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MSTI and Mortality
It is possible to quantify individual mortality risk similar to transmission risk. A patient staying
at home has a mortality risk due to the novel pathogen of 𝑀𝐻 = 𝑀𝑃, where 𝑀 is the probability
of death if a person enters a health care facility under regular circumstances, i.e., when they feel
bad enough to seek medical care. 𝑃 is the probability that they are in fact infected with the novel
pathogen.
For individuals who go through an MSTI, there are two possible scenarios. If the symptomatic
individual is infected with the novel pathogen (probability 𝑃), we assume that they are correctly
identified and placed under isolation and treatment, where they have reduced mortality risk,
namely 𝑀𝐼 𝑃. If they do not have the infection, there is a chance they get infected during testing,
and the same reasoning as for transmission risk applies, leading to the total mortality risk under
MSTI of 𝑀𝑆 = 𝑀𝐼 𝑃 + 𝑀𝐹(1 − 𝑃). In analogy to the transmission risk ratio, we can define a
mortality risk ratio as 𝑀𝑅𝑅 = 𝑀𝑆 /𝑀𝐻 . Under the optimistic assumption that diagnosis will lead
to no mortality, i.e. 𝑀𝐼 = 0, MRR takes the same form as TRR shown in the main text. Scenarios
with 𝑀𝐼 > 0 are explored below.

Estimating F and P for a few pathogens
The MSTI strategy we discuss here depends on values for the proportion, 𝑃, of individuals that
show a set of symptoms who are infected with the novel pathogen, and the risk of infection due
to being at a testing site, 𝐹. Precise estimates for either of those quantities are unlikely to be
available for any setting. However, if the right data is collected, it is possible to get decent
estimates. Unfortunately, since MSTI has not been formally evaluated previously, the right kind
of data is not available. As an alternative, we searched the literature and tried to find reports that
had some data that would allow us to estimate 𝐹 and 𝑃 for a few pathogens. The following

sections explain how we obtained those estimates. Due to the strong limitations with the data,
these estimates should be considered very approximate and uncertain.

Ebola
One study (1) reports a scenario where 464 of 724 patients (64%) suspected to have Ebola virus
disease (EVD) were found to have EVD. A similar fraction was reported for a different setting in
another study (2), with 276 of 433 suspected patients (64%) having EVD. In (3), the fraction is
108/154 = 70%. while (4) report 822/2362=35%. Based on these reports, we obtain an estimate
for 𝑃 in the range of 0.35-0.7.
To estimate 𝐹, we use data from (5), which reports that among a cohort of 543 patients who
initially did not have EVD and were discharged, 18 later likely developed EDV. It is unclear if
they got infected in the facility, but an upper bound would be 18/543 = 0.03. In a similar study
(6) found 9/138=0.07 as an upper bound. This leads to an estimate for 𝐹 in the range of 0.030.07.

Measles
In (7), the authors analyzed four sets of data to determine confirmed measles cases among those
having a clinical diagnosis and found those to be 77/128=0.60, 1/26=0.04 , 1/93=0.01,
74/213=0.35. This leads to an estimate for 𝑃 covering a wide range of 0.01-0.6.
To estimate 𝐹, we use data from (8), which reports a case where a single visit to an emergency
department resulted in 12 cases. They do not report the number of exposed persons. If we make a
guess of around 100, we obtain a risk of infection of 12/100=0.12. Similarly, (9) report 4 cases
caused by an ED visit of an infected patient. Again using a total size of around 100 for those
exposed we get 4/100=0.04. This leads to an estimate for 𝐹 in the range of 0.04-0.12.

COVID-19
We consider data from two different settings, Washington State in the U.S. and Wuhan in China.
Washington State, U.S.
For an estimate of P, we used daily testing data in Washington state between March 6 and March
27, 2020 (10). During that time, the fraction of positive tests ranged from 6.5-19%. We use those
values as a proxy for the fraction of individuals with general respiratory symptoms who have
COVID-19. This leads to an estimate for 𝑃 in the range 0.065-0.19.
To estimate F, we consider data King County Life Care Center in Kirkland, WA (11). While the
details of who infected whom are not fully clear yet, it is likely that one index patient infected
the majority of others in that facility. Cases associated with this outbreak were 81/130 residents
and 34/170 staff members. It is unclear how many of these cases are caused by the index patient.
If we assume all cases were caused by the index, we obtain an upper bound of 115/300 = 38%.
As a lower bound, we assume that only a tenth of the cases were caused by the index. This leads
to an estimate for 𝐹 in the range of 0.038-0.38.
Wuhan, China
Notes of a press conference held by National Health Commission of the People’s Republic of
China show there were 10261 total fever clinic visits in Wuhan on Jan 27, 2020 (12), with 315
confirmed cases reported next day (13). Similarly, 12512 and 12568 total fever clinic visits
occurred on Feb 3 and 4 (14), with 1967 and 1766 confirmed cases reported the next day (15,16).
If we use the reported fever visits as indication of the total number of individuals showing
respiratory symptoms and the next day reported cases as the number among those individuals
who are infected with COVID-19, we obtain as estimates for 𝑃 the values 315/10261,
1967/12512 and 1766/12568, which leads to an estimated range for 𝑃 of 0.03-0.16.

To estimate 𝐹, we use data from (17), which reports that one patient infected 4 hospitalized
patients in the same ward. We do not know the number of exposed persons in this ward. If we
take a range of 10 - 50, this would lead to risk of infection from 4/10 - 4/50, thus average 𝐹 in
the range of 0.08 - 0.4.

Scenarios with non-perfect isolation
In the main text, we considered the optimistic case where isolation following testing led to no
further transmission and no mortality. Here, we explore how results change if instead isolation
only reduced those quantities by some amount. The general expressions for transmission risk
ratio (TRR) and mortality risk ratio (MRR) are given by 𝑇𝑅𝑅 = 𝑇𝑆 /𝑇𝐻 = 𝑅𝐼 /𝑅 + (1 − 𝑃)𝐹/𝑃
and 𝑀𝑅𝑅 = 𝑀𝑆 /𝑀𝐻 = 𝑀𝐼 /𝑀0 + (1 − 𝑃)𝐹/𝑃. The figure explores scenarios ranging from
isolation having very little effect on transmission and mortality risk and only reducing them by
10% (i.e. 𝑅𝐼 = 0.9𝑅 and 𝑀𝐼 = 0.9𝑀) up to a reduction of 90% (i.e. 𝑅𝐼 = 0.1𝑅 and 𝑀𝐼 = 0.1𝑀).
As expected, a smaller reduction in infection and mortality risk shrinks the range for which
MSTI is a beneficial strategy.

Figure 1: Simulation of TRR and MRR in scenarios; A: 𝑅𝐼 = 0.9𝑅, B: 𝑅𝐼 = 0.5𝑅, C: 𝑅𝐼 = 0.1𝑅,
D: 𝑀𝐼 = 0.9𝑀, E: 𝑀𝐼 = 0.5𝑀, F: 𝑀𝐼 = 0.1𝑀

An explicit equation for the probability of infection
The probability of infection, F, is expected to increase as the proportion of individuals infected
with the novel pathogen increases and will saturate at some maximum value. This can be
described by a simple function 𝐹 = 𝑃/(𝐾 + 𝑃), where 𝐾 describes the strength of the infection
control at the testing site. For small 𝐾, 𝐹 will eventually approach 1. For infection control
strength of 𝐾 = 1, the maximum risk of transmission, (if prevalence were to be 𝑃 = 1) would be
𝐹 = 0.5.

Figure 2: MSTI associated infection risk, 𝐹, as a function of novel pathogen prevalence among
symptomatic, 𝑃, given by 𝐹 = 𝑃/(𝐾 + 𝑃) for different values of 𝐾.

If we use 𝐹 = 𝑃/(𝐾 + 𝑃) in our TRR and MRR equations, we find 𝑇𝑅𝑅 = 𝑇𝑆 /𝑇𝐻 = 𝑅𝐼 /𝑅 +
(1 − 𝑃)/(𝐾 + 𝑃) and 𝑀𝑅𝑅 = 𝑀𝑆 /𝑀𝐻 = 𝑀𝐼 /𝑀0 + (1 − 𝑃)/(𝐾 + 𝑃). With the assumption of
perfect isolation (𝑅𝐼 = 𝑀𝐼 = 0), this becomes 𝑇𝑅𝑅 = 𝑀𝑅𝑅 = (1 − 𝑃)/(𝐾 + 𝑃).
For MSTI to be useful, we need to have 𝑇𝑅𝑅 = 𝑀𝑅𝑅 < 1, and thus (𝐾 + 𝑃) > (1 − 𝑃) or 𝐾 >
1 − 2𝑃. This shows that infection control needs to be strongest at 𝐾 ≥ 1 for low prevalence, and
once 𝑃 ≥ 0.5, even zero infection control will make MSTI beneficial. This corresponds to the
main text discussion of keeping 𝐹 < 𝑃 for low prevalence, while the value of 𝐹 does not matter
once prevalence reaches 0.5.
Note that the infection control parameter 𝐾 in our model is in arbitrary units without a clear way
to connect and measure it for any specific setting. If any 2 of 𝐾, 𝐹 and 𝑃 are known, the third
quantity can be estimated. It is more likely that data can be obtained for infection risk 𝐹, instead
of 𝐾, which is why we focused on 𝐹 in the main text.
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