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ABSTRACT

Background Isolation of close contact people and negative test certification are used to manage the
spread of new coronavirus infections worldwide. These effectively prevent the spread of infection in
advance, but they can lead to a decline in socio-economic activity. Thus, the present study quantified
the extent to which isolation and negative test certification respectively reduce the risk of infection.

Methods A discrete-time SEIR model was used as the infectious disease model, and equations for
calculating the conditional probability of non-infection status given negative test results on two
different days were derived.

Results The respective non-infection probabilities with two negative PCR test results, and with one
negative PCR test result and one antigen test result, were quantified. By substituting initial parameters
of the SEIR model into these probabilities, the present study revealed the following: (1) isolating
close contact individuals can reduce by 80% the risk of infection during the first five days, but five
more days are needed to reduce the risk 10% more, and seven more days to reduce the risk 20%
more; and (2) if an individual with a negative PCR test result has a negative antigen test result the
next day, then his or her infection probability is between 0.6% and 0.7%.
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Conclusions Five-day isolation has a proportionally greater effect on risk reduction, compared to
longer isolation; and thus, if an isolation period of longer than five days is contemplated, both the risk
reduction and the negative effects from such increased isolation should be considered. Regarding
negative test certification, our results provide those in managerial positions, who must decide whether
to accept the risk and hold mass-gathering events, with quantitative information that may be useful in
their decision-making.

Keywords SEIR model - Infection probability - Conditional probability - PCR test - Antigen test - Isolation period -
Negative certification - COVID-19

1 Background

Risk management of new coronavirus infections has become a significant public health issue. Isolation of symptomatic
individuals was insufficient to control the spread of infection, because some infected people were asymptomatic, and the
contagious period commenced roughly two days before symptoms appeared [8]]. This latter may be somewhat shorter
in the case of the omicron strain [[L0], but it still exists. Insufficient control when an infected individual appeared led
to the global spread of the coronavirus disease of 2019 (COVID-19), in addition to the high reproduction number of
COVID-19; for example, 2.5 [4] or 3.15 [7] for the wild-type strain, 7 for the delta strain [7], and greater still for the
omicron strain [3]].

As a countermeasure against infectious diseases, tests targeting individuals, such as polymerase chain reaction (PCR)
and antigen tests, are widely used. Mina et al. [[12] noted that a higher frequency of low-sensitivity antigen testing
contributed more to infection control than a lower frequency of high-sensitivity PCR testing, and Du et al. [6] discussed
strategies for effective testing systems, based on cost-effectiveness analysis of the tests and universal isolation. However,
testing the entire public presents difficulties in terms of cost and test resources.

In contrast, it is a common strategy to test only those people who seem to be infected and may contribute to the
infection spread, when an infected individual is confirmed. One strategy is to identify people retrospectively who have
met infected people, and test and isolate them. In Japan, people who had highly infectious contact behavior with an
individual infected with COVID-19, during the contagious period, are considered close contact people [13]]. Here,
infectious contact behavior means contact with an infected person, within 1 meter for more than 15 minutes, without
wearing a mask. The contagious period is from two days before the onset of illness to when the infected person is
isolated after diagnosis. Then, even if the contact person has negative test results, they are mandated to stay at home
and be monitored for 14 days from the day after the last day of contact. It should be noted that, with the appearance of
the omicron strain, the above periods have been revised from time to time; and in the latest situation, the monitoring
period has been reduced from 14 to 7 days. While this strategy effectively prevents the spread of infection in advance, it
can lead to a decline in socio-economic activity.

Another strategy is to proactively identify groups whose acts could contribute to the spread of infection and allow
contact behavior for those with negative PCR- or antigen-test certification. Typical examples are easing restrictions for
traveling and participating in mass-gathering events based on negative test certification. In the Japanese professional
soccer league, for example, when an infected player or team staff member is confirmed, only those certified negative by
an antigen test, which provides the result on the same day, are allowed to take part in the game [16, p12]. However, it is
not fully clear how these negative test certifications contribute to infection reduction.

Vaccination is currently progressing worldwide, and strategies to allow socio-economic activity through vaccination
or negative test certification are being discussed [15]]. It is important, then, to evaluate how reasonable it is to shorten
the isolation period through negative test certification, and how much risk reduction is associated with negative test
certification.

The present study had two aims. First, to investigate the reduction in infection risk through the use of negative test
certification after an isolation period, and discuss possible reductions in the isolation period by combining the two
most common tests. Second, to assess the extent to which negative antigen test results, without isolation, contribute to
reducing the infection risk in a population that is likely to be infected.

2 Methods

2.1 Discrete SEIR Model

The present study applied a discrete-time Susceptible-Exposed-Infectious-Recovered (SEIR) model [9], in which
individuals transition through five sequential statuses: susceptible (.5), exposed (F), pre-symptomatic (P), infected (1),


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.02.20.22270449

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.02.20.22270449; this version posted February 22, 2022. 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.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Effect of isolation and negative certification on COVID-19 transmission ~ JI TAKESHITA et al.

and recovered (R), with the infected status subdivided into symptomatic (/) and asymptomatic (I,), in one of which
the infected individual is registered.

The average duration of each state, in days, was adopted from He et al. [8], rounded to the nearest integer: after an
individual is exposed to the coronavirus, they are in Status E for three days, Status P for two days, Status I or I, for
seven days, and then remain in Status R (Figure[T)). Note that the first and second day of Status P are denoted by P;
and P, respectively; and there is a possibility of being infected by COVID-19 two or more times, but this possibility is
omitted in the present study.

Let Sy, Eo, P10, P20, and Ij be the initial populations of Statuses S, E, Py, P», and I, respectively; and let day O be
the initial day. Then the populations of day k (k = 1,2, ..., 14) can be easily calculated as in Table[T]

2.2 Two types of COVID19 tests

The present study deals with two types of tests (PCR and antigen tests) for determining whether an individual is infected
with COVID-19. Kucirka et al. [11] and Brummer et al. [2]] reported that the sensitivity depended on an individual’s
status. Let a;, as, and ay, then, be sensitivities of COVID-19 PCR tests for individual status Py, P», and I, respectively.
Then a; = 0.33, as = 0.67, and a; = 0.80. Further, let b be the specificity of a COVID-19 PCR test for individual
Statuses S and E, then b = 0.999. Table 2] summarizes the sensitivity and specificity of COVID-19 PCR tests.

COVID-19 antigen tests have 0.7-times the sensitivity and the same specificity as PCR tests [3]. In other words, the
sensitivities of antigen tests for individual Statuses P, P», and I are 0.7a; = 0.23, 0.7ay = 0.47, and 0.7a; = 0.56,
respectively; while the specificity for individual Statuses S and E is b = 0.999. Table 3] summarizes the sensitivity and
specificity of COVID-19 antigen tests. It should be remarked that the sensitivity of antigen tests varies with the type of
test, and can be less than 0.7 [14]]. Further, in the case of the omicron strain, one study has reported that the sensitivity
of nasal antigen tests is low within three days from onset [[1]].

2.3 Conditional probability of non-infection status given negative test results
Hereafter, let G and Sy, be situations in which an individual has a positive and a negative PCR test result, respectively,

onday k (i = 0,...,14); and P(X|Y) represents the probability that the individual is in Status X in Situation Y,
where X isone of S, E, P, P, I, R, or their union, and Y is one of @y, Oy, or their intersection.

2.3.1 Conditional probability of non-infection status given one negative PCR test result

This clause derives the non-infected probability when an individual has a negative test result on day 0. In other words,
P(So U Rg|©p) is derived. Note that cursive script P stands for the probability, while capital letter P stands for an
individual’s status. Let S, := S U Ry; that is, S{, means a non-infection status on day 0. Since the overall status on
day 0, say {2, equals Sy U Ey U Py o U P2 o U Iy U Ry, the following holds from Bayes’ theorem.

P(So U Ro|©0) =P(S5)P(©0lSh)/
(7’(56)7’(90\56) + P(Eo)P(So|Eo) + P(P1,0)P(So|P10)
+ P(Po.0)P(E0| Pa.0) + PIo)P(E0l o))
= bP(Sp)/
(bP(sg) +P(Eo) + (1 — a1)P(Pro)

+ (1= a2)P(Pao) + (1 - a,)P(Is0)).

2.3.2 Conditional probability of non-infected status given two negative PCR test results

This clause derives the non-infection probability when an individual has a negative PCR test result on both day 0 and
day k k (1 < k < 14). In other words, P (S, U Ri| ©9 NSy) is derived. Let S;, := Sy U Ry; that is, S}, indicates
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non-infection status at day k (0 < k < 14). First, from Bayes’ theorem, the following holds.

P(SkURk|coner)
= P(S})P(E0 N exlSh) /

(P(SH)P(00 N OkIS}) + P(ER)P(S0 N Ok Er)
+ P(P1r)P(SoNSk|Pii) + P(Pai)P(So NSk Pa)
L P(I)P(So N ekuk)). (1

Next, in order to calculate (I)), P(S},)P(©0 N ©k|S},) is derived. By the definitions of the conditional probability and
Qo,

P(Sk)P (0 N ©klSy) = P(S0 N Ok N S; N ). )

Then, from De Morgan’s laws, the following holds.

@) = P(@O NSk OSI’C n (S(/) U Ey UPL() UPQﬁO UI())>
:73((90m@kmsjcmsg)u(eoﬂ@kms,ngo)
U (80NekNS;NPio) U (SN NS, N Pay)
U (80N ek NS N1o))
=P(EoNSE NS, NSy + P(SoN6EKNS;, N Ey)
+P(EoNerNS,NPio)+PEoNernS, N Pa)
+P(EoN6rNS, NI
= P(60 N Ek|S, N SHP(S, N SH)
+ P(S0 N 6k|S), N Eg)P(S;, N Ep)
+ P(S0 N Sk[S; N PrLo)P (S, N Pro)
+ P (S0 N Sk|S;, N Pag)P (S, N Pap)
+ P(S0 NOk|S), N Io)P(S;, N Io)
=P (S0 N Sk|SE, N SHP(SH)P(Sy|S0)
+ P(0 N Sk|Si N Eo)P(Eo)P(S,|Eo)
+ P (S0 N Ok|S;, N Pyo)P(P1o)P(Sk|P1o)
+ P(80 N Ek|Sy, N Pao)P(Pao)P(Sk| Pao)
+ P (S0 N S| Sk N 1o) P (Lo)P(Sk | o)- 3)
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In the same way, the following hold.

P(Er)P(©0 NSk Ex) = P (S0 N k| Ex N S,) P(SH)P(Ex]S))
+ P (S0 NSkl By, N Ey) P(Eo)P(Ex|Eo)
+ P (S0 NSk|Ex N Pro) P(Pro)P(Ek|PLo)
+ P (60 NEk|Er N Payg) P(Poo)P(Ek|Po)
+ P (©o NSk Er N Ip) P(Io)P(Exk|Lo)
P(Pri)P (S0 NSk Pri) =P (S0 N Sk|Pri NSh) P(SH)P(PrklSp)
+ P (S0 NSk|Prr N Ey) P(Eo)P(Prr|Eo)
+ P (coNSk|PrirNPio)P(Prio)P(PrrlPio)
+ P (©0 NSk Prr N Pap) P(Pao)P(Prk|P2p)
+ P (o Nek|PrirNIo)P(Lo)P(Prrllo)
P(P2)P(S0 NSkl Pok) = P (S0 N S|Pk N Sy) P(S)P(Po,k]So)
+ P (S0 NSk| P N Ey) P(Eo)P(Pek|Eo)
+ P (©0NEk|Por N Pro)P(Pro)P(PoklPio)
+ P (©0 NSk Poi N Pay) P(Pay)P(Pok|P2)
+ P (S0 NSk|Pay N 1o) P(Lo)P(Pok|lo)
P(I)P(So NEk|I) = P (©0 N Ok| I N SH) P(Sy)P(1k]Sh)
+ P (60 N eI N Ey) P(Eo)P (1| Eo)
+P (S0 NSk|Ix N P1o) P(Pro)P(Ix|Pro)
+ P (S0 NSk|Ik N Pao) P(Pao)P(Ik|P2p)
+ P (&0 NSk N1y) P(Lo)P(Ik|lo)- 4

Finally, by substituting (3)-(@) into (I), the desired probability can be derived.

3 Results

3.1 Non-infection probability under a negative PCR test result on both day 0 and day %
3.1.1 The case where k = 1

From Table[T} the following relationships between the day 0 and day 1 statuses hold.

1 2
P(S1URy) =P(SoURy) + ?P(Io), P(Ey) = §P(E0),

P(Pl 1) = %'P(Eo), P(PQJ) = 'P(Pl’()% and P(I1) = P(PQ’()) + gP(IO)

s
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Therefore, the members on the right-hand side of (]I[) can be calculated as follows.

P(S1)P(60 N©1]S7) = P (80 N 1151 N SG) P(Sy)P(S1150)
+ P (60 NE1|S] N Io) P(Lo)P(S] 1)
= BP(S)) + 2b(1 — a)P(L) ©
P(EV)P(©oNE1|Ey) =P (60 NE1|EL N Ey) P(Ey)P(E2|Ey)
= 21P(E)
P(P11)P(©0NO61|P11) =P (S0 NE1|PiyNEy) P(Ey)P(Pr1|Eo)

_ %b(l — a)P(Eo)

P(P21)P(S0 N©1]P21) =P (S0 NO1[ P21 N Pro) P(Pro)P( 0)
= (1 — al)(l — QQ)P(1170)
P(I1)P(coNeill) =P (S0 N1l N Pag) P(Pao)P(I1|Payp)
+ P (©ono1|liNiy)P(Iy)P(I1]1p)
6
= (1= a2)(1 = anP(Pyo) + =(1 - ar)*P(Io). (©6)
By substituting (3)—(6) and £ = 1 into (T)), the desired probability can be derived as follows.
P(S1UR|eoner)
1
= (bQP(S,S) + §b(1 - aI)P(IO)> /
1
(bQP(S{)) + =b(1 = ar)P(lo)
2 1
+ ngP(E()) + gb(l — al)P(Eo) + (1 — al)(l — CLQ)P(PLo)
6
+(1 - az)(]. - CL])’P(PZ()) + ?(1 - a1)273(]0)> . (7)

In the same way, the non-infection probability for an individual with a negative PCR test result on both day 0 and day &
for any k(= 2, ..., 14) can be derived. Only the results are shown in the following clauses.

3.1.2 The case where k = 2

P(S2URx| 60N ey)
= (#P(s + 201 - a)Plt)) /
(bQP(S{J) + 201~ a)P(To) + 50*P(Ey)
+ %b(l — a)P(Eo) + %b(l — a2)P(Ey) + (1 — ar)(1 — ar)P(Pro)

1= aa)(1 - an)P(Pao) + 21— an?P(1)).
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3.1.3 The case where k = 3

P(SsURs| 0N es)
= (bQP(S{)) + %b(l — ag)P(IU)> /
<b27>(55) + 2001~ m)P(Iy) + 351~ a1)P(Ey)
+ 30(1 — a)P(Eo) + 3(1 — arYP(Eo) + (1 - a)(1 ~ ar)P(Pi,)

4
+(1 — ag)(l — CL[)’P(PQ,()) + ?(1 — a[)ZP(Io)> .
3.1.4 The case where k = 4

P(SsURy| SN Ey)
_ (bQP(S()) + 2001 - az)PUo)) /
(bQP(S{)) + %b(l —a2)P (o) + %b(l — a2)P(Eo)
+ 2001~ an)P(Ep) + (1 - ar)(1 - ar)P(Pi)

3
—|—(1 — a2>(1 — a])P(P2’0> + ?(1 — a])273(]0)) .
3.1.5 The case where k =5

P (S5 URs| 00N Es)
= (#Pest) + 201 - Pt /
<62'P(56) + %b(l —az)P(lo) + b(1 —ar)P(Ey)
+(1- al)(l — a[)'P(Pl’o) +(1- ag)(l — GJ)’P(PQ’O)

2
+?(1 — a1)2p(10)) .
3.1.6 The case where k = 6
P(SG U R6| S0 N ESg )

— (bQP(S()) + gb(l - az)P(Io)) /

(bQP(Sé) + gb(l — ag)P(Io) + b(l — a[)P(Eo)
+ (1 —a1)(1—ar)P(Pro) + (1 —az)(1 —ar)P(Payp)

+%(1 — a[)QP(I0)> .
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3.1.7 The case where k =7

P(S7 U R7| S Nor )
= (b?P(s{,) +b(1— aI)P(IO)>/

(bQP(S(’)) +b(1 —a7)P(Ip) + b(1 — a7)P(Ey)

—+ (1 — al)(l — UJ)P(PLO) —+ (]. — (LQ)(]. — aI)P(PQ’O)) .
3.1.8 The case where k = 8

P(Ss URs|©oNos)

= (b27)<56) + b(l — GQ)P(PQ}O) + b(l — a])P(Io)>/
(b2”P(S(')) +b(1 — a2)P(Peo) +b(1 —ar)P(ly)

+ b(l — al)P(Eo) + (1 — al)(l - aI)P<P1,O))-
3.1.9 The case where k = 9

P(SoURg| 0N 9 )

= <b273(56) + b(l — al)P(Pl,o) + b(l — CLQ)P(PQ,()) + b(l — a])P(Io)>/
(b27>(55) +b(1 —a1)P(Pro) + b(1 — az)P(Pay)

+b(1 —ap)P(lp) +b(1 — aI)P(E0)>.
3.1.10 The case where £ = 10

73(510 U Rlo‘ S0 N6 O)
= (PPt + 3PP(E) + 801 - a)P(Pi)
+b(1 = a2)P(Poo) + b(1 — ar)P(Lo)) /

(2P + 3P + 801 — ) P(PLo) + 001~ )

+ P(P20) +b(1 — ar)P (o) + ;b(l - aI)P(EO))'
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3.1.11 The case where £ = 11
P(Sll U R11’ @0 N @11 )

- <b2P(S{)) - ;bQP(EO) +b(1 —a1)P(P1o)
+b(1 = a2)P(P0) + b(1 - an)P(Ly)) /

<b27>(sg) + §b27>(E0) +b(1 —a1)P(P1o) + b(1 — az)P(Pay)
+b(1 —ar)P(Iy) + %b(l — a;)P(EO)).

3.1.12 The case where k = 12,13, and 14

Since every individual is in Status R after day 12, P(S12 U Ri2| ©0 N ©12 ) , P(S13 U Ris| ©0 N ©13 ), and
P(S14 U Ris| ©9 N ©14 ) are identical.

73(512 U R12| So N 612) = 7)(5'13 U ng‘ S N 613> = 73(5'14 U R14‘ So N 914>

= <b27>(sg) +b*P(Eg) + b(1 — a1)P(Pro)
+b(1 — as)P(Pao) + b(1 — aI)P(10)>/
(bQP(S()) + b*P(Eo) + b(1 — a1)P(P1o)
+b(1 — az)P(Pao) + b(1 — a,)P(10)> = 1. (8)

3.2 Non-infection probability with one negative PCR test result and one negative antigen test result

Since the sensitivity of COVID-19 antigen tests are 0.7 times that of COVID-19 PCR tests, we can obtain the probability
P(S1 U Rl‘ ©0 NS{') in a manner similar to the derivation of (7)), but with ©' indicating that an individual has a
negative antigen test result on day 1.

P(Sl UR1’ So ﬂ@f)
= <b27>(sg) + %b(l - a,)P(IO)) /

(b273(56) + %b(l —ap)P(lo) + §b2P(E0) + %b(l —0.7a1)P(Ey)
+ (1 — al)(l — 0.7(12)73(P1,0) + (1 - a2)(1 — 0.7&[)73(P270)

+ ga —an)(1- 0.7a1)7?(10)). ©

3.3 Infection probability of isolated people

This subsection demonstrates the respective infection probabilities for the following two-types of close contact people
after a certain isolation period:

(i) isolated when an individual with a positive PCR test result appears in the community;

(ii) isolated when a symptomatic individual appears.

In order to demonstrate numerical results, the present study applied the initial-population parameters in Kamo et al. [? ].
For case (i),

P(So) = 0.9808, P(Ep) = 0.005111, P(P, o) = 0.0025502,
P(P20) = 0.003292, and P(Isg) = 0.008218; (10)
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while, for case (ii),
P(So) = 0.98075, P(Ep) = 0.0048505, P (P o) = 0.001258,
P(Pyo) = 0.0010239, and P(Is) = 0.001211. an

By substituting a;, as, ar, and (I0) or (TI) into (7)—(8), and subtracting them from 1, we obtain estimates of the
infection probabilities on day k for an individual with a negative PCR test result on both day 0 and day k. Table
shows these probabilities, and Figure [2] presents the same information using a scatter plot. In the graph, for = # 0, the
z-axis represents the day when an individual takes the second PCR test, and the y-axis the infection probability for an
individual with a negative PCR test result on both day 0 and day z. For = 0, the corresponding y value represents the
infection probability for an individual with a negative PCR test result on day 0. The dots show the infection probabilities
for Case (i), and the squares for Case (ii). The solid and dashed lines connect the dots and squares, respectively.

3.4 Infection probability of close contact people
3.4.1 Infection probability of close contact people with two negative PCR tests

This clause assumes that 0.25 of the total population are close contact people, and p of the total number of infected
people are close contact people. Then the initial-population parameters are, for Case (i),

P(So) =1 —0.07668p, P(Ep) = 0.02044p,
P(P10) = 0.01020p, P(Ps,0) = 0.01316p, and P(Isg) = 0.003287p; (12)
while, for Case (ii),
P(Sp) =1—0.07669p, P(Ep) = 0.0194p,
P(P1,0) = 0.005033p, P(P2,0) = 0.004096p, andP(Is) = 0.004846p. (13)

When the proportion p is varied, Table[5|shows the initial populations of close contact people who are isolated at the
appearance of an individual with a positive PCR test result (Case (i-Cls)) or who is symptomatic (Case (ii-Cls)).

By substituting a, az, as, and or into (7)—(8), and subtracting them from 1, we obtain estimates of the
infection probabilities on day & for an isolated individual with a negative PCR test result on both day 0 and day k, for
the cases where p = 0.25, 0.30, 0.50, 0.60, and 0.90. Tables@]and show these infection probabilities for Case (i-Cls)
and Case (ii-Cls), respectively; and Figures [3|and ] present the same information using scatter plots. In these graphs,
the z-axes represent the day where an individual takes the second PCR test (except x = 0), while the y-axes represent
the infection probability (in the case of x = 0, the infection probability for an individual with a negative PCR test result
on day 0).

3.4.2 Infection probability of close contact people with one negative PCR test and one negative antigen test

Using the same conditions as in the previous clause, this clause deals with the situation where an individual takes a
COVID-19 antigen test on day 1. Also, for each p, the infection probabilities of people with a negative PCR test result
on day 1 and a negative antigen test result on day 0 are compared to those of people with negative PCR test results on
both day 0 and day 1.

By substituting a1, ag, ay, and (I0) or (TI)) into (9), and subtracting it from 1, we obtain estimates of the infection
probabilities on day 1 for an individual with a negative PCR test result on day 0 and a negative antigen test result on day
1. Table[§]shows these infection probabilities and the comparison with the case where an individual has negative PCR
test results on both day 0 and day 1. In the table, A stands for the increment in the infection probability when the test
type on day 1 is changed from a PCR to an antigen test.

By substituting a1, az, as, and (I2) or (I3) into (@), and subtracting it from 1, we obtain estimates of the infection
probabilities on day 1 for an isolated individual with a negative PCR test result on day 0 and a negative antigen test
result on day 1, for the cases where p = 0.25, 0.30, 0.50, 0.60, and 0.90. TableE] shows these infection probabilities
and the comparison with the case where an individual has a negative PCR test result on both day 0 and day 1, for both
Case (i-Cls) and Case (ii-Cls). In the table, A stands for a similar increment as in Table 8]

4 Discussion

4.1 Reduction of the isolation period

As noted in the Introduction, in Japan, close contact people previously had to be isolated for 14 days from the last day
of contact, but this period has been reduced from 14 to 7 days with the appearance of the omicron strain.
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Figure [2] shows that the infection probability decreases sharply from day O to day 5, remains roughly the same from day
6 to day 8, and then decreases from day 9 to day 12, for both Case (i) and Case (ii). This tendency implies that a five-day
isolation period could be chosen to reduce the isolation period with less increased risk. Reducing the isolation period
from 14 to 5 days corresponds to allowing for the risk of a 0.17% and a 0.14% increase in the infection probability for
Case (i) and Case (ii), respectively. In other words, the expected number of infected people in a group of 1, 000 people
would be less than two for both cases. Reducing the period from 7 to 5 days corresponds to the risk of a roughly 0.01%
increase in the infection probability for both cases, meaning that the expected number of infected people in a group of
10, 000 people would be roughly one. These results suggest that if we consider a small group, the increased risk would
be negligible in these cases.

Next, when close contact people constitute 25% of a given group, Figures [3|and [4] show the same pattern as Figure 2]
Therefore, here too, 5 days are a candidate for a reduced isolation period. From Table@, the reduction in Case (i-Cls)
corresponds to allowing for the risk of a 0.17%, 0.21%, 0.35%, 0.43%, and 0.65% increase in the infection probability
for p = 0.25, 0.30, 0.50, 0.60, and 0.90, respectively. From Table the reduction in Case (ii-Cls) corresponds to
allowing for the risk of a 0.14%, 0.17%, 0.28%, 0.34%, and 0.52% increase in the infection probability for p = 0.25,
0.30, 0.50, 0.60, and 0.90, respectively. As the infection probability on day 5 is less than 20% of that on day 0, the
five-day isolation period and double test would result in an 80% risk reduction. In sum, the maximum expected number
of infected people in a group of 1,000 people is less than 7 in every case. If one wants to achieve 90% and 100% risk
reduction, the isolation period should be 10 and 12 days, respectively. This implies that we can eliminate 80% of the
risk during the first 5 days but need 5 more days to eliminate 10% more and 7 more days to eliminate 20% more.

In summary, a five-day isolation period has a significantly greater per diem effect on risk reduction than longer isolation.
Thus, if an isolation period of longer than five days is contemplated, both the risk reduction and the negative effects of
such prolonged isolation should be considered; and in the case of the omicron strain, an even shorter period may be
sufficient to reduce the risk, because the incubation period is shorter.

4.2 Effect of negative test certification
Consider a team, such as a Japanese professional soccer or baseball team, and the situation where

* all the members of the team take PCR tests on the day before a game;
* an individual with a positive test result appears, but the other individuals have negative test results; and

¢ the other individuals take antigen tests on game day, and individuals with negative antigen test results are
allowed to participate in the game.

By applying the study’s results for day 1, we can discuss the effect of negative test certification in the above situation.
Table [8| shows that the infection probability of an individual is between 0.6% and 0.7%; that is, the infection probability
for an individual with negative antigen test certification is very low. For example, when 30 people with negative
antigen test certification take part in a game, the probability that at least one of them is infected is about 20% because
1—(1-0.006)30 = 0.17 and 1 — (1—0.007)30 = 0.23. Itis up to the manager to decide whether to accept this risk and
continue with the game, but our results will help such officials, by providing them with such quantitative information,
which may be useful for their decision-making. If PCR tests are used instead of antigen tests, the expected infection
probability decreases by only about 0.1%; that is, there is little difference between the two tests in this situation.

It should be noted that our model assumes that the people in a given group are isolated until day 1, but they are not
isolated strictly from day O to day 1 in the above scenario. However, people’s behavior can typically be well managed
in the case of small groups, which means that the probability of a new infection appearing in that one day is almost
negligible. Our result shows that administering an antigen test on game day can be useful for determining whether a
game should be held, and which team members should be allowed to participate in the game, when an individual with a
positive test result appears before the game. Further, this serves as an example of how inexpensive and rapid antigen
tests can be applied effectively to implement commercial activities and avoid economic shutdowns.

5 Conclusions

The present study investigated, in the context of COVID-19 transmission:

* the relationship between the length of the isolation period and the expected infection probability; and

* the expected infection probability with negative antigen test certification.
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With regard to the first item, the study results suggest that a five-day isolation period is effective from the view of risk
management; and that, if a longer period is contemplated, then both the effect on the risk reduction and the possible
negative effects due to the longer isolation should be considered. Regarding the second item, the results provide
quantitative information that may be useful for the decision-making of officials in managerial positions.

Finally, it should be noted that the study results were generated by a simple discrete-time SEIR model with averaged
parameters based on the coronavirus information as of 2020; thus, the estimated infection probabilities and risk
magnitudes are also averages as of 2020. If one wished to be especially careful, focusing on the 95th percentile or
a sensitive population for example, the parameters should be reconsidered. Further, since viruses typically mutate,
the parameters must be adjusted according to the latest situation. In particular, in the case of the omicron strain, it is
important to utilize the latest data, as new information of the sort required to perform the same analysis as in the present
study is being reported daily.

Abbreviations

COVID-19: coronavirus disease of 2019; PCR: polymerase chain reaction; SEIR model: Susceptible-Exposed-
Infectious-Recovered model
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Figure 1: Discrete-time SEIR model used in the present study
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Figure 2: For x # 0, the x-axis represents the day when an individual takes the second PCR test, and the y-axis
the infection probability for an individual with a negative PCR test result on both day 0 and day . For x = 0, the
corresponding y value represents the infection probability for an individual with a negative PCR test result on day 0.
The dots show the infection probabilities for Case (i), and the squares for Case (ii). The solid and dashed lines connect
the dots and squares, respectively.
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Figure 3: For x # 0, the x-axis represents the day when an individual takes the second PCR test, and the y-axis the
infection probability for an individual with a negative PCR test result on both day 0 and day «, for Case (i-Cls). For
z = 0, the corresponding y value represents the infection probability for an individual with a negative PCR test result
on day 0, for Case (i-Cls). The dots, squares, diamonds, upward triangles, and downward triangles show the infection
probabilities for p = 0.25, 0.30, 0.50, 0.60, 0.90, respectively, for Case (i-Cls); and the solid, short-dashed, dotted,
dash-dotted, and long-dashed lines connect the dots, squares, diamonds, upward triangles, and downward triangles,
respectively.
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Figure 4: For z # 0, the z-axis represents the day when an individual takes the second PCR test, and the y-axis the
infection probability for an individual with a negative PCR test result on both day 0 and day z, for Case (ii-Cls). For
z = 0, the corresponding y value represents the infection probability for an individual with a negative PCR test result
on day 0, for Case (ii-Cls). The dots, squares, diamonds, upward triangles, and downward triangles show the infection
probabilities for p = 0.25, 0.30, 0.50, 0.60, 0.90, respectively, for Case (ii-Cls); and the solid, short-dashed, dotted,
dash-dotted, and long-dashed lines connect the dots, squares, diamonds, upward triangles, and downward triangles,
respectively.
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Table 2: Accuracy of COVID-19 PCR tests

Individual is \ Individual status | S or F/ P P I
infected 1-0b ai a9 ar
=0.001 =033 =0.67 =0.80
not infected b l—a; 1—a2 1-—ag
=0999 =067 =033 =0.20
Table 3: Accuracy of COVID-19 antigen tests
Individual is \ Individual status | S or F P, Py I
infected 1-b 0.7a1 0.7as 0.7ar
=0.001 =0.23 =047 =0.56
not infected b 1-0.7a;7 1—-0.7as 1-—0.7a;
=0.999 =0.77 =0.53 =0.44

Table 4: List of infection probabilities on day k for an individual with a negative PCR test result on both day 0 and day
k. Note that the results at £ = 0 indicate the probabilities on day O for an individual with a negative PCR test result on

day 0.

k Case(i) Case(il)
0 0.009811 0.008602
1 0.005810  0.005205
2 0.004386  0.003968
3 0.002959  0.002588
4 0.002098  0.001746
5 0.001739  0.001379
6 0.001690  0.001308
7 0.001642  0.001237
8 0.001386  0.001158
9 0.001037  0.0009855
10 | 0.0006905 0.0006561
11 | 0.0003448 0.0003276
12 0 0
13 0 0
14 0 0
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Table 5: Initial populations of close contact people who are isolated at the appearance of an individual with a positive
PCR test result (Case (i-Cls)) or who is symptomatic (Case (ii-Cls), with various percentages of infected people in the
close contact group (p).

p Case P(S()) P(EQ) P(IaLo) P(ICI,270) P(ISO)
p=0.25 Case(i-Cls) | 0.9808 0.005111 0.002550 0.003291 0.008218
Case(ii-Cls) | 0.9808 0.004851 0.001258 0.001024  0.01211

p=0.30 Case(i-Cls) | 0.9770 0.006133  0.00306 0.003949 0.009862
Case(ii-Cls) | 0.9769 0.005821 0.001510 0.001229  0.01454

p=0.50 Case(i-Cls) | 0.9617  0.01022 0.005100 0.006582  0.01644
Case(ii-Cls) | 0.9615 0.009701 0.002517 0.002048  0.02423

p=0.60 Case(i-Cls) | 0.9540  0.01227  0.00612 0.007899  0.01972
Case(ii-Cls) | 0.9538  0.01164 0.003020 0.002457  0.02907

p=0.90 Case(i-Cls) | 0.9310  0.01840 0.009181  0.01185  0.02959
Case(ii-Cls) | 0.9307  0.01746 0.004530 0.003686  0.04361

Table 6: nfection probability of an individual in Case (i-Cls) with a negative PCR test result on both day 0 and day k
(k > 1), under the assumption that the percentage of infected people in the close contact people is p. When k& = 0, the
table shows the infection probability of an individual in Case (i-Cls) with a negative PCR test result on day 0.

Case(i-Cls)

Elp| p=025 p=030 p=050 p=0.60 p=0.90
0 | 0.009811  0.01180 _ 0.01981 02387 0.03622
1 | 0.005810 0.006991  0.01178  0.01421  0.02167
2 | 0.004386  0.005278  0.008901  0.01074  0.01641
3 | 0.002959  0.003562  0.006013  0.007262  0.01111
4 | 0.002098 0.002526  0.004267  0.005154 0.007891
5 | 0.001739  0.002093  0.003536  0.004272 0.006541
6 | 0.001690 0.002035  0.003437  0.004152 0.006356
7 | 0.001642  0.001977  0.003339  0.004033 0.006172
8 | 0.00138  0.001669  0.002815  0.003399 0.005195
9 | 0.001037 0.001248  0.002103  0.002538 0.003872
10 | 0.0006905 0.0008307  0.001398  0.001686 0.002568
11 | 0.0003448 0.0004147 0.0006972 0.0008404 0.001278
12 0 0 0 0 0
13 0 0 0 0 0
14 0 0 0 0 0

Table 7: Infection probability of an individual in Case (ii-Cls) with a negative PCR test result on both day 0 and day k
(k > 1), under the assumption that the percentage of infected people in the close contact people is p. When k& = 0, the
table shows the infection probability of an individual in Case (ii-Cls) with a negative PCR test result on day O.

Case(ii-Cls)

Elp| p=025 p=030 p=050 p=0.60 p=0.90
0 | 0.008602  0.01034 _ 0.01739 _ 0.02096 _ 0.03187
1 | 0.005205 0.006263  0.01056  0.01274  0.01944
2 | 0.003968  0.004776  0.008056  0.009726  0.01486
3 | 0.002588 0.003116  0.005260  0.006353 0.009719
4 | 0.001746  0.002102  0.003549  0.004288 0.006564
5 | 0.001379  0.001660  0.002804  0.003388 0.005186
6 | 0.001308 0.001575  0.002659  0.003212 0.004916
7 | 0.001237  0.001490  0.002514  0.003037 0.004646
8 | 0.001158 0.001394  0.002352  0.002840 0.004343
9 | 0.0009855 0.001186  0.002001  0.002415 0.003690
10 | 0.0006561 0.0007895  0.001330  0.001605 0.002448
11 | 0.0003276 0.0003941 0.0006633 0.0008000 0.001218
12 0 0 0 0 0
13 0 0 0 0 0
14 0 0 0 0 0
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Table 8: Infection probability of an individual with a negative PCR test result on day 0 and a negative PCR or antigen
test result on day 1. The symbol A represents the difference in probability.

Case(i) Case(ii)

PCR test at day 1 0.005810 0.005205
Antigen test at day 1 0.006944 0.006122
A +0.001134  +0.0009170

Table 9: Infection probability of an individual with a negative PCR test result on day 0 and a negative PCR or antigen
test result on day 1. The symbol A represents the difference in probability, under the assumption the percentage of

infected people in the close contact people is p.

P Test type at day 1 | Case(i-Cls)  Case(ii-Cls)
p=0.25 PCR 0.005810 0.005205
Antigen test 0.006944 0.006122

A +0.001134 +0.0009170

p=0.30 PCR 0.0069961 0.006263
Antigen 0.08353 0.007366

A +0.001136 ~ 4-0.001103

p=0.50 PCR test 0.01178 0.01056
Antigen test 0.01406 0.01241

A +0.00228 +0.00185

p = 0.60 PCR test 0.01421 0.01274
Antigen test 0.01696 0.01497

A +0.00275 +-0.00223

p=0.90 PCR test 0.02167 0.01944
Antigen test 0.02582 0.02281

A -+0.00415 +0.00337
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