
Figure 7: Impact of face mask usage on COVID-19 burden after high lifting of community lockdown. Sim-
ulations of the model (2.1), for high lifting of community lockdown in the states of Arizona, Florida, New York
and the entire US, and various levels of face mask compliance (cm). (a)-(d): Cumulative mortality for the state
of Arizona, Florida, New York and all of US, respectively. (e)-(h): Cumulative hospitalizations for the state of
Arizona, Florida, New York and all of US, respectively. (i)-(l): Cumulative cases for the states of Arizona, Florida,
New York and all of US, respectively. Parameter values used are as given in Tables A.3-A.7 in Appendix A, and
various levels of face mask compliance (cm).

4.4 Effect of Mask Usage After High Lifting of Community Lockdown Measures

When high level of lifting is implemented (i.e., the associated community contact rate parameters (βp, βa, βi and
βs) are increased by over 20% from their baseline values), our simulations show that a second wave in all four
jurisdictions would be inevitable, depending on the level of the increase of the high lifting scenario. We consider a
hypothetical scenario where the level of lifting of the community lockdown measures is further increased, such as
to a level that entails increasing the baseline values of the community contact rate parameters (βp, βa, βi and βs) by
50%. This higher level may be akin to essentially returning to business as usual, where no significant restrictions are
imposed (except, perhaps, no large gatherings such as major sporting, social and political campaign events). The
simulation results obtained, for this hypothetical scenario in the four jurisdictions, are depicted in Figure 8. This
figure shows a dramatic decrease in daily COVID-induced mortality with increasing face mask compliance. For
this higher community lockdown lifting scenario, the states of Arizona and Florida will experience a major second
wave peaking on October 19, 2020 (with 1, 294 deaths on this day) and October 3, 2020 (with 3, 599 deaths on this
day), respectively, even if half their residents wear face masks after the lockdown has been lifted (Figures 8 (a)-(b),
red curves). The state of New York and the entire US will have milder second waves peaking on March 24, 2021
(with 123 deaths at the peak) and January 13, 2021 (with 5, 896 deaths at the peak), respectively. Furthermore,
no second wave will occur in any of the four jurisdictions if 75% of their respective residents wear face masks
after the lockdown period (Figures 8 (a)-(d), purple curves). In fact, under this very high lifting scenario, all
four jurisdictions will have very mild or no significant outbreaks of COVID-19 if the face masks compliance is at
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least 75%. In other words, high masks compliance after community lockdown lifting (even if the level of lifting
was very high) greatly reduces the community transmission of COVID-19 in all four jurisdictions (resulting in
very mild or no outbreaks in all four jurisdictions). If everyone in the jurisdictions wear face masks after the
lockdown (i.e., cm = 1), our simulations show that, for this very high level of lifting of community lockdown (with
baseline community contact rates increased by 50%), the pandemic will be effectively curtailed (as measured in
terms of major suppression of community transmission) in all four jurisdictions within two to three months after
the community lockdown measures have been lifted.

Figure 8: Impact of higher lifting of community lockdown measures (as measured in terms of 50% increase in
the baseline values of the community contact rate parameters, βe, βi, βa and βs) and various compliance levels of
face mask usage in the four jurisdictions. Simulations for the model (2.1) showing the daily mortality, as a function
of time. (a)-(d): daily deaths for the state of Arizona, Florida, New York and all of US, respectively. Parameter
values used are as given in Tables A.3-A.7 in Appendix A, with various levels of face masks compliance (cm).

4.5 Impact of Case Detection and High Lifting of Community Lockdown Measures

In this section, the model (2.1) is simulated to assess the impact of detection of exposed (E), pre-symptomatic (Ep),
and asymptomatically-infectious (Ia) individuals, via the implementation of a COVID-19 diagnostic/surveillance
testing strategy (as measured in terms of increase in the baseline values of the maximum detection rate parame-
ter, τdmax), and high level of lifting of community lockdown measures, on the burden of COVID-19 in the four
jurisdictions considered in this study. The results obtained, depicted in Figure 9, show a dramatic decrease in the
daily and cumulative mortality with increasing values of the maximum detection rate. This figure shows that, while
Arizona, Florida, and the entire US will suffer a major second wave if the baseline value of the maximum detection
rate (τdmax) is used (as depicted in Figure 6), much milder second waves will be recorded in the states of Arizona
and Florida if the baseline value of the maximum detection rate is increased by 10% (Figures 9 (a)-(d), red curves).
It should be mentioned that the milder second waves will still be larger than the first waves recorded in the two
jurisdictions. On the other hand, it can be seen from this figure that (for this scenario) the state of New York and the
entire US will not suffer a second wave of the pandemic. If the baseline value of the maximum detection rate can
be increased by 15%, our simulations show that none of the four jurisdictions will suffer a second wave. However,
the decline in the daily deaths for the states of Arizona and Florida is slower that that for the state of New York and
the entire US (Figures 9 (a)-(d), magenta curves). If the baseline value of the maximum detection rate is increased
by 20% from its baseline value, our simulations show that none of the four jurisdictions will experience a second
wave (Figures 9 (a)-(d), green curves).

Furthermore, a significant reduction in the cumulative mortality is achieved in all four jurisdictions, with in-
creasing levels of the baseline maximum detection rate (Figures 9 (e)-(h)). For example, if the maximum detection
rate is increased by 10% from its baseline value (noting that, for these simulations, high level of lifting of lockdown
is used), our simulations for the state of Arizona show that up to 96% of cumulative mortality that would have been
recorded by the end of December 2020, under the high lifting scenario with baseline value of maximum detection
rate (depicted in Figure 6) will be averted in the state if τdmax is increased by 10% from its baseline value (i.e.,
compare Figures Figure 6 and Figure 9). Similarly, the states of Florida, New York and the entire US will avert
91%, 25%, and 60% of the respective cumulative deaths that would have been recorded by the end of December,
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2020, under this scenario. Our simulations show even more dramatic decrease in the cumulative number of deaths
if the baseline maximum detection rate is increased by 20% (Figure 9, green curves). It can be concluded from
Figure 9 that widespread (random) diagnostic testing (i.e., the detection, tracing and rapid self-isolation of infected
individuals with no symptoms of COVID-19) plays a major role in curtailing community transmission in each of
the four jurisdictions. Consequently, widespread testing greatly contributes in suppressing community transmis-
sion of COVID-19. In particular, ramping up testing to a level that increases the baseline value of the maximum
detection rate (τdmax), by as low as 20%, could greatly diminish community transmission, to the extent that Ari-
zona, Florida, New York state, and the entire US may not experience a second wave. In summary, widespread
random testing contributes in detecting, tracing and isolating asymptomatic cases (hence, breaking their transmis-
sion chains) that would otherwise be spreading the virus in the community. More testing clearly does not mean
more new cases. More testing means more detection (and rapid isolation) of asymptomatic cases, thereby reducing
community transmission. It should be emphasized that face masks compliance is maintained at the baseline value
depicted in Tables A.3-A.7.

Figure 9: Impact of percentage increase in maximum detection rate of asymptomatic infected individuals,
for the case where high level of lifting of community lockdown (i.e., 20% increase in the community contact rates)
was implemented in each of the four jurisdictions. Simulations of the model (2.1), showing daily and cumulative
mortality, as a function of time. (a)-(d): daily deaths for the state of Arizona, Florida, New York and all of US,
respectively. (e)-(h): cumulative deaths for the state of Arizona, Florida, New York and all of US, respectively.
Parameter values used are as given in Tables A.3-A.7 in Appendix A, with various percentage increase in the value
of τdmax.

Additional simulations were carried out to assess the combined impact of percentage increases in the maximum case
detection rate (τdmax) of asymptomatic infected individuals (i.e., infected individuals in the E, Ep and Ia classes)
and increased mask use compliance (cm), from their baseline values, on the public health burden of the pandemic in
the four jurisdictions. The simulations were carried out for the case where a high level of lifting of the community
lockdown (i.e., 20% increase in the baseline values of the community contact rate parameters) was implemented in
each of the four jurisdictions. The results obtained are depicted in Figure 10, from which it follows that the daily
and cumulative mortality significantly decreases with increasing levels of the maximum case detection rate (from
its baseline value). For instance, even a 10% increase in the baseline value of the maximum case detection rate
could lead to a sizable reduction in the cumulative mortality in all four jurisdictions. Furthermore, a 20% increase
in the baseline level of the maximum case detection rate can dramatically decrease the burden of the pandemic in
each of the four jurisdictions even if combined with low level of face mask compliance, such as 25% face mask
compliance (Figure 10, green curves). In fact, this combination (of 20% increase in baseline value of τdmax and
25% face mask compliance) can avert a second wave in each of the four jurisdictions. For this particular case (with
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20% increase in baseline value of τdmax and 25% mask compliance), the states of Arizona, Florida, New York
and the whole of US will record, respectively, about 1, 075, 3, 394, 31, 620, and 138, 000 cumulative deaths by the
first week of December 2020. This corresponds to 99%, 99%, 28% and 71% decrease in the cumulative deaths
if the maximum case detection rate (τdmax) was combined only with baseline face mask compliance (i.e., if only
baseline face mask compliance is used). Larger increases in the maximum case detection rate and increased face
mask compliance will lead to even more significant decrease in the burden of the pandemic in all four jurisdictions.

Figure 10: Impact of increase in maximum detection rate of asymptomatic infected individuals (τdmax) and
face masks use. Simulations of the model (2.1), showing daily and cumulative mortality, as a function of time, for
high level of lockdown lifting in the states of Arizona, Florida, New York and the entire US. (a)-(d): daily deaths
for the state of Arizona, Florida, New York and all of US, respectively. (e)-(h): cumulative deaths for the state of
Arizona, Florida, New York and all of US, respectively. Parameter values used are as given in Tables A.3-A.7 in
Appendix A, with various values of percentage increases in τdmax and face masks compliance fixed at 25% (i.e.,
cm = 0.25).

5 Discussion and Conclusions

In this study, we developed a new Kermack-Mckendrick epidemic model (i.e., a disease transmission model with no
demographic processes) for the transmission dynamics and control of COVID-19 in the states of Arizona, Florida,
New York, and the entire US. Some of the notable features of the compartmental model, which takes the form of a
deterministic system of nonlinear differential equations, include accounting for the dynamics of pre-symptomatic
and asymptomatically-infectious individuals (who contribute to disease transmission) and allowing for the assess-
ment of the community-wide impact of some non-pharmaceutical interventions, particularly the use of face masks
in public. The model, which was parameterized using cumulative mortality data from the aforementioned four
jurisdictions, was used to address the important question of whether or not the widespread use of face masks could
halt the post-lockdown resurgence of COVID-19 in the US, without having to undergo another cycle of community
lockdowns. Specifically, the model was used to assess the community-wide impact of early lockdown, various
levels of lockdown lifting, case detection of asymptomatic individuals, and the use of face masks on the dynamics
and control of COVID-19 in each of the four jurisdictions considered in this study.

Rigorous qualitative analysis of the model reveal that it has a continuum of disease-free equilibria, which is
asymptotically-stable whenever a certain epidemiological threshold, known as the control reproduction number
is less than unity. The epidemiological implication of this result, which represents a sufficient condition for the
effective control of the disease, is that community transmission of COVID-19 can be significantly suppressed in
the four jurisdictions if the control and mitigation interventions can bring, and maintain, the reproduction threshold
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to a value less than unity. A relation for the final size of the pandemic was also derived analytically.
Calibrating our model with the observed cumulative mortality data for the pre-lockdown and lockdown periods

shows that pre-symptomatic (i.e., those inEp class) and asymptomatic (i.e., those in Ia class) infectious individuals
are the main drivers of the COVID-19 pandemic in each of the four jurisdictions (Table A.8). This can be intu-
itively justified based on the fact that pre-symptomatic and asymptomatic infectious individuals are typically not
ill. Hence, they would continue to have the high community contacts they normally have, which can lead to their
transmission of the disease to their susceptible contacts. The epidemiological implication of this result is that the
rapid detection and isolation of infected individuals with no symptoms of the disease (as well as the rapid tracing
and testing of their contacts) is critically-important to our ability to effectively control the pandemic (i.e., reducing
community transmission, hospitalizations and deaths). Furthermore, our result (which is consistent with those re-
ported in other studies, such as those in [21, 22]) suggests that even if all symptomatic individuals are detected and
isolated from the actively-mixing population, the pandemic can still be sustained in the four jurisdictions by the
pre-symptomatic and asymptomatically-infectious individuals in the jurisdictions. Again, this further reinforces
the urgent need to detect and isolate infectious individuals who show no clinical symptoms of the disease.

We explored the sensitivity of the reproduction number with respect to face mask compliance in the four
jurisdictions. In particular, we showed that community transmission of COVID-19 can be significantly reduced,
using a face mask with efficacy of 50%, if at least 53% of Arizonans wear a face mask (from the beginning of the
index case in Arizona). Similar face mask compliance for the states of Florida (59%), New York (38%) and the
entire US (46%) were also obtained. In other words, our study shows that COVID-19 could have been effectively
controlled if a public face mask strategy (particularly using surgical/medical masks, with protective efficacy of at
least 50%) is implemented in each of the four jurisdictions, and the aforementioned minimum compliance attained
(and maintained) from the beginning of the pandemic. This result is consistent with what actually happened in
other parts of the world (particularly in some Asian countries, such as China, Japan, Singapore and South Korea),
where the universal use of face masks greatly curtailed community transmission of COVID-19 (and brought the
pandemic under very effective control, essentially at scales that can be, for all intents and purposes, considered as
pandemic elimination).

Community lockdown was one of the major non-pharmaceutical intervention implemented in the US (and
around the world), in an effort to curtail the community spread of COVID-19. Many states of the US were in
community lockdown generally from mid March to the end of May, 2020 (we consider, for simulation purposes,
that the entire US was (generally) in community lockdown between April 7, 2020 to May 28, 2020). In particular,
the state of New York, once the global epicenter of COVID-19, was among the first of the US states to implement a
community lockdown (on March 22, 2020) and among the last to begin to partially-reopen (on May 28, 2020). As a
consequence, the state of New York is currently recording very low COVID-19 case numbers and one of the lowest
mortality numbers in the US [59]. On the other hand, the states of Arizona and Florida that were among the last to
lockdown and among the first to partially lift the lockdown measures, are now experiencing an alarming resurgence
of COVID-19 (with record case and hospitalization numbers [4, 5, 60]. It should be emphasized that, although
the states of Arizona and Florida succeeded in bending their epidemic curves during the lockdown period, they
were not in community lockdown long enough to achieve the two weeks of continuous decline in confirmed cases
stipulated in the re-opening guidelines by the White House Coronavirus Task Force [32]. Our study highlights
the importance of early implementation of control measures (community lockdown in this case) and sustaining
these measures until a time is reached when it is safe to (responsibly) begin to relax these measures (i.e., begin to
partially lift the lockdown measures). Our simulations showed that if the lockdown measures were implemented
a week earlier (than the actual days they were implemented in the four jurisdictions), all four jurisdictions would
have recorded very significant reductions in their respective daily and cumulative mortality numbers by the day
the lockdown measures were partially lifted. For example, our simulation results showed that about 77% of the
cumulative mortality number for the US (as of the day lockdown measures were partially lifted) would have been
averted. This result is consistent with the fact many countries in Asia and the South Pacific, notably China, Hong
Kong, Japan, Taiwan and New Zealand, greatly succeeded in effectively halting the COVID-19 pandemic based on
their very timely implementation of community lockdown control measures.

Our simulation results also highlight the importance of combining early implementation of the lockdown mea-
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sures with increased face mask usage during the community lockdown. In particular, we showed that combining
the early implementation of lockdown (i.e., implementing the lockdown measures 1-2 weeks earlier) with a public
face mask strategy during the lockdown (and with reasonably high face mask compliance level) resulted in dramatic
reductions in disease burden in each of the four jurisdictions. In fact, our simulations showed that the pandemic
might not have even taken off significantly in any of the the four jurisdictions if the community lockdown measures
were implemented two weeks earlier and most people in the jurisdictions wear face masks during the lockdown.

The lifting of community lockdown in many communities in the US was done in multiple phases, and at
varying levels. For this reason, we used our model to assess the community-wide impact of the varying levels
of lifting of community lockdown implemented in the four jurisdictions. We considered three levels of lifting of
community lockdown, namely mild, moderate and high (based on the level of community interactions allowed. For
example, based on whether or not restaurants, gyms, salons, malls, etc., are opened or closed). Mechanistically, the
heterogeneity in the lifting levels is incorporated into our model by increasing the baseline values of the community
contact rate parameters (βp, βa, βi and βs). Our results showed an increase in daily and cumulative mortality in each
of the four jurisdictions with increasing lifting levels of the community lockdown implemented in the respective
jurisdictions. Furthermore, we showed that if a high level of lifting of the community lockdown is implemented
(and all control measures are fixed at their lockdown period baseline levels), the states of Arizona and Florida will
have a devastating second wave of the COVID-19 pandemic that will peak in about five months after their respective
lifting of the community lockdown, while the state of New York and the entire US will record much milder second
waves. However, if the level of lifting was moderate, our results showed a sizable decrease in the COVID-19 burden
in all four jurisdictions. If mild lifting was implemented, only the state of Florida will experience a second wave
of the pandemic. In other words, our study showed that the size (or severity) of the second wave depends on the
level of lifting of the community lockdown. Furthermore, the severity (or size) of the second wave decreases with
decreasing levels of the lockdown lifting. The second waves recorded in Arizona and Florida during moderate and
high lifting of the community lockdown measures are drastically more severe than their respective first waves.

We also assessed the impact of universal use of face masks after the lockdown. In particular, we showed that for
high lifting, the disease burden in each of the four jurisdictions decreases with increasing face mask compliance.
If two in every five residents of each of the four jurisdictions (i.e., 40%) wear face masks after the lockdown, our
study showed that only the state of Florida will have a second wave (which will be relatively mild). In fact, no
second wave will be experienced in any of the four jurisdictions if half of their residents wear face masks. Higher
reductions of pandemic burden will be recorded if face mask compliance is 75%. Thus, this study showed that, for
mild moderate, or high level of lifting of community lockdown, face masks are extremely useful, and can greatly
suppress COVID-19 (in addition to obviating the likelihood of a devastating second wave). On the other hand, if
the level of lifting is unreasonably high, characterized by a 50% increase in the community contact rate parameters
(this hypothetical scenario is essentially equivalent to returning to almost a “business as usual” scenario), then all
four jurisdictions will experience a second wave (albeit the second wave for New York state and the entire US
will be mild) if half the residents of the respective jurisdictions wear face masks after the lockdown. There will,
however, be no second wave in any of the four jurisdictions if the post-lockdown face mask compliance is 75%.
Thus, our study showed that high face masks compliance after lockdown will greatly curtail COVID-19 even if the
lifting of the lockdown was high.

The community-wide impact of early detection and self-isolation of asymptomatic cases (as measured by in-
crease in the maximum detection rate parameter, τdmax) was also assessed in our study. Our simulation results
showed a significant reduction in the daily and cumulative mortality with increasing values of the maximum detec-
tion rate, in all four jurisdictions. Although the states of Arizona and Florida, as well as the entire US, will suffer
devastating second waves when their respective baseline value of the maximum detection rate parameter are used,
ramping up testing (and contact tracing, followed by self-isolation of cases) to a level that increases the respective
baseline value of the maximum detection rate by just 10% will result in a much milder second wave in Arizona and
Florida, and no second wave in New York state and the whole of the US. Further increasing the baseline maximum
detection rate to 20% of its baseline value will guarantee no second wave as well as trigger a substantial reduction
in the number of deaths in any of the four jurisdictions. More dramatic reductions in disease burden are achieved if
the testing strategy is combined with a universal face masks use strategy.
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In summary, this study emphasizes the importance of early implementation of effective control strategies. In
the absence of a safe and effective vaccine or antiviral, the control and mitigation of COVID-19 rely solely on the
implementation of non-pharmaceutical interventions. While the lockdown measures implemented in the US have
greatly curtailed community transmission of COVID-19 during the lockdown period, numerous states within the
US federation rushed to pre-maturely re-open or lift the lockdown measures, triggering an alarming resurgence
of COVID-19 in numerous states. We showed that the implementation of an effective public face mask strategy
will greatly control community transmission in the states of Arizona, Florida, New York, and the entire US if
the compliance level in each of the four jurisdictions is high enough (regardless of the level of lifting of lockdown
implemented). We showed that such a face mask use strategy can avert the projected devastating second expected to
hit these jurisdictions by the end of the year 2020. The effectiveness of face masks to curtail the burden of COVID-
19 is enhanced if it is combined with an effective testing strategy that can increase the maximum detection rate (of
asymptomatic infected individuals) in the community. This study showed that the prospect for the effective control
of the post-lockdown resurging COVID-19 in the states of Arizona, Florida, New York and the entire US is very
promising using a face mask strategy, if the mask strategy is universally adopted in the country (and compliance
is at least moderate). Before a safe and effective vaccine and/or antiviral is developed and approved for use in
humans, the use of face masks in public is, undoubtedly, the best and most effective way to curtail community
transmission of the COVID-19 pandemic in the four jurisdictions we considered. Of course, our study is not
advocating that face masks must be worn in public until the vaccine or antiviral is developed. They should be worn
until community transmission is greatly suppressed. Once this is achieved, the use of face masks in public can be
relaxed, as long as diagnostic testing and contact tracing can be ramped up to quickly identify and suppress any new
post-mask outbreak in the community. Countries in Asia, particularly (and some in Europe) adopted this approach
to great effect. Once their mask use strategy (and other NPIs, such as social-distancing) succeeded in suppressing
community transmission, they relaxed the use of face masks in public but continue to be very vigilant (vis a vis the
rapid identification and suppression of any future outbreaks). It should be mentioned that contact tracing is more
feasible (and effective) when community transmission is already suppressed to a low (and manageable) level. It is
logistically-easier (or feasible) to effectively trace a small number of cases, than a large number.

The US is currently (as of July 10, 2020) recording almost 72, 000 confirmed cases daily, and, as noted by Dr.
Anthony Fauci during his testimony at a Senate Committee on June 30, 2020, the number is expected to rise to
100, 000 daily if the rising trend does not turn around. Tracing the contacts of these large number of cases will be an
almost impossible undertaking. Our study emphasize the urgent need to significantly curtail community transmis-
sion (via, primarily, the universal use of face masks in public, complemented by social-distancing, avoiding large
gatherings and the implementation of other non-pharmaceutical interventions). Once the community transmission
is significantly decreased, the face masks use strategy can be relaxed, and tracing and testing can then become the
main strategy to rapidly detect and contain any future COVID-19 outbreaks in the community. However, it is also
expected that COVID-19 burden in the US will increase when schools reopen in the fall and the flu season kicks in.

Although some US schools are opting to fully reopen (i.e., adopt a full in-person learning schedule), while
others are opting for a hybrid approach, which combines in-person and remote/online learning modules, each of
these learning models is associated with a certain degree of risk of disease transmission in the school system (with
the teachers, administrators, staff and anyone in the schools with underlying conditions etc. expected to bear the
brunt of the disease burden). Thus, it really is imperative that any effort to reopen schools must be done safely
(and based on what the data says). Jurisdictions that are experiencing high resurgence of the pandemic should
think twice before fully reopening their schools. Communities that are experiencing such high resurgence may
have to consider a second community lockdown, if they are unable to implement a face masks use strategy (with
the required level of compliance) that can significantly suppress community transmission. For such communities,
fully reopening their schools, coupled with the potential negative role the forth-coming flu season may have on the
pandemic, can only exacerbates the dire situation they are in. Based on these facts, it is plausible to surmise that
our projections for the pandemic burden in the four jurisdictions may be under-estimating the actual burden that
will be recorded if the potential impact of school reopenings in the fall and the oncoming flu season are taken into
account. Of course, these additional (anticipated) pandemic burden be effectively suppressed if effective control
measures are implemented and sustained (at least throughout the fall of 2020). For instance, implementing the
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CDC guidelines on schools reopening [61] can certainly minimize the risks associated with the reopenings .
Finally, this study highlights the fact that widespread random testing contributes in detecting, tracing and isolat-

ing asymptomatic cases (hence, breaking their transmission chains) that would otherwise be spreading the virus in
the community. More testing clearly does not mean more new cases. More testing means more detection (and rapid
isolation) of asymptomatic cases, thereby reducing community transmission. Hence, more testing reduces number
of new cases, hospitalizations and deaths. More dramatic reduction in COVID-19 burden (measured in terms of
reduction in the number of new cases, hospitalizations and deaths) is achieved when the public face masks use strat-
egy (with at least moderate compliance) is combined with a robust and effective random testing (and subsequent
tracing and rapid isolation of cases) strategy in the community.
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Appendices
A Tables of variable descriptions, parameter descriptions, and parameter values

Table A.1: Description of the state variables of the model (2.1)

State variable Description
S Population of susceptible individuals
E Population of exposed (newly-infected but not infectious) individuals
Ep Population of pre-symptomatic (infectious) individuals
Ia Population of asymptomatically-Infectious individuals
Im Population of infectious individuals with mild or moderate clinical symptoms of COVID-19
Is Population of infectious individuals with severe clinical symptoms of COVID-19
Ii Population of infectious individuals in self-isolation
Ih Population of hospitalized individuals
Ic Population of individuals in ICU
Ru Population of untested recovered individuals
Rt Population of recovered individuals who received serology (antibody) test
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Table A.2: Description of parameters of the model (2.1)

Parameter Description
βp(βa)(βm)(βs) Effective contact rate for individuals in the Ep(Ia)(Im)(Is) class

εm Efficacy of face masks to prevent transmission and acquisition of infection (0 < εm ≤ 1)
cm Compliance in face mask usage in the community (0 < cm ≤ 1)
τd Detection rate of asymptomatically-infected individuals via random diagnostic/surveillance

testing
τs Detection rate of untested recovered individuals via serology (antibody) testing

τdmax(τsmax) Maximum diagnostic (serology) detection rate
Tn Average number of testing conducted per day
σe Progression rate from E to Ep class
σp Progression rate of pre-symptomatic exposed individuals to Ia, Im or Is class
r Proportion of individuals in the Ep class who show no clinical symptoms of COVID-19 at

the end of the incubation period (and move to the Ia class)
1− r Proportion of individuals in the Ep class who show clinical symptoms of COVID-19 at the

end of the incubation period (and move to the Im class, at a rate g(1 − r)σ, or to the Is
class, at a rate (1− g)(1− r)σ)

g Proportion of individuals in the Ep class who develop mild symptoms of COVID-19 at the
end of the incubation period

1− g Proportion of individuals in the Ep class who develop severe symptoms of COVID-19 at
the end of the incubation period

f Proportion of individuals in the Is class who are hospitalized
1− f Proportion of individuals in the Is class who are self-isolated
ρm Self-isolation rate for individuals in the Im class

(1− f)ρs Self-isolation rate for individuals in the Is class
fρs Hospitalization rate for individuals in the Is class
ξi Hospitalization rate of self-isolated individuals
ψh ICU admission rate for hospitalized individuals

γa(γs)(γh)(γi)(γc) Recovery rate for individuals in the Ia(Is)(Ih)(Ii)(Ic) class
δs(δh)(δi)(δc) Disease-induced death rate for individuals in the Is(Ih)(Ii)(Ic) class

Table A.3: Baseline parameter values for the model (2.1) drawn from the literature.

Parameter value Reference
εm 0.5 Estimated from [62]
σe 1/2.5 [18, 63, 64, 64–66]
σp 1/2.5 [18, 65–67]
r 0.324 Estimated from [9, 15]
g 0.719 Estimated from [9, 15]
ρs 1/3.5 [68]
ψh 1/6 [69]
γa 1/5 [69]
γs 1/10 [18, 70]
γh 1/8 [70]
γi 1/7 [71]
γc 1/10 [18, 70]
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Table A.4: Calibrated parameter values for the model (2.1) using cumulative mortality data for the state of Arizona.
(a) Pre-lockdown period (i.e., from March 6 to March 31, 2020). (b) Lockdown period (i.e., from March 31 to
May 15, 2020). The lower 95% confidence interval bound is denoted by CI (low), while the upper 95% confidence
interval bound is denoted by CI (up).

(a) Estimated parameters for the pre-lockdown period.

Parameter Value 95% CI (low) 95% CI (up)
βp 1.4491 0.1988 1.8275

βa 0.5746 0.1000 0.9678

βm 0.6456 0.1000 3.1649

βs 0.4233 0.1000 0.6055

cm 0.0435 0.0357 0.0500

τdmax 0.2388 0.1537 0.4171

ρm 0.2857 0.0571 0.2972

ξi 0.2857 0.0857 0.2972

δh 0.0155 0.0050 0.0380

δc 0.0304 0.0300 0.0800

δs 0.0228 0.0225 0.0600

δi 0.0228 0.0225 0.0600

Rc 2.0510 0.7623 2.5078

(b) Estimated parameters for the lockdown period.

Parameter Value 95% CI (low) 95% CI (up)
βp 1.3149 1.0225 1.4491

βa 0.5746 0.4512 0.5746

βm 0.4372 0.1000 0.6456

βs 0.3893 0.2265 0.4233

cm 0.1392 0.1100 0.1715

τdmax 0.4525 0.3257 0.5721

ρm 0.2552 0.0982 0.2857

ξi 0.2601 0.1287 0.2857

δh 0.0081 0.0073 0.0103

δc 0.0108 0.0097 0.0137

δs 0.0054 0.0073 0.0069

δi 0.0054 0.0049 0.0069

Rc 0.9415 0.0049 0.9877

Table A.5: Calibrated parameter values for the model (2.1) using cumulative mortality data for the state of Florida.
(a) Pre-lockdown period (i.e., from March 1 to April 3, 2020). (b) Lockdown period (i.e., from April 3 to May 4,
2020). The lower 95% confidence interval bound is denoted by CI (low), while the upper 95% confidence interval
bound is denoted by CI (up).

(a) Estimated parameters for the pre-lockdown period.

Parameter Value 95% CI (low) 95% CI (up)
βp 1.3523 0.8804 1.6706

βa 0.9232 0.4013 1.926

βm 0.6800 0.1000 0.8675

βs 0.2062 0.0100 0.2479

cm 0.0396 0.0374 0.05

τdmax 0.2309 0.1065 0.3011

ρm 0.2857 0.0571 0.2956

ξi 0.2561 0.0973 0.2857

δh 0.0051 0.0050 0.0320

δc 0.0308 0.0300 0.0702

δs 0.0231 0.0225 0.0527

δi 0.0231 0.0225 0.0527

Rc 2.0997 1.9118 2.2214

(b) Estimated parameters for the lockdown period.

Parameter Value 95% CI (low) 95% CI (up)
βp 1.1505 0.6004 2.3827

βa 0.9232 0.1160 0.9832

βm 0.5064 0.1154 0.6800

βs 0.1642 0.1021 0.2062

cm 0.1647 0.0800 0.2056

τdmax 0.4681 0.3242 0.8105

ρm 0.1612 0.0857 0.1714

ξi 0.2568 0.1143 0.2571

δh 0.0067 0.0040 0.0150

δc 0.0075 0.0014 0.0135

δs 0.0056 0.0011 0.0101

δi 0.0056 0.0011 0.0101

Rc 0.9772 0.6638 0.9859
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Table A.6: Calibrated parameter values for the model (2.1) using cumulative mortality data for the state of New
York. (a) Pre-lockdown period (i.e., from March 1 to March 22, 2020). (b) Lockdown period ((i.e., from March
22 to May 28, 2020)). The lower 95% confidence interval bound is denoted by CI (low), while the upper 95%
confidence interval bound is denoted by CI (up).

(a) Estimated parameters for the pre-lockdown period.

Parameter Value 95% CI (low) 95% CI (up)
βp 2.7450 1.3772 3.3895

βa 0.8989 0.1000 2.0134

βm 0.1254 0.1000 3.1228

βs 0.4246 0.1000 0.8043

cm 0.0190 0.0000 0.0500

τdmax 0.3010 0.3002 0.4940

ρm 0.2857 0.0571 0.2896

ξi 0.2822 0.0857 0.2857

δh 0.0371 0.0050 0.0400

δc 0.0434 0.0300 0.0800

δs 0.0326 0.0225 0.0600

δi 0.0326 0.0225 0.0600

Rc 2.5321 1.5460 3.2335

(b) Estimated parameters for the lockdown period.

Parameter Value 95% CI (low) 95% CI (up)
βp 1.0363 0.4207 1.8901

βa 0.8989 0.2228 0.9889

βm 0.4046 0.1735 0.5978

βs 0.5943 0.1000 0.7425

cm 0.1500 0.1222 0.2162

τdmax 0.4485 0.3010 0.6142

ρm 0.2466 0.1716 0.2857

ξi 0.2426 0.1714 0.2571

δh 0.0097 0.0067 0.0221

δc 0.0129 0.0089 0.0221

δs 0.0065 0.0044 0.0111

δi 0.0065 0.0044 0.0111

Rc 0.8480 0.5307 0.8955

Table A.7: Calibrated parameter values for the model (2.1) using cumulative mortality data for the entire US. (a)
Pre-lockdown period (i.e., from January 22 to April 7, 2020). (b) Lockdown period (i.e., from April 7 to May 28,
2020). The lower 95% confidence interval bound is denoted by CI (low), while the upper 95% confidence interval
bound is denoted by CI (up).

(a) Estimated parameters for the pre-lockdown period.

Parameter Value 95% CI (low) 95% CI (up)
βp 0.7290 0.6677 0.7751

βa 0.8969 0.7745 0.9764

βm 0.8086 0.7530 0.9224

βs 0.4010 0.1870 0.4642

cm 0.0278 0.0276 0.0294

τdmax 0.1797 0.1722 0.1960

ρm 0.1801 0.1584 0.1853

ξi 0.1765 0.1316 0.2417

δh 0.0073 0.0052 0.0386

δc 0.0304 0.0300 0.0800

δs 0.0228 0.0225 0.0600

δi 0.0228 0.0225 0.0600

Rc 2.3277 2.2854 2.3758

(b) Estimated parameters for the lockdown period.

Parameter Value 95% CI (low) 95% CI (up)
βp 0.4075 0.3327 0.5454

βa 0.6036 0.1008 0.8614

βm 0.4592 0.2531 0.7336

βs 0.1344 0.1053 0.2635

cm 0.1835 0.1312 0.2300

τdmax 0.2294 0.1799 0.3812

ρm 0.2571 0.1045 0.2684

ξi 0.0795 0.0571 0.1557

δh 0.0048 0.0043 0.0050

δc 0.0064 0.0058 0.0067

δs 0.0032 0.0029 0.0034

δi 0.0032 0.0029 0.0034

Rc 0.8833 0.6363 0.8929
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Table A.8: Percentage of community transmission generated by pre-symptomatic (
(

βp
βp+βa+βm+βs

)
) and asymp-

tomatic infectious individuals
(

βa
βp+βa+βm+βs

)
during the pre-lockdown and lockdown periods in the states of

Arizona, Florida, New York, and the entire US.

Period Transmission source Arizona Florida New York US

Pre-lockdown
Pre-symptomatic individuals (Ep) 47% 43% 65% 26%

Asymptomatic individuals (Ia) 19% 29% 21% 32%

Lockdown
Pre-symptomatic individuals (Ep) 48% 42% 35% 25%

Asymptomatic individuals (Ia) 21% 34% 31% 38%

35

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted July 13, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.05.20146951doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.05.20146951
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

