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Summary 45 

Background 46 

An ongoing outbreak of a novel coronavirus disease (COVID-19) was first reported in December 47 

2019 in Wuhan city, Hubei Province, and has spread throughout China and to other countries. On 48 

23 January 2020, in an attempt to contain the epidemic, non-essential travel was prohibited in and 49 

out of Wuhan city, a major transport hub and conurbation of 11 million people. Since then China 50 

has implemented nationwide its highest level (Level 1) of emergency response to further contain 51 

the spread of infection within and among cities. 52 

 53 

Methods 54 

We used generalized linear regression models to investigate the effect of the type and timing of 55 

transmission control measures on the spread of COVID-19 from Wuhan city, and on the growth of 56 

the epidemic in 296 other cities across China. In addition to the Wuhan city shutdown, as part of 57 

the emergency response, entertainment venues were closed, public gatherings banned, intra-city 58 

public transport (bus and subway rail) suspended, and travel to and from other cities prohibited. 59 

 60 

Findings 61 

The Wuhan city travel ban slowed the dispersal of infection to other cities by an estimated 2.91 62 

days (95% CI: 2.54-3.29) on average. Among the other urban centres across mainland China, 63 

cities that implemented control measures pre-emptively, before the first case was reported, had 37% 64 

fewer cases in the week following the first reported case (13.0, 95%CI 7.1-18.8) compared with 65 

cities starting control after the first case (20.6, 95%CI: 14.5-26.8). Among individual control 66 

measures investigated, the most effective were suspending intra-city public transport, and closing 67 

entertainment venues and banning public gatherings. 68 

 69 

Interpretation  70 

The implementation of transmission control measures slowed the dispersal of infection from its 71 

origin in Wuhan city and reduced the numbers of cases reported during the early stages of the 72 

epidemic in hundreds of other Chinese cities.  73 

 74 

Key words: 2019 novel coronavirus; interventions; Wuhan; spatiotemporal transmission; China  75 
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 77 

Research in context 78 

Evidence before the study  79 

We searched PubMed and preprint servers (medRxiv) using the terms “coronavirus”, “outbreak” 80 

and “intervention” regardless of language and date. 551 of the 571 results were unrelated to public 81 

health (“nonpharmaceutical interventions”). 13 studies of the remaining 20 studies used 82 

mathematical modelling to simulate the outbreak under various intervention scenarios; 5 were 83 

empirical analyses investigating the effect of interventions on disease in one or more cities, 84 

including the effect of traffic restrictions, school closure and influenza on the incidence of 85 

COVID-19. Two other papers evaluated the effect of transmission control measures in multiple 86 

cities on the 1918–19 influenza pandemic.  87 

 88 

Added value of this study 89 

Our study is among the first study to evaluate the effects of an unprecedented, large-scale attempt 90 

to contain a rapidly-spreading, novel viral disease (COVID-19), including shutdown of the city of 91 

origin (Wuhan, 11 million inhabitants), followed by the closure of entertainment venues, the 92 

banning of public gatherings, the suspension of within-city public transport, and prohibition of 93 

travel to and from other cities across China. The results are derived from a large, newly compiled 94 

and geocoded repository of population and epidemiological data relevant to COVID-19. 95 

 96 

Implications of all the available evidence 97 

Transmission control measures slowed the dispersal of COVID-19 from Wuhan city and reduced 98 

case numbers in hundreds of other cities as they became infected. All control measures appeared 99 

to reduce case numbers but the most effective were suspending public transport, closing 100 

entertainment venues and banning public gatherings. This analysis will help to inform the 101 

response to the epidemic in China and in other affected countries around the world.     102 

 103 

 104 

 105 
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 107 

 108 

Introduction 109 

On 31 December 2019, less than a month before the Chinese New Year (Spring Festival), a cluster 110 

of pneumonia cases caused by an unknown pathogen were reported in Wuhan City, the largest 111 

transport hub in Central China. A novel coronavirus (COVID-19) 1, 2 was identified as the 112 

etiological agent 3, 4 and human-to-human transmission of COVID-19 has been since confirmed 5, 6. 113 

The increasing movement of people for the Chinese New Year was expected to spread the virus 114 

further in China and elsewhere, and by 13 February 2020 more than 50,000 COVID-19 cases had 115 

been reported from all provinces. To prevent further diffusion of COVID-19 from its source, 116 

Wuhan prohibited all transport in and out of the city from 10:00h on 23 January. To our 117 

knowledge, this is the largest attempted movement restriction or quarantine in human history with 118 

the aim of preventing infectious disease spread. By 23 January, China had raised its public health 119 

response level to its highest state of emergency (Level 1 of 4 levels of severity in the Chinese 120 

Emergency System, defined as an “extremely serious incident”).7 Here we present a quantitative  121 

analysis of the consequences and importance of some of the transmission control measures on the 122 

ongoing spread of COVID-19 across China. 123 

 124 

As there is currently neither a vaccine nor a specific drug treatment for COVID-19, a range of 125 

public health (non-pharmaceutical) interventions has been used to control and mitigate the 126 

outbreak. To control transmission, suspected and confirmed cases have been isolated, public 127 

transport by bus and subway rail suspended, schools and entertainment venues have been closed, 128 

public gatherings banned, health checks carried out on migrants (“floating population”), travel 129 

prohibited in and out of cities, and information widely disseminated. Despite these measures, the 130 

epidemic has continued to spread geographically with mounting numbers of cases and deaths.   131 

 132 

The measurement and evaluation of the effects of large-scale interventions are crucial to guide the 133 

response to this and future epidemics 8-13. To this end we have investigated, using the largest 134 

geocoded repository of population and city-level data relevant to COVID-19, the effect of control 135 

measures on the dispersal of infection from Wuhan city and on the number of cases reported from 136 

cities across China.  137 

 138 

Methods 139 

Data sources 140 

Epidemiological and demographic data 141 

We collected raw data from the daily official reports of the health commission of 34 142 

provincial-level administrative units and 342 city-level units. Only laboratory-confirmed cases 143 

were used. We constructed a real-time database recording the date of the first reported case in all 144 

newly-infected cities with daily updates from 31 December 2019 to 6 February 2020. Population 145 

sizes for each city in 2018 were collected from the China City Statistical Yearbook 146 

(http://olap.epsnet.com.cn/). Using ArcGIS we calculated the great circle distance between Wuhan 147 

and each city reporting COVID-19 cases. The location of each city is geocoded by the latitude and 148 

longitude coordinates of the city centre.  149 

 150 
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Human mobility data 151 

Human movement can be observed directly from mobile phone data, through the location-based 152 

services (LBS) employed by popular Tencent applications, such as WeChat and QQ. Movement 153 

outflows from Wuhan City to other cities, by air, train, and road, were calculated from the 154 

migration flows database (https://heat.qq.com/) 14 over the entire 2018.  155 

 156 

Transmission control measures 157 

After the Level 1 response was imposed, suspected and confirmed cases of COVID-19 were 158 

isolated and reported immediately in all cities. Given that available data for the city-level 159 

interventions in China are largely complete, we used the data for three transmission control 160 

measures : (i) closure of entertainment venues (169 cities with active interventions, 127 inactive), 161 

(ii) suspension of intra-city public transport (89 active, 207 inactive), and (iii) prohibition of travel 162 

by any means to and from other cities (171 active, 125 inactive). Cities that had reported cases for 163 

less than 7 days were not included, a total of 45 cities (plus Wuhan) were excluded. Each city was 164 

regarded as implementing an intervention when the official policy was announced to the public. 165 

Other transmission control measures, such as delineating control areas, closure of schools, 166 

isolation of suspected and confirmed cases, disclosure of information, were not investigated in our 167 

analysis because they were reported to have been implemented in all cities uniformly and without 168 

delay. The timing of different control measures implemented in each city was recorded, including 169 

the implementation time delay since 31 December 2019; a shorter time delay corresponds to 170 

earlier implementation. 171 

 172 

Data analysis 173 

Effect of the Wuhan city shutdown on the spread of infection to other cities  174 

In order to quantify the effect of the Wuhan travel shutdown (23 January 2020) on COVID-19 175 

epidemic spread, we used data collected between 31 December 2019 and 28 January 2020. The 176 

association between distance, human movement, interventions and epidemic timing of COVID-19 177 

was assessed with a regression analysis using a General Linear Model (GLM). Among five 178 

possible regression models examined, the best model (judged by the Akaike Information Criterion) 179 

was: 180 

 181 

( ) ( )1 2 3 4 5log10 log10j j j j j jY TotalFlow Pop Lon Lat Shutdownα β β β β β= + + + + +     [1] 182 

 183 

where TotalFlowj represents the passenger volume from Wuhan City to city j by airplane, train, 184 

and road. Popj is the population in city j. Latj and Lon j represent latitude and longitude of city j. 185 

The dummy variable shutdownj is used to identify whether the arrival time of the newly infected 186 

city j is influenced by the shutdown of Wuhan, where 0 represents a “no intervention scenario” 187 

and 1 represents intervention. The dependent variable Yj is the arrival time of the epidemic in city j, 188 

which measures the spatial spread of COVID-19. The βi are the regression coefficients.  189 

 190 

Effect of transmission control measures adopted by other cities 191 

In this early evaluation, carried out as the epidemic unfolds, the effect of control was measured in 192 

terms of the total number of cases confirmed during the first week of the epidemic in each city, 193 
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starting from the day on which the first case was reported. Mann-Whitney U tests were used to 194 

compare the total numbers of cases in cities that implemented control measures before and after 195 

the first case was reported. 196 

 197 

The association between the type and timing of transmission control measure (TCM) and 198 

epidemic intensity was evaluated with a Poisson regression model. Controlling for city population 199 

size and the influx of travellers from Wuhan:  200 

 201 

log(μi) = α + Σj β1jTCMji + Σj β2jTTCMji + Σj β3TCMji × TTCMji + β4Disi + β5ArrTi [2] 202 

 203 

where i is a given city and j refers to each TCM. The dependent variable μ is the total number of 204 

cases reported during the first week of the epidemic in each city. The βi and βji are regression 205 

coefficients. The binary variable TCMj is used to identify whether the jth transmission control 206 

measure was implemented by the corresponding city (0 represents no-intervention and 1 207 

represents intervention). TTCMj represents the timing of the jth control measure. TCMj × TTCMj 208 

models the interaction between the timing and implementation of each TCM. Dis is the 209 

great-circle distance from city i to Wuhan City. ArrT is the arrival time of the epidemic in city i, 210 

which measures the spatial spread of COVID-19. The regression analysis was performed using the 211 

MASS routine in the R package (R version 3.4.0).  212 

 213 

Results 214 

Between 31 December 2019 and 6 February 2020, interventions were adopted by 342 cities in 215 

China, including Wuhan (Figure 1). In order to quantify the effect of the Wuhan travel shutdown 216 

on epidemic spread we analysed the arrival time of COVID-19 from Wuhan to each city as a 217 

function of geographic distance (between city centres) and of human movement by air, train, and 218 

road, as recorded by Tencent’s location-based services database. The dispersal of COVID-19 was 219 

rapid (Figure 2A): 262 cities reported cases within 28 days. For comparison, the influenza 220 

H1N1pdm pandemic in 2009 took 132 days to reach the same number of cities in China (Figure 221 

2A). Most cities with early arrival dates were in southeast China among which there is greater 222 

mobility and higher population density. The number of cities providing first reports of COVID-19 223 

peaked at 59 on 23 January (the day of the Wuhan travel ban).  224 

 225 

We quantified the degree to which the Wuhan city travel ban slowed disease spread (Table 1). 226 

COVID-19 arrived sooner in those cities that had larger populations and had more travellers from 227 

Wuhan. On average, the Wuhan city shutdown delayed the arrival time of COVID-19 in other 228 

cities by 2.91 days (95%CI 2.54-3.29 days). Without the shutdown, the expected arrival time of 229 

COVID-19 from Wuhan would have been 22.3 days (95%CI 20.6-24.0 days) from 31 December 230 

2019 (Figure 2B). More than 130 cities, covering more than half the geographic area and 231 

population of China, benefited from this intervention (Fig. 2C). 232 

 233 

Table 2 shows the timing and implementation of transmission control measures in the 342 cities. 234 

Each city adopted at least one category of control measure and 136 cities applied all three 235 

measures (Figure 3). School closure combined with the isolation of suspected and confirmed 236 

patients and with the disclosure of information was implemented in all 342 cities. Public 237 
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gatherings were banned and entertainment venues closed in 220 cities (64.3%). Intra-city public 238 

transport was suspended in 136 cities (39.7%) and inter-city travel prohibited by 219 cities 239 

(64.0%).  240 

 241 

Cities that implemented a Level 1 response (any combination of control measures) before the first 242 

case was confirmed had 37% fewer cases in the week following that first case (13.0 cases, 95%CI: 243 

7.1-18.8, n=125) compared with cities that started control after the first case was confirmed (20.6 244 

cases, 95%CI: 14.5-26.8, n=171) (U=8197 z=-3.4, P<0.01; Figures 4 and 5). Cities that suspended 245 

intra-city public transport and/or closed entertainment venues and banned public gatherings, and 246 

did so sooner, reported, fewer cases during the first week (Table 3). There is no evidence that the 247 

prohibition of travel between cities, which was implemented after the Wuhan shutdown on 23 248 

January, reduced the number of cases in other cities across China (Table 3).   249 

 250 

Discussion 251 

This is the first study, to our knowledge, to evaluate the effects of an unprecedented and 252 

large-scale attempt to contain the spread of COVID-19. Interventions included shutdown of the 253 

city of origin (Wuhan), followed by the closure of entertainment venues, the suspension of 254 

within-city public transport, and prohibition of travel to and from 341 other cities across China.    255 

 256 

These results are derived from a large geocoded repository of population and epidemiological data 257 

relevant to COVID-19. They suggest that the combination of transmission control measures 258 

slowed the dispersal of COVID-19 from Wuhan city and reduced the numbers of cases reported in 259 

hundreds of other Chinese cities in the first week after those cities had recorded their first 260 

COVID-19 cases. All control measures had significant effects within cities but the most effective, 261 

according to this analysis, were suspending public transport and closing entertainment venues. 262 

These control measures may not have reduced the overall size of the epidemic, but they did give 263 

some extra time to reinforce the response.  264 

 265 

At least three caveats must be attached to this early evaluation of control measures. First, we 266 

cannot prove that the control measures investigated here caused the reported effects because these 267 

interventions may have stimulated other unrecorded behavioural changes that mitigated the spread 268 

of infection. Second, we could not investigate the effects of control measures that were said to 269 

have been implemented uniformly and without delay in all cities. Among these were: the 270 

identification of affected areas in cities, school closures, and the isolation of suspects and other 271 

patients with infectious diseases. Third, the interventions that we could investigate explained only 272 

part of the variation in case numbers reported among Chinese cities. Further data and analysis are 273 

therefore needed in order to distinguish the impact of individual control measures, and to 274 

understand the causes of the remaining variation.  275 

 276 

Urbanization and the development of rapid transport systems in China15-18 probably accelerated 277 

the spread of COVID-19 across China, as suggested by the comparatively slow dispersal of 278 

pandemic influenza H1N1pdm in 2009. The control measures reported here have significantly 279 

slowed the COVID-19 epidemic, but additional measures are clearly needed, including more rapid 280 

detection and isolation of patients with any signs or symptoms (rather than waiting for a 281 

 . CC-BY 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)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted February 18, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.01.30.20019844doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.01.30.20019844
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


8 

 

confirmed diagnosis), more intensive contact tracing, and the rapid detection of cases as they 282 

appear in new locations in China. 283 
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Table 1. Estimating the impact of the Wuhan travel ban on COVID-19 disersal to other cities in 340 

China. 341 

 342 

Covariates Coefficient 95% CI P 

(Intercept) 25.95 (23.43, 28.48) <0.01 

Longitude -0.03 (-0.05, -0.01) <0.01 

Latitude 0.03 (0.01, 0.06) <0.05 

log10.Population -0.70 (-1.12, -0.28) <0.01 

log10.Total flow -0.12 (-0.22, -0.02) <0.05 

Shutdown intervention (days) 2.91 (2.54, 3.29) <0.01 

 343 

 344 

 345 

  346 
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Table 2. Summary of interventions and their timing across 342 cities. 347 

 348 

 349 

*Interventions implemented immediately were not included in the regression analysis.  350 

‡Summary statistics reported for timing are mean and standard deviation. 351 

 352 

  353 

Level 1 response to major public health emergencies 

Number of cities 

implementing 

control measures 

Average lags (days) 

between 

implementation and 

31 December 2019‡ 

Identify the affected area of a city* 342 0 

Close schools* 342 0 

Close entertainment venues and ban public gatherings 220 27.17 (2.82) 

Isolate patients with infectious diseases* 342 0 

Isolate suspected patients* 342 0 

Suspend intra-city public transport (bus and subway) 136 29.00 (2.60) 

Prohibit inter-city travel 219 27.86 (1.49) 

Collect, evaluate, report and publish information on 

public health emergencies daily* 
342 0 

Assist subdistrict, township (town), neighbourhood and  

village committee staff* 
342 25.32 (1.07) 
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Table 3. Effect of the type and timing of transmission control measures. 354 

 355 

Covariates Coefficient 95% CI P 

(Intercept) -8.51 (-9.04, -7.96) <0.01 

Arrival time* 0.38 (0.37, 0.40) <0.01 

Distance to Wuhan City (Log10)    0.66 (0.55, 0.78) <0.01 

Suspend intra-city public transport    

Implementation (binary) -3.94 (-4.75, -3.13) <0.01 

Timing (continuous) -0.04 (-0.05, -0.04) <0.01 

Implementation × Timing (interaction) 0.18 (0.15, 0.21) <0.01 

Prohibit inter-city travel    

Implementation  2.84 (1.80, 3.89) <0.01 

Timing 0.005 (-0.0005, 0.011)  0.07 

Implementation × Timing -0.09 (-0.13, -0.05) <0.01 

Close entertainment venues    

Implementation  -4.39 (-5.10, -3.67) <0.01 

Timing 0.04 (0.03, 0.04) <0.01 

Implementation × Timing 0.13 (0.10, 0.16) <0.01 

*Arrival time is defined as the number of days between 31 December 2019 and the date of the first 356 

confirmed case in a city. 357 

 358 

 359 

  360 
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 361 

Figure 1 Timeline of implementation of transmission control measures against COVID-19 in 362 

China. 363 

 364 

  365 
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 366 

 367 

 368 

Figure 2 Spatial diffusion of COVID-19 in China. (A) Cumulative number of cities reporting 369 

disease by 28 January 2020. Arrival days, defined as the time interval (days) from the date of the 370 

first case in the first infected city (Wuhan) to the date of the first case in each newly infected city 371 

(a total of 262 cities), to characterize the inter-city transmission rate of COVID-19 and 372 

2009-H1N1pdm, respectively. Dashed line shows the date of Wuhan shutdown. (B) Before (blue) 373 

and after (red) the intervention. The blue line and points show the fitted regression of arrival times 374 

up to the shutdown on day 24 (23 January, vertical dashed line). Grey points show the expected 375 

arrival times after day 24, without the shutdown. The red line and points show the fitted regression 376 

of delayed arrival times after the shutdown on day 24. Each observation (point) represents one city. 377 

Error bars give ±2 standard deviations. (C) Map of arrival time delayed by the shutdown of 378 

Wuhan. Colors represent the change in arrival time (days) after 23 January. The arrival time is 379 

estimated using the data before the shutdown of Wuhan. (D) Human movement outflows from 380 

Wuhan city to other cities in 2018. The warmer and thick lines denote higher volume of outflows 381 

(high-connectivity) while the cool and thin lines denote a lower volume of outflows 382 

(low-connectivity). 383 

 384 

 385 
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 387 

388 

  389 

Figure 3 Transmission control measures and the epidemic intensity in each city of China. Colors, 390 

from dark to light, represent the time lag between timing of implementation and 31 December 391 

2019, from low to high. Epidemic intensity is defined as the total number of cases in each city 392 

during the first week after the first case was reported in that city.  393 

 394 
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 396 

 397 

Figure 4 Percentage of cities that implemented transmission control measures before (blue) or on 398 

the same day or after (orange) the first case was reported. 399 

 400 

  401 
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 402 

 403 

 404 

Figure 5 The effect of the timing of transmission control measures on the total number of cases 405 

reported during the first week in each city. Each point represents a city that implemented control 406 

measures before (blue) or on the same day or after the first case was reported (orange).  407 

 408 

 409 
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