


Figure 4: Results of simulations for isolation scenarios where 55% of the simulated individuals practice home or
separated isolation. Top: the number of active cases with 95% confidence interval bands in each of the isolation
scenarios. Middle: the number of transmissions of different types in each of the isolation scenarios. Bottom: the
survival curves for individuals in households of different sizes in each of the isolation scenarios. All curves in the
figure reflect mean values over 100 runs of the simulation for each of the isolation scenarios and the settings only
differ in household size distribution and the individuals’ isolation preferences. The curves are organized so that
warm colors (red and yellow) represent scenarios in FH and cold colors (blue and purple) represent scenarios in
VCH.

moderate rate under the household size distribution in FH. Comparing the bottom panels of Fig-192

ure 4 indicates home isolation poses a lower probability of remaining uninfected than separated193

isolation for individuals in households of all sizes including individuals living by themselves.194

Moreover, 55% of individuals isolating at home under our settings would reduce the growth of195

both community and household transmissions, though it makes household transmission more196

prominent than community transmission; see the middle panels of Figure 4.197

Unless there is such widespread testing in place that individuals know they are infectious198

very early in their infection, an individual who becomes infectious would not practice isolation199

immediately, but would begin after a period of time when the individual receives a positive test200

or develops symptoms. We add this period of time to our simulations for isolation scenarios201

where 55% of individuals practicing home or separated isolation. Furthermore, we introduce an202

additional isolation scenario FH-HS, where home isolated individuals who live in households203

with four or more individuals are offered and would accept a separated place for isolation in one204

or two days after they start practicing home isolation. Supplementary Figure 1 shows the results.205

We find that home isolation after this delay is naturally less effective compared to our hypothet-206

ical experiment, and it is even more so for separated isolation in the two regions. However, it207
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is still the case that separated isolation can result in more rapid decreases in cases than isolating208

individuals at home. Moreover, offering a separated isolation place for individuals who live in209

households with four or more individuals when 55% of the individuals practice home isolation210

under the household size distribution in FH can bring the cases into a decline and increase the211

probability of remaining uninfected for all individuals.212

We also alter the proportion of simulated individuals practicing either home or separated213

isolation. Supplementary Figures 2 and 3 display the results for the analogous four scenarios214

with 75% and 25%, respectively, of the simulated individuals practicing either home or sepa-215

rated isolation and the rest of the individuals not practicing isolation. The results suggest that216

home isolation can bring cases into a decline if 75% are able to practice isolation, under either217

the household size distribution in FH or VCH, though in this case individuals living in larger218

household are of lower probability of remaining uninfected compared with separated isolation.219

Conversely, if not enough individuals practice isolation (here only 25%), even though some indi-220

viduals practice the strict separated isolation, the intervention is insufficient to result in declining221

cases; see Supplmentary Figure 3.222

4. Discussion223

We have developed a stochastic model and utilized it to investigate the impacts of household224

size distribution and home versus separated isolation on the incidence of COVID-19. The model225

has been designed to be as simple as possible, with only the essential components to discover226

how the distributions of household size would affect transmission dynamics. Our model does227

not simulate the entire population of the health regions, limiting our ability to compare the abso-228

lute probability of infection. Our model also does not include an explicit simulation of contacts229

within and between schools, retail and social settings and workplaces, or finer geographic varia-230

tion within Fraser Health and Vancouver Coastal Health regions, and indeed the data to support231

modelling of these complex contact structures at a high level of temporal resolution is generally232

not available.233

We have found that under parameters reflecting COVID-19 transmission in British Columbia,234

the difference in household size distribution alone can account for the distinct transmission dy-235

namics in the two health regions we have studied. We also find that in the context of directives to236

stay home, and to self-isolate at home if ill, an individual’s household size has a high impact on237

their probability of remaining uninfected. These results suggest that the household size distribu-238

tion may be a key factor of transmission heterogeneity for COVID-19. Our results also show that239

an isolation strategy can be successful under one distribution of household size at controlling the240

spread of the virus but less effective under a different household size distribution, indicating that241

uniform policies for regions with different demographic characteristics may not be optimal. Ju-242

risdictions with many larger households would benefit more from policies offering self-isolation243

at a separated place than jurisdictions with predominantly smaller households. Furthermore,244

at rates of transmission that are comparable to those in the Greater Vancouver area, which are245

likely relatively near the epidemic threshold at the time of writing, this difference could even be246

enough to bring COVID-19 cases into a decline.247

There are a number of sources of disparity and inequity that have been found to be con-248

nected to COVID-19 risk, including the physical size of households (and therefore the density249

of contact), occupation [6], age [4, 7], ethnicity [9, 19], income [3, 12], and comorbidities. These250

intersect: larger households may have several members who are essential workers who must251

work outside the home, lower-income employment is less likely to allow working from home252

[10] and households with more members may also be more crowded. The intersection of these253

inequalities lends further urgency to the need to develop targeted support, including offering a254

separate place to isolate.255
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Supplementary Material305

We adjust the simulations for the second scenario defined in Section 2.3 so that simulated306

individuals would practice home or separated isolation in one to three days (instead of imme-307

diately) after they become infectious, which simulates the period of testing or the period prior308

to symptom onset. The period is chosen normally at random with mean value two days and309

standard deviation one day. Similarly, 55% of the simulated individuals would practice home310

or separated isolation in these isolation scenarios, while 45% of individuals would not practice311

isolation. Moreover, we introduce another isolation scenario, FH-HS (home then separated iso-312

lation), for the adjusted simulations. This isolation scenario uses the household size distribution313

in FH and 55% of the simulated individuals would practice home isolation in one to three days314

after they become infectious. Additionally, the home isolated individuals who live in house-315

holds with four or more individuals are offered and would accept a separated place for isolation316

in one or two days (uniformly chosen at random) after they start practicing home isolation. Sup-317

plementary Figure 1 displays the result of the adjusted simulations318

We also reproduce the same simulations as discussed in Section 3.4 but with altered propor-319

tions of simulated individuals practicing home or separated isolation. Supplementary Figure 2320

displays the results for the four scenarios with 75% of the simulated individuals practicing either321

home or separated isolation and the other 25% of the individuals not practicing isolation. Sup-322

plementary Figure 3 displays the results for the four scenarios with only 25% of the simulated323

individuals practicing either home or separated isolation and the other 75% of the individuals324

not practicing isolation.325
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Supplementary Figure 1: Results of adjusted simulations for isolation scenarios where 55% of the simulated indi-
viduals practice home or separated isolation after a period of one to three days. Top: the number of active cases with
95% confidence interval bands in each of the isolation scenarios. Middle: the number of transmissions of different
types in each of the isolation scenarios. Bottom: the survival curves for individuals in households of different sizes
in each of the isolation scenarios. All curves in the figure reflect mean values over 100 runs of the simulation for
each of the isolation scenarios.
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Supplementary Figure 2: Results of simulations for isolation scenarios where 75% of the simulated individuals
practice home or separated isolation. Top: the number of active cases with 95% confidence interval bands in each
of the isolation scenarios. Middle: the number of transmissions of different types in each of the isolation scenarios.
Bottom: the survival curves for individuals in households of different sizes in each of the isolation scenarios. All
curves in the figure reflect mean values over 100 runs of the simulation for each of the isolation scenarios and the
settings only differ in household size distribution and the individuals’ isolation preferences.
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Supplementary Figure 3: Results of simulations for isolation scenarios where 25% of the simulated individuals
practice home or separated isolation. Top: the number of active cases with 95% confidence interval bands in each
of the isolation scenarios. Middle: the number of transmissions of different types in each of the isolation scenarios.
Bottom: the survival curves for individuals in households of different sizes in each of the isolation scenarios. All
curves in the figure reflect mean values over 100 runs of the simulation for each of the isolation scenarios and the
settings only differ in household size distribution and the individuals’ isolation preferences.
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