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Figures

Fig 1. Shield immunity as a mitigation intervention in a LTC setting. Schematics (left), SEIR
dynamics on a bipartite network (middle), and an example of shield immunity as a mitigation
‘rewiring’ strategy (right). SEIR dynamics show the number of nodes in S (blue), E (orange), |
(red), and R (green) epidemic states. The LTC facility is represented as a bipartite network with
nodes of two types: residents and HCWs. Interactions among HCWs and residents are
represented as connections between nodes. Node colors show individuals PCR or immunization
status as depicted in the legend. (A) Case with no interventions: we seed the epidemic with 5%
of the total population (10 nodes) and simulate the outbreak over 50 days. Solid lines show the
average of 500 simulation runs and shaded areas represent the standard deviation of the runs. (B)
Shield immunity as a mitigation strategy: We seed the epidemic as in A. Arrows and vertical
dashed lines indicate when PCR testing and rewiring are applied during the outbreak (weekly).
The network shows an example of the rewiring algorithm. It deletes SI and RR (or RS)
connections (dashed bolded line) and replaces them with RI and SR (or SS) connections (solid

bolded line). For a complete schematic see S1 Fig.
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Fig 2. Rewiring frequency effects on outbreak size. Results of cumulative number of new
infections from a SEIR model running on a random bipartite network (N = 200). The epidemic
is seeded with 5% of the total population (10 nodes) infected. Lines in grayscale show the
cumulative number of new infections for different rewiring frequencies (daily, every three days,
every five days, weekly, and never); darker-gray lines represent more frequent rewiring

schedules. New infections do not include the initial seed of 10 nodes.
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Fig 3. Comparison of different interventions applied on a weekly basis. (A) Distribution of
the final outbreak size of 500 realizations for different interventions when we seed the epidemic
with 10 infected HCWs. Boxes represent the IQR range. The mark on the box represents the
median (50th percentile). Upper and lower whiskers represent Oth and 100th percentile
respectively. Outliers are above or below the 1.5 the interquartile range and are shown in red +
signs. (B) Probability density curves of having an outbreak of size greater or equal to the number
of individuals indicated on the x-axis. All interventions are applied on a weekly basis. The
outbreak size does not include the 10 nodes (5% of total population) initially used to seed the

epidemic.
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Fig 4. Shield immunity as a preventive intervention in a LTC setting. Schematics (left), SEIR
dynamics on a bipartite network (middle), and an example of shield immunity as a preventive
‘prewiring’ strategy (right). SEIR dynamics show the number of nodes in S (blue), E (orange), |
(red), and R (green) epidemic states. A second outbreak initiates with 1 infected HCW and 60
immunized (recovered/vaccinated) individuals (30% of the LTC). We simulate the epidemic
over 100 days. Solid lines show the average of 500 simulation runs and shaded areas represent
the standard deviation of the runs. The LTC facility is represented as a bipartite network with
nodes of two types: residents and HCWs. Interactions among HCWs and residents are
represented as connections between nodes. Node colors show individuals PCR or immunization
status as depicted in the legend. (A) Case with no interventions. (B) Shield immunity as a
prevention strategy: The arrow indicates prewiring is applied only before the outbreak starts.
Prewiring rewires SS connections (dashed bold lines) and replaces them with SR connections

(bold lines).
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Fig 5. Outbreak size distributions and probability of an outbreak depending on the
immunization level. Distributions of the total infected and probability densities of an outbreak
for 10%, 20%, 30%, 40% and 50% of immunized individuals in the LTC when no interventions
(grey) and a preventive immune shielding (prewiring, pink) strategy is applied before the
outbreak starts. The epidemic initiates with 1 infected HCW. We simulate the epidemic over 100
days and perform 500 simulation runs. A two-sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was performed
to look for a statistical significant difference of outbreak distributions with and without
prewiring. P-values for 10%, 20%, 30%, 40% and 50% of immunized individuals are: 0.01994,

1.923e-05, 2.544¢-11, 3.48e-10, and 2.2e-16. The distributional differences are associated with
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statistically significant differences in mean outbreak sizes for all but the 10% case, as quantified
by a one-sided t-test with 99% confidence interval; P-values for 10%, 20%, 30%, 40% and 50%

of immunized individuals are: 0.056, 0.0043, 6.5¢-12, 6.9¢-21, and 1.5¢-24.
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S1 Fig. Schematic of immune shielding rewiring algorithm. Only the first part of the
algorithm described in the Methods section is shown. The second part is analogous, but the labels
Residents and Health Care Workers from the grey boxes would be swapped. Susceptible,
infected and recovered nodes are shown in blue, red respectively green. Grey nodes have an
unspecified disease status irrelevant for the rewiring mechanism. The top and bottom grey areas
represent residents, respectively healthcare workers. Connections between I and S (dashed line)

are replaced with connections between I and R or I (bolded line).
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S2 Fig. Probability density of an outbreak. Probability density curves of an outbreak of size
equal or greater than number of individuals indicated in the x-axis (A) when there is a 10%
immunization at the beginning of the outbreak (B) when there is 40% immunization at the
beginning of the outbreak. (Grey). Case with no interventions. (Pink) Prewiring: Preventive
intervention through a prewiring of the LTC where immunized residents are preferentially
interacting with susceptible HCW and vice versa. (Green) Isolation: Intervention where staff is
weekly tested and seropositive HCW isolate. (Blue) Weekly rewiring: Intervention of immune
shielding of susceptible individuals in the facility through rewiring risky interactions of infected
individuals with recovered/immunized individuals. This intervention is applied with weekly
testing serostatus of the whole facility. (Purple) Isolation+rewiring: intervention that combines
previous two interventions. Weekly testing of the whole facility. Seropositive HCW isolate and

infected residents preferentially interact with immunized staff.

31


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.07.16.21260657
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.07.16.21260657; this version posted July 20, 2021. 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 4.0 International license .

200 T T T T 200 T T T T
+ T -
© 150 | T ~ . I © 150 | -
N i : ;E ! N 3
n * 7} * -
X + ! i X i
g 100 f i ! © 100 | ! }
= [ = L I
‘e i 1 _e *
+ +
3 : ! i 3 + B -
1 -
50 ¢ ] : : " o 50 f 1 o, + - i E T -
3. : = S =
! L
N * 3 N S S
random regular ws-random ws-regular 1:1 1:3 1:5 1:10
networks staff ratios

S3 Fig. Network structure and staff ratio effects on final outbreak sizes. Final outbreak size
of 500 runs when the outbreak starts with 10% of infected HCWs measured in a LTC network
setting of the same size (200 individuals) and average number of connections (average degree
~10). The connections between HCWs and residents in all LTC network settings are strictly
bipartite. Grey: No interventions. Light blue: weekly rewiring. Dark blue: daily rewiring (A)
Outbreak sizes for different network structures (random, regular, Watts-Strogatz random, Watts-
Strogatz regular). WS-random and WS-regular networks allow connections between HCWs;
regular and random networks do not allow connections between HCWs. (B) Outbreak sizes for
different HCW:resident ratios in a random network LTC. Grey: No interventions. Light blue:

weekly rewiring. Dark blue: daily rewiring. See Methods for details on the network structures.

32


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.07.16.21260657
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

