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Abstract

Background. A considerable proportion of SARS-CoV-2 transmission occurs from
asymptomatic and pre-symptomatic cases. Therefore, different polymerase chain reaction
(PCR)- or rapid antigen test (RAT)-based approaches are being discussed and applied to
identify infectious cases that would have gone undetected (e.g., in nursing homes). In this
article, we provide a framework to estimate the time-dependent risk of being infectious after a
negative SARS-CoV-2 test and we simulate the number of expected cases over time in
populations of individuals who initially tested negative.

Methods. A Monte Carlo approach is used to simulate infections that occurred over a one-
week period in populations with 1,000 individuals following a negative SARS-Cov-2 test.
Parameters representing the application of PCR tests or RATs are utilized, and SARS-CoV-2
7-day incidences between 25 and 200 per 100,000 people are considered. Simulation results
are compared to case numbers predicted via a mathematical equation.

Results. The simulations showed a linear increase in cases over time in populations of
individuals who initially tested SARS-CoV-2 negative. The different false negative rates of
PCR tests and RATSs have a strong impact on the number of simulated cases. The simulated
and the mathematically predicted case numbers were comparable. However, Monte Carlo
simulations highlight that, due to random effects, infectious cases can exceed predicted case
numbers even shortly after a test was conducted.

Conclusions. The analysis demonstrates that the number of infectious cases in a population
can be effectively reduced by the screening of asymptomatic individuals. However, the time
since the negative test and the underlying SARS-CoV-2 incidence are critical parameters in

determining the observed subsequent number of cases in tested populations.

Key words: SARS-CoV-2, negative diagnostic test, infectiousness, asymptomatic

transmission, simulation study
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Background

A considerable proportion of individuals with SARS-CoV-2 infection are free of
symptoms or only show very mild symptoms. However, transmission can occur from both
asymptomatic and pre-symptomatic cases [1,2]. Different PCR (polymerase chain reaction) or
rapid antigen test (RAT)-based approaches are currently being considered or have already
been implemented to identify cases that would have otherwise gone undetected (for example,
to protect clinically vulnerable individuals in high-infection risk settings like nursing homes,
to reduce unnecessary quarantine of non-infectious people, or to lift social contacts
restrictions e.g. to permit care home visiting [3]).

For such measures to be effective, laboratory tests would ideally be done in real-time, as
the test result reflects the current state of infectiousness of an individual. Since this is not
always possible, especially for PCR analyses, tests done within a certain time frame are
accepted. In travel restrictions, this time frame is usually 48h before travel [4]. In contrast,
RAT results are available within 20-30 min. However, these tests have a lower sensitivity
than PCR tests [5]. The time between sample taking and critical event (e.g., air travel) is a
crucial parameter in determining the current risk of being infectious. An individual who has
tested negative may be in the latent period of infection at sampling and could progress to an
infectious state immediately thereafter. As time since testing increases, people with a previous
negative test results will have the same risk of being infectious as the underlying population.

In this article, we provide a framework to estimate the time-dependent risk of being
infectious after a negative PCR test or RAT, and we simulate the number of expected cases

over time in populations of individuals who initially tested negative.

Methods
We simulate infections that occur over a one-week period in a group of people who are

SARS-CoV-2 negative at to. For the simulations we assume that the population is entirely
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81  susceptible with no immunity, individuals are not suspected of being SARS-CoV-2 positive,
82  and new cases are expected to occur homogeneously over time (i.e., unclustered). The basic
83  simulation models are set up as follows: (i) a SARS-CoV-2 negative population is
84  established; (ii) within this group, infectious cases are determined according to the predefined
85  7-day incidence following a binomial distribution; (iii) the time when infectiousness starts is
86  allocated for each case; and (iv) the duration of infectiousness is allocated for each case, so
87  that (v) the number of infectious cases within the population over time can be summarised.
88 PCR-based and RAT-based testing strategies are simulated. Parameters are taken from the
89 literature as summarised in Table 1. Most SARS-CoV-2 cases transmit the infection within
90 the first three days of their infectious period, and the majority of cases are non-infectious after
91 5to9days [1,6]. For the simulations, an average infectious period of 96 hours (Gaussian
92  distribution; standard deviation [SD]: 10) is assumed. PCR tests and RATSs differ in their false
93 negative rate (FNR), which defines the proportion of positive cases receiving a negative test
94  result. FNRs depend on the specificity of a test and the accuracy of the test implementation.
95 Reported FNRs for SARS-CoV-2 PCR tests vary greatly [7] and 3% was used as base case
96 value. For RATS, the World Health Organization recommends minimum performance
97  requirements of 80% sensitivity [8], which was assumed for calculations of the FNR in the
98 RAT scenarios. Viral loads rise quickly at the beginning of the infectious period. However, in
99  the first 12 hours after a PCR test is able to detect an infection, high circle threshold (ct)
100  values are observed (i.e., low viral loads) and cases are assumed to be non-infectious during
101  this time interval [9,10]. Hence, we determined the first 12 hours (Gaussian distribution; mean
102 =12, SD: 1) after a case would be PCR positive to be non-infectious. For both tests,
103  simulations with reported 7-day incidences of 25, 50, 100 and 200 per 100,000 people were
104  calculated. The 7-day incidences, as reported by surveillance systems, primarily capture
105 symptomatic SARS-CoV-2 cases. However, only 35% of all SARS-CoV-2 cases are expected

106  to be symptomatic and the remaining 65% show very mild or no symptoms [11]. To estimate
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107  the actual number of infectious cases within the simulated populations, the assumed

108 incidences (as reported by surveillance systems) are divided by the proportion of symptomatic

109  cases. Since absolute case numbers in the model population will be small, the Monte Carlo

110  method was applied to show stochastic effects on the occurrence of cases. Simulations are

111 repeated 2,000 times using parameter distributions as outlined above. To summarise the

112 Monte Carlo results the number of infectious cases over time in the simulation runs were

113  tabulated.

114

115  Table 1: Parameters applied in the Monte Carlo simulations.

Parameter Value Reference
Reported SARS-CoV-2 incidences 25, 50, 100 & 200 /100,000 per 7 days

Proportion symptomatic infections 0.35 [11]
FNR for PCR test 3% [7]
FNR for RAT 20% [8]
Infectious period Mean = 96 hours (SD: 10) [1,6]
Time between PCR positivity and Mean =12 hours (SD: 1) [9,10]
infectiousness

Group size 1,000

Model runs 2,000

Abbreviations: FNR, False negative rate; PCR, polymerase chain reaction; RAT, rapid

antigen test; SD, standard deviation;
116

117 The expected number of infectious cases over time (Ct) within a population which had a
118  negative test result for SARS-CoV-2 can be described mathematically. In each scenario, Ct is
119  based on the actual daily incidence of infectious cases per 100,000 people (I, representing the
120  true number of infectious cases in a population), and the rate of prevalent cases corresponds to
121 | times the infectious period (ip, measured in days). In a population of size N, where all

122  individuals are SARS-CoV-2 test negative at to, new cases start to emerge successively. The
123 number of cases increases linearly over time, until first cases become non-infectious. Thus, as

124  soon as first cases complete their infectious periods, the number of newly emerging cases and
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125  the number of cases becoming non-infectious is balanced. Thereafter, the previously negative

126  population shows case frequencies as expected by the underlying incidence of infection.

127  Assuming homogeneous case occurrence over time and taking the FNR of the test into

128  consideration, the number of cases in a previously negative population at a particular day

129  (defined in t) after negative testing can be estimated by

130 Ct=(I*ip*FNR+1*ip*(1-FNR)*t/ip) *N

131 ift<ip. 1 *ip * FNR describes the number of cases not detected by the test, and | * ip * (1 -

132 FNR) * t/ ip represents the linear case-increase over time. Since the calculation is based on

133  the incidence rate, it has to be multiplied by N to estimate the total number of cases.

134 The case numbers from the Monte Carlo simulations are compared to the mathematically

135  predicted case numbers calculated by the equation derived above. To do this, the mean

136  numbers of cases over time for the respective Monte Carlo scenarios is calculated.

137  Furthermore, the equation is applied to calculate the expected case numbers over time using

138  simulation parameters and both results are displayed using line graphs. All calculations were

139  donein R version 4.0.3 [12].

140
141  Results
142 To visualise the occurrence of infectious cases within a previously SARS-CoV-2 negative

143 population, a simple baseline simulation was established (Figure 1). The simulation represents
144 apopulation of 1,000 individuals, assuming a reported 7-day incidence of 200 cases per

145 100,000 people and a mean infectious period of 96 hours (SD = 10). The horizontal black

146  lines in Figure 1 show infectious periods of cases that emerged over one week. In total, 7

147  infectious cases appeared during the simulation. The first case occurred 3 hours after the

148  simulation start and the highest number of cases was observed at the end of day 7, where 5

149  individuals were infectious simultaneously.
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151 Figure 1. Example of a single baseline model, showing simulated infectious periods in a population of

152 1,000 individuals over one week.
153
154 To capture stochastic effects, the Monte Carlo method was employed and simulations were

155  repeated 2,000 times based on the scenarios outlined above. Figure 2 summarises the results
156  of the Monte Carlo simulations using area graphs. Graphs in the first row show simulation
157  results of the PCR test and those in the second row of the RAT strategy. The graphs

158  summarise simulation results based on different reported 7-day incidences over time. The
159  proportion of simulations and the respective number of cases over time is indicated by

160  colours.

161 Due to the assumed FNR of 3% for PCR tests, infectious cases occurred as early as at the
162  start of some simulations. No infectious cases were observed at the start in 99% of

163  simulations when the reported 7-day incidence was 25/100,000, in 98% of simulations when
164  incidence was 50/100,000, in 95% when incidence was 100/100,000, and in 91% when

165 incidence was 200/100,000. After one day (24 hours), no cases occurred at the different

166  incidence levels in 94%, 88%, 80% and 64% of simulations, and after two days (48 hours) in
167  85%, 71%, 54% and 28% of the simulations. After 4.5 days (108 hours), the simulated case
168  numbers started to stabilise and no further case increase was observed. Eventually, by the end
169  of the simulation period (7 days) no infectious cases occurred in 67%, 43%, 20% and 4% of

170  the simulations, which represents distributions in non-selected populations. Throughout time,
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171 multiple infections were likely to occur in scenarios with higher incidences. At a reported 7-
172 day incidence of 25/100,000, a prevalence of 4 simultaneous cases was never exceeded.
173 However, after 80 hours, 51 hours and 14 hours, more than 4 cases were observed in
174  simulations based on 7-day incidences of 50, 100 and 200 cases per 100,000, respectively.
175 The FNR of the RAT was set to 20%, resulting in a lower proportion of simulations
176  without any infectious cases at the simulation start. No infectious cases were observed at the
177  start of the simulations in 92%, 86%, 74% and 55% of the simulations at incidence levels of
178 25, 50, 100 and 200 per 100,000, respectively. After one day (24 hours), no cases occurred in
179  85%, 72%, 53% and 28% of simulations, and after two days (48 hours) in 79%, 61%, 38%
180  and 15% of the simulations, respectively. After 4 days (96 hours), the estimated number of
181  cases started to stabilise and no infectious cases had occurred by the end of the simulation
182  period in 67%, 44%, 19% and 4% of the simulations, which is comparable to the numbers
183  calculated by the PCR scenarios. Similar to the PCR test, in simulations based on a reported
184  7-day incidence of 25/100,000, no simulation showed more than 4 cases; however, at 7-day

185 incidences of 50,100 and 200/100,000, after 48 hours, 16 hours, 1 hour, respectively more

186  than 4 cases were observed.
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188 Figure 2: Percentages of simulations with different case numbers calculated using Monte Carlo

189 method, considering different scenarios in a population of 1,000 individuals. Abbreviations: PCR,
190 polymerase chain reaction; RAT, rapid antigen test.

191

192 To compare case numbers simulated by Monte Carlo method and estimated by the

193  mathematical equation derived above, the mean number of cases over time per scenario was
194  calculated. The equation was applied to calculate the expected case numbers over time using
195 the respective simulation parameters. Figure 3 shows calculated case numbers from the PCR
196 test (first plot) and the RAT scenarios (second plot). The mean case numbers from the

197  simulations are shown by the black lines, and the estimated case numbers calculated with the
198  equation by the red lines. Case numbers calculated by both methods overlap. In both graphs, a
199 linear case increase over a period of 4 days (the mean infectious period) is observed, after

200  which the number of cases remain stable. These plateaus correspond to the expected number

201  of infectious cases in a population of 1,000 people considering the respective incidences
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202  (dashed lines). Usually, PCR tests turn positive as soon as 12 hours before onset of

203  infectiousness, which is why case numbers remain constant at the beginning of the simulation

204  periods in the first graph.

205
PCR test RAT 7-day incidence
4_
0 1 200/100,000
3
I
o
S
2 1+ 100/100,000
[S
2 1+ 50/100,000
1 25/100,000
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
days after negative test
206 —— simulation —— equation

207  Figure 3: Number of cases over time in a group of 1,000 people averaged over the Monte Carlo

208 simulation scenarios (red lines) and estimated by the equation as derived in the method section
209 (black lines). Abbreviations: PCR, polymerase chain reaction; RAT, rapid antigen test.
210

211  Discussion

212 SARS-CoV-2 can be transmitted from cases before they develop symptoms and some

213  infectious cases do not develop any symptoms at all [1,2]. These infection characteristics

214  require strategies beyond symptom-based screening in order to reduce pre- and asymptomatic
215  transmission, responsible for a substantial number of SARS-CoV-2 cases.

216 Our analysis shows that testing asymptomatic individuals with PCR tests or RATS can
217  reduce the number of infectious cases within populations effectively. We provide an easily
218  applicable mathematical formula to estimate the expected case numbers over time using the
219  disease incidence, the average infectious period and the time that has passed since a test was
220  administered. However, the Monte Carlo simulations performed in our analysis highlight

221  how, due to random effects, infectious cases can exceed these expected numbers even shortly

10
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222  after all individuals in the population had tested negative. In a fraction of simulated scenarios,
223  single infectious cases occurred right after the simulation start; in high-incidence simulations,
224 even multiple cases occurred. These results are important for infection control because they
225  demonstrate that, while testing can be used to effectively select populations with a low
226  number of infectious cases, especially at high incidences, it is still likely that infectious cases
227  will start to emerge immediately after the population had tested negative.
228 PCR tests are superior to RATSs in terms of their FNR [5] and their ability to identify cases
229  even before they are infectious [9,10]. In contrast, RATs can be applied in non-laboratory
230  settings and the results are available within 30 minutes. For PCR tests, times between testing
231  and reporting of results of 24 to 48 hours are reported. Hence, the higher risk of falsely
232  diagnosing a case as negative through the use of RATSs is balanced by the immediate
233 availability of the test result. If the high FNR of RATSs is to be compensated for, it is
234  important that the test is carried out immediately before a critical event takes place. The
235  higher FNR still bears the risk of missing infectious cases, but the immediate application
236  reduces the number of cases which may emerge before the critical event takes place.
237 Simplifying assumptions that were made to illustrate principles of SARS-CoV-2 testing
238  should be considered when interpreting the results. Random case occurrence was assumed,;
239  however, SARS-CoV-2 is reported to spread in clusters and via super-spreading events [13].
240  Thus, in the case that testing is performed on a group of people where a superspreading event
241  occurred (e.g., residents and personnel of a nursing facility with an ongoing SARS-CoV-2
242  outbreak), the prevalence of infectious cases would be considerably higher compared to the
243  numbers reported here. The proportion of infectious cases without or with only mild
244  symptoms was set to 65%. However, a correct estimate of this proportion is subject to several
245  methodological limitations that make interpretation of the reported frequencies of symptoms
246  among SARS-CoV-2 cases difficult [14]. Additionally, we assume that the remaining 35% of

247  cases are recognized by a health care system and they contribute to the observed incidence at

11
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248  population level. These figures are very context-dependent and subject to current testing
249  strategies. However, for many health care systems, lower reporting rates should be assumed.
250 Inthe literature, there are conflicting reports about infectious periods in asymptomatic, mild,
251  moderate or severe symptomatic cases as well as among different age-groups [15]. However,
252  the infectious period is a parameter central in determining the number of cases and the
253  temporal dependence in the occurrence of new cases.
254 SARS-CoV-2 control strategies based on diagnostics for asymptomatic individuals are
255  suggested and designed for different purposes. A model of SARS-CoV-2 outbreaks in long-
256  term care facilities evaluated the ability of different testing strategies to identify ongoing
257  transmission early. The authors highlight that expanding surveillance beyond symptom-based
258  screening could allow for earlier outbreak detection; however, testing strategies must consider
259 available testing capacities [16]. Another study modelled the effect of surveillance testing to
260  control SARS-CoV-2 transmission, concluding that asymptomatic individuals should be
261  considered in testing strategies. Effective surveillance depends largely on the frequency of
262  testing and the speed of reporting, and is only marginally improved by high test sensitivity
263  [11]. These studies highlight the effect of testing asymptomatic individuals to control the
264  spread of SARS-CoV-2, which is also supported by our study. With the current analysis we
265  provide the rationale for estimating the risk of being infectious after a negative diagnostic test.
266 Our analysis highlights the temporal dynamics of SARS-CoV-2 infections after a negative
267  test within a theoretical population. We show that PCR tests or RATs can be used to select
268  populations with a reduced number of SARS-CoV-2 cases. However, the parameters
269  representing time since a negative test was conducted and the underlying SARS-CoV-2
270  incidence in a population are critical in determining the expected number of cases in test

271  negative groups of people. Thus, especially in high-incidence scenarios, additional infection

272  control measures are still needed to reduce transmission risk from undetected infectious cases.

12
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