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ABSTRACT

Background: If SARS-CoV-2 elimination is not feasible, strategies are needed to min-
imise the impact of COVID-19 in the medium-to-long term, until safe and effective vac-
cines can be used at the population-level.
Methods: Using a mathematical model, we identified contact mitigation strategies that
minimised COVID-19-related deaths or years of life lost (YLLs) over a time-horizon of
15 months, using an intervention lasting six or 12 months, in Belgium, France, Italy,
Spain, Sweden and the UK. We used strategies that either altered age- or location-specific
contact patterns. The optimisation was performed under the constraint that herd immu-
nity should be achieved by the end of the intervention period if post-infection immunity
was persistent. We then tested the effect of waning immunity on the strategies.
Findings: Strategies of contact mitigation by age were much more effective than those
based on mitigation by location. Extremely stringent contact reductions for individuals
aged over 50 were required in most countries to minimise deaths or YLLs. The median
final proportion of the population ever-infected with SARS-CoV-2 after herd immunity
was reached ranged between 30% and 43%, depending on the country and intervention
duration. Compared to an unmitigated scenario, optimised age-specific mitigation was
predicted to avert over 1 million deaths across the six countries. The optimised scenar-
ios assuming persistent immunity resulted in comparable hospital occupancies to that
experienced during the March-April European wave. However, if immunity was short-
lived, high burdens were expected without permanent contact mitigation.
Interpretation: Our analysis suggests that age-selective mitigation strategies can re-
duce the mortality impacts of COVID-19 dramatically even when significant transmis-
sion occurs. The stringency of the required restrictions in some groups raises concerns
about the practicality of these strategies. If post-infection immunity was short-lived, so-
lutions based on a mitigation period designed to increase population immunity should
be accompanied with ongoing contact mitigation to prevent large epidemic resurgence.
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Introduction

The rapid spread of SARS-CoV-2 has resulted in millions of cases of COVID-19 and
hundreds of thousands of deaths. The speed of spread and the severity of illness, par-
ticularly in older people, have resulted in a global crisis that overwhelmed health care
systems and induced economic hardship in many settings.

In an effort to reduce transmission and limit these negative effects, many govern-
ments have implemented severe restrictions on population movement and social mixing.
These have varied in scope and stringency [1], and have included ‘stay at home’ orders,
travel restrictions and school and business closures. Although these measures, combined
with extensive testing, strict quarantine and contact tracing with isolation, have been
successful in reducing transmission in many countries, the adverse community-wide ef-
fects of these restrictions have been severe. Evidence from the United Kingdom (UK)
suggests restrictions have had negative effects on mental health [2, 3], and non-COVID-
19 health through delays in diagnostic services [4].

In the absence of a vaccine, there are very few alternative approaches to combating
the pandemic; each associated with major drawbacks which should be objectively quan-
tified. Although elimination of infection has been successful in some settings, attempts
to ease restrictions have often resulted in epidemic recurrence. As long as a large pro-
portion of the population remains susceptible to SARS-CoV-2 infection, populations will
remain at high risk of resurgencences of transmission. Reaching a level of post-infection
immunity in the population that results in the effective reproduction number remaining
below 1 (also called “herd immunity”) can be part of a strategy to minimise population
health impacts over the medium-to-long term [5].

As countries begin to lift movement and contact restrictions, it is necessary to deter-
mine which restrictions that, if lifted, result in fewer cases, hospitalisations and deaths
in the medium and long term than a relaxation of measures in all ages and locations.

Countries such as Sweden have tried to minimise the health impact of the disease
with less restrictive measures, to slow transmission while shielding those at greatest
risk [6]. However, Swedish authorities have acknowledged errors in implementation,
particularly around infection prevention in aged residential care facilities [7]. The UK
also initially aimed for a limited lockdown with shielding of at-risk groups, but changed
course after modelling estimates found that without drastic measures, hundreds of thou-
sands of deaths would be expected [8].

We present an optimisation analysis that aims to identify strategies of social con-
tact restrictions that result in non-vaccine herd immunity within six or 12 months while
minimising the number of COVID-19-related deaths or years of life lost (YLLs) over a
time-horizon of 15 months in six highly affected countries: Belgium, France, Italy, Spain,
Sweden and the UK.

Methods

Overall approach

We used a deterministic compartmental model to simulate SARS-CoV-2 transmis-
sion in the six countries analysed. The countries were the six highest ranked countries
in COVID-19 deaths per capita as reported by the World Health Organization (WHO)
on 15th July 2020, excluding countries of less than one million people. After calibrating
the model using local data, we manipulated social mixing patterns for a fixed interven-
tion period of six or 12 months. During this phase, we identified the changes to contact
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patterns that would minimise COVID-19-related mortality measured as deaths or years
of life lost over a time-horizon of 15 months, while ensuring that all restrictions could be
relaxed after the intervention phase without resurgence. We also explored scenarios of
waning immunity to project the future epidemics under the identified optimal plans.

Transmission model

Our model explicitly simulated six infection states using a susceptible compartment,
two pre-disease compartments (including one presymptomatic infectious), two disease
states (early and late stages) and a recovered compartment (Supplementary Section
1.2). Disease states were stratified according to disease severity, as well as estimated de-
tection and hospitalisation fractions.

We employed age-specific parameter values to characterise susceptibility to infection,
disease severity and risk of death (Supplementary Table S4). We used previously pub-
lished age-specific contact matrices by location (home, schools, workplace and other lo-
cations) to inform heterogeneous mixing by age [9].

Social distancing was implemented through physical and micro-distancing. Physi-
cal distancing reduced the location-specific contact rates in schools, workplaces, and
locations other than schools, workplaces and homes (referred to as “other locations”
hereafter). Micro-distancing reduced the transmission probability in non-household con-
tacts, reflecting preventive measures that individuals may take to reduce the per-contact
transmission probability, such as keeping a greater distance, hygienic measures, and
wearing masks.

Under the base-case assumption of persistent immunity, recovered individuals were
assumed to be protected against future infection for the duration of the simulations.
Four scenarios of waning immunity were also considered by assuming that recovered in-
dividuals became susceptible to reinfection after an average duration of six or 24 months,
with or without reduction in disease severity during repeat SARS-CoV-2 infections (Sup-
plementary Sections 1.2, 1.4). Births and non-COVID-19-related deaths were not mod-
elled.

Model fitting and simulation phases

We fitted the model to observed numbers of confirmed cases and hospitalisations over
time (Supplementary Section 2). Fitted parameters included those governing transmis-
sion, disease severity and the time-variant profiles of case detection and micro-distancing.
Our model and its calibrations are presented in details in the Supplement and the code
used to implement the model is publicly available on Github [10]. Our simulations were
divided into three successive phases (Figure 1). In Phase 1 we modelled the preceding
SARS-CoV-2 epidemics and included social distancing measures in place in each country
until 31st July 2020 (Figure S4). In Phase 2 the model was run using the same epidemi-
ological parameters and detection profile as during Phase 1, but micro-distancing was
discontinued and social mixing interventions were optimised for six or 12 months, before
being lifted in Phase 3.

Optimising contact patterns

We used two different indicators to represent the disease impact in separate opti-
misations: the number of COVID-19-related deaths and the number of YLLs due to
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COVID-19-related deaths. The number of YLLs was estimated by summing the ex-
pected number of remaining years that individuals would have lived if they had not died
from COVID-19, using the country-specific life-expectancy values by age reported by the
United Nations [11]. The two objective functions were calculated over a time-horizon of
15 months covering Phases 2 and 3. Two types of mitigation strategies were explored.
First, we allowed contact rates to vary by age by applying age-specific mixing factors
to the original contact matrix (Supplementary Section 3.2). A mixing factor is defined
as the relative opportunity of social contact that an individual of a given age has, com-
pared to the pre-COVID-19 era. Therefore, the relative contact rate of one age category
with respect to another is calculated as the product of the mixing factors of the age-
groups of the infectious and susceptible individuals. In a separate set of analyses, we
considered reductions in social mixing by location where the decision variables were scal-
ing factors applying to the location-specific contact rates (Supplementary Section 3.2).

All decision variables were assumed to be bounded between zero and one and the op-
timisation was also constrained to solutions in which the number of incident cases did
not increase after the mitigation phase. As the optimisation tasks were computationally-
expensive, the searches were performed using a parallel Genetic Algorithm where the
newly generated candidate strategies were evaluated in parallel on multiple CPUs [12].

Sensitivity analyses

In order to test the sensitivity of the objective functions to alterations of each opti-
mised variable, we calculated the marginal variable deviation from the optimum that
would cause an excess of 20 deaths per million people (or 1000 YLLs per million people
when minimising YLLs) as compared to the optimum (Supplementary Section 4.3). An
additional sensitivity analysis was performed considering that the age-specific mixing
factors could not be reduced below a minimum mixing threshold (Supplementary Sec-
tion 5.1).

Results

Optimisation results

The posterior parameter estimates and the inferred time-variant profile of case de-
tection are presented in Supplementary Section 2.4 and 2.5 for the six countries. The
model fits are shown in Figure 2. For each of the countries, age-specific mixing restric-
tions resulted in fewer deaths and YLLs than location-specific mixing reductions (Table
1 and Supplementary Table S8), although both generated considerably fewer deaths and
YLLs compared to an unmitigated scenario. In both cases the longer intervention dura-
tion led to lower deaths and YLLs (Table 1). The number of additional deaths occurring
during Phases 2 and 3 was significantly lower than the number of deaths that had oc-
curred before 1st August 2020 in all countries.

For all countries, contacts of older adults were restricted most, while contacts of in-
dividuals aged between 15 and 49 years old were unchanged for optimisation of deaths
or YLLs (Figure 3). Contacts involving children and adolescents were also maintained at
or near 100% in most countries under the optimised scenarios. The optimal mitigation
profile of Sweden presented significant differences compared to that of the other coun-
tries, in that higher contributions to social mixing were required of the older age-groups
in order to achieve herd immunity. This finding was likely because the inferred risk of
transmission per contact was lower than for the other countries in the model (Figure
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S8). The objective functions (deaths or YLLs) were highly sensitive to small perturba-
tions in the mixing contributions of young-to-middle-age adults considered in the sensi-
tivity analyses. In contrast, the contact rates involving children and adolescents could
deviate significantly from the optimal plan without compromising the objective func-
tions to a large extent.

Optimising for YLLs, rather than deaths, resulted in a larger decrease in contacts
needed in the 50-54-year-old age-group across all scenarios. These restrictions were com-
pensated for through a relaxation of restrictions for older age-groups or for young chil-
dren. The patterns of optimal mixing by age were relatively similar between the 6-month
and 12-month mitigation strategies, although the longer scenario featured slightly greater
contact reductions. In Spain under the 12-month mitigation phase, contacts involving
children were restricted more than in the other countries. This may be explained by the
relatively high contact rates from children to elderly individuals in Spanish households,
compared to other countries [9].

Stronger restrictions were consistently imposed on the age-groups at highest risk of
death, although contact reductions were sometimes also recommended for low-risk age-
groups. For example, significant restrictions were recommended for 20-24 year-olds in
the UK under the 12-month mitigation scenario, which can be explained by the fact
that this age-group is the greatest source of contacts for the 75+ age-group among all
young to middle-aged adults in the UK (Figure S10).

In the sensitivity analyses considering minimum mixing thresholds, we found that the
two objective functions increased roughly linearly, as the minimum mixing threshold was
raised (Figure S11). Considering a threshold of 20%, we predicted that herd immunity
could still be achieved with a total number of deaths after 31st July 2020 that would be
lower or similar to the death toll observed before this date in all countries except the
UK.

Considering optimised mitigation by location, social interactions in workplaces were
maintained at the highest level in the six countries regardless of the scenario considered
(Figure 4). Contacts occurring in schools also maintained very high frequencies in all
countries, although significant variability was allowed around these contact rates with-
out compromising outcomes. We noted one exception in Spain under the 12-month miti-
gation phase, for which the restriction of school contacts proved to be greater than that
of other countries, reminding the findings emerging from the optimisation by age. Since
age-specific mitigations were more effective than location, we present further results only
on age-specific mitigations, although location-specific results are provided in the Supple-
ment.

The full age-specific contact matrices resulting from all optimisations are presented in
the Supplement for all scenarios (Figures S11 and S12).

Projected epidemics

Considering age-specific mitigation, the optimised epidemics during the mitigation
phase had higher peak incidence than during the modelled first waves in most settings
(Figure 5). The younger populations were considerably more affected in the optimised
wave. This resulted in much lower predicted numbers of deaths during the optimised
phase compared with the first wave. The median percentage of the population ever-
infected with SARS-CoV-2 after herd immunity was reached ranged between 30% and
43% depending on the country and the scenario considered (Table 2). Further results
are given in Supplementary Figure S14 and Figure S15.

Our model projects that under a 6-month mitigation scenario assuming persistent
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immunity, herd immunity could be achieved with similar hospital occupancies to those
observed in March and April in the six countries (Figure 6). A longer mitigation phase
markedly reduced the peak and total hospital burden.

Effect of waning immunity

Using the 6-month age-specific mitigation scenario, we found that under the four
tested scenarios of waning immunity a third epidemic wave would occur by the end of
2021 in the absence of further intervention in all countries, except for Sweden where no
epidemic resurgence was predicted under the scenarios of 24-month average duration of
immunity (Figure 7). We found the duration of post-infection immunity affected the fu-
ture epidemics much more than the level of protection against severe disease. Under the
assumption of a 6-month immunity duration, the predicted deaths and hospitalisations
were considerably greater than observed during Phase 1 or Phase 2, although the pre-
dicted incidence remained comparable to that of the first two waves.

Finally, we simulated scenarios considering our most pessimistic assumption of wan-
ing immunity (six-month duration and no reduction in future disease severity), but ap-
plying mild mixing restrictions during Phase 3 (Figure 8). We estimated that the epi-
demics could be maintained at low levels until the end of 2021 by applying relative mix-
ing reductions of 10% in Sweden, 20% in Belgium, Italy and Spain and 30% in France
and in the UK. These mixing reductions were defined as universal reductions relative to
the pre-COVID-19 era across all age-groups.

Discussion

Our model suggests that over the medium-to-long term, non-vaccine herd immunity
may be achievable with mortality that is considerably lower than has been previously
observed if age-specific mixing patterns can be altered to prevent infection of older in-
dividuals. We also estimate that this could be achieved while the impact on hospital
capacity is maintained below that experienced in the March-April European wave of
COVID-19. We also highlight the critical need for improved knowledge around the post-
infection immunity duration if such strategies are to be considered.

As countries move toward relaxation of contact and movement restrictions, we quan-
tify the contact patterns that are most likely to result in increased mortality or YLLs,
providing guidance on targeted release strategies. While many governments have used
mitigation strategies based on location-specific restrictions, such as school or business
closures, we demonstrate that strategies considering age-selective restrictions would
have a greater impact on the countries’ epidemics. Across all six countries included
in our analysis, our model suggested that over 1 million deaths could potentially be
averted, and over 15 million life-years saved, by employing age-specific mitigation com-
pared to an unmitigated scenario. Such outcomes were obtained by imposing highly
stringent contact reductions on individuals aged over 50, while returning interactions in-
volving children and young-to-middle-aged adults to pre-COVID-19 levels in most coun-
tries. This age cutoff is lower than considered in previous studies investigating age-based
shielding strategies [13,14].

The stringency of the optimal restrictions on social contacts of people aged 50 years
and over raises concerns about the feasibility of achieving the required age-differential
mixing. However, our optimisation did not consider micro-distancing (i.e. efforts to
reduce transmission risk when social contacts occur). Reducing the per-contact risk
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of transmission would imply that contacts would not need to be reduced to the same
extent. Nevertheless, even with micro-distancing attempts, it would be impossible to
achieve null effective contact rates in some settings, including multigenerational house-
holds or aged care homes. This indicates that the optimised number of deaths and YLLs
that we present should be interpreted as a representation of what could ideally be achieved
under a best-case scenario. Practical implementation would require further analyses and
critical consideration of specific strategies. Finally, our analyses considering less extreme
restrictions showed that the numbers of deaths would increase significantly compared to
the optimised scenarios. However, these would not necessarily exceed the death toll seen
in the first epidemic waves, even if age-specific mixing factors of all age-groups could not
be reduced below 20%.

The fact that in several age-groups optimal mixing factors were close to 100% sug-
gests that the outcomes may be further improved if the contact rates were allowed to
exceed baseline (pre-COVID-19) rates. We anticipate that increased mixing for the young
adults compared to baseline mixing could result in even fewer deaths and YLLs, or re-
quire a shorter mitigation phase to achieve herd immunity. Such mixing profiles would
be associated with a shorter epidemic duration and a higher peak incidence. This would
heighten concerns around hospital capacity, although further investigations are needed
to quantify the effect of further shifting the distribution of cases towards younger age-
groups through such strategies.

It is notable that the final proportions of ever-infected individuals for each of the
modelled scenarios in the six countries were between 30 and 43% in all six countries.
Academic and public discussion has largely referred to a herd immunity threshold of
between 60 and 70% [15–17], a proportion that can be readily estimated from the R0

under the assumption of homogenous mixing. In reality, individuals differ in how likely
they are to contract and transmit SARS-CoV-2. Several other modelling analyses have
emerged that incorporate heterogeneity and have suggested lower estimates of the herd
immunity threshold [18–22]. In particular, young-to-middle-age individuals, who have
high contact rates as well as high infectiousness and susceptibility to infection, con-
tribute disproportionately to transmission, such that removing them from the suscep-
tible pool would also be disproportionately effective. Our findings also have important
implications for vaccination strategies, as we estimated the age-specific proportions of
recovered individuals after herd immunity was reached. This suggests that age-selective
vaccination strategies could also include groups at higher risk of transmission as well as
severe outcomes, although more specific works will be required to identify optimal vacci-
nation strategies.

Our main projections were obtained assuming persistent post-infection immunity.
Early studies have shown that the majority of people infected with SARS-CoV-2 gen-
erate both humoral and cellular immune responses [23–25]. However, insufficient time
has elapsed to quantify the extent and duration of this protection, and whether these
changes will prevent reinfection, reduce the risk of onward transmission following in-
fection, or modify the severity of future infections. Some studies have shown antibody
levels waning over the first three months post-infection, suggesting short-lived immunity
[26]. However, other studies have shown neutralising antibodies to persist at protective
levels three [27], and even six months post-infection [25], as well as features of robust
cellular immunity, including SARS-CoV-2-specific memory lymphocytes with character-
istics suggestive of protective immunity at 3 months post-infection [23, 28–30]. Infection
has been shown to offer protection against reinfection in non-human primates [31, 32],
and a recent outbreak investigation suggests evidence of protection against reinfection
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in humans [33]. Although we considered waning immunity under only a limited number
of configurations, these highlight the importance of understanding immune effects and
persistence to longer-term public health strategies.

We demonstrated that the selected countries’ health systems would be overwhelmed
and the numbers of deaths would dramatically increase if immunity were to wane rapidly
in the absence of any mitigation after the optimised phase. This demonstrates that
long-term restrictions would be required under such scenarios, although such restric-
tions may consist of only mild continuous contact mitigations following the optimised
phase. For example, 20% continued reduction in effective contacts would be needed after
the optimised phase in Belgium, Spain and Italy to maintain sufficient epidemic control
until the end of 2021. Such reductions could be achieved by reducing the number of con-
tacts or the per-contact risk of transmission (or both).

Our analysis raises several ethical questions regarding policy choices in the pandemic.
First, it raises the question of whether or not it would be ethical to restrict the free-
dom of a vulnerable subset of the population or to purposefully infect a lower-risk sub-
group, and to do so on the basis of age. Savulescu and Cameron argue that age-selective
lockdowns would not constitute unjust discrimination, as it involves treating people
differently due to a morally relevant difference: their susceptibility to severe infection
[34]. They suggest that restrictions on personal freedoms would be most justified if they
bring about benefit to the group whose freedoms are restricted. It is also possible that
restriction of freedom of individuals experiencing strict restrictions could be reduced
through the use of immunity passports, though these raise further ethical issues [35].
Factors other than age also impact COVID-19 risk [36], and these factors are also im-
portant to consider when designing policies, although we do not explicitly account for
these other risk factors.

The results for optimising for deaths or for YLLs were largely consistent, but showed
some differences. This raises the question of what the optimisation target should be,
and a welfare-adjusted life year, such as the quality-adjusted life year, may be prefer-
able. Our analysis did not include the morbidity of illness or possible long-term sequelae
of infection. Data on longer term clinical outcomes of COVID-19 remain limited, but
suggest that the majority of people who experience mild-moderate infections recover
within two to three weeks [37], although some may experience prolonged symptoms [38].
Long-term post-infection sequelae also occur in some patients, with emerging evidence
for an increased risk of stroke during COVID-19 illness [39]. However, more data on
long-term outcomes following infection will be required to be able to optimise for min-
imal morbidity.

In addition to the considerations above, there are some technical limitations of our
approach. We used previously published synthetic contact matrices in the model which
gave a consistent approach across the six countries and allowed location-specific contact
rates [9]. The model assumes that mixing patterns in countries are well represented by
the mixing matrix and does not include repeated contacts, such as within households.
We chose to mitigate the age-specific contact rates by applying a single multiplier to
each age-group, whereas more flexibility could be introduced by allowing mixing be-
tween particular pairs of age-groups. Given the important uncertainties in the current
epidemiological knowledge of SARS-CoV-2, we chose broad ranges of parameter values
to inform the most critical aspects of the model, which translated into moderate uncer-
tainty ranges for several epidemiological indicators. However, we believe our approach to
handling uncertainty is appropriate to the current stage of the pandemic.

The present work could be refined as further knowledge arises about SARS-CoV-2
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epidemiology, especially around the nature and magnitude of post-infection immunity.
In addition, alternative optimisation frameworks to the one used in this study could be
assessed in an attempt to further improve population outcomes. Finally, future work
could include the negative effects of population restrictions more explicitly in order bet-
ter to address the trade-off between restriction stringency and uncontrolled viral trans-
mission.

Caution is required to interpret the projections reported in this study correctly. It
must be noted that the strategies presented here would undoubtedly result in a greater
number of COVID-19-induced deaths compared to approaches based on universal strin-
gent restrictions that would occur during outbreaks. Accordingly, the risks and bene-
fits of the presented strategies are to be carefully weighed against those associated with
strict lockdowns, which are also known to have serious negative effects [2–4]. Finding
the right balance between these types of approaches will likely depend on how long we
will have to wait until long-term solutions such as vaccines can be deployed.

In conclusion, we found that strategies can minimise deaths or YLLs over the medium-
to-long term while allowing an increase in population mixing if interpersonal contact
patterns can be manipulated to prevent transmission to older adults. In particular,
modification of contact rates by age is the key factor, although age-independent vul-
nerabilities will also require consideration. We show the cut-off for contact restriction
- analogous to shielding or cocooning - may occur at a younger age than previously as-
sumed. Finally, our findings suggest that strategies combining a phase of age-selective
contact restrictions designed to increase population immunity followed by ongoing but
mild contact mitigation could maintain transmission at low levels even with waning
post-infection immunity.
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Deaths before 1 Aug 2020 
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Deaths from 1 Aug 2020 (thousands) YLLs before 1 Aug 
2020 (thousands) 

YLLs from 1 Aug 2020 (thousands) 

Model prediction WHO 
report 

Unmitigated Optimised Model prediction Unmitigated Optimised 

Minimising 
deaths 

Minimising YLLs Minimising 
deaths 
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12 months 0.8 (0.6-1.3) 0.8 (0.5-1.2) 36 (23-52) 29 (19-41) 

France 6 months 27.2 (15.9-43.7) 30.1 260.6 (201.3-334.6) 7.5 (6.0-11.1) 7.7 (6.0-11.8) 425 (250-683) 4053 (3309-4504) 268 (240-313) 256 (230-308) 

12 months 5.8 (4.1-9.7) 6.7 (4.8-10.5) 309 (233-373) 216 (165-270) 

Italy 6 months 40.9 (26.5-65.5) 35.1 304.2 (227.8-398.2) 11.7 (9.2-31.0) 19.1 (15.5-47.6) 635 (440-1060) 4291 (3645-5172) 514 (451-726) 476 (416-863) 

12 months 6.9 (5.2-12.4) 7.9 (5.8-13.8) 385 (314-528) 339 (277-471) 

Spain 6 months 32.4 (18.5-62.7) 28.5 189.5 (141.6-269.1) 8.2 (6.0-31.4) 8.8 (6.3-32.7) 512 (312-812) 2978 (2423-3526) 253 (219-597) 242 (209-609) 

12 months 4.5 (3.1-6.1) 4.8 (3.2-6.5) 191 (141-231) 172 (125-210) 

Sweden 6 months 6.3 (2.7-10.6) 5.7 23.6 (11.6-35.9) 4.9 (4.0-7.9) 5.8 (4.8-8.3) 108 (54-166) 397 (197-547) 227 (154-307) 214 (150-286) 

12 months 1.2 (0.8-1.8) 2.5 (1.6-3.8) 101 (49-152) 74 (38-112) 

United 
Kingdom 

6 months 31.4 (15.3-53.1) 46.0 252.5 (189.3-324.3) 8.5 (6.9-12.0) 8.9 (7.3-12.4) 608 (304-987) 3985 (3111-4814) 307 (260-396) 281 (241-369) 

12 months 6.2 (4.2-9.7) 6.5 (4.4-9.9) 245 (173-316) 219 (155-286) 

Country Mitigation 
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Proportion of recovered individuals at the 
end of the optimised mitigation phase (%) 

Minimising deaths Minimising YLLs 

Belgium 6 months 39.2 (33.9 - 46.8) 35.0 (27.8 - 43.3) 

12 months 30.6 (26.4 - 38.8) 29.8 (26.0 - 36.9) 

France 6 months 36.5 (31.9 - 41.9) 34.8 (30.3 - 40.0) 
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Table 2. Proportions of recovered individuals at the end of the optimised mitigation phase 

Optimisation by age under the assumption of persistent immunity. Numbers are presented as median and central 95% 
credible intervals. Herd immunity was reached by the end of the mitigation phase. YLLs: Years of life lost. 

Table 1. Predicted numbers of deaths and years of life lost
Optimisation by age under the assumption of persistent immunity. Numbers are presented in

thousands of deaths and thousands of YLLs as median and central 95% credible intervals. YLLs:
Years of life lost.
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Figure 1. Illustration of the three simulation phases
Numbered circles indicate the different phases: capturing past dynamics (1), manipulating so-

cial mixing to achieve herd immunity with minimum COVID-19 impacts (2, highlighted with
yellow background), testing for epidemic resurgence (3). Panel a. shows an example simulation
where herd immunity was reached by the end of Phase 2, whereas Panel b. shows a configura-
tion that failed to achieve herd immunity.

Belgium France
Confirmed cases New hospital admissions Confirmed cases New hospital admissions

Italy Spain
Confirmed cases Hospital occupancy Confirmed cases New hospital admissions

Sweden United Kingdom
Confirmed cases New ICU admissions Confirmed cases New hospital admissions

Figure 2. Model projections compared against local data
The figures present the median estimates (dark blue line) and the central 95% credible intervals

(light blue shade) against observed numbers of confirmed COVID-19 cases and hospitalisations
(black dots). The x-axis represents the time in days since 31/12/2019. Values on the y-axis are
daily numbers of confirmed cases or hospitalisations. The data points represent the weekly aver-
age of the daily counts.
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Figure 3. Optimal mixing pattern with contact mitigation by age
The red bars and the blue bars represent the optimised age-specific mixing factors when min-

imising the number of deaths and years of life lost, respectively. To determine the relative con-
tact rate of one age category with another, the relative mixing values of each of the two cate-
gories must be multiplied together. The thin black bars represent the differential individual
age-group contributions that would cause an excess of 20 deaths per million people (red bars)
or 1000 YLLs per million people (blue bars) as compared to the optimal plan, while still reach-
ing herd immunity by the end of the mitigation phase. The left and right panels show the result
obtained when assuming that the mitigation phase lasts 6 and 12 months, respectively. The opti-
misations were performed based on the countries’ maximum a posteriori parameter sets.
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Figure 4. Optimal mixing pattern with contact mitigation by location
The red bars and the blue bars represent the optimised relative contact rates by location when

minimising the number of deaths and years of life lost, respectively. The thin black bars repre-
sent the differential individual age-group contributions that would cause an excess of 20 deaths
per million people (red bars) or 1000 YLLs per million people (blue bars) as compared to the
optimal plan, while still reaching herd immunity by the end of the mitigation phase. The left
panels show the result obtained when assuming that the mitigation phase lasts 6 months. In the
right panels, a longer duration of 12 months was allowed to achieve herd immunity. The optimi-
sations were performed based on the countries’ maximum a posteriori parameter sets.

16

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted August 31, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.25.20182162doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.25.20182162
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


1 Mar 2020 1 Aug 2020 1 Feb 2021 1 Aug 2021
0

20000

40000

60000

80000

100000

Daily disease incidence

1 Mar 2020 1 Aug 2020 1 Feb 2021 1 Aug 2021
0

20

40

60

80

100

Daily deaths

1 Mar 2020 1 Aug 2020 1 Feb 2021 1 Aug 2021
0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

Percentage recovered

B
el

gi
um

1 Mar 2020 1 Aug 2020 1 Feb 2021 1 Aug 2021
0

100000

200000

300000

400000

500000

600000

700000

1 Mar 2020 1 Aug 2020 1 Feb 2021 1 Aug 2021
0

100

200

300

400

500

600

700

1 Mar 2020 1 Aug 2020 1 Feb 2021 1 Aug 2021
0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

Fr
an

ce

1 Mar 2020 1 Aug 2020 1 Feb 2021 1 Aug 2021
0

100000

200000

300000

400000

500000

600000

1 Mar 2020 1 Aug 2020 1 Feb 2021 1 Aug 2021
0

100

200

300

400

500

600

1 Mar 2020 1 Aug 2020 1 Feb 2021 1 Aug 2021
0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

It
al

y

1 Mar 2020 1 Aug 2020 1 Feb 2021 1 Aug 2021
0

50000

100000

150000

200000

250000

300000

350000

1 Mar 2020 1 Aug 2020 1 Feb 2021 1 Aug 2021
0

100

200

300

400

500

600

1 Mar 2020 1 Aug 2020 1 Feb 2021 1 Aug 2021
0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

Sp
ai

n

1 Mar 2020 1 Aug 2020 1 Feb 2021 1 Aug 2021
0

10000

20000

30000

40000

1 Mar 2020 1 Aug 2020 1 Feb 2021 1 Aug 2021
0

10

20

30

40

50

60

1 Mar 2020 1 Aug 2020 1 Feb 2021 1 Aug 2021
0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

Sw
ed

en

1 Mar 2020 1 Aug 2020 1 Feb 2021 1 Aug 2021
0

200000

400000

600000

800000

1 Mar 2020 1 Aug 2020 1 Feb 2021 1 Aug 2021
0

100

200

300

400

500

1 Mar 2020 1 Aug 2020 1 Feb 2021 1 Aug 2021
0

10

20

30

40

50

U
ni

te
d 

K
in

gd
om

Age:
75+

70-74

65-69

60-64

55-59

50-54

45-49

40-44

35-39

30-34

25-29

20-24

15-19

10-14

5-9

0-4

Optimisation by age minimising years of life lost with 6-month mitigation

Figure 5. Age-specific profile of disease incidence, COVID-19-related deaths and
proportion recovered over time optimised for life-years lost (6-month mitigation by
age)
The yellow background indicates the 6-month mitigation phase during which age-specific con-

tacts were optimised. These projections were produced assuming that recovered individuals have
persistent immunity against SARS-CoV-2 reinfection and using the maximum a posteriori pa-
rameter sets.

17

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted August 31, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.25.20182162doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.25.20182162
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


Be
lg

iu
m

1 Mar 20 1 Aug 20 1 Feb 211 Aug 20 1 Feb 21 1 Aug 20 1 Feb 21 1 Aug 20 1 Feb 21 1 Aug 20 1 Feb 21
0

1000
2000
3000
4000
5000
6000
7000
8000

Ho
sp

ita
l b

ed
s

Past 6-month mitigation 12-month mitigation
wave minimising deaths minimising YLLs minimising deaths minimising YLLs

Fr
an

ce

1 Mar 20 1 Aug 20 1 Feb 211 Aug 20 1 Feb 21 1 Aug 20 1 Feb 21 1 Aug 20 1 Feb 21 1 Aug 20 1 Feb 21
0

10000

20000

30000

40000

50000

Ho
sp

ita
l b

ed
s

Ita
ly

1 Mar 20 1 Aug 20 1 Feb 211 Aug 20 1 Feb 21 1 Aug 20 1 Feb 21 1 Aug 20 1 Feb 21 1 Aug 20 1 Feb 21
0

10000

20000

30000

40000

50000

Ho
sp

ita
l b

ed
s

Sp
ai

n

1 Mar 20 1 Aug 20 1 Feb 211 Aug 20 1 Feb 21 1 Aug 20 1 Feb 21 1 Aug 20 1 Feb 21 1 Aug 20 1 Feb 21
0

10000

20000

30000

40000

50000

Ho
sp

ita
l b

ed
s

Sw
ed

en

1 Mar 20 1 Aug 20 1 Feb 211 Aug 20 1 Feb 21 1 Aug 20 1 Feb 21 1 Aug 20 1 Feb 21 1 Aug 20 1 Feb 21
0

2000
4000
6000
8000

10000
12000
14000
16000

Ho
sp

ita
l b

ed
s

Un
ite

d 
Ki

ng
do

m

1 Mar 20 1 Aug 20 1 Feb 211 Aug 20 1 Feb 21 1 Aug 20 1 Feb 21 1 Aug 20 1 Feb 21 1 Aug 20 1 Feb 21
0

10000

20000

30000

40000

50000

Ho
sp

ita
l b

ed
s

Figure 6. Predicted hospital occupancy during the past wave compared to a sec-
ond wave that would achieve herd immunity (optimised mitigation by age, assuming
persistent immunity)
The modelled first waves (past epidemics) are represented in purple while the predictions of

the future epidemics are represented in blue. The future epidemics are those associated with the
four different optimisation configurations: six- or 12-month mitigation minimising total number
of deaths or years of life lost (YLLs). The light shades show the central 95% credible intervals,
the dark shades show the central 50% credible intervals and the solid lines represent the median
estimates.
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Figure 7. Predicted COVID-19 incidence, mortality and hospital occupancy over
time under various assumptions of waning immunity
Predictions were obtained using the maximum a posteriori parameter sets and based on the 6-

month contact mitigation by age minimising years of life lost (YLLs). The yellow background
indicates the mitigation phase during which age-specific contacts were optimised. Five different
assumptions were used to project the disease indicators: persistent immunity (black), 24-month
average duration of immunity with and without 50% reduction in risk of symptoms for repeat
infections (red and coral, respectively), 6-month average duration of immunity with and without
50% reduction in risk of symptoms for repeat infections (blue and turquoise, respectively).
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Figure 8. Predicted COVID-19 incidence, mortality and hospital occupancy over
time with short-lived post-infection immunity and applying mild mixing reductions
after the optimised phase
The predictions were obtained using the maximum a posteriori parameter sets and based on the

6-month contact mitigation by age minimising years of life lost (YLLs). The yellow background
indicates the mitigation phase during which age-specific contacts were optimised. These predic-
tions were obtained assuming 6-month average duration of immunity with no effect on the sever-
ity of repeat SARS-CoV-2 infections. The mixing factors were defined in the same way as during
optimisation except that the same factor was applied to all age-groups. That is, a 90% mixing
factor corresponds to a situation where every individual reduces their opportunity of contact by
10%.
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