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Abstract: Shelter-in-place policies have been considered effective in mitigating the transmission 
of the virus SARS-CoV-2. To end such policies, routine testing and self-quarantine of those 
testing positive for active infection have been proposed, yet it remains unclear how often routine 
testing would need to be performed among workers returning to workplaces, and how effective 
this strategy would be to meaningfully prevent continued transmission of the virus. We 
simulated SARS-CoV-2 polymerase chain reaction testing to estimate the frequency of testing 
needed to avert continued epidemic propagation as shelter-in-place orders are relaxed . We find 
that testing strategies less frequent than twice weekly (e.g. weekly testing or testing once prior 
to returning to work) are unlikely to prevent workforce outbreaks. Even given unlimited testing 
capacity, the impact of frequent testing may not be sufficient to reliably relax shelter-in-place 
policies without risking continued epidemic propagation, unless other measures are instituted to 
complement testing and self-isolation . 
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Shelter-in-place policies have been considered effective in mitigating the transmission of the 
virus SARS-CoV-2. To end such policies and have workers return to their jobs, routine testing 
and self-quarantine of those testing positive for active infection have been proposed. These 
strategies would require increased testing capacity and substantial logistical resources. Yet it 
remains unclear how often routine testing would need to be performed among workers returning 
to workplaces, and how effective this strategy would be to meaningfully prevent continued 
transmission of the virus. We simulated SARS-CoV-2 polymerase chain reaction (PCR) testing 
to estimate the frequency of testing needed to avert continued epidemic propagation as 
shelter-in-place orders are relaxed . 
 
When testing each worker daily, we observed a 78·7-86·4% reduction in transmission using 
PCR testing. By contrast, when testing each worker every three days, we observed a 
59·5-70·5% reduction; when testing weekly, we observed a 36·7-46·5% reduction; and when 
testing monthly, a 8·7-12·2% reduction (Figure 1). At each cadence of testing frequency, the 
estimated range of transmission reduction was derived from uncertainty around disease and 
test characteristics.1–5 
 
In our simulations, the optimal testing frequency and effective reproduction number (Re) were 
sensitive to changes in the basic reproduction number (R0), the true value of which remains 
unclear (Figure 2). If R0 = 2·4, we estimated workers would have to be tested at least every 3-4 
days to prevent an outbreak amongst the workforce (Re < 1), unless other measures were 
added to testing and self-isolation. At R0 = 3, workers would have to be tested every 2 days 
(Appendix).  
 
Our findings imply that in settings with ongoing community-based transmission, even very 
frequent PCR testing (twice weekly) may only modestly reduce transmission. The impact of 
frequent testing may not be sufficient to reliably relax shelter-in-place policies without risking 
continued epidemic propagation, unless other measures are instituted to complement testing 
and self-isolation . In particular, we find that testing strategies less frequent than twice weekly 
(e.g. weekly testing or testing once prior to returning to work) are unlikely to prevent workforce 
transmission . 
  
Even given unlimited testing capacity, preventing further epidemic propagation with routine 
frequent testing and self-isolation would be difficult, exacerbated by high costs and slim margins 
for error. Given our current testing capacity and limited information, our findings support that 
strategies to relax shelter-in-place policies not only involve routine testing, but also interventions 
such as social distancing and contact tracing to safely reopen workplaces. 
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Figure 
 

 
Figure 1: Projected effectiveness of routine PCR testing frequency on reduction on transmission 
for high risk workers, assuming the proportion of asymptomatic cases is 40% with the R0=3. 
Error bars represent the minimum and maximum bounds of projected reduction, varying 
sensitivity and specificity of the PCR test and assumptions on natural history of transmission. 
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Figure 2: Projected effective reproduction number (Re) in a susceptible workplace. Bounds 
represent the estimated minimum and maximum values.  
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Appendix : Frequency of routine testing for SARS-CoV-2 to reduce transmission among workers  
  
Methods 
  
Our approach involved developing a microsimulation model as well as a closed-form 
mathematical solution to estimate the reduction in infectious workdays over a range of testing 
frequencies. Our mathematical approach was used to validate the microsimulation model. Both 
approaches probabilistically varied over the following parameters.  
 
We designed a SEIR-like model in which workers interact with an age-structured community 
population (representing patients, customers, etc.) as well as among themselves. We simulated 
PCR-based testing for each individual in a workforce, and varied the time intervals for testing 
from daily to monthly. We assumed infectiousness begins in the last two days of the incubation 
period 2 and workers self-quarantine when receiving a positive test or when symptoms occur, so 
that transmission between workers occurs only from asymptomatically or pre-symptomatically 
infectious workers. We also assumed workers take one day to receive results after testing. We 
probabilistically varied the following parameters: incubation time, infectious period, test 
sensitivity, and test specificity. We varied over basic reproduction number (R0) and proportion of 
infections that were asymptomatic.  
 
The model tracked three features of each simulated person: (i) the person’s true state of 
infection (susceptible, exposed, infected, or recovered); (ii) the observed state of infection based 
on test results (uninfected, currently infected based on positive PCR, or immune based on 
observed PCR infection followed by completion of a 14 day self-quarantine period); and (iii) 
whether the person was at work. Each individual believed to be uninfected in the population is 
tested at varying intervals. We did 1000 simulations for each parameter setting, with 300 days in 
each simulation, and 1356 healthcare workers per 100000 people (cite). For each simulation we 
estimated reduction in workplace transmission by dividing the number of infectious worker-days 
by the number of potential infectious worker-days. At each time point, we calculated the 
effective reproduction number (Rt) by multiplying R0 by the reduction in transmission at that time 
period. 
 
For validation, we derived a mathematical formula with an analytical solution based on a 
geometric distribution. The derivation followed the same assumptions and parameters as the 
microsimulations, and is as follows: 
 

(n  1(i  mod F ))E(Infectious Work Days) =  1
F ∑

F−1

k = 0 
 * (1 )− psens

⌊(n +k) / F⌋  ∑
n 

i = 1
i * psens * (1 )− psens

(i+k mod F ) − 1 + k = 0  

is the expected number of days that a person who is infected will work. F is(Infectious Days)E  
the testing frequency in days and n is the number of infectious days. For symptomatic 
individuals, n = 3 which is approximately the number of presymptomatic days. For asymptomatic 
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individuals, n = 9 which is the infectious period length. is an indicator function which(.)1  
determines if an infectious work day occurs on a testing day. 
 
To estimate Re in a susceptible workforce, we calculated the daily Re and took the mean across 
the first 10 days of the simulation after Re has stabilized (confidence interval sizes < +/- 0.05). 
The bounds in Figure b represent the minimum and maximum effective reproduction number 
across those 10 days. The model assumes a constant worker population and that workers gain 
immunity in the short-term after recovery.  
  
 

 
Appendix figure: Analytical solution for the projected effectiveness of routine PCR testing 
frequency on reduction on transmission. The results from the analytical solution were very 
similar to the simulation. The analysis assumed the proportion of asymptomatic infections was 
40%, a test sensitivity of 75%, 9 asymptomatic infectious days, and 3 presymptomatic days.  
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Notably, when we additionally simulated advances in testing such as high-sensitivity saliva 
test-based PCR or serological antibody testing, our results did not substantially change, due to 
the brief timeframe during which asymptomatic or pre-symptomatic infections may be caught. 
 
  

Parameter Distribution Source(s) 

Sensitivity  .69 to .80, fit to a truncated 
normal distribution. 

 1–4 

Specificity  .99  1–4 

Incubation period  5.2 days (95% CI, 4.1-7.0) 
fit to a log-normal distribution  

5 

Presymptomatic period 2.3 days (95% CI, 0.8–3.0 
days) fit to a gamma 
distribution 

6 

Infectious period  9.5 days (IQR, 3.5–13.0 
days) fit to a gamma 
distribution 

7 

 Appendix Table 1: Varied parameter distributions and their sources. 
 
Testing 
frequency 
(days) 

Range of mean % 
reduction under various 
risk and P(asymptomatic) 

% Reduction under perfect 
sensitivity 

% Reduction under perfect 
sensitivity & no testing 
delays 

1 78.7-86.4% 84% (83.9,84) 100% (100,100) 

2 68.1-78.2% 76.5% (76.4,76.6) 92% (91.9,92) 

3 59.5-70.5% 69.8% (69.7,69.9) 84.3% (84.2,84.4) 

4 52-63.3% 63.9% (63.7,64) 77.4% (77.3,77.5) 

5 46.1-56.8% 58.5% (58.3,58.6) 71.1% (70.9,71.2) 

7 36.7-46.5% 49.1% (48.9,49.3) 60.1% (60,60.3) 

10 26.8-35.4% 37.3% (37.1,37.5) 46.7% (46.5,46.9) 

15 18.1-23.6% 25.1% (24.9,25.3) 31.9% (31.7,32.2) 

20 13.5-18% 19% (18.8,19.2) 24.1% (23.9,24.4) 

25 10.6-14.4% 15.3% (15.1,15.5) 19.4% (19.2,19.6) 

30 8.7-12.2% 12.8% (12.6,13) 16.3% (16.1,16.5) 
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Appendix Table 2: Ranges of mean percent reduction of infectious work days. Simulations were 
stratified for various risk groups (low: 1x, medium: 3x, high: 5x) and proportion of asymptomatic 
infections (0.4, 0.6, 0.8) with sensitivity ranging from .69 to .80. The percent reduction for perfect 
sensitivity simulations assumed  R0 = 3 for a high risk, and P(asymptomatic) = 0.4. The mean 
and confidence intervals were reported for both a testing delay of 1 and 0 days. 
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