
Supplementary Information: 

Infection dynamics model (Figure 1a-c): 

To demonstrate the effect of masks, we used a simple SIR model of the dynamics of infection taking 

several populations into account: S: susceptible individuals, I: infected, R: resistant, CI: critically ill, D: 

dead. The goal of the model is not to predict any particular infection in a completely realistic way, but 

rather to illustrate the impact of reducing infectivity at high versus low R0 values.  
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𝐷 = 𝑁𝑡 − 𝐼 − 𝐶𝐼 − 𝑅                                                                (4) 

Where 𝜃(𝐶𝐼 − 𝐶𝐼𝑚𝑎𝑥)  is the Heaviside function changing the death rate when the critically ill number 

saturates ICU beds. Parameters are defined in Table S1. 

Wearing of masks was implemented in the model as a reduction of infectivity between 8-16% 1-8. 

Total population size was taken as 8x106 

Parameter name Symbol Units Values 

Infection rate 𝛽 day-1 0.17-0.4 

Recovery rate 𝜌 day-1 0.16 

Critical 

deterioration rate 

𝛾 day-1 0.003 

Death rate 𝛿 day-1 0.0036 

Recovery of 

critically ill 

𝜌′ day-1 0.0025-0.005 

Total population 

size 

Nt Individuals 8x106 



Max. number of 

ICU beds 

CImax Beds 4000 

 

In the absence of ICU beds, 86% of the critical care patients die, whereas if ICU beds are not limiting, 

only 40% of critical care patients would die. The total fraction of critical care patients is 1.8% of the total 

number of infected cases9. 

 

Data for (Figure 1d and 1e) was adapted from Ferguson et al 9 (16/3/2020- Table 4) The wearing of 

masks is assumed to reduce infectivity by 10%. We, therefore, compared the results of Fergusson et al 

(Table 4) at different R0 and for different social-distancing policy measures.  
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