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Covid-19 Exposure Assessment Tool (CEAT): Easy-to-use tool to quantify exposure

based on airflow, group behavior, and infection prevalence in the community
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25 Summary

26  The COVID-19 Exposure Assessment Tool (CEAT) allows users to compare respiratory
27  relative risk to SARS-CoV-2 for various scenarios, providing understanding of how
28  combinations of protective measures affect exposure, dose, and risk. CEAT incorporates
29  mechanistic, stochastic and epidemiological factors including the: 1) emission rate of virus, 2)
30 viral aerosol degradation and removal, 3) duration of activity/exposure, 4) inhalation rates, 5)
31  ventilation rates (indoors/outdoors), 6) volume of indoor space, 7) filtration, 8) mask use and
32  effectiveness, 9) distance between people, 10) group size, 11) current infection rates by variant,
33  12) prevalence of infection and immunity in the community, 13) vaccination rates of the
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34  community, and 14) implementation of COVID19 testing procedures. Demonstration of
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CEAT, from published studies of COVID-19 transmission events, shows the model accurately
predicts transmission. We also show how health and safety professionals at NASA Ames

Research Center used CEAT to manage potential risks posed by SARS-CoV-2 exposures.

Keywords: COVID-19, SARS-CoV-2, aerosol model, COVID-19 Exposure Assessment,
CEAT, Wells-Riley

Introduction

The novel severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) that causes the
coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) has quickly spread around the world and was formally
recognized as a pandemic by the World Health Organization (WHO) on March 11, 2020
(WHO, 2021 March 11). COVID-19 poses a great public health, clinical, economical, and
societal burden worldwide. SARS-CoV-2 transmission occurs mainly through close contact
(WHO, 2021 March 11), by direct and indirect contact (via fomites), and through the air via
respiratory droplets and/or airborne particles (i.e. aerosols) (Jayaweera et al. 2020).

The global and local transmission dynamics drove an urgent need for assessing potential
risk of transmission while performing different activities in various facilities. Public health
officials have had to reevaluate how the public should interact to reduce and contain viral
spread (Bargain and Aminjonov 2020; Keskinocak et al. 2020; Deckert et al. 2021; Heydari et
al. 2021), leading to assessment of worker and group risks associated with viral exposure in
various settings (Din et al. 2020; Mutambudzi et al. 2020; Sun et al. 2020; Wells et al. 2021).
Risk assessment and planning regularly consider the contribution of an array of factors, using
largely qualitative guidance from public health and media sources (Feyman et al. 2020;
Keskinocak et al. 2020; Wells et al. 2021), such as the viral exposure pathways, risk of infection
(e.g. number of cases per population), efficacy of interventions and personal protective
equipment (PPE; e.g. masks, gloves), human behavior (e.g. adhering to public health
guidelines, hand washing, social distancing), and environmental factors (e.g. ventilation).
Given the numerous factors that affect exposure to the virus, qualitative assessments are
insufficient when trying to compare various courses of action or potential mitigation options.

The WHO and the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) have released
guidance for risk assessment and management of exposure in the context of COVID-19 at work
(CDC, 2021 August 24), towards health-care personnel (CDC, 2021 September 10),
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68  community-related (CDC, 2021 March 1 2022), and associated with domestic and international
69 travel (CDC, 2021 July 2). However, the qualitative nature of these guidelines makes it difficult
70  to quantify the exposure risk in varied settings.

71 Researchers have developed tools that predict the risk of transmission from exposure
72 through inhalation of emitted SARS-CoV-2-containing aerosols. Risk assessment tools provide
73 an important means of gaining understanding of dynamics of transmission and evaluating and
74 comparing risks associated with local environmental conditions, community epidemiological
75  factors, and mitigation options. Typically, the infectious disease risk assessment tools utilize
76  either a deterministic dose-response approach or, alternatively, a Wells-Riley approach (Sze
77  To and Chao 2010). A detailed comparison of dose-response models and Wells-Riley models
78  applied to infectious disease risk assessment is provided in Sze and Chao, 2010, addressing
79  both models’ advantages and limitations. Specific to SARS-CoV-2, Miller et al. (2021) (Miller
80 et al. 2021) offers a Wells-Riley-based method to model transmission and has developed a
81  companion COVID-19 Aerosol Transmission Estimator spreadsheet-based tool (CIRES 2020).
82 The Wells-Riley-based method addresses physical factors that contribute to indoor
83  transmission, applying a uniform well-mixed box (WMB) assumption and transmission
84  estimates using the Wells-Riley equation. Bazant and Bush, 2021 (Bazant and Bush 2021)
85 provide a comprehensive physical model of the factors that affect indoor transmission and
86 released a spreadsheet-based tool and online app (Khan et al. 2021) that calculates safety
87  guidelines to limit the viral transmission based upon Wells-Riley and WMB assumptions. This
88  tool recommends the total number of hours of exposure that are permissible given the number
89  of people, their behavior, characteristics of the room and its ventilation, and the prevalence of
90 COVID-19 and variants in the community. Parhizkar, et al., 2021 (Parhizkar et al. 2021)
91  developed a dose-response approach and model that uses a WMB assumption and a novel
92 treatment of the inhaled and deposited doses. They demonstrate the model's capability against
93  well-documented COVID-19 outbreaks and offer a demo version of an online tool (Safe Air
94  Spaces 2022). Wagner, et al., 2021 (Wagner et al. 2021) offer a comprehensive modeling study
95 that examines both indoor and outdoor exposures from two-person interactions, examining near
96 field and far field effects, and modeling the behavior of particulates of various sizes. Other
97 modeling efforts have focused on predicting transmission risks using epidemiological and
98  behavioral factors and population statistics (Chande, Lee, et al. 2020; Chande, Gussler, et al.
99  2020; Harvard 1QSS 2020), without addressing facility- and event-specific physical

100 mechanisms that would affect transmission risk.
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101 Rigorous study of the physics of aerosol behavior in indoor spaces have also been
102  accomplished using both experiments and computational fluid dynamic (CFD) numerical
103  simulations. These studies analyzed key aspects of the hydrodynamics produced by expiratory
104  events, including sneezing, coughing, talking, singing and breathing, and the dispersion
105  processes of the resulting aerosol cloud (Fabregat, Gisbert, Vernet, Dutta, et al. 2021; Fabregat,
106  Gisbert, Vernet, Ferré, et al. 2021; Li et al. 2022). While these experiments and modeling
107  studies produce important understanding of the aerosol behavior in the environment and the
108  respiratory system, their results are specific to the defined scenarios that were modeled and are
109  too computationally intensive to be used directly and routinely by non-experts.

110 Our goal was to develop a simple-to-use, quantitative exposure and risk assessment tool
111  that addresses the factors summarized Fig. 1 and was based on principles of epidemiological,
112  physics and engineering to provide benefit to risk assessors and decision makers in a variety
113  of settings. Additionally, we wanted to incorporate recent findings regarding disease
114  characteristics and virus dynamics Our focus was to create a tool that could be easily used by
115 people who are tasked with making recommendations or decisions for their organizations or
116  groups (e.g., businesses, schools, and civic groups) on approaches to reduce viral exposure.
117  Theend result of our project has been the development of the COVID-19 Exposure Assessment
118  Tool (CEAT). The CEAT model is embedded in an Adobe® PDF (Portable Document Format)
119 file and was coded in JavaScript using Adobe Acrobat’s ® “Prepare a Form” function. The

120  model’s user interface is shown in Fig. 2A and is available for download at https://www.cov-

121  irt.org/exposure-assessment-tool/ as a PDF. The PDF platform was chosen instead of a web

122  app, since the PDF allows organizations to use the tool within the privacy and security of their
123 own networks and devices, eliminating any concern that an organization’s private worker
124  safety information was being shared externally. Additionally, the PDF offers the ability to save
125 and disseminate the results for specific events and scenarios as individual PDF files. The
126 underlying algorithm used in CEAT leverages aspects of both Wells-Riley models and dose-
127  response models. An important difference between the CEAT model and the other models
128  discussed above is that CEAT assesses the additional higher concentration of virus containing
129  aerosols that may occur when people are in close proximity and applies this approach to groups
130 between 2 and 250 people, both indoor and outdoors. The model relies on information that the
131  users would have available or could reasonably estimate, addresses the mechanisms that are
132 within the organization’s control (i.e, distancing, duration, ventilation rates, filtration, mask
133  wearing, Vvaccination requirements, and option for indoor/outdoor activities), and

134  communicates a clear and easily interpretable result. The model attempts to address the full
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135  range of exposure risks within a community, from highest exposure risk to people known to be
136 infected, typical of a clinical environment, to lowest-risk exposure to people who rigorously

137  follow public health guidance.

138  Results

139  Model Overview

140 CEAT allows users to estimate group-wide and individual relative dose, an individual
141 dose, and transmission risk from potential SARS-CoV-2 exposure in various scenarios, based
142  on the key mechanistic, viral, and epidemiological factors summarized in Fig. S1A and Table
143 1. Here we present 1) a brief overview of the CEAT model; 2) the demonstration of the model
144  applied to real-world, well-documented transmission scenarios; 3) describe how CEAT was
145  applied operationally by NASA Ames Research Center’s Health and Safety office to manage
146  exposure risk of its staff. Full details of the mathematical model used for CEAT can be found
147  inthe STARS Methods section.

148 Exposure is defined as the contact of an agent with an external boundary of a receptor
149  (exposure surface) for a specific duration (US EPA 2019). Dose is the amount of material that
150 passes through the boundary based upon the intake rate, concentration and exposure time. In
151  this case, the boundary is the entrance to the respiratory system (i.e., through the nose, mouth,
152  and other mucosa) (US EPA 2019) and the intake rate is the inhalation rate. Importantly, rather
153  than a mass of material, we are only concerned with the quantity of material that contributes to
154  transmission of disease. For viral dose-response models, the disease causing quantity is often
155  expressed in plaque forming units (PFU). A Wells-Riley based model expresses dose as an
156  amount of quanta and when applied in a Poisson probability distribution, the complement of
157 the Poisson distribution’s probability mass function (with the assumption number of
158  occurrences is zero) can be used to predict an infection rate (Riley et al. 1978, (Sze To and
159 Chao 2010), (Rudnick and Milton 2003). Engaging in activities with high inhalation and
160 exhalation rates, such as group exercise, strenuous work tasks or singing (Hamner 2020), is
161  thought to correlate with higher doses and transmission risks (Jang et al. 2020). Dose is the
162  appropriate endpoint for a risk model, since it captures the contributions of concentration,
163  exposure time, and inhalation rate. Since the model is meant to evaluate risks for events that
164 includes groups of people and the number of people in group is a variable that can be adjusted

165  when planning events, we use a total group dose (Dgoup pose) as the basis for our model:

166 DGroup Dose =£ X anhalation X At X PeTotal (Eq 1)
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167  where Qunaiation 1S the average inhalation rate for the group, C is the average concentration

168  of the agent (in this case, aerosols containing SARS-CoV-2), At is the duration of group
169  exposure, and Per,qq; IS the number of people exposed in the group, which we will assume are
170  all of the people in the group. The Dgyoup pose represents the total quantity of infectious
171  material that enters the respiratory tracts of all of the group by inhalation over the duration of
172  the potential event.

173 Rather than using an explicit calculation of group dose, the CEAT model takes the form of
174  arelative dose model, comparing a specific evaluated scenario to a defined high risk baseline

175 by aratio:

D
176 Ratio Of Doses = Evaluated Group Dose (Eq 2)

D Baseline Group Dose

177  When the specific scenario results in a value that is equal to the baseline scenario, the ratio is
178 1. The ratio may be orders of magnitude greater or less than 1 depending on the specific
179  evaluated scenario. By benchmarking the dose calculations to a baseline scenario that is
180  considered high risk by Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), the model’s
181  results can be aligned with the OSHA classifications of exposure risks (US OSHA 2020) (see
182  Table S1). The OSHA risk classifications depend on the industry type, the need for close
183  contact (i.e. within 6 feet or approximately 2 meters) with people known to be or suspected of
184  being infected with SARS-CoV-2, or requirement for repeated or extended contact with
185  persons known to be or suspected of being infected with SARS-CoV-2 (US OSHA 2020). We
186  define the baseline scenario to represent a person (perhaps a healthcare worker) who is exposed
187 toa COVID-19 infected person for 15 minutes in an indoor setting with typical ventilation. We
188 apply a range of assumptions to this scenario, addressing each of the factors in Table S2 to
189 arrive at a baseline scenario. This scenario was estimated to be consistent with between 4 and
190 9 percent likelihood of infection, based upon the range of infection rates reported in various
191  studies due to close contacts, presumably involving wild type SARS-CoV-2 transmission based
192  upon the dates of the cases included in the studies in early 2020 (Ng et al. 2021; Qian et al.
193  2021). The inhalation dose values for other scenarios are compared to the baseline value
194  through the simple ratio.

195 A critical variable that must be estimated by the model is the concentration of virus-
196  containing aerosols that occurs as a result of the exhalation from people in the group at the
197  event. The underlying concentration model used in CEAT assesses both the contributions of

198  concentration due to the proximity of people (i.e., people in the “near field” whether indoors
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199  or outdoors) and the build up of concentration in a room over time (i.e., “far field”) after Nicas,
200 2009 (Nicas 2009a). As presented in the STARS Methods, to determine the near field
201  concentration, we employ a method that captures the effect of turbulent mixing that occurs due
202  to higher air changes through ventilation or increased mixing of the air (e.g., through the HVAC
203  system recirculating the air). Specifically, we employ equations that use the air change rate and
204  total volume for an indoor space to calculate an eddy diffusivity based on relationships
205  previously proposed (Cheng et al. 2011; Foat et al. 2020; Venkatram and Weil 2021). We apply
206 the calculated eddy diffusivity in a novel way that still allows us the advantage of using the
207  computationally-simple near- and far-field approach. Outdoors, only the near field
208  concentration contributions are used, since the far field is considered to be negligible (Nicas
209  2014). Furthermore, also presented in detail in the STARS Methods, the CEAT concentration
210 algorithm uses an approach for extending the near- and far-field approach to groups of people
211  at set distancing intervals through the application of the superposition principle (lllingworth
212 1991). The superposition principle has been applied in the modeling of outdoor air pollutants
213  from multiple sources (Stockie 2011) and to indoor air quality modeling of gaseous pollutants
214  (Cheng etal. 2011).

215 An important driver of the dose calculation is a stochastic approach that estimates the
216  expected value of the number of infections in the group, since this is correlated to the quantity
217  of virus-containing aerosols emitted in the modeled scenarios. In the baseline scenario, we
218  assumed there to be one infected person. For the evaluated scenario, the number of infections
219  in the group is dependent on the user's estimate of the group’s behavior characteristics and an
220  estimate of the number of active cases in the community population, calculated using the
221  prevalence of diagnosed COVID-19 in the community, an estimate of the duration of
222  infectiousness, and an estimate of the fraction of cases thought to be undiagnosed. The resulting
223  number of active infections may be less than or greater than 1.

224 We adjust the calculated dose ratio result by additional factors: 1) concentration of virus-
225  containing aerosols that occurs as a result of the exhalation from people in close proximity, 2)
226 number of infections in the group, 3) current community prevalence of variants, 4) relative
227  infectiousness of the prevalent variants; 5) current prevalence of immunity in the community
228  of group gained by recovery or vaccination, 6) efficacy of immunity in preventing transmission,
229 and 7) efficacy of surveillance testing of the group. The full CEAT dose ratio equation (Eq. 3)
230 isshown in Fig. 1B, along with a mapping of where each of the CEAT step’s inputs are applied
231 in the equation. The expanded version of the CEAT dose ratio equation, showing the NF and
232  FF terms is found in Equation S46.
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233 Users can use the tool to assess two side-by-side scenarios, and results are shown for the
234  worst case individual dose ratio, total group dose ratio, and near- and far-field contributions to
235 the total group dose ratio. In the CEAT tool user interface, we refer to this dose as an
236  “exposure” rather than a “dose,” since exposure is a more recognized term and will not be
237  misconstrued by a user to have any association with a vaccine dose or medication dose. The
238  group dose ratios for both scenarios are then categorized into four exposure risk bins, ranging
239  from “Lower Exposure” through “Very High Exposure” and presented graphically (Fig. 1A).

240  The model’s results include:

241 e Group-wide Exposure (Dose) Ratio (Fig. 1B, EqQ. 3): Ratio of the group-wide dose
242 to the baseline group-wide dose. This result is also shown in the bar graph. This result
243 takes into account the dose that group members are exposed to, as well as the size of
244 the group. Accordingly, this group-wise result provides an evaluation of the overall
245 risk of the event.

246 e Far-Field Group-wide Exposure (Dose) Ratio: Portion of the group-wide dose that
247 is due to the well-mixed concentration in the room.

248 e Near-Field Group-wide Exposure (Dose) Ratio: Portion of the group-wide dose that
249 is due to the localized concentration in the room due to the proximity of people.

250 e Individual Exposure (Dose) Ratio (Fig. 1B, Eq. 4): This is the ratio of the individual-
251 dose to the baseline individual dose.

252 e Individual Dose (Fig. 1B, Eq. 5): An estimate of the highest-exposed person’s dose in
253 units of quanta.

254 e Infection Rate (%): To determine the infection rate, the Individual Dose is applied to
255 a Poisson distribution to calculate the probability that the exposed group will become
256 infected. The estimated rate of infection within the group can be inferred from this
257 probability. The relationship between the dose and the infection rate can be adjusted
258 through using a variable in the model called the “Poisson Distribution Adjustment
259 Factor” in Step 10, which provides a linear adjustment factor to that relationship. The
260 dose is multiplied by 1 over the adjustment factor.

261 e # of Index Infectors: Provides the assumed number of the infected individuals that
262 were present based upon the selections and inputs in Step 1, Step 2, and Step 10 in the
263 model. The model used this value to estimate the initial source(s) of infection in the
264 room or at the event. This value can be a less than one person or fraction of a person,
265 since it represents a probabilistically-determined number of people

266
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267 Demonstration of the Model Applied to Documented Transmission Events

268 We have demonstrated the effectiveness of CEAT results to predict infection rates for
269  known transmission events by assembling data from eleven transmission events that were
270  documented in the literature (listed in Table 2). All of the events except for one, occurred
271  before the vaccines were available and before the emergence of SAR-CoV-2 variants. To
272  evaluate each of these scenarios in CEAT, we collected the data needed for each step and set
273  the average daily cases per 100,000, such that the “Number of people initially infected” in the
274  results would be equal to one, assuming there was one index case in each scenario. There are
275  two ways of conceptualizing how the CEAT model is addressing this scenario of a known

276  infected person (or index case), which are both mathematically equivalent:

277 1. A receptor at the center and all others are potential sources. The emissions may occur
278 from any one of the sources. We calculate an expected value of the dose for the person
279 at the center, assuming that all of the people are equally likely to be the emitter, with a
280 probability of ¢, where ¢ = 1/(Number of People-1)) and the one emitter has a quanta
281 based emission rate of M. CEAT sums the results from all people (both FF and NF), s
282 and multiplies by ¢. This is the expected value of dose that the person located at the
283 center of the group would receive if there was one emitter in the room, given that the
284 emitter could have been anywhere in the room.

285 2. The source is at the center and all of the people are receptors. We calculate the expected
286 value of the dose for each receptor (i.e., each susceptible person) given an emitter at the
287 center, emitting at M. CEAT sums the results from all people (both FF and NF) and
288 then divides by the number of receptors (i.e., number of people - 1) to arrive at an
289 average. The result is the expected value of the mean dose that all people would receive
290 in the room from the one emitter.

291 When examining CEAT performance for transmission events, we use the event’s number

292  of infections, and the infection rate, P, which is the number of secondary cases (total infected)

. . N Total Infected
293  divided by the total susceptible people, yielding, P = - . The total
Total Susceptible

294  number of total susceptible is equal to the total people minus the index cases (typically equal
295  to one). Using the information describing the event’s duration, room size, ventilation rate,
296  activity type and any information on the location or the spacing of the people (Table 2), the
297  CEAT individual dose is calculated. The infection rate can be predicted using the same

298  statistical approaches that are used in the Wells-Riley model (Riley et al. 1978), in which the
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299  probability of at least one infection is computed using an assumed Poisson distribution, with

300  shape parameter equal to DCE AT i »asshownin Eq. 7:

301 Pcpar prediction. = 1 — exp(_DCEAT i ) (Eq7)

302 The CEAT predicted infection rate is plotted against the observed cases among the
303  susceptible people (Fig. 2A). Information on vaccination, variant, and mask usage (which was
304 none) was gathered from the reported events (Table 2). The CEAT results show a high
305  correlation with the observed with an almost 1-to-1 (i.e. R? = 0.94) relationship to the observed
306 infection rates (Fig. 2A). In addition, CEAT correctly binned the events as high risk and there
307 is a significant positive correlation between the number of observed infections and CEAT
308  group-wise dose ratio (Fig. 2E). As discussed in the previous section, to assess infection rate,
309 the initial relationship between the dose and the infection rate is unadjusted and then through
310 the “Poisson Distribution Adjustment Factor” in step 10 we achieve the corrected adjustment.
311  With CEAT, even before this adjustment takes place, we still observe a strong correlation to
312  the observed infection rates (Fig. 2B).

313 As a comparison to the CEAT results, the traditional Wells-Riley result that assumes a well-

314  mixed dose, Dy 5 , is calculated using:

315 PWells Riley Prediction — 1 - exp(_DWMB ) (Eq 8)

316  Using the same assumptions applied to the CEAT model for each of the events, including the
317  same quanta based emission rate, the Wells-Riley predicted infection rates for both the adjusted
318 (Fig. 2C) and unadjusted (Fig. 2D), clearly show poor predictions when compared to the
319 observed infection rates. The CEAT approach clearly outperforms the Wells-Riley in
320  predicting infection rate in these cases (Fig. 2E). Interestingly, we also observe that the CEAT
321  outperforms the Wells-Riley model with several other important parameters which include:

322  distancing, density, breathing rate, and volume of the room (Fig. 2E).

323 CEAT use to determine risk assessment for social gatherings

324 To demonstrate how CEAT can estimate potential exposure risk to COVID-19 for
325  gatherings and events, we used CEAT to assess a set of hypothetical gathering scenarios that
326  could have occured in three locations in the United States (Fig. 3) using published CDC county-
327 level COVID-19 7-day average new case data for the locations on 31 January 2022 (CDC

328 2020a). We chose three representative locations: 1) a county with a low vaccination rate and
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329 high 7-day average new case rate (Knox County, TN), 2) a county with a moderate vaccination
330 rate and a 7-day average case equivalent to the national average (Suffolk County, MA), 3) a
331  county with the high vaccination rate and a low daily cases (Montgomery Country, MD). At
332  the time of analysis for all counties the Omicron variant accounted for >99% of COVID-19
333  cases (CDC 2022). We assumed the gatherings lasted 5 hours and would be held both indoors
334  or outdoors. We also included a range of scenarios for distancing, type of masks being used,
335 composition for the group of people, and location (i.e. indoors or outdoors). Lastly, we included
336  analysis for 3 different group characteristic scenarios for the gatherings: 1) the general public
337  (i.e. “equal to the community average”); 2) groups of people that are 100% vaccinated and
338 follow all public guidelines; and 3) groups of people that are 100% vaccinated, follow all public
339 guidelines, and testing was required before the gathering.

340 The exposure assessment from this analysis can help guide individuals to safely plan
341  gatherings and events. As expected in all scenarios, if the gathering is composed of 100%
342  vaccinated individuals that were tested and follow all public guidelines, the exposure risk is
343  very low both indoors and outdoors with the best masks and with an increasing number of
344  people it increases to medium risk (Fig. 3). When considering the gathering in a general public
345  scenario (e.g. eating at a restaurant), for all indoor scenarios in all counties without a mask with
346  >10 people in the room, the group is at high risk of exposure to SARS-CoV-2 even when spaced
347 3 meters (approximately 10 feet) apart. Overall we demonstrate with CEAT the more
348  precautions followed, the greater the reduction of exposure and this scenario can be used as a
349  guide for the public on how to use CEAT to properly determine the safest way to assemble
350  while keeping the risk of exposure to COVID-19 low.

351

352 NASA Ames Research Center used CEAT to determine the safest method for
353 allowing workers to return to work

354 CEAT has been used by the NASA Ames Research Center (ARC) safety office to assist
355 them in planning for workers to return to their campus. Starting on December 11, 2020, NASA
356 ARC began to use the first beta version of CEAT to assess whether the tool could assist in
357 gaining understanding on how to keep essential workers safe when having to work in person
358 on the NASA ARC campus. To demonstrate how NASA ARC safety office has utilized this
359 tool, we provide their assessment of exposure potential in 73 different scenarios throughout the
360 campus (Fig. 4 and Table S3). Since NASA ARC has been using this tool throughout the
361 pandemic, every assessment used the latest COVID-19 case numbers from the State of
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362  California (US State of California 2022a). As is shown in Fig 4, the case numbers will vary
363  due to the changing number of cases for that particular date of assessment, so it is essential to
364  analyze the risk continuously with the most up-to-date COVID-19 case rates.

365 For each scenario, CEAT was used to determine the maximum number of personnel that
366  could be allowed to be in each location such that the exposure risk was the lowest, while still
367 allowing the work to be performed (Fig. 4 and Table S3), which during pre-pandemic would
368 have been occupied by more personnel. These maximum occupancy were included in the
369 project’s Return To Onsite Work (RTOW) plan that was reviewed by the safety office. In
370 general, most operations could occur with one to two people thus reducing the potential
371  exposure and resulting in a lower exposure risk. However, some operations required up to 10
372 personnel to be fully functional. As expected, these conditions increased the COVID-19
373  exposure risk to medium level. NASA ARC considered the group of people at work to be
374  composed of people following all public health guidance which had the effect of reducing the
375 assumed probability of COVID-19 prevalence in the group below the average for the
376  community, with exception of a few locations where employees from organizations outside
377  NASA ARC would participate. Social distancing was assumed to be the maximum possible for
378  that work to be performed. For some locations such as “Critical activities when spacecraft
379  arrives and extra hands needed - Location C” social distancing could not be achieved while
380 performing the work, so other factors were considered, such as limiting the project duration, to
381  find the lowest risk exposure estimate possible for that location and operation.

382 The breathing rate and vocalization for each location were also part of the decision in
383  determining the maximum number of people in each location. Of all the locations and
384  operations analyzed, only one location/operation resulted in the worst case scenario which
385  produced the highest risk exposure assessment (i.e. “High-Medium Risk Exposure”). The
386  operation “Material testing such as compression testing and fatigue testing” typically involved
387  high exertion physical activities as well as heavy exertion for the breathing rate and speaking
388  over a long duration. The majority of the other locations and operations only require passive
389  Dreathing rate and standing/speaking. The various operations that required elevated breathing
390 rate and vocalization to light exertion typically had shorter project durations in order to reduce
391 the COVID-19 exposure risk.

392 To provide inputs for the Air Changes per Hour (ACH), the ventilation rates for each
393 location were either provided by the building managers, were directly measured, or were
394  assumed using the guidelines in Step 8 in the CEAT. The most accurate ventilation rates

395 available to the safety office were used in the model for each scenario. With the available data
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396 and estimated parameters in some cases, CEAT allowed NASA ARC to determine the
397  operation-specific mitigation approaches, allowing its essential workers to return to work in-
398  person with the low exposure risk to COVID-19.

399 CEAT has also been effective in allocating project resources and PPE where they would be
400  most beneficial. When reviewing RTOW plans, NASA ARC safety office used the CEAT as a
401  resource to recommend whether limited KN95/N95 masks would be effective at reducing
402  potential exposure risk. Similarly, projects used CEAT when purchasing portable air cleaners
403  (PACs), calculating the number of ACH needed to reduce risk to acceptable levels, typically
404  “Lower Exposure”. Multiple projects found the number of PACs needed to reduce risk to
405  acceptable levels were not financially feasible, and other controls such as increasing mask
406  effectiveness and/or working in a different location were more cost effective for the same risk
407  reduction. This allowed projects to spend their budgets more efficiently.

408 When the workplace face mask policy became optional for vaccinated personnel, CEAT
409  was used to identify potential locations and operations where face masks would be required
410 regardless of vaccination status. Locations and/or operations where the relative exposure risk
411  was in the “Medium” or “High” category were required to wear face coverings regardless of
412  vaccination status. CEAT was especially effective in this regard as it allowed the safety office
413  to provide this guidance using a consistent and unbiased method.

414 When tracking the CEAT model results over time, one can examine how the model
415  responds to changes in community conditions and changes in organizational policies. NASA
416  ARC tracked their worksite-specific relative group-wide exposure ratios with the California
417  seven-day case rate (Fig. 5). There was a strong correlation (correlation coefficient=0.9759)
418  Dbetween the two results, as would be expected, since the seven-day case rate is an input into
419  the CEAT model in Step 10 (Fig. 1B, Eq. 3). Specifically, NASA ARC used the location- and
420  operation-specific exposure risk ratios that were assessed on a biweekly basis to calculate a
421  “Centerwide Accepted Median Exposure Risk Ratio”. The fact that the CEAT results moved
422  up and down with the community conditions allowed the NASA ARC safety office to adjust
423  its guidance and mitigation strategies accordingly.

424 Beginning May 14, 2021, NASA ARC implemented the updated CEAT that included
425  variant prevalence. It was noted that the correlation between the “Centerwide Accepted Median
426  Exposure Risk Ratio” and the California case rate immediately decreased. However, at the
427  same time this updated CEAT iteration was implemented, the NASA ARC face mask policy
428  became optional for vaccinated personnel. Once NASA ARC reinstated their face mask policy

429  for all individuals regardless of vaccination status, the correlation between “Centerwide
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430  Accepted Median Exposure Risk Ratio” and the California case rate appeared to return to
431  similar values before May 14, 2021.

432 Discussion

433 By establishing a set of equations that included mechanistic factors affecting nearfield and
434  far field concentration, filtration, group behavior, and SARS-CoV-2 infection and immunity
435  prevalence in the community, we developed a flexible, simple-to-use COVID-19 Exposure
436  Assessment Tool. The tool achieved our goal of allowing businesses, schools, government
437  agencies, and individuals to assess COVID-19 exposure to the risk for groups and
438  organizations. The tool is easy to use, computationally fast, and built on a well-developed and
439  documented mathematical model that includes aerosol behavior, knowledge of SARS-CoV-2
440  transmission dynamics, as well as the effect of proximity. Here, though our comparison of
441  CEAT results against observed transmissions for documented events, we demonstrate that
442  CEAT can provide the accurate predictions compared to known cases with observed infection
443  rates (Fig. 2), an example of how CEAT can be used for gatherings (Fig. 3), and real-time
444  usage of this tool demonstrating how NASA ARC safety office has been over the past year
445  (since the tool’s original release in December 2020) evaluating how to allow essential
446  employees to work in person with the lowest possible risk to COVID-19 exposure (Fig. 4).
447 As the CDC notes, the inhalation of fine respiratory droplets and aerosol particles is the
448  principal means of SARS-CoV-2 transmission (CDC 2020b). This is in line with recent
449  publications that have shown that SARS-CoV-2 is spread by airborne transmission through the
450  aerosols produced from breathing, talking, and singing (Chen et al. 2021; Miller et al. 2021;
451  Adenaiye et al.; Coleman et al.). Given this, the CEAT’s mathematical model addresses the
452  aerosol dynamics and transport, treating the suspended aerosols as if they are dispersed as
453  gasses would be using a eddy diffusivity approach, but also addressing deposition as a sink,
454  using the same approach for aerosol deposition that was presented in the COVID-19 Aerosol
455  Transmission Estimator spreadsheet-based tool (CIRES 2020), where an aerosol deposition
456  factor of 0.24 hr! was used.

457 To demonstrate the model, we examined eleven literature-documented events with one of
458  the events occurring in 11/2021 with known the Omicron variant and vaccine data (NIPH 2021)
459  (Fig. 2 and Table 2). When comparing CEAT results to the Wells-Riley model, CEAT better
460 predicted the infection rate compared to the observed infection rates reported (Fig. 2). In
461  addition, the exposure scores for all events predicted a high risk of exposures, which correlates
462  to what was reported for each of these cases.
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463 Schools and universities that have opened to in-person classes have been able to maintain
464  low to no COVID-19 cases by applying many of the mitigation methods that are included in
465  the CEAT, albeit independent of CEAT. The scenarios included in our assessment of gatherings
466  (Fig. 3) can be applied to such environments and seems to match the observations that are being
467  reported by schools and universities. Known outbreaks or superspreader events related to
468  school openings have been chiefly reported occurring outside the classroom environment,
469 including events during spring breaks (Doyle et al. 2021) or athletic-related events (Teran et
470  al. 2020), where enforcement of specific guidelines to reduce spread were not implemented.
471  Other COVID-19 models for school re-openings have also shown similar recommendations as
472  CEAT (Brooks-Pollock et al. 2021; Herndndez-Herndndez and Huerta-Quintanilla 2021;
473  Phillips et al. 2021). Brooks-Pollock et al. (Brooks-Pollock et al. 2021) provided a stochastic
474  transmission model based on social contact data and patterns of student mixing to determine
475  the impact and risk of COVID-19 transmission for universities in the United Kingdom. Since
476  their model only targets social patterns and behavior of students contributing to COVID-19
477  infections, the focus for their mitigation strategies was with reducing the number of students in
478  in-person classroom settings (i.e. increase social distancing), reducing living circles for
479  students, and included regular testing. Although their model only takes into account one
480  parameter from our model, the social distancing measures are in agreement with the exposure
481  risk assessment results from our CEAT analysis. There also have been two independent agent-
482  based models developed to assess SARS-CoV-2 transmission (Phillips et al. 2021) and
483 COVID-19 cases (Hernandez-Hernandez and Huerta-Quintanilla 2021). Similar to the model
484  described above, Phillips et al. (Phillips et al. 2021) agent-based model focuses on SARS-CoV-
485 2 transmission based on children’s household sizes in the Ontario child care centers and school
486  Dbuildings. They have also included parameters to take into account classroom sizes, sibling
487  influence, symptomatic and asymptomatic rates, and physical distancing. Hernandez-
488 Hernandez et al. (Hernandez-Hernandez and Huerta-Quintanilla 2021) presented an agent-
489  based model that utilizes the students’ community network to predict spread of COVID-19
490  within a school setting. They also considered the following parameters: 1) status of COVID-
491  19; 2) physical distancing; 3) viral load; 4) hygiene standards; 5) confined spaces; and 6) social
492 interactions. As expected, both models demonstrated the importance of social distancing and
493  following the proper guidelines to prevent spread of COVID-19 which is in agreement with
494 our model.

495 The recently published model by Miller et al. (Miller et al. 2022) utilizes CDC’s
496  COVIDTracer Advanced tool to provide a transmission model for SARS-CoV-2 in schools.
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497  They took into account scenarios for infection in the community and public compliance to CDC
498  guidelines to mitigate COVID-19 spread. Similar to other models, they found that social
499  distancing is key to reduce spread and that the COVD-19 community case rate is crucial when
500 assessing exposure risk. Other models of COVID-19 spread in small colleges only consider
501 similar parameters as the models described above (Bahl et al. 2021). Although all these models
502 provide a good basis for predicting the optimal conditions for having in-person classes, they
503  miss key parameters incorporated in CEAT that are important to determine the most effective
504  and accurate assessment of exposure risk to COVID-19. The lessons learned from classroom
505  scenarios can also be applied to other gatherings, such as family gatherings. We demonstrated
506 that depending on the location and people’s behavior, there are scenarios which have low risk
507  for viral exposure (Fig. 3). Currently, there are no models specifically focused on family
508  gatherings, but the literature available confirms the risk assessment analysis that CEAT
509 generates. Whaley et al. (Whaley et al. 2021) reported an assessment of COVID-19 risk
510 associated with social gatherings, specifically during birthdays. They utilized data from 2.9
511  million households from a large insurance database that included COVID-19 prevalence from
512  January 1 to November 8, 2020, and household birthdays across geographical regions in the
513  US. They estimated that increased cases of COVID-19 correlated with social gatherings (i.e.
514  birthdays), with increased cases for households in counties with higher COVID-19 prevalence.
515 This study can serve as a population confirmation for the assessment we provided for
516  gatherings with CEAT (Fig. 3).

517 Since the beta version release of CEAT in December 2020, we have made several additions
518 to the tool to improve it including: 1) an eddy diffusivity-based near-field concentration
519  algorithm; 2) added an infection rate calculation, 3) accounted for new SARS-CoV-2 variants,
520 3) address COVID-19 surveillance testing for groups, 4) addressed immunity within the
521  population gained from recovery or vaccination. These additional functionalities were added
522  to adapt to new information that was available since the initial release and reflect the team's
523 increased understanding of the risk dynamics related to SARS-CoV-2 transmission.

524 To determine the capability of CEAT being used by an organization to safely regulate
525  employees working in-person, we have provided an example of it being applied by the NASA
526  ARC safety office (Fig. 4 and Table S3). NASA ARC adjusted parameters related to group
527  size, duration of time, and ventilation for the project to bring the exposure level to the lowest
528  possible risk. The analysis shows how NASA ARC continued to monitor the changing case
529  numbers within the community and utilized CEAT to provide the safest possible scenario for

530 essential employees to work in-person. The use of CEATby NASA ARC represents a blueprint
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531 for other organizations, businesses, and schools to use the tool to manage their organizations
532  exposure and risks to allow the organization to optimize mitigation strategies for employees to
533  work in-person with lower exposure risk to COVID-19. The case study at NASA ARC has
534  shown that as the push for employer vaccine mandates increases (The White House 2021),
535 employers can calculate the potential exposure risk reduction among their workforce compared
536  to the community. This will be especially useful for workplaces in communities with low
537  vaccination rates, where an employer vaccine mandate could have a large reduction in risk.
538 There are certain parameters in CEAT’s model that will have a greater influence on the
539  assessment for exposure risk to COVID-19. As the examples we have provided show, the
540 location of the gathering makes a big impact on the outcome (i.e. indoors vs outdoors) (Figs. 3
541 and 4). This is due to the fact that the exchange of aerosols between people outdoors will
542  obviously be greatly reduced due to open circulation of the air versus in a confined space. The
543  compliance to public health guidance policies is another parameter that will greatly change the
544  outcome of the exposure risk assessment (Figs. 3 and 4). Lastly, the type of mask will make a
545  considerable difference on the outcome of the model. From existing literature on effectiveness
546  of masks (Brooks and Butler 2021; Howard et al. 2021; Wang et al. 2021), our model takes
547  into account that the better the mask and the greater the adherence to mask wearing results in
548  areduction of dose ratio. (Figs. 3 and 4).

549 We believe that this tool and model can be easily modified and applied for guidance in
550 current and future epidemics/pandemics from respiratory pathogens. In addition to SARS-
551 CoV-2, a systematic review of the literature has shown that measles, TB, chickenpox,
552 influenza, smallpox and SARS have strong and sufficient evidence of an association between
553 their transmission and ventilation and air movement (Li et al. 2007). Accordingly, if pathogens
554  have similar transmission mechanisms through aerosols, CEAT model can be modified to
555 include the aerosol and viral dynamics to accommodate their pathogen-specific exposure risk
556  assessment. We believe that by providing CEAT to the general public and building on its
557  capabilities, will have a long lasting beneficial impact for both our current pandemic and many
558  other scenarios.

559
560 Limitations of the Study

561 As with any mathematical model, there will be parameters that cannot be fully captured.
562  Our model has a number of inherent limitations; nonetheless, it has been demonstrated to be

563  used to accurately predict COVID-19 exposure risk for a limited number of eleven documented
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564  transmission event cases. In some of these cases key parameters were not available but were
565 instead estimated. A full validation of the model where a separate complete training set and
566  test data set were compiled and applied to the model validation.

567 Several simplifying assumptions were made in the development of CEAT that resulted in
568  more conservative results. One conservative assumption was using the highest exposed person
569 to represent all people in a group. In future versions of CEAT, we may calculate location
570  specific exposure values that account for the location of each person in the space, versus every
571  other person in the space. This approach would result in a lower group exposure estimate than
572  we currently calculate.

573 The CEAT concentration model assumes exhalations behave isotropically (i.e., they
574  disperse equally in all directions), are non-buoyant, and are continuous exhalations. In reality,
575  exhalations are more complex and may range from violent expiratory events or more regular
576  puffs (Bazant and Bush 2021). Exhalation plumes are typically anisotropic jets and have a
577  buoyant nature due to their relative warmth and higher humidity. CFD modeling has captured
578 these dynamics (Fabregat, Gisbert, Vernet, Ferré, et al. 2021; Fabregat, Gisbert, Vernet, Ferré,
579 etal. 2021; Li et al. 2022). To compensate for the fact that CEAT assumes plumes are non-
580 buoyant, which likely results in CEAT over-predicting concentrations at breathing heights, we
581 adjust the height of the near-field volume to be equal to the distance between the source and
582  the receptor, mixing the emission in all directions and in a larger near-field volume. The
583  anisotropy is more difficult to capture in a model, given that people in groups may be facing in
584  different directions at any point in time and in some events, such as a classroom, people may
585  have a more uniform directionality. Additionally, the direction of the airflow in an indoor space
586 is dependent on the flowrate characteristics of the ventilation system, geometry of the space,
587  geometry and type of air vents, doors, windows, differential heating and cooling, other fans in
588 the building, movement of people, and indoor/outdoor environment interactions. The simple
589  approach used by CEAT to arrive at a concentration, certainly could be improved upon for any
590  specific situations using CFD modeling, however the computational complexity and run times
591  would greatly increase. Experiments that included high temporal and spatial measurement of
592  CO: from people in a variety of indoor conditions may be useful for testing and optimizing the
593  concentration modeling approach used in CEAT. Experimentation, similar to the studies
594  conducted by Vernez et al. 2021 (Vernez et al. 2021), but using exhaled CO> and inert aerosols
595  as tracers, could be accomplished to compare with results obtained using CEAT’s algorithms

596  to validate its concentration models and possibly calculate adjustments for the eddy diffusivity.
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597 The aerosol deposition and virus decay behavior are simplistically handled in CEAT by
598 adding additional terms to the air change rate resulting in a lower concentration since the
599  effective ACH is increased. CEAT uses the same values for aerosol deposition and virus decay
600  of 0.24 hr! and 0.63 hr, respectively, for all conditions, using the same values recommended
601 in CIRES, 2020. The deposition and virus decay rates should vary based upon environmental
602  conditions and the nature of the exhalation conditions (breathing, coughing, sneezing, singing,
603 and speaking). In future versions of CEAT, exhalation-specific deposition rates and the
604  environmental-specific decay rates (i.e., varying by humidity, temperature, and ultraviolet
605 radiation) could be calculated (Biryukov et al. 2020; Ratnesar-Shumate et al. 2020; US DHS
606  2022).

607 The lack of incorporation of different efficiencies for the different vaccines available. In
608  our model, we currently have “Protective Effectiveness of Immunity” being considered as one
609 universal number for the population being assessed. We believe that differences for efficacy
610 between the vaccines can be averaged for the overall community. Our model also lacks the
611  ability to incorporate the length of time that has passed since being vaccinated or previously
612 infected. This might change the risk assessments since we now know that for both cases the
613 levels of antibodies against SARS-CoV-2 reduce over time (Khoury et al. 2021; Marot et al.
614  2021; Yamayoshi et al. 2021). However, more research is needed to determine how this impacts
615 the protection against SARS-CoV-2, which is the reason we have not incorporated this
616  parameter into our model at the moment. Additionally, CEAT does not account for the buildup
617  of viral particles between groups utilizing the same space one after another. This limitation will
618 impact groups gathering in a room separately, but sequentially. One way to overcome this
619 limitation is for groups to allow a certain amount of time between occupancy. Calculating the
620 amount of time needed for a ventilation system to remove 99% of contaminants, like that
621 provided by the CDC for infection control in health-care facilities (CDC 2003), can allow
622  groups to calculate their exposure risk ratio during separate but successive events. Similarly,
623  groups can estimate their relative risk of back-to-back gatherings by adding the total duration
624  of all meetings throughout the day.
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655 Figure and Table Captions

656 Figure 1. COVID-19 Exposure Assessment Tool Interface (CEAT) and background on
657 the model utilized. A) User interface of the interactive PDF for CEAT. B) The equations that
658 the CEAT model uses to calculate results.

659

660 Figure 2. Validation of the CEAT with Known COVID-19 Spreading Events. A) and B)
661 The adjusted and unadjusted scatter plot comparing the observed infection rates of known
662 events (found in Table 2) to CEAT predicted infection rates. C) and D) The adjusted and
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663  unadjusted scatter plot comparing the observed infection rates of known events to Wells-Riley
664  model predicted infection rates. For A) - D) linear fits were made to the data points and the
665  residuals of these fits are plotted underneath each plot. The R? values for the fits are shown in
666  the plots. E) Correlation plot of the observed infection rate to both the CEAT and Wells-Riley
667  adjusted predicted infection rates. Correlation with additional parameters from the event is
668  shown. The size of the nodes reflects the degree of correlation (i.e. larger the size the higher
669 the correlation). Positive correlation is related to the higher shades of red, while negative
670  correlation is related to higher shades of blue. Statistically significant correlations are denoted
671 by ***p-value < 0.001, ** p-value < 0.01, and * p-value < 0.05. F) Scatter plot of the exposure
672  risk for all eleven events determined by CEAT.

673

674  Figure 3. COVID-19 Exposure Assessment for Gathering Lasting 5 Hours. Data was
675 analyzed on January 31st, 2022 for three US counties from the lowest (Montgomery County,
676  MD) to highest (Knox County, TN) COVID-19 cases. The time was kept constant for all data
677  points which assumes an average gathering of around 5 hours. The vaccination rates and
678  population recovered rates are displayed on top of the plot for each county. Different scenarios
679  were represented for location (outdoors = triangle, indoors = circle), distancing (increasing
680  point size relates with increasing distance), and mask usage (no masks = red, average masks =
681  blue, and N95/KN95 = yellow). The background shading of the plot indicates whether the data
682  points are considered low risk (light blue), medium risk (yellow), or high risk (red) for COVID-
683 19 exposure.

684

685 Figure 4. COVID-19 Exposure Assessment for Determining Lowest Exposure Risk for
686  In-Person Work by NASA Ames Research Center. Exposure risk ratios using CEAT were
687  calculated for 73 different scenarios (i.e. various locations and operations) at NASA ARC. The
688  variables used for all ten steps are depicted for each scenario highlighting how various inputs
689  affect the exposure risk ratios. The data for this figure is available in Table S3.

690

691  Figure 5. NASA Ames Research Center (ARC) Accepted Exposure Risk in Relation to
692 Community Case Rates. Exposure risk ratios were calculated on a biweekly basis for 76
693  different scenarios (i.e. various locations and operations) at NASA ARC starting March 1, 2020
694  upon approval to RTOW through September 1, 2021. Biweekly reassessments included
695 changes in community conditions such as case rate, variant prevalence, and vaccination rates

696 in California. The median of all projected exposure risk ratios was calculated on a biweekly
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697  basis to establish a “NASA ARC Accepted Median Exposure Risk™ (blue). These values were
698 plotted along with the California state 7-day case rate per 100 thousand (orange). Notations
699  were made designating major events and/or policy changes that may have influenced trends
700 and deviations. The background shading of the plot indicates whether the data points are
701  considered low risk (light blue) or medium risk (yellow) for COVID-19 exposure.

702

703 Table 1. Summary of Factors. Mechanistic and epidemiological factors included in the
704  Nomogram Model that affect exposure and inhalation dose.

705

706  Table 2. Reported COVID-19 transmission events.

707

708  Supplemental Figures and Tables

709  Figure S1. The different box models for CEAT. A) Factors Included in COVID-19 Exposure
710  Assessment Tool Interface (CEAT). A summary of the factors and mechanisms affecting the
711  comparative dose and exposure risks. B) Single Zone Well-Mixed Box Model. Basic box
712  model assumes emissions are instantaneously well mixed. C) Near Field (NF) and Far Field
713  (FF) Box Model. “Box-within-a-box” approach provides localized higher concentration in the
714  vicinity of the source.

715

716  Figure S2. CEAT Concentration Model Performance. A) Modeled results vs. measured
717  concentrations using CEAT concentration model in cases when ACH was less than or equal to
718 than 0.75 hr?, applying the relationship between ACH, room size and eddy diffusivity
719  according to Venkatram and Weil, 2021. Results are normalized by dividing by the emission
720 rate. B) Modeled results vs. measured concentrations using CEAT concentration model in
721  cases when ACH was greater than 0.75 hr! and assuming 4 vents per 100 meters? of room area,
722 applying the relationship between ACH, room size and eddy diffusivity according to Foats et
723  al., 2021. Results are normalized by dividing by the emission rate. C) Modeled results vs.
724  measured concentrations using CEAT concentration model for all cases.

725

726  Figure S3. Dimensions and sources for the box model. A) Near Field (NF) and Far Field
727  (FF) Box Dimensions with Two People. B) The application of the principle of superposition
728  with Near Field (NF) and Far Field (FF). C) Near Field (NF) Triangular Prisms for the 1% Ring
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729  of the Group. NF triangular prisms for the 1% ring of the group that have a height and base of
730  Dyo¢, In atriangular grid with each side length of D;,;. The first ring’s triangular prisms have
731  a base area of Al = % D,,.2. D) Near Field (NF) Triangular Prisms for the 2" Ring of the
732 Group. NF triangular prisms for the 2" ring of the group that is equally spaced D,. The second
733 ring’s triangular prisms have areas A2 = ' 2D,,.> and A2 = Y5 v/3 D,,.>. These average to
734 A2 = 0.9330 D,,.*. E) Source perspective with two sources shown. Under an assumption of
735  isotropy assuming no predominate flow and a sufficient averaging period, the sources emit in
736  all directions equally. F) The same two triangles that impact the receptor in the source
737  perspective can be turned 180 degrees and are part of the potential set of triangles in each ring.
738  The dimensions and parameters are identical between both views.

739

740 Table S1. OSHA Risk Classifications. OSHA’s classifications offer a means of comparing
741  exposures to a scenario that can be defined as high risk (US OSHA 2020).

742

743  Table S2. Baseline Scenario Approach. Mechanisms affecting the exposure risk.

744

745  Table S3. NASA Ames Research Center (ARC) CEAT Data. Calculated exposure risk ratios
746  and CEAT assessment variables for different scenarios varied by location and operation at
747  NASA ARC. The data in this figure is used in Fig. 4.

748

749  Table S4. Comparison of Three Simple Approaches to Modeling a Continuous Point
750 Release. In each of the three cases, the equations for concentration are nearly identical.

751

752  Table S5. Triangular Prism Parameters and Equations for Each Ring

753  STARMethods

754 RESOURCE AVAILABILITY

755  Lead Contacts

756 Further information and requests for resources and reagents should be directed to and will
757  be fulfilled by the Lead Contacts, Afshin Beheshti (afshin.beheshti@nasa.gov) and Brian

758  Schimmoller (bschimmoller@signaturescience.com).
759
760  Materials Availability
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761 This study did not generate new unique reagents.

762

763  Data and Code Availability

764 The published article includes all datasets generated and analyzed during this study. Any
765  additional information required to reanalyze the data reported in this paper is available from
766  the lead contact upon request.

767

768 METHOD DETAILS
769  Relative Dose Ratio Approach and Exposure Risk Model Derivation

770 CEAT’s relative dose ratio approach is based upon a mechanistic dose-response
771  framework. The starting point for the inhalation dose model is to use the relationship that
772  defines group-wide inhalation dose as a linear system where:

773 EGroupDose =£ X anhalation X At X Perorqr  Eq.S1

774 and Qunaiation 1S the average inhalation rate for the group, C is the average concentration of

775  the agent (in this case, aerosols containing SARS-CoV-2), At is the duration of group exposure,
776  and Perg,.q; 1S the number of people exposed in the group, which we assume is equal to the
777 total number of people in the group . The Egoup pose represents the total mass of contaminant
778  that enters the respiratory tracts of all of the group by inhalation over the duration of the
779  potential exposure or event. The fate or dynamics of the virus within the respiratory tract are
780  not considered in the model and would be part of a transmission process. The critical variable
781  that must be estimated by the model is the concentration of virus-containing aerosols that
782  occurs as a result of the exhalation (i.e., breathing, speaking, coughing, singing) from people
783  who are in close proximity and build up in a room over time.

784 There are a variety of ways of estimating concentration of contaminants in the air. Several
785 commonly used methods include well-mixed box (WMB) models (Reinke and Keil 2009),
786  computational fluid dynamic (CFD) models (Anthony 2009), and gaussian dispersion models
787  (Stockie 2011). Computational fluid dynamics based models uses numerical solutions of the
788  first principle equations of fluid flow and contaminant transport that are tailored to the specific
789  geometry, scale and temporal lengths, and flow regimes, and are capable of modeling the
790 complexities of particle dynamics, inhalation, exhalation, and interaction with flows in a
791  building (Anthony 2009). Gaussian models use an explicit solution of the contaminant transport

792  equations, and are, therefore, computationally fast compared to CFD models. Gaussian models
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793  are typically used at larger scale lengths (100s of meters or more) and are used in outside
794  environments, not typically used in indoor modeling (Zannetti 1990). The WMB model is a
795  simple model that can be used to estimate concentrations of contaminants in the air. It treats a
796 room as if it were a continuous stirred-tank reactor (CSTR) and uses the basic equations for
797  concentration that were developed for modeling continuous reactors in chemical engineering.
798 The WMB (or zone) approach is widely used, and, for example, is the basis for the National
799 Institutes of Standard and Technology’s (NIST’s) CONTAM indoor air quality model (Dols
800 and Polidoro 2015). NIST has also applied a single zone WMB approach in its Fate and
801  Transport of Indoor Microbiological Aerosols (FaTIMA), where it assumes rooms are single
802  well-mixed zones (Dols et al. 2020).

803 The basic equation for the single zone WMB is shown below:

804 Vdt = Mdt — Qyen Cdt Eq.S2

805  where V is the volume of the box, Q,.,: IS the ventilation rate (in units of volume per time)
806  through the box, and M is the emission rate (in units of mass per time) (Fig. S1B).

807 If we assume the emission rate is constant starting at time equals zero, the time varying
808  equation takes the form:

M _ Qvent,
809 C(t) = (1 —e v > Eq.S3
Qvent
810 Once enough time has passed to achieve equilibrium, the model takes the simple form:
811 Coq = Eq.S54
QVent
812 The basic simplifying assumption of the WMB model is that it assumes that a contaminant

813 s instantaneously completely mixed throughout a volume of air. This instantaneously well-
814  mixed assumption is a significant limitation when looking to determine the exposure between
815  people in a room or space if they are in close proximity relative to the size of the room. The
816  single zone well-mixed assumption results in the same exposure no matter how close or far
817  people are located. Accordingly, methods that can assess the potential for higher concentrations
818 (and exposures) that would result between closely clustered people would be useful for
819  quantifying exposure, doses and associated risks.

820

821  Near Field (NF) and Far Field (FF) Box Model
822 In the field of industrial hygiene, it is recognized that the single zone box model may
823  underestimate exposures experienced by receptors (i.e., people) close to a hazard, since it
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824  assumes that the concentration is instantaneously well-mixed over the volume of the room
825  (Jaycock et al., 2011). While computational fluid dynamics is one option to resolve the spatial
826  complexity of dispersion and mixing of a contaminant, industrial hygienists have devised a
827  simpler way of estimating the high concentrations near a source using a “box within a box,”
828  with an inner box or near field (NF) box containing the contaminant source and a receptor, and
829  a larger, far field (FF), box that represents entire volume (e.g., room). (Fig. S1C) The time
830 dependent concentration at the receptor is estimated by adding the NF and FF concentration
831  contributions (Nicas 2009a; Nicas 2014).

7 - ONE y _QrF
832 CO=COnr + COpr = Qi (1 —e VNFAt) + <1 —e VFFAt) Eq.S5

NF
833  where, M is the continuous mass release rate per minute of the contaminant of concern, Qur
834  (or as referred to by Nicas as P ) is the NF volumetric flow rate (m® per minute), Qzr is the FF
835  volumetric flow rate (m® per minute), Vyr is the NF volume (m?), Vg, is the FF volume (or
836  volume of the room or activity space) (m®), and At (minutes) is the elapsed time since the

837  start of the release.

838 If one assumes both boxes to be at equilibrium, the equation takes the simpler form:
M M
839 Coqg = C C = — + — Eq.56
~eq eq,NF + eq,FF ONF + QFF q
840 Calculating the ventilation rates, Qyr (or as referred to by Nicas as B ) and Qg using the

841  room volume and appropriate air change rate specific for each volume yields:

M M
842 Coq = —acmyg; + o ACHFR Eq.S7

NF™¢go FF %o

843  where ACHyp is the NF air change rate (hrt), and ACHg is the FF air change rate (hr). For
844  the time dependent form, since the volumes in the exponential term cancel themselves out, the
845  following results:

Y ACH Y ACH
846 C(t) = %NF (1 —e” eoNFAt) + +HFF (1 —e” eoFFAt) Eq.S8
VNF—¢4 VFF—o
847
848 In the application of NF and FF models, it is recommended (Nicas 2009a; Nicas 2016) that

849  the NF flow rate, Qyr (or B), be equal to % X § X FSA where FSA is the free surface area of
850 the assumed NF control volume and S is a random air speed (instantaneous in random direction)

851 at the interface of the NF and FF zones and % is used assuming that half of the air volume is
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852  entering the control volume and half of the air is leaving the control volume. Further, Nicas
853 recommends using s=15.1 meters per minute (50 feet per minute) when strong air currents are
854  present and s=3.0 meters per minute (10 feet per minute) when air currents are lacking near the
855  NF zone (Nicas 2014). A median random air speed for indoor office and home spaces was
856  observed by Baldwin and Mayard, 1998 (Baldwin and Maynard 1998) to between 0.05 and 0.1
857  meters per second. Nicas, 2014 (Nicas 2014), referencing Baldwin and Mayard, 1998 (Baldwin
858 and Maynard 1998), recommends that the typical value of 0.06 meters per second (3.6 meters
859  per minute), may be used with the FSA approach in indoor settings. Accordingly, in ACHyp
860  can be calculated using the FSA approach as follows:

%x S XFSA X60

NF

862 As we will show, the FSA approach when applied using typical values for median random
863  airspeed did not predict concentrations that align well with measured data. Accordingly, we
864  have devised an alternative way of calculating the ACHyr using an effective value for the
865  random air speed we call s, that varies with distance from the source and is derived from
866 an estimate of the eddy diffusivity. To do this we examined the gaussian/ eddy diffusivity
867  equations and show that the NF/FF equations can equivalent in certain cases to the continuous,
868  gaussian solution of the dispersion equation when there is no advection (i.e., mean wind speed
869 is equal to zero). Through this analysis, we can formulate a NF/FF model that uses eddy
870  diffusivity rather than relying on the Baldwin and Mayard, 1998 reported random air speed to
871  provide the mixing dynamics. To illustrate this, we start with side-by-side derivations for 1) a
872  continuous point release using the gaussian approach, 2) the NN/FF model using a spherical
873  NF volume, and 3) the NN/FF model using a hexagonal prism NF volume, as shown in Table
874  S4. In all three cases, we arrive at equations for concentration that are nearly identical.
875 Assuming the same values were used for K and distance from the source, all three
876  representations would provide nearly the same result — even the hexagonal prism representation
877  since 6 is within five percent of 2.

878 The challenge in using an eddy diffusivity model is determining the appropriate value
879  for K (Nicas 2009b). It is important to note that in the derivation of the gaussian solution, the
880  value for K is assumed to be constant over the domain (Stockie 2011). The form of the

881  equation for K that we arrive at, K = x - s, is similar to the form suggested by

882  Venkatram and Weil, 2021 (Venkatram and Weil 2021), K = « - u - . Venkatram and
883  Weil, 2021 (Venkatram and Weil 2021) describe « as a dimensionless value that would be
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determined experimentally; u is a representative velocity, and | was a representative length.

For now we will assume that « =1, such thatinourcase K = D - s.

Cheng et al. 2011 (Cheng et al. 2011) show a relationship between the air change rate
for a room and the eddy diffusivity using experimental measurements of carbon monoxide
released in two indoor environments. The data from these experiments are presented in their
paper and in Acevedo-Bolton et al. 2012 (Acevedo-Bolton et al. 2012). These approaches
capture the additional turbulent kinetic energy that is added to the system through the higher
air changes through ventilation or increased mixing of the air (e.g., through the HVAC
system circulating the air) (Cheng et al. 2011; Venkatram and Weil 2021). This approach
provides for a constant eddy diffusivity within the room and does not suggest dependency of
the eddy diffusivity on the distance from the source. The recommend the eddy diffusivity
(m? sec?) is calculated using the mechanical ACHg (air change rate in hrt) and, V, the

overall volume of the room (m?), as follows:

K = (0.52 ACHpr/3600 + 8.61 x 107%) V2/3 Eq.510
Venkatram and Weil, 2021(Venkatram and Weil 2021), using the same datasets suggest a

more simple but similar relationship:
K =V?/3 ACHpz /3600 Eq.S11

Foat, et al., 2020 (Foat et al. 2020) recommend a similar relationship that was arrived at

through CFD simulations over a wide of range of indoor parameters:

K =0.824 V?/3 N~=2/3 ACHpr /3600 Eq.S512

where N equals to the number of inlet vents for the room. Foat, et al., 2020 (Foat et al.
2020) looked at a range of room volumes between 50 m® and 5000 m?, floor aspect ratios
(length/width) between 1-3, height/(floor area)? ratio between 0.1 and 1.5, and air change rate
between 0.6 and 19.9 hrt. In most modern buildings, the number of vents would increase with
increasing volume or area. Across the range of 235 scenarios that were modeled, the number
of vents per 100 m? of area ranged from 3.8 to 8 vents per 100 m? (excluding the four extreme
values of approximately 50 vents per 100 m?), and averaged 4.6 vents per 100 m2. To limit the
number of variables that the user needs to know or determine to use CEAT, we replace N with
a relationship between the area of the room and a reasonable number of vents per unit area,

examining values ranging from 3 to 8 vents per 100 m?.

28


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?4gqMrt
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?ZVp6mu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?oHVR6f
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?WQCplm
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?4ck9Ov
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?1WC65c
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?1WC65c
https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.02.22271806
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.02.22271806; this version posted March 5, 2022. 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

914 By combining the two representations of the eddy diffusivity equations and assuming that

915  the product of D and s is a constant, we can calculate an effective velocity s.f¢ (in m min-1)

916 thatis consistent with a constant eddy diffusivity at all distances from the source.

917 D-s;; =K Eq.S13
918

919 Sepf =5  Eq.S14

920

921 Below are the Venkatram and Weil, 2021(Venkatram and Weil 2021) and Foat, et al., 2020

922  (Foat et al. 2020) solutions for K expressed as s, ¢(in m min-1):

V2/3  ACHpp /60

923 Seff =————— Eq.S15
924
2/3 -2/3
925 Sepf = 0.824 V ND ACHFpF /60 Eq.516
926
927 Since all three K and ACH relationships are constant with respect to D, the product of D -

928  s.sp Is a constant, thus any change in s is inversely proportional with the change in D.
929  Therefore, as D increases moving away from a source, the value of s, ¢, decreases.

930 Now we come back to the relationshipof K = «a - u - [ orexpressed in our variables
931 K = a - sy - D and define «, adjustments for the eddy diffusivity, as a means of
932  capturing any dependency of K on distance from the source and adjustment to the dependence

933 on ACH in the form (should measurement data indicate there are dependencies):

934 a =1 x* - ¢ ACHprY Eq.S17
935
936 Substituting the equation for K into our original equation and rearranging so that the FSA

937  of the hexagon is still calculated, we arrive at:

938 Cog = = a Eq.518

6
E(D2 +Dhpz) a-Seff

939  and ACHyyp is

6 2
= (D® +Dhy;) a-serr- 60
940 ACHyp="2 ° 7

Eq.S520

VNF
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941 To calculate an average inhalation dose over a period of time, assuming that the initial

942  concentration is zero (C(0) = 0) from a single source, we estimate the average dose by
943  calculating the concentration at the midpoint of the duration, %.

M

_ ACHypAt M _ ACHppAt
944 QAVE = m (] —e 60 2) +m (1 e 60 2) ECISZ]
NF 60 FF — 60
.. _ ACHNFAt _ACHppAt\
945 As the duration increases, the factors (1 —e 2> and (1 —e o 2 >W|II converge

ACHNFAt

946  on 1. Giventhat ACHyp is likely greater than ACHf the factor (1 —e o 2 ) will converge

ACHFRpAt
947  faster than the factor (1 —e o 2 ) Meaning, the near field term will achieve equilibrium

948  faster than the far field term.
949

950 Validation the of the Single Source Equation with Measurement Data

951 We compare predictions calculated using Equation S20 to measurements of chemical and
952  aerosol releases in indoor environments that characterize concentrations at various distances
953  from sources. We included data from carbon monoxide (CO) releases in two homes (Acevedo-
954  Bolton et al. 2012; Cheng et al. 2014)(Acevedo-Bolton,et al., 2012), toluene releases in a test
955  chamber (Zhang et al. 2009), benzene releases in an industrial environment (Nicas et al. 2007)
956 and liquid aerosols containing lactose released to simulate an actual COVID-19 transmission
957 incident that occured in a Swiss court room (Vernez et al. 2021). The study of carbon monoxide
958 (CO) releases (Cheng et al. 2011; Acevedo-Bolton et al. 2012; Cheng et al. 2014) occurred in
959  two residential homes where seventeen separate 8-hour tests with continuous emission rates
960  were conducted. Measurement distances from the source ranged from 0.25 meters through to
961 5 meters. The chamber tests conducted by Zhang, et al., 2007 involved simultaneous
962  measurements at four points that were 0.1 meters from a release point. Across the dataset, the
963  distance from the source varied between 0.1 meters and 5 meters, the room volumes varied
964  between 3 m® and 50,000 m?, and the air changes per hour between 0.17 and 218 hr. We also
965 examined an example case that was presented by Nicas 2009 (Nicas 2009a), where the
966  conventional NF/FF approach is applied.

967 Examination of the performance of the three eddy diffusivity models (assuming that no
968  adjustment is necessary and that value of a = 1 for the expression in Eq. S17) shows that the
969  best model above 0.75 hrtis the Foat, et al., 2020 (Foat et al. 2020) equation with an R? = 0.94

30


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?SCcK3H
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?SCcK3H
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?gfr7dB
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kSz6IH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kw0DEk
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?tBG87S
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?8POwb7
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?3bpeq2
https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.02.22271806
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.02.22271806; this version posted March 5, 2022. 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

970  (Fig. S2B) when the number of vents per 100 m? is equal to 4. The best model below 0.75 hr?
971 is the Venkatram and Weil, 2021 (Venkatram and Weil 2021) model, with an R? = 0.92 (Fig.
972  S2A). Acevedo-Bolton,et al. 2012 (Acevedo-Bolton et al. 2012) show in their analysis that the
973  carbon monoxide sensors (measuring at 15 second time intervals) at 0.25 meters were likely
974  seeing concentrations that were above the upper limits of the instrument’s data logger (between
975 128 and 150 ppm), resulting in an underestimate of average reported concentration. Our model
976  systematically overpredicts the concentrations, as compared to the measured data, at 0.25
977  meters and to a lesser degree at 0.5 meters. Consequently, we remove the 0.25 data from the
978  dataset.

979 The major difference between the two models is the inclusion of a factor that captures the
980 number of vents. It is reasonable to assume that spaces with very low air change rates do not
981 have vents (or do not have functional vents), so the inclusion of the number of vents in the
982 equation is not meaningful and in low air change rates the Venkatram and Weil,
983  2021(Venkatram and Weil 2021) equation is sufficient. Also, the lower limit of the air change
984 rate in the Foat, et al., 2020 (Foat et al. 2020) dataset was 0.6 hr and only three of the 235
985 modeled scenarios analyzed had air change rates less than 0.75 hr. Given that (1) most
986  commercial and institutional facilities will have air change rates that are greater than 1 hrt, (2)
987  would have an additional air change rate term to account for HVAC recirculation and filtration,
988 and (3) these facilities” HVAC systems will include inlet vents, it is important to use a method
989 that addresses the effect of vents on dispersion and is accurate at high air change rates. Also,
990  given that the risks of COVID-19 exposure are highest when the air change rates are low such
991 as when natural ventilation is relied upon, it is important to have a method that works well in
992  those conditions. The Acevedo-Bolton, et al., 2012 (Acevedo-Bolton et al. 2012) dataset and
993  the Venkatram and Weil, 2021 (Venkatram and Weil 2021) estimate for eddy diffusivity cover
994  those low air change rate scenarios.

995 Based upon these factors and our analysis, in the CEAT model, we use the unadjusted
996  Venkatram and Weil, 2021 (Venkatram and Weil 2021) model to estimate eddy diffusivity at
997  air change rates at or below 0.75 hr! and the Foat, et al., 2020 model (Foat et al. 2020) to
998  estimate eddy diffusivity above 0.75 hr* with an assumption of 4 vents per 100 m?. The results

999  of this combined model compared to the measured data, are shown in Fig. S2C.

1000  Multiple Sources

1001 Equation S21 provides an estimate of the average concentration from one person’s emission

1002  at a receptor, but not the contribution of how multiple people’s emissions would affect the
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1003  concentration. To address multiple sources in combination, the additivity property of the
1004  “superposition principle of linear systems” can be applied (lllingworth 1991), which enables
1005 that the effect of each person’s emissions at a receptor can be calculated separately and
1006  summed. The superposition principle has been applied to outdoor air pollution dispersion
1007 modeling (Stockie 2011) and provides the theoretical basis for modeling complex scenarios
1008 involving multiple emission sources in outdoor gaussian plume models such as EPA’s
1009 AIRMOD (US EPA 2019). The logic is, therefore, if a NF and FF approach can be used to
1010 estimate the higher concentration in the close proximity of one person to another person, then
1011  if n people were added to the system, and n additional NF boxes were added, the terms would
1012  be added to the equation for each person (i.e., emission source), with each being independent

1013  and summing to total concentration, as shown below:

M _ACHNFAt M _ACHFFAt
1014 Cave = de=1 — ACHyF (1 —e 60 2> + |~ (1 —e e 2 )
VNF 5o VFF—¢, N
1015 Eq.S522
1016 The superposition principle also includes a homogeneity property, which allows us to

1017  apply a scalar factor across all emission sources resulting in the concentration at the receptor
1018 changing proportionally to the value of the scalar. This property provides the conceptual basis
1019 that allows one to conclude that if the emission rate from each source is increased or decreased
1020 by a factor, that one could assume the concentration would increase or decrease by the same
1021  factor. The scalar could also be the product of several scalars, including a probability factor.
1022  CEAT will use this property defining a scalars, M and ¢(phi), to adjust both the emission rate
1023  and the probability of the emission rate, assuming that the emission rate and the probability of
1024  emission rate are constant for all sources for a given scenario, resulting in the following
1025 equation:
. 1 _ ACHyFpAt 1 _ ACHppAt

1026 C pp = @M X YN _ l<m><1—e 60 2>+<@>(1—e 60 2)]

60 60

N
1027 Eq.523

1028 In a two-source system with one receptor, where the distance between the two receptors

1029 and the source equidistant shown in Fig. S3A, the following equation can be written:
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. _ACHyFAt 1
CAVE:(/)MXZ (1—6 60 2) TI_INF
So=1 Ve =60
_ ACHppAt
+<1_e 60 2) —ACH.. Eq.524
VFF a0

60

Using a hexagonal prism for the NF volume allows one to place the system of equations on
a regular grid of equidistant triangles (Fig S3A). Using a regular grid of equidistant triangles,
as compared to a regular rectangular grid, has advantages since all nodes are equidistant from
their nearest neighbors. This equidistant neighbor feature is particularly useful given the
objective to assess various distancing options. The use of a triangular grid allows one to
conveniently draw a hexagonal prism that is made up of six triangular prisms that approximates
a cylinder, with each centered on the six closest nodes to the receptor, (Fig. S3B). The
orientation of the triangular prism within the box makes no difference to the calculations.
Accordingly, we can rotate each of the triangular prisms 180 degrees for visual convenience
(Fig. S3C). We do this because we can define the system identically from two perspectives,
the source view and the receptor view.

The system shown in Fig. S3D can be used to evaluate both the NF and FF concentrations

from up to six sources at the receptor in the center, using the equation below.

_ ACHNF—15tAt 1
C = oM X Z (1 - e‘ﬁ)
ave =9 v ACHyr 1y
So=1 NF 60
_ ACHppAt 1
+<1—e 60 2) —ACH.. Eq.S25
Ver =50

We can calculate the ACHy using the equation derived earlier for a hexagon:

2 (D® +Dhy,) a sefs60

ACHNp-15st Ring= - Eq.526
NF
By substituting for the Vy,
6 2
- (D +D hpy) Ut'Seff'60
ACHNp-15t Ring= 2 Eq.527

2(D )2 (hpy)
Which simplifies to:

1 1
ACHNF—lStRing= a X Seff X (h_bZ+D_) X 60 EqSZB
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In the same way that a six source system was devised, a 12-source system that still keeps
each person in the system D distance apart, but in this case is located two D away from the
receptor. In this case, instead of a hexagon, a dodecagonal prism (12-sided prism) is drawn
(Fig. 3F). In the 12-source system, we take 1/12th of the emissions and use 1/12 of the total
dodecagonal prism volume. The ACH y is calculated using the dimension of the 1/12 triangular
wedge which is derived as follows.

ACH L= %xa X Serf X(2x0933 (D )2+hpzxD ) X60
NF=zn 0933 (D )? (hpz)

Eq.S529

Which simplifies to:
— )X 60 Eq.S30

1
ACHyp-2ng=a X Sepp X (h_bz + Teeexd

Successive rings, out to nine rings are included in CEAT, to allow up to a maximum of 270
people. Each ring adds 6 additional people more than the previous ring (i.e, the first ring holds
6 people, the second ring holds 12 people, the third ring holds 18, etc.) (Fig S3E). Table S5
has the equations for the area of each of the triangular prisms, along with the equation used to
calculate the ACHyf for each ring.

Applying the superposition principle, the contribution of each person on the receptor at the

center can be calculated. Going out to 60 sources (four rings) we get:

. 6 _ ACHNF_q1stAt 1
C ave = @M X (250 =1 (1 —-e 60 2) VNFACHNF—lst + (1 -

60
_ ACHppAt 1
e 60 2) ~—ACHpp +

VFF

60

18 ( ACHNF_ondAt 1 ACHEpAt 1
1—e = &0 2) —_— +<1—e_ 60 2) —— |+
= ACH ACH
So=7 VNE NF-2nd Vir FF

60 60

36

( ACHNF—37rqdAt 1 ACHFFrAt 1

1—e 60 2) +(1—€_ 60 2) — |t
Z v ACHyr_3rq L ACHy
So=19 NF 60 FF 60

60 _ ACH NF_athAt 1 _ ACHERpAt 1
250237 <1 —e€ 60 2> ACHNF—4—th + (1 —e 60 2 ) ACHFF ) Eq.S?)].
VNF— o VFF %0

The formula may be simplified by pulling out the factors common in the two terms and

rearranging as follows:
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_ ACHNF-j5¢4t 1
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Vo ACHNF-1st
NF 50

18
So=7

(1-e

36

_ ACHEpAt 1
60 2 —aciy
VEF—/——

)+<0M<220=1 (1-

)+
ACHNF—_2ndAt zndAt
60 ACHNF 2nd +

60

Z ( ACHNF-3rg4t 1
1—e™~ 60 2) +
v ACHNF-3r4
S50=19 NF 60
60 _ ACHNF-_athAt 1
So=37 (1—8 60 2) —xcayran |) Eq-532
VNE =g

Calculating the effective ACH gr and ACH yf to address sinks and turbulence

For the purposes of calculating the far field concentration term, the ACHgr should include

any mechanisms that remove air from the space (e.g.,

natural ventilation, infiltration

mechanical ventilation), mechanisms that remove the contaminant from the space (e.g.,

filtration and deposition), and mechanisms inactivate contaminants (e.g., reaction, temperature,

humidity, radiation).

ACHFF = ACHNat.l Vent + ACHInfiltr. + ACHMech.Vent + ACHHVAC Re. + ACHInact.

+ ACHpep, Eq.S33

The ACHyy 4¢ re.be based upon the flow rate and the portion of the recirculated air from which

any contaminants has been removed (ACHyy ac re X Efritter):
ACHpp = ACHyqgtivent + ACHmfiter, + ACHyecnvent + ACHuyac re. X Efritter

+ ACH 1aer, + ACHpep Eq.S34

For the purposes of calculating the eddy diffusivity, the ACHpr should only include

mechanisms that result in actual air flow. So the ACH 1,,4¢;. and ACHp,, have not been

included and the unreduced ACHpyy ¢ recirc Should be used, as shown.

ACHFFEddyDiff

= ACHpgtivent + ACHInfiltr. + ACHyechvent + ACHypyac re. £q-535

For the final ACHyF , the ACH 4. and ACHp,,, should be added back in, as shown below

for the 1st Ring of sources:
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1100 ACHNF—lSt Ring= a X Seff X ( + DL) X 60 + ACHInact. + ACHDEP Eq536

1
hp
1101  Dose Model

1102 As stated earlier, we employ a basic inhalation dose model:

1103 QQuanta = gAVE X Qinnate X At Eq.537

1104  Where, Dyyantq is the quantity of inhaled infectious material, C,yr is average air
1105  concentration over the duration (mass/m®), Qi naze the inhalation rate (m®/min), and At is the
1106  duration of exposure (min).

1107 Since we are looking at this model from a worker safety perspective, we can also look at
1108 the total inhalation dose of all people in an activity space by multiplying the total number of
1109  people, assuming we are using, ideally, an average concentration and the same duration in the
1110  activity space.

1111 Douanta = Cave X Qinnate X At X Pergrq Eq.538

1112 The concentration contributions are calculated for a person assumed to be at the center of
1113  atriangular grid where people are spaced equidistantly (based upon the distancing specified).
1114  We assume the concentration at the center is representative for all people in the group since: 1)
1115  each person’s location is likely not static during the activity and 2) exposure is driven mostly
1116 by the close-in sources (i.e., other people) and all people have close-in sources.

1117 If we include mask effectiveness in the model, recognizing that there is an effect on both
1118 the inhalation side (1 — Ef;;,) and on the exhalation side (1 - Ef,,; ), the equation takes the
1119  following form:

1120 Douanta = (1= Efour) X C ave X Qinnate X (1 — Efin) X At X Pergrqr  Eq.S39

1121 This equation calculates the total inhalation dose that a worst-case person (located at a
1122  receptor at the center of all rings) would receive if all people were emitting at a rate M for the
1123  exposure duration. It assumes that all people are emitters (i.e., infected), when in fact only a
1124  few may be emitters. Based upon the homogeneity property of the principle of superposition,
1125 ¢, in the expanded dose equation can be the likelihood that a person is infected, as shown
1126  below.

1127 QQuanta = (1_ Efout) X Qinhate X (1 - Efin) X At X Peryeq X
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. _ACHFFAt 1 . 6
1128 ( (pM PeEmitting (1 —e€ 60 2) W + (pM (ZPe =1 (1 -
60
_ ACHNF_3s5tAt 1
1129 e~ 2) et | +
60
ACHNF_ndAt
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1142  Additional terms can be added to Eq. S44 for each hexagonal ring as more people are added. CEAT
1143  allows up to 250 people.

37


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.02.22271806
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.02.22271806; this version posted March 5, 2022. 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

1144  Impact of Prevalence of Infection in Community

1145 Critical to the exposure assessment is the consideration of the likelihood that any individual
1146  member of the group is infectious at the start of the scenario or modeled event, with the
1147  likelihood of infection represented by the variable ¢. In the CEAT model, the range of
1148 likelihood of infectiousness in the group can range from 1.0 (certain infectiousness) on the high
1149  end, to a value on the low end that is 100 times less than what is estimated as the community
1150 average infectiousness. In all of the cases, we assume that at least one person is not infectious,
1151  so the population that could be infectious is the size of the group, Pe, minus 1.

1152 We estimate the community average infectiousness by using the reported 7-day average
1153  per 100,000 of diagnosed cases (Casesper 100000), @n estimate of the ratio of the undiagnosed

1154  cases over the diagnosed cases (Rynaqiag ), and the average length of an infectiousness in days,
1155  (Dynf), multiplied by the subgroup factor, which is the adjustment of the subgroup's rate of

1156 infectiousness as compared to the rate of infectiousness of the community.

C er
1157 = (1= (1= Ryngiag X “52e200000 )Dins ) 100,000 xGroup Factor Eq. 545
1158 We assume that within a community, the population can be subdivided into subpopulations

1159 as follows:

1160 1. Group Factor = 0.01 The Group is composed of people who, prior to the event are
1161 estimated as having a likelihood COVID-19 infection that is 100 times lower than the
1162 community’s average due to their adhering to public health guidance on distancing,
1163 masking, and exposure to crowds/people.

1164 2. Group Factor = 0.1 The Group is composed of people who, prior to the event are
1165 estimated as having a likelihood COVID-19 infection that is 10 times lower than the
1166 community’s average due to their adhering to public health guidance on distancing,
1167 masking, and exposure to crowds/people.

1168 3. Group Factor = 1 The Group is composed of people who, prior to the event are
1169 estimated as having a likelihood COVID-19 infection that is equal to the community’s
1170 average.

1171 4. Group Factor = 0.1 The Group is composed of people who, prior to the event are
1172 estimated as having a likelihood COVID-19 infection that is 10 times higher than the
1173 community’s average due to their not adhering to public health guidance on distancing,
1174 masking, and exposure to crowds/people.

1175 5. ¢ =1 The group is composed of people who are known to be infectious.
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1176  Impact of Variants

1177 We handle the current community prevalence of variants and the relative infectiousness of
1178 the prevalent variants by assuming that some variants may be significantly more or less
1179  transmissive than other variants. For the fraction of total cases of more infectious variants, we
1180  can adjust the fractional exposure upward or downward to account for its infectiousness.
1181

1182  Efficacy of Immunity

1183 Immunities, including vaccination and recovered cases, are addressed in two ways:

1184 1. It reduces the rate of virus shedding of immunized persons who do become infected,
1185 thus reducing the emission rate, M , for the fraction of people with immunity; this is
1186 based upon a 3 times reduction in shedding observed by (Levine-Tiefenbrun et al.
1187 2021).

1188 2. The immunity is treated as a barrier to infection with an effectiveness that is equal to
1189 its published efficacy based conceptually on the model used by the EPA for dose and
1190 exposure definition (US EPA 2019).

1191  We are assuming that immunity gained by recovery from COVID is equal to the immunity
1192  gained from vaccination.

1193

1194  Efficacy of Testing

1195 We address the efficacy and timing of testing regimes, relative to the days an individual is
1196  expected to be infectious. We assume that if an individual is infectious, at the time of the event,
1197  the timing of the infection prior to the event is a uniform distribution. For example, if Dy, =
1198 5, and they were tested three days prior to the event, there is a 3/5 chance they were infected
1199  when they were tested and a 2/5 chance they got infected after they were tested (in the two
1200  subsequent days before the event). Assuming a testing false negative rate (Rpgse neg.) OF 10%,
1201 the testing adjustment factor, which assumes testing was performed three days before the event,

1202 is computed as follows:

1203 e |If D;,r < 3, there is no adjustment to the likelihood that an individual is infectious
1204 because testing was performed prior to anyone becoming infectious.

1205 e If the D, 2 3, the testing adjustment is computed as the
1206 weighted likelihood of either (a) having been infected at the
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1207 time of testing and obtaining a false negative test or (b) becoming infected after
1208 the test:

_ (Dlnf -2) 2
1209 TeStAdjust - 5 . RFalse Neg. +—

DInf DInf

1210  where Rpqise neg IS currently set to 0.10.

1211  Relative Dose Ratio Approach: How we establish the baseline

1212 Rather than directly calculating a dose-response, we use a comparative dose approach. We
1213  compare all scenarios to a baseline scenario discussed in Table S2. The model’s results are
1214  aligned with the US OSHA classifications of exposure risks (US OSHA 2020), by
1215  benchmarking the dose calculations to a baseline scenario that is considered high risk by US
1216  OSHA. We define the baseline scenario to represent a person (i.e., medical worker) who is
1217  exposed to a COVID-19 infected person. We apply assumptions to this scenario, addressing
1218  each of the factors in Table S2, to arrive at a baseline inhalation dose value. The inhalation
1219  dose for other scenarios is compared to the baseline dose by a simple ratio. Below is the full
1220 ratio equation with the “i th” scenario in the numerator and the baseline (BL) in the

1221  denominator. We can rearrange the terms in each of the i scenario (E,,qss ;) and the baseline

1222 (ETYICISS BL):

y (Peqgq=1)
QQuantai _ Pi Mi % Z 1 fotal (FFFactor + NFFactor)i (1 - Efout)i

1223 = X = —
Douanta BL ¢ Mg, Z(fen’t“l Y ( FFpgetor + NFrgctor)BL (1- Efout)sL
1 — Ef,);
1224 L= Efindi
(1 - Efin)BL
1225 Qinhalationi PeExposedl- x Ati % VariantAdji ImmunltyAdji TeStAdfi
Qinhalationm PeExposedBL At VariantAd]-BL ImmunityAdtBL TeStAijL
1226 Eq.S546

1227  Emission Rate Approach

1228 Deterministic dose-response models provide estimations of the intake dose and estimations
1229  of the probability of infection for the intake dose. These models require a means of quantifying
1230 the dose and quantifying the pathogen-host interaction via a dose response (i.e., a tolerance
1231  dose - the dose above which someone is certain to be infected or a threshold dose — minimum
1232  dose needed to initiate a chance of infection in any person) (Sze To and Chao 2010). To
1233  calculate risks using a dose-response approach, similar to what was done by Parhizkar, et al.,
1234 2021, the following is needed: (1) an explicit mass rate or particle count rate emitted from an
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1235 infected person, (2) information on particle size emitted and particle size distribution, and (3)
1236  the explicit response threshold dose or tolerance dose. Determining these data requires
1237  environmental measurement and epidemiological studies of transmission. While CEAT is also
1238  based upon a deterministic dose-response framework, it does not use explicit values for
1239  emission rate and dose response. Instead it calculates a dose ratio (using Equation S44), based
1240  upon comparing a baseline scenario that has been defined as high risk to an evaluated scenario
1241 (i.e., i" scenario). This simplification provides a means to rapidly deploy a comprehensive risk
1242  model during an infectious disease outbreak ahead of public health and medical authorities
1243  having detailed data on the explicit viral emission rates and dose responses. The CEAT model
1244  does, however, require that a public health authority (e.g., Occupational Safety and Health
1245  Administration (OSHA), Centers of Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), or other
1246  governmental health department) or other expert defines an exposure and dose scenario that is
1247  consistent with high risk exposure. In CEAT, we have used the OSHA classifications of
1248  exposure risks (US OSHA 2020) for this purpose.

1249 While the ratio model does not directly use Wells-Riley approach, it does benefit from the
1250 data that have been empirically-derived from use of the Wells-Riley approach, allowing us to
1251 adjust the CEAT dose ratio results and exposure risk results for various activities and

1252  vocalization intensities. We use the back-calculated quanta per hour from Buonanno, et al.,
1253  2020a and Buonanno, et al., 2020b to inform the ratio of emission rates, MiB’L We make the

1254  assumption that these empirically-derived ratios would be correlated with explicit mass or

1255  particle count ratios that would be appropriate for deterministic dose-response models.

1256 It is instructive to note that the CEAT approach does not require a means of varying the

1257  emission rate ratios. If Wells-Riley-derived emissions for various activities and vocalization

1258 intensities were not available, the assumption could be made that emission rate was constant
M

1259 (i.e., M—B"Lz 1). All of the other ratio factors in Eq 46 could still be used to evaluate the i dose

1260 scenario versus the baseline scenario. The majority cases that the CEAT was employed

1261  assumed that the Step 5 vocalization intensity was “standing and speaking” which uses in Af[w—l =
BL

1262 1 in the model’s calculations. The fact that Wells-Riley-derived data are not essential to use
1263  CEAT is a benefit of the CEAT approach.
1264
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1265 QUANTIFICATION AND STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
1266  Gathering Scenario

1267 To determine the gathering scenario, we considered three different counties for the date of
1268  1/31/2022 that were in different regions of the US with very low COVID-19 cases
1269 (Montgomery County, MD), very high COVID-19 cases (Knox County, TN), and a county
1270  with cases in between the two (Suffolk County, MA). In this analysis, we estimated that a
1271  typical gathering will last 5 hours and can be held both indoors or outdoors. The indoor scenario
1272 is considered to take place in a room (i.e. 30ft x 30ft x 9ft or 9.14m x 9.14m x 2.74m). We
1273  utilized the COVID ActNow tracker (U.S. COVID Risk & Vaccine Tracker) to determine the
1274  latest number of cases and vaccination rates on 1/31/2022. In addition, we utilized CDC’s
1275 Nationwide Commercial Laboratory Seroprevalence Survey (U.S. COVID Risk & Vaccine
1276  Tracker) to determine the current population recovered from COVID-19, and CDC’s Variant
1277  Proportions Tracker (U.S. COVID Risk & Vaccine Tracker) to determine the estimated
1278  percentage of existing SARS-CoV-2 variants that exist in the infected population in each
1279  region. At the time of analysis for all counties the Omicron variant accounts for >99% of
1280 COVID-19 cases (U.S. COVID Risk & Vaccine Tracker). It is estimated that the Omicron
1281  variant is 440% more transmissible than the original SARS-CoV-2 reference strain (Araf et al.
1282  2022). We analyzed for the following different parameters to account for multiple different
1283  scenarios that gatherings can take place: distancing ranging from 1.5ft to 10ft, masks usage
1284  (i.e. no masks, average masks, and N95/KN95 masks), and if the group of people are either
1285  “following all public health guidance” or “equal to the community average”. In addition, we
1286  also considered testing to be included with one of the scenarios. All data was recorded in
1287  Microsoft Excel 2019 and all data analyses were completed using R version 4.0.3, RStudio
1288  version 1.4.1717, and ggplot2 v3.3.5 (Wickham 2016).

1289

1290 NASA Ames Research Center CEAT Tool Usage

1291 In initial assessments, utilizing CEAT V B.6 that was released on November 25, 2020 Step
1292 1 (“The group is composed of people who...”) was generally selected as “You think are
1293  following all public health guidance”. Step 2 (“Number of People Sharing Activity Space™)
1294  was set to the requested number of personnel required to conduct the operation in-person. In
1295  general this was 2 to 4 people per location per operation. Selected distance (Step 3) was set to
1296 6 feet (“-6 distancing adjustment”) unless specified otherwise. For Mask Efficacy (Step 4)

1297  “cloth masks” worn by all personnel were selected as cloth was the most likely utilized (-5 and
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1298 -3, respectively). Very few projects were using surgical masks and masks were required to be
1299 worn by everyone on campus at this time. Vocalization (Step 5) and breathing (Step 6)
1300 adjustment rates, as well as Duration of Activity (Step 7) were based on the operations reported
1301  inthe RTOW plan submission. Typical operations are conducted while “standing”, “speaking”,
1302 and “passive” (0 and 0) for 8 hours. Ventilation rates (Step 8) and Adjustment for room sizes
1303  (Step 9) were based on location of the operation reported in the RTOW plan submission. Step
1304 10 (“Calculate Adjustment to Local Community’s Current Conditions”) was based on the State
1305 of California (US State of California 2022a). The California case rate was chosen instead of
1306 the local county case rate as the majority of the NASA ARC workforce resides in the general
1307 Bay Area which encompasses nine counties, some of which have weekly case rates more
1308 similar to California than to the local county. After inputting these desired values for the
1309 variables in Steps 1-10, the relative exposure ratio for a given condition was recorded and
1310 analyzed in Microsoft Excel 365.

1311 CEAT V B.14 was released on December 13, 2020 the inputs were similar to that of V B.6,
1312  the difference being that for Step 9 actual room dimensions could be entered.

1313 CEAT V B.29 was released on May 6, 2021 Step 1 (“The group is composed of people
1314  who...”) was selected as “Are following all public health guidance”. However, since the
1315  percent vaccination rate was unknown, it was not checked. Step 2 (“Number of People Sharing
1316  Activity Space”) was set to the requested number of personnel required to conduct the operation
1317  in-person. In general this was 2 to 4 people per location per operation. Selected distance (Step
1318  3) was set to 6 feet unless specified otherwise. For “Mask Type and Prevalence” (Step 4) “cloth
1319 masks” worn by all personnel were selected as cloth was the most likely utilized. Very few
1320  projects were using surgical masks and masks were required to be worn by everyone on campus
1321  for all but a 6 week window where masks were optional for vaccinated personnel. VVocalization
1322  (Step 5) and breathing (Step 6) adjustment rates, as well as Duration of Activity (Step 7) were
1323  based on the operations reported in the RTOW plan submission. Typical operations are
1324  conducted while “standing”, “speaking”, and “passive” for 8 hours. Ventilation rates (Step 8)
1325 and Adjustment for room sizes (Step 9) were based on location of the operation reported in the
1326 RTOW plan submission. Step 10 (“Calculate Adjustment to Local Community’s Current
1327  Conditions”) was based on the State of California (US State of California 2022a), (US State of
1328  California 2022b) and variant information was input from CDC data (CDC 2020c). When
1329  variant prevalence was introduced into the CEAT in later iterations, the three most prevalent
1330 variants in Health and Human Services (HHS) Region 9 were used (CDC 2020c). Specifically,

1331 the variant prevalence data from Nowcast was utilized. Instead of utilizing the predetermined
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1332  variants provided in the CEAT, NASA ARC input data from the three most prevalent variants
1333  in the HHS Region 9. The “Protection Effectiveness of Immunity (%)” in Step 10 was set to
1334 66% based on published research regarding the Pfizer-BioNTech, Moderna, and Janssen
1335  vaccine against the Delta variant (Fowlkes 2021). After inputting these desired values for the
1336  variables in Steps 1-10, the relative exposure ratio for a given condition was recorded and
1337  analyzed in Microsoft Excel 365. Although CEAT V B.32 was released on August 29, 2021 it
1338  was not used in this analysis. To generate a graphical representation of the data (Fig. 4) we
1339  associated numerical values to the different parameters in the table and utilized R version 4.03,
1340 RStudio version 1.4.1717 with the following R packages: ggplot2 v3.3.5 (Wickham 2016).
1341 For the longitudinal review of the NASA ARC “Centerwide Accepted Median Exposure
1342  Risk Ratio” in relation to the community case rates CEAT V B.6, V B.14, and V B.29 were
1343  utilized, this was dependent on the newest version available. Initial inputs at the time of the
1344  RTOW plan were utilized and Step 10 (“Calculate Adjustment to Local Community’s Current
1345  Conditions”) rates were updated on a biweekly basis based on the State of California (US State
1346  of California 2022a). The median of all project exposure risk ratios was used instead of the
1347  average to account for the high fluctuations in exposure risk ratios. Hypothetical exposure risk
1348  ratios were back-calculated to March 2020. Only projects that had been approved to RTOW,
1349  along with projects that were deemed mission essential and were exempt from the work from
1350  home policy (e.g. Security Guards, Security Operations Center) were included in the calculated
1351  biweekly median risk ratio. The relative exposure ratio for a given condition was recorded, the
1352  median exposure ratio was calculated biweekly, and the correlation coefficient compared to the
1353 community case rates was calculated in Microsoft Excel 365. The median of all project
1354  exposure risk ratios was used instead of the average to account for the high fluctuations.
1355  Although the CEAT was not used at NASA ARC until December 2020, hypothetical exposure
1356  risk ratios were back-calculated to March 2020, when NASA ARC enacted their mandatory
1357  work from home policy, for each project using the known historic California case rates. Only
1358  projects that had been approved to RTOW, along with projects that were deemed mission
1359  essential and were exempt from the work from home policy (e.g. Security Guards, Security
1360  Operations Center) were included in the calculated biweekly median exposure risk ratio. A plot
1361  was generated for this data (Fig. 5) using R version 4.0.3, RStudio version 1.4.1717 with the
1362  following R packages: ggplot2 v3.3.5 (Wickham 2016).

1363

1364
1365
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A

B)

SE[LSE] M Enter information that describes the Group.
a. Group's Infection Likelihood compared to the Community

The Group is composed of people who, prior to this activity,
you estimate have a likelihood COVID-19 infection that is...

health gui distancing, masking, and exposure to crowds/people.

[10x lower than the community’s average due to their adhering to public
I distancing, masking, and exposure

A B
[100¢ lower than the community's average due to their adhering to public D D

[Equal to the community average;

Enter the duration that most closely matches activity.

Duration of
Activity in Hours:

signature

Notes]

Oslo, Louise Restaurant,

COVID-19 Exposure
C EAT Assessment Tool

International System of Units (SI)

S Select whether outdoor or indoor

B: Outdoor activities: Select wind conditions that

[10x higher than the community’s average due to their not adhering to ] |:
lpublic health guidance on distancing, masking, and exposures to crowds. |
100 percent, since they are known to be diagnosed with active COVID-19. =

b. Group’s Vaccination Rate:

Rate to the Exposure Calculations

c. Group members use of viral genome or protein surveillance testing
Al members are All unvaccinated members
tested within 3-days are tested within 3-days
prior to event prior to event unknown)

100.00 % [l Click to apply Group’s Vaccination

Testing ot required
(or testing status

Enter the number of people sharing the space for the activity.
Must be between 2 and 250 people.

Number of Peopl

Sharing Activity Spac

istance (Option 1 or select

Option 1 m Option 2 [}

3.00 (o

|
3.00 O O O

S Sclect Mask Type and Prevalence of mask wearing
Filter Typ % of People We

T Select Vocalization Intensity G select Breathing Rate

ACH (Air Changes per Hour) is synonymous with AER (Air
Exchange Rate [Exchanges/Hour])

a. Outdoor: best match.
Moderate 2129k Raises dust and loose paper; smallbranches are moved
Gentle 13-18km/h | Leaves/smalltwigs n constant motion. wind extends ight flg ]
ight 5-11km/n Wind felt on face,leaves rustle ]
Gaim 2-5kmin Direcion o wind shown by smoke drft
Very caim 98- 15km/h o directon o low observed ==
A: B:

b. Indoor: ) (@

Obtain the Air Changes per Hour (ACH) using
Option 10r2:

Table 1: Typical
ACH Values (Option 2)

* Option 1 - Use ACH provided by building
engineers or H&S.

Option 2 - from Table 1 on right, select the
facility type and ACH that best matches the
activity location.

31 January 2022 V B.35_SI BETA

Important: CEAT must be opened with Adobe Acrobat® or Adobe Reader® to
function. See Page 2 for a technical summary and Page 3 for instructions.

30 Nov 2021

BEL Calculate Adjustment to Local Community's Current Conditions

‘Average Daily Cases Average Undiagnosed Factor
per 100,000 Days Infectious. for Area (Set to 3if  Active Infections per
in the Last Week (set to 5 if not known) ot known)
3650 W 500 - 5.0 = | 909.2
Variant Prevalence Comparative Immunity Prevalence
Estimate of Increased
WHO Variant  Portion of Active Transmission versus
Label Infections (%) Wild-Type Virus () opistion | 0,00
Alpha 0.00 0.00 Vaccination Rate (%)
Population
Beta 0.00 0.00 Recovered (%) | 0-00
Protection
Delta 0.00 100.00 Effectivenessof  0.00
. = Immunity (%)
Omicron | 0.00 940.00 | | Correlation Factor
Paisson Distribution
Adjustment Facior | 0-60

Enter indoor ACH (or AER?) Values:
Indoor A L

c. Room Filtration

MERV 13
MERV 8

No Filters

HEPA Filts — _
e { flow of filtered air of
5 [L/sec)/m? .
ption 2= Enter | Goomswioneopen

asp indow 1rs
O O flow rate if known Fomes with al open.
> | windows 3

3 ~ Flowrate 0 |
(L/sec):

Behavior  Local
ofSub  Epidem-

Group-wide

Dose Ratio

Population iology

Select Flowrate Option:

1- Usea

Group-wide Exposure Ratio
Medium High

Lower Exposure

Group-wide
Exposure Ratio:

B
[ 0.58190¢

° G
default assumption of

Near| Far Near Far
Field:| 0.885025 figg; 0-196882| | figlg; 0.385025 Fie.d:| 0.196882

Individual (Indv.)
Exposure Ratio:

0.581 90{‘

Individual (indv.)
Exposure Ratio: 0-58190¢

Indv. Dose Infect Indv. Dose Infect

(Quanta): | 0:0256 o | 41914 % | (qanta):| 0.025€| o %
#ofIndex #of Inde
Infectors: Infectors:

Ifindoors, enter the room dimensions and the height of the ceiling.

Room Length (m):
Room Width(m): 2.8 2.8
3.00 3.00

8.0656 8.0656
24196 24.196

Ceiling Height (m):
Room Area (m?)

Room Volume (m3)

END Take actions to reduce exposurel|

HIGH OR VERY HIGH: Make changes to reduce exposure. Rethink the
event or activity. Combine multiple mitigations such as using N95
masks, increasing ventilation, holding event outside, greatly increasing
distancing, reducing people, or ing the duration

Disclaimer Statement:
By using this tool you agree to be bound by this disclaimer. This tool does not
provide a prediction of the likelihood of infection or transmission of disease, nor
does the tool provide advice or guarantee outcome. It solely provides a means for
the user to estimate theoretical relative exposure. It is intended for informational
purposes only and users should not rely on output for decision-making. Information
is gathered from various sources and Signature Science, LLC, COV-IRT or its
members are not responsible for errors or omissions in data. No warranties are
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o Comparative Group-wide Dose Equation and Corresponding CEAT Model Steps

RESULT: Stepl:  Step10: m Step

Mask Mask
Effectiveness on Effectiveness on Inhalation
Inhalation Rate

Exhalation

given inrelation to this tool and it is not guaranteed as it for purpose.  pog g

Local
#of Epidemiology
People Factors

(Eq. 3)

Behavior
of Sub

Population

e Individual Dose with One Index Case, No Masking

(before variant emergence, vaccination, and use test protocols)

Equanbai = Pi X M; X

@i = 1/ (Petotar i -1)

Y8¢ " (FFractori + NFractor i)

(Eq. 6)

X Qinnate; X At

Dquantai (23 & M . X8~ (FFractori + NFractor i) % (- Efout)s (A — Efn): Qinnate; Perotal; At; Variantyqj, =~ Immunitysq;, Testyaj;
Dquanta 1 ¥BL Mg, 32¢1( FFractor 1. + NFractor 1) (- Efoue)pr = (1 = Efin)pr = Qinhatey * Perotary, =~ Aty Variantaq,, ~ Immunitysaj,, Testaajy,
Dinass [ M Pegmitting FFractor NFgactor Efour Efin Qinhate Perotar At Variant,q; Immunitysq; Testyq) BL i

Dose of inhaled Emission rate Number of Far Field Factor Far Field Factor Bulk mass Bulk mass Inhalation Rate Total number  Duration of Adjustment Adjustment for the Adjustment for  Indicates  Indicates
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(quanta) (quanta/hour)  (i.e., number of mask during mask during the group (#) (hour) transmission and efficacy of test regimes variable for the
Likelihood th individual potential sources) exhalationfor  inhalation for rate of variants immunity among the used for a group evaluated
|be| (;ohl alany_lr_l fWI i inthe group. (#) contaminant  contaminant as compared to community or group (dimensionless) scenario
member of the group I 10 ectious at (dimensionless)  (dimensionless) wild type virus (dimensionless)
the start of the scenario or modeled i
: 5 (dimensionless)
event (dimensionless)
e Individual Dose Ratio
Dquantai _ 0 < M; % P~ FFractor i + NFractor i) % (1- Efpu )i (1 — Efin)i Qinnate; At; Variantyqj, =~ Immunitysa; Testyaj,
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CEAT Group-wide Exposure Ratio

COVID-19 Exposure Assessment for Gatherings of 5 hours
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NASA Ames Research Center Accepted Exposure Risk in Relation to Community Case Rates
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and removal efficiency

Factors considered in Exposure | Factor Type CEAT Step #
. P ve P Basis and/or Range of Values used in CEAT
Dose Calculation
Likelihood of Infectious persons Stochastic 1 Ranges over 5 orders of magnitude from the lowest (0.0001%) assumed for people adhering
present in the group strictly to public health guidance, to the highest (100%) for those known to be infected.
Number of people in the group Mechanistic/ 2 Ranges from 2 to 250 people.
Stochastic
Distance between people Mechanistic 3 Users are given discrete options: 4.5 m (~15 ft), 3 m (~10 ft), 2 m (~6ft), L m (~3 ft),and 0.5 m
(~1.5 ft).
Mask effectiveness Mechanistic 4 Range of mask effectiveness values based on published data for cloth, surgical, and N-95 masks.
(CDC, 2020) (Mueller et al., 2020)
Mask compliance on the group Stochastic 4 Ranges between 0 and 100 percent.
Emission rate of Infectious Mechanistic 5 Range of viral RNA emissions rates by activity in viral quanta per hour (Buonanno, et al., August
aerosols released through 2020) (Buonanno et al., December 2020)
respiration
Inhalation rate Mechanistic 6 Typical inhalation rates for adults at various activity intensities (US EPA, 2015)
Duration of exposure Mechanistic 7 Varies between 5 minutes and 12 hours
Indoors or outdoors activity Mechanistic 8 Indoor or Outdoor options affect the form of the concentration model used.
Ventilation rates (air changes per | Mechanistic 8 (Values based on published sources (CDC, 2019) (ANSI/ASHRAE Standard 62.1-2019, 2020)
hour [ACH] or air exchange rate (Howard-Reed et al., 2002)
[AER])
Aerosol settling rate Mechanistic 8 Removal by deposition on surfaces (CIRES, 2020)
Virus degradation rate Mechanistic 8 An ACH contribution from viral aerosol degradation (CIRES, 2020)
Recirculating room filtration rate | Mechanistic 8 Recirculation of filtered air assumed to occur at a rate of 5 [L/s]/m2 (1 cfm/ftz) (ANSI/ASHRAE

Standard 62.1-2019, 2020)
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Volume of room or activity space | Mechanistic 9 Varies based on user-specified dimensions, with constraints based on number of people and
specified distancing. Ceiling height ranges between 2.15 meters (7 feet) and 20 meters (65 feet).
Room side dimensions range between 2 meters (7 feet) and 200 meters (650 feet).

Prevalence of COVID-19 in the Epidemiologi 10 Active cases per 100,000 is estimated by the published “Average Daily Cases per 100,000 in the

community cal Last Week” available from various sources and estimates of the “Average Days Infectious” and

/Stochastic “Undiagnosed Factor.” (REF)

Difference in the variants Epidemiologi 10 Users can adjust the equivalent exposure dose upward by a factor proportional to the reported

transmission rates versus wild cal increased variant transmission.

type virus

Impact of community’s or group’s| Epidemiologi 1and 10 Immunities are addressed in two ways: 1) Reduced shedding (3x reduction is used) (Levine-

immunity from recovery and cal Tiefenbrun, et al., 2021); 2) User can enter value vaccine efficacy (from Graniss, et al., 2021 and

vaccination Scobie, et al., 2021) to function as “effective immunity barrier” at a level consistent with its

Impact of surveillance testing for | Epidemiologi 1 Estimate (Need to come up with a reference for this)

the group cal

Table 1. Summary of Factors considered in CEAT. Mechanistic, stochastic, epidemiological factors are accounted for the model exposure and

inhalation dose
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Case Event Volume | People | Total Cases Total Primary
Number Description of Room at Attributed to Infected Reference
or Event the event Total
Facility (Secondary Susceptible
(m®) Cases)
Casel Bus, Zhgjiang 80.0 68 23 34% Shen, et al.,
Province, China, 2020
19 Jan 2020
Case?2 Restaurant, 480.4 89 9 10% Li,etal.,
Guangzhou, 2021
China, 24 Jan
2020
Case3 Meeting, Munich, 210.0 13 12 100% Hijnen, et d .,
Germany, 21 2020
February 2020
Case4 Commercia 662.2 217 16 7% Khanh, et al.
Aircraft, Flight 2020
VN54 (London,
UK - Hanoi,
Vietnam), 1 March
2020
Caseb5 Recreational 4585 2 1 100% Brlek, et al.,
Squash Game, 2020
Maribor, Slovenia,
4 March 2020
Case 6 Call Center, South 3267.0 216 94 44% Park, et al.,
Korea, 8 March 2020
2020
Case7 Choir Rehearsal, 808.0 61 32 53% Miller, et al.,
Skagit Valley, 2021
WA, USA, 10
March 2020
Case 8 Recreational 14452.7 24 15 65% Atrubin, et al.
Hockey, Tampa 2020
Bay, FloridaUSA
16 June 2020
Case9 Restaurant, Jeonju, 184.8 13 3 25% Kwon, et a,
South Korea, 17 2020
June 2020
Case 10 Court Room, 149.5 10 4 44% Vernez, et a.,

Vaud, Switzerland,

2021
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30 Sep 2020

Case 11
(Omicron)

Holiday Party,
Oslo, Norway, 30
Nov 2021

1062.7

111

80

2%

Norwegian
Institute of
Public
Health, 2021

Table 2. Reported COVID-19 transmission events.
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