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Materials and Methods 

1. Mobile phone-derived travel and contact reductions 
Two timely aggregated and anonymized population mobility datasets, obtained from Google and 
Baidu, respectively, were used in this study to measure the intensity of travel and physical 
distancing interventions for the COVID-19 pandemic across space and time. 5 
 
Google data 
The Google COVID-19 Aggregated Mobility Research Dataset contains anonymized mobility 
flows aggregated over users who have turned on the Location History setting, which is off by 
default. This is similar to the data used to show how busy certain types of places are in Google 10 
Maps — helping identify when a local business tends to be the most crowded. The dataset 
aggregates flows of people between S2 cells from January 5 - May 30, 2020 which is here further 
aggregated by origin S2 cell and destination country level.  
 
To produce this dataset, machine learning is applied to logs data to automatically segment it into 15 
semantic trips (24). To provide strong privacy guarantees, all trips were anonymized and 
aggregated using a differentially private mechanism (42) to aggregate flows over time (see 
https://policies.google.com/technologies/anonymization). This research is done on the resulting 
heavily aggregated and differentially private data. No individual user data was ever manually 
inspected, only heavily aggregated flows of large populations were handled. 20 
 
All anonymized trips are processed in aggregate to extract their origin and destination location 
and time. For example, if users traveled from location a to location b within time interval t, the 
corresponding cell (a, b, t) in the tensor would be n∓err, where err is Laplacian noise. The 
automated Laplace mechanism adds random noise drawn from a zero mean Laplace distribution 25 
and yields (𝜖𝜖, δ)-differential privacy guarantee of 𝜖𝜖 = 0.66 and δ = 2.1 × 10−29. The parameter 𝜖𝜖 
controls the noise intensity in terms of its variance, while δ represents the deviation from pure 𝜖𝜖-
privacy. The closer they are to zero, the stronger the privacy guarantees. Each user contributes at 
most one increment to each partition. If they go from a region A to another region B multiple 
times in the same week, they only contribute once to the aggregation count. 30 
 

A total of 134 countries, territories, or areas had domestic outflow data over the study period, 
and 104 had international outflow data. The summed weekly outflows of each country were then 
divided by the number of origin S2 cells (each was calculated only once) that contained data 
from January 5, 2020 to May 30, 2020, accounting for the bias that might be introduced by the 35 
increasing number of S2 cells discarded in order to protecting privacy due to the decreasing 
number of travelers under travel restrictions.  
 

https://policies.google.com/technologies/anonymization
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To be comparable across countries and times, the population movement data during the physical 
distancing interventions for controlling the COVID-19 were further standardized by the ‘normal’ 
mobility before the COVID-19 outbreaks. Asian countries/regions neighboring mainland China 
received a relatively higher number of imported cases from China and might implement travel 
restrictions and physical distance interventions earlier than other countries across the world at the 5 
early stage of this outbreak. Therefore, the domestic and international weekly outflows in 7 
Asian countries/regions (Hong Kong Special Administrative Region [SAR], India, Japan, South 
Korea, Singapore, Thailand, and Vietnam) during the period of January 26 – May 30, 2020 were 
standardized by the mean flows during the three weeks of January 5 – 25, 2020 (Fig. 1B).  All 
other 127 countries/regions’ outflows since February 16, 2020 took the mean of movements on 10 
January 5 – February 15, 2020 as a baseline. 
 
Baidu data 
To capture the changing population movement patterns in China under the COVID-19 outbreak, 
the daily population mobility data at prefectural level (342 cities) in mainland China in 2020 15 
were obtained from Baidu location-based services (LBS) (25, 43). Baidu provides over 7 billion 
positioning requests per day for people who used relevant mobile phone applications. The 
aggregated and de-identified daily outbound and inbound flows (travel index) for each 
prefecture-level city are publicly-available online to understand mobility patterns during the 
outbreak (25) and have been used in previous studies (4, 20). To derive the country-level 20 
mobility, we calculated the mean of daily outflows across the country from January 5 to May 2, 
2020.  As Wuhan’s lockdown and travel restrictions were applied on January 23, 2020, the daily 
flows since January 23 were standardized by the mean of outflows across mainland China on 
January 5 – 22, 2020 for comparing travel reductions over time. 

2. Estimating effective reproduction numbers 25 

To account for variations in the transmissibility of COVID-19 during the outbreak by country or 
territories, we calculated the reproduction number (the average number of new infections 
associated with 1 infected person) by countries/territories, for estimating the transmissibility of 
SARS-CoV-2 before implementing travel and physical distancing interventions, simulating the 
COVID-19 transmission, and assessing the effectiveness of various intervention and relaxation 30 
scenarios across regions and time. 
 
COVID-19 case data 
We used country-specific daily counts of confirmed cases by date of report as of May 4, 2020, 
systematically collated by the European Centre for Disease Prevention and Control (44). The 35 
number of cases by date of symptom onset reported in mainland China as of May 2, 2020, were 
obtained from the Chinese National Health Commission (45) and online resource of the Chinese 
Center for Disease Control and Prevention (46). The epicurves in Hong Kong and Macau SAR 
were generated from the data of individual cases, obtained from the Centre for Health Protection, 
Department of Health, Hong Kong SAR (47) and the Bureau of Health, Macau SAR (48). 40 
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Adjusting for reporting delays 
To parameterize the COVID-19 transmission before travel and physical distancing interventions 
(see next section), we estimated the effective reproduction number (𝑅𝑅𝑒𝑒) before these 
interventions were implemented by country or territory. If the estimates of 𝑅𝑅𝑒𝑒 were made at the 5 
date of report, any changes and interventions in the time-varying parameters during the 
simulation of COVID-19 transmission will be delayed by the incubation period and reporting. To 
account for potential biases in estimates of Re due to these delays, we adjusted the case data by 
the distributions of incubation period (log-normal distribution with a mean of 5.2 days, 95% 
confidence interval [CI] 4.1 - 7.0) and the delay from symptom onset to first medical visit/report 10 
(Weibull distribution with a mean of 5.8 days, 95% CI 4.3 - 7.5), estimated from the 
epidemiological data at the early stage of outbreak in Wuhan before the lockdown of the city on 
January 23, 2020 (27). For a given country, we drew a sample of delays from the posterior 
distribution of delay distribution parameters, to transform each observed reporting date into a 
sample infection date (49). This resulted in 1000 samples of infection and onset date for each 15 
confirmed case. Then we calculated Re using the epicurves of daily case counts generated from 
the potential infection dates before implementing travel and physical distancing interventions. 
 
Timings of travel and physical distancing interventions 
The timing of various NPIs by country were derived from the government measures dataset 20 
systematically collated by the Assessment Capacities Project of the United Nations Office for the 
Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (28). This dataset assembled the measures implemented by 
governments worldwide in response to the COVID-19 pandemic. The collection of this dataset 
included secondary data review from various data sources, and the information available fell into 
five categories: lockdowns, social distancing, (international) movement restrictions, public health 25 
measures, and social and economic measures. As our study focuses on the travel and physical 
distancing interventions, we extracted the earliest dates of implementing lockdowns, physical 
distancing, and (international) movement restrictions, respectively, in each country/territory. 
 
Estimating effective reproduction numbers 30 
We preliminarily used an exponential growth (EG) method as summarized by Wallinga & 
Lipsitch (50), to estimate initial reproduction numbers of outbreaks before travel restrictions or 
lockdowns for each country/territory. We considered the period without travel and physical 
distancing interventions in the epidemic curve over which growth was exponential. The 
exponential growth rate, denoted by r, during the early phase of an outbreak can be linked to the 35 
initial reproduction ratio (26). The r is defined by the per capita change in number of new 
infections or cases per unit of time. As case counts are integer valued, Poisson regression is 
indicated to estimate this parameter, rather than linear regression of the logged incidence (51, 
52). The reproduction number, 𝑅𝑅𝑒𝑒, is estimated as 
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𝑅𝑅𝑒𝑒 =
1

𝑀𝑀(−𝑟𝑟)
 

where M is the moment generating function of the (discretized) generation time distribution. The 
generation time distribution is usually obtained from the time lag between all infectee/infector 
pairs. As the generation time cannot be observed directly in our study, it was substituted with the 
Weibull-distributed serial interval (mean 7, SD 3.4 days; constant across periods), derived from 5 
case data at the early stage of the outbreak in Wuhan (27). The R0 package (26) was used to 
perform the analysis based on the country-specific epidemic curves, adjusted for incubation 
period and reporting delays as described above, before implementing the lockdown. If the 
lockdown date was unavailable, the time period from the first case to the date of maximum 
incidence was selected. We estimated the 𝑅𝑅𝑒𝑒 for countries/territories with at least 500 cases 10 
reported as of April 28, 2020. For countries with less than 500 cases, we used the median of 𝑅𝑅𝑒𝑒 
(2.4, IQR 2.0 – 2.8) estimated from other countries. In our COVID-19 simulation, for those 
countries/territories with a 𝑅𝑅𝑒𝑒 value higher than 3, we replaced the 𝑅𝑅𝑒𝑒 using 3 to avoid a 
potential overestimation of the transmission. The Data S1 shows 𝑅𝑅𝑒𝑒 values by country or 
territory originally estimated in this study, with 95%CI provided.  15 

3. Simulating COVID-19 transmission 
To assess the effectiveness of various travel and physical distancing interventions on COVID-19 
pandemic mitigation, we used a metapopulation transmission modelling framework (Code of the 
model is available at: https://github.com/wpgp/BEARmod) to simulate the COVID-19 spread 
across the 135 study countries/territories from December 1, 2019 to December 31, 2020. 20 
 
Model framework 
We simulated the spread of COVID-19 using a previously published epidemiological 
susceptible-exposed-infectious-removed (SEIR) modeling framework for simulating the 
COVID-19 outbreak across mainland China (4). In this model, each country/territory was 25 
represented in the model as a separate subpopulation, with its own susceptible (S), exposed (E), 
infected (I), and recovered/removed (R) populations. Based on a typical SEIR model, these 
stochastic infection processes within each country therefore approximate the following 
continuous-time deterministic model: 

𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑
𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑

= 𝑑𝑑 − 𝑐𝑐
𝑑𝑑𝑆𝑆
𝑁𝑁

 30 

𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑
𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑

= 𝑐𝑐
𝑑𝑑𝑆𝑆
𝑁𝑁
− 𝜀𝜀𝑑𝑑 

𝑑𝑑𝑆𝑆
𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑

= 𝜀𝜀𝑑𝑑 − 𝑟𝑟𝑆𝑆 

𝑑𝑑𝑅𝑅
𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑

= 𝑟𝑟𝑆𝑆 

https://github.com/wpgp/BEARmod
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where 𝑟𝑟 denotes the rate of infected people becoming noninfectious per day due to recovery, 
death, or removal by isolation; 𝑐𝑐 is the travel and contact rate of each country; 𝜀𝜀 is the inverse of 
the average time spent exposed to the virus but not infectious. 
 
Model parameterization 5 
For each day in our simulations, infected people recovered or were removed at an average rate 𝑟𝑟, 
where 𝑟𝑟 was equal to the inverse of the average infectious period, and removal represents 
recovery, death, (self-) isolation and effective removal from the population as a potential 
transmitter of disease. Explicitly, a Bernoulli trial was incorporated for each infected person with 
a probability of recovering 1 − 𝑒𝑒−𝑟𝑟. The time lags from illness onset to diagnosis/reporting were 10 
used as a proxy for the average infectious period, indicating the improved timeliness of case 
identification and isolation in the outbreak. Based on the information derived from confirmed 
cases in Wuhan and the first cases reported by county across mainland China before and since 
Wuhan’s lockdown on January 23, 2020 (4, 41), the time differences between disease onset and 
reporting/isolation/quarantine used in the model decreased from a 11-day lag before the 15 
lockdown (or physical distancing if the date of lockdown was unavailable) to a 3-day lag 
following day 15 of the lockdown, with the lag decreased every 2 days from the lockdown’s day 
1 to day 14. Following day 15 of interventions, we also added an extra 0.5 day to the 3-day lag to 
account for potential transmission by asymptomatic infections before illness onset (fig. S15A) 
(53). Additionally, the model converted exposed people to infectious by similarly incorporating a 20 
Bernoulli trial for each exposed individual, with the daily probability of becoming infectious 1 −
𝑒𝑒−𝜀𝜀, where 𝜀𝜀 was the inverse of the incubation period (5.2 days, 95% CI 4.1 - 7.0), estimated 
from case data at the early stage of the outbreak in Wuhan (27).  

Newly exposed people were calculated for each country based on the number of 
infectious people in the country 𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑖, and the average number of daily contacts an infectious 25 
individual has and that lead to transmission of the infection. We simulated the number of 
exposed individuals in a country on a given day through a random draw from a Poisson 
distribution for each infectious person where the mean number of new infections per person was 
𝑐𝑐, subsequently multiplied by the fraction of people in the country that were susceptible. The 
baseline daily contact rate 𝑐𝑐 was calculated using the country-specific 𝑅𝑅𝑒𝑒 divided by the average 30 
delay (5.8 days, 95%CI 4.3 - 7.5 days) from onset to first medical visit that was estimated at the 
early stage of outbreak in Wuhan (27). To account for the impact of travel and contact 
reductions, the daily contact rate 𝑐𝑐 was weighted by the relative level of daily travel and contacts 
derived from Google and Baidu population mobility data within each country/territory. We 
assumed that no individual had existing immunity to COVID-19, and we did not include new 35 
susceptible individuals, or conversion of recovered people back to susceptible, as our simulation 
runs were not extended beyond 13 months. Corresponding country-level population data in 2020 
for modelling were obtained from the United Nations (https://population.un.org/wpp/). 
 
Simulation run, validation and sensitivity analysis 40 

https://population.un.org/wpp/
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We initiated the outbreak in each country/territory at the earliest date (Data S1) with at least one 
case in the epicurves, adjusted by the reporting delays as detailed in the previous section. As the 
date of symptoms onset of the first confirmed case in Wuhan was December 8, 2019 (41), 
considering the underreporting of cases and the delay from infection to onset and report (54), we 
used December 1, 2019 as the initial date of simulation in China (20). As in previous studies (4, 5 
55), the outbreak in each country was simulated and initiated by 5 infectious people at day 0. We 
initially found that 5 is the small number that can prevent stochastic extinction of the epidemic 
during the initial days of the simulation, and found no significant difference at the end of 2020, 
over simulation runs that started with 5 and 7 initially infected people (fig. S15B).  

It should be noted that, as we need sufficient days to start the simulation for generating 10 
the outbreak in each country or territory, the start dates of simulations used in this study derived 
from reported case data are only for the purpose of initializing and propagating the transmission, 
which might not represent the actual timing of when the disease appeared in the country and 
caused the local transmission. In addition, the reported case data that we used do not have the 
information for classifying local and imported cases, and our model also did not consider the 15 
importation of pathogens via international population movements. Therefore, results from our 
study might underestimate the local transmission caused by imported cases. 

Using this model, we simulated the transmission of COVID-19 in each country/territory 
using the parameters derived from the data before the lockdown as a baseline scenario. Then we 
compared the transmission of COVID-19 between scenarios with and without travel and physical 20 
distancing interventions, to assess the impact of these interventions. Our approach could also 
account for variance in recovery, exposure, and infection across many simulation runs (1000), 
and assess the effects and uncertainty of various intervention scenarios and timings, as well as 
the impact of relaxing these measures to guide future response. Additionally, the estimates of the 
outbreak before and under travel and physical distancing interventions, were compared with the 25 
reported number of COVID-19 cases across countries and time, as of June 1, 2020. The reported 
epicurves adjusted for reporting delays were further used to compare with the patterns and 
epicurves estimated in this study. We also conducted a series of sensitivity analyses (figs. S8 to 
S15) to understand the relative impact of changing epidemiological parameters on the estimates 
and uncertainties of intervention efficacy. 30 
 
Estimation of time-dependent reproduction numbers 
To assess and compare the impacts of various intervention scenarios on the transmissibility of 
COVID-19, the time-dependent reproduction number, 𝑅𝑅𝑡𝑡, was also calculated using the time-
varying method proposed by Wallinga & Teunis (56). In this method, 𝑅𝑅𝑡𝑡 is computed by 35 
averaging 𝑅𝑅𝑗𝑗, which is the mean of all transmission networks corresponding to the cases 
observed or estimated in this study: 

𝑅𝑅𝑡𝑡  =
1
𝑁𝑁𝑡𝑡
� 𝑅𝑅𝑗𝑗

𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗=t
 

where 



8 
 
 

𝑅𝑅𝑗𝑗 = � 𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖𝑗𝑗
𝑖𝑖

 

and 

𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖𝑗𝑗 =
𝑁𝑁𝑖𝑖𝑤𝑤(𝑑𝑑𝑖𝑖 − 𝑑𝑑𝑗𝑗)

∑ 𝑁𝑁𝑖𝑖𝑤𝑤(𝑑𝑑𝑖𝑖 − 𝑑𝑑𝑘𝑘)𝑖𝑖≠𝑘𝑘
 

The 𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖𝑗𝑗 is the probability that case i with onset at day 𝑑𝑑𝑖𝑖 was infected by case j with onset at day 
𝑑𝑑𝑗𝑗. The 𝑅𝑅𝑗𝑗 is the effective reproduction number for case j, and 𝑅𝑅𝑡𝑡 is the averaged value over all 5 

cases with the same date of symptom onset. 𝑁𝑁0,𝑁𝑁1, . . . ,𝑁𝑁𝑡𝑡 are observations of incident cases over 
consecutive time units. The generation time distribution, 𝑤𝑤, used the serial interval (mean 7.5 
days, SD 3.4 days) derived from a previous epidemiological survey of the first 425 cases in 
Wuhan (27). The 95% credible interval 𝑅𝑅𝑡𝑡 were obtained by 1000 simulations using R0 package 
(26). We calculated 𝑅𝑅𝑡𝑡 for the whole study period from December 1, 2019 up until December 31, 10 
2020, but results were shown beginning with January 1, 2020, given the limited diagnosis 
capacity and small number of cases reported in China during the early stage of the outbreak in 
December 2019. 

4. Estimating number of severe and critical cases 
Based on the outputs of COVID-19 spread simulation, we further estimated the potential number 15 
of severe and critical cases that might need intensive health care. First, we obtained the age-
specific severity risk from a cohort of 32,583 laboratory-confirmed patients in Wuhan, spanning 
the outbreak from December 2019 through March 2020 (41). A proportion of 22.1% 
(7139/32325) all confirmed cases with available data were severe and critical cases, with the risk 
increased with age: 4.10% in those aged <20 years, 12.1% in 20-39 years, 17.4% in 40-59 years, 20 
29.6% in 60-79 years, and 41.3% in ≥80 years. We standardized the severity risk across these 
five age groups using population counts by age in Wuhan. Using the age-specific severity 
proportion (𝑑𝑑𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤ℎ𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎,𝑔𝑔) above and the number of cases (𝑆𝑆𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤ℎ𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎,𝑔𝑔, with 536, 5960, 12269, 11934, 
and 1884 cases, respectively) in each age group 𝑔𝑔 (0-19, 20-39, 40-59, 60-79, and ≥80 years) 
reported in Wuhan, combining with the country-specific number of cases (𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑖) estimated by our 25 
simulations, we preliminarily estimated the amount of severe and critical cases (𝐶𝐶𝑖𝑖) in a 
country/territory 𝑖𝑖 as below. 

𝐶𝐶𝑖𝑖 = �𝐶𝐶𝑖𝑖,𝑔𝑔 

𝐶𝐶𝑖𝑖,𝑔𝑔 = 𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑖𝐷𝐷𝑖𝑖,𝑔𝑔𝑑𝑑𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤ℎ𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎,𝑔𝑔 
where 30 

𝐷𝐷𝑖𝑖,𝑔𝑔 =
𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑖,𝑔𝑔′

∑ 𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑖,𝑔𝑔′
 

and 

𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑖,𝑔𝑔′ = 𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖,𝑔𝑔 ×
𝑆𝑆𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤ℎ𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎,𝑔𝑔

𝑃𝑃𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤ℎ𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎,𝑔𝑔
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The 𝐶𝐶𝑖𝑖,𝑔𝑔 was the estimate of severe and critical cases in a given age group 𝑔𝑔 and country 𝑖𝑖. As we 
did not use age-structured transmission model to directly simulate the COVID-19 transmission 
by age group in each country, here we estimate the number of cases by age group using a 
country- and age-specific proportion (𝐷𝐷𝑖𝑖,𝑔𝑔), calculated from the age-specific incidence in Wuhan 5 

and standardized by the number of population counts by age group in Wuhan (𝑃𝑃𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤ℎ𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎,𝑔𝑔) and 
study country (𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖,𝑔𝑔). The population data by age in Wuhan were obtained from the Wuhan 
Statistical Yearbook 2018 (57), and the age structures of population in study countries or 
territories in 2020 were aggregated from the high-resolution gridded population count datasets 
(Data S2) projected by the WorldPop (www.worldpop.org/project/categories?id=8) (40). R 10 
version 3.6.1 (R Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria) was used to perform 
data collation and analyses in this study. 
  

http://www.worldpop.org/project/categories?id=8
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Supplementary Figures 
 

 

Fig. S1. Estimates of the COVID-19 spread with or without travel and physical distancing 
interventions across 135 countries or territories from December 1, 2019 to December 31, 5 
2020. (A) Estimated number of cases, with the median and interquartile range of estimates 
presented. (B) Time-dependent reproduction number (Rt), with mean and 95% confidence 
interval presented. The simulations of COVID-19 transmission under travel and physical 
distancing interventions were based on the scenario of 8-week interventions using the mobility 
data derived from mobile phone data. If the travel and contact rates in a country or territory were 10 
lower than 70% of normal levels before outbreaks, the levels were assumed to return to 70% 
after relaxing interventions. The red vertical dashed lines indicate the date of COVID-19 
pandemic declared by the WHO. The pink vertical lines indicate the dates of 
lockdown/nationwide physical distancing measures implemented by each country or territory. 
  15 
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Fig. S2. Estimated time-dependent reproduction number (Rt) of COVID-19 transmission 
under different intervention scenarios across 135 countries or territories. (A) Implementing 
travel and physical distancing interventions during various periods. (B) 8-week interventions 
with various levels of travel and contact rates. In (A) and (B), the travel and contact levels after 5 
relaxing interventions were assumed to be 70% of normal levels before outbreaks, if the travel 
and contact rates in a country or territory were lower than 70%. (C) Scenarios of various travel 
and contact rates after lifting 8-week interventions. (D) Under various delays from symptom 
onset to case reporting and isolations. The mean and 95% confidence interval of estimates are 
provided here. The red vertical dashed lines indicate the date of COVID-19 pandemic declared 10 
by the WHO. The pink vertical lines indicate the dates of lockdown/physical distancing measures 
implemented by each country or territory. 
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Fig. S3. Estimates of COVID-19 transmission by country or territory under 8-week travel 
and physical distancing interventions. (A) Estimated daily new COVID-19 cases. (B) 
Cumulative number of cases estimated in this study, presented by the proportion of daily 
cumulative counts over total number of cases, as of December 31, 2020. The simulations of 5 
COVID-19 transmission were based on the scenario of 8-week interventions using the mobility 
data derived from mobile phone data. If the travel and contact rates in a country or territory were 
lower than 70% of normal levels before outbreaks, the levels were assumed to be 70% after 
relaxing interventions. Each curve represents a country or territory. The orange and red vertical 
dashed lines indicate the date of COVID-19 being declared a Public Health Emergency of 10 
International Concern and a pandemic by the WHO, respectively. The pink vertical lines indicate 
the dates of lockdown/physical distancing measures implemented by each country or territory. 
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Fig. S4. Geographic distribution of estimated severe and critical COVID-19 cases by 
season. (A) Estimates in December 2019 – March 2020. (B) Estimates in April – June 2020. (C) 
Estimates in July– September 2020. (D) Estimates in October– December 2020. The estimations 
were based on the scenario of 8-week travel and physical distancing interventions. If the travel 5 
and contact rates in a country or territory were lower than 70% of normal levels before 
outbreaks, the rates were assumed to return to 70% after relaxing interventions. The estimates of 
severe and critical infections were preliminarily based on the age structures of each 
country/territory in 2020 (40) and the age-specific severity risk of confirmed COVID-19 cases 
reported from Wuhan over the outbreak (41). The administrative boundary maps at 1:110m 10 
scales were obtained from the Natural Earth (www.naturalearthdata.com). The areas without data 
are filled with a grey color. 
  

http://www.naturalearthdata.com/
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Fig. S5. Estimates of severe and critical COVID-19 cases by age and season in countries or 
territories of each continent, as of December 31, 2020. (A) Estimates of American countries 
(29). (B) Estimates of Asian countries (37). (C) Estimates of African countries (29). (D) 
Estimates of European countries (36). The estimates were based on the scenario of 8-week travel 5 
and physical distancing interventions. If the travel and contact rates in a country or territory were 
lower than 70% of normal levels before outbreaks, the rates were assumed to return to 70% after 
relaxing interventions. The estimates of severe and critical infections were preliminarily based 
on the age structures of each country/territory in 2020 (40) and the age-specific severity risk of 
confirmed COVID-19 cases reported from Wuhan over the outbreak (41). 10 
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Fig. S6. Estimates of severe and critical COVID-19 cases by age and season in countries or 
territories of each income classification, as of December 31, 2020. (A) Estimates of high-
income countries (47). (B) Estimates of upper-middle income countries (37). (C) Estimates of 
lower-middle income countries (31). (D) Estimates of low-income countries (20). The estimates 5 
were based on the scenario of 8-week travel and physical distancing interventions. If the travel 
and contact rates in a country or territory were lower than 70% of normal levels before 
outbreaks, the rates were assumed to return to 70% after relaxing interventions. The estimates of 
severe and critical infections were preliminarily based on the age structures of each 
country/territory in 2020 (40) and the age-specific severity risk of confirmed COVID-19 cases 10 
reported from Wuhan over the outbreak (41). 
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Fig S7. Comparing the estimated and reported numbers of COVID-19 cases across 135 
countries or territories. (A) Estimates versus reported case counts by country/territory. (B) 
Estimates versus reported numbers of cases before implementing lockdown/physical distancing 
measures. (C) Estimates versus reported case counts after implementing lockdown/physical 5 
distancing measures. (D) Estimated versus reported epicurves. The median and interquartile 
range of estimates are provided here. The reported case counts were obtained from European 
Centre for Disease Prevention and Control, as of June 1, 2020 (44). To be comparable between 
estimated and reported data, time series of daily reported cases were moved back 6 days to 
account for the delay from illness onset to reporting (27). The red vertical dashed line indicates 10 
the date of COVID-19 pandemic declared by the WHO. The pink vertical lines indicate the dates 
of lockdown/nationwide physical distancing measures implemented by each country or territory. 
The Pearson’s correlations between estimated and reported case numbers are presented with the 
p values of two-sided t-test.  
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Fig. S8. Simulations of COVID-19 pandemic across countries or territories under the 
scenario of a basic reproduction number (𝑹𝑹𝟎𝟎) of 2.2 and without any interventions. (A) 
Epicurves in each country, colored by the number of populations. (B) Epicurves using a log-10 
scale on the y-axis. (C) Epicurves in each country, colored by continent. (D) Epicurves in each 5 
country, colored by income classifications. A 𝑅𝑅0 of 2.2 used here was based on the estimates 
derived from cases data reported at the early stage of outbreak in Wuhan (27). 
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Fig. S9. Sensitivity analysis of COVID-19 transmission in each country or territory under a 
𝑹𝑹𝟎𝟎 of 2.2 and various periods of travel and physical distancing interventions. The 
simulations were based on the intensity and beginning date of travel and physical distancing 
interventions implemented in mainland China (4). The pink background color indicates the 5 
period of interventions. A 𝑅𝑅0 of 2.2 used here was based on the estimates derived from cases 
data reported at the early stage of outbreak in Wuhan (27). 
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Fig. S10. Sensitivity analysis (log-10 scale on the y-axis) of COVID-19 transmission in each 
country or territory under a 𝑹𝑹𝟎𝟎 of 2.2 and various periods of travel and physical distancing 
interventions. The simulations were based on the intensity and beginning date of travel and 
physical distancing interventions implemented in mainland China (4). The pink vertical lines 5 
indicate the period of interventions. A 𝑅𝑅0 of 2.2 used here was based on the estimates derived 
from cases data reported at the early stage of outbreak in Wuhan (27). 
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Fig. S11. Sensitivity analysis of COVID-19 transmission in each country or territory under 
a 𝑹𝑹𝟎𝟎 of 2.2 and various timings of travel and physical distancing interventions. The 
simulations were based on the intensity of travel and physical distancing interventions 
implemented in mainland China (4). A 𝑅𝑅0 of 2.2 used here was based on the estimates derived 5 
from cases data reported at the early stage of outbreak in Wuhan (27). The orange vertical lines 
indicate the dates of lockdown/physical distancing measures implemented in each country or 
territory. 
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Fig. S12. Sensitivity analysis of COVID-19 transmission in each country or territory under 
a 𝑹𝑹𝟎𝟎 of 2.2 and various periods (8 & 12 weeks) and intensity (50% and 75% reductions) of 
travel and contract rates. The simulations were based on the beginning date of travel and 
physical distancing interventions implemented in mainland China (4). The pink background 5 
color indicates the period of interventions. After relaxing the interventions, the travel and 
physical contacts resumed to normal level before the outbreak. A 𝑅𝑅0 of 2.2 used here was based 
on the estimates derived from cases data reported at the early stage of outbreak in Wuhan (27). 
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Fig. S13. Sensitivity analysis (log-10 scale on the y-axis) of COVID-19 transmission in each 
country or territory under a 𝑹𝑹𝟎𝟎 of 2.2 and various periods (8 & 12 weeks) and intensity 
(50% and 75% reductions) of travel and contract rates. The simulations were based on the 
beginning date of travel and physical distancing interventions implemented in mainland China 5 
(4). The pink vertical lines indicate the period of interventions. After relaxing the interventions, 
the travel and physical contacts resumed to normal level before the outbreak. A 𝑅𝑅0 of 2.2 used 
here was based on the estimates derived from cases data reported at the early stage of outbreak in 
Wuhan (27). 
  10 
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Fig. S14. Sensitivity analysis of COVID-19 transmission in each country or territory under 
a 𝑹𝑹𝟎𝟎 of 2.2 and various scenarios of travel and contact reductions (0, 25%, 30%) after 
relaxing interventions. The simulations were under 8-week interventions with 75% travel and 
contact reductions of normal level before the outbreak. The beginning date of interventions was 5 
based on the scenario implemented in mainland China (4). A 𝑅𝑅0 of 2.2 used here was based on 
the estimates derived from cases data reported at the early stage of outbreak in Wuhan (27). 
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Fig. S15. Sensitivity analysis of COVID-19 transmission under various timeliness of case 
reporting and isolation and initial numbers of cases for simulations across 135 countries or 
territories. (A) Different delays from symptom onset to report/isolation. (B) Various initial 
numbers of cases at day 0 for simulations. The simulations were based on the scenario of 8-week 5 
travel and physical distancing interventions. If the travel and contact rates in a country or 
territory were lower than 70% of normal levels before outbreaks, the rates were assumed to 
return to 70% after relaxing interventions. The red vertical dashed lines indicate the date of 
COVID-19 pandemic declared by the WHO. The pink vertical lines indicate the dates of 
lockdown/physical distancing measures implemented by each country or territory.  10 



25 
 
 

Other Supplementary Materials for this manuscript: 

Data S1. (separate file) 
The parameters and intervention timings for simulations in each country or territory.  

Data S2. (separate file) 
The age structures of populations in each country or territory in 2020.  5 
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