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Abstract 14 

 15 

Background: Novel coronavirus (SARS-CoV-2) has extended its range of transmission in all 16 

parts of the world, with substantial variation in rates of transmission and severity of 17 

associated disease. Many countries have implemented social distancing as a measure to 18 

control further spread. 19 

Methods: We evaluate whether and under which conditions containment or slowing down 20 

COVID-19 epidemics are possible by isolation and contact tracing in settings with various 21 

levels of social distancing. We use a stochastic transmission model in which every person 22 

generates novel infections according to a probability distribution that is affected by the 23 

incubation period distribution (time from infection to symptoms), distribution of the latent 24 

period (time from infection to onset of infectiousness), and overall transmissibility. The 25 

model distinguishes between close contacts (e.g., within a household) and other contacts in 26 

the population. Social distancing affects the number of contacts outside but not within the 27 

household. 28 

Findings: The proportion of asymptomatic or unascertained cases has a strong impact on the 29 

controllability of the disease. If the proportion of asymptomatic infections is larger than 30 

30%, contact tracing and isolation cannot achieve containment for an R0 of 2.5. Achieving 31 

containment by social distancing requires a reduction of numbers of non-household 32 

contacts by around 90%. Depending on the realized level of contact reduction, tracing and 33 

isolation of only household contacts, or of household and non-household contacts are 34 

necessary to reduce the effective reproduction number to below 1. A combination of social 35 
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distancing with isolation and contact tracing leads to synergistic effects that increase the 36 

prospect of containment.  37 

Interpretation: Isolation and contact tracing can be an effective means to slow down 38 

epidemics, but only if the majority of cases are ascertained. In a situation with social 39 

distancing, contact tracing can act synergistically and tip the scale towards containment, and 40 

can therefore be a tool for controlling COVID-19 epidemics as part of an exit strategy from 41 

current lockdown measures.   42 

 43 

Funding: This research was partly funded by ZonMw project number 91216062. 44 

  45 
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Research in context 46 

Evidence before this study 47 

As of 8 April 2020, the novel coronavirus (SARS-CoV-2) has spread to more than 170 48 

countries and has caused near 90,000 deaths of COVID-19 worldwide. In the absence of 49 

effective medicines and vaccines, the preventive measures are limited to social distancing, 50 

isolation of confirmed and suspected cases, and identification and quarantining of their 51 

contacts. Evidence suggests that a substantial portion of transmission may occur before the 52 

onset of symptoms and before cases can be isolated, and that many cases remain 53 

unascertained. This has potentially important implications for the prospect of containment 54 

by combinations of these measures. 55 

Added value of this study 56 

Using a stochastic transmission model armed with current best estimates of epidemiological 57 

parameters, we evaluated under which conditions containment could be achieved with 58 

combinations of social distancing, isolation and contact tracing. We investigated the level of 59 

social distancing needed for containment, and how an additional implementation of 60 

isolation and contact tracing may likely help to in reducing the effective reproduction 61 

number to below 1, the critical threshold. We analyzed what proportion of household and 62 

non-household contacts need to be isolated effectively to achieve containment depending 63 

on the level of social distancing in the population. We estimated the impact of combinations 64 

of these measures on epidemic growth rate and doubling time for the number of infections. 65 

We find that under realistic assumptions on the level of social distancing, additional isolation 66 

and contact tracing are needed for stopping the epidemic. Whether quarantining only 67 
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household contacts is sufficient, depends on levels of social distancing and timeliness of 68 

tracing and isolation.  69 

Implications of all the available evidence 70 

Our analyses based on best understanding of the epidemiology of COVID-19, highlight that  71 

if social distancing is not complete, isolation and contact tracing at least of household 72 

contacts can help to  delay and lower the epidemic peak. High levels of timely contact 73 

tracing of household and non-household contacts may be sufficient to control the epidemic.  74 
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Introduction 75 

As of early April 2020, the number of infections of the novel coronavirus (SARS-CoV-2) is still 76 

increasing at an exponential rate in many countries, while the virus is expanding its range to 77 

all parts of the world. There are no registered effective medicines, treatment options are 78 

mainly supportive, and there are no vaccines available, limiting preventive measures mainly 79 

to social distancing combined with isolation of infected persons and those that have high 80 

likelihood of being infected, for instance because they have been traced as contacts of 81 

infected persons [1, 2]. However, recently it was questioned by high-ranked officials of the 82 

World Health Organization (WHO) whether social distancing or lockdowns are sufficient to 83 

stop the SARS-CoV-2 outbreak (https://www.reuters.com/article/us-health-coronavirus-84 

who-ryan/lockdowns-not-enough-to-defeat-coronavirus-whos-ryan-idUSKBN2190FM). 85 

Possibly, additional measures are needed, for example active tracing of contacts in 86 

combination with isolation of infected contacts. Also, such measures will be important in the 87 

context of exit strategies, i.e. once social distancing measures are reduced or lifted, as has 88 

been suggested recently [3]. It is unclear, how effective such combinations of interventions 89 

can be in populations with social distancing in place. 90 

 91 

To what extent local containment or local slowing down of an epidemic by isolation and 92 

contact tracing is successful depends on the fraction of infections that remain asymptomatic 93 

or have mild disease, and on the infectiousness before the onset of symptoms [4, 5]. It is 94 

known that a high probability of asymptomatic infection, a high proportion of transmission 95 

occurring before the onset of symptoms, a long delay between case finding and isolation, 96 

and high overall transmissibility all factor in negatively in the likelihood that an outbreak can 97 
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be contained [6-9]. For SARS-CoV-2, evidence indicates that a high fraction of infected 98 

persons is infectious before they show symptoms (up to 50%), that a substantial fraction of 99 

infections may be asymptomatic or show only mild symptoms (up to 80%), and that the 100 

epidemic doubling time in the absence of interventions is approximately one week or 101 

perhaps even less [5, 10-16]. On the other hand, it is also reported that with intensive 102 

contact tracing it may be possible to trace the majority (>80%) of secondary infections [17].  103 

 104 

Here we provide model-based analyses of the impact of isolation and contact tracing in a 105 

setting with various levels of social distancing measures, using varying levels of the 106 

effectiveness and timeliness of contact tracing. It is important to consider the impact of each 107 

of these interventions in isolation but also in combination, as it is well known that each 108 

intervention that reduces transmission in the population (i.e. reduces the reproduction 109 

number) is expected to increase the effectiveness of additional interventions in a synergistic 110 

manner [18]. We show how those measures impact on the cumulative numbers of infecteds 111 

during an outbreak and compare with recent outbreak data from various countries [19]. 112 

 113 

We focus on conditions that make containment of an early epidemic possible, but also on 114 

the impact of isolation and contact tracing when containment is not possible, or in an exit 115 

phase from social distancing. In a population with social distancing in place, we investigate 116 

what the additional impact of isolation and contact tracing can be for reaching containment 117 

or slowing down the spread.  We report effective reproduction number, the (exponential) 118 

rate of increase, and the doubling time of the epidemic for scenarios with various 119 

combinations of interventions. Considering that the capacity of healthcare systems is 120 
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limited, it is important to assess which interventions are most effective in slowing down the 121 

rate of increase of healthcare demand during an ongoing outbreak. As it is likely that, on the 122 

one hand, isolation and contact tracing will be more effective in close contact settings with 123 

well-defined contacts (household, workplace) than in the community (commuting, public 124 

spaces), while, on the other hand, the potential impact of household interventions on the 125 

epidemic could be smaller, we stratify the analyses by transmission setting (henceforth 126 

called household and non-household) [8].  As many of the relevant epidemiological and 127 

intervention parameters are still quite uncertain, or may be variable in different settings, we 128 

focus throughout on a systematic analysis of the relation between key parameters for 129 

timeliness and completeness of contact tracing and main outcomes such as the effective 130 

reproduction number and the epidemic growth rate.  131 

  132 
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Methods 133 

We modify a model that was developed earlier for similar aims in another context [8]. The 134 

stochastic model describes an epidemic in its early phase as a branching process. Starting 135 

from a small set of initially infected individuals, the model calculates the numbers of latently 136 

infected persons, infectious persons, and persons that are diagnosed and isolated in time 137 

steps of one day. Latent infection, infectivity during the infectious period, and daily contact 138 

rates are quantified using distributions taken from the literature (Table 1). We distinguish 139 

between household contacts and non-household contacts, which differ in the risk of 140 

infection and the delay and effectiveness of tracing and isolation. Intervention effectiveness 141 

is determined by the daily probability of being diagnosed during the infectious period (Table 142 

2). Furthermore, intervention effectiveness depends on the delays in tracing household and 143 

non-household contacts, respectively, and the proportions of contacts can be found and 144 

isolated. We assume that isolation is perfect, i.e. that isolated persons cannot transmit any 145 

longer. The model is described by a set of difference equations, and allows for explicit 146 

computation of the basic reproduction number R0 and the effective reproduction number 147 

under interventions Re. The model was coded in Mathematica 12.1.   148 

 149 

Natural history 150 

We assume that the latent period lasts between 1 and 3 days. Individuals then become 151 

infectious for at most 10 days. Infectivity is high at the beginning of the infectious period 152 

and decays to low levels during these 10 days (Figure S1a). The probability of symptoms 153 

onset increases during the first 4 days of the infectious period, thereby influencing the daily 154 

probability of diagnosis during the infectious period (see below).   155 
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An infectious individual makes contacts with household members and persons outside the 156 

household. We model the daily number of household contacts with a Poisson distribution, 157 

and the numbers of non-household contacts with a negative binomial distribution (Table 1), 158 

with parameters based on the average household size in the Netherlands, and numbers of 159 

contacts observed in a contact study in the Netherlands (FigureS1b) [20]. With the chosen 160 

parameters, the mean number of contacts per day is 13.2 (SD 8.5). 161 

On each day of the infectious period, an individual makes a number of contacts according to 162 

the contact distribution. This number is reduced by a factor describing the probability that 163 

the contact person has already been infected during earlier contacts with the index person. 164 

More precisely, the number of contacts is reduced by a factor fk per day k of the infectious 165 

period, describing the probability that a contact has already been infected on previous days 166 

of the infectious period of the index case. The probability of transmission upon contact with 167 

a susceptible household contact is given by the distribution in Figure S1a.  As contacts with 168 

persons outside the household are often less close, we assume that the transmission 169 

probability for these contacts is lower by factor 0.25.  Figure S1c shows the percentage of 170 

onward transmissions per day of the infectious period, e.g. more than half of all onward 171 

transmissions occur during the first 3 days of the infectious period. 172 

 173 

Social distancing 174 

Social distancing can be self-imposed, if people decide to reduce their social contacts during 175 

the outbreak, and it can be government-imposed by closing schools, workplaces, and other 176 

venues of social gatherings. Here we assume that when social distancing is applied,  177 

household contacts remain unchanged, but the mean number of non-household contacts is 178 
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reduced. This is implemented by a reduction factor in the mean of the negative binomial 179 

distribution describing non-household contact numbers. The reduction factor for social 180 

distancing was varied between 0% and 95%. In scenarios with social distancing we assumed 181 

that only 60% of cases are symptomatic or can be ascertained.  182 

 183 

Diagnosis, contact tracing, and isolation 184 

An infectious person becomes symptomatic with a given probability per day of the infectious 185 

period. For SARS-CoV-2 the probability of developing symptoms is high in the first few days 186 

of the infectious period. We assume that if an infected and infectious person has not 187 

developed symptoms by day 6, the probability that he/she will still do so is very small. The 188 

probability of developing symptoms determines whether he/she will be diagnosed and 189 

isolated. The total probability of developing symptoms determines the fraction that remains 190 

asymptomatic or otherwise undiagnosed, i.e. if the total probability of developing symptoms 191 

is smaller than 1, a proportion of the infected persons will remain undiagnosed and can 192 

transmit throughout their infectious period. With the assumed distributions, on average 193 

about half of all potential onward transmissions will have occurred before an infected 194 

person is diagnosed and isolated. The diagnosis can be delayed, which in the model is 195 

implemented by setting the diagnosis probability to zero for the number of days of delay. 196 

This delay describes the time between symptom onset until a symptomatic person visits a 197 

GP or hospital and gets diagnosed.  198 

If an individual is diagnosed, contacts will be traced, and in case they are infected will be 199 

diagnosed and isolated. Tracing goes back in time to trace all contacts during the infectious 200 

period of the index case. There may be a delay before contacts are found and diagnosed, 201 
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and only a fraction of all contacts may be found. These parameters, tracing delay and tracing 202 

coverage, may be different for household and non-household contacts.  We assume that all 203 

traced infected persons are immediately isolated and cannot transmit any further. 204 

Therefore, the only individuals who will continue transmitting are those who are not found 205 

by tracing and are not yet diagnosed.  206 

 207 

Baseline scenario 208 

For assessing the effectiveness of contact tracing and isolation, we use a best case scenario, 209 

where all parameters are set to optimistic values. We assume that when a case is diagnosed, 210 

he/she will immediately be isolated and this will stop onward transmission completely. 211 

Furthermore, we assume that all contacts will be traced, and if found infected will be 212 

isolated immediately. We assume that it takes 1 day to find and isolate both household and 213 

non-household contacts. The rationale for using these overly optimistic assumptions as a 214 

baseline is that we want to investigate the maximum contribution contact tracing can 215 

provide for achieving containment. In sensitivity analyses we investigated for various control 216 

parameters at which point of diverging from the baseline parameters control of the 217 

outbreak will be lost (Supplementary Information).  218 

 219 

Output variables 220 

We compute cumulative numbers of cases for a time period of 50 days after the epidemic 221 

has reached more than 100 cases. We compare doubling time of the epidemic with only 222 

isolation of diagnosed cases to situations with various levels of social distancing, isolation 223 

and contact tracing. We assume that all diagnosed cases are isolated upon diagnosis and 224 
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cannot transmit further. We plot the epidemic from the time the cumulative number of 225 

infected persons is above 100. We compare these trajectories to similar trajectories for 226 

China, Germany, Italy, Japan, Turkey, and the US using data downloaded from 227 

ourworldindata.org [19]. We show what the additional contribution of isolation and contact 228 

tracing can be in the attempt to bend the curve towards longer doubling times. 229 

The model allows an explicit calculation of the basic reproduction number R0 and the 230 

effective reproduction number Re [8]. R0 is defined as the number of secondary cases an 231 

index case generates on average in a susceptible population, and Re is the number of 232 

secondary infections per case when an intervention is in place. R0 is determined by daily 233 

transmission probabilities and numbers of contacts. The effective reproduction number is in 234 

addition determined by the level of social distancing, diagnosis probabilities, tracing delays, 235 

and tracing coverages per day of the infectious period. We can therefore investigate how Re 236 

depends on R0 and on the intervention parameters.  237 

 We are interested in the critical tracing coverage, i.e. what proportion of non-household 238 

contacts needs to be found and isolated to control the outbreak, for populations with 239 

various levels of social distancing. Furthermore, we study the epidemic growth rate (or 240 

epidemic doubling time) without and with contact tracing and isolation and various levels of 241 

social distancing. In sensitivity analyses, we study how these quantities depend on the delay 242 

to diagnosis of cases and on the delay in contact tracing. For example, we assume that 243 

household contacts can be traced with a high coverage and without delay, but that tracing 244 

of non-household contact may take longer and be less complete.  245 

Based on the distribution of the latent and infectious periods and infectivity, we calculate 246 

the exponential growth rate and doubling time under various assumptions on the 247 

intervention parameters. This gives additional information for situations where the outbreak 248 
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is not controllable, because intervention measures will lower the growth rate and increase 249 

the epidemic doubling time.  250 

We investigate how controllability of the outbreak depends on the fraction of infections that 251 

develop symptoms and therefore vary this percentage between 0% and 100%. We then 252 

considered combinations of interventions and their impact on effective reproduction 253 

number, growth rate, and doubling time of the epidemic. We varied levels of social 254 

distancing, and coverage of tracing of household and non-household contacts. In our 255 

analysis for different levels of social distancing we assumed that 60% of infected persons 256 

develop symptoms.  257 

 258 

Role of the funding source 259 

The funders of the study had no role in study design, data collection, data analysis, data 260 

interpretation, writing of the manuscript, or the decision to submit for publication. All 261 

authors had full access to all the data in the study and were responsible for the decision to 262 

submit the manuscript for publication. 263 

 264 

 265 

Results 266 

Basic and effective reproduction numbers 267 

In the baseline scenario without interventions we calibrate the transmission probability such 268 

that the basic reproduction number equals R0 = 2.5. In that case, 39% of transmissions take 269 
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place among household contacts. The basic reproduction number of household contacts is 270 

0.97, and that of non-household contacts 1.53.  Hence, if all non-household transmissions 271 

could be prevented, the outbreak would be just under the control limit. In the baseline 272 

scenario without interventions the exponential growth rate is 0.19 per day and the doubling 273 

time is 3.6 days, which agrees with published estimates  [13]. For sensitivity analysis of the 274 

relation between R0 and Re for various combinations of parameters, see the Supplementary 275 

Information. 276 

Outbreak doubling times 277 

Isolation of diagnosed cases alone reduces the doubling time to almost 4 days. If social 278 

distancing is implemented 28 days after the first case was diagnosed, and the number of 279 

non-household contacts is reduced by 70% [21], the doubling time will increase to around 14 280 

days (Figure 1a). The figure also shows that it takes a week before the impact on the 281 

epidemic growth starts to be visible. If higher levels of social distancing can be achieved, the 282 

doubling times can be increased more (Figure 1b), but even for 90% reduction of contacts 283 

the curve has not been flattened. In Figure 1c the impact of the timing of social distancing 284 

measures on the further course of the outbreak is shown. The figure demonstrates how 285 

every week delay in implementing these measures leads to an order of magnitude higher 286 

numbers of cases, thus emphasizing the importance of fast implementation of social 287 

distancing measures. Finally, in Figure 4d we show a scenario where social distancing is 288 

implemented at day 28 after diagnosing the first case and reduces non-household contacts 289 

by 70%. Then at day 49, also contact tracing is implemented. It is assumed that all infected 290 

household contacts and 50% of the non-household contacts of a newly diagnosed case are 291 

traced and isolated. This additional measure increases the doubling time to … days. We 292 
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contrast this scenario with data from epidemics in a number of countries that have 293 

implemented social distancing at various levels and time points.  294 

 295 

Fraction of non-household contacts needed to trace and isolate   296 

If there is a diagnosis delay, the question arises how successful contact tracing has to be to 297 

keep the outbreak under control. We therefore compute the minimum fraction of non-298 

household contacts that need to be traced and isolated (henceforth termed “critical tracing 299 

coverage“) to bring Re to below 1 (for examples with various assumptions on timeliness of 300 

contact tracing see Supplementary Information).  301 

 302 

Impact of asymptomatic cases 303 

Not being diagnosed can be a consequence of not developing symptoms, having only mild 304 

symptoms, or any other reason why infected persons might not be identified by health care. 305 

We subsume these possible reasons for cases not being ascertained under the term 306 

“asymptomatic”.  With increasing proportion of asymptomatic cases, the possibility of 307 

controlling the outbreak with contact tracing and isolation quickly fades. This is shown in 308 

Figure 2, where we plotted the critical tracing coverage for non-household contacts for 309 

several values of R0 as a function of the fraction of symptomatic cases (i.e. the fraction of 310 

those who will eventually develop symptoms during their entire infectious period). 311 

Household contacts are assumed to be always traced and isolated. The figure shows that for 312 

R0 = 2.5 control is not possible with isolation and contact tracing, if less than 60% of all 313 

infected persons develop symptoms or are otherwise not detected by the health care 314 
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system, even if all other parameters are at the most optimistic values. Other interventions 315 

measures such as social distancing are then needed for containment of the outbreak.   316 

 317 

 318 

Social distancing and contact tracing 319 

Social distancing in theory can reduce the effective reproduction number to below 1, but 320 

only if non-household contacts are almost reduced to zero. In reality this is not possible, 321 

because there are many non-household contacts which cannot be avoided to keep essential 322 

processes in society going. Therefore social distancing will not be complete and may not be 323 

sufficient for containment. Additional tracing and isolation of household contacts may then 324 

be the additional effort needed to achieve containment. In figure 3a we show for various 325 

levels of social distancing, expressed as proportion reduction of non-household contacts, 326 

what fraction of household- or additionally non-household contacts need to be traced and 327 

isolated to reduce the effective reproduction number. Similarly, figure 3b shows the 328 

increase of the doubling time that can be achieved with these contact tracing measures 329 

depending on level of social distancing. Figure 4a shows for various values of R0, what are 330 

the critical tracing coverages of household contacts only in order to reach an effective 331 

reproduction number of 1, which is the threshold to containment. If tracing household 332 

contacts is not sufficient, also non-household contacts have to be traced and isolated, for 333 

which the critical coverages are shown in figure 4b. For example, if social distancing leads to 334 

a reduction of 50% of non-household contacts, additional tracing and isolating household 335 

contacts can further reduce the effective reproduction number, but cannot achieve 336 
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containment. If then also 20% of non-household contacts can be traced and isolated, the 337 

transition to containment can be made.   338 

 339 

Discussion 340 

Our analyses show that rapid diagnosis and isolation of infections based on COVID-19 341 

disease alone cannot control outbreaks of SARS-CoV-2, but that the addition of tracing and 342 

isolation of traced cases could in theory be successful depending on the value of R0 343 

(Figure 2). In practice, however, the potential for containment will be seriously jeopardized 344 

by various delays and imperfections in the tracing process. Especially delays in diagnosis and 345 

isolation, and the existence of asymptomatic and mild infections that contribute to onward 346 

transmission will make an outbreak uncontrollable. As evidence is mounting that the 347 

proportion of asymptomatic and mild cases is large and leads to substantial numbers of 348 

unascertained cases [22], most countries have now switched to strategies of social 349 

distancing or complete lockdowns.  Such measures have proven effective earlier during the 350 

2009 influenza pandemic [23, 24]. However, social distancing can never be complete, as 351 

healthcare workers and doctors have to continue their work, but also personnel of 352 

supermarkets, public transport employees, and others need to have contact outside their 353 

households. Therefore, transmission chains may remain. We find that in a situation where 354 

60% of cases are ascertained, social distancing of non-household contacts fails to contain 355 

the epidemic even if contacts outside the household are reduced by 80%. In that case, 356 

combining the social distancing with tracing and isolation of household contacts may suffice 357 

to bring the balance towards containment. If social distancing is less severe, more intensive 358 

contact tracing and also tracing of non-household contacts is needed (Figures 3 and 4).  If 359 
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social distancing reduces non-household contacts only by 50%, tracing and isolation also of 360 

non-household contacts is needed for containment. If this is not possible, for example due 361 

to constraints of the public health system, tracing and isolation of household contacts can at 362 

least substantially increase the doubling time of the epidemic (Figure 3b).   363 

 364 

In the recent report by Ferguson and colleagues (https://www.imperial.ac.uk/mrc-global-365 

infectious-disease-analysis/news--wuhan-coronavirus/)  it is assumed that non-household 366 

contacts would be reduced by 75% by social distancing [25], and a contact study in the UK 367 

shows that numbers of contacts are reduced by around 73% [21]. Using these estimates, our 368 

model predicts that additional tracing and isolation of infected household contacts would 369 

suffice as an additional measure to achieve containment. Possibly, this could be achieved by 370 

using digital tracing applications as implemented in South Korea, where it has apparently 371 

helped to bring the epidemic under control [3].    372 

 373 

Even though the pandemic situation shows that COVID-19 epidemics cannot be contained by 374 

contact tracing and rapid isolation alone, this does not render contact tracing useless. On 375 

the contrary, contact tracing and isolation when used in addition to social distancing, may be 376 

the tool needed to make this mix of strategies successful. Our analyses show that isolation 377 

and contact tracing when combined with social distancing can contribute to reducing the 378 

growth rate and increasing the doubling time of epidemics, thereby buying time, spreading 379 

the number of severe cases out over a longer period of time, and potentially also reducing 380 

the total number of infections (the “final size”) [26]. This will lower peak healthcare demand, 381 

alleviate the stress on healthcare systems, and contribute to reducing the burden of disease. 382 
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 383 

Our analyses of contact tracing add to an earlier study by a more systematic analysis of the 384 

relation between key parameters (transmissibility, fraction asymptomatic, fraction of 385 

contacts traced, diagnosis delays), and by incorporating household versus non-household 386 

contacts [27]. Household contacts are at a higher risk of becoming infected than non-387 

household contacts as persons in a household will usually have repeated contacts. On the 388 

other hand, our analyses show that household infections contribute less to onward 389 

transmission than non-household infections simply because the numbers of household 390 

contacts are much lower than numbers of other contacts. As a consequence, the 391 

effectiveness in isolating non-household contacts is key for a successful contact tracing 392 

strategy.   393 

 394 

A strength of the model is that quantitative information about distributions of the latent and 395 

infectious periods, and the infectivity per day of the infectious period can be incorporated 396 

easily and detailed, such that if new and better data on those quantities emerge, the 397 

analysis can be updated quickly. In particular, the model can incorporate non-standard 398 

distributions based on empirical data (e.g. viral load measurements to quantify 399 

infectiousness per day), should they become available.   400 

 401 

A limitation of the analyses presented here is that they apply to a situation in which the 402 

epidemic is described by a branching process and is growing exponentially. This also applies 403 

to another modelling using a (one-type) branching process.[27] Ultimately, as the number of 404 

persons who are or have been infected increases, the number of persons that are still  405 
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susceptible will start to dwindle, and epidemic growth will ultimately come to  a halt. Hence, 406 

strictly speaking our results apply to the early stages of an epidemic. In fact, even when the 407 

number of infected persons is still relatively small in the early stage of an epidemic it is 408 

possible that exponential growth is not observed, for instance due to local depletion of 409 

susceptible persons in combination with clustering in contact patterns, spatial effects, and 410 

inhomogeneous mixing [28]. However, estimates of the effective reproduction number are 411 

independent of the dynamics and give information about the ability of an intervention to 412 

stop of slow down epidemic spread. Also, at present the epidemics in many countries are 413 

still growing exponentially [19]. 414 

 415 

In conclusion, our results show that in populations where social distancing is implemented, 416 

isolation and contact tracing can play an essential role in gaining control of the COVID-19 417 

epidemic. On their own, none of these strategies are able to contain COVID-19 for realistic 418 

parameter settings, but in a combined strategy they can just tip the balance towards 419 

containment. These insights provide guidance for policy makers, who will have to decide 420 

when and how to release severe lockdown or social distancing measures, and whether 421 

additional contact tracing and isolation is then a feasible alternative keep a resurging 422 

epidemic at bay.  423 
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Tables 434 

Table 1: Disease and transmission related parameters. 435 

Parameter Distribution/values Reference 

Latent period 1-3 days   [29] 

Infectious period 10 days   [29] 

Incubation period Weibull(3.0, 7.2)  

mean: 6.4 (day) 

sd: 2.3 (day) 

[10] 

   

Number of household contacts Poisson(2.15) 

mean: 2.15 (day-1) 

 

https://www.statista.com/

statistics/521777/netherla

nds-average-household-

size-by-number-of-

residents/ 

Number of non-household contacts  NB(2, 0.15)* 

mean:  11.3 (day-1) 

sd: 8.7 (day-1) 

[20] 

Reduction factor of transmissibility 

for non-household contacts 

0.25   [30] 

 

Transmission probability per 

contact 

 calibrated such that R0=2.5 

 436 

 437 

 438 

  439 
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Table 2: Parameters related to diagnosis and contact tracing. 440 

Parameter Value/range Reference 

Delay until diagnosis of index 

case 

Baseline: 1 day; varied from 1 to 10 days 

 

[13] [31] 

Time needed to find 

household contacts 

Baseline: 1 day  

Time needed to find other 

contacts 

Baseline: 1 day; varied from 1 to 7 days [32] [33] 

Percentage of household 

contacts isolated 

Baseline: 100%; not varied in this analysis  

Proportion of other contacts 

isolated 

Varied from 0% to 100%  

Percentage symptomatic 

(also interpretable as  

ascertainment rate) 

Baseline: 100%; varied from 1.5% to 100%  

Percentage reduction 

contact rate outside the 

household 

Baseline: 0%; varied from 0% to 95%  

 441 

  442 
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Figure legends  551 

Figure 1: The cumulative number of cases in an outbreak shown from the time when the 552 

number of cases exceeds 100. In (A) the mean and standard deviation of 20 simulation runs 553 

is shown for a situation where up to day 28 after the first case was diagnosed, only diagnosis 554 

and case isolation is implemented. At day 28 after diagnosis of the first case (arrow) social 555 

distancing was implemented, which reduced the number of non-household contacts by 70%. 556 

The green lines show the doubling times without intervention (3.6 days), with isolation of 557 

diagnosed cases (3.9 days), and with social distancing (13.7 days). In (B) simulations are 558 

shown with varying levels of social distancing (contact reductions of 0%, 30%, 50%, 70%, 559 

80%, 90%; colors from brown to red; gray lines are doubling times). In (C) social distancing is 560 

implemented at the level of 70%  reduction at different times after the diagnosis of the first 561 

case (2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 weeks, see arrows). In (D) a scenario is shown (red dotted line) with 562 

implementation of social distancing at a contact reduction of 70% (red arrow) at day 28; 563 

additional contact tracing and isolation and quarantine of contacts starts at day 49 (orange 564 

arrow) after diagnosis of the first case. We contrast this scenario with data from outbreaks 565 

in several countries that have implemented social distancing at various levels and times 566 

during the outbreak. 567 

 568 

Figure 2: The critical tracing coverage needed for control of the outbreak  for varying 569 

percentages of asymptomatic infections and values of R0 between 1.5 and 3.5. If more than 570 

40% of cases escape diagnosis because they are asymptomatic or have only mild infections, 571 

for R0 = 2.5 the outbreak is not controllable even with our optimistic baseline values for the 572 

intervention parameters. 573 
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 574 

Figure 3: The additional impact of isolation and contact tracing in a population where social 575 

distancing is practiced on (A) the exponential growth rate and (B) the doubling time of the 576 

epidemic. The additional impact of tracing and isolating household contacts only is shown in 577 

the curves from green to yellow (tracing coverage varying from 0% to 100%). If 100% of 578 

household contacts are traced and isolated, additional benefit is gained with tracing also 579 

non-household contact with increasing tracing coverage shown colored blue to pink (varying 580 

from 0% to 100%). In these computations we assumed that 60% of cases are ascertained 581 

and R0=2.5.  582 

 583 

Figure 4: The critical tracing coverages required for containment in a population with social 584 

distancing. In (A) the critical tracing coverage is shown if only household contacts are traced  585 

and isolated. In (B) the tracing of household contacts is assumed to be 100% and the curves 586 

show the additional tracing of non-household contacts needed to achieve containment. 587 

Again 60% of cases are assumed to be ascertained and tracing coverages are shown for 588 

various values of R0. 589 

  590 
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