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572  Table 1. Definitions used in the study

Classification Definition

Asymptomatic contacts | Individuals who had contact with or were in the same location as a
symptomatic COVID-19 patient, and had no symptoms of COVID-
19 on the first day of contact.

Cases Asymptomatic contacts of COVID-19 patients who were later
diagnosed and officially reported as COVID-19 patients by 21 Apr
2020.

Controls Asymptomatic contacts of COVID-19 patients who were never
diagnosed as COVID-19 patients by 21 Apr 2020.

Index patients The COVID-19 patients identified from the contract tracing data as

the potential source of infection. Cases (as defined above) could
also be included as index patients.

Primary index patients | The earliest COVID-19 patients whose probable sources of infection
were prior to the study period (1 to 31 March 2020), whom we were
not able to identify the source of infection from, or whose probable
sources of infection were outside the contract tracing data included
in the study

COVID-19 patients Individuals who had PCR positive for SARS-CoV-2, officially
confirmed and reported by Department of Disease Control (DDC),
Ministry of Public Health (MoPH), Thailand

Secondary attack rate The percentage of new cases among asymptomatic contacts with
high-risk exposure

High-risk exposure Individuals who lived in the same household as a COVID-19 patient,
had a direct physical contact with a COVID-19 case, had face-to-
face contact with a COVID-19 case within 1 meter and longer than
15 minutes, or were in a closed environment with a COVID-19
patient at a distance of within 1 meter and longer than 15 minutes.
Household contact Individuals who lived in the same household as a COVID-19 patient
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Table 2. Factors associated with COVID-19 infections

Factors Cases Controls Crude odds ratio P Adjusted odds P
(n=211) (n=839) (95% Cl1)? ratio (95% CI)?
Male gender 146/211 (69%) 434/838 (52%) 0.83 (0.47-1.46) 0.52 0.76 (0.41-1.41) 0.38
Age group
<15 years old 6/211 (3%) 49/829 (6%) 0.65 (0.17-2.48) 0.28 0.57 (0.15-2.21) 0.20
>15 — 40 years old 94/211 (45%) 435/829 (52%) 1.0 1.0
>40 — 65 years old 98/211 (46%) 302/829 (36%) 1.66 (0.92-2.99) 1.77 (0.94-3.32)
>65 years old 13/211 (6%) 43/829 (5%) 1.27 (0.32-4.97) 0.97 (0.22-4.24)
Contact place®
Nightclub 35 (17%) 193 (23%) Not applicable - Not applicable © -
Boxing stadium 125 (59%) 19 (2%)
Workplace 11 (5%) 286 (34%)
Household 38 (18%) 192 (23%)
Others 2 (1%) 149 (18%)
Shortest distance of contact
Physical contact 132/197 (67%) 292/809 (36%) 1.0 0.001 1.0 0.02
<1 meter without physical contact 61/197 (31%) 335/809 (41%) 0.76 (0.43-1.36) 1.09 (0.58-2.07)
>1 meter 4/197 (2%) 182/809 (22%) 0.08 (0.02-0.30) 0.15 (0.04-0.63)
Duration of contact within 1 meter
>60 minutes 180/199 (90%) 487/801 (61%) 1.0 0.003 1.0 0.09
>15 — 60 minutes 14/199 (7%) 162/801 (20%) 0.52 (0.23-1.16) 0.67 (0.29-1.55)
<15 minutes 5/199 (3%) 152/801 (19%) 0.13 (0.04-0.46) 0.24 (0.07-0.90)
Sharing dishes or cups ¢
None 125/210 (60%) 576/837 (69%) 1.0 0.001 1.0 0.38
Yes 85/210 (40%) 261/837 (31%) 2.72 (1.49-4.97) 1.33 (0.70-2.54)
Sharing cigarettes ¢
None 196/209 (94%) 824/836 (99%) 1.0 0.001 1.0 0.04
Yes 13/209 (6%) 12/836 (1%) 6.19 (2.13-17.95) 3.47 (1.09-11.02)
Washing hands 99
None 44/210 (21%) 121/826 (15%) 1.0 <0.001 1.0 0.04
Sometimes 114/210 (54%) 333/826 (40%) 0.40 (0.18-0.89) 0.34 (0.14-0.81)
Often 52/210 (25%) 372/826 (45%) 0.19 (0.08-0.44) 0.33(0.13-0.87)

Wearing masks %"
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Not wearing masks 102/211 (48%) 500/834 (60%) 1.0 0.003 - -
Wearing non-medical masks 25/211 (12%) 77/834 (9%) 0.78 (0.32-1.90)
Wearing non-medical and medical 12/211 (6%) 48/834 (6%) 0.46 (0.13-1.64)
masks alternately
Wearing medical masks 721211 (34%) 209/834 (25%) 0.25 (0.12-0.53)
Compliance with mask wearing ¢"
Not wearing a mask 102/210 (49%) 500/823 (61%) 1.0 <0.001 1.0 0.007
Sometimes 79/210 (38%) 125/823 (15%) 0.75 (0.37-1.52) 0.87 (0.41-1.84)
All the time 29/210 (14%) 198/823 (24%) 0.15 (0.07-0.36) 0.23 (0.09-0.60)

Footnote of Table 2. 2 Both crude and adjusted odds ratios were estimated using logistic regression with a random effect for location

and a random effect for index patient nested within the same location. ® The state enterprise office was considered and included as a

workplace. Others included restaurants, markets, malls, religious places, households of index patients or other people but not living
together, etc. ¢ Location was included in the model as a random effect variable. ¢ During the contact period. ¢ Sharing dishes but using
communal spoons all the time was considered as not sharing dishes. f Included sharing electronic cigarettes and any vaping devices. ¢
Included washing with soap and water, and with alcohol-based solutions. " Wearing masks incorrectly (i.e. not covering both nose and

mouth) was considered as not wearing.
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Table 3. Factors associated with compliance of mask wearing

Factors Not wearing Wearing masks | Wearing masks P
masks sometimes all the time
(n=602) (n=204) (n=227)
Male gender 324/601 (54%) 129/204 (63%) 115/227 (51%) 0.03
Age group
<15 years old 45/594 (8%) 5/204 (2%) 3/225 (1%) <0.001
>15 — 40 years old 269/594 (45%) 117/204 (57%) 132/225 (59%)
>40 — 65 years old 236/594 (40%) 76/204 (37%) 84/225 (37%)
>65 years old 44/594 (7%) 6/204 (3%) 6/225 (3%)
Contact places
Nightclub 84 (14%) 51 (25%) 91 (40%) <0.001
Boxing stadium 48 (8%) 66 (32%) 29 (13%)
Workplace @ 178 (30%) 46 (23%) 64 (28%)
Household 167 (28%) 27 (13%) 33 (15%)
Others ® 125 (21%) 14 (7%) 10 (4%)
Shortest distance of contact
Physical contact 246/588 (42%) 96/191 (50%) 76/212 (36%) 0.005
<1 meter without physical
contact 238/588 (40%) 70/191 (37%) 83/212 (39%)
>1 meter 104/588 (18%) 25/191 (13%) 53/212 (25%)
Duration of contact within 1
meter
>60 minutes 396/590 (67%) 143/190 (75%) 121/205 (59%) | <0.001
>15 — 60 minutes 120/590 (20%) 23/190 (12%) 30/205 (15%)
<15 minutes 74/590 (13%) 24/190 (13%) 54/205 (26%)
Sharing dishes or cups ¢
None 361/601 (60%) 130/203 (64%) 200/226 (88%) | <0.001
Yes 240/601 (40%) 73/203 (36%) 26/226 (12%)
Sharing cigarettes “¢
None 586/600 (98%) 194/202 (96%) 223/226 (99%) 0.26
Yes 14/600 (2%) 8/202 (4%) 3/226 (1%)
Washing hands °f
None 142/594 (24%) 16/203 (8%) 6/224 (3%) <0.001
Sometimes 298/594 (50%) 99/203 (49%) 421224 (19%)
Often 154/594 (26%) 88/203 (43%) 176/224 (79%)

Footnote of Table 3. P values were estimated using univariable multinomial logistic regression
models. Missing values were imputed using the imputation model. Wearing masks incorrectly (i.e.
not covering both nose and mouth) was considered as not wearing.  The state enterprise office was
considered and included as a workplace. ® Included restaurants, markets, malls, religious places,
public places, households of index patients or other people but not living together, etc. ¢ During
the contact period. ¢ Sharing dishes but using communal spoons all the time was considered as not
sharing dishes. ¢ Included sharing electronic cigarettes and any vaping devices. * Included washing
with soap and water, and with alcohol-based solutions.
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Table 4. Population attributable fraction (PAF) of risk factors for COVID-19 infection

Risk factors Nightclub Boxing Workplace Household Other places Overall
stadium
Prev? | PAF® | Prev? | PAF® | Prev? | PAF® | Prev® | PAF® | Prev? | PAF® | Prev? | PAFP®

Non-modifiable

Female gender 0.51 0.08 0.13 | 0.002 | 0.40 0.03 0.68 0.09 0.40 0.08 0.45 0.03

Age group >15 years old 1.00 0.32 0.98 0.05 0.99 0.37 0.82 0.26 0.96 0.37 0.95 0.15
Modifiable

Distance of contact <1 m¢ 0.88 0.71 0.98 0.19 0.65 0.72 0.87 0.68 0.85 0.76 0.82 0.40

Duration of contact within 1 m 0.86 0.55 0.99 0.11 0.70 0.57 0.91 0.53 0.91 0.64 0.85 0.29

>15min ¢

Sharing dishes or a cups ¢ 0.34 0.10 0.30 0.01 0.19 0.06 0.57 0.11 0.26 0.13 0.33 0.04

Sharing cigarettes “¢ 0.08 0.13 0.02 | 0.001 | 0.01 0.07 0 0 0.01 | 0.009 | 0.02 0.03

Not washing hands ®f 0.05 0.06 0.21 0.01 0.20 0.17 0.10 0.08 0.28 0.29 0.16 0.04

Not wearing masks all the time®? | 0.60 0.52 0.80 0.08 0.78 0.65 0.86 0.55 0.94 0.68 0.78 0.28
Sum of all modifiable risk 0.98 0.75 0.98 0.97 0.99 0.84

factors'

Footnote of Table 4. @ Prevalence (Prev) was estimated using the imputed data set. ® PAF was estimated using the direct method
(Supplementary Text). ¢ During the contact period. ¢ Sharing a dish but using communal spoons all the time was considered as not
sharing a dish. ¢ Included sharing an electronic cigarette and any vaping device. f Washing hands included washing with soap and water,
and with alcohol-based solutions. ¢ Wearing masks incorrectly (i.e. not covering both nose and mouth) was considered as not wearing.
Age and gender were considered as non-modifiable risk factors, while other risk factors were considered as modifiable. Total PAF was
directly estimated using logistic regression in the form of natural logarithm; therefore, total PAF was not equal to the direct summation

of PAF of each risk factor.
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Figure 1. Study flow diagram

1,716 individuals who had contacted with or were in
the same location as a COVID-19 patient, and
traced by the central SRRT teamin Thailand

—p| 666 excluded

18 were primary index patients

583 could not be contacted and
interviewed by the study team

54 did not contact or were not in
the same place with a symptomatic
COVID-19 patient between 1 and 31
March 2020

6 contacted in a healthcare facility

5 had symptoms on the first date
of contact

v
1,050 asymptomatic contacts
includedin the study

' :

211 people were later diagnosed 839 people were not diagnosed
COVID-19by 21 Apr 2020 COVID-19by 21 Apr 2020
(case group) (control group)

Footnote of Figure 1. SRRT= Surveillance and Rapid Response Team (SRRT), Ministry of Public

Health (MoPH), Thailand
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Figure 2. Development and transmission of COVID-19 among asymptomatic contacts

included in the study
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Footnote of Figure 2. A, B and C represent the nightclub cluster, boxing stadium cluster and state
enterprise office cluster, respectively. Black nodes represent primary index patients, red dots
represent cases, and green dots represent controls. Orange dots represent index patients (confirmed
COVID-19 patients) who could not be contacted by the study team. Black lines represent
household contacts, purple lines represent contacts at workplaces and gray lines represent contacts

at other locations. Definition of index patients, cases and controls are listed in Table 1.
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Supplementary Text

Supplementary Methods

To respond to the national policy, we estimated direct population attributable fraction (PAF) using
the imputed dataset and the direct method as previously described.?’ 28 Direct PAF can be obtained
by calculating PAFs directly from individuals’ data using logistic regression.?’? First, we had to
modify our final logistic regression model by considering each risk factor dichotomously. Then,
irrespective of exposure to each risk factor for each individual, that factor was removed from the
population by calculating probability based on all observations as unexposed. The predicted
probability of developing COVID-19 infection for each asymptomatic contact, with the

assumption that there was no exposure to a certain risk factor, is:

1
1+ exp[—(Bo + Xjxi Bj¥Xy)]

Py =

Pxi is representative of predicted probability of COVID-19 infection in individual asymptomatic
contact k, assuming no exposure to a specific risk factor (xi); B; indicates the regression coefficient
of risk factor (x;), except risk factor number i (xi). Subsequently, the sum of all predicted
probabilities for all individuals in the study would be equal to adjusted estimate of total cases,

which is anticipated in the absence of that specific risk factor (xi).

Then, PAF was estimated by subtraction of the total number of predicted cases from total number

of observed cases, divided by the total number of observed cases:
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PAF — Total number of observed cases — Total number of predicted cases

Total number of overserved cases

Supplementary Results

For the pub cluster, we identified 11 primary index patients who started having symptoms from 4
to 8 March and were diagnosed (and isolated) from 3 to 10 March (Supplementary Figure 1). Those
primary index patients visited multiple nightclubs included in the analysis during the study period,
and 35 of 228 (15%) asymptomatic contacts at nightclubs had PCR-confirmed COVID-19

infections after the contact (Figure 2, Cluster A).

For the boxing stadium cluster, we identified 5 primary index patients who started having
symptoms from 6 to 12 March and were diagnosed (and isolated) from 11 to 21 March
(Supplementary Figure 2). Those primary index patients visited multiple boxing stadiums included
in the analysis during the study period, and 125 of 144 (87%) asymptomatic contacts at the boxing

stadiums had PCR-confirmed COVID-19 infections after the contact (Figure 2, Cluster B).

Of the two primary index patients for the office cluster; one had had symptoms since 15 March
2020 (Primary index patient C1 in Supplementary Figure 3) and was considered as the source of
infection to one new case in the office during the study period. The other primary index patient
(Primary index patient C2 in Supplementary Figure 3) was a household member of a staff at the

office, and was considered as the source of infection to that staff via household contact.
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Supplementary Table 1. Factors associated with COVID-19 infections in a multivariable

model including type of mask

Factors Adjusted odds P
ratio (95% ClI)?
Male gender 0.75 (0.40-1.38) 0.35
Age group
<15 years old 0.55 (0.14-2.15)
>15 — 40 years old 1.0
>40 — 65 years old 1.76 (0.93-3.31)
>65 years old 1.00 (0.23-4.34)
Contact place®
Nightclub Not applicable® -
Boxing stadium
Workplace
Household
Others
Shortest distance of contact
Physical contact 1.0 0.02
<1 meter without physical contact 1.07 (0.56-2.01)
>1 meter 0.15 (0.04-0.63)
Duration of contact within 1 meter
>60 minutes 1.0 0.09
>15 — 60 minutes 0.66 (0.28-1.52)
<15 minutes 0.24 (0.06-0.91)
Sharing dishes or a cups ¢
None 1.0 0.39
Yes 1.32 (0.69-2.52)
Sharing cigarettes ¢f
None 1.0 0.03
Yes 3.46 (1.09-10.98)
Washing hands 99
None 1.0 0.04
Sometimes 0.33 (0.14-0.79)
Often 0.33 (0.13-0.88)
Wearing masks 4"
Not wearing masks 1.0 0.55
Wearing Non-medical masks 1.30 (0.48-3.47)
Wearing Non-medical and medical mask alternately 1.04 (0.26-4.14)
Wearing Medical masks 0.62 (0.25-1.52)
Wearing masks all the time "
No 1.0 0.006
Yes 0.31 (0.12-0.80)
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Footnote of Supplementary Table 1. 2 Both crude and adjusted odds ratios were estimated using
logistic regression with a random effect for location and a random effect for index patient nested
within the same location. Missing values were imputed using the imputation model. ® The state
enterprise office was considered and included as workplaces. Others included restaurants, markets,
malls, religious places, households of index patients or other people but not living together, etc. ©
Location was included in the model as a random effect variable. ¢ During the contact period. ®
Sharing dishes but using communal spoons all the time was considered as not sharing dishes.
Included sharing electronic cigarettes and any vaping devices. ¢ Included washing with soap and
water, and with alcohol-based solutions. " Wearing masks incorrectly (i.e. not covering both nose
and mouth) was considered as not wearing.
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Supplementary Figure 1. Timeline and possible transmission of primary index patients of the pub cluster
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Supplementary Figure 2. Timeline and possible transmission of primary index patients of the boxing stadium cluster
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Supplementary Figure 3. Timeline and possible transmission of primary index patients of the state enterprise office cluster
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