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Main text: 3728 words

Abstract (125 words)

We fitted a model of SARS-CoV-2 transmission in care homes and the community

to regional surveillance data for England. Among control measures implemented, only
national lockdown brought the reproduction number below 1 consistently; introduced one
week earlier it could have reduced first wave deaths from 36,700 to 15,700 (95%Crl: 8,900—
26,800). Improved clinical care reduced the infection fatality ratio from 1.25% (95%Crl:
1.18%—-1.33%) to 0.77% (95%Crl: 0.71%—0.84%). The infection fatality ratio was higher

in the elderly residing in care homes (35.9%, 95%Crl: 29.1%—-43.4%) than those residing in
the community (10.4%, 95%Crl: 9.1%—11.5%). England is still far from herd immunity, with
regional cumulative infection incidence to 1st December 2020 between 4.8% (95%Crl:

4.4%-5.1%) and 15.4% (95%Crl: 14.9%—-15.9%) of the population.

1 Introduction

England is among the countries worst-affected by the global pandemic of COVID-19, caused
by the novel Betacoronavirus SARS-CoV-2. As of 2" December 2020, over 51,000 deaths
have been reported nationally, or 91 deaths per 100,000 people (7). The impact of the
epidemic has varied across the country, with regional epidemics differing in their severity
and timing. A key feature in all regions is the burden suffered by older adults living in care

homes, where mortality has been high.

We use a mathematical model of SARS-CoV-2 transmission to reproduce the first two
waves of the epidemic across England’s seven NHS regions and assess the impact of
interventions implemented by the UK government. We analyse the epidemic from
importation of SARS-CoV-2 into each region to the 2" December 2020: encompassing the

first national lockdown from March — May, the interventions implemented as COVID-19
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deaths increased again in the autumn, eventually leading to the second national lockdown in

November.

We built an age-structured stochastic transmission model of SARS-CoV-2, representing care
homes, hospital clinical pathways and the wider community (Materials and Methods). We
developed a Bayesian evidence-synthesis approach to estimate model parameters and to
reconstruct regional epidemics using data from daily recorded deaths, PCR testing, hospital
admissions, hospital bed occupancy, individual patient outcomes, contact surveys, and
serological surveys. We evaluated temporal changes in transmission as new control
measures were implemented and then relaxed, and population immunity accrued. Inclusion
of serological data allowed us to robustly estimate region- and age-specific disease severity,
to compare severity in care home residents to elderly individuals in the community, and
estimate the total epidemic size, by calculating the proportion of individuals infected over
time in each region. Finally, we examined counterfactual epidemic scenarios, varying the
date and duration of the first national lockdown and the effectiveness of restricting care

home visits, to quantify the resulting impact on mortality.

Our analysis, which synthesises multiple data sources and parametrically accounts for their
biases, provides a comprehensive overview of transmission, hospitalisation, and mortality
patterns of SARS-CoV-2 in the first and second waves (up to 2" December) in all regions of
England. Our results provide crucial insights for controlling the epidemic in the future,

emphasising the importance of acting fast to save lives.
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2 Results

2.1 Epidemic trajectory

We used our evidence-synthesis approach, to infer the COVID-19 epidemic start date in
each NHS England region (Figure 1A), then reconstructed epidemic trajectories for
hospitalisations (Figure S7) and deaths in care homes and hospitals (Figure 1B-H). We
estimated the basic reproduction number, Ry, defined as the expected number of onward
infections from an infectious individual in a fully susceptible population to be 2.9 (95% Cirl:
2.8-3.1) nationally. Figure 11 shows how the effective reproduction number R#" (the
expected number of onward infections from an individual infected at time t) changed in each
region over time, in relation to government control measures and accrual of population
immunity.

The first COVID-19 death in England occurred on 5™ March 2020 (2). Seven days later, in
response to the growing epidemic, the government began to introduce control measures,
initially requiring individuals with a dry persistent cough and/or fever to self-isolate (3). On
23" March this escalated to a full national lockdown (4, 5). Irrespective of initial differences,
the level of transmission during lockdown was similar across all regions (Figure 11),
consistent with mobility data showing movement during lockdown reduced to a consistent

level nationally (6).
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Figure 1: Trajectory of the England COVID-19 epidemic. A, The inferred epidemic start date in each
NHS England region. B-H, The model fit to reported daily deaths from COVID-19 in care homes and
hospitals for each NHS England region. The points show the daily data, solid lines the median

posterior and the shaded area shows the 95% Crl. I, The mean effective reproduction number within
the general community (i.e. excluding care homes) in each region from March to December. Vertical
lines and labels represent dates of key policy changes, defining the breaking points of the underlying

piecewise linear transmission rate. Dashed horizontal line depicts reproduction number of 1.

The epidemic in London began 15 days before (95% Crl: 28 days before, 3 days after) the
rest of the country (Figure 1A), meaning the lockdown occurred at a later stage of its
epidemic. London experienced a mortality of 88.5 (95% Crl: 79.9-95.3) per 100,000 during

the first wave, compared to the national average of 70.7 (95% Crl: 64.6—77.1), despite
5
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having a younger population and a smaller care home population than other regions (296 vs

603 per 100,000 nationally).

A key feature of the first epidemic wave in England, in common with other European
countries, was the high death toll within care homes, which accounted for 22.6% laboratory-
confirmed COVID-19 deaths in England as of 15! August 2020. Although community
transmission rates fell during lockdown, transmission within care homes continued to rise,
with infection risk peaking in care home residents, between 26" March in London and 12"
April in North East and Yorkshire (Figure 2A). Deaths in care homes peaked on average 13

days later than hospital deaths (Figure 1B-H).
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125 Figure 2: A, Inferred daily SARS-CoV-2 infections in England care home residents (right axis) and the
126  wider community (left axis). B-H, Comparison of modelled (shaded bands) and observed (solid line)
127 proportion of PCR tests that are positive, under pillar-2 testing (community swab testing for symptomatic

128 individuals) in >25 year olds. Shaded bands depict 95% Crl, 50% Crl and median model outputs.

129

130  The first lockdown in England continued until 11" May, when people unable to work remotely
131  were permitted to resume their jobs. Over the summer restrictions were successively eased,
132  with non-essential shops, pubs and restaurants opening, followed by the government’s ‘Eat
133  Out to Help Out’ restaurant subsidy scheme in August (7). This led to a steady increase in
134  transmission, with R rising above 1 in all regions by mid-August (Figure 1I).

135
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Increasing PCR test positivity marked the beginning of a second epidemic wave (Figure 2B-
H, S6). The accompanying introduction of non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs) began
with the “Rule of Six” (limiting social gatherings to 6 persons maximum) on 14" September
(8), followed by the localised tiered restrictions on 14" October (9). These measures limited
transmission in most regions but were not sufficient to reduce R¢" below 1 (Figure 11).
Consequently, on 31% October, the government announced a second national lockdown,

which lasted from 5" November to 15 December (70).

Restrictions during the second lockdown were less stringent than the first, with schools and
some workplaces remaining open. This was reflected in R¢" estimates of 0.83 (95% Crl:
0.81-0.85) at the start of the second lockdown, compared to R = 0.54 (95% Crl: 0.50—
0.59) at the start of the first. We estimate that without the population immunity accrued
during the first wave, contact rates during the second lockdown would have resulted in a
reproduction number of R = 0.95 (95% Crl: 0.93-0.98). Hence, population immunity helped

to reduce transmission further below the critical threshold of R =

2.2 Severity and hospitalisation

COVID-19 manifests a broad spectrum of severity, from asymptomatic infection to life-
threatening iliness requiring intensive care. We estimated age-patterns of clinical
progression in people admitted to hospital using individual-level data from 17,702 patients
admitted between 18" March and 31 May 2020 (inclusive) in the COVID-19 Hospitalisation
in England Surveillance System (CHESS, (717)) (Materials and Methods). We derived
estimates of the time spent in each stage of the hospital pathway (including general wards,
ICU and post-ICU stepdown care), as well as age-stratified probabilities of progression
through that pathway (Figure 3 and Figure S8). We accounted for differing length of stays

given different outcomes; there were marked differences in average length of ICU stay for

8
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those who died in ICU, those who later died in stepdown care and those who were
discharged following stepdown care (Figure 3F). Among patients over 65, we found the
probability of admission to ICU decreased with increasing age. Severity of COVID-19
increases with age, but for older patients and those with most severe iliness, the benefit of
ICU admission, ventilation and the corresponding prognosis may not be better than with
oxygen therapy in a general ward (72). Thus, older and more severely infected patients may

be directed to care on a general ward rather than admitted to ICU.

We used estimates of clinical progression to parametrise the transmission model, enabling
us to infer temporal and regional differences in disease severity, informed by local
demography, observed daily hospital admissions, bed occupancy and deaths. We measured
severity of disease by the infection fatality ratio (IFR) and the infection hospitalisation ratio

(IHR).
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179 Figure 3: Age-dependent probabilities of progression through hospital pathways. A, Probability of
180  admission to ICU. B, Probability of death in a general ward. C, Probability of death in ICU. D,

181 Probability of death in stepdown care. E, Probability of death through all hospital pathways. Black
182 circles and vertical segments show posterior mean and 95% credible intervals of splines fitted to data,
183 blue circles and vertical segments show raw mean values and 95% confidence intervals (exact

184 binomial) for each 5-year age group. F, Average length of stay in each ward (posterior mean and 95%
185  credible intervals).

186

187  The severity of disease increased with age in all regions with the steepest increase above
188 65 years (Figure 4A-C), in line with observations worldwide (5). Regional estimates of age-
189  aggregated disease severity depend on the population age distribution, which is similar in
190  most regions of the country, except London, where the median age is 34.6 years (vs 39.5
191  vyears nationally). At the start of the first wave, London experienced an IFR (respectively

192  IHR) of 0.91% (95% Crl: 0.82%—1.00%) (resp. 3.02%; 95% Crl: 2.82%—3.19%) compared to
193  the national average of 1.25% (95% Crl: 1.18%—1.33%) (resp. 3.52%; 95% Crl: 3.29%—

194  3.72%) (Figure 4D-E).
10
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Figure 4: Relative severity of disease by age group and region. A, and B, Variation in the Infection
fatality ratio (IFR) and Infection Hospitalisation Ratio (IHR) by age group in each region. Ages 80+
were modelled as a single risk group, care home residents are not included. C, The England IFR and
IHR by age group and in care home residents (estimates denoted CHR at the right-hand side of the
panel). National severity estimates are produced by aggregating regional estimates based on
infection incidence. D, The regional IHR, aggregated over age and risk group by infection incidence.
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The England IFR over time, coloured dots show regional estimates of IFR at the start of the epidemic
and on 15t December 2020 (clusters each correspond to one time-point, LON: London). In plots C-E

Shaded bands depict 95% Crl and interquartile ranges, points depict medians.

Regional variation in the population age distribution did not fully account for differences in
severity, with London still experiencing lower mortality when stratified by age (Figure 4A-B).
The oldest age group (80+) in London had an IFR of 6.1% (95% Crl: 5.2%—6.8%) compared

to 12.7% (95% Crl: 10.8%—14.3%) in the North West.
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We estimated temporal trends in the IFR for England, by weighting regional estimates by
incidence and population demographics. At the start of the first wave, the national IFR was
1.25% (95% Crl: 1.18%—1.33%) (Figure 4E), consistent with earlier reports from serology
data alone (713). The national IFR initially appeared to increase, as transmission widened
from London to regions with older populations and greater disease severity. Over the first
wave, the proportion of hospital admissions resulting in death decreased, due to
improvements in clinical management and alleviation of capacity constraints (74), leading to
a national IFR of 0.77% (95% Crl: 0.71%—0.84%) by the end of the first wave. The
magnitude of the relative reduction in IFR over time varied between regions, from 36.5%

(95% Crl: 26.5%—47.5%) in the North West to 64.6% (95% Crl: 58.6%—68.8%) in London.

The IFR was greater among care home residents (35.9%, 95% Crl: 29.1%—43.4%) than in
the 80+ in the community (10.4%, 95% Crl: 9.1%—-11.5%, Figure 4C). Many care home
residents did not transfer into hospital, and instead died in the facilities where they lived, so
conversely the IHR was lower in care home residents (19.1%, 95% Crl: 11.5%—26.8%) than
in those aged 80+ in the community (51.1%, 95% Crl: 47.6%-54.3%). We present national
estimates of severity at the end of the second wave, stratified by age and care home

residency in Table S9.

2.3 Epidemic size

Data from repeated serological surveys of blood donors aged 15-65 informed our estimation
of the total regional epidemic size (Figure 5A-G), accounting for imperfect sensitivity and
specificity of serological tests (Materials and Methods) (75). The cumulative proportion of the
population ever infected with SARS-CoV-2 ranged from 4.8% (95% Crl: 4.4%—-5.1%) in the
South West to 15.4% (95% Crl: 14.9%—-15.9%) in London (Figure 5H). Predicted

seropositivity was initially greater than cumulative incidence, due to imperfect test specificity.

12
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The increase in seropositivity lagged cumulative infections by two weeks, reflecting the time

from infection to seroconversion.
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Figure 5: Cumulative incidence and seropositivity by region. A-G, Comparison of the estimated
proportion of the population testing seropositive with observations from serological surveys. Vertical
grey shaded bands show serological survey timings, black points the observed seroprevalence (bars:
95% exact confidence intervals), blue and purple lines show estimated proportion of the population
infected and seropositive respectively (shaded bands the 95% Crl, 50% Crl and median). H,
Comparison by region of the estimated cumulative attack rate in care home residents vs in the 80+
age group in the community (median, 95% Crl). The final epidemic size in each England NHS region

1) in total and J) in care home residents.

Seropositivity notably declined following the first wave in some regions (Figure 5A-G). This
may reflect antibody waning (76), or temporal trends in the composition of the surveyed
population. Lockdown restrictions made attending blood donation centres difficult for all
except key workers, who were more likely to have been infected (717), and may therefore be

overrepresented in the sample of blood donors during the two lockdowns.
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The proportion of care home residents ever infected with SARS-CoV-2 was 13.7% (95% Crl:
10.7%-16.7%), much higher than the 4.2% (95% Crl: 4.0%—4.4%) estimated in >80-year
olds living in the community. This difference was consistently observed across all regions
(Figure 5H). Regional differences in care home attack rates mirrored the patterns seen in the
general community, with regions with larger community epidemics also experiencing larger

care home epidemics (Figure 51,J).

2.4 Impact of non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs)

We explored counterfactual intervention scenarios and examined the potential impact on
mortality of initiating the first national lockdown one week earlier or later; ending that
lockdown two weeks earlier or later; and 50% more or less restricted care home visits

throughout the epidemic (Figure 6).
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Figure 6: Counterfactual analysis of the impact on mortality aggregated across NHS England
regions of A, D, initiating lockdown one week earlier / later, B, E Relaxing lockdown two
weeks earlier / later, and C, F 50% more / less restricted care home visits. Panels A, B, D
and E all present counterfactual outcomes for daily deaths in England but have different y-
axis scales to better highlight differences between the observed data and each alternative

lockdown scenario.
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The timing of the initial national lockdown was crucial in determining the eventual epidemic
size in England. Locking down a week earlier could have reduced the first wave death toll
(up to 1% July 2020) from 36,700 to 15,700 (95% Crl: 8,900—-26,800) while delaying
lockdown by a week would have increased the deaths to 102,600 (95% Crl: 66,400—
154,800) (Figure 6A, D). The impact varied by region, with regions with less established
epidemics at the time of the first lockdown more sensitive to the timing of the intervention
(Figure S10). Locking down a week later may have increased deaths, with large variability
by region, from 105% in London to 274% in the Midlands but with very large uncertainty
(Figure S9). Initiating a lockdown to interrupt the exponential growth phase of an epidemic
has a much greater impact on reducing total mortality than extending an existing lockdown.
Due to this asymmetry, relaxing the lockdown measures two weeks earlier (respectively
later), could have increased deaths by 9,300 (95% Crl: 700—17,000) (respectively prevented

9,800 (95% Crl: 7,400—12,100) deaths) prior to 2" December (Figure 6B, D).

We also explored counterfactual scenarios varying the level of visit restriction in care homes
and estimated that reducing contact between the general population and care home
residents by 50% could have reduced care home deaths by 44% (95% Crl: 17%—64%)

(Figure 6C).

3 Discussion

We present a comprehensive overview of SARS-CoV-2 transmission, hospitalisation,
mortality and intervention impact in the first two epidemic waves across all regions of
England between March and December 2020. We successfully reproduce the transmission
dynamics of the two epidemic waves, in terms of cases, PCR prevalence, seroprevalence,

hospitalised cases (general wards and ICU), and deaths in hospitals and in care homes.
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We estimate intense transmission in care homes even during the first national lockdown
when R in the community was well below one in all regions (Figure 2) (18-20). Combined
with our counterfactual analysis of restricting visits (Figure 6) this suggests that reducing
infection levels in care home residents is challenging. This highlights the difficulty of
protecting care home residents from COVID-19: due to the necessarily close contact
between staff and residents within a care home, once a care home outbreak has begun it is
very difficult to reduce transmission, which overrides any impact of reducing the number of

introductions (21, 22).

We find that, consistent with existing literature (23), disease severity increases with age.
Assessment of severity is complicated by the broad clinical spectrum of COVID-19 (24-26)
hence, recent published estimates are still based on data from early in the pandemic (27).
Here we provide updated severity estimates based on multiple contemporary data streams.
We estimate considerable regional heterogeneity in severity, broadly consistent in the
general population and in care homes for IFR and IHR. London experienced the lowest
severity even after adjusting for its younger population. The estimated two-fold reduction
over time in IFR (Figure 4) cannot be explained solely by the introduction of dexamethasone
which reduces mortality amongst ICU patients (28), but rather a combination of factors
including improvements in clinical management, greater experience in treating patients in

ICU, and alleviation of capacity constraints (74, 29).

Our analysis shows large regional variation in burden, especially in the first wave. This is
likely due to the pattern of seeding and the timing of lockdown relative to how advanced
each region’s epidemic was (Figure 1A). Our counterfactual scenarios of initiating the first
national lockdown one week earlier or later highlight the importance of early interventions to

reduce overall mortality (Figure 6).
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The extent and duration of infection-induced immunity to SARS-CoV-2 and its relationship to
seropositivity remains unclear. Related seasonal coronaviruses induce immunity that wanes
in one or two years (30), though antibody titres following SARS-CoV-1 infection appear to
decay more slowly (37). Our estimated cumulative incidence over time (Figure 5), strongly
supports the hypothesis that the epidemic decline after the first national lockdown was due
to NPIs, with immunity playing a minimal role (32). Population-level immunity was insufficient
to prevent a second wave of infection in any region (Figure 1), illustrated by the increase in

reported cases and deaths which prompted the second national lockdown (33).

With the authorisation of the first SARS-CoV-2 vaccines in December 2020, we are now
entering a new phase in the control of the COVID-19 pandemic. However, our estimates of
current population immunity are low, with regional cumulative attack rates ranging from 4.8%
to 15.4%, therefore any vaccination campaign will need to achieve high coverage and high
levels of protection in vaccinated individuals to allow NPIs to be lifted without a resurgence
of transmission. While vaccinating the most vulnerable age and risk groups will considerably
reduce the burden of COVID-19, a large proportion of younger age groups may also need to
be vaccinated to reach the immunity threshold for control. Our high estimates of
transmission in care homes imply that vaccine uptake there will need to be especially high,

particularly if vaccine efficacy is lower amongst older age groups.

We make a number of simplifying assumptions in our analysis. First, due to the
compartmental nature of our model, we do not explicitly model individual care homes, rather
the regional care home sector as a whole. However, as care home workers may work across
multiple facilities leading to within and between care home transmission, we do not expect
the simplification to substantially affect our conclusions. Similarly, we do not model individual

households or transmission within and between them. When assessing the impact of NPIs
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on transmission we therefore capture population averages, rather than the contribution of
household and non-household contacts. Second, hospital-acquired infections may have
contributed to overall transmission, especially around the peak of the epidemic, and to
persistence of infection in England over the summer months (34, 35). Our model does not
explicitly represent nosocomial transmission; therefore such effects will be encompassed
within our regional R¢" estimates. Third, each data stream was subject to competing biases,
which we statistically accounted for as far as possible (supplement section 1.1.2). A key
strength of our evidence-synthesis approach is that we do not rely on any single data
source, combining multiple perspectives to provide a robust overall picture of the epidemic.
Finally, we model the epidemics in each NHS region in England independently without
accounting for spatial effects across regional boundaries, or spatial heterogeneity within
regions. This spatial scale was determined by the data and reflects limited movement

between regions due to travel restrictions but does allow for movement within regions.

Our analysis provides a comprehensive overview of transmission, hospitalisation, and
mortality patterns of COVID-19 in the first and second waves of the epidemic in all regions of
England, one of the countries worst-affected by the pandemic. Integration of multiple data
streams into a single cohesive modelling framework, enables us to disentangle transmission
and severity from features of the surveillance system and provide robust estimates of the
epidemiological characteristics of the COVID-19 epidemic in England. As nationwide
vaccination programmes are rolled out, our results will help to inform how NPIs are applied

in the future.
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1 Materials and Methods

Understanding the transmission of SARS-CoV-2 is challenging. The available data are
subject to competing biases, such as dependence on case definition for testing and
reporting, as well as being influenced by capacity and logistical constraints. These factors
are further complicated by the nature of SARS-CoV-2 transmission, whereby a substantial
proportion of infected individuals develop very mild symptoms, or remain asymptomatic, but
are nonetheless able to infect others (1). In this section, we describe the data used in our
analyses, give details on the dynamic transmission model, and present the methods used for
fitting the model to the various data sources, accounting for the inherent biases in those
data.

1.1 Data sources

Here we detail the datasets used to calibrate the model to the regional epidemics. We fitted
our model to time series data spanning 16th March 2020 to 2nd December 2020 (inclusive),
using the data available to us on 14th December 2020, by which point the effect of
remaining reporting lags would be minimal.

1.1.1 Hospital admissions and bed occupancy

We use healthcare data for each NHS region from the UK Government Dashboard
(supplementary data files: data_rtm.csv, columns: phe_admissions, phe_occupied,
phe_patients) (2).

For admissions data, we use the daily number of confirmed COVID-19 patients admitted to
hospital, which includes people admitted to hospital who tested positive for COVID-19 in the
14 days prior to admission and inpatients who tested positive in hospital after admission,
with the latter being reported as admitted on the day prior to their diagnosis.

For ICU bed occupancy, we use the daily number of (confirmed) COVID-19 patients in beds
which are capable of delivering mechanical ventilation.

For the occupancy in general (i.e. non-ICU) hospital beds, we use the daily number of
confirmed COVID-19 patients in hospital beds with ICU occupancy subtracted.

1.1.2 Deaths

We use the number of deaths by date of death for people who had a positive COVID-19 test
result and died within 28 days of their first positive test provided Public Health England.
These can be found on (2). We also use the number among these deaths occurring in
hospital (as reported by NHS England) and consider the remainder to have occurred in care
homes. While non-hospital deaths may include deaths in other settings, such as in private
residences, comparison with ONS data suggests that care home deaths from COVID-19
may also have been under-reported. As such we consider non-hospital deaths to be an
appropriate proxy for care home deaths, and do not expect the margin for under or over-
ascertainment to affect our conclusions. These data were provided by PHE and the data we
have been using is provided as a supplementary file (supplementary data file: data_rim.csv,
columns: death2, death3) to allow reproducibility of our analysis.
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1.1.3 Pillar 2 testing

We use pillar 2 testing data (see supplementary data files), which covers PCR testing for the
general population (as compared with pillar 1 testing, which mainly occurred in hospitals).
Since such testing was not available to the whole population for much of the spring wave of
the pandemic, we only use this data from June 1% onwards.

We use the daily number of positives and negative tests by specimen date. Each individual
who tested positive was only counted once in the number of positives, on the specimen date
of their first positive test. Multiple negatives were allowed per individual, but the negatives of
all individuals who ever tested positive had been removed. We only consider PCR tests and
thus exclude lateral flow tests, which have been introduced recently in trials of population
mass testing. We also only use pillar 2 data for those aged 25 or over, to avoid bias resulting
from increased testing of university students around the reopening of universities
(supplementary data file: data_rtm.csv, columns: pillar2_negatives_non_Ift_over25,
pillar2_positives_over25).

1.1.4 Serology surveys

Serological survey data come from antibody testing by Public Health England of samples
from healthy adult blood donors, supplied by NHS Blood and Transplant (NHSBT)
(supplementary data file: data_serology.csv).

1.1.5 REACT-1 prevalence survey

We use the daily number of positives and negatives by specimen date from the first 7 rounds
of the REACT-1 (Real-time Assessment of Community Transmission) infection prevalence
survey (supplementary data file: data_rtm.csv, columns: react_positive, react_samples) (3).
Note that results published in REACT preprints use data aggregated using the administrative
regions of England, whereas for the purposes of this study the data has been aggregated
using NHS regions. Additionally, small changes can occur in the aggregated datasets that
were published in real time because of participant withdrawals and additional data cleaning.

1.1.6 Summary of the data used for calibration

Table S 1 details the datasets used to calibrate the model to the regional epidemics.

Table S 1: Data sources and definitions.

Data type Description Source Reference
Hospital deaths  Daily number of COVID-19 deaths PHE See data supplement.
reported by NHS England within 28 These data underlie what
days of a positive result is released on (2)
Care home deaths  Daily number of COVID-19 deaths not PHE See data supplement.
reported by NHS England within 28 These data underlie what
days of a positive result is released on (2)

ICU occupancy Daily number of confirmed COVID-19 Gov.uk Dashboard (2)
patients in ICU

General bed occupancy Daily number of confirmed COVID-19 Gov.uk Dashboard (2)
patients in non-ICU beds

Admissions  Daily number of confirmed COVID-19 Gov.uk Dashboard (2)
patients admitted to hospital

Pillar 2 testing  Daily number of positive and negative PHE See data supplement.
PCR test results These data underlie what
is released on (2)
REACT-1 testing Daily number of positive and negative REACT 3)

PCR test results
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Serology Serology survey conducted on blood PHE See data supplement,

donors aged 15-65 these data are collected
as part of (4)
Patient progression in Number of hospital admissions going CHESS (5)
hospital down each treatment route (e.g. ICU,
stepdown care) and length of stay in
each ward.

1.1.7 Other data sources
1.1.7.1 Patient progression in hospital

The COVID-19 Hospitalisation in England Surveillance System (CHESS) data consists of a
line list of daily individual patient-level data on COVID-19 infection in persons requiring
hospitalisation, including demographic and clinical information on severity and outcomes.
We use the individual dates of progression through hospital wards, from admission to
eventual death or discharge, to produce age-stratified estimates of hospital progression
parameters to be passed to the wider transmission model (see Section 1.9.2 and
(supplementary data file: support _progression.csv, support_severity.csv).

1.1.7.2 Demographic data

We use data from the Office for National Statistics (ONS (6)) to get the number of individuals
in each of the 17 age-groups, i.e. 16 five-year age bands (0-4, 5-9, ..., 75-79) and an 80+
group. We get the number of care-home beds in England from (7) giving us the number of
care-home beds for each NHS regions. We then got an estimate of the total population of
care-home residents in the UK from (8) that we scaled down to the England population size,
combined with the estimate of the total number of beds in England, we derived a value of the
total occupancy of care-homes of 74.2%. We assumed that the occupancy is the same in all
the NHS regions. Care-home residents are subtracted from the 4 oldest age group (5% from
age 65-69, 5% age 70-74, 15% age 75-79 and 75% age 80+ (9)). We then assume a 1:1
ratio of care-home residents to care-home workers and assume that the care-home workers
population is homogeneously distributed among the 25-65 population in the region.

The contact matrix between the 17 age-groups is based on the POLYMOD contact survey.
See parameterisation for more details (10).

1.2 Evidence synthesis

Figure S 1 shows the functional relationships between data sources, modelled outputs and
parameters in our study.
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1.3 Model description

We developed a stochastic compartmental transmission-dynamic model incorporating
hospital care pathways to reconstruct the course of the COVID-19 epidemic in the seven
NHS regions of England (Figure S 2). All analyses were done by regions, and then
aggregated somehow if needed (e.g. for national IFR, or cumulative incidence). In the
following description we do not mention any index denoting the region and thus all notations
refer to the same NHS region.

1.3.1 Stratification of population into groups

We divided each regional population into 19 strata, denoted by the superscript i, 17 strata
representing age groups within the general population, and two separate risk groups
comprising care home workers (CHW) and care home residents (CHR). The 17 age groups
consisted of 16 five-year age bands (0-4, 5-9, ..., 75-79) and an 80+ group. The total size of
the care home worker and resident groups were calculated assuming that 74.2% of available
care home beds are occupied and there is a 1:1 carer to resident ratio (11). The care home
workers were then split equally between all 8 age categories in the range 25 — 64-year-old
and removed from the corresponding age categories in the general population. Despite the
care-home workers being removed from all age categories in the range 25 — 64-year-old,
they care-home workers are assumed to constitute one single group in our model for
simplicity. The care home residents were drawn from the 65+ year old general population,
such that 5% were aged 65-69, 5% aged 70-74, 15% aged 75-79 and 75% aged 80+ (9) and
similarly removed from the corresponding age groups in the general population. Again,
similarly to care-home workers they do constitute a single group in our model. We thus

do not capture specific transmission dynamics within each care home, but rather an average
mixing between residents and workers in the regional care home sector as a whole.

1.3.2 Progression of infection and hospitalisation

Prior to the importation of COVID-19, all individuals were assumed equally susceptible to
infection (S). Upon infection, individuals pass through a latent period (E) before becoming
infectious. A proportion (p.) of infectious individuals develop symptoms (/) while the rest
remain asymptomatic (I,). All asymptomatic individuals are assumed to recover naturally.
Those with symptoms may also recover naturally (R), however a proportion (p};, age/care
home-dependant as indicated by the i superscript) develop severe disease requiring
hospitalisation. Of these, a proportion (pf;D) die at home without receiving hospital care. In
practice this proportion is set to zero except among care home residents. Of the patients
who are admitted to hospital, a proportion (p*(t)) have their COVID-19 diagnoses confirmed
prior to admission, while the remainder may be diagnosed during their inpatient stay. All
hospital compartments are divided between suspected (but not yet confirmed) and
confirmed diagnoses (indicated by superscript *). A proportion (p}cy (t)) of new hospital
admissions are triaged (ICU,,.) before admission to the intensive care unit (ICU), where a
fraction (p,iCUD (t)) die; those who do not die get out of ICU to a ward (W) where a proportion
(p{A/D (t)) die, while the remainder recover, following an inpatient care stepdown period.
Inpatients not triaged to the ICU are assigned to general hospital beds (H), where a
proportion (p,",D (t)) die, while the remainder recover. Recovered individuals are assumed to
be immune to reinfection for at least the duration of the simulation.

In addition, there are two parallel flows which we use for fitting to testing data: (i) for PCR

positivity and (ii) for seropositivity. Upon infection, an individual enters the PCR flow in a pre-

positivity compartment (TPCRW) before moving into the PCR positivity compartment (TPCRPOS)

6
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and then ultimately into the PCR negativity compartment (TPCRneg). Meanwhile, individuals
move into the seropositivity flow upon becoming infectious, entering first into a pre-
seropositivity compartment (Tserom). A proportion of individuals (pseropos) then seroconvert
and move into the seropositivity compartment (Tsempos), while the remainder move into the
seronegativity compartment (Tsemneg).

We calibrated the duration distributions for each hospital compartment, and the age-stratified
probabilities of moving between compartments, using the analysis of individual-level patient
data (presented below in Section 1.9.2). The required Erlang distributional form was
achieved within the constraints of the modelling framework by splitting each model
compartment into k sequential sub-compartments (Table S 2).
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Figure S 2: Model structure flow diagram with rates of transition between infection states. Variable
names defined in text.



207 Table S 2: Description of model compartments and distribution of time spent in each. For each named
208  compartment, we give the associated duration. Due to the Markovian structure these are mode/

209  Erlang-like distributions with k; the number of exponential-like compartments and y; the rate of the
210 exponential-like compartment. IE[rj] gives the mean duration in days spent in the corresponding

211 compartment. The structure and duration of each stage was assumed to be the same for unconfirmed
212 and confirmed cases in hospital (see Figure S2). For length of stays related to hospital pathways,

213  more detail is given in section 1.9.2.

Compartment Description Duration (days) Source
7;~Erlang (k;, ;) [E[r]-] = k; /v
Susceptible to infection Determined by transmission dynamics
E Latent infection 2 0.44 4.6 (0.6, 12.8) Lauer et al.(12)
I, Asymptomatic infection 1 0.48 2.1(01,7.7) Bietal.(13)
I, Symptomatic infection 1 0.25 4.0 (0.1, 14.8) Docherty et al.(14)
G, Severe illness leading to 2 0.40 5.0 Bernabeu-Wittel et
death in the general al. (15)
population
Hp Hospitalised on general 1 0.09 10.7 (0.3, 39.4) Fitted to CHESS
ward leading to recovery
H, Hospitalised on general 2 0.19 10.3(1.3,28.8) Fitted to CHESS
ward leading to death
ICU,,, TriagetoICU 1 0.40 2.5(0.1,9.2) Fitted to CHESS
Licyy, Hospitalised in ICU, 1 0.06 15.6 (0.4, 57.6) Fitted to CHESS
leading to recovery
Licuy, Hospitalised in ICU, 1 0.14 7.0 (0.2, 25.7) Fitted to CHESS
leading to death in step-
down following ICU
I;cy, Hospitalised in ICU, 2 0.17 11.8(1.4,32.9) Fitted to CHESS
leading to death
Wy Stepdown recovery 2 0.16 12.2 (1.5, 34.0) Fitted to CHESS
period after leaving ICU
W, Stepdown period before 1 0.12 8.1(0.2,29.7) Fitted to CHESS
death after leaving ICU
R Recovered - - - -
THER  Pre-PCR positive 1 0.33 3.0 (0.1, 11.1) Omar et al. (16)
THS®  True PCR positive 1 0.06 17.5(0.4, 64.5) -
THER True PCR negative - - -
T3> Pre-seroconversion 1 0.08 13.0(0.3, 48.0) Benny et al. (17)
Tyoy  True seropositive - - -
T;oy  True seronegative - - -
214 Values of fitted parameters are set out in Table S 5.
215
216 1.3.3 Progression of infection and hospitalisation

217  The force of infection, A(t), for individuals in group i € {[0,5), ..., [75,80),[80 +), CHW, CHR}

218 depends on time-varying social mixing between age groups and prevalence in all age/care
219  home groups:
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A(t) = Z my ; (I1;(t) €Y
J

where m; ;(t) is the (symmetric) time-varying person-to-person transmission rate from group
j to group i, and I1;(t) is the number of infectious individuals in group j, given by:

() = L) + 1@ @)

Broadly, to parameterise m; ;(t), we informed mixing in the general population, and between
the general population and care home workers using POLYMOD (10) via the R package
socialmixr using age-structured regional demography (18).

Transmission between different age groups (i, j) € {[0,5), ..., [75,80), [80 +)}* was
parameterised as follows:

m; ;(t) = B(t)c;; 3

Here c; ; is the (symmetric) person-to-person contact rate between age group i and j, derived

from pre-pandemic data (10). B(t) is the time-varying transmission rate which encompasses
both changes over time in transmission efficiency (e.g. due to temperature) and temporal
changes in the overall level of contacts in the population (due to changes in policy and
behaviours).

We assumed B(t) to be piecewise linear:

B,

ift<t
t;—t t—tiq . .
ﬁ(t) = —ﬂi—l + Bi B if ti—l <t< ti' L= 2, ,13 (4)
ti—tig ti—tig -
ift > t3
.8131

with 12 change points t; corresponding to major announcements and changes in COVID-19
related policy, as detailed in Table S 3.
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Table S 3: Changepoints for B(t)

Changepoint Value of g(t) at changepoint Date Description
ty By 16/03/20 PM makes speech advising working from
home, against non-essential travel (19)

t, By 23/03/20 PM announces lockdown 1 (20)
t; B 25/03/20 Lockdown 1 into full effect (21)
ty Ba 11/05/20 Initial easing of lockdown 1 (22)
ts Bs 15/06/20 Non-essential shops can re-open (23)
te Be 04/07/20 Restaurants, pubs etc can re-open (24)
t, B 03/08/20 “Eat out to help out” scheme starts (25)
tg Bs 01/09/20 Schools and universities re-open (26)
tg Bo 14/09/20 “Rule of six” introduced (27)
tyo Bio 14/10/20 Tiered system introduced (28)
tyq B11 31/10/20 Lockdown 2 announced (29)
ti, B2 05/11/20 Lockdown 2 starts (29)

The contact matrix c; ; between different age groups (i, ;) € {[0,5), ..., [75,80), [80 +)}* is
derived from the POLYMOD survey (10) for the United Kingdom using the socialmixr
package (18,30), scaling by the local population demography to yield the required person-to-
person daily contact rate matrix.

We defined parameters representing transmission rates within care homes (between and
among workers and residents), which were assumed to be constant over time. Parameter
meyw represents the person-to-person transmission rate among care home workers and
between care home workers and residents; m.yy represents the person-to-person
transmission rate among care home residents. Hence,

Menw,caw (€) = Mepw,car(t) = Mepw 5
Mepr,cur(t) = Mepg (6)

Transmission between the general population and care home workers was assumed to be
similar to that within the general population, accounting for the average age of care home
workers, with, for i € {[0,5), ...,[75,80),[80 +)},

M caw (8) = B(O)Cichw @)
where ¢; cyw is the mean of ¢; 3530y, Ci[30,35), -+ Ci[60,65) (I-€. Of the age groups that the care
home workers are drawn from).

Transmission between the general population and care home residents was assumed to be
similar to that between the general population and the 80+ age group, adjusted by a
reduction factor (e, which was estimated), such that, for i € {[0,5), ..., [75,80), [80 +)},

m; cur(t) = €B(t)cigo+ 3)

These represent contact between visitors from the general community and care home
residents. This might involve a slightly different age profile than the age profile of the contact
made by people in the 80+ age group.

10
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1.3.4 Age-varying and time-varying infection progression probabilities

Various probabilities of clinical progression within the model are assumed to vary across age
groups to account for severity of infection varying with age, and some are assumed to vary
in time in order to model improvements in clinical outcomes, such as those achieved through
the use of dexamethasone (31).

Two probabilities are age-varying but not time-varying, the probability of admission to
hospital for symptomatic cases, and the probability of death for severe symptomatic cases in
care homes. These were modelled as follows:

Pl = Wi ©
pt, =We,pg (10)

where for probability pk, p*** is the maximum across all groups and 1% is the age scaling
such that ¢4 = 1 for the group corresponding to the maximum, against which all other
groups are scaled.

As well as varying with age, four probabilities also vary with time: the probability of
admission to ICU for hospitalised cases, the probability of death in ICU, the probability of
death for hospitalised cases not admitted to ICU, and the probability of death in hospital after
discharge from ICU:

Picy@®) = wlicupyé%xh(#zcu’ t) (11)
Picu, ) = wlicquyé?f;h(HD, t) (12)
i, () = Wil h(up, t) (13)
Dlyn () = Wiy PR (ap, O s

where here for probability p&, pF**gives the maximum initial value across groups and
h(u,t) = 1 before April 1%, h(u, t) = p < 1 after June 1%, with a linear reduction in between.

Care home residents with severe disease leading to death are assumed to remain in
compartment G, for 5 days on average before dying (modelled with kg, = 2 and y¢, = 0.4),
95% range 0.6-13.9 days broadly consistent with durations in (15) and with duration about
half the length observed in hospital streams (see Figure S 5).

For care home workers, the age scaling $"" is taken as the mean of the age scalings %

for i € {[25,30),[30,35), ..., [60,65)}. For care home residents, we assume that ¢k =

,[(80”, with the exception of the probability of individual with severe disease requiring

hospitalisation dying at home (without receiving hospital care), where we assume nggR =1
and l/JéD = 0 for all other groups, to effectively allow death outside hospital only for care

home residents.

11
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1.4 Reproduction number R; and effective reproduction number Rfff

We calculated the reproduction number over time, R;, and effective reproduction number
over time, Rfff, using next generation matrix methods (32). The reproduction numbers are
calculated for the general population, i.e. excluding care home workers and residents. We
define R, as the average number of secondary infections a case infected at time t would
generate in a large entirely susceptible population, and Rfff as the average number of
secondary infections generated by a case infected at time t would accounting for the finite

population size and potential immunity in the population.

To compute the next generation matrix, we calculated the mean duration of infectiousness
A;, as

Ay=(1- pC)[E[TIA] + PCE[TIC]

where parameter and model compartment notations are defined in Table S 2 - Table S 8.
For this calculation, the expected durations of stay in compartments were adjusted to
account for the discrete-time nature of the model, via calculating the expected number of
time-steps (of length dt) spent in a given compartment. Note that if in continuous-time a
compartment duration is t~Erlang (k,y), then the corresponding discrete-time mean
duration is:

k dt

E[T] = (1- e_ydt) (16)

The next generation matrix was calculated as, for (i, j) € {[0,5), ..., [75,80), [80 +)}?,

where N' is the total population of group i and R, is taken to be the dominant eigenvalue of
NGM(t), while the effective next generation matrix was calculated as:

NGM;T/ (8) = my; (A, SH(E)

with Rfff taken to be the dominant eigenvalue of NGM®// (t).

1.5 Infection severity

Posterior estimates of severity, namely the infection hospitalisation and infection fatality
ratios, were calculated in each group i as follows:

IHR! = pcph(1—pg,)

12
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Note that for simplicity the notation we use do refer explicitly to the NHS region of interest.
We calculated age-aggregated estimates for each region by weighting the age-specific
severity estimates by the cumulative incidence in that age group. Aggregate estimates for
England were then calculated by weighting the region-specific estimates by the regional

attack rates.

= peply (b, + (1= v, (e © (bl © + (1 = e, )iy, (©) +

(1 = ple©)pi, )}

1.6 Compartmental model equations

To clearly illustrate the model dynamics, we describe a deterministic version of the model in
differential equations (22)-(57), followed by the stochastic implementation used in the

analysis. Each compartment is stratified by mixing category i €

{[0,5), ...,[75,80),[80 +), CHW, CHR}. Full definitions of compartments and model parameters

are set out in Table S 2 - Table S 8.

dsi(t)/dt
dE(t)/dt
dEY2(t)/dt
dli(t)/dt
dlt(t)/dt

dGi (t)/dt
dGrA(t)/dt
dICU.,.(t)/dt
dICU}, (1) /dt
dICU;y, () /dt
dICUy, . (t)/dt
dICU,, (t)/dt
dICUy, . (t)/dt
dICUE (t)/dt
dICUE(t)/dt
dICUL (t)/dt

dICULE(t)/dt

= =2 (t)Si(t)

= 2 B)SH(E) —veEM (1)
= VEEi'l(t) - YEEi'Z ®
=1- PC)VEELZ ® - VAUl(t)

= pcygE(8) — yclE(t)

= phpi, Yelb(t) — v, G5 ()

= V6,6 (£) = V6, G52 (8)
= Pli[(l - péD)(l - p*(t)) Picu(®) vl () — (Vzcupre + YU) ICUzi,re(t)

= ph(1 = pE,)P" (&) Picu(OVIEE) = Vicupre CUpres () + Yyl CULy (1)

= (1 - pIiCUD (t))(l - plilvn (t))VICUpTeICU;i;re ®) - (VICUWR + VU) ICUIﬁVR ®

= (1= Picup, ) (1 = Plry (O)V1cupre CUpre+ (8) = Vicuy  ICU . (1) + vyl CUfy (1)

= (1 - pIiCUD (t))pll;l/l) (t)YICU,,reICU;i;re ® - (VICUWD + VU) ICUIEVD ®

= (1 - pIiCUD (t))pll;l/l) (t)YICUpreICUzi)re*(t) ~ Yicuw,, ICUIfVD* ®+ YUICUé'VD ®

= Picop OV icuprel CUpre (8) = (Yicup + ¥u)ICUZ ()

= VICUDICULi)'l(t) - (VICUD + VU)ICUzi)'Z(t)

= Picup, (t)VICUpTe

ICU!

pre

(&) = Vicup ICUL(t) + vy ICUS ()

= Y1cup ICUSH(£) = Vicup ICULE(E) + vy ICU (¢)
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(20)

@1
(22)
23)
@4
(25)
26)
@7)
(28)
29)
(30)
31)
(32)
(33)
(34)
(35)
(36)

(37)



AW O/dt = Vicoy 1OVl (® = (g + 10 )WE 0) G

AW (O)/dt = YW (8) = (Ywg + Vo) W2 (0) (39)
AW (@) /dt = Vicuy  JCU . () = Vg Wit (8) + vy Wi (©) (40)
AW () /dt = Y WEA (£) — Y W2 () + vy Wi () (41)
dWE)/dt = Vicuw, ICU, (6) = (Ywy + Yu)W5 (1) (42)
AWE-(£)/dt = Vicuy, [CU,. () = Y, W= () + Yy W5 (t) (43)
dHy(t)/dt = ph(1—pE,)(1—p*®) (1 = picw ) (1 = Pl O)Vele(®) = (Yug + vu)HE(®) (44)
dHp-(0)/dt = ph(1 = pé,)p* (1 = picy ) (1 = P, (©)) YelE () + Yy HR(E) = VigHge () (45)
dHg () /dt = ph(1—pk,) (1 —p*©)(A = plcu ()P, OVIE®) = (Vi + vo)HE (©) (46)
dHE (©)/dt = vupHE' (©) — (Y, + vu)Hp? () (47)
dHH(0)/dt = ph(1 =k, )P (O = Plcy(®))Ph, () vele(©) + vy HE (E) = Yup Hyt (0) (48)
dHZ(®)/dt = Y Hp () — Y, HE () + yoHE (£) (49)
dRi(D)/dt = yal5(O)* (1= D)Y@ + Vi (HE () + Hie () + Vi (WD) + W) (50)
ATgeropre (£)/At = YEE"?(£) = Yseropye Toeropre (t) (51)
ATéeropos 1)/t = DseroposVseropre ThcRyre () (52)
AT er0neg /At = (1= Dyeropes ) Vseropre Ticrpre (£) (53)
AThcry,o (/A = ADISUE) = Vocryre Thcrpre (©) (54)
AThcRyos (/A = VocRyre TocRyre () = VoCRp0s TPCRp0s () (55)
AT} ey (D/AE = Yocryo, Thcryos (6) (56)

339

340 We used the tau-leap method (33) to create a stochastic, time-discretised version of the

341 model described in equations (58-162), taking four update steps per day. The process was
342  initialised with ten asymptomatic infectious individuals aged 15-19 on the epidemic start date
343 t,, a parameter we estimate. For each time step, the model iterated through the procedure
344  described below. In the following, we introduce a small abuse of notation: for transitions

345  involving multiple onward compartments (e.g transition from compartment E to

346  compartments I, or ), for conciseness, we write

(dél,A, dé‘,c) ~ Multinom (E%2(¢), k1, q,isj,c )
347  instead of
(dli?,IAl dlis,lc' d;'wmove ) ~ Multinom (Ei'z ®, ‘hia,IA' qé‘,lc! 1- er{IA,IC} qg,x )

348  where di,,,,. is @ dummy variable counting the number of individuals remaining in compartment
349  E2

350 Using this convention, transition variables are drawn from the following distributions, with
351 probabilities defined below:

14
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sk
di g
(q}'E,IA' qé‘,lc)
(CECE)
dj AR
quC,GD

i
dicr

CIIiC,ICUpre = pi(1 =) (1 =" () Picy (O (1 — e77¢%)

i
qlc,ICUpre*
i
qicHg
qi
.
IC'HR
i
AicHp
i
ic,Hpx
i i
(d,C,GD, d,C,HD*)
i
dGD.GD
i
dGD,D
i
dicupreiCuw,
i
qICUpTe,ICUWR*
i
dicupreicuwy,
i
qICUpre,ICUWD*
i
AicUprelCUp
i
AicUprelCUps
q:
ICUpreCU e
i i
(dICUpTe,ICUWR’ ey dzcupre,lcuz*,re)
i *
qICUpTe,ICUWR*
i *
qICUpre,ICUWD*
i
q1cUrecU s

ey werdicys
ICUpreICUW " " ? *ICUpreCUpx

~ Binom (Si(t), 1— e~ Ot )

~ Binom (Eb(t), 1 — e YE4Y)

= (0 = p)(A — e77e), pe(1 — e77e))
~ Multinom (E*2(¢), qk,,, 9k )

~ Binom (Ii(t), 1 — e74dt)

= Php, (1 —e77e%)

= (1-p})(1 - e7vect)

= ph(1—p&, )P (t) pley (O)(1 — e~ Yedt)

= ph(1=pk,) (1 =" ®) (1 = picw®) (1 = Pl () (1 = e77e%0)
= pi(1=p5,)p"(0) (1 = Picu®) (1= Py, () (1 — e77e)
= ph(1=pk,) (1 =" (®) (1 = Plcu (©)) P, ()1 — e77e%)

= ph(1 = pé,)p"(®) (1 - plicu(t)) pl, (©)(1 — e7Yedt)

~ Multinom (Ié(t), q,iC,GD, ey quC,HD* )
~ Binom (G[i,’l(t), 1- e_YGDdt)

~ Binom (G(t), 1 — e Yéptt)

- (1 ~ Plcup (t)) (1 — Pivp (t)) (1- e_y’CUpredt)e—Vudt
- (1 - pIiCUD (t)) (1 - pll;VD (t)) (1 — e_y’CUpredt)(l _ e—yudt)
- (1 - pliCUD (t)) pli/VD (t)(l - e_y’cupredt)e—yudt

= (1= Pleu, (©) Ply, (1 — e 71Upe) (1 — eruet)

= pley, (©)(1 — e 7V1CUpredt) g -yuat
= p;:CUD (t)(l _ e_yICUpredt)(l _ e—)/udt)

= e_yICUpTedt(l — e—YUdt)

i i i i
~ Multinom (ICUpre (t)' qICUPTe'ICUWR’ e QICUpreJCUr*JTe)

= (1= pleu, () (1 = ply, () (1 — e 1cUpred®)

- (1 ~ Picup (t)) ply, (O(1 - e‘VICUpredt)

= pIiCUD (t)(l _ e—yzcupredt)

. i I: i
~ Multinom (ICUpre*(t), AcUprelcuw . qICU{,re,ICUD*)
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i
di
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dHD*,D
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(dHR,R’ dHR,HR*)
i
dHR*,R
i
qICUWR,WR
qi
ICUW R ICUW .
i
qicuy oW g+
i i
(dICUWR,WR' T dICUWR,WR*)
i
dICUWR*,WR*
i
qICUWD,WD
i
qICUWD,ICUWD*
i
dicuy W p+
i i
(dICUWD,WD: ’dICUWD,WD*)
i
dICUWD*rWD*
i
dicup.icup

i1,1
qicup,icu

i1,2
qicup,icu

dL di,l,l di,1,2
ICUp,ICUp» *ICUp,ICUp*’ *ICUp,ICU *

i
dICUD*,ICUD*
i i,2,2
(dICUD,D' dICUD,ICUD*)
i
dICUD*,D

i
Awgwr

i1,1
Aw g, W -

i,1,2
qWR,WR*

(1 _ e—VHDdt)e—yudt

e—YHDdt(l _ e—yudt)

(1—e7Hp)(1 — e7rvdt)

t

Multinom (Hli)'1 (), q,iqD_HD, qi}};,lHD*, CI;IEZHD)

~ Binom (ng}(t), 1— e—YHDdt)

~ Multinom (Hli),z (t), 1— e VHpdt o VHpat(] _ e—VUdt))
~ Binom (ngz (t), 1— e—VHDdt)

~ Multinom (H,"; (t), 1 — e YHgrat g7 VHRdt (] — e"’"dt))

t

Binom (H}-(t), 1 — e VHrat)

(1 _ e—YICUWRdt) e-Yudt

e ViCUwy at 1- e Yudt)

(1 _ e—YICUWRdt) (1 — e-vudt)

~ Multinom (ICUévR ®, q;CUWR,WR ey qILCUWR,WR* )

~Bmmn@a%wa)1—eWMWMﬁ

(1 _ e—yzcuWDdf) e—Yudt

e—YICUWDdt 1- e—yUdt)

(1 _ e—yzcuWDdt) (1 _ e—yudt)

~ Multinom (ICUévD ®, qILCUWD,WD sy qILCUWD,WD* )

~Bmmn@a%w@)1—eWWWJﬁ

(1 _ e_VICUDdt)e_YUdt
- e—yzcuDdt(l — e Yudt)
= (1 — e—VICUDdf)(l — e7Yudt)
: i1 i i,1,1 i,1,2
~ Multinom (ICUD ®), q1CUD,ICUD'qICUD,ICUD*'qICUD,ICUD*)

~ Binom (ICUj(t), 1 — e Yicupat)

~Mmﬁmm1@a$%g,1—eﬁwwﬂxfmwﬂ%1—eﬁwﬂ)

t

Binom (ICULZ(t), 1 — e ¥icupdt)

(1 — e_VWRdt)e_‘yUdt

e—yWRdt(l _ e—'yUdt)

(1 _ e—‘yWRdt)(l _ e—‘yudt)
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(dliva.WR’ déi/l,;l,WR*, dli/i/lszR*) ~ Multinom (WRi’l(t). Py s qli/izl,:wa qf,’Vllwa*)
dIi/VR*,WR* ~ Binom (WRL'L,1 ), 1- e_VWRdt)
(dli/VR_Rr d]i,i/zIfWR*) ~ Multinom (WR"'2 ®), 1- e YWgat e—wadt(l _ e—Yudt))
diy.x  ~Binom (W2 (t), 1— e Ywrd)
(d%}yD,D, d%}VD,WD*) ~ Multinom (Wg (t), 1— e YWpit o Ywpdt(q — e_yudt))
dly .o ~Binom (W.(t), 1— e "Wpat)
(dli/l/D,D’ dxisz,wD*) ~ Multinom (W[‘; ®), 1 — e Ywpdt e—YWDdt(l _ e_YUdf))
qg“seropre,rsemms = psempas(1 — e—Ysempredt)
(1 - psempos) (1 - e—VserapTedt)

~ Multinom (TS‘

i i
€ropre (t)’ queropre‘Tseropas’ queropresteroneg)

qi
Tseropresteruneg

i i
(deeropre‘Tserapos’ deeroprg‘Tseraneg )

[ ~ Ri i —YPCRyredt
dTPCRpTe,TPCRpDS Binom (TPCRpTe(t), 1—e pre )

L R i —YPCRpos A4t
dTPCRpos’TPCRneg Binom (TPCRpos(t), 1—e pos

353
354  Model compartments were then updated as follows:

355
Sit+dt) = Si(t) —dip
EV(t+dt) = E(t)+dis—dip
E2(t+dt) = EV(6) +dby — diy, —db,
Lt +dt) =L +dg;, —di,z
= 1E(0) + dic = digep = dicr = dicicupre — dicicu,,e = denn = diguy ~

IL(t + dt . .
C( ) d}c,HD - d;c,HD*

GHl(t+dt) = G5'(t) +di e, —dbpep
Gt +dt) = G +ds e, —db,p

— i i _ i _ i _ i _
= ICUpre(t)-l_dIC,ICUpre dICUpTe,ICUWR dICUpre,ICUWD dICUp,-e,ICUD

i
ICUp‘re(t + dt) di _ di _ di _ di
ICUpredCUpyper ICUpreICUW . ICUpredCUW . ICUpreCUps
i = ICUL . i —di _ i i
ICUpre*(t +dt) CUpre ® + dIC,ICUpTe* dICUpre,ICUWD* dICUpre*,ICUWR* dICUpre*,ICUD*
i — i i i i i
ICUy (t+dt) = ICUy, () + dICUpTe,ICUWR - dICUWR,WR - dICUWR,ICUWR* - dICUWR,WR*
i — i i i i _ i
ICUy . (t + dt) ICUy . (6) + dzcupre*,lcuwR* + dICUWR,ICUWR* +d1CUpTe,ICUWR* dICUWR*,WR*
i — i i i i i
ICUy (t+dt) = ICUy,, (8) + dICUpre,ICUWD - dICUWD,WD - dICUWD,ICUWD* - dICUWD,WD*
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358
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360
361

ICUy, . (t + dt)

ICULM(t + dt)
ICUL(t + dt)
ICUS (¢ + dt)
ICUSZ(t + dt)
WE(t + dt)
WEA(t + dt)
WLt + dt)
W2 (t + dt)
Wi(t + dt)
WE.(t + dt)
HEM(t + dt)
HE*(t + dt)
HEt(t +dt)
HE2(t +dt)
Hi(t + dt)
HL.(t +dt)
Ri(t + dt)
Tieropy. (t + dt)
Tierop,s(t +dt)
Tieroneq (t + dt)
TRy (¢ + dt)
T;;CRpos(t + dt)

Thcrae (£ + dt)

= ICUﬁ/D* )+ dIiCUpre*'ICUWD* + d;.CUWD.ICUWD* +dIiCUp‘re'ICUWD* -
dIiCUWD*,WD*
= ICULl)l(t) + dIiCUp.,.e,ICUD - dIiCUD,ICUD - d;'clle,IcuD* - d;bliJZD,ICUD*
= ICUZ(t) + dIiCUD,ICUD - dIiCUD,D - dligiIZD,ICUD*
= ICU (1) + dIiCUpre*,ICUD* + d;.'clillD,IcuD* + d;'CUprerICUD* = dicupicuy
= ICULi)‘f (t) + dIiCUD*,IcuD* + dzi’cli/ZD,IcuD* + dligiIZD,ICUD* - d;CUD*,D
= WRi'1 ®) + dIiCUWR,WR - dIi/VR,WR - dli/i/lz:WR* - dIL/VlRZWR*
= Wi (0) + diywy — diver = diiaw,.
= Wl (O + dicuy, e + divpw g T icoywe = Ay
=W () + diy o wpe + i + g = Ay
= W[ﬁ (t) + dIiCUWD,WD - dli/VD,D - dli’VDvWD*
= W[L;*(t) + d;’CUWD*,WD* + dIi/VD.WD* +d;'CUWD'WD* N d‘i/VD*'D
= Hgl ®+ dlic.HD - d;"ID‘HD dill 1I-ID d;'-'lz'.ZHB
= HE2 () + diyp iy — iy o — dip e
= Hpt(6) + dfo . + dy e — oy,
= HE2(O) + dly gy + A + i —dly
= Hll:" ®+ dIiC,HR - d}-IR,R d;—IR Hf,
= Hpe () + dj . + dy e — iy
= Ri(t) + d,iA’R + d;'C,R + d;lIR,R + d;lIR*,R + d‘i/VR,R + dli’VR*'R
_ Tsleropre (t) + dli::JA + dli‘erC - gwseTUp’re'Tse'rOpgs - d;wserupre‘Tseroneg
_ Tsleropos (t) + d’irseropresteropos
Tsleroneg (t) + dé"seropre-Tseruneg
= TgCRpre (t) + dé‘_E - %PCRpre'TPCRpaS
d%"PCRpas.TPCRneg

_ TPCRpos(t) + dTPCR pre’ TPCRPDS -

— TPCRneg (t) + dTPCR pos’ TPCRneg

1.7 Observation process

To describe the epidemic in each NHS region, we fitted our model to time series data on
hospital admissions, hospital ward occupancy (both in general beds and in ICU beds),
deaths in hospitals, deaths in care homes, population serological surveys and PCR testing

data (section 1.1 and Table S 1).
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1.7.1 Notation for distributions used in this section

If Y ~ NegBinom(m, k), then Y follows a negative binomial distribution with mean m and
shape k, such that

F(k+y), kK \k, m \Y
P(Y = — 162
( y) y!T'(k) (K + m) (K + m) (162)
where I'(x) is the gamma function. The variance of Y is m + mTZ
If Z ~ BetaBinom(n, w, p), then Z follows a beta-binomial distribution with size n, mean
probability w and overdispersion parameter p, such that
nm B(z+an—z+b)
= = 163
Pz=2= ()"0 (163)

where a = w (1_7”), b=(1-w) (1_7’)) and B(a, b) is the beta function. The mean of Z is nw

and the variance is nw(1 — w)[1 + (n — 1)p].

1.7.2 Hospital admissions and new diagnoses in hospital

We represented the daily number of confirmed COVID-19 hospital admissions and new
diagnoses for existing hospitalised cases, Y, 4., (t), as the observed realisations of an
underlying hidden Markov process, X4, (t), defined as:

o i i i1, 1,2
=X (Zje{Hg.HE,.ICU;,Te} iej + LjeltpiCUpreicy  1cuw, wp} ) + Qhpmy. + A+

02,2 011 01,2 02,2 011 01,2
Xaam ()  dign,. T diciyicu,. t dictyicu,. + Aoy icu,. T Qo T Diow,. T (164)

02,2 i i i i i
Ayt e +dICUpTe,ICUWR* +dlCUpre,ICUWD* tdicy,,picuy. +dlCUWD*,WD* +dICUWR*,WR*)

Which was related to the data via a reporting distribution:

Yoam(t) ~ NegBinom(Xadm(t): Kadm) (165)

We allow for overdispersion in the observation process to account for noise in the underlying
data streams, for example due to day-of-week effects on data collection. We adopt x = 2 for
all NHSE data streams, so that they contribute equal weight to the overall likelihood.

1.7.3 Hospital bed occupancy by confirmed COVID-19 cases

The model predicted general hospital bed occupancy by confirmed COVID-19 cases,
Xnosp(t) as:
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Xposp () = 3 (1;’,;? (O) + 1 (O + Ly, (O) + s (6) + iy (t)) (166)
391  Which was related to the observed daily general bed-occupancy via a reporting distribution:
Yiosp(£)  ~ NegBinom( Xy, (6), Kposp) (167)

392 with K, = 2 as above.
393

394  Similarly, the model predicted ICU bed occupancy by confirmed COVID-19 cases, X,y (t)
395 as:

Xiew(®) =2 (IIiCUWR* ® + IIiCUWD* ) + IIiCUD* (t)> (168)

396  Which was related to the observed daily ICU bed-occupancy via a reporting distribution:
397

Yicu() ~ NegBinom(X,q,(t), x;cp) (169)
398
399  with k;cy = 2.
400 1.7.4 Hospital and care homes COVID-19 deaths

401 The reported number of daily COVID-19 deaths in hospitals, Y., (t) was considered as
402  the observed realisation of an underlying hidden Markov process, X, (t), defined as:

Xhosp, (1) = 3 (dLD,D + diz;g,n +djcy,p + dfcu,f,,o"'dﬁzu,n + dli/VD*,D) (170)
403
404  Which was related to the data via a reporting distribution:

Yaospp (t)  ~ NegBinom (Xnosp, (t), Knosp),) (171)

405 With Kposp, = 2.

406  Similarly, we represented the reported number of daily COVID-19 deaths in care homes,
407  Y;, (1), as the observed realisations of an underlying hidden Markov process, X, (t), defined
408 as:

Xep(®) = dgi, (172)

409  Which was related to the data via a reporting distribution:

Y6, (t) ~ NegBinom (X;,(t), x¢,) (173)
410  with kg, = 2.
411
412 1.7.5 Serosurveys

413  We model serological testing of all individuals aged 15-65, and define the resulting number
414  of seropositive and seronegative individuals (were all individuals aged 15-65 to be tested),
415  as:
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Xseropos() 1= Ti00) ) Thorgpos (6) (174)

Xseroneg (t) = (252%655,;0) Ni) - Xseropos(t) (175)

We compared the observed number of seropositive results, Yseropos (t), with that predicted by
our model, allowing for i) the sample size of each serological survey, Ysempos(t) and ii)
imperfect sensitivity (psero,,,,) @and specificity (pserospec) of the serological assay:

YS€T0p05 (t) ~ Binom (Yserotest (t), wseropos (t)) (176)
Where:

w () Pserogens Xseropos ® + (1 ~ Pserogpec )Xseroneg ®)
seropos L=
’ Xseropos @) + Xseroneg (®) (177)

1.7.6 PCR testing

As described in the data section (1.1), we fitted the model to PCR testing data from two
separate sources:

e pillar 2: the government testing programme, which recommends that individuals with
COVID-19 symptoms are tested (34),

o the REACT-1 study, which aims to quantify the prevalence of SARS-CoV-2 in a
random sample of the England population on an ongoing basis (35).

We only use Pillar 2 PCR test results for individuals aged 25 and over (we assume this
includes all care home workers and residents). We assume that individuals who get tested
through Pillar 2 PCR testing are either newly symptomatic SARS-CoV-2 cases (who will test
positive):
CHW ) 178
szpos(t) = Z d: ( )

Elc
i=[25,30)

or non-SARS-CoV-2 cases who have symptoms consistent with COVID-19 (who will test
negative):

) 179
Xoane® = puc ((ZHs20)N) = Koz, (0)) a7

where py is the probability of non SARS-CoV-2 cases having symptoms consistent with
COVID-19 leading them to seek a PCR test.

We compared the observed number of positive PCR tests, szpos(t) with that predicted by

our model, accounting for the number of PCR tests conducted each day under pillar 2,
Yp2,... (), by calculating the probability of a positive PCR result (assuming perfect sensitivity
and specificity of the PCR test):
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02405 (8) = (X2 ) /(K2 O + K ©) (150

People may seek PCR tests for many reasons and thus the pillar 2 data are subject to
competing biases. We therefore allowed for an over-dispersion parameter pp,,,  , which we
fitted separately for each region in the modelling framework:

V2,05 (t)  ~ BetaBinom (Ypz,,,, (), 0pz, o, (0, Pp2es, ) (181)

We incorporated the REACT-1 PCR testing data into the likelihood analogously to the
serology data, by considering the model-predicted number of PCR-positives meos(t) and

PCR-negatives XR1peg (t), were all individuals aged over five and not resident in a care home
to be tested:

XRlpos(t) = Zi:[S,lo),...,[80+),CHWTFl;CRpgs(t) (182)

XR1pe ) = Yicis10),..0+),cow N'() — XR1ps () (183)

We compared the daily number of positive results observed in REACT-1, YRlpos(t), given the

number of people tested on that day, Yz4,,,(t), to our model predictions, by calculating the
probability of a positive result, assuming perfect sensitivity and specificity of the REACT-1
assay:

WR1,,, () 1= (XRlpos(t) ) / (meos(t) +XR1neg(t)> (184)

Vripos ()~ Binom (Yga,,, (6), wg1,,, (£)) (185)

The overall likelihood function was then calculated as the product of the likelihoods of the
individual observations.

1.8 Bayesian inference and model fitting

A closed-form expression of the likelihood of the observed data given the model and its
parameters was not analytically tractable, so we used particle filtering methods to obtain an
unbiased estimate of the likelihood which can be efficiently sampled from (36). Where
appropriate, we used estimates from the literature to set model parameters at fixed values.
We limited the parameters being inferred to just those with particular epidemiological
interest, or with large uncertainty in existing literature.

The model was fitted independently to each NHS region. For each NHS region, we aimed to
infer the values of 26 model parameters:

e the local epidemic start-date, t;
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¢ thirteen transmission rates at different time points S, ..., B12;

e three parameters governing transmission to and within care homes
Mcpw, McHR €,

o the probability of symptomatic individuals developing serious disease
requiring hospitalisation, pj;**, for the group with the largest probability;

¢ the probability of a care home resident dying in a care home if they have
CHR.

severe disease requiring hospitalisation, p; "
o the probability, at the start of the pandemic, of a patient being admitted to ICU
after hospitalisation, pi&*, for the group with the largest probability;

o the probabilities, at the start of the pandemic, of dying in a hospital general
ward, pi2*, in the ICU, pj¢i}, and in a stepdown ward following ICU, pyr7*,
for the groups with the largest probability;

e the multiplier for hospital mortality after improvement in care, uy;

e the multiplier for probability of admission to ICU after improvement in care,
Hicus

e the daily proportion p,, of the population seeking to get tested for an infection
of SARS-Cov-2 following COVID-19 like symptoms and the overdispersion of
the corresponding observation distribution pp,,, ..

We used particle Monte Carlo Markov Chain (pMCMC) methods (37), implementing a
particle marginal Metropolis-Hastings algorithm with a bootstrap particle filter (38) with 96
particles (for sufficient variance in likelihood and a convenient multiple of number of
available CPU cores for efficiency), to obtain a sample from the posterior distribution of the
model parameters given the observed data. If the expected values of count distributions are
zero when observed values are non-zero, this results in particles of zero weight, which can
lead to the particle filter estimating the marginal likelihood to be 0. Therefore, to get a small
but non-zero weight for each particle at every observation, within our particle filter likelihood
we add a small amount of noise (exponentially distributed with mean 107°) to count values
from the model.

Within our particle filter we add small amounts of exponentially-distributed noise (with mean
107°) to model outputs prior to calculating likelihood weights to avoid particles of zero
weight, instead resulting in small but non-zero weights.

We implemented our model and parameter inference in an R package, sircovid (39),
available at https://mrc-ide.github.io/sircovid, which uses two further R packages, dust to run
the model in efficient compiled code and mcstate to implement the pMCMC sampler using
Metropolis-Hastings sampling (40).

At each iteration, the sampler proposes an update to the joint distribution of parameters.
These proposals are generated from multivariate Gaussian densities centred on the current
parameter values, and with a covariance structure chosen to facilitate efficient mixing of the
Markov chain. We specified reflecting boundaries for the proposal kernel to ensure that the
proposed parameters are both epidemiologically and mathematically plausible and retain
symmetry in the proposals.

For each regional fit, eight parallel chains of the pMCMC were run for 11,000 iterations, with
the first 1,000 discarded as burn-in, and a 1/80 thinning. We assessed convergence visually.
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1.9 Prior distributions and parameter calibration

1.9.1 Risk of hospital admission

In our Bayesian inference framework, we estimate p;i***, the probability of hospital
admission for symptomatic cases in the group (across all ages and CHW and CHR) with the
largest probability of hospital admission. However, we fix the relative probability of hospital
admission for the other age groups, 1}, defined so that p;, = p** i, with k= 1 in the
group with largest probability of hospital admission.

In this section we explain how the values of ¥, were chosen. We used two sources of
information, an individual-level and an aggregated dataset. On the one hand, the COVID-19
Hospitalisation in England Surveillance System (CHESS) is a daily, confidential line list
containing highly detailed information on patients admitted to hospital with confirmed
COVID-19 (see following section 1.9.2 for further details). On the other hand, the
Government’s Coronavirus Dashboard is an aggregated, publicly available situation report
updated daily. Amongst other data, it provides updates on the number of daily admissions
and hospital occupancy by devolved nation and, for England, by NHS region. We found the
demography of hospitalisation in CHESS to be biased toward older patients compared to
Dashboard data (Figure S3). We thus undertook a two-step approach to infer the
demographic composition of COVID-19 hospitalisations across England.

Firstly, we derived an initial approximation of 1, by dividing the total number of hospital
admissions for age group i in CHESS over the total number of positive PCR tests (Pillar 2)
for i. Both data sources were censored to include patients admitted to hospital or with a
specimen data (i.e. the date the test was taken), respectively, between March 1 and
December 2, 2020. We ran our full inference framework using this initial approximation

for ¢!, and observed its fit to the demographic composition of admissions from the data.

As a second step, we refined our initial approximations of 1}, over a series of iterations of
our inference framework, by drawing the modelled (p}; ,, ,,,) and observed (pj;, .. )

proportion of admissions for each age group (i.e. admissions in age group i divided by all
admissions) and using it to derive a re-scaling factor for a new proposal for ¥}, as follows:

, o _ pi
New }; = Initial y}; » —2ashboard as6)

PH Model

This process was repeated to obtain a close approximation to the observed proportion of
admissions by age and region (Figure S3). A key strength of our approach is that we did not
overfitted demography by individual regions. Rather, by assuming 1}, to be independent of
geographic region, we allowed our inference framework to derive the number of admissions
for each five-year age band i solely based on };, the demographic composition of the NHS
region and inferred epidemic parameters, such as R;.
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Figure S 3: Proportion of admissions by age. a) Comparison of model outputs to data from the
Government’s Coronavirus Dashboard, aggregated to five broad age categories. b) Age spline fitted
(red) to Government’s Coronavirus Dashboard, with age categories disaggregated to five-year bands.
The fitted spline (red) was used as input parameters for the probability of hospitalisation by age.

1.9.2 Severity and hospital progression

We also performed extensive preliminary analysis to inform the age-structure of progression
parameters within hospital. Data from the COVID-19 Hospitalisation in England Surveillance
System (CHESS) were used to fit a simple model of patient clinical progression in hospital.
The model structure was designed to mirror the within-hospital component of the wider
mechanistic transmission model, but without the complexities arising from unknown
admission dates and with greater detail on trends with age (Figure S 4).
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Figure S 4: Directed Acyclic Graph of the hospital pathways fitted to CHESS data, which mirror the
model structure described in Figure S 2, but with all parameters varying with age and not over time.

CHESS data consists of a line list of daily individual patient-level data on COVID-19 infection
in persons requiring hospitalisation, including demographic and clinical information on
severity and outcomes. Data were filtered to patients admitted between 18" March and 31%
May 2020 (inclusive), with subsequent progression events possible up until 25" Nov 2020.
This gave >5 months for outcomes to complete, and hence justified filtering to patients with
resolved outcomes only. The length of stay in each state was taken as the difference
between the registered dates of entering and leaving each hospital ward. Lengths of stay
were assumed to follow Erlang distributions, as in the wider model, with a distinct mean and
shape parameter for each state. Specifically, the probability of being in state X €
{pre,Hp, Hg, ICUp, ICUy, ICUy, ,, Wg, Wp} for n € N, days was taken as the integral over day

n of the Erlang distribution with mean my and shape sy:

s —sxt
n+1(SX ) X tSX—le my

Pr(in state X for n days) = f Ub: Go D! dt. (187)
X - .
n

For a patient of age a, this was combined with the probability of their path through the
hospital progression model, taken as the product of the individual transition probabilities at
each bifurcation, i.e. values taken from p;(a) for Z € {ICU, Hp, ICUp, Wp}. Transition
probabilities were modelled as functions of age using logistic-transformed cubic splines.
Knots were defined at coordinates [x!, y5], where x! values were fixed at

{0, 20,40, 60,80,100,120} and y’ were free parameters to be estimated. The complete
spline, y,(a) for a € 0: 120, was obtained from these knots using standard expressions for
cubic spline interpolation. Finally, transition probabilities were obtained from the raw y,(a)
values using the logistic transformation: p;(a) = 1/(1 + e ¥z(@),
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In total there were 44 free parameters in the within-hospital progression model: 8 mean
length of stay parameters, 8 length of stay shape parameters and 4 x 7 transition probability
spline nodes (Figure S 4, Table S 4).

Table S 4: Descriptions of all states and transitions in the simplified hospital progression model fitted
to CHESS data.

State (X) Description
pre General admission before step-up to ICU
Hp General ward before death in general ward
Hp General ward before discharge from general ward
ICU) ICU before death in ICU
ICUy, ICU before step-down and eventual death in step-down care
ICUy, ICU before step-down and eventual discharge from step-
down care

Wp Step-down (general) ward before death
Wg Step-down (general) ward before discharge

Transition (Z) Description
ICU Admission to ICU from general ward
Hp Death in general ward
ICUp Death in ICU
Wp Death in step-down care

All parameters of the hospital progression model were given priors (Table S 5) and
estimated within a Bayesian framework. All length of stay parameters were given uniform
priors over a plausible range of values. For transition probabilities, the first spline node y3
was given a prior that corresponded to a uniform distribution after logistic transformation,
and subsequent spline nodes were given a multivariate normal prior to apply a smoothing
constraint to the spline. Parameters were estimated jointly via MCMC using the custom
package markovid v1.5.0 (41), which uses the random-walk Metropolis-Hastings algorithm to
draw from the joint posterior distribution. MCMC was run for 1000 burn-in iterations and
100,000 sampling iterations replicated over 10 independent chains. Convergence was
assessed via the Gelman-Rubin diagnostic (all parameters had potential scale reduction
factor <1.1) and sampling sufficiency was assessed by visualising posterior distributions and
by effective sample size (ESS) calculations (all parameters had ESS >100,000).

Table S 5: Priors on all length of stay distributions and transition probability splines. Uniform ,,:(a, b)
denotes the continuous uniform distribution, and Uniformgy;,.(a, b) the discrete uniform distribution
between a and b (inclusive).

Parameter Description Prior
my = 0 Mean of Erlang length of stay = my ~ Uniformy,:(0,20)
£ distribution
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kyx Shape parameter of Erlang kx ~ Uniformgjs:(1,10)
length of stay distribution

z First spline node of -v}

Yz p 1 e’z
(transformed) transition fyz) « (1+e~ V52’
probability \

for y; € (—10,10)

yé forje2:7 Subsequent spline nodes of yzf ~ Normal(yzj_l, 0.25)
(transformed) transition
probability

Parameter estimates (posterior medians) were passed to the wider mechanistic transmission
model as fixed values (Figure S 5). For transition probabilities, the full age-spline (Figure 3,
main text) was aggregated to 5-year age groups and normalised by the largest value to
define the relative risk with age. The absolute risk in the mechanistic transmission model
was obtained by multiplying the relative risk by region-specific scaling factors that were fitted
as free parameters in the pMCMC. Hence, the preliminary analysis of CHESS data was
used to inform trends of severity with age, but not the absolute probability of progression
through the hospital states, which was informed by the Government’s Coronavirus
Dashboard data.

For the wider mechanistic transmission model, we used Beta distributions for the priors of
the various fitted probabilities regarding hospitalisation. The priors for pj¢*, pi'y”, pict,, and
pw, " were all informed by the fitting to CHESS data by taking the median fitted value for the
prior mean, which we halve in the case of p;}* to account for CHESS being biased to more
severe patients. The prior distributions are then calibrated so that the lower bound of the
95% confidence interval is 0.1 lower than the prior mean. For pji** and pgl®, we assume
prior means of 0.75 and calibrate the prior so that the lower bound of the 95% confidence
interval is 0.2 lower than the mean. For the multipliers for hospital mortality after
improvement in care, uy, and for probability of admission to ICU after improvement in care,
Uicu, We used uninformative U[0,1] priors.
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Figure S 5: Posterior 95% credible intervals of length of stay mean (left) and shape parameters (right).

1.9.3 Serosurveys

To keep serology parameters consistent between all regions we used estimates from the
literature to fix the parameters of the seroconversion process. An alternative would have
been to use these estimates as priors within a hierarchical model where some parameters
would be shared between regions, but this would be much more involved computationally.

As described in section 1.3.2, the time to seroconversion from leaving the E* compartment is
modelled by an exponential distribution time spent in Ts;.,,,., With a proportion psero,,
ultimately seroconverting and moving to TS‘empos and the remaining staying negative and
moving to Tsleroneg-

We fixed Pseroyos 1O 0.85 based on the estimate of 85% of infections becoming detectably
seropositive with the EUROIMMUN assay used in the NHSBT serological surveys (42). The
specificity of the serology test pserospecis fixed to 0.99 also from (42). Finally, the sensitivity of
serology test ps.,,,. IS assumed to be 1 as it is non-distinguishable from the time varying
seroconversion process (Table S7).

1.9.4 PCR positivity

As for other compartments, we modelled the duration of SARS-CoV-2 PCR-positivity after
symptom onset using an Erlang distribution t~Erlang(k, y), with k successive compartments

. [ , K
and a total mean time spent of; and variance 2

We estimated the parameters of this distribution from Omar et al. (16), which reported the
cumulative distribution of duration of PCR positivity in 523 individuals with mild COVID-19
disease in home quarantine in a German region. We performed a survival analysis using a
gamma-accelerated failure time model fitted to their data, from which we estimated the
mean and variance of the time from symptom onset to PCR negativity. This was used to
derive values of k and y shown in Table S 2.

1.9.5 Local start date of the epidemic

The start date of the epidemic for each region is assumed to have a uniform prior on the
dates from 1% January 2020 to 15" March 2020, inclusive — with the latter date
corresponding to the last date before the data begin.
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1.9.6 Time-varying transmission rates

We set priors for the transmission rates g, ..., 1, to reflect a Gamma distribution for the
reproduction number R; with a reasonable 95% confidence interval a priori. To obtain a prior
for the corresponding S, we then scale by a factor of 0.0241 (given other parameter values,
Br = 0.0241 would correspond approximately to R; = 1). The 95% ranges for R, we used
are (i) (2.5, 3.5) at the onset of the epidemic (corresponding to ;); and then R; (ii) (0.4, 3.5)
at announcement of the first lockdown (corresponding to £,); and (iii) (0.4, 3) from the
implementation of the first lockdown onwards (corresponding to S5, ..., 812 ). The values are
consistent with the values of the COMIX study (43).

1.9.7 Transmission within care homes

For the transmission between care home workers and residents, m¢yy,, and transmission
among care home residents, mqyz, we used a prior distributions reflecting that these are

person-to-person infectious contact rates and thus should be scaled according to regional
0.1
NCHR

for both of these parameters (recall that we assume there is a 1-to-1 ratio of care home
workers to residents in each region, so N¢#W = NCHR)

care home demography. We then used a Gamma distribution with shape 5 and mean

For the parameter governing the reduction in contacts between the general population and
care home residents, ¢, we used an uninformative U[0,1] prior.

1.9.8 Parameters relating to Pillar 2 testing

For both the parameters py. and pp,,,.,, we used uninformative U[0,1] priors.
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697

Table S 6: Inferred model parameter notations, prior and posterior distributions. Note that I' (a, b) here refers to a Gamma distribution with shape a and scale

698 b (such that the mean is ab), and B(a, b) refers to a Beta distribution with shape parameters a and b (such that the mean is a/(a + b)).
699
Description Group Prior Mean Posterior  Mean (95% Crl)
P scaling (95% Cl) NW** NEY MID EE LON SW SE
. Start date of regional ~ U[01/01,15 29-01 03-02 24-01 06-02 08-01 12-02 27-01
0 outbreak (dd/mm/2020) /03] (13/01, 07/02) (29/01, 09/02) (12/01, 02/02) (30/01, 14/02) (02/01, 20/01) (09/02, 17/02) (20/01, 04/02)
Transmission rate (pp)
B B, - T(136,0.0006) (0.06 oob(g 0.08 (0.06,0.09)  0.08 (0.07,0.09) 0.08 (0.07,0.09) 0.08 (0.08,0.09) 0.06 (0.06, 0.07)  0.09 (0.08, 0.09) 0.08 (0.07, 0.09)
B, - T(21.9,0.0026) (0.04 oob%(j 0.09 (0.06,0.11)  0.08 (0.05,0.1)  0.07 (0.05,0.09) 0.06 (0.04,0.07)  0.04 (0.03,0.06)  0.07 (0.04, 0.09)  0.05 (0.03, 0.06)
Bs - TI(4.250.0079) (0.01 006073 0.01(0.01,0.02) 0.02 (0.02,0.02) 0.01(0.01,0.01) 0.02(0.02,0.02) 0.01(0.01,0.01) 0.02(0.01,0.02) 0.01(0.01, 0.01)
Ba - T(4.25,0.0079) (0.01 00b073 0.02 (0.02,0.02) 0.02 (0.01,0.02) 0.02(0.02,0.02) 0.02(0.02,0.02) 0.02(0.02,0.02) 0.02(0.02,0.02) 0.02 (0.01, 0.02)
Be - T(4.25,0.0079) (0.01 00b073 0.02 (0.02,0.02) 0.02 (0.02,0.03) 0.02(0.02,0.02) 0.02(0.02,0.02) 0.02(0.02,0.03) 0.02(0.01,0.02) 0.02(0.02, 0.02)
Be - T(4.25,0.0079) (0.01 oobog 0.02 (0.02,0.03)  0.02 (0.01,0.02) 0.02 (0.01,0.02) 0.02(0.02,0.02) 0.02(0.02,0.03) 0.02(0.02,0.03) 0.02 (0.02, 0.02)
B, - T(4.250.0079) (0.01 oobog 0.02 (0.02,0.03)  0.02 (0.02,0.03) 0.02(0.02,0.03) 0.02(0.02,0.02) 0.03(0.02,0.03) 0.02(0.02,0.03) 0.02(0.02, 0.03)
Be - TI(4.250.0079) (.01 006073 0.05 (0.04,0.05)  0.04 (0.04,0.05) 0.05(0.04,0.05) 0.04 (0.03,0.04) 0.04 (0.04,0.05) 0.03 (0.02, 0.04) 0.04 (0.03, 0.05)
Bo - TI(4.250.0079) (0.01 006073 0.04 (0.04,0.05)  0.04 (0.04,0.04) 0.04 (0.03,0.04) 0.04 (0.03,0.04) 0.04 (0.03,0.04) 0.04 (0.04, 0.05) 0.03 (0.03, 0.04)
Bio - T(4.250.0079) (0.01 g'g% 0.03 (0.03,0.03)  0.03 (0.03,0.04) 0.04 (0.04,0.04) 0.04 (0.03,0.04) 0.04 (0.04,0.04) 0.04 (0.03,0.04) 0.04 (0.04, 0.04)
Bis - T(4.25,0.0079) (0.01 oobog 0.02 (0.02,0.02) 0.03 (0.02,0.03) 0.03 (0.02,0.03) 0.03(0.02,0.03) 0.03(0.02,0.03) 0.03(0.02,0.03) 0.03(0.03, 0.03)
B, - T(4.25,0.0079) (0.01 oobog 0.02 (0.02,0.02) 0.02 (0.02,0.02) 0.02(0.02,0.02) 0.02(0.02,0.03) 0.03(0.03,0.03) 0.02(0.02,0.02) 0.02(0.02, 0.03)
Relative reduction in
contacts between CHR . u[o,1 05 (43003095 075(051,098) 077(0.37,097) 079(051,096) 0.28(0.03,049) 082(0.74091) 0.89(0.77,0.99)
and the general [0.1] (0.03, 0.98) 3 RS, B Sl SRS B i 0 155, B B 15, B IR D-
population
Recional T(5,43x1077)  I(537x107) I(529x107) TI(552x107) TI(576x107) TI(549x107) TI(53.1x107)
Transmission rat - eg;risr 22x1076 (7.0 x  18x107°(59x 15x107° (47x 2.6x1076 (84x 38x1076(12x 25x1076 (80x 1.6x107° (5.1 x
. betvfeesn Czsrshoiqz 1077, 44%1076) 1077,37x1076) 10~7,29x10°6) 10~7,53x107%) 10°°,7.8x107%) 107,5.0x10°) 1077, 3.2 x 10~)
cHw residents and staff 2.1e-06 1.7e-06 1.5e-06 2.7e-06 3.8e-06 1.8e-06 1.5e-06
Posterior: (1.46-06,2.7e-  (1.3e-06,2.2e-  (1.1e-06, 1.9e-  (2.1e-06,3.1e-  (3.1e-06,4.7e-  (1.3e-06,2.2e-  (1.1e-06, 1.8e-
06) 06) 06) 06) 06) 06) 06)
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r(5,43x1077)

r(5,3.7x1077)

r(5,29x1077)

r(5,5.2x1077)

r(5,7.6 x1077)

r(5,4.9 x1077)

r(5,3.1x1077)

Transmission rate Regfgr?al 22%x107°(70x 1.8x107%(59x 15x107°(4.7x 26x107°(84%x 38x107°(1.2x 25x107°(8.0x 1.6x107°(5.1x
— among care home ror 107, 44%10¢) 107,37 x10°6) 1077, 29x10°) 107,53 x1076) 106, 7.8x1076) 1077, 50x10°) 107, 3.2 x 1079
residents Posterior: 2.2e-06 2.5e-06 (1.4e- 1.6e-06 (7e-07, 3.4e-06 (2.1e- 2.8e-06 (5e-07, 4.2e-06 (3.8e- 3.3e-06 (2.9e-
) (1e-06, 3.4e-06) 06, 3.6e-06) 2.4e-06) 06, 4.3e-06) 4.8e-06) 06, 4.6e-06) 06, 3.6e-06)
Probability of
pH™ hospitalisation if Wi B(15.8, 5.28) 0.75 (0.55, 0.91) 0.87 (0.8, 0.92) 0.9 (0.85,0.94) 0.89(0.83,0.95) 0.78(0.73,0.84) 0.85(0.79,0.9) 0.86(0.81,0.93) 0.73(0.68, 0.79)
symptomatic
Probability of death in
Pey” care home if requiring Y&, B(15.8, 5.28) 0.75 (0.55, 0.91) 0.66 (0.37,0.85) 0.77 (0.64,0.88) 0.53 (0.41,0.69) 0.58 (0.52, 0.63) 0.66 (0.5, 0.91) 0.64 (0.6,0.69) 0.36 (0.32, 0.43)
hospitalisation
Probability of triage to
P ICU for new hospital Piy  B(13.9, 43.9) 0.24 (0.14, 0.36) 0.15(0.11,0.18) 0.15(0.11,0.18) 0.17 (0.13,0.21) 0.25(0.21,0.31)  0.31(0.26,0.37) 0.12(0.11,0.13) 0.23 (0.2, 0.25)
admissions
Initial probability of
PHy" death for general Vi, B(42.1, 50.1) 0.46 (0.36, 0.56) 0.42 (0.35,0.5) 0.46(0.39,0.53) 0.43(0.38,0.47) 0.47(0.44,0.51) 0.37(0.32,0.46) 0.5(0.47,0.53) 0.41(0.35, 0.46)
inpatients
max Initial probability of i
Picuy death for ICU inpatients Yicu, B(60.2, 29.3) 0.67 (0.57, 0.77) 0.66 (0.6,0.72) 0.71(0.66,0.77) 0.69 (0.58,0.77) 0.69(0.62,0.75) 0.61(0.51,0.69) 0.71(0.64,0.77) 0.63 (0.54, 0.75)
Initial probability of
Pwy death for stepdown Vi,  B(287, 52.1) 0.35 (0.25, 0.46) 0.35 (0.25, 0.46) 0.35(0.3,0.4) 0.36 (0.3, 0.5) 0.37(0.3,0.43) 0.34(0.24,0.43) 0.51(0.44,0.59) 0.37 (0.29, 0.45)
inpatients
ICU admission multiplier
Hicu after improvement in - U[0,1] 0.5 (0.03, 0.98) 0.79 (0.59,0.93) 0.76 (0.62,0.93) 0.72(0.56,0.94) 0.51(0.37,0.64) 0.62(0.51,0.75) 0.83(0.73, 0.99) 0.44 (0.3, 0.54)
care
Hospital mortality
™ multiplier after - U[0,1] 0.5 (0.03, 0.98) 0.58 (0.45,0.69) 0.47 (0.41,0.53) 0.49(0.42,0.61) 0.47(0.42,0.56) 0.32(0.27,0.38) 0.35(0.28,0.43) 0.53(0.44, 0.63)
improvement in care
Prevalence of non-
Pne COVID symptomatic - U[0,1] 0.5 (0.03, 0.98) 0.0031 (0.0029,  0.0022 (0.0021,  0.0025 (0.0023,  0.0028 (0.0026,  0.0028 (0.0027,  0.0019 (0.0018, 0.003 (0.0028,
leading to test 0.0033) 0.0024) 0.0027) 0.0031) 0.003) 0.002) 0.0031)
Overdispersion of PCR 0.0052 (0.0042,  0.0076 (0.0064, 0.0072 (0.0058,  0.0033 (0.0029, 0.0026 (0.0021,  0.0091 (0.0079,  0.0032 (0.0027,
PPz positivity - uloal 0.5(0.03, 0.98) 0.0062) 0.0086) 0.0088) 0.0037) 0.0031) 0.0103) 0.0037)
700 Age-specific scaling factors for each parameter are set out in Table S 8.** Region codes: NW = North West, NEY = North East and Yorkshire, MID = Midlands, EE = East of England, LON = London,
701 SW = South West, SE = South East. N.B. when the prior is region specific the prior is shown in the same columns as the posterior distributions
702
703
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704 Table S 7: Fixed model parameters (age / care home scaling factors are shown separately in Table S 8).

Parameter Description Value Source

pc Probability of developing 0.6 Lavezzo et al. (44)
symptoms after
becoming infectious

p* Probability of arriving at 0.25 NHS (45)
hospital with a confirmed
diagnosis
1/yy Mean time to 2 days CHESS (5)

confirmation of diagnosis
within hospital (days)

Pseropos Probability of 0.85 Brazeau et al. (42)
seroconversion
1/¥ seropos Mean time to 13 Benny et al. (17)

seroconversion from
infectiousness (days)

Pserog,.  SPecificity of serology 0.99 Brazeau et al. (42)
test

Pseros, ~ S€hsitivity of serology 1 Assumption as non-
test distinguishable from time varying

seroconversion

705
706
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707

708

Table S 8: Age / care-home scaling factors

Age / care home -stratified scaling to probability of:

Hospitalisation Triage to ICU Death for general Death in ICU Death in stepdown Death in the
if symptomatic (p,,) (Picu) inpatients (py,,) (Prcup) (pw) community (pg,)
Population group Vi bicy Vi Yicup Yivp Ve,
Age
[0, 5) 0.039 0.243 0.039 0.282 0.091 0
[5, 10) 0.001 0.289 0.037 0.286 0.083 0
[10, 15) 0.006 0.338 0.035 0.291 0.077 0
[15, 20) 0.009 0.389 0.035 0.299 0.074 0
[20, 25) 0.026 0.443 0.036 0.310 0.074 0
[25, 30) 0.040 0.503 0.039 0.328 0.076 0
[30, 35) 0.042 0.570 0.045 0.353 0.080 0
[35, 40) 0.045 0.653 0.055 0.390 0.086 0
[40, 45) 0.050 0.756 0.074 0.446 0.093 0
[45, 50) 0.074 0.866 0.107 0.520 0.102 0
[50, 55) 0.138 0.954 0.157 0.604 0.117 0
[55, 60) 0.198 1.000 0.238 0.705 0.148 0
[60, 65) 0.247 0.972 0.353 0.806 0.211 0
[65, 70) 0.414 0.854 0.502 0.899 0.332 0
[70, 75) 0.638 0.645 0.675 0.969 0.526 0
[75, 80) 1.000 0.402 0.832 1.000 0.753 0
80+ 0.873 0.107 1.000 0.918 1.000 0
Care home
CHW 0.104 0.784 0.134 0.519 0.114 0
CHR 0.873 0.107 1.000 0.918 1.000 1
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2 Supplementary Results

2.1 Model fitting
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Figure S 6: Model fits by region to PCR positivity for individuals aged >25 years (top row) and PCR

solid line the median model fit and the shaded area the 95% Crl.
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2.2 Severity estimates

a) Probability of admission to ICU
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Figure S 8: Fits to CHESS data broken down into one-year age bands. Blue ribbons show the 95%
Crl of the fitted spline, black circles and vertical segments give the raw mean and 95% CI from the
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Table S 9: Age-stratified estimates of disease severity (*to 2sf, *to 3dp)

0 25

Age stratified estimate of:

Age group Proportion of infections Proportion of infections who
who were hospitalised* died?
[0, 5) 3.0% (2.8%, 3.2%) 0.031% (0.027%, 0.034%)

[5, 10) 0.26% (0.24%, 0.28%) 0.003% (0.002%, 0.003%)
[10, 15) 0.084% (0.078%, 0.089%) 0.001% (0.001%, 0.001%)
[15, 20) 0.042% (0.039%, 0.045%) 0.000% (0.000%, 0.001%)
[20, 25) 0.080% (0.075%, 0.085%) 0.001% (0.001%, 0.001%)
[25, 30) 0.26% (0.24%, 0.28%) 0.004% (0.003%, 0.004%)
[30, 35) 0.40% (0.37%, 0.42%) 0.006% (0.006%, 0.007%)
[35, 40) 0.63% (0.58%, 0.67%) 0.013% (0.011%, 0.014%)
[40, 45) 1.2% (1.1%, 1.2%) 0.031% (0.026%, 0.035%)
[45, 50) 1.9% (1.8%, 2.1%) 0.070% (0.061%, 0.080%)
[50, 55) 2.3% (2.2%, 2.5%) 0.116% (0.101%, 0.133%)
[55, 60) 4.0% (3.8%, 4.3%) 0.276% (0.242%, 0.315%)
[60, 65) 9.6% (8.9%, 10%) 0.867% (0.762%, 0.971%)
[65, 70) 10% (9.6%, 11%) 1.215% (1.070%, 1.352%)
[70, 75) 24% (22%, 26 %) 3.512% (3.083%, 3.900%)
[75, 80) 50% (46%, 53%) 8.430% (7.407%, 9.338%)
80+ 50% (47%, 54%) 9.696% (8.501%, 10.640%)
Combined 20% (13%, 27%) 34.132% (28.020%, 41.359%)
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Figure S 9: Counterfactual intervention scenarios in each England NHS Region: Panel A1-7 impact of
locking down one-week earlier Panel B1-7 impact of locking down one week later; Panel C1-7 impact
of relaxing lockdown restrictions two weeks earlier. Panel D1-7 impact of relaxing lockdown

restrictions two weeks later; Panel E1-7 impact of 50% less contact between care home residents and
the general population; Panel F1-7 impact of 50% more contact between care home residents and the
general population.
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