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Control and mitigation of the COVID-19 pandemic in England has relied on a combination of vaccination and non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs) such as closure of non-essential shops and
leisure activities, closure of schools, social distancing, mask wearing, testing followed by isolation
and general public health awareness. Some of these measures are extremely costly (both economically and socially), so it is important that they are relaxed promptly but without overwhelming
already burdened health services. The eventual policy was a Roadmap of four relaxation steps
throughout 2021, taking England from lock-down to the cessation of all restrictions on social interaction; with a minimum of five weeks between each step to allow the data to reflect the changes
in restrictions and the results to analysed. Here we present a retrospective analysis of our six
Roadmap documents generated in 2021 to assess the likely impacts of future relaxation steps in
England. In each case we directly compare results generated at the time with more recent public
health data (primarily hospital admissions, but also hospital occupancy and death) to understand
discrepancies and potential improvements. We conclude that, in general, the model projections
generated a reliable estimation of medium-term hospital admission trends, with the data points up
to September 2021 generally lying within our 95% projection intervals. The greatest uncertainties
in the modelled scenarios came from estimates of vaccine efficacy, hampered by the lack of data
in the early stages of the Alpha and Delta variant waves, and from assumptions about human behaviour in the face of changing restrictions and changing risk. These are clearly avenues for future
study.

1

Introduction

Mathematical and statistical models have been an important tool in understanding the historical
behaviour of the COVID-19 pandemic in England and extrapolating this understanding into the near
future [1–9]. Such model projections rely on robust estimates of epidemiological parameters (usually
inferred by matching models to data), estimates of vaccine characteristics (often from external sources)
and assumptions about population behaviour in terms of testing, isolation, social mixing and vaccine
uptake - errors in any one of these can affect the projected exponential growth rate and hence the
medium and longer term dynamics. There has been considerable interest from the media and the
general public about the accuracy of model projections, and whether these are generally far more
pessimistic than what transpired [10]. While model projections are not forecasts – they are designed to
illustrate “what if” scenarios [11] – it is still important that such projections remain broadly consistent
with the realised epidemic if they are to be of use in public health planning.
Here we focus on the Warwick SARS-CoV-2 transmission model [5, 7, 12] and its use in the six
Roadmap documents developed throughout 2021 [13–18] that helped to shape the relaxation of restrictions in England after the January 2021 lockdown [19]. These Roadmap documents chronicle our
NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.
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changing understanding of SARS-CoV-2, vaccination and human behaviour over this period. Throughout we use the daily number of hospital admissions as our main metric of interest, but also consider
hospital occupancy and deaths as key epidemiological quantities. We do not seek to perform a rigorous statistical comparison between model projections and data, since projections cannot be expected
to account for the multitude of unknowable factors (human behaviour, advances in treatment, novel
variants); the further into the future the models consider, the greater the compounded impact of
multiple uncertainties due to more of these unknowable possibilities. Instead, in this paper, we qualitatively assess whether the projections were sufficiently close to what transpired to be informative for
policy.
While details differ in each of the Roadmap documents, as both the situation and our understanding of
the epidemiology changed, there are two main themes that are broadly consistent as time progresses.
Firstly, as more data are collected there has been a general improvement in the accuracy of the
vaccine related parameters that underpin each version of the model, often with a trend for the later,
more refined estimates to suggest higher levels of vaccine protection. Secondly, during this process
a better understanding of human behaviour in response to changing protective measures has been
developed [20, 21]; in the early Roadmaps it was naively assumed that behaviour would track legal
restrictions whereas population behaviour has proved to be far more complex.

2
2.1

Methods
Roadmap 1, 6th February 2021

During early modelling, upon which Roadmap 1 was based, data on the degree of vaccine protection
was extremely limited. Clinical trials had been against the wild-type virus, whereas at this time the
population in England was predominantly infected with the Alpha variant (Table 1). We used two
levels of vaccine protection, which were independent of the type of vaccine (AstraZeneca or Pfizer)
administered, and due to lack of evidence, the modelled vaccine provided no additional protection
against hospital admission or death beyond blocking infection (although [13] appendix 13 did consider
a scenario of very high efficacy against severe disease). The central assumptions were chosen to be
close to the mid-points of the confidence intervals for efficacy values estimated at the time [22–24].
The cautious assumptions were chosen as half this protective effect for infection blocking (where there
was limited data) and closer to the lower confidence intervals for efficacy against symptomatic disease.
The central and cautious assumptions also differ in the assumed level of vaccine uptake in 18-49 year
olds, assuming 85% and 75%, respectively; whereas in all projections vaccine uptake was modelled as
95% in the over 80s, and 85% in those aged 50-79.
Four timing scenarios were investigated that set the scene for the relaxation of controls, each based
on 5 Steps (although we note that the adopted policy on 22nd February 2021 was for 4 Steps [19])
– from a return of children in primary and secondary schools to full-time education (Step 1) to an
absence of all controls (Step 5). Only the three timing scenarios (scenarios Two, Three and Four) that
most closely correspond to the realised relaxation are shown here. For each relaxation step, there was
the challenge of determining the level of social mixing and hence the modelled degree of transmission.
Stage 1 was based upon the January lockdown data (but with children returning to schools), while
Stage 4 was based upon behaviour in September 2020; Stages 2 and 3 were a 70:30 and 30:70 mix of
Stages 1 and 4 respectively. Stage 5, which removed all controls was considered at three levels of mixing
(low, medium and high) - which we set at 20%, 10% or 0% precautionary behaviour. These levels
of precautionary behaviour (see Fig. 1) are better characterised in terms of the (model independent)
reproductive ratio excluding immunity Rei : low (Rei = 3.0), medium (Rei = 3.6), and high (Rei = 4.0).
Here, the reproductive ratio excluding immunity corresponds to the average number of secondary cases
produced by an average infectious individual when the entire population is susceptible, but when some
2
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degree of control potential exists; as such it provides a useful model-independent quantification for the
strength of controls - and later for the impact of new variants.

Protection against:
Infection
Symptoms
Hospitalisation
Deaths
Onward Transmission

Central
Dose 1 Dose 2
48%
60%
70%
88%
70%
88%
70%
88%
0%
0%

Cautious
Dose 1 Dose 2
24%
30%
56%
70%
56%
70%
56%
70%
0%
0%

Table 1: Assumed vaccine efficacy parameters against the Alpha variant from Roadmap 1[13]. These parameters were largely based on the initial vaccine trial data[22, 23], which were against the wild-type variant,
supplemented by early assessments of efficacy in England[24].

2.2

Roadmap 2, 29th March 2021

By the time the second Roadmap document was produced, the relaxation pathway taking England
from lockdown to the complete absence of controls was clearly defined, with four Steps between the
January 2021 lockdown and removal of all social mixing restrictions. The second Roadmap document
[14] considered a number of sensitivity analyses, including the impact of seasonal forcing (which we
present in this paper, as including a moderate level of seasonality became a default assumption in
future work). Estimates of social mixing within each of the relaxation steps was still challenging,
having to be based on assumptions about how the population was expected to react to each of the
relaxation step changes. We assumed that each Step would lead to a discrete change in the level of
precautionary behaviour (75% of the early March 2021 level in Step 2, 35% in Step 3 and 15% in Step
4), which we again translate into R excluding immunity: Step 1 Rei = 1.49 (CI 1.27 − 1.65); Step 2
Rei = 1.76 (CI 1.59 − 1.90); Step 3 Rei = 2.53 (CI 2.40 − 2.69); and Step 4 Rei = 2.97 (CI 2.79 − 3.14).
We note that the assumptions for Step 4 (complete absence of legislation) is most comparable to the
medium mixing assumption during Stage 5 in Roadmap 1.
By the end of March 2021, the parameters for vaccine efficacy (against Alpha) had also been refined,
with new estimates for the protection against severe disease (hospital admission and death) and the
differences between the AstraZeneca and Pfizer vaccines (Table 2). The reduction in onward transmission (from individuals that have been vaccinated but then later infected) was still unknown due to the
difficulties of estimating this quantity; taking a precautionary approach this reduction was set to zero
(Table 2). The absence of attenuation in onward transmission from infectious but vaccinated individuals reduces the estimated impact of vaccination in terms of indirect protection, although there is still
considerable indirect protection from both reduced levels of infection and lower levels of symptomatic
disease.
Protection against:
Infection
Symptoms
Hospitalisation
Deaths
Onward Transmission

AstraZeneca
Dose 1 Dose 2
60%
65%
60%
70%
80%
90%
80%
90%
0%
0%

Pfizer
Dose 1 Dose 2
60%
85%
60%
90%
80%
90%
80%
90%
0%
0%

Table 2: Assumed vaccine efficacy parameters against the Alpha variant from Roadmap 2 [14]. Parameters
are largely based on estimates from PHE (unpublished) and early reports from Israel and England [25–28]
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2.3

Roadmap 3, 1st May 2021

By late April 2021, the clear exponential decline in cases and severe disease was well established.
Vaccine efficacy for the Alpha variant was also reasonably well defined (Table 3), although higher and
lower efficacies were considered as a sensitivity analysis. For this Roadmap, modelling the easing of
restrictions for England [15], two major refinements were made to the model structure: the inclusion
of a reduction in onward transmission from vaccinated individuals who become infected (although
the precise scale of this reduction was, and remains, difficult to estimate); and the inclusion of 10%
seasonality as a default - reducing the scale of any summer outbreaks.
The model still assumed that each Step would lead to a discrete change in the level of precautionary
behaviour estimated at 55% of the value at the end of the third lockdown in early March 2021 for
Step 3 and 15% for Step 4. This can be translated into R excluding immunity: Step 1 Rei = 1.66
(CI 1.42 − 1.83); Step 2 Rei = 1.88 (CI 1.64 − 2.10); Step 3 Rei = 2.41 (CI 2.25 − 2.57); and Step 4
Rei = 3.51 (CI 3.31 − 3.71) - with Steps 1 and 2 informed by the most recent data.

Protection against:
Infection
Symptoms
Hospitalisation
Deaths
Onward Transmission

AstraZeneca
Dose 1 Dose 2
60%
65%
60%
80%
80%
90%
80%
90%
40%
50%

Pfizer
Dose 1 Dose 2
60%
85%
60%
90%
80%
90%
80%
90%
50%
50%

Table 3: Assumed vaccine efficacy parameters against the Alpha variant from Roadmap 3 [15]. Parameters
are largely based on estimates from PHE (unpublished) and early reports from Israel and England [25–29]

2.4

Roadmap 4a, 5th June 2021

We produced our initial Roadmap modelling for the Step 4 easing restrictions in England using data
up to 3rd June 2021 [16], less than a month after Delta was declared a Variant of Concern (6th
May 2021 [30]) and around the time that Delta became the dominant variant in the UK. These
circumstances inherently meant that the projections were being made with relatively little data on
the transmission advantage of Delta over Alpha and with extremely limited data on the protection
offered by vaccination. We estimated that the Delta variant had a 56% (CI 34-81%) transmission
advantage over the Alpha variant, which produced a good match to the early increase in S-gene
positive cases – a rapid signal from PCR testing of the spread of Delta [31]. It was thought at this
time that a single dose (of either vaccine) would offer far less protection against Delta compared to
Alpha. The lower protection afforded by the vaccine towards the Delta variant was reflected in the
model assumptions; the Central vaccine assumptions were taken from the preliminary PHE estimates,
where a single dose of vaccine only generated 34% protection against Delta, compared to 60% against
Alpha (Table 4). A range of vaccine efficacy parameters were explored to capture the uncertainty in
these parameters.
In this Roadmap we also still assumed that Step 4 (and the removal of all legal restrictions on behaviour) would lead to a large increase in social mixing, and hence a large increase in transmission.
The assumed mixing for Step 3 and 4 would lead to R excluding immunity estimates for the more
transmissible Delta variant of Rei = 3.85 (CI 3.63 − 4.10) and Rei = 5.66 (CI 5.4 − 5.95) respectively.
Although Step 3 had begun on 17th May 2021, there was still insufficient evidence from cases and
more severe disease to infer the level of precautionary behaviour.
This uncertainty is acknowledged in the Roadmap document [16] where we say “A delay to the relax4
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ation roadmap would have three main epidemiological advantages: (a) delay and reduce the epidemic
peak providing more time for additional vaccination and protection; (b) provide additional time to
understand the degree to which the vaccine protects against B.1.617.2; (c) allow more confidence to
separate the impacts of B.1.617.2 from changes due to Step 3.” There was also concern at the time
that Delta had a slightly elevated case hospitalisation rate when compared with Alpha [32], which
would increase associated projections by a multiplicative scaling.

Protection against:
Infection
Symptoms
Hospitalisation
Deaths
Onward Transmission

Central
Dose 1 Dose 2
34%
72%
34%
82%
64%
91%
60%
96%
45%
45%

Cautious
Dose 1 Dose 2
32%
58%
25%
64%
59%
86%
59%
93%
40%
40%

Optimistic
Dose 1 Dose 2
45%
84%
45%
84%
85%
95%
80%
99%
50%
50%

Table 4: Assumed vaccine efficacy parameters against the Delta variant from Roadmap 4a [16]. Parameters
are largely based on early estimates from PHE [33].

2.5

Roadmap 4b, 6th July 2021

Our second Roadmap modelling focusing on easing restrictions for England (Step 4) used data up
to 2nd July 2021 [17], by which point far more information had been gathered on vaccine efficacy,
suggesting that protection against hospitalisation was closer to the most optimistic of earlier assumptions [34], whilst protection against infection from the Pfizer vaccine was again very high (Table 5).
Despite the availability of an additional month of data to refine vaccine efficacy estimates, within this
Roadmap we still considered more cautious and more optimistic assumptions as part of the sensitivity
analysis given the importance of vaccine efficacy parameters. The extra data (since Roadmap 4a)
also allowed better inference of the precautionary behaviour in Step 3 and hence a refinement of the
transmission advantage of Delta over Alpha, with an updated estimate of 68% (38-86%).
For the first time in our Roadmap modelling we also had sufficient data to establish that behaviour
did not respond rapidly to legislation and consequently that individuals were unlikely to return to preCOVID mixing as soon as restrictions were lifted. However, this gave rise to substantial uncertainty
about the future, and as such, multiple pathways to a complete return to normality were investigated, ranging in both the initial drop once Step 4 occurred and the time taken to reach pre-COVID
mixing.

Protection against:
Infection
Symptoms
Hospitalisation
Deaths
Onward Transmission

AstraZeneca
Dose 1 Dose 2
34%
64%
34%
70%
81%
94%
81%
95%
45%
45%

Pfizer
Dose 1 Dose 2
56%
80%
56%
88%
90%
98%
90%
98%
45%
45%

Table 5: Assumed default vaccine efficacy parameters against the Delta variant from Roadmap 4b [17]. Parameters are largely based on estimates from PHE [34].
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2.6

Roadmap 5, 12th October 2021

In our final Roadmap document of 2021 [18], the aim was to consider the likely dynamics for Autumn
and Winter 2021. Echoing the previous Roadmap document [17], we considered the return to preCOVID mixing over multiple time-scales (from December 2021 to June 2022).
The largest change in model structure for this Roadmap was the inclusion of waning vaccine efficacy
- supported by growing evidence about the decline in protection over time. To combat this decline in
immunity, booster vaccines were modelled in this Roadmap document as being offered to all those over
50 years old at a rate of 1.3 million doses per week. Therefore, while the early protection against the
Delta variant offered by vaccination was by this point well-defined (Table 6), we now encountered a new
set of uncertainties about waning and boosters. Firstly, would vaccine efficacy from the first two doses
continue to decline to zero, or would protection asymptote to a low (but non-zero) level (Table 7)?
Secondly, there was also considerable uncertainty about the strength and duration of protection after
the booster. We modelled two limiting scenarios (Table 6): in the first the booster resets vaccine
protection to the level after the second dose (nullifying the waning effect after the primary vaccine
doses), but efficacy then wanes as before; in the second the action of boosters provided high levels of
long-lasting protection.

Protection against:
Infection
Symptoms
Hospitalisation
Deaths
Onward Transmission

AstraZeneca
Dose 1 Dose 2
45%
70%
45%
70%
80%
95%
80%
98%
30%
30%

Pfizer
Dose 1 Dose 2
55%
85%
55%
90%
80%
95%
80%
98%
30%
30%

Booster
Waning Permanent
85%
92%
90%
95%
95%
97%
98%
99%
30%
30%

Table 6: Assumed protection against the Delta variant shortly (2-weeks) after vaccination, from Roadmap
5 [18].

Protection against:
Infection
Symptoms
Hospitalisation
Deaths
Onward Transmission
Vaccine half-life (days)

Assumption 1
50%
55%
85%
85%
20%
180

Assumption 2
30%
35%
79%
79%
20%
270

Assumption 3
0%
10%
70%
70%
20%
460

Table 7: Protection against the Delta variant in the asymptotic waned state, from Roadmap 5 [18]. The
half-life is the expected time for a double-vaccinated individual to transition into the waned state. Waning
efficacy assumptions are chosen to match the available data [35–38].
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3

Results

Fig. 1: Changes in the inferred precautionary behaviour from April 2020 to December 2021 (top panel), together
with the resultant changes to R excluding immunity for the three main variants (lower panel). Vertical lines
indicate the time of key changes to the control measures, while the top bar specifies the dominant variant over
time. From May 2021 onwards, we have inferred two levels of precautionary behaviour applying to younger
(under 40) and older (over 65) individuals, with those between 40 and 65 scaling between the two.

We begin by considering the change in estimated level of precautionary behaviour over time (Fig. 1).
The precautionary behaviour parameter captures all social and behavioural changes that lead to a
change in the underlying transmission rate - this includes enforced measures such as lockdowns and
tiers, as well as voluntary measures such as avoiding crowded areas, mask-wearing and lateral flow
testing. Three key points can be observed from the inferred temporal pattern: (i) precautionary
behaviour increases in response to imposed restrictions (such as the three lockdowns); (ii) there is a
gradual decline in precautionary behaviour at other times, as individuals seek a return to normality
during periods of relative stability; (iii) on top of this pattern there are numerous anomalies when
the population responds to external events. For example, precautionary behaviour initially increased
during June 2021 in response to concerns about the Delta variant, decreased dramatically in late
June/July 2021 (during the 2020 UEFA European Football Championship), and then increased again
due to increased isolation caused by the ‘pingdemic’.
We translate these behavioural changes into variations in the underlying transmission rate which,
together with the impact of new variants, generates a reproductive ratio. In the lower panel of Fig. 1
we plot R excluding immunity (Rei ), which captures what the reproductive ratio would be without
the depletion of susceptibles due to prior infection or the actions of vaccination. As such Rei provides
an intuitive measure of the combined effects of behaviour and variants. Each variant has led to a
7
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Fig. 2: Realised delivery of vaccine in England, from December 2020 to December 2021 (black lines represent a
7-day moving average), compared with assumptions for the six roadmap documents (top panel) and the resultant
number of individuals eventually vaccinated in each 5-year age group (lower panel). In the top panel, the solid
lines correspond to the time to give two doses to all adults (18+) at the assumed uptake; the black solid line is
the reported rate of adult vaccination, while the black dashed line is the combined rate of vaccinating children
and adults. In the lower panel, the pale grey bars represent the population size as estimated by ONS [39], with
dashed borders representing individuals under 18 year of age. In the Roadmap 5 document, we based uptake
on the observations taken in early October 2021.

noticeable rise in Rei , with Delta (and more recently Omicron) generating substantial increases over
the initial wild type variant.
Two of the key assumptions for each Roadmap document were the rate at which doses of vaccine
could be delivered and the level of vaccine uptake within each age-group (Fig. 2). The expected
level of uptake, together with assumptions about vaccine efficacy, defines the eventual impact of
vaccination on the epidemic dynamics, while the deployment rate helps to define the time-scales over
which this impact is achieved. Both the delivery rate and uptake quantities were fixed parameters
in the default Roadmap modelling, based on information from the Cabinet Office, although we often
considered sensitivity to these assumptions. Early Roadmap assumptions (Fig. 2, Roadmap 1 in red
and Roadmap 2 in dark blue) were optimistic in terms of delivery speed, optimistic about uptake in
the youngest age-groups but pessimistic about uptake in the older generations. Later Roadmaps were
all slightly optimistic that vaccine delivery would be sustained at high levels for relatively long times,
but included more accurate uptake assumptions. Roadmaps 1 to 4b did not include the vaccination
of those under 18 nor the booster programme, hence these are not shown in Fig. 2; only Roadmap 5
includes these features as well as booster (third dose) vaccination.
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3.1

Roadmap 1, 6th February 2021

The earliest Roadmap was hampered by the limited amount of information in early February 2021 on
the Alpha variant (especially in terms of vaccine protection) and a largely unknowable level of vaccine
uptake. The assumed vaccine efficacy (based on trial data and early estimates in England) was slightly
pessimistic, as was the assumed uptake level in older adults, but the rate of vaccine delivery was highly
optimistic (Fig. 2).

Fig. 3: From Roadmap 1 [13], low (left) and medium (right) transmission assumptions together with central
vaccine efficacy assumptions. Top panel shows the inferred level of precautionary behaviour (grey) together
with three different scenarios and two levels of transmission in Step 5. The lower figures show projected level of
daily hospital admissions (second row), hospital occupancy (third row) and daily deaths (fourth row) together
with the associated data until December 2021; data points from before the Roadmap and used in parameter
inference are in blue, those after the Roadmap are in orange. Shaded regions correspond to the 95% prediction
interval; blue regions for Scenario Two, orange regions for Scenario Three and yellow regions for Scenario Four

Figure 3 is taken from the February 2021 Roadmap document [13], plotting the projections for Scenarios Two, Three and Four, overlaid with the epidemiological data for England (up to December
2021). Considering the assumed changes in behaviour (Fig. 3, top graph) it is clear that scenarios
Three and Four, together with low transmission in Step 5, are in closer agreement with the realised
pattern of behaviour than the other assumptions considered; these correspond to the orange and yellow
9
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projections in the left-hand column of results (Fig. 3).
The data for the latter half of 2021 lie well within the 95% projection intervals (shaded regions) of
the central vaccine efficacy assumptions, which are wide due to the considerable uncertainty of longterm projections. For hospital admissions and occupancy the projected means provide a reasonable
approximation to the scale of outbreak. The model results do however over-estimate the number of
deaths; the lower realised number of deaths may be attributable to better treatments administered
in 2021 lowering the case-fatality ratio [40]. Four factors influence the comparison between model
and data: (i) the model does not include the Delta variant; (ii) the assumed precautionary mixing in
Step 5 was lower than inferred; (iii) the initial estimates of vaccine protection were too low (compare
Table 1 with Table 3); and (iv) the forecast deployment speed of vaccination was higher than observed
(Fig. 2). The actions of (ii) and (iii) are to push the projection to be an overestimate of the true
disease severity, while (i) and (iv) would generate underestimates.

3.2

Roadmap 2, 29th March 2021

Roadmap 2 considered two distinct scenarios: the impact of just allowing Step 2 (opening of nonessential retail and outdoor hospitality venues); and the longer term dynamics of Steps 2-4. For the
longer term projections, the Roadmap document [14] considered a number of different sensitivities
in order to explore a range of parameter uncertainties including: the strength of social mixing (and
hence transmission) in Step 4; the strength of social mixing in Steps 2 and 3; seasonality, such that
transmission is lower in the summer months; as well as vaccine roll-out speed, efficacy and uptake.
Of these uncertainties we focus here on the inclusion of seasonal effects (Fig. 4), as we subsequently
included moderate levels of seasonality (10%) in all future Roadmaps.
Roadmap 2 overestimated the degree to which the population would return to pre-COVID mixing
in each Step of restrictions being eased (Fig. 4, top panel). Additionally, the Roadmap 2 document
only considered the dynamics of the Alpha variant, whereas in May 2021 the Delta variant invaded
increasing R by an estimated 67% (CI 44-95%) (Fig. 1). The action of these two factors works
in opposite directions: our assumed lower level of precautionary behaviour will act to increase our
projections, while maintaining the Alpha variant will suppress the projections.
We highlight outcomes under different seasonality assumptions. In particular, we investigated the
impact of assuming no seasonality (Fig. 4, black line) and 10% seasonality (as assumed in future
Roadmaps, represented in Fig. 4 by the blue line), both of which are shown with 95% prediction
intervals (shaded regions). The data on hospital admissions (Fig. 4, main left panel), hospital occupancy and deaths (Fig. 4, right-hand panels) all fall within the 95% projection interval of 0% and
10% seasonality until late August 2021; while the assumption of 10% seasonality leads to an excellent
agreement between the median prediction and the hospital data prior to the peak in late July 2021.
The median deaths are again an overestimate, likely due to improvements in medical treatments that
were applied as we progressed through 2021. In addition, we included in later Roadmaps a correlation
between the mortality risk and hospital occupancy, meaning smaller waves in the summer of 2021
would be associated with relatively lower deaths than the major wave of January 2021.

3.3

Roadmap 3, 1st May 2021

Our assumptions in Roadmap 3 [15] about social mixing associated with Steps 3 and 4 significantly
underestimated the level of precautionary behaviour (Fig. 5, top panel), leading to modelled outputs
with greater transmission than was realised. Even our low transmission assumption (blue line) was
an underestimate of precautionary behaviour until December 2021. Despite this, our projections of
hospital admissions and hospital occupancy were underestimates of the true dynamics – although the
majority of the data points until September 2021 fall within the 95% prediction intervals. This is most
10
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Fig. 4: From Roadmap 2 Figure 2.8 [14], which considered the impact of seasonality. Top panel shows the
inferred level of precautionary behaviour (grey) together with the assumed default levels from Roadmap 2 [14].
Lower panels show the model outputs for daily hospital admissions (left), hospital occupancy (top right) and
daily deaths (lower right) together with the associated data until December 2021; data points from before the
Roadmap and used in parameter inference are in blue, those after the Roadmap are in orange. Shaded regions
correspond to the 95% prediction interval, and are only shown for the default scenario (no seasonality) and 10%
seasonality scenario that is used in later models.

clearly seen during May and early June 2021 when hospital admissions began to slowly climb, but the
mean projection was for relatively constant levels of hospital admissions until the impact of Step 4
was realised.
There are two main reason for this underestimate. Firstly, given we expected R to be close to one, even
relatively small errors can translate into substantial divergence in projections - changing trajectories
from flat to exponentially increasing. However, the key driver is undoubtedly the invasion and increase
of the Delta variant in late May 2021. Subsequent analysis suggests that Delta is 67% (CI 44-95%)
more transmissible than Alpha [18], a factor that is more than sufficient to overcome the errors in our
assumptions about precautionary behaviour and drive pronounced exponential growth.
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Fig. 5: From Roadmap 3 Fig. 10 [15], which considered the impact of social mixing and hence transmission in
Step 4. Top panel shows the inferred level of precautionary behaviour (grey) together with the assumed default
levels from Roadmap 3 [15]. Lower panels show projected level of daily hospital admissions (left), hospital
occupancy (top right) and daily deaths (lower right) together with the associated data until December 2021;
data points from before the Roadmap and used in parameter inference are in blue, those after the Roadmap
are in orange. Shaded regions correspond to the 95% prediction interval for the default models; vertical lines
correspond to the expected date of Steps 2, 3 and 4 on 12th April 2021, 17th May 2021 and 21st June 2021.
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3.4

Roadmap 4a, 5th June 2021

The assumptions in Roadmap 4a [16] for Step 3 and 4 clearly underestimated the level of precautionary
behaviour (Fig. 6, top panel). The heightened concerns in late May and early June 2021 over the
invasion of the Delta variant led to an increase in precautionary behaviour at a time when we were
anticipating a decline due to the relaxation of Step 3. Again, the level of social mixing assumed in
Step 4 is far higher (analogously the precautionary behaviour was far lower) than observed at any
point in 2021. In particular, the ‘pingdemic’ of late July 2021 which led to a massive rapid decline in
infection was not included in the modelled scenarios and could not have been forecast.

Fig. 6: From Roadmap 4a Fig. 10 [16], which considered the impact of delaying the transition to Step 4.
The top panel shows the inferred level of precautionary behaviour (grey) together with the assumed a range
of assumed delays. Lower panels show projected level of daily hospital admissions for the default (centre),
optimistic (left) and cautious (right) assumptions about vaccine protection, together with the associated data
until December 2021; data points from before the Roadmap and used in parameter inference are in blue, those
after the Roadmap are in orange. Shaded regions correspond to the 95% prediction intervals for the default
model (black) and the delay until 19th July 2021 (orange).
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With the mounting concern over the Delta variant, one of the pivotal considerations of Roadmap 4a is
whether Step 4 (originally scheduled for 21st June 2021 at the earliest) should be delayed. Given the
substantial uncertainty in estimating vaccine efficacy against Delta, this Roadmap considered three
assumptions about vaccine protection: default, optimistic and cautious (Fig. 6). Later studies (e.g.
Table 6) suggest that the optimistic assumptions are closest to the level of protection realised. The
default assumptions therefore, unsurprisingly, overestimate the true level of hospital admissions; the
model projected a far more rapid rise in the Delta variant due to less suppression by vaccine immunity
and no public reaction to the new variant. When using the optimistic vaccine assumptions (lower left
panel), there is closer correspondence between the model and how the outbreak unfolded: the data
comfortably lie within the 95% prediction interval until September 2021 for the realised scenario of
Step 4 on 19th July 2021 (Fig. 6, lower left graph, orange line and shaded area).
It could be questioned why Roadmap 4a predicted a single, although broad-peaked, epidemic, while
in reality the Delta variant maintained a plateau of hospital admissions for a duration of around four
months. Again, this is driven by errors in the early estimates of behaviour. By overestimating the level
of social mixing in Step 3 (it was difficult to estimate both the transmission advantage of Delta and
the change in behaviour due to Step 3), our inference methodology underestimated the transmission
advantage of Delta. While these two factors counteract one another, by virtue of fitting to the data
until 3rd June 2021, for longer term projections these factors no longer cancel due to the greater
impact of depletion of susceptibles in a model with intrinsically lower transmission. In addition, the
waning of vaccine efficacy, especially in the elderly, who were amongst the first to be vaccinated, also
acts to promote the high plateau of hospital admissions.

3.5

Roadmap 4b, 6th July

The assumptions in Roadmap 4b [17] for the behaviour in response to moving to Step 4 cover a
wide range of scenarios (Fig. 7, top panel); however, none captured the sudden increase in mixing
during the 2020 UEFA European Football Championships, nor the sudden subsequent decline from
the ‘pingdemic’. With the advantage of hindsight, the fact that these events would precipitate changes
may have been anticipated but their scale was unforeseeable. Of the scenarios considered, the slow
decline (Fig. 7, top panel green curve) was the closest to the realised pattern of social mixing but,
since there were pronounced changes in behaviour during June and July 2021 that were absent from
the modelled scenarios, we would not expect the associated modelled projections to closely match the
data.
The data predominantly lie within the envelop of model projections. Many of the individual mean
trajectories (for example the green, blue, red and cyan trajectories Fig. 7) capture the approximate
level of severe disease – although in relative terms hospital occupancy is lower than hospital admissions
due to a slight reduction in the average length of stay in hospitals over this period. The data between
July 2021 and December 2021 is characterised by a high plateau of infection with gradual oscillations
that can only be caused by a finely balanced combination of susceptible depletion, waning immunity
and increased social mixing. As such, many of the mean trajectories (e.g. red curve) show this type
of pattern, but we should not expect a close match to any one trajectory given the perturbations that
occurred in June and July 2021.

3.6

Roadmap 5, 12th October

This final Roadmap of 2021, considering possible SARS-CoV-2 transmission dynamics and the associated COVID-19 disease burden for Autumn and Winter 2021, was by far the most complex in terms
of the dynamics being modelled. The Roadmap document also sought to capture the widest range
of uncertainties in combination: three assumptions about waning immunity (red, green and blue in
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Fig. 7: From Roadmap 4b Fig. 5 [17], which shows the projections associated with seven assumptions about
Step 4 precautionary behaviour. The top panel shows the inferred level of precautionary behaviour (grey)
together with the seven different assumptions. The lower panels show daily hospital admissions (left), hospital
occupancy (centre) and daily deaths (right) for the seven main assumptions (coloured lines) and for the naive
assumption of a return to pre-COVID mixing (black dashed line) together with the combined envelope of all
prediction intervals (shaded grey). The lower panels show a magnified section of upper panels, which include a
range of other declines in precautionary behaviour (thin dark-grey lines). Data points from before the Roadmap
and used in parameter inference are in blue, with subsequent data points displayed in yellow.
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Fig. 8), two assumptions about the duration of boosters (centre and right-hand panels in Fig. 8),
and multiple assumptions about the return to pre-pandemic mixing (of which we show four: cyan,
magenta, yellow and purple in Fig. 8).
The four assumptions about the return to pre-pandemic mixing (Fig. 8, top panel) clearly span the
range of inferred behaviour, although our initial estimates of precautionary behaviour in August and
September 2021 were lower than our most recent estimates for these values– with implications for the
inferred parameters for the Delta variant (including the transmission rate and the risk of requiring
hospital treatment).
The projections show the true number of hospital admissions in England both when the Delta variant
dominated (orange circles, Fig. 8) and at later times when the Omicron variant generated the majority
of hospital admissions (red crosses, Fig. 8). The time period corresponding to when the Delta variant
remained dominant compares reasonably well with the range of model projections, although none of the
individual replicates is a perfect fit. One factor that contributed to such discrepancies was uncertainty
about the patterns of waning vaccine efficacy – the most recent data suggest a notable difference in
waning between AstraZeneca and Pfizer vaccines in terms of protecting against symptomatic infections,
but maintaining a high level of protection against hospital admissions – placing parameters closest to
Assumption 1 (red curves in Fig. 8). Unsurprisingly, the sharp rise in hospital admissions in December
2021 due to the Omicron variant could not have been predicted.

4

Discussion

Here we have discussed the development of the model outputs, generated using the Warwick SARSCoV-2 transmission model, that underpinned the six Roadmap documents produced to study the
easement of restrictions in England during 2021. The chronological evolution across these documents
is characterised by an increased understanding of vaccine efficacy, a greater appreciation for the uncertainty in population behaviour and a corresponding increase in model complexity. In general the
models have performed remarkably well, often aligning with the reported levels of hospital admissions
over multiple months. Two clear lessons for the future are how such pandemic models handle the early
sparse data on vaccine efficacy and the inherent uncertainty in human behaviour.
The Roadmap models have always been driven by externally generated estimates of vaccine efficacy
(Tables 1 to 7). Any changes to these assumptions requires a refitting of the model to the entire
period since vaccination began, and therefore we are constrained to use a small number of vaccine assumptions. Moreover, small changes to vaccine efficacy can generate large changes in model outcomes;
changing the vaccine efficacy against death from 98% to 99%, for example, would halve the number of
COVID-19 related mortalities in the vaccinated group. Similarly, small changes in the vaccine efficacy
against infection or the reduction in onward transmission (both of which are inherently difficult to
directly measure) will generate changes in growth rate; long-term projections are highly sensitive to
any variation in the growth rate due to the amplifying effects of exponential processes. In general,
early estimates of vaccine efficacy have been slightly pessimistic (comparing Table 1 and Table 3, or
Table 4 with Table 6), which may be due to early biases in the initial vaccine prioritisation as well as
biases due to targeting those most likely to contract SARS-CoV-2 and require treatment.
The second consistent issue is estimating population behaviour in response to changes in legislation,
case numbers and media messaging. Although we conceptualise precautionary behaviour in terms of
social mixing, it really refers to a reduction in mixing between susceptible and infected individuals.
Therefore, mass testing followed by strict adherence to isolation rules is likely to prevent more transmission and hence lead to a higher estimate of precautionary behaviour than a simple change in the
population-wide level of social mixing.
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Fig. 8: From Roadmap 5 Fig. 5 [18], showing four assumptions about precautionary behaviour (rows and lefthand column), three assumptions about waning vaccine efficacy (red, green blue) and two assumptions about the
long-term action of boosters (centre and right columns). The top panel shows the inferred level of precautionary
behaviour (grey) together with the four different assumptions about the return to pre-pandemic mixing. The
lower panels show daily hospital admissions for the different assumptions, with marker style denoting the times
corresponding to dates before the projections were performed (blue circles), later times dominated by Delta
(orange circles) and later times dominated by Omicron (red crosses).
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The initial models [13–16], in the absence of any other data, assumed that changes in legislation
would generate a step-change in population behaviour as people took advantage of new freedoms and
opportunities. While the assumption of a step-change responding to relaxing measures was supported
by the sudden increases in precautionary behaviour when measures were initially introduced, we now
observe that the response to the introduction of measures was much quicker than to the relaxation
of measures. Later models [17, 18] assumed a more gradual response to the relaxation steps; but
population behaviour remains unpredictable over long timescales. Although we have seen a gradual
decline in the inferred precautionary behaviour (and hence an increase in social mixing) since the
end of the January 2021 lockdown (Fig. 1) the change has been anything but smooth. While an
increase in mixing during the 2020 UEFA European Football Championship, which occurred in late
June to early July 2021, could have been foreseen, the magnitude and duration was unpredictable;
similarly the ‘pingdemic’ of late July 2021 was an unexpected and emergent phenomenon that only
subsided due to a change in the NHS App (switching from a notification window of 5 days to just
2 days for asymptomatically infected individuals, and hence minimising the number of individuals
isolating).
More recently, warnings and concerns over the Omicron variant (Fig. 8, top panel) generated marked
changes in behaviour over the Christmas and New Year period at the end of 2021 and into early 2022.
Such behavioural changes highlight our inability to make accurate long-term predictions; neither the
timing of Omicron emergence, the characteristics of this variant, nor the public response to this potential health problem could be forecast before the event. This uncertainty highlights why model results
should be considered as projections of particular (epidemiologically-plausible) scenarios, rather than
predictions. To generate true predictions would require models that incorporated the full uncertainty
in public behaviour and the emergence of novel variants [41]– leading to prediction intervals that would
likely be too large for the results to be useful. A corollary of this expanding uncertainty is the difficulty
of making assessments even with hindsight. For example we may wish to calculate the effects of taking
the relaxation steps faster or slower; this requires prediction of the behavioural response over time,
yet precautionary behaviour is likely to be driven by the numbers of cases and hospital admissions,
the associated media coverage, the restrictions in place, the public health messaging and a range of
other exogenous factors.
One of the inherent difficulties with the assumed level of precautionary behaviour is that any errors
impact the projections in a complex and non-linear manner. The precautionary behaviour can be
thought of as partially determining the growth rate - so a small error in the inference of the precautionary behaviour level at any one time has long-term consequences. In a similar manner, due to
the exponential nature of epidemic growth, underestimates of the precautionary behaviour (leading to
faster growth) will have a disproportionately larger error than overestimates.
Although we have primarily discussed vaccine efficacy and population behaviour as the two key determinants of the accuracy of longer-term projections, other factors also influence the model results.
Vaccine uptake and the speed of vaccine delivery also both affect the projected scale of future outbreaks. Inaccuracies in estimating the delivery speed generally impact the short-term dynamics, while
inaccuracies in the level of vaccine uptake have longer term consequences due to changing the ultimate level of vaccine protection (in a similar manner to errors in estimating vaccine efficacy). While
estimates of future vaccine delivery speed were prescribed to the modelling teams, estimates of uptake
have instead been based on observed historical patterns. However, it is worth noting that while there
is highly accurate data on the number of vaccines delivered, the information on the number of people
of a given age within England is an estimate, here taken from ONS [39]. In particular, the recorded
number of vaccine first doses given to 55-59 and 60-64 year olds exceeds the estimated population size
used in the model (Fig. 2, thin black bar and wide grey bar) and hence requires re-scaling. Given that
we are primarily interested in those not vaccinated (and hence more likely to be susceptible to the
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virus), small errors in the estimation of population size could affect both the model projections and
our ability to estimate vaccine efficacy.
These Roadmap projections [13–18], together with the projections from other groups [42–47], have
provided quantitative support for the steady relaxation of mitigation measures. In general, Roadmap
modelling suggested that hospital admissions would not rise to the extreme levels observed during the
first and second waves (with peak admissions of 3099 and 4134 in England respectively) following the
relaxation steps. The exception to this was Roadmap 4a [16, 45], where uncertainty over the Delta
variant (especially the protection afforded by vaccination) led to a range of projections many with
high peak hospital admissions (Fig. 6). As such, these model projections have proved to be a useful
policy tool, providing a mechanism for translating epidemiological knowledge and uncertainties into
medium-term assessments of the likely range of public health burden.
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