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Abstract

During COVID-19 nearly everyone around the globe was monitoring
the situation on a daily, if not hourly, basis by tracking a set of numbers
that were reported by different institutions through multiple platforms:
either official, or informal. Irrespective of the sources from which the data
was pulled, many researchers, reporters and professionals made the effort
to represent the data in different ways in an effort to explain: what hap-
pened, what was happening, and what might happen; with the hope of
seeing a sign of slowing down the spread of the virus (SARS-CoV-2). A
subset of these reported numbers included: the confirmed cases, number
of deaths, number of recovered cases along with the number of tests being
carried out by each country. Each of these numbers (metrics) was able
to reveal only one side of the reality ignoring the messages that might
come from other metrics (numbers). Focusing only on one single metric
to reflect on the situation opened the doors for emergent opinions, theo-
ries speculations, and even confusion among the professionals before the
public. In fact, all of these efforts to explain and describe the situation
through the same available numbers did not manage to see clearly or shed
the light on the performance and the efficiency of the country’s health
system in dealing with the ongoing COVID-19 outbreak. It was evident
that none of these numbers could reconstruct the full picture about the
virus spread behavior nor about the capability and capacity of the health
system in dealing with the pandemic. A combined metric should have
been developed to best reflect the performance of the health system dur-
ing the crisis. In this paper, a signal to noise ratio like index, snr was
introduced in an attempt to evaluate the efficiency of the health system
as well as the effectiveness of the interventions taken by the stakeholders
in an effort to control the virus spread during any health-related crisis.
Using this proposed index (snr), it was possible to carry out a data-driven
comparison among different countries in their efforts of dealing with the
crisis. The primary focus of this study was to assess the interventions’
effectiveness by the decision makers along with the health system’s ef-
ficiency of the countries that experienced a relatively high pressure and
stress on their systems. In this study, 19 countries were selected based on
predefined criteria that included: (1) the reported total confirmed cases
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should exceed 5,000, and (2) the total confirmed cases per 1 million people
should exceed 200, at the time this study was concluded.

According to the proposed snr index, the findings showed that Ger-
many and South Korea were ahead of the game, by far, compared to other
countries such as the USA, Spain, Italy, Belgium, Netherlands, and UK.
Some other countries, such as Canada, Austria, Switzerland managed to
slightly pivot their interventions at a later stage in effective manners ac-
cording to the snr index. The study explains the foundation, and the
underlying calculations of the proposed snr index. Moreover, the study
shows how reliably the snr index measures the interventions’ effectiveness
and health system’s efficiency during the crisis or during any health re-
lated crisis.

An additional, yet interesting finding from this study, was that the
snr curve showed a persistent four episode (segment) structure or pattern
during the pandemic. This finding could suggest a benchmark of the ex-
pected pattern of the fight against the virus spread during the pandemic
that could offer a significant tool, or approach, for the decision makers.

Finally, it is worth mentioning that the implementation of this pro-
posed index is only valid and meaningful during a crisis. In a none crisis
time, the required data to calculate the snr index is not available and
rather mathematically misleading.

1 Introduction

Human beings, since creation, have been going through different and tough crises
ranging from nature, environmental, economic, financial, political, technological
and health related outbreaks. All of them have had extremely negative impacts
on the way human beings survived after, which led to a series of fundamental
disruptions on all facets of human life. The COVID-19 pandemic that started
in China by the end of December 2019 and spread around the world causing a
lot deaths is not the first, and will not be the last outbreak, that humans will
encounter. Figure 1 lists the most deadly pandemics occurred along the human
beings history [1].

The extent of the losses caused by a pandemic has been dependent on several
critical factors that include but are not limited to: the severity of the virus, the
resilience degree of the immune system of the infected people, and the readiness
of the operating systems in facing the pandemic. All operating systems must
be at a high degree of integration, alignments and cooperation during the crisis.
They include: healthcare systems, political systems, economic and financial sys-
tems, legal systems, information and telecommunication systems, social system,
environmental systems, and technological systems. Surviving a pandemic with
the least losses requires different types of management. For this kind of crisis,
swift actions and interventions by the decision makers are of the utmost priority
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Name

Antonine Plague

Apanese smallpox
epidemic
Plague of Justinian

Black Death

New World Smallpox
Qutbreak

Great Plague of London

Italian plague

Cholera Pandemics 1-6
Third Plague

Yellow Fever
Russian Flu

Spanish Flu
Asian Flu
Hong Kong Flu
HIV/AIDS
Swine Flu
SARS

Ebola
MERS

COVID-19

Time period
165-180
735-737
541-542
1347-1351
1520 —
onwards
1665
1629-1631

1817-1923
1885

Late 1800s
1889-1890

1918-1919
1957-1958
1968-1970
1981-present
2009-2010
2002-2003

2014-2016
2015-Present

2019-Present

Type/Pre-human
host

Believed to be either
smallpox or measles
Variola major virus

Yersinia pestis
bacteria / Rats, fleas
Yersinia pestis
bacteria / Rats, fleas
Variola major virus

Yersinia pestis
bacteria / Rats, fleas
Yersinia pestis
bacteria / Rats, fleas
V. cholerae bacteria
Yersinia pestis
bacteria / Rats, fleas
Virus / Mosquitoes
Believed to be H2N2
(avian origin)

H1N1 virus / Pigs
H2N2 virus

H3N2 virus

Virus / Chimpanzees
H1N1 virus / Pigs
Coronavirus / Bats,
Civets

Ebolavirus / Wild
animals

Coronavirus / Bats,
camels

Coronavirus —
Unknown (possibly
pangolins)

Death toll
5M

™
30-50M
200M
56M
100,000
™

1M+
12M (China and India)

100,000-150,000 (U.S.)
™

40-50M
1.1M
™
25-35M
200,000
770

11,000
850
228,800 (Johns Hopkins

University estimate as of
7.32am PT, April 30, 2020)

Figure 1: List of the most deadly pandemics occurred along the human beings

history.

in facing the unpredictable behavior of the outbreak.

Discussing the related medical issues of the COVID-19 outbreak is out of
scope for this study. The main purpose of this paper is to discuss the manage-
rial aspects that are associated with the pandemic management. A successful
crisis management practice requires the team to accurately identify the course
of actions (interventions) and properly define the key performance indicators
(KPI) to measure the effect of the interventions. Due to the chaotic nature of
the pandemic, the team should be proactively prepared with a set of agreed
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upon predefined actions that are related to health, economic, legal, social, edu-
cational, environmental, and political aspects.

During any pandemic, various indicators are used and continuously reported
to monitor the development of the situation. These indicators include, but are
not limited to [2]: the case fatality rate (CFR), the crude mortality rate (or
crude death rate), number of tests carried out, and number of infected people.
The case fatality rate (CFR) is calculated through dividing total number of
deaths by the total number of infected people (the diagnosed cases only). This
measure does not reflect the true mortality rate, or the infection fatality rate
(IFR), due to a lack of accurate data collection regarding the true number of
positive cases that are diagnosed and not diagnosed. Another not unimportant
indicator is the crude mortality rate or crude death rate which is calculated
through dividing the number of deaths by the total population.

1.1 Interventions and government responses during the
pandemic

To slow down the spread of a pandemic, governments all over the world had
to take drastic measures that addressed health, economic and social aspects
within their country. A list of these interventions and responses was reported
by different institutions such as university of Oxford that included [3]: school
closing, workplace closing, cancel public events, close public transport, public
information campaigns, restrictions on internal movement, and international
travel controls. On other side, ACAPS [4], classified the interventions into five
categories: social distancing, movement restrictions, public health measures,
social and economic measures, and lockdowns. In this study, ACAPS’s classifi-
cation was used due to the completeness of its dataset regarding other metrics
that are timely synchronized and required for further analysis. The dataset used
in this study was compiled by Gassen [5, 6].

1.2 Healthcare system capacity: Worldwide view

Healthcare system efficiency, in terms of definitions and measurements, has been
a serious and critical subject for scholars and professionals 7, 8, 9]. In simple
words, the efficiency of a system could be defined as the ratio between the
gained value from the system (outputs) and the amount of consumed resources
(inputs) to deliver this value. For a complex system; like healthcare that has
a high degree of inter-dependency among its components and subsystems, it is
not a trivial task to quantify the gained value neither is assessing the consumed
resources. Healthcare system resources; however, can be classified into tangible
and intangible categories. While the tangible category (quantitative measures)
includes: health workers (doctors, nurses, technical and managerial staff), hos-
pital beds, and equipment, the intangible category (qualitative) includes: skills,
knowledge and quality of the tangible (nonhuman) resources. Irrespective of
which metrics, methods or frameworks are applied to assess the efficiency of
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the health systems; indubitably few metrics such as: number of hospital beds
in 1000 people and number of doctors (or physicians) per 1000 people are not
uncommon metrics for assessing the capacity of the healthcare systems in a
country [10].

Medical doctors per 1000 people

Medical doctors include generalist physicians and specialist medical practioners
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Figure 2: Healthcare Capacity: Medical Doctors per 1000 People.

Figures 2 and 3, present the capacity of some selected countries over the
duration from 1960 to 2014 and 2018, respectively. The countries in figure
2 can be classified into three groups: top, middle and bottom. The top group
includes, with no surprise: Austria, Germany and Switzerland, while the bottom
group includes countries like: Turkey, Brazil, South Korea, Canada, United
states and United Kingdom. On the other side, figure 3 shows the number
of hospital beds per 1,000 people indicating, that once again, Germany and
Austria and South Korea are in the top group, leaving Iran, Canada, United
States and United Kingdom in the bottom. These figures represent strong
evidence in justifying and reflecting the performance of the health systems of
the correspondent countries during the COVID-19 pandemic.

1.3 Crisis analytics: Which metrics should be tracked?

Beside CFR, and crude mortality rate, more metrics were monitored and tracked
on a daily basis by the public before the professionals. As mentioned above,
each metric reflects one side of reality and can not indicate it all. Therefore,
looking at a set of numbers at the same time is more logical, comprehensive
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Hospital Beds Per 1000 People

Hospital beds include inpatient beds available in public, private, general, and specialized hospitals
and rehabilitation centers. In most cases, beds for both acute and chronic care are included.
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Figure 3: Healthcare Capacity: Hospital Beds per 1000 People.

and conclusive [10]. The metrics which were reported daily are split into two
main categories; absolute and relative categories. While the absolute category
included metrics such as: number of confirmed cases, number of deaths, num-
ber of recovered cases, number of critical cases and total number of tests; the
relative category included other metrics such as: death rate (CFR), recovered
rate, number of deaths per million people and number of tests per million peo-
ple. It was a learning curve development exercise for everyone where a mix
of different metrics from each category was selected and tracked in an effort to
conclude, speculate or even predict the end of the outbreak. It was even obvious
that many professionals, media channels reporters and hosts were constructively
competing in showing different perspectives based on different sets of metrics.
Another critical metric that is essential in the field of epidemiology is the The
reproduction number, R0, which is a way of rating a disease’s ability to spread,
[11]

Few of them made the effort to create or propose a new metric, or set of
metrics, out of the already existing data which might have explained the un-
usual variations in the behavior of the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic [12]. This
resulted in similar conclusions with slight differences that did not provide the
decision makers with deeper insights about the pandemic nor with valuable
recommendations in dealing with the unpredictable behavior of the outbreak,
promptly.
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It is a critical step to set an objective, or set of objectives, before deciding
on which metrics should be observed and reported. Different objectives require
different metrics and numbers to be gathered and analyzed to reach valuable
and conclusive findings. In this paper the objective was to assess the effective-
ness of the measures and the interventions which took place by the decision
makers during the ongoing COVID-19 outbreak. Besides the above objective,
assessing the efficiency of the health system in dealing with the outbreak was
another important objective in this study to help decision makers react to the
unpredictable dynamics of the crisis.

Decision makers in each of the 210 affected countries and territories around
the world [13], were in a desperate need to have access to different indicators
and metrics that helped them quantify the impact of their interventions. In this
paper a new metric was proposed based on the available daily data for both
the death rate (CFR) and recovered rate. The detailed method is explained in
section 3.

2 Crisis is a non-stationary dynamic system

A stationary behavior of a system or a process is characterized by non-changing
statistical properties over time such as the mean, variance and autocorrelation.
On the other side, a non-stationary behavior is characterized by a continuous
change of statistical properties over time [14]. Without the need of a mathe-
matical proof, it was obvious that the COVID-19 pandemic was one of these
non-stationary systems, where its behavior was unpredictable and in many sit-
uations inexplicable. Dealing with this kind of systems is a complicated task
for many researchers and professionals. Nevertheless, during the past few years,
scientists and researchers managed to study and introduce various methods and
techniques, mainly mathematical models, in attempts to understand and pre-
dict the behavior of the non-stationary systems.

The objective of this paper is not to introduce another method, but to
theoretically explain the behavior of the dynamic system during an outbreak
of a virus like SARS-CoV-2. In this paper, a systems thinking approach was
adopted to develop a conceptual model for the COVID-19 pandemic, in an
attempt to identify the potential intervention points in the system for decision
makers to control the outbreak. Moreover, the systems thinking model allows
decision makers to identify which metric, or set of metrics, are more helpful in
assessing the effectiveness of their interventions during an ongoing outbreaks.

2.1 Systems thinking model for the COVID-19 outbreak

The main purpose of the systems thinking approach [15], is to develop a holistic
view of the system under study without the need to build detail models. As the
main objective of the paper is to shed light on how the proposed snr index (see
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sections 3 and 4) is used in helping decision makers to see the bigger picture
rather than its detailed complexity.

A systems thinking approach is used to explain the dynamism of a system
that consists of various components that are interconnected among each other
in a cause-and-effect manner forming a coherent structure of multiple feedback
loops whose behaviors over time show a positive (reinforcing) and/or a nega-
tive (balancing) dynamic, [16, 17]. Moreover, the delay components between
the cause and effect factors are articulated explicitly in the model to emphasize
their contributions to the dynamism behavior of the system [18, 19, 20, 21].

Death rate (DR)
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Figure 4: A Simplified Systems Thinking Model for COVID-19 Outbreak with
the Main Three Feedback Loops.

Figure 4 shows the simplified systems thinking model for the COVID-19 out-
break. The model shows three dominant feedback loops that drive the dynamics
of the system during the COVID-19 pandemic. The positive (reinforcing) feed-
back loop (FBL#0) is being triggered by the outbreak of the virus SARS-CoV-2
in China by the end of December 2019 showing an exponential growth of to-
tal positive cases [22]. Nevertheless, for the purpose of this paper, which is to
quantify the effect of interventions by different governments, the total confirmed
cases, TCC (positive diagnosed cases), are considered as the state of the system
due to the unavailability of the data for the untested (undiagnosed) positive
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cases.

As in any exponential growth behavior, the number of infected people (undi-
agnosed) keeps growing inconspicuously at the early stage of the outbreak driven
by the infection rate, IR as shown in the model, figure 4. Without proper testing
in terms of timing and volume, the behavior of the dynamic system is inexplica-
ble and uncontrollable. The main feature of any pandemic is that the infection
rate, IR keeps rising in an increasing rate as long as no governmental responses
took place, leaving no choice for the contact rate among people but reaching
its highest level which accordingly helps in spreading the virus in an exponen-
tial behavior. FBL#0 (infectious loop) shows a vicious circle behavior that is
responsible for the outbreak of COVID-19. The aggravated growth of the total
confirmed cases is balanced and offset by the behavior of another two dominant
and negative feedback loops, FBL#1 (death loop) and FBL#2 (recovery loop),
as shown in figure 4.

Both feedback loops, FBL#1 and FB#2 show a typical negative (balanc-
ing) dynamic behavior that balances the growth of the total cases (confirmed
and unconfirmed). As indicated above, due to the unavailability of the data for
the positive cases (undiagnosed), only the total confirmed (diagnosed) cases are
considered in this paper.

Irrespective of its pace, the negative (balancing) feedback loop FBL#1 through
its rate, DR (or CFR) adds daily new deaths, DpD, which increases the total
deaths, T'D. While the feedback loop FBL#2 through its rate, RR adds daily
new recovered cases, RpD, which increases the total recovered cases, RC, as
shown in figure 4. Obviously, both feedback loops, FBL#1 and FBL#2 de-
crease the total number of infected cases, TCC' in different yet opposite ways.
Both feedback loops are competing against each other in terms of speed. The
faster the feedback loop is, the higher the resulting corresponding numbers it
produces, TD and RC.

2.2 COVID-19 outbreak complete systems thinking model

For the purpose of completeness of the model, figure 5 shows the complete
systems thinking model including a positive polarity feedback link from RC
to the negative cases (not infected cases), N, resulting in an increase of the
healthy people. Moreover, to calculate the death rate, DR and the recovery
rate, RR, a positive and a negative polarity feedback link are added from the
total confirmed cases, TCC, total deaths, T'D and recovered cases, RC' to both
DR and RR respectively, as indicated in figure 5.
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Figure 5: The Complete Systems Thinking Model for COVID-19 Outbreak.

3 The Signal-to-Noise ratio: An overview

In the literature of science and engineering, signal-to-noise ratio, snr [23], is
a common concept and used to compare two levels of a channel or a medium.
The two levels are: the desired part of the channel; called signal, S, and the
unwanted part; called noise, N. While snr is a common concept in engineering,
it has also been applied in different fields and disciplines such as biochemical
signaling between cells, or financial trading signals [24, 25].

It usually is defined as the ratio of signal power, Ps to the noise power, Py
[26]. A ratio higher than 7 indicates more signal than noise, which is the desired
state. Both signal power, Ps and noise power, Py must be measured at the
same or equivalent points in a system, and within the same system bandwidth
(time). Power, P is another term that is applied in various fields with different
definitions. In physics, power, P is the rate of doing work, W or of transferring
heat, i.e. the amount of energy transferred or converted per unit time. The
equation of power can be written as the rate of work:

Power (P) = %‘%‘be

where work, W is measured in terms of a net change in the state of the
physical system. Accordingly, the snr can be calculated as follows,

- Ps
snr = p=

10
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It is important at this point to stress that power, P is a quantity that re-
quires a change in both, the physical system and a specified time interval in
which the change occurs.

Borrowing the above concepts and applying them to the health system which
is dealing with the COVID-19 outbreak, work, W represents the net of change
in both, the total deaths, T'D, and the total recovered cases, RC. In other words,
work, W is the effort that the health system, including personals and other ca-
pabilities, must carry out to change (transform) the state of the positive cases
(inflow of patients) to recovered cases and to prevent or minimize the deaths.
Accordingly, power, P; in this paper represents the amount of effort/work done
by the system during a unit of time (in this paper it is a daily change) to min-
imize the noise in the system (deaths) and to magnify the signal (recovered
cases). Both power terms, Ps and Py, of the signal-to-noise ratio, snr are de-
fined by the recovered rate, RR and the death rate, DR, respectively.

According to the very definition of the snr, the health system efficiency and
the effectiveness of the governmental interventions can be assessed at a specific
date, t, by calculating the logarithm value of the ratio between the recovered
rate, RR, representing the power of the signal (the wanted part) and the death
rate, DR, representing the power of the noise in the system (the unwanted part),
at a specific day (time, ¢) as follows,

snr(t) = logyg gg%g

The resulting value (snr index) indicates how efficient the system is in min-
imizing/preventing the deaths and magnifying the recovered cases.

It is important, at this stage of the calculation to clarify that there is no
developed benchmark or a scale yet in assessing whether the snr, index indi-
cates a good or bad performance of the system under investigation against a
known scale. Nevertheless, if the above index is multiplied by a factor of 10,
the resultant value would carry a decibel unit (dB). This international standard
unit (dB) is used in many disciplines, yet, it is too early to come to a final
conclusion whether the resultant values from this method can be compared to
other dynamic systems. Accordingly, in this paper, comparative scenarios were
developed among different countries without paying attention to the meaning
of the unit as explained above.

In this paper, a decibel (dB) unit is used to help in contrasting the differences
among various countries’ performance during the ongoing COVID-19 outbreak.
As a result, the following equation is proposed to calculate the snr index:

RR(t)

snr(t) =10 x logyg DR()

In all cases, an index, snr value greater than 0 (positive values) indicates
clearly that the system under investigation is performing better than a system

11


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.07.20094334

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.07.20094334; this version posted May 11, 2020. 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.

with an index value smaller than 0 (negative values). Moreover, a final value of
the snry index can be established by the following equation given the value of
the death rate, DR at time, ¢ and assuming that all other active cases will be
recovered at the end of the crisis:

snry(t) = 10 xlogq %Ié()t)

or
snry(t) =10 * IOglo(ﬁ@) -1)

Using this snry value, the decision makers could set a target for the snr
index during the crisis.

4 The snr index in practice: Assessing the in-
tervention’ effectiveness and system’s efficiency

As discussed in section 1.3, reporting the rate of each feedback loops (see section
2.1) separately will neither help the stakeholders take the correct intervention at
the proper time nor assess the system’s efficiency and the effectiveness of their
interventions.

4.1 Intervention points and types

Figure 6, shows possible three points of interventions to the system, namely, at
the infection rate input, IR, at the death rate input, DR and at the recovered
rate input, RR. The three intervention points were developed to evoke two main
impacts, (1) slowing down the spread through the lockdown, social (physical)
distancing, etc. (see section 1.1), and (2) fixing the problem through, (a) stop-
ping the death feedback loop #2, and (b) accelerating the recovery feedback
loop #2. Fixing the problem interventions required the health system to be
ready and equipped with the needed testing kits and facilities, beds, equipment,
workers, etc. to manage the crisis by managing the dominant feedback loops as
discussed above.

4.2 Assessing the system’s performance through the snr
index

In this study the snr index was proposed, as discussed in the previous sections,
to answer the above mentioned questions regarding systems’ efficiency and in-
terventions’ effectiveness. Figure 7 shows the complete systems thinking model
including the three intervention points and the way, the snr index is calculated.

It is important, at this stage, to mention that although this snr ratio seems

to produce the same value as when the total recovered cases are divided by the
total deaths on a specific day, nevertheless the interpretation is different, as the
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Figure 7: COVID-19 Dynamic Model Showing the Calculation of the snr Index.

later does not take into consideration the pace (rate) of the feedback loops. As
for the former ratio, snr index, the signal refers to the recovered cases, repre-
senting the gain in the system, which is the desired situation. On the other
side, the noise component of the snr index refers to the number of deaths rep-
resenting the losses in the system. A higher value of the snr index greater than
0 indicates one of three scenarios: (see figures 4 and 5) (1) the pace (rate) of
feedback loop FBL#1 (death loop), that is controlled by the death rate DR, is
slowing down while the feedback loop FBL#2 (recovery loop) stays relatively
constant, resulting in a slightly increase in the total deaths, (2) feedback loop
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FBL#2 (recovery loop), that is controlled by the recovered rate RR, is speeding
up while feedback loop FBL#1 (death loop) does not change much, resulting
in a slightly gain in the system by decreasing the positive cases (infected) and
hence increase in the recovered cases, or (3) feedback loop FBL#2 (recovery
loop) is accelerating while feedback loop FBL#1 (death loop) is decelerating
which is the desired scenario for an efficient health system and high effective-
ness of the interventions. If this last scenario takes over the situation, the snr
index will increase until it theoretically and mathematically reaches an unde-
fined value marking the end of the pandemic. This situation is dominant during
the pre- and post-crisis, therefore this proposed snr index method is feasible
during the crisis.

Using this proposed metric snr, it is possible to compare different countries’
health systems in terms of efficiency and effectiveness of the interventions during
the ongoing crisis. Since, the snr index is a logarithmic value as discussed in
the previous section, a higher positive value of the snr index indicates high effi-
ciency of the health system that is able to speed up the testing process, and the
recovery RR, while keeping the death rate DR at its slowest level. On the other
hand, a value of snr index closer to zero, indicates both rates; RR and DR are
almost equal, which indicates that most of the carried out interventions are not
working as anticipated. Obviously, a negative value of the snr index indicates
that the system is extremely inefficient and most of the interventions are not
working indicating a chaotic behavior in managing the crisis, which might lead
to a system’s failure and collapse.

In the next section, the interventions’ effectiveness and system’s efficiency
during the outbreak of different countries will be discussed in the light of the
proposed snr index.

4.3 Selection criteria for countries comparison

In order to reach plausible findings, a set of criteria had to be defined to select
the countries for comparison purposes. According to the paper’s objective, only
the countries where their systems were highly strained during the outbreak,
were selected. To reach these criteria, a 2-dimensional graph showing the rela-
tionship between the total confirmed cases and the confirmed cases per 1 million
people was constructed for a subset of countries, see figure 8. Accordingly, coun-
tries that are in the upper right quadrant of figure 8 were selected for further
analysis. These countries have more than 5,000 confirmed cases and more than
200 confirmed cases per million people. Countries that had a relatively small
number of confirmed cases were excluded from the selection, because in these
countries, the death rate, DR and the recovered rate, RR are particularly poor
metrics and not indicative of the real situations due to the lack of proper and
frequent testings as well as reporting mechanisms.

Out of the 212 affected countries and territories by the SARS-CoV-2 virus,
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Figure 8: The total confirmed cases versus total confirmed cases per 1 million
people for a subset of countries.

only 19 countries were selected for comparison purposes. It is important to
mention that this number of countries changed daily as a new dataset was
updated. Moreover, the selected countries were classified into different groups
according to their snr scores and behaviors during the outbreak, see figure 11.
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Figure 9: The Confirmed Cases and the Death Rate of the Selected Countries.
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Figures 9 and 10 show bar charts for all selected countries according to the
criteria defined above, indicating the confirmed cases as well as the death rate,
DR at the specified date. It is clear from the figures that the USA has the
highest confirmed cases due to the massive number of testings they have carried
out. Moreover, Spain has the highest confirmed cases per 1 million people due
to its’ population size.

Figure 11 gives an overview about the position of each country in a Death
Rate-Recovered Rate matrix with respect to the world death rate, DR (horizontal
line) and the world recovered rate, RR (vertical line) at the specified date.
The figure shows clearly that Germany, Austria, and Switzerland are scoring
relatively low on the death rate measure and relatively high on the recovered
rate scale, indicating a better position than the rest of the countries. Therefore,
these countries labeled as the benchmark group which will be used as a reference
during comparison with other groups. On the other side, the matrix shows three
other groups of countries which either had been struggling, less struggling or
extremely struggling during the COVID-19 outbreak.

Countries with more than 1000 total confirmed cases per 1 million people on 2020-05-01)
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Figure 10: The Confirmed Cases per 1 Million People and the Death Date for
the Selected Countries.

In the next sections, different scenarios were developed to compare the coun-
tries” performance (the snr curve) during COVID-19 outbreak starting 1st of
March 2020 to the specified date.

4.4 The snr curve for the benchmark group

In this section, the snr curve will be discussed showing how each country was
reacting to the spread of the SARS-CoV-2 virus. As shown in figure 12, the snr
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Figure 11: The Death Rate - Recovered Rate Matrix.

curve starts for each country at a higher level (until first death case) of the snr
index and goes down very fast to a lower level at the early stage of the outbreak.
In this group, although the outbreak started earlier for Switzerland than for the
other members in this group, it a faced very hard time due to the turbulence
created by the spread of the virus. Its snr index even went to the negative zone
of the index between 10" of March till 24" of March. Afterward, it managed
to control the situation and ever since it has been going up to a relatively high
snr index reaching a level of 20 dB around the 2"? of April and maintaining its
stabilized position at the later stage of the outbreak. Comparing Switzerland’s
snr behavior against the other two members of the benchmark group, Germany
shows by far an extremely strong performance during the outbreak where its
snr curve went down slightly beneath the level of 10 dB for a very short time
(3-4 days), yet within the positive zone of the snr index. Indubitably, Germany
was the most prepared country in the whole world in facing such pandemic with
a strong health system (see section 1.2) and well planned interventions on all
levels, time-wise and clarity. Germany’s snr curve reached its highest level at
around 30 dB by the 23"¢ of March marking the shortest period of time that
any country had to go through to stabilize its system. Austria on the other side,
started the fight against the pandemic later than Switzerland and Germany, but
nevertheless managed to reach the positive zone of the snr index around the
25" of March and even outperformed Switzerland by the 28" of March.

The snr curve for the benchmark group follows an interesting pattern (square
root shape like) passing through four main episodes, see figure 13. The start-
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Figure 12: The snr Curve for the Benchmark Group Countries, starting 15¢ of
March 2020.

ing episode, episode 0 (downward), where the system is being shocked by the
outbreak of the virus taking the whole system into a deep and steep dive to a
lower level of the index that usually reaches the negative zone except for Ger-
many in this group. Episode 0 is characterized by an adhoc and rather delayed
intervention from the stakeholders, who were trying to figure out the situation
and actions to be taken. The second episode, episode I (unstabilized horizon-
tal), is where the stakeholders had to take more drastic measures to contain
the outbreak and to flip the pattern. Many countries, as will be shown in the
next sections, could not make it easily due to a lack of testing kits and facilities,
delayed interventions, strained healthcare system and more. Countries like the
benchmark group managed to survive this episode I relatively quickly ranging
from 1 to 2 weeks during March 2020. Third episode, episode II (upward), is
characterized by a rise up of the snr curve to a high level of the snr index
reaching a value between 25 and 30 dB for this group. Once the curve reached
its highest level, the fourth episode III starts marking higher stability in the
system for probably a while till this cycle repeats itself, should the second wave
of the outbreak start again, otherwise the country can start its plan to gradually
relax the restrictions.

Before discussing the snr curve for the other groups, it is worth comparing

the behavior of the snr curve of the benchmark group against South Korea’s.
Although, South Korea, as per figure 14, shows extremely high performance, it
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The snr curve for Germany aligned with the 4 episodes during the COVID-19 outbreak
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Figure 13: The snr Curve for Germany aligned with the 4 Episode Pattern,
starting 1°¢ of March 2020.

was not selected among the countries which fall within the predefined criteria,
see section 4.3. Another reason for why S. Korea was not shown in further
analyses is that the data available for South Korea in the dataset used for the
analysis did not include the period of time where the country started the fight
against the outbreak. Moreover, S. Korea, based on its past experience with
other outbreaks such as MERS, its health ecosystem, data privacy legality is-
sues and technological capabilities were ready and clear, which would make the

comparison biased and invalid.

In the next section, various countries from the other predefined groups will
be compared to Germany only and not against the whole benchmark group in
order not to populate and hence distract the data visualization.

4.5 The snr curve for extremely struggling group com-

pared to Germany

As mentioned before, and shown in figure 11, this group had the highest death
rate, DR and relatively the lowest recovery rate, RR, among the other selected
countries for this study. This group included France, Italy, the United King-
dom and the Netherlands. In figure 15, the snr curve of the above mentioned
countries show how the situation was deteriorating for them at the early stage
(episode 0) of their fights against the outbreak. Although Italy was on the
daily news around the globe showing worries about the country and its people,
surprisingly its snr curve shows it has been doing relatively well where the snr
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Figure 14: A Comparison of the snr Curve between South Korea and Germany,
starting 1°¢ of March 2020.

curve never crossed the zero level to the negative zone as with the other three
countries in this group. In this section Italy’s case will not be discussed but will
be shifted to section 4.8 where other countries which showed an irregular snr
curve behavior and will be discussed separately.

Episode 0 (see section 4.4 for more details) of the snr curve for the three
countries, France, the UK and the Netherlands shows a deep dive into the
negative zone of the snr index indicating that neither the early interventions
taken by the decision makers were working nor was the health system capable
of coping with the pace of the outbreak. While France managed to flip the snr
curve during 21-22 March, the UK and the Netherlands were still struggling
and stayed in the negative zone at the time of this study. Figure 15 shows that
the Netherlands seemed to find some working interventions for a while but that
they were not enough to lead the snr curve up to the positive zone and rather
stayed in the negative zone at a little higher level after 29" March. It is worth
mentioning at this point that the snr curve for the Netherlands completed one
full cycle (episode 0 to I then to IT and III) in the negative zone demonstrating
that the Netherlands requires another cycle of the curve to reach the positive
zone. The UK on the other side was not able at all to show any progress during
episode 0 and never reached episode I, indicating clear failure on both sides; the
interventions and the healthcare systems.
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Figure 15: The snr Curve for the Extremely Struggling Group Countries Com-
pared to Germany, starting 1% of March 2020.

4.6 The snr curve for struggling group compared to Ger-
many

Figure 16 shows the snr curve for a group of countries whose metrics marked
relatively high values on both axes, death rate, DR and recovered rate, RD. Ex-
cept Iran (see section 4.8 for more discussions about irregular snr behavior), the
snr curve for the other two countries in this group, Spain and Belgium showed
clearly the expected behavior; four episodes, 0, I, IT and III (refer to section 4.4,
for detailed explanation). From the figure, it was obvious that Spain found its
way to a stability (positive zone) around 237¢ of March after some considerable
fights against the outbreak that started around 4** of March. Moreover, its snr
curve shows multiple shorter cycles during the above mentioned period ended
by 23"¢ of March. During this period, the decision makers were able to put ef-
fective interventions in place supported by the relatively well coping healthcare
system (see section 1.2 as well as figures 2 and 3), despite Spain showing the
highest confirmed cases in one million people among the selected countries for
this study (see figure 10), indicating high strain on its healthcare system during
the pandemic.

Belgium on the other side, had to face a hard fight against the COVID-19

outbreak at its early stage (see the negative zone, between 11*" and 215! of
March), until it managed to enter the positive zone of the snr curve by 215t of
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March and maintain its position ever since.
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Figure 16: The snr Curve for the Struggling Group Countries Compared to
Germany, starting 1%¢ of March 2020.

4.7 The snr curve for less struggling group compared to
Germany

In comparison to Germany, countries in this group included Canada, the USA,
Turkey, and Israel which showed more or less similar behavior with regards to
the snr curve, see figure 17. Their behaviors followed the same four episode
structure of the snr curve where episode 0 was mostly spent in the negative
zone except for Israel which showed the least death rate, DR among the 20
selected countries in this study. This could be attributed to a relatively lower
strain on its health system as per figures 2 and 3 as well as 10. Canada’s snr
curve on the other side shows some similarity to Germany’s curve except the
duration between 19-23 of March, where the curve (episode 0) slipped slightly
into the negative zone of the snr index indicating some struggling of the health-
care system during this period. Although Turkey entered the fight against the
pandemic later than many other countries starting the 24** of March, it sur-
prisingly managed relatively quick within one week, to enter the positive zone
of the snr curve. As for the USA, it was extremely hard work for all stake-
holders trying to bring stability to the system during the early stage of the
outbreak. Nevertheless, USA could not enter the positive zone of the curve to
follow its members in the group before the 29*" of March marking the longest
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episode I for this group and hence indicating the least measures with regards
to the healthcare system readiness and efficiency. On the other side, comparing
all group members including Germany, the USA was at the lowest positive snr
index level around mid of April 2020.
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Figure 17: The snr Curve for the Less Struggling Group Countries Compared
to Germany, starting 15* of March 2020.

4.8 The snr curve for irregular group compared to Ger-

It was imperative to look further to the snr curve’s structure for some countries
whose behavior did not match the usual snr pattern as is the case with the
other countries. Figure 18 shows the behavior of the irregular group members
in comparison with Germany’s. As discussed before in section 4.4, the snr curve
structure consists of four consecutive episodes for a single cycle that can repeat
itself depending on how each country deals with the pandemic. For this group,
the snr curve during episode 0 (early stage of the pandemic) is neither as steep,
nor reached the negative zone of the snr curve as it was with the countries in
the other groups (see previous sections) during the same episode. According
to the definition of the snr curve (see section 3), this should indicate that all
these countries did not encounter difficulty in their fight against the outbreak.
In reality, this was not the case. At the early stage of the COVID-19 outbreak,
Italy and Iran were reporting high numbers of confirmed cases and deaths. This
opens a wide discussion regarding the reliability of the reported data from both
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Figure 18: The snr Curve for the Irregular Group Countries Compared to
Germany, starting 1%¢ of March 2020.

countries. To stay in the positive zone of the snr curve, the recovery rate, RR
has to outperform the pace of the death rate, DR as per the definition of the snr
index. Both countries shared the same characteristics of the snr curve where
they spent a relatively shorter time during episode 0, while spending a longer
time in episode I than any other country in any group. Accordingly, it can be
concluded that both countries had to release some cases as quick as possible to
free spots for the critical cases which eventually increased the recovered rate, RR
and hence resulted in a positive snr index. On the other side, the figure shows a
relatively similar behavior of the snr curve for both Egypt and India. Although
both countries did not report any difficulty in their efforts facing the outbreak,
neither country managed to come out from episode I till mid April. This kind of
conflicting behavior opens once again a discussion around the reliability of the
reported data. As for Israel, as mentioned in a previous section, it did not face
difficulty in its fight against the pandemic due to its health system readiness and
capacity, see section 1.2. The snr curve with its four episodes occurred during
an extremely short time in the case of Israel marking the shortest snr curve cycle
among all selected countries for this study. China’s curve clearly is showing a
dominant episode III part where stability was reached before all other countries.

In conclusion, the countries in this group were showing conflicting results
that are not matching with what was happening on ground.
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4.9 Interventions impact on the snr curve: Case of Ger-
many

This section highlights on how the snr curve is reflecting the impact of the
interventions that took place during the outbreak by the stakeholders. Figure
19, shows the snr curve for Germany in association with various intervention
types (for more details, see section 1.1) as well as with the ratio between active
and confirmed cases. The figure reveals that the interventions such as: move-
ment restriction, public health measures and social distancing took place as
early March. With its strong health system in terms of hospital capacity and
health workers availability, see section 1.2, Germany was able not only to stay
in the positive zone of the snr curve during episodes 0 and I, but also to rise up
quickly during episode II to reach episode III between 23-24 of March marking
the fastest nation to find its stability and maintain its positive position until
the writing of this study, see section 4.4.

Active total cases to total confirmed cases ratio, and the snr curve for Germany
aligned with the 5 interventions during the COVID-19 outbreak
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Figure 19: The snr Curve and the Active to Confirmed Ratio for Germany
along with the Interventions Timeline.

5 The impact of testings on death rate, recov-
ered rate and snr index

Indubitably, the testing process was one of the critical steps that most countries
did not manage to promptly carry out during the early stage of the outbreak due
to various reasons. Some of these reasons included but were not limited to: lack
of testing kits, not enough health workers, and no adequate facilities to perform
the required tests. Nevertheless, some countries thanks to their readiness and
strength of their health systems were able to perform the testing with proper
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pace and volume.

Number of tests versus death rate for selected countries that have more than
10000 total confirmed cases on 2020-05-01.

16 — " _ United Kingdom
Belgium !
14 — Frande Italy

Sweden Netherlands

Spain

Point size indicates
total confirmed cases

Death Rate [%]
©
|

1
Ireland  Switzerland Canada .
Portugal
4 — Ecuador Austria 9 \
i _Turkey Germany
2 — Peru y
Belarus United Arab Emirates
Qatar Israel !
0— Singapore 1
[ I [ T
100,000 300,000 1,000,000 3,000,000

Total Tests (logarithmic scale)

Figure 20: The Relationship between Number of Testings and the Death Rate
on 1%t of May 2020.

Figures 20 and 21 show clearly, the Germany and the USA were leading the
world around the middle of April 2020, in terms of total number of testings.
Nevertheless, Germany performed better than the USA on both scales, death
rate, DR and recover rate, RR.

On the other side, it was essential to observe how the newly proposed snr
index is affected by the total number of tests. Figure 22 shows that only Ger-
many is located in the upper right quadrant indicating its high performance
of its health system that managed to carry out a significant number of tests
keeping the death rate, DR at a lower level than other countries and the recov-
ered rate, RR at a higher level. It was of significant importance to validate the
application of the proposed snr index during the outbreak.

6 Conclusion

In this paper the signal to noise ratio, snr index was introduced to help assess
the effectiveness of the interventions during the COVID-19 pandemic. More-
over, in this paper, it was demonstrated how the snr index can provide deeper
insights about the efficiency of the health system in terms of capacity and ca-
pabilities in dealing with the outbreak of the virus. Although, it was shown
that the snr index is very useful for decision makers to monitor the effect of
their interventions and hence interact promptly with the consequences during
crises, nevertheless the index is not useful during pre- and post-crisis. This is
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Number of tests versus recovered rate for selected countries that have more than
10000 total confirmed cases on 2020-05-01.
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Figure 21: The Relationship between Number of Testings and the Recovered
Rate on 1°¢ of May 2020.

Number of tests versus the snr index for countries that have more than
10000 total confirmed cases on 2020-05-01.
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Figure 22: The Relationship between Number of Testings and the Recovered
Rate on 1%t of May 2020.

due to the nature of the required data which can not be collected except during
the outbreak, as per section 3. Nevertheless, this method could be applied not
only to a health-related crisis, but also to any type of crises (such as environ-
mental, financial, etc.) in an attempt to monitor promptly the effectiveness of
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the interventions by the decision makers as well as to assess the efficiency of
the operating system. In addition to the proposed snr index method, a sys-
tems thinking model, with the three dominant feedback loops, for the ongoing
COVID-19 crisis was developed to shed light on the critical intervention points
that the stakeholders have to consider during any crisis. The model, moreover,
works as a template for the future to implore policy makers to act proactively
before any such crisis occurs.
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