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1. Model uncertainties1

The output of the REI is a dose value of RNAcopies that deposit onto the2

respiratory tract of a susceptible individual (for brevity we will term this the3

inhaled dose). The number of viral genome copies (RNAcopies) is propor-4

tional to the number of viable virion, but the ratio of RNAcopies to viable5

virion is unknown. Whether the deposited virion then leads to an infec-6

tion in the susceptible individual depends upon the dose response – another7

unknown quantity, and the susceptibility of the individual to infection.8

1.1. Uncertainty in dose response9

There is currently no dose–response curve for SARS-CoV-2, however a10

number of studies have used a proposed dose curve for SARS-CoV-1, which11

is a typical coronavirus dose curve [1, 2, 3]. This dose curve was generated12

from inoculating four groups of transgenic mice (mice genetically modified13

to express the the human protein that is the receptor for the SARS-CoV-114

virus). The dose response curve was fitted to data from these four groups,15

in three of which all of the mice became infected and in one group a third of16

mice become infected. This is a limited data set for curve fitting, although it17

is sufficient to assume that the dose curve is exponential rather than a Beta-18

Poisson distribution. It should be noted that the dose response of humans19

may vary significantly from that of transgenic mice.20

Dose curves are fitted to low PFU but there is usually limited data at21

very low doses. Therefore, the dose-response relationship is highly uncertain22

at low doses and infection probabilities. This is important because, when23

considering a large population, even very low probabilities of infection could24
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lead to a significant number of infected people – and it may well be an25

overestimation if the dose-response curve at very low level of virus is not26

representative.27

In another study Schijven et al. determined a model that 1440 RNAcopies28

was required to lead to an infection, drawing assumptions from the proportion29

of isolated cultured SARS-CoV-2 (ie not collected from patient swabs) needed30

to infect a cell culture line to calculate a PFU and then deriving an infectious31

dose from a dose curve for human coronavirus 229E of 1,440 RNAcopies32

[4]. Uncertainties are that SARS-CoV-2 isolate unlikely to be comparable33

to SARS-CoV-2 collected from patient samples eg swabs. The response of34

a cell culture is unlikely to be comparable to a respiratory tract, mucosal35

membranes and innate immunity of a human. The dose curve for 229E may36

also be different to that for SARS-CoV-2.37

There are challenges and uncertainties in the assumptions used to gener-38

ate infective dose-response curves for SARS-CoV-2 and as these uncertainties39

are not easily measurable, there will be unknown uncertainties in calculating40

the probability of infection using such assumptions.41

1.2. Uncertainty in viral load42

It has been well established that the viral load of an infector increases from43

the date of infection and is highest just before or at the onset of symptoms,44

and as the disease progresses the viral load begins to reduce (within the45

first week of symptom onset) [5, 6]. Viral load at any stage of infection46

also varies between individuals, which increases the uncertainty in this value47

[7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12]. Some studies use reported cycle threshold values from48

real time reverse transcription quantitative polymerase chain reaction (RT49
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qPCR) nasopharyngeal (NP) swabs to infer the viral load in respiratory fluid,50

however this method assumes a direct correlation between the swab viral load51

and the respiratory fluid viral load [13, 14]. RT qPCR is semi-quantitative52

in that the number of cycles required to provide a positive signal for SARS-53

CoV-2 genome is proportional to the starting amount of viral genome in54

the sample. The greater the number of amplification cycles required, the55

lower the starting amount of viral genome. A calibrated standard curve56

can then be used to estimate the starting amount of viral genomic material.57

However, the standard curve varies between test assays and different RT58

qPCR thermal cyclers. This method assumes a complete doubling of genetic59

material at each cycle, and because of the logarithmic relationship, the errors60

in calculating the starting genomic material for low cycle counts are orders61

of magnitude higher than those with high cycle counts. Additionally, the62

estimated concentration of genomic material per unit volume is related to63

the amount of genomic material in the buffer solution used in the assay,64

not necessarily the amount in the patients respiratory fluid if data is from65

NP swabs. The amount of genomic material added to the buffer solution is66

dependent on not only the viral load of the patient, but also the quality of67

NP sample collection, which is highly variable. Therefore, it is not possible68

to determine absolute values of the viral load in patient’s respiratory fluid69

using this method, although it is indicative of a range of variability – much70

of which is likely to be proportional to the viral load of the individual at71

the time the sample was collected. While it is somewhat correlated, recent72

data suggests that the viral load of NP swabs may not reflect the amount73

of infectious material present [10]. However, it is important to note that74
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there are wide variations in the measured genomic material in NP swabs75

and that viral load in respiratory fluid is likely to vary over several orders of76

magnitude, although absolute values and proportions are not determinable77

with current data.78

The RT-qPCR process also only amplifies a small section of viral genome79

and is representative of viral genomic material in the original sample. Some of80

this genomic material will be fragments, and therefore quantities of genomic81

material are not representative of the number of viable virions in the original82

sample, although likely to be proportional to, and there is some evidence83

in the literature to suggest there is some correlation between Ct values and84

infectious virus [6]. Additionally, one study of the influenza virus showed85

that the viral load in NP swabs was not a significant predictor of aerosol86

shedding [15]. In other studies the SARS-CoV-2 viral load of saliva has been87

estimated using qRT-PCR that also show wide variability of several orders88

of magnitude, although it is unknown if the saliva viral load is the same as89

the viral concentration in the fluid of the respiratory tract[16].90

1.2.1. Viral load in aerosols91

If the viral load in respiratory fluid could be determined it is currently92

unclear whether the viral concentration in respiratory aerosols and droplets93

is uniformly distributed. Some studies suggest that the amount of virion in94

smaller aerosols (< 1µm) is higher than would be expected given the viral95

concentration in the respiratory fluid [17, 18] and that there may be more96

genomic material in the smallest aerosols [19]. There is also high variability97

in the total volume of aerosols generated per unit volume of exhaled breath98

between individuals, which is especially true for breathing and is dependent99
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upon the respiratory activity and respiratory capacity (e.g. talking, singing)100

[20, 21, 22, 23]. A recent study from Coleman et al. [19] has detected SARS-101

CoV-2 genomic material in expirated aerosols from some Covid patients,102

although 41% percent of patients exhaled no detectable genomic material.103

Singing and talking generally produced more genomic material than breath-104

ing, but there was large variability between patients. This suggests that res-105

piratory activities that have previously been shown to increase aerosol mass,106

also increase the amount of viral genomic material, although in this study107

the viral concentration in aerosols cannot be determined because the mass108

of aerosols generated was not measured. It also shows that the variability in109

the amount of genomic material measured in expirated aerosols is consistent110

with the variability of viral loads as measured by swabs and saliva [19]. Sim-111

ilarly Adenaiye et al. have also detected genomic material in aerosols from112

patients infected with SARS-CoV-2 providing a sampled of exhaled air with113

some talking and singing. Genomic material was most likely to be detected in114

exhaled aerosols when the viral load of saliva or Mid-turbinate swabs (MTS)115

was high (> 108RNAcopies and > 106 for MTS and saliva samples respec-116

tively). Additionally they were also able to culture viable virus from < 2%117

of fine aerosol samples (although one culture positive sample was from a fine118

aerosol sample which has a less than Limit Of Detection amount of genomic119

material as measured by RT-PCR, so could be an artefact). Providing some120

evidence to support the epidemiological evidence that viable virus can exist121

in exhaled aerosols [24].122

Buonanno et al., although noting that there are no values available in the123

literature, propose a method to convert viral load to quanta emission rate124
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(where a quantum is defined as the dose of airborne droplet nuclei required to125

cause infection in 63% of susceptible people) using a value for PFUper quanta126

derived from Watanabe et al., see Section 1.1, and RNAcopies per PFU from127

Fear et al. - values derived from stock SARS-CoV-2 created from Vero E6128

cells, values which may well not reflect the quanta emission rate in an infected129

person [25, 1, 26]. There is likely much uncertainty in this method and how130

representative it is of infector viral emission rates.131

1.3. Estimating viral emission from viral load132

Although we have a range of viral loads for infectors in RNAcopies per133

ml, estimating how that relates to the emisison of rnac per unit time is134

challenging due to the uncertainties listed, however, if we assume that the135

RNAcopies concentration is constant in aerosols and NP swabs we can use136

the assumptions of Jones et al. [27] to convert a NP viral load into a viral137

shedding rate. This methodology is derived from the aerosol volume distri-138

bution of different respiratory activities from Morawskwa et al. and is similar139

to that used by Lelieveld et al. [28, 23]. Table 1 shows that for a viral load of140

107RNAcopies perml this would assume the RNAcopies shedding per hour,141

and for comparison median values from Coleman et al. study are given, in142

which the measured collected RNAcopies were from Covid patients with a143

median Ct of 16 from the patient’s diagnostic sample [19].144

145
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Table 1: Estimated RNAcopies shedding rates from an infector with a viral load of
107RNAcopies perml compared to measured RNAcopies shedding rates from patients
with a median Ct of 16 as measured by Coleman et al. *value calculated from breathing

and talking values

estimated measured median

RNAcopiesh−1 RNAcopiesh−1

Breathing 203 127

Voiced counting (talking) 967 1912

Vocalisation (singing) 6198 2856

Breathing:talking 25:75 394 573*

Additionally a recent pre-print from Adenaiye et al. has also measured146

viral genome in patients, infected with SARS-CoV-2 alpha variant, breath-147

ing with some talking in coarse ( 5µm) and fine (≤ 5µm) aerosols with a148

total geometric mean of 1440 RNAcopiesh−1 (with a maximum of 3 x 105149

RNAcopiesh−1) [24]. Although this is more than the estimated values in150

Table 1, the viral load as measured by genome copies from Mid-turbinate151

swabs (MTS) was generally orders of magnitude higher than 107.152

In the measured data we don’t know the relationship between the PCR153

cycle threshold and the patient viral load in RNAcopies/ml, however the cal-154

culated shedding rate of viral genome for a viral load of 107RNAcopies perml155

is a reasonable fit to the Coleman et al. and Adenaiye et al. data.156

Other studies have suggested that genome emission rates of patients could157

be of the order of 106RNAcopiesh−1. Miller et al. derived this value from158

RNAcopies measured in small hospital rooms containing Covid patients (here159

the air sampling equipment is located quite close to the patient and some160

observation that patients face turned to face collector for some samples) [29,161
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14]. Whilst Ma et al. collected viral genome in exhaled breath of patients that162

would suggest patients exhaled in the region of 7x104 to 7x106 RNAcopies per163

hour, though in this study the collection mechanism involved exhaling into a164

small straw–like tube for 5 minutes, which could also become contaminated165

with viral laden saliva, thus over estimating the viral load of the exhaled166

breath [30]. Although these exhaled rates of viral genome are much greater167

than those collected by Coleman et al., Miller et al. notes that suggests that168

around 1 : 1000 genome copies are likely to be infectious virion [31, 14].169

Adenaiye et al. suggest that from MTS there is around 1 : 104 viable virus170

per measured genome copies[24]. For this study we have made the assumption171

that all genome copies are viable virion, which either over-estimates the likely172

infectiousness if using the Coleman et al. data, or is similar to the Miller et173

al. assumptions if the viable virion shedding rate is in the order of 1000174

virion per hour.175

For the proportion of persons infected analysis, the inhaled dose is calcu-176

lated for all viral loads, it should be noted that the calculated RNAcopies177

shedding rate is assumed to scale linearly with viral load per ml of respi-178

ratory fluids, such that a viral load of 108RNAcopies/ml would have ten179

fold greater RNAcopies shedding rates per hour. For comparison, given180

a viral shedding of 394 RNAcopies per hour (assumed for a viral load of181

107RNAcopies/ml) would lead to an individual inhaled dose of around 2.2182

and 0.2 RNAcopies for the Small Office and Big Office scenarios respectively.183

1.3.1. Comparison of viral emission from literature184

Extrapolating data for viral shedding rates from the literature is challeng-185

ing as often the estimated doses and the probability of infection do not align186
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with epidemiological evidence. Chen et al. suggests that the upper limit for187

the total virion shedding rate for moderate talking is 6000 virions per hour.188

This includes droplets up to 100µm and so we assume the evaporation and189

suspension of all these droplets in the air, although it is unlikely. Given a190

600m3 20 person office at 10 l s−1 per person with an infected person shed-191

ding at 100 virions per minute we would expect < 10 virions to deposit in the192

respiratory tract of a susceptible person over an 8 hour day, which, from the193

DeDiego et al. SARS-CoV-1 dose curve, is unlikely to lead to an infection.194

This suggests that if the upper limit of viral shedding is unlikely to result195

in an infection, than the more likely lower viral shedding rates will be even196

more unlikely to give rise to infection [32, 12].197

Using the shedding rate of 6000 virions per hour for the Skagit choir198

(Miller et al. [14] suggest shedding at 1000 virions per hour would be a rea-199

sonable estimate for this scenario) we expect a susceptible person to have200

about 7 virions deposit in their respiratory tract over a 2.5 hour practice pe-201

riod. Using the SARS-CoV-1 dose curve, this gives a probability of infection202

of 0.02. Given that the secondary attack rate at the Skagit choir was over203

85%, this would suggest that either the k value in the SARS-CoV-2 dose204

curve (see Equation 2) is much smaller than that predicted for SARS-CoV-1205

or these models have used assumptions that have under estimated the virion206

shedding rate, even for the high viral emitter considered here.207

Alternatively, the quanta metric could be used because it captures the208

effects of virion shedding and the dose curve by associating secondary trans-209

mission in a particular transmission event. The quanta for the Skagit event210

is calculated by Miller et al., where the dose is likely to be 1.19±0.48 quanta.211
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Using the Wells-Riley model gives a probability of transmission of between212

0.51 and 0.81. This suggests that the quanta method is a better fit in this213

Skagit choir scenario, although this is to be expected because the quanta214

emission rate is exclusively derived from the number of secondary transmis-215

sion events that occurred during the scenario.216

If we use the Skagit quanta emission rate in another scenario, say a UK217

junior school classroom described by Jones et al. [27], then it is possible to218

conclude the following: the emission rate for singing is 970 ± 390 q h−1 but219

assume a 30-fold reduction for aerosol emission when breathing and assume220

a child breath rate (qsus) of 0.44m
3 h−1, then the dose over a 7 hour exposure221

period is 0.77±0.31 quanta, giving a probability of infection between 0.37 and222

0.66. Although transmission events do occur in school classrooms, there isn’t223

evidence to suggest such high rates of secondary far-field transmission occur224

regularly. Secondary attack rates (for all routes of transmission) amongst225

primary pupils have been recorded at less than 1% [33] (although more recent226

observations on infection rates amongst UK school age children in Autumn227

2021 suggests secondary attack rates are likely to be higher than this for the228

Delta variant, however, still not at probability of infection between 0.37 and229

0.66 [34]). This suggests that the quanta emission rate (as estimated in the230

Skagit Choir scenario) is either extremely unlikely or it scenario-specific and231

so it is inappropriate to use a quanta emission rate determined from a single232

scenario and apply to another. Sze et al. also covers uncertainties in the use233

of quanta models [35].234
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2. Results and discussion: Effect of varying model assumptions on235

PPI236

In addition to the results reported in the main paper, here we report237

the effect of various model assumptions on the PPI and TR. All standard238

scenario inputs are given in Tables 2 and 3.239

Table 2: Scenario inputs and calculations of individual risk.

Big Office Small Office
Reference Comparator

Number of occupants, N 50 5
Space Volume, V (m3) 1500 150
Per capita volume, V N−1 (m3 per person) 30 30
Air flow rate, ψV (l s−1) 500 50
Air change rate, ψ (h−1) 1.2
Removal rate, ϕ (h−1) 2.26 2.26
Equivalent ventilation rate , ϕV (l s−1) 942 94.2
Exposure time, T (h) 8 8
Dose constant, k [32] 410 410
Viable fraction, v (%) 100 100
Viral load (RNAcopies perml) [36] 107 107

Respiratory activity, breathing:talking (%) 75:25 75:25
Viral emission rate, G (RNAcopies per hour) 394 394
Respiratory rate, qsus (m

3h−1) 0.56 0.56
Community infection rate, C 1:100 1:100
Dose, D (viable virions inhaled) 0.245 2.450
REI 1 10
All values converted to SI units before application.

2.1. Dose curve constant k240

Figure 1 shows that when the dose k values are low (< 50) then the PPI241

begins to increase rapidly as lower doses are required to result in a significant242

proportion of susceptibles in a scenario population becoming infected. The243
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Table 3: Scenario inputs and calculations of population risk.

Big Office Small Office
Reference Comparator

Viral load [36]
(RNAcopies perml) LN(2.1× 109,2.0× 1010)
P (R) (%) 0.062 0.620
P (I = 0) (%) 61 95
P (0 < I < N) (%) 39 5
Ī 1.27 1.02
P (S) (%) 39 5
PPI (%) 1.59 0.43
TR 0.27
LN, log-normal(µ,σ)

All values converted to SI units before application.

rate of increase in PPI is greater in Big Office due to the larger population of244

susceptibles. This results demonstrate that the dynamics of the dose response245

are important in understanding the PPI and more work is required to better246

understand these characteristics for SARS-CoV-2. Epidemiological evidence247

can provide some illumination as to what bounds values of k with respect to248

measured far-field transmission rates in indoor scenarios.249

2.2. Virion viability250

In our study, we take the conservative assumption that all viral genome251

copies (RNAcopies) in an inhaled dose are viable virions. The actual pro-252

portion it more likely to be orders of magnitude lower, with estimates in the253

literature of a range of 1 : 100 to 1 : 10000 of viable virions to RNAcopies.254

Miller et al. suggests that around 1 : 1000 genome copies are likely to be in-255

fectious virion whilst Adenaiye et al. suggest that from mid-turbinate swabs256

there is around 1 : 104 viable virus per measured genome copies[14, 24].257
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Figure 1: The effect of increasing the dose curve constant, k, on the Big OfficePPI
(green), Small OfficePPI (red) and the TR (black). As k increases the size of the inhaled

dose needed to give an equivalent probability of infection increases. All values are
illustrative.

Figure 2: The effect of increasing the virion viability on the Big OfficePPI (green), Small
OfficePPI (red) and the TR (black). As the proportion of RNAcopies in the inhaled

dose that are viable of virions increase, the probability of infection increases. All values
are illustrative.
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Figure 2 shows the PPI in both Big Office and Small Office reduces ss258

the proportion of viable virions decreases. Whilst the TR decreases, the259

ratio of Small Office to Big Office remains above 2, but the absolute values260

of PPI become very low as virion viability < 1%, suggesting that far-field261

transmission, given the assumptions in Tables 2 and 3, is very unlikely if262

virion viability is low.263

2.3. Viral Load of infected264

Figure 3: The effect of increasing the mode viral load of the infected population on the
Big Office PPI (green), Small Office PPI (red) and the TR (black). As the mode viral
load of the infectors increases, the emission rate of RNAcopies increases, resulting in an

increase in dose and PPI . All values are illustrative.

The inhaled dose is also a function of the viral load distribution within265

the infected population. We assume that it is log normally distributed with266

a mean of µ = 2.1×109 and a standard deviation of σ = 2.0×1010. Figure 3267

shows the change in the probability of transmission and the TR when the268
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mean log value of the distribution is varied between 5 and 9. When the mean269

is low, the probability of one or more infectors having a sufficiently high270

emission rate to lead to the inhaltion of an infective dose is very low, ie when271

µ = 5. Conversely, increasing the probability of the infectors having a high272

viral load (by increasing µ) rapidly increases the probability of transmission273

in both scenarios, and an increase in the TR.274

2.4. Space Volume per person275

Figure 4: The effect of increasing the per capita space volume, V , in the Big Office on
the PPI (green) and the TR (black) when the per capita space volume in the Small

Office is constant. All values are illustrative.

Figure 4 shows that increasing the per capita space volume in the Big276

Office when the per capita space volume in the Small Office, while maintain-277

ing a constant per capita ventilation in both spaces has a similar effect to278

increasing the per capita ventilation. This is because the dose is inversely279

proportional to volume. Furthermore, the product of the space volume and280
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the total removal rate, ϕV , is proportional to the concentration of the virus281

in the air and, therefore, the dose. The per capita ventilation rate is constant282

in both spaces and so the air change rate in the Big Office decreases as its283

volume increases. However, this reduction is offset by the surface deposition284

and biological decay rates, which remain constant and have a greater effect285

on the value of the equivalent ventilation rate, ψ V , as the space volume286

increases.287

Equation 1 assumes a steady-state concentration of the virus has been288

reached based on the assumption that the exposure time, T , is significant.289

However, the time taken to reach the steady-state concentration in large290

spaces may be significant and affects the dose over shorter exposure periods.291

This is an example of the reservoir effect, the ability of indoor air to act as292

a fresh-air reservoir and absorb the impact of contaminant emissions. The293

greater the space volume, the greater the effect. These factors highlight the294

benefits of increasing the per capita space volume.295

2.5. Exposure Time296

Increasing exposure time when an infected person is present in the space297

for a significant period of time the exponent of Equation 1 becomes relatively298

small so that e−ϕT → 0 and the inhaled dose is approximately proportional299

to the exposure time, however, the effect of the dose curve relationship means300

that PPI is not directly proportional to exposure time. Reducing the expo-301

sure time from 12 to 4 hours will reduce the probability of an inhaled dose302

leading to infection from relatively low viral load infectors, but will have less303

effect on the higher viral load infectors. It is only when exposure times be-304

come very short that the PPI reduces rapidly due to the reduced probability305
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Figure 5: The effect of increasing the exposure time on the Big Office PPI (green), Small
Office PPI (red) and the TR (black). As the exposure time increases, the dose increases,

resulting in an increase in PPI . All values are illustrative.

of even the higher viral load infectors delivering a dose likley to lead to infec-306

tion, (as this study assumes steady state, this rate of reduction will be more307

pronounced when considering the reservoir effect) this is consistent with the308

findings of Miller et al. in the requirement for reduced exposure time, as well309

as improved ventilation to significantly reduce the risk of transmission in the310

case of the Skagit choir superspreading event [14].311

3. Rapid Antigen Testing312

Lateral flow testing uses a rapid lateral flow device (LFD) based on col-313

loidal gold immunochromatography designed to detect the presence of SARS-314

CoV-2 nucleocapsid antigens in nasopharyngeal swabs. These tests are not315

as sensitive as PCR tests in detecting the presence of SARS-CoV-2, but they316

have been demonstrated to have a good ability at detecting higher viral loads317
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in infectors [37, 38]. Because the results of our analysis demonstrates that318

the higher viral emissions are responsible for the greater PPI we consider319

the effect of a scenario where widespread adoption of LFD use is success-320

ful in identifying individuals with high viral load and removing them from321

the scenario. The distribution of viral loads of infectors is assumed to be322

log normally distributed with a mean of µ = 2.1x109 and a standard devi-323

ation of σ = 2.0 × 1010, then the proportion of individuals with viral loads324

greater than 109RNAcopies perml is about 9%. We can assume a propor-325

tion of these are removed from the Small Office and Big Office scenarios and326

consider the effects on the PPI given the assumptions in Table 2. The prob-327

ability of viral load, P (L) when V L > 109RNAcopies/ml is multiplied by328

1− LFDeffectiveness where the effectiveness is assumed to be 70%, Figure 6.329

These results show that LFD could be an effective measure to reduce the330

PPI , reducing both the absolute PPI in Big Office (from 1.59 to 0.60) and331

Small Office(from 0.43 to 0.22), as well as the TR. However, with a C of332

1 : 100, persons with a viral load greater than 109RNAcopies/ml represent333

around 0.09% of the total population, so although LFD could be an effective334

method of removing the highest viral loads from a scenario, a lot of lateral335

flow tests need to be conducted to capture every high viral load infector.336

4. Alternative assumptions, lower virion viability and higher mode337

viral load338

As detailed previously, the assumptions used in the main paper with339

respect to how RNAcopies represent viable virions is highly conservative,340

and so below we use a more realistic value of 1% RNAcopies as representing341
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Figure 6: An indication of the relationship between the proportion of a population
infected for a particular viral load when the community infection rate is C = 1% and

where LFD that are 70% effective at removing infectors with viral loads greater than 109

RNAcopies per ml. The area under the curve represents the total proportion of people
infected for the Small Office (red) and the Big Office (green). All values are illustrative.
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viable virions. Additionally we also consider that the mode value for viral342

load is 108 RNAcopies per ml, to represent a potential increase in viral load343

that could be the result of a variant of SARS-CoV-2, see Tables 4 and 5.344

Figure 7 shows how the reduction in virion viability shifts the Big Office345

and Small Office dose curves to the right of the graph as greater viral emission346

is required to result in a dose of viable virion likely to give rise to an infection.347

The viral load and the probability that a single has that viral load, P (L),348

is also shifted to the right. The dashed vertical lines show the viral load349

required to give a 50% probability that the dose will lead to an infection for350

each scenario, P (R) = 50%. The area under the blue curve to the right of351

each vertical line is the probability that the viral load of the infected person352

leads to P (R) ≥ 50%. The probability is much smaller for the Big Office,353

which has the lower REI. This probability that an infected person has a viral354

load that leads to P (R) ≥ 50% is small, suggesting that the most likely355

outcome is P (R) ≤ 50%.356

The effect of varying assumptions on the shape of the plotted PPI curves357

have been described in detail in the main paper and above 2. In Figures 8358

and 9 the affect on PPI and TR is shown for the assumptions made in the359

main paper (on the left) with the higher modal viral load and lower virion360

viability (on the right). The effect on the absolute values is pronounced due361

to the reduced virion viability assumption, and given these assumptions the362

PPI is very low, suggesting that far field transmission is likely to be rare and363

efforts taken to minimise TR should consider the absolute improvements in364

PPI when assessing the benefits in TR reduction compared to the costs of,365

for example, the increased energy use needed to increase ventilation above366
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current guidance. It is important to note how changes in assumptions needed367

to estimate viral emission rates have large impacts on absolute values of PPI368

and thus the uncertainty in these assumptions needs to be considered when369

interpreting comparisons.370

Table 4: Scenario inputs and calculations of individual risk.

Big Office Small Office
Reference Comparator

Number of occupants, N 50 5
Space Volume, V (m3) 1500 150
Per capita volume, V N−1 (m3 per person) 30 30
Air flow rate, ψV (l s−1) 500 50
Air change rate, ψ (h−1) 1.2 1.2
Removal rate, ϕ (h−1) 2.26 2.26
Equivalent ventilation rate , ϕV (l s−1) 942 94.2
Exposure time, T (h) 8 8
Dose constant, k [32] 410 410
Viable fraction, v (%) 1 1
Viral load (RNAcopies perml) [36] 108 108

Respiratory activity, breathing:talking (%) 75:25 75:25
Viral emission rate, G (RNAcopies per hour) 394 394
Respiratory rate, qsus (m

3h−1) 0.56 0.56
Community infection rate, C 1:100 1:100
Dose, D (viable virions inhaled) 0.002 0.025
REI 1 10
All values converted to SI units before application.

For this analysis we make the assumption that 1% of genome copies371

(RNAcopies) represent viable virions, which is a more realistic magnitude to372

assume given the literature373
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Figure 7: An indication of the relationship between the viral load, L, and the consequent
probability of infection, P (R), in the Big Office (green) and Small Office (red) for a

susceptible occupant, and the probability of a single infected person having a viral load,
P (L), (blue). Dashed vertical lines indicate the viral load required for P (R) = 50%.
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Table 5: Scenario inputs and calculations of population risk.

Big Office Small Office
Reference Comparator

Viral load [36]
(RNAcopies perml) LN(2.7× 1010,3.6× 1011)
P (R) (%) 0.062 0.620
P (I = 0) (%) 61 95
P (0 < I < N) (%) 39 5
Ī 1.27 1.02
P (S) (%) 39 5
PPI (%) 0.241 0.119
TR 0.49
LN, log-normal(µ,σ)

All values converted to SI units before application.
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(a) Big Office Ventilation (b) Big Office Ventilation

(c) Big Office Space volume (d) Big Office Space volume

(e) Exposure time (f) Exposure time

(g) Dose constant k (h) Dose constant k

Figure 8: The effect of modulating assumption values on the Big Office PPI (green),
Small Office PPI (red) and the TR (black). Left hand images the modal viral load

assumed to be 107 RNAcopies per ml and virion viability 100%, right hand images the
modal viral load assumed to be 108 RNAcopies per ml and virion viability 1%. All

values are illustrative.
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(a) Modal viral load (b) Modal viral load

(c) Community infection rate (d) Community infection rate

(e) Occupancy (per capita space
volume and ventilation preserved)

(f) Occupancy (per capita space
volume and ventilation preserved)

(g) Occupancy (Fixed volume and
ventilation, 1500m3 and 500l per s,

respectively)

(h) Occupancy (Fixed volume and
ventilation, 1500m3 and 500l per s,

respectively)

Figure 9: The effect of modulating assumption values on the Big Office PPI (green),
Small Office PPI (red) and the TR (black). Left hand images the modal viral load

assumed to be 107 RNAcopies per ml and virion viability 100%, right hand images the
modal viral load assumed to be 108 RNAcopies per ml and virion viability 1%. All

values are illustrative.
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5. Equations374

See main text for explanations of the equations.375

5.1. Inhaled Dose376

D ≃ K qsusGT v

ϕV
(1)

5.2. Dose response curve377

P (R) = 1− e−D/k (2)
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