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Summary

Background The public and scientific discourse on how to mitigate the COVID-19 pandemic is
often focused on the impact of individual protective measures, in particular on vaccination. In
view of changing virus variants and conditions, however, it seems not clear if vaccination or any
other protective measure alone may suffice to contain the transmission of SARS-CoV-2.
Methods Here, we investigate the effectiveness and synergies of vaccination and non-
pharmaceutical interventions like masking, distancing & ventilation, testing & isolation, and
contact reduction as a function of compliance in the population. Our new analysis accounts for
the practical compliance in the population and for both droplet transmission and aerosol
transmission.

Findings For realistic conditions, we find that it would be difficult to contain highly contagious
SARS-CoV-2 variants by any individual measure. Instead, we show how multiple synergetic
measures have to be combined to reduce the effective reproduction number (Re) below unity for
different basic reproduction numbers ranging from the SARS-CoV-2 ancestral strain up to
measles-like values (Ro = 3 to 18). For Ro =5 as reported for the Delta variant and ~70%
vaccination rate, the synergies of masking and distancing & ventilation with compliances around
30% appear sufficient to keep Re < 1. In combination with 2-3 tests per week, this would work
also at lower vaccination rates, e.g., in schools.

Interpretation If the Omicron variant were to reach Ro = 8, it could still be contained with the
synergetic measures outlined above. In case of measles-like transmissibilities (Ro = 12 to 18),
higher compliances and testing rates or additional measures like general contact reductions
would be required. The presented findings and approach can be used to design and communicate
efficient strategies for mitigating the COVID-19 pandemic.

Funding Max Planck Society.
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Research in context

Evidence before this study

Studies on how to mitigate the COVID-19 pandemic are often focused on the impact of
individual protective measures, in particular on vaccination. The effectiveness of non-
pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs) like masking or distancing & ventilation are often under
debate due to a lack of understanding of different transmission pathways (droplet versus aerosol
transmission) and protective measures, in particular for the efficacy of masking and contrasting
randomized trial results under different conditions (virus-limited vs. virus-rich) and at different
levels of practical compliance. Thus, in view of more contagious variants such as Delta or
Omicron, it is not clear if vaccination or any other protective measure alone may suffice to
contain the transmission of SARS-CoV-2.

Added value of this study

Our analysis explicitly accounts for both droplet and aerosol transmission as well as for practical
compliance in the population, which is the main reason for divergent results on the effectiveness
of the same NPIs in different regions. This was not fully considered before and may have led to
misunderstandings and misinformation about the actual effects of preventive measures. For
realistic conditions, we find that it would be difficult to contain highly contagious SARS-CoV-2
variants by any individual measure. Instead, we show that combining multiple synergetic
measures with realistic compliances can reduce Re below unity without lockdown.

Implications of all the available evidence

Our findings and the presented scientific approach can be used to design and communicate
efficient strategies for mitigating the COVID-19 pandemic for specific environments like schools
as well as on a population level.
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62 Introduction

63 The COVID-19 pandemic has severe health, economic, and societal effects. Immunization by
64  vaccination is one of the most important and prominent measures to control and mitigate the

65 transmission of SARS-CoV-2, which has the benefit of not just reducing the transmission but
66  also reducing the average severity of disease *. Recent developments, however, suggest that the
67  progress and effectiveness of vaccination may not suffice for suppressing or breaking waves of
68 infection and swiftly mitigating the spread of COVID-19 2. Besides vaccination, common further
69  measures to control and contain the transmission of SARS-CoV-2 are universal masking,

70  distancing & ventilation, contact reduction, and testing & isolation 3°. Here, we investigate and
71 quantify the effectiveness and synergies of these measures in reducing the effective reproduction
72 number, Re. In the main text and figures we focus on a basic reproduction number of Ro = 5 that
73 approximates the transmissibility of the Delta variant of SARS-CoV-2 1., In the supplementary
74 Figs, we also show results for Ro = 3 referring to the ancestral strain of SARS-CoV-2 and for Ro
75  =8to 18 representing extremely contagious variants with transmissibilities similar to measles
76  (Supplementary text S1). These high Ro scenarios may become relevant for designing measures
77  and strategies against the newly emerging Omicron or further variants (Supplementary text S1).
78

79 A detailed account of the scientific approach and methods applied in our study is given in the

80  Methods. Based on recent observations, we assume that the probability of SARS-CoV-2

81 transmission is on average reduced by approx. 70% for vaccinated persons 23 (Supplementary
82  text S2). As illustrated in Fig. 1, universal masking reduces both the exhalation and the

83 inhalation of respiratory viruses like SARS-CoV-2 (source control and wearer protection) and
84  can thus reduce the probability of transmission by approx. 80% in case of surgical masks and

85  approx. 99% in case of N95/FFP2 masks (Methods; Cheng et al., 2021). Physical distancing by
86  at least 1-2 meters and proper ventilation of indoor environments can decrease the risk of

87  transmission by respiratory droplets (> 0.1 mm) and aerosols (< 0.1 mm) by approx. 90%

88  (Methods), whereby distancing primarily reduces droplet transmission and ventilation primarily
89  reduces aerosol transmission *®. Reducing the number of contacts leads to a directly proportional
90 decrease of Re, and the effects of testing & isolation of infected persons on Re can be described
91 as detailed in the Methods 4. Our investigations are focused on airborne transmission (including
92  aerosols and droplets) rather than fomite transmission. Most of the investigated protective

93  measures, however, would also reduce fomite transmission (vaccination, contact reductions,

94  testing & isolation, masking via source control).

95

96 Methods

97 In this study, we are building and extending the scientific approach developed in Cheng et al.
98  (2021) °. By definition, the basic reproduction number, Ro, can be linked to the basic population
99 average infection probability, Po, by

100

101 Ro=Po-c-d 1)
102

103  where d represents the average duration of infectiousness, and c represents the average daily
104  number of human contacts (Supplementary text S1 and references therein). Vaccination, non-
105 pharmaceutical interventions such as universal masking (surgical, N95/FFP2), distancing &
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106 ventilation, contact reduction, and testing & isolation can lead to reduced effective reproduction
107  number, Re, by decreasing the infection probability (P), duration of infectiousness, or number of
108  daily contacts.

109

110 Re=P-c-d @)
111

112 The effectiveness of an individual measure, Ej, can be defined as

113

114 Ei=1-Rei/Ro (3)

115

116  where Re, represents the effective reproduction number after implementing the measure i. The
117  combined effectiveness of multiple independent measures, Etwt, can be calculated by

118

119 Ewt=1- (1 - Ee)) (4)

120

121 In the following, we described how the effects of different protective measures on Re were

122 calculated in this study.

123

124 The influence of vaccination on Re is described Evac, which depends on the rate of vaccination,
125 Vi, and on the vaccine effectiveness against transmission, Ey, i.e., the average degree by which
126  the probability of SARS-CoV-2 transmission is reduced in the vaccinated population:

127

128  Ewc=E/ *V ()

129

130  Universal masking is an effective measure against airborne transmission of SARS-CoV-2 >10:15.16
131  (Supplementary text S3). The influence of masking on Re is described by Emask, which is

132  calculated for both aerosol transmission (via respiratory particles with diameters < 0.1 mm) and
133  droplet transmission (via respiratory droplets with diameters > 0.1 mm). The effects of masking
134 on aerosol transmission of SARS-CoV-2 depends on Ro (reflecting population average infection
135  probability) and have been calculated the same way as in Cheng et al. (2021) °. Because the

136  effectiveness of masking depends on the variability of infection probability (Eq. 1 & 2), we

137  adopted a standard deviation of o = 2 to describe the virus load distribution °. The effect of

138  compliance with masking, m, on the infection probability via aerosol transmission, Pp,sx a, Can
139  be described by Eq. 6 °:

140

141 Pmask,a = PO,a(1 - m)z + Psc,arn(1 - m) + Pwp,am(l - m) + Pum,arn2 (6)

142

143 Here Po. represents the population average infection probability via aerosol transmission when
144 no one wears masks; Psca represents the average infection probability in the case of source

145  control (mask wearing by infected persons); Pwp.a represented the average infection probability in
146  the case of wearer protection (mask wearing by susceptible persons); and Pum,a represent the

147  average infection probability in the case of universal masking as determined by Cheng et al.

148  (2021) °. Similarly, we can calculate the effects of universal masking on droplet transmission by
149

150  Pmaskd = Poa(1 —m)? + Pscqm(1 —m) 4+ (1 — x)Pypam(1 —m) + xPogm(1 —m) +

151 Pypqm? (M)
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152

153  With regard to wearer protection against droplet transmission, the additional terms in Eq. 7 take
154 into account that droplet transmission may also occur through the eyes of the mask wearer 7.
155  The fractional contribution of droplet transmission through the eyes (eye infection) is described
156 by the parameter x, and the fractional contribution of droplet transmission through mouth and
157  nose is given by (1-x). By inserting Pmask.a Of Pmask,d in Eq. 2 and 3, we calculated a mask

158  effectiveness for aerosol transmission, Emask,a, and a mask effectiveness for droplet transmission,
159  Emask,d. Because the relative contributions of aerosol and droplet transmission have not yet been
160  determined, we took the smaller value for Emask to obtain a conservative estimate for the overall
161  effectiveness of masking. For x = 0.3 and as illustrated in Fig. S2, this implies Emask = Emask,a for
162  surgical masks and Emask = Emaska = Emask,d for N95/FFP2 masks.

163

164  For proper physical distancing by at least 1-2 m, we assume an effectiveness of approximately
165  ~90% against direct transmission by droplets and aerosols, corresponding to the respiratory

166  particle volume fraction typically lost through gravitational settling over such distances

167  (Supplemental text S4, Fig. S3) "1°. In contrast to physical distancing, regular ventilation has
168 little effect on direct transmission by semi-ballistic respiratory droplets (> 0.1 mm) but reduces
169 indirect transmission by equilibrated respiratory aerosols (< 0.1 mm) in indoor environments
170  both in the near-field and the far-field >5!8, Changing from passive ventilation to high rates of
171  active ventilation can reduce the airborne virus concentration and probability of indirect

172 transmission by aerosols with an effectiveness up to ~90% ° (Supplemental text S4). Thus, we
173 assume an effectiveness of Eqev = 90% for the combined influence of distancing & ventilation on
174 Re.

175

176  The influence of testing & isolation on Re can be described by an effectiveness of

177

178  Ewi=1-0.7/(n*d) (8)
179

180  where n is the number of tests per week and d is the duration of infectiousness. The basis for this
181  equation and how to consider relevant parameters like the average duration of infectiousness or
182  false negative rates of testing are detailed in the supplement (Supplementary text S5).

183

184 Results

185 Individual measures and synergetic effects

186

187  For each of the investigated protective measures, Figure 2 shows how Re decreases with

188 increasing compliance in the population. VVaccination alone (black line) can reduce the

189  reproduction number from Ro = 5 to Re = 2.5 at 70% compliance, which corresponds

190 approximately to the current rate of vaccination in Germany (https://impfdashboard.de/). Even at
191  100% compliance, however, vaccination alone would not reduce Re below 1 as required to

192  contain the transmission. Without other protective measures, Re would remain as high as 1.5,
193  leading to continued exponential growth. In other words, the currently available vaccines are
194  highly protective against the disease and severe outcomes of COVID-19 213 but they are not
195  sufficient to contain and end the transmission of SARS-CoV-2 without synergetic measures. For
196  Ro =5 or higher basic reproduction rates, even a vaccine that reduces the probability of infection

5
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197  and transmission by 95% ! would require vaccination rates higher than 85% to decrease Re below
198 1 (Fig. S1). In theory, distancing & ventilation alone (yellow line) could decrease Re to 0.5 at
199  100% compliance, but at more realistic compliance rates around 50% as discussed below, Re
200  would also remain above 1. Similarly, universal masking (red line) with 100% compliance could
201  bring Re close to 1 in case of surgical masks (Fig. 2A) and well below 1 in case of N95/FFP2
202  masks (Fig. 2B), but at more realistic compliance rates around 50%, R. would again remain

203  above 1.

204

205  When all these measures are combined (solid blue line), compliance rates around 50% are

206  sufficient to bring Re close to 1 in case of surgical masks (Fig. 2A) and well below 1 in case of
207  N95/FFP2 masks (Fig. 2B). The steep non-linear decay of the “all measures” curve and the very
208 low Re values obtained at high compliance highlight the strong synergetic effect that results from
209  combining multiple protective measures and multiplying their individual effects. Even if only
210  universal masking were combined with distancing & ventilation (“physical measures”, dashed
211 Dlue line), Re would fall below 1 at 50% compliance with N95/FFP2 masking (Fig. 2B). Note,
212  however, that 50% compliance with masking are not easy to achieve as discussed below and in
213  Cheng et al. (2021). We are not suggesting to promote these physical measures without

214  vaccination, which would also be missing the benefit of reducing both the transmission of the
215  virus and the severity of the disease by immunization 1?3, Nevertheless, the “physical

216  measures” curve shows, that the synergetic effects of combining and properly applying these
217  simple measures are strong enough to reduce the reproduction number substantially, e.g., for
218  breaking or suppressing waves of infection.

219

220  The actual rates of vaccination vary widely due to different supplies, age limits, and willingness.
221  For example, the percentages of fully vaccinated people are around 39.4% in India, 61.4% in the
222  U.S.A., 70.2% in Germany, 87.8% in Portugal, and 46.6% worldwide at this time (21 December
223 2021) 2%, In our study, we are not explicitly accounting for persons immunized by recovery from
224 the disease. Depending on the level of immunization, they can be implicitly included in the

225  vaccination rate (compliance). Given an approximate efficacy of 70% and an approximate upper
226  limit of 90% for compliance, vaccination can only reduce Re from 5 to approx. 1.9. Recent

227  observations suggest that the efficacy of currently available vaccines against the transmission of
228  the new Omicron variant is lower and may thus contribute less to reducing the effective

229  reproduction number of SARS-CoV-2 (Supplemental text S2).

230

231  For universal masking, 100% compliance would be difficult to achieve because masking is not
232  always possible and practical, for example at home, during eating or drinking in restaurants and
233 bars, in schools and kindergartens, etc. °. The potential importance of such situations is

234 demonstrated by a recent modeling study attributing around 10% to 40% of daily infections to
235  restaurants and cafés/bars 2*. Moreover, a lack of willingness to follow recommendations or

236  mandates for mask use may also lead to low compliance with mask wearing. For example,

237  inpatient respiratory protection studies show that adherence rates vary from 10% to 84% for

238 health care personnel %. Similar effects can be expected when wearing masks with low

239  efficiency or poor fit and high penetration or leakage rates 26, Combining these effects, we may
240  estimate ~50% as an effective upper bound for the compliance with universal masking

241  (Supplementary text S3). For physical distancing, we may expect a similar effective upper limit
242  of compliance because distancing may be difficult under the same or similar conditions that are
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243  unfavorable for masking. With regard to ventilation, earlier investigations indicate that the

244  ventilation of indoor environments is often much lower than recommended, and the values

245  recommended for common indoor environments are also lower than the ventilation rates used for
246  effective infection control in health care units %27, We found no data specifically suited for

247  estimating population-average ventilation effects 8, but based on the available literature we

248  assume that the effective upper limit of compliance with distancing & ventilation is similar to the
249  value estimated for distancing (approx. 50%).

250

251  Thus, it would be difficult to contain SARS-CoV-2 transmission and end the pandemic by any
252  individual measure as currently available under realistic conditions. On the other hand, Fig. 2
253  shows that the synergetic effects of combining the investigated protective measures at realistic
254 levels of compliance can decrease the effective reproduction number from Ro = 5 as reported for
255  the Delta variant of SARS-CoV-2 to well below 1. In case of new virus variants such as

256  Omicron, the efficacy of vaccines may be reduced, but the effectiveness of simple physical

257  measures should not change much. In case of higher basic reproduction numbers up to measles-
258  like transmissibilities, higher compliances or additional measures would be required as illustrated
259 in Fig. S4 for Ro = 8, 12 and 18, respectively, and further discussed below. In the following, we
260  explore the synergies of combining vaccination with universal masking, distancing & ventilation,
261  contact reduction, and testing & isolation.

262

263  Combining vaccination with non-pharmaceutical interventions

264

265  Figures 3A and 3B show how Re decreases as a function of compliance with universal masking
266  for different vaccination rates in the population, assuming that vaccine efficacy against virus

267  transmission is 70% and that no other protective measures are applied. The basic reproduction
268  number Ro is 5, and the reduced starting values of Re at zero compliance with masking

269  correspond to different vaccination rates. At a vaccination rate around 70% (black line),

270  decreasing Re below 1 would require compliances higher than 70% for surgical masking (Fig.
271  3A) and higher than 50% for N95/FFP2 masking (Fig. 3B). In practice, such compliance values
272  appear unrealistically high as discussed above, indicating that controlling the transmission of
273  SARS-CoV-2 in a population with moderate vaccination rate (e.g., in Germany) requires

274  additional measures beyond vaccination and masking. At a vaccination rate around 90% (yellow
275  line), decreasing Re below 1 would require compliances around 50% for surgical masking (Fig.
276  3A) and 30% for N95/FFP2 masking (Fig. 3B). Thus, high compliance with universal masking
277  may suffice to prevent or suppress potential waves of infection in populations with high

278  vaccination rates (e.g., in Portugal).

279

280  In Figs. 3C and 3D, we include the effect of distancing & ventilation. They show how Re

281  decreases as a function of compliance with distancing & ventilation for different compliances
282  with universal masking at a fixed vaccination rate of 70%. Different starting values of Re at zero
283  compliance reflect the effects of vaccination and different levels of masking. Without masking
284  (black line), decreasing Re below 1 would require compliances higher than 70%, which appear
285 unrealistically high as discussed above. With universal masking at a level of 30% (red line),

286  decreasing Re below 1 would require distancing & ventilation compliances around 50% in case
287  of surgical masks (Fig. 3C) and around 30% for N95/FFP2 masks (Fig. 3D). As discussed above,
288  compliance levels around 30% are not unrealistic. Thus, high compliance with universal masking
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289 in combination with distancing & ventilation may suffice to prevent or suppress waves of

290 infection in populations with moderate vaccination rates (e.g., in Germany).

291

292  InFig. S5, we include the effect of contact reduction. It shows how Re decreases as a function of
293  contact reduction for different compliances with universal masking at a fixed vaccination rate of
294 70%. With universal masking at 30% compliance (Figs. S5A and S5B, red line), decreasing Re
295  below 1 would require contact reductions by approx. 50% in case of surgical masks and approx.
296  30% for N95/FFP2 masks. According to recent studies 826-3° | 30% contact reduction would

297  correspond to partial confinement and 50% would correspond to a lockdown. When universal
298  masking is combined with distancing & ventilation at 30% compliance (Figs. S5C and S5D, red
299 line), contact reductions by approx. 30% would decrease Re slightly below 1 for surgical masks
300 and as low as 0.7 for N95/FFP2 masks. Thus, moderate contact reductions (around 30%, partial
301 confinement) combined with distancing & ventilation and N95/FFP2 masking at moderate levels
302  of compliance (around 30%) may suffice to prevent infection waves. The synergetic effects of
303  contact reduction combined with other protective measures are further illustrated in Figs. S6, S7
304 and S8, including higher basic reproduction numbers (Ro = 8, 12 and 18, respectively). In case of
305 measles-like transmissibilities (Ro = 12 to 18), even high levels of compliance (~50%) with

306  masking and distancing & ventilation plus vaccination (~70%) would not suffice, and additional
307  measures like general contact reductions (~50%) would be required to bring Re below 1 (Figs.
308 S11and S12).

309

310 Testing & isolation of infected persons is a protective measure particularly common and relevant
311  for mitigating the transmission of SARS-CoV-2 in schools *. Figure 4 shows a pronounced non-
312 linear dependence of Re on the frequency of testing (number of tests per week) for different

313  vaccination rates and compliances with universal masking and distancing & ventilation. The

314  latter are key measures and essential tools to contain the transmission in schools and keep them
315  operational during the pandemic. Even for largely unvaccinated groups such as primary school
316  children, Re can be kept as low as 0.5-0.9 by 2-3 tests per week combined with distancing &

317  ventilation and surgical or N95/FFP2 masking at moderate compliance levels around 30% (red
318  lines, Figs. 4A and 4B). At a vaccination rate of 70%, similar results can be achieved just by

319  testing and masking (red lines, Figs. 4C and 4D). At 70% vaccination rate, 30% masking, and
320  30% distancing & ventilation, even one test per week may suffice to keep Re below 1 and contain
321  the spread of SARS-CoV-2 (red lines, Figs. 4E and 4F). Figure S9 shows the results obtained for
322  various further combinations of protective measures at different levels of compliance. In

323  practice, the frequency of testing has to be adjusted according to the rates of false negative

324 results 2 (Methods), and the effects of incomplete isolation have to be considered, which may
325  reduce the effectiveness of this measure. Nevertheless, testing & isolation may be highly

326  effective not only in educational but also in workplace and private environments, especially with
327  increasing vaccination rates (see Figs. S9E and S9F). Testing & isolation combined with all other
328 available measures and high compliances may become essential for containing SARS-CoV-2
329  transmission in educational and workplace environments if more contagious variants emerge (see
330  Figs. S10, S11 and S12 for Ro = 8, 12 and 18, respectively). In case of measles-like

331  transmissibilities (Ro = 12 to 18) and low efficacy of vaccination against transmission, high

332  practical compliance with all NPIs including general contact reductions (~50%) plus 3-4 tests per
333  week could still bring Re well below unity (< 0.7) and contain, if not terminate, the spread of
334  SARS-CoV-2 in a population (Figs. S11E and S12E).
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335

336  We suggest to further extend and validate the above results by target-oriented collection and
337 analysis of observational data. The modeling tools developed and applied in this study will be
338  made freely available on the internet. In this context, it will be important and challenging to

339 clarify and resolve the actual contributions of viruses in respiratory particles of different sizes,
340 e.g., the contribution of aerosol versus droplet transmission. This will be worthwhile for both the
341 traditional medical cut-off at 5 um, distinguishing between fine and coarse particles, as well as
342  for the physical upper limit at 0.1 mm, distinguishing between suspended aerosols and larger
343  semi-ballistic particles, including droplets and dry particles (Supplementary text S6 and

344  references therein). Among the simple physical protective measures, distancing works primarily
345  against droplet transmission and ventilation against aerosol transmission (Methods)*®>®. Surgical
346  masks are effective and N95/FFP2 masks are highly effective against aerosol transmission, and
347  both are even more effective against droplet transmission because of the higher filtering

348 efficiency and low penetration rates for large droplets °.

349

350 Discussion

351  We suggest that the presented scientific approach, results, and tools can be used to design and
352 communicate efficient strategies to contain the transmission of SARS-CoV-2 in different

353  environments and to mitigate the COVID-19 pandemic. Our guantitative results are consistent
354  with earlier recommendations 3!, and the modeling tools can be used to explore and refine the
355  synergetic effects of combining multiple protective measures as a function of Ro, compliance,
356  and efficacy of each measure (Supplementary text S6). For example, universal masking should
357  be promoted and the efficacy and suitability of different masks against aerosol and droplet

358  transmission under different conditions should be further clarified and communicated — in

359 particular, why any decent mask is better than none, why tightly fitting FFP2 masks are

360 particularly effective, and why masks are also useful in outdoor gatherings >2°. Efficient

361 ventilation of classrooms and other indoor environments could be fostered, optimized and

362  assessed by readily available techniques like exhaust fans, air ducts for displacement ventilation,
363 and CO; sensors etc. For schools, we find that the transmission of SARS-CoV-2 can be

364  contained by 2-3 tests per week combined with masking, distancing & ventilation, even at

365  moderate compliances and low vaccination rates for Ro= 5. Thus, testing appears worthwhile in
366  schools and other densely occupied environments 4. The frequency of testing may be adjusted
367  according to the non-linear relation to Re as well as the rates of false negative results %2, the

368 effects of incomplete isolation, and potential changes of R in case of more contagious variants
369  (see Fig. S10 for Ro = 8 to 18).

370

371  The strong dependence of Re on practical compliance with preventive measures highlights the
372  importance of situations where masking, distancing & ventilation or isolation are not possible,
373  impractical, or ineffective — in particular during eating/drinking in restaurants/bars,

374  schools/kindergartens, trains/planes, and at home. In such situations, it may, for example, help to
375  wear masks alternatingly. Obviously, infectious fluids can also be transferred via surface

376  contacts, and standard hygiene procedures against fomite transmission should also be followed
377  (https://www.cdc.gov/coronavirus/2019-ncov/more/science-and-research/surface-

378  transmission.html).

379
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The simple and robust methods and the easy-to-understand plots of Re vs. compliance provided
in this study may help to communicate these strategies and to demonstrate the importance of
cooperation to the wider public. Moreover, they may help to convince both the public and
decision makers that each of the currently available measures by itself is insufficient to contain
the transmissions of SARS-CoV-2 and that the synergetic effects of multiple protective measures
can and have to exploited for efficient mitigation of the pandemic. Even with high and increasing
rates of vaccination, other protective measures and synergetic effects should be maintained to
prevent, suppress, or break potential and ongoing waves of infection. These aspects and their
quantitative description might become even more important, if more transmissible variants and
escape mutations of SARS-CoV-2 were to emerge. The challenge we are facing now is not just
how to end the pandemic, but also how fast we can do it to save more lives and reduce the
probability of further dangerous mutations of SARS-CoV-2.

10


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.24.21266824
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.24.21266824; this version posted December 23, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

aerosol (indirect)

source control wearer protection
e | aerosol (direct) po-es
! vaccination - ' vaccination !
e--tzzzzoozzzzzzzzol . droplet (direct) p---SIIIIzzzzzzIio o,
| testing & isolation |  testing & isolation !

fomite (indirect)

394
395

396  Fig. 1 Schematic illustration of different transmission pathways and protective measures.
397

11


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.24.21266824
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.24.21266824; this version posted December 23, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

5 4 . . . ! . ! . L 5 4 .
N —e— vaccination —e— vaccination
g —e— masking (surgical) o —e— masking (N95/FFP2)
- 4 distancing & ventilation | - 44 distancing & ventilation |
° --#- physical measures o -®- physical measures
-g —e— all measures -E —o— all measures
S 34 S 3
c c
5 5
B 24 B 24
> >
g g
5 1 5 4]
©
i i
A B
0, 0+,
0 0
398 Compliance (%) Compliance (%)

399

400 Fig. 2 Effectiveness of individual and combined measures. Reduction of effective

401  reproduction number, Re, as a function of compliance with different protective measures for a
402  basic reproduction number Ro = 5 approximately reflecting the transmissibility of the Delta

403  variant of SARS-CoV-2. Panels A and B refer to universal masking with surgical masks and
404  N95/FFP2 masks, respectively. The curve labeled “physical measures” refers to the combination
405  and synergy of universal masking plus distancing and ventilation; the curve labeled “all

406  measures” refers to the combination and synergy of the physical measures with vaccination.
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Fig. 3 Effectiveness of masking and distancing & ventilation for different vaccination rates
and compliances. Reduction of effective reproduction number, Re, as a function of compliance
with universal masking for different vaccination rates (A, B) and as a function of compliance

with distancing & ventilation for different levels of masking at a fixed vaccination rate of 70%
(C, D). Basic reproduction number Ro = 5; reduced starting values of Re at zero compliance with
masking correspond to different vaccination rates. Left column corresponds to universal masking
with surgical masks, right column corresponds to N95/FFP2 masks.
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423  Fig. 4 Effectiveness of testing & isolation for different compliances with masking,
424 vaccination, and distancing & ventilation. Reduction of effective reproduction number, Re, as
425  afunction of testing frequency (number tests per week per person) for different compliances with
426  universal masking and distancing & ventilation, as well as different vaccination rates. Basic
427  reproduction number Ro = 5; reduced starting values of Re reflect different vaccination rates and
428  compliances with masking and with distancing & ventilation, respectively. Left column
429  corresponds to universal masking with surgical masks, right column corresponds to N95/FFP2
430  masks.
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Supplementary text:

S1. Basic reproduction number and population average infection probability

The COVID-19 pandemic has severe health, economic, and societal effects *. The basic
reproduction numbers, Ro, for the ancestral strain of SARS-CoV-2 and Delta variant have been
estimated to be ~ 2.9 (2.4-3.4) (Billah et al., 2020)? and ~5.1 (Liu and Rocklov, 2021)%,
respectively. In this study, we used Ro = 3 and 5 to approximate the transmissibility of them,
respectively. As the Omicron variant is suspicious to have a higher transmissibility than Delta *7,
we investigated the scenarios with Ro = 8, 12 and 18. Here, Ro = 12 and 18 approximates highly
contagious variants with transmissibilities similar to measles 8.

By definition®, Ro, can be linked to the basic population average infection probability, Po, by Ro =
Po - ¢ - d. Here, d represents the average duration of infectiousness, and c represents the average
daily number of human contacts. As in Cheng et al. (2021), we assumed that for SARS-CoV-2
the average daily numbers of human contacts ¢ = 10 to 25 contacts per day and the average
duration of infectiousness d =~ 10 days %12, Most patients with more severe-to-critical illness or
those who are severely immunocompromised likely remain infectious no longer than 20 days
after symptom onset; however, there have been several reports of severely immune compromised
people shedding replication-competent virus beyond 20 days” *17. Reducing the number of
contacts leads to a directly proportional decrease of Re °, and as described in Method, the effects
of testing & isolation of infected persons 8 works in a non-linear way on reducing Re.

S2. Efficacy of vaccination against SARS-CoV-2 transmission

Based on recent observations, we assume that the probability of SARS-CoV-2 transmission is on
average reduced by approx. 70% for vaccinated persons 1°22, In other words, the currently
available vaccines are highly protective against the disease and severe outcomes of COVID-19
for both the ancestral strain of SARS-CoV-2, Delta and previous variants 122, Their efficacy
against the Omicron variant is still under investigation?3. The impact of different vaccination
efficacies is illustrated in Fig. S1. Although our results show that vaccinations are currently not
sufficient to contain and end the transmission of SARS-CoV-2 without synergetic measures, we
are not suggesting to promote the non-pharmaceutical measures without vaccination, which
would also be missing the benefit of reducing both the transmission of the virus and the severity
of the disease by immunization 192224,

S3. Universal masking: source control, wearer protection, and practical compliance

Masks can prevent infections in two ways: (i) source control, reducing the emission and spread
of respiratory viruses through airborne droplets and aerosols, and (ii) wearer protection, reducing
the inhalation of airborne respiratory viruses. Surgical and N95/FFP2 masks are highly effective
against aerosol transmissions %, and are even more effective against droplet transmissions
because of the higher filtering efficiency of masks against large droplets 26:27,
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As explained in the main text, the fractional contribution of droplet transmission through the
eyes (eye infection) is described by the parameter x. In Fig. S2, we show how different values of
x would affect the results. For our calculations, we assumed an estimate of x = 0.3. Higher values
would reduce the differences between surgical and N95/FFP2 masking.

For universal masking, 100% compliance would be difficult to achieve because masking is not
always possible and practical, for example at home, during eating or drinking in restaurants and
bars, in schools and kindergartens, etc. 1228, The potential importance of such situations is
demonstrated by a recent modeling study attributing around 10% to 40% of daily infections to
restaurants and cafés/bars 2. Moreover, a lack of willingness to follow recommendations or
mandates for mask use may also lead to low compliance with mask wearing. For example,
inpatient respiratory protection studies show that adherence rates vary from 10% to 84% for
health care personnel 2>, Similar effects can be expected when wearing masks with low
efficiency or poor fit and high penetration or leakage rates 2632, Combining these effects, we may
estimate ~50% as an effective upper limit for the compliance with universal masking.

S4. Distancing & ventilation

Physical distancing strongly reduces the transmission by droplets (> 0.1 mm), but has much
smaller impact on reducing exposure to equilibrated aerosols in indoor environment 263335, By
assuming characteristic distances around ~ 0.25 m for close contact, our calculation shows that
the mass of large respiratory droplets would decrease by ~88% at a distance of 1 m and by ~95%
at a distance of 2 m (Fig. S2). These estimates are consistent with the ~ 60% to 90%
effectiveness of physical distancing as reported in the review of Chu et al. 3 based on
observations and data for SARS-CoV-1 and MERS ¥'. Thus, we assume approximately ~90%
(upper bound) for the effectiveness of proper physical distancing (> 1-2 m) against droplet
transmission.

In contrast to physical distancing, regular ventilation has little effect on direct transmission by
ballistic droplets (> 0.1 mm) but reduces indirect transmission by aerosols (< 0.1 mm) in indoor
environments both in the near-field and far-field 26333538 Changing from passive ventilation to a
high ventilation rate (e.g., 12 h'%, as applied in airborne infection isolation rooms) can reduce the
airborne virus concentration and probability transmission with an effectiveness up to ~90% 2,
which can be regarded as an approximate upper bound for the effectiveness of ventilation against
aerosol transmission *#2°. Efficient ventilation of classrooms and other indoor environments
could be fostered, optimized, and assessed by readily available techniques like exhaust fans, air
ducts for displacement ventilation, and CO2 sensors etc. 3840,

The influence of distancing & ventilation on Re is described by Eqgv. The reason for combining
these measures is that each of them influences only one branch of airborne transmission, either
droplet transmission (distancing) or aerosol transmission (ventilation). Moreover, the relative
contributions of aerosol and droplet transmission in SARS-CoV-2 transmission have not yet been
determined conclusively, but they exhibit similar upper limits of effectiveness (~90%). Thus, we
assume Egev = 90%. In summary, physical distancing by at least 1-2 meters and proper
ventilation of indoor environments can decrease the risk of droplet (> 0.1 mm) and aerosol
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transmission (< 0.1 mm) in indoor environments by approx. 90%, whereby distancing primarily
reduces droplet transmission and ventilation primarily reduces aerosol transmission 2838394142 |
our calculations, we assume that the population-average transmission occurs in a virus-limited
regime as discussed in Cheng et al. (2021) 28, which would hold for the range of Ro and Re values
investigated in this study. Compared to Evacc and Emask, the estimated value of Eqev is subject to
larger uncertainties. It should be further tested and validated, e.g., by large-scale randomized
control trials, in the future.

S5. Testing & isolation

The influence of testing & isolation on Re is described by Etsi. The effects of testing & isolation
are equivalent to reducing the average duration of infectiousness, d. According to U.S. CDC,
“patients with mild-to-moderate COVID-19 remain infectious no longer than 10 days after
symptom onset. Most patients with more severe-to-critical illness or those who are severely
immunocompromised likely remain infectious no longer than 20 days after symptom onset;
however, there have been several reports of severely immune compromised people shedding
replication-competent virus beyond 20 days” *’. For this study, we assumed that d is
approximately 10 days 1° (Supplementary text S1). When applying tests on n days per week, the
duration of infectiousness can be effectively reduced to 7/n days, assuming 100% precision of
tests and immediate isolation preventing further transmission. Under these conditions, we obtain
Etwei = (1 —0.7/n). In practice, the frequency of testing has to be adjusted according to the rates of
false negative results 3, and the effects of incomplete isolation have to be considered, which may
reduce the effectiveness of this measure. The influence of a false negative testing rate f on Ete;
can be described by:

Ewi=1-f—07(@-f)/n (7

For example, a 20% false negative rate (f = 20%) will reduce the effectiveness of two tests per
week (n = 2) from 65% to 52%.

S6. Droplet versus aerosol transmission

To distinguish between aerosol transmission and droplet transmission, medical studies have
frequently referred to a diameter of 5 um as a boundary between aerosol particles and droplets,
whereas in aerosol science, 100 um or 0.1 mm are considered as an upper limit to the aerosol
size range 28:33-35:4244-46 Around 0.1 mm, the gravitational settling velocity of particles
approaches 1 m st in still air. Droplets larger than 0.1 mm are also called semi-ballistic or
ballistic droplets, corresponding to Reynolds numbers larger than 1 or 1000, respectively**. They
are not floating in the air but falling to the ground in seconds within a 1-2 m radius around the
emitting person, approximately following a ballistic trajectory 4.

In the physical sciences, particles in the size range of approximately 5 to 100 um are still
considered aerosols because they remain suspended up to tens of minutes and can float many
meters away from the emitter. Aerosol particles with diameters less than 5 um can remain
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suspended and accumulate over hours before being removed by slow sedimentation or diffusion
to the ground and walls of indoor environments.

In aerosol research and air quality monitoring, the boundary between fine and coarse aerosol
particles is usually set around 2.5 um. Fine particulate matter with diameters up to 2.5 pm
(PM2.5) is known to penetrate deeper into human lungs and cause more severe health effects
than coarse particulate matter 4-#8, Actually, the air quality boundary of 2.5 um approximately
coincides with the traditional medical boundary of 5 pum, because the diameter of respiratory
droplets emitted at 100% relative humidity decreases by about one half upon drying in ambient
air at typical relative humidities in the range of 30-60%, e.g., from 5 um to approx. 2.5 pm %, In
analogy to atmospheric PM2.5, fine respiratory aerosol particles may also penetrate deeper into
the human lungs, and we hypothesize that this might cause more severe infections, which
remains to be elucidated.

With regard to the relevance and occurrence of aerosol vs. droplet transmission, the following
relations are relevant regardless of the boundary used to distinguish between aerosols and larger
droplets (5 um or 0.1 mm). If the viral load (concentration) in epithelial lining fluids and in
respiratory aerosol particles or droplets is small, or if the median infectious dose of the virus is
large, then the total volume of respiratory aerosol particles (<5 pum or <0.1 mm) and the virus
dose contained in aerosols may be too small to cause substantial infection risks by aerosol
transmission. Under such circumstances, only droplets in the larger size ranges (>5 pum or > 0.1
mm) with a large total volume are expected to contribute substantially to the infection probability
and virus transmission (“droplet transmission”).

Even if the viral load (concentration) in large respiratory droplets may be lower than in small
respiratory aerosols due to different origins and enrichment processes in the respiratory tract 2,
the size dependence of the particle volume is so strong (diameter to the power of three) that it
seems unlikely that virus transmission would proceed only through aerosols and not through
larger droplets as well. On the contrary, it seems that aerosol and droplet transmission are likely
to go hand in hand. For direct infections in the near-field, droplet transmission is likely to be
even more important than aerosol transmission, unless there is an enormous size dependence of
viral load (more than three orders of magnitude). Therefore, masking and distancing are
important precautions during contacts also outdoors, not just in indoor environments. In practice,
the relative importance of aerosol and droplet transmission has not yet been measured and
resolved for SARS-CoV-2, regardless of the definition and boundary applied (5 um or 0.1 mm).

By consistent use of masks, distancing & ventilation as well as testing & isolation, it was
possible to contain early variants of SARS-CoV-2 even without vaccination as demonstrated in
several Asia-Pacific countries during the years 2020-20214°-°2, It will depend on the basic
reproduction number of Omicron and further variants whether these measures may suffice or
more strict measures like sustained or recurring general contact reductions may be required to
mitigate the pandemic and prevent or control future waves of infection.

We suggest that the presented scientific approach, results, and tools can be used to design and
communicate efficient strategies to contain the transmission of SARS-CoV-2 in different
environments and to mitigate the COVID-19 pandemic. Our quantitative results are consistent
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with earlier recommendations >-*°, and the modeling tools can be used to explore and refine the
synergetic effects of combining multiple protective measures as a function of Ro, compliance,
and efficacy of each measure.
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Fig. S1 Effectiveness of vaccination for different vaccination rates and vaccination
efficiency. Reduction of effective reproduction number, Re, as a function of vaccination
efficiency (“vacc. eff.”) for different vaccination rates (“compliance” in %). Panel A is for a
basic reproduction number Ro = 3 approximately reflecting the transmissibility of the ancestral
strain of SARS-CoV-2. Panel B is for Ro = 5 approximately reflecting the transmissibility of the
delta variant of SARS-CoV-2. Panel C is for Ro = 8 approximating a variant with higher
transmissibility than the delta variant of SARS-CoV-2. Panel D is for Ro = 12 and panel E is for
Ro = 18 approximating the measles-like transmissibility.
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Fig. S2 Effectiveness of masks in preventing aerosol or droplet transmission. The blue and
green lines represent the effectiveness of surgical masks and N95/FFP2 masks in preventing
aerosol transmission, respectively. The rest lines represent the effectiveness of masks in
preventing droplet transmission with different contributions of eye infections (See Method).
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Volume fraction remaining in air

Horizontal distance (m)

Fig. S3 Fraction of remaining respiratory particle volume (aerosols and droplets with
diameter up to 1 mm). Assumption: after ejection from the mouth, all respiratory particles
move forward at a horizontal speed of 5 m s with the airflow and the horizontal velocity
remains constant; the deposition velocity is caused by the gravitational settling and is size
dependent. When the vertical settling distance of the particles is < 1.2 m, we considered them as
the remaining particles that may infect others.
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Fig. S4 Effectiveness of individual and combined measures. Same as Fig. 2, for Ro = 3, 8, 12
and 18. Reduction of effective reproduction number, Re, as a function of compliance with
different protective measures for a basic reproduction number Ro = 8 (C and D) approximating a
variant with higher transmissibility than the delta variant of SARS-CoV-2 and for Ro = 3 (A and
B) approximately reflecting the transmissibility of the ancestral strain of SARS-CoV-2, and for
Ro =12 (E and F) and Ro = 18 (G and F) approximating a variant with similar transmissibility of
measles. The curve labeled “physical measures” refers to the combination and synergy of
universal masking plus distancing and ventilation; the curve labeled “all measures” refers to the
combination and synergy of the physical measures with vaccination. Left column corresponds to
universal masking with surgical masks, right column corresponds to N95/FFP2 masks.
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Fig. S5 Effectiveness of contact reduction for different compliances with masking and
distancing & ventilation. Reduction of effective reproduction number, Re, as a function of
contact reduction for different compliances with universal masking at a fixed vaccination rate of
70%. Basic reproduction number Ro = 5; reduced starting values of Re at zero contact reduction
reflect the vaccination rate and different levels of masking and distancing & ventilation (30%
compliance, panels C and D). Left column corresponds to universal masking with surgical
masks, right column corresponds to N95/FFP2 masks.
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Fig. S6 Effectiveness of contact reduction for different compliances with masking and
distancing & ventilation. Similar to Fig. S5, for Ro = 8: reduction of effective reproduction

number, Re, as a function of contact reduction for different compliances with universal masking
at a fixed vaccination rate of 70% and 30% compliance of distancing and ventilation (A and B).
In the lower four panels (C, D, E and F), we consider the worst scenario when vaccination does
not work for a new highly contagious variant (0% vaccination rate). Basic reproduction number
Ro = 8; reduced starting values of Re at zero contact reduction reflect the vaccination rate and
different levels of masking and distancing & ventilation. Left column corresponds to universal
masking with surgical masks, right column corresponds to N95/FFP2 masks.
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Fig. S7 Effectiveness of individual and combined measures. Similar to Fig. 2, with contact
reduction as an additional measure for Ro = 5, 8, 12 and 18. Reduction of effective reproduction
number, Re, as a function of compliance with different protective measures and contact reduction
for a basic reproduction number Ro = 5 (A and B) approximately reflecting the transmissibility of
the delta variant of SARS-CoV-2, for Ro = 8 (C and D) approximating a variant with higher
transmissibility than the delta variant, and for Ro = 12 (E and F) and Ro = 18 (G and F)
approximating a variant with similar transmissibility of measles. The curve labeled “non-
pharmaceutical” refers to the combination and synergy of universal masking, distancing and
ventilation and contact reduction; the curve labeled “all measures” refers to the combination and
synergy of the non-pharmaceutical measures with vaccination. Left column corresponds to
universal masking with surgical masks, right column corresponds to N95/FFP2 masks.
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Fig. S8 Effectiveness of combined non-pharmaceutical measures for different vaccination
rates. Reduction of effective reproduction number, Re, as a function of compliance with all
investigated non-pharmaceutical measures for different vaccination rates in the population. Non-
pharmaceutical measures are the combination and synergy of universal masking, distancing and
ventilation and contact reduction. Basic reproduction number Ro =5 (A and B) and Ro = 8 (C and
D); reduced starting values of Re at zero compliance with non-pharmaceutical measures
correspond to different vaccination rates. Left column corresponds to universal masking with
surgical masks, right column corresponds to N95/FFP2 masks.
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Fig. S9 Effectiveness of testing & isolation for different compliances with masking,
vaccination, and distancing & ventilation. Similar to Fig. 4, but with varies of combination of
vaccination rates, compliance of universal masking and distancing & ventilation. Reduction of
effective reproduction number, Re, as a function of testing frequency (number tests per week per
person) for different compliances with universal masking and distancing & ventilation, as well as
different vaccination rates. Basic reproduction number Ro = 5; reduced starting values of Re
reflect different vaccination rates and compliances with masking and with distancing &
ventilation, respectively. Left column corresponds to universal masking with surgical masks,
right column corresponds to N95/FFP2 masks.
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Fig. S10 Effectiveness of testing & isolation for different compliances with masking,
vaccination, and distancing & ventilation. Similar to Fig. S9, for Ro = 8. Reduction of
effective reproduction number, Re, as a function of testing frequency (number tests per week per
person) for different compliances with universal masking, distancing & ventilation, and contact
reduction as well as different vaccination rates. Basic reproduction number Ro = 8; reduced
starting values of Re reflect different vaccination rates and compliances with masking, distancing
& ventilation and contact reduction, respectively. Left column corresponds to universal masking
with surgical masks, right column corresponds to N95/FFP2 masks.
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Fig. S11 Effectiveness of testing & isolation for different compliances with masking,
vaccination, distancing & ventilation, and contact reduction. Similar to Fig. S9, for Ro = 12.
Reduction of effective reproduction number, Re, as a function of testing frequency (number tests
per week per person) for different compliances with universal masking, distancing & ventilation,
and contact reduction as well as different vaccination rates. Basic reproduction number Ro = 12;
reduced starting values of Re reflect different vaccination rates and compliances with masking,
distancing & ventilation and contact reduction, respectively. Only N95/FFP2 masks are applied.
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Fig. S12 Effectiveness of testing & isolation for different compliances with masking,
vaccination, distancing & ventilation, and contact reduction. Similar to Fig. S9, for Ro = 18.
Reduction of effective reproduction number, Re, as a function of testing frequency (number tests
per week per person) for different compliances with universal masking, distancing & ventilation,
and contact reduction as well as different vaccination rates. Basic reproduction number Ro = 18;
reduced starting values of Re reflect different vaccination rates and compliances with masking,
distancing & ventilation and contact reduction, respectively. Only N95/FFP2 masks are applied.
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