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1. Model equations and detailed description 35 

1.1 Model Structure 36 

We constructed a dynamic compartmental model to describe the spread of SARS-CoV-2 and the 37 

impact of public health interventions. The population is divided into ten compartments 38 

(Supplementary Fig. 1): susceptible individuals (S), asymptomatic infections (A), pre-symptomatic 39 

infections (E), symptomatic infections before diagnosis (I), diagnosed individuals with isolation and 40 

treatment (T), uninfected individuals among the quarantined close contacts ( 𝑄𝑆) , infected 41 

individuals among the quarantined close contacts (𝑄𝐸𝐴), vaccinated individuals (V), recovered 42 

individuals (R), and dead individuals (D). The total population size is denoted by N, where N =43 

S + A + E + I + T + 𝑄𝑆 + 𝑄𝐸𝐴 + 𝑉 + 𝑅.  44 

 45 

 46 

Supplementary Fig. 1  A schematic flow diagram of the transmission of SARS-CoV-2 47 

 48 

1.2 Model equations 49 

The model is described by the following system of ordinary differential equations. The symbols are 50 

defined in the legend following the equations. 51 

 52 

𝑆̇ = −𝛬𝐼
𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 − 𝛬𝐸

𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 − 𝛬𝐴
𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 − 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑛𝑜𝑛−𝑖𝑛𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 · 𝜉 − 𝜏 · 𝑆 − 𝜃 · 𝑝 · 𝑆 + 𝑔 · 𝑄𝑠 

(1) 

𝐴̇ = (𝛬𝐼
𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 + 𝛬𝐸

𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 + 𝛬𝐴
𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙) ·  𝜓 − 𝑟1 · 𝐴 − 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 ·  𝜓 · 𝜉 − 𝜏 · 𝐴 

𝐸̇ = (𝛬𝐼
𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 + 𝛬𝐸

𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 + 𝛬𝐴
𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙) · (1 − 𝜓) − 𝑣 · 𝐸 − 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 ·  (1 − 𝜓) · 𝜉 − 𝜏 · 𝐸 

𝐼̇ = 𝑣 · 𝐸 − 𝑞 · 𝐼 

𝑄𝑆̇ = 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑛𝑜𝑛−𝑖𝑛𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 · 𝜉 + 𝜏 · 𝑆 − 𝑔 · 𝑄𝑆 

𝑄𝐸𝐴
̇ = 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 · 𝜉 + 𝜏 · (𝐸 + 𝐴) − 𝑔 · 𝑄𝐸𝐴 

𝑇̇ = 𝑞 · 𝐼 + 𝑔 · 𝑄𝐸𝐴 − 𝑟2 · 𝑇 − 𝜇 · 𝑇 

𝑅̇ = 𝑟1 · 𝐴 + 𝑟2 · 𝑇 

𝐷̇ = 𝜇 · 𝑇 

 53 

Parameters in the differential equations: 54 
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Compartments symbols Description 

𝑆 Susceptible individuals 

𝐴 Asymptomatic infected individuals (cases who never developed 

any noticeable symptoms during the entire period of their disease) 

𝐸 Pre-symptomatic infected individuals (cases who have mild 

symptoms before the onset of symptoms) 

𝐼 Symptomatic but undiagnosed individuals 

𝑄𝑆 Uninfected individuals among the quarantined close contacts 

𝑄𝐸𝐴 Infected individuals among the quarantined close contacts 

𝑇 Diagnosed individuals with isolation and treatment 

𝑅 Recovered individuals 

𝐷 Individuals who died from COVID-19-related complications 

Parameter symbols Description 

𝛬𝐼
𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 Probability of being infected by exposure to symptomatic infected 

individuals (I) in public places and households 

𝛬𝐸
𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 Probability of being infected by exposure to pre-symptomatic 

infected individuals (E) in public places and households 

𝛬𝐴
𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 Probability of being infected by exposure to asymptomatic 

infected individuals (A) in public places and households 

𝜓 The proportion of asymptomatic infections among newly infected 

individuals 

1/𝑣 The mean incubation time (days) 

1/𝑞 The interval from symptom onset to isolation in hospital or 

quarantine (days) 

1/𝑔 The interval from testing to diagnosis (days) 

1/𝑟1 The mean time from infection to recovery for asymptomatic 

infected individuals (days) 

1/𝑟2 The mean time from diagnosis to recovery for symptomatic 

infected individuals (days) 

𝜇 Disease-induced death rate 

𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑛𝑜𝑛−𝑖𝑛𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 Uninfected close contacts of the daily new confirmed cases 

𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 Infected close contacts of the daily new confirmed cases 

𝜉 Effectiveness of contact tracing 

𝜏 The coverage rate of voluntary testing 

𝜃 Efficacy of the COVID-19 vaccine 

𝑝 The coverage rate of COVID-19 vaccination 

 55 

1.3 Modelling disease progression 56 

Newly infected individuals would enter the asymptomatic infection compartment (A) and the pre-57 

symptomatic infection compartment (E) according to the proportions 𝜓 (0≤𝜓≤1) and （1- 𝜓）, 58 

respectively. In the absence of any public health intervention, asymptomatic infected individuals (A) 59 

were assumed to recover naturally at the rate 𝑟1. Individuals in the incubation period (E) would 60 

progress to the symptomatic infection compartment (I) at the rate 𝑣 . Symptomatic infected 61 

individuals (I) were assumed to be diagnosed at the rate 𝑞 and enter the treatment compartment (T) 62 
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and then be isolated and treated. We also assumed strict isolation so that isolated individuals could 63 

not further infect others. Treated individuals would recover at the rate 𝑟2 or die due to the disease 64 

at the rate 𝜇. 65 

 66 

1.4 Force of infection, social distancing, and face mask use 67 

Susceptible individuals may be infected through contact with undocumented cases (sources of 68 

infection), including asymptomatic infected individuals (A), pre-symptomatic infected individuals 69 

(E), and symptomatic but undiagnosed individuals (I). Force of infection (𝛬𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙) is given by the 70 

sum of probabilities of being infected by exposure to undocumented cases. That is, 71 

 𝛬𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 = 𝛬𝐴
𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 + 𝛬𝐸

𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 + 𝛬𝐼
𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙  (2) 

 72 

Transmission may occur in public places and households. Thus, the probability of being infected by 73 

exposure to asymptomatic infected individuals (𝛬𝐴
𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙), for example, is the sum of probabilities 74 

from these two routes. It can be expressed as: 75 

 
𝛬𝐴

𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 = 𝛬𝐴
𝑓𝑎𝑚

+ 𝛬𝐴
𝑝𝑢𝑏

= 𝛽𝐸𝐴
𝑓𝑎𝑚

·
𝐴

𝑁𝑓
· 𝑆 + 𝛽𝐸𝐴

𝑝𝑢𝑏
· 𝑐𝑝(𝑡) ·

𝐴

𝑁
· 𝑆 

(3) 
 

𝛬𝐸
𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 = 𝛬𝐸

𝑓𝑎𝑚
+ 𝛬𝐸

𝑝𝑢𝑏
= 𝛽𝐸𝐴

𝑓𝑎𝑚
·

𝐸

𝑁𝑓
· 𝑆 + 𝛽𝐸𝐴

𝑝𝑢𝑏
· 𝑐𝑝(𝑡) ·

𝐸

𝑁
· 𝑆 

 
𝛬𝐼

𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 = 𝛬𝐼
𝑓𝑎𝑚

+ 𝛬𝐼
𝑝𝑢𝑏

= 𝛽𝐼
𝑓𝑎𝑚

·
𝐼

𝑁𝑓
· 𝑆 + 𝛽𝐼

𝑝𝑢𝑏
· 𝑐𝑝(𝑡) ·

𝐼

𝑁
· 𝑆 

Where, 76 

 𝛽𝐼
𝑓𝑎𝑚

= 𝛽,  𝛽𝐼
𝑝𝑢𝑏

= 𝛽 · (1 − 𝜌) · (1 − 𝜎 · 𝑚(𝑡)) 

(4)  
𝛽𝐸𝐴

𝑓𝑎𝑚
= 𝛽𝐼

𝑓𝑎𝑚
· (1 − 𝜀),  𝛽𝐸𝐴

𝑝𝑢𝑏
= 𝛽𝐼

𝑝𝑢𝑏
· (1 − 𝜀) 

 77 

Using the example of being infected by asymptomatic infected individuals (𝛬𝐴
𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙), for household 78 

exposure, the probability of being infected (𝛬𝐴
𝑓𝑎𝑚

) is equal to the risk of coming from a household 79 

with an asymptomatic infected individual (
𝐴

𝑁𝑓
) multiplied by the average daily probability of being 80 

infected in the household (𝛽
𝐴
𝑓𝑎𝑚); for public places exposure, the probability of being infected (𝛬𝐴

𝑝𝑢𝑏
) 81 

is equal to the probability of being exposed to a person who is an asymptomatic infected individual 82 

(
𝐴

𝑁
) multiplied by the average daily probability of being infected by contact with an asymptomatic 83 

infected individual in public places (𝛽𝐴
𝑝𝑢𝑏

), and multiplied by the average number of contacts in 84 

public places per day (𝑐𝑝(𝑡)). Social distancing restrictions will affect 𝑐𝑝(𝑡) and thus prevent 85 

infection. 86 

 87 

Here 𝑁𝑓 denotes the total number of households, which is equal to the total population size (N) 88 

divided by the average household size (𝑐𝑓) in Australia. We assumed that undocumented cases are 89 

dispersed among different households. Because the prevalence of COVID-19 in Australia is low 90 

and the probability of two or more household members being infected simultaneously in various 91 

public venues is small. We abbreviated the average daily probability of being infected by contact 92 

with the symptomatic infected individual in the household (𝛽
𝐼
𝑓𝑎𝑚 ) as 𝛽 . Usually, the average 93 
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frequency of daily person-to-person contacts in public places is less than that within the home. We, 94 

therefore, assumed that the average daily probability of being infected by contact with a 95 

symptomatic infected individual in a public place (𝛽
𝐼
𝑝𝑢𝑏) is less than that of being infected by contact 96 

with a symptomatic infected individual at home (𝛽
𝐼
𝑓𝑎𝑚), and donated the percentage reduction as 𝜌 97 

(0≤𝜌≤1). The parameters 𝜎 and 𝑚(𝑡) denote the effectiveness and coverage rate of face mask 98 

use in public places, respectively, which reflect the effect of face mask use on infection prevention. 99 

We assumed that for contacts with asymptomatic/pre-symptomatic infected individuals, the average 100 

probability of being infected is lower, i.e. (1 − 𝜀) · 𝛽 where 0≤𝜀≤1 denotes the reduction in daily 101 

transmission probability.  102 

 103 

1.5 Contact tracing 104 

The number of close contacts of newly diagnosed cases in public places and households was 105 

calculated based on the following formula: 106 

 
𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝐼

𝑓𝑎𝑚
= 𝐼 · 𝑞 · (𝑐𝑓 − 1) 

(5) 
 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝐼

𝑝𝑢𝑏
= 𝐼 · 𝑞 · 𝑐𝑝(𝑡) · 𝑡1 

 
𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝐸𝐴

𝑓𝑎𝑚
= 𝑄𝐸𝐴 · 𝑔 · (𝑐𝑓 − 1) 

 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝐸𝐴
𝑝𝑢𝑏

= 𝑄𝐸𝐴 · 𝑔 · 𝑐𝑝(𝑡) · 𝑡2 

 107 

Where 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝐼
𝑓𝑎𝑚

 and 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝐼
𝑝𝑢𝑏

 indicate the total number of close contacts in households and 108 

public places for new cases diagnosed due to symptoms. Similarly, 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝐸𝐴
𝑓𝑎𝑚

 and 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝐸𝐴
𝑝𝑢𝑏

  109 

indicate the total number of close contacts in households and public places for new 110 

asymptomatic/pre-symptomatic cases diagnosed due to testing and quarantine. The total number of 111 

close contacts was estimated by multiplying the number of new diagnoses by the average number 112 

of close contacts per individual. 𝐼 · 𝑞 and 𝑄𝐸𝐴 · 𝑔 denote the number of daily new diagnosed cases 113 

detected from symptomatic infected individuals and asymptomatic/pre-symptomatic infected 114 

individuals, respectively. For each confirmed case, the number of close contacts from the household 115 

is the number of family members other than the case, i.e., 𝑐𝑓 − 1; the number of close contacts from 116 

public places is the product of the average daily number of close contacts in public places (𝑐𝑝(𝑡)) 117 

and the number of tracing days. The parameters 𝑡1 and 𝑡2 represent the number of tracing days 118 

for symptomatic cases and asymptomatic/pre-symptomatic cases. According to the CDC1, "an 119 

infected person can spread SARS-CoV-2 starting from 2 days before they have any symptoms (or, 120 

for asymptomatic patients, two days before the positive specimen collection date) until they meet 121 

the criteria for discontinuing home isolation". Thus, we assumed that 𝑡1 is equal to the interval from 122 

symptom onset to isolation in the hospital (1/𝑞) plus two days; 𝑡2 is equal to two days. 123 

 124 

We estimated the number of infected close contacts (𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛) and uninfected close contacts 125 

(𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑛𝑜𝑛−𝑖𝑛𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛) according to the force of infection, expressed as: 126 

 

   𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 

𝛽𝐼
𝑓𝑎𝑚

· 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝐼
𝑓𝑎𝑚

+ 𝛽𝐼
𝑝𝑢𝑏

·
1

𝑡1
· 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝐼

𝑝𝑢𝑏
+ 𝛽𝐸𝐴

𝑓𝑎𝑚
· 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝐸𝐴

𝑓𝑎𝑚
+ 𝛽𝐸𝐴

𝑝𝑢𝑏
·
1

𝑡2
· 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝐸𝐴

𝑝𝑢𝑏
 

(6) 
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 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑛𝑜𝑛−𝑖𝑛𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 

(1 − 𝛽𝐼
𝑓𝑎𝑚

) · 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝐼
𝑓𝑎𝑚

+ (1 − 𝛽𝐼
𝑝𝑢𝑏

) ·
1

𝑡1
· 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝐼

𝑝𝑢𝑏
+ (1 − 𝛽𝐸𝐴

𝑓𝑎𝑚
) · 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝐸𝐴

𝑓𝑎𝑚
+ 

(1 − 𝛽𝐸𝐴
𝑝𝑢𝑏

) ·
1

𝑡2
· 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝐸𝐴

𝑝𝑢𝑏
 

 127 

(𝛽𝐼
𝑓𝑎𝑚

· 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝐼
𝑓𝑎𝑚

+ 𝛽𝐸𝐴
𝑓𝑎𝑚

· 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝐸𝐴
𝑓𝑎𝑚

) denote the average daily number of infected close contacts 128 

in households and (𝛽𝐼
𝑝𝑢𝑏

·
1

𝑡1
· 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝐼

𝑝𝑢𝑏
+ 𝛽𝐸𝐴

𝑝𝑢𝑏
·

1

𝑡2
· 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝐸𝐴

𝑝𝑢𝑏
) denote the average daily number of 129 

infected close contacts in public places. 130 

 131 

Depending on the effectiveness of contact tracing (i.e., the ability to detect and quarantine all close 132 

contacts, denoted as 𝜉 ), a proportion of infected close contacts (𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 · 𝜉 ) would be 133 

diagnosed and isolated, while a proportion of uninfected close contacts (𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑛𝑜𝑛−𝑖𝑛𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 · 𝜉) 134 

would be tested and quarantined but later returned to the susceptible compartment. The parameter 135 

𝜉  may depend on various factors, such as willingness to cooperate, recall bias, availability of 136 

contact tracers, and quarantine compliance. Previous reports have indicated that 20% of the close 137 

contacts would be uncooperative, and among those who cooperate, 60% of recollected information 138 

may be incorrect2,3. Also, a further 20% of close contacts would likely fail to comply with 139 

quarantine2. Considering the above unavoidable factors, we estimated that the proportion of 140 

remaining close contacts who could be detected and isolated through the capability of contact 141 

tracing would be about 80% in Australia through model calibration. 142 

 143 

1.6 Voluntary testing and vaccination 144 

Voluntary testing was given to individuals who believed they were in close contact with infected 145 

individuals and may be at risk of infection. We assumed that a proportion of individuals would be 146 

voluntarily tested according to the coverage rate (denoted as 𝜏). Susceptible individuals (S) who 147 

have undergone voluntary testing would return to the susceptible compartment (S) after the testing 148 

to diagnosis interval. In contrast, asymptomatic/pre-symptomatic infected individuals who have 149 

undergone voluntary testing would be diagnosed after the testing to diagnosis interval and thus 150 

strictly isolated. 151 

 152 

Vaccination would reduce the proportion of susceptible individuals in the population. Individuals 153 

who have been vaccinated and have developed immune protection would enter the vaccination 154 

compartment (V). We assumed that this population would not be able to be infected in the short 155 

term. 156 

 157 

2. Data and parameter estimation 158 

2.1 Epidemiological data 159 

We searched historical outbreak data for COVID-19 from the official website of the Australian 160 

Department of Health for the period 25 January 2020 to 12 March 2021, including the number of 161 

daily reported cases (both with known and unknown sources), cumulative confirmed cases, and 162 

deaths. Because some states and territories did not report information on the source of confirmed 163 
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cases (e.g., whether cases were from known clusters), satisfactory data from Victoria, New South 164 

Wales, the Australian Capital Territory, and Western Australia were collected for analysis. We 165 

calibrated the model with relevant data from Victoria. Further, we verified the reliability of the 166 

model outputs with relevant data from New South Wales, the Australian Capital Territory, and 167 

Western Australia, respectively. 168 

 169 

The epidemiological data from the four states mentioned above were presented in Supplementary 170 

Fig. 2. Confirmed cases are classified according to their source as overseas cases, locally known 171 

cases and locally unknown cases. From 16 March 2020, all arrivals in Australia were required to be 172 

in self-imposed isolation for 14 days, which became mandatory from 28 March 2020. Therefore, 173 

we considered that the activity of overseas cases was unrestricted until 16 March 2020, and overseas 174 

cases had the same potential for community transmission as locally acquired cases of known sources. 175 

We assumed that 50% of overseas cases might comply with strict isolation between 17 March 2020 176 

and 28 March 2020. We also assumed that all overseas cases might be in strict isolation after 29 177 

March 2020, so they contributed only to the number of cases but not community transmission. 178 

  179 
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 180 

Supplementary Fig. 2.  COVID-19 epidemiological data and public health interventions in four Australian states (25 January 2020 – 12 March 2021)  181 
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Supplementary Fig. 3 illustrated the proportion of daily unknown-source cases to total daily locally 182 

acquired cases in the historical outbreaks in the four states. We found that about 20% of locally 183 

acquired cases in Australia were of unknown sources. This proportion had large fluctuations, 184 

especially when the number of daily cases was low. 185 

 186 

 187 

Supplementary Fig. 3  The proportion of unknown-source cases to total locally acquired 188 

cases in historical outbreaks in four Australian states 189 

 190 

2.2 Data related to public health interventions 191 

(1) Reduction in social activity and average number of daily close contacts 192 

The core elements and timelines of relevant public health policies implemented by each Australian 193 

state to control the spread of SARS-CoV-2 were collected and presented in Supplementary Fig. 2. 194 

To assess the impact of social distancing restrictions on social activities, we analyzed Google 195 

COVID-19 community mobility data and obtained changes in mobility in public places4. We 196 

expressed mobility changes as proportional deviations from levels for the baseline (Supplementary 197 

Fig. 4). It can be seen that policies influenced mobility in public places and that mobility decreased 198 

as restrictions were imposed and increased as restrictions were relaxed. 199 

 200 
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 201 

Supplementary Fig. 4  Social activity changes and face mask coverage rates in four 202 

Australian states (25 January 2020 – 12 March 2021) 203 

 204 

We estimated that the average daily number of close contacts for individuals in public places in 205 

Australia without social distancing restrictions was 19, based on previous reports5. Further, we 206 

estimated the real-time average daily number of close contacts in public places based on the mobility 207 

changes in public places to simulate the impact of social distancing restrictions. According to the 208 

Australian Bureau of Statistics, the average household size is three. Therefore, the average number 209 

of close contacts in a household was estimated to be two. 210 

 211 

(2) Effectiveness and coverage rate of face mask use 212 

The effectiveness of face mask use in preventing infection was estimated to be 85% (95% CI: 50–213 

95%), based on relevant meta-analysis against COVID-196,7. In the context of the COVID-19 214 

pandemic, the rate of face mask use in public places in Australia is around 10–30%, according to 215 

the report from the global health research centre at the University of Washington8. We assumed that 216 

face mask use in public places would increase spontaneously to about 50% when the lockdown was 217 

implemented. During mandatory face mask measures in Victoria, the face mask coverage in public 218 

places was estimated to reach 80–100%. The ranges of face mask coverage rates over time were 219 

estimated based on the relevant public health policies and were displayed in Supplementary Fig. 4. 220 

 221 

(3) Effectiveness of contact tracing, rate of voluntary testing and vaccine efficacy 222 

The effectiveness of contact tracing may depend on various factors, such as willingness to cooperate, 223 

recall bias, availability of contact tracers, and quarantine compliance. We estimated that 20% of the 224 

close contacts would be uncooperative, and among those who cooperate, 60% of recollected 225 

information may be incorrect2,3. A further 20% of close contacts would likely fail to comply with 226 

quarantine2. We estimated that approximately 80% of close contacts among the remaining close 227 

contacts (cooperative and without recall bias) would be detected and isolated in Australia using 228 

model calibration. 229 
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 230 

Based on the cumulative number of COVID-19 voluntary tests over the past 7 days and the 231 

population size reported by the Australian Government Department of Health, we estimated that 232 

0.09%–0.2% of the Australian population would receive voluntary testing each day. 233 

 234 

According to Australia's vaccine agreements, the Pfizer/BioNTech vaccine (40 million doses 235 

available), the Oxford/AstraZeneca vaccine (53.8 million doses available), and the Moderna vaccine 236 

(25 million doses available) will account for 33.7%, 45.3%, and 21.0% of COVID-19 vaccination 237 

in Australia, respectively9. The efficacy of the Pfizer/BioNTech vaccine, the Oxford/AstraZeneca 238 

vaccine, and the Moderna vaccine has been reported to be 95% (90.3–97.6%), 67.1% (52.3–77.3%), 239 

and 94.1% (89.3–96.8%), respectively11–12. We hence estimated the weighted population 240 

vaccination effectiveness to be about 82.2%. Recent studies have shown that the existing vaccines 241 

remain equally effective in preventing clinical severities in patients infected with Alpha and Delta 242 

variants. Still, there was a slight decrease in effectiveness against infection. The efficacy of the 243 

Pfizer/BioNTech vaccine reduced to 93.4% (90.4–95.5%) for Alpha and 87.9% (78.2–93.2%) for 244 

Delta variant13–15. The efficacy of the Oxford/AstraZeneca vaccine reduced to 66.1% (54.0–75.0%) 245 

for Alpha and 59.8% (28.9–77.3%) for Delta variant13–15. We, therefore, assumed a 2% and 10% 246 

reduction in the efficacy of the vaccine against Alpha and Delta. 247 

 248 

2.3 Transition probability between model compartments 249 

Transition probabilities in the model were derived from published literature and model calibration 250 

and were summarized in Supplementary Table 1. We first obtained plausible initial ranges for 251 

uncertain parameters through an extensive literature review and then obtained the good-fitting 252 

parameter sets by model calibration. Multiple calibration targets were established for model 253 

calibration, including the number of daily confirmed cases, the number of daily known-source cases, 254 

the number of daily unknown-source cases, and cumulative deaths, from historical outbreaks in 255 

Victoria. We calibrated the model by comparing the model predictions with these calibration targets 256 

and deducing the most probable values of the set of parameters. In this process, we used a calibration 257 

procedure using the genetic algorithm16. We performed about 1,000,000 simulations in total. In each 258 

simulation, one value for each parameter was randomly extracted from its initial range, and a set of 259 

input values was formed. With this set of input values, the compartmental model was run to produce 260 

the outputs compared with the calibration targets. A goodness-of-fit score was calculated by 261 

summing the log-likelihoods. Goodness-of-fit scores were assumed to follow a chi-square 262 

distribution with the number of degrees of freedom equal to the number of calibration targets. Based 263 

on this distribution, 'good-fitting sets' of model parameters were identified using the likelihood ratio 264 

test, comprising those sets that did not produce a non-inferior fit compared with the best-fitting set 265 

(using an alpha level of 5%)17. We ranked the goodness-of-fit scores of the 'good-fitting sets' in 266 

ascending order and retained the top 1000 sets of best goodness-of-fit. The best-fitting set was the 267 

set with the lowest goodness-of-fit score whose simulated outputs were closest to the calibration 268 

targets (Supplementary Table 1). The best-fitting set was introduced into the model as the base-case 269 

values of parameters, and the 1000 'good-fitting sets' were used for sensitivity analyses. All analyses 270 

and simulations were performed in MATLAB R 2019a. 271 

 272 

Supplementary Table 1  Transition probabilities between model compartments 273 
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Parameter Initial range and reference Best-fitting set 

The average probability of being infected per 

day by contact with a symptomatic infected 

individual in the household (𝛽) 

0.01 – 0.0518 0.0285 

Percentage reduction in the average daily 

probability of being infected by contact with 

an infectious individual in a public place 

compared to that of being infected by contact 

with an infectious individual in households 

(𝜌) 

0 – 1 0.60 

The reduction in daily transmission 

probability by contact with an 

asymptomatic/pre-symptomatic infected 

individuals (𝜀) 

0 – 1 0.275 

The proportion of asymptomatic infections 

among newly infected individuals (𝜓) 
0.101 – 0.2319,20 0.174 

The mean incubation time (days) (1/𝑣) 5.0 – 6.721 5.8 

The interval from symptom onset to isolation 

in hospital or quarantine (days) (1/𝑞) 
2 – 822 4.2 

The interval from testing to diagnosis (days) 

(1/𝑔) 
1 – 3 2.3 

The mean time from infection to recovery for 

asymptomatic infected individuals (days) 

(1/𝑟1) 

11 – 2623 22 

The mean time from diagnosis to recovery for 

symptomatic infected individuals (days) 

(1/𝑟2) 

11 – 2623 17 

Average daily probability of death due to 

disease during treatment (𝜇) 
0.001 – 0.00518 0.002 

 274 

For illustrative purposes, we simulated the historical epidemic trends in Victoria based on the 275 

state's total population using the 1000 'good-fitting sets'. We yielded the number of daily 276 

confirmed cases, the number of daily unknown-source cases, and the cumulative number of 277 

deaths, respectively. The outputs were compared with the corresponding calibration targets, as 278 

shown in Supplementary Fig. 5. 279 

 280 
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 281 

Supplementary Fig. 5  Model outputs of COVID-19 outbreak trends in Victoria (25 282 

January 2020 – 12 March 2021) 283 

 284 

3. Effective reproduction number 285 

The effective reproduction number (Re), the average number of secondary infections caused by a 286 

single infective at a given susceptible fraction, is calculated as the largest eigenvalue of the next 287 

generation matrix K = F×V−1 24–26, where 288 

𝐹= 289 

[

(𝛽𝐸𝐴
𝑓𝑎𝑚 · 𝑐𝑓 + 𝛽𝐸𝐴

𝑝𝑢𝑏 · 𝑐𝑝(𝑡)) ·  𝜓 (𝛽𝐸𝐴
𝑓𝑎𝑚 · 𝑐𝑓 + 𝛽𝐸𝐴

𝑝𝑢𝑏 · 𝑐𝑝(𝑡)) ·  𝜓 (𝛽𝐼
𝑓𝑎𝑚 · 𝑐𝑓 + 𝛽𝐼

𝑝𝑢𝑏 · 𝑐𝑝(𝑡)) ·  𝜓

(𝛽𝐸𝐴
𝑓𝑎𝑚 · 𝑐𝑓 + 𝛽𝐸𝐴

𝑝𝑢𝑏 · 𝑐𝑝(𝑡)) ·  (1 − 𝜓) (𝛽𝐸𝐴
𝑓𝑎𝑚 · 𝑐𝑓 + 𝛽𝐸𝐴

𝑝𝑢𝑏 · 𝑐𝑝(𝑡)) ·  (1 − 𝜓) (𝛽𝐼
𝑓𝑎𝑚 · 𝑐𝑓 + 𝛽𝐼

𝑝𝑢𝑏 · 𝑐𝑝(𝑡)) · (1 − 𝜓)

0 0 0

] 290 

and 291 

𝑉= 292 

[
 
 
 
 
 
 (𝑟1 + 𝜏) + (

𝛽𝐸𝐴
𝑓𝑎𝑚

· 𝜉 · 𝑔 · (𝑐𝑓 − 1) +

𝛽𝐸𝐴
𝑝𝑢𝑏

· 𝜉 · 𝑔 · 𝑐𝑝(𝑡)
) ·  𝜓 · 𝜉 (

𝛽𝐸𝐴
𝑓𝑎𝑚

· 𝜉 · 𝑔 · (𝑐𝑓 − 1) +

𝛽𝐸𝐴
𝑝𝑢𝑏

· 𝜉 · 𝑔 · 𝑐𝑝(𝑡)
) ·  𝜓 · 𝜉 (

𝛽𝐼
𝑓𝑎𝑚

· 𝑞 · (𝑐𝑓 − 1) +

𝛽𝐼
𝑝𝑢𝑏

· 𝑞 · 𝑐𝑝(𝑡)
) ·  𝜓 · 𝜉

(
𝛽𝐸𝐴

𝑓𝑎𝑚
· 𝜉 · 𝑔 · (𝑐𝑓 − 1) +

𝛽𝐸𝐴
𝑝𝑢𝑏

· 𝜉 · 𝑔 · 𝑐𝑝(𝑡)
) · (1 − 𝜓) · 𝜉 (𝑣 + 𝜏) + (

𝛽𝐸𝐴
𝑓𝑎𝑚

· 𝜉 · 𝑔 · (𝑐𝑓 − 1) +

𝛽𝐸𝐴
𝑝𝑢𝑏

· 𝜉 · 𝑔 · 𝑐𝑝(𝑡)
) · (1 − 𝜓) · 𝜉 (

𝛽𝐼
𝑓𝑎𝑚

· 𝑞 · (𝑐𝑓 − 1) +

𝛽𝐼
𝑝𝑢𝑏

· 𝑞 · 𝑐𝑝(𝑡)
) ·  (1 − 𝜓) · 𝜉

0 −𝑣 𝑞 ]
 
 
 
 
 
 

 293 

 294 

The effective reproduction number under vaccination Rv is the number of secondary cases caused 295 

by one primary case introduced into a certain proportion of the vaccinated population27,28. We 296 

assumed that individuals who receive the vaccine and develop an immune response would no longer 297 

be infected over a period of time. Thus, Rv was expressed as: 298 

 𝑅𝑉 = (1 − 𝜃 · 𝑝) · 𝑅𝑒 (7) 

 299 

Where 𝜃 denotes the efficacy of the vaccine and 𝑝 denotes the vaccination coverage. 300 
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 301 

4. Estimation of undocumented cases 302 

Undocumented cases represented a potential risk of further community transmission of SARS-CoV-303 

2. Three types of infections were considered 'undocumented' in our model. They were asymptomatic 304 

infections, pre-symptomatic infections, and symptomatic infections before diagnosis. The number 305 

of undocumented cases in historical outbreaks in Victoria was estimated based on the compartmental 306 

model and was shown in Supplementary Fig. 6. As can be seen, the cumulative number of cases 307 

rose at the fastest rate when the number of active undocumented cases reached a peak. 308 

 309 

 310 

Supplementary Fig. 6  Model outputs of undocumented cases (including asymptomatic 311 

infected individuals, pre-symptomatic infected individuals, and symptomatic infected 312 

individuals before diagnosis) in historical outbreaks in Victoria (25 January 2020 – 12 313 

March 2021) 314 

 315 

5. Association between the number of undocumented cases and the 316 

number of daily reported cases 317 

Supplementary Fig. 7 demonstrated the potential reasons for cases being identified as unknown 318 

sources. Supplementary Fig. 8 showed the relationship between the number of daily unknown-319 

source cases and the number of active asymptomatic infections, and the relationship between the 320 

number of daily known-source cases and the number of active pre-symptomatic/symptomatic 321 

infections. The number of active undocumented cases was estimated from the model, and the 322 

number of daily cases was obtained from reported data. Using the 1000 'good-fitting sets' of model 323 

parameters, we calculated the interquartile range of the slope of the linear relationships, which was 324 

shown in Supplementary Fig. 9.  325 

 326 
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 327 

Supplementary Fig. 7   The reasoning process for the source of confirmed cases 328 

 329 

 330 
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Supplementary Fig. 8  The linear relationships between the number of daily unknown-331 

source cases and the number of model-estimated asymptomatic infections, and between the 332 

number of daily known-source cases and the number of model-estimated pre-333 

symptomatic/symptomatic infections 334 

 335 

 336 

Supplementary Fig. 9  Sensitivity analysis for the linear relationships 337 

 338 

6. Predicted number of reported cases over the next 7 days 339 

Based on the definition of Re, i.e., the number of secondary cases generated by a single infectious 340 

case, we multiplied Re with the number of undocumented cases to obtain the total number of 341 

secondary cases caused by the current source of infection during the average infectious period. 342 

 343 

We estimated the average infectious period for individuals infected with SARS-COV-2 as follows. 344 

Previous studies have indicated that the mean incubation period for pre-symptomatic infected 345 

individuals (who later became symptomatic) was approximately 5.8 (95% CI 5.0–6.7) days21, and 346 

the interval from symptom onset to isolation in hospital or quarantine was about 5.6 (IQR 2–8) 347 

days22. Therefore, the average infectious period for a pre-symptomatic case was approximately 11.4 348 

days. In contrast, asymptomatic infected individuals who never presented any symptoms would 349 

additionally experience an asymptomatic recovery period of 17±4 (range 11–26) days23, resulting 350 

in an overall infectious period (i.e. incubation period plus asymptomatic recovery period) of 22.8 351 

days. Given the proportion of asymptomatic cases among infected cases is 17% (95% CI 14–20%)19, 352 

the weighted average infectious period of a SARS-COV-2 infected individual was estimated to be 353 

about 14 days.   354 

 355 

According to the linear relationships (Supplementary Fig. 8–9), we estimated the number of 356 
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undocumented cases in the populations based on the number of daily reported cases. Then, the 357 

overall number of secondary cases over the next 14 days was obtained by multiplying Re with the 358 

number of undocumented cases. We divided this number by 2 to obtain the number of reported cases 359 

over the next 7 days. 360 

 361 

7. Model validation 362 

Using the method described above, we predicted the number of reported cases in the next 7 days 363 

based on the average number of daily cases in the first three days of historical epidemic data and 364 

formed prediction curves for epidemic trends in Victoria, New South Wales, the Australian Capital 365 

Territory, and Western Australia, respectively. Supplementary Fig. 10 showed the comparison 366 

between the projected number of cases over the next 7 days with the actual number of reported cases 367 

over a 7-day period in each of Victoria, New South Wales, Australian Capital Territory, and Western 368 

Australia, for the period 25 January 2020 –12 March 2021. It can be seen that the model predictions 369 

matched well with the actual epidemic trends, with an R-squared of 0.99, 0.85, 0.74, and 0.87, 370 

respectively. 371 

 372 

 373 

Supplementary Fig. 10  Model predictions of COVID-19 outbreak trends in Victoria, New 374 

South Wales, the Australian Capital Territory, and Western Australia (25 January 2020 –12 375 

March 2021) 376 
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