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Abstract

The spread of SARS-CoV-2 through direct transmission (person-to-person) has been the
focus of most studies on the dynamics of COVID-19. The efficacy of social distancing
and mask usage at reducing the risk of direct transmission of COVID-19 has been
studied by many researchers. Little or no attention is given to indirect transmission of
the virus through shared items, commonly touch surfaces and door handles. The impact
of the persistence of SARS-CoV-2 on hard surfaces and in the environment, on the
dynamics of COVID-19 remain largely unknown. Also, the current increase in the
number of cases despite the strict non-pharmaceutical interventions suggests a need to
study the indirect transmission of COVID-19 while incorporating testing of infected
individuals as a preventive measure. Assessing the impact of indirect transmission of
the virus may improve our understanding of the overall dynamics of COVID-19. We
developed a novel deterministic susceptible-exposed-infected-removed-virus-death
compartmental model to study the impact of indirect transmission pathway on the
spread of COVID-19, the sources of infection, and prevention/control. We fitted the
model to the cumulative number of confirmed cases at episode date in Toronto, Canada
using a Markov Chain Monte Carlo optimization algorithm. We studied the effect of
indirect transmission on the epidemic peak, peak time, epidemic final size and the
effective reproduction number, based on different initial conditions and at different
stages. Our findings revealed an increase in cases with indirect transmission. Our work
highlights the importance of implementing additional preventive and control measures
involving cleaning of surfaces, fumigation, and disinfection to lower the spread of
COVID-19, especially in public areas like the grocery stores, malls and so on. We
conclude that indirect transmission of SARS-CoV-2 has a significant effect on the
dynamics of COVID-19, and there is need to consider this transmission route for
effective mitigation, prevention and control of COVID-19 epidemic.

Introduction 1

COVID-19 is a disease caused by the virus called severe acute respiratory syndrome 2

coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2), and was first identified in December 2019, which has since 3
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resulted into a pandemic. Despite the widely use of non-pharmaceutical interventions 4

(NPIs), COVID-19 in Ontario, Canada and in many part of the world has been on the 5

rise. Although several reports have shown that most people with mild COVID-19 illness 6

will recover on their own [1, 2]. The spread of SARS-CoV-2 through direct transmission 7

has been discussed in several reports and articles. The virus shed by infected 8

individuals could also be contracted through indirect transmission pathway by touching 9

contaminated surfaces or objects, and then touching of eyes, nose and or mouth [3–7]. 10

The indirect transmission of SARS-CoV-2 was first reported in Wuhan, the capital of 11

Hubei, China [8]. In addition, there have been reports that the airborne transmission of 12

the virus via aerosols could also be a significant transmission pathway when in an 13

enclosed system [9]. Recent measurements identified SARS-Cov-2 RNA on aerosols in 14

Wuhan’s hospitals [10, 11], in a London hospital [12] and outdoor in northern Italy [13], 15

unraveling the likelihood of indoor and outdoor airborne transmission of the 16

virus [14,15]. 17

Many mathematical models considering direct transmission pathway have been 18

developed to study the transmission, prevention and control of COVID-19 epidemic. 19

These models have been used to reduce the risk of direct transmission using 20

non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs). Models such as Yuan et al. [16] developed a 21

SEAIR model to explore the efficacy of stay-at-home policy (SAHP), Xue et al. [17] 22

developed a network transmission model to study COVID-19 epidemics in Wuhan 23

(China), Toronto (Canada), and Italy, Wu et al. [18] estimated the trend of COVID-19 24

in Ontario and informed future actions for controlling the outbreak, Li et al. [19] 25

developed a model to capture the transmission of the virus in Wuhan. None of these 26

aforementioned models accounted for infections caused by indirect transmission and 27

incorporating testing of individuals. 28

Considering the continuing increase in the number of cases of COVID-19, the debates 29

on the transmission, and several episodes of the disease in the grocery stores, malls and 30

public places, even with the implementation of social distancing and mask usage, we see 31

that the current measures are not enough to eliminate the spread of COVID-19. 32

Evidence suggests the need for further and in-depth studies on the transmission of 33

COVID-19 through indirect route. For example, the indirect transmission of 34

SARS-CoV-2 at the loblaw stores [20] and Sobeys [21] where staffs and customers are 35

mandated to wear mask and keep to the physical distancing rule. Therefore, in order to 36

reduce the risk of transmission and to implement additional preventive and control 37

measures, there is need to look into how the disease is transmitted through indirect 38

pathway. A few mathematical models such as the models in Yang et al. in [22] and 39

Asamoah et al. in [23] incorporated multiple transmission routes to account for 40

infections caused through both direct route (human-human) and indirect route 41

(human-source-human). Yang et al. proposed a model using an endemic scenario with 42

varying transmission rates without considering the impact of testing of infected 43

individuals on the infection level. Similarly, Asamoah et al. developed a SEAIRV model 44

to estimate the basic reproduction number with and without control using an optimal 45

control theory. Neither Yang et al. nor Asamoah et al. incorporated an isolated and 46

hospitalized classes to look into the role of shedding parameters on the peak of the 47

infection, the reproduction number and the final epidemic size. In general, the most 48

popular mathematical models discussed are the SEIR-type compartmental models. 49

In light of the continuous increase in the risk of COVID-19 transmission, its close 50

association with indirect transmission, it is important to examine and understand the 51

effect of shedding of viruses by infectious individuals on the epidemic of COVID-19 in 52

Toronto while taking testing and isolation into consideration. Therefore, we developed a 53

susceptible-exposed-infected-removed-virus-death (SEIRVD) deterministic model and 54

incorporated infections transmitted through indirect pathways. The model differs from 55
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other existing model since we incorporated testing of both asymptomatic and 56

symptomatic individuals. In addition, our model is the first to use multiple transmission 57

routes to estimate the impact of indirect transmission on the peak, peak time, the 58

effective reproduction number and the epidemic final size. We focus our analysis on 59

identifying the role of indirect transmission on the disease burden and how lowering this 60

transmission route through fumigation, disinfection could reduce the COVID-19 61

epidemic in Toronto and other similar settings. This work will provide important 62

information, ideas and knowledge on how to improve current public health preventive 63

and control measures and/or introduce new measures (new disinfection products) to 64

reduce indirect transmission and achieve elimination targets in Toronto and other 65

similar regions. Several scenarios with different parameters will be explored for 66

appropriate generalizability of our results. 67

Materials and methods 68

On January 19, 2021, Ontario province reported 1,913 new cases, with 46 new deaths, 69

resulting into 242,277 cumulative confirmed cases with 5,479 total COVID-19-related 70

deaths, and 209,183 recovered cases [24]. Similarly, on January 18, 2021, the city of 71

Toronto reported 583 newly confirmed cases, with 5 new deaths, resulting into 75,273 72

cumulative confirmed cases with 2,211 total COVID-19-related deaths, and 67,219 73

recovered cases [25]. In addition to cases transmitted through close contacts, several 74

evidences point to indirect transmission of COVID-19 in loblaw stores [20] and 75

Sobeys [21], we present a SEIRVD model to study the effect of indirect transmission, 76

specifically virus shedding while testing individuals, on COVID-19 prevention, control 77

and elimination strategies to help improve public health policy in Toronto and other 78

similar regions. 79

To capture the dynamics of COVID-19 epidemic in Toronto, we estimated some 80

unknown parameters from model calibration based on the available data gotten from the 81

Toronto Public Health (TPH) from March 1, 2020 to August 31, 2020. From the model 82

and the estimated parameters, we analytically accessed the transmission risk using the 83

computed effective reproduction number and final size relation. The reproduction 84

number of the combined model is calculated using the next generational matrix 85

approach [26,27], and expressed as the sum of the effective reproduction numbers of 86

the direct transmission and that of indirect transmission pathways. Similarly, the final 87

size relation is estimated following the approaches in [28–30]. In addition, the 88

developed model can be used to show the impact of viruses shed into the environment 89

on the current and future epidemic trends, identify how indirect transmission increases 90

the epidemic in Toronto, and as well suggest additional and new control measures. 91

SEIRVD Model with indirect transmission 92

The mathematical model presented in this work is an SEIRVD-type compartmental 93

model with no demographic effects. In this model S represents the susceptible 94

population, E is the population of exposed individuals, IA represents asymptomatic 95

individuals (individuals with no symptoms), IS is for symptomatic individuals 96

(individuals with symptoms), IH represents hospitalized individuals, IW is the 97

population of infected individuals self-isolating, R is the population of recovered 98

individuals, and since there has not been many reported cases of reinfected individuals, 99

the model ignores reinfection and assume that recovered individuals become immune to 100

the virus. In the model, V is the amount of virus shed by infected individuals in the IA 101

and IS compartments, and D is the population of deceased due to COVID-19. The 102

model assumes that infected individuals in the compartments IH (hospitalized) and IW 103
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(isolated) neither transmit nor shed the virus since these individuals are confined in a 104

particular place (home, hospital or isolation centre) with restricted movements and so 105

do not spread the disease. Fig 1 shows the full transmission dynamics of the model with 106

λ = (1− p1)S βDA IA + (1− p1)S βDS IS + (1− p2)S βI V . 107

V

S E IA IW R

IS IH D

λ (1− αA)γA ρW(1− r)δ

rδ ν

ϕ

αSγS µH

αAγA

µW

(1
− α

S
)γ
S

ρH

ρS

µS

ρA

ω1

ω2

Fig 1. Diagram of the SEIRVD model with direct and indirect
transmission of COVID-19.

The model diagram presented in Figure 1 is described by the system of non-linear 108

differential equations in Equation 1. In this model, βDA and βDS are the direct 109

transmission rates for asymptomatic and symptomatic individuals respectively. The rate 110

βDA is the product of the probability of the COVID-19 transmission from a contact 111

between individuals in S and in IA, and the number of contacts per day per individual. 112

And the rate βDS denotes the product of the probability of the COVID-19 transmission 113

from a contact between individuals in S and in IS , and the number of contacts per day 114

per individual. The transmission rate β1 represents the indirect transmission rate, 115

which is the probability of the disease transmission from a contact between individuals 116

in S and the virus in the environment or contaminated surfaces V , and the number of 117

contacts per day per length. 118

The parameter p1 represents the proportion of susceptible individuals protected from 119

direct transmission as a result of effective mask usage, while p2 is the proportion of 120

susceptible individuals protected from indirect transmission (i.e. through environmental 121

protection, such as sanitation, cleaning of surfaces and door handles, environmental 122

disinfection, fumigation and so on). Exposed individuals become infectious at a rate δ, 123

where a proportion r of these individuals are symptomatic, and the remaining (1− r) 124

are asymptomatic. Asymptomatic individuals are tested at the rate γA, where a 125

fraction αA become hospitalized, and the remaining 1− αA are isolated. We believe 126

that asymptomatic individuals show mild or no symptoms, but a small proportion of 127

those tested who are more vulnerable could be hospitalized as a precautionary measure. 128

Hence our justification for assuming that a fraction αA of this population could be 129

hospitalized. Similarly, symptomatic individuals are tested at the rate γS , where a 130

fraction αS become hospitalized, and the remaining 1− αS are isolated. Asymptomatic, 131

symptomatic, hospitalized and isolated individuals recover from the disease at rates ρA, 132

ρS , ρH and ρW , respectively. In addition, symptomatic, hospitalized and isolated 133

individuals die at rates µS , µH , and µW , respectively, ignoring deaths of asymptomatic 134

individuals since there are no available data. 135
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dS

dt
= −(1− p1)S βDA IA − (1− p1)S βDS IS − (1− p2)S βI V,

dE

dt
= (1− p1)S βDA IA + (1− p1)S βDS IS + (1− p2)S βI V − δ E,

dIA
dt

= (1− r) δ E − (ρA + γA) IA,

dIS
dt

= r δ E − (ρS + µS + γS) IS , (1)

dIH
dt

= αA γA IA + αS γS IS + ν IW − (ρH + µH) IH ,

dIW
dt

= (1− αA) γA IA + (1− αS) γS IS − (ν + ρW + µW ) IW ,

dR

dt
= ρA IA + ρS IS + ρH IH + ρW IW ,

dV

dt
= ω1 IA + ω2 IS − ϕV,

dD

dt
= µH IH + µS IS + µW IW ,

where S(0) = S0, E(0) = E0, IA(0) = IA0, IS(0) = IS0, IH(0) = IH0, IW (0) = IW0, 136

R(0) = R0 = 0, D(0) = D0 = 0, V (0) = V0, in a population of constant total size 137

N(0) = N0, where N(0) as described in Table (1) is given as 138

N(0) = S(0) + E(0) + IA(0) + IS(0) + IH(0) + IW (0) +R(0) +D(0)
139

= S0 + E0 + IA0 + IS0 + IH0 + IW0 +R0 +D0.

Table 1. Model variables and descriptions

Variables Descriptions

N Total Population
S Population of susceptible individuals
E Population of Exposed individuals
IA Population of infectious individuals who are asymp-

tomatic
IS Population of infectious individuals who are symptomatic
IH Population of infectious individuals who are hospitalized
IW Population of infectious individuals who are isolated
R Population of recovered individuals
V Virus shed by infectious individuals
D Population of deceased-individuals

It is possible that some isolated individuals develop complications due to some 140

pre-existing condition when exposed to the virus. Our model therefore assumes that 141

isolated individuals with degenerating health condition are moved to the hospital at a 142

rate ν. It is well-known that even though asymptomatic individuals show no symptoms, 143

they still shed the virus and transmit infection. In our model, asymptomatic and 144

symptomatic individuals shed viruses at rates ω1 and ω2, respectively. Viruses shed lead 145

to new infections when susceptible individuals come in contact with them. The decay 146

rate of the virus is ϕ. 147
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Risk assessment with or without indirect transmission 148

The following two subsections give the analytical computation of the effective 149

reproduction number and the final size relation for the SEIRVD model (1) to assess the 150

risk of COVID-19 epidemic with and without indirect transmission. 151

Effective reproduction number 152

The basic reproduction number R0 of a disease is defined as the number of secondary 153

infections produced by one infectious individual introduced into a totally susceptible 154

population. The reproduction number estimated after the introduction of intervention 155

measures is called the effective reproduction number. In this model, the number of 156

susceptible individuals that will be infected is reduced by p1 (proportion protected from 157

direct transmission) and p2 (proportion protected from indirect transmission), and the 158

reproduction number computed is called the effective reproduction number Re. Using 159

the next generation matrix approach [26,27] as in [28–30], we have the effective 160

reproduction number given as 161

Re = (1− p1)N(0)

{
βDA (1− r)
(ρA + γA)

+
βDS r

(ρS + µS + γS)

}
(2)

+(1− p2)βI N(0)

{
ω1 (1− r)
ϕ (ρA + γA)

+
ω2 r

ϕ (ρS + µS + γS)

}
.

Note that N(0) = N since the total population is constant at all time. Re can also 162

be written as Re = RD +RI , where 163

RD = (1− p1)N(0)

{
βDA (1− r)
(ρA + γA)

+
βDS r

(ρS + µS + γS)

}
, (3)

and 164

RI = (1− p2)βI N(0)

{
ω1 (1− r)
ϕ (ρA + γA)

+
ω2 r

ϕ (ρS + µS + γS)

}
. (4)

The expression for Re in equation (2) denotes the secondary infections contributed by 165

direct transmission RD and indirect transmission RI . 166

The final size relation 167

The final epidemic size can be derived from the solution of the final size relation. This 168

relation gives an estimate of the total number of infections and the epidemic size for the 169

period of the epidemic using the parameters in the model [28,31,32]. Therefore, in order 170

to estimate the total number of cases and deaths, we use the approach in [28–30] to 171

derive the final size relation as 172

log
S0

S∞
= Re

[
1− S∞

N(0)

]
−Re

[
IH(0)

N(0)
+
IW (0)

N(0)

]
(5)

−r♣ IA(0)− (1− r)♣ IS(0) + (1− p2)βI
V0
ϕ

where 173

♣ =
(1− p1)βDS

(ρS + µS + γS)
+

(1− p1)βDA

(ρA + γA)
+

(1− p2)βI ω1

ϕ (ρA + γA)
+

(1− p2)βI ω2

ϕ (ρS + µS + γS)
(6)

Equation (5) implies S∞ > 0. 174
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Equation (5) is called the final size relation, and gives the relationship between the 175

reproduction number Re and the final epidemic size. The total number of infected 176

population over the course of the epidemic is given by N(0)− S∞, which can be 177

described in terms of the attack rate as

[
1− S∞

N(0)

]
. 178

Important conclusions to inform the risk 179

We can epidemiologically interpret the reproduction number Re as the addition of the 180

average number of new cases of COVID-19 generated by individuals in the classes IA 181

and IS through direct contact (RD) and indirect contact (RI). In addition, we can 182

interpret RD and RI as follow. 183

1. The reproduction number for direct transmission (RD): the first term in the 184

expression of equation 3 represents the product of the transmission rate of 185

asymptomatic infectious individuals in the IA class (βDA), the proportion of 186

individuals becoming asymptomatic ((1− p1)N(0)(1− r)), and the average 187

duration spent in the IA class

(
1

ρA + γA

)
, while the second term represents the 188

product of the transmission rate of symptomatic infectious individuals in the IS 189

class (βDS), the proportion of individuals becoming symptomatic ((1− p1)N(0)r), 190

and the average duration spent in the IS class

(
1

ρS + µS + γS

)
. 191

2. The reproduction number for indirect transmission (RI): the first term in the 192

expression of equation 4 represents secondary infections caused indirectly through 193

the virus since a single infective IA sheds a quantity ω1 of the virus per unit time 194

for a time period

(
1

ρA + γA

)
and this virus infects βI(1− p2)N(0)(1− r) 195

susceptible individuals per unit time for a time period

(
1

ϕ

)
, while the second 196

term represents secondary infections caused indirectly through the virus since a 197

single infective IS sheds a quantity ω2 of the virus per unit time for a time period 198(
1

ρS + µS + γS

)
and this virus infects βI(1− p2)N(0)r susceptible individuals 199

per unit time for a time period

(
1

ϕ

)
. 200

The following easily proved theorem will give the summary of the benefit of the 201

reproduction number Re. 202

Theorem 1 For system (1), the infection dies out whenever Re < 1 and epidemic 203

occur whenever Re > 1. 204

For the final epidemic size, we have that 205

1. If the outbreak begins through direct contact and some infected individuals ( 206

V0 = 0), the final size relation takes the form 207

log
S0

S∞
= Re

[
1− S∞

N(0)

]
−Re

[
IH(0)

N(0)
+
IW (0)

N(0)

]
(7)

−r♣ IA(0)− (1− r)♣ IS(0)

2. If the outbreak begins through direct contact and no infected individuals 208

(IA = IS = IH = IW = 0, V0 = 0), the final size relation takes the form 209

log
S0

S∞
= Re

[
1− S∞

N(0)

]
(8)
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3. If the outbreak begins through direct and indirect contact and no infected 210

individuals (IA = IS = IH = IW = 0), the final size relation takes the form 211

log
S0

S∞
= Re

[
1− S∞

N(0)

]
+ (1− p2)βI

V0
ϕ
. (9)

Modeling scenarios 212

For model fitting, the initial values are set to the scenario in the data obtained from [33] 213

(see scenario 1 on Table 6). Prior to March 1, the COVID-19 cases in Toronto were 214

imported and not due to local transmission of the virus. Hence the data from March 1 215

onward was used for parameter estimation and model simulations. For model calibration, 216

some of the parameters are adjusted to changes in policy as public health interventions. 217

Hence, we subdivided some parameters (βDA, βDS , βI , p1, p2, ν) into stages I, II and 218

III. Stage I is the time from March 1 to 12 (the time when the stay-at-home policy was 219

implemented), stage II is the time from March 12 to May 19 (the time when reopening 220

began) and stage III is the time from May 19 to the end of the data (August 31). We 221

believe that change in policy will significantly influence behavioural changes and 222

estimating these parameters for different stages will account for this. It is worth noting 223

that no parameter for direct transmission was examined in this study since different 224

studies have shown the effectiveness of NPIs for direct transmission models. 225

Main Outcomes 226

We give numerical results of the SEIRVD model (1) computed using the MATLAB 227

numerical ODE solver ODE45 [34]. These simulations and analytical show the 228

cumulative number of cases and the prevalence of symptomatic individuals over time for 229

three different scenarios. In addition, we present contour plots of the final epidemic size 230

with respect to parameters of the model. We compare different scenarios of virus 231

shedding on the peak, peak size, final epidemic size, the effective reproduction number 232

Re by varying the two parameters ω1 and ω2 to estimate the impact of indirect 233

transmission on COVID-19 epidemic in settings like Toronto. In addition, we estimated 234

the cumulative cases and prevalence of symptomatic individuals for stages I, II, III to 235

know the intensity of the effect of shedding at different stage of the epidemic. To 236

estimate the level of shedding that could reduce indirect transmission and eventually 237

decrease or eliminate the COVID-19 epidemic, we compare the outcomes with and 238

without indirect transmission. 239

Results 240

Parameter estimation 241

Some of the parameters of the model (1) are assumed and derived from the literature 242

(see Table 3), while others are estimated from the MCMC parameter estimation (see 243

Table 2) using the cumulative confirmed COVID-19 cases by episode date in Toronto 244

from March 1, 2020 to August 31, 2020 (Data from Toronto Public health) 245
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Table 2. Estimated parameters of the model (1) in stages I, II, and III.

Parameters Descriptions Estimated Mean Values
(Stages: I, II, III)

Sources

I: 4.306e−07 person−1 day−1

βDS Transmission rate between S and IS II: 3.639e−07 person−1 day−1 MCMC
III: 5.953e-07 person−1 day−1

I: 6.220e−08 person−1 day−1

βDA Transmission rate between S and IA II: 1.598e−07 person−1 day−1 MCMC
III: 5.778e-08 person−1 day−1

I: 1.6462e−07 length−1 day−1

βI Transmission rate for indirect (Environmental
transmission) between S and V

II: 1.0618e−07 length−1 day−1 MCMC

III: 6.814e-09 length−1 day−1

I: 0.24701
p1 Proportion of susceptible individuals effectively

using mask (masks usage)
II: 0.89787 MCMC

III: 0.9865
I: 0.30844

p2 Proportion of individuals protected from environ-
mental transmission

II: 0.77061 MCMC

III: 0.55297
µS Disease induced death rates for symptomatic indi-

viduals in the compartments IS

0.034632 day−1 MCMC

ρS Recovery rate of symptomatic (IS) individuals 0.019475 day−1 MCMC
γA Testing rate of IA individuals 0.029389 day−1 MCMC
γS Testing rate of IS individuals 0.012072 day−1 MCMC
ν Hospitalization rate of isolated individuals I-II: 0.13819 day−1 MCMC

III: 0.012271 day−1

αA Proportion of asymptomatic individuals who be-
came hospitalized after testing

0.74087 MCMC

αS Proportion of symptomatic individuals who be-
came hospitalized after testing

0.82189 MCMC

ω2 Virus shedding rate for infectious individuals in
the compartment IS (The rates of viral release
into the environment by symptomatic individuals)

0.025193 person−1 day−1 ml−1 MCMC

We estimated 13 unknown parameters, namely the direct and indirect transmission 246

rates (βDA, βDS , βI), proportion of effective mask usage (p1), proportion of individuals 247

protected from indirect transmission (p2), death and recovery rate for symptomatic 248

individuals (µS , ρS), testing rates for asymptomatic and symptomatic individuals 249

(γA, γS), hospitalization rate of isolated individuals, asymptomatic and symptomatic 250

individuals (ν, αA, αS), and shedding rate of symptomatic individuals (ω2), using 251

Bayesian methods. For the parameter estimation, we used the multivariate Gaussian 252

distribution as priors for the parameters, and the mean of the posterior distributions as 253

the estimated parameters. We use Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods and 254

employ the adaptive Matropolis-Hasting algorithm [35]. We assess the chain convergence 255

by the Geweke statistic, with all values seen to be greater than 0.95, and the goodness 256

of fit by the Normalized Mean Square Error (NMSE) of 0.98. The Geweke statistic 257

indicates a satisfactory chain convergence, while the NMSE shows that the model fits 258

the data very well as shown in Fig 2. The estimated parameters are shown in Table 2. 259
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Table 3. Model parameters

Parameter Description Values
(Ranges)

Sources

µW Disease induced death rate for isolated individuals in the
compartments IW

0.008 day−1 [36]

µH Disease induced death rate for hospitalized individuals
in the compartments IH

3.40000e − 02
day−1

[16]

δ Progression rate from the exposed compartment to the
infectious compartments (1/δ denotes the incubation
period)

1/4 day−1 [37, 38]

r Proportion of exposed individuals showing symptoms at
the end of the incubation

0.953 [19]

ρA Recovery rate of asymptomatic (IA) individuals 0.07 day−1 [19]
ρH Recovery rate of hospitalized (IH) individuals 0.0357 (1/42 −

1/21) day−1
[39]

ρW Recovery rate of isolated (IW ) individuals 0.2 day−1 [36]
T1 Time when the stay-at-home policy (SAHP) is imple-

mented
March 12 [40]

T2 Time when the reopening of stage 1 begins May 19 [41]
ω1 Virus shedding rate for infectious individuals in the com-

partment IA (The rates of viral release into the environ-
ment by asymptomatic individuals)

1/20(1/8 −
1/37) person−1

day−1 ml−1

[42, 43]

ϕ Virus infectivity loss rate (Natural decay rate of virus
from the environment)

1/2−1/3 day−1 [5,7,44,45]
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Fig 2. Toronto Data and estimate of the cumulative number of confirmed cases from
March 1 to August 31, for model (1). Parameters used are given in Tables 2 and 3.

The results of the parameter estimation as in Table 2 indicate that most reported 260

cases in Toronto from March to August are reportedly through direct transmission since 261

the estimated shedding rate for symptomatic individuals is very low with ω2 = 0.025193 262

(see Table 2). This shows that based on our model outcome from March 1 to August 31, 263
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indirect transmission seem to have little effect on the number of confirmed cases in 264

Toronto. Therefore, we explore scenarios for when ω2 will actually impact the epidemic 265

(i.e. when ω2 ≥ 0.5) and show the potential effect of indirect transmission. Hence, in 266

the following subsection, we explore different situations in our numerical simulations 267

when ω2 = 0.5 or varied. 268

The reproduction number for stages I, II and III using Toronto 269

related scenario 270

In this section, we show the impact of the parameters estimated at different stages of 271

the epidemic on the reproduction number for Toronto scenario. Table 4 and 5 show 272

estimates of the reproduction number using three different stages for Toronto scenario. 273

In Table 4 the estimated parameter for the symptomatic shedding rate (ω2 = 0.025193) 274

is used, while ω2 = 0.5 is used in Table 5 for illustrative purpose. Other parameters 275

used are as given in Tables 2 and 3.

Table 4. The reproduction number for stages I, II and III using Toronto
related scenario with ω2 = 0.025193

Stages Direct transmission
(RD)

Indirect transmission
(RI)

Re (RD +RI)

Stage I 13.87 0.26 14.13

Stage II 1.60 0.06 1.66

Stage
III

0.34 0.01 0.35

276

Here, we compare Tables 4 and 5 for when ω2 = 0.025193 and ω2 = 0.5, respectively. 277

We see from these tables that the impact of indirect transmission is lower in Toronto 278

due to lower amount of viruses being shed by symptomatic individuals (ω2 = 0.025193). 279

Using Table 5 for illustration, we have that the reproduction number changing and 280

increasing when more viruses are being shed. For both tables, even though the 281

contribution of RD to the total Re seems higher than RI , the value of Re is still able 282

to increase with increase in ω2. The full description of how changes in ω2 affects the 283

reproduction number Re is shown in Figure 5. 284

Table 5. The reproduction number for stages I, II and III using Toronto
related scenario with ω2 = 0.5

Stages Direct transmission
(RD)

Indirect transmission
(RI)

Re (RD +RI)

Stage I 13.87 4.8620 18.73

Stage II 1.60 1.4 2.65

Stage
III

0.34 0.13 0.47

For both direct and indirect transmission, the reproduction numbers are highest in 285

stage I and lowest in stage III, which means that infection is highest in stage I. We can 286

interpret biologically that if interventions and control measures in stage I are kept the 287

same throughout the outbreak, the epidemic peak will be quickly reached within a 288

shorter peak time and with a higher reproduction number compared to other stages. 289
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Cumulative confirmed cases and prevalence of symptomatic 290

individuals 291

Table 6 shows three different scenarios with initial conditions, and different estimates of 292

the number of symptomatic individuals. 293

Table 6. Results for different scenarios of initial condition used for model 1

Scenarios Initial conditions (Refer-
ences)

Transmission
routes

Number of
symptomatic
individuals at
the peak

Peak
time

Final size

Scenario 1: Direct & Indi-
rect

5.7109e+ 04 83

Toronto related
scenario

N(0) = 2956024 ( [46]),
S(0) = N(0) − 21, E(0) = 0,
IA(0) = 0, IS(0) = 11 ( [33]),
IH(0) = 0, IW (0) = 0, R(0) =
10 ( [33]), D(0) = 0 ( [33]),
V (0) = 0

2.0725e+ 05

Direct 3.6528e+ 04 84
Scenario 2: Direct & Indi-

rect
4.0681e+ 03 84

No initial in-
fected popula-
tion and V0 =
5

N(0) = 2956024, S(0) =
N(0), E(0) = 0, IA(0) =
0, IS(0) = 0, IH(0) = 0,
IW (0) = 0, R(0) = 0, D(0) =
0, V (0) = 5

1.5143e+ 04

Direct 2.6064e+ 03 84
Scenario 3: Direct & Indi-

rect
6.0685e+ 04 83

A few initial in-
fected popula-
tion and V0 =
5

N(0) = 2956024, S(0) =
N(0)− 21, E(0) = 0, IA(0) =
0, IS(0) = 11, IH(0) =
0, IW (0) = 0, R(0) = 10,
D(0) = 0, V (0) = 5

2.1985e+ 05

Direct 3.8807e+ 04 84

Numerical simulations of the SEIRVD model (1) for the scenarios described in 294

Table 6 are presented in Fig 3 and Fig 4. Fig 3 shows the cumulative number of cases 295

over time, while Fig 4 shows the corresponding prevalence of symptomatic individuals 296

for the three different scenarios considered. For the results in these figures, the red 297

curves are for the cases where both direct and indirect transmission occurs (double 298

transmission route), and the blue curves are for direct transmission only (single 299

transmission route). Figs 3a and 4a are for the Toronto related scenario (Scenario 1 in 300

Table 6), where there are only a few infected individuals at the beginning of the 301

epidemic, and no virus has been shed. In this scenario, the outbreak begins with direct 302

transmission, and at the peak, there are approximately 57109 number of symptomatic 303

individuals for the model with both Direct and Indirect transmission peaking at day 83, 304

and 36528 for that with direct transmission only peaking at day 84 (See Table 6 and 305

Fig 4a). The final size for this scenario is given as 207250. 306
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Fig 3. Cumulative confirmed cases over time for the model (1) for both direct and
indirect transmission routes (red) and only direct transmission route (blue) using (a)
Scenario 1, (b) Scenario 2, and (c) Scenario 3 in Table 6. The parameters used are
given in Tables 2 and 3 except for ω2 = 0.5.

For the scenario with V0 = 5 and no infected individuals at the beginning (Scenario 307

2 in Table 6), denoting that the outbreak begins with indirect transmission, there are 308

about 4068 symptomatic individuals for the model with both direct and indirect 309

transmission, and 2606 for the model with only direct transmission at the peak and 310

both peaking at day 84 (See Fig 4b). The cumulative number of confirmed cases and 311

the prevalence of symptomatic individuals for this scenario are shown in Figs 3b and 4b, 312

respectively. In addition, the final size for this scenario is estimated as 15143, which is 313

lower than the final size in scenario 1. 314
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Fig 4. Prevalence of symptomatic individuals over time for the model (1) for both
direct and indirect transmission routes (red), and only direct transmission route (blue)
using (a) Scenario 1, (b) Scenario 2, and (c) Scenario 3 in Table 6. The parameters
used are given in Tables 2 and 3 except for ω2 = 0.5.

The cumulative number of cases and prevalence of symptomatic individuals for the 315

scenario with a few infected individuals at the beginning of the epidemic and V0 = 5 316

(Scenario 3 in Table 6) are shown in Figs 3c and 4c, respectively. This scenario is used 317

to model an instance where the epidemic starts with both transmission routes. Here, 318

there are about 60685 symptomatic individuals at the epidemic peak, which occurs at 319

day 83. For the case with only direct transmission, the epidemic peaked at day 84 with 320

38807 symptomatic individuals. The final size for this scenario is estimated as 219850, 321

which is the highest of all scenarios. 322

We observe from the results presented in this section that no matter where and how 323

the outbreak is starting, the case of direct and indirect transmission lead to more 324

infections (almost doubling) than that of only direct transmission. This is due to the 325

impact of indirect transmission which are not accounted for in the case with only direct 326

transmission. In addition, we notice that scenario 2 has the lowest peak size and the 327

same peak time. This is because there are no infected individuals in the population to 328

shed viruses at the beginning of the epidemic. Note that no matter where the epidemic 329

is starting (direct or indirect route for different scenarios), the disease is still able to 330

spread but with different peak. But all scenarios in Table 6 show that the epidemic is 331

much worse for scenario 3, i.e. the situation where the outbreak begins through direct 332

and indirect transmission routes. In addition, we observe from our model outcome that 333

the epidemic will reach its peak a day earlier (day 83) for direct and indirect 334

transmission if we have some infected individuals at the beginning of the outbreak as in 335

Scenarios 1 and 3. There seems to be no significant difference in the peak times of 336

scenario 2 for both transmission routes. 337
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Effect of varying the shedding rates ω1 and ω2 on the final 338

epidemic size and the effective reproduction number Re 339

Here, we present contour plots of the final epidemic size and the effective reproduction 340

number with respect to ω1 and ω2. The left panel of Fig 5 shows the final epidemic size 341

of our model plotted with respect to the shedding rates ω1 and ω2 (Figs 5a, 5c and 5e in 342

column 1). These figures are for parameters, interventions and control measures in 343

stages I, II, and III, respectively as given in Table 2. We observe from these plots that 344

the shedding rate of asymptomatic individuals (ω1) has no obvious effect on the final 345

epidemic size for the three stages. On the other hand, as one may expect, an increase in 346

the shedding rate of symptomatic individuals (ω2) increases the final epidemic size for 347

all stages, especially for stage II since the data accounts for symptomatic individuals. 348

The epidemic size is largest in stage I, reduced in stage II, and smallest in stage III. 349

These results are shown in the first column of Figure 5. 350
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Fig 5. Contour plots of the final epidemic sizes (column 1) and the reproduction
number Re (column 2) for the model (1) using parameters in stages I, II, and III from
Table 2, for the Toronto related scenario. Column 1 which consists of Figs 5a, 5c, and
5e are showing the effect of varying the shedding rates ω1 and ω2 on the final epidemic
sizes for stages I, II, and III respectively, while column 2 which consist of Figs 5b, 5d,
and 5f are showing the effect of varying the shedding rates ω1 and ω2 on the
reproduction number Re stages I, II, and III respectively. Other parameters are as
given in Tables 2 and 3. Rows 1, 2 and 3 are for stages I, II and III, respectively.

The right panel of Fig 5 shows the contour plots of the reproduction number Re 351

with respect to the shedding rates ω1 and ω2 (Figs 5b, 5d, and 5f in column 2) for 352

stages I, II, and III described in Table 2. For all stages, we observe from these plots that 353

the reproduction number increases as ω2 increases, and an increase in ω1 has no obvious 354

effect, which is similar to the trend shown from the contour plots of the final epidemic 355

sizes (column 1). This shows the impact of shedding of viruses in increasing cases since 356

an increase in the value of ω2 means that more viruses are shed by symptomatic 357

individuals, which denote more infections are caused through indirect transmission, 358

thereby increasing the epidemic size as observed from the contour plots. In addition, we 359

observe that stage III (Figs 5e and 5f) has the lowest final epidemic size and the 360

reproduction number, denoting that if the parameters in stage III are kept during an 361

outbreak, the disease is still able to spread but with a lower final size and reproduction 362
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number when compared to an outbreak with parameters in stages I and II. This 363

biologically means that the shedding of the virus by symptomatic individuals has a 364

greater impact on both final epidemic size and the reproduction number, and many 365

models ignoring indirect transmission and viruses shed by this group will not account 366

for this effect and may underestimate the true size of the epidemic. Furthermore, it also 367

means that if different control measures and non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs) 368

including lockdown, social distancing, mask usage were kept as in stage III, in addition 369

to the effort to decrease indirect transmission by reducing the shedding rates, the 370

disease will quickly die out (as seen from the reproduction number in stage III with low 371

ω1 and ω2) and an increase in the final epidemic size will not be significant. 372

Effect of varying the indirect transmission rate βI and the 373

proportion protected from environmental transmission p2 on the 374

final epidemic size and the reproduction number R0 for stages I, 375

II, and III 376

In this section, we explore the effect of varying the indirect transmission rate βI and the 377

proportion of individuals protected from indirect transmission p2, on the final epidemic 378

size for stages I, II and III. In Fig 6, we present contour plots of the final epidemic size 379

with respect to the parameters βI and p2. Figs 6a, 6b, and 6c are for stages I, II and III, 380

respectively as given in Table 2. 381
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(c) Final size in stage III

Fig 6. Contour plots of the final epidemic sizes for the model (1) for stages I, II, and
III as specified in Table 2. Figs 6a, 6b, and 6c are for varying the indirect transmission
rate βI and the proportion of individuals protected from indirect transmission p2, with
ω2 = 0.5 in stages I, II, and III, respectively. Other parameters are as given in Tables 2
and 3.

For all stages, we observe from these plots that the final epidemic size decreases as 382

p2 increases, and increases as β1 increases. This shows the role of environmental 383

protection in averting cases since an increase in the values of p2 means that more people 384

are protected from contracting infections through indirect transmission, thereby 385
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lowering the epidemic size as observed from the contour plots. On the other hand, an 386

increase in the values of βI implies that infections are transmitted through indirect 387

route at a higher rate, leading to a larger outbreak. In addition, we observe that stage 388

III (Fig 6c) has lowest final epidemic sizes, followed by stage II, while stage I has 389

highest final sizes. This means that if parameters and measures in stage III are 390

implemented during an outbreak, the disease is still able to spread but with a lower 391

final size when compared to other stages. We can biologically interpret that different 392

control measures, especially measures related to indirect transmission (like βI and p2) 393

need to be implemented in order to curtail or eliminate the epidemic. 394

Effect of varying the asymptomatic shedding rate ω1 on the 395

prevalence of symptomatic individuals in stages I, II, and III 396

Next, we show the time dynamics of the prevalence of symptomatic individuals for 397

different values of the asymptomatic shedding rate ω1, and for the three stages I, II, III 398

in Table 2, for Toronto related scenario. Figs 7a, 7b and 7c are the prevalence of 399

symptomatic individuals in stages I, II, and III, respectively. These results are 400

generated for asymptomatic shedding rates ω1 = 0.01, 0.1, 0.1 and 1, with ω2 = 0.5. The 401

remaining parameters are as given in Tables 2 and 3. The solid curves denote direct and 402

indirect transmission routes (DI), while the dashed curves denote only direct 403

transmission route (D). We observe from the results in stage I (Figure 7a) that the 404

prevalence of symptomatic individuals do not change with increase in ω1 for the case of 405

DI and D. Although, the peak in DI is always higher than that of D regardless of the 406

value of ω1. This is because even though an increase in ω1 leads to more viruses being 407

shed, the infection in stage I is already very high and therefore increasing the viruses 408

being shed by asymptomatic individuals has no obvious effect on the prevalence of 409

symptomatic individuals. Stage I has the highest number of symptomatic individuals at 410

the peak, with a shorter peak time compared to stage II. 411

January 26, 2021 18/26

 . 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 February 1, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.28.20181040doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.28.20181040
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


0 20 40 60 80 100 120

Time in days (Starting from March 1, 2020)

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

I
S
(t
)

×10
5

ω
1
 = 0.01

ω
1
 = 0.1

ω
1
 = 0.5

ω
1
 = 1.0

(a) IS in Stage I

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350

Time in days (Starting from March 1, 2020)

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

I
S
(t
)

×10
5

ω
1
 = 0.01

ω
1
 = 0.1

ω
1
 = 0.5

ω
1
 = 1.0

(b) IS in Stage II
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Fig 7. The prevalence of symptomatic individuals over time for the model (1) for both
direct and indirect transmission routes (DI:solid curves) and only direct transmission
route (D:dashed curves), generated for different values of the asymptomatic shedding
rate ω1, with ω2 = 0.5 in stages I, II, and III. Other parameters are as given in Tables 2
and 3. Figs 7a, 7b and 7c are for stages I, II, and III respectively.

We also notice in stage II (Fig 7b) that the prevalence of symptomatic individuals at 412

the peak increases slightly as ω1 increases for both DI and D with a lower number of 413

symptomatic individuals at the peak, and with a longer peak time when compared to 414

stage I. When parameters and measures in stage II are kept, the epidemic is delayed 415

compared to stage I. In contrast to stages I and II, stage III (Fig 7c) shows that the 416

prevalence of infected individuals decreases with time and the disease dies out. Also, we 417

see no significant different in IS for doth DI and D when ω1 is varied. This biologically 418

means that the shedding of the virus by asymptomatic individuals has a slight impact 419

on the transmission of infection for all stages, and many models ignoring transmission 420

resulting from the viruses being shed may not account for this slight impact. 421

Effect of varying the symptomatic shedding rate ω2 on the 422

prevalence of symptomatic individuals in stages I, II, and III 423

Here we vary the shedding rate of symptomatic individuals ω2. Fig. 8 shows the 424

prevalence of symptomatic individuals over time for stages I, II, and III in Table 2 for 425

Toronto related scenario. The values of ω2 used are w2 = 0.1, 0.5, 0.7, 1.0, and the 426

remaining parameters are as given in Tables 2 and 3. Figs 8a, 8b and 8c are for stages I, 427

II, and III, respectively. Similar to our results and observations in Fig 7, from stage I 428

(Figure 8a) and DI (solid curves), we observe that the prevalence of symptomatic 429

individuals increases slightly as the shedding rate of symptomatic individual (ω2) 430

increases. As ω2 increases, epidemic occurs faster, and quickly reaches it peak with an 431

increasing number of infected individuals at the peak, and a decreasing peak time. In 432

contrast, for stage I (Fig 8a) and D (Dashed curves), we observe that the prevalence of 433

symptomatic individuals decreases slightly with an increase in ω2. As ω2 increases, both 434
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the number of symptomatic individuals at the peak and the peak time decrease. In 435

order words, if parameters in stage I are implemented and more viruses are being shed 436

by symptomatic individuals, we have more infections for DI and less infections for D. In 437

addition, the difference in the peak of DI and D becomes wider as ω2 increases, showing 438

how ω2 affects DI more compared to D. Stage I also buttresses our points and 439

arguments from 7a that the peak in DI is higher than that of D regardless of the value 440

of ω2, with DI accounting for the contribution of indirect transmission. Despite the 441

differences in the peak and the peak time of DI and D in stage I, the epidemic using DI 442

and D ended around the same time (at about 120 days)
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(b) IS in stage II
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Fig 8. The prevalence of symptomatic individuals over time for the model (1) for both
direct and indirect transmission routes (DI:solid curves) and only direct transmission
route (D:dashed curves), generated for different values of the symptomatic shedding rate
ω2 in stages I, II, and III. Other parameters are as given in Tables 2 and 3. Figures 8a,
8b and 8c are for stages I, II, and III respectively

443

In stage II (Fig 8b) and DI (solid curves), we observe that an increase in ω2 444

significantly increases the number of symptomatic individuals at the peak and with a 445

decreasing peak time. Simply put, when ω2 increases, the infected individuals at the 446

peak increases, the peak time decreases, meaning more infections which cause the 447

epidemic to reach its peak at a shorter time. Similar trend is shown in stage II (Fig 8b) 448

and D (dashed curves), except that an increase in ω2 slightly increases the number of 449

symptomatic individuals at the peak. In addition, epidemic is delayed in stage II 450

compared to stage I, and the effect of ω2 in stage II is significantly higher than that of 451

stage I. Similar to our results in Fig 7c, ω2 = 1.0 accounted for more infections for DI, 452

but the disease in this stage dies out within a shorter period of time. In For all values of 453

ω2, and for DI and D in stage II, the epidemic started at about 100 days or latter, and 454

ended at different time. But an increase in ω2 decreases the epidemic ending time (i.e., 455

the lowest ω2 has the longest ending time). If ω2 is kept lower (for example, ω2 ≤ 0.1), 456

the epidemic will occur late, but with a very low peak. 457

If parameters in stage III with different control measures are implemented the 458

COVID-19 disease will die out within the shortest period of time compared to stages I 459

January 26, 2021 20/26

 . 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 February 1, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.28.20181040doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.28.20181040
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


and II. When these measures are implemented, the difference between DI and D may 460

not be obvious. It is good to also note that varying ω2 has a greater effect on the peak 461

size and peak time compared to varying ω1. This biologically means that the shedding 462

of the virus by symptomatic individuals has a huge impact on both direct and indirect 463

transmission (DI), especially when ω2 ≥ 0.4. Models with no indirect transmission and 464

estimating the prevalence of symptomatic individuals, will account for the plots shown 465

with dashed curves (D) without accounting for the differences in the solid curves (DI) 466

and dashed curves (D). In other words, changes in ω2 impact the dynamics, the peak 467

and the peak time more than changes in ω1. 468

Effect of varying the symptomatic shedding rate ω2 on the peak 469

size and peak time in stage II 470

Fig. 9 shows the peak size and peak time of symptomatic individuals in stages II. The 471

values of ω2 used are w2 = 0.1, 0.5, 0.7, 1.0, and the remaining parameters are as given 472

in Tables 2 and 3. Figs 9a and 9b denote the peak size and peak time respectively. 473

Similar to our results and observations in stage II of Fig 8, we observe that the peak 474

size of symptomatic individuals increases as the shedding rate of symptomatic 475

individual (ω2) increases for both DI and D. Simply put, when ω2 increases, the infected 476

individuals at the peak size increases, the peak time decreases, meaning more infections 477

which cause the epidemic to reach its peak at a shorter time. Although, the increase in 478

peak size with increase in shedding rate is higher and more obvious in DI (blue bar) 479

than in D (red bar) due to the impact of indirect transmission. 480

(a) Peak size in stage II (b) Peak time in stage II

Fig 9. The peak size and peak time for the model (1) for both direct and indirect
transmission routes (DI:blue) and only direct transmission route (D:red), generated for
different values of the symptomatic shedding rate ω2 in stage II. Other parameters are
as given in Tables 2 and 3. Figures 9a and 9b are for stage II

As ω2 increases, the peak time decreases and there seems to be no significant 481

difference in the peak time of DI and D. In order words, if parameters and control 482

measures in stage II are implemented and more viruses are shed by symptomatic 483

individuals, we have increase in infections for both DI and D, but more for DI. In 484

addition, the difference in the peak size of DI and D becomes wider as ω2 increases, 485

showing how ω2 affects DI more compared to D. Furthermore, we see from 9a that the 486

peak size in DI is higher than that of D regardless of the value of ω2, with DI 487

accounting for the contribution of indirect transmission. In Fig. 9b, for all values of ω2, 488

and for DI and D, the lowest ω2 has the longest peak time). If ω2 is kept lower (for 489

example, ω2 ≤ 0.1), the epidemic will occur late and with a very low peak size. 490
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From these simulations, it is obvious that difference and changes in control measures 491

related to indirect transmission could cause changes in the peak size of the epidemic. In 492

fact, they also have significant effect on the time of the peak and the end of the epidemic. 493

This concludes the importance and effort needed to lower transmission occurring 494

through indirect pathway by incorporating additional control and preventive measures. 495

Discussion 496

We develop and analyze an ODE-based SEIRVD-type compartmental model. Several 497

mathematical models have been developed to study and predict the transmission 498

dynamics of the virus both locally within a specific region/country, and between 499

multiple regions/countries [47,48] without explicitly modeling the role of indirect 500

transmission of SARS-CoV-2 on the epidemic, especially assessing how shedding of 501

viruses impact the peak, peak time, effective reproduction number and the final 502

epidemic size. Our study shows that the shedding of viruses, especially by symptomatic 503

individuals has a huge effect on COVID-19 transmission, and efforts towards reducing 504

virus shedding will significantly reduce the epidemic. We show that the epidemic of 505

COVID-19 could be better curtailed when additional interventions relating to indirect 506

transmission are combined with the current control measures. We see that reducing the 507

shedding of SAR-CoV-2 to the minimum possible will reduce the peak, peak time, 508

effective reproduction number and the final epidemic size. 509

Our results show larger epidemic peak and final sizes for the case of both direct and 510

indirect transmission (DI) compared to that of only direct transmission (D), irrespective 511

of the initial condition and the stage of the infection. The most successful strategy that 512

give the lowest peak and the highest peak time for symptomatic individuals is to reduce 513

the shedding rates of both asymptomatic and symptomatic individuals to lower than 514

0.01 and 0.1 (i.e. ω1 < 0.01 and ω2 < 0.1) respectively. In addition, we show that the 515

final epidemic size is highest when transmission rate (βI) is high and the rate of 516

protection of individuals from environmental transmission (p2) is low. The final size 517

decreases as indirect transmission rate decreases and protection increases, showing how 518

implementing additional control measures could further reduce the epidemic. In general, 519

we show that the elimination of COVID-19 may never be achieved if more viruses are 520

shed and there are no interventions towards controlling the spread of infection through 521

indirect transmission. Again, our results reinforce the fact that indirect transmission 522

increases the epidemic of COVID-19. In other words, to eliminate the COVID-19 523

epidemic, indirect transmission cannot be ignored or neglected. 524

According to our model calibration, the shedding rate for symptomatic individuals 525

from March to August in Toronto is very low. But for illustrative purposes, we used 526

ω2 = 0.5 and varied ω2 where necessary to assess the potential impact of increasing 527

shedding rates. For all level of shedding, we observe highest cases with DI when when 528

compared to D, showing possible effects on indirect transmission. Our results seem 529

consistent with existing studies on transmission of SARS-CoV-2 through aerosol and 530

airborne [3–7,10,11]. 531

As a limitation, the model is developed for a region or geographical area where the 532

testing of individuals is readily available. This model does not consider heterogeneous 533

mixing between two or more populations/regions. An extension of the model to include 534

heterogeneous mixing of individuals consisting of multiple populations should be 535

straightforward. Our work considered a general population and our results are 536

generated as crude estimates. Projects on model stratification according to age, gender, 537

region, socio-economic status are underway. We did not look into the impact of opinion 538

and individual behaviour known to significantly modify the risk of COVID-19 539

transmission [49–51]. Therefore we could not evaluate the effect of indirect transmission 540
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for different opinion and behaviour, and the complexities that exist in behavioural 541

changes. Even though, these conditions are somewhat important factors in modeling the 542

transmission of COVID-19, modeling their effects would make the model more 543

complicated, which is beyond the scope of this study, and therefore considered as one of 544

the future works we intend to explore. Despite these limitations, our findings show that 545

reducing the transmission of the virus through indirect route would significantly 546

decrease the spread of the disease, especially when efforts are concentrated more on the 547

symptomatic individuals through further isolation and/or hospitalization. We believe 548

that models that do not consider indirect transmission of the virus may underestimate 549

the cases, and consequently the final epidemic size and the reproduction number. In 550

addition, models considering only direct transmission will overestimate the peak time 551

since the peak time is reduced when more viruses are shed. Efforts such as fumigation, 552

cleaning of surfaces, sanitation, towards reducing transmission from this route will help 553

at lowering the epidemic of COVID-19. In addition, Toronto and other related cities 554

need to introduce new disinfectant product to reduce indirect transmission. 555

Conclusion 556

The use of SEIRVD-type model enables us to assess the impact of indirect transmission 557

on COVID-19 epidemic. Our model is applicable to other similar settings to Toronto 558

and would be great at measuring virus shedding like those considered in this study 559

could impact COVID-19 transmission, dynamics and epidemic. Our work suggests the 560

benefit and importance of some additional public health policies to address effect of 561

shedding of viruses on COVID-19 epidemic, in Toronto and in other parts of the world. 562

Given the current increase in reported cases, healthcare providers should ensure to 563

further implement additional preventive and control measures to improve protection by 564

increasing the physical distancing, fumigation, cleaning of surfaces, sanitation, 565

disinfection, continue to promote mask usage, improve COVID-19 testing, and initiate 566

immediate isolation of positive cases and their contacts when necessary. Successful 567

implementation of these proceedings is crucial to addressing the COVID-19 epidemic. 568
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