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Abstract

Background: Decision-makers impose COVID-19 mitigations based on public health indicators such as
reported cases, which are sensitive to fluctuations in supply and demand for diagnostic testing, and
hospital admissions, which lag infections by up to two weeks. Imposing mitigations too early has
unnecessary economic costs, while imposing too late leads to uncontrolled epidemics with unnecessary
cases and deaths. Sentinel surveillance of recently-symptomatic individuals in outpatient testing sites may
overcome biases and lags in conventional indicators, but the minimal outpatient sentinel surveillance
system needed for reliable trend estimation remains unknown.

Methods: We used a stochastic, compartmental transmission model to evaluate the performance of
various surveillance indicators at reliably triggering an alarm in response to , but not before, a step
increase in transmission of SARS-CoV-2. The surveillance indicators included hospital admissions, hospital
occupancy, and sentinel cases with varying levels of sampling effort capturing 5, 10, 20, 50 or 100% of
incident mild cases. We tested 3 levels of transmission increase, 3 population sizes, and condition of either
simultaneous transmission increase, or lagged increase in older population. We compared the indicators’
performance at triggering alarm soon after, but not prior, to the transmission increase.

Results: Compared to surveillance based on hospital admissions, outpatient sentinel surveillance that
captured at least 20% of incident mild cases could trigger alarm 2 to 5 days earlier for a mild increase in
transmission and 6 days earlier for moderate or strong increase. Sentinel surveillance triggered fewer false
alarms and averted more deaths per day spent in mitigation. When transmission increase in older
populations lagged increase in younger populations by 14 days, sentinel surveillance extended its lead
time over hospital admissions by an additional 2 days.

Conclusions: Sentinel surveillance of mild symptomatic cases can provide more timely and reliable
information on changes in transmission to inform decision-makers in an epidemic like COVID-19.

Keywords: COVID-19, surveillance, modeling, public health indicators

Background

COVID-19 is a contagious disease with more than 6 million deaths reported within two years of the global
pandemic starting in early 2020 (1,2). Prior to widespread availability of vaccines, policy makers relied on
non-pharmaceutical interventions or mitigative actions, such as lockdown and business restrictions, to
curb the spread of SARS-CoV-2 (3—7). These actions “flatten the curve”, allowing governments to reduce
the COVID-19 burden to the healthcare system, to maintain the quality of care, and to save lives. Timely
introduction of interventions is important because imposing mitigations too early has unnecessary
economic costs, while imposing too late often fails to control the epidemics and leads to many
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preventable cases and deaths. The decision criteria for imposing mitigations are often based on public
health indicators such as reported cases and hospital admissions (8).

These commonly-used indicators have limitations when used to estimate transmission trends. Cases can
be biased because they are sensitive to fluctuations in supply and demand for diagnostic testing (9-11).
Because the data needed to adjust for this bias is unavailable, cases often provide unreliable
approximation of the transmission trend. Although hospital admission data are less sensitive to
fluctuations in testing demands, hospital admissions lag infection by up to two weeks (12-16). Decisions
made based on trends in hospital admissions thus may result in delayed action to mitigate an incoming
epidemic wave. Furthermore, most COVID-19 patients do not require hospitalization, making admissions
data prone to high variability due to small numbers and reducing its suitability for decision-making.

Sentinel surveillance of recently-symptomatic people in outpatient testing sites could overcome these
biases and lags (17). Under outpatient sentinel surveillance, symptom status, symptom onset, and date of
testing site visit are recorded for each case. Sentinel cases here are defined as recently symptomatic
people with symptom onset within 4 days of testing. By focusing on outpatient symptomatic cases, the
influence of asymptomatic testing is removed, and the impact of fluctuations in test availability reduced,
each of which can introduce selection bias. With known symptom onset dates, we can remove care-
seeking and reporting delays, and more accurately infer the infection time series and trends in
transmission.

Compared to hospital admissions, sentinel cases have a shorter delay between the point of infection and
detection by the surveillance system. In the event of an increase in transmission, sentinel cases should
thus provide a more timely alarm and enable earlier action against a new epidemic wave. The city of
Chicago, USA, evaluated this surveillance scheme during the COVID-19 pandemic. Even with few
participating testing sites, the Chicago Department of Public Health found that sentinel cases were indeed
more timely than hospital admissions in estimating transmission trends (17). However, the estimated
trends were less certain due to low sampling effort, defined as the proportion of incident symptomatic
infections captured in the surveillance system.

Understanding the effects of sampling effort is critical in evaluating the potential feasibility and benefits
of using sentinel surveillance to guide decision-making. Moreover, because hospitalization rates are lower
in younger populations, sentinel surveillance may be especially useful when transmission surges in
younger populations first, before it surges in older populations, as it had been observed in several
epidemic waves in the USA and UK (18,19).

Mathematical transmission models can provide insight into the potential benefits of an outpatient
sentinel surveillance system by assessing the effects of sampling effort. Mechanistic models have been
used to understand disease dynamics, forecast hospital needs, and evaluate intervention scenarios
throughout the COVID-19 pandemic (20-25). Modeling has been used to inform decision-makers about
optimal lockdown, reopening and mitigation strategies (26—29). While mathematical models have been
used to compare testing strategies (26,30-32), few modeling studies have been conducted to compare
surveillance designs for timely and appropriate imposition of COVID-19 mitigations (33).

To characterize the minimal sampling effort for which an outpatient sentinel surveillance system needed
for reliable estimation of trends in transmission, we use a stochastic compartmental model of SARS-CoV-
2 transmission to evaluate the performance of various surveillance indicators and sampling efforts at
reliably triggering an alarm in response to, but not before, a step increase in transmission rate.
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79  Methods
80  SEIR model and simulation framework overview

81  We used a published stochastic SEIR compartmental model (33) to simulate SARS-CoV-2 transmission and
82  COVID-19 disease states (Figure 1A). The model included multiple symptom statuses (asymptomatic,
83 presymptomatic, mild, and severe), and multiple severe disease outcomes (requiring hospitalization,
84  critical illness requiring intensive care unit (ICU) admission, and deaths). We simplified the model by
85 assuming that only severely ill individuals would isolate, and that isolation led to lowered infectiousness.

86  We use the model parameters from the previous study (33) which set the hospital and ICU lengths-of-stay
87  based on data from Chicago and from literature during the first COVID-19 wave beginning March 2020
88  (34,35). This previous study also fitted a time-varying transmission rate to daily ICU census, hospital
89 census, and reported deaths in Chicago. See Sl for details of parameterization.

90 The original model was simulated using Compartmental Modeling Software (36,37). To improve the
91 computation efficiency in a high performance computing environment, we rewrote and ran the model
92 using a custom program written in C++ (38) available at (39).
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94 | Figure 1. Model framework used in this study. (A) SEIR model structure to simulate SARS-CoV-2

95 | transmission. S=Susceptible, E=Exposed, A=Asymptomatic, P=Presymptomatic, Sm=Mild symptomatic,

96 | Ss=Severe symptomatic, H=Requires hospitalization, C=Critically ill (ICU), Hp=Hospitalization post-ICU,

97 D=Death, R=Recovered. All severely symptomatic persons were isolated (SSi) few days after entering the

98 state and become less infectious. (B) Simulated transmission rate begins low and steady, then experiences

99 | a step increase (transmission hike) at 3 possible magnitudes to create different strengths of epidemic
100 | waves. When the surveillance indicator reaches a predetermined threshold, mitigative actions are
101 | triggered in the simulation and the transmission rate is decreased to its baseline rate.

102  The model state in August 2020, when transmission was steady and low (33,40), was used as a starting
103  pointforall scenarios. We introduced a step increase in transmission (transmission hike) on 17 September
104  2020toinduce a new epidemic wave (Figure 1B). We tested three strengths of the transmission hike (mild,
105 moderate, and strong). Specifically, we hiked the transmission rate parameter from 0.116 to 0.137 (mild),
106  0.156 (moderate) and 0.179 (strong). The fitted transmission rate in Chicago in its September 2020 wave
107  was between the moderate and strong transmission hikes.

108 We considered multiple surveillance scenarios for each strength of transmission hike. Each scenario
109 tracked one surveillance indicator: sentinel cases, hospital admissions, or hospital occupancy. Sentinel
110 cases were drawn from incident cases in the mild symptomatic compartment. For sentinel cases and
111 hospital admissions, each indicator was used to calculate the daily instantaneous reproductive number
112 (R:). When R: exceeded 1.05 for 5 consecutive simulation days, an alarm was triggered. Our preliminary
113  work (See Figure S1 in SI) found that this threshold could trigger mitigations early enough to prevent a
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114  transmission surge with relatively low rate of false alarm, i.e., taking mitigative action even before
115  transmission hike, which is seen as inefficient and imprudent. For hospital occupancy, alarm was triggered
116  based on a threshold number of patients in beds. We assume that it would take two days for mitigation
117  to be implemented after an alarm. Once implemented, mitigation immediately reduced the transmission
118 rate to pre-hike levels, and the transmission rate remained the same for the remainder of the simulation
119 period. The drop in transmission to pre-hike level was based on the fitted transmission rates in Chicago
120 after a new round of mitigation policy was imposed to curb the September 2020 wave.

121  All simulations started 50 days before and ended 150 days after the transmission hike.
122  Simulated surveillance and response scenarios

123 We considered three types of surveillance indicators to guide decision-making: sentinel cases, hospital
124 admissions, and hospital occupancy. For sentinel cases, we considered sampling efforts of 5, 10, 20, 50
125 and 100%. Sampling effort was defined as the percentage of all mildly symptomatic cases (Sm), regardless
126  of isolation status, that were captured by surveillance. Sentinel cases were calculated by downsampling
127 daily new incident mild symptomatic cases by symptom onset date using a binomial random draw with
128  corresponding probability. Hospital admissions were measured as the daily new incident admissions to
129  the H compartment on each simulation (i.e. the daily rate of flow from compartment SS; to compartment
130 H). Hospital occupancy was the total number of people in the H and Hp compartments.

131 On each simulation day, the time series of sentinel surveillance indicators from the simulation start to 3
132  days prior was used to calculate R:and to evaluate if mitigations should be imposed. The 3-day offset
133  accounted for delays in data collection. For any given symptom onset date, completing the data would
134  require at least 6 days: sentinel cases counted symptomatic people who were tested within 4 days of
135  symptom onset, and we assumed 2 days of test turnaround time. However, this delay can be shortened
136  to 3 days with statistical nowcasting (17,41,42) assuming a 2-day turnaround and that the full numbers of
137  symptomatic cases can be reliably estimated from symptomatic cases within 1 day of symptom onset.

138 For hospital admissions, we assumed that the data collection delay was 5 days, based on delays associated
139  with admission data in Chicago (17). For hospital occupancy, we assumed data collection delay was only
140 one day. The threshold number of patients in beds for triggering alarm was met when occupancy
141  exceeded 152 per 1 million people for the last 3 days. Occupancy thresholds were chosen based on levels
142  observed in Chicago in October 2020 when mitigative actions were announced.

143  We estimated R using the Python package epyestim (43—45). In this package, the input data series is first
144  bootstrapped and a locally weighted scatterplot smoothing (LOWESS) filter is applied to each of the
145 bootstrapped data series for smoothing. We used a smoothing window of 21 days for all indicators except
146  sentinel surveillance with sampling effort of 5%, which required a 28-day smoothing window to stabilize
147  the R:trajectory. We approximated the generation time using the serial interval distribution estimated by
148  (35). Time between infection and symptom onset or hospitalization was estimated using Chicago data
149 (see Sl for details).

150 We simulated 500 realizations for each combination of the 3 transmission hike strengths (mild, moderate,
151  andstrong); 7 indicators (sentinel cases with sampling effort of 5, 10, 20, 50 and 100%, hospital admission
152  and hospital occupancy); and 3 population sizes (1.25 million, 2.5 million, and 5 million); for a total of
153 31,500 simulations.

154 Timeliness, false alarm rate, deaths averted, and extra days in mitigation

155  We compared the performance of each indicator by measuring how timely they were in triggering the
156  alarm for taking mitigative actions. Performance was evaluated by calculating the median and 90%
157  percentile of day of triggering alarm among the 500 realizations for each surveillance scenario, as well as
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158 the false alarm rate. Lead time of one indicator over another was calculated from the number of days
159 between the median dates (or 90" percentile dates) of triggering alarm. The 90" percentile metric
160 reflected the tail-end performance of the indicators and was less perturbed by false alarms than using
161 median. False alarm rates were the proportion of realizations (out of 500) that met criteria for triggering
162  alarm prior to the date of the transmission hike, hence too early.

163  To quantify the benefits and costs of using the surveillance indicators in our experiment, we calculated
164  the number of deaths averted and the number of extra days in mitigation in each simulation run. We used
165 hospital occupancy as the reference scenario as it was the slowest to trigger alarm. Each realization in a
166  surveillance scenario was compared against the realization with the same random number seed in the
167  hospital occupancy scenario. We calculated the total number of deaths that occurred throughout the
168  simulation period (50 days before and 150 days after the transmission hike). Deaths averted was the
169 difference between the deaths in the reference and the comparison realizations. The number of extra
170  mitigation days was calculated by subtracting the day of triggering alarm in the comparison realization
171 from that of the reference, which are matched by the random number generator seed. The mean deaths
172  averted and extra mitigation days among all 500 realizations was used to characterize the performance
173 of the surveillance indicator.

174  We measured the efficiency of each surveillance indicator by calculating the number of deaths averted
175 per extra day of mitigation relative to hospital occupancy. This was calculated by dividing the average
176  deaths averted by average extra mitigation days.

177  Age-structured SEIR model

178  The age-structured model consisted of two SEIR submodels, representing two age groups: below and
179  above 40 years old. The two age groups have similar size in Chicago (55% vs 45%), according to American
180 Community Survey 2016 to 2020 5-year estimates (46). The structure of each submodel was the same as
181 in Figure 1A. We assumed 80% of contacts were within-group and 20% were between-group. This inter-
182  group contact rate is lower than that estimated from pre-pandemic period (47,48) and was chosen to
183 maintain distinctive transmission trends between age groups such that we could evaluate the ability of
184  outpatient sentinel surveillance to detect distinct trends in younger ages. As informed by (23), the
185  probability of asymptomatic infection given exposure was 59% and 19% for the under-40 and above-40
186  age groups, respectively. The probability a symptomatic infection was severe was 3% and 12% for the
187  under-40 and above-40 age group, respectively, based on CDC's risk by age group estimates (49). See SI
188  for more details on the parameterization. We assumed that the transmission rate for the above-40 age
189  group was 65% that of the below-40 age group due to a lower overall level of social contact. All other
190 parameters were the same across age groups.

191  We considered the same scenarios of transmission hikes and surveillance indicators as in the base model.
192  We simulated transmission under two scenarios: one where both age groups experienced the
193  transmission hike simultaneously and one where hike for the above-40 group lagged the hike in the under-
194 40 group by 14 days. We used a population of 2.5 million individuals and a moderate transmission hike.
195 We ran 500 realizations for each surveillance scenario, 2 lags, and 6 surveillance indicators resulting in
196 500 x 2 x 6 = 6000 simulations. Indicators and criteria for mitigative action were defined as in the base
197 model scenarios. We exclude the hospital occupancy indicator since the purpose of this experiment is to
198 compare the timeliness between sentinel cases and hospital admissions and that no costs and benefits
199  analysis was conducted.
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201 Results

202  To compare the performance of sentinel surveillance of outpatient COVID-19 cases compared to hospital-
203 based indicators, we simulated a step increase in transmission (“transmission hike”) and evaluated how
204  quickly and reliably each indicator could trigger an alarm for taking mitigative action while avoiding
205 premature alarms. We compared sentinel surveillance systems that captured between 5% (low sampling
206  effort) and 100% (high sampling effort) of all mild symptomatic cases. For sentinel surveillance and
207 hospital admissions, each data series was used to estimate the instantaneous reproductive number R;,
208  and the threshold for alarm was met when R; > 1.05 for the previous 5 days. For hospital occupancy, the
209 thresholds were set at exceeding 152 per 1 million for the previous 3 days and were based on levels
210  observed in Chicago in October 2020 when mitigative actions were announced.

211  Sentinel surveillance has an operational recency advantage over hospital admissions

212 Before the transmission hike, all indicators remained steady (Figure 2A). Simulated data series of hospital
213 admissions and sentinel cases with low sampling effort were noisier relative to the mean than for hospital
214  occupancy or sentinel cases with high sampling effort. After the transmission hike, all indicators increased
215 until mitigative action was taken. Sentinel surveillance indicators, which report on newly symptomatic
216  individuals, generally peaked the earliest, followed by hospital admissions and hospital occupancy.
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218 | Figure 2. Example trajectories of COVID-19 indicators and their derived R;, from a single, representative
219 simulation with population 2.5 million, moderate transmission hike, and alarm triggered by hospital
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220 | occupancy. (A) Indicators are steady before and rise rapidly after the transmission hike. Arrows: peak for
221 each indicator. Vertical dashed line: day of transmission hike. (B) R: estimated based on each indicator,
222 | evaluated on day 60 after the transmission hike. Rt could not be estimated using hospital occupancy.
223 Horizontal dotted line: threshold (R=1.05) for triggering alarm. Arrows: day alarm would have been
224 | triggered based on monitoring R: for each indicator. (C) Real-time evaluation of R; demonstrates the
225 | operational recency advantage of sentinel surveillance over hospital admissions. Example shown for
226 | evaluation day of 20 days after the transmission hike.

227 Data from hospital admissions and from sentinel surveillance with 10% sampling effort produced R:
228  estimates that fluctuated more than R: estimates produced from data from sentinel surveillance with
229 100% sampling effort (Figure 2B). In Figure 2B prior to the transmission hike, R; estimated from hospital
230  admissions or sentinel surveillance with 10% sampling effort ranged from 0.97 to 1.03 and from 0.99 to
231 1.04, fluctuating substantially above 1 and below 1 while R; estimated from sentinel surveillance with
232 100% sampling effort remained flat at close to 1 (1.0 to 1.02).

233 On a given evaluation date, R: cannot be estimated for the most recent 8 days for sentinel surveillance
234  (Figure 2C). For hospital admissions, the most recent 16 days cannot be estimated because the infection-
235 to-hospitalization and the hospitalization-to-report lags are both greater . The modeled 8-day operational
236  recency advantage of sentinel surveillance over hospital admissions is sensitive to the assumed lags and
237 could decrease if data collection delays for hospital data or lag between infection and admission were
238  reduced.

239  Sentinel surveillance raises alarms sooner and with a lower false alarm rate

240  To reduce time spent under mitigation, a good indicator should consistently meet the threshold for
241  triggering alarm closely after, but not before, the transmission hike. False alarms are situations where the
242  threshold was met prior to the transmission hike. For each simulation, we extracted the day on which the
243  criteria for triggering alarm was met.

244  Compared to hospital admissions or hospital occupancy indicators, use of sentinel surveillance indicators
245  could result in sooner alarms after the transmission hike and a lower rate of false alarms, depending on a
246  few key factors (Figure 3). Sentinel surveillance most outperformed hospitalization indicators for larger
247  changes in transmission, larger populations, or higher sampling effort. In a population of 2.5 million,
248  sentinel surveillance with 10 to 100% sampling effort led hospital admissions in triggering alarms by a
249 median of 2 to 5 days for a mild transmission hike and 6 days for moderate and strong transmission hikes.
250  Although sentinel surveillance with 5% sampling effort led hospital admissions by even more days, this
251  was mainly because of the high false alarm rate. When comparing the 90"-percentile day of triggering
252 alarm, sentinel surveillance led hospital admissions by 4 to 7 days for a mild transmission hike and 7 to 9
253  days for moderate and strong transmission hikes. The lead time of sentinel surveillance with 5 to 100%
254  sampling effort over hospital admissions was similar for populations of 2.5 and 5 million. The lead time
255  advantage in terms of median day of triggering alarm disappeared in the population of 1.25 million, due
256  to higher rates of false alarms. Nevertheless, the lead time advantage in terms of 90"-percentile day of
257  triggering alarm remained similar to other population sizes under moderate and strong transmission
258  hikes.
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260 Figure 3. The cumulative distribution of the day on which criteria to trigger alarm was met, by indicator,
261 | strengths of transmission hike (columns), and population size (rows).

262  The false alarm rate, or percentage of realizations that raised a false alarm, was substantial for sentinel
263  surveillance with 5% or 10% sampling effort and for hospital admissions. The false alarm rate was similar
264  regardless of the size of the transmission hike and decreased with increasing sentinel surveillance
265  sampling effort. Across all transmission hikes tested and in a population of 2.5 million, the false alarm rate
266  was 27 to 28%, 8 to 9%, and 17 to 18% respectively for sentinel surveillance sampling effort of 5%, 10% ,
267  and for hospital admissions. The false alarm rate was lower in a simulated population of 5 million: sentinel
268  surveillance with 5% sampling effort and hospital admissions each had only 1 to 2% false alarm rate and
269  other indicators had negligible false alarm rates. In a smaller population of 1.25 million, false alarm rates
270  were higher: even sentinel surveillance with 20% sampling effort had a false alarm rate of 7%.

271  The hospital occupancy indicator resulted in the latest alarm of all indicators considered and did not result
272 in any false alarms. Under the mild transmission hike, alarm was raised 80 days after the transmission hike
273  for 63, 86, and 54% of realizations for populations of 1.25, 2.5 and 5 million respectively.

274  These results assume that detecting mild symptomatic cases does not lead to isolating behavior and hence
275 lowered infectiousness. We modified the model such that 30% of the mild symptomatic cases were
276 detected and isolated, and that 2/3™ of these detected mild cases were captured by the sentinel
277  surveillance system. We compared the performance of sentinel surveillance with 20% sampling effort and
278  hospital admissions. We found that the outcomes were similar to that of previous results (Figure S2 in Sl),
279  suggesting the timeliness advantage of sentinel surveillance persists regardless of isolation.

280  Sentinel surveillance of 20% or more effort averts more deaths with fewer extra days of mitigation

281  To assess the costs and benefits of using sentinel surveillance or hospital admissions indicators to trigger
282  alarms and hence mitigation actions, we compared the number of additional days spent under mitigation
283 (cost) and number of deaths averted (benefit) relative to a baseline scenario with hospital occupancy as
284  indicator. Days under mitigation and deaths were each aggregated over the period from 50 days before
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to 150 days after the transmission hike. The most efficient indicator would be one that maximizes deaths
averted while minimizing extra days of mitigation.

As expected, there was a positive relationship between number of additional days of mitigation and
deaths averted (Figure 4A). Spending more time under mitigation always had positive impact on deaths
averted. Sentinel surveillance with 20, 50, and 100% sampling effort resulted in similar deaths averted
and additional days of mitigation, indicating that increasing sampling effort above 20% did not
substantially change system outcomes. Within the same size of transmission hike, decreasing sampling
effort for sentinel surveillance, or the use of hospital admission, resulted in larger variation in both deaths
averted and additional days of mitigation. The higher variability in using hospital admissions can be
attributed to a higher false alarm rate, which imposes mitigation too soon, and late imposition of
mitigations.

As the size of the transmission hike increased, the number of deaths averted also increased, whereas
additional days of mitigation decreased. The mean deaths averted per mean additional day spent in
mitigation, which demonstrates the efficiency of mitigation, are shown in Figure 4B. Deaths averted per
additional day of mitigation decreased with higher false alarm rates under the moderate and strong
transmission hikes. For sentinel surveillance with 20% or more effort, the average deaths averted per
additional day of mitigation was 10.3, 26.5 and 46.1 for mild, moderate, and strong transmission hikes
respectively. For hospital admissions, the average deaths averted per additional day of mitigation was 9.7,
23.1, and 36.0; for sentinel surveillance with 5% effort average deaths averted per additional day of
mitigation was 9.5, 21.8, and 34.8 for mild, moderate, and strong transmission hikes respectively.
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Figure 4. Deaths averted and additional days spent in mitigation for using sentinel surveillance or hospital
admissions indicators as the trigger for imposing mitigation measures, under 3 levels of transmission hikes
in a population of 2.5 million, compared with using hospital occupancy. (A) Mean and 90% confidence
interval of deaths averted and additional days of mitigation, from 500 stochastic realizations per indicator.
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(B) Average deaths averted per average additional day in mitigation for each indicator and its relationship
with false alarm rate. False alarm rate is the proportion of simulations in which action is taken before the
transmission hike.

Timeliness advantage of sentinel surveillance widens when transmission increases first in younger ages

Changes in transmission may not affect all age groups simultaneously. We simulated SARS-CoV-2
transmission in an age-structured model that included two age groups, one below and one above 40 years
of age. We considered two scenarios: one where both age groups experienced the step increase in
transmission simultaneously and one where the step increase for the above-40 group lagged by 14 days
(Figure 5A). We compared the performance of sentinel surveillance with various sampling efforts to
hospital admissions at responding quickly while minimizing false alarms.

Alarm was triggered later in scenarios when the transmission hike occurred first in the under-40 age group
(Figure 5B). When the age groups experienced the transmission hike simultaneously, sentinel surveillance
with 20% or more effort triggered alarm sooner than hospital admissions by a median of 6 days, and a
90™-percentile of 7 days. When the transmission hike occurred first in the under-40 group, sentinel
surveillance with greater than 20% sampling led hospital admissions by a median of 7 days, with a 90"
percentile lead time of 9 days. Overall, staggering the transmission hike to occur 2 weeks earlier in the
younger age group increased the lead time of sentinel surveillance over hospital admissions by 1 to 2 days.

A B
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40 and above | £ 8 . )
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Figure 5. Performance of sentinel surveillance and hospital admissions indicators under scenarios when
two age groups (below and above 40 years of age) simultaneously experience a transmission hike or when
a transmission hike occurs 14 days earlier in people below 40 years of age. (A) Transmission rate profile
for the two scenarios modeled in the age-structured SEIR model. (B) The cumulative distribution of the
day on which criteria to trigger alarm was met, using each indicator under the two transmission hike
scenarios. Simulations are conducted on population of 2.5 million experiencing a moderate transmission

hike with 500 realizations.
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335 Discussion

336  Sentinel surveillance of outpatient recently-symptomatic cases provides a useful indicator to alert
337  decision-makers about increases in SARS-CoV-2 transmission. Compared with hospital admissions,
338 sentinel surveillance is less variable, reduces the false alarm rate, and provides data with shorter lag times,
339  which allows faster reactions to changes. The minimal sampling effort required for reliable sentinel
340 surveillance indicators varies according to the population size and size of transmission increase, but
341 generally capturing 20% of mild symptomatic cases within the surveillance system was sufficient.

342  The 8-day operational recency of outpatient sentinel surveillance over hospital admissions—that sentinel
343  surveillance can provide up to 8 days’ advance warning of changes in transmission compared with hospital
344  admissions data—can be attributed to shorter delay between infection and symptom onset, as well as the
345 use of statistical nowcasting. Nowcasting has been widely used to estimate the complete case count using
346 incomplete time series for COVID-19 and other diseases (41,42,50-52). In Chicago, nowcasting could be
347 applied to shorten the data collection delay for sentinel cases, but not hospital admissions due to
348 inconsistent backfilling (17). Improvements in reporting speed of hospital admissions data would reduce
349  the operational recency of sentinel surveillance to as little as 5 days.

350  Our study highlights that indicators with small counts, e.g., less than 50 per day, can have limited utility in
351  decision making due to their high variability, which leads to a high false alarm rate. These factors can
352 result in unnecessary restrictions, reduce decision makers’ confidence in taking action, and harm public
353  trust in the health system. At a given population size, small counts in sentinel surveillance can be
354  overcome by increasing sampling effort. On the other hand, hospital admissions are inherently limited by
355  severe disease rates of COVID-19.

356  We defined the threshold for triggering alarm as R: > 1.05 for 5 consecutive days. Setting the threshold
357  higher would have reduced the number of deaths averted and decreased the number of days spent in
358 mitigation, whereas a lower threshold would have led to more false alarms. 1.05 was selected as an
359  acceptable middle ground. We expect that factors affecting sentinel surveillance performance would be
360  similar if a different threshold were chosen.

361  While false alarms may incur economic costs or reduce public confidence in the decision-making process,
362  they resulted in the most deaths averted. However, false alarms reduced the efficiency of mitigative
363  action, measured as deaths averted per additional day spent in mitigation. When we removed simulations
364  with false alarms, efficiency of surveillance based on hospital admissions increased or slightly surpassed
365 the efficiency of sentinel surveillance (Figure S3 in Sl). Nevertheless, the overall deaths averted for hospital
366  admissions was 25 to 35% lower than for high-effort sentinel surveillance under a moderate or strong
367 increase in transmission. At similar efficiency, the operational recency of sentinel surveillance over
368  hospital admissions led to saving more lives.

369 Hospitalization indicators are more effective at monitoring the transmission in older age groups than in
370  the population at-large. For example, 80% of all COVID-19 hospitalizations in Chicago were older than 40
371  vyears old whereas only 50% of the general population was older than 40 years (53). Outpatient sentinel
372 surveillance thus holds an additional timeliness advantage over hospital admissions when the younger
373 population experiences an increase in transmission earlier than the older population. Situations like this
374 were common throughout this pandemic, e.g., in lllinois and Florida, USA, during their winter and summer
375 2020 wave (18), and in England UK during the Omicron wave in late 2021 (19). Sentinel surveillance for
376 early warning could be especially useful when transmission first increases in demographic group less
377  prevalent in hospitalization data.

378  We chose a between-age group contact rate of 20% to ensure that cases and hospitalizations in those age
379 below 40 were distinctively elevated before those above 40. More contacts between age groups would
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380 disintegrate this pattern and erase the additional advantage conveyed by the sentinel surveillance over
381 hospital admissions; fewer contacts would boost the advantage. This between-group contact rate is lower
382  than the estimate of 30% that is inferred from pre-pandemic age contact matrices (47,48), which might
383 have changed significantly due to the impact of public health measures and reduction of number of social
384  contacts (54).

385 A major challenge in implementing sentinel surveillance is to achieve the minimal sampling effort needed
386  for decision making. In USA and other countries where tests were increasingly abundant after the early
387  weeks of pandemic, attaining 20% sampling effort could have been feasible provided that all outpatient
388  testing sites were reliably recording symptom status and onset dates. The ascertainment rate for
389  symptomatic illnesses exceeded 30% in these countries (55-59). Since at-home antigen testing has
390 become widely available in many locales, new approaches to surveillance will likely be needed. For
391 example, population-based survey of symptom information, such as that of UK’s Office of National
392  Statistics (60), could be implemented to aid this sentinel surveillance model. Self-reported symptom
393  tracking programs such as ZOE health study (61), COVID Symptom (62) and COVID Control (63) may
394  compliment the surveillance model, although maintaining their longevity and public interests remain
395 challenging (64).

396 If questions on patients’ symptom status and symptom onset date were embedded into patient intake
397  forms since the inception of the testing programs, then the cost of implementing outpatient sentinel
398  surveillance would be very low. However, changing an existing system to incorporate new questions may
399 incur significant technological and coordination costs, as it would require a change in frontend surveys
400 and databases across multiple testing vendors.

401  Our study did not compare the utility of sentinel surveillance against reported cases and test positivity
402 rates, despite the latter two indicators’ prominent role in the COVID-19 pandemic. Simulating the time-
403  varying biases in cases and test positivity rate is challenging due to the lack of understanding in these
404  indicators’ biases over time, and demand for tests can fluctuate in response to population perception of
405  transmission rates. Implementing outpatient sentinel surveillance can provide important data to correct
406 the biases in cases and test positivity rates, increasing their utility for decision-making.

407
408 Conclusions

409  Our study shows that sentinel surveillance of recently-symptomatic cases in outpatient testing sites could
410 be feasible, prudent, and effective for informing situational awareness in an epidemic like COVID-19. With
411  adequate sampling effort of at least 20% of mild symptomatic cases captured by surveillance, sentinel
412  cases provide accurate, timely warning of increases in transmission, even under heterogeneous
413  transmission conditions. In practice, decisions should not be based on only one indicator: cross-checking
414  with other indicators will provide more confidence that action should or should not be taken.

415
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