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 38 

Abstract (word count: 100/200) 39 

We modeled the viral dynamics of 13 untreated patients infected with SARS-CoV-2 to infer 40 

viral growth parameters and predict the effects of antiviral treatments. In order to reduce peak 41 

viral load by more than 2 logs, drug efficacy needs to be greater than 90% if treatment is 42 

administered after symptom onset; an efficacy of 60% could be sufficient if treatment is 43 

initiated before symptom onset. Given their pharmacokinetic/pharmacodynamic properties, 44 

current investigated drugs may be in a range of 6-87% efficacy. They may help control virus 45 

if administered very early, but may not have a major effect in severe patients.  46 
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Main text (word count: 2,503 /4,000) 53 

Background 54 

The outbreak of severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2), which 55 

originated in Wuhan, China, has become a global pandemic. By May 7th, 2020, this virus had 56 

infected more than 3,700,000 people worldwide and caused more than 260,000 deaths. To 57 

readily propose a first line of defense and combat the virus in hospitalized patients, the World 58 

Health Organization relies on already existing drugs (“repurposed”) that are immediately 59 

available in large quantities and have a good safety profile. In coordination with other 60 

European institutions, France is implementing a randomized clinical trial in hospitalized 61 

patients (“DisCoVery”, NCT04315948) comparing the efficacy of lopinavir/ritonavir ± IFN-62 

β-1a, remdesivir and hydroxychloroquine in hospitalized patients. However, the clinical 63 

efficacy of currently available therapies is unknown and could be limited 1.  64 

Here we fit mathematical models of viral dynamics to in vivo data to estimate parameters 65 

driving viral replication. We then use these models to predict the needed efficacy of 66 

treatments 2. By combining the expected drug concentrations and EC50 of drug candidates, we 67 

also use the model to predict the effects of various dosing regimens (doses, timing of 68 

treatment initiation) on viral load dynamics.  69 

Methods 70 

Data used for fitting 71 

We used published data from 13 untreated patients infected with SARS-CoV-2 that were 72 

followed in 4 Singapore hospitals 3. Patients were hospitalized in median at day 3 after onset 73 

of symptoms (range: 1-10) and had a median symptomatic period of 12 days (range: 5-24). 74 

Viral loads in nasopharyngeal swabs were measured by real time reverse transcriptase 75 

polymerase chain reaction (RT PCR, lower limit of quantification: 38 cycles, CT) at multiple 76 

time points with an observed peak of viral load at day 5 post onset of symptoms (range: 2-27 77 
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days). Data presented in CT were transformed to log10 copies/mL using a published 78 

relationship in Zou et al. 4 and the model was fit to the log10 viral load. Of note, the 79 

transformation from CT to log10 copies/mL does not affect the estimates of parameters of 80 

interest, in particular R0 and the death rate of productively infected cells. Time since infection 81 

was assumed to be 5 days before the onset of symptoms 5. In a sensitivity analysis, we also 82 

examined values of 2 and 10 days.  83 

Model 84 

Viral dynamics was fitted using a target cell limited model with an eclipse phase. 85 
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The model considers three populations of cells: target cells, T, infected cells in the 86 

eclipse phase, I1, and productively infected cells, I2.  Given the timescale of the infection, we 87 

neglect target cell proliferation and natural death, and we focused on the process of cell 88 

depletion by virus infection. We assumed target cells become infected with rate constant β. 89 

After an average time of 1/k, these cells start producing virus and are cleared with per capita 90 

rate δ. Virions are released from productively infected cells I2 at rate p per cell and are cleared 91 

from the circulation at per capita rate c or lost by infecting a target cell. Based on this model, 92 

the basic reproduction number, R0, the average number of cells infected by a single infected 93 

cell at the beginning of the infection, is 6,7
 94 

 	� �
����

�������	
.                         Equation 2 95 
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To determine the target cell concentration, the following calculation was done. We 96 

assumed that the total number of epithelial cells in the upper respiratory tract was 4 × 108  97 

cells, distributed in a volume of 30 mL 8. Assuming that 1% of these cells express the ACE2 98 

receptor and associated proteases needed for viral entry 9, the target cell concentration, T0, 99 

was fixed to 1.33 × 105 cells/mL. Following what was found in other viral infections, 100 

including acute infection 6, the clearance rate of virus, c, was assumed to be fast and equal to 101 

10 d-1 but values of 5 and 20 d-1 were also evaluated. 102 

Model building strategy 103 

Because not all parameters can be identified when only viral load data are available, 104 

parameters V0 and k were fixed at 10-1 copies/mL and 3 d-1, respectively, which corresponds to 105 

an initiation of the viral production 8 hours after cell infection on average 10. A sensitivity 106 

analysis was also performed with different values of k={1, 3, 5}d-1 and V0={10-3, 10-2, 10-1} 107 

copies/mL to assess the robustness of the parameter estimates. The parameter R0 was 108 

estimated instead of the infection rate β by a change of variables in Eq. (1).  109 

Parameters were estimated in a non-linear mixed-effect modeling framework using the 110 

SAEM algorithm implemented in Monolix (www.lixoft.com). The model providing the best 111 

description of the data was used for the predictions and the individual data fitting, and model 112 

averaging was used to correct for the model uncertainty when calculating confidence intervals 113 

of estimated parameters 11.  114 

Predicting the effects of treatment according to the antiviral efficacy and the time of 115 

treatment initiation  116 

We assumed that antivirals with a constant effectiveness ε could reduce R0 by a factor 117 

(1-ε), with ε taking values from 50% to 99% in Equation 2. We considered different times of 118 

treatment initiation, from the time of infection to 3 days after the symptom onset. For each 119 
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treatment strategy, we calculated the reduction in viral load at the peak of infection in the 120 

absence of treatment, i.e., 5 days after symptom onset.  121 

 122 

Model including an innate immune response  123 

We also examined the possibility that cell infection is limited by an innate immune 124 

response that renders cells refractory to infection, as was proposed for other acute viral 125 

infections 8,12. In this model, two additional compartments are added, one for a cytokine (eg., 126 

IFN) released in response to antigen, and one representing cells in an antiviral state that 127 

cannot be infected (Supplemental information).    128 

 129 

PK/PD drug properties of lopinavir/ritonavir, hydroxychloroquine, IFN-β-1a and 130 

remdesivir 131 

We relied on the literature to find PK population models and parameter values of 132 

lopinavir/ritonavir 13, plasma hydroxychloroquine 14, IFN-β-1a 15 and remdesivir as  well as 133 

reported EC50 values in vitro (see Table 1). For lopinavir EC50, specific results were obtained 134 

as follows. Vero E6 cells were infected by SARS-CoV-2 (strain 135 

BetaCoV/France/IDF0571/2020) at a MOI of 0.01 and treated with several concentrations of 136 

lopinavir one hour after infection. Supernatant samples were collected at 48 and 72 hours post 137 

infection. Relative quantification of viral genome was performed by RT-qPCR from RNA 138 

extracted using QIAamp viral RNA Mini Kit (Qiagen). IC50 values of lopinavir (5.246 μM 139 

and 4.941 μM at 48 and 72 hours post infection, respectively) were calculated from dose-140 

response curve using a four-parameter logistic regression model.  141 

To determine the mean antiviral efficacy of these drugs, we simulated their plasma 142 

pharmacokinetic profiles considering clinical regimens used in the Discovery trial, namely 143 
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400/100 mg twice daily (BID) for lopinavir/ritonavir, 400 mg BID the first day (loading dose) 144 

followed by 400 mg once daily (QD) for hydroxychloroquine and 12 MIU for IFN-β-1a. For 145 

each regimen, we simulated N=100 PK profiles according to the reported parameter 146 

distributions. Then, we calculated for each simulated individual the mean inhibitory 147 

coefficient, sometimes called the mean antiviral effectiveness,  
 �
1

7
� �

����

�����	�50
��

7

0
 during 148 

the first week of treatment, and the mean value over the N profiles was given in Table 1. For 149 

comparison purposes, we based the analysis on total plasma concentrations and did not adjust 150 

for plasma protein binding when computing efficacy.  151 

Since the pharmacokinetic parameters of remdesivir have not been reported yet in 152 

humans, the same method could not be applied. We used the summary statistics reported in 153 

the summary for compassionate use of remdesivir filed by Gilead to the EMEA 16 to derive 154 

the mean concentration of the active metabolite in PBMC, Cmean, using the AUC after a 155 

loading dose of 200 mg and after repeated doses of 100 mg QD and we assumed that the EC50 156 

for the metabolite was equal to the EC50 of the parent 17. 157 

Results 158 

We used a “target-cell limited” model with an eclipse phase 8 given by Eq. (1) to 159 

characterize the viral load dynamics of 13 hospitalized patients in Singapore for which data 160 

obtained from frequent nasopharyngeal swabs were available 3. Because this model needs to 161 

incorporate a date of infection, an incubation period of 5 days was used as the most plausible 162 

date of infection in each patient 5. The model fitted the data well (Fig. 1) and using a model 163 

averaging approach to take into account model uncertainty 11, the within-host basic 164 

reproductive number, R0,  was found equal to 8.6 (CI95% = [1.9-17.6]), and the death rate of 165 

productively infected cells was estimated as 0.60 d-1 (CI95% = [0.22-0.97]), corresponding to a 166 

median half-life of 1.2 days (Table 2 and Fig. S1). In influenza A, another respiratory 167 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted June 21, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.04.04.20047886doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.04.04.20047886


9 
 

infectious disease, estimates of the within host R0 varied greatly, but the half-life of infected 168 

cells was shorter than 10 hours (see more details in 18), suggesting a faster clearance of 169 

influenza infected cells than SARS-CoV-2. The viral production rate p was also estimated as 170 

22.7 copies.d-1 (CI95% = [0,59.6]) (Table 2). However, as shown previously, p cannot be 171 

uniquely identified unless the initial target cell density T0 is known 19,20. Therefore, the only 172 

quantity that can be reliably estimated is the product p×T0, equal to 3.0 × 106 copies d-1 (CI95% 173 

= [0-7.9×106]). Parameter estimates and confidence intervals were also consistent across 174 

models assuming a viral clearance c of 5 or 20 d-1 (see Table S1). 175 

 176 

Our model along with the parameter estimates given above also inform us both on the 177 

time to initiate antiviral treatment, and the level of efficacy that needs to be achieved to 178 

reduce viral load 6. As limited information is available on the mechanisms leading to viral 179 

clearance, and how they may be modulated by treatment, we used our model to predict the 180 

effects of treatment at day 5 post symptoms, which corresponds to the time the viral load 181 

tends to peak in the absence of treatment in these data 3. We considered a simple case where 182 

the drug effectiveness is assumed to be constant after therapy initiation (see methods) and we 183 

calculated the minimal efficacy that would be needed to generate more than 2 logs of viral 184 

decline at peak viral load in the 13 studied patients (Fig. 2). As predicted by viral kinetic 185 

modeling theory 2, we found that the impact of treatment on peak viral load is inversely 186 

correlated with the time of treatment initiation. For a putative treatment blocking the viral 187 

production p and initiated at the time of infection, symptom onset, or 3 days post symptom 188 

onset, a median efficacy of at least 60, 90 and 99% in reducing viral replication would be 189 

needed, respectively, to generate more than 2 log of decline in the peak viral load (Fig. 2). 190 

The results obtained assuming 2 or 10 days of incubation are presented in Fig. S2 and S3. We 191 

also considered the case of a drug like hydroxychloroquine blocking viral infection 192 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted June 21, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.04.04.20047886doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.04.04.20047886


10 
 

(parameter β in Eq. 1).  Results were similar to those obtained before as along as the treatment 193 

was initiated before or at symptom onset. However, initiating a treatment 3 days post-194 

symptoms onset could not reduce peak viral load, regardless of the drug effectiveness (see 195 

Fig. S4).  196 

  197 

The model including an innate immune response did not improve the data fitting and 198 

therefore was not selected for inclusion in the main text. However, the same analysis on viral 199 

dynamics and treatment was conducted and the conclusions remained unchanged (see Fig. S5, 200 

S6 and Table S2).  201 

 202 

 How do these levels of effectiveness compare with the antiviral drugs that are currently 203 

being investigated? To study this question, we assumed that the treatment antiviral 204 

effectiveness at time t after treatment initiation, 
��, was related to the plasma total drug 205 

concentration, C(t): 
�� �

��	


��	��
��
 (except for remdesivir, see methods) and the mean 206 

antiviral effectiveness during the first 7 days of treatment is given by 
 � �  


�
�

1

7
�207 

�
����

�����	�50
��

7

0
. Given their pharmacokinetic and pharmacodynamic properties (Table 1), we 208 

calculated a mean antiviral effectiveness of up to 66% for lopinavir/ritonavir, 6% for 209 

hydroxychloroquine, 18% for IFN-β-1a and 87% for remdesivir. Given these estimates, these 210 

compounds are unlikely to have a dramatic effect on peak viral load if administered after the 211 

onset of symptoms.  In fact, the effective concentrations will presumably be lower in patients, 212 

as drug availability may be further limited by protein binding (in particular for lopinavir, 213 

which has a protein binding rate > 98%) or capability to penetrate respiratory compartments. 214 

Importantly, levels of antiviral efficacy of ~50% could nonetheless be relevant in a 215 
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prophylactic setting, before symptom onset, to reduce viral replication in the upper respiratory 216 

tract and reduce the risk of large infiltration to the lung before an effective immune response 217 

is mounted to clear virus 2 Note, above we calculated the effectiveness of drugs administered 218 

in monotherapy for their usual dosing regimen. We did not consider drugs that could directly 219 

target infected cells and lead to their elimination, such as some monoclonal antibodies.   220 

Discussion 221 

Overall our results emphasize that the PK/PD properties of lopinavir/ritonavir, 222 

hydroxychloroquine, IFN-β-1a and remdesivir make them unlikely to have a dramatic impact 223 

on nasopharyngeal viral load kinetics if they are administered after symptom onset. However, 224 

these drugs may be relevant to reduce viral replication if administered early, i.e., as a pre- or 225 

post-exposure prophylaxis. This conclusion however depends on a number of hypotheses  that 226 

we discuss below.   227 

First we focused on the capability of drugs to reduce the peak viral load making the 228 

implicit hypothesis that reducing peak viral load would likely reduce symptoms and disease 229 

severity. However the relationship between viral kinetics and disease severity is still debated, 230 

with several studies suggesting that viral load did not differ between patients with severe and 231 

non-severe disease 21,22. Related to this question, our study had some limitations. Our 232 

calculations relied on blood or plasma drug concentrations. Except for hydroxychloroquine, 233 

for which the ratio of lung to plasma concentration is known to be high23,24, the lung exposure 234 

of the other drugs that we considered is unknown, and their effect on viral load in the lower 235 

respiratory tract, as measured from broncho-alveolar aspirates for instance, may differ. In 236 

addition, the drug EC50 that we used were determined on Vero E6 cells, an in vitro system that 237 

may not reflect the in vivo EC50. For instance, we found in another study that 238 

hydroxychloroquine had no antiviral activity in a more physiological model of reconstituted 239 

human airway epithelium, and this may explain the absence of antiviral of activity of HCQ in 240 
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vivo against SARS-CoV-224,25. Finally we focused solely on the antiviral effects of these 241 

drugs, and did not consider other potential effects of these drugs, such as their 242 

immunomodulatory effects. Such effects have been suggested for drugs that are not purely 243 

antivirals, such as hydroxychloroquine and IFN-β-1a26,27.  244 

Another implicit implication of our work is the benefit of drugs used for prophylaxis, 245 

i.e., before exposure to the virus. In that case the objective of the treatment may be to “flatten 246 

the peak viral load” (by analogy with the now popular terminology of epidemiological 247 

models) but also to prevent infection. Our deterministic, ODE-based model, cannot reproduce 248 

virus extinction, but this can be captured using stochastic version of the same model28.  249 

Our modeling provides estimates of viral kinetic parameters, in particular R0 and the loss 250 

rate of infected cells, δ, and the limit of extrapolation of these parameters also need to be well 251 

understood. The advantage of studying this series of patients was the fact that viral load was 252 

sampled extremely frequently and early in the infection. However the number of patients we 253 

studied was quite small (only 13), and the patients were rather young (37 years, range 31-56 254 

years) and may not be representative of patients that are typically evolve to have severe forms 255 

of the disease 21. Therefore, more data will be needed, from various populations, to estimate 256 

precisely the parameter distribution in the population of patients that are most in need of 257 

antiviral therapy. Finally, our estimate of the loss rate of free virus and infected cells are 258 

constant over time, which neglects the effects of the adaptive immune response. For instance 259 

antibodies, that emerge in the second week after symptom onset29,30, may contribute to 260 

accelerate viral clearance or reduce viral infectivity. However, to include these effects would 261 

require more complex models and quantitative data on these antibodies and their in vivo 262 

effects, which are currently lacking.  Further, our analysis of the antiviral effects of 263 

repurposed drugs focused on their ability to reduce the peak viral load, which typically occurs 264 
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well before the antibody response emerges and hence the analysis we presented here should 265 

not be affected in any major way by our neglect of antibody responses.  266 

Future models of drug efficacy may need to account for viral resistance, as it is possible 267 

that continued viral replication in the presence of drug will select for drug resistant mutations 268 

31, although coronaviruses are unusual in that they appear to have low mutation rates due to 269 

RNA proofreading capability32. Drug combination therapy and more aggressive dosing, 270 

including consideration of loading doses to rapidly achieve therapeutic exposures, may be 271 

beneficial to maximize efficacy of these repurposed antiviral agents33. For all these reasons, 272 

the outcome of randomized clinical trials remains urgently needed, and the analysis of their 273 

impacts not only on viral clearance but also on disease severity will be critical to design more 274 

potent drugs. 275 

 276 

   277 

 278 

  279 
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Study highlights (total answers should be less than 150 words) 280 

• What is the current knowledge on the topic? 281 

Repurposed drugs are being evaluated in clinical trials but little is known about their efficacy 282 

on SARS-CoV-2 viral kinetics. 283 

• What question did this study address? 284 

Our study aims to combine PK/PD and viral kinetics modelling to anticipate the effects of 285 

lopinavir/ritonavir, hydroxychloroquine, IFN-β-1a and remdesivir, 286 

• What does this study add to our knowledge? 287 

Given the predicted efficacy of lopinavir/ritonavir, hydroxychloroquine, IFN-β-1a and 288 

remdesivir, it is unlikely that these drugs will have a major effect on viral kinetics if they are 289 

administered as monotherapy after symptom onset.  290 

• How might this change drug discovery, development, and/or therapeutics? 291 

Our results suggest that these drugs should be evaluated in persons exposed to the virus but 292 

prior to appearance of the first symptoms.  293 

Author contributions 294 

AG, RK, ASP and JG designed the research, analyzed viral kinetics data and wrote the 295 

manuscript. JB, EC and PS performed PK/PD predictions ; AP, OT and MRC performed in 296 

vitro experiments. XDL, FM and DM provided guidance on clinical and virological 297 

implications.  298 
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Figure legends 387 

Figure 1: Individual predictions of SARS-CoV-2 of 13 untreated patients from Young et al. 3 388 

 389 

Figure 2: Reduction in viral load at day 5 post symptom onset according to the level of 390 

antiviral effectiveness of a treatment blocking the viral production and the timing of treatment 391 

initiation (A: at time of infection; B: at time of symptom onset; C: 3days after symptom 392 

onset). We assumed an incubation period of 5 days 393 

 394 
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Table 1: PK/PD properties of candidate antiviral drugs. We assume that the total 395 

concentrations were the driver of efficacy, and we did not consider intracellular metabolites or 396 

free drug concentrations 397 

 398 

Table 2: Median and confidence intervals of R0 ,δ and p across models and following model 399 

averaging procedure 400 

 401 

 402 
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Table 1. 

Drug PK 
parameter EC50 

Dosing 
regimen 
D0-D7 

� � 
�
� �����

�	
�
�	
� � ����


�

�

 

Lopinavir/ritonavir Wang et al. 13 
5.2 μM 

(unpublished) 
400/100 BID 66% 

Hydroxychloroquine Morita et al 14 4.2 μM 27 
400 mg BID at 
D0, followed 

by 400 mg QD 
6% 

IFN-β-1a Hu et al. 15 175 IU/mL 29 
12 MIU at D0, 

D2, D5 
18% 

Remdesivir 
EMEA 

guidelines 16 
1 µM 17 

200 mg QD at 
D0, followed 

by 100 mg QD 
87% 

 

 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted June 21, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.04.04.20047886doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.04.04.20047886


 

1 
 

Table 2. 1 

 2 

 3 

k (d-1) V0  

(log10 cp/mL) R0 [CI95%] δ [CI95%] (d-1) p [CI95%] (d-1) 

1 
10-1 13.1 [5.1-21.8] 0.68 [0.44-0.9] 26.55 [0-57.32] 
10-2 15.4 [7.9-23.2] 0.71 [0.46-0.94] 32 [8.38-56.26] 
10-3 19.1 [10.3-28.8] 0.71 [0.46-0.94] 35.18 [12.46-60.06] 

3 
10-1 8.2 [3.5-13.1] 0.6 [0.38-0.82] 21.36 [0-60.35] 
10-2 9.8 [4.1-15.4] 0.58 [0.08-1.15] 20.37 [0-85.01] 
10-3 12.5 [4.8-20] 0.58 [0.42-0.74] 23.37 [6.36-39.57] 

5 
10-1 7.1 [0-13.9] 0.6 [0.19-1.06] 22.07 [0-58.57] 
10-2 8.9 [4.7-13.2] 0.57 [0.43-0.74] 22.42 [1.9-41.84] 
10-3 10.2 [4.8-16.2] 0.58 [0.46-0.71] 22.31 [5.48-41.46] 

Model averaging 8.6 [1.9-17.6] 0.6 [0.22-0.97] 22.71 [0-59.64] 
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