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S1 Deduction of the indoor safety guideline from epidemiological models

In this section, we demonstrate that our indoor safety guideline (Eq. 3) may be deduced from

standard epidemiological models.

While our theoretical model of the well-mixed room was developed to describe airborne

transmission from a single individual to a fixed number of others in a well-mixed room, it bears

noting that this scenario is but one of a broader class of transmission events. First, there are many

situations where air conditioning or forced ventilation mixes air between rooms, in which case

the compound room is effectively a well-mixed space. Second, there are incidents when several

individuals are initially infected. Third, the population may be together for a period long with

respect to the incubation time (approximately 5.5 days 1), in which case the number of infectious
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individuals necessarily increases with time. Examples of this broader class of transmission events

might include cruise ships 2–6, meat and poultry processing facilities 7, 8 and prisons 9, 10. We

proceed by detailing the epidemiological models describing this more general class of events.

Following Noakes et al.11, we adopt the standard SEIR model from epidemiology 12, 13, an

extension of the original SIR model of Kermack and McKendrick14 of susceptible (S), infected (I)

and recovered (R) populations to include an exposed population (E) that has acquired the pathogen

and so become infected but not yet infectious:

dS

dt
= ��SI,

dE

dt
= �SI � ↵E,

dI

dt
= ↵E � �I,

dR

dt
= �I (S1)

where ↵ is the incubation rate, �(t) is the transmission rate, and � is the recovery rate of the

infected. To describe a spreading event in a closed environment, we consider I0 infected people

entering, at time t = 0, a room full of S0 = N � I0 susceptible individuals, none of which

were previously exposed, E0 = 0. In the case where the population is being tested and infected

individuals removed from the population via isolation, � may alternatively be considered as a

proxy for testing frequency. Noting that the combined incubation time and time to recovery for

COVID-19 is thought to exceed 2 weeks 15, we here consider spreading events of duration ⌧ that

are short relative to the recovery time, ⌧ ⌧ �
�1, and so eliminate R from consideration.

The Wells-Riley model is effectively a reduction of the SIR model based on the assumption

of slow incubation over the timescale of the event, ⌧ ⌧ ↵
�1, in which case the number of infected

persons in the room remains fixed, I(t) = I0. One expects such to be the case for events of

relatively short duration, such as the Skagit Choir incident. However, such an approximation is
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not likely to be valid in the case of indoor super-spreading events of longer duration, ⌧ > ↵
�1. To

adequately model such events, we consider the possibility that the number of infectors increases

with time, which requires a description of the nonlinear dynamics of disease transmission.

The resulting SEI model to be considered here is a system of three nonlinear ordinary dif-

ferential equations. While the system may be solved numerically, deduction of a safety guideline

requires analytical results. Our goal is thus to solve this SEI model for the infection (or “secondary

attack”) rate, iS(⌧) = (E(⌧)+I(⌧)�I0)/S0. Since exact solutions may be cumbersome (as for the

SIR model 16), we simplify the analysis by considering two limits, where the incubation time ↵
�1

is short or long relative to the event timescale, ⌧ , and the transmission timescale �
�1. While the

incubation time of COVID-19 is not precisely known, it is bounded above by the time to develop

symptoms, which spans 2-14 days with an average 5.5 days 1.

For slow incubation (↵ ⌧ �, ⌧
�1) 11, the number of infected persons remains nearly constant,

I(t) ⇡ I0, and the resulting SE model is easily solved to derive the secondary attack rate 17,

iS(⌧) = 1� e
�I0

R ⌧

0
�(t)dt

, (S2)

In the opposite limit of fast incubation (↵ � �, ⌧
�1), exposed individuals are rapidly infected, so

the exposed, non-infected population need not be considered, E(t) = 0. Solving the resulting SI

model yields

iS(⌧) =

"

1� i
�1
0

✓
e
N
R ⌧

0
�(t)dt � 1

◆�1
#�1

, (S3)

where i0 = I0/N is the initial percentage of infected individuals. These simple solutions, (S2) and

(S3), cover the two limiting cases of fast and slow incubation relative to transmission.
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The safety criterion Rin < ✏, which limits the probability of the first transmission to lie

below a small tolerance, is universal, in that it does not depend on the choice of model to describe

the subsequent spreading dynamics. In particular, the safety criterion, I(⌧) < 1 + ✏, with I0 = 1

corresponds to

Rin

N � 1
=

Z ⌧

0
�(t)dt <

8
>>><

>>>:

� ln
⇣
1� ✏

N�1

⌘
(slow)

1
N ln

h
(N�1)(1+✏)

N�1�✏

i
(fast)

(S4)

according to Eqs. (S2) and (S3) for slow and fast incubation, respectively. In the small-tolerance

limit, ✏ ⌧ 1, these bounds both reduce to, Rin < ✏, and are thus independent of the incubation rate.

More generally, the linear response of any Markovian, mean-field theory (with neither memory nor

many-body correlations) to any perturbation, such as the arrival of a new infector, must begin at

the mean transmission rate. Indeed, the same universal bound may be simply derived from the

infinitesimal cumulative probability of transmission
R ⌧
0 �(t) from one infector to a set of N � 1

independent susceptibles.

S2 Inference of infection quanta from disease spreading data

It is an important point that the concentration of “infection quanta” per exhaled air volume, Cq,

as may be inferred from spreading data, is necessarily model dependent. By definition, the time

integral of the transmission rate, q(t) =
R ⌧
0 �(t)dt, is equal to the expected number of quanta

transferred from one infector to one susceptible. In models of indoor airborne transmission 11, 17, 18,

infection quanta are further related to the evolving pathogen-laden droplet concentration by Eq.

(4). While the mathematical definition of infection quantum is unambiguous in terms of the in-
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stantaneous transmission rate, �(t), between two isolated individuals, the inference of quanta con-

centrations from field data for the spreading rate is inevitably model-dependent because it involves

interactions among an evolving population. Specifically, the long-time growth in the number of

infections is influenced by nonlinearities in the transmission dynamics, as governed by the chosen

epidemiological model, for example, the SEIR model, Eq. (S1).

In the original Wells-Riley model 11, 17, 19–21, one infection quantum is defined as the amount

of pathogen required to infect an average of 1� 1/e ⇡ 63.2% of susceptible people in an enclosed

space. This inference is based on fitting field data to Eq. (S2), which relates one net quantum

transferred, I0q(t) = 1, to the secondary infection rate, iS(t) = 1 � (1/e). This approach is valid

for times short relative to the incubation time and has been successfully applied to extract quanta

emission rates for various viral diseases 22–25, including SARS-CoV-2 18, 26. However, the Wells-

Riley model cannot be reliably used to infer infection quanta from super-spreading events evolving

over time scales that exceed the incubation time.

Here, we take an approach appropriate for the case of fast incubation that necessarily implies

a different relation between released infection quanta and the observed secondary infection rate. If

we adopt the SI model with fast incubation, then the long-term behavior of Eq. (S3) indicates that

one quantum (I0q(t) = 1) will infect a fraction iS = [1+ (N/I0)/(eN/I0 � 1)]�1 of N people in an

enclosed space, I0 of which were initially infected, as a result of transmission amplification by the

growing number of infectors. In this model, a single quantum from one person infects another with

probability iS = [1+ 2/(e2 � 1)]�1 ⇡ 76.2% for N = 2, but manages to infect everyone in a large
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group, iS ! 1 as N ! 1. This dependence of infection quanta on epidemiological model param-

eters, such as the incubation rate, reflects the fact that the fitted “infection quantum” is a measure

of contagiousness at the scale of a group that is not necessarily proportional to the microscopic

pathogen concentration. Notably, infection quanta are well defined in the limit of short times and

slow transmission, where all models reduce to the Wells-Riley model with a constant number of

infectors. From the modeling perspective, the notion of infection quanta is thus unambiguous only

in this limit. Finally, we recall that, regardless of the model used to infer it, the actual value of

infection quanta may still vary considerably between spreading events, owing to its dependence on

activity level of the population and other physiological factors 18, 27.

The Diamond Princess. The data reported for the Diamond Princess is particularly useful in that

it captures the time evolution of the infected persons among a fixed population over an extended

period, corresponding to the 12-day quarantine 3, 4, after which passengers and crew began to dis-

embark. The resulting data reported for I(t) is best described in terms of the fast-incubation limit

(Figure S1). Fitting to the available data allows us to infer that the initial number of passengers

infected on February 3, 2020 was approximately I0 = 20, and that the concentration of infection

quanta characterizing this particular spreading event was Cq = 30 quanta/m3. Furthermore, it

suggests that the incubation time is significantly less than 12 days, as is consistent with current

estimates for the average time between exposure and the onset of symptoms being 2-5 days 27.

Our fitting of I0 and Cq for the Diamond Princess is based on the hypothesis of a “well-

mixed ship”. While such an approach is not traditional, and would be contested by those who do
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Figure S1: Validation and calibration of the fast-incubation model for the super-spreading event on

board the Diamond Princess cruise ship, during its twelve day quarantine at Yokohama, Japan in

February 2020 3. Fitting the number of SARS-CoV-2 positive cases versus time (blue data points)

during the quarantine period, to the fast-incubation solution of the SEI model, Eq. (S3), (red

curve) yields estimates for the initial number infected (I0 = 20) and the transmission rate (N� =

0.25/day), from which we infer the concentration of infection quanta from breathing (Cq = 30

quanta/m3). The relevant physical parameters are listed in Table S1.
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N ⌧ (h) I0 I(⌧) �a (1/h) A (m2) H (m) Qb (m3/h) Cq (q/m3)

Church Choir 61 2.5 1 53 0.65 180 4.5 1.0 870

Cruise Ship 3711 288 20 354 8 139,000 2.1 0.5 30

Wuhan Apartment 3.03 132 1 1.63 0.34 90 2.4 0.5 29

Table S1: Data from three COVID-19 spreading events used to infer the concentration of exhaled

infection quanta, Cq, on the basis of the assumption of indoor airborne transmission. 1. The Skagit

Valley Choir event 15. We use existing estimates of relevant physical parameters 26 and the Wells-

Riley model 17–20, 26, Eq. (S2), appropriate for slow incubation, . 2. Diamond Princess (Cruise Ship)

during its 12-day port quarantine in Yokohama, Japan 3, 4. We infer I0 = 20 and N� = 0.25/day by

fitting the confirmed case history to our fast-incubation solution, Eq. (S3), as shown in Fig. S1. We

estimate relevant volume and area from floor plans of the Diamond Princess 6, 28, where passengers

and crew mainly occupy 14 floors of living space of beam width 38 m, an average length equal to

90% of the ship’s length 290 m, and mean ceiling height 2.1 m. We also assume a standard cruise-

ship ventilation rate (8 ACH) for partially recirculated air conditioning 29. 3. Initial outbreak in

Wuhan, China (Wuhan Apartment). We assume that the population-level spreading is dominated

by indoor aerosol transmission with slow incubation (Eq. S2) in single-family apartments 30 with a

mean family size of 3.03 31, mean apartment area of 315 SF/person 32 and ventilation rate of 0.34

ACH 33. We estimate a mean exposure time of ⌧ = 5.5 days until symptoms (and patient isolation),

and use the average R0 = 3.3 estimated for the population during the initial outbreak 34 in place

of Rin(⌧).
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not believe that airborne transmission was prevalent on the Diamond Princess 35, it is consistent

with a growing body of evidence 36. Analysis of the ship’s floor plans and ventilation system

has indicated recirculation of heated interior air throughout the entirety of the ship during cold

weather (-5� C), without adequate filtration for virus-containing aerosol droplets 5, 6. Moreover,

a detailed statistical analysis of the SARS-CoV-2 transmission history between passenger cabins

revealed no significant correlation between new cases and the sharing of rooms with previously

confirmed cases. Airborne transmission was further suggested by several examples of new cases

emerging in single-occupancy cabins despite no known contact with other cases 5. Like many other

indoor COVID-19 spreading events 37 in which position in an enclosed space was uncorrelated with

likelihood of transmission 38, the cruise line outbreaks present evidence that strongly supports the

notion of airborne transmission of SARS-CoV-2 through well-mixed spaces 39, 40.

Other spreading events. Table S1 shows the data used to infer the concentration of infection

quanta Cq exhaled by an infected individual for two well-known indoor super-spreading events of

COVID-19: the Skagit Valley Choir event 15, 26, and the Diamond Princess, which we describe in

terms of the slow- and fast-incubation limits, respectively. Unlike many other relatively incomplete

reports of indoor spreading events, the physical parameters in these two cases can be estimated with

reasonable accuracy from published data. In both situations, we assume an effective particle radius

r = 2.0µm at the upper limit of the infectious range of suspended droplets 41, corresponding to

an effective settling speed of vs(r) = 1.78 m/h. Note that the effective radius would be somewhat

larger, r = 3.0µm, if we were to neglect the size dependence of infectivity and set nq =constant,

and use our prediction of the steady-state airborne droplet distribution Cs(r)/cv for singing in
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the choir room (Fig. 1). We also assume no use of face masks, pm = 1 and an airborne virus

deactivation rate, �v = 0.3/h 26 that lies between estimates of zero 42 and 0.63/h 38

Table S1 also shows how the theory can be used to interpret the population-level reproductive

number in terms of indoor airborne transmission, assuming that the primary disease transmission

arises in family apartments, as shown in a recent analysis of COVID-19 spreading in China 30. We

consider the initial outbreak in Wuhan, Hubei Province and assume physical parameters appropri-

ate for typical apartments and families. We then use the average population reproductive number 34

to assert Rin(⌧) = hR0i = 3.3, where ⌧ = 5.5 days is the mean time for an newly infected family

member to show symptoms and be isolated or removed.

As shown in the main text (Fig.2), the inferred values of Cq = 29 quanta/m3 for family

apartments in the Wuhan outbreak and Cq = 30 quanta/m3 for the Diamond Princess cruise ship

are consistent with the light respiratory activities expected to be most prevalent in those settings,

such as sleeping and quiet speech. Both inferred Cq values are greatly exceeded by the inference

of Cq = 870 (made here, using r̄ = 2.0µm and �a = 0.65/h; see Table S1) or 970 quanta/m3

(made by Miller et al 26, averaging over simulations with variable �a = 0.3 � 1.0/h and �s =

0.3� 1.5/h) for singing, but in a manner consistent with the increased pathogen output associated

with more vigorous speaking or singing 43, 44. These inferences (and others 45) build confidence in

our estimates of exhaled quanta concentrations, Cq, for various respiratory activities, as shown in

Figure 2 of the main text.
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Activity Experiment 46
Qb (m3/h) �1 (10�16) Cq (q/m3) �q (q/h)

breathing at rest nose in, nose out (b-nn) 0.5 0.35 8.8 4.2

breathing heavily nose in, mouth out (b-nm) 0.5 1.3 33 16

whispering whispered counting (c-w-p) 0.75 1.5 37 28

speaking voiced counting (c-v-p) 0.75 2.9 72 54

singing softly whispered “aahs” (aah-w-p) 1.0 4.1 103 103

singing voiced “aahs” (aah-v-p) 1.0 39 970 26 970

Table S2: Activity dependence of airborne transmission of COVID-19. Expiratory droplet size

distributions for different activities are taken from the experiments reported by Morawska et al. 46,

and reasonable estimates are made for the exhaled air volume per time Qb from breathing (0.5

m3/h), speaking (0.75 m3/h) and singing (1.0 m3/h). Our model is then used to predict the steady-

state aerosol volume fraction, �1 =
R rc
0 �s(r) dr, that results from exhalation of a single infectious

individual in a setting corresponding to the Skagit Valley Choir room (Table S1), by integrating the

distributions shown in Fig. 1 up to the critical radius rc = 2.5µm. The concentration of COVID-19

infection quanta in the breath of an infected individual is assumed to be Cq = 970 q/m3 for the

singing case, as estimated for the Skagit Valley Chorale incident by Miller et al. 26, and values

of Cq for other activities are calculated by rescaling with the appropriate ratio of aerosol volume

fractions, �1. The quanta emission rate for each activity is then given by �q = QbCq.
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S3 The dependence of airborne disease transmission on respiratory activity

It is well established that aerosol droplet production varies strongly with the form of expiratory

activity 46, 47. For example, vocalization greatly increases aerosol emission relative to quiet breath-

ing, roughly in proportion to the amplitude of the sound produced 44, 48. In Table S2, the aerosol

volume fraction produced by different activities, obtained by integrating the distributions in Fig. 1

up to rc = 2.5µm, are used to rescale the inferred quanta concentration for singing 26 in the Skagit

Valley Choir room into those appropriate for other activities. The resulting values are consistent

with the values of Cq inferred for the Diamond Princess quarantine and the initial Wuhan City

outbreak (see Table S1 and Fig. 2).

S4 Application of the Safety Guideline

In order to illustrate how to implement our safety guideline, we provide an Excel spreadsheet,

COVID-19 Indoor Safety Guideline.xlsx, as Supplementary Data. This spreadsheet enables the

calculation of the suggested maximum cumulative exposure times for specific indoor spaces. In

this section, we offer guidance on how to use the spreadsheet for both safety assessment and contact

tracing, specifically, how to select suitable parameters and properly interpret the results. The input

parameters, colored in pink in the spreadsheet and in italics below, are divided into the following

four categories.

Physical Parameters. The geometry of the indoor space is specified by its floor area A and mean

ceiling height H , from which the volume V = AH is calculated using appropriate unit conversions.
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The ventilation flow rate Q = V �a is calculated from the air exchange rate, or air changes per hour

(ACH), �a. This critical input parameter is governed by national or local standards for different

types of indoor spaces, such as the ASHRAE standards in the United States 49. Typical values

are tabulated on Wikipedia 50 and other on-line references. As noted in the main text, natural

ventilation may be approximated as �a = 0.34/h, which has been measured in bedrooms with

closed windows 33 and is considered to be the minimum standard 49, although this value will vary

with both location and quality of construction. Mechanical ventilation for residences, classrooms,

businesses, and public spaces usually falls in the range �a = 4�8/h. Crowded spaces, such as bars,

nightclubs and restaurants, often require more vigorous ventilation, �a = 15 � 20/h. Minimum

ventilation standards for American hospitals have increased from 12 to 18 ACH 51. Most chemical

and biological laboratories have �a in the range of 6� 12/h, but those handling toxic or infectious

materials may have �a as high as 20� 30/h.

Physiological Parameters. The first physiological parameter is the volumetric breathing flow

rate, Qb, which is approximately 0.5 m3/h for resting and light activity. Average values for healthy

males and females have been reported as 0.49, 0.54, 1.38, 2.35, and 3.30 m3/h for resting, stand-

ing, light exercise, moderate exercise and heavy exercise, respectively 52, and used in simulations

of airborne transmission of COVID-19 18. The second physiological parameter is the mean respi-

ratory aerosol droplet size r̄ for the suspended infectious droplets responsible for airborne disease

transmission. The precise definition of r̄ is given in Eqs. (4) and (11) of the main text, in terms

of the distribution of droplet sizes for different types of respiration 44, 46, 48, the size-dependent in-

fectivity of aerosol droplets 41, and the settling and ventilation rates. However, as illustrated in the
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main text, a typical value for the most common and most infectious droplets is r̄ = 2 � 3µm. We

note that these values are roughly consistent with the standard definition of aerosol droplets, as

those having r < 5µm 18.

Disease Parameters. The most important disease parameter is the infectiousness of exhaled air

Cq (infection quanta per volume), as discussed extensively in the main text. Using all of the limited

information currently available, we estimate Cq = 30 q/m3 for normal breathing and light activity

and provide our best estimates of Cq for different respiratory activities in Fig. 2. Our analysis

indicates that Cq can be an order of magnitude larger for singing or other vigorous respiratory

activity, or an order of magnitude smaller for sleeping and light nose breathing. The second disease

parameter is the viral deactivation rate, �v, at which the aerosol-bound virus loses infectiousness,

which for SARS-CoV-2 has been estimated to lie in the range of zero 42 to 0.63/h 38. We note that

deactivation rates may be enhanced by ultraviolet radiation (UV-C) 53, chemical disinfectants (e.g.

H2O2, O3) 54, or high-efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filtration 55.

Precautionary Parameters. The first precautionary parameter is the mask filtration factor, pm,

defined as the fraction of infectious aerosol droplets that pass through the mask during exhalation or

inhalation. Many studies are available to help assign this value for different types of face coverings,

ranging from cloth coverings to surgical masks 56–59. Although filtration efficiency depends on drop

size, it is typically nearly constant in the aerosol range 56, 57. Typical values for disposable medical

masks are in the range pm = 1� 5% 57, 58, while for simple cloth face masks, pm = 10� 20% 59.

The second precautionary parameter is the disease transmission tolerance, ✏. We note that
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✏ = 1 corresponds to the baseline of one expected transmission during the occupancy period. The

choice of ✏ should take into account the vulnerability of the population, which for COVID-19 is

a strong function of age and pre-existing medical conditions 27, 60, 61. Relative to the median age

of 69 in the Skagit Valley Chorale spreading incident, used to calibrate our model, the relative

rate of hospitalization with COVID-19 60 can be calculated as 2.5% (ages 0-4), 0.8% (ages 5-

17), 20% (ages 18-49), 61% (ages 50-64), 130% (ages 75-84), and 145% (ages > 85). For the

elderly, especially those with pre-existing conditions or co-morbidity, ✏ ⌧ 1 should be chosen.

For the young and healthy (in regions where hospitals are not overwhelmed and vulnerable groups

are protected), larger values of ✏ could be considered 62. As noted in the main text, choosing

a sufficiently small ✏ will also serve to mitigate against prolonged exposure to respiratory jets,

whose contribution to pathogen transport may dominate in the absence of face-mask use 63.

Results. The spreadsheet first computes properties of the infectious aerosol per infected individual

in the room, which are primarily of technical interest: the effective droplet settling speed vs(r̄), the

concentration relaxation rate �c(r̄), the dilution factor, fd, and the infectiousness of the ambient

air, fdCq, in steady state per infected person in the room.

The spreadsheet computes the safety guideline in two ways with the key results highlighted

in green. First, the occupancy limit Nmax can be calculated for a given indoor exposure time ⌧ ,

as is set by the typical residence time of persons in the space. Second, the time limit ⌧max can

be calculated for a given occupancy N . These bounds are plotted and may be compared to the

Six-Foot Rule and 15-Minute Rule, both of which invariably violate our guideline.
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Contact Tracing. The spreadsheet can also be used as a tool for contract tracing. Using a con-

servative tolerance, such as ✏ = 0.01, which guards against airborne transmission. the guideline

defines whether or not the N occupants of a room visited by the index case for a time ⌧ should be

considered as contacts for the purpose of tracing the infection network. If the guideline is violated,

then all occupants of the room must be considered contacts, regardless of their distance from the

index case.
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