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Model Details

We assumed an SEIR model of COVID-18 transmission (1). Briefly, when individuals interacted with an
agent (i.e. person) infected with SARS-CoV-2, transmission risk was proportional to duration and
intensity of exposure. The model drew stochastic outcomes assuming an average incubation period of
three days prior to the onset of infectiousness, two days of pre-symptomatic transmission if symptoms
develop (2,3), total infectious time of five days (4—7), and overdispersion of infectivity in adolescents
and adults (4,8) (Table 1). We assumed that adults with fully asymptomatic disease transmit COVID-19
at half the rate of those with any symptoms (9). We assumed vaccine coverage among teachers
sufficient to reduce susceptibility to infection by 80%, with approximately 90% coverage and 90%
reduction in infection risk among vaccinated individuals. Students were not vaccinated in the primary
model, but 50% reduction in the susceptibility of middle school students is included as a sensitivity
analysis. Based on data from household contact tracing studies, we further specified that, in absence of
vaccination, children under 10 are half as susceptible and half as infectious as symptomatic adolescents
and adults (10-14). Beyond interactions with infectious agents within the simulation, students, staff,
and their families had a probability of becoming infected through other community interactions
equivalent to an age-adjusted community per capita daily incidence, with children and adolescents
having half the incidence of unvaccinated adults.

In all scenarios, symptom-driven COVID diagnostic testing still occurred outside of the school
environment: individuals with COVID-19 who developed clinically-recognizable symptoms were assumed
to self-isolate from out-of-household contacts (including staying home from school) and to obtain
testing in the community. Results became available 24 hours after the first appearance of symptomes, at
which point classrooms were notified and quarantined for 10 days. Symptom-driven community-based
testing, and self-isolation of symptomatic individuals who had not been tested since symptom onset,
were assumed to occur with the same probabilities regardless of in-school screening practices.

Fig S1 Model diagram
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Fig S2. Incidence, case detection, and school attendance outcomes if screening strategies are

accompanied by a reduction of the classroom quarantine duration to 7 days.
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113  Fig S3. Screening costs, as dollars per student per month in an elementary school. Costs decline at
114 higher levels of incidence because increases in classroom quarantine cause screening days to be missed;
115  potential costs of community-based testing by exposed students or their contacts are not modeled.
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133  Fig S4. Screening costs, as dollars per student per month in a middle school. As incidence rises, the
134  spending on initial tests declines because increases in classroom quarantine cause screening days to be
135  missed, but the higher proportion of pooled results that are positive and require individual follow-up
136  testing results in little change in overall cost per student.
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Fig S5. Childcare costs (elementary school)
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Fig S6. Childcare costs (middle school)
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Fig S7. Costs associated with rapid antigen screening tests (weekly tests at $12 per test, PCR
confirmation of positive results with same one-day turnaround, 0.5% false positive rapid tests, no
change in sensitivity for acute infection) compared to those of schedule-based mitigation and of full-
time in-person attendance without asymptomatic screening.
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Fig S8. Cost-effectiveness of rapid screening (cost per infection directly averted among students and
staff), comparing weekly screening to full-time attendance without screening, under the same rapid
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screening assumptions as in Figure S7.
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240  Fig S9. Cost effectiveness of weekly screening in middle school with 50% vaccination coverage of
241  students (and 90% of teachers and staff).
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Fig $10. One-way sensitivity analyses. Panels A and B consider how individual parameter values or
assumptions affect the difference in absolute incidence (infections per school per month) between
asymptomatic screening and hybrid scheduling approaches in an elementary (A) and middle school (B).
Panels C and D consider parameter sensitivity of the estimated cost per infection averted in an
elementary (C) and middle (D) school. In each panel, the vertical dashed line shows the value of the
outcome in the primary analysis. Text in gray along the dashed line indicates the values used in primary
analyses, and black text on bars shows the one or two additional values that were explored for each
parameter. Figures assume 90% teacher vaccination. For parameters other than the community

notification rate, sensitivity analyses use a notification rate of 25 cases/100k/day.
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Table S1. Comparison of transmission, case-detection, operational, and cost outcomes between
different schedules and screening frequencies

Infected [Difference [Proportion [Proportion [In-person |[screening Societal
(proporti fin of of cases  |attendance |costs (S per [costs (S per
on of proportion [incremental[detected |(proportionjstudent per [student per
school |of school |infections of school [month) month)
per infected, |prevented days)
month) [per month |(of
vs full-time|difference
without  [between 5-
screening [day no
screening
and
Remote)
Elementary school, community notification rate 10/100k/day
5-day no
screening 0.008 0 0 0.25 0.99 0 17
5-day 1x
screening 0.007 -0.001 0.47 0.67 0.98 115 155
5-day 2x
screening 0.007 -0.001 0.6 0.81 0.97 203 249
Hybrid 0.007 -0.002 0.73 0.25 0.4 0 423
Remote 0.006 -0.002 1 0.26 0 0 695
Elementary school, community notification rate 50/100k/day
5-day no
screening 0.04 0 0 0.25 0.95 0 79
5-day 1x
screening 0.035 -0.005 0.54 0.65 0.89 108 288
5-day 2x
screening 0.033 -0.007 0.76 0.77 0.88 181 378
Hybrid 0.032 -0.008 0.88 0.26 0.38 0 446
Remote 0.031 -0.009 1 0.26 0 0 695
Middle school, community notification rate 10/100k/day
5-day no
screening 0.018 0 0 0.23 0.98 0 28
5-day 1x
screening 0.011 -0.007 0.67 0.6 0.97 114 163
5-day 2x
screening 0.01 -0.009 0.77 0.72 0.97 202 254
Hybrid 0.008 -0.01 0.92 0.25 0.4 0 417
Remote 0.007 -0.011 1 0.25 0 0 685

Middle school, community notification rate 50/100k/day
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307
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309
310
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312

5-day no
screening

5-day 1x
screening

5-day 2x
screening

Hybrid

Remote

0.078

0.054

0.047
0.04
0.035

-0.024

-0.032
-0.038
-0.043

0.57

0.74
0.89

0.23

0.58

0.71
0.25
0.26

0.93

0.87

0.87
0.38
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