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1 Supporting Text S1: Model description

We present here the system of equations that account for both household saturation of transmission
and household quarantining. As described in the main text, individuals may be susceptible (S), ex-
posed (E), with detectable infection (D), or undetectable infection (asymptomatic, U). Undetectable
infections are assumed to transmit infection at a reduced rate given by τ . We let superscripts denote
the first infection in a household (F ), a subsequent infection from a detectable/symptomatic house-
hold member (SD) and a subsequent infection from an asymptomatic household member (SU). A
fraction (H) of the first detected case in a household is quarantined (QF ), as are all their subsequent
household infections (QS).

Model equations

The full equations are given by

dSa
dt

= −
(
λFa + λSDa + λSUa + λQa

) Sa
Na

,

dEFa
dt

= λFa
Sa
Na
− εEFa ,

dESDa
dt

= λSD
Sa
Na
− εESDa ,

dESUa
dt

= λSU
Sa
Na
− εESUa ,

dEQa
dt

= λQS − εEQa ,

dDF
a

dt
= da(1−H)εEFa − γDF

a ,

dDSD
a

dt
= daεE

SD
a − γDSD

a ,

dDSU
a

dt
= da(1−H)εESUa − γDSU

a ,

dDQF
a

dt
= daHεE

F
a − γDQF

a ,

dDQS
a

dt
= daHεE

SU
a + daεE

Q
a − γDQS

a ,

dUFa
dt

= (1− da)εEFa − γUFa ,

dUSa
dt

= (1− da)ε(ESDa + ESUa )− γUSa ,

dUQa
dt

= (1− da)εEQa − γUQa ,
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with the forces of infection obeying

λFa = σa
∑
b

(
DF
b +DSD

b +DSU
b + τ(UFb + USb )

)
βNba,

λSDa = σa
∑
b

DF
b β

H
ba,

λSUa = σaτ
∑
b

UFa β
H
ba,

λQa = σa
∑
b

DQF
b βHba,

where βH is household transmission and βN = βS + βW + βO is all other transmission locations,
comprising school-based transmission (βS), work-place transmission (βW ) and transmission in all
other locations (βO). σa corresponds to the age-dependent susceptibility of individuals to infection, da
the age-dependent probability of displaying symptoms (and hence being detected), and τ represents
reduced transmission of infection by undetectable individuals compared to detectable infections.

Amendments to within-household transmission

Note that this raw, un-scaled format would under-estimate the amount of within-household transmis-
sion, as only the first infection generates any secondary cases. However, a simple multiplicative scaling
to the household transmission (βH → zβH , z ≈ 1.3) generates a comparable match between the new
model and the standard approach — even when age structure is included.

Relationship between age-dependent susceptibility and detectability

We interlinked age-dependent susceptibility, σa, and detectability, da, by a quantity Qa. Qa can be
viewed as the scaling between force of infection and symptomatic infection.

Explicitly, we let da = 0.9Q
(1−α)
a and σa = 1

0.9Q
α
a . As a consequence, Qa = daσa.
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2 Supporting Text S2: Modelling social distancing

Age-structured contact matrices for the United Kingdom were obtained from Prem et al. [1] and
used to provide information on household transmission (βHab, with the subscript ab corresponding
to transmission from age group a against age group b), school-based transmission (βSab), work-place
transmission (βWab ) and transmission in all other locations (βOab). We assumed that social-distancing
acted to reduce the work, school and other matrices while increasing household contacts.

We defined an age-dependent scaling for pre-school (1 age-group), school (2 age groups), adults (11
age-groups) and elderly (7 age-groups) in each of the four settings:

QH = (qh1 qh2 q
h
2 qh3 . . . q

h
3 qh4 . . . q

h
4 )

QS = (qs1 qs2 q
s
2 qs3 . . . q

s
3 qs4 . . . q

s
4)

QW = (qw1 qw2 q
w
2 qw3 . . . q

w
3 qw4 . . . q

w
4 )

QO = (qo1 qo2 q
o
2 qo3 . . . q

o
3 qo4 . . . q

o
4)

where qh1 = 1+0.25qo1, qh2 = 1+0.25qo2 +0.25qs2, qh3 = 1+0.25qo3 +0.25qw3 , qh4 = 1+0.25qo4, and qs, qw, qo

correspond to the relative fraction of contacts remaining (given full compliance) after imposing the
effect of school closure, work closure and social distancing, respectively.

For a compliance level, φ, we scaled the matrices as follows:

βHab = βHab × (φQHa + (1− φ))

βSab = βSab × (φQSa + (1− φ))

βWab = βWab (φQWa + (1− φ))× ((1− θ) + θ(φQOa + (1− φ)))

βOab = βOab × (φQOa + (1− φ))2

As such, home and school interactions scaled with the assumed scaling Q and the compliance φ. Work
interactions not attributed to ‘service industries’ (a proportion 1 - θ) were also assumed to scale in this
manner; while those that interact with the general populations (such as shop-workers) were assumed to
scale as both a function of their reduction and the reduction of others. Throughout, we have assumed
θ = 0.3.

Finally, we assumed the transmission in other settings (βOab) scaled with the reduction in activity of
both members of the interaction.
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3 Supporting Text S3: Additional tables

Table S1: UK population aggregated to ten regions (rounded to nearest 10,000). With regard to
our intervention scenario in which regional ICU occupancy triggered the reintroduction and relaxation of social
distancing measures within that region, the final column lists each of the regional ICU bed occupancy thresholds
(equating to 45 occupied ICU beds per one million population).

Region
Population
(millions)

Intervention trigger threshold
(ICU bed occupancy)

Wales 3.14 142
Scotland 5.44 245
Northern Ireland 1.88 85
East of England 6.20 280
London 8.91 401
Midlands 10.70 482
North East and Yorkshire 8.14 367
North West England 7.29 328
South East England 9.13 412
South West England 5.60 252
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4 Supporting Text S4: Additional figures
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Fig. S1: Regional projections for hospitalisations per 100,000 with and without imposition of
lockdown. In each panel: filled markers correspond to observed data (squares are for reported deaths, circles
are for death of death), solid lines correspond to the mean outbreak over a sample of posterior parameters;
shaded regions depict prediction intervals, with darker shading representing stricter confidence (dark shading -
50%, moderate shading - 90%, light shading - 99%); dashed lines illustrate the mean projected trajectory had
no lockdown measures being introduced.
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Fig. S2: Regional projections for ICU bed occupancy per 100,000 with and without imposition of
lockdown. In each panel: filled markers correspond to observed data (squares are for reported deaths, circles
are for death of death), solid lines correspond to the mean outbreak over a sample of posterior parameters;
shaded regions depict prediction intervals, with darker shading representing stricter confidence (dark shading -
50%, moderate shading - 90%, light shading - 99%); dashed lines illustrate the mean projected trajectory had
no lockdown measures being introduced.
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