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S1. Timing of test relative to exposure

By comparing the time individuals are tested after exposure in the model
to temporal estimates of PCR test sensitivity1 we see that an average of
65% sensitivity is likely to be a relatively realistic expectation if tests are
conducted two days post-isolation (Figure S3). Sensitivity peaks at just
over 75% 8 days post-exposure, but the majority of testing is likely to occur
between 4 and 7 days post-exposure, where estimates are much wider. In
the case of immediate testing 65% sensitivity is potentially an over-estimate,
which is likely to further exacerbate the trend we saw in Figure 3, making it
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Figure S1: Varying delay to tracing (A) and self-reporting probability (B).

even less likely that immediate advice to leave quarantine is an appropriate
response to a negative test.
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Figure S2: Average total numbers of cases tested and isolated (left and middle respectively)
and total overall cases (right).
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Figure S3: Density distributions of time cases are tested in our model, measured in days
post-exposure, for an immediate test upon identification (orange) and a 2 day delay to
testing (blue). Black data points and error bars are temporal sensitivity estimates from
Kuchirka et al. and used as a comparison.1 In the model we assumed a fixed 65% test
sensitivity except for special cases.
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