) and two initial conditions
(i0, u0). Figure 6a shows Pext as a function of the initial number of infected individuals i0
for different values of R0, assuming no initial spores (u0 = 0). The probability of extinction
is Pext = 0, in purple for almost all values indicating a more persistent infection. Except
when i0 = 2 and R0 is below 5, the probability of extinction is small (Pext ≈ 0.4, in green),
meaning CLR extinction. Figure 6b illustrates the probability of disease extinction, Pext, as
a function of the initial number of spores, u0 for various values of R0, assuming no initial
infections (i0 = 0). When u0 < 10 and R0 < 10, disease extinction is highly probable
(Pext ≈ 1, shown in yellow). However, for larger u0 and sufficiently high R0, the probability
of disease extinction decreases significantly toward zero. This indicates that a high initial
spore (u0 > 20) concentration favours disease persistence, even in the absence of initial
infected leaves.

In Figure 6, we observe that the scenario in which the system initially starts with spores
is the one where extinctions are most easily observed. This is somewhat validating of the
model, since in practice, infection in a new plantation necessarily occurs through spores.

These results highlight that, even in the absence of external control measures, such as
biological control with predators, CLR can still go extinct naturally due to stochastic fluc-
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Figure 6: Heatmap of the probability of CLR extinction Pext as a function of the basic
reproduction number R0 for initial conditions for the infection with (a) one infected leaf
(i0, u0) = (1, 0) and (b) one spore (i0, u0) = (0, 1).

tuations, particularly when the initial spore count is small (below 30) and R0 is below 5.
However, when the initial spore quantity is high or when R0 is large, the disease is more
likely to persist, emphasizing the need for stronger management strategies.

4 Discussion

This study first analyses the dynamics of deterministic models of coffee leaf rust under
threshold-based impulsive biocontrol strategies. The mathematical analysis does not ex-
tend to the impulsive model with state-based control measures. Indeed, the Floquet theory
used to conduct the stability analysis of the model with annual impulses does not work in
the case where predators are released in a state-dependent non-periodic manner, since this
irregularity leads to a new monodromy matrix at the end of each year.

A computational analysis of the deterministic models highlights the importance of well-
timed interventions, particularly for smallholder farmers who often rely on reactive treat-
ments. This analysis also underscores the complex link between parameter space and model
dynamics, with potential outcomes of an introduction strategy varying greatly depending
on the threshold chosen; see, e.g., Figure 4. Altogether, though, the computational analysis
makes it clear that a low threshold for introduction is generally better and that setting too
high a threshold likely leads to completely missing on the opportunity to control the infection.

Variations observed for the deterministic impulsive differential equations model with bio-
control motivated the use of a stochastic framework to compute the probability of coffee leaf
rust extinction, indicating that CLR may naturally disappear when initial infection levels are
low. This could explain why some farmers delay intervention: they have first-hand experi-
ence of “failed invasions” and therefore believe this will happen again. However, the CTMC
also shows that when the reproduction number or the initial number of spores are large, the
probability that the disease will go extinct becomes small, highlighting the need for control
measures.

Note that the continuous time Markov chain model was only applied to the first year of
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spread and did not incorporate impulsive events. Future explorations of the models should
incorporate these events, in order in particular to clarify whether long term resurgences as
seen in the deterministic IDE models are an artefact of the modelling paradigm or are actually
possible.

Finally, another aspect not taken into account in our model is the diffusive nature of CLR
spore spread. Such spatial spread is determinant in plant diseases, since the latter are es-
sentially immobile. Threshold-based impulsive biocontrol would be a natural and interesting
extension of the work of the present work and [12], which analysed a CLR model set in a
partial differential equation framework accounting for the spatial dynamics of spores.
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A Proofs

Proof of Lemma 1. Let us prove the result in two steps.
Step 1 – Let y(t) = (I(t), U(t)). Consider the subsystem of (1) defined as follows

ẏ(t) = Fc(y(t)), (18)

where

Fc(y) =

(
ωνSU − (µ+ d)I

ωγI − νUS − µUU − δU

)
.

Consider the Lyapunov function candidate V : R2
+ → [0,∞) defined by

V (I, U) = I + aU,

where a is a positive constant to be chosen later. Let G = {(I, U) ∈ R2
+, I ≤ ΓN , U ≤ ΓU};

then the following properties hold.

(i) For y ∈ G1, V (y) > 0 and V (0, 0) = 0.

(ii) Let us prove that V ′(y)Fc(y) ≤ 0. We have

V ′(y)Fc(y) = ωνSU − (µ+ d)I + a (γI − νUS − µUU − δU)

= (ωνS − a(νS + µU))U + (aγ − (µ+ d))I − aδU.

If aγ − (µ+ d) = 0, i.e., a = (µ+ d)/γ, then

V ′(y)Fc(y) =

(
ωνS − µ+ d

γ
(νS + µU)

)
U − aδU.
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For all S ∈ [0, S0], define g(S) = ωνS − (µ+ d)(νS + µU)/γ. Then

g(0) = 0 and g(S0) = ωνS0 − µ+ d

γ
(νS0 + µU).

If R0 < 1, with R0 defined by (2), then the function g is decreasing from 0 to g(S0) < 0.
So if R0 < 1, g(S) < 0, and as a consequence, V ′(y)Fc(y) < 0.

(iii) Finally one has V (y) → ∞ as ||y|| → ∞.

Then it is easy to see that the largest invariant set defined over {y ∈ G1, V
′(y) = 0} is

the singleton {(0, 0)}. Therefore, using the LaSalle invariance principle [25], we deduce from
conditions (i)–(iii) above that the solution ye = (0, 0) is GAS under the condition R0 < 1 for
subsystem (18).
Step 2 – Let now x(t) = (S(t), P (t)). Substituting the solution U = 0 into (1), we obtain the
following subsystem

ẋ(t) = Fc(x(t)), (19)

where

Fc(x) =

(
ωΛ− µS
ωµPP

)
.

System (19) has the unique equilibrium (S0(t), 0), which is GAS. The solutions of (1) are
inside G, then (S(t), P (t)) → (S0(t), 0).

Using steps 1 and 2, one concludes that the DFE E0(t) is globally asymptotically stable
for (1). This concludes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 4. The proof follows that of Lemma 1 with some adaptation to the IDE
case. As before, we proceed in two steps.
Step 1 – Additionally to y(t) = (I(t), U(t)), define ∆y(t) = y(t+) − y(t) for any t ≥ 0 and
consider the subsystem of (8) defined as follows

ẏ(t) = Fc(y(t)), t ̸= nτ

∆y(t) = Fd(y(t)), t = nτ,
(20)

where

Fc(y) =

(
ωνSU − (µ+ d)I

ωγI − νUS − µUU − δU

)
and Fd(y) =

(
(φI − 1)I
(φU − 1)U

)
.

Consider the same Lyapunov function candidate V (I, U) = I+aU as in the proofof Lemma 1
and the same set G1 = {(I, U) ∈ R2

+, I ≤ ΓN , U ≤ ΓU}. Then properties (i)–(iii) in Step 1 of
the proof of Lemma 1 hold here too. Additionally, the following property holds true.

(ii′) We have

V (y + Fd(y)) = I + (φI − 1)I + a(U + (φU − 1)U)

= φII + aφUU

< I + aU, using the fact that φI , φU < 1,

< V (y).
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Clearly, the largest invariant set defined over {y ∈ G1, V
′(y) = 0} is the singleton {(0, 0)}.

Therefore, using the LaSalle-Krasowski invariant principle adapted to IDE [16, Theorem 4.2],
we deduce from conditions (i)–(iii) and (ii′) that the solution ye = (0, 0) is GAS under the
condition R0 < 1 for subsystem (20).
Step 2 – Let now x(t) = (S(t), P (t)). If we substitute the solution U = 0 into (8), we obtain
the following subsystem

ẋ(t) = Fc(x(t)), t ̸= nτ

∆x(t) = Fd(x(t)), t = nτ,
(21)

where

Fc(x) =

(
ωΛ− µS
ωµPP

)
and Fd(x) =

(
(φS − 1)S
(φP − 1)P

)
.

System (21) has the unique periodic solution (ST (t), 0), which is GAS. The solution of (8)
are inside G, then (S(t), P (t)) → (ST (t), 0).

Using steps 1 and 2, one concludes that the PDFS ET (t) is globally asymptotically stable
for (8). This concludes the proof.
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