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Abstract

Mathematical models describing SARS-CoV-2 dynamics and the corresponding immune responses in
patients with COVID-19 can be critical to evaluate possible clinical outcomes of antiviral treatments. In
this work, based on the concept of virus spreadability in the host, antiviral effectiveness thresholds are
determined to establish whether or not a treatment will be able to clear the infection. In addition, the
virus dynamic in the host - including the time-to-peak and the final monotonically decreasing behavior - is
chracterized as a function of the treatment initial time. Simulation results, based on nine real patient data,
show the potential clinical benefits of a treatment classification according to patient critical parameters.
This study is aimed at paving the way for the different antivirals being developed to tackle SARS-CoV-2.
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1. Introduction

With more than 82 million cases confirmed so far (December 2020) in 213 countries [1,[2], coronavirus
disease COVID-19, caused by SARS-CoV-2 virus, continues spreading around the globe without neither
effective treatment or vaccine strategy. In fact, the estimated case-fatality rate (CFR) for COVID-19 is about
5.7%, while for the HIN1 pandemic the CFR was less than 1% [3].

Currently, a fully analysis about the potentiality of repurposed antiviral agents (i.e., Chloroquine
and Hydroxychloroquine, Remdesivir, Favipiravir, Lopinavir/Ritonavir, Ribavirin) to ameliorate the viral
spreading in the host are underway [4]. The clinical observations suggest that prophylaxis with approved
doses could prevent SARS-CoV-2 infection and reduce viral shedding [, [6], but these reports suffer from
a number of limitations. For instance, there is no certainty that the undefined benefits are not outweighed
by the acute toxicity of the specific antiviral agents. To overcome this impasse, randomized clinical trials
with adequate potency should be performed [7]. On the other hand, despite some reported dosing recom-
mendation to treat COVID-19 [8, 9], the efficacy of these proposed therapies cannot be guaranteed due to a
paucity of data regarding the optimal dose of the antivirals [10]. In a race to find medical therapies to im-
prove outcomes in patients with COVID-19 further studies are needed to elucidate the benefits of adapting
antiviral agents.

An important strategy to help to find the optimal dose of drugs is the pharmacological modelling based
on in-vitro drug testing. This approach could suggest whenever the prophylaxis with an appropriate doses
of antiviral agents could prevent SARS-CoV-2 infection or control the replication cycle of the virus [[L1]. In
this regard, recent studies have concentrated on the potential of a quantitative comprehension of COVID-19
dynamics [12, [13, [14, [15]. Within-host mathematical models demonstrated useful insights about SARS-
CoV-2 infection dynamics and its interactions with the immune system. More important, such results
suggest the potential utility of assessing targets for drug development.

The target cell-limited model, widely used to represent several diseases such as Influenza [16,/17], Ebola
(18], HIV [19,120], Hepatitis virus [21], among others, has been linked to adjust the viral kinetics in infected
patients with COVID-19 reported by [22]. While a complete analysis of the main dynamic characteristic for
the target cell model was developed to evaluate SARS-CoV-2 infection [23], there is no adequate analysis
of the effects of the existent pharmacological therapy for this model.
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The main contribution of this work - that can be seen as an extension of [23] - is to provide a formal
mathematical analysis of the COVID-19 dynamic under the effect of antiviral treatments, which may help
to understand how to schedule the different therapies in function of the host parameters. A quantitative
classification stating whether or not an antiviral will be effective - in terms of its capability to died out
the virus in a reasonable period of time - is made, showing that their effectiveness could vary significantly
between subjects.

After the introduction given in Section[T]the article is organized as follows. Section[2lproposes a general
three-states ”in host” model to represent COVID-19 infection dynamic and formalizes the concept of virus
spreadability. Section[Bcharacterizes the equilibrium sets of the system, and its asymptotic stability, for the
untreated case (i.e., when no pharmacodynamic is considered), considering the system from the infection
time ¢ = 0. Then, in Section[d] the pharmacodynamic of antivirals is included, to analyze their effectiveness
to avoid the virus to spread in the host. Both, the inhibition effect on the replication rate of the virus and the
inhibition effect on the infection rate of healthy cells are studied. In Section[6] the results of Section [l are
extensively demonstrated by simulating different treatments scenarios for nine patients from the literature.
Finally, Section [7] gives the discussion of the work, while several mathematical formalism - necessary to
support the main results of article - are given in Appendix[8l

2. Within-Host COVID-19 infection model

Mathematical models of within-host virus dynamic helps to improve the understanding of the interac-
tions that govern infections and permits the human intervention to moderate their effects [[24]. Basic models
usually include the cells the pathogen infects, the pathogen particles, and their life cycle [23] and, opposite
to one can expect, they vary little in its structure from one infectious disease to another. Indeed, the well
known target cell-limited models (i.e., models that incorporate the immune response just as a parameter)
was successfully used to represent and control HIV [26, 27, 2Q], influenza [28, [16, 129, 30], Ebola [18] and
dengue [31),132], among others. A main distinction between target cell models can be done according to the
virus life cycle [25]: chronic infection models (long-lived and persistent virus in comparison with cells life
cycle) include production and death rates of healthy/susceptible cells, while acute infection models (short-
lived virus) only consider the clearance of susceptible cells produced by the infection. This latter - which
was firstly introduced in [16] for the influenza - is used to describe the COVID-19, as it is detailed next.

2.1. Target-cell-limited model

In this paper we consider the following mathematical model [12,23]:

Uty = —-BU@)V(t),  U(0) = U, (2.1a)
I(t)=BU@)V(t) —6I(t), I(0)=1Iy=0, (2.1b)
V(t)=pl(t) —cV(t), V(0) =V, (2.1c)

where U (cell), I (cell) and V' (copies/mL) represent the uninfected cells, the infected cells, and the virus
concentration. The parameter 3 (mLday ! /copies) is the infection rate, § (day~!) is the death rates of I,
p ((copies)/(cellmL)day~1) is the viral replication, and ¢ (day~1) is the viral clearance rate. The effects
of immune responses are not explicitly described in this model, but they are implicitly included in the death
rate of infected cells (&) and the clearance rate of virus (c) [16].

System (2.1)) is positive, which means that U(t) > 0, I(¢) > 0 and V (¢) > 0, for all ¢ > 0. We denote
x(t) .= (U(¢), I(t),V (t)) the state vector, and

X:={z € Ry}, (2.2)

the state constraints set. Another meaningful set (which is open) is the one consisting in all the states in X
with strictly positive amount of virus and susceptible cells, i.e.,

X ={reX:U>0,V >0} 2.3)

The initial conditions of (2.1)), which represent a healthy steady state before the infection, are assumed
tobe V(t) =0, I(t) = 0,and U(t) = Uy > 0, for t < 0. Then, at time ¢ = 0, a small quantity of virions
enters the host body and, so, a discontinuity occurs in V'(¢). Indeed, V'(¢) jumps from 0 to a small positive



value Vp at t = 0 (formally, V (¢) has a discontinuity of the first kind at ¢, i.e., lim;_,o- V(¢t) = 0 while
lim;_,o+ V(t) = Vy > 0). This way, for the time after the infection, the virus may spread or being clear
depending on its infection effectiveness. To properly determine what such a spread means, the following
(mathematical) definition is given

Definition 1 (Spreadability of the virus in the host). Consider system @2.1), constrained by the positive set
X, withV(t) =0, I(t) =0, and U(t) = Uy > 0, for t < 0. Consider also that at time t = 0, V (t) jumps
from O to a small positive value Viy. Then, it is said that the virus spreads (in some degree) in the host for
t>0 lfV(t) > 0 for some t > 0. If the virus does not spread in the host, it is said that it is cleared for
t>0.

Definition[T] states that the virus spreads in the host, for ¢ > 0, if V(¢) increases at some time ¢ > 0, and
s0, given that lim;_,, V' (¢) = 0 (as it is stated later on in the article), it reaches at least one local maximum
at some positive time. On the other hand, the virus is cleared for ¢ > 0 if V'(¢) is strictly decreasing for all
t > 0, which means that V' (¢) has neither local minima nor local maxima at any ¢ > 0 (latter on it is stated
that V' (¢) has at most one minimum and one maximum). An infectious disease can be related to the virus
peak and/or the period of permanence of the virus in the host [18], and both effects are related to an increase
of the virus load at some time after the infection. This is the reason why the spreadability is defined based
on the virus positive derivative. A second reason supporting Definition [Tlis its use in the determination of
antiviral effectiveness (Section[d)). Antivirals able to clear the virus can be considered effective.

Remark 1. Note that the virus spreadability may or may not imply a severe infection (a disease that
eventually causes the host symptoms) depending on the value of the virus peak and the time the virus
remains in the host. The non-spreadability of the virus, however, does imply that the infection is controlled.

In what follows, time ¢ = 0 will be considered as the infection time, i.e., the time when a small amount
of virus enters the host.

2.2. Reproduction number and critical value for the target cells

To formally establish conditions under which the virus does or does not spread for ¢ > 0, some basic
concepts need to be defined. The first one is the well-known basic reproduction number.

Definition 2. The within-host basic reproduction number R is defined as the number of infected cells (or
virus particles) that are produced by one infected cell (or virus particle), over a course of its life-span. Its
mathematical expression is given by:

Bp

R(t) :=U(t) 5

24
Farticularly, for t = 0, this number describes the number of virus particles produced by a virus particle
when a small amount of virus, Vy, is introduced into a healthy stationary population of uninfected target

cells, Uy,

RO = Uo@ (25)
cd

A second number, which is closely related to the first one, is the critical value for the susceptible cells
such that the virus starts to decrease.

Definition 3. The critical number of susceptible cells U, U,, is defined as

cd
U, = —, (2.6)
pp
which for fixed system parameters 3, p, § and c is a constant.

Note that U (¢) < U, if and only if R(¢) < 1, for every ¢ > 0. The basic reproduction number R (t) and
the critical number U, completely describe dynamic (2.1)), as it is shown in the next sections.



3. Dynamical analysis for the untreated infection

In this section, the infection evolution from the beginning (time ¢ = 0) is considered without antiviral
treatments. A detailed analysis of the dynamical behaviour will help us to properly understand, in next
sections, the antivirals effects.

3.1. Equilibrium set characterization and stability

By equaling U, I and V to zero, in (2., it can be shown that the system only has free virus equilibrium
of the form x5 = (Us, 0, 0), with Uy being an arbitrary positive value, i.e., Us € [0, 00). Thus, there is only
one equilibrium set, which is a healthy one, and it is defined by

X, :={(U,[LV)eR*: U c[0,00), I =0, V =0} 3.1
According to [23], set X5 can be partitioned in two subsets,

X ={U,LV)eR*:Uc0,U), =0 V=0} 3.2)
and

X2 :={(U,ILV)eR*: U € U, ), [ =0, V =0} (3.3)
being X! asymptotically stable and X2 unstable, as stated in the next theorem.

Theorem 3.1 (Asymptotic stability). Consider system (2.1) constrained by the positive set X. Then, the set
Xsl defined in (3.2) is the smallest asymptotically stable (AS) equilibrium set, with a domain of attraction
given by X.

Proof: The proof is given in [23], Theorem 3.3. [

Theorem [3.1] establishes that neither single equilibrium points 25 € X! nor subsets of X! are AS.
Furthermore, any trajectory starting at non-equilibrium states tends to a state in X'}, which depends on the
initial conditions. This has critical implications on the controllability of the system, provided that X! is
the minimal formal equilibrium target set to be used in a control strategy (based, for instance, on antiviral
treatments).

Furthermore, as stated in [23], if we define Uy = limi—y o0 U (%), oo = limy,o0 I(¢) and Voo =
lim¢—, oo V'(¢), then, Io =0, Voo = 0, and

Uso = —UWV (—Rge~ Rotko)), (3.4)

where W (+) is the Lambert function, and Ry = UO% and Ko = g(%fo — Vo) are constants depending

on the initial conditions. Given that W (—Rge~(Ro+X0)) € (0, 1) for positive values of Rq and Ko, this
means that the only state that does not necessarily converge to zero, i.e. U, converges to a value smaller
than U, which depends on Uy, Iy, V}y. See [23] for further details.

3.2. System behavior

The general behavior of system (Z.I) can be analyzed according to the initial conditions and parameter
values. Property[I] next, shows some general characteristics of the susceptible cells as time goes to infinity

([23D).

Property 1. Consider system 2.1), constrained by the positive set X, at the beginning of the infection, i.e.,
U(0)=Uy >0, I(0) =0and V(0) = Vo > 0 (i.e,, z(0) = (U(0),1(0),V(0)) € X). Consider also that
Vo is small enough. Then,

i. Uss = 0when Uy — oo or Uy — 0.

ii. Uy = U, when Uy — U,.
iii. 0<Uso(Uo,1,10,V0) < Uso(Uo 2,10, Vo) < U, for initial conditions Uy 1 < Up.2 < Ue.
v. 0 < Usx(Uoz, Lo, Vo) < Uso(Uo 1, Lo, Vo) < U, for initial conditions U, < Up1 < Up 2.



Proof: The proof - which is given in [23], Property 2 - follows from the fact that Xy ~ 0 for the selected
initial conditions, and, so, according to (3.4), Uso &~ —UW (—Roe~R0).

Figure [I shows a phase portrait of system 2.1I), with parameters 5 = 0.5, § = 0.2, p = 2 and ¢ = 5,
which provide . = 1. As it can be seen, every initial state, even those that are close to the axes (U, 0, 0)
with large values of U, tends to X'} as t — oo. The following theorem characterizes the whole dynamic of
system (2.I) from the start of the infection, in terms of the variables peaks.

Theorem 3.2 (Virus behavior from the infection time). Consider system 2.1)), constrained by the positive
set X, at the beginning of the infection, i.e., U(0) = Uy > 0, I(0) = 0 and V(0) = Vo > 0 (ie,
x(0) = (U(0),1(0),V(0)) € X). If the virus spreads (according to Definition[ll), then Ro > 1 + «(0),
for some «(0) > 0 (or, the same, Uy > U.) and there exist positive times tv, t}, t. and fv, such that
tv < t; < te. < ty, where ty and ty are the times at which V (t) reaches a local minimum and a local
maximum, respectively, t 1 is the time at which I(t) reaches a local maximum, and t. is the time at which
U(t) reaches U.. Furthermore, V (t) < 0 for all t > 1y-.

Proof: The proof is given in [23], Theorem 4.1.

Remark 2. Function a(t), t > 0, can be thought as a correction factor of the reproduction number R(t),
necessary to understand and characterize the threshold over which the virus spreads in the host. As it is
shown in [23]], Remark 5, this function cannot be explicitly defined but may be computed numerically. In
general, for real patient data, it takes small values when the virus load is small (particularly, at time t = 0),
and becomes significant only when the virus approaches its peak, at ty. Given that in most of the interesting
situations (i.e., at the beginning of the infection or when an antiviral is administered before the virus peak)
its effect is negligible, a(t) will not be considered in the computation of critical values for the treatments.

Remark 3. Note that from Theorem[3.2 it follows that a sufficient condition (not necessary) for the virus
not to spread in the host at time t > 0 is given by Ry < 1 (or, the same, U(0) < U..). This condition,
adapted for the time an antiviral treatments is initiated, will serve in the next section to determine their
effectiveness.

Next, a Remark concerning a particularity of Theorem [3.2]is introduced, which may help to approxi-
mately determine when the maximum of the virus load occurs.

Remark 4. Consider that the assumptions of TheoremB2 hold. If the virus clearance is significantly faster
than the infected cell death (¢ >> §), as it is usually the case (see [15], Equation (4), [33], [34], [135]) the
three-states system (2.1) can be approximated by the following two-state equations:

Ut) = —pU)V(t),  U(0) = U, (3.52)
V(t) = p—fU(t)V(t) —oV(t),  V(0) =V, (3.5b)

where the infected cell state is given by 1(t) = ﬁV(t). Note that equation (3.3b) can be written as
V(t) = (R(t) — 1)6V(t). Then, according to Theorem3.2 it is easy to see that ty — t. from the right
andt; — t. from the left when (¢/6) = o0, i.e., the peaks of V and I tend to occur simultaneously, at time
te. Figure[llshows a phase portrait of system 1) with a rather unrealistic parameter values ( 3 = 0.5,
0 = 0.2, p = 2 and ¢ = 5) but useful to exemplify how, after a relatively short time (and provided that
¢ > 0), the system reaches the manifold defined by the condition I(t) = £V (t). This behavior can also be

)
seen in the time-behavior plot in Figure[2

Figure 2 shows U (t), I(t), V (t) and R(t) time evolution, for 8 = 0.5, = 0.2, p = 2 and ¢ = 5, and
initial conditions such that Rg > 1 + «(0) and Rg < 1 + «(0) (with a(0) &~ 0). As it can be seen, the
results in Theorem [3.2] and Remarks [] and [3] are confirmed by the simulations. All these results are also
confirmed by the nine real patients identified and simulated in Section [§] and [f] (see, particularly, Table 2]
and Figure[3).

4. Antiviral Treatments

The goal of this section is to formally consider the effect of antivirals into system (2.I) to obtain a
controlled system, i.e. a system with certain control actions - given by the antivirals - that allows one
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Figure 1: Phase portrait of system (2.I) with parameters 8 = 0.5, § = 0.2, p = 2 and ¢ = 5, for different initial
conditions not necessarily representing realistic cases. Empty circles represent the initial state, while solid circles
represent final states. The red hyperplane corresponds to U (t) = U, (i.e., the critical value of U, when R(¢) = 1) while
the blue hyperplane corresponds to the fast manifold in which I(¢) and V (¢) are proportional (.i.e, I(t) = ¢/pV (t)).
Note that only the initial states with Uy > U, = 1 corresponds to scenarios with Ry > 1.
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Figure 2: Time evolution of U(t), I(t), V(t), and R(t) corresponding to system (2.I), with parameters 5 = 0.5,
6 = 0.2, p = 2 and ¢ = 5 and initial conditions Uy = 3, Ip = 0,V = 0.1 (first row) and Uy = 0.5, [p = 0,V = 0.1
(second row). The firs row corresponds to the case Ro > 1 + «(0), while the second one corresponds to the case
Ro < 1+ a(0) (with a(0) being approximately zero). In the first case, the minimum of V' (¢) occurs at £,y = 0.85, the
maximum of I occurs at £; = 14.86, U(t) crosses 1 at t. = 14.87 and the maximum of V' (¢) occurs at {y; = 15.08,
which confirms both, the results in Theorem [£] and Remark [ 1In the second case, both I(t) and V' (¢) are strictly
decreasing and U (t) remains almost constants, which confirms the results in Theorem d.1land Remark 3



to (even partially) modified the whole system dynamic according to some control objectives. Antivirals
have the potential to inhibit the virus replication, reducing the advance of the infection over the target cells
of infected host (i.e.: epithelial cells in the respiratory tract for HIN1 [[16]). Several antivirals are being
tested for COVID-19 treatment, with different results concerning both, their inhibition effect on the virus
replication and their toxicity. Among them, Remdesivir, Favipiravir, Umifenovir, Chloroquine, Oseltamivir,
etc. [36,110,137, 138, 139] can be mentioned. The antiviral effect can be modeled as a reduction of the virus
infectivity in the presence of inhibitors (by reducing the infection rate /3) and/or as a reduction in the
replication of infectious virions (by reducing the replication rate p) [4, [15]. In any case, the effectiveness
of a treatment is limited and depends on the patient parameters (which in turn depends on his/her clinical
state). Next, two different inhibition effects ng(t) and 7,(¢) are considered, one affecting the infection
rate 3 and the other affecting the replication rate p. It is assumed that the virus spreads in the host from
the infection time ¢ = 0, i.e., V(t) reaches a maximum at some time {v if no treatment is initiated. The
controlled system (i.e., the system considering antiviral treatment) can be written as:

U(t) = =B(1 = ns(t)U )V (1), U(0) = U, (4.1a)
I(t) = B(1 —ng()U(H)V (t) — 8I(t), 1(0) = Iy, (4.1b)
V(t) = p(1 = np(t)I(t) — cV(t), V(0) =V, (4.1c)

where 75(t) € [0,1) and 7,(t) € [0, 1) are assumed to jump from O to the new value 73 and 7, at the
treatment time ¢4, (i.e., the pharmacokinetic of the antivirals is assumed to have time constants significantly
smaller than the ones of system (2.1, and, so, it is neglected)
0 &<ty 0 t<ty

wo={ 0 1S mo={, (5 2
being g € [0,1) and 1, € [0,1) constant values representing the full inhibition treatment effect. The
treatment time ., is assumed to be between the minimum and maximum time of V, i.e., v < t4 < tv
(although some simulations are performed for ¢, > #1/). The full antiviral effect 7p and 75 are limited by
the inhibitory potential of the drug (expressed in terms of EC5g, or drug concentration for inhibiting 50% of
antigen particles) and its cytotoxic effect (expressed in terms of ICsg, or drug concentration which causes
death to 50% of susceptible cells) [38, 40].

As the antiviral treatment reduces the system parameter in some amount, it will quantitatively modify
the virus behavior. Particularly, the virus peak time will be modified from {v (untreated patient case) to
I?V,tr (treated patient case). However, given that the treatment is initiated when the virus is increasing
(i.e., between ¢y, and fv), then the new peak will occur at the same time or after the treatment time, i.e.,
fwr > t4-. This way, even when the virus peak will always be smaller with a treatment (smaller peaks
are obtained for smaller values of p and (), the time at which this peak takes place can be smaller or
greater than the one without any treatment. This effect, usually disregarded in many studies concerning the
effectiveness of antivirals, could be critical to define whether or not a given antiviral is able to impede a
severe disease. Indeed, in some cases, antivirals significantly delay the virus peaks, largely increasing the
time of permanence of the virus in the host. In order to qualitatively assess antiviral effectiveness according
to the time of the virus peak, the following classification is made:

Definition 4 (Antiviral treatment effectiveness). Consider system (1), constrained by the positive set X,
such that the virus spreads in the host from time t = 0, which implies that: U(0) > U, 1(0) = 0 and
V(0) > 0. Consider also that, at time ty,, with {v <ty < tv, an antiviral treatment is initiated such that
np(t) and/or ng(t) jump from 0 to n, € [0, 1) and/or ng € [0, 1), respectively (as stated in (4.2). Then,
the treatment is said to be effective if the virus peaks at a time I?V,tr < ty, being the latter the virus peak
time for the untreated virus evolution (i.e., when 1, = ng = 0). Otherwise, iffvytr > {v, it is said that the
treatment is ineffective.

Definition Ml is closely related to the capacity of the antiviral drug to clear the virus infection (or, the
same, cutting off its spread) in such a way that it could: a) decline the viral grow at the treatment time,
and, so, the virus eradication starts when the therapy is initiated, or b) hasten the virus peak, and, so, even
though the virus eradication is not started at treatment time, it begins prior to the untreated case. Note also
that Definition [4] accounts for three typical antiviral effect metrics: the area under the virus curve (AUC)
and the duration of infection (DI) [41], in a direct way, and the difference of viral loads at the time-to-peak
AV[13], in an indirect way.



4.1. Antiviral effectiveness characterization

In this subsection it is shown that the effectiveness of antivirals depends on weather 7, and/or 7z are
greater or smaller than a specified threshold, which is a function of the parameters and the time of the
treatment initiation. In order to characterize such thresholds, the within-host basic reproduction number R
at treatment time t;,- is computed as follows:

U(ter)p(1 —np)B(1 — 1)

Rte) = > , 4.3)

where ty <t < fv. The critical values of 77, and 75 are the ones that make Rte) =1, ie.:

co
C(ty) = 1— 4.4
ny (ter) U (t)Bp 4.4)
c L o cd _.cC
T]ﬂ (tt,,\) = 1 7U(tt7‘)ﬁp = Up (ttr)- (45)

From equations 4] and 3] it can be inferred that ng(ttT) and 7§ (t+) are increasing functions of U (¢4 ).
Figure 3] shows the time behavior of 1y (ter) for the nine COVID-19 patients identified in Section[5l Note
that ng(ttr) ~ 1 — ¢d/(UpBp) for ty, — to and ng(tt,«) ~ 1—c5/(UPp) = 0 for ty — ty (te =
ty). Similar results concerning the critical drug efficacy with respect to the availability of target cells at
the treatment time were reached in [42], for acute models, although the authors focused the analysis on
treatment starting at the beginning of the infection.

1
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Figure 3: ng(tw) vs t¢r corresponding to the nine patients simulated in Section [3]

The following theorem determines the effectiveness of antivirals in terms of 7 (t-) and 7§ (t:), by
considering them separately. In the next subsection, the combined effect will be studied.

Theorem 4.1. Consider system (1), constrained by the positive set X. Consider that the virus spreads in
the host for t > 0, which implies that: U(0) > U,, I(0) = 0 and V(0) > 0. Consider also that, at time
tir, with Ty <ty < ty (when the virus is increasing), an antiviral treatment is initiated such that n,(t) or
na(t) jumps from 0 to m, € [0, 1) orng € [0, 1), respectively (as stated in .2)). Then,

i. if the inhibition effect is such that n, > ng(te.) (or ng > 1§ (ter)) then the maximum of V (t) occurs
at ty,, which is smaller than tv by hypothesis. In this case the antiviral treatment is effective.

ii. for two antiviral treatment, 1 and 2, with inhibition effects 77;, 77127 such that (ter) < 77117 < 77127 (or two
inhibition effects 77};, 77% such that nj (ter) < 77;; < 77?3), there exist a time t* > t, (large enough) such



iii.

iv.

that Vo (t) < Vi (t), for all t € (i, t*], being V1(t) and Va(t) the virus corresponding to treatments
7711) and 77127, respectively. In this case both treatments are effective, and treatment 2 is more efficient
than treatment 1.

if the inhibition effect is such that 1, < 1 (ter) (or ng < ng(ter)), then the virus reaches a maximum

at a time tAV_,tT > ty.. Furthermore, there exists a time t° = te(np, tyr) - denoted as early treatment
time - such that ty . > ty for ty € (fy,t°). In this case the antiviral treatment is ineffective.

for two antiviral treatment, 1 and 2, with inhibition eﬁects 7] 77 such that 77 < np < np(ttr)
with ty,. € (ty,t°(np, ter)] (or for two inhibition effects 775, 77,6 such that 17,6 < 17,6 < ng (ttr)) it is
f‘Q/_’tr > tv,tr > ty, being tv,tr and tV,tr the virus maximum time corresponding to treatments np and
ng, respectively. In this case both treatments are ineffective, but treatment 1 is more efficient than
treatment 2, which is a rather counter-intuitive fact.

Sketch of Proof: For the sake of simplicity and clarity the proof is based on the approximation of system
) described in Remark @l In such a case, system @.I) is approximated by U(t) = —BU(t)V(t),

V(t)

~ (R(t) — 1)0V(t) and I(t) =~ ﬁV(t). Only antiviral treatments affecting parameter p is considered,

since the results follows from conditions on R (t) and parameters /3 and p affect R in the same way.

i. Since fy < t; < ty (by hypothesis) and ty = t., then by Theorem[3.2, R(t) > 1 fort < t;,. Given

1il.

iv.

that 7, > 75 (t:,), then by (£3) R(t) jumps to a value smaller than one at t;,, i.e., R(t;.) > 1 and
R(ty) < 1 (where R(t;,.) := lim, ,,— R(t)). Given that U(t) is strictly decreasing, R(t) < 1 for
t > t;,. From equation V (t) =~ (R(t) — 1)dV(t), it follows that V (¢) < 0 for all t > t;,. So, given
that is assumed that V' (¢) is increasing when the treatment is initiated, its maximum occurs at t,..

i. Let us consider that forall ¢ > t,, V;(¢) and U;(¢) are the virus and the susceptible cells for treatment

i = 1,2, i.e., the treatment under the inhibition effect 7}, and R (t) = w with Uy (ts) =

Ug(ftr) and Vi (ty) = Va(ts). By hypothesis np(ttr) < np < np, then Ra(tyr) < Ri(tyr) and
Ri(t) < 1forallt > t4 and i = 1,2. Since U;(t) is a continuous function for ¢ = 1,2, there
is a positive time t* > #;, such that Rg(t) < Ry (t) for all t € [t;.,t*]. From equation V;(t) ~
(Ri(t) — 1)8V;(2) it follows that Va(t) < Vi (t) < 0 forall t € (t;.,t*] (note that V' is not defined on
ts). As it is shown in Section[6.1] for real data patients, ¢* is large enough such that V (¢*) = 0.

Since {1, < t; < ty (by hypothesis) and fy, = t., then by Theorem 3.2l R(t) > 1 for t < t,.
Given that 7, < n5(ts,), then by @3) R(t) jumps, at t;,, from R(t;,.) = w to the smaller
value R(ts) = w, which is still greater than one; i.e., R(t;,.) > R(ts) > 1. From the

fact that R(¢:-) > 1, it follows that V(ttr) > 0, and given that R(t) is decreasing for ¢ > t;,., there
exists a time ¢y, > t4, such that R(ty ) = 1, in which case, it is

Vitve) ~ (R(tve) — 1)V (Eve) =0, (4.6)
.. -~ 2 ~ ~ ~
Vtyi) =~ f%U(tWT)V(tW) + (Rlty.er) — 1)282V (ty4r) < 0. 4.7

This means that V'(¢) reaches a maximum at time tv tr > ty. Now, we need to prove that there
exist a time t°(,, ¢;-) such that for ¢, € (tv, t°) it is tv o > ty. According to Lemma[ﬂ there
exists a time t© = ¢°(n,, 1), smaller than ty, such that for a treatment time ;. € (fy,t°], tv,tr is
a decreasing function of R (¢, ), for R(¢:-) > 1. This implies that smaller values of R(t;,.) (greater
values of 7,) correspond to larger times at which R(t), t > ¢, reaches 1, i.e., smaller values of
R(t+ ), correspond to larger values of tv - So, from the fact that R(¢;,.) > R(ts) (being R(t,.)
the value of R at ¢, if no treatment is applied), it follows that tVtr > ty > ty, for ttr (tv, te]

As it is shown in Sections[6.J]and[6.2] for real data patients, (the maximal) ¢° is close to ty.

Since 7711, < 7712, < np(ter), by hypothesis, then 1 < Ra(ty:) < Ri(ti), being Ri(ty) =

w and Ra(te) = W. Therefore, by following the same steps of the pre-

vious item, it follows that #2,, > i,. > fy, being t,, and £, the maximum times of the virus
corresponding to 7, and 77, respectively. [J



Remark 5. According to Theorem[3.2l R(ty,.) should be compared to 1+ a(ty,), not to 1, to obtain 15 (t 4. )
and 1§ (ty,). However, as stated in Remark[2] the correction factor a(ty,) is significantly smaller than 1 for

the considered period of time (when ty,. is smaller than ty), so it was disregarded for the sake of simplicity.
The effect of a(ts,.) may be significant only for ty, close to ty and, in such case, the viral dynamic can be
slightly different from the one prescribed by TheoremHd Il (and Lemmall)).

Remark 6. Item (iii) of Theorem establishes just the existence of t¢ > ty such that for treatments
starting at ty. € (fy,t¢], the new virus peak time is larger than the one corresponding to the untreated
case, i.e., fv,tr > ty. However, it should be noted that for parameters coming from real patient data, (the
maximal) t€ is indeed close to tv. This means that the time period where treatments can be ineffective is in
most of the cases similar to (ty, ty), i.e., similar to the time period where the virus is growing. Figures in
Section[@l confirm this fact.

A main consequence of item (iii) of Theorem [4.1]is that early treatments, if no effective, are largely
more dangerous than late ones. Another critical point to be remarked is that when an early treatment is
not strong enough to avoid the virus spreadability right after ¢, the greater the antiviral effectiveness 7,
(or 1) is, the more is the time the virus remains in the host, since the maximum time fwr is delayed, as
established in item (iv). As a result, antivirals could be detrimental as treated patients would need to be
isolated for larger periods of time than untreated ones.

Note that even when virus peak time can be delayed for some treatments, the virus peak will be always
smaller than the one without any treatment. Furthermore, the fraction of dead cells at the end of the infection
(D) will be always greater if no antiviral is administrated. Since D = 1 — Uy, /U (t4), if we consider initial
conditions at treatment time in equation 3.4} and being U!" = U (t,.)/ R(t4), it results

W (=R (ts)e~ (Rter)+KL(tir))

D=1+ ,
R(ter)

4.8)

where K(ty) = g(@](tﬁ) = V(ts)) = R(ter)I(ter) — gV(ttT) and W (-) is the Lambert func-
tion (W(-) = W,(-), see [23]). Consequently, if treatment is started early, such that R(ts) > K(ty),

: : _ W (=R (tir)e Rer)) Ch
then the fraction of dead cells can be approximated as D = 1 + R , which is equal

to 0 if R(t;) < 1. Note that, by definition, W (—R(ts.)e~Rtr)) = —R(t;,) for R(ts) < 1, so
D =1+ (=R(ts)/R(ts)) = 0. On the other hand, if R(t;.) > 1 then W (=Rt )e~Rtr)) € (—1,0]
is monotonically increasing with R(¢:,.) (see Figure 1, [23]). Hence, the fraction of dead cells at the end of
infection is a monotonically increasing function of R (¢ ), for R(ts) > 1. Moreover, as the treatment time
is delayed, K (t:-) grows, being D a monotonically increasing function of R (%), even for R(ts) < 1.

4.2. Antiviral effectiveness considering the combined effect on ng and n,,

Theorem [.1] describes the behavior of the virus under the effect of an inhibitor reducing the infection
rate 3 or the replication rate p. If both effects (13 and 7)) are simultaneously included in the model, it can
be computed a region - in the g, 77, space - for which condition R(¢:-) < 1 is fulfilled. This way, instead
of independent critical values 75 (t4) and ng(ttr) corresponding to each parameter, there is an entire set of
critical combinations that makes a treatment effective. This set depends on treatment time ¢4,- and is placed
on the boundary of the effective set

cd
(ttr)ﬁp(l - 77,8)
Clearly, every pair (ng,n,) € H°(ts) fulfills condition R(t:;-) < 1 and, reciprocally, every pair

(ng,mp) ¢ HC(ty) fulfills condition R(t:) > 1. Figure M shows a plot of set H(t;,) in the plane
(ng % mp), corresponding to parameters 5 = 0.5, 6 = 0.2, p = 2 and ¢ = 5, with U (¢,,) = 3.

HE(ter) 1= {(pmp) € [0,1] % 0.1] 1y > 1 = 5 1. 4.9)
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Figure 4: H€(tsr) is given by the yellow and the blue regions, considering the following system parameters: S = 0.5, § = 0.2,
p = 2and ¢ = 5, with U(ty,-) = 3. The critical boundary of #°(t¢,) represents the critical pairs of 1g and 7,.

As it can be seen, for every inhibition effect pair (ng,7,) & H°(t) (i.e. a point inside the red region in
Figure[d)) the antiviral treatment is ineffective. On the other hand, as it is shown in Theorem[4.]] for every
pair (115, 7)) such that ng > n§(t,) or n, > ny(ts,) (the yellow region in Figurel) the antiviral treatment
is effective. Finally, for pairs in the region inside H°(t.) with ng < n§(t:,) and n, < np(t:) (which does
not fit conditions in Theorem[4.Tland it is represented by the blue region in Figure ) the antiviral treatment
is still effective.

5. Within-Host Modeling of COVID-19

In this section, the parameters of model (2.1)) are estimated using viral load data of 9 RT-PCR COVID-
19 positive patients, labeled as A,B,C,D,E,F,G,H and I, reported by Woelfel et. al. [Iﬁ]. We follow a similar
procedure as in Vargas et. al. [Iﬂ]. Since the viral load is measured in Log10 scales, the model fitting was
fulfilled by minimizing the root mean squared of logarithmic error (RMSLE), denoted as:

n

1 _
RMSLE = - Z(log(yi) — log(y:))?, (5.1

i=1

where n is the number of measurements, ¥; the model predictive output, and §; the experimental measure-
ment. Since the minimization of 3.1]implies a nonlinear optimization problem, with highly dependence on
initial conditions, the Differential Evolution (DE) algorithm [@, @] is employed as a global optimization
algorithm, which has shown to be robust to initial guesses of parameters ﬂj].

Even though it is still debatable which compartments SARS-CoV-2 can infect, there is a common agree-
ment that the viral shedding take places mainly in the respiratory epithelial cells (due to the high expression
of ACE2) with direct viral toxicity of the infected cells [45]. Therefore, following previous works of math-
ematical modelling for influenza infection in humans, the value of Uy is taken as about 4 x 108 cells for all
patients [IE]. Furthermore, I is assumed to be 0 and V[, was estimated (using a regression model, since
the viral at the day of infection was not provided) [IE] to be about 0.31 Copies/mL. Moreover, in order to
avoid identifiability problems related with the fact that only viral titters are used to fit the model, the viral
clearance parameter (c) was set in 2.4 1/day, which is in accordance with previous estimates for influenza
and HIV @, @]. The parameters and initial condition (at the time of infection ¢ = 0) of each patient
are collected in Table[T} Since the viral load was measured after the onset of the symptoms, an incubation
period of 7 days post infection (dpo) was assumed for the time of infection, according to [IE].

11
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Table 1: Target cell-limited model parameter values for COVID-19 patients [12]

Patient 8 1) P c
A 1.35x 1077 061 | 02 |24
B 1.26x 1077 | 081 | 02 |24
C 524 x 1077 | 051 | 02 |24
D 7.92x 10719 | 1.21 | 361.6 | 2.4
E 1.51x10=7 [ 201 | 02 |24
F 574 x 10719 | 0.81 | 382 | 2.4
G 1.23x 1077 | 091 | 02 |24
H 2.62x 1079 | 1.61 | 2782 | 2.4
I 3.08x 10710 | 2,01 | 299 | 24

The time evolution of U, I and V is shown in Figure 3] for each patient. As it can be seen, the plot
confirms the results in Theorem[3.2] concerning the minimum and maximum times of V, the maximum time
of I and the time when U reaches U, (i.e., when R (t) reaches 1). Figure[§also confirms the approximation
made in Remark [ by showing that virus and infected cell peaks occur approximately at the same time at
which U reaches U.. All these time values, together with the values of U/, (the critical target cell value),
U, (the final value of U, when the virus is died out), R and the virus maximum are shown in Table 2] for

the nine simulated patients.

Patient A
o U(t)
I(t)
AN JUORE
----------- U,
_____ U ™
I/uwi(:t
0 5 10 15 20 25 30
time (days post infection)
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— V()
S N U
----- Us
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0 5 10 15 20 25 30

time (days post infection)
Patient G

Vinaet

0 5 10 15 20 25 30

time (days post infection)

10 Patient B
10 T
Ul(t)
I(t)
X V()
107 U,
Us
Vi |
10°
0 5 10 15 20 25 30
time (days post infection)
Patient B
)
Vindet S
0 5 10 15 20 25 30
time (days post infection)
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Ul(t)
1)
10|
10 [ V(t)
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----- Us
I/uw((:t
10y | T~
0 5 10 15 20

time (days post infection)

100

1010 L
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1010 L
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ﬁ‘\ U(t)
1I(t)
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————— U |
‘/nm((:ﬁ
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time (days post infection)
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time (days post infection)
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1#)
. Vi)
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_____ U, H
‘/nm((:ﬁ
0 5 10 15 20

time (days post infection)

Figure 5: U,I,V time evolution for the untreated case. As stated in Theorem[3.2 v < i1 < te < ty, where &y and v
are the times at which V (¢) reaches a local minimum and a local maximum, respectively, ¢; is the time at which I(¢)

reaches a local maximum, and ¢ is the time at which U (¢) reaches U.. Furthermore, as stated in Remark [} &y,

and i1 ~ te &~ tv. Vundger = 50 (Copies/mL) stands for the undetectable level of the virus load.
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Table 2: Parameter Characterization of COVID-19 patients. The times are given in days post infection (dpi).
Patient | U, (X 108) Us Ro fv tr te ty Vinaz

A 0.54 0.26 x10° | 7.35 | 0.22 | 10.53 | 10.61 | 10.95 | 1.50 x107
B 0.77 0.23 x107 | 5.17 | 0.24 | 11.81 | 11.90 | 12.20 | 1.18 x107
C 0.12 0.00 3422 1 0.06 | 3.94 | 3.99 | 442 | 2.10 x107
D 0.10 0.00 39.47 | 0.02 | 3.00 | 3.05 | 3.39 | 2.90 x10%°
E 1.60 427 x107 | 250 | 0.23 | 14.31 | 14.47 | 14.69 | 0.42 x107
F 0.09 0.00 45.12 | 0.03 | 3.48 | 3.53 | 3.93 | 3.55 x10%°
G 0.90 0.47 x107 | 4.50 | 0.25 | 12.44 | 12.53 | 12.83 | 1.04 x107
H 0.05 0.00 75.57 | 0.00 | 1.73 1.77 | 2.11 | 2.02 x101°
I 0.52 0.19 x10% | 7.64 | 0.07 | 6.77 | 6.86 | 7.09 | 1.50 x10%°

Remark 7. In comparison with other coronavirus diseases, such as MERS and SARS, where the virus load
peak takes place after the onset of symptoms (7 — 10 days post infection) [47], for SARS-CoV-2 infection
it is not clear the temporal interval where the viral load reaches a peak. A recent study linking epidemio-
logical and viral load data, suggests that the viral load peak occurs during the day of symptom onset [47].
However, observation of viral load in infected macaques [48, 149] denotes that the viral peak from nose and
throat swabs happens during the 1-3 days post infection. Therefore, since the target cell model fitting was
conducted using SARS-CoV-2 viral load measured after the onset of the symptoms [22], the estimated time-
to-peak (tv ) in Table Dis subject to practical identifiability problems, which as was indicated in Theorem
and will be shown in Section [0l is a main parameter to evaluate antiviral effectiveness. Due to this
reason, an uncertainty analysis computing the likelihood-based confidence intervals [50] for each param-
eter was done. In Figure[6 such analysis is shown for the 95% confidence interval of parameter p, where it
can be seen the high degree of uncertainty in the estimated ty for patients A, C, F and G (approximately 5
days).
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Figure 6: Uncertainty analysis on viral load evolution for p-parameter 95% confidence interval. Note the uncertainty in
viral load peak. Empty dots are data of COVID-19 patients.
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6. Simulation Results

To evaluate the results concerning the antiviral treatment effectiveness, several simulations involving the
nine patients introduced in Section[3] were performed. First, the virus spreading interval - the time between
the estimated day of infection (7 dpo) and the time-to-peak of viral load (tv) - will be considered in Section
to assess the results of Theorem A1l Due to the reported variability on the estimated time-to-peak
(Figure[), we decided to initialize the treatments taking into account the relative time with respect to the
estimated £y, instead of a fixed time for all the population. Furthermore, the (maximal) early treatment time
(t°) of each patient was computed numerically, being of the order of 0.77 [0.74, 0.79]fv.

Then, in Section the case when the antiviral therapy is started before and after the untreated time-
to-peak £y, is simulated, in order to analyze the sub-potent/potent drug efficacy as treatment time #;, is
delayed. Finally, in Section the synergistic effects of antiviral therapies blocking the viral replication
p and the host cell infection 3 are studied, taking into account the combined drug effect analysis made in
Section[4.2

To numerically assess the viral kinetics evolution the following infected-related metrics are employed:
i) the difference of viral loads with and without treatment at time-to-peak, AV = V (fy) — V(tAV_,tT), which
is a measure of the viral reduction at time-to-peak respect to the untreated case [13]; ii) the duration of
infection, DI, defined as the time spent by the viral titer curve over a detection limit of 100 copies/ml,
which is a measure of the viral shedding interval, and iii) the time-to-peak #y-, which is an indicator of the
viral replication rate. For the sake of simplicity, unless otherwise stated, the approximation of system 2.1)
presented in Remark dlis used for simulations.

6.1. Treatment initiated at different times, during viral spreading interval (t;, € (fv, fv))

Scenario 1: Treatment is initiated at viral load detection level (ty. = tpr)

Figure [7] shows the simulated virus load evolution corresponding to each of the nine patients, when
the antiviral therapy is started at the first positive PCR test day (t:, = tpy,, being tpy, the time at which
the virus reaches the value DL = 100 copies/mL), which is about 0.3ty ~ 0.40t°. Consequently, all the
patients fall in the case fy < t;, < t¢ < v which means that we are under the hypothesis of Theorem
1] and, furthermore, the treatment time belongs to the early treatment time interval. To properly asses the
antiviral replication inhibition effect, increasing values of 7, were used. First we started with small values
of 7,, fulfilling the condition 7, < ng(ttr) (item iii in Theorem [A.1] ineffective treatment). Then 7, was
set to a value equal to 7, (t4r), to reinforce the counter-intuitive fact that larger inhibition effects fulfilling
Np < My (tr) produce larger virus peak times (item iv in Theorem H.1). Finally, 1, was increased to two
values larger than n;(ttr) (items i and ii in Theorem E.T)), to show that higher inhibition effects produce
faster eradication of the virus V.

As expected, effective treatments produce an instantaneous decline of the viral load, with a mono-
tonically decreasing viral shedding interval as the antiviral efficacy is incremented. On the other hand,
ineffective treatments cause a delay in time to peak, significantly increasing the duration of viral shedding
as 1), is augmented from 0 to 7. Even when the viral load peak is a monotonically decreasing function of 7,
(by following similar steps than the ones in Lemmal[Tlit can be shown that OV (tv,.) /OR = (6/8)(1 — %),
for R := R(ty) > 1, with R(t) = (1 — np)pB/(cd)), the patient will be PCR-positive for longer peri-
ods of time. This means that isolation and precautions measures with treated patients should be carefully
considered, depending on the antiviral effectiveness.

Figure 8 shows a box-plot of the infected-related metrics for the antiviral effectiveness assessment. For
an effective antiviral therapy (1, > 715 (t)), the difference of viral loads at time-to-peak (AV) is above the
2 logs threshold [[13] and the duration of infection (D) is below the 30 days limit (according [51] the viral
shedding interval for untreated COVID-19 patients is in order of 30 days) which is in accordance with an
effective viral clearance strategy. On the other hand, for ineffective antiviral therapy (n, < ng(ttr)), even
tough AV is monotonically increasing with 7,,, the duration of infection is increased to a sub-potent drug
efficacy. This means that the delay of the virus peak associated to ineffective treatments is significant in
terms of the infected-related metrics.

Scenario 2: treatment initiated in the course of viral spreading

Figures[@and[I0lshow the virus load evolution when the antiviral therapy is started in the course of viral
spreading, at ¢4, ~ 0.7t° and ¢4, ~ t°, respectively. The viral load over the time has the same qualitative
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Figure 7: Free virus behavior when treatment is started at viral load detection level (¢, = tpr). Values of 7, smaller
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Figure 8: Infection-related metrics as function of 1, (t¢ = tpr), for antiviral effectiveness assessment.
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behavior than in the previous case. However, the duration of the infection is longer as the inhibition effect

approaches ng(ttr) from below and from above (i.e.: 173 and 77;‘; cases, violet and green lines in Figures
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and[10). Indeed, for values of drug effectiveness in the vicinity of 15 (ter), the viral duration interval
is augmented - even for effective therapies - since V' has already reached a relatively high value at the
treatment time. This behavior is confirmed in box-plots [[Mland[I2] where a sudden increase of the duration
of infection happens when the antiviral efficacy is near the critical value. However, as the treatment time
is delayed this behavior is mitigated (see box-plot[I2) due to the natural increment of V (¢.) (recall that
V(t) = (R(ty) — 1)0V (t), for t > t,, so larger values of V() produce larger values of |V (¢)|). It is
important to remark that, even when an increased duration of the viral shedding is reported for the effective
treatment case in the boundary of critical drug effectiveness (1, = 7)), the viral load peak occurs previous

to £y, in accordance with items i and ii of Theorem H1l

Patient B, 77(t) =0.81 Patient C, n;(t:) =0.97

Time (days post infection)

Time (days post infection) Time (days post infection)

Figure 9: Viral load time evolution with treatment initial time given by ¢;, = 0.7t°. Values of 7, smaller, approximately
equal and greater than 7, are simulated to demonstrate the results in Theorem .1 The black line denotes the untreated
case (7, = 0).

6.2. Treatment initiated at different times, with the same effectiveness

In order to analyze the viral kinetics when the antiviral therapy is initiated at any time in the whole
infection period (i.e., before and after /), we studied the temporal dependence of infection-related metrics
corresponding to fixed sup-potent/potent drug effectiveness. Only two representative patients (labeled as B
and E) were considered, based on the uncertainty analysis made in Section |5l The treatment initial times
were: ty1 = 4, tyo = 6, typz = 9, tyq = 17, t15 = 20 and t,.6 = 25 dpi. Figures [I3] and [I4] (left)
show that if an ineffective treatment is initiated (n,p = 0.73 for patient B and 7,z = 0.54 for patient
E, with MpB (ts) =~ 0.81 and Mok (ter) = 0.6 for i < t°), the time-to-peak (fvﬂ) and the duration of
infection (D1I) decrease as the treatment time is delayed. This can be explained by the fact that, for the
same effectiveness, v 4, is reduced as V (t;,) is augmented. Equations (8.4) and (8.3) in Lemmal[l] show
that for a fixed R > 1, k1(R) > 0 and k2(R) < 0 are increasing functions of V (¢;,.) (i.e.: k1(R) = 0
and ko(R) = —1/(6(R — 1)) for V (t4.) — 0 while k1 (R) = 1/((1 = R)? + R) and k2(R) = —1/(6R)
for V(t;) — &/B, being §/3 < V (ty)). Therefore, since fy.¢ = ko In(ky) + t4 (according to equation
(83)), it can be inferred that £V,tr is monotonically decreasing with V' (¢,-). Moreover, comparing the viral
load at the time-to-peak, it can be deduced that V(‘EVJ&TQ) > V(fvyt,«l) for an ineffective therapy started at
two treatment times ¢;.o > t4-1 during the beginning of the infection (assuming that U (¢¢1) = U (t42)).
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Figure 10: Viral load time evolution with treatment initial time given by ¢;, = ¢°. Values of 7, smaller, approximately
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Figure 11: Infection-related metrics as function of ), (t:» = 0.7t°), for antiviral effectiveness assessment.

By following similar steps as in Lemma [I] the viral load at the time-to-peak can be written as:
V(tvir) = V(te) + (p/c)U(ter) — (6/8)(In(Rer) + 1) and, therefore, V(tvire) — V(tver1) =
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V(tira) — V(tyr1) > 0. However, from Figures [[3] and [[4] (right) it can be seen that V (fy.4,) is of the
order of 10% and 10° copies/ml for patients B and E, respectively, independently of the treatment initiation
time. This can be explained by the fact that the difference of viral load at fv,tr, for therapies started at
different times, depends mainly on the deviation between the viral loads at treatment times, which nor-
mally are several order of magnitude below V(tAV,tr). For example, for patient B, V(£V7trl) = 3.29 x 10°,
V(tv.ira) = 3.30 x 10° and V (fy.4r3) = 4.35 x 10° Copies/ml while V (t,1) = 102, V (t1,9) = 2.5 x 103
and V (t43) = 1.74 x 10° Copies/ml. Consequently, the increment on the viral peak is not significant as the
treatment is delayed, although the duration of infection is considerably reduced (i.e.: from 96 to 55 days for
patient B and 95 to 65 days for patient E). Note that the target cell-model assumes that the viral clearance in
the convalescent phase is proportional to the virus load concentration at time-to-peak, which is in the same
order of magnitude for the three cases. As a result, and taking into account that the viral peak is reached
early as the treatment is delayed, a quickly viral deletion is observed for the postponed case. As a con-
sequence, if a fixed sub-potent drug is employed, delaying the treatment initiation time could reduce viral
shedding interval, without significantly increasing the viral load at time-to-peak. It is important to remark
that if 77,, is reduced even more (17, < 7°), the viral at time-to- peak follows the same behavior, although the
viral shedding interval is not-considerably decreased, since tv o & Ty as n — 0 (t € (tv, tv) Hence,
although a non-significant improvement on the duration of infection is achieved if the treatment is delayed,
the viral outcomes continues to be acceptable.

On the other hand, if the ineffective therapy is initiated after the viral load peak, the duration of infection
is slightly reduced with respect to the previous case, since R(t;.) < 1 at this time and, therefore, V=
(R(tsr) — 1)0V (¢) is a decreasing function of V' (4,.). In contrast to this, Figures[I3] and [I4] (right) show
that if an effective antiviral therapy is applied (1, = 0.9 for patient B and 7,z = 0.8 for patient E)
the duration of the infection is still decreased, since R (t1r4) < Ra(tir4) for both, patient B and patient
E, being R; the within-host basic reproduction number under a treatment with inhibition effect 77;, being
1y = 0.9 and > = 0.73 for patient B and 7, = 0.8 and 7}, = 0.54 for patient E.

6.3. Treatment with antiviral inhibiting both viral infection (1g) and viral replication rate (1)

Finally, the virus behavior was considered when a combined antiviral therapy inhibiting both, the viral
infection rate (3) and the viral replication rate (p), was applied. Since the critical drug efficacy for acute
models is defined during the viral spreading interval (Section[), the treatment was initiated at ;. = 0.7t¢,
which is a value fulfilling ¢;, € (fv, ty).
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Figure 13: Virus time evolution for different treatment times, ¢:» = 4,6, 8, 17, 20, 25 (dpi). Two fixed values of 7, were
used, smaller and bigger than 7, (¢¢): 17, = 0.73 (left) and , = 0.9 (right), respectively. 7, (t¢) ~ 0.81 for ¢ < t°.
Patient B.

For the sake of clarity, only Patient A is considered and the 3 previous infection-related metrics are
assessed as functions of the antiviral inhibition effects 7, and 7g. Figure [L3] shows that the antiviral is
effective for every inhibition effect pair (1, 7,) fulfilling (ng,n,) € H(tsr) (i.e.: yellow region of AV),
in accordance with the results in Section[£2] Moreover, as for the single inhibition cases, the duration of
infection and the time-to-peak increase as the combined drug efficacy pair (13, 7,) tends to the boundary
of H°(t,). The difference of viral load at time-to-peak AV remains constant for every (ng, n,) € H(tsr)
since V(fvﬁtr) = 4, for effective treatments. In conclusion, the synergistic effect of drug effectiveness in
combined therapies produces a reduction on the critical effectiveness with respect to single-therapies cases,
with the same dynamical behavior over the boundary of H¢(t4,.).

7. Discussion

While several vaccines have been developed to prevent COVID-19 disease, it is imperative to evalu-
ate potential therapies against SARS-CoV-2 infection. Among them, antiviral treatments are promissory
strategies to increment the viral clearance ”within-host”, decreasing disease severity. In this sense, the drug
effectiveness concept is crucial to evaluate the drug effect threshold above which the viral load starts de-
clining [52]. Although this critical value has been described for chronic infections (e.g. HIV [52,153], HCV
[35]) it has not been studied yet for COVID-19. The critical drug efficacy can be understood in terms of the
antiviral potency to decline viral spreading, in spite of guiding the system to an uninfected equilibrium, as it
was introduced in Definition ] Section[4.2] In addition, the critical inhibition effect of an antiviral depends
on the treatment initiation time, and it has shown to be a monotonically decreasing function during the viral
spreading interval (roughly speaking, during the time interval before the untreated virus peak).

Regarding the virus behavior for effective therapies (1 > 1°), the viral load at time-to-peak is practically
equal to V (t:) (i.e., a treatment is considered effective if the virus starts to decrease at the very moment
the treatment is initiated, by modifying either 7,, 1g, or both), so AV is larger for earlier treatments,
being greater than the 2 log threshold for effective antiviral therapies started at ¢, < t° (t° ~ 0.75%y).
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Figure 15: Infection-related metrics for antiviral effectiveness assessment as function of 7, and 7 (¢ = 0.7t°). Patient
A

Nevertheless, for 1 approaching n° (from above), the viral shedding interval is enlarged as the treatment
is initiated during the infection growth. Therefore, if the therapeutic objective is to reduce both, the viral
shedding interval and the viral peak, the efficacy level would need to overpass the critical value in a given
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quantity. From Figure[3lit can be seen that °(¢.) > 0.7 for most of patients.

Simulations results suggest that for ineffective therapies, the virus would take longer to be cleared -
rather than a monotonic decline, as in the previous case - reaching a peak and finally decreasing to zero.
In spite of the fact that the viral load at time-to-peak decreases monotonically with 1 (AV increases as the
inhibition effect jumps from 0 to 7 > 0), the time-to-peak increases as 1 approaches n°¢ (from below), which
results in a longer duration of infection, potentially requiring additional isolation measures for the treated
patient.

Although an effective reduction of the viral load peak and the duration of infection could be achieved
with early treatments (treatments started before the untreated peak), minor effects are attained with late
ones. Particularly, Figures [[3] and [I4] corroborate a slight reduction on the viral shedding interval if a sub-
potent drug therapy is employed after the time-to-peak. Consequently, taking into account that the viral
load in COVID-19 patients presumably reaches the peak prior to the symptom onset, no further clinical
improvements may be obtained if the therapy is started in this symptomatic phase (i.e.: notice that SARS-
CoV-2 pathophysiology is characterized by a direct cytotoxic effect, endothelial cell damage, dysregulation
of immune response, among others [45]). Furthermore, considering the analysis presented in Theorem [£.1]
that is valid during viral spreading interval, we can argue that the non-significant antiviral effect reported
recently in [54] might be related to an early time-to-peak of COVID-19 patients.

The effectiveness of combined treatments affecting both, 1, and 75, was also studied and an interde-
pendent critical drug efficacy level was computed. Mathematically, the critical combination of values of
np and 7g is placed on the boundary of the effective set H(¢;,.), which is a set in the 7,, 73 space. In
comparison with single treatment cases (represented by the horizontal and vertical dash-dot lines in Figure
[[3), a reduced critical antiviral efficacy was reported for the combined case, denoting a reduction on the
necessary drug effectiveness to reduce viral spreading. Moreover, the viral characteristic behavior in the
vicinity of the critical drug efficacy (i.e.: increase of time-to-peak and duration of infection) was preserved
for the combined case, as the pair ()3, 7,) belongs to the critical boundary of #°(t:,), which implies that
the antiviral effectiveness characterization made in Theorem 4.1l for single treatments could be extended to
combined therapies.

In sum, this work formalizes the existence of a critical drug efficacy for acute infection models, which
could have implications in the extended viral shedding observed “in-silico” by [55] (for SARS-CoV-2 in-
fections) and by [56] (for influenza) when the antiviral therapy is initiated early but with a sub-potent drug
efficacy. Moreover, it was shown the importance of initialization the antiviral therapy early (before viral
load peak) in order to achieve a significant reduction of AV and DI [13,57]. Although a time dependence
was noticed for the critical drug efficacy (n;(t), ng(t)), since it is a decreasing function of ¢ (Figure[3), its
behavior does not compromise the antiviral success if an effective therapy is started later.

The main clinical implications for acute infections, and, particularly, for the SARS-CoV-2 infection
are: a) importance of viral load monitoring on probably infected COVID-19 patients (prophylactic use of
antiviral therapy, previous to onset of symptoms, although adverse effects have been reported for potential
antiviral drugs [36], which could limited their prophylactic usage in risk patients), b) isolation of treated
patient, c) possible explanation of the increase of duration of infection showed in immune compromised
COVID-19 patients.
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8. Appendix 1. Technical lemmas

Lemma 1. Consider (1), constrained by the positive set X, at the beginning of the infection t = 0, with
U(0) > U, 1(0) > 0 and V(0) > 0. Consider that at some time ti > 0, 1,(t) jumps from 0 to n, > 5,
being 1 the critical value defined in (&.4). Then, there exists t°(ny, ty.) such that if ty, € (fv,t¢), the virus
peak time fv,tr (considering the treatment effect) is a decreasing function of R(ts).

Proof: Consider the approximation[3.5 in Remark[dl Since 7, (t) jumps from 0 to ), < 7, at t,., then R(t)
jumps from R(t;,.) to R(ts), with R(t4) € (R(t;,.),1) and R(¢;,.) > 1. Then it is possible to approximate
the explicit solutions for U (¢) and V(¢) (by approximating the In(z) function in the time interval before the
virus peak by (z — 1)(“2 + ws), being w; and wy arbitrary constants, fulfilling w; + wy = 1 [58]. So,
U(t), for t > t4,, can be written as

(B + VBT —GAC)kY o~ (3/U () VE=IAC (1) _ kD (B _ /BT~ §AC)
2AI{;£T — 2Akjg\tfre_(ﬂ/U(tm))V B2—4AC (t—t¢r)

U(t) = . BD

where

ky = 24U(tw)+ B— /B2 —4AC,
ki = 24U(tw)+ B+ /B2 —4AC,

A = —MU(M) + %wg,
B = U(ttr)(%uﬂ — %'LUQ + V(ttr) + MU@T)))
Cc = 7%U(tt7~)2’w1.

A reasonable approximation, however, can be obtained by selecting w; = 0 and wy = 1 (also w3 = 0.2
and w; = 0.8 gives a good result, but clearly the former selection significantly simplifies the expressions).
In such acase, A, B, C, kf:’r and ktlzr read:

A~ )M LS - - R <o
B = U(ttr)(_% + V(ty) + U(W)M) = —U(tyy)A + U(ter)V (ter) > 0,
C =~ 0,

kt]YT QAU(ttT)a

kP~ 24U(ty,) + 2B = 2U (t)V (tir),

being R(ts.) = U(ttr)w. This way, U (t) can be simplified as

QBQAU(ttr)e*(ﬁ/U(ttr))B(tfttr)
2A2U (tyy )V (ter) — 2A2AU (ty,)e—(B/U(ter)) Blt—tir)

(U(te)V (ter) — U(t”)A)ef(ﬂ/U(ttr))B(tfttr)
V(ty) — Ae=(B/U (k) Bli—ter)

Ut) =

(8.2)

The time at which U (t) reaches U!" - i.e., the time at which R(t) reaches 1 and V (¢) reaches its peak,
denoted as v, (with £y, > t4,-) - can be explicitly computed as

ty.er = ko In(ky) + ty, (8.3)

where

V (t ) UL

k/’ pr—
! U(te)V (tiy) — AU (tr) + AU
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1

ky = ————,
BA = V()
being U!" = W the critical value for U corresponding to the treatment parameter p(1 — 7,). Now,
recalling that R(ts.) = UL({?: ), and denoting U (t4,.), V (t+) and R(t1-) as U, V and R, respectively, for

the sake of simplicity, ki, kg can be rewritten as:

v

k1 (R) = %(1 TRETRV >0, VR>1 (8.4)
1

This way, tAV_,tT = fvytT(R) = ko(R)In(k1(R)) + t1r represents the time of the virus peak in terms of R.
Note that ty+(R) is defined only for R > 1; indeed, tV (1) = 4, since k1(1) = 1, while tv r(R) > tyr
forR > 1.

The idea now is to consider the derivative of fv,tr with respect to R, to show that it is negative for
treatment times ¢4, small enough. This derivative reads:

8fv tr 8k2 1 akl
= k k
or ~ or M) TR oR
where
o VER-1D+V) 56
IR (51 -R)2+RV)? '
Oks )
— = : 8.7
IR~ BL-R) = V) (8.7)
Since % > (0 for R > 1, condition ag‘;’z” < 0 can be written as
ko Ok1 ,Oka . _4
In(k ——=— (= 8.8
(k) < — 2 (2 55)
Furthermore, given that In(-) is an increasing function on (0, o], it follows that
_ k2 k3 (%2 kg b2yt
ky < e FoR (8.9

Then, by replacing (8.4), (8.3), (8.6) and (8.7) in inequality (8.9), we have:

—201-R)2 428 V(I—R)—%ZVQ

%V <[(1- R)2 + RgV]e (1-”)2+ERV

Now, for R > 1 the exponent is negative, so function

72(1772)2”%\/(1772)7%2\/2

V) =[1-R)"+ REV]e a-R2+ERYV

I ;

B
1
starts at the positive value (1 — R)26_2, for V' = 0, then increases to a maximum and finally decreases
asymptotically to zero, for V' — oo. So, there exists some interval of V', maybe small, such that V' < f(V).
Figure 16 shows a plot of f(V) for different values of R > 1.

Finally, since we are considering the treatment time to belong to the increasing period of V (¢) (i.e.,
ter € (fv,ty), with V(fy) ~ 0, then small values of V(t) correspond to small values of ¢. So, a time
interval (fv, t¢] exists such that fv,tr is a decreasing function of R (¢ ), and the proof is complete. Figure
[[Zshows the time evolution of R (¢) when the antiviral treatment is initiated at 0.75¢y- and different antiviral
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inhibition effects are considered, for the real data patients simulated in Sections[3land[6l As it can be seen,
larger values of 7, (or smaller values of R(t:,)) corresponds always with larger values of ftr,v- ]

Function f(V)
0-7 T T T T T T T T

0.1 .

O 1 1 1 T . L 1
0 0.1 0.2 03 04 05 06 0.7 0.8 0.9 1

14

Figure 16: Qualitative plot of function f(V') (arbitrary parameters) for different values of R. As it can be seen -
independently of the parameter values - if R(¢¢-) > 1 it there exists an interval of values of V, and a corresponding
period of time such that f(V) > V.
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Figure 17: Evolution of R() when an antiviral treatment is initiated at a time of approximately 0.75 1, and different
antiviral inhibition effects 7, are considered, smaller and greater than the critical value 7,. The black dashed line
represents R = 1. As it can be seen, for values of 77, < 7, R(t) crosses 1 at larger times for larger values of 7, as
it is stated in Lemmal[Il This implies that if 7, < 7, larger values of 7, delays the virus peak time, as it is stated in
Theorem [ Tliii. Furthermore, the figure confirms that, for real patient date, ¢° is close to £y-.
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