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Abstract

The COVID-19 pandemic demonstrated that reliable risk assessment of venues is still challenging and
resulted in the indiscriminate closure of many venues worldwide. Therefore, this study used an
experimental, numerical and analytical approach to investigate the airborne transmission risk potential
of differently ventilated, sized and shaped venues. The data were used to assess the effect size of
different mitigation measures and to develop recommendations.

In general, positions in the near field of an emission source were at high risk in all ventilation systems
studied, while the risk of infection from positions in the far field varied depending on the ventilation
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strategy. Occupancy rate, airflow rate, residence time, SARS-CoV-2 virus variants, a high activity level
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and face masks affected the individual and total infection risk in all venues. The total infection risk was
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lowest for the displacement ventilation case and highest for the naturally ventilated venue. Therefore,
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in our study, a properly designed displacement ventilation system is the most effective ventilation
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strategy to keep airborne transmission and the number of secondary cases low, compared to mixing or
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natural ventilation.

15 Introduction

16  The severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus type 2 (SARS-CoV-2) is the causative agent of
17  the coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) and is transmitted primarily by infectious respiratory
18  droplets and aerosols and less frequently through direct contact or fomites'?. During the COVID-19
19  pandemic, venues around the world were closed to contain the spread of SARS-CoV-2°. Both large-
20  and small-scale events were assumed to increase the risk of virus transmission and thus amplifying
21  the burden of the pandemic. In fact, there are many reports of transmission events in confined and
22  poorly ventilated indoor spaces, partly due to airborne aerosols™”. However, recent studies have
23  shown that the event-related risk of contracting SARS-CoV-2 was low with a well-functioning
24 ventilation system and an appropriate hygiene concept®®.

25  Ventilation strategies in venues are very heterogeneous and include a variety of displacement (DV),
26  mixing (MV) and natural (NV) ventilation concepts. The room-specific airflow and consequently the
27 accumulation of airborne pathogens is strongly influenced by the ventilation strategy due to

28  differences in the way of air supply and exhaust™***

. In DV systems, conditioned air is supplied at low
29  velocity above the floor directly to the occupied zone, rises due to buoyancy effects and is exhausted
30 at the ceiling. MV systems introduce air at high velocity from the ceiling or side wall outside the
31 occupied zone, to mix with the indoor air, and thus dilute contaminants, and then exhausted. Unlike
32  mechanically ventilated rooms, NV systems use only natural forces such as wind or buoyancy effects
33  to create air movement and to supply fresh air. There are a lot of studies, which reported that DV
34  systems are considered to have a lower risk of airborne disease transmission than MV or NV systems

35 due to the higher ventilation effectiveness and index'®***

. Other authors, however, have reported
36  contradictory results'®*°, but highlighted the need for a sufficient ventilation rate of 23 air changes per
37  hour (ACH) to effectively reduce the risk of infection with DV**%. Venues are usually complex spaces
38  with multiple areas that require special ventilation concepts to ensure good air quality and a low risk of

39 infection throughout the venue. In the past, however, mechanical ventilation systems of venues was
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40 given a low priority in the prevention of airborne diseases, as the focus was primarily on the
41  requirements for quiet operation, thermal comfort and economical energy consumption21'25. Although
42  venue studies on the risk of airborne disease transmission have increased since the COVID-19
43  pandemic, a comprehensive risk assessment comparing and classifying different ventilation concepts
44  with regard to their risk of transmitting infectious aerosols is still lacking. The only large-scale
45  monitoring study was conducted as part of the Events Research Programme (ERP) of the UK
46  Government, analysing the ventilation effectiveness in up to 10 differently sized and ventilated

47  theatres during 90 regular events with spectators using CO, sensors®®?’

. The authors of the study
48 identified poorly ventilated areas despite adequate ventilation rates. However, the lack of controlled
49 study conditions, as well as the general inability of CO, approaches to account for the effectiveness of
50 face masks, air purifiers and the infectivity of individuals, e.g. high emitters, indicated that further
51 research is needed®. Few studies examined SARS-CoV-2 transmission via aerosols in single venues

3% computational fluid dynamic (CFD)° or experimental models®

52  using analytical . The analytical
53  approach, such as the Wells-Riley or dose-response approach, assumes, i.a., that aerosols are
54  instantaneously and uniformly distributed in space®. Consequently, the spatio-temporal distribution of
55  aerosols is neglected, resulting in the same risk of infection for every person in the room, regardless of
56  their position. CFD analysis can overcome this problem by simulating and visualising venue-specific
57  aerosol distribution patterns, thus enabling the calculation of individual infection risks, as recently done

58 by several published CFD based studies'****

. Limitations of this approach are the simplified
59  assumptions of stationary airflow patterns, boundary conditions and ideal airborne particles. Therefore,
60  experimental measurements are needed for the validation of the numerical data and vice versa.
61  Current methodologies use optical systems, CO,, tracer gas, artificial aerosols or virus surrogates to

62 investigate infectious aerosol distribution in venues?* 3323740

However, direct, fast and easy
63  measurement of sputum-like aerosol particles in the immediate vicinity of the emission source and at
64  various far-field positions in everyday environments has proven difficult. The Aerosol Transmission
65 Measurement System (ATMoS) fills the gap, as it can easily quantify aerosol and droplet transmission
66  between dummies in real time and with high resolution at different environmental positions, even over
67 large distances*. ATMoS enables room aerosol distribution and exposure measurements making it
68  suitable for the assessment of various indoor scenarios like different ventilation settings and mitigation
69 strategies™.

70  To the best of our knowledge, this is the first large-scale approach that has used a combination of
71  experimental, numerical and analytical investigations to assess the airborne transmission risk potential
72  of venues with different ventilation strategies. Therefore, ATMoS and CFD analyses were used to
73  assess the airborne transmission risk experimentally and numerically in venues with displacement
74  ventilation (DVV), mixing ventilation (MVV) or natural ventilation (NVV). For this purpose, different
75  emission positions and modes as well as boundary conditions (e.g. occupancy, air flow rate) were
76  taken into account for the risk analyses. The experimentally and numerically derived venue-specific
77  infection risk was then compared with the classical analytically Wells-Riley approach®. In addition, the
78 effects of mitigation measures and varying boundary conditions on the risk of infection were
79  investigated by CFD. The experimental measurement setup and the venue-specific data on aerosol

42
I

80 amounts are presented in Schulz & Hehnen et al.”, while the focus of this manuscript is on the
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81  calculation of venue-specific infection risks. Consequently, the results were used to identify critical
82  areas and conduct a ventilation-specific risk assessment, followed by a set of venue- and ventilation-
83  specific recommendations to ensure safe events in future.

84 Results

85  Spatial distribution of individual infection risks in different ventilated venues using CFD
86  analyses

87 In general, there was a good agreement between ATMoS and CFD derived ppm values for DVV1 and
88 NVV, but worse for MVV1*%. Using the concentration of infectious quanta of each occupants breathing
89 zone, the venue-specific individual and total risk of infection Pcep and Rcepp could be calculated for

90 different settings and emitter positions.

91 Infection risk for a sedentary, passive emitter
92 For DVV1, MVV1 and NVV the exact locations and number of highly exposed positions varied with the
93  position of the emitter. The CFD simulation of DVV1 with an ascending spectator area showed a
94  directional aerosol distribution with a pronounced aerosol plume behind the emitter for the
95  configuration E6 and B9 (Figure 1A 2+3, Fig. S3A). To this effect, the seats behind the emitter were
96 the most exposed, even with increasing distance, while the positions in front of and next to the emitter
97  remained almost unaffected reflected in low individual infection risks (Pcrp). The number of people
98  exceeding the acceptable risk Rac threshold of 107 ranged from 0 (0%) to 11 (11%) for the different
99  emitter positions. For MVV1, a preferential but less directional flow of aerosol particles backwards
100 towards the upper right corner was identified (Figure 1B1-3, Fig. S3B). Positions with increased Pcrp
101  were located in all directions around the emitter and resulted in 5 (5%) to 10 (10%) spectators
102  reaching Ra above 107 in the near- and far-field of the emitter. NVV with an ascending spectator
103  area showed a directional aerosol distribution with a pronounced aerosol plume behind the emitter,
104  especially for the emitter position Al4 (Figure 1C2 + Fig. S3D), similar to DVV1. Seats behind the
105  emitter had the highest Pcrp values, even with increasing distance, but unlike DVV1, the emission of
106  aerosol particles resulted in contamination of the entire venue resulting in 22 (9%) to 170 (70%)
107 spectators exceeding R, above 10
108  The numerically derived risk of airborne transmission Rcep, corresponding to the number of new
109  COVID-19 infections, also referred to as secondary cases, varied depending on the position of the
110 emitter and the ventilation strategy. DVV1 showed the lowest Rcep values compared to MVV1 and
111 NVV ranging from 0.00 (H5) to 0.26 (B9) (Figure 1A1-3). For MVV1, the number of new COVID-19
112 cases was slightly higher, ranging from 0.29 to 0.41 (Figure 1B1-3). Rcrp for NVV was about 2 to 2.6
113  (Figure 1C1-3).
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115 Figure 1. Distribution of the numerical derived individual (Pcep) and total risk of infection (Rcrp) for the
116 venues DVV1, MVV1 and NVV considering a sedentary, passive emitter
117 Infection risk plots for the venues with displacement ventilation (A), mixing ventilation (B) and natural
118 ventilation (C) are shown. (A) At DVV1, the emitter was located at H5 (1), E6 (2) and B9 (3). (B) MVV
119 emitter positions were at 116 (1), E16 (2) and H28 (3). (C) The positions of the NVV emitters were at
120 J20 (1), Al14 (2) and E5 (3). The individual risk of infection is plotted for each position, except for the
121 red positions, as these do not represent seats in the audience. The sum of risks for each venue and
122 emitter positions as well as the number of spectators with R > 1% are indicated above the plots.

123 Infection risk for a high emitter (90™ percentile)

124 In the case of a high emitter, the distribution of aerosol particles and Pcep was similar and dependent
125  on the position of the emitter as for a medium emitter for all ventilation strategies studied (Figure 2).
126  The zone of increased risk was much more pronounced and wider for the DVV1 and NVV cases. In
127  general, an enhanced release of infectious aerosol was associated with an increase in individual and
128 total infection risk at all venues. For DVV1, the number of spectators above R,.. remained unchanged
129  for H5 but increased by 2.4 to 2.9-times for E6 and B9, representing 12% to 32% of spectators (Figure
130 2A1-3). At MVV1 and NVV, a high emitter resulted in the distribution of aerosol particles throughout
131 the venue. This was associated with increased Pcrp values at all positions, as demonstrated by almost
132 100% of spectators achieving R, above 1% (Figure 2B+C 1-3).

133 Rcrp increased by a factor of about 13 to 14 for all emitter positions at all venues (Figure 2A-C). For
134 DVV1 the number of secondary infections was highest for B9 with 3.67 and lowest for H5 with 0.02.
135 Rcep ranged from 3.88 to 5.75 for MVV1 and 28.46 to 36.79 for NVV.
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137 Figure 2: Distribution of the numerical derived individual (Pcep) and total risk of infection (Rcrp) for the
138 venues DVV1, MVV1 and NVV considering an high emitting individual (90" percentile)

139 Infection risk plots for the venue with displacement ventilation (A), mixing ventilation (B) and natural
140 ventilation (C) are shown, considering a high emitter. (A) At DVV1, the emitter was located at H5 (1),
141 E6 (2) and B9 (3). (B) MVV emitter positions were at 115 (1), E16 (2) and H28 (3). (C) The positions of
142 the NVV emitters were at J20 (1), A14 (2) and E5 (3). The individual risk of infection is plotted for each
143 position, except for the red positions, as these do not represent seats in the audience. The sum of
144 risks for each venue and emitter position as well as the number of spectators with R > 1% are
145 indicated above the plots.

146  Comparison of the experimental (Ratmos), Numerical (Rcep) and analytical (Ranayt) derived risk of
147 infection for different ventilated venues

148 The analytical risk of infection Raay Was calculated for all venues and both emission modes according
149  to Peng et al.*® and was compared with Ratyes and Reep (Table 1). Considering a medium and high
150 emitter at DVV1, Rarmos and Rcep showed good agreement in 3 out of 4 emitter positions with slight
151 differences, but both were lower than Ranay. MVV1 showed comparable values for Rarwoes, Rerp @nd
152 Ranayt. FOr the NVV position Al4, the values for Ramves, Rcrp @nd Ranay: Were heterogeneous, with the
153  lowest value for Ranay: for medium and high quanta emission rates. A high emitter led to an overall

154 ~14-fold increase at all venues and emitter positions for Ratmes, Rerp @and Ranayt.
155
156
157
158
159
160
161

162
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163 Table 1: Comparison of the experimentally (Ratmos), numerically (Rcrp) and analytically (Ranayt) derived
164 total risk of infection

165 The emitter positions investigated were B9, E6 and H5 in DVV1, E16, H28 and 116 in MVV1 and Al4,
166 E5 and J20 in NVV for a silent, sedentary, and high emitter. To obtain Ratwos, the mean value of the
167 seven absorber-specific Parmos Values of one measurement was calculated and multiplied by the total
168 number of spectators. Rcep represents the sum of the individual infection risks Pcrp. Ranay: Was
169 calculated according to Peng et al.* The total risk of infection coincides with the number of new
170 COVID-19 infections and refers to as secondary infections.

B9 0.14 0.26 1.91 3.67

E2 0.14 0.12 1.87 1.70

0.35 5.03

E6 0.19 0.13 2.59 1.73

H5 0.04 0.00 0.55 0.02

E16 0.33 0.41 4.57 5.75

H28 0.27 0.40 0.35 3.76 5.26 4.88

116 0.23 0.26 3.27 3.60

Al4 1.48 2.63 20.01 36.79

E5 - 2.02 0.79 - 28.46 11.27

J20 - 2.57 - 36.02
171

172 Risk evaluation of venues regarding different activity levels, variants of concern and mitigation
173  strategies

174  The CFD results were used to study the effects of different parameters on the number of COVID-19
175  secondary cases Rcrp compared to Ranay: (Table 2). The reference case represented a 2h event with
176  full occupancy and airflow considering the wild-type SARS-CoV2 virus variant and no use of face
177  coverings. Increased activity such as singing or shouting significantly increased Rcgp by a factor of
178 14.4 to 19.3 at all venues compared to a silent, passive emitter. The use of surgical masks reduced
179 Rcrp values by a factor of ~2 to 3 at all venues for both emission profiles. As a result, the number of
180 new COVID-19 cases for a singing or shouting emitter decreased from up to 4.4 to 2.0 for DVV1, 7.9
181  to 3.4 for MVV1 and 43.7 to 20.5 for NVV but were still about eight times higher than for a silent,
182 passive, non-masked emitter. The use of FFP2 masks reduced the Rcrp values obtained with surgical
183  masks by a factor of 7 to 10. Reducing the event duration to 1h decreased the number of secondary
184 infections by ~2 times, but still showed Rcgp > 1 for NVV. In contrast, increasing the residence time to
185 3h resulted in 1.5-fold higher number of new COVID-19 cases. While Rcep for DVV1 and MVV1
186  remained < 1, NVV showed Rcrp values of 3 to 3.8.

187 Considering the variants of concern (VOC), the number of secondary infections increased 1.5, 2 or 3

188 times for Alpha, Delta or Omicron. In the case of DVV1, Rcrp remained below 1 for all three variants
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189 considered. For MVV1, Rcep < 1 was observed for the variants Alpha and Delta, while Omicron
190 resulted in Rcrp values of 1.04 to 1.25. Considering NVV, a silent and resting emitter infected with the
191  Omicron variant resulted in 6.13 to 7.8 secondary infections.

192  The effect of reducing the airflow rate was investigated for DVV1 using CFD analysis, resulting in an
193 increase of 1.7 to 2.3 in airborne infection risk as also seen for Ranay:.

194 Table 2: Influence of different parameters and mitigation strategies on the total risk of infection Rcrp Of

195 venues with different ventilation concepts
196 The parameter study was performed for different parameters, mitigation strategies, activity levels and
197 emitter positions for the venues DVV1, MVV1 and NVV for the case of a single silent, sedentary
198 emitter (reference). Rcrp represents the sum of the individual infection risks Pcrp and was calculated
199 for each emitter position of each setting. The Rcep value is a measure of the number of secondary
200 infections. The reference settings (black) were as follows: no face masks, event duration of 2h, SARS-
201 CoV-2 wild-type variant and full occupancy. The efficacy of masks was investigated using surgical
202 masks (65% (0.35) filtration efficiency) and well-fitting FFP2 masks (99.96% filtration efficiency (0.04)).
203 Rcrp values were highlighted according to their risk potential using a colour-coded scale with: high risk
204 - Rerp 2 1 red, medium risk — Rcep = 0.5, low risk — Reep = 0. Shades of yellow-orange-red and yellow-
205 green indicate values between the thresholds. Ranay: Values (dark grey) were calculated according to
206 Peng et al. (2022). Empty boxes indicate the absence of numerical measurements for a given
207 configuration.
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209 Special cases

210  Venue with displacement ventilation in the stalls and non-mechanically ventilated balconies (DVV2)
211 DVV2 contains displacement-ventilated stalls and two naturally ventilated balconies. Numerical (Figure
212 3, Fig. S3C) and experimental (Fig. S4) measurements observed a pronounced aerosol plume with
213 increased exposure behind the emitter for the position R8S21. Spectators in front of and next to the
214  emitter remained almost unaffected and showed low individual infection risks (Figure 3, Fig. S4). A
215  silent, sedentary emitter placed in the stalls spreaded infectious aerosols up to the balconies. On the
216  contrary, aerosol emissions emanating from the balconies remained their without exposing the stalls
217 but showed a 2.7 times higher risk of infection compared to the stalls (Figure 3A+B, Fig. S3C).

218 In the case of a high emitter, the aerosol partially dispersed over the entire balcony and led to a

219 significant 14.3-fold increase in the airborne infection risk Rcep and Ratmos (Figure 3A+B3, Fig. S4).
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Figure 3. Distribution of the numerical derived individual and total risk of infection for the venue DVV2
with displacement ventilation in the stalls and unventilated balconies
(A, B) Numerically derived infection risk plots for the emitter positions R8S21(1), R2S15 (2) and
1RR2S21 (3) for the silent passive emitter (A) and the high emitter case (90th percentile; B) are shown.
The individual risk of infection is plotted for each seat, except for the red shaded positions, as these do
not represent seats in the audience. The sum of risk for each venue and emitter position as well as the
number of spectators with R > 1% are indicated above the plots. The positions of the stalls, 1% balcony
and 2™ balcony are indicated in the graphs. balc. = balcony

Infectious actor

In a special configuration, we placed the emitter on stage to experimentally simulate an infectious
actor (Figure 4Al1). The aerosol that emanated from the infectious actor did not show a directional
distribution with a pronounced aerosol plume, as seen for the emitter position B9 (Figure 4A2). A
silent, passive actor contributed to low individual infection risks and a low Rcgp value of 0.07, which is
3.7 times lower compared to emitter position B9 (Figure 4A1-2). An increased emission and activity
rate by a high emitting actor resulted in the exposure of the entire venue, resulting in 1.02 secondary
infections and 44 spectators exceeding the critical threshold R, (Figure 4A3). In contrast, at emitter
position B9, mainly spectators behind the emitter were exposed to infectious aerosols, resulting in 3.6-
times more secondary infections than in the case of the infectious actor, but showed a lower number
of people above Ry (Figure 4A4).

Variations of boundary conditions

Reduced airflow rate

Numerical simulations were performed for DVV1 with a 50% reduced airflow rate (Figure 4B). The
pronounced aerosol plume was still observed for emitter position B9, but infectious aerosols were
additionally dispersed throughout the venue, resulting in a doubling of spectators exceeding the R,
threshold of 1% and a 2.3-fold increase in secondary infections to 0.61 (Figure 4B2). A silent, passive
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246  actor resulted in almost uniform exposure of the entire venue, increasing the total risk of infection by
247  9.9-fold to 0.69 (Figure 4B1). A high emitting spectator (B9) or actor, combined with a 50% reduction
248  in airflow rate, caused high exposure of the entire venue to infectious aerosols, with almost 100% of
249  spectators exceeding the R threshold of 10 and 8.36 or 9.68 new COVID-19 cases, respectively,
250  representing 8-10% of the total audience (Figure 4B3-4). The high-risk setting with a high emitter in a
251 poorly ventilated venue increased the total risk of infection by 32 (B9) and 138 (actor) times,
252 respectively, compared with the low-risk setting with a silent, passive emitter in a well-ventilated

253 venue.
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254
255 Figure 4. Influence of the emitter stage position (actor), 50% reduced air flow rate and checkerboard
256 pattern seating arrangement on individual (Pcrp) and total risk of infection (Rcrp) at DVV1
257 Infection risk plots for the stage (actor) compared to the audience emitter position B9 for the silent
258 passive emitter (1-2) and the high emitter (90™ percentile; 3-4) are shown: (A) standard conditions with
259 full air flow rate (4500 m3/h) and occupancy rate (99 spectators) indicated as 100_100, (B) 50%
260 reduced air flow rate indicated as 50_100 and (C) checkerboard seating arrangement indicated as
261 100_chess. The individual risk of infection is plotted for each position, except for the red positions as
262 these do not represent seats in the audience. The sum of risk for each venue and emitter position as
263 well as the number of spectators with R > 1% are indicated above the plots and are summarised in the
264 table.
265

266
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267  Checkerboard pattern seating

268  The effect of a 50% reduction in occupancy with checkerboard seating was investigated in venues with
269  displacement (DVV1) and mixing ventilation (MVV1, MVV2) using ATMoS and CFD analyses (Figure
270  4C, Table 2, Fig. S5-Fig. S8). For DVV1 emitter position B9, the checkerboard pattern seating caused
271  a broadening of the zone of elevated risk, but otherwise showed a qualitatively similar distribution of
272  individual infection risks Pcrp for all emitter positions and emission profiles compared with the full
273  seating arrangement (Fig. 4C, Fig. S5). Rcrp values of emitter positions investigated in DVV1 were
274  reduced by a factor of 2.6 to 3.5 with checkerboard seating. For MVV1, halving the occupancy rate
275  showed numerically and experimentally a similar distribution of individual infection risks Pcrp and
276 Pamvos (Fig. S6, Fig. S7), but resulted in a different propagation risk pattern for MVV2 compared to full
277  occupancy (Fig. S8). Rcrp and Rarwos Values resulted in a decreasing effect of 1.2 to 2 times for MVV1
278 (Fig. S6, Fig. S7) and 1.3 to 4.5 times for MVV2 (Fig. S7). However, for MVV1 emitter position 116, the

279 Rcrp values almost doubled with the checkerboard seating arrangement (Fig. S6).

280 Discussion

281  The COVID-19 pandemic has demonstrated that an appropriate risk assessment is needed to avoid
282  the general and undifferentiated closure of venues in future. To address this shortcoming, venues with
283  different ventilation strategies have been studied experimentally, numerically and analytically in terms
284  of aerosol distribution and exposure to calculate venue-specific infection probabilities and risks

285  compared to the classical analytical approach.

286 In our study, venues with displacement ventilation and an ascending spectator area posed a low risk
287  of infection under an average emitter scenario with 18.6 quanta h™ (medium emitter scenario),
288  indicated by low individual transmission risks for most spectators and R values well below one.
289 However, the observed pronounced aerosol plume was associated with highly exposed positions in
290 the near- and far-field behind the emitter, while the positions in front of and next to the emitter were
291  almost unaffected, creating characteristic low- and high exposure areas, similar to the results of

43-45

292  previous studies™ . The expansion of the aerosol plume and thus the airborne transmission risk is

164448 The radiant wall at

293  strongly dependent on the position of an infectious person as shown recently
294  the back of the room is assumed to influence the airflow pattern and aerosol dispersion as recently
295  shown™. For MVV1, the airborne transmission risk is less dependent on the position of an infectious
296 individual, but was higher, with a similar number of people exceeding Rac of 107, compared to DVV1

297  as shown recently®**’

. This indicated that infectious aerosols were dispersed throughout MV venues,
298  creating many low- and medium risk positions and a few high-risk positions in the near- and far-field of
299 the emitter, in contrast to DV venues, as also demonstrated for the high emitter scenario. These
300 findings were supported by Makris, Lichtner & Kriegel®, which showed that the probability of inhaling
301  aerosol particles at a distance of 1.5 m is twice as high and at a distance of 4 m four times as high for
302 MV cases as for DV cases. Further, MV studies have found high infection probabilities even at longer
303 distances'™*®. However, predicting highly exposed positions is more difficult as the airflow
304  characteristics in MVV1 are less directional and likely to be sensitive to boundary conditions, as shown

305 by the heterogeneous effects of the checkerboard seating arrangement at MVV1 and MVV2.
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306 Moreover, the influence of seasons®, air temperatures® and spectator layout®™ on airflow
307  characteristics has been demonstrated in recent studies on MV, but also on DV cases.

308 In NVV, the aerosol is distributed in high concentrations throughout the venue, regardless of the
309 position of the infectious source, resulting in the highest airborne transmission risk for each emitter
310  position compared to DV and MV venues, as shown previously*. Similarly, recent studies have shown
311 that the risk of airborne transmission does not necessarily decrease with distance in naturally
312  ventilated rooms, as the highest probabilities of infection were observed at longer distances, well

313  beyond physical distance guidelines**®

. To keep R <1 at NVV, the acceptable individual infection risk
314 R.cc must be reduced to 0.4%, the number of spectators to 101 (41%) or the exposure time to a
315 maximum of ~40 min. The maximum number of spectators for a 1.5h event is 133 (55%).
316 Nevertheless, it should be noted that well-designed NV systems are potentially suitable for infection
317  control and provide a cost-effective ventilation approach. However, they are usually highly dependent
318 on natural forces such as wind, open windows or doors and air temperature, and are therefore
319 characterised by unstable and changing airflow patterns, associated with a variety of potential
320 distributions of infection risk in a room****%2>,

321  All high emission scenarios, such as the more infectious SARS-CoV-2 variants, high viral loads or
322  increased activity, were associated with an increased airborne transmission risk. For DVV, this was
323  due to a much more pronounced and wider zone of elevated risks compared to a medium emitter. In
324  contrast, a high emitter in MVV1 distributed the infectious aerosols throughout the venue, resulting in a
325  high risk of infection at any position in the venue, with almost 100% of spectators above R,
326  comparable to the high emitter scenario in the poorly ventilated DVV1. A high-emitting spectator at
327 NVV resulted in high exposure of the entire venue making NVV a high-risk site with a high potential for
328  super-spreading events, regardless of the position of the infectious person. The maximum residence
329 time or crowding index was significantly reduced to 3.15 min or seven spectators to keep R < 1.

330  Combining the more infectious Omicron variant®>>®

with a high emitter or singing/ shouting emitter had
331 an additional enhancing effect, resulting in secondary infection rates of 10%, 25% or 50% of the
332 DVV1, MVV1 or NVV audiences. The high emitter case demonstrated greater resilience to different
333  types of emissions for DVV1 compared to the mixing and natural ventilation case. This was confirmed
334 by a study, which showed that even in high emission scenarios, DV performed better than MV
335  systems, which spread the contaminant source over a larger part of the room®’. To differentiate, high
336  emitting individuals occur only occasionally, but given the substantial super spread potential of SARS-
337 CoV-2, they should be emphasised in the risk assessment to avoid threatening events®®®.
338 Furthermore, the case of singing and shouting spectators is less relevant for theatres or operas but
339  considers spectators at concerts and sporting events as well as infectious actors.

340 FFP2 masks reduced the number of secondary cases by up to 26 times, turning DVV1 and MVV1 into
341  minimal risk sites and reducing the airborne transmission risk of NVV below the critical threshold for
342  pandemic control of one. Similarly, recent studies demonstrated the risk-reducing effect of face masks
343  on COVID-19 transmission®*®. However, their limitations became apparent when considering VOCs,
344  virus-rich environments (e.g. hospitals) and prolonged residence in poorly ventilated areas (like NVV),

30,44,64,66
h

345  as confirmed by this study and previous researc . This highlights the need for a combination of

346  preventive measures. Since the risk of infection increases significantly with the duration of the event®,
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347 it is recommended to limit the residence time in epidemic settings to a necessary minimum or to
348  consider short breaks®’. Reducing the number of spectators is also an effective mitigation

349  measure®®®

. However, experimental and numerical measurements showed a heterogeneous impact
350 of the occupancy rate for the venues with mixing ventilation, similarly to the moderate effects of recent
351  studies®®®®. For DVV1, the checkerboard seating arrangement resulted in a ~3-fold reduction in the
352  total risk of infection, clearly indicating an additional downsizing effect beyond the effect of reduced
353  audience size as shown recently®.

354 A reduction in the airflow rate at DVV1 was associated with an up to ~10-fold increase in the risk of
355  airborne transmission, reaching almost 100% of spectators above R,., supported by a study by Moritz
356 et al.’. This showed that the effectiveness of DV is dependent on a room-appropriate and well-
357 adjusted mode of operation as previously demonstrated™. This is further demonstrated by DVV2,
358  where a silent passive emitter in the mechanically ventilated stalls resulted in exposure to spectators
359 in the distant unventilated balconies, albeit small, but significantly increased when a high emission
360 scenario was considered, highlighting the need for good ventilation in all areas of the room. Similarly,
361  Adzic et al.”® found higher levels of CO,, a good proxy for potentially infectious respiratory aerosols?,
362 in non-ventilated, but also in ventilated balconies. However, discussions with several stagehands
363 revealed a gap in knowledge about the correct operation and adjustment of the mechanical ventilation
364  system in place and its benefits in reducing airborne disease transmission, resulting in low to
365 moderate airflow rates or partial shutdowns, as also recently discussed®. In addition, during the
366  COVID-19 pandemic many venues were operated with 100% outdoor air and with maximum
367  ventilation rates, resulting in high energy consumption and operating costs?. Furthermore, it should be
368 emphasised that increasing the flow rate does not necessarily reduce the risk of infection and that

369 close proximity exposure is still likely*®" "

. Therefore, ventilation modes and rates need to be
370  optimised to balance the propagation risk reduction with operating system costs.

371 In summary, ventilation-type specific recommendations for 1, 2 and 3 h events are given in Table
372 3a+b, considering R well below one. In the case of displacement ventilation case DVVL1, the use of
373  surgical masks or a reduction in occupancy is only recommended for events lasting longer than 3h,
374  when Omicron is considered. For MVV1, recommendations for the use of face coverings are given for
375  events of increasing duration, regardless of the infectivity of the virus variant. Reducing the crowding
376  index was not a reliable mitigation measure (Fig. S6). As surgical face masks were sufficient for the
377  wild-type variant, FFP2 masks were suggested for Omicron. The difficulty in predicting the risk of
378  airborne transmission in naturally ventilated venues and the observed high risk of infection justify a
379  general recommendation for FFP2 masks. However, this may not be sufficient for prolonged exposure,
380  particularly to virus variants with increased infectivity, and temporary closure of the naturally ventilated
381  venues should be considered.

382

383
384

385
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386 Table 3: Risk potential and recommendations of risk reduction strategies for venues with different
387 ventilation concepts

388 (a) The mean values of the venue-specific Rcep values of different emitter positions were calculated
389 for various parameters and mitigation strategies considering the SARS-CoV-2 wild-type and Omicron
390 variant. The total risk of infection coincides with the number of new COVID-19 infections and refers to
391 as secondary infections. In order to keep the threshold for epidemic control R < 1, Rcep values were
392 coloured according to their risk potential: R = 1 red, R = 0.5 yellow, R = 0 green. The values between
393 the thresholds are coloured in shades of yellow-orange-red and yellow-green. The pre-pandemic
394 settings with a silent, passive emitter were as follows: no face cover, duration of 2h and full
395 occupancy. (b) Recommendations were given for the conduct of safe events, ensuring R < 0.5 for one
396 to three hour events, considering the SARS-CoV2 wild-type and the Omicron variant for three
397 ventilation concepts. For example, during 3h events in a venue with displacement ventilation and a
398 predominant Omicron variant, an R < 0.5 was achieved by using surgical face masks.
a) Displacemnent Mixing Natural
ventilation ventilation ventilation
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pre-pandemic
face coverings
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3h
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Omicron medium
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399

400 The special case of an infectious actor showed that an background actor (silent, passive), posed only
401  alow risk of airborne transmission, which increased significantly when ventilation was halved and the
402  actor became a high emitter with up to ~9.7 secondary infections, shifting the actor’s emitter position
403  from low risk to the highest risk position with super-spreading potential. In addition, the more realistic
404  scenario of an actor with increased activity, such as singing and shouting, dramatically increased the
405  risk of airborne transmission by 27 times compared to a silent infectious background actor, revealing
406 its threat potential. The risk of infection from actors or singers should be more focused in future in
407  order to minimise the risk to the audience, but also to the ensemble, especially as the stage is often
408  not connected to the ventilation system.

409  Comparison of the three approaches revealed a good prediction of the overall airborne infection risk
410 by the analytical approach for the mixing ventilation case, indicated by the similarity with numerically

411  and experimentally derived values as shown recently”®"*

. For venues with displacement or natural
412  ventilation, however, the modified Wells-Riley approach over- or underestimated the airborne

413 transmission risk, demonstrating that the strong spatio-temporal dependence of the infection risk could


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.06.09.23291132

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.06.09.23291132; this version posted June 12, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

414  not be captured. The differences between the experimental and the numerical approach are probably
415  due to the random positioning of seven absorbers, while the CFD analysis covers the entire audience.
416  The absorber-specific aerosol concentrations vary strongly depending on their position to the emitter,
417  making it difficult to select a representative set of absorber positions covering the full range of low and
418  high-risk sites. Thus, the calculated venue-representative mean of experimental airborne transmission
419  risk could be biased.

420  There are some limitations of the study. As ATMoS covered only a few positions at the venues
421  studied, a bias in the experimental results could not be excluded. Validity and reliability of the
422  experimental data could be improved by using more absorbers and by repeated measurements.
423 Furthermore, an event-related R-value threshold of 1 is too high, as an infectious person has
424  additional contacts during the infectious period that must be included to estimate epidemic growth.
425 Concerning the CFD simulations, the assumption of a steady state within the venues is arguable,
426  although the duration of the events is on the order of a few hours. It is likely that during the event the
427 local concentration would increase and converge to the steady state value, which is implied for the risk
428  assessment during the complete event. This shortcoming could be resolved by the unsteady
429 integration of the time-dependent, experienced doses on a stationary flow field or with a fully unsteady
430  simulation approach. Due to the large time frame and the comparatively high temporal resolution, the
431 latter approach would involve rather prohibitively high numerical resources for the given larger venues.
432  Concerning the former approach, numerical experiments were conducted for particular cases, which
433 showed that values close to the steady state concentration were reached within a few minutes for the
434  high-risk regions. Therefore, an additional benefit could not be expected from time-dependent
435  integration results. Additionally, the assumption of constant thermal boundary conditions in a densely
436  occupied event location is critical. The complete knowledge of all environmental boundary conditions
437  and heat load reservoirs would certainly improve the accuracy of the numerical solution. Possibly, the
438  effect would even outweigh the assumption of steady state concentrations. In a similar way, event-
439  specific, relevant boundary conditions (e.g., half-opened doors, reduced ventilation, intensified
440 lighting) had to be disregarded, since they partly depend on personal decision of the responsible
441  technical staff or on the spectator’s behaviour.

442 Furthermore, the risk models clearly depend on the precise estimation of shed quanta doses and its
443  probability distribution. Due to the lack of a single log-normal distribution which fulfils all given
444  requirements, tests have been conducted where p was kept constant and o varied to fit the lower or
445  upper bounds. The effect on the resulting risk was negligible, especially, when compared to the risk
446  differences imposed by a high emitter. However, here again the precise amount of shed quanta, i.e.,
447  the chosen quantile of the assumed distribution, is particularly important. On the other hand, this last
448 limitation does not restrict the findings of this study, which result from the comparison of different
449  cases given the same assumed distribution. It rather illustrates the case dependency of super-

450  spreading events.

451 Conclusion

452  Overall, the analytical approach proved to be suitable for the risk assessment of venues with mixing

453  ventilation, although the observed sensitivity to boundary conditions limited its use, even for
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454  investigating the effects of different parameters and mitigation strategies. However, to cover various
455  ventilation concepts, and to identify venue-specific high-risk sites and areas of poor air circulation, an
456  individual infection risk assessment through experimental and numerical approaches is required. The
457  results of the study highlighted the wide range of individual infection risks. Low-, medium- and high-
458  risk sites varied according to the ventilation strategy, the emitter position and the emission mode. All
459  three ventilation strategies studied showed high-risk positions in the near field of the emitter, but

460  further distribution in space was different, as shown recently***®#

. At all venues, high-risk positions
461  were also observed well beyond the physical distance guidelines. Venues with displacement
462 ventilation had the lowest overall risk of infection and number of secondary cases with an R¢gp value
463  well below one, even when the Omicron variant was considered. The observed directional aerosol
464  distribution allowed prediction of highly exposed positions and the expected number of secondary
465  cases per event. However, in unventilated areas, aerosols can accumulate and locally increase the
466  risk of infection. In venues with mixing or natural ventilation, predicting highly exposed positions is
467 difficult due to the influence of boundary conditions and room parameters (air inlets and outlets,
468  windows, room height, volume) on the room airflow. Face masks provide the best protection against
469  aerosol transmission, but should be combined with other mitigation measures in high risk areas. In
470  terms of pandemic preparedness, the connection of the stage area to the ventilation system should be
471  enforced, as well as raising the awareness of stage technicians and directors of the benefits of a well-
472  adjusted ventilation system in reducing the transmission risk. However, the airflow rate should be
473  balanced between the maximum acceptable individual risk of infection and economically acceptable

474  operating costs.

475 Materials and Methods

476  Study design

477  The airborne transmission risk potential of venues with different room characteristics and ventilation
478  concepts was examined using three approaches: experimental measurements using the Aerosol
479 Transmission Measurement System (ATMoS), Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD) analyses and the
480  analytical Wells-Riley model (Fig. S1). In all three approaches, one infectious person (emitter) was
481 placed in a fully occupied audience. As recent studies have confirmed the presence of people with

482  high viral loads, so-called high emitters®®®"">7®

, two emission profiles were considered: (I) a
483  sedentary, passive emitter with an average viral load and (Il) a slightly active emitter with a high viral
484  load at the 90™ percentile. The experimentally and numerically derived absorbed aerosol or quanta
485  concentrations were used to calculate the individual (P) and total risk of infection (R), an analogue of
486  the event reproduction number and an estimate of the effect of a single infectious occupant at an
487  event®®”’. R also represents the number of secondary infections caused by an infectious individual at
488  an event’®. Analogous to the basic reproduction number RO, an estimate of the virus transmissibility, R
489  should be kept at < 1 to control disease transmission and epidemic growth”. Additionally, special
490 cases were considered by all three approaches: (l) a venue combining displacement ventilation and
491  natural ventilation (DVV2), (ll) an infectious actor and (lll) varying boundary conditions including
492  reduced airflow rate and checkerboard pattern seating. Furthermore, the effects of mitigation

493  measures, virus variants and varying boundary conditions such as the use of face coverings,


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.06.09.23291132

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.06.09.23291132; this version posted June 12, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

494  residence time, airflow rate and occupancy on the risk of infection were investigated using CFD

495  results. The study design is shown schematically in Fig. S1.

496  Venues

497  To cover commonly installed ventilation systems, venues with displacement ventilation (DVV), mixing
498  ventilation (MVV) and natural ventilation (NVV) were selected. All of the venues studied are theatres
499  with a classic auditorium layout with ascending rows of seat, ranging from 99 to 470. Information on

500 room characteristics and positions of air inlets and outlets are shown in Table S1 and Fig. S2.

501 Experimental Measurements

502  The experimental measurements were carried out with ATMoS and were performed as previously
503  described* 2 In brief, ATMoS consists of an emitter that continuously releases a 10%-NaCl-water
504  solution into the environment with a mass flow of 0.43 g/min and an aerosol mean diameter of 2.4 um
505  with a standard deviation of 1.1 um. After evaporation, the virus-sized NaCl nuclei remain in the air
506  and follow the room airflow, thus serving as an ideal virus surrogate. Seven absorbers were distributed
507  in the room, which inhaled the released aerosols at a flow rate of 10 I/min. The absorbed particles
508  were dissolved in ultrapure water and were quantified by conductivity measurement over time. The
509  experimental setup was as follows: 10 min lead-in time to measure the background concentration at
510  each location (no aerosol emission), 27-60 min aerosol emission (Table S1) and 10 min lead-out time
511 (no aerosol emission). For the determination of aerosol emission during regular events, the
512  measurement duration was adapted to event-specific processes, such as the timing of half-times,
513 resulting in different measurement periods. To simulate the influence of body-generated buoyancy
514  effects on aerosol distribution and airflow characteristics, up to 100 heat sources were distributed
515  throughout the venue mimicking a human heat emission of 80 W. In venues with more than 100 seats,

516 experimental measurements were carried out during regular events with spectators and heat sources.

517 Calculation of the experimental risk of infection (Ratmos)

518 Using the inhaled mass of NacCl, the absorber-specific inhaled quanta Dq dose was calculated™®:

t . t
. q . @)
D, = f g () dt = —out f i oy (D)dt
0 m 0

out sp

519 With Gin, Gouts Mourspr Minsp, t @S quanta input and output rate, mass flow for NaCl output and

520 input and time. According to the Wells-Riley approach, the experimental individual infection risk via

521 aerosols Parvmoes Was calculated for each absorber as®:

Pirmos = 1— e Pa (2

522 A quanta emission rate of 18.6 quanta h™ was assumed for a sedentary, passive emitter (medium
523  emitter scenario) and 264.68 quanta h™ for a high emitter (high emitter scenario)® 8. The distribution
524  of the infection probabilities from the experimental measurements was presented in box plots with

525  median, 0.25 and 0.75 quartile and with minimum and maximum values outside the box. To calculate
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526 the venue-specific total infection risk Ratmos, the mean of the seven absorber-specific Parmos Was

527  calculated and multiplied by the maximum number of occupants (N) per venue as:

Rarmos = Parmos N @)

528  Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD)

529  The presented CFD study includes four venues of particular interest: one displacement ventilation
530 case (DVV1), one multi-purpose mixing ventilation venue (MVV1) and one ascending stage case with
531  nonspecific ventilation concept (natural ventilation, NVV). Furthermore, a special case of displacement
532  ventilation with ventilated stalls and two not-mechanically ventilated balconies (DVV2) was
533  investigated. Numerical analyses were conducted for varying boundary conditions such as occupancy
534  (full vs checkerboard) for DVV1 and MVV1, airflow rates (100% vs. 50%) for DVV1 and emitter
535 positions for DVV1, DVV2, MVV1l and NVV. Using the software Simcenter™ STAR-CCM+
536 (SIMCENTER), steady state simulations on unstructured finite volume grids are conducted after
537  simplified but detailed reconstruction of the geometric features and boundary conditions based on
538  construction plans, interviews with the responsible technical staff and inspection of the conditions on-
539  site including measurements of the thermal conditions, e.g. temperatures of the environment, the
540 supply air and the surroundings. Flow and energy transport are solved in a segregated manner using
541  the SIMPLE algorithm and the segregated fluid temperature model. Turbulence is modelled by the
542 Realizable k-e-Modell in a Two-Layer formulation (Wolfstein). Room air is assumed to be a single
543  component ideal gas under the influence of gravity. Considering the substantial heat fluxes of lighting,
544  electrical devices and occupants, grey thermal surface-to-surface radiation is applied under usage of
545  view factors. Computer simulated persons (CSP) depict simplified, seated occupants, where the
546  mouth area is specifically distinguished for the insertion of breath tracer gases. CSP are assumed to
547  emit a heat flux of 80 W. Each pre-selected emitter releases a personalized passive scalar with a
548 fictitious, momentum-free mass flux through the mouth area surface cells, which is thereafter
549  transported by convection and diffusion. The passive scalar values throughout the venue’s volume can
550  be referred to their respective source flux and thus local, non-interacting concentrations are obtained
551  within each cell for each emitter. For each CSP a hemisphere of radius 0.23 m (Hemisphere) around
552  the mouth normal vector is defined which acts as a volume-averaged sampling zone assigned to the
553 respective absorbing CSP. The averaged values approximately represent the locally experienced,
554  relative amounts of aerosols shed by the different emitters. These values, along with additional
555  information for further analysis and normalization, are exported and subsequently evaluated in tailored
556 Python scripts. This approach also allows for an a posteriori assignation of the typically uncertain

557  quanta emission rate.

558 Base sizes of the grid range from 0.1 m to 0.3 m, depending on the size of the venue. Typically, cell
559  sizes are much smaller and rather on the order of a few centimetres in the proximity of CSP,
560  furnishings or equipment. Local refinements, especially on heat or passive scalar emitting surfaces like
561  the CSP, are on the order of millimetres and prism layer cells (4 to 6 layers regularly) support the near-
562  wall solution. Overall mesh sizes range from 3.5 million to 34 million cells. Solution of the flow

563  variables is performed first, while the passive scalar transport equations are solved on the frozen flow
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564  field afterwards. Convergence is assumed on the basis of a relative residual drop of at least three
565  orders while simultaneously ensuring constant and physically reasonable monitor values for relevant

566  integral values of the solver variables, e.g., temperature or passive scalar fluxes.

567 Calculation of the numerical risk of infection (Rcep)

568 To the present day, there is still uncertainty concerning the quanta emission rate of SARS-CoV-2
569  aerosols. Peng et al. (2022) established an approximately log-normally distributed emission rate with a
570  mean of 18.6 quanta h™ for a sedentary, passive emitter of the wild-type variant, where the 5th and
571  95th percentile are located at 8.4 and 48.1 quanta h™, respectively. Buonanno et al.”® specify
572  comparable log-normally distributed emission rates for different activity and vocalization levels.
573 Between the two studies the deviations in reported mean values and standard deviations are partially
574  balanced by enhancement factors to compensate for case differentiation. To the authors’ knowledge,
575  there is no log-normal distribution which fulfils all three requirements stated above for the mean and
576  the two given percentiles. Moreover, non-passive behaviour, e.g. (quiet) speaking, is not incorporated
577 in the distribution of Peng et al. (2022). Since the emission profile of occupants is subject to personal
578  variations and behaviour, we assume a combined log-normal distribution with mean value of 18.6
579 quanta h™ and standard deviation of o = 0.720 * In(10) = 1.65786, where the latter is as suggested by
580  Buonanno et al.”’. Thus, the distribution to fulfil these conditions is given by LN(u,0°-) where the
581  desired normal mean is given by p = 0.672683 * In(10) = 1.54891.

582  500.000 pseudo-random number realizations of this distribution have been computed to account for
583  the variability of the quanta emission rate while the mean value of 18.6 quanta h™ was verified.
584  Subsequently, for all realizations and all venues the corresponding quanta doses were calculated
585 based on the locally experienced volume-averaged values within the CSP hemispheres and the event
586  duration according to equation (1) (i.e., steady-state absorption is assumed). By applying equation (2)
587  the local risk Pcep With respect to a given emission rate is evaluated. In a last step, the average of all
588 realizations within a particular venue is calculated as Rcep, Creating a mapping of the mean, local
589 infection risks with regard to the given emission rate distribution. For further analysis, high emission
590  cases without variation (264.68 quanta h™) are covered. Furthermore, an individual acceptable risk of
591 infection Rac Was determined for numerically derived infection risks and set at 107 in accordance with

592  recent studies'®®®

as the acceptable level of the COVID-19 risk of infection is still unknown. When
593  planning future events, the individual infection risk must be less than R, to keep the risk of infection
594  to spectators manageable. This enabled the identification of high-risk areas and risk management at
595  the venues studied.

596 Furthermore, a risk analysis was conducted, considering the effect of mitigation measures, virus
597  variants and varying boundary conditions. In detail, cases with different mask efficiencies (surgical
598 mask: 65%, FFP2 mask: 99.96%), SARS-CoV-2 virus variants (Alpha, Delta and Omicron with
599  enhancement factors as in Table S2) as well as variations of duration (1, 2 and 3 h) and vocalization

600  were compared by taking into account the multipliers of the quanta absorption (see Table S2).

601 Modified Wells-Riley approach

602  The analytical Wells-Riley approach®*®®

was applied to each venue with modifications® to prove its
603  applicability for a venue-specific infection risk assessment.
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604 Calculation of the analytical risk of infection (Ranaiyt)

605 For classification of venues in terms of their potential airborne infection risk, the risk parameter H was
606 introduced by Peng et al.*®. To account for the effectiveness of air distribution of the different
607  ventilation systems and to improve the imperfect well-mixed assumption of the analytical model, the
608  parameter ventilation effectiveness (E,) was introduced into the equation of Peng et al.*°, similar to an

609  approach of Sun & Zhai®®, by multiplying the air exchange rate (AER) A by E,:

_ Tss TE T fe fl D Nsus (4)
- V(AE,)

610  where rg is the correction factor for the deviation of average quanta concentration from that of steady
611  state, e.g., for events too short to approximately reach steady state, re is the activity-related shedding
612 rate enhancement factor, rg is the activity-related breathing rate enhancement factor, fo and f; are the
613 exhalation and inhalation penetration efficiency for face covering, D is the duration of the event, Ng;s is
614  the number of susceptible persons and V is the indoor environment volume. Ventilation-specific values
615 for E, can be found in the ASHRAE Standard 62.1%° and are listed in Table S1 for the venues studied.
616 In considering the worst-case scenario, virus decay and the deposition rate of virus-containing
617  particles in the air were assumed to be low and therefore neglected. The analytically derived total risk
618  of infection (Raay:) Was calculated with parameter-specific values analogous to Peng et al. (2022)
619  shownin Table S2:

Ronalye = EpoBolH ®)

620  with Epg the SARS-CoV-2 exhalation rate of an resting and only breathing infector, By the breathing
621 rate of a resting susceptible person and the | the number of infectors present. The breathing rate was
622  set to 0.49 m3¥h. The basic configuration represents a typical pre-pandemic event in different venues

623  with the presence of one infectious person and was defined as follows:

624 e duration of the event: 2h

625 e occupancy: 100%

626 e activity level: sedentary, passive
627 e SARS-CoV?2 variant: wild-type
628 e no face coverings

629 For surgical masks, a penetration efficiency of 0.35 (65%) was assumed, i.e. 35% of exhaled particles
630  still pass through the mask when both infectious (mask exhalation efficiency 50% (0.5)) and
631  susceptible persons (mask inhalation efficiency 30% (0.7)) wear a mask. A filtration efficiency of
632  99.96% (0.04) was assumed for a well-fitting FFP2 mask.
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