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Abstract 

Background: Belgium has been struggling with a second pandemic wave caused by SARS-CoV-2.  

Aim: The goal of this study was to estimate rates of carriership and viral loads in the general 

population in order to evaluate the dynamics leading to the second wave. 

Methods: Since the major Antwerp hospitals implemented extensive (pre-)admission SARS-CoV-2 

screening of patients (eg. prior to elective surgery), they have gathered valuable information 

regarding the viral prevalence, incidence, and viral loads in the general population throughout the 

pandemic period. Prevalences and incidences were calculated and compared with available 

governmental data (numbers of positively tested and contacted cases). Major government 

coronavirus responses were taken into account. 

Results: The overall positivity rate of (pre)admission screenings was 1.3% (35.4% of positive cases 

carrying high viral loads). The highest prevalence of carriership was found in the elderly (2.6% for +80 

y). 0-18 year-olds tested positive in 0.9% of cases. We estimated that, by extrapolation of cohort 

data, 20.3 % of the Antwerp population contracted the virus, whereas only 3.0 % was tested positive. 

In September, restriction measures were eased at a time when increased incidences were being 

observed. 

Conclusion: The estimation that only a small proportion of the positive cases (including cases with 

high viral loads) was detected and traced, in combination with a country-wide easing of restriction 

measures within a period of increasing incidences (and within an overall high base-line prevalence of 

the virus), were, in our opinion, the major drivers in the origin of the second pandemic wave.  
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ABSTRACT 

Background: Belgium has been struggling with a second pandemic wave caused by SARS-CoV-2.  

Aim: The goal of this study was to estimate rates of carriership and viral loads in the general 

population in order to evaluate the dynamics leading to the second wave. 

Methods: Since the major Antwerp hospitals implemented extensive (pre-)admission SARS-CoV-2 

screening of patients (eg. prior to elective surgery), they have gathered valuable information 

regarding the viral prevalence, incidence, and viral loads in the general population throughout the 

pandemic period. Prevalences and incidences were calculated and compared with available 

governmental data (numbers of positively tested and contacted cases). Major government 

coronavirus responses were taken into account. 

Results: The overall positivity rate of (pre)admission screenings was 1.3% (35.4% of positive cases 

carrying high viral loads). The highest prevalence of carriership was found in the elderly (2.6% for +80 

y). 0-18 year-olds tested positive in 0.9% of cases. We estimated that, by extrapolation of cohort 

data, 20.3 % of the Antwerp population contracted the virus, whereas only 3.0 % was tested positive. 

In September, restriction measures were eased at a time when increased incidences were being 

observed. 

Conclusion: The estimation that only a small proportion of the positive cases (including cases with 

high viral loads) was detected and traced, in combination with a country-wide easing of restriction 

measures within a period of increasing incidences (and within an overall high base-line prevalence of 

the virus), were, in our opinion, the major drivers in the origin of the second pandemic wave.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Since March 2020, the world has been in the grips of a pandemic caused by the Severe Acute 

Respiratory Syndrome virus type 2 (SARS-CoV-2) leading to excess mortality and morbidity. The virus 

has a detrimental impact on both economic and psycho-social well-being [1].  

Belgium was highly impacted, having had to deal with two waves up to November 2020: the first 

from the beginning of March to the end of May, the second during the fall (showing a decline in 

November). The first wave was contained by implementing a full lockdown starting on 14 March 

2020. The first measures to ease restrictions were introduced on 4 June 2020.  

Despite warnings from various Belgian key expert virologists and epidemiologists in September 2020, 

the government decided to ease restrictions further, having been encouraged by various pressure 

groups and public opinion. Belgium faced its second wave as from October 2020.  

 

Figure 1 Estimated prevalence and incidence of SARS-CoV-2 carriers, estimated prevalence of carriers 

with high viral loads, percentages of cases with confirmed a positive SARS-CoV-2 test and 

percentages of confirmed hospital admitted COVID cases in the Antwerp province. 

 

Until now, little is known about the dynamics and prevalence of asymptomatic carriership and viral 

loads in the general Belgian population [2]. Furthermore, the role of the different age categories in 

the viral spread has not been fully elucidated [3]. 

Since the major Antwerp hospitals implemented extensive (pre-)admission screening of 

asymptomatic cases in April 2020 (eg. prior to elective surgery or endoscopic procedures), and have 

continued to do so, they possess valuable information regarding the actual prevalence of the virus in 

the general population throughout the pandemic period. 

The goal of this study was to determine rates of carriership and viral loads in the general population 

and to evaluate the dynamics leading to the onset of the second Belgian wave.  
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METHODS 

DATA COLLECTION 

During the period 27 April to 15 November 2020, we collected SARS-CoV-2 positivity data from 

(pre)admission screenings from the following hospitals: the Antwerp University Hospital (UZA), the 

multiple site public hospital  ZiekenhuisNetwerk Antwerpen (ZNA), and the major multiple site 

private Antwerp hospital GemeenschapsZusters Antwerpen (GZA). Together they account for 

approximately 90% of hospital bed capacity (3697 hospital beds) in the city of Antwerp.  

(Pre-)admission screenings were defined as follows: pre-hospital screenings prior to elective 

admissions (GZA, UZA, ZNA), and systematic admission screenings in asymptomatic patients admitted 

for other reasons than COVID-19 (GZA, UZA). Screenings of high/low risk contacts or individuals with 

symptoms were excluded.  

A distinction in test indications was obtained by implementing different sample flows per indication 

(pre-admission screenings were performed by a nurse at patients’ homes for the inclusions from UZA 

and ZNA, and screenings performed in a drive-through swab laboratory, or during a pre-visit at the 

swab laboratory, from UZA and GZA respectively). Unique test codes were also used by GZA and UZA 

for registering the swab samples in the Laboratory Information System (LIS). 

Samples were analysed in the laboratory attached to the hospital of the prescribing physician. All 

laboratories are certified by the Belgian government (BELAC). The following molecular techniques 

and platforms were used:  

In the clinical laboratory of GZA, nucleic acids were extracted on STARlet IVD® (Seegene INC., Seoul, 

Korea) using the Viral DNA/RNA C-kit. Subsequently SARS-CoV-2 qPCR (CDC N1 target) was 

performed on a Quantstudio 7 flex qPCR cycler® of Thermo Fisher Scientific (Waltham, MA, USA) 

according to the protocol published by the Centers of Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). 

The laboratory of UZA used the Xpert Xpress SARS-CoV-2 test detecting E and N2 target on the 

GeneXpert® Platform (Cepheid, USA) as per manufacturer’s instructions. Alternatively, an in-house 

PCR was performed detecting E target according to Corman et al. 2020 with extraction on NucliSens 

EasyMag® (Biomérieux, France) or QiaSymphony® (Qiagen, The Netherlands) and amplification with 

Cobas LightCycler 480 II® or Cobas z480 (Roche Molecular Diagnostics, Switzerland). Alternatively, a 

BD MAX SARS-CoV-2 kit was used detecting N1 and N2 target with an all-in one extraction 

amplification on the BD MAX® platform (Becton Dickinson, USA). 

In the laboratory of ZNA, nucleic acids were extracted on MagNA Pure 96 using the MagNA Pure 96 

DNA and Viral NA Small Volume Kit (Roche Molecular Diagnostics, Switzerland). Subsequently SARS-

CoV-2 qPCR (N1 target) was performed on a LightCycler 480 qPCR cycler according to the protocol 

published by the CDC. Alternatively, nucleic acids were extracted on KingFisher Flex using the 

MagMAX Viral/Pathogen II Nucleic Acid Isolation Kit. These extracts were analysed on a Quantstudio 

5 qPCR cycler using the TaqPath™ COVID-19 CE-IVD RT-PCR Kit (ThermoFisher Scientific). 

The parameters postal code, age, PCR result (associated with PCR platform used) and cycle threshold 

(Ct) value (or alternatively Crossing point (Cp)) if available (GZA, ZNA) were retrieved from the LIS for 

each patient, and transferred to a central ZNA-based and secured database. 

The following data were collected from the Belgian governmental scientific institution, Sciensano [4]: 

absolute numbers (weekly) of positively detected cases for Antwerp province, admitted patients at 
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the hospital for Antwerp province, and returning travelers in August 2020 with positivity rate (only 

available on national level). 

The following data were collected from the Flemish Agency for Care and Health (governmental 

agency responsible for the contact-tracing policy) for Antwerp province by using the information 

from the web-based and secured database (Controle-toren) [5]: percentages (weekly) of successfully 

(by phone) contacted positive cases in the Antwerp province. Age distributions for the Antwerp 

province were obtained from Statistiek Vlaanderen [6].  

We used the Oxford COVID-19 Government Response Stringency index to estimate governmental 

measures. The index goes from zero (no restrictions) to hundred (strictest) [7].   

 

DATA ANALYSES AND DEFINITIONS 

Cases with domicile outside the Antwerp province were excluded for further analysis. SARS-CoV-2 

carriership was estimated by calculation of the weekly asymptomatic positivity rate in the study 

population. The incidence was calculated by using an estimated duration of PCR positiveness of 

seventeen days as was found by Cevik and colleagues [8]. The percentage of the cohort infected by 

SARS-CoV-2 (for the whole investigated period) was calculated by adding up all estimated week 

incidences. By dividing the absolute weekly numbers of positively tested cases in the province by the 

number of province inhabitants (1.858 million) in the province, the percentage of positively tested 

patients in the Antwerp province was calculated. The percentage of weekly new COVID-19 hospital 

admitted patients in the Antwerp province was calculated by dividing the absolute weekly number of 

admitted patients by the number of inhabitants in the province. 

Viral loads (only available for GZA and ZNA) were calculated by extrapolation of the Ct/Cp values 

corresponding to 5000 genome equivalents per mL of the AccuPlex™ SARS-CoV-2 full genome 

reference material (Seracare). A high viral load was defined as >= 256 000 viral copies/mL [9]. Ratios 

of positive cases (on a weekly basis; all inclusions) with high viral loads were plotted on the same 

timeline as the plotted estimated incidences.  

 

Mean positivity ratios per age decade (0-10 y, 11-20 y, 21-30 y, 31-40 y, 41-50 y, 51-60 y, 61-70 y, 71-

80 y, 81-90 y, 90+ y) were investigated for the investigated cohort. Positivity ratios of carriership 

were calculated for preschools (0-4 y), primary schools (5-11 y) and secondary schools (12-18 y). The 

mean positivity ratio was also assessed for (pre)school children (0-18 y) and the elderly (+80 y).  Box-

whisker plots represent the viral load among different age categories.  

 

Ethical approvals were obtained by the hospital Institutional Boards (GZA: Approval N° 

200906RETRO; UZA: Approval N°001355; ZNA: Approval N° 5416). 
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RESULTS
 

 

Overall, 43.545 cases were identified of which 38.763 cases (89.0%) were included. The results of 

4782 cases (11.0%) were excluded since domicile (based on postal code) was outside Antwerp 

province. GZA, UZA, and ZNA accounted for respectively 53.2%, 34.6% and 10.7% of included cases. 

The overall SARS-CoV-2 positivity rate was 1.3% (n=520). Younger age groups (<21 years old) were 

underrepresented in the investigated cohort as compared to the Antwerp province (9.0 % versus 

22.3%; p <0.01). Age groups of > 70 years old were overrepresented in the cohort (25.0 % versus 14.1 

%, p<0.01). The distribution of cases was not equally dispersed throughout Antwerp province with an 

underweight of cases from the city of Antwerp versus the Antwerp province (20.8% of cases had 

domicile in the city of Antwerp, versus 26.8 % of inhabitants for the whole Antwerp province p 

<0.01). Cases with domicile in the city of Antwerp (n = 8067) had an overall positivity rate of 1.8%, 

whereas cases with domicile outside the city of Antwerp (n = 30696) had an overall positivity rate of 

1.2% (p < 0.01). 

Table 1 Age distribution of included cases and age distribution of the province of Antwerp. 

Age 

category 

Number 

of 

inclusions 

Percentage of 

inclusions 

Percentage of 

inhabitants in the 

Antwerp province 

p-value (difference in 

rates of inclusions 

versus the Antwerp 

province) 

0-10 y 1971 5.1 11.3 p<0.01 

11-20 y 1493 3.9 11.0 p<0.01 

21-30 y 3942 10.2 12.1 p<0.01 

31-40 y 5110 13.2 13.1 p=0.83 

41-50 y 4376 11.3 12.7 p<0.01 

51-60 y 5993 15.5 14.0 p<0.01 

61-70 y 6194 16.0 11.8 p<0.01 

71-80 y 5651 14.6 8.2 p<0.01 

81-90 y 3450 8.9 4.9 p<0.01 

+90 y 583 1.5 1.0 p=0.23 

 

Estimated carriership (with high viral loads), estimated weekly new cases and number of admissions 

are shown in Figure 1. Calculated weekly cohort carriership varied between 0.1 % (week of 29 June) 

and 8.6 % (week of 26 October). The mean week percentage was 1.5%. The calculated ratio of 

carriership with high viral loads varied between 0% (week of 11 May, 18 May, 1 June, 22 June, 29 

June, 6 July, 13 July and 24 August) and 6.7 % (week of 26 October). The mean week ratio was 0.8%. 

Overall, the percentage of positive carriers with high viral loads was 35.4 %. The calculated weekly 

incidence varied between 0.0% (see Figure 2) and 6.5 % (week of 19 October). The mean week 

incidence was 0.7%. Overall, we calculated that 20.3 % of the investigated cohort became infected 

with SARS-CoV-2 in the period from 27 April to 15 November. 3.1 % of Antwerp province inhabitants 

tested positive in the investigated period (Sciensano data). In August 2020, 1.4 million Belgians 

(12.2% of Belgian population) filled in a Passenger Locater Form. 2% of travelers tested positive for 

SARS-CoV-2. On population level, this equals a potential increase of 0.2% in SARS-CoV-2 carrier-rate. 

The percentage of weekly new hospital admissions varied between 0.00% (see Figure 1) and 0.02% 

(week of 26 October, 2 November, and 9 November) of the Antwerp province population. The mean 

ratio of weekly detected cases versus the estimated weekly incidence was 29.1 % (range: 2.9 % - 100 
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%). The percentage of successfully contacted positive cases varied between 54.0% (week of 22 June) 

and 94.0 % (week of 26 October) for the Antwerp province with a mean percentage of successfully 

contacted positive cases of 83.0% (data only available from 1 June to 15 November since registration 

only started on 1 June). 

The SARS-CoV-2 positivity rate according to age is 0.9% (95 % Confidence Interval (CI): 0.4 – 1.5 %) 

(n= 1292) for daycare children (0-4 years), 1.0% (95 % CI: 0.5 – 1.9 %) (n= 877) for primary school 

children (5-12 years), 0.8% (95 % CI: 0.3 – 1.6 %) (n = 878) for secondary school children (13-18 

years), 0.9% (95 % CI: 0.6 – 1.3 %) (n= 3047) for overall school-aged civilians (0-18 years), 1.4% (95 % 

CI: 1.3 – 1.5 %) (n = 35637) for adults (>18 years) and 2.6% (95 % CI: 2.1 – 3.2 %) (n = 4033) for the 

elderly (>80 years). The distribution of viral loads and ratios of carriers with high viral loads among 

different age categories are presented in Figure 2 and 3 respectively.  

 

Table 2 Overall positivity rate of SARS-CoV-2 in asymptomatic carriers according to age groups. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2 Viral loads according to age groups in asymptomatic carriers (viral loads only available for 

GZA and ZNA). 

 

Figure 3 Proportion of asymptomatic carriers with high viral loads according to age category. 

 

The results of the Oxford Stringency Index are shown in Figure 1.    

Age category Overall percentage of positive tests 95% CI 

0 - 10 y 1.0 0.6 to 1.5 

11 - 20 y 1.3 0.8 to 2.0 

21 - 30 y 1.6 1.3 to 2.1 

31 - 40 y 1.6 1.3 to 2.0 

41 - 50 y 1.2 0.9 to 1.6 

51 - 60 y 1.0 0.7 to 1.2 

61 - 70 y 0.9 0.7 to 1.1 

71 - 80 y 1.2 0.9 to 1.5 

81 - 90 y 2.7 2.2 to 3.3 

> 90 y 2.6 1.4 to 4.2 
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DISCUSSION 

Numerous reports provide data indicating that asymptomatic (or pre-symptomatic) subjects can 

transmit COVID-19 with high efficiency [10,11].
 
In the living review paper of Buitrago-Garcia, the 

secondary attack rate is only slightly lower in contacts of people with asymptomatic infection than in 

those with symptomatic infection (relative risk 0.35, 95% CI 0.10-1.27) [12]. Mathematical modelling 

studies (not peer reviewed) have suggested that asymptomatic individuals might be major drivers for 

the growth of the COVID-19 pandemic [13]. 

We found high positivity ratios of asymptomatic carriership in our investigated cohort of Antwerp 

inhabitants throughout the investigated pandemic period (27 April to 14 November 2020). Lowest 

positivity ratios were seen at the end of June (week of 29 June): after a period of a full lockdown and 

only minor easing of containment measures, SARS-CoV-2 positivity ratios were found to be at levels 

of 1 out of 1000 samples. Similar or even far lower prevalences led to massive screening programs in 

China in order to stop further viral spread [14].
 
 

Taking into account the SARS-CoV-2 key transmission epidemiological parameters (estimated R0 

factor of 2.0 and a dispersion factor of 0.10), a strategy accepting prevalences above 1% (the overall 

average in our cohort being 1.3 %) together with the simultaneously reopening of a locked 

community were, in our opinion, the perfect ingredients for rapid escalation towards a subsequent 

second national wave [15]. This finding is important as Belgium has chosen a strategy of accepting 

significant circulation of the virus within the population  without having an accurate insight of past 

and actual viral prevalences (in contrast to eg. Luxemburg and China, where thorough search and/or 

isolation programs have been set up) [14,16]. Also, pressure is already increasing to further ease the 

contingency measures taken in order to control the second wave.  

The finding that, due to the implemented testing and tracing strategy, only marginal numbers of 

positive cases were detected (we estimated that, by extrapolation of cohort data, 20.3 % of the 

Antwerp population contracted the virus in the study period, but only 3.1 % were effectively tested 

positively) and subsequently traced (83, range: 54 % - 94 %), even in the periods of upward 

movement of the curves, was probably another important contributing factor to the uncontrollable 

rapid further viral spread seen in October 2020. The hypothesis of underestimated viral circulation in 

Belgium has also been put forward by Herzog and colleagues, by analyzing epi-serological data [17]. 

Since we only measured the base-line (population wide) prevalence, our estimation may even be an 

underestimation of the real viral circulation, since outbreaks and clusters are not represented in our 

analysis, but may have been picked up in documented testing numbers (Sciensano). On the other 

hand, the underrepresentation of the younger age groups versus the overrepresenation of the older 

age groups in the investigated cohort leads to an upward bias.  

Furthermore, backward tracing has not been implemented optimally to date by the governmental 

task force [18].
 
We argue that the Belgian testing and tracing strategy was not able to contain and 

monitor the pandemic in Belgium adequately, this being one of the major ingredients of a failing 

containment policy leading to the second national wave.  

The province of Antwerp was one of the three Belgian provinces (out of 10) with highest number of 

tests per inhabitants [4,5]. There is no reason for postulating an exceptional role of Antwerp province 

in Belgium as being a highly affected province. Inversely, the southern part of the country was 

affected more severely in the second wave, as shown in the governmental Sciensano data. 
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Interestingly, we also found higher proportions of carriers in the city of Antwerp (1.8%) than in the 

province of Antwerp (1.2%; p <0.01). This reflects a national trend: the second wave was more 

prevalent in crowded bigger capital cities [4]. 

With regard to positivity ratios according to age category, we found high numbers (around 1 % 

throughout the investigated period) in school children and young adults (0-30 years). Positivity ratios 

of young adults (21-40 years-old)  were significantly higher than the adult population aged 51-70 

years (p <0.01).  

Although the role of children as main drivers of transmission is still debated, our finding may be 

another argument for active transmission in these age groups [20-22]. A recent seroprevalence 

survey in two Belgian municipalities (one highly affected, the other hardly affected) also showed 

equivalent proportions of infections in primary school children versus adolescents in the first three 

years of secondary education [23]. 

On the other hand, if children were equally susceptible, one might expect even higher rates of 

carriership, since children were less restricted in the number of contacts (summercamps, schools 

were open from 1 September 2020). Since we were not able to correct for number of contacts, we 

cannot further determine the value of this hypothesis.  

With regard to age distribution, another interesting finding is the high overall percentage of positivity 

ratios in the elderly (+70 y). In our hypothesis, this is the reflection of the augmented transmission 

risks in residential care homes. 

We also found significant proportions of carriers with high viral loads (on average 35.4 % of all 

inclusions). In the week of 26 October, we estimate that 7.0% of Antwerp inhabitants were carrying 

high viral loads. Evaluating the whole investigated period, on average 0.7% of the population was 

carrying high viral loads. Although the link of viral load with contagiousness has not been established, 

this might have been an important factor in the spread of the virus [19].
  

Viral loads in younger age groups were not lower than viral loads in the working age population. 

(Figure 2) In another non-peer-reviewed publication, it was also shown that there is no significant 

difference between viral loads in 1-20 year-olds  as compared to 21-100 year-old adults [24]. 

Furthermore, another study suggests that the viral load in children below 5 years of age with mild to 

moderate COVID-19 symptoms is higher than in older children and adults [25]. 

In our hypothesis, positive children may have further introduced the virus into households, which 

suggests that this is a potentially underestimated factor in the derailing of the situation in September 

2020.  

Interestingly, we found significantly higher proportions of carriers with high viral loads in the elder 

age categories. The combination of higher prevalences and higher ratios of carriers with high viral 

loads in this age group might be an important driver of the abundance of outbreaks and associated 

excess morbidity and mortality seen in retirement homes.  

Overall, not recognizing the presence and potential important role of the asymptomatic carriers with 

higher viral loads may also have been another ingredient which led to the subsequent second wave.  

In our opinion, the role of the returning travelers was very limited. In August 12.2 % of the Belgian 

population filled in a Passenger Locater form. About 2% of returning travelers tested positive. On a 

population level, this may have led to an increase of 0.2%  in carriership rates.  

On the positive side, we found that by implementing strict contingency measures (i.e. following the 

tightening and easing advice of experts) even substantial viral circulation of around 1% can be 
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controlled: the ratio of positive carriers was contained in the period between 27 April and 14 

September (19 weeks) without overstretching health care capacities. However, the efforts required 

to maintain controllable containment were enormous, thereby putting high pressure on social 

(limited number of contacts) and economic well-being (Oxford Stringency Index not below 50.0 

between 27 April and 14 September). 

Finally, we come to our last driver of the second wave, probably the most important one. Mid to end 

September, key Belgian epidemiologists, virologists and biostatisticians warned the temporary 

government of the possible rapid escalation in numbers of new infections and admissions, based on 

available data. The government decided not to follow their advice, and implemented a strategy that 

eased restriction measures (Oxford Stringency Index on 14 September: 52.8; 5 October: 47.2) in a 

time when there was a steadily increasing number of new infections (incidence increased from 0.9% 

the week of 14 September to 2.3% the week of 5 October). They were being encouraged to carry out 

this strategy by various pressure groups. In October, Belgium was facing a second wave with a rapid 

increase in numbers of COVID admissions, thereby highly impacting the health care system and 

hospital facilities. 

The limitations of this study include that (weak positive) asymptomatic cases could have 

corrresponded to previous infections with persistant existence of detectable RNA. This may have 

biased the results. However, the rapid decrease of positivity ratios after the implementation of extra 

measures (second pandemic wave) suggests we predominantly included active infections. Although 

the phenomenon of prolonged shedders does certainly exist, our data suggest that it is relatively 

insignificant and does  not affect the  major findings in this paper. Also, the median duration of 

positive results has been shown to be two to three weeks [4]. Another limitation is that we did not 

follow up positive/negative cases. We did not link the data to secondary COVID-19 cases, thus not 

establishing the contagiousness of positive cases. The screenings were linked to hospital 

procedures/admissions. Although we can accept these screenings as random samples from the 

community, the cohort is not a representative sample from the community: data points were not 

equally distributed in the Antwerp province, and age distributions were not representative for the 

Antwerp province (underestimation of younger age groups, and overestimation of older age groups). 

In conclusion, we found that  SARS-CoV-2 was significantly present in the Antwerp province 

population in the period after the first wave. The virus circulated in all age groups with a 

predomincance in the elderly. 1.3% of the investigated cohort tested positive for SARS-CoV-2 with 

35% carrying high viral loads. The testing and contact-tracing policy only detected a small proportion 

of the real viral circulation. The restriction measures were eased in a period of increasing incidences. 

The combination of these factors were, in our opinion, the ingredients for the onset of the second 

wave. If Belgium chooses to  accept a certain viral circulation, a very strict barometer has to be put 

into place, in order to prevent further worsening of the pandemic situation. The positivity rates in 

(pre)admission screening results may be an important tool. 
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Age category 

Proportion of carriers 

with high viral loads (%) 95 % CI 

0-10y 26.3 9.1-51.2 

11-20y 21.1 6.1-45.6 

21-30y 26.2 16.0-38.5 

31-40y 21.0 12.7-31.5 

41-50y 23.1 12.5-36.8 

51-60y 19.0 9.9-31.4 

61-70y 61.1 46.9-74.1 

71-80y 43.1 30.8-56.0 

81-90y 64.1 53.5-73.9 

+90y 60.0 32.2-83.7 
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