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Abstract 

Background 
Social distancing measures, including school closures, are being used to control SARS-CoV-
2 transmission in many countries. Once “lockdown” has driven incidence to low levels, 
selected activities are being permitted. Re-opening schools is a priority because of the 
welfare and educational impact of closures on children. However, the impact of school re-
opening needs to be considered within the context of other measures.  

Methods 
We use social contact data from the UK to predict the impact of social distancing policies on 
the reproduction number. We calibrate our tool to the COVID-19 epidemic in the UK using 
publicly available death data and Google Community Mobility Reports. We focus on the 
impact of re-opening schools against a back-drop of wider social distancing easing.  
Results 

We demonstrate that pre-collected social contact data, combined with incidence data and 
Google Community Mobility Reports, is able to provide a time-varying estimate of the 
reproduction number (R). From an pre-control setting when R=2.7 (95%CI 2.5, 2.9), we 
estimate that the minimum reproduction number that can be achieved in the UK without 
limiting household contacts is 0.45	(95%𝐶𝐼: 0.41 − 0.50); in the absence of other changes, 
preventing leisure contacts has a smaller impact (𝑅 = 2.0, 95%𝐶𝐼: 1.8 − 2.4) than preventing 
work contacts (𝑅 = 1.5, 95%𝐶𝐼: 1.4 − 1.7). We find that following lockdown (when R=0.7 
(95% CI 0.6, 0.8)), opening primary schools in isolation has a modest impact on transmission 
𝑅 = 0.83	(95%𝐶𝐼: 0.77 − 0.90)	but that high adherence to other measures is needed. 
Opening secondary schools as well as primary school is predicted to have a larger overall 
impact (𝑅 = 0.95, 95%𝐶𝐼: 0.85 − 1.07), however transmission could still be controlled with 
effective contact tracing.  
Conclusions 

Our findings suggest that primary school children can return to school without compromising 
transmission, however other measures, such as social distancing and contract tracing, are 
required to control transmission if all age groups are to return to school. Our tool provides a 
mapping from policies to the reproduction number and can be used by policymakers to 
compare the impact of social-easing measures, dissect mitigation strategies and support 
careful localized control strategies. 
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Introduction  
The reproduction number, or the ‘R number’ has become a central statistic being used to 
characterise the transmission of novel severe acute respiratory syndrome–coronavirus 2 
(SARS-CoV-2). Early estimates of the reproduction number, which is the average number of 
secondary cases due to a single case, range between 2.5 and 3.5[1,2], indicating that at least 2 
out of every 3 transmission events need to be prevented in order to avoid an outbreak or 
control an ongoing epidemic. In the United Kingdom (UK), social distancing restrictions, 
including school closures, introduced on 23 March 2020, led to an overall reproduction 
number less than 1 and a subsequent decline in the daily number of cases and deaths. It is 
therefore important to quantify the effect of interventions and their easing on the reproduction 
number. It is uncertain how the relaxation of these restrictions, especially the physical return 
to school of the school-age population, will affect the transmission of the virus, though 
contact tracing and isolation of discovered cases is anticipated to mitigate some of the impact. 
The reproduction number of close contact infections such as SARS-CoV-2 depends critically 
on social contact behaviour. Questionnaire surveys, enumerate and describe face-to-face 
contacts an individual had on a given day, are the most direct way of assessing the potential 
for spread in a population[3]. Several such surveys have quantified the behaviour of the UK 
population prior to the pandemic in 2020[4–6]. A more recent survey in the UK estimated 
that post 23 March 2020 the number of social interactions was 2.9 contacts per person per 
day[7].  

Social distancing measures, such as the closure of schools and workplaces and mandatory 
reduction in social interactions, while effective at preventing transmission, have severe 
economic and psychological effects, and of particular concern is their impact on children[8]. 
Age-specific behavioural patterns mean that social distancing measures affect age groups 
differently. In normal circumstances, the majority of social contact hours for persons over 60 
years old occur at home while only a quarter of their social contact hours are associated with 
leisure activities outside the home. In contrast, nearly 60% of twenty to thirty-year olds’ 
social contact hours are at work[5]. Crucially, nearly half of children’s social contact hours 
are made within a school setting, meaning that school closures have a major impact on the 
social experience of young people. In this study, we use social contact data[5], including an 
additional targeted survey of children, to quantify the impact of re-opening schools on the 
reproduction number in the UK[9].  

Results 
We used publicly available death data from the UK[10] to estimate an exponential growth 
rate of 0.23 (95% CI 0.22, 0.24) deaths per day between 13 March 2020 and 23 March 2020. 
This corresponds to a reproduction number of 2.7 using a mean serial interval of 7.5 days 
[11–13].  
We combine this estimate of the reproduction number prior to lockdown with social contact 
data to estimate a transmission probability per contact hour of 0.002 hour-1, see Materials and 
Methods.  

Following lockdown, we use Google Community Mobility Reports as a proxy for the 
percentage reduction in active work, leisure and travel contacts. With a 65% reduction in 
work contacts, a 75% reduction in leisure contacts and a 95% reduction in school contacts, 
the reproduction number is reduced to 0.7 (95% CI 0.6, 0.8) (figure 1), which is consistent 
with direct estimates[7].  
Eliminating all but households results in a reproduction number of 0.45 (95% CI, 0.41, 0.50), 
but this estimate does not include contacts outside the home arising from essential services. 
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Adding work and school contacts to household contacts, with no leisure or other contacts, 
increases the reproduction number to 2.0	(95%𝐶𝐼: 1.8 − 2.4). Adding leisure contacts to 
household contacts, while preventing work and school contacts, increases the reproduction 
number to 1.5	(95%𝐶𝐼: 1.4 − 1.7).  
Tracing and isolating social contacts of symptomatic cases so they do not transmit onwards is 
beneficial but does not control transmission in isolation[14]. The impact of contact tracing 
increases as social distancing measures are eased (figure 2). If all children are in school, then 
when 20% of normal contacts are present, the reproduction number is close to 1. In this 
scenario even modest contact tracing is enough to control transmission. The added benefit of 
tracing 10 contacts per index case over 5 contacts per case is minimal, because very few 
people have more than 5 contacts. With 60% of contacts outside the home present, schools 
could fully re-open with effective contact tracing in place. If contact patterns return to pre-
covid levels, then contact tracing on its own is unlikely to be able to control transmission 
without other measures in place.    
From the lockdown baseline reproduction number estimated above of 0.7, we investigate the 
impact of school opening scenarios on the reproduction number. Figure 3 illustrates the 
predicted reproduction number under scenarios in which schools are open. The shaded 
regions represent different policies under the assumptions that children are half as infectious 
as adults and there is no immunity in the population[15]. 

We find that if no other social contacts outside the home increase apart from those occurring 
within primary schools, then opening primary schools is consistent with a reproduction 
number less than 1, 𝑅 = 0.83	(95%𝐶𝐼: 0.77 − 0.90)	(Fig. 3A). However, even a modest 
increase in contacts outside home and school, relative to post-lockdown levels, would push 
the reproduction number back above 1. In the absence of substantial population-level 
immunity, the additional opening of secondary schools is likely to bring transmission close to 
epidemic growth in the population (𝑅 = 0.95, 95%𝐶𝐼: 0.85 − 1.07). In general, higher 
adherence to other social distancing measures is required as more children return to school.  

We predict that contact tracing could increase the options for opening schools (Figs 3B and 
3C). We assume that a given proportion of all contacts are successfully traced, self-isolate, 
and that their contribution to the reproduction number is effectively zero. Under a scenario 
similar to the situation in early June 2020, where 20% of contacts are effectively traced and 
isolated, a larger proportion of pupils could return to school while still limiting transmission.  
If 60% of contacts of symptomatic cases were traced and isolated, we estimate that schools 
could fully re-open while maintaining control of transmission, as long as at least 50% of 
other contacts are prevented (𝑅 = 0.84, 95%𝐶𝐼: 0.76 − 0.92). In this scenario, other forms 
of social distancing, including working from home and eliminating leisure contacts, would 
still be required if schools were to be fully open before a pharmaceutical solution is found.  

Finally, we consider the impact of the relative infectiousness of children when re-opening 
schools. The most pessimistic scenario, where children are as infectious as adults, 
corresponds to the scenarios considered in figure 3. If children are less infectious than adults 
then re-opening primary and secondary schools has a smaller impact on the reproduction 
number, but the impact of increasing other contacts outside home and school settings remains 
the same.  

Discussion 
In this paper, we demonstrate that a combination of early death counts and social contact data 
provide sufficient information to estimate the potential impact of combinations of social  
distancing measures on the reproduction number for COVID-19 in the United Kingdom. We 
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focus on the effects of school closures/re-openings on COVID-19 transmission in the context 
of other control measures. Our findings suggest that that high adherence to social distancing 
outside school settings is needed to maintain epidemic control. Opening primary schools has 
a modest impact on R, while opening secondary schools is predicted to have a larger overall 
impact; a combination of reopening both would result in a loss of epidemic control.  
Our findings support the use of contact tracing as a key part of epidemic control; however, 
tracing needs to be highly effective. After the introduction of Test and Trace system in the 
UK only 20% of social contacts of cases were successfully traced and isolated within 48 
hours, though this has substantially increased over time[16]. While tracing 20% of contacts 
has a positive impact on the reproduction number, it is insufficient to prevent epidemic 
growth if all schools are fully open.  
The greater risk arises from contact with people outside the home and school contexts. It is 
likely that reopening of schools will also lead to an increase in contacts made outside school, 
due to caregivers returning to work and interactions between parents. A strength of this 
analysis is its predictive value of the effect of combined interventions. Using metrics of 
adherence to social distancing measures, such as Google mobility or contemporary social 
contact surveys, it is possible to map the country’s progression across figure 1, and therefore 
estimate the effect of policy changes on the reproduction number and hence the population 
attributable fraction of cases due to multiple combined interventions[17].    
This analysis was made possible by pre-existing detailed social contact data. Social contact 
patterns have been used to characterise the potential for disease transmission in a 
population[18], design vaccine and control programmes for infectious diseases including 
influenza[19], meningitis[20] and now COVID-19[7]. However, in most settings, such data 
are out-of-date or not available. Given their proven value, we argue that regular, 
representative social contact surveys should be become a routine part of epidemic control and  
preparedness.  
 
Materials and Methods 
Data description 
The Social Contact Survey surveyed 5,861 individuals in the UK in 2010 about their social 
contacts during a single day[5]. Participants were recruited using three approaches: a paper 
survey sent to people in the post, an online survey and an online survey aimed specifically at 
school-aged children. Participants were asked to complete demographic information about 
themselves including age, occupation and about their social contacts on the previous day. 
Participants were asked to report the number of people they met, the duration of the contact 
(<10 minutes, 10 to 59 minutes, 1 to 4 hours, 4+ hours), the context (home, work/school, 
travel, other/leisure), and whether the contact involved touch, e.g. a handshake, hug or kiss. 
To ease the ability to report large number of contacts per day, participants could report 
contacts as individual contact or groups of contacts; this methodology better captures the 
right-hand tail of the degree distribution. Participants were also asked about transitive 
interactions between contacts, reported in[21].   
 
Estimating the Reproduction Number from social contact data 
We use an individual-based approach to calculate a reproduction number of each of the 
participants of the Social Contact Survey study[9]. The reproduction number for an 
individual is given by 
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where 𝑘 is the number of contact events reported by each participant, 𝑛! is the number 
individuals in that contact (participants could report groups of similar contacts), 𝑑! is the 
duration of the contact and 𝜏 is the probability of transmission. Because we do not have ages 
of contacts, this is an ego-centric estimate of R, and does not include local depletion of 
susceptibles.  
 
The population-wide reproduction number, Rt, is calculated using the age-adjusted mean of 
the squared individual reproduction numbers, i.e.  
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where 𝑁	is the number of participants in the Social Contact Survey, 0 ≤ 𝜀( ≤ 1 is the relative 
infectiousness of children relative to adults. 𝛼( is the age-specific weighting for participant 𝑗, 
estimated to match the age distribution in the UK population, calculated as the ratio of the 
proportion of individuals aged 𝑎 in the UK, 𝑃+,(𝑎), to the Social Contact Survey sample, 
𝑃-.-(𝑎),   

 𝛼( =
𝑃+,(𝑎()
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(3) 

The uncertainty associated with the reproduction number is estimated by bootstrapping the 
contact data, weighted by age, using the boot function in R. We report the bootstrapped mean 
and  95% percentile confidence intervals.  
 
Model calibration 
The model can be calibrated using incidence data when the social contact patterns are known. 
Here, we calibrated the model to the exponential growth phase of the epidemic in the UK 
prior to the introduction of widespread mass social distancing on 23 March 2020. We 
estimated the growth rate, 𝑔, from death data between 13 March 2020 and 30 March 2020, 
then calculated the reproduction number as 𝑅 = exp	(𝑔𝑆) where 𝑆 is the serial interval.  
Estimating the reproduction number following lockdown on 23 March 2020  

Google has made community mobility reports[22] available for the period during COVID-19 
transmission from 15 February 2020. The Google mobility reports provide a point estimate 
for the percentage change in number of visits to and length of stay at places categorized as 
grocery and pharmacy, parks, transit stations, retail and recreation, residential, and 
workplace. The median percentage change is relative to the median value for the same day of 
the week for the period between 3 January 2020 and 6 February 2020[22].  

We mapped the context reported in the Social Contact Survey onto the Google mobility data 
categories as home is equivalent to residential, work/school to workplace, other/leisure to 
retail and recreation and travel to transit. We assumed that 100% of contacts were active 
during the week of 18 March 2020. We then used Google mobility estimate of the percentage 
of contacts that were active in subsequent weeks.   
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To simulate 𝑥% of contacts in a given context being active, we take a random sample without 
replacement of a proportion (1 − 𝑥/100) of all contacts for that context according to age 
group. The selected contacts are flagged with a comply flag 𝑐! equal to 1. The reduced 
individual reproduction number is given by:  

 𝑅'!"# = 𝜏8𝛿/!&𝑛!𝑑!

$

!%&

 

 

(4) 

Where 𝛿/!& equals zero if 𝑐! = 1 and one otherwise. We estimate the mean and 95% 
confidence intervals for the reproduction number by sampling contacts then bootstrapping 
contacts, weighted by age, 2000 times and taking the percentile confidence interval. 

We assumed that no age groups have pre-existing immunity against COVID-19 and all age 
groups are equally infectious.  
 
Forward simulating social distancing measures and school closures 
To simulate school closures, we remove all contacts for the relevant school aged children that 
have “school” listed as the context for the contact. To capture the 2% of children who are still 
attending school, we re-instate a random sample of the removed contacts. We simulate other 
contacts being active as above.  
 
Contact tracing 
We modelled contact tracing from symptomatic index cases. We assumed that an age-specific 
proportion of index cases were symptomatic, where index cases under 18 years old had a 
25% chance of being symptomatic, then assuming a linear increase with age in the chance of 
symptoms up to 75% for people over 80 years old[15]. For each contact, we drew a random 
number to determine if the index case was symptomatic, and therefore eligible for contact 
tracing. We assumed that either 20% or 80% of contacts were traced and isolated before 
becoming infectious.  
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Figure 1: The time-varying reproduction number 
in the UK, estimated using incidence death data 
prior to lockdown, Social Contact Survey data 
and Google Community Mobility Reports.  

Figure 2: The impact of tracing and isolating 
contacts of symptomatic cases when all children 
are back at school, and assuming that children 
are half as infectous as adults.   

 

Figure 3: The reproduction number as a function of the percentage of active work and leisure contacts 
under different contact tracing and school closure scenarios. The shaded regions indicate the impact 
of school reopening scenarios, and the panels illustrate the impact with (A) no contact tracing, the 
vertical dotted line denotes lockdown characteristics (B) 20% of contacts traced, and; (C) 60% of 
contacts traced. The width of the ribbons indicates 95% confidence intervals. We have assumed here 
that children are half as infectious as adults.  
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