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Abstract

Uncertainty in data is certainly one of the main problems in epidemiology, as shown
by the recent COVID-19 pandemic. The need for efficient methods capable of quantifying
uncertainty in the mathematical model is essential in order to produce realistic scenarios
of the spread of infection. In this paper, we introduce a bi-fidelity approach to quantify
uncertainty in spatially dependent epidemic models. The approach is based on evaluat-
ing a high-fidelity model on a small number of samples properly selected from a large
number of evaluations of a low-fidelity model. In particular, we will consider the class of
multiscale transport models recently introduced in [6,10] as the high-fidelity reference and
use simple two-velocity discrete models for low-fidelity evaluations. Both models share
the same diffusive behavior and are solved with ad-hoc asymptotic-preserving numerical
discretizations. A series of numerical experiments confirm the validity of the approach.

Keywords: bi-fidelity methods, uncertainty quantification, kinetic transport equations,
epidemic models, diffusion limit, asymptotic-preserving schemes

Contents

1 Introduction 2

2 Epidemic transport model with random inputs 3
2.1 The high-fidelity epidemic transport model . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3

2.1.1 Macroscopic formulation and diffusion limit . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
2.2 The low-fidelity two-velocity epidemic model . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6

2.2.1 Macroscopic formulation and diffusion limit . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7

3 Extension to more epidemic compartments 7
3.1 The high-fidelity SEIAR transport model . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8
3.2 The low-fidelity SEIAR transport model . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10

∗Department of Mathematics and Computer Science, University of Ferrara, Via Machiavelli 30, 44121 -
Ferrara, Italy (giulia.bertaglia@unife.it, lorenzo.pareschi@unife.it).

†Department of Mathematics, The Chinese University of Hong Kong, Shatin, N.T., Hong Kong SAR
(lliu@math.cuhk.edu.hk)

‡Department of Mathematics, University of Iowa, Iowa City, IA 52242, USA. (xueyu-zhu@uiowa.edu.)

1

ar
X

iv
:2

11
0.

14
57

9v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

N
A

] 
 2

7 
O

ct
 2

02
1



4 An asymptotic-preserving bi-fidelity numerical method 10
4.1 Asymptotic-preserving IMEX Finite Volume scheme . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11
4.2 Bi-fidelity stochastic collocation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13

5 Numerical examples 15
5.1 Test 1: SIR model with heterogeneous environment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16
5.2 Test 2: SEIAR model with distinguished epidemic hotspots . . . . . . . . . . 18

6 Conclusions 23

1 Introduction

Mathematical modeling in epidemiology has certainly experienced an impressive increase in
recent times driven by the overwhelming effects of the COVID-19 pandemic. A large part of
the research has been directed towards the construction of models capable of describing spe-
cific characteristics associated with the pandemic, in particular the presence of asymptomatic
individuals, which were largely underestimated, especially in the early stages of the spread
of the disease [13, 22, 35, 37, 41]. Another line of research was aimed at the construction of
models capable of describing the spatial characteristics of the epidemic, in order to be able to
properly assess the impact of containment measures, in particular with regard to the mobility
on the territory and restrictions in areas with higher risk of infection [10, 15, 38, 39, 42, 43].
Other approaches took into account the network structure of connections [8], social hetero-
geneity aspects [17], and the multiscale nature of the pandemic [5]. See also [31, 36] and the
survey [1] for some recent developments in epidemiological modelling based on the use of
kinetic equations.

Regardless of the characteristics of the model, a common aspect concerns the uncertainty
of the data, which, especially in the first phase of the pandemic, largely underestimated
the number of infected individuals. More precisely, the difficulty in correctly identifying
all infected individuals in the early stages of the pandemic, due to structural limitations in
performing large-scale screening and the inability to track the number of contacts, required
the introduction of stochastic parameters into the models and the construction of related
techniques for quantifying uncertainty [2, 3, 6, 9].

Among the various techniques of uncertainty quantification, the approaches based on
stochastic strategies that do not necessarily require a-priori knowledge of the probability dis-
tribution of the uncertain parameters, as needed in the case of methods based on generalized
polynomial chaos [46], are particularly interesting in view of a comparison with experimental
data. On the other hand, the low convergence rate of Monte Carlo type sampling techniques
poses serious limitations to their practical use.

In this context, multi-fidelity methods have shown to be able to efficiently alleviate such
limitations through control variate techniques based on an appropriate use of low-fidelity
surrogate models able to accelerate the convergence of stochastic sampling [19, 20, 29, 34,
48]. Specifically, general multi-fidelity approaches for kinetic equations have been developed
in [19, 20], while bi-fidelity techniques with greedy sample selection in [29, 30]. We refer also
to the recent survey in [16].
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The present paper is devoted to extend the bi-fidelity method for transport equations
in the diffusive limit developed in [29] to the case of compartmental systems of multiscale
equations designed to model mobility dynamics in an epidemic setting with uncertainty [6,10].
For this purpose, the corresponding hyperbolic system recently introduced in [8,9] will be used
as a reduced low-fidelity model. The two models allow to correctly describe the hyperbolic
dynamics of the movement of individuals over long distances together with the small-scale,
high-density, diffusive nature typical of urban areas [10]. In addition, both models share the
same diffusive limit in which it is possible to recover classical models of diffusive type [25].
From a numerical viewpoint, a space-time asymptotic-preserving discretization, which work
uniformly in all regimes, has been adopted in combination with the bi-fidelity approach. This
permits to obtain efficient stochastic asymptotic-preserving methods.

The rest of the manuscript is organized as follows. In Section 2 we introduce the epidemic
transport model with uncertainty in the simplified SIR compartmental setting, together with
its diffusive limit. The corresponding reduced order two-velocity model used as low-fidelity
surrogate is also discussed. Next, we extend the previous modelling to more realistic compart-
mental settings based on the introduction of the exposed and asymptomatic compartments in
Section 3. The details of the bi-fidelity method and the asymptotic-preserving IMEX Finite
Volume scheme are then given in Section 4. Section 5 contains several numerical experiments
that illustrate the performance of the bi-fidelity approach. Some conclusions are reported at
the end of the manuscript.

2 Epidemic transport model with random inputs

For simplicity, we first illustrate the modelling in the case of a classic SIR compartmental
dynamic and subsequently we will extend our arguments to a more realistic SEIAR model,
designed to take into account specific features of the COVID-19 pandemic, in Section 3.

2.1 The high-fidelity epidemic transport model

Let us consider a random vector z = (z1, . . . , zd)
T ∈ Rd characterizing possible sources of un-

certainty due to the independent stochastic parameters z1, . . . , zd, which may affect variables
of the mathematical model, as well as parameters or initial conditions. Individuals at posi-
tion x ∈ Ω ⊂ R at time t moving with velocity v ∈ [−1, 1] are denote by fS = fS(x, v, t, z),
fI = fI(x, v, t, z) and fR = fR(x, v, t, z), which are the respective kinetic densities of suscept-
ible S (individuals who may be infected by the disease), infectious I ( individuals who may
transmit the disease) and removed R (individuals healed or died due to the disease). We
assume to have a population with subjects having no prior immunity and neglect the vital
dynamics represented by births and deaths due to the time scale considered.

The kinetic distribution is then given by

f(x, v, t, z) = fS(x, v, t, z) + fI(x, v, t, z) + fR(x, v, t, z),

and we recover their total density by integration over the velocity space

ρ(x, t, z) =

∫ 1

−1
f(x, v∗, t, z) dv∗.
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As a consequence,

S(x, t, z) =

∫ 1

−1
fS(x, v, t, z) dv

I(x, t, z) =

∫ 1

−1
fI(x, v, t, z) dv (1)

R(x, t, z) =

∫ 1

−1
fR(x, v, t, z) dv,

with ρ(x, t, z) = S(x, t, z)+I(x, t, z)+R(x, t, z), denote the density fractions of the population
at position x and time t > 0 that are susceptible, infected and recovered respectively. In this
setting, the kinetic densities satisfy the epidemic transport equations [10]

∂fS
∂t

+ vS
∂fS
∂x

= −F (fS , I) +
1

τS

(
S

2
− fS

)
∂fI
∂t

+ vI
∂fI
∂x

= F (fS , I)− γfI +
1

τI

(
I

2
− fI

)
(2)

∂fR
∂t

+ vR
∂fR
∂x

= γfI +
1

τR

(
R

2
− fR

)
,

where vS = λS(x)v, vI = λI(x)v, vR = λR(x)v, λS , λI , λR ≥ 0 take into account the het-
erogeneities of geographical areas, and are thus chosen dependent on the spatial location.
Similarly, also the relaxation times τS = τS(x), τI = τI(x) and τR = τR(x). The quantity
γ = γ(x, z) is the recovery rate of infected, while the transmission of the infection is governed
by an incidence function F (·, I) modeling the transmission of the disease [24]

F (g, I) = β
gIp

1 + κI
, (3)

with the classic bi-linear case corresponding to p = 1, κ = 0, even though it has been observed
that an incidence rate that increases more than linearly with respect to the number of infected
I can occur under certain circumstances [4,14,28]. The parameter β = β(x, t, z) characterizes
the average number of contacts per person per time, multiplied by the probability of disease
transmission in a contact between a susceptible and an infectious subject; whereas κ =
κ(x, t, z) > 0 acts as an incidence damping parameter based on the self-protective behavior of
the individual that arises from awareness of the epidemic risk as the disease progresses [21,44].
Notice that both β and κ may vary in time as a consequence of governmental control actions,
such as mandatory wearing of masks or full lockdowns, and the increasing awareness of the
epidemic risks among the population.

The standard threshold of epidemic models is the well-known reproduction number R0,
which defines the average number of secondary infections produced when one infected indi-
vidual is introduced into a host population in which everyone is susceptible [24]. This number
determines when an infection can invade and persist in a new host population. For many
deterministic infectious disease models, an infection begins in a fully susceptible population
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if and only if R0 > 1. Assuming no inflow/outflow boundary conditions in Ω, integrating
over velocity/space and summing up the second equation in (2) we have

∂

∂t

∫
Ω
I(x, t, z) dx =

∫
Ω
F (S, I) dx−

∫
Ω
γ(x, z)I(x, t, z) dx ≥ 0

when

R0(t, z) =

∫
Ω F (S, I) dx∫

Ω γ(x, z)I(x, t, z) dx
≥ 1. (4)

The above quantity, therefore, defines the stochastic reproduction number for system (2)
describing the space averaged instantaneous variation of the number of infectious individuals
at time t > 0. This definition naturally extends locally by integrating over any subset of the
computational domain Ω if one ignores the boundary flows.

2.1.1 Macroscopic formulation and diffusion limit

Let us introduce the flux functions

JS = λS

∫ 1

−1
vfS(x, v, t, z) dv, JI = λI

∫ 1

−1
vfI(x, v, t, z) dv, JR = λR

∫ 1

−1
vfR(x, v, t, z) dv.

(5)
Then, integrating the system (2) against v, it is straightforward to get the following set of
equations for the macroscopic densities of commuters

∂S

∂t
+
∂JS
∂x

= −F (S, I)

∂I

∂t
+
∂JI
∂x

= F (S, I)− γI (6)

∂R

∂t
+
∂JR
∂x

= γI

whereas the flux functions satisfy

∂JS
∂t

+ λ2
S

∫ 1

−1
v2∂fS
∂x

dv = −F (JS , I)− JS
τS

∂JI
∂t

+ λ2
I

∫ 1

−1
v2∂fI
∂x

dv = −λI
λS
F (JS , I)− γJI −

JI
τI

(7)

∂JR
∂t

+ λ2
R

∫ 1

−1
v2∂fR

∂x
dv = −λR

λI
γJI −

JR
τR
.

By introducing the space dependent diffusion coefficients

DS =
1

3
λ2
SτS , DI =

1

3
λ2
IτI , DR =

1

3
λ2
RτR, (8)

which characterize the diffusive transport mechanism of susceptible, infectious and removed,
respectively, and keeping the above quantities fixed while letting the relaxation times τS,I,R
to zero, we get from the r.h.s. in (2)

fS = S/2, fI = I/2, fR = R/2,

5



and consequently, from (7), we obtain a proportionality relation between the fluxes and the
spatial derivatives (Fick’s law):

JS = −DS
∂S

∂x
, JI = −DI

∂I

∂x
, JR = −DR

∂R

∂x
. (9)

Thus, substituting (9) into (6) we get the diffusion system [25,33,40,45]

∂S

∂t
= −F (S, I) +

∂

∂x

(
DS

∂S

∂x

)
∂I

∂t
= F (S, I)− γI +

∂

∂x

(
DI

∂I

∂x

)
(10)

∂R

∂t
= γI +

∂

∂x

(
DR

∂R

∂x

)
.

We remark that the model’s capability to account for different regimes, hyperbolic or para-
bolic, accordingly to the space dependent values τS , τI , τR, makes it suitable for describing
the dynamics of populations composed of human beings. Indeed, it is clear that the daily
routine is a complex mixing of individuals moving at the scale of a city and individuals mov-
ing among different urban centers. In this situation, it seems reasonable to avoid, due to
the lack of microscopic information and the high complexity, the description of the details
of movements within an urban area and to describe this aspect through a diffusion operator.
On the other hand, individuals when moving from one city to another follow well established
connections for which a hyperbolic setting is certainly more appropriate.

2.2 The low-fidelity two-velocity epidemic model

The low-fidelity model, is based on considering individuals moving in two opposite directions
(indicated by signs “+” and “-”), with velocities ±λS for susceptible, ±λI for infectious and
±λR for removed, we can describe the spatio-temporal dynamics of the population through
the following two-velocity epidemic model [8]

∂S±

∂t
+ λS

∂S±

∂x
= −F (S±, I)∓ 1

2τS

(
S+ − S−

)
∂I±

∂t
+ λI

∂I±

∂x
= F (S±, I)− γI± ∓ 1

2τI

(
I+ − I−

)
(11)

∂R±

∂t
+ λR

∂R±

∂x
= γI± ∓ 1

2τR

(
R+ −R−

)
.

In the above system, individuals S(x, t, z), I(x, t, z) and R(x, t, z) are defined as

S = S+ + S−, I = I+ + I−, R = R+ +R−.

The transmission of the infection is governed by the same incidence function as in the high-
fidelity model, defined in (3). Also the definition of the basic reproduction number R0 results
the same previously introduced in (4).
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2.2.1 Macroscopic formulation and diffusion limit

If we now introduce the fluxes, defined by

JS = λS
(
S+ − S−

)
, JI = λI

(
I+ − I−

)
, JR = λR

(
R+ −R−

)
, (12)

we obtain a hyperbolic model equivalent to (11), but presenting a macroscopic description
of the propagation of the epidemic at finite speeds, for which the densities follow system (6)
and equations of fluxes read

∂JS
∂t

+ λ2
S

∂S

∂x
= −F (JS , I)− JS

τS
∂JI
∂t

+ λ2
I

∂I

∂x
=

λI
λS
F (JS , I)− γJI −

JI
τI

(13)

∂JR
∂t

+ λ2
R

∂R

∂x
=

λR
λI
γJI −

JR
τR
.

Let us now consider the behavior of the low-fidelity model in diffusive regimes. To this
aim, we introduce the diffusion coefficients

DS = λ2
SτS , DI = λ2

IτI , DR = λ2
RτR. (14)

As for the previous model, the diffusion limit of the system is formally recovered letting the
relaxation times τS,I,R → 0, while keeping the diffusion coefficients (14) finite. Under this
scaling, from (13) we get equations (9), which inserted into (6) lead again to the parabolic
reaction-diffusion system (10).

Remark 1. An important aspect in the bi-fidelity approach here proposed, is that the high-
fidelity model and the low-fidelity one exactly coincide in the diffusive limit. The only dif-
ference lays in the definition of the diffusion coefficients (see eqs. (8) and eqs. (14)). As a
consequence, in such a regime the bi-fidelity method achieves the maximum accuracy.

3 Extension to more epidemic compartments

To account for more realistic models to analyze the evolution of the ongoing COVID-19 pan-
demic, we consider extending the simple SIR compartmentalization by taking into account
two additional population compartments, E and A, resulting in a SEIAR model [6, 9]. Sub-
jects in the E compartment are the exposed, hence infected but not yet infectious, being in
the latent period. Moreover, among the infectious subjects, we distinguish the population
between a group of individuals I who will develop severe symptoms and a group of indi-
viduals A who will never develop symptoms or, if they do, these will be very mild. This
feature turns out to be essential to correctly analyze the evolution of COVID-19. In fact, it
has been shown that individuals belonging to the A group are very difficult to detect and
isolate, contributing more strongly to the spread of the virus than the more easily detectable
I individuals [22,35,41].

7



3.1 The high-fidelity SEIAR transport model

Let us now consider a population at position x ∈ Ω moving with velocity directions v ∈ [−1, 1],
still taking into account possible uncertainties related to the random vector z. Defining
the kinetic densities of susceptible fS = fS(x, v, t, z), exposed fE = fE(x, v, t, z), severe
symptomatic infected fI = fI(x, v, t, z), mildly symptomatic or asymptomatic infected fA =
fA(x, v, t, z) and removed (healed or deceased) fR = fR(x, v, t, z), the kinetic distribution of
the population results

f(x, v, t, z) = fS(x, v, t, z) + fE(x, v, t, z) + fI(x, v, t, z) + fA(x, v, t, z) + fR(x, v, t, z).

In addition to (1), we have that

E(x, t, z) =

∫ 1

−1
fE(x, v, t, z) dv, A(x, t, z) =

∫ 1

−1
fA(x, v, t, z) dv.

In this setting, the kinetic densities satisfy the following transport equations [6]

∂fS
∂t

+ vS
∂fS
∂x

= −F (fS , I)− FA(fS , A) +
1

τS

(
S

2
− fS

)
∂fE
∂t

+ vE
∂fE
∂x

= F (fS , I) + FA(fS , A)− afE +
1

τE

(
E

2
− fE

)
∂fI
∂t

+ vI
∂fI
∂x

= aσfE − γIfI +
1

τI

(
I

2
− fI

)
(15)

∂fA
∂t

+ vA
∂fA
∂x

= a(1− σ)fE − γAfA +
1

τA

(
A

2
− fA

)
∂fR
∂t

+ vR
∂fR
∂x

= γIfI + γAfA +
1

τR

(
R

2
− fR

)
The quantities γI = γI(x, z) and γA = γA(x, z) are the recovery rates of symptomatic and
asymptomatic infected (inverse of the infectious periods), respectively, while a = a(x, z) rep-
resents the inverse of the latency period and σ = σ(x, z) is the probability rate of developing
severe symptoms [13, 22, 41]. In this model, the transmission of the infection is governed
by two different incidence functions, F (·, I) and FA(·, A), simply to distinguish between the
behavior of I and A individuals. Analogously to (3),

FA(g,A) = βA
gAp

1 + κAA
, (16)

where a different contact rate, βA = βA(x, t, z), and coefficient κA = κA(x, t, z) are taken into
account for mildly/no symptomatic people. For the derivation of the reproduction number
R0 of this SEIAR kinetic model, which results

R0(t, z) =

∫
Ω FI(S, I) dx∫

Ω γI(x, z)I(x, t, z) dx
·
∫

Ω a(x, z)σ(x, z)E(x, t, z) dx∫
Ω a(x, z)E(x, t, z) dx

+

∫
Ω FA(S,A) dx∫

Ω γA(x, z)A(x, t, z) dx
·
∫

Ω a(x, z)(1− σ(x, z))E(x, t, z) dx∫
Ω a(x, z)E(x, t, z) dx

,

(17)
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the reader is invited to refer to [6, 9].
When introducing the same definition (5) of flux for the additional compartments, JE

and JA, integrating system (2) in v, we get the following set of equations for the macroscopic
densities

∂S

∂t
+
∂JS
∂x

= −F (S, I)− FA(S,A)

∂E

∂t
+
∂JE
∂x

= F (S, I) + FA(S,A)− aE

∂I

∂t
+
∂JI
∂x

= aσE − γII (18)

∂A

∂t
+
∂JA
∂x

= a(1− σ)E − γAA

∂R

∂t
+
∂JR
∂x

= γII + γAA

and for the fluxes

∂JS
∂t

+ λ2
S

∫ 1

−1
v2∂fS
∂x

dv = −F (JS , I)− FA(JS , A)− JS
τS

∂JE
∂t

+ λ2
E

∫ 1

−1
v2∂fE

∂x
dv =

λE
λS

(F (JS , I) + FA(JS , A))− aJE −
JE
τE

∂JI
∂t

+ λ2
I

∫ 1

−1
v2∂fI
∂x

dv =
λI
λE

aσJE − γIJI −
JI
τI

(19)

∂JA
∂t

+ λ2
A

∫ 1

−1
v2∂fA

∂x
dv =

λA
λE

a(1− σ)JE − γAJA −
JA
τA

∂JR
∂t

+ λ2
R

∫ 1

−1
v2∂fR

∂x
dv =

λR
λI
γIJI +

λR
λA

γAJA −
JR
τR
.

Moreover, defining also DE = 1
3λ

2
EτE and DA = 1

3λ
2
AτA and following the same procedure

discussed in Section 2.1.1, we recover this SEIAR system in the diffusive regime:

∂S

∂t
= −F (S, I)− FA(S,A) +

∂

∂x

(
DS

∂S

∂x

)
∂E

∂t
= F (S, I) + FA(S,A)− aE +

∂

∂x

(
DE

∂E

∂x

)
∂I

∂t
= aσE − γII +

∂

∂x

(
DI

∂I

∂x

)
(20)

∂A

∂t
= a(1− σ)E − γAA+

∂

∂x

(
DA

∂A

∂x

)
∂R

∂t
= γII + γAA+

∂

∂x

(
DR

∂R

∂x

)
.
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3.2 The low-fidelity SEIAR transport model

The low-fidelity model is obtained, also with the more complex SEIAR compartmentalization,
considering the discrete-velocity case with only two opposite velocities ±λ [6]:

∂S±

∂t
± λS

∂S±

∂x
= −F (S±, I)− FA(S±, A) +

1

2τS

(
S∓ − S±

)
∂E±

∂t
± λE

∂E±

∂x
= F (S±, I) + FA(S±, A)− aE± +

1

2τE

(
E∓ − E±

)
∂I±

∂t
± λI

∂I±

∂x
= aσE± − γII± +

1

2τI

(
I∓ − I±

)
(21)

∂A±

∂t
± λA

∂A±

∂x
= a(1− σ)E± − γAA± +

1

2τA

(
A∓ −A±

)
∂R±

∂t
± λR

∂R±

∂x
= γII

± + γAA
± +

1

2τR

(
R∓ −R±

)
.

When defining fluxes JE and JA as in (12), the equivalent hyperbolic model underlying the
macroscopic formulation of the spatial propagation of an epidemic is obtained. The evolution
of the densities follows (18), while for the fluxes we have

∂JS
∂t

+ λ2
S

∂S

∂x
= −F (JS , I)− FA(JS , A)− JS

τS
∂JE
∂t

+ λ2
E

∂E

∂x
=

λE
λS

(F (JS , I) + FA(JS , A))− aJE −
JE
τE

∂JI
∂t

+ λ2
I

∂I

∂x
=

λI
λE

aσJE − γIJI −
JI
τI

(22)

∂JA
∂t

+ λ2
A

∂A

∂x
=

λA
λE

a(1− σ)JE − γAJA −
JA
τA

∂JR
∂t

+ λ2
R

∂R

∂x
=

λR
λI
γIJI +

λR
λA

γAJA −
JR
τR
.

As for the previous cases, the diffusion limit of the system is formally recovered letting
the relaxation times τS,E,I,A,R → 0, while keeping the diffusion coefficients, Di = λ2

i τi, i ∈
{S,E, I, A,R}, finite. Thus, the same procedure presented for the SIR compartmentalization
in Section 2.2.1 lead to the SEIAR parabolic system (20).

4 An asymptotic-preserving bi-fidelity numerical method

In this Section, we present the details of the numerical method used to solve the stochastic
problem following the bi-fidelity asymptotic-preserving scheme proposed in [34, 48]. For the
high-fidelity model, the numerical scheme is structured in agreement with a discrete ordinate
method in velocity with the even and odd parity formulation [18, 27]. Both the high-fidelity
and low-fidelity solvers use Finite Volume Method (FVM) in space and achieve asymptotic
preservation in time using suitable IMEX Runge-Kutta schemes [11, 12]. This permits to
obtain a numerical scheme able to deal with the diffusion limit of the mathematical models
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without loosing consistency, and for which the time step size of the temporal discretization
is not subject to excessive restrictions related to the smallness of the scaling parameters τi.
For simplicity, we illustrate the numerical method in the case of the simpler SIR model. The
application of the same numerical scheme results straightforward for the case of the SEIAR
compartmentalization.

4.1 Asymptotic-preserving IMEX Finite Volume scheme

In this Section, we present the AP-IMEX Finite Volume scheme adopted to solve the SIR
model at each stochastic collocation point selected for the bi-fidelity approximation.

The asymptotic-preserving IMEX method and the corresponding even and odd parities
formulation was introduced in [10] for an SIR kinetic transport model in 2D domains. Ac-
cording to [23,27], for v > 0, we can define the even and odd parities for the high-fidelity SIR
kinetic transport model (2) as follows:

rS(v) =
1

2
(fS(v) + fS(−v)) , jS(v) = λS

2 (fS(v)− fS(−v)) ,

rI(v) =
1

2
(fI(v) + fI(−v)) , jI(v) = λI

2 (fI(v)− fI(−v)) ,

rR(v) =
1

2
(fR(v) + fR(−v)) , jR(v) = λR

2 (fR(v)− fR(−v)) .

An equivalent formulation of (2) can be written as

∂rS
∂t

+ v
∂jS
∂x

= −F (rS , I) +
1

τS

(
1

2
S − rS

)
∂rI
∂t

+ v
∂jI
∂x

= F (rS , I)− γrI +
1

τI

(
1

2
I − rI

)
∂rR
∂t

+ v
∂jR
∂x

= γrI +
1

τR

(
1

2
R− rR

)
∂jS
∂t

+ λ2
S v

∂rS
∂x

= −F (jS , I)− 1

τS
jS

∂jI
∂t

+ λ2
I v
∂rI
∂x

= F (jS , I)− γjI −
1

τI
jI

∂jR
∂t

+ λ2
R v

∂rR
∂x

= γjI −
1

τR
jR ,

(23)

where

S = 2

∫ 1

0
rS dv, I = 2

∫ 1

0
rI dv, R = 2

∫ 1

0
rR dv. (24)

The above densities can be approximated by a Gauss-Legendre quadrature rule. This leads
to a discrete velocity setting, usually referred to as the discrete ordinate method, where we
approximate

S ≈ SM =

NG∑
i=1

wi rS(ζi) I ≈ IM =

NG∑
i=1

wi rI(ζi) R ≈ RM =

NG∑
i=1

wi rR(ζi)

11



where wi and ζi are the NG standard Gauss-Legendre quadrature weights and points in
[−1, 1], and NG = Nv, number of chosen discrete velocities.

Assuming for simplicity of notation that τS,I,R = τ , we can write the above system in the
following compact form

∂r

∂t
+ v

∂j

∂x
= E(r)− 1

τ

(
r − R

2

)
∂j

∂t
+ Λ2v

∂r

∂x
= E(j)− 1

τ
j ,

(25)

with

r = (rS , rI , rR)T , j = (jS , jI , jR)T , R = (S, I,R)T , Λ = diag{λS , λI , λR},

E(r) = (−F (rS , I), F (rS , I)− γrI , γrI)T , E(j) (−F (jS , I), F (jS , I)− γjI , γjI)T .

Following [12], the Implicit-Explicit (IMEX) Runge-Kutta discretization that we consider for
system (25) consists in computing the internal stages

r(k) = rn −∆t
k∑
j=1

akj

(
v
∂j(j)

∂x
+

1

τ

(
r(j) − R(j)

2

))
+ ∆t

k−1∑
j=1

ãkjE
(
r(j)
)

j(k) = jn −∆t
k−1∑
j=1

ãkj

(
Λ2v

∂r(j)

∂x
−E

(
j(j)
))
−∆t

k∑
j=1

akj
1

τ
j(j),

(26)

and evaluating the final numerical solution

rn+1 = rn −∆t
s∑

k=1

bk

(
v
∂j(k)

∂x
+

1

τ

(
r(k) − R(k)

2

))
+ ∆t

s∑
k=1

b̃kE
(
r(k)

)
jn+1 = jn −∆t

s∑
k=1

b̃k

(
Λ2v

∂r(k)

∂x
−E

(
j(k)

))
−∆t

s∑
k=1

bk
1

τ
j(k).

(27)

To properly compute the implicit terms R(j)

2 at each Runge-Kutta internal step explicitly,

we refer to [26]. Matrices Ã = (ãkj), with ãkj = 0 for j ≥ k, and A = (akj), with akj = 0
for j > k are s× s matrices, with s number of Runge-Kutta stages, defining respectively the
explicit and the implicit part of the scheme, and vectors b̃ = (b̃1, ..., b̃s)

T and b = (b1, ..., bs)
T

are the quadrature weights. Furthermore, referring to [11,12], if the following relations hold,

akj = bj , j = 1, . . . , s, ãkj = b̃j , j = 1, . . . , s− 1,

the method is said to be globally stiffly accurate (GSA). It is worth to notice that this defin-
ition states also that the numerical solution of a GSA IMEX Runge-Kutta scheme coincides
exactly with the last internal stage of the scheme. Since the GSA property is fundamental
to preserve the correct diffusion limit and to achieve asymptotic-preservation stability in stiff
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regimes [8, 10], in the sequel, the GSA BPR(4,4,2) scheme presented in [12] is chosen, char-
acterized by s = 4 stages for the implicit part, 4 stages for the explicit part and 2nd order of
accuracy.

At each internal stage of the IMEX scheme (26), we apply a Total-Variation-Diminishing
(TVD) Finite Volume discretization to evaluate the numerical fluxes [7,8]. To achieve second
order accuracy also in space, while avoiding the occurrence of spurious oscillations, a classical
minmod slope limiter has been adopted.

The same AP-IMEX Finite Volume scheme is adopted also to solve the low-fidelity SIR
model (6)-(13), as fully presented in [8]. The reader is invited to refer to [6,8–10] for further
details on the properties of the chosen numerical scheme applied to epidemic models.

4.2 Bi-fidelity stochastic collocation

In this Section, we briefly review the bi-fidelity method developed in [34, 48]. The methods
make use of low-fidelity models to effectively inform the selection of representative points in
the parameter space and then employ this information to construct accurate approximations
to high-fidelity solutions. To facilitate future discussion, we denote the expensive high-fidelity
solution uH(z) and the cheap low-fidelity solution uL(z) for any given random parameter
z ∈ Iz ⊂ Rd, where Iz is the domain of the random parameter z.

The basic idea of the bi-fidelity approximation is to construct an inexpensive surrogate
uB(z) of the high-fidelity solution in the following non-intrusive manner:

uB(z) =
n∑
k=1

ck(z)uH(zk), (28)

where n is the number of the selected parameter points in the parameter space. If n is
small and the coefficient ck(z) can be efficiently and accurately approximated, an efficient
bi-fidelity approximation can be constructed. Once the surrogate is constructed, the statistics
of high-fidelity solutions can be quickly approximated by evaluating the bi-fidelity surrogate
via Monte Carlo methods or quadrature rules.

There are two major questions key to the performance of the above bi-fidelity algorithms:
(a) how to select the representative points zk effectively? (b) how to efficiently construct the
bi-fidelity approximation for any new given z but avoiding requiring a high-fidelity simulation?

Subset Selection. Existing predefined or structured nodes (e.g., sparse grids, cubature
rules, etc.) often grows fast in high dimensions. Therefore, these options cannot easily
accommodate the current situation where we would like the size n of γn to be small and
also arbitrary. Alternatively, adaptive approaches based on high-fidelity models to explore
the parameter space suit our needs. However, this typically requires a large number of high-
fidelity samples, which might not be computationally affordable. In contrast, the low-fidelity
model is inexpensive to evaluate and it mimics the variations of high-fidelity solutions in the
parameter space. This motivates us to employ the inexpensive low-fidelity model to learn
and explore the behaviors of the high-fidelity model in the parameter space.
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We shall identify important points iteratively by a greedy approach [34, 48]. Specifically,
we denote a candidate sample set ΓN = {z1, z2, . . . , zN}, which is assumed to be large
enough to cover the parameter space Iz. Initially, denote γ0 = {} and assume we have
the first k important points γk = {zi1 , zi2 , . . . , zik} available at the k-th iteration. Denote
the snapshot matrix uL(γk) = {u(z)|z ∈ γk} and the corresponding spanned approximation
space UL(γk) = span{uL(z)|z ∈ γk}. The corresponding high-fidelity approximation space
can be defined similarly , UH(γn) = span{uH(z)|z ∈ γn}. Then we pick the point (from the
candidate set ΓN ) so that the corresponding low-fidelity solution is farthest away from the
existing spanned low-fidelity approximation space UL(γk), to be the next sampling point:

zik+1
= arg max

z∈ΓN
dL(uL(z), UL(γk)), γk+1 = γk ∪ zik+1

, (29)

where dL(v,W ) is the distance between a function v ∈ uL(ΓN ) and the space W ∈ uL(γk).
We then repeat this step to select all n important points. The whole procedure can be
efficiently implemented by apply the pivoted Cheloskey decompostion on uL(ΓN ) [34,48].

Bi-fidelity approximation. For any given z, to efficiently compute bi-fidelity approx-
imation in (28), it is desirable to find a cheap yet reasonably accurate approximation of ck(z).
The bi-fidelity approach developed in [34,48] learn these coefficients from the inexpensive low-
fidelity model uL(z). Specifically, for any given z, we shall compute the low-fidelity solution
uL(z) and then construct its best approximation in the spanned low-fidelity approximation
space UL(γn) by orthogonal projection:

uL(z) ≈ PUL(γn)u
L(z) =

n∑
k=1

cLk (z)uL(zk), zk ∈ γn, (30)

where the low-fidelity projection coefficients can be computed as follows:

GLcL = f , fL = (fLk )1≤k≤n, fLk = 〈uL(z), uL(zk)〉, (31)

and GL is the Gramian matrix of uL(γn),

(GL)ij =
〈
uL(zi), u

L(zj)
〉L
, 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n, (32)

where 〈·, ·〉L is the standard inner product associated with UL(γn).
Under certain condition [34,48], cLk (z) can be reasonably good approximation for the high-

fidelity coefficients in (28). Consequently, we can construct the bi-fidelity approximation of
the high-fidelity approximation solution uH(z) as follows:

uB(z) =

n∑
k=1

cLk (z)uH(zk), (33)

To put things together, we outline the major steps for the bi-fidelity approximation of
the high-fidelity sample for a given z in Algorithm 1.
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Remark 2. As we mentioned above, the bi-fidelity method relies on the assumption that
the low-fidelity coefficients are similar to the high-fidelity coefficients in the parameter space
under certain conditions, as stated in [34,48]. This may not hold for some problems. In this
case, a correction mapping between low-fidelity and high-fidelity coefficient can be constructed
by leveraging approximation power of neural network to further improve the accuracy, if the
additional high-fidelity data are available. We refer readers to [32] for details on this approach.

To construct the bi-fidelity approximation of the high-fidelity mean, with the bi-fidelity
surrogate uB(z), we can employ the Monte Carlo or other quadrature-based methods to
compute the statistical moments quickly by evaluating bi-fidelity surrogates. To further
reduce the number of bi-fidelity surrogate evaluations, a more efficient extension to this
approach is developed in [47]. The general procedure is as follows:

• Compute the low-fidelity sample mean (via the Monte Carlo or quadrature rules):

µL =

M∑
i=1

wiu
L(zi), (34)

where the high-fidelity mean µH is defined similarly.

• Compute its best approximation on the low-fidelity approximation space UL(γn) by
orthogonal projection,

µL ≈ PUL(γn)µ
L =

n∑
i=1

cLi u
L(zi), (35)

where the expansion coefficients cL are computed by solving the following linear system:

GLcL = gL, gL =
〈
µL, uL(zj)

〉L
, 1 ≤ j ≤ n, zj ∈ γn. (36)

• Using this coefficient cLk as the surrogate of the high-fidelity coefficient of the high-
fidelity mean µH , the bi-fidelity approximation of the high-fidelity mean can be con-
structed as follows:

µB =

n∑
k=1

cLku
H(zk), zk ∈ γn. (37)

Note that in this way, only one bi-fidelity surrogate evaluation is required. The standard
deviation can be computed similarly. We refer readers to [47] for additional details.

5 Numerical examples

To examine the performance of the proposed methodology, two benchmark tests are con-
sidered: the first concerning the kinetic transport model with the SIR compartmentalization
discussed in Section 2, and the second one regarding the extension to the SEIAR modeling
presented in Section 3. It is worth to highlight that, in these tests, we collect all the quantities
of interests together in a single vector to choose the zk points of the bi-fidelity algorithm, for
either the 3 compartments S, I,R in Test 1 or the five compartments S, E, I, A, R in Test
2. From the experiments, we also find that the results are similar if we choose the zk points
separately for the different epidemic compartments.
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Algorithm 1: A bi-fidelity approximation for a high-fidelity solution at given z

1 Given a candidate sample set ΓN = {z1, z2, . . . , zN} ⊂ Iz, run the low-fidelity model
uL(zj) for each zj ∈ ΓN .

2 Select n “important” points γN from ΓN , where γN = {zi1 , · · · zin} ⊂ ΓN and the
low-fidelity approximation space by UL(γn).

3 Run high-fidelity simulation only at the point in the selected sample set γn.
4 For any given z, run the low-fidelity solver to get the low-fidelity solution uL(z) and

compute its low-fidelity coefficients in (30):

uL(z) ≈ PUL(γn)u
L(z) =

n∑
k=1

cLk (z)uL(zk), zk ∈ γn.

5 Construct the bi-fidelity approximation by applying the same approximation rule as
in low-fidelity model with (33):

uB(z) =
n∑
k=1

cLk (z)uH(zk).

5.1 Test 1: SIR model with heterogeneous environment

We first consider the initial distributions of the high-fidelity kinetic SIR model (2) as follows:

fi(x, v, 0) = c i(x, 0) e−
v2

2 , i ∈ {S, I,R} (38)

where c = 1
2

∑NG
i=1wi e

− ζ
2
i
2 is a re-normalization constant, with NG number of Gauss-Legendre

quadrature points as defined in Section 4.1, and

S(x, 0) = 1− I(x, 0), I(x, 0) = 0.01e−(x−10)2 , R(x, 0) = 0,

in the physical domain L = [0, 20]. The initial fluxes JS(x, 0), JI(x, 0) and JR(x, 0) are null
and we consider periodic boundary conditions. The same initial conditions for S, I,R and
JS , JI , JR are imposed in the low-fidelity SIR model (6)-(13). In the following tests, we
consider a 2-dimensional random vector z = (z1, z2)T , with independent random parameters
z1 and z2 that follow a uniform distribution, zj ∼ U(−1, 1), j = 1, 2.

We analyze the behavior of the proposed methodology concerning spatially heterogeneous
environments, considering a spatially variable contact rate [8, 44]

β(x, z) = β0(z)

(
1 + 0.05 sin

(
13πx

20

))
,

where
β0(z) = 11(1 + 0.6z1),
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and a recovery rate
γ(z) = 10(1 + 0.4z2).

In the incidence function, we set κ = 0 and p = 1. Therefore, we simulate an infectious disease
characterized by an R0 perturbed around the value 1 depending on the random fluctuations.
We discretize the spatial domain, both in the high-fidelity and low-fidelity models, with
Nx = 150 cells and consider Nv = 8 velocities for the high-fidelity model. To compute
the reference solutions for the mean and standard deviation, we use a 3-rd level sparse grid
quadrature based on Clenshaw-Curtis rules for the choice of the stochastic collocation nodes,
with a total of 29 points, for both the high-fidelity and low-fidelity models.

Test 1 (a): In this case, a parabolic configuration of speeds and relaxation parameters
is considered, setting λ2

i = 105, i ∈ {S, I,R}, and τi = 10−5 in the low-fidelity model and
τi = 3× 10−5 in the high-fidelity model, to maintain consistency of the two simulations (see
Remark 1). The time step size results ∆t = 0.89×10−2 in both models, nevertheless the low-
fidelity code is almost 5 times faster than the high-fidelity one (tHFCPU ≈ 70.0 s, tLFCPU ≈ 14.3 s
to simulate until t = 5).

In the first row of Figure 1, the expectation and standard deviation of the solution of
compartment I for the high-fidelity model, the low-fidelity model and the bi-fidelity approx-
imation at time t = 5 are shown. As expected, since high-fidelity and low-fidelity models
share the same diffusive limit, a perfect agreement of the solutions can be observed. To
confirm this, in the second row of the same figure, we also plot the L2 errors of the mean and
standard deviation between the bi-fidelity and high-fidelity solutions at T = 5 with respect to
the number of selected ”important” points n of the bi-fidelity algorithm. A fast error decay
is clearly observed. With only n = 8 hi-fidelity sample points, bi-fidelity approximation can
achieved a relative error of O(10−6) for both the mean and standard deviation.

Test 1 (b): In this second case, we consider the hyperbolic regime by letting λi = 1,
i ∈ {S, I,R}, while τi = 1 in the low-fidelity model and τi = 3 in the high-fidelity model,
for consistency. The time step size results ∆t = 0.12 in both models, but the low-fidelity
simulation is again almost 5 times faster than the high-fidelity one (tHFCPU ≈ 5.6 s, tLFCPU ≈ 1.3 s
to simulate until t = 5).

In Figure 2, the results of Test 1(b) are reported for the infectious compartment I at time
t = 5. The first row shows expectation and standard deviation of the high-fidelity, the low-
fidelity and the bi-fidelity solutions. While low-fidelity model fails to capture details of the
hi-fidelity solutions around peaks due to the different velocity setting considered in the two
models, bi-fidelity approximation are in almost perfect agreement with the high-fidelity ones,
confirming the validity of the proposed methodology even with hyperbolic configurations of
the scaling parameters. In addition, we plot the relative L2 error convergence of the mean
and standard deviation of the bi-fidelity and high-fidelity solutions at t = 5 with the number
of high-fidelity samples, in the second row of Figure 2. Again, we observe a fast error decay
for mean and standard deviation with O(10) high-fidelity samples.
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Figure 1: Test 1 (a): SIR model in diffusive regime. First row: expectation (left) and
standard deviation (right) obtained at t = 5 for the variable I with the three methodologies,
by using n = 8 points for the bi-fidelity approximation. Second row: relative L2 errors of the
bi-fidelity approximation for the mean (left) and standard deviation (right) of density I with
respect to the number of ”important” points n used in the bi-fidelity algorithm, compared
with low-fidelity errors.

5.2 Test 2: SEIAR model with distinguished epidemic hotspots

Next, we analyze the effectiveness of the proposed methodology also with the extended SEIAR
compartmentalization examining a more realistic epidemic scenario. Let us now consider a
2-dimensional random vector z, this time with zj ∼ U(0, 1), j = 1, 2. We design an initial
condition for the low-fidelity SEIAR model (18)-(22) that simulates the presence of 3 cities
aligned in the spatial domain L = [0, 20] with a different number of exposed (infected but
not yet infectious) individuals, subjected to randomness, distributed following a Gaussian
function,

E(x, 0, z) = α1(z) e−(x−x1)2 + α2(z) e−(x−x2)2 + α3(z) e−(x−x3)2 ,

where x1 = 10/3, x2 = 10, x3 = 50/3 are the coordinates of the city centers and α1 =
0.01(1 + z1), α2 = 0.001(1 + z1), α3 = 0.004(1 + z1) are the stochastic amplitudes. In
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Figure 2: Test 1 (b): SIR model in hyperbolic regime. First row: expectation (left) and
standard deviation (right) obtained at t = 5 for the variable I with the three methodologies,
by using n = 14 points for the bi-fidelity approximation. Second row: relative L2 errors of the
bi-fidelity approximation for the mean (left) and standard deviation (right) of density I with
respect to the number of ”important” points n used in the bi-fidelity algorithm, compared
with low-fidelity errors.

this case, we set the large stochastic amplitude to model large uncertainty present on the
initial amount of exposed people when an epidemic starts spreading. Indeed, it is worth
to underline that the initial number of exposed individuals is certainly one of the variables
majorly affected by uncertainty during epidemic outbreaks [22]. We consider that there are
no infectious people at t = 0, being

S(x, 0, z) = 1− E(x, 0, z), I(x, 0) = 0, A(x, 0) = 0, R(x, 0) = 0,

and JS(x, 0) = JE(x, 0) = JI(x, 0) = JA(x, 0) = JR(x, 0) = 0, with periodic boundary
conditions, to allow a connection also between cities 1 and 3. The initial distributions of the
high-fidelity kinetic SEIAR model (15) then read as defined in (38), for i ∈ {S,E, I, A,R}.

Concerning epidemic parameters, to simulate the more challenging scenario in which the
incidence function presents sinusoidal oscillations in space as well as being greater in the
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Figure 3: Test 2 (a): SEIAR model in intermediate regime. The baseline temporal and spatial
evolution of compartments S (first row, left), E (first row, right), I (second row, left) and A
(second row, right) in the high-fidelity model.

most populated areas, we consider the following distribution of the contact rate related to
asymptomatic individuals:

βA(x, z) = β0
A(z)

(
1 +

1

2
e−(x−x1)2 +

1

4
e−(x−x2)2 +

1

2
e−(x−x3)2

)
+ 0.05 sin(2πx),

where β0
A is affected by the following random fluctuations:

β0
A(z) = 0.5(1 + 0.5z2).

Assuming that highly infectious subjects are mostly detected in the most optimistic scenario,
being subsequently quarantined or hospitalized, we set βI(x, z) = 0.03βA(x, z). Then, we fix
γI = 1/14, γA = 1/7, a = 1/3, σ = 1/12.5, considering these clinical parameters deterministic
according to values adopted in [6,9,13,22] to simulate the COVID-19 spread. Finally, in the
incidence functions, we set κI = κA = 0, hence assuming that initially individuals are not
aware of the epidemic outbreak, and p = 1 to work with the standard bi-linear case. The
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Figure 4: Test 2 (a): SEIAR model in intermediate regime. Expectation (left) and standard
deviation (right) of densities E (first row), I (second row) and A (third row) at time t = 5,
obtained with the three methodologies, using n = 6 for the bi-fidelity solution.
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Figure 5: Test 2 (a): SEIAR model in intermediate regime. Relative L2 error decay of the
bi-fidelity approximation of expectation (left) and standard deviation (right) for the density
A with respect to the number of selected ”important” points n, compared with low-fidelity
errors.

resulting setting permits to simulate and epidemic characterized by a baseline reproduction
numberR0 = 3. We considerNx = 150 cells for both high-fidelity and low-fidelity simulations,
and use Nv = 8 velocities for the high-fidelity solution.

Test 2 (a): In the first case, an intermediate regime between parabolic and hyperbolic is
considered, setting λ2

i = 10, i ∈ {S,E,A,R}, λI = 0 and τi = 0.25, i ∈ {S,E, I, A,R},
in the low-fidelity model and τi = 0.75 in the high-fidelity model. The characteristic speed
of compartment I is fixed to zero because we assumed that infectious people with severe
symptoms are generally detected and isolated [6, 9].

The baseline space-time evolution of the compartments is shown in Figure 3, where the
fast propagation of the epidemic can be observed, especially starting from the first city
on the left, as expected. In Figure 4, the expectation and standard deviation of infected
individuals, divided by each compartment, are presented for each methodology adopted,
highlighting the validity of the bi-fidelity approach. In Figure 5, L2 error decay of the bi-
fidelity approximations, with respect to the number of selected ”important” points n, is
compared with the error that would be obtained simply using the low-fidelity model.

Test 2 (b): In the second case, we consider a fully hyperbolic regime choosing λ2
i = 1,

i ∈ {S,E,A,R}, λI = 0, and τi = 10, i ∈ {S,E, I, A,R}, and τi = 30 respectively in the
low-fidelity and high-fidelity model.

The baseline space-time evolution of the compartments of major interest is presented
in Figure 6. In this figure, the spatial heterogeneity of the epidemic spread related to the
prescribed contact rate can be clearly appreciated. Mean and standard deviation obtained
with the 3 approaches are shown for compartments E, I and A in Figure 7. Again, although
the low-fidelity and high-fidelity solutions show clear discordant trends, the effectiveness of
the bi-fidelity method is plainly confirmed. In Figure 8, the decay of the L2 relative error norm
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Figure 6: Test 2 (b): SEIAR model in hyperbolic regime. Baseline temporal and spatial
evolution of compartments S (first row, left), E (first row, right), I (second row, left) and A
(second row, right) in the high-fidelity model.

of the bi-fidelity approximation with respect to the number of points n shows that a proper
accuracy can be achieved for both mean and standard deviation even in this challenging test
case.

6 Conclusions

In this work we introduced a bi-fidelity method for the quantification of uncertainty in epi-
demiological transport models based on an asymptotic-preserving space-time discretization.
In detail, after presenting the high-fidelity epidemiological model, we considered the corres-
ponding bi-fidelity model. Both models share the same diffusive limit and permits to recover
classical epidemic models based on diffusion equations. The numerical scheme used allows to
have an efficient quantification of the uncertainty in different regimes, using few simulations
of the high-fidelity model and several runs of the low-fidelity model for points selection in the
random space. Results for one-dimensional transport problems based on realistic compart-
mentalization in relation to the recent COVID-19 pandemic, which also include asymptomatic
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Figure 7: Test 2 (b): SEIAR model in hyperbolic regime. Expectation (left) and standard
deviation (right) of densities E (first row), I (second row) and A (third row) at time t = 5,
obtained with the three methodologies, using n = 7 for the bi-fidelity solution.
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Figure 8: Test 2 (b): SEIAR model in hyperbolic regime. Relative L2 error decay of the
bi-fidelity approximation of expectation (left) and standard deviation (right) for the density
A with respect to the number of selected ”important” points n, compared with low-fidelity
errors.

individuals, show the validity of the presented approach. Further research will be directed
toward extending the present approach to realistic contexts such as those studied in [6, 9].

Acknowledgments

G.B. and L.P. acknowledge the support of MIUR-PRIN Project 2017, No. 2017KKJP4X
Innovative numerical methods for evolutionary partial differential equations and applications.
G.B. holds a Research Fellowship from the Italian National Institute of High Mathematics,
INdAM (GNCS group). L.L. holds the Direct Grant for Research supported by Chinese
University of Hong Kong and Early Career Scheme 2021/22, No. 24301021, from Research
Grants Council of Hong Kong. X.Z. was supported by the Simons Foundation (504054).

References

[1] G. Albi, G. Bertaglia, W. Boscheri, G. Dimarco, L. Pareschi, G. Toscani, M. Zanella.
Kinetic modelling of epidemic dynamics: social contacts, control with uncertain data,
and multiscale spatial dynamics. To appear in: Predicting Pandemics in a Globally
Connected World, Vol. 1, N. Bellomo and M. Chaplain Editors, Springer-Nature (2021).

[2] G. Albi, L. Pareschi, M. Zanella. Control with uncertain data of socially structured
compartmental epidemic models. J. Math. Biol., 82:63 (2021).

[3] G. Albi, L. Pareschi, M. Zanella. Modelling lockdown measures in epidemic out-
breaks using selective socio-economic containment with uncertainty. Math. Biosci. Eng.,
18(6):7161–7190 (2021).

25



[4] E. Barbera, G. Consolo, G. Valenti. Spread of infectious diseases in a hyperbolic
reaction-diffusion susceptible-infected-recovered model. Phys. Rev. E, 88:052719 (2013).

[5] N. Bellomo, R. Bingham, M. A. J. Chaplain, G. Dosi, G. Forni, D. A. Knopoff, J. Lowen-
grub, R. Twarock, and M. E. Virgillito. A multi-scale model of virus pandemic: Het-
erogeneous interactive entities in a globally connected world. Math. Mod. Meth. App.
Scie., 30(8):1591–1651 (2020).

[6] G. Bertaglia, W. Boscheri, G. Dimarco, L. Pareschi. Spatial spread of COVID-19 out-
break in Italy using multiscale kinetic transport equations with uncertainty. Math.
Biosci. Eng., 18(5):7028–7059 (2021).

[7] G. Bertaglia, V. Caleffi, L. Pareschi, A. Valiani. Uncertainty quantification of vis-
coelastic parameters in arterial hemodynamics with the a-FSI blood flow model. J.
Comput. Phys., 430:110102 (2021).

[8] G. Bertaglia, L. Pareschi. Hyperbolic models for the spread of epidemics on net-
works: kinetic description and numerical methods, ESAIM Math. Model. Numer. Anal.
55(2):381-407 (2021).

[9] G. Bertaglia, L. Pareschi. Hyperbolic compartmental models for epidemic spread on
networks with uncertain data: application to the emergence of Covid-19 in Italy. Math.
Mod. Meth. App. Scie., to appear (2021).

[10] W. Boscheri, G. Dimarco, L. Pareschi. Modeling and simulating the spatial spread of an
epidemic through multiscale kinetic transport equations. Math. Mod. Meth. App. Scie.,
31(6):1059-1097 (2021).

[11] S. Boscarino, L. Pareschi, G. Russo. Implicit-Explicit Runge-Kutta schemes for hyper-
bolic systems and kinetic equations in the diffusion limit. SIAM J. Sci. Comp., 35:22–51
(2013).

[12] S. Boscarino, L. Pareschi, G. Russo. A unified IMEX Runge-Kutta approach for hy-
perbolic systems with multiscale relaxation. SIAM J. Numer. Anal., 55(4):2085–2109
(2017).

[13] B. Buonomo and R. Della Marca. Effects of information-induced behavioural changes
during the COVID-19 lockdowns: The case of Italy: COVID-19 lockdowns and behavi-
oral change. R. Soc. Open Sci., 7(10):201635 (2020).

[14] V. Capasso, G. Serio, A generalization of the Kermack-McKendrick deterministic epi-
demic model. Math. Biosci., 42:43 (1978).

[15] R.M. Colombo, M. Garavello, F. Marcellini, E. Rossi. An age and space structured SIR
model describing the COVID-19 pandemic. J. Math. Ind., 10(1):22 (2020).

[16] G. Dimarco, L. Liu, L. Pareschi, X. Zhu. Multi-fidelity methods for kinetic equations.
Preprint (2021).

26



[17] G. Dimarco, B. Perthame, G. Toscani, M. Zanella. Kinetic models for epidemic dynamics
with social heterogeneity. J. Math. Biol., 83:4 (2021).

[18] G. Dimarco, L. Pareschi. Numerical methods for kinetic equations. Acta Numer., 23:369–
520 (2014).

[19] G. Dimarco, L. Pareschi. Multi-scale control variate methods for uncertainty quantific-
ation in kinetic equations. J. Comput. Phys., 388:63—89 (2019).

[20] G. Dimarco, L. Pareschi. Multiscale Variance Reduction Methods Based on Multiple
Control Variates for Kinetic Equations with Uncertainties. Multiscale Model. Simul.,
18(1):351—382 (2020).

[21] E. Franco. A feedback SIR (fSIR) model highlights advantages and limitations of
infection-based social distancing. arXiv:2004.13216 (2020).

[22] M. Gatto, E. Bertuzzo, L. Mari, S. Miccoli, L. Carraro, R. Casagrandi, A. Rinaldo.
Spread and dynamics of the COVID-19 epidemic in Italy: Effects of emergency contain-
ment measures. Proceed. Nat. Acad. Sci., 117(19):10484–10491 (2020).

[23] F. Golse, S. Jin, C. Levermore. The convergence of numerical transfer schemes in diffus-
ive regimes I: Discrete-ordinate method. SIAM J. Num. Anal., 36(5):1333–1369 (1999).

[24] H.W. Hethcote, The Mathematics of Infectious Diseases. SIAM Rev., 42(4):599–653
(2000).

[25] T. Hillen, A. Swan. The diffusion limit of transport equations in biology. In: Preziosi L.,
Chaplain M., Pugliese A. (eds) Mathematical Models and Methods for Living Systems.
Lecture Notes in Mathematics 2167, Springer, Cham (2016).

[26] S. Jin, H. Lu, L. Pareschi. Efficient stochastic asymptotic-preserving implicit-explicit
methods for transport equations with diffusive scalings and random inputs. SIAM J.
Sci. Comput., 40(2):A671–A696 (2018).

[27] S. Jin, L. Pareschi, G. Toscani. Uniformly accurate diffusive relaxation schemes for
multiscale transport equations. SIAM J. Num. Anal., 38(3):913–936 (2000).

[28] A. Korobeinikov, P. K. Maini. Non-linear incidence and stability of infectious disease
models. Math. Med. Bio.: J. IMA, 22:113–128 (2005).

[29] L. Liu, L. Pareschi, X. Zhu. A bi-fidelity stochastic collocation method for transport
equations with diffusive scaling and multi-dimensional random inputs. arXiv:2107.09250
(2021).

[30] L. Liu, X. Zhu. A bi-fidelity method for the multiscale Boltzmann equation with random
parameters. J. Comput. Phys., 402:108914 (2020).

[31] N. Loy, A. Tosin. A viral load-based model for epidemic spread on spatial networks.
Math. Biosci. Eng., 18(5):5635–5663 (2021).

27

http://arxiv.org/abs/2004.13216


[32] C. Lu, X. Zhu. Bifidelity Data-Assisted Neural Networks in Nonintrusive Reduced-Order
Modeling, J. Sci. Comput., 87(1):1-30 (2021).

[33] P. Magal, G.F. Webb, X. Wu. Spatial spread of epidemic diseases in geographical
settings: Seasonal influenza epidemics in Puerto Rico. Discrete Cont. Dyn. Sys. B,
25(6):2185–2202 (2019).

[34] A. Narayan, C. Gittelson, D. Xiu. A stochastic collocation algorithm with multifidelity
models. SIAM J. Sci. Comput., 36(2):A495–A521 (2014).

[35] M. Peirlinck, K. Linka, F. Sahli Costabal, J. Bhattacharya, E. Bendavid, J.P. Ioannidis,
and E. Kuhl. Visualizing the invisible: The effect of asymptomatic transmission on the
outbreak dynamics of COVID-19. Comput. Methods Appl. Mech. Eng., 372(1):113410
(2020).

[36] M. Pulvirenti, S. Simonella. A kinetic model for epidemic spread. Math. Mech. Complex
Systems, 8(3):249–260 (2020).

[37] F. Riccardo, M. Ajelli et al. Epidemiological characteristics of COVID-19 cases in Italy
and estimates of the reproductive numbers one month into the epidemic. MedRxiv, Cold
Spring Harbor Laboratory Press, doi:10.1101/2020.04.08.20056861 (2020).

[38] L. Roques, O. Bonnefon, V. Baudrot, S. Soubeyrand, H. Berestycki. A parsimonious
approach for spatial transmission and heterogeneity in the COVID-19 propagation. R.
Soc. Open Sci., 7:201382 (2020).

[39] P.S.A. Salam, W. Bock, A. Klar, S. Tiwari. Disease contagion models coupled to crowd
motion and mesh free simulation. Math. Mod. Meth. Appl. Sci., 31(6):1277–1295 (2021).

[40] G. Sun. Pattern formation of an epidemic model with diffusion. Nonlinear Dyn.,
69:1097–1104 (2012).

[41] B. Tang, X. Wang, A. Li, N.L. Bragazzi, S. Tang, Y. Xiao, J. Wu. Estimation of the
transmission risk of the 2019-nCoV and its implication for public health interventions.
J. Clinical Med., 9:462 (2020).

[42] A. Viguerie, G. Lorenzo, F. Auricchio, D. Baroli, T.J.R. Hughes, A. Patton, A. Reali,
T.E. Yankeelov, A. Veneziani. Simulating the spread of COVID-19 via a spatially-
resolved susceptible–exposed–infected–recovered–deceased (SEIRD) model with hetero-
geneous diffusion. Appl. Math. Lett., 101:106617 (2021).

[43] A. Viguerie, A. Veneziani, G. Lorenzo, D. Baroli, N. Aretz-Nellesen, A. Patton,
T.E. Yankeelov, A. Reali,T.J.R. Hughes, F. Auricchio. Diffusion–reaction compart-
mental models formulated in a continuum mechanics framework: application to COVID-
19, mathematical analysis, and numerical study. Comput. Mech., 66:1131–1152 (2020).

[44] J. Wang, F. Xie, T. Kuniya. Analysis of a reaction-diffusion cholera epidemic model
in a spatially heterogeneous environment. Commun. Nonlinear Sci. Numer. Simul.,
80:104951 (2020).

28



[45] G.F. Webb. A reaction-diffusion model for a deterministic diffusion epidemic. J. Math.
Anal. Appl., 84:150–161 (1981).

[46] D. Xiu. Numerical Methods for Stochastic Computations - A Spectral Method Approach.
Princeton University Press, New Jersey (2010).

[47] X. Zhu, E.M. Linebarger, and D. Xiu. Multi-fidelity stochastic collocation method for
computation of statistical moments. J. Comput. Phys., 341:386–396 (2017).

[48] X. Zhu, A. Narayan, D. Xiu. Computational aspects of stochastic collocation with mul-
tifidelity models. SIAM/ASA J. Uncertain. Quantif., 2(1):444–463 (2014).

29


	1 Introduction
	2 Epidemic transport model with random inputs
	2.1 The high-fidelity epidemic transport model
	2.1.1 Macroscopic formulation and diffusion limit

	2.2 The low-fidelity two-velocity epidemic model
	2.2.1 Macroscopic formulation and diffusion limit


	3 Extension to more epidemic compartments
	3.1 The high-fidelity SEIAR transport model
	3.2 The low-fidelity SEIAR transport model

	4 An asymptotic-preserving bi-fidelity numerical method
	4.1 Asymptotic-preserving IMEX Finite Volume scheme
	4.2 Bi-fidelity stochastic collocation

	5 Numerical examples
	5.1 Test 1: SIR model with heterogeneous environment
	5.2 Test 2: SEIAR model with distinguished epidemic hotspots

	6 Conclusions

