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Abstract 28 
 29 
Optimization of control measures for severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 30 
(SARS-CoV-2) in high-risk institutional settings (e.g., prisons, nursing homes, or military 31 
bases) depends on how transmission dynamics in the broader community influence 32 
outbreak risk locally. We calibrated an individual-based transmission model of a military 33 
training camp to the number of RT-PCR positive trainees throughout 2020 and 2021. 34 
The predicted number of infected new arrivals closely followed adjusted national 35 
incidence and increased early outbreak risk after accounting for vaccination coverage, 36 
masking compliance, and virus variants. Outbreak size was strongly correlated with the 37 
predicted number of off-base infections among staff during training camp. In addition, 38 
off-base infections reduced the impact of arrival screening and masking, while the 39 
number of infectious trainees upon arrival reduced the impact of vaccination and staff 40 
testing. Our results highlight the importance of outside incidence patterns for modulating 41 
risk and the optimal mixture of control measures in institutional settings. 42 
 43 
 44 
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Introduction 53 
 54 
Over the course of the SARS-CoV-2 pandemic there have been numerous outbreaks 55 
linked to indoor environments where close-contact interactions make preventing 56 
transmission difficult (1–3). SARS-CoV-2 is highly transmissible in high-density, indoor 57 
settings where prolonged exposures are common, such as on cruise ships and naval 58 
vessels as well as in overnight camps, prisons, and nursing homes (1, 2, 4–6). Basic 59 
training camps for new military recruits are particularly high-risk settings due to the 60 
frequent arrival of new individuals and the close contacts between trainees including 61 
group sleeping quarters (7, 8). The average number of contacts and the probability of 62 
transmission per contact may both be higher in military basic training and similar 63 
institutional settings than they are in the broader community, leading to a higher basic 64 
reproduction number (R0) (9). In addition to R0, another critical factor determining the 65 
risk of an outbreak in these settings is the probability or rate of SARS-CoV-2 66 
introductions from the outside community (10–12). However, the relative importance of 67 
external importation pressure versus local transmission dynamics for outbreak risk in 68 
high-transmission institutional settings is not well understood. The relative importance of 69 
these two factors has important implications for outbreak prevention and control, 70 
because interventions can vary in their effectiveness at preventing introductions versus 71 
controlling spread of transmission once SARS-CoV-2 has already been introduced into 72 
a setting. 73 
 74 
The importation risk into high-risk institutional settings has likely varied across both time 75 
and location over the course of the pandemic. Temporal patterns of COVID-19 76 
incidence at the local- and national-levels have also varied over the course of the 77 
pandemic, with several large national waves of incidence (13). In addition, the timing 78 
and magnitude of peak incidence at the state or county level has fluctuated over the 79 
course of these waves. There have also been regional outbreaks outside of these 80 
waves (14). To assess the risk of an outbreak in high-risk settings, it is therefore 81 
important to estimate the importation risk based on the current epidemiological context 82 
of the broader community in which the setting is situated. At one extreme, without any 83 
introductions the outbreak risk is zero, regardless of R0; while, if multiple infectious 84 
individuals are introduced into a large susceptible population with a sufficiently high R0,  85 
an outbreak is highly likely (15). If, however, R0 is closer to or below one, then local 86 
conditions and interventions within the institutional setting are likely an important 87 
component of the outbreak risk in that setting. 88 
 89 
If outbreak risk is influenced by external importation pressures, then assessing the risk 90 
of introductions in real time, or in advance, is a useful component of outbreak 91 
prevention and control in institutional settings. As a result, it is important to determine 92 
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the extent to which the expected number of introductions or importations into a 93 
particular setting can be predicted from reported incidence at the local or regional level. 94 
Examining the association between national incidence and viral introductions into 95 
military training camps is essential, as new recruits arrive on a weekly basis from all 96 
over the United States. Beyond the immediate importation pressure, the risk of an 97 
outbreak will also depend on the infection history and vaccination status of the 98 
population within the setting, as these variables determine an individual’s susceptibility 99 
to infection (13). In the absence of serology testing, it is possible that population-level 100 
susceptibility in a particular setting at any given time could be estimated from local- or 101 
national-level infection and vaccination trends, assuming that these are representative 102 
of the population of interest (16). It is therefore an urgent question whether publicly 103 
available incidence and vaccination data, as well as estimates of important geographic 104 
or demographic variations in this data, could be used to estimate the probability of 105 
introduction into a particular setting, as well as the likely attack rate or outbreak size 106 
following an introduction(s). 107 
 108 
The effectiveness of control measures in high-risk institutional settings will also depend 109 
on both the importation risk and R0 (4, 17, 18). If introduction patterns are the primary 110 
driver of outbreak risk then arrival screening and other interventions that prevent 111 
importations are important. However, if local conditions, particularly the setting-specific 112 
R0 or transmission rates, are the main driver of outbreak risk, then interventions that 113 
prevent local transmission within the community are critical. Active surveillance testing 114 
is likely to be important in settings where new individuals regularly arrive from the 115 
broader community and serve as potential vectors of SARS-CoV-2 into the local 116 
community (12, 19–21). Regarding local conditions, congregate living settings, such as 117 
prisons, overnight summer camps, naval vessels, and military training bases, make it 118 
difficult to implement certain social distancing measures and therefore may require 119 
other interventions (22–26). Non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs), such as mask 120 
wearing or testing-and-isolation strategies, that lower R0 below one on their own in low- 121 
or moderate-risk settings may not prevent an outbreak in a setting with a high intrinsic 122 
R0 value (26). As a result, a mix of interventions should be considered in these settings. 123 
Given the limitations of different control measures, it is important to understand which 124 
combination of interventions is most likely to be effective in a particular setting, and 125 
whether their effectiveness changes over time with shifts in SARS-CoV-2 epidemiology. 126 
 127 
In this study, we extended an earlier analysis of outbreak dynamics in a military training 128 
camp to assess the relative importance of the impact of transmission dynamics in the 129 
broader community on importation pressure and outbreak risk during training. First, we 130 
tested the predictability of importation pressure in this setting by using publicly available 131 
infection estimates to predict SARS-CoV-2 introductions into camps from newly arrived 132 
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military recruits from all over the United States, as well the probability that military 133 
trainers and support staff were infected off base over the course of the training camp. 134 
Next, we used an individual-based transmission model to estimate R0 in this high-risk 135 
setting while taking into account changing vaccination rates, mask wearing, and the 136 
relative prevalence of different SARS-CoV-2 variants. The model simulates daily 137 
contacts between trainees, trainers, and support staff during a ten-week training camp 138 
consisting of an initial two-week cocoon period with smaller training units of 60 trainees 139 
each, followed by the remaining eight weeks of camp when trainees are assigned to 140 
companies of 240 trainees each (Figure S1). Model calibration was conducted by fitting 141 
the model to the observed number of reported infections for training camps that began 142 
between October 2020 and April 2021. Model results show how outbreak size was 143 
associated with the number of introductions from newly arrived trainees or trainers and 144 
staff infected off base during training camp over the course of the pandemic. We then 145 
used the calibrated model to assess the impact of different control strategies including 146 
surveillance testing, mask-wearing, and vaccination mandates. We assessed the 147 
effectiveness of these strategies over the course of the pandemic as importation risk 148 
and population-level susceptibility changed considerably. Our results highlight the 149 
importance of addressing the broader community context when designing prevention 150 
and control efforts for high-risk settings.  151 
 152 
Results 153 
 154 
Infections in arriving trainees and correlations in observed infections 155 
 156 
The observed portion of new military trainees testing positive by RT-PCR for SARS-157 
CoV-2 infection on arrival at camp between the first week of October 2020 and the first 158 
week of October 2021 ranged from 0.6% to 10.7% (Figures 1A,2A). There was a 159 
significant correlation between the portion of trainees testing positive on arrival and the 160 
portion of trainees testing positive during the initial two-week cocoon period (r=0.47, 161 
p=0.016). There was also a significant correlation between the portion of trainees 162 
testing positive on arrival and the portion of trainees testing positive during the entire 163 
training camp (r=0.46, p=0.020), as well as a significant correlation between the portion 164 
of trainees testing positive during the initial cocoon period and the portion of trainees 165 
testing positive during the post-cocoon period (r=0.66, p=0.001; Figure 1B). Although 166 
the number of trainers and support staff infected off base during training camp was not 167 
reported, there was a significant correlation between incidence in the surrounding 168 
county during training camp and both the number of trainees testing positive on arrival 169 
(r=0.69, p<0.001), and the number of positive tests during the entire training camp 170 
(r=0.43, p=0.029; Figure 1C). 171 
 172 
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 173 
Figure 1. Correlations between observed SARS-CoV-2 positive tests. (A) Correlation 174 
between the number of new trainees testing positive upon arrival at training camp and the 175 
number of positive tests during the initial two-week cocoon period or the entire ten-week training 176 
camp. (B) Correlation between the number of positive tests during the cocoon and post-cocoon 177 
periods. (C) Correlation between incidence in the adjacent county during the ten-week training 178 
camp and the number of positive tests during training camp. 179 
 180 
From October 2020 to October 2021, our median estimate of the portion of new arrivals 181 
expected to test positive ranged from 1.9% (95% prediction interval (PrI): 1.1-2.8%) on 182 
10/10/20, to a peak of 8.8% (95% PrI: 7.1%-10.9%) on 01/16/2021, followed by a 183 
decline and then a second peak of 6.2% (95% PrI: 4.8-7.8%) on 09/04/2021 following 184 
the spread of the delta variant (Figure 2A). The 95% prediction interval of our estimates 185 
overlapped with the 95% confidence interval for the observed number of positive 186 
trainees on arrival in 35 of 44 weeks during this time period. The correspondence 187 
between observed and simulated positive trainees on arrival indicates that adjusted, 188 
national-level infection estimates provide a useful, independent prediction of the risk of 189 
importation into this setting. Simulating beyond our observation period, our model 190 
predicts a large omicron wave starting in late 2021 and peaking at 9.3% (95% PrI: 7.5-191 
11.2%) on 01/22/2022. Following this peak, the portion of new trainees testing positive 192 
on arrival declined rapidly up to March 2022 and was forecasted to continue to decline 193 
to 0.8% (95% PrI: 0.4-1.5%) by 03/19/2022 based on CDC projections (27). The 194 
modeled fraction of trainers and support staff infected off base ranged from a low of 195 
0.0% (95% PrI: 0.0-2.9%) for the training camp beginning on 05/01/2021 to a high of 196 
10.0% (95% PrI: 4.0-15.0%) for the training camp beginning on 12/04/2021. Because all 197 
of the off-base infections over the 10-week training period are grouped by the camp 198 
start date in Figure 2E, these peaks occur earlier than the peaks in the number of 199 
infections in newly arrived trainees. 200 
 201 
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 202 
Figure 2. Portion of individuals infected before or during training camp. (A) Portion of new 203 
recruits testing positive upon arrival, (B) Portion of trainees testing positive during the initial 204 
cocoon period, (C) portion of trainees testing positive during the post-cocoon training period, 205 
and (D) portion of trainers and support staff infected off base during training camp. The red 206 
circles in (A-C) are the observed portion of positives for each time period. Dashed line 207 
represents the start of the period when estimates are based on forecasted cases from the CDC 208 
forecasting project (27). 209 
 210 
Basic reproduction number, R0, and training camp transmission patterns 211 
 212 
The estimated basic reproduction number, R0, for the original SARS-CoV-2 during 213 
training camp was 6.5 (95% credible interval (CrI): 6.0-6.8). Based on estimates of their 214 
increased transmissibility (see Table S2), the resulting R0 values for the major variants 215 
of concern during the cocoon period were 8.4 (95% CrI: 7.7-8.8) for alpha, 9.0 (95% CrI: 216 
8.3-9.4) for gamma, 12.9 (95% CrI: 11.8-13.5) for delta, and 18.6 (95% CrI: 17.1-19.5) 217 
for omicron. The estimated dispersion parameter for R0 was 4,466 (95% CrI: 501-218 
10,000), indicating that there was not strong evidence for overdispersion of transmission 219 
in this setting. Overall, our model was able to recreate the observed outbreak size 220 
during the entire training camp, with the 95% prediction interval for the portion of 221 
recruits testing positive during training camp overlapping with 15 out of 20 observations 222 
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(and 17 out of 20 of the 95% confidence intervals for the observations). The simulated 223 
portion of trainees testing positive during the cocoon period matched the observed 224 
number of trainees testing positive during this period well, with the exception of two 225 
large observed outbreaks at the end of 2020 (right after the holiday break when most 226 
trainees travel off base, a phenomenon not captured in our model) and three smaller 227 
outbreaks in March-April 2021 (Figure 2C). The predicted number of individuals testing 228 
positive during the post-cocoon period of training camp also matched observations well, 229 
although several larger outbreaks fell above the 95% range of the simulations in 2021 230 
(Figure 2C). 231 
 232 
The expected number of individuals testing positive in both the cocoon and post-cocoon 233 
periods of training camp exhibited peaks during the delta and omicron waves in the 234 
summer and winter of 2021 that largely followed the curve of trainees testing positive on 235 
arrival and the expected number of introductions from trainers and staff infected off 236 
base (Figure 2E). However, both of these peaks were larger than the peak in early 237 
2021, despite the number of positive arrivals not being higher than during the early-238 
2021 peak, due to the increased transmissibility of the delta and omicron variants 239 
relative to the original virus. In particular, the expected number of positive individuals 240 
during the post-cocoon period peaked at 24.3% (95% PrI: 14.8-28.0%) for the camp 241 
starting 12/04/2021, compared to only 4.8% (95% PrI: 1.2-9.2%) for the camp that 242 
started 01/02/2021. This peak in infections during training camp also occurred earlier 243 
than the peak of arrivals on 01/22/2022 (Figure 2A). Although the number of positive 244 
arrivals was forecasted to decline in February and March 2022, the number of trainees 245 
testing positive during the post-cocoon training period remained high, likely due to the 246 
high transmissibility of the omicron variant and the waning protection of individuals who 247 
were vaccinated or infected earlier in 2021. 248 
 249 
Association between importations, R0, and outbreak size 250 
 251 
To examine the impact of importations and R0 on outbreak size, we compared 252 
simulated outcomes in training camps starting each week, as both importations and R0 253 
varied over the course of the pandemic. However, because other factors also varied 254 
over the same timeframe (e.g., vaccination coverage, variants, levels of naturally-255 
acquired immunity), their impact cannot be isolated, adding uncertainty to our estimates 256 
of the associations between importations or R0 and outbreak size. The number of 257 
infections during the cocoon period showed a positive correlation with the number of 258 
new trainees expected to be infectious upon arrival (based on the number infected in 259 
the two weeks prior to arrival) (Figure 3A), but there was no clear relationship between 260 
the number of potentially infectious new arrivals and the total number of individuals 261 
infected during the entire training camp (Figure 3B). However, there was a strong 262 
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positive relationship between the predicted number of staff infected off base and the 263 
total number of individuals infected during training camp, although the relationship 264 
appears to reach a saturation point as the infection rate during camp approaches 100% 265 
(Figure 3C). The relationship between outbreak size (the portion of individuals infected 266 
during training camp) and the number of infectious arrivals, or staff infected off base, 267 
was similar across the entire period of study, but outbreak sizes were much larger per 268 
importation when the delta and omicron variants predominated (Figure S2). Outbreak 269 
size was also positively correlated with the mean R0 at the start of training camp, 270 
although this relationship was nonlinear, partially due to changes in the effective 271 
reproduction number (Rt) over the course of the pandemic (Figure 4A). The effect of R0 272 
on outbreak size persisted even when controlling for importation pressure, with outbreak 273 
size increasing as either R0 or the rate of introductions from off base increased (Figure 274 
4B). 275 
 276 

 277 
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Figure 3. Effect of portion of trainees infectious upon arrival or portion of staff infected 278 
off base on outbreak size. (A) Portion of trainees infected during the cocoon period or (B) the 279 
portion of all individuals infected during training camp as a function of the predicted number of 280 
trainees who were infected in the two weeks prior to arrival. (C) Portion of all individuals infected 281 
during training camp as a function of the predicted number of staff who were infected off base. 282 
 283 

 284 
Figure 4. Effect of R0 on outbreak size. (A) Portion of all individuals infected during training 285 
camp as a function of the mean estimated basic reproduction number, R0, at the start of training 286 
camp (based on the relative proportions of different variants of concern currently circulating 287 
nationally). (B) Portion of all individuals infected during training camp as a function of the 288 
predicted number of staff who were infected off base and R0 at the start of training camp. 289 
 290 
Impact of existing interventions 291 
 292 
Our model predicts that the percentage of new trainees testing positive during the 293 
cocoon period would have been noticeably higher without active surveillance testing on 294 
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arrival (Figure 5A). For example, for the training camp starting on 01/02/2021, the 295 
percentage of trainees testing positive at the end of the cocoon period was projected to 296 
be 10.5% (95% PrI: 2.9-20.9%) with arrival testing, but 30.7% (95% PrI: 19.3-41.5%) 297 
without testing. The differences were even larger when the delta and omicron variants 298 
were dominant. At the peak of the delta wave on 08/21/2021, the predicted number of 299 
positive trainees was 15.1% (95% PrI: 4.5-27.8%) with arrival testing and 43.8% (95% 300 
PrI: 27.7-54.7%) without arrival testing. At the peak of the omicron wave on 01/08/2022, 301 
the predicted number of positive trainees were 26.0% (95% PrI: 13.2-43.7%) and 66.5% 302 
(95% PrI: 49.8-77.8%) with or without arrival testing, respectively. Over the whole 303 
simulation period, the median number of positive trainees during the cocoon period was 304 
5.6% with arrival testing (95% PrI: 0.1-27.8%) and 20.1% (95% PrI: 2.4-65.0%) without 305 
arrival testing. The impact of arrival surveillance testing on the attack rate over the 306 
entire training period was not as large as the impact during the initial cocoon period 307 
(Figure 5B), because arrival testing did not reduce transmission in the post-cocoon 308 
period, and for some training periods the attack rate was higher in the post-cocoon 309 
period with arrival testing due to the smaller number of trainees who were infected 310 
during the cocoon period (Figure 5C). In contrast to the large impact of arrival testing on 311 
transmission during the cocoon period, model simulations suggest that surveillance 312 
testing at the end of the cocoon period had only a small impact on the percentage of 313 
trainees who subsequently tested positive during the remainder of the training period 314 
(Figure 5B,D). The median number of trainees testing positive during the post-cocoon 315 
training period was 9.8% (95% PrI: 0.0-24.1%) with testing and 11.6% (95% PrI: 0.0-316 
25.7%) without active surveillance testing at the end of the cocoon period. 317 
 318 
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 319 
Figure 5. Impact of surveillance testing on outbreak size. (A) Portion of trainees (recruits) 320 
testing positive during the initial cocoon period with and without active surveillance testing upon 321 
arrival. (B) Portion of all individuals infected during training camp with and without active 322 
surveillance testing upon arrival. (C) Portion of trainees (recruits) testing positive during the 323 
post-cocoon training period with and without active surveillance testing upon arrival. (D) Portion 324 
of trainees (recruits) testing positive during the post-cocoon training period with and without 325 
active surveillance testing at the end of the cocoon period. The black circles in (A,C,D) are the 326 
observed portion of positive trainees for the appropriate time period. Dashed line represents the 327 
start of the period when estimates are based on forecasted cases from the CDC forecasting 328 
project (27). 329 
 330 
Mask wearing also had a substantial impact on the number of individuals who were 331 
infected during training camp (Figures 6A,B). The median number of individuals infected 332 
during training camp was 44.5% (95% PrI: 0.2-94.4%) under our baseline scenario 333 
where compliance with masking guidelines varied over the course of the pandemic. 334 
When no masks were worn at all during training camp, a median of 57.2% (2.2-98.0%) 335 
of individuals were infected, and when no masks were worn and there were also no 336 
surveillance tests upon arrival or at the end of the cocoon period, 69.9% (95% PrI: 16.2-337 
97.3%) were infected. Under an alternate scenario where mask-wearing compliance 338 
was 100% (except while sleeping or eating), only 31.1% (95% PrI: 0.2-90.3%) of 339 
individuals were infected during training camp. The voluntary vaccination of 340 
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unvaccinated trainees upon arrival at training camp did not have a large impact on the 341 
number of individuals infected during training camp (Figures 6C,D). Compared to the 342 
baseline infection attack rate of 44.5% (95% PrI: 0.2-94.4%) with voluntary vaccination 343 
starting on 05/22/2021, the median infection attack rate was 45.7% (95% PrI: 0.4-344 
96.4%) without voluntary vaccination upon arrival, and still 42.0% (95% PrI: 0.3-91.2%) 345 
even with a 100% uptake rate among unvaccinated trainees. The prediction intervals for 346 
the attack rates presented in this section are often quite wide because they incorporate 347 
both model stochasticity and variability in epidemiological conditions (e.g., variants, 348 
importation pressure, vaccination coverage) over the course of the pandemic. 349 
 350 

 351 
Figure 6. Impact of mask wearing or vaccination on outbreak size. (A) Impact of 352 
mask wearing on the portion of all individuals infected, and (B) portion of individuals with 353 
symptomatic infections during training camp. Baseline mask wearing rate varied over 354 
the course of the pandemic (see Methods). (C) Impact of vaccinating un-vaccinated 355 
trainees upon arrival at training camp on the portion of all individuals infected and (D) 356 
the portion of individuals with symptomatic infections during training camp. Baseline 357 
vaccination rate varied over the course of the pandemic (see Methods). Dotted line is 358 
the date for the start of vaccination requirement (05/22/2021).  359 
 360 
Impact of alternative intervention scenarios 361 
 362 
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In addition to assessing the impact of interventions that were implemented, we also 363 
examined the potential impact of several interventions that were not implemented: 364 
requiring vaccination of all trainers and staff by 05/22/2021 (with a booster administered 365 
on 12/01/2021), weekly or daily antigen testing of trainers and staff, or requiring that 366 
new trainees provide proof of full vaccination prior to the start of training camp 367 
beginning on 05/22/2021 (with a booster required after 12/01/2021). Because of the 368 
delayed rollout of the vaccine, here we focus on the impact of these interventions on 369 
training camps starting after 05/31/2021. Of the additional interventions, requiring daily 370 
antigen testing for trainers and staff had the largest impact on infection attack rates, 371 
reducing the number of individuals infected during training camp by 26.8% (95% CrI: 372 
23.9-29.7%; t=18.5, p<0.001) and the number of symptomatic infections by 28.0% (95% 373 
CrI: 24.6-31.5%; t=16.3, p<0.001) compared to the default intervention scenario (Figure 374 
7). Requiring new trainees to be fully vaccinated prior to arrival only reduced total 375 
infections by 7.1% (95% CrI: 5.1-9.2%; t=7.0, p<0.001), but reduced the number of 376 
symptomatic infections by 27.5% (95% CrI: 24.2-30.9%; t=16.7, p<0.001; Figure 7). 377 
Both of these interventions had a greater impact on symptomatic infections than 378 
masking, which was the most effective of the implemented interventions after 379 
05/31/2021, with 100% masking reducing symptomatic infections by 12.8% (95% CrI: 380 
10.9-14.8%; t=13.5, p<0.001) relative to the default masking scenario and by 21.1% 381 
(95% CrI: 17.9-24.5%; t=13.0, p<0.001) relative to a scenario with no masking (Figure 382 
7). Requiring staff vaccination had a more modest impact, reducing infections by 6.5% 383 
(95% CrI: 4.6-8.5%; t=6.7, p<0.001) and symptomatic infections by 7.7% (95% CrI: 5.3-384 
10.1%; ; t=6.4, p<0.001). However, combining all three additional interventions was 385 
highly effective against both total infections and symptomatic infections, reducing these 386 
by 47.0% (95% CrI: 41.4-52.5%; t= 17.0, p<0.001) and 59.0% (95% CrI: 52.8-65.2%; t= 387 
19.2, p<0.001) respectively, relative to the default scenario with arrival screening, 388 
variable masking compliance, and voluntary vaccination upon arrival. Compared to a 389 
scenario with no interventions, combining arrival screening and moderate masking 390 
compliance with the three additional interventions reduced all infections by 53.2% (95% 391 
CrI: 47.2-59.2%; t=18.0, p<0.001) and symptomatic infections by 66.8% (95% CrI: 59.5-392 
74.1%; t=18.5, p<0.001; Figure 7). 393 
 394 
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 395 
Figure 7. Impact of different intervention strategies on the total number of 396 
individuals infected and the number of symptomatic infections during training 397 
camp. All percent reductions are relative to the baseline scenario minus that particular 398 
intervention, except for the ‘All interventions’ scenario which is relative to a scenario 399 
with no interventions. 400 
 401 
Impact of importation pressure on intervention effectiveness 402 
 403 
The impact of several individual interventions, and all interventions combined, 404 
weakened as the portion of new trainees infected in the two weeks prior to camp 405 
increased (Figure 8A). Fewer symptomatic infections were prevented by mask wearing 406 
(5.4 additional symptomatic infections per one percentage point increase (PI) in the 407 
infection attack rate, p=0.005,r2=0.18), requiring staff vaccination (2.7 additional 408 
symptomatic infections per PI, p=0.04,r2=0.10), daily staff antigen testing (7.3 additional 409 
symptomatic infections per PI, p<0.001, r2=0.37) and all interventions combined (9.0 410 
additional symptomatic infections per PI, p=0.06,r2=0.08). Increases in the number of 411 
trainers and staff infected off base during training camp also altered the impact of 412 
several individual interventions, although it did not significantly reduce the impact of all 413 
interventions combined (Figure 8B). The only significant reduction in the impact on an 414 
intervention as off-base infections increased was for arrival screening, which prevented 415 
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4.1 fewer symptomatic infections per one percentage point increase in off-base 416 
infections (p<0.001, r2=0.24). 417 
 418 

 419 
Figure 8. Effect of portion of trainees infectious upon arrival or portion of staff infected 420 
off base on impact of interventions. (A) The impact of several interventions as a function of 421 
the number of trainees who were infected in the two weeks prior to arrival. (B) The impact of 422 
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several interventions as a function of the number of staff who were infected off base during 423 
training camp. 424 
 425 
Discussion 426 
 427 
Our calibrated model results show that the risk of viral importation via newly arrived 428 
trainees, as well as off-base infections among trainers and support staff, varied 429 
considerably over the course of the SARS-CoV-2 pandemic. In addition, there was a 430 
positive correlation between the observed number of trainees testing positive on arrival 431 
and the observed fraction who tested positive during training camp. However, although 432 
both sources of introductions contributed to the amount of transmission occurring during 433 
training camp, the probability of an outbreak and final outbreak size were more strongly 434 
correlated with the number of trainers and support staff who were infected off base 435 
during the training period. The rate of viral introductions from off base was the strongest 436 
indicator of whether an outbreak would occur, but local conditions (as measured by the 437 
setting-specific R0) also influenced outbreak size. As more transmissible SARS-CoV-2 438 
variants became dominant in this setting, outbreak sizes increased, even after 439 
accounting for the influence of introductions from off base. The combination of high 440 
importation rates and a high R0 value made control efforts difficult, and no single 441 
intervention was able to completely prevent outbreaks, particularly once the delta and 442 
omicron variants that had even higher R0 values became dominant. The most effective 443 
single intervention was daily antigen testing of trainers and support staff, which reduced 444 
the importation pressure from off-base infections. However, the impact of daily testing of 445 
staff, as well as the impact of several other interventions, was reduced when importation 446 
pressure was high from either newly arrived trainees or from off-base infections among 447 
staff. This suggests that preventing SARS-CoV-2 outbreaks in institutional settings 448 
requires tailoring multiple interventions that respond to importation pressures from the 449 
broader community, in addition to controlling transmission within the setting. 450 
 451 
Despite the modest correlation between the observed number of positive trainees upon 452 
arrival at training camp and the number of trainees testing positive during training camp, 453 
our model suggests that SARS-CoV-2 introductions from trainers and support staff 454 
infected off base during training camp had a much stronger influence on outbreak risk 455 
and size. This result aligns with our previous research, which also highlighted the 456 
importance of off-base infections among trainers and support staff in driving outbreak 457 
risk (8). Introductions from off-base infections are important drivers of outbreak risk 458 
because they can seed new outbreaks at any time during training camp, and support 459 
staff who interact with trainees from different companies can seed outbreaks in multiple 460 
cocoons or companies. Other institutional settings face similar issues with importation 461 
pressures from certain community members who have contact with the broader 462 
community on a regular basis and can therefore introduce the virus at any time: prison 463 
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staff and visitors (28), nursing home staff and visitors (18), or off-campus infections 464 
among college and university students following pre-matriculation screening (12, 29, 465 
30). These individuals are also of particular importance for broader prevention efforts 466 
because, during an outbreak within an institutional setting, they can also spread the 467 
virus in the opposite direction back into the broader community (1, 31). 468 
 469 
Of the interventions that were implemented during basic training in 2020 and 2021, our 470 
model suggests that mask wearing was the most effective at reducing the number of 471 
both symptomatic and total infections. However, the effectiveness of mask wearing did 472 
decrease as importation pressure from newly arrived trainees or staff infected off base 473 
increased, and at the highest observed rates of positivity among newly arrived trainees, 474 
arrival PCR screening was equally as effective as mask wearing at reducing infections 475 
during training camp. Mask wearing was also not effective enough to completely 476 
prevent outbreaks except when importations were low over the entire training period. 477 
The effectiveness of mask wearing is reduced in this setting by the communal sleeping 478 
quarters and communal dining. In addition, the most effective N95 or KN95 masks were 479 
not required, and anecdotal evidence suggests that compliance was well below 100% 480 
during certain periods of the pandemic. However, increasing masking compliance to 481 
100% in our model only led to modest reductions in outbreak size during most periods 482 
of the pandemic. PCR screening of all newly arrived trainees also lowered the number 483 
of infections in training camp and maintained its effectiveness even when positivity rates 484 
among incoming trainees were at their highest. However, its impact on transmission 485 
was limited to the first two weeks of training camp (the cocoon period), and its impact 486 
was minimal when introductions via off-base infections of trainers and staff were high. 487 
The final implemented intervention, offering voluntary vaccination of unvaccinated 488 
trainees upon arrival, had almost no impact on outbreak size and did not reduce 489 
imported infections due to the timing of the intervention. 490 

 491 
Our model results indicate that several interventions that were not implemented might 492 
have had a larger impact on outbreak risk—and outbreak size—than those interventions 493 
that were implemented (surveillance testing, masking, and voluntary vaccination for new 494 
trainees upon arrival). The intervention with the largest average impact over the course 495 
of the pandemic was daily antigen testing of trainers and support staff. The large impact 496 
of this intervention highlights the importance of preventing, or at least reducing, the 497 
number of viral introductions via off-base infections. The impact of testing trainers and 498 
staff did decline as importation pressure from newly arrived trainees increased. As a 499 
result, estimating importation pressure from regional or national incidence patterns may 500 
be an important component of SARS-CoV-2 prevention and control efforts in this and 501 
similar institutional settings. Knowledge of importation pressure can be used to tailor the 502 
prevention strategy, ideally by implementing multiple interventions that target different 503 
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sources of introduction into the community (e.g., screening both incoming trainees upon 504 
arrival and testing trainers and support staff who live off base on a regular basis). Unlike 505 
daily antigen testing, weekly surveillance testing of trainers and support staff via PCR or 506 
antigen tests had minimal impact on outbreak size, likely due to the short generation 507 
interval of SARS-CoV-2 and the quick rise in infectiousness within a few days of 508 
infection (32–35). Although daily antigen testing of staff had the largest impact on 509 
infections, it is likely not the most cost effective or feasible intervention due to the large 510 
number of tests that would be required on a daily basis. Each training cohort is 511 
supported by up to 120 trainers and staff, and there are multiple training cohorts on 512 
base on any given day. 513 
 514 
Requiring all new military recruits to be fully vaccinated prior to arrival at training camp 515 
had a smaller impact on outbreak size (total infections) than daily testing of staff, but 516 
had a similar impact on the number of symptomatic infections. In addition, early 517 
vaccination was more effective than testing staff when the importation pressure from 518 
new trainees was predicted to be high based on national incidence patterns. In this 519 
scenario, staff testing is less effective because it does not catch introductions via 520 
trainees, while vaccination of trainees prior to arrival both reduces the probability that 521 
they will be infectious on arrival (lowering importation pressure) and reduces 522 
transmission during training camp (particularly if asymptomatic infections are less 523 
infectious). In contrast to the impact of requiring vaccination prior to arrival, voluntary 524 
vaccination of trainees upon arrival had almost no effect on outbreak risk and only a 525 
small impact on the number of symptomatic infections during training camp. Post-arrival 526 
vaccination does not reduce SARS-CoV-2 introductions from arriving trainees, and full 527 
protection is only established about halfway through the ten-week training period, 528 
limiting the impact on transmission within the camp. Requiring all staff to be vaccinated 529 
by 05/31/2021 (and receive a booster dose by 12/01/2021) had a smaller impact on 530 
outbreak size than daily testing of staff or pre-arrival vaccination of trainees due to the 531 
rapid decline in protection from infection provided by vaccination. 532 
 533 
Combining daily antigen testing of staff with a vaccine requirement for new trainees 534 
prior to arrival had an additive impact on reductions in both the total number of 535 
infections and symptomatic infections during training camp. Screening new trainees 536 
upon arrival, adding a vaccine requirement for staff, or requiring masking all further 537 
reduced outbreak size when added either individually or as a group. The continued 538 
impact of additional interventions showcases the importance of combining multiple 539 
interventions in institutional settings with high R0, where no currently available 540 
intervention is capable of entirely preventing transmission by itself (36–38). While all 541 
interventions combined reduced symptomatic infections by ~75% when importation 542 
pressure from either new arrivals or staff living off base was low, an increase in viral 543 
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introductions from either group lowered the overall impact. When importation pressure 544 
from newly arrived trainees was at its highest during the pandemic, all interventions 545 
combined only prevented about 50% of symptomatic infections, partly because the 546 
impact of daily antigen testing of staff was greatly reduced. This highlights the 547 
importance of understanding the current source of introductions when implementing 548 
intervention strategies, and suggests that at times of high importation risk additional 549 
interventions, such as stronger contact tracing and quarantine policies, might be 550 
necessary to prevent outbreaks in this or similar institutional settings. One caveat 551 
regarding these impact estimates is that they are for training camps that started after 552 
vaccination became routine (05/31/2021), and therefore, they mostly reflect periods 553 
when the highly transmissible delta and omicron variants were dominant. Outbreak 554 
sizes from the first year of the pandemic suggest that even without vaccination, a 555 
combination of surveillance testing, masking, and social distancing could limit outbreaks 556 
except when importation pressure was at its highest during the winter of 2020-2021. 557 
 558 
Although viral introductions via off-base infections among trainers and staff were a 559 
major driver of outbreak size, transmission dynamics within training camp also played a 560 
major role, with higher R0 values leading to larger outbreak sizes at a given off-base 561 
infection rate. Our estimate of R0 for the original SARS-CoV-2 strain in this setting was 562 
higher than estimates from broader community settings (39–41), but similar to some 563 
estimates from high-risk settings like cruise ships (2, 42), as well as previous estimates 564 
from two outbreaks at other military bases (8). The reported number of positive tests 565 
during training camp also indicate frequent within-camp transmission, although the 566 
extent of these outbreaks is hard to determine because there was no active surveillance 567 
after the initial two-week cocoon period and only symptomatic individuals were tested 568 
and isolated. This evidence indicates that in addition to interventions intended to 569 
prevent introductions, such as screening new trainees upon arrival or daily testing of 570 
staff who live off base, control efforts that limit transmission within training camp remain 571 
an essential tool to limiting outbreaks, particularly as new variants with increased 572 
transmissibility have emerged. While vaccination remains a critical tool for preventing 573 
severe disease and hospitalization, its protection against infection is modest and 574 
declines rapidly, particularly for the omicron variants that are now dominant (43, 44). 575 
 576 
By estimating the infection histories of new military recruits from national incidence 577 
patterns, our model’s predictions closely matched the number of new trainees testing 578 
positive upon arrival at training camp in 2020 and 2021. This result suggests that 579 
publicly available data can be used to assess population-level infection patterns and 580 
importation pressure into similar institutional settings. Based on knowledge about the 581 
demographic makeup of the population of military recruits (mostly 18-24 year olds) we 582 
adjusted infection estimates based on age-specific incidence patterns and 583 
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geographically-weighted state-level estimates based on historical recruiting patterns. 584 
Other institutional settings, such as colleges and universities or summer camps, will 585 
have different, but potentially still identifiable, demographic and geographic 586 
compositions and could adjust infection estimates accordingly. Forecasting the 587 
importation pressure from the broader community is important for prevention and control 588 
efforts because our results show that even though arrival screening is relatively 589 
effective, it will still miss very recent infections (45, 46). While overall our predictions of 590 
positivity among newly arrived trainees closely matched the observed data, there were 591 
three weeks when the observed rates of positive infection were substantially higher than 592 
our predictions. One possibility for these outliers is that some trainees were infected 593 
during shared transportation from a processing center to training camp. Observed 594 
positive rates also declined more rapidly than our predictions following epidemic peaks 595 
in January and September of 2021, even though peak predictions closely matched 596 
observed positive rates. This suggests that actual infections may have fallen more 597 
rapidly than estimated by Chitwood et al. (47), at least among the new military trainee 598 
cohort. 599 
  600 
Limitations 601 
 602 
One limitation of our analysis was that while we estimated off-base infections among 603 
trainers and support staff, we did not have any observational data with which to validate 604 
those estimates. If the infection risk among military staff was different from the 605 
estimated risk among adults in Richland County, SC due to differences in their 606 
community contact patterns, then these estimates might not accurately reflect the 607 
importation pressure from this source. Another limitation of our model is that we did not 608 
have detailed information on contact patterns among trainees or between trainees and 609 
staff during training, and therefore contacts within a training unit were randomly 610 
assigned and assumed to be of equal duration and strength. Our model therefore is not 611 
capable of capturing the impact of contact heterogeneity among trainees on 612 
transmission dynamics or the potential role of superspreaders due to the constraints on 613 
the number of contacts each agent can have. Given the importance of transmission 614 
from trainers and staff to trainees in our model, it would also be useful to assess 615 
whether contacts between trainees and staff actually have the same transmission 616 
potential as trainee-trainee contacts. Finally, we did not consider the cost-effectiveness 617 
or the feasibility of implementing the different interventions included in our analysis. 618 
Logistical constraints could outweigh the epidemiological effectiveness of certain 619 
interventions depending on the setting. 620 
 621 
Conclusion 622 
 623 
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Our model highlights how SARS-CoV-2 transmission patterns in the outside community 624 
affect outbreak risk in institutional settings similar to the military training camp 625 
considered in this study. Outbreak size was highly correlated with the importation 626 
pressure from off-base infections among staff, and our model indicates that the single 627 
most effective intervention would have been daily antigen screening of trainers and staff 628 
living off base. We also found that the effectiveness of some interventions (e.g., arrival 629 
screening of new trainees and masking requirements) decreased as importations from 630 
off-base infections of staff increased, while the effectiveness of other interventions (e.g., 631 
daily screening of staff, vaccination of staff, masking requirements) decreased as 632 
importations from newly arrived trainees increased. These influences of viral 633 
introduction rates on intervention effectiveness highlight the importance of tailoring 634 
multiple-intervention strategies in institutional settings to address both sources of 635 
introduction and local transmission. The correspondence between our estimated 636 
infection rates and observed positivity rates among newly arrived trainees also indicates 637 
that publicly-available incidence data can be used to predict importation pressure and 638 
outbreak risk in real-time, and therefore could inform outbreak prevention and control 639 
efforts in institutional settings such as military bases, prisons, schools, and assisted-640 
living facilities. 641 
 642 
 643 
 644 
  645 
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Methods 646 
 647 
To examine SARS-CoV-2 transmission dynamics during military basic training, we 648 
developed an agent-based model that captures key features of this institutional setting. 649 
The model tracks a single cohort of new military recruits (trainees) through the 10-week 650 
training period and simulates daily contacts between individual trainees, their trainers, 651 
and support staff (Figure S1). Full details of the original model are described in España 652 
et al. (8). For this analysis we updated the original model by incorporating temporal 653 
dynamics in the importation risk from outside of the military base, vaccination, waning of 654 
immunity from natural infection and vaccination, and the introduction of new SARS-655 
CoV-2 variants of concern. The model was implemented in the R programming 656 
language (48). Model code, as well as R code to calibrate the model and analyze model 657 
results are available at https://github.com/confunguido/basic_training_dynamics. 658 
 659 
Structure of agents and contacts 660 
 661 
The model is designed to simulate the daily interactions of new military recruits 662 
(trainees), along with their trainers and support staff during the initial ten-week training 663 
camp. Individual agents in our model are classified as either trainees, military trainers, 664 
or other support staff (Figure S1). We assumed that all new trainees arrive as a single 665 
cohort at the beginning of training camp each week and are initially assigned to cocoons 666 
containing 60 trainees each, with two trainers assigned to each cocoon. During the 667 
initial two-week cocoon (quarantine) period there is no contact between trainees or 668 
trainers in different cocoons, but individuals also have contacts with support staff 669 
(dining, equipment, etc.) who interact with multiple cocoons. At the end of the two-week 670 
cocoon or quarantine period, the trainees, trainers, and support staff from each cocoon 671 
are pooled into larger companies with a maximum of 240 trainees each. The default 672 
weekly cohort size is 1200 trainees (20 initial cocoons and 5 companies), but most 673 
training camps in 2020 and 2021 had smaller cohorts, and a few had over 1200 (a 674 
maximum of 1254). We assume that trainees do not leave base during training camp, 675 
but that trainers and support staff leave the military base each evening and can 676 
therefore become infected in the outside community. 677 
 678 
Prior to simulating transmission dynamics during training camp, the model was first 679 
initialized by simulating an infection and vaccination history for each individual based on 680 
national incidence and vaccination data (see below). We then constructed a contact 681 
network for the entirety of training camp, with trainee-trainee and trainer-trainee 682 
contacts restricted to within-cocoon contacts during the initial two-week cocoon period, 683 
and to within-company contacts during the post-cocoon period. During the cocoon 684 
period, trainees were randomly assigned contacts within their cocoon using a binomial 685 
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distribution with a probability of 0.2 (a mean of 12 trainee contacts per individual for 686 
cocoons of 60 trainees). During the post-cocoon period, trainees were randomly 687 
assigned contacts within their company using a binomial distribution with a probability of 688 
0.1 (a mean of 24 trainee contacts per individual for companies of 240 trainees). 689 
Trainers were assumed to have contact with all trainees in their assigned cocoon, which 690 
continued in the post-cocoon period when cocoons had been merged into larger 691 
companies. Support staff were randomly assigned contacts with trainees from any 692 
cocoon or company. We assumed that the mean number of contacts per staff member 693 
was 20. The number of contacts for each staff member was drawn from a multinomial 694 
distribution, with the size equal to the number of staff multiplied by the mean number of 695 
contacts, and the contact probability drawn from a Beta (1,1) distribution. 696 
 697 
SARS-CoV-2 infection and transmission 698 
 699 
SARS-CoV-2 introductions in our simulations occurred either at the start of the 700 
simulation via newly arrived infected trainees, or throughout training camp when trainers 701 
and support staff were infected off base (see below for description of initial 702 
importations). During the training camp, the probability of an infected agent transmitting 703 
the virus to a susceptible contact was calculated based on the basic reproduction 704 
number (R0), the time since infection, and the generation interval distribution, which we 705 
approximated with a Weibull distribution (see Table S1 for generation interval 706 
parameters). The probability of a symptomatic individual infecting each immunologically-707 
naïve (completely susceptible) contact on day t of their infection is 708 

𝜌𝜌𝑆𝑆,𝑡𝑡 =
𝑅𝑅0
𝐶𝐶̅
𝐺𝐺𝑡𝑡 �

1
𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 + (1 − 𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 ∗  𝛼𝛼)

�, 709 

where 𝐶𝐶̅ is the average number of contacts, 𝐺𝐺𝑡𝑡 is the generation distribution on day t, 710 
𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 is the probability of an infection being symptomatic, and 𝛼𝛼 is the reduction in 711 
infectiousness for asymptomatic infections. For asymptomatic individuals, the probability 712 
of transmission to each immunologically-naïve contact on day t is reduced by 𝛼𝛼, 𝜌𝜌𝐴𝐴,𝑡𝑡 =713 
𝜌𝜌𝑆𝑆,𝑡𝑡𝛼𝛼. Therefore, R0 is equivalent to the sum of daily transmission probabilities across all 714 
days of the generation distribution multiplied by the average number of contacts, 𝐶𝐶̅, and 715 
weighted by the probability that an individual develops a symptomatic infection, 𝑅𝑅0 =716 
(𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠∑ 𝜌𝜌𝑆𝑆,𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡 + (1 − 𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠)∑ 𝜌𝜌𝐴𝐴,𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡 )𝐶𝐶̅. The probability of transmission from an infectious 717 
individual (𝜌𝜌𝑆𝑆,𝑡𝑡 or 𝜌𝜌𝐴𝐴,𝑡𝑡) would be reduced if a susceptible contact had some partial 718 
immunity to infection from a prior infection or vaccination. The probability of 719 
transmission would also be reduced if either the infectious individual or their contact (or 720 
both) wore a facemask (see Table S1 for mask efficacy).  721 
 722 
Symptomatic infections manifested according to an incubation period drawn from a 723 
discretized gamma distribution (45) and lasted for a certain number of days drawn from 724 
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a Poisson distribution (49). We assume that trainees are tested via PCR on the day that 725 
they become symptomatic. Trainees that tested positive were placed in a communal 726 
sick bay and remained there for a minimum of ten days or until their symptoms 727 
resolved. Trainers and support staff testing positive isolated at home off base for a 728 
minimum of ten days or until their symptoms were resolved. 729 
 730 
Waning of natural and vaccine-derived immunity 731 
 732 
Following an infection, we assume that an individual is completely immune to reinfection 733 
by all variants for the first 30 days due to the immune response to the primary infection. 734 
Individuals remained immune to reinfection from the same variant from day 30 to day 90 735 
post-infection, after which immunity waned exponentially according to estimates from 736 
Townshend et al. (50). Cross-protection against other variants was modeled as a 737 
reduction in immunity relative to immune protection against the infecting variant and 738 
was assumed to wane at the same rate. Variant-specific cross-protection estimates are 739 
provided in Table S2. The first, second, and booster vaccine doses were assumed to 740 
provide protection against infection 14 days after the dose was administered. Initial 741 
protection against infection from the original SARS-CoV-2 virus was 36.8%, 77.5%, and 742 
77.5% respectively for these three doses  (51), with lower levels of protection for several 743 
variants of concern (Table S1 and S2). Protection against infection via vaccination 744 
waned according to a logistic equation fit to the estimates of protection at 1-6 months 745 
(51). 746 
 747 
The increased transmissibility of the alpha, gamma, and delta variants relative to the 748 
transmissibility of the original SARS-CoV-2 strain were obtained from published 749 
estimates (Table S2). In the absence of a reliable estimate of the increased 750 
transmissibility of the omicron variant that isolated the separate impacts of increased 751 
transmissibility and immune escape on its relative fitness, we estimated the relative 752 
transmissibility based on the results of a modeling study that examined plausible ranges 753 
of transmissibility and immune escape (52). Assuming that protection against an 754 
omicron infection from a previous SARS-CoV-2 infection was 56% (53), we selected the 755 
most plausible relative transmissibility according to the estimates of (52). For each 756 
variant, the relative transmissibility was treated as a multiplier on the R0 of the original 757 
virus. 758 
 759 
Model initialization 760 
 761 
Prior to the start of each training camp, we first simulated an infection and vaccination 762 
history for each individual agent. The prior infection history and vaccination status of 763 
individuals varied significantly over the course of the pandemic (13), and likely had a 764 
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major impact on transmission dynamics in the military training setting. Therefore, for 765 
each cohort we simulated prior infection histories using estimates of daily infections at 766 
the state-level from CovidEstim (47). These state-level infection estimates were age-767 
adjusted using national-level age-specific case data from the CDC 768 
(https://data.cdc.gov/Case-Surveillance/COVID-19-Case-Surveillance-Public-Use-769 
Data/vbim-akqf) by multiplying the proportion of the population infected on a particular 770 
day by the weekly relative risk of infection for the 20–29-year-old age group. The age-771 
adjusted, state-level infection estimates were then aggregated to the national-level with 772 
each state weighted by the percentage of military recruits from that state in 2018 773 
(https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/demographics-us-military). The infection estimates 774 
were provided as median, 2.5%, and 97.5% confidence intervals, from which we 775 
calculated a daily mean and standard deviation. For each trainee, we then used the 776 
daily infection estimates to generate an infection history prior to their arrival at training 777 
camp. The probability that an individual was infected by the original SARS-CoV-2 virus 778 
or one of the alpha, gamma, delta, or omicron variants was estimated using weekly 779 
sequence data from GISAID and Covariants.org (54). The weekly proportion of 780 
sequences for each variant at the state-level were aggregated to the national level using 781 
the same geographical weighting as the infection estimates. The vaccination history for 782 
each arriving trainee was estimated in a similar manner using state-level daily estimates 783 
of the number of 18–24-year-olds receiving their first, second, and booster doses 784 
provided by CDC (55). We also generated infection and vaccination histories for trainers 785 
and support staff using the infection and vaccination estimates among individuals 18 or 786 
older for Richland County, SC where Fort Jackson is located. The potential 787 
infectiousness of newly arrived trainees at the start of training camp was determined by 788 
their simulated infection histories and the generation interval (Table S1). In addition to 789 
importations via newly arrived trainees, the virus can also be imported into the training 790 
camp by trainers and staff who live off base and return home every evening. The daily 791 
probability of one of these individuals being infected off base was estimated using the 792 
same daily CovidEstim infection estimates for Richland County, SC that were used to 793 
simulate pre-camp infection histories for trainers and staff.  794 
 795 
Baseline scenario 796 
 797 
Surveillance testing via PCR was conducted for all new trainees when they arrived at 798 
training camp, and again at the end of the initial two-week quarantine period before 799 
cocoons were merged to form the larger companies. Any individuals testing positive 800 
during one of these tests were placed in a common isolation bay. During the remainder 801 
of training camp, testing and isolation of positives was only performed for symptomatic 802 
individuals. A detailed description of the model assumptions regarding test specificity 803 
and sensitivity are provided in España et al. (8). A mask-wearing requirement for 804 
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trainees, trainers, and staff in camp has been in place throughout the pandemic per 805 
CDC guidelines for high-risk settings (56), except for when trainees were eating, 806 
sleeping, or attending to personal hygiene. However, anecdotal evidence suggests that 807 
compliance has not been universal, particularly during periods of low transmission 808 
nationally. Therefore, we assumed that masking compliance followed the daily reported 809 
mask wearing rate for South Carolina as surveyed by Delphi and reported in Covidcast 810 
(57), with an adjustment of 2/3 of this value to account for periods when trainees were 811 
indoors but not required to wear masks (sleeping, etc.). Starting the week of 812 
05/22/2021, all new trainees who were unvaccinated or incompletely vaccinated were 813 
offered a two-dose vaccine regimen upon arrival. While weekly data on vaccine uptake 814 
at arrival was not available, based on anecdotal evidence we assumed that vaccine 815 
uptake upon arrival among unvaccinated trainees was 25% from 05/22/2021 to 816 
06/30/2021, 40% from 07/01/2021 to 12/26/2021, and 60% after 12/26/2021. We 817 
assumed that the first dose was administered on day 3 of training camp, with the 818 
second dose administered 14 days after the first dose. 819 
 820 
Model calibration 821 
 822 
We estimated the basic reproduction number (R0) for the original SARS-CoV-2 virus in 823 
this military training setting by calibrating the model to surveillance data from a U.S. 824 
Army training base. Between October 2020 and April 2021, all trainees were tested via 825 
PCR on arrival and at the end of the two-week quarantine period. In addition, we also 826 
obtained data for the same dates on the number of symptomatic individuals who tested 827 
positive via PCR during the remainder of training camp. The arrival test data was not 828 
used for model fitting, but was instead used to validate our estimates of the expected 829 
number of infections in newly arrived trainees based on national incidence. Initial 830 
estimation of R0 during training camp was done by running the model and assuming 831 
that the number of contacts infected by an infectious agent was approximated by a 832 
beta-binomial distribution with a dispersion parameter, k. We ran 4000 different 833 
parameter combinations using a sobol sequence with R0 ranging from 1-30 and the 834 
dispersion parameter, k, ranging from 10^-6 to 10^4. For each parameter combination 835 
we ran 200 simulations to capture parameter uncertainty and model stochasticity. The 836 
log likelihood for each simulation was estimated by summing the separate log 837 
likelihoods of the number of positives during the cocoon period and the post-cocoon 838 
training period using a beta-binomial distribution for each period. We then fit a 839 
generalized additive model with a Gaussian process smoothing term to produce a joint 840 
posterior distribution for R0 and the dispersion parameter. 841 
 842 
Analyses 843 

Model behavior under baseline scenario 844 
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Following calibration of the model and the estimation of R0, we simulated training camps 845 
starting on a weekly basis from October 10, 2020 through March 19, 2022. For training 846 
camps starting between 10/10/2020 and 04/10/2021 we used the reported cohort size, 847 
which varied from 631 to 1254. For all subsequent training camps, we assumed that 848 
there were 1200 trainees, along with 40 trainers and 60 support staff. We performed 849 
200 replicate simulations for each week and examined the time course of the outbreak 850 
for each replicate, tracking the number of agents who were infected (including off base 851 
infections for trainers and support staff) during the initial two-week cocoon period and 852 
during the subsequent eight weeks of training camp. We ran these model projections 853 
through 03/02/2022 using the daily infection estimates from CovidEstim (47) and the 854 
variant data from Covariants.org (54). We then extended the model projections for an 855 
additional three weeks using the forecasted state-level case data from the 02/28/2022 856 
four-week ahead forecast from the COVID Forecasting project (27). Weekly forecasted 857 
case numbers were converted to infection estimates by assuming that the probability of 858 
an infection being reported during the forecasted period would equal the mean reporting 859 
rate over the course of the pandemic, and then adjusting for the lag between the date of 860 
infection and the date a case would be reported. 861 

Assessing the potential impact of different interventions 862 
 863 
To examine the importance of the surveillance testing, mask wearing, and voluntary 864 
vaccination of trainees on arrival we ran counterfactual scenarios with one or more of 865 
these interventions removed. We also examined the potential impact of several potential 866 
interventions that were not implemented. These additional interventions were enforcing 867 
100% masking compliance, surveillance testing of trainers and staff, requiring 868 
vaccination of new trainees starting on 05/22/2021, and requiring vaccination of support 869 
staff and trainers starting on 05/22/2021 (with required booster shots also administered 870 
on 12/01/2021). Three different surveillance testing regimes were considered for staff: 871 
weekly testing via PCR, weekly antigen testing, or daily antigen testing. In addition to 872 
examining the impact of requiring all unvaccinated trainees to receive a full vaccine 873 
course on arrival (rather than arrival vaccination being voluntary), we also examined the 874 
impact of requiring trainees to be fully vaccinated before arriving at the beginning of 875 
training camp. For this scenario, we assumed that all trainees who were not already 876 
vaccinated 35 days prior to the start of training camp would receive their first and 877 
second vaccine doses 35 and 14 days prior to arrival respectively, so that they would 878 
have the maximum vaccine-derived protection upon arrival. For this pre-arrival 879 
vaccination scenario we also assumed that all trainees would receive a booster dose 14 880 
days prior to arrival for all training camps starting after 12/01/2021. In addition to 881 
simulating each of these additional intervention scenarios individually for each weekly 882 
training camp, we also examined the impact of combining the staff surveillance, pre-883 
arrival vaccination, and/or staff vaccination interventions. 884 
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 885 
The impact of each intervention was measured by comparing the mean number of 886 
infections or symptomatic infections from 200 simulations with and without that 887 
intervention. Statistical significance of intervention impact was assessed using a two-888 
sample Student’s t-test. To permit comparison between all intervention types, statistical 889 
tests were restricted to the impact of interventions during training camps starting after 890 
05/31/2021 following the implementation of vaccination requirements. To determine 891 
whether the impact of each intervention was influenced by the number of viral 892 
introductions from off base, we used linear regression models with mean difference in 893 
symptomatic infections with and without that intervention as the response variable and 894 
either (a) number of new trainees estimated to have been infected in the two weeks 895 
prior to arrival, or (b) the number of trainers and staff infected off base during training 896 
camp as the explanatory variable. 897 
 898 
 899 

900 
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Supplementary materials 1190 
 1191 

Table S1. Model parameters.  1192 

Table S2. Variant-specific model parameters. Relative transmissibility is 1193 
transmissibility of a variant relative to the original SARS-CoV-2 strain. Relative cross-1194 
protection is the amount of cross-protection against a particular variant that is provided 1195 
by a past infection with a different variant, relative to the level of protection provided by 1196 
a same-variant infection. Vaccine protection is the level of protection against infection 1197 
by a particular variant relative to vaccine-derived protection against infection by the 1198 
original SARS-CoV-2 strain. 1199 
 1200 
Figure S1. Model schematic. Trainees arrive at the beginning of training camp (blue), 1201 
progress to cocoons of 60 trainees each for 14 days (yellow), and then progress to 1202 
companies of 240 trainees each for 56 days (green). Trainees have contact with other 1203 
trainees in their cocoon or company, with trainers (brown) assigned to their unit (two per 1204 
cocoon, eight per company), and with support staff (gray). Trainees who test positive 1205 
following arrival testing or presentation with symptoms are placed in the sick bay (red) 1206 
for ten days (or until symptoms resolve) before returning to their unit. Trainers and 1207 
support staff who test positive following presentation with symptoms isolate from home 1208 
for a minimum of ten days. All processes in the model are defined on a daily time step. 1209 
 1210 
Figure S2. Effect of portion of trainees infectious upon arrival or portion of staff 1211 
infected off base on outbreak size before or after July 1, 2021. (A) Portion of all 1212 
individuals infected during training camp starting either before or after 07/01/21 as a 1213 
function of the number of trainees who were infected in the two weeks prior to arrival. 1214 
(B) Portion of all individuals infected during training camp starting either before or after 1215 
07/01/21 as a function of the number of staff who were infected off base. 1216 
 1217 
  1218 
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