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Abstract

This paper investigates the lockdowns introduced in France, Germany, Italy, Spain and the UK using

data on the daily number of confirmed cases, deaths and, in the case of the UK, hospital numbers.

The analysis employs a two-stage SEIR model with different reproductive numbers pre- and post-

lockdown, which have been estimated from the data for each country. The model is evaluated by

considering its predictive accuracy on current data and it is then deployed to explore the potential

consequences of partial relaxations of the lockdowns. The results suggest that there is a substantial

difference between relaxations of 25% and 50% with respect to the pre-lockdown situation. The

latter could lead to second peaks that are higher than the earlier peaks in all of the countries. The

former would likely also be serious in the UK, could halt the decline in numbers in most countries

and could lead to second peaks in some countries. Calculations also suggest that a relaxation of no

more than about 10-15% would be needed if cases of COVID-19 are to continue to decline in all five

countries.

1 Introduction

Many countries throughout the world have introduced lockdowns to prevent the rapid spread of COVID-

19. How effective have these measures been and how and when should they be relaxed? As many

countries now start to relax their lockdowns, this question has become an urgent matter. This paper

explores these issues in the context of five European countries: France, Germany, Italy, Spain and the

United Kingdom. The approach is to investigate the spread of the virus within these countries both

before and after their respective lockdowns took effect and this is achieved by fitting a mathematical

model of the spread of infectious disease to data on COVID-19 in each country.

The model in question is a variant of the SEIR model which has been widely used in the modelling

of the COVID-19 pandemic [1–8]. This model describes the dynamics of ‘susceptible’ (S), ‘exposed’ (E),

‘infectious’ (I) and ‘recovered’ (R) groups over time. By including the exposed group to model the latent
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period, it extends the SIR model. SEIR models have been developed in various ways including one

that incorporates interactions between different cities in a network [2] and another one that divides the

population into different subgroups by age to include differing levels of interaction in society [5].

Here a different approach is adopted since the focus is on using a two-stage SEIR model, with first

stage applying to the period before the lockdown and the second afterwards, and using the available

data to learn its parameters. By learning the model from the data on the number of cases, this approach

is able to determine the the impact of the lockdowns. The approach assumes that the reproductive

number only changes at the lockdown. In this respect, the work is similar to another study of the impact

of interventions in European countries that assumed the reproductive number only changed with each

intervention, though the approaches differ in other respects [9]. Also, in that study the focus was on the

number of deaths rather than the number of confirmed cases which are the primary focus here. However,

the results here are compared with corresponding results based on the number of deaths as well as the

number of hospital patients in the case of the UK. The model for each country is then evaluated by

investigating how well it is able to predict the number of cases of COVID-19 recorded on a given day

based on parameters learned from previous days. With the models in place, we are able to compare the

effectiveness of the lockdowns in the different countries, make projections for the number of cases in the

future and explore the effect of relaxing the restrictions in each country.

2 Methodology

Since the goal of the lockdowns is to reduce the transmission rate, β, the two-stage SEIR model proposed

here involves different values for β before and after the lockdown came into effect, but to keep the other

parameters fixed. The dynamics of various subgroups of the population before and after a lockdown

occurring at tlockdown are given by the following ordinary differential equations:

dS

dt
= −β(t)SI

c

N
− αβ(t)

SIu

N
dE

dt
= β(t)

SIc

N
+ αβ(t)

SIu

N
− σE

dIc

dt
= ρσE − γIc

dIu

dt
= (1− ρ)σE − γIu

dR

dt
= γ(Ic + Iu) (1)

where β(t) is the transmission rate that has the following values before and after the lockdown

β(t) =

 βPre : t ≤ tlockdown

βPost : t > tlockdown

(2)

and N is the population, σ the rate at which those in the exposed group become infectious, γ the recovery

rate, and S, E, Ic, Iu and R are the susceptible, exposed, infected (confirmed), infected (unconfirmed)

and recovered groups respectively, while ρ represents the proportion of confirmed cases. In dividing the

infected group into two subgroups, we adopt a similar approach to other work that allows one subgroup
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described as sub-clinical / asymptomatic [5] or undocumented [2] to have a transmission rate reduced

by a factor α.

The basic reproduction number R0 is given by ρβ/γ + (1− ρ)αβ/γ, so alternatively we can say that

different values of R0 are used before and after the lockdown. We can denote these as RPre
0 , the value

before the lockdown, and RPost
0 , the value afterwards, corresponding to βPre and βPost respectively.

The approach is then to learn the values of RPre
0 and RPost

0 from the daily data on the number of new

cases of COVID-19 using the two-stage SEIR model (for details on the data used, see supplementary

information). Data are used from the first day on which there were 100 or more reported new cases

confirmed in the country. This date is taken to be day zero and the calculations proceed from there. We

also carry out the same process with the data on the number of deaths due to COVID-19 with day zero

representing the first day on which there were 10 or more deaths reported in a given country. Parameter

learning is achieved by integrating the differential equations using the Euler method with a step size of

one day and finding parameters that fit the data best in the sense of minimizing the sum of the squared

residuals. We set the parameter σ = 1 − e−1/3.8 representing the daily probability of a transition from

exposed to infected. This is based on two factors: the incubation period and pre-symptomatic infection.

There have been many studies of the incubation period for COVID-19 (see for example [10–12]). A meta-

analysis of relevant literature gives a mean incubation period of 5.8 days [13]. There is also evidence of

pre-symptomatic transmission of COVID-19 (see for example [14, 15]) with a pre-symptomatic period

of infection of about 2 days [16]. Hence, our value for σ is based on the difference between these two

estimates to give a latent period of 3.8 days, which is similar to that used by Li et al [2].

The recovery rate γ is based on the infectious period, which presents a challenge since a wide range

of values have been estimated in the literature (for discussion see [16]). Here, we set γ = 1 − e−1/3.4

based on estimates of the infectious period in China before and after travel restrictions were introduced

of around 3.4 days [2]. This is at the low end of the estimates found in the literature, but it seems

justified in the current context for two reasons. First, it is not the infectious period per se that is

relevant for SEIR models, but the period during which the infection could contribute to transmission.

Isolation measures were in place in all the European countries considered here which would have limited

the scope for transmission. Second, there is evidence that transmissibility is highest around the onset

of symptoms. In a secondary analysis of published data, Casey et al [17] suggest that transmission is

most likely in the day before symptom onset and estimate that 56.1% of transmission occurs during the

pre-symptomatic period based on a pooling of published results (see also [18, 19]). Furthermore, our

values for both the latent and infectious periods are in line with estimates of the generation time and

serial interval [20]. We also consider other values of several parameters in supplementary material to see

how they affect results.

In order to fit the model to the number of newly confirmed cases, we need to identify the proportion

(ρ) of confirmed cases out of the total number of cases (confirmed and unconfirmed) for a given country.

The number of confirmed cases is known and for the total number of cases we divide the number of

recorded deaths due to COVID-19 in a given country by a mortality rate of 0.66% [21], though once

again we consider other values in supplementary material.
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Intuitively, it might seem easy to include the lockdown in a given country. Since the date of day zero

is known from the available data and the date of the lockdown is also known, it might be thought that

the number of days between day zero and the lockdown could be used to incorporate it in the model.

However, there is a delay between the onset of infection and subsequent confirmation. Lin et al report a

14 day delay between two datasets with largely the same group of patients [3]. This delay can depend on

the availability of testing and on when people seek medical advice, for example, and so can differ from

one country to another. Hence, rather than specifying this delay a priori, we learn it from the data by

determining the value of tlockdown in equation (2) that gives the best fit (see supplementary material for

further details).

In addition to fitting the two-stage model to the data, we also evaluate it by determining its predictive

accuracy and comparing it with a simpler SIR model, which excludes the ‘exposed’ group. This is achieved

using time series cross-validation [22] and lets us see how well the two-stage model generalizes to unseen

data, which is relevant for the final part of the paper where we explore the consequences of relaxing

the lockdowns. In effect, this amounts to extending the two-stage model to a three-stage version. The

two-stage component is used first to learn the pre- and post-lockdown parameters (RPre
0 and RPost

0 ) and

the value of tlockdown automatically from the data. After that, the simulation runs until the specified

time of the relaxation where RPost
0 is the pre-relaxation value of R0 and a new post-relaxation value is

introduced.

3 Results

This section presents results for each of the five countries. Information about day zero, the date the

lockdowns were introduced and the proportion of deaths in each country is presented in table 1.

Table 1: Dates for day zero (the first day on which at least 100 confirmed new cases were reported),

the lockdowns (see [23] and references therein), and the number of deaths as a percentage of the total

number of confirmed cases.

Day zero Lockdown % deaths

France 5/03/20 17/03/20 19.2

Germany 5/03/20 22/03/20 4.5

Italy 27/02/20 9/03/20 14.0

Spain 6/03/20 14/03/20 11.8

UK 12/03/20 23/03/20 14.4

3.1 Fitting the two-stage SEIR model to the data

Figure 1 presents the two-stage SEIR model that gives the best fit to the daily number of confirmed

cases following day zero for each country. In all cases, the model fits the data reasonably well and this is
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quantified by the R2 values which highlight that the model fits the Italian data best, whereas the fit for

France is poorest. For each country, the impact of lockdown is evident and the two-stage model captures

the resulting effect on the number of confirmed cases.
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a) France, R2 = 0.68 b) Germany, R2 = 0.80
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c) Italy, R2 = 0.92 d) Spain, R2 = 0.87
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e) UK, R2 = 0.84

Figure 1: Two-stage SEIR models fitted to the daily confirmed cases for each of the five countries.

The two-stage model enables the time delay between the onset of infection (i.e. when a person becomes
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infectious) and subsequent confirmation to be identified. This is achieved by determining tlockdown, the

number of days after day zero on which the best-fitting model makes the transition from the pre- to

post-lockdown R0 values. The time delay is given by the difference between tlockdown and the actual

date of the lockdown. Similarly, when the two-stage model is fitted to the number of deaths in a given

country it is able to identify the time delay between the onset of infection and death (see supplementary

material). We expect this latter delay to be similar between different countries whereas the time delay

between onset of infection and confirmation could vary depending on testing strategy, medical advice,

etc. Results are presented for both quantities in table 2. Since these results depend on identifying the

actual date of the lockdown (see table 1) there could be some variation due to ambiguity in identifying

this date and time taken to implement the lockdown. Nevertheless, the general picture seems clear. The

time between onset of infection and death is similar for all countries, ranging from 13 to 17 days. For

the time between onset of infection and confirmation, the results indicate a delay of around 12 ways,

with the exception of Germany, where it is just four days. This finding is consistent with the intensive

testing strategy adopted by Germany during the early stages of the outbreak.

Table 2: The time delay between onset of infection and subsequent confirmation tc as well as that between

onset of infection and death td.

tc td

France 13 17

Germany 4 16

Italy 11 15

Spain 12 13

UK 11 15

It is clear from figure 1 that in terms of number of confirmations, the UK is in a very different position

from the other four countries. In France, Germany, Italy and Spain there is an evident peak with the

numbers falling sharply afterwards, whereas for the UK the number reach more of a plateau. Does this

reflect the actual number of cases in the UK or could this be explained by the substantial increase in

testing carried in the UK in April after the lockdown, so that the real impact of the lockdown is masked

by increased testing? To answer this question, the two-stage model was also applied to UK hospital data

on the number of patients with COVID-19 on a given day. The results are shown in figure 2 and were

achieved with a goodness of fit value of R2 = 0.98. This result strongly indicates that increased testing

in the UK does indeed explain the result in figure 1.

The pre- and post-lockdown reproductive numbers as given by RPre
0 and RPost

0 are presented in

table 3, together with R2 values (and RMSE and MAE which will be important later). In light of the

above discussion, the result for the UK is based on the hospital data. The corresponding values for the

UK based on the number of confirmed cases are 2.37 (95% CI: 1.95-2.79) for RPre
0 and 1.02 (95% CI:

0.98-1.05) for RPost
0 . The pre-lockdown values in table 3 are consistent with other results found in the
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Figure 2: Two-stage SEIR model fitted to UK hospital data.

Table 3: Estimates for the pre- and post-lockdown reproduction numbers with 95% confidence intervals.
†The UK result is based on hospital data rather than the number of confirmed cases.

RPre
0 RPost

0 R2 RMSE MAE

France 2.08 (1.71-2.46) 0.67 (0.58-0.75) 0.68 923 546

Germany 2.50 (2.05-2.95) 0.67 (0.62-0.73) 0.80 850 598

Italy 2.35 (2.15-2.56) 0.82 (0.80-0.84) 0.92 466 377

Spain 2.82 (2.38-3.26) 0.68 (0.63-0.73) 0.87 933 632

UK† 2.27 (2.18-2.36) 0.91 (0.90-0.92) 0.98 698 535

literature [2, 4, 7, 11]. The results are somewhat lower than those found in an earlier study of European

countries by Flaxman et al [9], though their results were for initial values whereas ours are for the whole

pre-lockdown period. Furthermore, it also needs to be noted that the results for the RPre
0 and RPost

0

values depend to some extent on the choice of parameters used. We explore this issue in supplementary

material. The earlier study found initial evidence that the interventions had a substantial impact on

transmission, though at that stage it was too early to say just how effective they had been [9]. The picture

has now become clearer with all the reproductive numbers below one. We also present corresponding

results for RPre
0 and RPost

0 values obtained by fitting the two-stage model to the number of recorded

deaths. While there are some differences, particularly where the R2 value is low, these results are similar

to those based on the number of deaths, especially for RPost
0 . This confirms the general picture that all

the post-lockdown values are not only lower, but less than one and so provides further confirmation of
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the earlier explanation of the UK results. Hence, in that sense all the lockdowns have been successful,

though at 0.91 the estimate for the UK value of RPost
0 is higher than would have been hoped.

3.2 Predictive accuracy

So far we have only considered the fit of the models to the datasets, but we have not yet evaluated their

predictive accuracy. In machine learning, a portion of data is held back for testing while the model is

trained on the rest of the data. This can help to address issues of overfitting whereby the model may fit

the training data well, but fail to generalize well to the unseen test data. Assessing predictive accuracy

is relevant here since we will use the two-stage model in section 4 to explore the consequences of relaxing

the lockdowns.

As noted earlier, the approach adopted here is that of time series cross-validation. In each case the

last 10 data points are used for testing and k-step ahead prediction is used. For k = 1, if a dataset

included 50 points, the first 40 would be used to learn the parameters of the two-stage SEIR model as

described in section 2 and hence to predict the 41st. Then the first 41 would be used train the model to

predict the 42nd, and so on. For k = 2, the first 39 would be used to train the model and predict the 41st,

the first 40 to train the model and predict the 42nd, and so on. The two-stage model is evaluated using

the metrics RMSE and MAE, which provide different ways of quantifying the difference between the

predictions and the data (see supplementary material for definitions). It is also compared with a simpler

two-stage SIR model. This has been implemented with two infectious groups and pre- and post-lockdown

reproductive numbers just as for the SEIR model, but it excludes the exposed group. For comparative

purposes, we can combine the latent and infection periods used earlier to give an average duration of

infection of 7.2 days and so set the parameter γ to 1− e−1/7.2 in the SIR model.

Table 4 presents results for k-step prediction with values of 1, 5, 10 and 20 for k. Note that the

results are for the confirmed number of cases for each country except for the UK where the results are

for the number of hospital patients since there are reasons to think that the hospital data provide a

better picture of what is going on in the UK, as we saw earlier. In general the accuracy of the two-stage

SEIR model is greater than that of the corresponding two-stage SIR model. In most cases, the SEIR

predictions are better than those for SIR according to both the RMSE and MAE measures, the one

exception being France where there is very little difference between the SEIR and SIR results, which is

not surprising in light of the lower R2 value for the French data compared to other countries (see table 3).

In general the results between SEIR and SIR are quite similar, especially for one step ahead prediction,

but the advantage of SEIR becomes more apparent for 10 and 20 step ahead prediction.

It is also useful to compare evaluation metrics on the test data with those on the training data. If the

results are much poorer on the former than on the latter, that would highlight a potential concern with

overfitting and hence for using the model for prediction. While we have not presented all the RMSE

and MAE values on the training data, it is instructive to note that the values of these metrics for the

SEIR model in table 4 are in most cases not too dissimilar to those for all the data for a given country

(see table 3). A notable exception to this is found in the UK results for 20 (and to a lesser extent,

10) step ahead prediction where, for example, the fact that RMSE has a value of 8873 on the test data
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Table 4: Results for k-step ahead prediction for the number of confirmed cases on the last 10 days. The

best result for each measure for a given country is in bold. †UK results are based on hospital data.

k-step SEIR SIR

prediction RMSE MAE RMSE MAE

France

1 1126 626 1119 623

5 1108 574 1102 587

10 1119 603 1105 609

20 1080 815 1012 624

Germany

1 338 270 369 281

5 348 268 383 284

10 399 298 450 338

20 475 374 646 543

Italy

1 538 490 564 514

5 596 549 634 589

10 672 628 717 676

20 687 655 760 730

Spain

1 778 509 797 598

5 811 566 824 633

10 839 642 883 718

20 1006 877 1120 1024

UK†

1 551 517 815 792

5 882 837 1147 1134

10 1667 1601 2143 2088

20 8873 7224 10918 8942

compared to 698 on all the UK hospital data does indeed highlight a problem. However, there is also a

straightforward explanation for it. Day zero occurred in the UK later than in other countries (see table

1) and the hospital data are not available for as long a period as the number of confirmed cases, so for

20-step ahead prediction on the earliest of the test data, this means only 25 data points are available for

training. Furthermore, this only includes about one week of post-lockdown data, which is insufficient to

model the post-lockdown situation. Hence, the results for 1- and 5-step ahead prediction give a more

realistic picture of the performance of the model for the UK data.

The main focus here is not simply on maximizing predictive accuracy since it may well be possible

to do that by ignoring the pre-lockdown phase altogether and just fitting models to the post-lockdown

data. Instead, the goal is to evaluate the two-stage SEIR model, which can then provide a basis for

exploring the consequences of relaxing the lockdowns. The results presented so far give us confidence

that it captures the lockdown transition and can be used to make reasonable predictions.
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4 Effect of relaxing the lockdowns

Having evaluated the two-stage SEIR model, we now use it to explore the potential effects of partially

relaxing the lockdowns in the different countries. Just as the lockdowns were represented as a change

in the reproductive number at a single point in time, the same assumption is made for relaxing the

lockdowns. The idea is to model relaxations by increasing the reproductive number by a percentage of

the difference between the pre- and post-lockdown values. This translates into a corresponding change

in the average number of interactions in society, so it is straightforward to interpret. No doubt, there

are limitations to this approach since, for example, it does not take into account different measures that

could be put in place for different groups within society. However, these limitations are also relevant to

the lockdowns in the first place and yet the model represents the lockdowns quite well. Three scenarios

are considered:

i) no relaxation - keeping the lockdown fully in place, which is modelled by leaving the R0 value

unchanged at its post-lockdown value, RPost
0 ,

ii) 25% relaxation - relaxing the lockdown by one quarter so that R0 increases by 25% of the way back

up to the pre-lockdown value, i.e. to a value 0.75×RPost
0 + 0.25×RPre

0 , and

iii) 50% relaxation - relaxing the lockdown by one half so that R0 increases by 50% of the way back

up to the pre-lockdown value, i.e. to a value 0.5×RPost
0 + 0.5×RPre

0 .

Needless to say, a lot of caution is required with such attempts to model the future course of COVID-

19. Many assumptions have been made about the model. For example, the values of several parameters

and the use of a two-stage SEIR model with a single reproductive number before the lockdown and

another one afterwards. Also, given the simplicity of the two-stage SEIR model, it cannot be used to

model specific relaxations such as allowing schools to re-open. Hence, this approach would need to be

complemented by other work that provides more detailed models of society, which could be used to

identify what changes would lead to relaxations of a specified percentage and how this might relate to

vulnerable groups within society. Nevertheless, the simplicity of the model can also have an advantage

because it requires relatively few model assumptions and yet can model the lockdowns and hence plausibly

relaxations of them too.

The different levels of relaxation have been implemented on the assumption that they would take

effect in terms of daily confirmed cases (or number of hospital patients for the UK) on 31st May, 2020

in each of the countries. Based on our earlier results, this corresponds to the introduction of partial

relaxation of the lockdowns from about 20th May, 2020. It must be noted that this means the number

of days from day zero at which the relaxation is introduced is different in the different countries. Results

are then presented for six weeks from the end of May, i.e. the middle of July.

Results are shown for numbers of daily confirmed cases in France, Germany, Italy and Spain and for

hospital numbers in the UK in figure 3. There is a clear difference between the three scenarios in all

countries. In all countries apart from France, the results show that a 25% relaxation brings an end to

the decline in numbers of confirmed cases with numbers remaining constant or only increasing slightly
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Figure 3: The effect on the daily number of confirmed cases (hospital numbers for the UK) of keeping

the lockdown fully in place (—), relaxing it by 25% (− − −) and relaxing it by 50% (− · −). In each

case the relaxation is assumed to take effect by 15/05/20, which corresponds to the implementation of

the relaxation around 3/05/20. Note that the results for the UK are on a different scale.

in Germany, Italy and Spain, while in the UK the numbers of hospital patients increase by about 60%

during the six week period. 50% relaxation results in an increase in numbers of cases in all five countries

and on an upward trajectory at the end of the six week period. In France, the numbers increase by

more than a factor of three during the six weeks, though this is still small in absolute terms compared
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to the earlier peak in France. In Germany, Italy and Spain, the numbers increase to approximately half,

two-thirds and one-third of the numbers at the previous peaks in those countries respectively, while in

the UK they are about twice the numbers at the earlier peak.

Why are the results so much lower for France compared to the other countries? One factor is the lower

pre-lockdown value of RPre
0 = 2.08 compared to the other countries, though it must be remembered that

the goodness of fit was worse for France than for other countries, so caution is needed in this case. The

relatively low value RPre
0 results in a post-relaxation R0 value of just above one, but due to the decreasing

proportion of susceptible people, the effective reproduction number is just below one. Another factor is

that by the time of the relaxation, the projected number of cases in France is very small. Finally, and

perhaps most importantly, the number of deaths as a percentage of confirmed cases is lower in France

compared to the other countries, which in turn suggests that the number of confirmed cases is lower as a

proportion of the total number of cases in France. This is reflected in the results, since we are modelling

the number of confirmed cases. Had the same proportion of cases been confirmed as in Germany, for

example, the results for France would be higher.

Why are the results so much higher for the UK compared to the other countries? The relaxation

is modelled to occur earlier relative to day zero in the UK, but simulations of relaxations occurring

at different times suggest this is not the most important factor. More relevant is that the estimated

post-lockdown value of RPost
0 = 0.91 is higher than the other countries and related to this, the number

of cases at the time of the relaxation is still high.

Sensitivity analysis of these results involved considering different values for the parameters for the

latent period, infectious period and mortality rate and results are presented in supplementary material.

These results confirm the general picture presented here. Results are also presented in supplementary

material for a longer period up to 400 days after day zero for two different parameter settings. In all of

the countries, a 50% relaxation would lead to a second peak significantly greater than the first peak in

the absence of further interventions.

A key feature of the results presented here is the very substantial difference between a 25% relaxation

and a 50% relaxation. The latter would be disastrous. The former would still be very serious in the

UK, but might be more manageable in the other countries, though depending on the parameters it could

lead to a lower second peak in some countries (see supplementary material), and one that could last

for longer. Even if 25% did not result in substantial increases in numbers, it would probably halt the

decline in numbers, thus leaving no room for further relaxations. And given the uncertainty involved in

these models, a much lower value than 25% would be desirable, particularly in UK. Further calculations

suggest that a relaxation of 10-15% should be adequate to enable the numbers to continue to decline

(see supplementary material).

5 Conclusion

A two-stage SEIR model has been fitted to data on the daily numbers of confirmed cases of COVID-19

in France, Germany, Italy, Spain and the UK. This approach enables the date at which the lockdown
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became effective and the reproduction number before and after the lockdown to be estimated from the

data. This enables the effectiveness of the lockdowns to be evaluated. According to these estimates,

Spain saw the greatest reduction in the reproductive number.

As well as fitting the two-stage SEIR model to the data, its predictive performance was evaluated

using time series cross-validation. It was shown to give reasonable predictions of existing data based only

on results from earlier data and it also outperformed the simpler SIR model. Based on this evaluation,

the model was used to investigate potential consequences of relaxing the lockdowns towards the end of

May. The results indicate that there is a substantial difference between 25% and 50% relaxations. The

results suggest that the latter would be disastrous and could lead to a second peak significantly higher

than the earlier peak in each country, if no further measures were put in place. The former would still

be very serious in the UK, but less so in the other countries, though it could halt the decline in numbers

and potentially lead to a lower second peak, spread out over a longer period of time. A relaxation of no

more than about 10-15%, which translates into the level of interactions within society, would be needed

if numbers are to continue to decline in all five countries. Of course, this only applies to society as a

whole and particular measures would need to be put in place to protect more vulnerable groups.

Since the two-stage model has been shown to model the lockdowns reasonably well, it can also be

used to model relaxations. Hence, as data starts to become available as a result of relaxations being

introduced it should be possible to analyze them using the model. However, as indicated earlier, a lot

of caution is needed with the results on relaxing the lockdowns as they stand at present. Inevitably

various assumptions have to be made in the modelling and while the two-stage SEIR model has merits,

it is also limited in certain respects. As such, this work could be extended in various ways and used

to complement models that take into account age-stratification, for example [5, 24]. Nevertheless, the

SEIR model is widely used in the literature to study the spread of infectious disease and it has been

evaluated here using the COVID-19 data available so far in five European countries. So, arguably even

more caution is needed with any relaxation of lockdowns on the timescales considered in this paper.
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