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Supplementary Materials and Methods 20 

 

Model framework 

We used a stochastic individual-based simulation model of disease spread on networks of 

connected local populations (i.e. metapopulations) over a 1-year period (365 daily time steps). 

 25 

The purpose of this model is to simulate the spread of COVID-19 in synthetic metapopulations 

with different underlying network structures and mitigation strategies. We aim to explore 

general patterns of disease spread in terms of epidemic sizes (total number of individual to 

become infected over one year) and number / fraction of local populations affected (i.e. 

including infected individuals) under different parameter combinations. We parameterise the 30 

epidemiological aspect of our model with currently available information about COVID-19 

(first estimates of the time periods of incubation and being infectious), while we emphasise 

that matching disease spread to any particular geographical location and empirical data is 

beyond the scope of this study. We seek to explore general patters for a large range of 

transmission scenarios. 35 

 

We assumed that COVID-19 disease spread is governed by simple SEIR epidemiological 

dynamics, with individuals transitioning from a (S)usceptible compartment to being (E)xposed 

if infected by an encountered individual of the (I)nfectious compartment. Exposed individuals 

become infectious (I) after an incubation period and then transition to a (R)emoved 40 

compartment after some time, which removes them from taking any further part in the 

transmission cycle (11). Individuals transition from an exposed stage ‘E’ to infectious ‘I’ 

according to the disease-intrinsic incubation period ; and from ‘I’ to ‘R’ (removed) with 

recovery rate . After this, ‘R’ individuals become resistant to reinfection and no longer 

contribute to disease spread (i.e. they no longer transmit the virus to others). Note that recovery 45 

rate does not refer to the time an individual recovers from disease but rather to the time an 

individual becomes non-infectious and is removed from the transmission cycle. For simplicity, 

we ignored all demographic changes such as ageing, birth and death because at the temporal 

scales of disease spread considered here these processes are negligible. The only demographic 

process that might affect disease dynamics under these conditions is disease-induced death, 50 

which is accounted for here by making ‘R’ individuals no longer able to transmit disease, 

regardless of whether they die or recover. 
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Individuals are divided among M populations, each of which is connected to other populations 

in a network of connections amongst local populations (i.e. the metapopulation) (Fig. S1). All 55 

individuals remained in their local populations, and disease spread among populations was 

modelled by assuming that individuals may visit other populations as part of ‘commuter travel’ 

(i.e. individuals assumed to travel during any daily time step may contribute to epidemiological 

dynamics both in their home population and visited populations). We assumed that visits to 

other populations take place according to a neighbourhood travel rate , which determines the 60 

frequency of visits to neighbouring (i.e. connected) populations, and a long-distance travel rate 

, which determines the frequency of visits to populations not connected by a direct link within 

the network. 

 

The force of infection i,t, i.e. the probability that a susceptible individual i acquires SARS-65 

CoV-2 at time t is defined as the sum of the probabilities of the virus being transmitted from 

any interacting infected individual k (with k  1…Ki,t, with Ki,t being the number of all 

infectious individuals in the randomly sampled daily contact network Fi,t of individual i): 

𝑖,𝑡  =  ∑ 𝛽𝑘,𝑡𝑘,𝑡 

𝑘K𝑖,𝑡

 

with 0 < i,t < 1. Here, the disease transmission coefficient k,t accounts for individual and 70 

temporal variation in disease transmission according to modelled mitigation strategies (see 

below). The scaling factor k,t may account for individual variation in infectiousness (e.g. if 

symptomatic individuals would differ in their infectiousness). For simplicity, we set k,t to 1 

in the present study. 

 75 

Mitigation strategies to lower disease spread may focus on lowering disease transmission if 

individuals are encountered (i.e. through protective gear or physical distancing) or avoiding 

encounter (e.g. lock-down and reduction of the number of individual contacts). We modelled 

mitigation using a scaling factor  that lowers the disease transmission coefficients  during a 

time period . We assumed all mitigation efforts start on day 7 after the start of the pandemic 80 

(i.e. the introduction of infectious individuals). Since the adverse effects of COVID-19 are 

highly selective, with elderly people and those with underlying health conditions being the 

most affected (2), we introduced a Boolean indicator Irisk to identify individuals belonging to 
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two different risk groups (high vs. low). This allows for the modelling of different mitigation 

scenarios based on differential mitigation across risk group categories. Having a risk group 85 

indicator at the individual level (Imit) allowed us to define two distinct mitigation strategies 

based on whether high risk individuals are preferentially targeted for mitigation (Isel). Isel takes 

values of 1 or 0 depending on whether the mitigation strategy considered is selective or not. 

 

We can thus model individual force of infection as:  90 

𝑖,𝑡  =  ∑ 𝛽𝑘,𝑡𝑘,𝑡 [(1 −  𝐼𝑚𝑖𝑡) +  𝐼𝑚𝑖𝑡(1 −  𝐼𝑠𝑒𝑙)  +  𝐼𝑚𝑖𝑡𝐼𝑠𝑒𝑙𝐼𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑘 

𝑘K𝑖,𝑡

+  𝐼𝑚𝑖𝑡𝐼𝑠𝑒𝑙(1 − 𝐼𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑘)]        

 

Modelling assumption and simulations 

The daily contact numbers Fi,t for any individual i at time t is assumed to be a random draw 95 

from a combined negative binomial (with r = 3 and p = 0.26) and lognormal (with mean = 3 

and SD = 2) distribution (Fig. S2). Individual contacts are random selections of individuals 

from the respective local population pools, consisting of local residents and commuter 

travellers visiting the respective local pool. We chose these values and distribution as a 

simplified approximation to previously recorded empirical contact frequencies of > 5,000 100 

surveyed people in Great Britain in 2010 (16). The number of encountered infectious 

individuals Ki,t  out of Fi,t is modelled as a random draw from an underlying binomial 

distribution according to the proportion of infectious individuals in the respective local 

population pool. 

 105 

We used theoretical generative network models to define the connectivity structure of 

metapopulations. Metapopulations were thus constructed as networks of M=100 populations / 

nodes with random, scale-free or small world structures (13), using the R package igraph (17). 

All links were considered to represent the same geographical distance among connected 

populations (i.e. the neighbourhood movement rate  is constant among all links between 110 

nodes). The total population size across the entire metapopulation was fixed to N=10,000 

individuals, and local population sizes were modelled from an Exponential(1) distribution (i.e. 

many small, and a few large populations). Population sizes were allocated to local populations 

(i.e. nodes in the network) according to their number of neighbouring (i.e. directly connected) 
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populations (degree), such that network nodes with highest degree contain the largest 115 

populations and vice versa. This reflects the fact that larger populations (e.g. cities, towns) 

usually harbour higher number of connections to other populations. 

To simulate mitigation strategies, we assumed that 10% of individuals in the metapopulation 

are at high risk of being severely affected by COVID-19. We selected this arbitrary value as 

there is considerable variation in demographic structures and people with health conditions 120 

across regions, and we are mostly interested in the general outcome of selective versus non-

selective mitigation strategies. High risk / severely affected individuals were randomly selected 

from the total population N. 

Using the model described above, we simulated a large range of parameter values for (i) 

transmission rates (), (ii) network connectivity (C), and individual commuter travel to (iii) 125 

neighbouring or (iv) distant populations ( and , respectively) (Table S1). We additionally 

explored scenarios of lowering transmission rates () between 10–90% over time windows of 

21–300 days (), which we believe to represent a large range of possible mitigation strategies 

to combat COVID-19 spread. 

 130 

We drew 10^3 samples of these random input parameter values using latin hypercube sampling 

(18) to cover a large range of possible parameter combinations (‘transmission scenarios’). All 

parameters were sampled from uniform distributions with ranges specified in Table S1. In order 

to compare the outcome for different transmission scenarios in relation to different network 

types and mitigation strategies, we ran simulations for each of these random parameter value 135 

combinations (i.e. transmission scenarios) for each unique combination of network type 

(random, scale-free, small world) and mitigation strategy (no mitigation, selective mitigation 

enforced for only high risk individuals, whole-population mitigation), yielding a total of 9 

simulations per parameter sample. We started each individual simulation with 10 infectious 

individuals placed in the largest population. 140 

 

Output summary 

We counted the number of individuals in each population within the sampled metapopulations 

in different epidemiological states according to the SEIR dynamics. For each daily time step, 

the number of newly infected individuals in each population and risk group was quantified, and 145 

for each simulation, the epidemic size was calculated as the proportion of individuals that had 
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been infected during the yearly courses of epidemics. We also calculated the epidemic peak 

sizes for the proportion of individuals infected during the five day with most new infections of 

individuals (‘epidemic peak size’) as a measure of how epidemics from different simulations 

may differ in their potential to overload health care capacities. 150 

We calculated the relative differences in epidemic sizes (‘relative epidemic size’) and fraction 

of populations infected for the different mitigation strategies and parameter samples, enabling 

us to determine which mitigation strategy resulted in the least disease impact for each 

parameter sample. 

To analyse variation in output variables in relation to variation in parameter samples and 155 

mitigation strategies, we used multivariate regression with binomial error distributions as 

emulator models. In particular, we fitted the following models: 

(a) Regressing epidemic sizes (given as the proportion of infected individuals) and fraction of 

populations affected by disease in different network type without short-term mitigation against 

, C, , and  as covariates (see Table S2 for results). 160 

(b) Regressing the binary outcomes of whether any of the three mitigation strategies (no 

mitigation, whole-population mitigation, and selective mitigation) were those with the smallest 

epidemic size compared to the other two strategies or not, against , C, , , ,  and network 

type as covariates (see Table S3 for results). 

(c) Regressing the fraction of populations affected (i.e. the proportion of populations within 165 

the metapopulation containing infected individuals) against the relative epidemic sizes of 

transmission scenarios with and without whole population transmission scenarios for different 

network types (see Table S4 for results). 

(d) Regressing the epidemic peak sizes (given as the proportion of individuals infected during 

the 5 days with most new infections) against the total epidemic size (considered as an ‘offset’ 170 

because we were interested how epidemic peak sizes changes relative to total epidemic size), 

mitigation strategy, network type, transmission rate (), connectivity (C), commuter travel to 

neighbouring or distant populations ( and , respectively), strength of mitigation (), 

duration of mitigation (). We considered both the total epidemic sizes and epidemic sizes 

for high risk individuals in different regression models (see Table S5 for results). 175 
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All analysis, simulations and graphical presentations were done in the freely available software 

R version 3.6.1 (19). 

 

 180 

Fig. S1. Illustration of the three different network structures modelled in this study. 

 

Fig. S2. Frequency distribution of the assumed number of daily contact of individuals, relevant 

for disease transmission. The frequency distribution is generated from a combined negative 

binomial (with r = 3 and p = 0.26) and lognormal (with mean = 3 and SD = 2) distribution. 185 
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Table S1. Parameter definitions and their values / sampled ranges for the individual-based 

model of Covid-19 disease spread in a synthetic metapopulations. Parameters sampled with 

changing values (drawn from uniform distributions) in each scenario are marked with an 

asterix. The parameter ranges are largely defined based on values retrieved from the literature 190 

or, if unknown, from sufficiently large possible parameter ranges. 

 

Parameter Symbol Range/ unit Description 

Transmission rate  0.001 – 0.3 Transmission rate of the 

virus/disease of a susceptible 

individual interacts with an 

infectious individual 

Incubation period  4 – 6 days Time between infection of an 

individual and the onset of 

being infectious. Parameter 

value derived from (20) 

Recovery rate   1/10 – 1/7  Daily recovery rate (inverse 

of the timespan until 

recovery of infectious 

individuals). See (21). 

Infectiousness 

coefficient 

 1 Coefficient of infectiousness 

that may account for 

individual heterogeneity in 

disease transmission. 

Scaling factor for 

lowering  during 

mitigation efforts  

 0.1 – 0.9 Scaling factor for lowering  

during mitigation efforts. 

Time period of 

mitigation efforts 

 21 – 300 

days 

Length of time period of 

mitigation efforts; all 

mitigation efforts are 

assumed to start 7 days after 

the introduction of infectious 

individuals and onset of 

simulations. 
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Boolean indicator of 

whether an 

individual is of high 

risk of severe disease 

impact 

Irisk 10 % of all 

individuals 

Boolean indicator of whether 

an individual is of high risk 

of severe disease impact, 

such as persons above 70 

years old or with underlying 

conditions such as 

cardiovascular or respiratory 

disease, chronic disease, 

cancer, or diabetes 

Metapopulation size N 10,000 Total population size 

Population number M 100 Number of populations 

within the metapopulation, 

representing nodes in a 

graphical network.  

Neighbourhood 

travel rate 

 0.001 – 0.2 Travel rate (commuter travel) 

to connected populations 

(direct connection with a link 

between two populations) in 

a graphical network. 

Long-distance travel 

rate 

 0.001 – 0.2 Travel rate (commuter travel) 

to unconnected populations 

(‘long distances’ with no 

direct link between 

populations) in a graphical 

network. 

Network 

connectivity 

C 0.1 – 0.5 Connectivity between 

populations, which 

correpsonds to the for 

drawing a connection 

between population in a 

random graph. 
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Table S2. Summary of the regression models (fitted with binomial error structure) to explore 195 

variation in epidemic sizes (given as the proportion of individuals infected) and fraction of 

populations affected by disease in different network types without any short-term mitigation. 

Coefficients estimated and 1 SD are presented for the fitted covariates transmission rate (), 

connectivity (C), commuter travel to neighbouring or distant populations ( and , 

respectively). Covariates were all scaled (x- mean(x)/sd(x)), coefficient estimates with effect 200 

sizes clearly distinct from zero are given in bold. 

 

Outcome 

variable 

Network 

type 

Residual 

deviance/ 

d.f. 

Covariate 

Intercept  C    

Epidemic 

size  

Random 394.99 / 995 0.052 

(0.064) 

0.247 

(0.064) 

-0.013 

(0.064) 

0.026 

(0.064) 

-0.01 

(0.064) 

Epidemic 

size  

Scale-free 113.72 / 995 -1.271 

(0.078) 

0.256 

(0.078) 

0.294 

(0.078) 

-0.045 

(0.077) 

0.016 

(0.077) 

Epidemic 

size  

Small 

world 

403.82 / 995 0.242 

(0.064) 

0.19 

(0.064) 

0.053 

(0.064) 

0.02 

(0.064) 

0.006 

(0.064) 

Fraction of 

populations 

affected 

Random 394.96 / 995 0.1 (0.064) 0.14 

(0.064) 

-0.02 

(0.064) 

0.046 

(0.064) 

0.017 

(0.064) 

Fraction of 

populations 

affected 

Scale-free 40.644 / 995 -2.359 

(0.116) 

0.103 

(0.11) 

0.39 

(0.114) 

-0.002 

(0.111) 

0.036 

(0.11) 

Fraction of 

populations 

affected 

Small 

world 

398.34 / 995 0.393 

(0.065) 

0.079 

(0.065) 

0.112 

(0.065) 

0.014 

(0.065) 

0.02 

(0.065) 
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Table S3. Summary of the regression models (fitted with binomial error structure) to explore 205 

variation in the binary outcomes of whether any of the three mitigation strategy (no mitigation, 

whole-population mitigation, and selective mitigation applied to vulnerable individuals only) 

were those with the lowest total epidemic size and epidemic size for high risk individuals 

compared to the other two strategies. Coefficients estimated and 1 SD are presented for the 

fitted covariates transmission rate (), connectivity (C), commuter travel to neighbouring or 210 

distant populations ( and , respectively), strength of mitigation (), duration of mitigation 

() and network type. Covariates were all scaled (x- mean(x)/sd(x)) except for the categorical 

covariate of network types. Coefficient estimates with effect sizes clearly distinct from zero 

are given in bold.  

 215 

 Epidemic size/ Mitigation strategy 

Total epidemic size High risk epidemic size 

None Selective Whole 

population 

None Selective Whole 

population 

Residual 

deviance / 

d.f. 

3591.8 / 

2991 

3581.2  / 

2991 

3945.6 / 

2991 

3529.9  

/ 2991 

3703.2  / 

2991 

3948.9 / 

2991 

Covariate       

Network 

type 

Random 

-0.425 

(0.212) 

-0.579 

(0.212) 

-1.141 

(0.202) 

-0.326 

(0.214) 

-0.877 

(0.209) 

-1.102 

(0.202) 

Network 

type 

Scale-free 

-0.118 

(0.099) 

-0.268 (0.1) 0.303 

(0.093) 

-0.152 

(0.101) 

-0.171 

(0.097) 

0.229 

(0.092) 

Network 

type 

Small world 

0.014 

(0.098) 

-0.047 

(0.097) 

0.035 

(0.093) 

0.005 

(0.099) 

0.005 

(0.096) 

-0.022 

(0.093) 

 1.922 (0.47) 1.921 (0.471) -3.043 

(0.444) 

1.879 

(0.476) 

1.587 

(0.46) 

-1.659 

(0.441) 

C -0.043 

(0.351) 

-0.411 

(0.351) 

0.426 

(0.329) 

-0.255 

(0.355) 

-0.13 

(0.344) 

0.332 

(0.329) 
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 -1.087 

(0.702) 

-0.549 

(0.703) 

1.492 

(0.661) 

-1.221 

(0.71) 

-0.466 

(0.688) 

1.276 (0.66) 

 -0.965 

(0.704) 

-0.156 

(0.706) 

0.76 (0.658) -1.13 

(0.713) 

0.478 

(0.689) 

0.398 

(0.658) 

 -0.625 

(0.175) 

-0.39 (0.175) 0.948 

(0.165) 

-0.647 

(0.177) 

-0.046 

(0.171) 

0.577 

(0.164) 

 -0.001 

(0.001) 

-0.001 

(0.001) 

0.002 (0) -0.001 

(0.001) 

0 (0) 0.002 (0) 
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Table S4. Summary of the regression models for exploring variation in the fraction of 

population affected in relation to the relative epidemic sizes of transmission scenarios with 220 

and without whole population transmission scenarios for different network types. 

 

Network type Residual 

deviance 

d.f Intercept Slope 

Random 249.59 998 0.141 (0.069) 2.221 (0.198) 

Scale-free 39.059 998 -2.407 (0.118) 2.654 (0.679) 

Small world 260.08 998 0.493 (0.071) 2.119 (0.2) 
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Table S5. Summary of the regression models for exploring variation in epidemic peak sizes 225 

(given as the proportion of individuals infected during the 5 days with most new infections) 

in relation to mitigation strategy, network type, transmission rate (), connectivity (C), 

commuter travel to neighbouring or distant populations ( and , respectively), strength of 

mitigation (), duration of mitigation (). Coefficients estimated and 1 SD are presented for 

the fitted covariates Continuous covariates were all scaled (x- mean(x)/sd(x)), coefficient 230 

estimates with effect sizes clearly distinct from zero are given in bold. Model results are 

given for total epidemic peak sizes and epidemic peak size for high risk individuals. 

 

 Total epidemic peak 

size 

High risk epidemic peak 

size 

Residual deviance / d.f. 87.517 / 8988 8.7252 / 8988 

Covariate   

Intercept -2.134 (0.079) -4.493 (0.218) 

Offset (total epidemic size) 1.054 (0.045) 0.809 (0.122) 

Mitigation – Selective -0.036 (0.077) -0.191 (0.213) 

Mitigation – Whole population -0.4 (0.083) -0.274 (0.221) 

Network type – Scale-free -0.087 (0.112) -0.08 (0.325) 

Network type – Small world 0.032 (0.072) 0.019 (0.195) 

 0.415 (0.036) 0.301 (0.097) 

C -0.004 (0.033) -0.001 (0.09) 

 -0.038 (0.033) -0.027 (0.09) 

 -0.002 (0.033) -0.003 (0.09) 

 -0.066 (0.033) -0.089 (0.09) 

 0 (0.033) -0.001 (0.089) 

 

 235 
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