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Abstract

Contact tracing is a key component of successful management of COVID-19. Con-
tacts of infected individuals are asked to quarantine, which can significantly slow down
(or prevent) community spread. Contact tracing is particularly effective when infec-
tions are detected quickly (e.g., through rapid testing), when contacts are traced with
high probability, when the initial number of cases is low, and when social distancing
and border restrictions are in place. However, the magnitude of the individual con-
tribution of these factors in reducing epidemic spread and the impact of vaccination
in determining contact tracing outputs is not fully understood. We present a delayed
differential equation model to investigate how vaccine roll-out and the relaxation of so-
cial distancing requirements affect contact tracing practises. We provide an analytical
criteria to determine the minimal contact tracing efficiency (defined as the the prob-
ability of identifying and quarantining contacts of symptomatic individuals) required
to keep an outbreak under control, with respect to the contact rate and vaccination
status of the population. Additionally, we consider how delays in outbreak detection
and increased case importation rates affect the number of contacts to be traced daily.
We show that in vaccinated communities a lower contact tracing efficiency is required
to avoid uncontrolled epidemic spread, and delayed outbreak detection and relaxation
of border restrictions do not lead to a significantly higher risk of overwhelming contact
tracing. We find that investing in testing programs, rather than increasing the contact
tracing capacity, has a larger impact in determining whether an outbreak will be con-
trollable. This is because early detection activates contact tracing, which will slow, and
eventually reverse exponential growth, while the contact tracing capacity is a threshold
that will easily become overwhelmed if exponential growth is not curbed. Finally, we
evaluate quarantine effectiveness during vaccine roll-out, by considering the proportion
of people that will develop an infection while in isolation in relation to the vaccina-
tion status of the population and for different viral variants. We show that quarantine
effectiveness decreases with increasing proportion of fully vaccinated individuals, and
increases in the presence of more transmissible variants. These results suggest that a
cost-effective approach during vaccine roll-out is to establish different quarantine rules
for vaccinated and unvaccinated individuals, where rules should depend on viral trans-
missibility. Altogether, our study provides quantitative information for contact tracing
downsizing during vaccine roll-out, to guide COVID-19 exit strategies.
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1 Introduction

Contact tracing, in combination with quarantine, is a key component of the successful man-
agement of the COVID-19 pandemic. When contact tracing is in place, people with a con-
firmed infection provide information about individuals they have been in contact with during
the previous days, who are in turn at risk of developing an infection. Identified contacts
are traced and quarantined, and quick tracing can significantly slow down, or even prevent,
epidemic spread, by quarantining infectious individuals before they become contagious. Ef-
ficient contact tracing may allow for partial relaxation of social distancing requirements and
border restrictions, particularly during vaccine roll-out.

Different studies have focused on understanding the impact of contact tracing practices
on COVID-19 outbreaks (Kretzschmar et al., 2020; Hellewell et al., 2020; Salathé et al.,
2020; Fraser et al., 2004; Keeling et al., 2020; Tupper et al., 2020; Hu et al., 2021; Kucharski
et al., 2020; Juneau et al., 2020; Gardner and Kilpatrick, 2021). Successful strategies involve
quick detection of infectious cases (for example through testing) (Kretzschmar et al., 2020;
Salathé et al., 2020; Fraser et al., 2004; Tupper et al., 2020; Hu et al., 2021; Gardner and
Kilpatrick, 2021), a high probability that contacts are traced (Hellewell et al., 2020; Keeling
et al., 2020; Hu et al., 2021; Gardner and Kilpatrick, 2021), a low number of initial cases
when contact tracing is implemented (Hellewell et al., 2020), and, more generally, maintaining
social distancing (Hellewell et al., 2020; Fraser et al., 2004; Keeling et al., 2020; Tupper et al.,
2020), where different variants can affect viral transmissibility (Davies et al., 2021; Tegally
et al., 2020). The implementation of border control measures can also impact contact tracing
management (Aggarwal et al., 2021). Case importations contribute to epidemic spread when
infection prevalence is low (Russell et al., 2021), and it is critical to consider how contact
tracing practices should respond to the relaxation of border restrictions, in addition to the
relaxation of social distancing. However, the link between case importations and the contact
tracing efficiency needed to keep an outbreak under control has been little explored (Zhu
et al., 2021). Finally, vaccination can clearly affect contact tracing management (Miller
et al., 2020; Klinkenberg et al., 2006; Friston et al., 2021). During vaccine roll-out, we expect
downsizing, or even dismantlement, of contact tracing to be possible. However, only few
contact tracing models directly account for vaccine roll-out (Colomer et al., 2021; Ruebush
et al., 2021). Additionally, vaccination may affect quarantine effectiveness, as isolation of
vaccinated contacts, who have a significantly lower probability to get infected (Bernal et al.,
2021; Nasreen et al., 2021), may lead to unnecessary costs related to isolation of healthy
individuals (Wang et al., 2020).

While the factors increasing contact tracing efficiency during the COVID-19 outbreak have
been identified, the magnitude of their individual contribution in reducing epidemic spread is
not fully understood (Juneau et al., 2020). Most of the current approaches have been based on
stochastic frameworks which, despite accounting for potential sources of uncertainty in disease
transmission, limit the derivation of analytical expressions to quantitatively understand the
interplay of different interventions during an outbreak (Fraser et al., 2004). Here, we aim to
disentangle and quantify the impact of contact tracing practices during vaccine roll-out. We
present a continuous time approach to investigate how the vaccination status of the population
and the relaxation of social distancing requirements affect contact tracing programs. More
specifically, we derive an analytical criteria for the minimal contact tracing efficiency needed
to keep an outbreak under control, in relation to the vaccination status of a population
and contact rate (section 3.1). Additionally, we quantify the impact of delays and case
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importations on the epidemics dynamics, to determine whether the contact tracing capacity
should be adjusted during vaccine roll-out (section 3.2). We also consider how vaccine roll-
out affects quarantine effectiveness, expressed as the proportion of people that will develop
an infection while in quarantine (section 3.3).

Our study provides information about contact tracing downsizing during the relaxation of
COVID-19 restrictions occurring concurrently to vaccine roll-out, and provides insights into
the impact of contact tracing policies in different jurisdictions. The model presented here is
general, and can be applied to different initial conditions, indicating differences in infection
prevalence in a community. However, our focus will be on jurisdictions that have followed
an elimination approach (Baker et al., 2020), where the infection is introduced in an initially
virus-free community.

2 Model and Methods

To understand the impact of contract tracing on the epidemic during vaccine roll-out we
extend the Susceptible-Exposed-Asymptomatic-Infected-Recovered (SEAIR) framework de-
veloped by Miller et al. (2020) to incorporate contact tracing (section 2.2), vaccination (sec-
tion 2.3), delays in outbreak detection (section 2.4), and case importations (section 2.5). We
will first describe the underlying SEAIR framework, and then explain how those additional
components have been added to the model.

2.1 The underlying SEAIR model

If c is the daily number of contacts per person, and α is the probability of a positive trans-
mission given a contact, it follows that the number of people infected each day is given by:

αc I
S

N
, (1)

where variables S, I and N indicate the susceptible, infectious and total population. One of
the factors that makes COVID-19 particularly difficult to trace is the abundance of asymp-
tomatic individuals in the population, who are spreading the disease without awareness of
their infectious status (He et al., 2021). To take asymptomatic cases into account, we differ-
entiate infectious cases I into three subclasses, analogously to as done by Miller et al. (2020):
asymptomatic Ia (i.e., infectious individuals who will never display COVID-19 symptoms),
pre-symptomatic Ip (i.e., infectious individuals who have not yet developed symptoms), and
symptomatic cases Ic. The probability of an infection given a contact with an asymptomatic
individual is lower than for symptomatic cases (Kronbichler et al., 2020), and we assume
that symptomatic individuals have a reduced contact rate, as individuals feeling sick are less
likely to interact with others (Miller et al., 2020). In the model, individuals in Ia, Ip and Ic
have a different infectivity, quantified by parameters ba, bp and bc respectively. Taking these
factors into account, the number of people infected each day can be rewritten as:

αc [bpIp + bcIc + baIa]
S

N
, (2)

where ba < bp and bc < bp.
Infected individuals enter the exposed class E, and after a latency period of average length

1/δE move either to the pre-symptomatic class Ip, with probability r, or to the asymptomatic
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class Ia, with probability (1− r). Once symptoms occur, pre-symptomatic individuals enter
the symptomatic class. After the disease runs its course, individuals enter the recovered class
R.

2.2 Modelling Contact Tracing

As only symptomatic individuals are contact traced, we write{
q = 0 for Ic = 0 ,

q = q0 for Ic > 0 .
(3)

such that contract tracing is only activated when Ic > 0.
To identify contacts, we consider the interactions that individuals in Ic have had in the

previous days with the susceptible population. Each symptomatic individual has entered
class Ic by passing through the exposed class E and having entered the pre-symptomatic
class with probability r. If we consider that the pre-symptomatic status lasts on average 2-3
days (Miller et al., 2020), and if we assume that symptomatic individuals become aware of
their infectious status 1-2 days after symptoms onset, then rδEE(t−5) is number of people
that entered Ip five days ago, and

q[rδEE(t−5)] (4)

is equivalent to the number of people whose contacts are being traced today.
Individuals whose contacts are being traced are sent to quarantine, as well as susceptible,

exposed, asymptomatic and pre-symptomatic individuals that have interacted with them in
the past five days. The total number of identified contacts that contact traced individuals
have had with susceptible people in the past five days can be expressed as

c︸︷︷︸
contact
rate

× q[rδEE(t−5)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
individuals whose contacts

are being traced

×
4∑

τ=0

bτ
S(t−τ)

N︸ ︷︷ ︸
contacts

of the past 5 days

(5)

where bτ = bp, bc depending on whether the contact has been between susceptible and pre-
symptomatic (meaning that at the time of the interaction the contact traced individual was
still in Ip, i.e., bτ = bp for τ = 2, 3, 4) or between susceptible and symptomatic cases (at the
time of the interaction the contact traced individual had already entered Ic, i.e., bτ = bc for
τ = 0, 1).

As disease transmission given a contact occurs with probability α, a total of

(1− α)c︸ ︷︷ ︸
not-infected
contacts

q[rδEE(t−5)]
4∑

τ=0

bτ
S(t−τ)

N
(6)

people per day will have interacted with the individual being contact traced without devel-
oping an infection. These people will move from the susceptible class S to class Sq, which
includes non-infectious individuals in isolation, and they will return to the susceptible class
at the end of the quarantine period.
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It follows that a total of

αc q[rδEE(t−5)]
3∑

τ=0

bτ
S(t−τ)

N
(7)

individuals will develop the infection and enter the exposed class. Individuals who have
interacted with contact traced individuals five days before contact tracing began, will have
already left the exposed class, and therefore a total of

αc q[rδEE(t−5)] bp
S(t−4)

N
(8)

will be moved to quarantine after having already entered the pre-symptomatic class (with
probability r) or the asymptomatic class (with probability (1 − r)). All contact traced
individuals developing an infection move to the class Q, and then enter the recovered class
R at the end of the quarantine period.

Model equations: The system of delay differential equations representing the model dynam-
ics can be written as:

dS

dt
= −αc [bpIp + bcIc + baIa]

S

N︸ ︷︷ ︸
S→E

− (1− α)cq[rδEE(t−5)]
4∑

τ=0

bτ
S(t−τ)

N︸ ︷︷ ︸
S→Sq

+ δSqSq︸ ︷︷ ︸
Sq→S

, (9a)

dE

dt
= αc [bpIp + bcIc + baIa]

S

N︸ ︷︷ ︸
S→E

−αc q[rδEE(t−5)]
3∑

τ=0

bτ
S(t−τ)

N︸ ︷︷ ︸
E→Q

− δEE︸︷︷︸
E→Ia,Ip

, (9b)

dIp
dt

= rδEE︸ ︷︷ ︸
E→Ip

− rαc q[rδEE(t−5)] bp
S(t−4)

N︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ip→Q

− δIpIp︸︷︷︸
Ip→Ic

, (9c)

dIc
dt

= δIpIp︸︷︷︸
Ip→Ic

− q[rδEE(t−5)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ic→Q

− δI cIc︸︷︷︸
Ic→R

, (9d)

dIa
dt

= (1− r)δEE︸ ︷︷ ︸
E→Ia

− (1− r)αc q[rδEE(t−5)]bp
S(t−4)

N︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ia→Q

− δIaIa︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ia→R

, (9e)

dQ

dt
= αc q[rδEE(t−5)]

4∑
τ=0

bτ
S(t−τ)

N︸ ︷︷ ︸
E,Ia,Ip→Q

+ q[rδEE(t−5)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ic→Q

− δQQ︸︷︷︸
Q→R

, (9f)

dSq

dt
= (1− α)cq[rδEE(t−5)]

4∑
τ=0

bτ
S(t−τ)

N︸ ︷︷ ︸
S→Sq

− δSqSq︸ ︷︷ ︸
Sq→S

, (9g)

dR

dt
= δIcIc︸︷︷︸

Ic→R

+ δIaIa︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ia→R

+ δQQ︸︷︷︸
Q→R

. (9h)
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Note that the total number of individuals N remains constant over time. The flow diagram
representation of Eq. (9) is presented in Fig. 1. Default parameters are given in Table 1.
We will consider the case where the community is initially virus-free, and thus at time zero
S = S0 (Eq. (10)), E = 1, and all other variables will be set to zero. Simulations will be
performed with the dde23 solver of the software MATLAB R2018a.

Contact tracing capacity: We assume that there is a limit in the contact tracing capacity,
reached when the daily number of contacts to be traced (see Eq. (5) for q = 1) is higher
than a certain value determined by Imax

CT . We will investigate the circumstances under which
contact tracing is overwhelmed, and establish a criteria to determine the minimal contact
tracing efficiency q∗ needed to keep an outbreak under control. We understand a controllable
outbreak as an outbreak where the daily number of contacts to be traced per day remains
below the contact tracing capacity Imax

CT for T days. We will evaluate q∗ with respect to the
vaccination status of the population and the contact rate c. Default values of Imax

CT and T are
provided in Table 1.

2.3 Modelling vaccination status

To simulate differences in the vaccination status of the population we assume that vaccination
reduces the initial size of the susceptible population S0, where:

S0 = (1− pv)N + pvN(1− ϵv) . (10)

The parameter pv represents the proportion of the susceptible population that is fully vac-
cinated. Vaccination reduces disease transmission with probability ϵv. We assume that the
vaccination status does not vary during the simulation period.

To account for contacts between vaccinated and contact traced individuals we compute
the cumulative size of Sq (i.e., the number of people in quarantine that will never develop
the infection) as follows:[

(1− α)cq[rδEE(t−5)]
4∑

τ=0

bτ
S(t−τ)

N

](
1 +

N − S0

S

)
, (11)

where the fraction (N − S0)/S accounts for vaccinated contacts in quarantine.
By comparing the cumulative number of infectious and non-infectious people in quaran-

tine, we can gain information about quarantine effectiveness, intended as percentage of people
quarantined that develop an infection (see supplementary information, Eq. (19)). We will
investigate how quarantine effectiveness varies with the vaccination status of the population,
and with the probability of infection given a contact (α), which can differ, for example, when
considering different variants of the SARS-CoV2 virus.

2.4 Modelling delays in outbreak detection

Often outbreaks in a community are not promptly detected, and the disease can spread
uncontrolled for several days before measures are introduced. We analyse this scenario by
considering that contact tracing is activated only when a certain number of symptomatic
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cases I∗c is found in the community. We modify the contact tracing efficiency q, defined in
Eq. (3), as follows: {

q = 0 for Ic ≤ I∗c ,

q = q0 for Ic > I∗c .
(12)

We will compute the daily number of contacts to be traced for different I∗c , as a function
of the vaccination status of the population and the contact rate, to understand how vaccine
roll-out and social distancing impact the contact tracing capacity needed to keep an outbreak
under control.

2.5 Modelling case importations

To evaluate the health risks following the relaxation of border restrictions during vaccine roll-
out, we investigate how case importations affect the daily number of contacts to be traced,
for different vaccination status of the population and contact rates. When only one import is
observed, we consider only one exposed case at the beginning of the simulation. For multiple
imports m, we consider the m exposed cases as distributed evenly over T (where the first
imports occurs at t = 0, the second import occurs at t = T/m, the third at t = 2T/m, and
so on).

Figure 1: A schematic representation of the flow of individuals among different states in the population as
described by equation (9). Susceptible individuals S can become exposed E after having interacted with an
infected person, and successively become infectious pre-symptomatic Ip, symptomatic Ic or asymptomatic Ia.
Individuals in states represented in blue are not aware of their infectious status and behave normally in the
population. Individuals in Ic, represented in orange, can become aware of their status and be contact traced.
Once contact tracing is activated (for Ic > 0, see Eq. (3)) contacts can be moved to quarantine (states in
grey), where contacts developing an infection will enter the Q class, and contacts not developing an infection
will enter the Sq class. Recovered individuals enter the R status (in green). Delays in outbreak detection are
modelled by assuming that contact tracing activates only when Ic > I∗c , rather than when Ic > 0 (see section
2.4).
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Table 1: Brief description of the variables and parameters of the model given in Eq. (9), with corresponding
default values or ranges considered for the simulations. Values in brackets correspond to the explored ranges.

Variable/
parameter

Description
Value/
Range

S Susceptible population –
E Exposed population –
Ip Pre-symptomatic infected population –
Ic Symptomatic infected population –
Ia Asymptomatic infected population –
Q Infected population in quarantine –
Sq Not-infected population in quarantine –
R Recovered population –
N Total population 500,000 ∗

α Probability of infection given a contact 0.2 (0.1–0.5) ∗

c Contact rate 5 (3–7) ∗

bp Standard contact rate (pre-symptomatic) 1
bc Reduction in contact rate (symptomatic) 0.75 ∗

ba Reduction in infectiousness (asymptomatic) 0.5 (Davies et al., 2020)
q Contact tracing efficiency 0.75 (0–1)
r Probability of becoming symptomatic given infected 0.7 (He et al., 2021)

Imax
CT Contact tracing capacity 250 (125, 500) ∗

I∗c Symptomatic population when contact tracing is activated 0 (0–9)
δE Rate of people leaving state E daily 1/4 (Miller et al., 2020)
δIp Rate of people leaving state Ip daily 1/2.4 (Miller et al., 2020)
δIc Rate of people leaving state Ic daily 1/3.2 (Miller et al., 2020)
δIa Rate of people leaving state Ia daily 1/7 (Miller et al., 2020)
δQ Rate of people leaving state Q daily 1/14 ∗

δSq Rate of people leaving state Sq daily 1/14 ∗

pv Proportion of the population fully vaccinated 0–1
ϵv Vaccine efficacy 0.89 (Prunas et al., 2021)
T Total simulation time 180 [days]

∗ Estimated parameters

3 Results

3.1 Contact tracing efficiency and outbreak control

When the number of cases is low, we can derive an analytic expression for q∗, i.e., the minimal
contact tracing efficiency needed to avoid a growth in the number of cases. If we assume that
the number of infectious cases remains small over time, we can consider a substantially
simplified version of the model of Eq. (9) consisting of a single differential equation in I,
where I includes pre-symptomatic, symptomatic and asymptomatic infectious cases present
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in the time-dependent proportions pIp , pIc and pIa respectively. We write:

dI

dt
= αcb̃I

S0

N︸ ︷︷ ︸
infected

− δ̃I︸︷︷︸
recovered

−

(
qαc[rδEE(t−5)]

4∑
τ=0

bτ
S(t− τ)

N
+ q[rδEE(t−5)]

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

quarantined

, (13)

where S0 is the size of the susceptible population, which depends on vaccination (see Eq. (10)),
parameter b̃ is defined as the weighted average of the contact rate (i.e., b̃ = pIpbp+pIcbc+pIaba),

and parameter δ̃ is the average time spent in the infectious state, and can be computed as:

δ̃ = r

(
1

δ−1
Ip

+ δ−1
Ic

)
+ (1− r)δIa . (14)

The factor q[rδEE(t−5)] is the number of individuals contact tracing today, which, for I small,
can be approximated as:

q[rδEE(t−5)] ≃ qIc = qpIcI . (15)

We obtain that dI/dt < 0 as long as:

q∗ >
αcb̃

S0

N
− δ̃

pcαc(2bc + 3bp)
S0

N
+ pc

. (16)

The minimal contact tracing efficiency needed to avoid disease spread therefore depends on:
the vaccination status of the population, given by the ratio S0/N ; the contact rate c; the
probability of infection given a contact α; the contact rates of pre-symptomatic, symptomatic
and asymptomatic individuals bp, bc and ba; the average length of the infectious status δ̃; and
the proportion of symptomatic individuals pc. A graphical representation of Eq. (16) is
provided in the supplementary information, Fig. S.1.

When the contact rate c is high, Eq. (16) can be simplified as:

q∗ ≳
b̃

pc(2bc + 3bp)
. (17)

Given that 0 ≤ pc ≤ 1 and b̃/(2bc + 3bp) < 1, Eq. (17) indicates that there exists a minimal
contact tracing efficiency 0 < q∗ < 1 that can prevent infection spread, even in the absence of
social distancing requirements, and independently from the vaccination status of the popula-
tion. Thus, as long as q > q∗, contact tracing can be considered an effective sole intervention
against COVID-19.

Our simulations confirm the relationships found in Eqs. (16) and (17). In Fig. 2 the
minimal contact tracing efficiency q needed to avoid overwhelming contact tracing capacity
is computed as a function of the vaccination status of the population and of the contact rate.
We find that When q is large enough (i.e., q ≳ 0.5 in Fig. 2), overwhelming of contact tracing
capacity does not occur, independently from the contact rate and vaccination status of the
population (cfr. Eq. (17)). Thus, for q large, contact tracing alone is a sufficient measure
to keep epidemic spread under control. For q < 0.5 we find that if vaccination rates are
large enough, and/or if contact tracing is efficient enough, relaxation of social distancing
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requirements can occur. We see, for example, that the outbreak can be controlled without
contact tracing if 55% of the population is vaccinated when the contact rate c = 3, or if 85%
of the population is vaccinated when the contact rate c = 7. Alternately, with no vaccination,
the outbreak can be controlled with contact tracing efficiency q > 0.4 when the contact rate
is 3, and with q > 0.5 if the contact rate c = 7. Different variants (expressed as differences
in the probability of infection given a contact α) can also affect the minimal contact tracing
efficiency needed to avoid overwhelming contact tracing capacity, where higher contact tracing
efficiency is needed to control outbreaks of more contagious variants.

We found that the contact tracing capacity Imax
CT does not significantly affect the results

(Fig. S.2). In a parameter space where the outbreak can be controlled, disease spread, and
consequently overwhelming of the contact tracing capacity, will not occur. If the outbreak
can not be controlled, the number of cases will grow nearly exponentially and exceed the
contact tracing capacity Imax

CT , where doubling or halving Imax
CT will not significantly affect the

results. Therefore, the minimal contact tracing efficiency needed to avoid a growth in the
number of cases (q∗, Eq. (16)), and the minimal contact tracing efficiency needed to avoid
overwhelming contact tracing (obtained numerically) appear to be very similar quantities
(cfr. Figs 2, S.1 and S.2). Efficiency, in terms of quick detection of symptomatic cases and
identification and quarantining of their contacts, and not contact tracing capacity, is therefore
the most important determinant of whether an outbreak will be controlled or not. Highly
efficient contact tracing should keep the number of infections, and thus the number of contact
tracing individuals, well below capacity.

Figure 2: Minimal contact tracing efficiency needed to avoid overwhelming of contact tracing capacity, as
a function of the vaccination status of the population and for different contact rates (black curves, with
c = {3, 4, 5, 6, 7}), for I∗c = 0. The area below each curve represents the parameter space for which contact
tracing is overwhelmed, while the area above each curve represents the parameter space for which contact
tracing is not overwhelmed. Default parameters used for the simulations are given in Table 1.
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3.2 Delayed detection and case importations

We consider the situation in which contact tracing is efficient enough to control the outbreak
(i.e., q = 0.75, cfr. Fig. 2) and investigate the impact of delayed detection on contact tracing
capacity, where delays are modeled as an increase in I∗c (see Eq. (12)), i.e., the number of
symptomatic cases present in the community when contact tracing is activated. In Fig. 3a-c
we see that if a delay in detection is experienced, the number of cases to be traced per day
increases, particularly when the vaccination status of the population is low. An increase in the
daily number of cases can lead to a non-controllable outbreak, even when the contact tracing
efficiency is high. For example, we see that if the outbreak is detected only when already 6
symptomatic cases are present (see. Fig. 3b), in the absence of vaccination and with a contact
rate of 7, the number of contacts to be traced is around 400 a day. Vaccination however,
minimizes the impact of delays, and helps to maintain contact tracing within capacity, even
when the contact rate is high. For example, if 60% of the population is vaccinated and the
outbreak is detected when 6 symptomatic cases are already in the community, the maximum
number of contacts to trace with a high contact rate of 7 per day is around 50, and thus
more easily manageable (see Fig. 3b).

Case importations can also lead to overwhelming contact tracing capacity (Fig. 3d-e),
however vaccination can strongly reduce this risk. Indeed, if for example a number of 6 im-
ports are experienced in 180 days, the number of contacts to trace per day might reach 500
in the absence of vaccination, while it remains lower than 40 when 60% of the population is
vaccinated (see Fig. 3e). Note however that when a region experiences multiple imports, each
import incorporates a risk for delayed detection, leading to an increased risk of exceeding
capacity (as seen in Fig. 3a-c). Swift detection of infected imported cases is therefore impor-
tant to make sure that the contact tracing capacity is not overwhelmed. Additionally, in the
simulations we assumed imports to be evenly distributed over the time interval considered.
However, imports might occur simultaneously, which could increase the risk of overwhelming
of contact tracing capacity.

3.3 Quarantine effectiveness

We look at how quarantine effectiveness, intended as the proportion of quarantined individ-
uals that develop an infection, is affected by the vaccination status of the population and by
disease infectiousness (i.e., the probability of infection given a contact α) (Fig. 4). Quaran-
tine effectiveness decreases when the proportion of fully vaccinated people in the population
is high. Additionally, quarantine effectiveness increases when α is high, meaning that the
percentage of quarantined individuals that develops an infection is higher in the presence
of more contagious variants. For example, we obtain that for α = 0.2, about 25% of the
quarantined individuals will develop an infection in an unvaccinated population. With 75%
of the population being fully vaccinated, only 10% of the quarantined individuals will develop
an infection, thereby decreasing quarantine effectiveness by more than half. Note that quar-
antine effectiveness does not depend on the contact tracing efficiency q (see supplementary
information, Eq. (19)).
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Figure 3: Maximal number of contacts to trace per day as a function of the percentage of fully vaccinated
individuals in the population and the contact rate. The number of symptomatic individuals already present
in the community when contact tracing is activated (I∗c ) is progressively increased from (a) I∗c = 3, to (b)
I∗c = 6, to (c) I∗c = 9. In figures (d)-(f) I∗c = 3 for all simulations, and the number of imported cases m over
the time interval considered (i.e., T = 180 days) varies, with (d) m = 3, (e) m = 6, and (f) m = 9. The
contact tracing efficiency is kept constant at q = 0.75.

4 Discussion

Previous work has disputed whether contact tracing can be used as sole intervention to control
outbreaks (Tupper et al., 2020; Davis et al., 2021; Juneau et al., 2020; Ferretti et al., 2020).
Ferretti et al. (2020) found that epidemic control through contact tracing could be achieved
through the immediate notification and isolation of at least 70% of infectious cases, while three
or more days delay in case notification would not allow for epidemic control. Analogously, we
show that, when highly efficient, contact tracing alone can be considered an effective control
measure even in the absence of vaccination or social distancing. For example, for an average
contact rate of 7 individuals per day, contact tracing can be an effective sole intervention as
long as more than 50% of the contacts of symptomatic individuals are quarantined within
1 or 2 days from symptoms onset. However, delays in detection and relaxation of border
control measures can cause the number of contacts to be traced in a day to exceed the
contact tracing capacity. Similarly, other studies found that testing at first symptom is a
necessary prerequisite for efficient tracing (Davis et al., 2021; Gardner and Kilpatrick, 2021;
Kretzschmar et al., 2020; Kucharski et al., 2020; Hellewell et al., 2020), and that a higher
contact tracing efficiency is needed to keep an outbreak under control when the number of
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Figure 4: Quarantine effectiveness, defined as the percentage of quarantined individuals that develop an
infection, as a function of the probability of infection given a contact (α). Different curves represent different
vaccination status of the population, where we consider that 0%, 25%, 50% or 75% of the population has
been fully vaccinated.

initial cases is large (Hellewell et al., 2020; Dhillon and Srikrishna, 2018). These findings
emphasize the importance of testing at first symptoms, as well as testing new arrivals, to
avoid overwhelming contact tracing capacity.

We find that investing in fast detection, for example via testing programs, rather than
increasing the contact tracing capacity, has a larger impact in determining whether an out-
break will be controllable. Strong testing programs to ensure the quick detection of new
community outbreaks, in combination with efficient identification and isolation of contacts,
ensures slow epidemic spread, where the number of daily contacts to be traced remains low
for the whole duration of the outbreak. Should slow detection cause uncontrolled epidemic
spread, we expect overwhelming of contact tracing capacity to occur even when the maximum
daily number of tracing contacts is large, owing to exponential growth of the outbreak.

Vaccination has the double impact of reducing the contact tracing efficiency required to
keep an outbreak under control, and minimizing the impact of delays and case importations.
Indeed, in vaccinated communities, a lower contact tracing efficiency is required to avoid
overwhelming contact tracing capacity. For example, with 70% of the population fully vacci-
nated, a contact tracing efficiency of 40% is enough to keep an outbreak under control, even
with a high average contact rate of 7 individuals per day. Additionally, predictions show that
the maximum number of contacts to be traced per day is drastically reduced when epidemic
spread occurs in vaccinated populations, where delays in detection or increase in the number
of imported cases in vaccinated populations do not lead to a significant risk of overwhelming
contact tracing capacity. These findings suggest possible downsizing of contact tracing prac-
tices during vaccine roll-out, even when vaccination occurs in conjunction with the relaxation
of social distancing and border restrictions. As vaccination rates are distributed heteroge-
neously in the population, contact tracing downsizing, rather than dismantlement, should be
considered, especially as contact tracing remains an important measure to reduce or avoid
community spread in low vaccination settings, such as schools for young children that may
not be vaccine eligible.
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Efficient tracing can be affected at many stages of the contact tracing process. Individuals
may delay getting tested, and positive results may take days to be confirmed (Lewis, 2020).
Additionally, contacts may not be easily identified or contacted, and they may not adhere
to isolation requirements (Lewis, 2020; Davis et al., 2021; Gardner and Kilpatrick, 2021).
Generally, higher efficiency can be achieved in regions characterised by social cohesiveness,
such as small jurisdictions with interconnected populations, where infected individuals might
be known and a high proportion of contacts is likely to be reached (WHO, 2021; Lash et al.,
2021). In denser populations, contact identification may be an arduous task, where manual
contact tracing might be impractical and electronic contact tracing, for example through
mobile apps, has often raised privacy concerns (Zastrow, 2020; Cho et al., 2020). Thus,
while contact tracing might be an effective sole intervention in rural areas, failure might be
observed in larger or more densely populated regions, which emphasizes the potential need
for different policy decisions in small and large jurisdictions.

In our model, we assume contacts of symptomatic individuals to be isolated within 1 - 2
days, and we do not explicitly take into account possible delays from testing of symptomatic
individuals to quarantining of their contacts. Additionally, we assume that individuals in
quarantine do not transmit the disease, while this might often not be the case. Possible
extensions of the model presented here include delays in the identification of contacts, and
poor community adherence to quarantine rules (Davis et al., 2021).

Finally, we show that quarantine effectiveness is low in a vaccinated population, as a large
proportion of quarantined contacts will not develop an infection. These findings suggest that
a cost-effective approach during vaccine roll-out is to establish different quarantine rules for
vaccinated and unvaccinated individuals, as has indeed been done in several jurisdictions (for
Disease Control et al., 2021). Rules should be evaluated with respect to the presence of more
transmissible viral variants, which can increase the probability of infection given a contact for
unvaccinated as well as for vaccinated individuals (Davies et al., 2021; Tegally et al., 2020).
Future modelling efforts should explicitly consider the risk of non-quarantining vaccinated
individuals, in the presence of different viral variants.
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infectieuses (CANMOD) and the Department of Health and Community Services, Govern-
ment of Newfoundland and Labrador. AH acknowledges further support from the NSERC
Emerging Infectious Disease Modelling Consortium. AH and JB are supported by the At-
lantic Association for Research in the Mathematical Sciences and the New Brunswick Health
Research Foundation.

References

Dinesh Aggarwal, Andrew J Page, Ulf Schaefer, George M Savva, Richard Myers, Erik Volz,
Nicholas Ellaby, Steven Platt, Natalie Groves, Eileen Gallaghar, et al. An integrated
analysis of contact tracing and genomics to assess the efficacy of travel restrictions on

14



SARS-CoV-2 introduction and transmission in England from June to September, 2020.
medRxiv, 2021.

Michael G Baker, Nick Wilson, and Tony Blakely. Elimination could be the optimal response
strategy for covid-19 and other emerging pandemic diseases. bmj, 371, 2020.

Jamie Lopez Bernal, Nick Andrews, Charlotte Gower, Eileen Gallagher, Ruth Simmons,
Simon Thelwall, Julia Stowe, Elise Tessier, Natalie Groves, Gavin Dabrera, et al. Ef-
fectiveness of COVID-19 vaccines against the B. 1.617. 2 (Delta) variant. New England
Journal of Medicine, 2021.

Hyunghoon Cho, Daphne Ippolito, and Yun William Yu. Contact tracing mobile
apps for COVID-19: Privacy considerations and related trade-offs. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2003.11511, 2020.
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Supplementary information

Contact tracing efficiency and controllable outbreaks

Figure S.1: Analytical approximation of the minimal contact tracing efficiency q∗ needed to avoid disease
spread, as a function of the vaccination status and for different contact rates. Lines represent equality in
Eq. (16), for the contact rates c = {3, 4, 5, 6, 7}. Default parameters are given in Table 1.

Figure S.2: Minimal contact tracing efficiency needed to avoid overwhelming of contact tracing capacity, as a
function of the vaccination status and for different contact rates (black curves, with c = {3, 4, 5, 6, 7}) for (a)
a higher contact tracing capacity (Imax

CT = 500) and (b) a lower contact tracing capacity (Imax
CT = 125). The

area below each curve represents the parameter space for which contact tracing is overwhelmed, while the area
above each curve represents the parameter space for which contact tracing is not overwhelmed. Parameter
I∗c = 0 for all simulations, other default parameters are given in Table 1. We see that, as explained in section
3.1, differences in the contact tracing capacity Imax

CT do not significantly affect the results (cfr. Eq. (16)).
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Quarantine effectiveness

We calculate the quarantine effectiveness as the number of people in quarantine that develop
an infection (which corresponds to the cumulative number of individuals entering class Q,
derived from Eq. (9f)) divided by the total number of people in quarantine (i.e., the sum of the
cumulative number of individuals entering class Q and the cumulative number of individuals
entering class Sq, given in Eq. (11)). Mathematically, we obtain the following expression for
quarantine effectiveness Qeff :

Qeff =

[
αc q[rδEE(t−5)]

∑4
τ=0 bτ

S(t−τ)

N

]
+ q[rδEE(t−5)][

(α+ (1− α))c q[rδEE(t−5)]
∑4

τ=0 bτ
S(t−τ)

N

]
+
[
(1− α)c q[rδEE(t−5)]

∑4
τ=0 bτ

S(t−τ)

N

]
N−S0

S

, (18)

which can be simplified as

Qeff =
αc
∑4

τ=0 bτ
S(t−τ)

N
+ 1(

c
∑4

τ=0 bτ
S(t−τ)

N

) [
1 + (1− α)N−S0

S

] . (19)

Quarantine effectiveness depends therefore on the probability of infection given a contact (α)
and on the vaccination status of the population, expressed through the number of susceptible
individuals S0. Note that quarantine effectiveness does not depend on the contact tracing
efficiency q.
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