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OVERVIEW

We extended and updated a previously published deterministic dynamic compartmental model of SARS-
CoV-2 transmission that predicts health outcomes and resource use in a representative mid-sized city with
a full-time population of 500,000 and an additional part-time academic year population of 50,000 post-
secondary students [1]. We use the model to project how COVID-19 risk and prevention behaviours of the
general population, the return of in-person elementary and secondary schools, and the return of in-person
post-secondary education impacts community health outcomes in the Fall of 2021. We consider the impact
of several interventions that decrease the probability of disease transmission, including reducing the
number of contacts and vaccine coverage, on the number of infected individuals and acute care demand

between August 1, 2021 and December 31, 2021.

The model was implemented in Microsoft Excel in Microsoft Office 365. Institutional ethics review was not

required for this modeling study.

In these Supplemental Methods, we provide additional detail on the structural features of the model as

well as the identification and selection of input parameter values.



DISEASE SEVERITY AND ACUTE CARE RESOURCE NEED

Disease severity affects the likelihood of case identification through symptom-based detection and the
likelihood of being hospitalized and needing specialized health care resources. Asymptomatic infections,
representing 31% of infections at all age groups [2], are less likely to be identified and self-isolate. We
estimated the age-specific probability of hospitalization and the age-specific fraction of hospitalizations
leading to critical care for the original strain of SARS-CoV-2 present in North America using the number of
reported diagnosed cases, hospitalizations, and critical care hospitalizations reported in the COVID-19 daily
epidemiologic update for Canada, adjusted for the rate of underdiagnosis estimated using serology analysis
performed earlier in the pandemic (APPENDIX TABLE 1) [3, 4]. We estimated the proportion of
hospitalizations leading to critical care for individuals living in long term care (LTC) using the Public Health

Agency of Canada dataset which includes information about LTC residency [5].

We assumed the overall probability of hospitalization is 1.63-times higher for infection with the Alpha
variant, compared to the original strain dominant in North America in the spring of 2020 [6-8]. We assumed
the probability of hospitalization is an additional 1.85-times higher for infection with Delta variant

compared to Alpha variant [8-10].

Among critical care patients, we estimated the age-specific probability of requiring respiratory support or
renal replacement therapy (RRT) based on the UK Intensive Care National Audit and Research Centre
(ICNARC) report describing the care and outcomes of 26,550 critical care COVID-19 patients in the UK [11].
Specifically, we assumed 11.3%, 15.9%, and 14.1% of critical care patients aged 18-49 years, 50-69 years,

and 70 years and older require RRT in ICU, and the remainder require respiratory support only [11].

Of pediatric ICU patients in the UK, approximately half (49%) required invasive ventilation, approximately

half required continuous vasoactive infusion (47%), and few required RRT (3%) or ECMO (<1%) [12]. So,



instead of dividing ICU patients into respiratory support only or RRT as we did with adults, we stratified the

pediatric ICU population into respiratory support or vasoactive infusion [12].

Appendix Table 1. Probability of hospitalization and proportion of hospitalized patients receiving critical
care services by age group

Age
<18y 18-24y 25-49y 50-59y 60-69y 70+y LTC Reference

Probability of
hospitalization | infection -

. . - 0.19% 0.73% 1.77% 3.87% 5.40% 12.23% 12.6% [3-5]
Original strain in North
America
Probability of Calculated
hospitalization |infection 0.30% 1.19% 2.88% 6.31% 8.80%  19.94% 20.61% (x1.63
- Alpha variant [6-8])
Probability of Calculated
hospitalization | infection 0.56% 2.19% 533% 11.68% 16.29% 36.89% 38.13% (x1.85
— Delta variant [8-10])
Critical care, as a
proportion of hospitalized 11.6% 12.5% 19.1% 25.6% 28.3% 13.7% 5.1% [4, 5]

patients

CLINICAL OUTCOMES AND ACUTE CARE RESOURCE USE

In our forward-looking analysis, assuming a high prevalence of Delta variant infections (95%), we decreased
the mean incubation period from 5.6 days [13] to 4.6 days to account for the shorter incubation period of

Delta variant [14].

Length of stay

We estimated age-specific average length of stay for COVID-19 patients requiring critical care from the UK
ICNARC report, UK Paediatric Intensive Care Audit Network report (for patients under 17 years of age), and
a US study of over 42,000 COVID-19 hospitalizations (APPENDIX TABLE 2) [11, 12, 15]. ICU requiring RRT has

a longer length of stay and higher mortality rate than ICU requiring respiratory support. We estimated the



average length of these patients (24.5 days) based on UK critical care patient outcomes [11]. We estimated
age-specific average length of stay for patients in hospital but not in ICU, including the length of post-
discharge from ICU using the US report [15]. This was consistent with length of stay reported in a UK

analysis [16].

For pediatric patients, we estimated the average length of stay for continuous vasoactive infusion to be 5.1
days based on a large US pediatric ICU patient series [17]. We calculated the average length of stay for
patients receiving respiratory support to be 3.9 days so that the overall length of stay for COVID-19

observed in pediatric ICU patients in the UK of 4.52 days [12, 18].

As necessary, health states were sub-divided into successive states to ensure realistic distributions for the
duration of infectiousness and the duration of hospital resource utilization (e.g., gamma distributions

instead of exponential distributions) [19, 20].

Appendix Table 2. Age-specific average length of stay (days) based on hospital resources used.

Age
<18y 18-24y 25-49y 50-59y 60-69y 70+y LTC Reference
Ward bed only 4.5 4.6 4.6 7.0 7.0 8.8 8.8 [15]
Critical Care requiring 3.9 [11, 12, 15,
respiratory support [12, 18] 7.6 [15] 7.6[15] 11.9 11.9 9.8 9.8 18]
. . . 51
Critical care requiring NA NA NA NA NA NA [17]
vasoactive infusion [17]
Post-ICU recovery in ward 1.4 5.7 5.7 6.7 6.7 6.3 6.3 [15]
Critical care requiring RRT NA 24.5 24.5 245 24.5 24.5 24.5 [11]
Mortality

We estimated age-specific critical care mortality rates for adults using the UK ICNARC report [11] and for
patients under 18 years of age using the UK Paediatric Intensive Care Audit Network report [12, 18]. For

patients in hospital but not in critical care and for LTC residents outside of hospital, we used the Public



Health Agency of Canada dataset to estimate the age-specific mortality [5]. For the general population and
university students, we assumed that there was no mortality risk for individuals with asymptomatic

infections or infections not requiring hospitalization.

We did not include mortality from causes other than COVID-19 in the model.

Appendix Table 3. Age-specific probability of death conditional on disease severity and resource use

Age
<18y 18-24y 25-49y 50-59y 60-69 y 70+y LTC Reference
Probability of mortality by disease severity and hospital resource use
Asymptomatic 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% Assumed
1 0,

Symptomatic but 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 201%  psumed
not hospitalized (5]

0.21% 0.66% 1.06% 26.8% 50.1%
Ward onl 3.2% [5 7.7% [5

Y nsl 4] ¢Bl7TREBL 5]

zg:fi?ilnc;are 3.8% 73%  12.2%  197%  38.7%  53.9%  73.3%
respiratory support [12, 18] [11] [11] [11] [11] [11] [5]
Critical Care NA 53.8%  53.8%  69.0%  69.0%  79.5%  79.5% [11]
requiring RRT
Critical care
requiring 3.8% NA NA NA NA NA NA [12, 18]

vasoactive infusion
Overall calculated mortality rates and reported comparators
Model, probability

of death Calculated

.. 0.63% 2.2% 4.1% 9.4% 17.8% 31.0% 51.3% based on
conditional on inbuts
hospitalization P
Reported
probability of o o 0 o 19.3% 30.2% 51.3%
death for 11%[4] 2.2%[4] 4.1%[4] 9.1% [4] (4] [5] (5] (4, 5]
hospitalized cases
Model,.c?verall Calculated
probability of

.. 0.003% 0.05% 0.2% 1.1% 2.8% 11.2% 31.8% based on

death conditional inputs

on infection




Recovery

In the model, people who survive infection move to a recovered state. People with asymptomatic or mild
and moderate infections who are not diagnosed during their infectious period continue to participate in
physical distancing consistent with rates in the susceptible population as they will continue to adhere to

behaviours consistent with individuals who believe themselves not to have been infected.

DIAGNOSIS BY CLINICAL PRESENTATION AND CONTACT TRACING

Assumptions related to the probability of diagnosis in asymptomatic and symptomatic infections are
consistent with the assumptions used in our previous analysis [1]. In the base case analysis we assumed the
minimum time from symptom onset to diagnosis to be 2.1 days, consistent with the minimum time to self-
assess, seek medical attention, and receive diagnostic results [21]. Using the median time to diagnosis
based on symptom-based surveillance alone and symptom-based surveillance in combination with contact
tracing [22], we estimated that symptom-based surveillance and contact tracing results in a daily
probability of diagnosis of 15.8% in individuals with symptoms and the daily probability of detection from
contact tracing of 4.1% in asymptomatic infections. This combination of assumptions resulted in
approximately 22% of infected individuals being identified, consistent with the overall rates of diagnosis
implied by preliminary serology data in Ontario [23], and somewhat lower than diagnosis rates implied by a
later Canadian-wide serology analysis [3]. In this analysis, we do not consider scenarios of routine testing of

people without known exposure.

For LTC residents, we assume that twice daily symptom screening results in a 40% daily probability of
detection in symptomatic patients and that contact tracing with access to all resident contacts increases
that probability to 52%. Contact tracing results in an 8.2% daily probability of diagnosis in asymptomatic

cases. We assume this is increased further by routine testing for COVID-19 every 7 days which is



recommended for the staff of LTC facilities in Ontario [24]. We assumed this routine testing would be

performed using nasopharyngeal swab and PCR analysis with a test sensitivity of 72.1% [25, 26].

DISEASE TRANSMISSION

In our previous work, using exponential regression, we empirically estimated the basic reproduction
number, Ry, for the original strain circulating in North America to be 3.0 based on Ontario’s reported cases
between March 7 to March 22 [1, 27]. Using an average duration of infectiousness of 10 days and an
average number of close contacts per person of 12.6 [28], we calculate the probability of transmission
between a susceptible and an infected person, in the absence of any interventions, to be 0.024 (denoted f3,

in the equations below).

Using the prevalence of Alpha and Delta variants as reported in the Ontario public health surveillance
reports [29], we used a piecewise linear function to estimate the proportion of infections that are the
original strain, Alpha variant, and then Delta variant each day (APPENDIX FIGURE 1). For dates not yet
reported, we projected the trajectory based on the observed trajectories in other Ontario counties. We
assumed the Alpha variant to be 1.5-times more infectious than the original strain [30-32] and the Delta
variant to be 1.5-times more infectious than Alpha [32, 33]. Therefore, in our analysis, the R, of the Delta

variant is 6.75 [3.0x 1.5 x 1.5 = 6.75].



Appendix Figure 1. Proportion of diagnosed infections identified as Alpha variant or Delta variant the
Ontario public health surveillance reports [29]
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Each day, we calculated the number of new infections from contacts between susceptible, both vaccinated

and unvaccinated, people in Group i subgroup k, S; x, with people in Group j, where
i =j ={0-4yearold, 5-11 year old, 12-17 year old, 18-24 year old, 25-49 year old,
50-59 year old, 60-69 year old, 70-plus year old, LTC residents, Post-secondary students}

and the sub-populations of Susceptible people, k, represents time since vaccination or, among the
unvaccinated, whether the person is a ‘high intensity physical distancer’ or a ‘low intensity physical

distancer’ to be

Ij,m[l — ej,m]
povy Zm Nj,m[1 - Hj,m]
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where

e mrepresents subpopulations within Group j with different prevalence, contact behaviours, and
mask wearing behaviours

(i.e., m = {Unaware of infection status, low-intensity physical distancer;

Unaware of infection status, high-intensity physical distancer, Aware Asymptomatic,

Aware Symptomatic, Aware Isolation Home, Aware Isolation LTC});

e [, represents the number of infected people in Group j subgroup m;

e 0, represents the relative reduction in transmission due to a reduction in contacts and associated
with mask wearing behaviours for people in Group j subgroup m;

® Nj, represents the number of individuals in Group j subgroup m;

e (jj represents the number of contacts between people in Group i and people in Group j;

® K; represents the reduction in contacts for people in Group i subgroup k;

e & represents the reduction in transmission associated with mask wearing behaviours for people
in Group i subgroup k; and

® w; represents the reduction in transmission associated with vaccination, including the time since

vaccination, for Group i subgroup k.

[ represents the probability of transmission conditional on contact between a susceptible and an infected

individual at time t, adjusting for the mix of variants at each time t, calculated as

Bt = Bo([1 —a — 8] + atRR, + 8.RRs)



where a; represents the proportion of Alpha variant infections and §; represents the proportion of Delta
variant infections such that a; + 6; < 1, and RR, and RRg, respectively, represent the relative risk of

transmission if the infected person is infected with the Alpha or Delta variant.

In the model, consistent with our prior work [1], we assume a 90% reduction in contacts for people who are
aware of their infection status and in home isolation, which is at the upper end of observed adherence to
guarantine instructions in past epidemics [34, 35]. We assume isolation of hospitalized patients is 100%

effective at preventing transmission to others.

CONTACT MIXING PATTERNS (PRE-PANDEMIC NORMS)

General population: We estimated the average number of close contacts by age for people of each age
group using an extrapolation of the 2008 POLYMOD study in Europe to reflect the network structure of the
Canadian population [28]. The POLYMOD studies did not include surveys of individuals living in LTC.
Similarly, the POLYMOD contact matrices did not include the higher rate of contacts with adult studentsin a
college or university city where these students are more prevalent. We calculated the average number of
daily contacts that a person in the general population has with an adult student or a LTC resident by

ensuring that the final contact matrix was balanced accounting for contacts with these groups.

School-based contacts: We assume that children aged 5-11 years and 12-17 years return to elementary
school and secondary school, respectively, on September 7, 2021. While school is in session, we assume
children age 5-11 years have an incremental 8.5 close contacts with other children in the same age group
and 0.264 close contacts with an adult (proportionally distributed across adults aged 25-59) based on a
French study using RFID technology to measure direct contacts (within 1.5 meters for >5 minutes) in
elementary schools [36]. Using a similar study performed in a U.S. high school using a wireless sensor
technology identifying contacts within 3 meters for >5 minutes, we assume teens aged 12-17 years have an
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incremental 23 close contacts with other teenagers in the same age group and 1.30 close contacts with an
adult [37]. To calculate these incremental contacts, we subtracted the age-specific school-based contacts

already measured in POLYMOD to avoid double counting [28].

University students: Consistent with our prior analysis and a fairly consistent literature based on contact
surveys in post-secondary students [38-41], we assume that students have 23.7 contacts per day and that
60% of those contacts are with other university students [38]. The remainder of a student’s contacts are
with members of the ‘general population” which includes staff and faculty of the university as well as other
members of the community when students are in transit, shopping, and working in jobs in the community,
or non-student members of their household based on the age distribution of contacts for 18-24 year olds in

the POLYMOD contact matrices.

Long-term care residents: Consistent with our prior analysis, we assume that long term care residents have
19.9 resident-resident contacts per day and 13.7 resident-staff contacts per day based on an RFID study of a
Canadian long-term care facility [42, 43]. In addition, we include 0.48 visitors per day based on the

distribution of visit frequency in the 2012 Ohio Nursing Home Family Satisfaction Survey [44]. Thus, in total,
LTC residents have 14.2 contacts with the general population each day. We assumed no direct contact with

university students.

COMMUNITY BEHAVIOUR CHANGES IN RESPONSE TO COVID-19

We divide the population over 12 years of age, including post-secondary students, into two groups: ‘High-
intensity physical distancers’ and ‘Lower-intensity physical distancers’, initially to capture heterogeneity in
adherence to policy whether by the nature of employment, circumstances, or choice. Once fully vaccinated,
we assume fully vaccinated individuals join the ‘lower-intensity physical distancing’ group. We do not
stratify children under 12 years of age or LTC residents; they are all assumed to be ‘high-intensity physical

11



distancers’. In the analyses presented, low-intensity physical distancers reduce their contacts at 75% the
rate of high-intensity physical distancers. Scenarios presented vary in the level of contact reduction in the

high-intensity physical distancer group.

Mask wearing: Based on an Angus Reid poll of Canadians taken in August of 2020, we assume that high-
intensity physical distancers wear masks for 86% of their contacts that low-intensity physical distancers
(and fully vaccinated people) wear masks for 38% of their contacts [45]. Therefore, on average in the model
prior to widespread vaccination, people over 12 years of age wear a mask for 75% of their contacts. In
schools, contacts occur in settings with universal mask requirements and so we assume masks are worn for
86% of contacts for children under 12 years of age (school and out of school combined). In a wide range of
studies with different design, masks have been shown to be highly effective at reducing transmission [46,
47]. We assume the effectiveness of cloth masks in reducing disease transmission is 46% based on the
reduction in transmission observed in German cities after the introduction of a mask mandate using

synthetic control methods as an approach to reduce confounding [48].

Dynamic behaviour response: In some scenarios, we consider the impact of dynamic behaviours in
response to COVID-19 outcomes in the community. These changes in behaviour are intended to capture
both individual decision making, as observed in a U.S. study of responsive protective behaviours in the
absence of government intervention [49], and coordinated policy changes that may be instituted in the
community. To inform relevant triggers for policy changes, we relied on locally relevant thresholds and the
observed timing of policy interventions in Waves 2 and 3 to identify that substantial reductions in access to
other health care services occurs if 15 critical care beds (about 20% of normal critical care capacity in a city

of 500,000 [50]) were occupied by COVID-19 patients.

In our analysis, we considered two threshold levels triggering an increase in contact reductions. In the base

case, we assumed that the level of contact reduction increases by 0.75% per day if the number of COVID-19
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patients in critical care exceeds 7 (about 10% of normal critical care capacity) and by an additional 1.5%
each day if the number of COVID-19 deaths in the past 10 days exceeds 5. In alternative scenarios, we used
lower and higher thresholds. In the lower-threshold scenario, we assumed that the level of contact
reduction increases by 0.75% per day if the number of COVID-19 patients in critical care exceeds 5 and by
an additional 1.5% each day if the number of COVID-19 deaths in the past 10 days exceeds 3. In the higher-
threshold scenario, we assumed that the level of contact reduction increases by 0.75% per day if the
number of COVID-19 patients in critical care exceeds 10 and by an additional 1.5% each day if the number
of COVID-19 deaths in the past 10 days exceeds 7. We assumed a maximum level of contact reduction of
50% in adults and 70% in children and teenagers, representing, on the higher end of this range, the closure

of schools.

Contact Reduction and Mask Wearing in Long term care: We assume that LTC residents consistently have a
50% reduction in their average contacts (from 34.1 contacts to 17.05 contacts) compared to pre-pandemic
normal contact patterns. We further assume that of their remaining contacts, 86% are protected by cloth
masks providing an overall 46% reduction in disease transmission [48]. We do not vary the level of contact

reduction or mask wearing in LTC in the scenario analyses.

VACCINATION

Vaccine Uptake

We implemented first and second dose vaccine uptake using actual age-specific weekly consumption data
published by the local health unit until August 15, 2021 [51]. We projected uptake over the subsequent ten
weeks using a slowly decreasing weekly rate of uptake (APPENDIX FIGURE 2). Because vaccination is

mandated, we assume a 98% vaccination rate among post-secondary students [52].
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In scenarios in which we explore higher rates of vaccine uptake, additional first-dose vaccinations occur in

the first week of September followed by second-dose vaccinations in the first week of October.

Appendix Figure 2. Proportion of people in each vaccine-eligible age group to have received (A) one dose
and (B) two doses of COVID-19 vaccine. Solid lines represent weekly data provided on the local health
unit dashboard [51]. Dashed lines represent projections used in the base case analysis.
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Vaccine Effectiveness

We assume efficacy post-first dose and post-second dose takes full effect only two-weeks after receiving
the vaccination. Against all variants we assumed the first dose of a two-dose vaccine series provided 58%

protection against infection [53-55].

The estimated reduction in infection risk from the Alpha variant conferred by full vaccination ranges from
73% [56] to 97% [57-59]. In the base case, we assumed that full vaccination reduces the probability of
infection by the Alpha variant by 90% [54, 60-65]. Fewer studies have evaluated the reduction in infection
risk for the Delta variant; one found no difference in the reduction in protection against infection compared
to Alpha [53], two found that vaccines provided 15% less protection against infection with Delta [59, 63],
and one found 53% less protection against infection with Delta [64]. In the base case, we assumed that full
vaccination reduces the probability of infection by Delta by 76.5% (15% less than Alpha) (APPENDIX TABLE

3).

Large negative-case control studies and propensity matched control studies have estimated full vaccination
reduces the probability of symptomatic infection and the probability of hospitalization [64, 66-68]. To avoid
double counting the benefit already conferred from the reduced risk of infection, we calculate the risk
reduction for symptomatic disease and the risk reduction of hospitalization conditional on infection. The
probability of symptomatic disease is thus reduced by 45% conditional on infection, which in this case leads
to a 2.0-fold increase to the probability of asymptomatic infection in vaccinated individuals who become
infected. Further, we estimate a 60% reduction in the risk of hospitalization conditional on infection in
vaccinated individuals. Conditional on infection, we assume that vaccination provides the same relative
reduction in symptomatic infection and hospitalization for both Alpha and Delta variant infections.
Collectively, these assumptions lead to vaccination reducing hospitalizations by 96% against the Alpha

variant and 91% against the Delta variant, broadly consistent with population level estimates of
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effectiveness, but substantially higher than the low-end estimates of overall vaccine effectiveness against

Delta [55, 63-66]. We calculate overall vaccine effectiveness as:

Vaccine overall effectiveness against hospitalization

=1 — (1 — Reduction in Infection) x (1 — Reduction in hospitalization conditional on infection)

Appendix Table 4. Reduction in the probability of infection given a contact between a susceptible
vaccinated person and an infected person

Days since first dose vaccination Days since second dose vaccination
0-4 5-9 10-14 14+ 0-4 5-9 10-14 14+
Alpha variant 0% 16% 44% 58% 58% 66% 74% 90%
Delta variant 0% 16% 44% 58% 58% 62% 67% 76.5%
53-55
Reference Assumed [59] [59] [53] Assumed  Assumed  Assumed [57-64]’

MODEL CALIBRATION

The model has been iteratively calibrated throughout the pandemic to the local conditions in the City of
London and Middlesex County in support of local hospital decision making. Notably, we exclude some cases
from the end of November and early December from calibration because they were due to a hospital-based
outbreak, not community transmission. In preparation for this analysis, calibration to the recovery from the
3" wave (February to June 2021) allowed us to estimate the current number of infections in the community
(in each age group) and the level of contact reduction on August 25, 2021 (APPENDIX FIGURE 3).
Ultimately, we the estimated level of contact reduction in August 2021, with low-level government

restrictions in place (e.g., ‘Step 3’ [69]), to be 17.5% compared to pre-pandemic contact levels.
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Appendix Figure 3. Results of calibration to (A) ICU bed occupancy and (B) ward bed occupancy by local
patients over the COVID-19 in the County of Middlesex, Ontario, including the City of London. Notably,
we exclude some cases from the end of November and early December from calibration because they
were due to a hospital-based outbreak, not community transmission.
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SUPPLEMENTAL RESULTS

Appendix Figure 4. Sensitivity analysis on the effectiveness of vaccines to prevent infection with the Delta

variant. Projected (A) new infections per day, (B) ICU occupancy, and (C) ward bed occupancy for August

2021 through December 2021 in London-Middlesex in and from members of the local community. To assist

in visualizing the impact of the parameter value on the results, scenarios shown assume no dynamic
behaviour change or policy change. Scenarios vary on their level of contact reduction (20%, orange; 25%,
green; 27.5%, blue) and the effectiveness of vaccines to prevent infection with the Delta variant (76.5%,
base case, solid line; 80%, long-dashed line; 85%, dotted line).
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Appendix Figure 5. Sensitivity analysis on vaccine uptake. Projected (A) new infections per day, (B) ICU
occupancy, and (C) ward bed occupancy for August 2021 through December 2021 in London-Middlesex in
and from members of the local community. To assist in visualizing the impact of the parameter value on the
results, scenarios shown assume no dynamic behaviour change or policy change. Scenarios vary in the level
of contact reduction (23.5%, orange; 25%, green; 27.5%, light blue; 30%, dark blue) and the minimum level
of vaccine coverage achieved in all age groups (85%, solid line; 90%, long-dashed line; 95%, dotted line).
Incremental first dose vaccines were implemented the first week of September and second dose vaccines 4-
weeks later in the first week of October.
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Appendix Table 5. COVID-19 community health outcomes for various levels of contact reduction and three different thresholds for initiating
high-intensity physical distancing policies and business closures. In these scenarios, the community begins increasing the level of contact

reduction by 0.75% per day after the ICU occupancy threshold is exceeded, and by an additional 1.5% per day after the COVID-19 deaths

threshold is exceeded. The maximum level of contact reduction was set to 50% in adults and 70% in children and teens. In the base case, we
assumed that contact reduction would begin to increase after 7 ICU beds were occupied with COVID-19 patients (representing 10% of pre-COVID
capacity) and, more intensely, when there were 5 COVID-19 deaths within 10 days in the community. In the ‘Later’ scenario, the triggers were
set at 10 occupied ICU beds and 7 deaths in 10 days; in the ‘Earlier’ scenario, the triggers were set at 5 occupied ICU beds and 3 deaths in 10

days.
Contact 15% 20% 30%
reduction:
.No Later Base Earlier . ° Later Base Earlier .No Later Base Earlier 'No
trigger case trigger case trigger ase trigger
Trigger activated (month-day)
ICU Occupancy Oct 18 Oct 12 Oct 06 Oct 25 Oct 18 Oct 11 Nov12 NovO03 Oct 25
Deaths in 10
days Oct 31 Oct 26 Oct 17 Nov07 NovO1 Oct 22 Nov27 Nov18 NovO05
Number of infections between August 1 and December 31, 2021
<12 years 37,454 13,531 10,075 6,420 31,435 11,178 8,187 5,243 16,000 8,066 5,924 3,944 4,458
12-17 years 23,177 9,939 7,620 4,994 19,180 8,038 6,042 3,957 9,731 5,672 4,270 2,896 2,830
18-50 years 67,737 17,033 12,831 8,590 49,890 13,916 10,393 7,040 20,816 9,904 7,510 5,328 5,744
> 50 years 20,787 4,920 3,639 2,365 15,294 4,052 2,975 1,962 6,219 2,886 2,156 1,497 1,658
Number of hospitalizations between August 1 and December 31, 2021
Ward 2,960 771 576 378 2,233 635 470 312 955 454 341 238 261
ICU 725 184 137 90 545 152 112 74 230 108 81 57 63
Ward, <18
years 234 89 67 43 196 74 54 35 101 53 39 26 29
ICU, < 18 years 31 12 9 6 26 10 7 5 13 7 5 3 4
Peak hospital occupancy
Ward 412 140 102 65 316 108 78 51 141 66 49 34 30
ICU 146 46 34 21 112 36 26 17 48 22 16 11 10
Ward, <18
years 26.8 14.4 10.9 7.2 20.9 11.0 8.2 5.5 11.4 6.5 4.9 3.5 2.8
ICU, < 18 years 3.4 1.8 14 0.9 2.6 1.4 1.0 0.7 1.4 0.8 0.6 0.4 0.4
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Appendix Table 6. Sensitivity analysis on pediatric length-of-stay on peak pediatric hospital occupancy. Base case estimates for pediatric
length of stay are presented in Appendix Table 2. In the model, there were 100,000 people aged 0-17 (26,000 0-4 years; 39,500 5-11 years; and
34,500 12-17 years). We present results without and with a dynamic behaviour response. In the base case scenario with dynamic response, we
assumed that contact reduction would begin to increase after 7 ICU beds were occupied with COVID-19 patients (representing 10% of pre-COVID
capacity) and, more intensely, when there were 5 COVID-19 deaths within 10 days in the community.

15% contact reduction
Base
case

+1d +2d

20% contact reduction

Base +1d +2d
case

25% contact reduction

Base +1d +2d
case

30% contact reduction

Base +1d +2d
case

Without dynamic behaviour response trigger

Number between August 1 and December 31, 2021

Infections
(% of < 18 year old 60,631 (60.6%)
population)
Hospitalizations
Ward 234.0
ICU 30.7

Peak occupancy
Ward 26.8 31.1 35.4
ICU 34 3.9 4.5

With base case dynamic behaviour response trigger

50,615 (50.6%)

196.5

25.8
20.9 24.3 27.8
2.6 3.1 3.5

25,731 (25.7%)

100.9

13.2
11.4 13.2 15.0
14 1.7 1.9

7,288 (7.2%)

28.6

3.8
2.8 3.2 3.7
0.35 0.41 0.47

Number between August 1 and December 31, 2021

Infections
(% of < 18 year old 17,694 (17.7%)
population)
Hospitalizations
Ward 67.3
ICU 8.8

Peak occupancy
Ward 10.9 12.6 14.2
ICU 1.4 1.6 1.8

14,229 (14.3%)

54.4

7.1
8.2 9.5 10.8
1.0 1.2 1.4

10,194 (10.2%)

39.2

5.1
4.9 5.7 6.5
0.62 0.73 0.83

6,997 (7.0%)

27.4

3.6
2.7 3.1 3.6
0.34 0.40 0.45
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