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Subject: NPIs table for review

Attachments: Draft table on NPIs v.1.docx

ey OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE

...........

Following on from this morning’s meeting, Patrick is keen to have the NPlIs, as outlined in Neil’s paper, laid out clearly in
a table to be reviewed at Thursday’s SAGE. We’re aware that SPI-M have been tasked with carrying out further
modelling for discussion on Monday, but Patrick’s view is that we should have some initial qualititative assessments
ready for this week.

We appreciate that Neil’s paper came with a number of corresponding assumptions and caveats, but would you be able
to populate the rows which discuss the potential effectiveness of each measure in containment, delay and reduction of
peak? And where possible include other SPI-M members for their views? James has agreed to address the behavioural
science considerations.

At this point it may be that we are unable to provide anything further than a qualitative summary for each, but it would
be very helpful if we could have some initial content which we can review on Thursday and refine as we go.

Happy to discuss this further on the phone.
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