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Abstract 

Transmission of SARS-CoV-2 appears especially effective in “hot zone” locations where 
individuals interact in close proximity. We present mathematical models describing two 
types of hot zones. First, we consider a metapopulation model of infection spread where 
transmission hot zones are explicitly described by independent demes in which the 
same people repeatedly interact (referred to as “static” hot zones, e.g. nursing homes, 
food processing plants, prisons, etc.). These are assumed to exists in addition to a 
“community at large” compartment in which virus transmission is less effective. This 
model yields a number of predictions that are relevant to interpreting epidemiological 
patterns in COVID19 data. Even if the rate of community virus spread is assumed to be 
relatively slow, outbreaks in hot zones can temporarily accelerate initial community virus 
growth, which can lead to an overestimation of the viral reproduction number in the 
general population. Further, the model suggests that hot zones are a reservoir enabling 
the prolonged persistence of the virus at “infection plateaus” following implementation of 
non-pharmaceutical interventions, which has been frequently observed in data. The 
second model considers “dynamic” hot zones, which can repeatedly form by drawing 
random individuals from the community, and subsequently dissolve (e.g. restaurants, 
bars, movie theaters). While dynamic hot zones can accelerate the average rate of 
community virus spread and can provide opportunities for targeted interventions, they 
do not predict the occurrence of infection plateaus or other atypical epidemiological 
dynamics. The models therefore identify two types of transmission hot zones with very 
different effects on the infection dynamics, which warrants further epidemiological 
investigations.   
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1. Introduction 
 

Infection spread through human communities has been studied extensively with 

mathematical models, which has resulted in a wealth of knowledge about the principles 

that drive the epidemiological dynamics of infectious diseases [1, 2]. At the core of this 

work are models that take into account populations of susceptible and infected 

individuals (SIS models), or more complex models that further take into account 

recovered/immune individuals (SIR models). Many models assume well-mixed 

populations, although the inclusion of age structure [1, 2], spatial structure [3-5], and 

contact networks [6-8] have been equally important.    

 

  A common assumption is that infections spread through the community at large 

by people coming into contact with each other socially and at work during everyday 

activities, which is a good assumption for many respiratory infections such as influenza. 

Variations of this scheme have been explored, such as the impact of super-spreaders 

[9], which are individuals who contribute a disproportionately large amount to infection 

spread in the community. Another deviation from the standard infection model 

assumptions likely applies to the SARS-CoV-2 pandemic: It appears that this infection 

spreads most efficiently in certain settings where a larger number of people interact for 

a prolonged period of time indoors  (such as in hospitals, assisted living facilities, food 

processing plants, worker dormitories, prisons, bars, and restaurants) [10, 11]. In 

contrast, other, every day encounters between people in the community at large are 

less efficient at spreading the virus, especially if those occur outdoors. We call the 

places in which the infection spreads more efficiently “transmission hot zones”. In hot 
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zones, transmission might be facilitated by the repeated interaction among a small 

subset of the population, which can amplify the virus within this group of people [12]. 

For example, in health care settings, patients with existing medical conditions frequently 

visit, in some cases daily, and medical staff interact daily. Similarly, in food processing 

plants or prisons, the same people converge daily, opening up the possibility for efficient 

viral amplification through repeated interactions in closed settings.   

 

 In previous work [13], we analyzed a mathematical model based on ordinary 

differential equations in which the virus was transmitted through two pathways: through 

the community at large, in which virus dose was assumed to be low and disease was 

likely mild, and through a hot zone pathway, in which virus dose was assumed to be 

relatively high, resulting in a greater chance of severe infections. Analysis concentrated 

on how these assumptions influenced the basic reproductive number of the virus. This 

work suggested the possibility that infection spread can hinge upon high-dose hot zone 

transmission, even though most infections were predicted to be mild and occur in the 

community at large [13]. Here we develop the concept of hot zone transmission further 

by explicitly modeling hot zone formation and virus transmission within hot zones. We 

describe models of two types of hot zones, which we call “static” and “dynamic” hot 

zones.  

 

“Static hot zones” are given in the form of a patch or deme or metapopulation 

model. In this model, the community at large is described by one compartment, which 

has the largest population size. Individual hot zones are described by an array of 
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patches, each of which is characterized by a relatively small population size, 

corresponding to subpopulations that regularly and repeatedly meet in a given hot zone, 

such as a nursing home, food processing plant, or prison. We find that hot zone 

transmission can serve as an infection reservoir that can prevent the continued decline 

of infection levels either following natural infection spread, or following the 

implementation of non-pharmaceutical intervention measures. Due to these hot zone 

dynamics the model can reproduce atypical epidemiological patterns found in COVID19 

case data, such as prolonged infection plateaus during interventions [14] or sub-

exponential growth patterns [15]. The dynamics predicted by the model further point 

towards complexities in estimating the basic reproduction number from epidemiological 

data that document infection spread in the overall community.  

 

Next we consider “dynamic hot zones”, which are assumed to form 

spontaneously by randomly drawing individuals from the general population, and which 

are assumed to subsequently dissolve. This corresponds to settings where people 

randomly gather for a relatively short period of time and then disperse again, such as 

restaurants, bars, or movie theaters. We find that this model has very different 

properties compared to the static hot zone model, and that it cannot account for the 

same unique dynamical patterns. The model predicts standard epidemiological growth 

patterns, although dynamic hot zones accelerate the average rate of virus spread and 

thus present opportunities for targeted interventions. This points towards the presence 

of two types of hot zones with vastly different effects on the dynamics of infection 

spread.           
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2. Static hot zones, expressed by deme/patch models 

We describe a mathematical model that takes into account different 

compartments/demes/patches, where the dynamics in each compartment are given by 

ordinary differential equations. The model includes one “community at large” 

compartment, and N hot zone compartments. The infection spreads separately in the 

community at large and in each hot zone according to modified SIR equations. The two 

types of locations, however, interact in the sense that members of the community at 

large can bring virus to the hot zones and seed infections there, and infected individuals 

in the hot zones can pass the virus on to members of the community at large. These 

principles are illustrated schematically in Figure 1. The assumption implicit in the 

compartment/deme description of the hot zones is that the hot zones are “static” in the 

Figure 1. Schematic representation of model assumptions. 
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sense that the same group of people spends extended periods of time there and 

interacts repeatedly in closed quarters, somewhat separate from the community at 

large. Examples are prisons, nursing homes, hospitals, etc. The equations underlying 

the model are summarized as follows.  

   

 The time-evolution of infection spread in the community at large is described by 

the following ordinary differential equations: 

𝑑𝑆
𝑑𝑡 = 	−𝛽𝑆

(𝐼* + 𝐼, + 𝑓.(𝑌*1 + 𝑌,1)
3

14*

5 

𝑑𝐼*
𝑑𝑡 = 𝛽𝑆(1 − 𝑞8) (𝐼* + 𝐼, + 𝑓.(𝑌*1 + 𝑌,1)

3

14*

5 − 𝛾𝐼*															(1) 

𝑑𝐼,
𝑑𝑡 = 𝛽𝑆𝑞: (𝐼* + 𝐼, + 𝑓.(𝑌*1 + 𝑌,1)

3

14*

5 − 𝛾𝐼, 

𝑑𝑅
𝑑𝑡 = 𝛾(𝐼* + 𝐼,) 

 

The population of susceptible individuals is denoted by S, the population of mildly and 

severely infected individuals is denoted by I1 and I2, respectively, and the population of 

removed individuals (recovery and dead) is given by R. The populations Y1i and Y2i 

represent mildly and severely infected people in the hot zones i=1..N. Susceptible 

individuals become infected by members of the community with a rate b, and by people 

from the hot zones with a rate fb. Upon infection, severe disease occurs with a 

probability qc, while mild disease occurs with a probability 1-qc, where qc = (I1+I2)/Kc if 

I1+I2 < Kc, and q=1 otherwise (Kc is equal or less to the total community population size). 
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In other words, the proportion of severe infections increases with virus prevalence, and 

all infections become severe if the fraction of infected individuals in the population 

reaches a relatively high threshold level. This captures observations from coronavirus 

transmissions, which indicate higher disease severity in people exposed to larger viral 

doses [16-19].  Infected individuals are assumed to recover or die with a rate g.     

 

The infection dynamics in the hot zones are described by similar ordinary 

differential equations, which are given as follows: 

𝑑𝑋1
𝑑𝑡 = 	−𝑏𝑋1

(𝑌*1 + 𝑌,1) −
ℎ𝑏𝑋1𝐼*
𝐼* + η

 

𝑑𝑌*1
𝑑𝑡 = 𝑏𝑋1(1 − 𝑞)(𝑌*1 + 𝑌,1) +

ℎ𝑏𝑋1𝐼*
𝐼* + η

− 𝑔𝑌*1								(2) 

𝑑𝑌,1
𝑑𝑡 = 𝑏𝑋1𝑞(𝑌*1 + 𝑌,1) − 𝑔𝑌,1 

𝑑𝑍1
𝑑𝑡 = 𝑔(𝑌*1 + 𝑌,1) 

The subscript i denotes the identity of the hot zone, where i=1..N. In these 

compartments, susceptible individuals are given by X, mildly and severely infected 

individuals by Y1 and Y2, respectively, and removed individuals by Z. The population 

size in each hot zone is assumed to be very small compared to that in the community at 

large. The processes that are modeled in the hot zones are similar to the ones in the 

community at large. Thus, infection events occur with a rate b and recovery/death 

occurs with a rate g. The probability of severe infection in the hot zone, qh, is defined in 

the same way as in the community at large, qh = (Y1+Y2)/Kh if Y1+Y2 < Kh, and q=1 

otherwise (where Kh is equal or less to the total population size in the particular hot 
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zone). In addition to these zone-specific infection processes, susceptible individuals in 

the hot zone can become infected by contact with members of the community at large 

with a rate hbXiI1/(I1+x), which can seed a hot zone. We assume that this can only occur 

through contact with mildly infected individuals from the community at large, since 

severely infected individuals are unlikely to enter the hot zones. Moreover, we assume 

that this infection rate is a saturating function of the number of mildly infected individuals 

in the community at large. The community compartment contains many more individuals 

than a hot zone. It would thus be unrealistic to assume that the number of infected 

people entering the hot zone is directly proportional to the number of infected individuals 

in the community. An analysis of a simplified ODE model is presented in the 

Supplementary Materials, including R0 calculations and solution structure.  

 

 An unrealistic consequence of formulating the model as a set of ordinary 

differential equations is that all hot zones become simultaneously seeded once there is 

any amount of virus in the community at large. This changes if the model is re-

formulated stochastically through Gillespie simulations [20] of the ODEs. Now, entry of 

the infection into the hot zones is probabilistic, and an increasing number of hot zones 

can be successively seeded as the infection spreads in the community at large. This 

can lead to very different dynamics, as is demonstrated in the Supplementary Materials. 

It turns out, however, that this difference in behavior between the deterministic ODEs 

and the more realistic stochastic simulations is only due to the stochastic seeding of the 

hot zones. For the sake of simplicity, we therefore simulated the dynamics largely in a 

deterministic way by using the above-described ODEs, but without the saturated 
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infection term that describes virus transmission from the community at large to 

susceptibles in the hot zones. Instead, we assumed that at each discrete unit of time, 

every hot zone has a probability pI1/(I1+x) to pick up the virus from the community at 

large, which is simulated by setting the percent infected in that hot zone to a low level if 

it was previously devoid of virus. This algorithm preserves the properties that arise from 

the stochasticity of the dynamics without having to simulate a full stochastic system, 

which is characterized by a higher variability and by a relatively high computational cost.   

    

 

2.1. Basic dynamics: community at large vs hot zones 

We investigate the effect of hot zones on the infection spread dynamics. We start by 

assuming that the basic reproductive number of the virus within the community at large 

is the same as in each hot zone, with R0=2.5 [21, 22]. We start computer simulations 

with a small percent of people infected in the community at large, and infection-free hot 

zones.  

 

 Figure 2A shows the dynamics in the absence of any interventions. In the 

community at large, we observe typical infection spread dynamics: The infection grows 

to a peak, and then declines to extinction. Hot zones are seeded during this process, 

and the infection in the hot zones eventually also goes extinct. We observe oscillatory 

dynamics in the hot zone infection levels, because the infection spreads through 

individual hot zones and subsequently declines towards extinction before the next hot 

zones are seeded. Since the infection goes extinct in the community at large, seeding of  
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Figure 2. Effect of hot zones on the dynamics of infection spread. R0=2.5 for both the community 
at large and the hot zones is assumed, and the infection is simulated starting from a small amount 
of infecteds in the community at large. The percent of infected people are plotted. Black shows the 
percent of uninfected individuals in the community at large. Red and brown show mildly and 
severely infected individuals in the community at large. Dark and light blue show the percent of all 
mildly and severely infected individuals across all the hot zones.  (A) Infection dynamics without 
interventions. (B) Intervention: the infectivity in the community at large is reduced 3-fold when the 
total percent of infected individuals in this compartment reaches 0.01%. (C) Same intervention, 
implemented when the total percent of infected individuals in the community reaches 1%. (D)  
Same intervention, implemented when the total percent of infected individuals in the community 
reaches 15%. Parameters were chosen as follows. S0=1000, b=0.36x10-3, g=1/7, f=0.03, X0=1, 
b=0.36, g=1/7, p=0.001, f=0.03, x=0.01, Kc=600, Kh=0.6  Nzones=100.   
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additional hot zones comes to an end as well.  Figure 2B-D show the effect of non-

pharmaceutical interventions, which are implemented by reducing the community 

infection rate, b, 3-fold. Figure 2B shows very early intervention. The reduction in 

infectivity occurs when the total percent of infected individuals in the community reaches 

0.01%. We now observe a prolonged phase during which infection levels remain 

relatively steady, which can be called a “plateau phase”. Hot zones are seeded from the 

community, and the cross-infection between hot zones and the community maintains 

the infection over a longer period of time. In this simulation, the hot zones act as 

infection reservoirs that fuel the longer-term persistence. Without the hot zones, the 

infection goes extinct following the onset of the intervention (not shown). Infection levels 

fluctuate around a relatively steady value because the presence of the virus in individual 

hot zones is temporary, eventually resulting in virus extinction in that hot zone. Over 

time, however, the infection can be seeded in additional hot zones and the balance 

between local infection extinction and seeding of new hot zones drives the fluctuation 

around steady levels, until all hot zones have already been infected. Figure 2C shows a 

similar simulation, but the intervention is started when community infection levels reach 

1%. Now, a more pronounced infection decline is observed after the intervention is put 

in place, but a steady plateau phase is again reached, similar to the previous case. 

Figure 2D shows a simulation where the intervention was implemented when total 

community infection levels reached 15%. Now, the dynamics are similar compared to 

those without intervention (panel A). The infection goes extinct relatively fast, and the 

hot zones cannot maintain a longer-term plateau phase. The reason is that the more 

extensive infection spread prior to the intervention leads to a more pronounced 
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reduction in the percentage of susceptible individuals, and now the community 

infections from hot zones are not sufficient to maintain community spread. Instead the 

infection declines in the community, which results in reduced seeding of hot zones, 

which prevents longer term persistence.       

 

2.2. Slow rate of virus spread in the community at large compared to hot zones 

Now we assume that the virus has a relatively low potential to spread through the 

community at large, with a basic reproductive number R0=1.25. In contrast, a relatively 

large basic reproductive number R0=3.75 is assumed for the hot zones, since these 

environments likely facilitate viral spread. Figure 3A shows a simulation of the dynamics 

in the absence of interventions. The hot zone dynamics are similar as described above, 

but the infection spread in the community at large shows interesting and atypical 

patterns in the current scenario. During the initial phase, a relatively slow spread of mild 

infections is observed (red line), due to the assumed low reproduction potential of the 

virus in the community at large. This might correspond to a slow, silent amplification of 

the infection. As the hot zones are seeded, the rate at which mild infections grow in the 

community at large increases rapidly and approximates the rate at which the virus 

spreads in the hot zones, which is significantly faster. We note that although the virus 

reproduction potential in the community is relatively low, community spread is driven by 

the hot zones during this phase, contributing to the accelerated infection growth in the 

community. At this time, severe infections in the community start to reach higher levels 

as well (brown line). This might correspond to the time when the infection is detected by 
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tests in the community at large. As the infection levels stabilize in the hot zones (due to 

the balance between local virus extinction and seeding of new hot zones), the rate of 
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Figure 3. Model simulation assuming that in the community at large, R0=1.25, and in the hot 
zones, R0=3.75. (A) Dynamics without interventions. The percent of infected people are plotted. 
Black shows the percent of uninfected individuals in the community at large. Red and brown show 
mildly and severely infected individuals in the community at large. Dark and light blue show the 
percent of all mildly and severely infected individuals across all the hot zones. (B) Community 
interventions starting at different times, characterized by a 1.5-fold reduction of the community 
infectivity, b. The total percent of infected individuals is plotted. (C) Community interventions 
starting at different times, characterized by a 3-fold reduction of the community infectivity, b. The 
total percent of infected individuals is plotted. (D) Implementation of community interventions 
followed by their cessation. During intervention in the community at large, the rate of community 
infection b, is reduced 3-fold. We assumed a relatively late start of interventions here, when total 
community infection levels reached 1% of the total population.  The green line shows the dynamics 
in the community at large without the existence of hot zones, while the purple line shows a 
simulation under the standard assumption that hot zones exist. (E) Implementation of hot zone 
interventions, in the absence of interventions in the community at large. Color codes are the same 
as in panel A. During hot zone interventions, the hot zone population size is reduced by 75%, and 
this was initiated relatively early when total community infections reach 0.01% of the total 
population. (F) Implementation of hot zone interventions (without interventions in the community at 
large), with subsequent cessation. Color codes are the same as in panel A. Parameters were 
chosen as follows.  S0=1000, b=0.18x10-3, g=1/7, f=0.1, X0=1, b=0.54, g=1/7, p=0.001, x=0.01, 
Kc=600 , Kh=0.6  Nzones=100.  
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virus spread in the community at large slows down again as the community infection 

levels continue to grow towards a peak and subsequently decline. Because we 

assumed a relatively low basic reproductive number of the virus in the community at 

large, the rate of infection decline post peak is also slower. This allows for continued 

seeding of further hot zones, which in turn boosts further infection spread in the 

community. This results in a quasi-steady state, during which infection levels fluctuate 

around a constant level.  

 

We would like to point out two characteristics of these dynamics. First, infection 

spread does not follow a straightforward exponential law, but is more complex. The mild 

infections transition from slow to faster, back to slower growth. Consequently, the 

severe infections also grow sub-exponentially.  Second, a fast infection spread can be 

observed in the community at large during the time frame when community spread is 

promoted by expanding infection levels in the hot zones. This can contribute to an 

estimation of a community R0 value that is between 2-3, although in reality it is assumed 

to be 1.25 in this simulation. Because the community R0 is assumed to be relatively low, 

the infection also peaks at low levels (in the absence of interventions), when only about 

20% of the total population has been infected. This would be considered unexpected if 

the community R0 was estimated to lie between 2 and 3.     

 

 Figure 3B and C show simulations that include non-pharmaceutical interventions, 

with the different lines varying in the time when the interventions were initiated. Panels 

B and C differ in the intensity of the interventions. The community infection rate b was 
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reduced 1.5-fold in panel A, and 3-fold in panel B. We observe that regardless of the 

time at which interventions are initiated, the dynamics converge to fluctuating around 

the same quasi steady state level during the interventions, and that this level is lower for 

stronger interventions (compare panels B and C). Eventually, the infection will go extinct 

once no more hot zones are susceptible to outbreaks (not shown).  

 

 Figure 3D shows simulations of non-pharmaceutical interventions in the 

community at large, with subsequent relaxation of these interventions. The purple line 

corresponds to our standard assumptions, and the green line shows a corresponding 

simulation where upon relaxation of community interventions, hot zone transmission is 

eliminated. While the predicted second waves in the community at large have a similar 

magnitude in the two cases, the infection declines towards faster extinction in the 

absence of hot zone transmission (green line), while it stabilizes and continues to be 

maintained for a certain period of time if hot zone transmission remains in place (purple 

line). This again points towards the hot zones as a reservoir compartment that can 

maintain infections over prolonged durations. 

 

 Figure 3E shows a simulation in which no interventions are put in place in the 

community at large, but interventions are implemented in the hot zones. The hot zone 

intervention was modeled by reducing the population size in each hot zone by 75%, 

which results in an effective hot zone reproduction number that is lower than one, and 

prevents successful infection spread in each hot zone. Following the initiation of this 

intervention, hot zone infection levels decline, but infection spread in the community at 
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large continues for a while, at a rate determined by the assumed low infectivity in the 

community. The infection peaks due to community herd immunity when about 20% of 

this population has been infected (due to the assumed low basic reproductive number in 

the community), and subsequently declines towards extinction. Figure 3F shows a 

similar simulation, but where hot zone interventions are reversed before the infection 

has gone extinct. This results in renewed successful hot zone seeding, with only a small 

blip in community transmission, driven by the additional virus transmission from hot 

zones. The infection levels in the community at large, however, subsequently continue 

to fluctuate around steady levels (rather than decline further), due to the infection-

maintaining role of the hot zones.    

 

 

2.3. The rate of community spread as a function of viral dose 

The last section showed that a slower rate of virus spread in the community at large 

compared to that in the hot zones can result in interesting dynamics that are relevant to 

SARS-CoV-2 epidemiology. One consequence of this model assumption was that in the 

absence of interventions, community infection levels peaked when only 20% of the 

whole community population had become infected. This low herd immunity threshold is 

a direct result of the assumed low viral reproduction number in the community at large. 

Data, however, indicate that the virus might spread more extensively, e.g. up to 40%-

60% cumulative infection levels in the Amazon in Brazil [23]. Here, we consider a 

modification of the model explored in the previous section: We will assume that severely 

infected individuals transmit the virus with a larger rate than mildly infected ones. As in  
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the previous section, the probability of severe infection increases with the total amount 

of virus to which people are exposed (i.e. with the total number of infecteds in the 

population, both in the community at large and in the hot zones).  Consequently, as the 
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Figure 4. Model simulation assuming that in the community at large, R0=1.25, and in the hot zones, R0=3.75, 
and assuming that severely infected individuals have a higher rate of virus transmission than mildly infected 
individuals. (A) Natural infection spread without interventions. (Ai) Individual sub-populations. The percent of 
infected people are plotted. Black shows the percent of uninfected individuals in the community at large. Red 
and brown show mildly and severely infected individuals in the community at large. Dark and light blue show 
the percent of all mildly and severely infected individuals across all the hot zones. (Aii) Percent of all 
infections across the community at large and all hot zones, given by  CDEFDGF∑ (IEJFIGJ)KLMNOP

JQE R
STFUT

.  (Aiii) Percent of 

all severe infections across the community at large and all hot zones, given by CDGF∑ IGJKLMNOP
JQE R
STFUT

. (B) Same kind 
of plots but with the implementation of non-pharmaceutical interventions in the community at large (rate of 
community infection b reduced 1.5 fold) when the percentage of infected individuals in the community at 
large reached 0.01%. (Bi) Percent individual sub-populations; (Bii) Percent of all infections across the 
community at large and all hot zones; (Biii) Percent of all severe infections across the community at large and 
all hot zones. Baseline parameters were given as follows. S0=1000, bmild=0.198x10-3, bsevere=0.396x10-3, 
g=1/7, f=0.1, X0=1, bmild=0.54, bsevere=1.08, g=1/7, p=0.001, x=0.01, Kc=400 , Kh=0.4 , Nzones=100. 
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infection levels grow, the average transmission rate increases due to the presence of a 

higher number of severely infected individuals. Therefore, at low infection prevalence, 

the virus spread rate in the community at large is relatively slow as in the previous 

section, but average viral spread accelerates as the infection levels grow.  

 

 During the initial phases of spread, we observe similar dynamics as in the 

previous version of the model (Figure 4Ai), because at low infection prevalence, severe 

disease is rare and the infection spreads slowly. The spread begins in the community at 

large, and is initially slow and only consists of mild cases. Over time, hot zones are 

seeded, which speeds up the growth of infection levels in the community at large, and 

results in the emergence of severe disease. The reason for these dynamics is the same 

as in the previous section. Once the infections in the hot zones start to stabilize (due to 

a balance between virus extinction in some hot zones and seeding of additional ones), 

however, the rate of community virus spread slows down to a lesser degree compared 

to the previous model. The reason is that hot zone spread resulted in a strong 

amplification of virus in the community and the occurrence of more severe disease, and 

this is assumed to increase the transmission rate in the current version of the model. It 

follows that a higher peak infection level is observed in the community at large 

compared to the previous model, and post peak, cumulative infection levels range 

between 40%-60%, which is markedly higher than in the model analyzed in the last 

section. Therefore, in the current model version, all key observations about the 

dynamics pointed out in the last section remain robust, with the exception that now herd 

immunity sets in at significantly higher cumulative infection levels, which might be more 
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realistic. Figure 4Aii shows the total percent infections summed over the community at 

large and all hot zones. Similar to the dynamics in the individual sub-populations, we 

observe that once the dynamics stabilize post-peak due to hot zone transmission, 

temporal oscillations are observed in total infection levels, which are again due to the 

balance between virus extinction in individual hot zones, and seeding of new hot zones. 

Similar patterns are found when only severe infections are summed up over the 

community at large and all hot zones (Figure 4Aiii).  

 

 Figure 4B shows that the dynamics during non-pharmaceutical interventions are 

qualitatively the same as in the previous version of the model. In this simulation, the 

intervention was initiated at relatively low infection levels in the community at large, 

while no interventions were put in place in hot zones. This again resulted in a prolonged 

infection plateau during the intervention, driven by continued hot zone transmission.     

 

 

3. Modeling dynamic hot zones 

So far we have considered hot zones as separate compartments/demes in which the 

same people repeatedly interact. These correspond most closely to nursing homes, 

hospitals, food processing plants, and prisons. There are, however, other hot zones 

settings in which people meet in conditions that facilitate virus spread, but where the 

same set of people do not meet repeatedly in the same location. Instead, a random set 

of people temporarily gathers in a hot zone, which subsequently dissolves and re-forms 

with a different set of people. Examples are restaurants, bars, or movie theaters. We 
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refer to them as “dynamic hot zones” and here we explore a model that describes their 

effect on virus spread. We consider an agent-based model that tracks the fate of 

individual agents over time. The model assumes the existence of N individuals in a 

community in which the infection can spread. The individuals can be either uninfected, 

infected or recovered/dead. Virus spread in the general community is modeled as 

follows. The population is sampled repeatedly and randomly for updates. If the sampled 

individual is infected, virus transmission to a randomly chosen target individual is 

attempted with a probability Pinf, and the individual recovers from the infection or dies 

with a probability Premove. If an infection is attempted, it is only successful if the randomly 

chosen target individual is uninfected. During a time step, the number of updates equals 

the number of infected individuals currently present in the population. For simplicity, we 

do not distinguish between mildly and severely infected individuals in this model.   

 

 In addition to virus spread in the general community, we assume that during each 

time step, a number of M hot zones form spontaneously, each consisting of Nhot 

individuals that are randomly drawn from the general population. Within each hot zone, 

infection transmission events occur according to the same algorithm as described 

above, but with an elevated transmission rate PHinf. During the next time step, all these 

hot zones dissolve and a new set of hot zones are generated with newly randomly 

drawn individuals from the community. 
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 Simulation of this model results in a standard epidemiological infection wave 

without the observation of any of the atypical dynamics described in the previous 

sections. Figure 5A shows that the rate of infection spread is significantly faster in the 

presence of dynamic hot zone formation compared to its absence. Apart from that, 

however, the general shape of the dynamics is the same, and dynamics hot zone 

formation could be simply captured by standard SIR ordinary differential equations in 

which the average infection rate in the population is increased. Figures 5B and C show 

the dynamics assuming non-pharmaceutical interventions in the community (abolished 

community infectivity) and in the hot zones (abolished hot zone infectivity). A parameter 

regime is assumed in which either infection spread in the community alone or in hot 

zones alone can lead to a basic reproductive ratio of the virus that is greater than one. 

Therefore, when community interventions are implemented, the infection continues to 

0 100 200 300 400 500
10-3

10-2

10-1

100

101

102

0 100 200 300 400 500
10-3

10-2

10-1

100

101

102

0 100 200 300 400 500
10-3

10-2

10-1

100

101

102

time timetime

Pe
rc

en
t i

nf
ec

te
d

(A) (B) (C)

Figure 5. Computer simulations of the agent-based model with dynamics hot zones. Solid lines represent 
the percentage of infected individuals, and the dashed line show the cumulative percentage of infections.  
(A) Simulation in the absence of interventions. The purple line is a simulation that includes both community 
and hot zone transmission. The green line shows the dynamics in the absence of hot zone transmission. 
(B) Simulation of interventions in hot zones only. The virus transmission rate in the hot zone PH

inf=0. (C) 
Simulation of interventions in the community only. The community virus transmission rate Pinf=0. Baseline 
parameters were chosen as follows. Pinf=0.1785 (with this value the community transmission rate yields an 
R0 about half of what has been reported for SARS-CoV-2); PH

inf=0.714 (4 times larger than Pinf); 
Premove=0.143; N=106; M=10,000; Nhot=25.  
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grow for a while with a relatively slow rate until infection levels peak and decline (Figure 

5B). Similar dynamics are observed if intervention occurs in the hot zones but not in the 

community (Figure 5C). In contrast to the compartment/deme models of hot zones in 

the previous sections, dynamic hot zones do not serve as a reservoir that can maintain 

prolonged infection persistence in the form of plateau dynamics. However, they do 

modulate the rate of progression of the outbreak.   

 

 

4. Discussion and Conclusion 

Mathematical models have been used to characterize the dynamics of SARS CoV-2 and 

predict potential numbers of COVID-19 cases [21, 24-29], which has resulted in the 

estimation of the basic reproduction number [21, 22], a better understanding of expected 

transmission dynamics in the absence and presence of non-pharmaceutical interventions 

[30-37], and in the critical effect of age structure on disease dynamics [32, 38], among 

many other contributions [26]. Some of these models have been extremely useful for 

predicting and quantifying the demands on health care resources. The spread of SARS 

CoV-2, however, is characterized by a number of patterns that appear atypical when 

considered through the lens of such infection models [14, 39]. Individual atypical aspects 

have been accounted for by considering specific additions to infection models [14, 15, 

39]. The static hot zone model presented here (where hot zones are described by 

individual compartments/demes/patches), however, can simultaneously give rise to a 

number of infection patterns that seem specific to SARS CoV-2. This could indicate that 

transmission in static hot zones is an important determinant of SARS CoV-2 dynamics, 

especially if it is assumed that the rate of virus spread in the community at large is 

relatively weak, and the rate of virus spread in hot zones is significantly faster.   
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(i) In accordance with data, the model predicts different growth phases of the pandemic 

as it progresses over time in individual geographical locations. The first phase is 

predicted to be characterized by slow growth, and consists almost entirely of mild 

cases. It is likely that in practice, this yields a silent phase of infection spread that is not 

detected by testing, because testing levels typically increase only once a sufficient 

number of symptomatic cases emerge. In agreement with this prediction, it is thought 

that in the US, SARS-CoV-2 first spread slowly without having been detected, before it 

was finally confirmed through testing. Also in agreement with model predictions, the 

earliest occurrence of severe cases (which are the ones most likely detected by testing) 

have been found in hot zones, in particular in nursing homes, e.g. in Washington State 

[40, 41]. Once virus spread in hot zones is initiated, the model predicts an acceleration 

of virus spread in the community at large, driven by the large reproductive potential of 

the virus in the hot zones. This is likely the point at which testing will start to document 

the disease spread, due to the emergence of severe cases in the community. 

Accordingly, epidemiological data showed a relatively fast increase of COVID19 cases 

when the pandemic was initially tracked in the US, characterized by a short doubling 

time of approximately 2-3 days.  As the local epidemics progressed, however, data 

showed that the doubling times progressively slowed down, which is again in agreement 

with our modeling results. Once the infection has spread in the initial hot zones in the 

model, the hot zone dynamics enter a plateau phase, reflecting the balance between 

virus extinction in local hot zones and new hot zone seeding. This coincides with an 

increase in the predicted doubling time in the community at large because the plateau in 

the hot zone dynamics can no longer fuel continued fast community spread. These 
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patterns also result in overall virus growth dynamics that are slower than exponential, a 

characteristic of relatively early COVID19 spread that has been seen in data across 

different countries [15].     

 

(ii) It is an interesting modeling result that despite a low value of R0 assumed for the 

community at large, a fast temporary phase of community virus spread is predicted to 

occur that is driven by the relatively fast infection growth in the hot zones. This would 

most likely result in a significant over-estimation of the viral basic reproduction number 

in the community at large. This warrants further epidemiological investigations.             

 

(iii) The model suggests that hot zones represent a reservoir for longer term virus 

persistence in the community at large, which is predicted to occur both in the absence 

and presence of non-pharmaceutical interventions. This manifests itself in a prolonged 

infection plateau after infection levels have peaked. Such infection plateaus have 

indeed been commonly found in epidemiological data on COVID19, and theoretical 

explanations have been offered that are based on behavioral dynamics [14]  and 

network spread [39].  The model presented here adds to the list of possible 

explanations for the observed infection plateaus. Strikingly, our model suggests that a 

relatively late initiation of intervention measures results in a pronounced infection peak, 

and a subsequent sharp decline of infection levels before the plateau phase is reached, 

as has been observed for example in New York State. If interventions are put in place 

earlier, on the other hand, the model displays dynamics in which infection levels enter 

the plateau phase right away following the onset of interventions, without going through 
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a clear peak, which has been found to be the case in several states, for example in 

California.  

 

 

  Regarding strategies to re-open society, the model makes interesting predictions 

about the types of non-pharmaceutical interventions that can be used to control the 

infection. In particular, the model points towards the importance of interventions that 

suppress virus spread in the hot zones. A basic result mentioned above is that hot 

zones represent a reservoir for long term virus persistence in the population. If hot zone 

transmission is suppressed during interventions alongside community transmission, this 

reservoir is eliminated, and the virus population would continuously decline towards 

extinction during the intervention phase as long as the reproduction number in the 

community is less than one. In this case, the dynamics would not converge to a long-

lasting plateau. Further, if it is indeed true that R0 in the community is lower than that in 

the hot zones, it is possible that continued interventions in the hot zones, after 

interventions have been stopped in the community at large, could help reduce the 

extent of subsequent infection waves.    

 

  Our results add to previous work suggesting that the concept of R0 is complex in 

the context of SARS-CoV-2. Age and activity heterogeneity in mathematical models of 

of SARS-CoV-2 spread have been shown to lead to lower herd immunity thresholds 

[42]. A different degree of heterogeneity is present in our model, where a significantly 

different viral reproduction potential is postulated in hot zones and the community at 
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large. The important finding in this respect is that despite an assumed low community 

R0, the documented rate of virus spread in the community can be temporarily fast, 

driven by the hot zones dynamics. If true, this has important implications for estimating 

the value of R0 in SARS-CoV-2 community infection.   

 

 Another important insight obtained from our models is that we can distinguish 

between two types of hot zones when considering infection dynamics, even though both 

types represent conditions/locations in which virus spread is facilitated. The first type 

are the “static” hot zones that are described by the deme or metapopulation model 

discussed above. The static hot zones can account for a variety of atypical infection 

dynamics patterns observed in COVID19 data, and they can provide a reservoir that 

can fuel longer term persistence of the infection in the form of infection plateaus. The 

central characteristic of such static hot zones is that a group of individuals remains there 

for prolonged or repeated periods and repeatedly interact (e.g. nursing homes, 

hospitals, prisons, etc). This is in contrast to “dynamic” hot zones, in which groups of 

people converge for a relatively short period of time (such as restaurants, bars, movie 

theaters), and where the same group of people does not meet repeatedly. Interestingly, 

such dynamic hot zones give rise to fundamentally different model properties compared 

to the static ones, and cannot account for any of the atypical infection dynamics 

patterns found in COVID19 data and cannot fuel the longer-term persistence of the virus 

at infection plateaus. However, these dynamic hot zones can modulate the rate of 

spread of the outbreak. Moreover, although mathematically undistinguishable from 

spread in the community at large, these dynamic hot zones are sensitive to different 
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non-phamraceutical interventions than those required to target the transmission in the 

community at large, such as restricting access to dynamic hot zones versus large at 

home quarantines. This classification of infection hot zones into two groups (with 

different effects on infection dynamics) deserves further epidemiological investigation, 

especially in the context of determining what types of hot zones should be targeted by 

interventions to achieve maximal virus suppression.    
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Figure Legends       

  

Figure 1. Schematic representation of model assumptions. 

 

Figure 2. Effect of hot zones on the dynamics of infection spread. R0=2.5 for both the 

community at large and the hot zones is assumed, and the infection is simulated 

starting from a small amount of infecteds in the community at large. The percent of 

infected people are plotted. Black shows the percent of uninfected individuals in the 

community at large. Red and brown show mildly and severely infected individuals in the 

community at large. Dark and light blue show the percent of all mildly and severely 

infected individuals across all the hot zones.  (A) Infection dynamics without 

interventions. (B) Intervention: the infectivity in the community at large is reduced 3-fold 

when the total percent of infected individuals in this compartment reaches 0.01%. (C) 

Same intervention, implemented when the total percent of infected individuals in the 

community reaches 1%. (D)  Same intervention, implemented when the total percent of 

infected individuals in the community reaches 15%. Parameters were chosen as 

follows. S0=1000, b=0.36x10-3, g=1/7, f=0.03, X0=1, b=0.36, g=1/7, p=0.001, f=0.03, 

x=0.01, Kc=600 , Kh=0.6  Nzones=100.   

 

  

Figure 3. Model simulation assuming that in the community at large, R0=1.25, and in 

the hot zones, R0=3.75. (A) Dynamics without interventions. The percent of infected 

people are plotted. Black shows the percent of uninfected individuals in the community 
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at large. Red and brown show mildly and severely infected individuals in the community 

at large. Dark and light blue show the percent of all mildly and severely infected 

individuals across all the hot zones. (B) Community interventions starting at different 

times, characterized by a 1.5-fold reduction of the community infectivity, b. The total 

percent of infected individuals is plotted. (C) Community interventions starting at 

different times, characterized by a 3-fold reduction of the community infectivity, b. The 

total percent of infected individuals is plotted. (D) Implementation of community 

interventions followed by their cessation. During intervention in the community at large, 

the rate of community infection b, is reduced 3-fold. We assumed a relatively late start 

of interventions here, when total community infection levels reached 1% of the total 

population.  The green line shows the dynamics in the community at large without the 

existence of hot zones, while the purple line shows a simulation under the standard 

assumption that hot zones exist. (E) Implementation of hot zone interventions, in the 

absence of interventions in the community at large. Color codes are the same as in 

panel A. During hot zone interventions, the hot zone population size is reduced by 75%, 

and this was initiated relatively early when total community infections reach 0.01% of 

the total population. (F) Implementation of hot zone interventions (without interventions 

in the community at large), with subsequent cessation. Color codes are the same as in 

panel A. Parameters were chosen as follows.  S0=1000, b=0.18x10-3, g=1/7, f=0.1, 

X0=1, b=0.54, g=1/7, p=0.001, x=0.01, Kc=600 , Kh=0.6  Nzones=100.  
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Figure 4. Model simulation assuming that in the community at large, R0=1.25, and in 

the hot zones, R0=3.75, and assuming that severely infected individuals have a higher 

rate of virus transmission than mildly infected individuals. (A) Natural infection spread 

without interventions. (Ai) Individual sub-populations. The percent of infected people are 

plotted. Black shows the percent of uninfected individuals in the community at large. 

Red and brown show mildly and severely infected individuals in the community at large. 

Dark and light blue show the percent of all mildly and severely infected individuals 

across all the hot zones. (Aii) Percent of all infections across the community at large 

and all hot zones, given by CDEFDGF∑ (IEJFIGJ)KLMNOP
JQE R
STFUT

.  (Aiii) Percent of all severe infections 

across the community at large and all hot zones, given by CDGF∑ IGJKLMNOP
JQE R
STFUT

. (B) Same kind 

of plots but with the implementation of non-pharmaceutical interventions in the 

community at large (rate of community infection b reduced 1.5 fold) when the 

percentage of infected individuals in the community at large reached 0.01%. (Bi) 

Percent individual sub-populations; (Bii) Percent of all infections across the community 

at large and all hot zones; (Biii) Percent of all severe infections across the community at 

large and all hot zones. Baseline parameters were given as follows. S0=1000, 

bmild=0.198x10-3, bsevere=0.396x10-3, g=1/7, f=0.1, X0=1, bmild=0.54, bsevere=1.08, g=1/7, 

p=0.001, x=0.01, Kc=400 , Kh=0.4 , Nzones=100.  
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Figure 5. Computer simulations of the agent-based model with dynamics hot zones. 

Solid lines represent the percentage of infected individuals, and the dashed line show 

the cumulative percentage of infections.  (A) Simulation in the absence of interventions. 

The purple line is a simulation that includes both community and hot zone transmission. 

The green line shows the dynamics in the absence of hot zone transmission. (B) 

Simulation of interventions in hot zones only. The virus transmission rate in the hot zone 

PHinf=0. (C) Simulation of interventions in the community only. The community virus 

transmission rate Pinf=0. Baseline parameters were chosen as follows. Pinf=0.1785 (with 

this value the community transmission rate yields an R0 about half of what has been 

reported for SARS-CoV-2); PHinf=0.714 (4 times larger than Pinf); Premove=0.143; N=106; 

M=10,000; Nhot=25.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted November 24, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.23.20237172doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.23.20237172
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 33 

References   

1. Anderson RM, May RM. Infectious diseases of humans. Oxofrd, England: Oxfors 
University Press; 1991. 
2. Keeling MJ, Rohani P. Modeling infectious diseases in humans and animals: Princeton 
University Press; 2011. 
3. Lion S, Gandon S. Spatial evolutionary epidemiology of spreading epidemics. 
Proceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences. 2016;283(1841):20161170. 
4. Rhodes C, Anderson RM. Epidemic thresholds and vaccination in a lattice model of 
disease spread. Theoretical Population Biology. 1997;52(2):101-18. 
5. Riley S, Eames K, Isham V, Mollison D, Trapman P. Five challenges for spatial epidemic 
models. Epidemics. 2015;10:68-71. 
6. Keeling M. The implications of network structure for epidemic dynamics. Theoretical 
population biology. 2005;67(1):1-8. 
7. Keeling MJ, Eames KT. Networks and epidemic models. Journal of the Royal Society 
Interface. 2005;2(4):295-307. 
8. Kiss IZ, Miller JC, Simon PL. Mathematics of epidemics on networks. Cham: Springer. 
2017;598. 
9. Lloyd-Smith JO, Schreiber SJ, Kopp PE, Getz WM. Superspreading and the effect of 
individual variation on disease emergence. Nature. 2005;438(7066):355-9. 
10. Leclerc QJ, Fuller NM, Knight LE, Funk S, Knight GM, Group CC-W. What settings have 
been linked to SARS-CoV-2 transmission clusters? Wellcome Open Research. 2020;5(83):83. 
11. Chang S, Pierson E, Koh PW, Gerardin J, Redbird B, Grusky D, et al. Mobility network 
models of COVID-19 explain inequities and inform reopening. Nature. 2020. Epub 2020/11/11. 
doi: 10.1038/s41586-020-2923-3. PubMed PMID: 33171481. 
12. Gandhi M, Yokoe DS, Havlir DV. Asymptomatic transmission, the Achilles’ heel of current 
strategies to control COVID-19. Mass Medical Soc; 2020. 
13. Wodarz D, Komarova NL, Schang LM. Role of high-dose exposure in transmission hot 
zones as a driver of SARS-CoV2 dynamics. medRxiv. 2020. 
14. Weitz JS, Park SW, Eksin C, Dushoff J. Moving Beyond a Peak Mentality: Plateaus, 
Shoulders, Oscillations and Other ‘Anomalous’ Behavior-Driven Shapes in COVID-19 Outbreaks. 
medRxiv. 2020. 
15. Komarova NL, Schang LM, Wodarz D. Patterns of the COVID-19 pandemic spread around 
the world: exponential versus power laws. Journal of the Royal Society Interface. 
2020;17(170):20200518. 
16. Chu C-M, Cheng VC, Hung IF, Chan K-S, Tang BS, Tsang TH, et al. Viral load distribution in 
SARS outbreak. Emerging infectious diseases. 2005;11(12):1882. 
17. Chu C-M, Poon LL, Cheng VC, Chan K-S, Hung IF, Wong MM, et al. Initial viral load and 
the outcomes of SARS. Cmaj. 2004;171(11):1349-52. 
18. Imai M, Iwatsuki-Horimoto K, Hatta M, Loeber S, Halfmann PJ, Nakajima N, et al. Syrian 
hamsters as a small animal model for SARS-CoV-2 infection and countermeasure development. 
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences. 2020;117(28):16587-95. 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted November 24, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.23.20237172doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.23.20237172
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 34 

19. Golden J, Cline C, Zeng X, Garrison A, Carey B, Mucker E, et al. Human angiotensin-
converting enzyme 2 transgenic mice infected with SARS-CoV-2 develop severe and fatal 
respiratory disease. bioRxiv. 2020. 
20. Gillespie DT. General Method for Numerically Simulating Stochastic Time Evolution of 
Coupled Chemical-Reactions. Journal of Computational Physics. 1976;22(4):403-34. doi: Doi 
10.1016/0021-9991(76)90041-3. PubMed PMID: WOS:A1976CQ87900001. 
21. Kucharski AJ, Russell TW, Diamond C, Liu Y, Edmunds J, Funk S, et al. Early dynamics of 
transmission and control of COVID-19: a mathematical modelling study. The lancet infectious 
diseases. 2020. 
22. Wu JT, Leung K, Leung GM. Nowcasting and forecasting the potential domestic and 
international spread of the 2019-nCoV outbreak originating in Wuhan, China: a modelling study. 
The Lancet. 2020;395(10225):689-97. 
23. Buss LF, Prete Jr CA, Abrahim CMM, Mendrone Jr A, Salomon T, de Almeida-Neto C, et 
al. COVID-19 herd immunity in the Brazilian Amazon. medRxiv. 
2020;https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.09.16.20194787. 
24. Peng L, Yang W, Zhang D, Zhuge C, Hong L. Epidemic analysis of COVID-19 in China by 
dynamical modeling. arXiv preprint arXiv:200206563. 2020. 
25. Peak CM, Kahn R, Grad YH, Childs LM, Li R, Lipsitch M, et al. Modeling the comparative 
impact of individual quarantine vs. active monitoring of contacts for the mitigation of COVID-
19. medRxiv. 2020. 
26. Jewell NP, Lewnard JA, Jewell BL. Predictive mathematical models of the COVID-19 
pandemic: Underlying principles and value of projections. Jama. 2020;323(19):1893-4. 
27. Holmdahl I, Buckee C. Wrong but useful—what covid-19 epidemiologic models can and 
cannot tell us. New England Journal of Medicine. 2020. 
28. Gatto M, Bertuzzo E, Mari L, Miccoli S, Carraro L, Casagrandi R, et al. Spread and 
dynamics of the COVID-19 epidemic in Italy: Effects of emergency containment measures. 
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences. 2020;117(19):10484-91. 
29. Vespignani A, Tian H, Dye C, Lloyd-Smith JO, Eggo RM, Shrestha M, et al. Modelling 
COVID-19. Nature Reviews Physics. 2020:1-3. 
30. Ferguson N, Laydon D, Nedjati Gilani G, Imai N, Ainslie K, Baguelin M, et al. Report 9: 
Impact of non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs) to reduce COVID19 mortality and healthcare 
demand. 2020. 
31. Kissler SM, Tedijanto C, Lipsitch M, Grad Y. Social distancing strategies for curbing the 
COVID-19 epidemic. medRxiv. 2020. 
32. Prem K, Liu Y, Russell TW, Kucharski AJ, Eggo RM, Davies N, et al. The effect of control 
strategies to reduce social mixing on outcomes of the COVID-19 epidemic in Wuhan, China: a 
modelling study. The Lancet Public Health. 2020. 
33. Giordano G, Blanchini F, Bruno R, Colaneri P, Di Filippo A, Di Matteo A, et al. Modelling 
the COVID-19 epidemic and implementation of population-wide interventions in Italy. Nature 
medicine. 2020:1-6. 
34. Morris DH, Rossine FW, Plotkin JB, Levin SA. Optimal, near-optimal, and robust epidemic 
control. arXiv preprint arXiv:200402209. 2020. 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted November 24, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.23.20237172doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.23.20237172
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 35 

35. Block P, Hoffman M, Raabe IJ, Dowd JB, Rahal C, Kashyap R, et al. Social network-based 
distancing strategies to flatten the COVID-19 curve in a post-lockdown world. Nature Human 
Behaviour. 2020:1-9. 
36. Chinazzi M, Davis JT, Ajelli M, Gioannini C, Litvinova M, Merler S, et al. The effect of 
travel restrictions on the spread of the 2019 novel coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak. Science. 
2020;368(6489):395-400. 
37. Ngonghala CN, Iboi E, Eikenberry S, Scotch M, MacIntyre CR, Bonds MH, et al. 
Mathematical assessment of the impact of non-pharmaceutical interventions on curtailing the 
2019 novel Coronavirus. Mathematical biosciences. 2020:108364. 
38. Zhang J, Litvinova M, Liang Y, Wang Y, Wang W, Zhao S, et al. Changes in contact 
patterns shape the dynamics of the COVID-19 outbreak in China. Science. 2020. 
39. Komarova NL, Wodarz D. Modeling the dynamics of COVID19 spread during and after 
social distancing: interpreting prolonged infection plateaus. medRxiv. 2020. 
40. Arentz M, Yim E, Klaff L, Lokhandwala S, Riedo FX, Chong M, et al. Characteristics and 
outcomes of 21 critically ill patients with COVID-19 in Washington State. Jama. 
2020;323(16):1612-4. 
41. McMichael TM, Currie DW, Clark S, Pogosjans S, Kay M, Schwartz NG, et al. 
Epidemiology of Covid-19 in a long-term care facility in King County, Washington. New England 
Journal of Medicine. 2020;382(21):2005-11. 
42. Britton T, Ball F, Trapman P. A mathematical model reveals the influence of population 
heterogeneity on herd immunity to SARS-CoV-2. Science. 2020;369(6505):846-9. 
 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted November 24, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.23.20237172doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.23.20237172
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

