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Abstract

Evidence that face masks provide effective protection against respiratory infections in the
community is scarce. However, face masks are widely used by health workers as part of
droplet precautions when caring for patients with respiratory infections. It would therefore
be reasonable to suggest that consistent widespread use of face masks in the community
could prevent further spread of the Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome-Coronavirus 2 (SARS-
CoV-2). In this study we examine public face mask wearing in Uganda where a proportion
wears masks to protect against acquiring, and the other to prevent from transmitting SARS-
CoV-2. The objective of this study was to determine what percentage of the population would
have to wear face masks to reduce susceptibility to and infectivity of SARS-COV-2 in Uganda,
keeping the basic reproduction number below unity and/or flattening the curve. We used an
SEIAQRD model for the analysis. Results show that implementation of facemasks has a
relatively large impact on the size of the coronavirus epidemic in Uganda. We find that the
critical mask adherence is 5 per 100 when 80% wear face masks. A cost-effective analysis
shows that utilizing funds to provide 1 public mask to the population has a per capita
compounded cost of USD 1.34. If provision of face masks is done simultaneously with
supportive care, the per capita compounded cost is USD 1.965, while for the case of only
treatment and no provision of face masks costs each Ugandan USD 4.0579. We conclude that
since it is hard to achieve a 100% adherence to face masks, government might consider
provision of face masks in conjunction with provision of care.

Background

A pneumonia of unknown cause detected in Wuhan, China was first reported to the World
Health Organization Country Office in China on 31 December 2019 (WHO). The WHO
tesnp onapiby e Feped ddheenamh Wisuss200iR:n ov@l-e 6y pRaNIFaIsahd OLAINGON ) Lntd Ll Blaa kY 260:20.
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On 30 January 2020, WHO declared the outbreak a Public Health Emergency of International
Concern. The WHO officially named this infectious disease coronavirus disease 2019 (SARS-
COV-2) on 12 February 2020. Later, the International Committee on Taxonomy of Viruses
(ICTV) officially designated the virus as severe acute respiratory syndrome-coronavirus 2
(SARS-CoV-2) based on phylogeny, taxonomy and established practice. As of June, 06 2020,
6,612,301 confirmed cases had been reported with 391,161 deaths across 213 countries and
territories (WHO, Rolling updates on coronavirus disease (SARS-COV-2)).

SARS-CoV-2 is a new disease and the world is still learning about how it spreads. In general,
respiratory virus infection can occur through contact (direct or indirect), droplet spray in short
range transmission, or aerosol in long-range transmission (airborne transmission). With no
supply of antivirals and vaccines (WHO, Coronavirus disease (SARS-COV-2) pandemic),
countries and individuals are looking at other ways to reduce the spread of pandemic SARS-
CoV-2, particularly options that are cost effective and relatively easy to implement. One of
the preventions and controls for further spread of SARS-CoV-2 is the use of facemask, within
the context of other public health interventions such as regular handwashing/sanitization,
and social distancing (Chu et. al., 2020; Crowling et. al., 2020; Barasheed et. al., 2020; Lau et.
al., 2020; Suess et. al., 2020; Ngonghala et. al., 2020). More recent studies have since added
additional evidence of the enhanced protective value of masks (Wang et. al., 2020), and that
their use would serve as an adjunctive preventive method regarding the SARS-COV-2
outbreak (Liang, Mingming et al., 2020). Masks were previously not generally recommended
for the public because they can be contaminated by other people's coughs and sneezes, or
when putting them on or removing them (Kwon 2017). They may also offer a false sense of
security, although they are beneficial as covers of the mouths of people already infected
(WHO, Advice on the use of masks in the context of SARS-COV-2). The WHO currently
recommends medical-grade mask for people over 60 years when they are out and cannot
socially distance, while all others should wear a three-layer fabric mask (WHO - Coronavirus
disease, 2020: Advice for the public: Myth busters). People without symptoms transmit the
coronavirus without knowing they are infected (Byambasuren et. al., 2020; Wei et. al., 2020;
Cheng et. al., 2020). As in prior respiratory infections (Sim, Moey, and Tan, 2014), absence of
any documented community cases in Uganda appears to have led some people to perceive
themselves to not be susceptible and the absence of any SARS-COV-2 related death may be
perceived as a less severe infection. Recent research has shown that people are willing to
wear facemasks to protect themselves against infection and further transmission for those
already infected (Chu et. al., 2020). There is therefore need to quantify the effect and cost
effectiveness of using facemasks in reducing the spread of SARS-CoV-2.

Uganda has adopted the use of face masks among the key interventions for prevention of the
spread of SARS-COV-2, and the Government has supported expansion of local manufacturing
of masks with a plan to distribute at least one free mask to all Ugandans aged 6 years and
older. However, there were mixed reactions from the public with concerns about the
mandatory use as well as cost of the masks. Adhering to public mask use might feel as a
forfeiture of one’s freedom due to the discomfort (Scottie Andrew, CNN), while others view
it as a sign of fear, weakness or vulnerability. On the other hand, initial public health
recommendations did not encourage use of masks in public except for the infected individuals
(WHO, 2020). These mixed messages and uncertainty of the effectiveness of masks in public,
may affect compliance with use of masks. Masks are not physically comfortable (Jefferson et.
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al., 2020; Matusiak et. al, 2020), and this may be enough to steer some people away from
them. The aim of this study is to therefore determine the efficacy and cost-effectiveness of
facemasks in reducing susceptibility to and infectivity of SARS-CoV-2. We also seek to
determine what percentage of the population would have to wear this gear in order to reduce
the number of coronavirus infections within the community.

Methodology

To estimate/forecast the population level impact and cost-effectiveness of public face masks,
we design an SEIAQRD mathematical model for a population where a proportion of the
general population wears face masks for primary protection against acquiring SARS-CoV-2,
while the other wears masks to prevent against transmitting disease. As in other infectious
diseases, we model SARS-CoV-2 using a conceptual model indicating how individuals move
from the Susceptible state (at risk state) S, to the pre-symptomatic (those who have been
exposed E), the Infectious (those who display symptoms after the incubation period /), the
Asymptomatic (infected but not displaying symptoms A), the institutional Quarantined Q(
traced contacts of the confirmed positives), the recovered (R) and the Dead (D). The SEIAQRD
is parameterized using SARS-CoV-2 data from Uganda to estimate the parameters for its
transmission. We assumed 30 initial exposures where 20 are from boarder points and 10
health workers. The transmission rate is obtained by considering the probability of infection
multiplied by the estimated number of contacts. To move from one state to another, we
estimate the probability of transition using the duration an individual spends in a particular
compartment until they are either recovered or dead.

The model attempts to determine, if facemasks are effective in reducing susceptibility to and
infectivity of SARS-CoV-2, the percentage of the population that would have to wear this gear
to reduce the number of coronavirus infections within the community. The analysis and
figures are generated using WHO guidelines of 3.7% exposure, 10% development of
symptoms, and the 80:8:8:3:1 ratio of asymptomaticity, mild, moderate, severe and critical.
Initial population used is 100,000 and the number of contacts for each confirmed individual
is 20. It is assumed that quarantining of contacts ends after 14 days, while isolation or viral
clearance takes an average of 21 days for the asymptomatic, mild and moderate, 28 days for
severe, and 35 for critical. We explored the effect of adherence to use of masks on viral
reproduction, and the effect of early detection to community spread. The model was rerun
with varying detection rates, when facemask adherence in both cases is 60%.

We also hypothesize that masks can reduce exposure and perform a cost-utility analysis to
examine whether they are cost effective as compared to quarantining and/or treatment of
symptoms. Two scenarios were considered: first, assuming that the entire population
received and wore masks, we determine how much it would cost the country in comparison
to the cases averted. Secondly, how many cases would be averted if the funds were invested
in other mitigation measures, or in treatment? We explore this using an initial number of 30
exposed individuals in the community, 20 at boarder points and 10 health workers.

A simple model with the transit states and relative costs for each transition was used. We
compare the costs for one mask to the unit costs for detection, contact tracing, quarantine,
treatment including beds and ventilators. We also compare the cases averted for each
intervention, and the quality adjusted life years. The stages of an infected individual are
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and protect against transmitting the virus, the same reduction is observed with only 0-30%
wearing the face masks (Figure 4).

<104 Masks to Protect In this case, face masking is

D - - I‘I effective in lowering the

] replication number to below

; los unity, thereby delaying the

1_5.' 34.2% reduction in peak spread of the virus in the

’ % g’gpdos;sm within short run. When face masks

g . i\ Mask coverage (90-100)% 10.6 are worn to protect against
é - acquiring the virus, the
5 ’ 0.4 replication number reduces
! but not below 1 and the curve

0_5_' is not flattened (Figure 5). In

y 0.2 case of face masking for

! source control and

l —————————— - H prevention of further spread,

0 100 200 300 the limiting value takes longer

Time (Days) to be achieved but with

Figure 3: Wearing masks to reduce susceptibility higher reduction in exposure.

We further observe a reduced number of
cumulative deaths (42.28%) in the case of more
face mask coverage (Figure 6), and
extra time to expand the healthcare «10% Protect and Prevent

system capacity to provide care for - I1
those who eventually contract the
virus. 1 0.8

1.5= 34.2% reduction in peak

L exposure within

For example, when face mask - ) i 35a§ﬁy§6verage (0-30)% 106
coverage is between 80-100%, there % .
is a 91% reduction in SARS-CoV-2 2 17
exposure and the curve is flattened 52 . 0.4
after 220 days. In both scenarios, !
compliance and adherence must be 0_5.'
ensured. We explored the effect of ’ 0.2
adherence to use of masks on viral
reproduction. We find that , 0

adherence to public facemasks as a
mitigation measure reduces the
replacement number to below unity,

thereby controlling further spread of SARS-CoV-
2 (Figure 7). We observe that when individuals
adhere to face masking, it provides a faster
reduction in replacement number.

0 100 200 300
Time (Days)
Figure 4: Wearing masks for source control, protection
against transmitting the virus


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.11.20128272
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.11.20128272; this version posted June 12, 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

Flatten the Curve We also point out that the mask used should
600 comply with the WHO guidelines of medical-
grade masks (WHO, Information on

g 500 SARS-COV-2 and NCDs) or a three-layer
S fabric mask. With low efficiency of masks,
g 400 SARS-CoV-2 will still spread within the
é 300 community.
=
Z 2004 .Face mask critical adherence, 5.14%.. With effective public face masking, we
= observed a reduction in exposure. Next, we
100 N sought to determine, how detection rates
0 S affect community exposure as an additional

0 200 400 600 800 control strate'gy.'C'urren'tIy in Ugar'lda, once
Time since complete Lifting of Lockdown detected, an individual is quarantined until
Figure 5: Reduction in exposure cases with public face they are cured. How would the detection rate

masking
affect the number of exposed or asymptomatic Cumulative Deaths
individuals in the community amidst face 16000
masking? 14000
) L 12000
Figures 8 and 9 show that early detection is
. . 10000
paramount to retrieve exposed or symptomatic
individuals quickly from the community to 8040
minimize further spread. As in prior cases, 9000
1 Basic Reproduction Number 1 05 4000
2000
0.9+ 0
081 1 1 21 41 61 81 101 121 141 161 181
5 Figure 6 Reduction in deaths due to face masking
= 0.7
ke
E06/ 0.95
S0 faster dynamics are observed when face
S masks are worn to reduce susceptibility,
C . . . .
%OA i 0.9 but higher reductions are obtained with
S high detection rates.
203}
*
0.2} 0.85
0.1
0 0.8

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
Efficacy of mitigation measures

o

Figure 7: Efficacy of and effect of adherence to
facemasks to disease reproduction


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.11.20128272
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.11.20128272; this version posted June 12, 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

Masks to Protect Protect and Prevent ]
1
14000 8000
. I 7000 55.73% reduction [ 0.8
12000 32.5% redect!on in peak 0.8 - peak°exposure
exposure within 6000 in 21 days
10000 8 days ol
06 5000 -
8000 =)
24000
0.4 £a) 04
6000 3000
4000
0.2 2000 0.2
2000 1000
| L L L O | BT DR T 0
0 100 200 300 0 100 200 300
Time (Days) Time (Days)
Figure 8: Wearing facemasks to reduce susceptibility — Figure 9: Wearing facemasks for source control,
Effect of early detection protection against transmission — Effect of early
detection
Cost effective analysis
Alive/Well
No Facemasks
Facemasks
Detection

/

Recover Dead

Figure 10: A state diagram of the model. All individuals start the model in the Alive/Well state and
transition to one of face masking or not. With the exception of the dead state, suspected/confirmed
SARS-COV-2 cases are transitioned between the different states


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.11.20128272
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.11.20128272; this version posted June 12, 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

Although public face masking has been shown to be effective in controlling further spread of
SARS-CoV-2, the cost-effectiveness of this strategy in Uganda is unknown. Next we determine
the cost-effectiveness of facemasks in Uganda using the transit states model in Figure 9, with
inputs from the Ministry of Health.

Cost inputs

TABLE 1: Mitigation measures and-related costs and resources for prevention and control of SARS-COV-2 in Uganda
using facemasks or treatment in a public healthcare

Intervention I: 100% provision of Masks of 40,000,000

Facemasks | Cost | #of Masks | Total #of Total Costs (USD)

(40,000,0 | USD/ | provided Masks

00) Mask | to each required
person (Reusable)
(Reusable)

Masks 1.34 |1 40,000,000 40,000,000*1*1.34 =53,600,000

1 Re-usable mask provided

Total Costs for providing 1 mask to 53,600,000

40,000,000 people

Intervention ll: No masks, treatment of the infected (10% of 3.7% of 40,000,000)

Treatment for Detection/ Cost USD/ Max. Total #of

3.7% Exposure, Contact tracing/ Resource/Day Units Costs Individuals

10% successful Quarantine/Treatment (Days) needing

Development of care

virus (163,830) Asymptomatic 26.89 21 564.69 131,064
Mild 40.23 21 844.83 13,106
Moderate 67.04 21 1,407.80 13,106
Severe 67.04 28 1,877.10 4,915
Critical 201.13 35 7,039.60 1,638

Total cost for isolation facility/Hospital care (USD)
Asymptomatic 74,011,000
Mild 11,072,000
Moderate 18,451,000
Severe 9,226,000
Critical 49,556,000

Total cost

For isolation

facility/ 162,316,000

Hospital care

(USD)

In this case we assume 30% adherence to facemasks. The total population used is 40 million,
and of this, only 12,000,000 wear masks. Thus, 28,000,000 are at risk of exposure. Therefore,
the number of individuals who are at risk of exposure is 3.7% of 28 million which is 1,036,000.
As per WHO, only of 10% of exposures result in successful infection. Therefore, The total
number of individuals who eventually get SARS-COV-2 infection is 103,600. The third
intervention is providing masks for 12,000,000 and treating 103,600.
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TABLE 2: Mitigation measures and-related costs and resources for prevention and control of SARS-COV-2 in Uganda
using facemasks and treatment in a public healthcare

Intervention lll: Masks & Treatment of the infected

Facemasks | Cost | #of Masks | #of Masks Total Costs (USD)

(40,000,0 | USD/ | (Reusable) | (Reusable)

00) Mask

Masks 1.34 |1 12,000,000 12,000,000*1*1.34 =16,080,000

Masks 1.34 |5 12,000,000 12,000,000*5*1.34 =80,400,000

1 Re-usable mask provided

Total Cost (USD) for providing 1 mask to 16,080,000

12,000,000 people

Intervention ll: No masks, treatment of the infected (10% of 3.7% of 28,000,000)

Treatment for Detection/ Cost USD/ Maximum | Total #of

3.7% Exposure, Contact tracing/ Resource/Day | Units Costs Individuals

10% successful Quarantine/Treatment (Days) needing

Development of care

virus (103,600) Asymptomatic 26.89 21 564.69 82,880
Mild 40.23 21 844.83 8,288
Moderate 67.04 21 1,407.80 8,288
Severe 67.04 28 1,877.10 3,108
Critical 201.13 35 7,039.60 1,036

Total cost for isolation facility/Hospital care (USD)
Asymptomatic 46,802,000
Mild 7,002,000
Moderate 11,668,000
Severe 5,834,100
Critical 7,293,000

Total cost

For isolation

facility/ 78,599,100

Hospital care

(USD)

Summary

TABLE 3: Summary of costs

Masks & Treatment

Intervention Treatment

o) Nl e (IS 53,600,000

162,316,000 94,679,200

Discussion

In this study, we look at the efficacy of face masks as a mitigation measure against SARS-
CoV-2. A mathematical model was used to determine the impact and cost effectiveness of
face masks to reduce susceptibility or as a source control and prevention of transmission. Our
results show that when a proper mask is used correctly, there is reduction in exposure, and a
delay in the spread of the virus within the community. It also flattens the curve and provides
time to expand the healthcare capacity. We caution here that these results are achievable
when a proper mask is used efficiently. Any mask is only as efficient as the way it is used,
fitted, worn and discarded. The reason it can cause more spreading of the virus is because
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people don’t fit their masks properly and continue touching the outer contaminated surface
to adjust it, without hand washing or sanitizing thereafter. Therefore, our results are
obtainable with continued public adherence to correct use of proper face masks. We also
note that other primary interventions, such as handwashing, sanitizing and social distance
“combination intervention”, are essential as public health approaches. Model simulations,
using data relevant to SARS-CoV-2 dynamics in Uganda suggest that broad adoption of face
masks may meaningfully reduce community transmission of SARS-CoV-2 and decrease peak
hospitalizations and deaths. With these results, we caution that masks are efficient when
worn to protect against catching the virus, and for source control/protection against further
transmission.

Comparing the implementation costs of face masking, we find that simultaneous provision of
face masks and treatment is a more efficient and perhaps sustainable approach than
provision of face masks only, or provision of only treatment.

These results reinforce the current Uganda policy which integrates masks to suppress and
contain SARS-CoV-2. The scenario with dual purpose to protect and prevent further
transmission is more efficient and people should be made aware of this and encouraged to
wear masks.

Recommendations
This report provides an insight into the potential community-wide impact of widespread face
mask use by the general population. The mathematical model parameterized using Ugandan
data relevant to SARS-CoV-2 transmission suggests strong benefits of the general use of face
masks in public. From the study we recommend that facemasks
i should be nearly universal if supplies permit to ensure nation-wide compliance
ii. should be adopted as early as possible for the best population-level benefit
iii. be used concurrently with other interventions and viewed as a complement to
other public health non-pharmaceutical interventions and not as an alternative
use even when SARS-CoV-2 burden is low will pay dividends
iv. are most efficient for source control, but valuable as both source control and
primary prevention

These are theoretical results and must be interpreted with caution, owing to a combination
of potentially high rates of noncompliance with mask use in the community, uncertainty with
respect to the intrinsic effectiveness of (especially homemade) masks at blocking respiratory
droplets and/or aerosols, and uncertainty regarding the basic mechanisms for respiratory
infection transmission. However, these results suggest a significant value even to low quality
masks when used widely in the community. Despite the uncertainty, the potential for benefit,
the lack of obvious harm, and

the precautionary principle, we strongly recommend facemask use nationwide, especially if
there is no diversion for healthcare supply.

Acknowledgements

The authors acknowledge all members of the Uganda SARS-COV-2 Scientific Advisory
Committee. We further acknowledge the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention Uganda
partnership and contribution.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.11.20128272
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.11.20128272; this version posted June 12, 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.

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

References

1.

10.

11.

12.

Pneumonia of unknown cause — China, WHO, https://www.who.int/csr/don/05-

ianuary-2020-pneumonia-of-unkown-cause-china/en/. Accessed May 30 2020.
Scottie Andrew CNN, The psychology behind why some people won’t wear masks,
https://edition.cnn.com/2020/05/06/health/why-people-dont-wear-masks-
wellness-trnd/index.html, Accessed May 30 2020.

Chu Derek, Elie Akl, Amena El-Harakeh, Antonio Bognanni, Tamara Lotf, Mark Loeb,
Anisa Hajizadeh et al. "Physical Distancing, Face Masks, and Eye Protection to Prevent
Person-Person SARS-COV-2 Transmission: A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis."
(2020). https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(20)31142-9.

Jon Cohen Science, Not wearing masks to protect against coronavirus is a ‘big

mistake,’ http://csmonitor.com, Accessed May 30 2020.

Cabore JW, Karamagi HC, Kipruto H, et al. The potential effects of widespread
community transmission of SARS-CoV-2 infection in the World Health Organization
African Region: a predictive model. BMJ Global Health 2020;5: e002647.

Sim SW, Moey KS, Tan NC. The use of facemasks to prevent respiratory infection: a
literature review in the context of the Health Belief Model. Singapore Med J. 2014
Mar;55(3):160-7. doi: 10.11622/smedj.2014037. PMID: 24664384; PMCID:
PMC4293989.

Liang M, Gao L, Cheng C, Zhou Q, Uy JP, Heiner K, Sun C. Efficacy of face mask in
preventing respiratory virus transmission: A systematic review and meta-analysis.
Travel Med Infect Dis. 2020 May 27:101751. doi: 10.1016/j.tmaid.2020.101751.

Epub ahead of print. PMID: 32473312; PMCID: PMC7253999.

Coronavirus outbreak. Which kind of face mask is the best protection against
coronavirus? https://www.theguardian.com/world/2020/jun/04/which-kind-of-face-
mask-is-the-best-protection-against-coronavirus. Accessed June 06, 2020.

World Health Organization, Coronavirus disease (SARS-COV-2) advice for the public:
Myth busters. There are currently no drugs licensed for the treatment or prevention
of SARS-COV-2. https://www.who.int/emergencies/diseases/novel-coronavirus-
2019/advice-for-public/myth-busters?gclid=Cj0KCQjw ez2BRCyARIsAJfg-
kuFd28WdOskKgQ9nBgd19bX46XYUmYdaFcrnUWIWTNEZStG20IoTK5waAt1WEALw

wcB#vaccines. Accessed June 06, 2020.

Jefferson, T., Jones, M., Al Ansari, L.A., Bawazeer, G., Beller, E., Clark, et al., 2020.
Physical interventions to interrupt or reduce the spread of respiratory viruses. Part 1
- Face masks, eye protection and person distancing: systematic review and meta-
analysis. MedRxiv.
[preprint].(https://www.medrxiv.org/content/10.1101/2020.03.30.20047217v2,
accessed 4 June 2020)

Matusiak L, Szepietowska M, Krajewski P, Bialynicki-Birula R, Szepietowski JC.
Inconveniences due to the use of face masks during the SARS-COV-2 pandemic: a
survey study of 876 young people. Dermatol Ther. 2020.

Information Note SARS-COV-2 and NCDs. Geneva: World Health Organization. 2020.
(https://www.who.int/docs/default-source/inaugural-who-partners-forum/SARS-



https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.11.20128272
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.11.20128272; this version posted June 12, 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

CoV-2-and-ncds---final---corr7.pdf?sfvrsn=9b65e287 1&download=true, Accessed 6
June 2020).

13. Byambasuren, 0., Cardona, M., Bell, K., Clark, J., McLaws, M.-L., Glasziou, P., 2020.
Estimating the extent of true asymptomatic SARS-COV-2 and its potential for
community transmission: systematic review and meta-analysis (preprint). Infectious
Diseases (except HIV/AIDS). MedRxiv. [preprint].(https://www.medrxiv.org/content/

14. Wei WE, Li Z, Chiew CJ, Yong SE, Toh MP, Lee VJ. Presymptomatic Transmission of
SARS-CoV-2 - Singapore, January 23-March 16, 2020. MMWR Morb Mortal Wkly Rep.
2020;69(14):411-5.

15. Cheng HY, Jian SW, Liu DP, Ng TC, Huang WT, Lin HH, et al. Contact Tracing Assessment
of SARS-COV-2 Transmission Dynamics in Taiwan and Risk at Different Exposure
Periods Before and After Symptom Onset. JAMA Intern Med. 2020.

16. Cowling BJ, Chan KH, Fang VJ, Cheng CK, Fung RO, Wai W, et al. Facemasks and hand
hygiene to prevent influenza transmission in households: a cluster randomized trial.
Ann Intern Med. 2009;151(7):437-46.

17. Barasheed O, Alfelali M, Mushta S, Bokhary H, Alshehri J, Attar AA, et al. Uptake and
effectiveness of facemask against respiratory infections at mass gatherings: a
systematic review. Int J Infect Dis. 2016;47:105-11.

18. Lau JT, Tsui H, Lau M, Yang X. SARS transmission, risk factors, and prevention in Hong
Kong. Emerg Infect Dis. 2004;10(4):587-92.

19. Suess T, Remschmidt C, Schink SB, Schweiger B, Nitsche A, Schroeder K, et al. The role
of facemasks and hand hygiene in the prevention of influenza transmission in
households: results from a cluster randomised trial; Berlin, Germany, 2009-2011. BMC
Infect Dis. 2012; 12:26.

20. Ngonghala CN, Iboi E, Eikenberry S, et al. Mathematical assessment of the impact of
non-pharmaceutical interventions on curtailing the 2019 ovel
Coronavirus. Math Biosci 2020; 325: 108364.

21. Wang Y, Tian H, Zhang L, et al. Reduction of secondary transmission of SARS-CoV-2 in
households by face mask use, disinfection and social distancing: a cohort study in
Beijing, China. BMJ Glob Health 2020.

22. Greenhalgh T, Schmid MB, Czypionka T, Bassler D, Gruer L. Face masks for the public
during the SARS-CoV-2 crisis. BMJ 2020; 369: m1435.

23. WHO, Coronavirus disease (SARS-COV-2) pandemic.
https://www.who.int/emergencies/diseases/novel-coronavirus-
20197gclid=CjOKCQjwiYL3BRDVARISAF9E4GeNw-mNYON2ro4ldpFHPcLOednK-
CSV8eegfynnODWEHK9Dgt9LOWAaAjzDEALwW wcB. Accessed June 10, 2020.

24. WHO, Rolling updates on coronavirus disease (SARS-COV-2).
https://www.who.int/emergencies/diseases/novel-coronavirus-2019/events-as-
they-happen. Accessed June 10, 2020.



https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.11.20128272
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

