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Supplementary Notes
Supplementary Note S1: Model calibration
Epidemiological parameters characterizing eHCoVs and SARS-CoV-2 were informed, where
possible, from the literature. We investigated the impact of the remaining parameters numerically,
leveraging available epidemiological knowledge about eHCoVs to guide our analysis.
In this work we consider a neutral epidemiological scenario in which eHCoVs share the same
epidemiological parameters, which include β i = β = 0.1 day −1 (transmission potential) and
σ i = σ = 0.1 day −1 , i = 1, 2, 3, 4 (infection period) (1). We set the average (contact) degree to k = 2 ,
so that the basic reproductive number of eHCoVs is R0,i = β k/σ = 2, i = 1, 2, 3, 4 , in line with other
epidemiological studies (2). We assume that SARS-CoV-2's transmissibility is such that R0,5 = 2.5
(3), and set its infection period to 10 days (4,5).
We set the strength of seasonal forcing to ε = 0.15 , which amounts to a 30% relative difference
between the minimum and maximum values for R0 during a single year. This choice is compatible
with previous studies, which estimated a 20-30% reduction in R0 between summer and winter
(2,6). In (6), a mild seasonal forcing was found to be compatible with eHCoV incidence data in
Sweden, under the hypothesis that the rate of external introductions was small. Here, we assume
that individuals become infected due to external infections/importations at a rate
ν = 1.1 · 10−6 day −1 (equivalent to 10 introductions per month in a population with N = 3 · 105
individuals).
In order to work with data on COVID-19 hospitalisation rates in EU/EEA and UK, we set the values
of θa and k a defining the life-expectancy distribution, so that simulated age profiles match the

average European age (simulated age profiles are shown in Figure S1). This yields θa = 90 y and
k a = 12 .

Supplementary Figures

Figure S1: Age distribution in Europe (dots) and in simulations (red). Solid line and shaded area represent the mean
profile and one standard deviation, respectively. The last dot contains individuals aged >100 years. As explained in
the main text, we consider a Weibull lifetime distribution with scale θa and shape ka . Thus, an individual aged A
years has a probability ((A + 1)ka − Aka )/θkaa of dying in a given year. Demographic data for Europe was taken from
(7).

Figure S2: Impact of model stochasticity on mean hospitalisation rates. Each curve corresponds to a different realisation
of the stochastic model (50 simulations in total). For each simulation we averaged hospitalisation rates over 100
samples of hospitalised cases. We set a = 1.5 , b = 0.5 , r = 0.05 y −1 , and π = 0.1 . Epidemiological parameters are
set to baseline values. Rates have been rescaled by the value corresponding to the 40-49y age class.

Figure S3: Reported hospitalisation rates for some European countries. In particular, we selected the countries with the
most complete records from the TESSy database. Within each panel we have also shown the same data, but
aggregated at the European level (black line). Rates have been rescaled by the value corresponding to the 40-49y age
class. Age distributions of European countries were obtained from (7).

Figure S4: Impact of ρ on emergent strain hospitalisation rates. (A) Emergent strain age-specific hospitalisation rates
for different values of ρ . The value corresponding to the 40-49y age range has been set to 1 for convenience and
remaining values have been scaled accordingly. (B) Mean severity score as a function of age. The inset in (D)
shows the mean cumulative number of infections by eHCoVs as a function of age. Parameters are the same as in
Figure 4 in the main manuscript. Results are averaged over 100 samplings from each of 5 different simulations.

Figure S5: Impact of mortality on age-specific hospitalisation rates (A), severity score (B) and cumulated infections (C)
to eHCoVs. Here, we considered three different demographic scenarios corresponding to different choices of
parameters θa and ka . Black, blue, and red curves correspond respectively to a mean age that is smaller, equal or
greater than the European one. Results are averaged over 100 samplings from 5 different simulations. Other parameter
values are the same as in Figure 4. (A,B) show that the lower the mean age, the more heterogeneous the hospitalisation
rates and severity score profile. Also, the younger population is characterised by the steepest increase in accumulated
counts of eHCoV infections (C). This is expected, since the faster turnover of hosts increases the FOI and hence the
rate of new exposures to eHCoVs. On such a basis, it is tempting to speculate that further lower mean age could lead to
even more heterogeneous patterns of hospitalised cases. However, it is important to note that in the real world, different
demographic profiles are also associated with different social and epidemiological contexts. These differences might
potentially affect the IHR (8,9), which we kept fixed across all three populations.

Figure S6: Role of reduced susceptibility to infection after priming by eHCoVs. (A,B) Mean age-specific susceptibility to
infection with the emergent strain. We assume that after any priming event, susceptibility to heterotypic infection is equal
to ρ for a duration Δtimm . Panel (A) shows that for Δtimm ≤ 1.5 y pan-HCoV cross-protection leads to a minor reduction in
susceptibility towards the emergent strain. On the other hand, larger values of Δtimm would lead to unrealistic eHCoV
dynamics. We then considered the less biologically relevant scenario in which eHCoVs induce a cross-immune
response towards the emergent strain only (that is, cross-immunity does not affect eHCoV dynamics) (B). In panels
(C,D) we show the effect of this last mechanism (with Δtimm = 10 y ) on hospitalisation rates and the age distribution of
hospitalised cases (red), respectively. Here, we set r = ∞ so that reduced susceptibility to infection is the only protective
mechanism induced by priming events. For the sake of comparison, panels (C,D) also show analogous results for the
case of protection against symptoms, similarly to Figure 4 in the main manuscript (blue). In (C) hospitalisation rates were
rescaled by the value corresponding to the 40-49y age range. In (D), the larger error bars observed for the model with
protection from infection are the consequence of the smaller numbers of hospitalised cases. In all panels, model
parameters are set to baseline values and results have been averaged over 100 samplings from each of 5 different
stochastic simulations, obtained using π = 0.05 . Also, in (C,D) we used a = 1.5 and b = 0.5 .

Figure S7: Age distribution of severe infections due to eHCoVs. Black lines represent data relative to HCoV-229E
(circles), HCoV-NL63 (triangles) and HCoV-HKU1 (squares), collected in a 5-year-long longitudinal study in Guangzhou,
China (10). Data about HCoV-OC43 could not be extracted but showed a qualitatively similar pattern. Coloured lines and
shaded areas represent strain-specific mean age distribution and its 95% C.I., respectively, computed from 300 samples
from a single realisation of the individual-based model. For this experiment, we collected details (i.e. number and timing
of past infection events) about individuals infected by any seasonal HCoV during a 5-year long time period starting at
t = 150 y . From this host pool, we selected a proportion π = 0.001 of hospitalised cases according to the same sampling
procedure outlined in the Methods. We assigned severity scores according to Equation (1) in the main manuscript, under
the additional assumption that secondary infections with the same strain do not cause severe disease (i.e. w = 0 ). We
set a = 15 , b = 0.5 and r = 0.01 y −1 . Other parameters are set to baseline values.

Figure S8: Comparison of model output with country-specific data. Panels show hospitalisation rates for Portugal (A),
Norway (B) and Poland (C) (dots), along with mean hospitalisation rates from simulations (line) and their error (shaded
area indicates 95% C.I.). The value corresponding to the 40-49y age range has been set to 1 for convenience and
remaining values have been scaled accordingly. Here, we show that variations in π can partially explain differences in
hospitalisation rates between countries. To address this point, we used the same simulation data as in Figure 4 and the
same values of parameters a , b and r , while varying π . In particular, we used π = 0.015, 0.18, 0.25 for Portugal,
Norway and Poland, respectively. We note that model's uncertainty becomes smaller as π increases. We averaged
results over 100 samplings from each of 50 different simulations. Age distributions of European countries were obtained
from (7).

Supplementary Tables
Table S1: Summary of model parameters and values explored. Baseline values are indicated in bold.
Parameter name

Description

Values explored

β i i = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5

Per-contact transmissibility i-th
strain

0.1 ( day −1 ) (for eHCoVs, i = 1, 2, 3, 4 )
β 5 adjusted according to average
number of contacts

σi

Recovery rate i-th strain

0.1( day −1 )

ρ

Susceptibility to reinfection

0, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.35, 0.4, 0.45

k

Average number of daily contacts

2

ε

Seasonal forcing magnitude

0.15

N

Population size

300000

ν

Introduction rate

1.1 10−6 ( day −1 )

( θa , ka )

scale and shape of lifetime
distribution

(80 y, 10), (90 y, 12), (100 y, 50)

Supplementary References
1. Spencer J, Shutt DP, Moser SK, Clegg H, Wearing HJ, Mukundan H, et al. Epidemiological
parameter review and comparative dynamics of influenza, respiratory syncytial virus,
rhinovirus, human coronavirus, and adenovirus. medRxiv. 2020 Feb 5;2020.02.04.20020404.
2. Kissler SM, Tedijanto C, Goldstein E, Grad YH, Lipsitch M. Projecting the transmission
dynamics of SARS-CoV-2 through the postpandemic period. Science. 2020 Apr 14;
3. Wu JT, Leung K, Leung GM. Nowcasting and forecasting the potential domestic and
international spread of the 2019-nCoV outbreak originating in Wuhan, China: a modelling
study. The Lancet. 2020 Feb 29;395(10225):689–97.
4. Lauer SA, Grantz KH, Bi Q, Jones FK, Zheng Q, Meredith HR, et al. The Incubation Period of
Coronavirus Disease 2019 (COVID-19) From Publicly Reported Confirmed Cases: Estimation
and Application. Ann Intern Med. 2020 Mar 10;172(9):577–82.
5. To KK-W, Tsang OT-Y, Leung W-S, Tam AR, Wu T-C, Lung DC, et al. Temporal profiles of
viral load in posterior oropharyngeal saliva samples and serum antibody responses during
infection by SARS-CoV-2: an observational cohort study. Lancet Infect Dis. 2020 May
1;20(5):565–74.
6. Neher RA, Dyrdak R, Druelle V, Hodcroft EB, Albert J. Potential impact of seasonal forcing on
a SARS-CoV-2 pandemic. Swiss Med Wkly [Internet]. 2020 Mar 16 [cited 2020 May
12];150(1112). Available from: https://smw.ch/article/doi/smw.2020.20224
7. Population Pyramids of the World from 1950 to 2100 [Internet]. PopulationPyramid.net. [cited
2020 Jun 22]. Available from: https://www.populationpyramid.net/
world/2019/
8. Dowd JB, Andriano L, Brazel DM, Rotondi V, Block P, Ding X, et al. Demographic science aids
in understanding the spread and fatality rates of COVID-19. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A. 2020
05;117(18):9696–8.
9. Nepomuceno MR, Acosta E, Alburez-Gutierrez D, Aburto JM, Gagnon A, Turra CM. Besides

population age structure, health and other demographic factors can contribute to
understanding the COVID-19 burden. Proc Natl Acad Sci. 2020 Jun 23;117(25):13881–3.
10. Zhang S, Tuo J, Huang X, Zhu X, Zhang D, Zhou K, et al. Epidemiology characteristics of
human coronaviruses in patients with respiratory infection symptoms and phylogenetic
analysis of HCoV-OC43 during 2010-2015 in Guangzhou. PLoS ONE [Internet]. 2018 Jan 29
[cited 2020 Jul 4];13(1). Available from:
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5788356/

