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Abstract 1 

Currently, airborne transmission is seen as the most important transmission path for SARS-2 

CoV-2. In this investigation, a classic dose-response model is used on the one hand to find out 3 

retrospectively the probable viral load of the infectious source patient at the time of 4 

transmission in 25 documented outbreaks. We showed that an infection due to airborne 5 

transmission at a distance from the infectious person was probably only possible in the 25 6 

outbreaks examined, with attack rates of 4-100%, if the viral load had been higher than 1E+08 7 

viral copies/ml. This demonstrates that the viral load estimated from the swab might 8 

overestimate a person's infectivity via aerosol, because a person is generally considered 9 

infectious, independent of the transmission way, when the viral load from the swab is 1E+06 10 

viral copies/ml.  11 

On the other hand, a possible approach is presented to predict the probable situational Attack 12 

Rate (PARs) of a group of persons in a room through aerosol particles emitted by an 13 

infectious source patient. Four main categories of influence on the risk of infection are 14 

formed: First the emitted viruses, depending on the viral load and the amount of respiratory 15 

particles, and necessary number of reproducible viruses for infection, second the room-16 

specific data and duration of stay of the group of people, third the activity of the exposed 17 

persons, and fourth the effect of personal protection (e.g. wearing masks from infectious 18 

and/or susceptible person). 19 

Furthermore, a simplified method is presented to calculate either the maximum possible 20 

number of persons in a room, so that probably a maximum of one person becomes infected 21 

when an infectious person is in the room, or the PARs,simple for a given number of persons, 22 

ventilation rate and time of occupancy. We additionally show, taking into account 23 
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organizational preventive measures, which person-related virus-free supply air flow rates are 24 

necessary to keep the number of newly infected persons to less than 1. The simple approach 25 

makes it easy to derive preventive organizational and ventilation measures. Our results show 26 

that the volume flow rate or a person-related flow rate is a much more effective parameter to 27 

evaluate ventilation for infection prevention than the air change rate. We suggest to monitor 28 

the CO2 concentration as an easy to implement and valid measurement system for indoor 29 

spaces.  30 

Finally, we show that of the three measures, besides of wearing masks and increasing 31 

ventilation, testing contributes the most to the joint protective effect. This corresponds to the 32 

classic approach to implement protection concepts: preventing the source from entering the 33 

room and emitting viruses at all. In summary, a layered approach of different measures is 34 

recommended to mutually compensate for possible failures of any one measure (e.g. incorrect 35 

execution of tests, incorrect fit of masks or irregular window opening), to increase the degree 36 

of protection and thus reduce the risk of transmission of SARS-CoV-2. 37 
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Introduction 38 

The respiratory route is the main mode of transmission for the virus causing COVID-19 39 

(SARS-CoV-2) [1, 2, 3, 4]. The virus is transported on particles that can enter the respiratory 40 

tract. Whereas larger particles (droplets) are only able to stay in the air for a short time and 41 

just in the near field (short range; approx. 1.5 m), because they settle down quickly, smaller 42 

particles (called aerosol particles; few µm until approximately 50 µm) are also concentrated 43 

in the near field but can also follow the air flow and cause therefore infections in the near and 44 

far field. Epidemiologically, short-range transmission (through droplets or aerosol particles) is 45 

distinguished from long-range transmission (aerosol particles) [5].  46 

In order to perform an infection risk assessment for the airborne transmission in the far field 47 

and to introduce appropriate preventive measures, it would be necessary to know the amount 48 

of aerosol particles produced by an infected person during various activities, how many 49 

viruses stick to the particles and how many viruses are necessary to cause an infection. 50 

However, this information is usually available very late during the course of a pandemic, if it 51 

can be determined at all. Another well-known approach is to use retrospective analysis of 52 

infection outbreaks that are very probably due to aerosol transmission of a single source 53 

patient to determine the unknown parameters inhaled virus copies and necessary copies to 54 

cause an infection. 55 

 56 

State of the Art 57 

The so-called aerosol particles (liquid or solid particles suspended in a gas) and droplets differ 58 

by size. Particles, aerosol particles as well as macroscopic droplets, can be removed from the 59 

air by two different mechanisms: (i) air change because of a mechanical or natural ventilation 60 

and (ii) deposition on surfaces. In case of the investigation of amplifiable microorganisms 61 

transported on particles inactivation can also be seen as a removal method from air, because 62 

after the inactivation the microorganisms are not harmful anymore. 63 
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The air change rate can be calculated regarding equation (1) as the ratio of the volume flow 64 

(Q) to the room volume (V). 65 

𝐴𝐶𝐻 =
𝑄

𝑉
 (1) 

Typical air change rates for indoor environments range between 0.5 1/h for residential 66 

buildings and 8 1/h for occupied rooms with several attendants like meeting rooms in offices 67 

[6]. Often an air change rate of 6 air changes per hour is recommended to minimize the risk of 68 

infection [7]. Therefore, the air change rates advised for hospitals are used [6, 8]. 69 

Nevertheless, these recommendations are not based on infection prevention, but on CO2-70 

emission of room occupants as well as general air quality requirements or thermal loads 71 

within the room. 72 

The deposition rate for particles depends on their size, the air velocity, the turbulence 73 

intensity of the air movement and the ratio of surface area to room volume [9, 10, 11]. 74 

Thatcher et al [10] investigated the deposition of particles on surfaces depending on the room 75 

furniture and the air speed. The deposition rate increased for larger particles, higher air speed 76 

or an increased surface area of furniture. Particles between 0.55 and 8.66 µm were considered 77 

in this study. 78 

Similar results were also found by Offerman [11], but for somewhat smaller particles 79 

(between 0.09 and 1.25 µm). Still the deposition rate increased for larger particles. For 80 

particles between 0.3 and 5 µm, which is considered to be the most important size range for 81 

airborne particles in equilibrium state, which will stay in air for a long time and are able to 82 

carry viruses, the deposition rate ranges between 0.1 and 0.4 1/h.  83 

Different authors published results from measurements of the viral load in swabs of infected 84 

persons [12, 13, 14, 15]. The results show that on average a viral load of approximately 85 

1E+06 viral copies per ml can be measured in the days before symptom onset for the wild-86 

type and the Alpha variant. In some patients a viral load of up to 1E+12 viral copies per ml 87 
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was also found around symptom onset. The temporal dynamic of the viral load depends on the 88 

course of the infection. Shortly before or at the onset of symptoms infected persons carry the 89 

highest viral load (peak load). For approximately 10% of the infected persons a raised peak 90 

load of  1E+08 viral copies per ml was found. Within approximately 24 hours, the viral load 91 

can increase by a factor of about 100. Whether a given patient is infectious can be estimated 92 

through measuring the probability to culture the virus. In [13] it is described that a viral load 93 

of 1E+06, 1E+07 and 1E+08 viral copies per ml taken from the swab have a culture 94 

probability in a lab of 20%, 50% and 75%, respectively. With the delta variant, the situation is 95 

somewhat different. The mean viral load is around 1E+08 viral copies per ml, significantly 96 

higher viral loads were found and the viral load decreases significantly more slowly after the 97 

peak [16, 17, 18, 19] .  98 

Particles in exhaled air are generated in the respiratory tract. The mucus is aerosolized so that 99 

the viruses contained in the mucus are distributed to the aerosol particles formed. The higher 100 

the viral load, the more particles actually carry virus. The aerosol particles disperse in the 101 

room air. People in the room inhale the aerosol particles. A direct correlation between culture 102 

viability in the laboratory via a swab and culture viability via aerosol particles cannot be 103 

drawn, so that it is also not possible to conclude that a person is infectious above a certain 104 

viral load. 105 

The inactivation time depends on the pathogen and has therefore to be considered separately 106 

for each virus or bacteria investigated. For SARS-CoV-2 the inactivation time has been 107 

investigated experimentally by van Doremalen et al [20] as well as Dabisch et al [21].  108 

Van Doremalen et al. investigated the inactivation in air as well as on different surfaces and 109 

compared it to values for SARS-CoV-1. The measured half-life of SARS-CoV-2 in air of 110 

approximately 1.1-1.2 h leads to an inactivation rate of approximately 0.6 1/h. Dabisch et al 111 

measured the decay rate of SARS-CoV-2 in air under different environmental conditions 112 

(temperature, humidity as well as simulated sunlight). The influence of simulated sunlight and 113 
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temperature was found to be much larger than the influence of humidity, still all aspects have 114 

significant influence on the decay rate.  115 

In 1978, Riley et al. [22] evaluated a measles outbreak in a suburban elementary school. 116 

Based on the number of susceptible persons (S), which have been infected (D) during each 117 

stage of infection of the source patient, the risk (P) for an infection at this stage has been 118 

calculated using equation (2). The risk for an infection has been defined as the percentage of 119 

infected persons from the number of pupils not already infected or vaccinated. 120 

𝑃 =
𝐷

𝑆
 

 (2) 

A Poisson-distribution of the risk of infection has been assumed as well as a stationary and 121 

evenly distributed concentration of the pathogens in the room air. Equation (3) shows the 122 

Poisson-distribution. 123 

𝑃 = 1 − 𝑒−𝜆 (3) 

In 1955 Wells [23] defined a size called quantum as the number of emitted infectious units, 124 

where the probability to get infected is 1 − 𝑒−1 = 63.2%. Hence, a quantum can be seen as a 125 

combination of the amount of emitted virus-laden aerosol particles and a critical dose, which 126 

may result in an infection in 63.2 % of the exposed persons. The quantum concept as well as 127 

equation (3) was combined by Riley [22] to equation (4). 128 

𝑃𝑞 = 1 − 𝑒−𝐼∙𝑞∙𝑄𝑏,𝑖𝑛∙𝑡/(𝜆𝐴𝐶𝐻∙𝑉) (4) 

In equation (4), the relevant parameters are integrated. The probability of infection rises with 129 

the number of infectious persons (I), the quanta emission rate depending on the activity (q), 130 

the pulmonary ventilation rate of exposed susceptible persons (Qb,in), the duration of stay (t), 131 

but is inversely related to the air change rate (𝜆𝐴𝐶𝐻) and the room volume (V).  132 

Equation (5) can be used to calculate the individual risk of infection depending on the ratio of 133 

the number of inhaled viral copies N and the number of viral copies necessary to result in an 134 

infection N0 [24].  135 
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𝑃𝑖𝑛𝑑 = 1 − 𝑒−𝑁/𝑁0 (5) 

The probability P in equations (2) to (5) can be seen as the individual risk of infection Pind. 136 

If it is assumed, that statistically in a group of susceptible persons (NPers) exactly this 137 

percentage of people is getting infected we define the attack rate (AR) in a given situation as 138 

the situational Predicted Attack Rate PARS (see equation (6)). 139 

𝑃𝑖𝑛𝑑 = 𝑃𝐴𝑅𝑠 (6) 

In poorly ventilated rooms, the assumption of a steady concentration of virus copies is often 140 

not fulfilled. The normalized time-dependent concentration process can be calculated 141 

according to equation (7) and is shown in Figure 1, assuming that the particles are 142 

immediately distributed uniformly in the room [25]. How rapidly the concentration of a 143 

person emitted contamination in a room rises depends on the overall lambda (λg) and the time 144 

(t). Overall lambda thereby consists of the air change rate as well as the decay rates because 145 

of sedimentation and inactivation. The relative concentration (crel) based on the steady-state 146 

concentration can be seen as an increase in the concentration compared to the volume flow.  147 

𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑙 = 1 − 𝑒−𝜆𝑔∙𝑡 (7) 

 148 
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 149 

Figure 1: Relative concentration curve as a function of air change rate and time, based on the 150 

steady state concentration. 151 

In many published studies that use the Wells-Riley equation to determine infection risk ideal 152 

mixing ventilation was assumed, which means that particles are evenly distributed in the room 153 

air immediately after emission. It should be considered that local concentration differences 154 

will occur in the room and that the viral load in the room areas will vary widely [26, 27, 28].  155 

To estimate the risk of infection in a given setting by a given infectious person with the 156 

Wells-Riley-equation the quanta emission rate (q) has to be known. In various studies of 157 

infection occurrences associated with SARS-CoV-2, q was determined using the Wells-Riley 158 

equation retrospectively. Different authors [29, 30] found a range of 36 to 62 quanta/h with an 159 

assumed low activity (breathing, speaking) and values of 341 to 1190 quanta/h when singing. 160 

Furthermore, Buonanno et al. [31] as well as Bazant [32] used the viral load measured in the 161 

sputum of infected persons to calculate q for different activities. Therefore, emission rates for 162 

different activities (breathing volume flows, particle emission) as well as different states of 163 

infection (viral load in the sputum) can be calculated. A model, which applies this approach 164 

was set up by Lelieveld et al. [33]. 165 
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In measurements of different research groups [34, 35, 36, 37, 38] the particle emission rates 166 

during breathing, speaking, coughing as well as singing were measured. During breathing 167 

through the nose between 25 particles/s [35, 37] and 135 particles/s [36] was emitted and 168 

during coughing about 13,700 particles/cough [35], whereas it can be seen that depending on 169 

the activity a wide range of particle emission rates can be found. The particle emissions while 170 

speaking and singing depended on the loudness of the activity, but in most cases the emission 171 

rates was found to be higher for singing than for speaking. Whereas for normal speaking the 172 

emission rates ranged between 30 particles/s [37] and 270 particles/s [36, 35], for singing it 173 

ranged approximately between 100 particles/s [37] and 2000 particles/s [34, 39]. 174 

In all five studies [34, 35, 36, 37, 39] regarding the particle emission rate of adults at least 175 

99 % of the measured particles were smaller than 3.0 µm. In Alsved et al. [36] and Gregson et 176 

al. [37] 60 % of the particles were even smaller than 1.0 µm, whereas in Hartmann et al. [35] 177 

as well as Mürbe et al. [34] even 85 % of the particles were smaller than 1.0 µm and 60 % 178 

smaller than 0.5 µm. The particle emission rates measured by some of the authors are shown 179 

in Figure 2 and Table 2 (in the Appendix).  180 
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 181 

Figure 2: particle emission rates measured by some of the authors, for adults: [31, 36, 32], 182 

for adolescents [35] and for children [38] 183 

Smaller particles remain airborne for a long time. The viral load (copies/ml) is aerosolized in 184 

the respiratory tract and not every small particle carries one virus. The larger the particle size, 185 

the higher the number of particles that actually carry a virus. Nevertheless, the measured 186 

particle size is the equilibrium size after evaporation. In different studies, a particle reduction 187 

to between 33 and 50% [40] of the original size was measured.  188 
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Face masks can be seen as a measure to reduce the number of emitted particles as well as the 189 

inhalation of particles from the air. The efficiency of a face mask thereby depends on three 190 

aspects: 191 

 the filter efficiency of the fabric 192 

 the leakage (i.e. air flow bypassing the mask) during exhalation 193 

 the leakage during inhalation 194 

Whereas the filter efficiency of medical masks, like surgical masks, FFP2-masks, N95 or 195 

KN95 is regulated, the efficiency of cotton masks or other homemade masks can vary widely. 196 

The results of the investigation of the filter efficiency of different materials were reviewed by 197 

Kwong et al. [41]. For example, for microfiber the filter efficiency ranged from 10 to 75% 198 

and for cotton/synthetic mix from 5 to 45%. The authors discuss that the materials have to be 199 

described with more details to make it possible to compare different studies. 200 

Karuppasamy and Obuchowski [42] as well as Mueller et al. [43] investigated the influence if 201 

masks worn more tightly to the face. Whereas Karuppasamy and Obuchowski [42] found an 202 

improvement with surgical face masks, fixed with medical tape to the face of health care 203 

workers, Mueller et al. [43] found a reduced emission if the masks are tighter by using a 204 

nylon stocking to fix a cotton mask. The research group of Asadi et al. [44] and Cappa et al. 205 

[45] investigated the particle emission rate for different activities as well as different mask 206 

types. They found that the overall particle emission rate (through the mask as well as through 207 

leakages) is about 90% lower for coughing and 70% lower for talking compared to the case 208 

without masks. Still, this cannot be applied for cotton masks, where sometimes higher particle 209 

emission rates were measured with mask than without mask. In case of a reduction, especially 210 

larger particles were found to be reduced.  211 

In a study by some of the authors [46] the ratio of air leaking around the edges of the masks 212 

while exhaling was measured. The leakage ranged between 20 and 90% for cotton masks, 213 
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between 35 and 90% for surgical masks and between 5 and 75% for FFP1-masks. The results 214 

are comparable to results of Dreller et al. [47], who measured the leakage while inhaling. 215 

Nevertheless, in a study of Ueki et al. [48] the influence of a mask on a mannequin emitting 216 

virus laden particles was higher than a mask on the receiver on the amount of virus measured 217 

as an inhalation of the receiver. The difference can be explained by the differences in airflow. 218 

Whereas for exhaling especially large particles cannot follow the airflow and will be 219 

separated at the mask, for inhalation just smaller particles are still in the air. Therefore, the 220 

leakage might be the same, but the number of bypassing viruses is different between 221 

exhalation and inhalation, whereas masks are more helpful for the emitter than for the 222 

receiver. 223 

Besides the number of emitted pathogen-laden aerosol particles, the number of inhaled 224 

pathogens is playing an important role as well with regard to the assessment of the risk of 225 

infection. The pulmonary ventilation rate may differ with different activities. Gupta et al. [49] 226 

performed a study with 25 healthy adults and found a sine wave for mere breathing, but a 227 

more constant volume flow during talking. In measurements with athletes as well as sedentary 228 

persons a maximum volume flow for the athletes of 200 l/min (12 m³/h) was found by 229 

Córdova and Latasa [50]. To measure the airflow without movement restrictions, a helmet 230 

was used by Jiang et al. [51] in 32 subjects (16 males, 16 females) during speaking with 231 

different volumes as well as during singing.  232 

A comparison between a machine-learning based model and measurements of respiratory rate 233 

was performed by Dumond et al. [52].  234 

As a conclusion, the following average values can be used for adults: 235 

 low activity (breathing while lying): 0.45 m3/h [51] 236 

 low activity (breathing while sitting, standing or talking): 0.54 m3/h [51, 52] 237 

 singing: 0.65 m3/h [53] 238 

 mid activity (physical work): 0.9 m3/h [52] 239 
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 sports: 1.2 m3/h [50, 52] 240 

For children, the lung volume is smaller. Therefore, the respiratory rate for children aged 14 241 

years can be assumed to be 0.45 m3/h for low activity (breathing while sitting, standing, 242 

talking) [54]. 243 

Antigen tests are currently widely used to detect infected individuals. The sensitivity depends 244 

on the quality of the used product and the viral load of the tested person. This was also 245 

discussed by some authors considering the quite different sensitivities of the rapid antigen 246 

tests performed by professionals (40 % [55], 60.9 % [56], 64.4 % [57], 64.5 % [56], 79.5 % 247 

[58] or 85 % [59]) as well as self-tests (74.4 % [58] and 82.5 % [59]). In a technical report of 248 

the British Department for Health and Social Care [60] the sensitivity of rapid tests depending 249 

on the viral load is given as 96 % for more than 1E+07 viral copies/ml, 92 % for 1E+04 to 250 

1E+07 viral copies/ml and 43 % for lower viral loads. The value for the highest viral load was 251 

also confirmed by e.g. Lindner et al. [59], but seems pretty high for the other groups 252 

compared to the values found in the aforementioned studies. In most cases, where the infected 253 

person was not detected with the rapid test, the viral load was lower than 1E+06 viral 254 

copies/ml. In [61] it was shown that suitable test kits have a sensitivity of 80% compared with 255 

RT-PCR at a viral load of 1E+06 viral copies/ml. Even the lowest sensitive test showed a 256 

90 % probable detection rate at a viral load of 2.3E+07 viral copies/ml. Similar orders of 257 

magnitude were found in [62]. Of 122 rapid antigen tests investigated by Scheiblauer et al. 258 

[63] 96 passed a limit of 75 % sensitivity at a viral load of 1E+06 viral copies/ml. No 259 

significant change in the test sensitivity for the VOC was found [64, 65]. In a model [66] as 260 

well as a longitudinal study [67] it was shown, that rapid antigen tests are able to detect 261 

infected persons during the course of an infection and may therefore reduce the transmission 262 

[66] if performed at a regular frequency [67]. Whereas the viral load can increase by a factor 263 

of about 100 within 24 h before symptom onset/peak viral load [13]. Rapid antigen tests will 264 

detect an infection only within the diagnostic window around the highest peak of infection. It 265 
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is therefore possible for an individual to receive a negative test result for a rapid antigen test 266 

despite being infected and even contagious for other persons. For this reason, an increase in 267 

regular testing frequency can greatly increase the significance of a negative test result of a 268 

rapid antigen test compared with a negative result obtained with sporadic testing. It was 269 

shown in [68], that students who had close contact with a classmate who tested positive for 270 

SARS-CoV-2 and were subsequently tested daily avoided days absent from school, with no 271 

impact on overall infection incidence.  272 

 273 

 274 

Objectives 275 

For the current study, the following research questions are derived: 276 

 Which viral loads are necessary to infect others via aerosol?  277 

 Which are the most influencing factors regarding airborne transmission? 278 

 Can a risk assessment model be simplified to allow practical recommendations? 279 

 Is there a possibility to implement a simple measurement system for infection risk? 280 

 What is the impact of different prevention measures on the risk of airborne 281 

transmission? 282 

 283 

 284 

Methods 285 

Dose-Response Model to predict the individual infection risk and the Predicted Attack 286 

Rate (PAR) 287 

Equations (4) and (5) assume an immediate homogeneous distribution of all emitted 288 

respiratory viruses within the room and steady state (time independent) situations.  289 
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In the following consideration, two different cases, one stationary and one time-dependent, 290 

are taken into account. For unsteady situations, it is assumed that the infected person enters 291 

the room at time 0 and the concentration in the room increases until a steady state is reached 292 

(see Figure 1). 293 

The number of inhaled particles Ninh in equation (5) can be described with the help of 294 

equation (8). SV is thereby the viral-emission rate in viral copies/time and 
𝑆𝑉

𝜆𝑔∙𝑉𝑅
 is the viral 295 

concentration per cubic meter of air. The overall lambda consists of the air change rate (ACH 296 

= ACH), the decay rate because of inactivation (in) and the decay rate because of 297 

sedimentation (sed). 298 

Finally, equation (11) can be set up. 299 

𝑁𝑖𝑛ℎ = 𝐶𝑉 ∙ 𝑄𝑏,𝑖𝑛 ∙ 𝑡 (8) 

𝐶𝑉 =
𝑆𝑉

𝜆𝑔 ∙ 𝑉𝑅
 (9) 

𝜆𝑔 = 𝜆𝐴𝐶𝐻 + 𝜆𝑖𝑛 + 𝜆𝑠𝑒𝑑 (10) 

𝑃𝑖𝑛𝑑 = 1 − 𝑒
(−

𝑆𝑉
𝑁0∙𝜆𝑔∙𝑉𝑅

∙𝑄𝑏.𝑖𝑛∙𝑡)
 

(11) 

If face masks are used, the number of inhaled particles Ninh can be reduced. This reduction 300 

can be implemented into equation (11) as factor fM, which will result in equation (12). 301 

𝑃𝑖𝑛𝑑 = 1 − 𝑒
(−

𝑆𝑉
𝑁0∙𝜆𝑔∙𝑉𝑅

∙𝑄𝑏,𝑖𝑛∙𝑡∙𝑓𝑀)
 

(12) 

For the unsteady calculation, the course of the virus concentration is used according to 302 

equation (7). Equation (5) therefore transforms into equation (13) and equation (4) into 303 

equation (14).  304 

𝑃𝑖𝑛𝑑 = 1 − 𝑒
−

1
𝑁0

∙∫ 𝐶𝑉(𝑡)∙𝑄𝑏,𝑖𝑛∙𝑓𝑀
 

(13) 

𝑃𝑞 = 1 − 𝑒−∙∫ 𝐶𝑞(𝑡)∙𝑄𝑏,𝑖𝑛∙𝑓𝑀 (14) 
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𝐶𝑞 =
𝑞

𝜆𝑔 ∙ 𝑉𝑅
 

(15) 

If the individual infection risk Pind approximates statistically to Pq (equation (16)) equation 305 

(17) can be received, where PARS is defined as the situational Predicted Attack Rate, the 306 

Attack Rate during the stay in a room with infected persons.  307 

𝑃𝑖𝑛𝑑 = 𝑃𝑞 = 𝑃𝐴𝑅𝑆 (16) 

𝑞 =
𝑆𝑉

𝑁0
 (17) 

To retrospectively analyze the outbreaks, investigated in the following considerations, four 308 

categories of influencing factors are distinguished: first the emission rate (viral copies per 309 

time) in connection with the critical number of virus to result in an infection N0, second the 310 

parameter CR, which takes the boundary conditions of the room as well as the time of stay 311 

into account, third, the breathing volume flow of the inhaling person Qb,in and fourth the total 312 

filter efficiency of the face masks considered by the filter factor fM. 313 

 314 

1. Virus related factor (VF) 315 

The emission rate of virus laden particles depends on the activity, which influences the 316 

number of emitted particles as well as their size distribution. Furthermore, the viral load 317 

influences the number of virus carried on one particle. The emission rate Sv can therefore be 318 

described as the product of the particle emission rate 𝑁𝑝, a factor considering their size 319 

distribution fp and the viral load nv (see equation (18)). 320 

𝑆𝑉 = 𝑓𝑃 ∙ 𝑁𝑝 ∙ 𝑛𝑉 (18) 

Thereby fp describes a conversion factor from the particle emission rate per second to their 321 

volume emission rate per hour and depends on the size distribution. In the following 322 

calculations a value of 𝑓𝑃 = 1.1523E − 08 
ml∙s

𝑃∙ℎ
 is used. The calculation of this conversion 323 

factor is displayed in the appendix. 324 
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N0 is assumed to be in the range of 100 to 300 viral copies [24]. The virus related factor is 325 

defined in equation (17).  326 

2. Situation-related factor (SF) 327 

In the situational factor the boundary conditions for the specific situation are considered. It 328 

therefore consists of the room volume VR, the overall lambda (𝜆𝑔) as well as the time of stay 329 

(t). In a steady state it can therefore easily be derived from equation (12) and will result in 330 

equation (19). For an unsteady situation the equation for the concentration (see Figure 1 and 331 

equation (20)) has to be integrated to get equation (21).  332 

𝐶𝑅,𝑠 =
𝑡

𝜆𝑔 ∙ 𝑉𝑅
 

(19) 

𝐶 =
𝑆𝑣

𝑁0 ∙ 𝜆𝑔 ∙ 𝑉𝑅
∙ (1 − 𝑒−𝜆𝑔𝑡) =

𝑆𝑣

𝑁0
∙

d𝐶𝑅

d𝑡
 

(20) 

𝐶𝑅 =
1

𝜆𝑔
2 ∙ 𝑉𝑅

∙ [𝑒(−𝜆𝑔∙𝑡) + 𝜆𝑔 ∙ 𝑡 − 1] 
(21) 

3. Susceptible person-related factor (SPF) 333 

As mentioned in the state of the arts the breathing volume flow depends on the activity of the 334 

persons. Furthermore, it can be split up into the exhalation flow rate (Qb,ex) of the infected 335 

person and the inhalation flow rate (Qb,in) of the susceptible persons. To calculate the number 336 

of inhaled particles, just the inhaled volume flow rate (Qb,in) has to be considered. 337 

4. Personal protection measures related factor (PPF) 338 

To calculate the total efficiency of a face mask different factors for the infected person and 339 

the susceptible persons has to be considered. 340 

Whereas the efficiency of the face mask carried by the infected person (𝑓𝑚,𝑒) is characterized 341 

by the reduction of the number of virus laden aerosol particles introduced into the room air, 342 

the efficiency of the mask carried by the susceptible persons is characterized by their ability 343 

to reduce the number of inhaled virus laden aerosol particles (𝑓𝑚,𝑖𝑛). To take into account that 344 

these factors are different equation (22) considers the total efficiency as the product of the two 345 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted November 4, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.04.21265910doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.04.21265910
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 19 

efficiencies, whereas fm,e as well as fm,in is the ratio of particles going by the mask or the 346 

difference between 1 and the ratio of particles separated by the mask. 347 

𝑓𝑀 = 𝑓𝑚,𝑒 ∙ 𝑓𝑚,𝑖𝑛 (22) 

Equation (13) can therefore also be expressed as: 348 

𝑃𝐴𝑅𝑠 = 1 − 𝑒
(−

𝑆𝑉
𝑁0

∙𝐶𝑅∙𝑄𝑏,𝑖𝑛∙𝑓𝑀)
 (23) 

For the calculation of PARs the following assumptions must be considered: 349 

 the aerosol is ideally mixed in the room 350 

 the near field can contain a much higher virus-laden particle concentration, but it is 351 

neglected in the following 352 

 the air, which is introduced into the room, is free of virus-laden particles  353 

 a constant decay rate of deposition occurs (in this consideration 𝜆𝑠𝑒𝑑 = 0.2
1

ℎ
) 354 

 a constant decay rate because of inactivation occurs (in this investigation 𝜆𝑖𝑛 = 0.6
1

ℎ
)  355 

 the concentration of virus-laden particles at the beginning of unsteady cases is 0 virus-356 

laden particles/m³ 357 

 358 

Twenty-five different outbreaks either scientifically published or registered by the local health 359 

authorities were selected. Just publications considering the time of stay, the activity of the 360 

persons as well as the room conditions (size as well as ventilation) are taken into 361 

consideration. In addition, the outbreaks either had to be attributed to the wild-type of SARS-362 

CoV-2 (e.g. by sequencing) or had occurred before 01.01.2021. Smaller outbreaks provided 363 

by local health authorities are included if they meet the same criteria. The description of the 364 

outbreaks as well as the boundary conditions for the calculations of these situations can be 365 

found in the appendix and in Table 3. The values were either taken from the publication or 366 

calculated from data given in them. Some data is due to better documentation more secured, 367 

whereas other values are somewhat less certain, a variance of the values is assumed. A normal 368 
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distribution of the values characterized by the mean value and the standard deviation (given as 369 

the variance) was assumed. A Monte-Carlo-Simulation was used to randomly combine values 370 

from within this range for the calculation of the outbreaks [69]. Therefore, a conclusion can 371 

be drawn, about the reliability of the calculated values and their variance evoked by the 372 

uncertain boundary conditions. The outbreaks can be separated into different categories: choir 373 

rehearsals (4 outbreaks), outbreaks with higher physical activity (4 outbreaks), meetings with 374 

lower activity, but many people (3 outbreaks), outbreaks in public transport (6 outbreaks) and 375 

smaller outbreaks, which are sometimes not scientifically published, but investigated by local 376 

health authorities (8 outbreaks).  377 

 378 

Results  379 

For the investigated outbreaks and their known boundary conditions the virus-related factor 380 

(𝑆𝑉/𝑁0) was calculated retrospectively. Besides the results for the virus-related factor also the 381 

intermediate results for the other factors CR (steady (regarding equation (19)) and unsteady 382 

(regarding equation (21))), fM and Ob,in can be seen in Table 1.  383 

We compared the results from the retrospective investigation with available data regarding the 384 

viral load and the particle emission. Therefore, in Figure 3 and Figure 4 the ratio of the viral 385 

emission and the critical dose (𝑆𝑉/𝑁0) are presented over the viral load and the particle 386 

emission. The colors visualize the AR from the investigated outbreaks, whereby the single 387 

outbreaks are shown as dots. A mean particle emission rate as a function of activity was 388 

assumed when plotting the dots, according to Figure 2. In Figure 3 the critical dose N0 is 389 

assumed to be the minimal value of 100 viral copies and in Figure 4 a higher value of 390 

300 viral copies, both related to [24]. With a higher critical dose, the lines with similar PARs 391 

are shifted upwards, whereas either a higher viral load or a higher particle emission rate is 392 

necessary to result in the same PARs. It can be seen that the viral load for all investigated 393 

outbreaks had to be higher than 1E+08 viral copies/ml to explain the outbreaks with the given 394 
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boundary conditions. If instead of equation (21) for time-depended calculation, equation (19) 395 

for steady-state assumption is used, the values 
𝑆𝑣

𝑁0𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑎𝑑𝑦
 are lower than the values calculated 396 

for the unsteady conditions. Nevertheless, the viral load had to be higher than 1E+08 viral 397 

copies/ml to reach the ARs (see Table 1).  398 
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Table 1: Results for the different factors for the investigated outbreaks 399 

 

AR in % 

Situation-related 

factor (SF) 

Susceptible 

person related 

factor (SPF) 

Qb,in in 
𝑚³

ℎ
 

Personal 

protection 

measures 

related factor 

(SPF) fM 

Virus-related factor 

(VF) 

𝑆𝑣

𝑁0
in 

1

ℎ
 (Monte-Carlo-Simulation) 

𝐶𝑅 in 
ℎ²

𝑚³
 

𝐶𝑅,𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑎𝑑𝑦 

in 
ℎ²

𝑚³
 

𝑆𝑣

𝑁0
 in 

1

ℎ
 

𝑆𝑣

𝑁0𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑎𝑑𝑦
 

in 
1

ℎ
 

Median 25% Per-

centile 

75% Per-

centile 

Choir Rehearsal Berlin 1 (A) 89 1.3E-03 2.2E-03 0.65 1 2529 1576 2594 2145 3220 

Choir Rehearsal Berlin 2 (B) 24 5.8E-04 9.1E-04 0.65 1 732 464 774 656 916 

Skagit Valley Choir (C) 87 1.9E-03 3.0E-03 0.65 1 1649 1065 1932 1226 3335 

French Choir (D) 68 8.8E-03 1.7E-02 0.65 1 199 107 200 144 281 

Korean Call Center (E) 12 1.8E-03 1.8E-03 0.54 1 135 133 345 254 462 

Korean fitness center (F) 30 1.1E-03 1.9E-03 0.9 1 378 205 375 283 495 

Hawaiian fitness class (G) 100 3.2E-03 9.8E-03 0.9 1 2312 787 1014 523 1686 

German Slaugtherhouse (H) 26 1.8E-03 2.0E-03 0.9 1 185 167 184 150 226 

School Israel (I) 43 5.2E-03 5.8E-03 0.54 1 216 195 140 103 184 

Courtroom (J) 33 1.3E-02 1.8E-02 0.54 1 58 41 57 46 73 

Wuhan Restaurant (K) 45 9.6E-03 1.9E-02 0.54 1 115 58 120 97 149 
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Aircraft (L) 62 8.4E-03 8.4E-03 0.54 1 214 213 212 173 261 

Buddhist Bus (M) 34 7.6E-03 9.0E-03 0.54 1 102 86 99 72 133 

Wuhan (Bus 1) (N) 15 8.4E-03 9.4E-03 0.54 1 36 32 35 25 48 

Wuhan (Bus 2) (O) 17 5.8E-03 7.9E-03 0.54 1 59 44 59 45 78 

Minivan 1 (P) 63 1.6E-02 1.6E-02 0.54 0.5 481 455 475 309 690 

Minivan 2 (Q) 45 5.9E-03 6.5E-03 0.54 0.7 85 81 83 54 121 

Club Meeting (R) 58 2.9E-03 5.9E-03 0.54 1 564 271 568 485 670 

School Berlin 1 (S) 10 3.8E-03 3.9E-03 0.45 1 56 54 87 59 118 

School Berlin 2 (T) 6 1.5E-03 1.6E-03 0.45 1 85 76 157 109 212 

Meeting Germany (U) 17 4.5E-03 6.0E-03 0.54 1 77 58 79 64 97 

School Hamburg 1 (V) 57 6.2E-03 7.1E-03 0.45 1 271 238 295 225 381 

School Hamburg 2 (W) 33 2.0E-03 2.4E-03 0.45 1 401      334 456 344 592 

School Hamburg 3 (X) 13 2.0E-03 2.4E-03 0.45 0.7 199 166 224 165 300 

School Hamburg 4 (Y) 4 8.2E-04 1.2E-03 0.45 0.7 143 97 161 123 210 

Min 4 5.7E-04 9.1E-04 - - 36 32 35 25 48 

Max 89 8.2E-04 1.2E-03 - - 2529 1576 2594 2145 3320 
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AR…Attack Rate 

𝐶𝑅 …situation-related factor (SF) considering the air change rate, deposition, inactivation, room volume and time of stay  

𝐶𝑅,𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑎𝑑𝑦… situation related factor in a steady situation considering the air change rate, deposition, inactivation, room volume and time of stay 

Qb,in...inhalation flow rate of the susceptible persons 

fM…mask efficiency considering the inhalation and exhalation efficiency 

𝑆𝑣

𝑁0
…virus emission rate of the infectious person divided by the critical dose 

𝑆𝑣

𝑁0𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑎𝑑𝑦
… virus emission rate of the infectious person divided by the critical dose in a steady situation 

400 
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 401 

Figure 3: Virus Factor (VF) for different viral loads and particle emission rates with N0=100 viral copies, the attack rates 402 
found in the investigated outbreaks are shown with the different colors; the markers show the amount of virus factor at 403 
assumed mean particle emission rate of the related activity according to Figure 2. 404 

 405 
Figure 4: Virus Factor (VF) for different viral loads and particle emission rates with N0=300 viral copies, the attack rates 406 
found in the investigated outbreaks are shown with the different colors; the markers show the amount of virus factor at 407 
assumed mean particle emission rate of the related activity according to Figure 2. 408 

As it is mentioned in Table 3 some of the boundary conditions have been assumed afterwards, 409 

so they are not as certain as other pieces of information. The certainty of the different 410 

boundary conditions was evaluated as quite secure (standard deviation ± 5 %), a bit insecure 411 
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(standard deviation ± 20 %) and insecure or unknown (standard deviation ± 50 %) for each 412 

outbreak as it is displayed in Table 3 in red. To take these uncertainties into consideration a 413 

Monte-Carlo-Simulation with 10,000 simulations for each outbreak is performed. The 414 

investigated aspects (air change rate, room volume, number of infected persons, if it cannot be 415 

secured, that it was just one person, breathing volume flow, time of stay and attack rate) are 416 

assumed to be normally distributed with the given value as mean and the assumed level of 417 

security as standard deviation. Furthermore, limits for the AR, lower than 100% and the other 418 

aspects larger than 0, are considered. The median as well as the 25 %-percentile and the 419 

75 %-percentile are displayed in Table 1.  420 

In general, it can be seen, that the median agrees well with the values calculated from the 421 

most probable boundary conditions. The 25 % percentile is between 15 % and 48 % lower 422 

than the Median and the 75 %-percentile between 19 % and 72 % higher than the median. 423 

Cases with especially high deviation from the median are the Hawaiian fitness class and the 424 

Skagit Valley Choir, whereas most deviations ranged between 20 % and 35 %.  425 

For the two choir outbreaks (Berlin 1 A and Skagit Valley C) with similar boundary 426 

conditions quite similar ratios of Sv/N0 were calculated. For lower attack rates (French Choir, 427 

D) or less singing (Berlin 2, B) the emission rate was calculated to be lower and in the same 428 

range as for the call center I, the fitness classes (F, G) or the slaughterhouse (H). Furthermore, 429 

the outbreak in the restaurant (K), the Minivan 1 (P) and the Club Meeting (R) revealed such 430 

high values for the inhaled number of infectious particles compared to the critical dose. A 431 

possible explanation is that in these situations the infectious person talked louder, because 432 

other persons talked as well or the infectious person had a higher viral emission. 433 

For the outbreaks in schools (I, S, T, V, W, X, Y) the median values of Sv/N0 ranged between 434 

100 and 700 1/h, which is lower than for the choir or meeting outbreaks, but higher than for 435 

the other outbreaks correlated with public transport (L, M, N, O, Q). 436 
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Derivation of simplified key figures and calculations for the assessment of 437 

infection risks and preventive measures 438 

Equation (25) is created from equation (23) with the assumption (24), where RS is defined as 439 

the situational reproduction number (the number of persons probably get infected during the 440 

situation), which should be valid statistically.  441 

𝑃𝐴𝑅𝑆 =
𝑅𝑆

𝑁𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠
 (24) 

𝑅𝑆 = 𝑁𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠 ∙ [1 − 𝑒
−

𝑆𝑉
𝑁0

∙𝐶𝑅∙𝑄𝑏,𝑖𝑛∙𝑓𝑀] (25) 

This equation can be transformed into equation (26). 442 

𝑙𝑛 (1 −
𝑅𝑆

𝑁𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠
) =

𝑆𝑉

𝑁0
∙ 𝐶𝑅,𝑠 ∙ 𝑄𝑏,𝑖𝑛 ∙ 𝑓𝑀 (26) 

For the simplified calculation, a steady state situation is assumed. CR,s can therefore be 443 

replaced by equation (19). 444 

𝑙𝑛 (1 −
𝑅𝑆

𝑁𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠
) =

𝑆𝑉

𝑁0
∙

𝑡

𝜆𝑔 ∙ 𝑉𝑅
∙ 𝑄𝑏,𝑖𝑛 ∙ 𝑓𝑀 (27) 

In the following, it is assumed that the air change rate is the dominant variable within 445 

equation (10). This is valid whenever non-residential standards and guidelines (DIN / 446 

ASHRAE) are respected. Therefore 𝜆𝑔 ≈ 𝜆𝐴𝐶𝐻 can be assumed. Taking equation (28) into 447 

account, equation (29) is obtained, with qPers the specific volume flow (person-related volume 448 

flow) in m3 per hour and person. 449 

𝜆𝑔 ∙ 𝑉𝑅 = 𝑞𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠 ∙ (𝑁𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠 + 𝐼) (28) 

𝑙𝑛 (1 −
𝑅𝑆

𝑁𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠
) =

𝑆𝑉

𝑁0
∙

𝑡

𝑞𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠 ∙ (𝑁𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠 + 𝐼)
∙ 𝑄𝑏,𝑖𝑛 ∙ 𝑓𝑀 (29) 

The following simplified method can easily be used in situations, where not more than one 450 

person shall be infected and therefore RS = 1 and therefore no outbreak would probably 451 

happen due to aerosol transmission (definition of outbreak: more than one person get infected 452 

during transmission event). In rooms with number of susceptible persons 𝑁𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠 > 5 and 453 

𝑁𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠 ≫ 𝐼, 𝑙𝑛 (1 −
1

𝑁𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠
) ≈

1

𝑁𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠
 and 

(𝑁𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠+𝐼)

𝑁𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠
≅ 1 will result in a small error compared to 454 

the origin and equation (29) can be simplified into equation (30).  455 
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1

𝑁𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠
=

𝑆𝑉

𝑁0
∙

𝑡

𝑞𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠 ∙ 𝑁𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠
∙ 𝑄𝑏,𝑖𝑛 ∙ 𝑓𝑀 (30) 

Further on, (30) can be converted into equation (31) to calculate the specific volume flow of 456 

virus free air 𝑞𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠 to fulfill RS = 1. 457 

𝑞𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠 =
𝑆𝑉

𝑁0
∙ 𝑡 ∙ 𝑄𝑏,𝑖𝑛 ∙ 𝑓𝑀 (31) 

In case of supply of outdoor air as virus free volume flow 𝑞𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠 is correlated with a CO2-458 

concentration. Whereas the number of inhaled particles increases linearly with time of stay (in 459 

case of steady state), the CO2-concentration does not change, caution has to be taken when 460 

using the CO2-concentration as indicator for a risk of infection. 461 

Instead of a person related volume flow qPers the volume flow can also be calculated per hour 462 

time of stay (see equation (32)). 463 

𝑞𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠,𝑡 =
𝑆𝑉

𝑁0
∙ 𝑄𝑏,𝑖𝑛 ∙ 𝑓𝑀 

(32) 

Figure 3 can be converted into Figure 5 for 𝑄𝑏,𝑖𝑛 = 0.54
𝑚³

ℎ
 (low activity (breathing while 464 

sitting, standing or talking)). In Figure 5, the specific volume flow per person and h of stay 465 

necessary to infect not more than one further person is displayed.  466 

 467 

Figure 5: specific volume flow depending on the number of emitted, particles and the viral load to limit the number of newly 468 
infected persons to one, N0=100 viral copies, fM=1, Qb,in=Qb,e=0.54m³/h 469 

The green marked area can easily be reached in most rooms for normal times of stay.  470 
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For the yellow and orange area short times of stay or further measures have to be considered 471 

to keep the number of newly infected persons below one (RS  1), whereas a much higher air 472 

supply is necessary. The volume flows in the red area cannot be reached in rooms with 473 

common airflow rates.  474 

 475 

Instead of a specific volume flow per person 𝑞𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠 a specific volume per person (VPers) can be 476 

used together with the overall lambda (λg) to convert equation (31) into equation (33). 477 

𝜆𝑔 ∙ 𝑉𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠 =
𝑆𝑉

𝑁0
∙ 𝑡 ∙ 𝑄𝑏,𝑖𝑛 ∙ 𝑓𝑀 

(33) 

From this equation it can easily be seen that recommending an air change rate alone, e.g. 6
1

ℎ
 478 

[70, 71], is not useful. In addition, the volume per person and the time of stay have to 479 

considered as well as virus-related properties and other preventive measures, e.g. wearing 480 

masks.  481 

From equation (30), equation (34) can be derived. With this simplified approach also the 482 

maximal possible number of persons can be found, up to which not more than one further 483 

person will get infected in the specific situation. Therefore, the available volume flow Q has 484 

to be known. 485 

 486 

𝑁𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠,𝑚𝑎𝑥 =
𝑄

𝑆𝑉

𝑁0
∙ 𝑄𝑏,𝑖𝑛 ∙ 𝑡 ∙ 𝑓𝑀

 
(34) 

With the simplifications 𝑙𝑛(1 − 𝑃𝐴𝑅𝑆) ≈
1

𝑃𝐴𝑅𝑆
 and 

(𝑁𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠+𝐼)

𝑁𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠
≅ 1, valid for 𝑃𝐴𝑅𝑆 < 20% and 487 

𝑁𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠 ≫ 𝐼, PARs according to equation (35) as well as Rs according to equation (36) can be 488 

predicted relatively good within the limited range of values. 489 

𝑃𝐴𝑅𝑆 =
𝑆𝑉

𝑁0
∙

𝑡

𝑞𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠 ∙ 𝑁𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠
∙ 𝑄𝑏,𝑖𝑛 ∙ 𝑓𝑀 

(35) 

𝑅𝑆 =
𝑆𝑉

𝑁0
∙

𝑡

𝑞𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠
∙ 𝑄𝑏,𝑖𝑛 ∙ 𝑓𝑀  (36) 

Equations (35) and (36) can be used to comparatively evaluate different situations in indoor 490 

environments as well as preventive measures. Therefore, a risk factor xr can be defined 491 

according to equation (37). If the VF remains the same in the rooms being compared 492 

(identical virus variant), then the risk factor depends on SF, SPF, and PPF only. 493 

𝑥𝑟 =
𝑅𝑆,2

𝑅𝑆,1
 

(37) 
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 494 

Figure 6: comparison of the risk factor xr for different everyday life situations: o,5 hour stay in a supermarket, wearing a 495 
mask as reference 496 

 497 

In Figure 6 same everyday life situations are compared to a 0.5 hour stay in a supermarket 498 

with mask, using equation (37). The details for these exemplary considerations can be found 499 

in the appendix, table 4. 500 

 501 

Influence of Variants of concern (VOC) 502 

For example, if the transmission rate doubles and this is not caused by a change in behavior 503 

(SF, SPF, or PPF), then it is due to the change in the VF. Here, either the necessary critical 504 

dose or the viral load or both may have shifted. The influence of the critical dose and Sv/N0-505 

ratio to the PARs is shown in Figure 7.  506 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted November 4, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.04.21265910doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.04.21265910
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 31 

 507 

  

 508 

Figure 7: Virus Factor for different viral loads and critical doses with a particle emission rate of 100 P/s, (left) and 1,000 P/s 509 
(right), the attack rates found in the investigated outbreaks are shown with different colors 510 

If for a first assumption it is assumed that the ratio of change in the transmissibility is 511 

correlated with the ratio of change in the R-value, which is furthermore inversely correlated 512 

with the critical dose it can be assumed that an increase of the transmissibility of 50 % (
𝑁0

𝑁
=513 

1

1.5
) will result in a reduction of the critical dose from 100 viral copies to 67 viral copies. 514 

Figure 3 can therefore be converted into Figure 8 and Figure 5 into Figure 9.  515 

 516 

Figure 8: viral emission for different viral loads and particle emission rates with N0=67 viral copies, the attack rates found in 517 
the investigated outbreaks are shown with the different colors 518 
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 519 

Figure 9: specific volume flow depending on the number of emitted, particles and the viral load to limit the number of newly 520 
infected persons to one, N0=67 viral copies, fM=1, Qb,in=Qb,e=0.54m³/h 521 

 522 

Comparison of prevention measures Ag testing, wearing masks, and 523 

increasing ventilation rate. 524 

As can be seen from equation (35), the VF (Sv/N0) is dominant in PARS. Sv/N0 varies by a 525 

factor of 1,000 between a viral load of 1E+08 and 1E+11. The preventive measures 526 

(increasing the virus-free supply air volume, wearing masks, reducing the time of stay and 527 

their combination) in the specific situation have to be in a similar order of magnitude to 528 

actually prevent an outbreak. The comparison is performed with the simplified model, which 529 

is valid for lower PARs and in case of high PARs further measures should be implemented 530 

anyway, so that the actual value for higher PARs is not relevant. If the lower limit of the 531 

supplied virus free air volume flow is calculated to reach a CO2-concentration of 4000 ppm 532 

(common for not regularly performed window ventilation and longer stays) and the volume 533 

flow is increased until a lowered CO2-concentration of 1000 ppm is reached (complies with 534 

the normative recommendation for indoor air quality), the factor of change is 7 related to the 535 
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air volume flow and the preventive impact. To wear a face mask will on average reduce the 536 

inhaled dose by 50 %, whereas a factor of 2 can be applied as well as for halving the time of 537 

stay in the room together with the infectious person. For a FFP2-mask the dose will, in 538 

average, be reduced by 80 %, whereas a factor of 5 can be applied.  539 

From Figure 10 it can be seen, that even with a combination of different measures an outbreak 540 

cannot be avoided completely, and infections may occur, if the viral load is high enough. 541 

Only a small change in viral load with a factor of 10, e.g. from 1E+08 to 1E+09, could 542 

probably be compensated by wearing masks and ventilate regularly (Figure 10, blue bar: face 543 

mask + 1000 ppm). If it can be avoided, that the virus source enters the room, it is obvious, 544 

that this is the most effective preventive measure. Ag-tests can be of practical use, even if 545 

their sensitivity is limited for low and medium viral load.  546 
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 547 

Figure 10: influence of different preventive measures on the risk of an outbreak. The red bar represents the viral load and 548 
the resulting risk factor (eq. 37). The blue bars illustrate different combinations of preventive measures in the form of a risk 549 
reduction factor (also according to eq. 37). 550 
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Discussion and Limitations 551 

A dose-response-model to evaluate the risk of infection with SARS-CoV-2 was used to 552 

analyze twenty-five outbreaks in different situations (e.g. school, choir, meetings).  553 

Although the viral load in the investigated outbreaks were unknown, our results strongly 554 

suggest that relevant transmission will take place when viral loads are high. Data of particle 555 

emission rate during various activities were used to infer virus emission rate, but this varies 556 

significantly among individuals (Figure 2). Even if the particle emission is significantly 557 

under- or overestimated, a viral load of at least 1E+08 viral copies/ml would have to be 558 

existent (see Figure 3 and Figure 4). Using this particle emission rate and size distribution, a 559 

number of aerosolized viruses is obtained as a function of viral load. It is assumed that the 560 

viruses at the site of aerosol generation in the body corresponds to the viral load in the swab, 561 

which remains to be proven.  562 

The highest calculated value is found for a choir rehearsal with 
𝑆𝑣

𝑁0
= 2,529

1

ℎ
 and is therefore 563 

within the range found by Buonanno et al [31]. The lowest value of 
𝑆𝑣

𝑁0
= 36

1

ℎ
 is found for a 564 

bus travel, where the activity and/or the viral load might have been low, which is comparable 565 

to the results of Buonanno et al [31] as well. The high emission during the choir rehearsal 566 

seems valid, because of the high particle emission rates while singing and the low air change 567 

rate. Furthermore, it has to be taken into consideration that the particle emission for different 568 

persons might be different for the same activity so the 
𝑆𝑣

𝑁0
 can be quite different, but still the 569 

main conclusion will remain. 570 

Regardless of the claim for correct quantity of particle emission strength and viral load, it was 571 

shown that the specific person-related airflow rate is a practical quantity for evaluating 572 

ventilation-related measures, simply mathematically derived, see (24) - (32).  573 

It has also been clearly demonstrated by us that preventive ventilation measures can prevent 574 

outbreaks due to aerosol transmission only in a narrow band. At high virus loads, the outbreak 575 
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size can be reduced, but not prevented. Additional preventive measures are often necessary 576 

(Figure 5, Figure 9 and Figure 10). 577 

If the viral load must be so high to cause infection due to aerosol transmission, then even 578 

using Ag Tests can be very effective measure to prevent infectious individuals from entering 579 

the room and causing an outbreak. Nevertheless, their efficiency depends on quite a lot of 580 

influencing factors, like the quality (sensitivity) of the test and the correct execution of the 581 

test. Even if studies showed that in general, most pupils are able to perform the Ag-tests 582 

correctly if instructed, a repetition on regular basis may e.g., result in less attention paid to 583 

correct testing. Also, if antigen tests are not carried out on a daily basis, the possibility exists 584 

that a person with a positive test result already exhibited transmissible virus loads the 585 

previous day. 586 

However, different limitations as well regarding the model as the practical application have to 587 

be considered. First of all, different influencing factors (e.g. critical dose, decay rate of 588 

sedimentation as well as inactivation, size distribution and number of emitted particles) were 589 

assumed based on current knowledge, but whereas the transmission of SARS-CoV-2 is still 590 

ongoing, further knowledge may be gained from further research. The decay rates of 591 

sedimentation as well as inactivation can be influenced by the particle size distribution as well 592 

as the air temperature and humidity in the room. Furthermore, the analysis and model base on 593 

some general assumptions like ideal mixing of all particles within the room, an initial 594 

concentration of 0 virus copies/m³ and a supply of virus free air. An ideal mixing of all 595 

particles in the room also implies, that no separation into near and far field can be performed, 596 

whereas the concentration of virus laden particles near the person is probably higher than in 597 

the rest of the room. Also, the local concentration will differ regularly from the average 598 

concentration so that the local air quality index should be considered for investigations in 599 

detail [27, 28]. As a result, even at lower viral emission rate Sv, infection can occur via 600 

aerosol, predominantly in the near field. As a third aspect the influence of VOCs is difficult to 601 
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define. A higher transmission rate of new VOCs may result from different aspects, such as a 602 

change in critical dose, a change in viral load or a change in other measures. It also has to be 603 

kept in mind, that the investigated outbreaks documented with ARs between 4 % to 100 % 604 

have had mostly high ARs and therefore result in a high number of newly infected persons. 605 

Many transmission events have much lower ARs, so the results may over- or understate the 606 

true risk. 607 

It could be shown that for viral loads smaller than 1E+08 viral copies/ml, aerosol transmission 608 

becomes unlikely if the distance is maintained. But it has to be considered that in some of the 609 

investigated cases, the range between the 25 % and the 75 %-percentile is quite high, which is 610 

because of insecure boundary conditions.  611 

 612 

Conclusion 613 

(1)  For an outbreak due to aerosol transmission to happen, high viral loads are 614 

required, which regularly occurs with the Delta variant. 615 

(2)  Preventive measures such as wearing masks and rising ventilation cannot prevent 616 

an outbreak when virus loads are very high, but are useful to mitigate it.  617 

(3)  The person-related air flow rate per hour of stay is the favorable indicator for 618 

evaluating the preventive effect of ventilation measures. According to our 619 

observation even volume flow rate and person related volume flow rate have 620 

more informative quality than the air change rate.  621 

(4)  Instead of a CO2 concentration, the CO2 dose (integration of the difference to the 622 

outdoor air concentration) is suitable for defining a limit value that should not be 623 

exceeded.  624 

(6)  With a simplified approach it is easy to compare different indoor situations and 625 

preventive measures regarding aerosol transmission.  626 
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(7)  Ag tests bring an effective additional value: they have a high sensitivity (detection 627 

rate) at virus loads of more than 1E+06 viral copies/ml and are therefore able to 628 

detect infectious persons with a chance to isolate them before entering a room for 629 

a longer stay. 630 

From the investigation of the outbreaks, it can be concluded that in all cases a viral load of at 631 

least 1𝐸 + 08
𝑣𝑖𝑟𝑎𝑙 𝑐𝑜𝑝𝑖𝑒𝑠

𝑚𝑙
 have been necessary to reach the observed attack rates. It can be 632 

seen that the viral emission of the infected person is the dominant influencing factor, but three 633 

further aspects (situational aspects, personal aspects of the susceptible persons and preventive 634 

measures) have to be considered to transfer a transmission of SARS-CoV-2 into a 635 

superspreading event. It can be concluded that solely a high activity (like singing or physical 636 

activity) does not necessarily result in high ARs (Choir Rehearsal Berlin 2) and that lower 637 

activity may also result in high ARs (e.g. School Hamburg 1) if other unfavorable conditions 638 

(e.g. high viral load, ineffective preventive measures) occur.  639 

Nevertheless, a higher activity will result in a higher emission rate of particles and therefore 640 

in a higher concentration of virus laden particles in the room air. For transmission, aerosol 641 

production and viral load must always be considered together. A person considered infectious 642 

does not mean that aerosol transmission will also occur.  643 

The comparison of different preventive measures demonstrates that these measures alone as 644 

well as in combination are able to reduce the rate of transmission, but for high viral loads still 645 

high infection rates will occur. Especially with the VOC Delta, for which an up to 1,000-times 646 

higher viral load was found for persons, there is a high risk of outbreaks and superspreading 647 

events even when the AHA+L rules are observed (German Abbreviation for masks, hand 648 

hygiene, social distancing and ventilation).  649 

We showed, that to recommend an air change rate 𝜆𝐴𝐶𝐻 alone is not sufficient for infection 650 

prevention, whereas the person related volume flow of virus free supply air is a much more 651 

relevant parameter. The specific volume flow per person can be correlated with a CO2-652 
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concentration in the room, but whereas the number of inhaled virus laden particles increases 653 

with time, the CO2-concentration will reach a steady state concentration after a certain time, 654 

and does not change much anymore until the persons leave the room. In comparison the 655 

number of inhaled virus laden particles increases over time even if their concentration in the 656 

room stays constant. Therefore, to use a fix CO2-concentration as an indicator for the risk of 657 

infection has important limitations. Instead the CO2-dose (𝑝𝑝𝑚 ∙ ℎ) can be used meaningfully 658 

and is easy to integrate in an infection risk monitoring system.  659 

In case of a high number of susceptible persons (𝑁𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑠 > 5) and low predicted attack rates 660 

(𝑃𝐴𝑅𝑠 < 20%) a simplified model was set up, which can be used to predict the influence of 661 

different measures on the risk of infection, to calculate the maximum number of persons or to 662 

calculate the necessary volume flow per person to avoid an infection of more than one person 663 

and is applicable to compare different indoor situations. Therefore, for high ARs the 664 

simplified model is not applicable, it is suitable that the model is used before outbreaks 665 

happen, where low ARs shall be intended. For retrospective analysis a more detailed model 666 

should be used.  667 

High viral loads, which may result in a transmission via aerosol particles, can be found with 668 

antigen rapid tests. In this case the exposition would not occur (if the person does not enter 669 

the room at all) or is of short duration (if it the test is performed in the room as well).  670 

Due to the fact, that the concentration of viral copies in the surrounding of an infected person 671 

is always higher and that there are insecurities regarding the tests as well as the transmission 672 

from or to vaccinated or recovered persons, a multilayer approach of preventative measures 673 

like wearing masks and increasing the air flow rate are necessary to lower the infection rate.  674 

For future outbreaks it would be helpful if all boundary conditions (e.g. volume flow, room 675 

size, time of exposure, etc.) and viral load at the moment of transmission are determined 676 

retrospectively. A summary of the necessary information for the boundary conditions is 677 

presented in the appendix. 678 
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Appendix 

Calculation of the conversion factor from number to volume of the particles 

In different studies, the particle emission rate for different activities was measured. The results 683 

found by some of the authors of this paper can be seen in Table 2. It has to be mentioned that 684 

the particles were measured about 0.81 m behind the mouth of the subjects. Therefore, it was 685 

assumed that they already reached equilibrium diameter, when entering the particle counter. To 686 

take this into consideration the evaporation has to be considered. Regarding [40] it is considered 687 

that the equilibrium diameter is between 33 and 50% of the original diameter. 688 

 689 
Table 2: Particle emission rates measured by the authors, partially published for adults in [34, 39, 35], for adolescents in [38] 690 
and for children in [72] 691 

 Particle emission rate in particles/s 

Cumu-

lative 

0.3-

0.5 µm 

0.5-

1.0 µm 

1.0-

3.0 µm 

> 3.0 µm 

A
d
u
lt

s 
[3

4
, 
3
5
, 
3
9
] 

Breathing 

through 

the nose 

(26 

subjects) 

Average 32 17 9 5 0 

Median 16 12 4 2 0 

Min 0 0 0 0 0 

Max 740 314 262 159 12 

Breathing 

through 

the mouth 

(37 

subjects) 

Average 164 87 48 27 1 

Median 68 36 16 10 0 

Min 2 0 0 0 0 

Max 1,036 612 381 148 18 

Average 268 152 77 38 1 

Median 212 118 49 24 0 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted November 4, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.04.21265910doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.04.21265910
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 49 

Speaking 

(45 

subjects) 

Min 17 4 0 0 0 

Max 1,194 730 330 275 25 

Coughing* 

(7 

subjects) 

Average 13,708 8,047 3,478 2,057 126 

Median 9,790 6,494 2,806 2,315 98 

Min 1,805 1,099 392 314 0 

Max 287,697 196,781 71,826 18,933 353 

Singing 

(39 

subjects) 

Average 1,511 842 458 208 2 

Median 1,376 742 396 166 0 

Min 133 72 31 28 0 

Max 6,215 3,677 1,989 1,457 23 

Shouting 

(15 

subjects) 

Average 1,843 1,105 507 231 0 

Median 1,295 777 353 165 0 

Min 330 141 94 71 0 

Max 5,862 3,743 1,719 471 0 

A
d
o
le

sc
en

ts
 (

1
3
-1

5
 y

ea
rs

) 
[3

8
] 

Breathing 

(7 

subjects) 

Average 54 18 16 19 1 

Median 41 17 5 14 0 

Min 0 0 0 0 0 

Max 749 352 201 179 17 

Speaking 

(8 

subjects) 

Average 112 65 25 20 3 

Median 98 51 20 11 1 

Min 13 5 5 0 0 

Max 251 137 55 53 13 

Singing (8 

subjects) 

Average 577 284 166 122 5 

Median 490 286 127 72 3 
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Min 165 64 33 19 0 

Max 1,229 529 337 345 17 

Shouting 

(8 

subjects) 

Average 2,940 1,491 820 603 26 

Median 2,477 1,417 697 461 9 

Min 720 410 151 160 0 

Max 5,048 2,486 1,464 1,088 104 

C
h
il

d
re

n
 (

8
-1

0
 y

ea
rs

) 
[7

2
] 

Breathing 

(15 

subjects) 

Average 2 2 0 0 0 

Median 0 0 0 0 0 

Min 0 0 0 0 0 

Max 23 23 0 0 0 

Speaking 

(15 

subjects) 

Average 40 27 3 8 2 

Median 24 24 0 0 0 

Min 0 0 0 0 0 

Max 118 71 47 47 23 

Singing 

(14 

subjects) 

Average 131 72 34 25 0 

Median 118 59 35 23 0 

Min 0 0 0 0 0 

Max 800 400 235 165 0 

Shouting 

(15 

subjects) 

Average 1,166 614 298 250 5 

Median 1,012 589 259 188 0 

Min 23 23 0 0 0 

Max 2,260 1,177 659 659 47 

* Emission rate for coughing per cough 
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To calculate the conversion factor from the particle emission rate to the volume of the 

particles first of all the volume of a particle has to be calculated. Spherical particles were 

assumed for this calculation. Furthermore, for each size class the minimum diameter is 

assumed to be most representative, because more smaller than larger particles were found. 

With this assumption the volume of the particles in the different size classes can be calculated 

with a shrinking factor of 2 so a particle with a diameter of 0.3 µm, was calculated with an 

initial diameter of 0.6 µm. 

𝑉0.3 = 1.13 ∙ 10−13𝑚𝑙 

𝑉0.5 = 5.24 ∙ 10−13𝑚𝑙 

𝑉1.0 = 4.19 ∙ 10−12𝑚𝑙 

𝑉3.0 = 1.13 ∙ 10−10𝑚𝑙 

 

For adults, the conversion factor is calculated with the following distribution of size classes 692 

when speaking: 57% 0.3-0.5 µm, 23% 0.5-1.0 µm, 18% 1.0-3.0 µm and 2% larger than 693 

3.0 µm. 694 

 

The average emission of volume by exhaling one particle can therefore be calculated using 695 

equation (38) where i denotes the size class, fi the proportion of particles in the size class and 696 

Vi the volume of particles in this size class. 697 

For breathing the exhaled volume of particles is therefore 𝑉𝑒𝑥ℎ,𝑃 = 3.20 ∙ 10−12 𝑚𝑙

𝑃
. The 698 

conversion factor shall further include the conversion from seconds to hours and is therefore 699 

𝑓𝑝 = 1.1523 ∙ 10−8 𝑚𝑙∙𝑠

𝑃∙ℎ
. 700 

  701 

𝑉𝑒𝑥ℎ,𝑃 = ∑ 𝑓𝑖 ∙ 𝑉𝑖

4

𝑖=1

 

(38) 
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Necessary Boundary Conditions to retrospectively investigate outbreaks 702 

For the investigation of outbreaks, different boundary conditions are necessary. The 

highlighted are elementary, the others optional. They are summarized in the following: 

1.) virus related aspects 

a. How many people got infected by the virus? 

b. How many people attended the event? 

c. How many people were vaccinated or recovered from an infection? 

d. Has it been defined which type of virus caused the infection? If yes, which 

one? 

e. How high was the virus load during the infection event?  

2.) room-related aspects 

a. How big is the room in which the event took place (area, volume)? 

b. Was the room ventilated mechanically?  

i. Which volume flow or air change rate was available? 

c. Was the room ventilated by window opening?  

i. How often and for how long have the windows been opened? 

ii. Is there anything known, about the outdoor conditions on that day? 

(temperature, wind speed, wind direction) 

3.) event-related aspects 

a. How long took the event? 

b. Did all attendees stayed in the room together for the whole event? Otherwise 

specification, which part left for how long 

c. What was the main activity of the infectious person? 

d. What was the main activity of the susceptible persons? 

e. Have there been any additional preventive measures (e.g. face masks,…)? 
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f. Were the persons at fixed positions during the stay? What were the 

approximate positions of the persons? 

 

 

Boundary Conditions of the investigated Outbreaks  

For twenty-five different outbreaks information was available or have been assumed. 

Four different choir rehearsals are considered. All choirs rehearsed in unventilated or just 

slightly ventilated rooms. The number of attending persons ranged from 25 to 77 persons and 

the room size from 135 to 1720 m³. The duration of the rehearsals differed just slightly 

between 2 and 2.5 h. 

In the Choir Rehearsal Berlin 2 the previously infected person was the choir director and was 

therefore not singing the whole time. Therefore, a mixture of singing and speaking was 

assumed [39].  

In the French Choir three members of the choir got tested positive for SARS-CoV-2 within 

the next days after the rehearsal [73]. Although one member had symptom onset the day after 

the rehearsal it seems reasonable to assume that only one person emitted the virus laden 

particles.  

 

The second group consists of outbreaks either involving loud speaking or intense physical 

activity like sports or heavy working. For three out of the four outbreaks little information 

regarding the ventilation system in the room are available, so that typical values have been 

assumed, either by the authors of this study (Hawaiian fitness class [74]) or by authors of 

earlier studies (Korean Call Center and Korean fitness center [30]). Solely for the German 

Slaughterhouse measurements of the volume flow were performed afterwards [75].  
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For the working places (call center [76] and slaughterhouse [75]) the time of stay was a 

working day (8 hours) whereas for the fitness class the duration of stay was significantly 

smaller  (approximately 1h or less [74, 77]). 

 

Two outbreaks with normal office activity, but relatively high attack rates are considered as 

well [78, 79]. One outbreak happened during a school day (4.5 h) in a ventilated classroom 

[78] and the other during a court session (3 h) in an unventilated courtroom [79]. Both rooms 

had a similar size. Furthermore, an outbreak in a restaurant was included into this category. It 

is one of the first documented outbreaks related to airborne transmission of SARS-CoV-2. 

The boundary conditions, mainly room volume and ventilation were assumed by Li et al [1]. 

 

In addition, some outbreaks related to public transport were found [80, 81, 82, 83]. One 

outbreak happened in an aircraft during a 11 h flight with 217 passengers and the other in 

buses of different sizes (3 to 68 passengers and 16 to 71m³). The bus travel lasted between 1 

and 2.5 h. 

 

Finally, two meetings as well as six outbreaks in school classes, which were investigated and 

provided by local health authorities, or the Robert-Koch-Institute are considered. For the 

outbreaks, the air change rate has either been assumed afterwards depending on the 

ventilation habits and the temperature and wind speed on the day of outbreak or known from 

existing ventilation systems. The room volume, the number of attending persons as well as the 

time of stay was investigated by the health authorities together with the attack rate reported 

for this outbreak.  

The index person in two of the school cases (School Hamburg 3 and School Hamburg 4) wore 

a mask (fM=0.7) and noted some symptoms, whereas he reduced speaking intensity.
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Table 3: scientifically published SARS-CoV-2 outbreaks 703 

 Choir 

Rehearsal 

Berlin 1 

Choir 

Rehearsal 

Berlin 2 

Skagit Valley 

Choir 

French Choir Korean Call 

Center 

Korean fitness 

center 

Hawaiian 

fitness class 

German 

Slaugther-

house 

Source/s [39] [39] [30, 29] [73] [30, 76] [30, 77] [74] [75] 

Air change rate in 

1/h 

0.17 0.45 [30] 1.5,  

[29] 0.3-1.0 

unventilated, 

assumed 0.1 

[30] 1.5 [30] 1.5 unventilated, 

assumed 0.1 

0.53 

0 ±50% 0 ±50% 0 ±50% 0 ±50% 0 ±50% 0 ±50% 0 ±50% ++ ±5% 

Room volume in 

m³ 

1200 1720 810 135 1143** 180 114*** 3000 

++ ±5% ++ ±5% + ±20% + ±20% + ±20% + ±20% 0 ±50% + ±20% 

Number of 

previously infected 

persons 

1 1 1 1* 1 1 1 1 

++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% 0 ±50% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% 

Number of 

susceptible persons 

77 42 61 25 89 192 10 78 

Main activity Singing Singing/ 

Speaking 

Singing Singing Speaking Physical 

Activity 

Physical 

Activity 

Heavy 

working 

Breathing volume 

flow (Qb,e and 

Qb,in) in m³/h 

0.65 0.61 0.65 0.65 0.54 0.9 0.9 0.9 

+ ±20% + ±20% + ±20% + ±20% + ±20% + ±20% + ±20% + ±20% 

Mask efficiency 

in % 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

- - - - - - - - 

Time of stay in h 
2.5 2 2.5 2 8 0.8 1 8 

++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% + ±20% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% + ±20% 

Attack Rate in % 
89 24 87 68 65 30 100 26 

++ ±5% ++ ±5% + ±20% + ±20% ++ ±5% + ±20% + ±20% ++ ±5% 

* 3 persons had contact to a later on positive tested person, but just one person had symptom onset on the day after the rehearsal 

** transmission occurred just in a volume of 600 m³ 

*** area given, height of 3m assumed 

Evaluation of the security of the boundary conditions ++ quite secure, + a bit insecure, 0 unknown/insecure, assumed level of deviation 

 704 
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Continued Table 3: scientifically published SARS-CoV-2 outbreaks 705 

 School 

Israel 

Courtroom Wuhan 

Restaurant 

Aircraft Buddhist 

Bus 

Wuhan 

(Bus 1) 

Wuhan 

(Bus 2) 

Minivan 1 Minivan 2 

Source/s [78] [79] [84, 1] [80] [30, 81] [30, 82] [30, 82] [83] [83] 

Air change rate in 

1/h 

2.7 unknown, 

assumed 0.3 

[1] 0.56-

0.77 

21 3 3 3 9 9 

0 ±50% 0 ±50% 0 ±50% + ±20% 0 ±50% 0 ±50% 0 ±50% 0 ±50% 0 ±50% 

Room volume in 

m³ 

150 150 [1] 431* 60** 50 71 34 16 16 

++ ±5% ++ ±5% + ±20% ++ ±5% + ±20% + ±20% + ±20% + ±20% + ±20% 

Number of 

previously infected 

persons 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% 

Number of 

susceptible persons 

66 9 21 19 68 48 12,  

1 with mask 

4, all with 

cloth masks 

3, infected 

person w/o 

mask, other 

persons w/ 

mask 

Main activity Speaking Speaking Speaking Speaking Speaking Speaking Speaking Speaking Speaking 

Breathing volume 

flow (Qb,e and 

Qb,in) in m³/h 

0.5 0.54 0.54 0.54 0.54 0.54 0.54 0.54 0.54 

+ ±20% + ±20% + ±20% + ±20% + ±20% + ±20% + ±20% + ±20% + ±20% 

Mask efficiency 

in % 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.7 0.85 

- - - - - - - + ±20% + ±20% 

Time of stay in h 
4.5 3 1.2 11 1.7 2.5 1.0 2 2 

++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% 

Attack Rate in % 
43 33 45 6 34 15 17 100 33 

++ ±5% + ±20% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% 

* Transmission occurred just in a volume of 47 m³ 

** Only the Business Class is included where the majority of infections occurred 

Evaluation of the security of the boundary conditions ++ quite secure, + a bit insecure, 0 unknown/insecure,  

assumed level of deviation 
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Continued Table 3: small outbreaks investigated by Robert-Koch-Institute or local health authorities 706 

 Club Meeting School Berlin 

1 

School Berlin 

2 

Meeting 

Germany 

School 

Hamburg 1 

School 

Hamburg 2 

School 

Hamburg 3 

School 

Hamburg 4 

Source/s [85] [85] [85] [85] [86] [86] [86] [86] 

Air change rate in 

1/h 

0.20 8.3 10 1.2 1.9 3.3 3.2 3.2 

0 ±50% 0 ±50% 0 ±50% 0 ±50% 0 ±50% 0 ±50% 0 ±50% 0 ±50% 

Room volume in 

m³ 

254 180 150 170 154 157 157 157 

++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% 

Number of 

previously infected 

persons 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% 

Number of 

susceptible persons 

25 27 20 11 28 24 24 27 

Main activity Speaking Speaking Speaking Speaking Speaking Speaking Speaking Speaking 

Breathing volume 

flow (Qb,e and 

Qb,in) in m³/h 

0.54 0.45 0.45 0.54 0.54/0.45* 0.54/0.45* 0.54/0.45* 0.54/0.45* 

+ ±20% + ±20% + ±20% + ±20% + ±20% + ±20% + ±20% + ±20% 

Mask efficiency 

in % 

1 1 1 1 1 1 0.7 0.7 

- - - - - - + ±20% + ±20% 

Time of stay in h 
1.5 4.5 1.5 2 3 1.5 1.5 0.75 

++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% 

Attack Rate in % 
58 10 6 17 57 33 13 4 

++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% ++ ±5% 

Evaluation of the security of the boundary conditions ++ quite secure, + a bit insecure, 0 unknown/insecure,  

assumed level of deviation 

* exhalation/inhalation breathing volume flow 
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Comparison of different situations 

To compare different situations with the simplified approach a viral load of 1E+08 viral 707 

copies/ml was used. The situation in the supermarket with mask, like it is currently common, 708 

where 𝑅𝑠 = 1 is used as the reference. In all situations the duration of stay is longer than in 709 

the supermarket, but in the theater/cinema scenario the risk is lower than in the supermarket. 710 

In all other situations the risk is higher and if the duration of stay is much longer (office or 711 

school) the risk is significantly higher and further measures (reduction of the number of 712 

persons in the room, wearing masks) are necessary to reduce the risk. 713 

 714 

Table 4: Comparison of different situations with the simplified approach 715 

 Np in 

P/s 

Sv/N0 in 

viral 

copies/h 

t in h qpers in 

m³/h*Per 

Qb,in in 

m³/h 

fM in - Rs in 

Per 

xr in - 

Reference: 

supermarket, 

with mask 

160 184 0.5 25 0.54 0.5 1 1 

Office half 

occupancy, 

without mask 

160 184 8 60 0.54 1 13.2 13.2 

Office half 

occupancy, 

with mask 

160 184 8 60 0.54 0.5 6.6 6.6 

School normal 

occupancy, 

without mask 

80 92 6 25 0.54 1 11.9 11.9 

School half 

occupancy, 

without mask 

80 92 6 50 0.54 1 6 6 

school half 

occupancy, 

with mask 

80 92 6 50 0.54 0.5 3 3 

restaurant 

normal 

occupancy 

160 184 1.5 50 0.54 1 6 6 

restaurant half 

occupancy 

160 184 1,5 100 0.54 1 3 3 

Theater/ 

cinema half 

occupancy 

with mask 

80 92 2 60 0.54 0.5 0.8 0.8 
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Np…particle emission rate 

𝑆𝑣

𝑁0
…virus emission rate of the infectious person divided by the critical dose 

t…time of stay 

qpers…specific volume flow per person 

Qb,in...inhalation flow rate of the susceptible persons 

fM…mask efficiency considering the inhalation and exhalation efficiency 

Rs…number of newly infected persons in a specific situation 

xr…risk factor for a specific situation 
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