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Abstract: During the early stage of the COVID-19 pandemic, many countries implemented non-pharmaceutical
interventions (NPIs) to control the transmission of SARS-CoV-2, the causative pathogen of COVID-19.
Among those NPIs, quarantine measures were widely adopted and enforced through stay-at-home and
shelter-in-place orders. Understanding the effectiveness of quarantine measures can inform decision-
making and control planning during the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic and for future disease outbreaks.
In this study, we use mathematical models to evaluate the impact of quarantine measures on COVID-
19 spread in four cities that experienced large-scale outbreaks in the spring of 2020: Wuhan, New York,
Milan, and London. We develop a susceptible-exposed-infected-removed (SEIR)-type model with a com-
ponent of quarantine and couple this disease transmission model with a data assimilation method. By
calibrating the model to case data, we estimate key epidemiological parameters before lockdown in each
city. We further examine the impact of quarantine rates on COVID-19 spread after lockdown using model
simulations. Results indicate that quarantine of susceptible and exposed individuals and undetected in-
fections is necessary to contain the outbreak; however, the quarantine rates for these populations can be
reduced through faster isolation of confirmed cases. We generate counterfactual simulations to estimate
effectiveness of quarantine measures. Without quarantine measures, the cumulative confirmed cases
could be 73, 22, 43 and 93 times higher than reported numbers within 40 days after lockdown in Wuhan,
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New York, Milan, and London. Our findings underscore the essential role of quarantine during the early

> phase of the pandemic.
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published maps and institutional affil- ~ cases have been reported worldwide, of which more than 3.8 million have died [1]. The dis-
iations. ease caused by SARS-CoV-2, the coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19), is characterized by a
substantial proportion of infections with mild/no symptoms [2] and a strong age gradient in
the risk of death [3,4]. During the early stage of the COVID-19 outbreak, the number of con-
firmed cases generally followed an exponential increase. Studies have shown that the average
conditions of the Creative Commons _ €Stimate of the basic reproductive number Ry is between 2.24-3.58 [5]. After China imple-
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creativecommons.org/ licenses /by / [6-9]. In other countries, after the initial reporting of infection cases, NPIs such as suspen-
40/). sion of classes, cessation of large-scale gatherings, and closure of entertainment and leisure

Copyright: © 2022 by the authors.
Submitted to Viruses for possible open

access publication under the terms and

Version March 4, 2022 submitted to Viruses https:/ /www.mdpi.com/journal/viruses


http://arxiv.org/abs/2202.05176v2
https://doi.org/10.3390/v1010000
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4927-1827
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8393-7074
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7072-2995
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/viruses

Version March 4, 2022 submitted to Viruses 20f 13

venues have been adopted. These control measures were estimated to effectively slow down
the community transmission of SARS-CoV-2 [10-12].

Before the development of vaccine and its wide administration, NPIs are the primary
means to reduce the spread of SARS-CoV-2 [13-15]. During vaccination campaign, NPIs also
remain key in reducing infections [16]. Among the implemented NPIs, quarantine was used to
separate individuals who might have been exposed to COVID-19 from others, which prevents
spread of COVID-19 that can occur before a person knows they are infected. During the early
days of the COVID-19 pandemic, case isolation and contact tracing were employed to contain
the outbreak; however, for an infectious disease whose infectiousness begins before symptoms
appear, the effectiveness of isolating cases and tracing contacts is limited [17-19]. Indeed,
a study found that, for the Lombardy ICU network in Italy, strict self-quarantine measures
may be the only possible way to contain the spread of infection [20]. Despite its effectiveness
in disease control, blanket population-level quarantine has enormous economic, social, and
educational costs. As a result, understanding the impact of quarantine measures on COVID-19
spread and the intensity of quarantine required to contain an outbreak is critical for planning
sustainable control measures by governments and public health authorities.

In this study, we developed a mathematical model to estimate the effect of quarantine
on suppressing COVID-19 spread in four cities: Wuhan in China, New York City in the US,
Milan in Italy, and London in the UK. Those cities experienced early outbreaks of COVID-19
and all enforced strict interventions to control the transmission of SARS-CoV-2. We incorpo-
rated a component of quarantine into a classical susceptible-exposed-infected-removed (SEIR)
model, and calibrated the model to confirmed cases in each city during the early phase of
the pandemic using a data assimilation method. We estimated key epidemiological param-
eters before lockdown in each city, and evaluated the impact of the quarantine rates of sus-
ceptible, exposed and undetected infected populations on disease transmission. Particularly,
we estimated the required minimal quarantine rates of those populations to reduce the ef-
fective reproductive number below 1 at the beginning of lockdown. We further simulated
counterfactual outbreaks within 40 days following lockdown, assuming no quarantine were
implemented in those cities, and estimated the averted cases attributed to quarantine mea-
sures. Overall, quarantine measures have effectively prevented 3,674,995, 3,512,956, 649,880
and 2,285,718 reported cases during this 40-day period in Wuhan, New York, Milan, and Lon-
don, respectively.



Version March 4, 2022 submitted to Viruses 30f 13

1. Methods
1.1. Model

9;

Figure 1. Dynamics of the transmission model. The compartments S, E, I, I, and R represent sus-
ceptible, exposed, reported infected, unreported infected and removed populations. S;, E; and I, are
susceptible, exposed and infected individuals under quarantine. ¢q; is the quarantine rate of susceptible
and exposed persons, g is the quarantine rate of unreported infections, and g3 is the isolation rate of
confirmed cases. B is the transmission rate of SARS-CoV-2, L is the mean duration of latency period, D
is the mean duration of infectious period, and Q is the average length of quarantine.

We used a modified SEIR model to depict the transmission of SARS-CoV-2 in a location
with quarantine measures. The model dynamics is shown in Figure 1. Specifically, S, E, S4, E;,
Iy, I;, Iy and R represent susceptible, exposed, quarantined susceptible, quarantined exposed,
reported infected, unreported infected, isolated infected and removed (recovered or dead)
populations. A susceptible individual can be infected by a reported infection with a transmis-
sion rate B or an unreported infection with a transmission rate . where u € [0,1]. Note we
assume undocumented infections are less contagious than confirmed cases, as indicated in
previous studies [21-24]. Exposed individuals become contagious after a mean latency period
of L days. A fraction of infected population, «, is ascertained as confirmed cases. Infected
individuals recover or die after a mean infectious period of D days. Susceptible and exposed
individuals are quarantined at a quarantine rate g;, while unreported infections are quaran-
tined at a rate g,. Here quarantine rate is defined as the probability of an individual to be
quarantined on a given day. A single quarantine rate q; is defined for both susceptible and
exposed individuals as they are typically indistinguishable without indication of illness. We
used two different quarantine rates to reflect the differential perception of infection risk for
undocumented cases who may have mild symptoms. Confirmed cases are isolated following
an isolation rate g3 after they become infectious. Quarantined susceptible people are released
from quarantine after Q days. We assume quarantined individuals (susceptible, exposed or
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infected) do not participate in disease transmission. The transmission dynamics is described
by the following equations:
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Using model equations, we compute the effective reproductive number, R, i.e. the average
number of new infections caused by a single infected individual in a population with partial
immunity, as

R - ((1—ql>zxﬁ N (1—q1)(1—tx)#ﬁ>§ ©)

B+ 5 P+ 5 N’

In model simulations, we deterministically integrate equations using the 4th-order Runge-
Kutta method.

1.2. Model calibration

We calibrated the transmission model to daily confirmed cases in each city using a data
assimilation method - the ensemble adjustment Kalman filter (EAKF) [25]. The EAKF is a
recursive filtering technique that assimilates observations into a dynamic model to generate a
posterior estimate of model state. It has been widely used in numerical weather prediction [25,
26] as well as inference and forecasting of infectious diseases such as influenza [27], COVID-19
[28], and other respiratory viruses [29].

The EAKF assumes a Gaussian distribution of both the prior and likelihood and adjusts
the prior distribution to a posterior using Bayes’ rule. To represent the state-space distribu-
tion, the EAKF maintains an ensemble of system state vectors acting as samples from the
distribution. In particular, the EAKF assumes that both the prior distribution and likelihood
are Gaussian, and thus can be fully characterized by their first two moments (mean and vari-
ance). The update scheme for ensemble members is computed using Bayes’ rule (posterior o
prior x likelihood) via the convolution of the two Gaussian distributions. In the EAKF, vari-
ables and parameters are updated deterministically such that the higher moments of the prior
distribution are preserved in the posterior. Details on the implementation of the EAKF can be
found in published studies [25,30].

In the analysis, we first focus on the period before lockdown and stay-at-home order
were announced in each city. For Wuhan, New York, Milan and London, we used daily case
data reported from January 16 to January 23, March 1 to March 19, February 25 to March 8§,
and March 6 to March 23, respectively. We collected the daily reported case data in the four
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cities (see details in Appendix 3). To mitigate the impact of possible irregular reporting during
the early stage of the pandemic, we used a five-day moving average to smooth the epidemic
curves. Before lockdown, confirmed cases were isolated but population-level quarantine was
not yet affected. We therefore set the quarantine rates g1 and g, as zero. To reduce the number
of unknown parameters, we fixed several parameters estimated in previous studies. Specifi-
cally, the quarantine rate of confirmed cases g3 is estimated as the reciprocal of the delay from
the onset of contagiousness to confirmation. For instance, the confirmation delay in Wuhan
was estimated to be 6-10 days [2,31]; we therefore set the range of g3 to be [0.1, 0.16]. Confirma-
tion delays in New York, Milan and London were also reported in previous studies [19,31,32].
We further fixed relative transmission rate y, the mean latency period L and mean infectious
period D as reported in other studies [2]. In model simulations and inference, these parame-
ters were uniformly drawn from the prior range and were fixed throughout the analysis. We
used the model-inference framework to estimate two parameters: «, . The fixed ranges of g3,
#, L and D and the prior ranges of «, f were shown in Table 1 [2,32,33]. We used 300 ensemble
members in the EAKF, and drew initial parameters uniformly from the prior ranges. In model
simulations, we fixed the average quarantine length Q as 14 days.

Table 1. Prior parameter range for Wuhan, New York, Milan, and London before lockdown.

Wuhan New York Milan London
q3 (0.1,0.16) (0.07,0.11) (0.1,0.16) (0.1,0.16) fixed
B (0.6,1.5) (0.6,1.5) (0.6,1.5) (0.6,1.5) estimated
U (0.45,0.65) (0.45,0.65) (0.45,0.65) (0.45,0.65) fixed
o (0.02,0.2) (0.02,0.2) (0.02,0.2) (0.02,0.2) estimated
L (3,5) (3,5) (3,5) (3,5) fixed
D (3,5) (3,5) (3,5) (3,5) fixed
2. Results

2.1. Epidemiological characteristics before lockdown
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Figure 2. Model fitting for (a) Wuhan from January 16 to January 23, (b) New York from March 1 to
March 19, (c) Milan from February 25 to March 8, and (d) London from March 6 to March 23. The orange
star symbol represents reported case number, the blue curve is the mean posterior fitting using the EAKF,
and the gray region shows the 95% CI.
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Using the model-data assimilation framework, we estimated the posterior epidemiolog-
ical parameters in the four cities before lockdown (see Table 2). The posterior fitting agrees
well with observed daily cases, as shown in Figure 2. Before lockdown, the number of new
cases increased rapidly during the study period, and most data points fall within the 95% CI.
The estimated effective reproductive number R, is generally in line with previous estimates
[5]. New York has the highest estimated R, = 3.19, followed by London (R, = 2.97), Milan
(Re = 2.73) and Wuhan (R, = 2.26). Only 8.9% infections were estimated to be confirmed in
New York, agreeing with previous modeling results [33] and surveys of healthcare-seeking be-
havior [34] and seroprevalence [35]. Other cities have slightly higher ascertainment rates, but
the majority of infected individuals went undetected due to mild/no symptoms and limited
testing capacity.

Table 2. Posterior parameter estimates of Wuhan, New York, Milan, and London before lockdown.

Wuhan New York Milan London
B 0.99 1.43 1.23 1.31
o 0.189 0.089 0.080 0.148
R, 2.26 3.19 2.73 2.97

95% CI (1.63,3.02) (2.26,4.28) (1.85,3.76) (2.20,3.94)
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2.2. Impact of quarantine rates on COVID-19 spread
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Figure 3. (a), (b), (c), (d) show R, values of Wuhan, New York, Milan, and London at the beginning of
model simulation with different combinations of the quarantine rates q; and g,. Other parameters are
set as in Table 1, 2. Inset (e) shows the combination of g; and ¢; that lead to R, = 1 in the four cities.
The solid lines represent results obtained for g3 set as in Table 1, while the dash lines are the results for
q3 = 0.3.

We use model simulations to examine the minimal quarantine rates required to reduce R,
below one. Specifically, we initialized the transmission model using model states and parame-
ters inferred on the last day before lockdown (as shown in Table 2), varied the quarantine rates
g1 (the quarantine rate of susceptible and exposed individuals) and g, (the quarantine rate of
unreported infections), and ran model simulations until the outbreak stops. We examined the
effects of different combinations of quarantine rates on the effective reproductive number, the
duration of outbreak, the attack rate, and peak timing.
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Figure 3 shows the impact of quarantine rates q; and g, on the effective reproductive
number R, on the first day of model simulation. In order to reduce R, below 1, undocumented
infections need to be quarantined with a much faster quarantine rate than susceptible popula-
tion. This pattern consistently holds across all four cities. Figure 3(e) shows the combinations
of g1 and g that lead to R, = 1 in the four cities. The solid lines represent results obtained
for g3 set as in Table 1, i.e. the same isolation rate of confirmed cases as before lockdown. If
control measures on confirmed cases remain the same after lockdown, quarantining only un-
reported infections is not sufficient to contain the outbreak in London - even with g, = 1, the
effective reproductive number R, is above one. For Wuhan, New York and Milan, it is possible
to reduce R, below one through the quarantine of only undetected infections, but the major-
ity of undocumented cases need to be quarantined quickly (g5 is close to 1). In reality, this
is very challenging because rapid testing is not widely available and the turnaround time of
PCR testing is too long to support timely quarantine. As a result, it is necessary to quarantine
susceptible population in order to control the outbreak.

After lockdown, if the isolation rate of confirmed cases g3 increases, the quarantine rates
g1 and g, required to contain the outbreak can be relaxed. In Figure 3(e), we use dash lines to
show the combinations of q; and g for R, = 1 when the isolation rate g3 is 0.3 (i.e., on aver-
age, confirmed cases are isolated 3.3 days after they become contagious). With faster isolation
of confirmed cases, the outbreak can be contained by quarantining only undocumented infec-
tions in all four cities. However, New York and London still need higher quarantine rates than
Milan and Wuhan. The required quarantine rate of susceptible population g; decreases with
increased quarantine rate of undocumented infection ¢. In order to minimize the population
size under quarantine and reduce the disturbance on society, the best control strategy should
be to isolate confirmed cases and individuals who are exposed to infections (possible undoc-
umented infections) as soon as possible so that the required quarantine rate of susceptible
population could be lower.
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Figure 4. Impact of quarantine rates g; and 4, on the outbreak duration, attack rate, and peak timing.
The first column shows the duration of the outbreak, i.e., the number of days it takes for daily cases to
drop below 5 after the lockdown measures are enforced; the second column shows the attack rate by the
time when daily cases fall below 5; the third column shows peak timing of daily cases after lockdown,
defined as the number of days between lockdown and the day with the highest reported daily case. Each
row corresponds to one city.

We further explore the impact of quarantine rates g1 and g, on several characteristics of
the outbreak, including the outbreak duration, attack rate, and peak timing. Here the out-
break duration is defined as the number of days it takes for daily cases to drop below 5 after
the lockdown measures are enforced; the attack rate is the percentage of population infected
with SARS-CoV-2 by the time daily cases fall below 5; and peak timing is the number of days
between lockdown and the day with the highest reported daily case. We ran model simula-
tions using different combinations of g1 and g, starting from lockdown with other parameters
set as in Table 1, 2, until the daily case number falls to 5. Simulation results are shown in
Figure 4.

The outbreak duration is maximized for the combinations of 41 and g, that lead to R, = 1.
For R, > 1, the outbreak depletes susceptible population and stops due to herd immunity;
for R, < 1, the outbreak dies out as the low secondary infection rate cannot support self-
sustaining transmission, leaving the majority of population susceptible. At the critical state
R, =1, the outbreak would linger for a long period until herd immunity stops disease spread.
Peak timing also follows the same pattern, as shown in the right column of Figure 4. The
outbreak duration and peak timing is shorter in cities with higher R, before lockdown. Attack
rate increases with lower rates g; and g,. Without control, over 80% population in the four
cities would be infected.
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2.3. Estimating the averted cases due to quarantine measures
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Figure 5. Counterfactual simulations of outbreaks in Wuhan, New York, Milan and London. Simulations
were performed using posterior model parameters estimated each day in the four cities within 40 days
after lockdown, with the quarantine rate 4; = g2 = 0. The red lines are the observed daily case numbers.
Blue boxes show the median and interquartile of counterfactual simulations, and whiskers show 95% CI.
Counterfactual simulations were performed for 100 realizations using independently estimated model
parameters.

We estimated the number of COVID-19 cases averted by quarantine measures using coun-
terfactual simulations. Specifically, we employed the model-inference system to estimate daily
posterior model parameters within 40 days after lockdown in each city. We then plugged in
the estimated daily parameters and ran model simulations for 40 days, for which we varied
the quarantine rates q; and g,. The parameter inference was performed for 100 realizations
independently, each with different initialization of the ensemble members in the EAKF, to ob-
tain parameter combinations that fit the observed case data. In counterfactual simulations,
we tested the following scenario: undocumented infections and susceptible and exposed indi-
viduals are not quarantined (§; = g2 = 0), which can inform the number of COVID-19 cases
averted by quarantine measures. Note in counterfactual simulations, we only lifted quaran-
tine measures for susceptible, exposed and unreported infections. Other model parameters,
such as the transmission rate and ascertainment rate, remain the same as estimated in the
model.

We compare the counterfactual simulation outcomes with observed cases numbers in
Figure 5. Without quarantine measures, the outbreak would get out of control and result in
massive disease spread. In total, we estimated that the quarantine measures have averted
3,674,995, 3,512,956, 649,880 and 2,285,718 confirmed cases in Wuhan, New York, Milan, and
London during the 40-day period after lockdown. In other words, the cumulative case num-
ber would be 73, 22, 43 and 93 times higher than the reported number during this period in
Wuhan, New York, Milan, and London. These counterfactual simulations indicate that strict
quarantine measures are essential to control the spread of COVID-19 during the early phase
of the pandemic.
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3. Discussion

In this study, we developed an SEIR-type disease transmission model to evaluate the
impact of quarantine measures on COVID-19 spread in four cities that experienced early large-
scale outbreaks - Wuhan, New York, Milan and London. Using the transmission model in
conjunction with data assimilation techniques, we estimated key epidemiological parameters
in each city before lockdown. We examined the impact of quarantine on COVID-19 spread
after lockdown by adjusting quarantine rates in model simulations. We found that quarantine
of susceptible and exposed individuals as well as undetected infections is necessary to contain
the outbreak. However, the required quarantine rates for those individuals can be reduced by
faster isolation of confirmed cases. We further used counterfactual simulations to estimate
the averted COVID-19 cases attributed to quarantine measures during the 40-day period after
lockdown. Overall, 3,674,995, 3,512,956, 649,880 and 2,285,718 confirmed cases are avoided
during this period due to quarantine measures.

There are several limitations in the study. First, we assumed susceptible and exposed
populations share a same quarantine rate. In reality, exposed individuals may self-quarantine
with a higher rate due to perceived infection risk after exposure to confirmed cases. However,
as only a small fraction of infected individuals were confirmed, we believe the majority of
exposed individuals may not be aware of their exposure. Second, we did not explicitly con-
sider contact tracing efforts implemented after lockdown. The contact tracing capacity was
limited at the beginning of the pandemic, and the effect of contact tracing can be implicitly
represented by elevated ascertainment rate. Lastly, we assume model parameters in counter-
factual simulations such as the transmission rate and ascertainment rate remain the same as
estimated using real-world data. However, human behavior may change in response to large-
scale local outbreaks. Our counterfactual results are therefore conditioned on the idealized
assumption that population behavior does not change except quarantine rates.
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