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Figure 6. Table of p values to assess convergence at different SGTF proportion cutoffs.

To select the best SGTF % cutoff (and hence synthetic time cutoff) for limit estimation,
there is a tension between cutting off late enough to have good convergence versus cutting
off early enough to have adequate data. In the Table in Figure 6, this tension manifests in
a U-shaped pattern for the first two series of p-tests, with minimum at the 20% cutoff.

One could worry that sitting at the minimum of the first two series of p tests might
make the 20% cutoff biased to have high vratio

0−19, but the Table in Figure 7 shows that is not
the case. If one uses bootstrap resampling (which also takes case number into account)
to compute vratio point estimates for data from cutoffs higher than 8%, the vratio estimate
for the 20% cutoff minimises L2 distance both from the median and from the geometric
mean, and in fact is approximately as close to these two central estimates as these central
estimates are to each other. By contrast, the 12% cutoff estimate for vratio overestimates
vratio

0−19, even though it has p = 1 in test (iii).

Figure 7. Point estimates for vratio for different SGTF proportion cutoffs, computed from
bootstrap resampling, restricted to TaqPath sample size >20 per age band.

In summary, we find strong evidence for convergence over (synthetic) time toward a
highly statistically significant effect, and we decide on a 20% SGTF proportion cutoff for
“post convergent data,” as the shared verdict of qualitative and quantitative methods.
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(b) Estimates of vratio: relative infection ratios for B.1.1.7

Based on the preceding convergence cutoff assessements, we discard all subregion-week
pairs with < 20% total SGTF proportion, corresponding to the first half of the buckets in
the graphs in the preceding subsection. This leaves us with 59 subregion-week pairs. To
reduce the role of outliers from small SGTF-testing sample size, we furthermore discard any
subregion-week pair with any age band with ≤ 20 cases tested for SGTF (as was also done
for the point estimates computed in Figure 8), leaving 50 subregion-week pairs, consisting
of about 140,000 positive tests, of which about 75,000 were tested for SGTF.

One could worry these exclusions might exaggerate effect sizes for the 0-9-year-old age
band (the source of most low sample-size exlusions), but if anything the opposite is true.
These excluded pairs had vratio

0-9yrs = 2.00 as computed by total cases count, or vratio
0-9yrs = 1.67

as computed by geometric mean. Seven of these nine excluded subregion-week pairs had
a vratio

0-9yrs value respectively below or above the respective mininum or maximum of the

remaining 50 vratio
0-9yrs values, and an eighth pair was within 1% of the maximum.

Figure 8. Table of vratio
final,i = v̂−final,i/v̂

+
final,i values and 95% confidence intervals.

Figure 9. Plot of vratio
final,i = v̂−final,i/v̂

+
final,i values and 95% error bars.

The table and chart in Figures 8 and 9 display point estimates and 95% confidence
intervals for vratio, computed from bootstrap resampling. (The chart uses slightly higher
precision estimates than shown in the table.) Note the similarity between Figure 9 and
Figure 4B by Volz and colleagues.1 The age trends are the same, but our effect sizes for
0-39-year-olds are slightly larger, likely due to our restriction to SGTF percentage > 20%.
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Again, if the matrix P = (pi,j) of probabilities of an infected index in age band j infecting
a susceptible contact in age band i, given exposure, only differed by an overall scalar factor
for B.1.1.7, versus non-B.1.1.7 variants, then we should have observed vratio

i ≡ 1.
On the other hand, given that we have demonstrated the existence of age-heterogeneous

effects in this context, the sizes of these effects will be partly influenced by environment,
hence the discussion in part (c).

For example, the magnitude of relative infection increase in 0-19-year-olds compared to
parent age groups is too large to be explained by an increase in infectiousness in parents,
since a relative increase in B.1.1.7 parent infectiousness could only produce that large a
relative increase in B.1.1.7 child infection if it produced an even larger increase in B.1.1.7
parent infection. This latter increase in parent B.1.1.7 infection would therefore need to
be cancelled out by an extreme reduction in B.1.1.7 parent susceptibility; but decreasing
adult susceptibility is equivalent to increasing child susceptibility up to an overall scale.

On the other hand, from fitting matrices C and P to the available data, there are strong
indications that at least part of the inverse U trend for adults in Figure 9 is an inevitable
consequence of their gradient of exposure to higher-B.1.1.7-infected 0-19-year-olds.

Figure 10. Very approximate age distribution in England and Wales for parents of a person
of specified age, in this case a median-aged primary school student, a median-aged secondary
school student, and an 18-year-old.

For illustrative purposes only, we have constructed a very approximate chart of age
distributions of parents for Figure 10, to help illustrate the sorts of exposure trends apparent
in contact matrices, . To do this, we started with the age distribution of parents of live
births in 2017 in England and Wales by 5-year age bands14 as the age distribution for
parents of a zero-year-old, and used a combination of translations and weighted averages
to construct approximations for the age distributions of parents of a primary school student,
secondary school student, and 18-year-old, with the idea that among 0-19-year-olds, these
groups would be the ones with the largest outside-home exposure.

The above analogy between the inverse U trend for adults in Figure 9 and the inverse
U trend in exposure in Figure 10 is only qualitative, but such notions can be made precise
by contact matrices. We next proceed to direct constructions of transmission matrices.
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(c) Explicit transmission matrix modelling

There are not enough data available in the preceding analyses to determine a transmission
matrix T uniquely, but one can still construct a range of plausible transmission matrices
consistent with the dominant eigenvectors observed.

To improve accuracy at the cost of determinism, we replaced each contact matrix co-
efficient with a random variable with that coefficient’s expected value. (This change did
not significantly impact expected dominant eigenvectors of our matrices.)

We also imposed a temporary damping on T at the very beginning of the time series
to account for (a) over-dispersion effects from small absolute case numbers early in our
SGTF data, and (b) an early-averaging artefact of our synthetic time construction. For
(b), when different subregions have their initial weeks introduced at different times early
in the synthetic time series, these staggered introductions have a tendency to average out
and dampen the transmission progress observed in the first few synthetic time steps. Once
most of the subregions are introduced, this damping effect wears off and we observe a
progression more typical of the ordinary iteration of transmission matrix multiplication.

In fact, this damping artefact is a powerful asset of our synthetic time construction, as
it slows down the convergence process enough to be able to witness it clearly.

Figure 11. Actual and modelled data for age distribution of SGTF infection (top panel) and
age distribution of non-SGTF infection (bottom panel).

In Figure 11, we graph some typical simulation runs for a typical pair of transmission
matrices fitting our dominant eigenvector estimates and sharing a common contact matrix.

To simplify our analysis, we made the assumption that

(12) PSGTF = S∆Pnon-SGTFI∆,

where S∆ and I∆ are diagonal matrices whose diagonal entries represent relative multi-
plicative change in susceptibility and infectiousness, respectively, considered only up to
an overall scalar factor. (See the beginning of the Methods section for definitions of
the contact matrix C, infection conditional probability matrix P , and transmission matrix
T = (ci,jpi,j).) This assumption then has the consequence that

(13) TSGTF = S∆Tnon-SGTFI∆·
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One pattern that quickly emerges is that with any plausible choice of transmission matrix
Tnon-SGTF with dominant eigenvector matching v̂+

actual, if one increases the infectiousness
and susceptibility for 0-19-year-olds and computes vratio

i = v̂−/v̂+
i from the new dominant

eigenvector v̂−, this produces an inverse U trend for adults similar to the trend in Figure 9.
Getting the exact vratio values to match requires tuning the 0-19 values for I∆ and

S∆. In most cases, a better match is obtained from implementing a higher increase
in infectiousness than in susceptibility for 0-19-year-olds. Subject to the constraint that
(vratio

0-9 , vratio
10-19) = (1.27,1.16), the ratios I0-9

∆ /S0-9
∆ and I10-19

∆ /S10-19
∆ basically control the

steepness of the inverse U trend that appears in vratio for adults (using a superscript here
to denote diagonal entries of I∆ and S∆). If these 0-19 I i∆/S

i
∆ ratios are 1, then the adult

inverse U produced is slightly too flat, and one must additionally tune adult infectiousness
and susceptibility parameters to obtain a better match.

For example, for one choice of Tnon-SGTF, both the pair

I∆(diag) = (1.30, 1.35, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1),(14)

S∆(diag) = (1.165, 1.035, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1)

and the pair

(15) I∆(diag) = S∆(diag) = (1.185, 1.07, .95, .975, 1.01, 1, .95)

produce vratio with L2 distance < .01 from vratio
actual, whereas if we demand that I i∆ = Si∆

and that all adults have I i∆ = Si∆ = 1, the best we can do is

(16) I∆(diag) = S∆(diag) = (1.22,1.10,1,1,1,1,1),

which produces a vratio with L2 distance .06 from vratio
actual. (Note again that I∆ and S∆

are only defined up to an overall scale. Thus, although we normalised at I50-59
∆ = 1, if we

divide (15) by the mean for adults, we obtain I0-9
∆ = 1.205.)

If we demand I i∆ = Si∆ and normalise so that the arithmetic mean of I i∆ for adults is
1, then for plausible fitting Tnon-SGTF, I0-9

∆ tends to vary from 1.18 to 1.23 as a subjective
observation. To produce an objective confidence interval would require systematising what
we mean by “plausible” for Tnon-SGTF. If I i∆ > Si∆, the range of potential values is larger.

Sensitivity analysis for other environments.
For various fitted choices above, we fixed P and (I∆, S∆) but replaced the contact

matrix C to reflect a new environmental setting: lockdown with closed schools, or no
lockdown and open schools. The original environment was lockdown and open schools,
with (vratio

0-9 , vratio
10-19) = (1.27,1.16).

For a non-systematic selection of choices of fitting Tnon-SGTF and (I∆, S∆), but with
I i∆ = Si∆, we obtained (vratio

0-9 , vratio
10-19) = (1.18-1.20, 1.08-1.11) for lockdown and closed

schools, and (vratio
0-9 , vratio

10-19) = (1.29-1.35, 1.19-1.25) for no lockdown and open schools.
For the same constraints but with I i∆ > Si∆ for 0-19-year-olds and I i∆ = Si∆ = 1 for adults,
we obtained (vratio

0-9 , vratio
10-19) = (1.11-1.15, 1.02-1.06) for lockdown and closed schools, and

(vratio
0-9 , vratio

10-19) = (1.30-1.34, 1.20-1.24) for no lockdown and open schools.
Thus, the age-relative increase of 0-19-year-old B.1.1.7 infection is somewhat more

robust to changes in school exposure if I i∆ = Si∆ than if I i∆ > Si∆, but when the entire
community has restored mobility, it matters much less whether I i∆ = Si∆ or I i∆ > Si∆.

Again, this was a very non-systematic exploration, and subject to substantial uncertainty
about Tnon-SGTF.
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Discussion

Before addressing Results obtained, we pause for a warning about analysis methods that
risk producing misleading results.

Comment on averaging accross environments

Subsequent to the Imperial College preprint by Volz and colleagues’ showing increased
relative SGTF infection for 0-19-year-olds during weeks 46-51,1 the next Public Health
England Technical Update on the Variant of Concern included a bar chart in Figure 62 of
total symptom-targeted positive tests 1 December 2020 through 4 January 2021 showing
a slightly smaller proportion of cases for 0-19-year-olds among SGTF infections than their
proportion among non-SGTF SARS-CoV-2 infections.

The Technical Update itself made no comments interpreting this bar chart, but various
members of the UK scientific advisory committees SAGE and NERVTAG made prominent
comments on social media or media interviews pointing to this bar chart (and similar results)
as evidence that the Imperial College results were confounded by environmental factors and
that more recent averages showing no B.1.1.7-related relative increase for 0-19-year-olds
were a more reliable indicator of relative infection.

Unfortunately, the opposite was true. The Imperial College preprint studied a time of
relatively constant environmental factors during which valid conclusions could be drawn
about age heterogeneity of relative B.1.1.7 infection. By contrast, the Public Health Eng-
land chart averaging over cases from 1 December through 4 January mixed incomparable
environments in a manner that confounded results.

To demonstrate this latter effect more explicitly, suppose we divide the time interval
in question into two intervals: Period 1 from 1 to 20 December, and Period 2 from 21
December to 4 January, with the idea that Period 1 had mostly open schools and more
stringent adult restrictions, whereas Period 2 had mostly closed schools and increased
holiday-related adult exposure. Let aj and cj denote the respective total number of adult
cases and child cases in Period j, and let βpj denote the proportion of B.1.1.7 cases in age
group p and period j. There was a sharp decrease in incidence in child and adolescent
cases during Period 2, but there was such a peak in adult cases that a2 > a1 even though
Period 2 was shorter. Thus, regardless of whether “child” refers to 0-9-year-olds or 10-
19-year-olds (which we leave ambiguous for the moment), we have a2/a1 > c2/c1. In
particular, if we attempt to compute

(17) ∆ :=
adult B.1.1.7 cases

adult total cases
child B.1.1.7 cases

child total cases

=

βa
1a1+βa

2a2
a1+a2

βc
1c1+βc

2c2
c1+c2

=

1+(βa
2 /β

a
1)(a2/a1)

1+(βc
2/β

c
1)(c2/c1)

1+(a2/a1)
1+(c2/c1)

,

we deduce that even if βa1/β
c
1 = βa2/β

c
2, the facts that a2/a1 > c2/c1 and βp2/β

p
1 > 1 have

the automatic consequence that ∆ > 1.
In other words, the observation that the proportion of 0-19-year-old cases was smaller

among SGTF cases than among SGTF cases for the total time period was merely an artefact
of the circumstances that many of the child cases occurred when B.1.1.7 proportions were
still small, whereas most of the adult cases occurred after B.1.1.7 proportions were larger.

Such averages should not be used to inform notions of the age-stratified patterns of
SARS-CoV-2 infection for variants of B.1.1.7, versus non-B.1.1.7, lineage.
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Key Findings

• In an environment of open schools and reduced adult mobility, the ratio (Age-band
proportion of SGTF infection)/(Age-band proportion of non-SGTF infection) converged to
1.27 (95% CI 1.17-1.38) for 0-9-year-olds and 1.16 (95% CI 1.09-1.23) for 10-19-year-olds.

• With high statistical confidence, these results cannot be explained by environmental
factors alone, and a sensitivity analysis on effect size found that relative elevations in
infection for 0-19-year-olds should also be observed in other environments.

• With lower confidence, there are indicators that 0-19-year-olds might experience a higher
relative increase in infectiousness than susceptibility for B.1.1.7.

Potential concerns

Some have questioned the relevance of potential increases in 0-9-year-old infection when
this age group is perceived as having such a low infection rate already. This perception,
however, is often skewed by the extent to which symptomatic testing undercounts 0-19-
year-old infection compared to that of the total population, which for the time period in
question was by a factor of 2.4 for 0-9-year-olds and a factor of 1.3 for 10-19-year-olds.

According to symptom-based testing for the time period in question, 10-19-year-olds had
a lower confirmed case rate than 20-29, 30-39, and 40-49-year-olds, and 0-9-year-olds had
36% the total confirmed case rate of 20-59-year-olds and the lowest confirmed case rate
of any age band.1 By contrast, according to random sampled prevalence data, the total
infection rate for 20-59-year-olds for that time period was lower than that for 0-9-year-olds,
and 10-19-year-olds had the highest infection rate of any age band, including more than
50% higher than that for 20-59-year-olds.10

One might also be tempted to worry that the age-relative increase in 0-19-year-old pos-
itive tests with SGTF merely reflects an age-relative increase in proportion of testing for
infected individuals of this age group. For instance, Office for National Statistics question-
naires for participants in their Infection Survey found a slight increase in the proportion
of symptoms reported by SGTF-infected versus non-SGTF-infected participants, among
those with Ct threshold < 30.15

However, if the observed relative increase of 0-19-year-olds only reflected an increase
in testing rather than an increase in infection, it would be difficult to explain the age
trend for relative adult B.1.1.7 infection in Figures 8 and 9, which so closely reflects
differing exposures to 0-19-year-olds and is consistently reproduced by modelled increases
in 0-19-year-old infectiousness and susceptibility. This inverse U age trend for adults was
statistically significant: the age 20-29, 30-39, and 40-49 confidence intervals were all
pairwise disjoint, as were the age 40-49 and 60-79 confidence intervals.

Potential mechanisms

One mechanism for our observed age-relative increase in 0-19-year-old B.1.1.7 infec-
tion might be the longer viral shedding period proposed for B.1.1.7 in recent findings.16

Firstly, there are indications that viral shedding period might be correlated with age,17 in
which case an increase in viral shedding period might have larger impact on infectious-
ness of younger age groups. Secondly, an increased viral shedding period would cause
a disproportionate increase in transmission in settings of days– or weeks–long exposure.
Household transmission is a key example of this, but this would also impact age groups
with a higher rate of paucisymptomatic or undetected infection, as subpopulations with
undetected infection tend to expose habitual contacts for the duration of their infection.
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Limitations

Whilst it is unlikely that potential disproportionate increases in test-seeking for younger
age groups with B.1.1.7 infection could explain observed effects, it is still possible that
changes in testing behaviour could impact the precise values of observed effect sizes. It
would be useful to see if the Office for National Statistics retain age-stratified SGTF-
stratified prevalence data from at least part of the time period in question, as these data
are independent of symptom presentation or test-seeking behaviour.

In our “Explicit modelling” subsection, our sensitivity analyses to different environments
and to infectiousness/susceptibility mechanisms for observed relative infection increases
were limited by high uncertainty about contact matrices, along with mild to moderate un-
certainty about infection probability matrices. Even with good surveillance data, accurate
contact matrices are difficult to construct, as one must take into account not only the
number of people contacted but the duration and quality of exposure. We tried to explore
a range of plausible transmission matrices with appropriate dominant eigenvectors, and it
appeared that outcomes were not highly sensitive to different choices of matrices, but it
is still possible that the range of transmission matrices we explored sat in a qualitatively
different component of parameter space from the “true” transmission matrix.

Lastly, while most of our analysis relied on coefficient–wise factorisation of our trans-
mission matrix into separate environmental and intrinsic effects as captured by a contact
matrix C and infection probability matrix P , this approach to some extent exaggerates
both the accuracy and the utility of divorcing environmental from intrinsic effects.

For example, there are some indications that a person tends to transmit SARS-CoV-2
more efficiently to a contact of the same age.18 Perhaps they speak more to someone
of the same age, or perhaps height differentials play a role in close-range droplet and
aerosol transmission. If we force our infection probability matrix (or changes to it) to
be an exterior product of susceptibility and infectiousness, then we are forced to rely on
the environmental contact matrix C to capture such aspects of increased transmission
efficiency. If certain environmentally-dependent infection patterns are shared by nearly all
environmental settings, is this feature best viewed as environmental or intrinsic?
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