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Abstract
Background To control within-school SARS-CoV-2 transmission in England, secondary school pupils
have been encouraged to participate in twice weekly mass testing via lateral flow device tests (LFTs)
from 8th March 2021, to complement an isolation of close contacts policy in place since 31st August
2020. Strategies involving the isolation of close contacts can lead to high levels of absences, negatively
impacting pupils.
Methods We fit a stochastic individual-based model of secondary schools to both community swab
testing data and secondary school absences data. By simulating epidemics in secondary schools from 31st
August 2020 until 21st May 2021, we quantify within-school transmission of SARS-CoV-2 in secondary
schools in England, the impact of twice weekly mass testing on within-school transmission, and the
potential impact of alternative strategies to the isolation of close contacts in reducing pupil absences.
Findings The within-school reproduction number, Rschool , has remained below 1 from 31st August
2020 until 21st May 2021. Twice weekly mass testing using LFTs have helped to control within-school
transmission in secondary schools in England. A strategy of serial contact testing alongside mass testing
substantially reduces absences compared to strategies involving isolating close contacts, with only a
marginal increase in within-school transmission.
Interpretation Secondary school control strategies involving mass testing have the potential to control within-school transmission while substantially reducing absences compared to an isolation of close
contacts policy.

1

Introduction

The ongoing Coronavirus-2019 (COVID-19) pandemic has seen unprecedented social restrictions placed upon
populations globally. These have included general social distancing measures, the prohibition of households
mixing socially, travel restrictions, the closure of pubs, restaurants, and non-essential shops, and have often
involved the closure of schools. However, given the importance of school attendance in future academic
attainment, employment prospects, and income 1,2 , school closures have been seen as a last resort 3 , with
schools remaining open throughout some periods of lockdown in England. Further, school closures may
exacerbate educational inequalities 4,5 , negatively impact children’s mental health 6 , and reduce access to
much needed services for the most vulnerable children 7 . As countries emerge from a lockdown situation
with the hope of relaxing social restrictions entirely, in the context of increasing immunity in the population
through vaccine uptake 8 , the question becomes how to minimise within-school transmission while keeping
schools open, whether this can be done using strategies that minimise the disruption caused by isolating
close contacts of individuals who test positive, and whether implemented school-level control measures have
been
effective
at reducing
transmission.
NOTE:
This preprint
reports new
research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.
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While COVID-19 infection rarely results in acute adverse health consequences for children 9–11 , preliminary
data suggests a substantial proportion of cases in this age group exhibit symptoms consistent with long
COVID for a period of months after infection 12,13 . Moreover, controlling transmission within this age group
remains important because of potential onwards transmission to families, teachers and the wider community.
While previous studies tentatively suggest that transmission within schools are not driving transmission in
the community 14,15 , measures implemented at the school level may sometimes be sufficient to reduce the
reproduction number (R) below 1, when there are no further community (non-school) based measures that
can be implemented (or when further community based measures are undesirable) 16 . Other studies have
found that multiple within-school control measures in combination can be capable of mitigating withinschool transmission 17,18 and the risk of onwards transmission from schools to the community caused by
schools reopening 19 .
In England, a range of school-level policies have been implemented to minimise transmission of the SARSCoV-2 virus within schools 20 . In secondary schools, measures applied have included mask-wearing for pupils
and teachers (mandated from 8th March 2021 until 17th May 2021 21 ), strict social distancing implemented
through seating plans and the restriction of movement around schools, the implementation of ‘bubbling’
policies at the level of year groups or classes (to minimise the number of interaction and hence transmission
opportunities), and the temporary isolation of infected individuals and close contacts upon confirmation of
a positive case.
Alongside these measures, since the reopening of secondary schools in England on 8th March 2021, both
teachers and secondary school pupils have been strongly encouraged to participate in twice weekly mass
testing using lateral flow device tests (LFTs). By rapidly identifying asymptomatic and presymptomatic
individuals, the aim of this strategy has been to minimise the increase in transmission associated with
keeping schools open. Initially, participating pupils were tested in school three times; after this, tests
were conducted at home. Any positive tests identified through home testing have been followed up by a
confirmatory polymerase chain reaction (PCR) test, to minimise unnecessary absences from false positives.
This policy has operated in tandem with a policy of isolation of close contacts of cases, to halt chains of
transmission from infections that may have already taken place.
While PCR tests must be processed in a laboratory, meaning results typically take up to 48 hours to return,
LFTs can be taken at home and are capable of returning a result within 30 minutes. The rapidness of LFTs
make them ideal candidates for mass testing, and in the UK these have also been offered to the population
at large since 9th April 2021. However, compared to PCR tests, LFTs are both less sensitive and less
specific 22,23 . Despite their comparatively lower sensitivity, there is evidence emerging that such tests can
play an important role in rapid testing; previous studies have found that when employing a mass testing
strategy, test sensitivity is secondary to testing frequency for reducing transmission 24 . A more targeted
use of LFTs within schools, known as serial contact testing, has also been suggested as a way to reduce
transmission within schools that does not result in high levels of absences. Under serial contact testing, the
close contacts of positively identified pupils are tested daily using LFTs for the next seven days, instead
of isolating for ten days. Pilots within secondary schools in England to determine the efficacy of serial
contact testing have been undertaken 25 , with a serial contact testing policy considered as part of a national
secondary school reopening strategy prior to the emergence of the Alpha (B.1.1.7) variant 26 .
Previous studies have attempted to capture the impact of school-based measures on within-school transmission. In previous work, we considered the impact that strategies involving LFTs could have on both
transmission and absences in secondary schools 27 , finding that serial contact testing alone would be insufficient to control within-school transmission, but a policy of regular mass testing alongside serial contact
testing could be more effective than the isolation of year group bubbles while reducing absences considerably.
A parallel study by Kunzmann et al. considered the impact of such measures in primary schools, reaching a
similar conclusion that serial contact testing alone would be insufficient to contain outbreaks, recommending
a combination of mass testing and isolation of close contacts 28 . Other studies have considered the effectiveness of strategies involving PCR tests 29 , the impact of mask-wearing on within-school transmission 30 and
the benefits of dividing classes into discrete cohorts 31 . Owing to the paucity of information surrounding
the transmission rates of SARS-CoV-2 between children within schools, such studies typically consider a
range of within-school transmission rates. While this approach is reasonable and valuable to compare the
relative impact of different school-based measures, quantifying the impact of implemented control measures
on transmission requires realistic levels of within-school transmission. Other studies have considered the
impact of school closures or school control strategies on transmission in the wider community 16,32–34 , often
by altering the age-dependent mixing matrices assumed in the underlying model. While these studies are
important in understanding the impact that schools have on community transmission, such methods are
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insufficient to quantify the impact of control measures on within-school transmission.
In this study, we extend our previously described stochastic individual-based model of a secondary school
formed of exclusive year-group bubbles 27 . Specifically, we incorporate realistic secondary school sizes and
close contact group sizes, derived from Department for Education: Educational Setting Status data 35 , we
use S-gene negative data to incorporate the spread of the Alpha (B.1.1.7) variant and its impact on withinschool transmission, and we use swab testing data from the wider population 36 , referred to as Pillar 2 data,
to inform each school’s probability of external infection from the local community and the uptake of LFTs,
based on each school’s lower tier local authority (LTLA). We fit this model using an Approximate Bayesian
Computation (ABC) approach 37 to positive PCR and LFT time-series data of 11-16 year olds and the
distribution of peak confirmed COVID-19 cases in secondary schools. From this fitted model, we estimate
the proportion of infections in secondary school pupils that occur due to within school transmission, the
school reproduction number (Rschool ), the impact of LFTs on incidence at current levels of uptake, the
benefit of higher levels of LFT uptake, and the potential impact of serial contact testing instead of isolating
close contacts. These analyses highlight approaches in which transmission within the school environment
can be kept low while maintaining high levels of attendance, a difficult balance that is vitally important if
we are to preserve the benefits of education during future waves of the pandemic.

2

Methods

We extend our stochastic individual-based model of secondary schools formed of year-group bubbles, detailed
in full previously 27 , to first quantify the level of within-school transmission of SARS-CoV-2 in secondary
schools in England from 31st August 2020 to 21st May 2021, and then assess the impact of LFTs on
within-school transmission from 8th March 2021 to 21st May 2021.
We describe the data sources used within this study in Section 2.1, overview the individual-based model in
Section 2.2 and outline the model fitting procedure in Section 2.3. In Section 2.4, we consider alternative
school reopening strategies (other than isolation of contacts) and, in Section 2.5, give our outcome measures
used to asses the impact of different strategies on within-school transmission and absences. We performed
the model fitting, model simulations, and visualisation of results using MATLAB 2019b.

2.1

Data summary

Community swab testing
Since the beginning of the COVID-19 outbreak, the UK has collected and recorded daily testing data 36 .
Pillar 2 data refers to community swab testing data from those who have sought PCR tests due to COVID19 symptoms, or from those undertaking LFT tests. We fit our model to two strands of Pillar 2 data: (i)
the proportion of 11-16 year olds testing positive to a PCR test each week (excluding confirmatory PCR
tests, which are accounted for in LFT testing data) throughout both terms, and (ii) the proportion of 11-16
year olds testing positive to an LFT test each day from the 8th March 2021. We focus on the 11-16 year
olds age group as the vast majority of 11-16 year olds attend secondary schools in England; we therefore
view that these data can be used as a proxy for testing rates within secondary school pupils. We excluded
17-18 year olds as some of these will be employed or attending university, and therefore trends may emerge
in testing data in these age groups that do not reflect the dynamics within secondary schools, but rather
reflect dynamics in a different setting (e.g. a university). These data also informed the level of LFT uptake
in each LTLA in the model. The uptake in each LTLA on a given day was taken as the proportion of 10-19
year olds in that LTLA who recorded either a positive or negative LFT on that day. We used the broader
age range of 10-19 year olds here due to the negative Pillar 2 data only being available in five year age
bands. It is likely that a considerable proportion of negative home tests remain unrecorded; to account for
this we fit the level of underreporting of negative tests, which scales up the ‘true’ number of negative LFT
tests and hence increases uptake.
The Alpha (B.1.1.7) variant is characterised by a deletion in the genome at site 69-70 associated with the
spike protein; this lead to the ThermoFisher TaqPath quantitative PCR assay, used as the main diagnostic
tool in many regions of England, failing to amplify the S-gene target. As such infections that are confirmed
by PRC but where the S-gene is not detected (often termed as ’S-gene failures’) provide a key indicator for
the geographic spread of the Alpha variant. We therefore use the change in proportion of S-gene failures
within a LTLA as a proxy for the sigmoidal growth of the Alpha variant which was associated with higher
transmission rates than the original wild-type variant.
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Population by LTLA
We obtained the population sizes in each LTLA from the Office for National Statistics population estimates,
using the mid-year estimates from 2019 38 . We assumed that 11-16 year olds who tested positive in a
particular LTLA also attended school in that LTLA.
School absence data
Since September 2020, schools have recorded data regarding absences and confirmed COVID-19 cases,
available through the Department for Education: Educational Setting Status data 35 . In particular, each
school has recorded the number of absences due to confirmed COVID-19 cases among secondary school
pupils each day. While these data are insufficient to establish the total number of cases there have been in
any particular school, one can obtain the peak number of confirmed cases in each school. To capture the
heterogeneity in outbreak sizes between schools, we fitted our model to the distributions of peak number
of confirmed cases in schools from September to December 2020 and from March to May 2021. Secondary
schools were closed to the majority of pupils in January and February 2021, as part of a national lockdown,
and because of these closures we did not consider confirmed cases in schools in this period.
In addition to the number of absences due to a confirmed case of COVID-19, also recorded were the number of absences due to other within-school COVID-19 related reasons. We define such an absence as an
absence due to a confirmed case of COVID-19, an absence due to a suspected case of COVID-19, or an
absence due to potential contact with a case of COVID-19 from inside the educational setting (and so the
student was requested to isolate). Prior to 10th October 2020, the number of pupils that were asked to
isolate due to potential contact with a case of COVID-19 were not separated into contact with a case from
within the educational setting, and contact with a case from outside the educational setting. As such,
we are overestimating the total number of absences for within-school COVID-19 related reasons over this
period.

2.2

Model description

School contact structure
Our previous study described a situation where secondary schools implemented a bubbling policy at the
level of year groups, and assumed that within year group pupils mixed randomly, to understand the impact
of control measures targeted at year groups 27 . However, while the majority of secondary schools report
implementing a bubbling policy at the level of year groups 39 , schools have often isolated smaller groups
of targeted close contacts upon confirmation of a positive case 40 , in line with the guidance to secondary
schools in England as of June 2021 20 . To account for this, we extended our model to consider three levels
of mixing. Each year group was comprised of exclusive sets of close contacts of equal size, with each school
comprised of several year groups. We set pupils to mix with their close contacts at a rate α0 , mix with
pupils in the rest of their year group at a rate α1 , and mix with pupils in the rest of their school at a rate
α2 (Figure 1a). By default, we set α0 = 1 and let 0 ≤ α2 , α1 ≤ 1. The hierarchy of α terms reflects relative
mixing rates compared to a baseline mixing rate of close contacts. Letting Ii (d) denote the infectiousness of
individual i on day d, and letting Nx denote the number of contacts a pupil has of type x, the probability
of within-school transmission to a susceptible individual j, βj (d) is given by:
P
P
IC (d) + α1 Y IY (d) + α2 S IS (d)
βj (d) =
NC + α1 NY + α2 NS
C ∈ {Close contacts}, Y ∈ {Rest of year}, S ∈ {Rest of school}
P

C

(1)
(2)

such that α1 = α2 = 1 corresponds to random mixing across the entire school, while at the other extreme,
where α1 = α2 = 0, pupils mix exclusively with their close contacts. In our baseline scenario, we assumed
α1 = 0.1 and α2 = 0.01, reflecting a situation where pupils have a much higher rate of interaction with
their close contacts than other members of their year group, and where year group bubbles have been in
general very effective (with only a small rate of interaction to account for the impact of indirect infection
via teachers and siblings). To understand the sensitivity of our results to these mixing assumptions, in
Supporting Text S7, we consider a situation where mixing within-years and across years occurs to a much
higher extent, setting α1 = 1 and α2 = 0.1, with qualitatively similar results obtained.
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Figure 1: Overview of the individual-based model components. (a) A schematic of the within-school
mixing structure assumed in the model. Within a school, pupils interact with close contacts in their year
at a rate α0 = 1, with other pupils within their year at a relative rate α1 , and interact with other pupils
in other years at a relative rate α2 , where 0 ≤ α2 , α1 ≤ 1. (b) A map of England segregated by LTLA,
with an example LTLA highlighted in purple. Each school is situated within an LTLA, which determines
its probability of infection from the community, its relative frequency of B.1.1.7 (Alpha) variant, and LFT
uptake. Each LTLA contains multiple secondary schools, shown as blue dots (the number of blue dots
shown is illustrative rather than an accurate depiction of the number of secondary schools in the highlighted
LTLA). (c) A time-series of the percentage of that LTLA’s population who test positive to a PCR test on
that day. A pupil’s probability of external infection on day t depends upon prevalence in the community,
which we assume to be proportional to the proportion of the population in that LTLA testing PCR positive
on day t + 5. (d) A time-series of the fitted estimate of the relative frequency of the B.1.1.7 variant in
the example LTLA. The expected number of secondary infections from infected pupils depends upon the
proportion of cases that are of the (more transmissible) B.1.1.7 variant, which varies through time and is
dependent on the LTLA the school is situated within. Cross markers indicate the percentage of sequenced
tests from an LTLA that return an S-gene negative result. Our model does not consider the impact of the
B.1.617.2 (Delta) variant, which became the dominant variant in circulation during late May 2021, occurring
beyond the time horizon considered in our analyses.
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Transmission
This section provides an overview of the transmission dynamics assumed in the model, with an extended
description of the model’s transmission dynamics described in Supporting Text S2.
Within the model, an infected pupil’s relative probability of transmission to other pupils since day of infection
was based upon a previously derived infectivity profile for COVID-19 41 , based on data from known sourcerecipient pairs 42 , with an assumed incubation period distribution under the assumption that the generation
time and incubation period are independent. Symptomatic pupils developed symptoms on a day drawn
from a Gamma distribution with shape 5.807 and scale 0.948 43 , corresponding to a mean time to symptom
onset of 5.5 days. Many secondary school aged children remain asymptomatic over the course of their
infection 44 . Further, asymptomatic individuals are likely less infectious than symptomatic individuals 45,46 ,
and so asymptomatic transmission is included explicitly in the model.
The initial prevalence of each school at the start of the simulation depended on that school’s LTLA, while
the initial level of immunity at the start of simulation was set as 6.25%, reflecting the estimated prevalence
of COVID-19 antibodies in September 2020 nationally 47 .
Within the model, the rate of external infection of pupils depended on each school’s LTLA and varied
through time. Detailed temporal COVID-19 testing data has been recorded at the LTLA level 36 , and the
positive testing rate within a population is a function of the prevalence in that population. To account for
the delay between contracting infection and displaying symptoms, with a mean time to symptom onset of
5.5 days, we assumed that the rate of external infection of school pupils on day t was proportional to the
proportion of all individuals in that school’s LTLA testing positive to a PCR test on day t + 5. This positive
testing rate was then scaled by a factor depending on whether a school was situated in a rural or urban
LTLA, reflecting that children in rural communities likely have less exposure to community infection than
pupils in urban areas. For all schools, the probability of external infection was scaled by a factor h during
school holidays.
While the impact of more transmissible variants on external transmission is captured through the above
set-up, such variants also impact the level of onward transmission from infected pupils within schools. Over
the course of schools reopening, the B.1.1.7 variant emerged and subsequently dominated infections across
England 48 . The B.1.1.7 variant returns a negative result for the spike protein gene when tested using the
Thermo TaqPath PCR system (referred to as S-gene negative), while other variant in circulation at the
time do not (S-gene positive). To capture the impact of this variant on within-school transmission, we
therefore scaled the within-school transmission parameter Ks according to the proportion of sequenced tests
in each LTLA that return an S-gene negative result through time (Supporting Figure S2). The increase in
transmission from this parameter was determined through the fitting procedure for the model. Our analysis
does not consider the impact of the B.1.617.2 variant, commonly referred to as the Delta variant, which
began to dominate new infections across England from May 2021 49 .
In total, the model fits six parameters relevant to within-school transmission, and four parameters relevant
to community infection (Supporting Table S1). In a given secondary school s, within-school transmission
was determined by a parameter Ks , drawn from a lognormal distribution, the parameters of which are
determined during fitting. Alongside these, we fit the increase in within-school transmission resulting from
increased prevalence of the B.1.1.7 variant, and the increase in within-school transmission after the 26th
October-30th October 2020 half term, to capture the impact of reduced adherence to strict within-school
distancing measures implemented at the beginning of term. We determined via the fitting procedure both
the proportion of infected pupils that remain asymptomatic and the relative infectiousness of asymptomatic
individuals. We also fit a scaling factor between community testing rates and the probability of external
infection in school s, S , drawn from a lognormal distribution, the parameters of which are determined
during fitting. For rural LTLAs, this was scaled further by a factor r, while another scaling factor h
impacted pupils’ probability of infection during periods of school holidays/closures, with values for h and r
determined during fitting.
Testing and control
Throughout the simulation, infected pupils underwent a PCR test upon symptom onset. Pupils self-isolated
until they received a test result. We assumed that pupils received a result two days after taking a test
(though in reality there will be some variation in the length of time between taking a test and receiving a
result). Those receiving a negative result returned to school the day after receiving this notification, while
those testing positive entered isolation for a period including the day that symptom onset began and the
next ten full days 50 . Pupils who tested positive using an LFT entered isolation, with the outcome of a
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confirmatory PCR test then determining whether the pupil remained in isolation (for a period including the
day the LFT test was taken and the next ten full days 50 ). Twice weekly mass testing in schools began on the
1st March 2021, i.e. the week before schools reopened. In each school, each pupil was assigned two days of
the week (Sunday and Wednesday, Monday and Thursday, etc.) in which they were scheduled to undertake
an LFT test each week. The probability of those pupils taking a test on that given day was matched to
satisfy the uptake of LFTs in that school’s LTLA (Supporting Text S3). As LFTs have predominantly
been taken at home, we assumed that identified infected pupils did not transmit infection on the day they
undertook a test. We used previously estimated LFT and PCR test probability profiles for symptomatic
individuals 51 . For asymptomatic individuals, we assumed that the probability of testing positive was equal
to that of symptomatic individuals until peak positive test probability, but then decayed more rapidly, as
in our previous study 27 . Both the specificity of LFTs and the proportion of negative home tests taken that
go unreported were determined through the fitting procedure. The specificity of PCR tests was assumed to
be 1, in line with data indicating that false PCR positives are very rare 52 .
Secondary schools isolated the close contacts of infected pupils upon a pupil testing positive to a PCR test
(either through self-seeking or as a confirmatory test to a positive LFT) for ten days following the day of last
contact 53 . Within the model, the size of close contact groups for each school remained constant over each
term, informed by reported absences data. To reflect that schools have in general isolated smaller groups of
pupils from March 2021 onwards, the size of close contact groups therefore differed between September to
December 2020 and March to May 2021 (Supporting Figure S1b). We describe the derivation of modelled
close contact sizes and modelled secondary school sizes in Supporting Text S1.

2.3

Model fitting

The model is fitted using an Adaptive Population Monte Carlo ABC approach 37 . Initially, we sampled 100
particles from the prior distribution (Supporting Table S1. In each generation, we retained the top 20% of
particles, which informed the covariance matrix for the subsequent generation. Initially, we performed the
fitting for a sample of 100 schools for ten generations, to navigate parameter space efficiently. We then ran
the model fitting scheme for a sample of 1000 schools until we observed no improvement in the median log
likelihood obtained per generation, a total of 21 generations (Supporting Figure S5).
We fitted the model to Pillar 2 testing data and peak confirmed cases in schools data outlined above. The
log likelihood of the model given the data could be defined for each of the data streams. We based the timeseries components of the log-likelihood function on a binomial likelihood for each day. We let XT (d) denote
the observed number of positive tests of type T, T ∈ {PCR, LFT} in 11-16 year olds on day d, YT (d) denote
the predicted proportion of pupils who test positive on day d to a test of type T , and we let N denote the
population size of 11-16 year olds in England. LB (n|N, p) denote the log of the binomial probability function.
We assumed the components corresponding to the distributions of peak cases in schools followed a multinomial distribution. We let SP (k) denote the number of secondary schools with a peak of k confirmed cases
over period P, P ∈ {September to December 2020 (septodec), March to May 2021 (martomay)}, YP (k) denote the predicted proportion of schools with a peak of k cases over period P . The log-likelihood function
obeyed:

LL(θ) =

X

LB (XP CR (d)|N, YP CR (d)) +

d

+

X

X
X
[Sseptodec (k) × log(Yseptodec (k))] +
[Smartomay (k) × log(Ymartomay (k))].
k

2.4

LB (XLF T (d)|N, YLF T (d))

d

(3)

k

Alternative strategies

Using the parameters obtained from our model fitted, fit to the observed data during which the interventions
measures used were isolating close contacts and twice weekly mass testing, we assessed the impact that other
potential strategies would likely have had on within-school transmission and absences (had the alternative
package of interventions been introduced for schools fully reopening on 8th March 2021) through model
simulation. We focused on three such alternative strategies:
1. Isolation of close contacts only. A counterfactual scenario, with no use of mass testing. Schools
continue to implement the isolation of close contacts policy used by schools from 31st August-18th
December 2020.
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2. Mass testing only. From the 1st March 2021, the week prior to schools fully reopening, pupils undertake
twice weekly mass testing (calibrated to obtain realistic levels of uptake). However, identification of a
positive case led to no further action, other than isolating the confirmed positive individual.
3. Mass testing and serial contact testing. Alongside mass testing, and upon identification of a positive
case via a PCR test (either from a symptomatic pupil seeking a PCR test or as a confirmatory test
from a positive LFT), that pupil’s close contacts take LFTs for the next seven days following the last
contact with the positive case (serial contact testing). It is assumed that all pupils participate in serial
contact testing upon being identified as a close contact of a positive case.

2.5

Outcome measures

To understand the impact of different strategies on within-school transmission and pupil absences, we used
three main outcome measures:
• Incidence. Tracking the incidence, and the impact of control measures on incidence, is a natural
measure to judge the benefit of control measures in reducing infections. However, incidence also depends on within-school prevalence and community prevalence, so does not (directly) inform us whether
transmission is under control in secondary schools. Further, by tracking whether new infections occur through a within-school contact or through external contact, we can estimate the proportion of
infections that occur within-school during term time, and whether this has changed over the course of
schools reopening.
• Within-school reproduction number (Rschool ). A case reproduction number, defined as the number of
secondary infections resulting from contact with an individual infected on day t divided by the number
of individuals infected on date t. This outcome measure tells us whether within-school transmission
is under control, indicated by Rschool < 1, and how this has changed through time in the context of
emerging variants and changing control measures.
• Percentage of pupils absent. The percentage of all modelled pupils absent on a given day, either because
they have tested positive or because they are a close contact of a positively identified individual in a
school implemented an isolation of close contacts policy. This outcome measure is useful to understand
the impact that different strategies have regarding pupil absences and the potential disruption to pupil
attendance.

3
3.1

Results
Model fit and parameter inference

The fitted model matches well to the temporal data on PCR and LFT positivity (Figures 2a and 2b), whilst
also providing a reasonable fit to the distribution of peak case numbers across schools in the SeptemberDecember 2020 and March-May 2021 periods (Figures 2c and 2d). We acknowledge an underestimation in
the model-fitted proportion of schools that had a low peak number of confirmed cases during SeptemberDecember 2020 (Figure 2c), while an overestimation in the proportion of schools with a low peak number
of confirmed cases during March-May 2021 (Figure 2d).
We infer an increase in within-school transmission to the B.1.1.7 variant in secondary-school aged children
of approximately a mean value of 72% (95% credible interval: 58-84%), and attribute a 30% (95% credible
interval: 13-45%) increase in within-school transmission after schools return in the second half-term of the
October-December term, due to falling adherence to within-school control measures over time. The data
are best explained by a model that assumed only 39% (95% credible interval: 31-54%) of negative home
LFTs are in fact reported. Pupils attending schools in rural LTLAs had a considerably lower probability
of external infection than those attending schools in urban LTLAs, with community testing rates in rural
schools scaled by a factor 34% (95% credible interval: 11-55%) of the scaling factor for urban schools to obtain
a school’s probability of external infection. The model results in similar levels of COVID-19 related absences
to the observed level of absences in Department for Education: Education Setting Status data (Supporting
Figure S6). As well as matching testing data nationally, the model also matches PCR testing data closely
at a regional level (Supporting Figure S7), although underestimates the heterogeneity in PCR and LFT
testing data between LTLAs (Supporting Figure S8). A model fitted under alternative within-school mixing
assumptions was also capable of matching both streams of data reasonably well (Figure S9).
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Figure 2: Fitting the model to testing and secondary school absences data. The stochastic
individual-based model is fitted to (a) the percentage of 11-16 year olds who test PCR positive (excluding
confirmatory PCR tests) each day from 1st September 2020 to 21st May 2021, (b) the percentage of 11-16
year olds who test LFT positive each day from 8th March 2021 to 21st May 2021. Shaded intervals around
mean model traces (solid lines) represent 95% prediction intervals in all plots, while shaded grey regions
represent time periods when schools were not fully open (either due to closures or school holidays). The
model is also fitted to (c) the distribution of peak number of confirmed COVID-19 absences in secondary
schools from 1st September 2020 to 18th December 2020, and (d) the distribution of peak number of
confirmed COVID-19 absences in secondary schools from 8th March 2021 to 21st May 2021. Filled circles
denote the data and shaded blocks the 95% prediction interval estimated from the model. The plots
above show the mean values obtained from 100 simulations of 2979 secondary schools, each with a distinct
parameter set sample from the posterior distribution.

3.2

Quantifying within-school transmission

For our analysis of the proportion of transmission events attributed to within-school contacts rather than
external settings, we found the majority of pupil infections during term time on school days occurred within
school, as opposed to extraneously from the community (Figure 3a). The proportion of cases occurring within
school increased through time, accounting for 49% (95% credible interval: 41-58%) of all new infections in the
September-October half term, 72% (95% credible interval: 67-76%) of all new infections in the NovemberDecember half term, and 76% (95% credible interval: 73-79%) of infections since schools reopened from 8th
March 2021 until 21st May 2021. This increasing trend in transmission within the school setting is echoed
when considering the within-school reproduction number - while Rschool remained well below 1 throughout
the school term in 2020, its value rose to just below a value of 1 by May 2021, owing to the dominance of
the B.1.1.7 strain in circulation (Figure 3b). Qualitatively similar results were obtained from a fitted model
under the alternative within-school mixing assumptions α1 = 1, α2 = 0.1 (Supporting Figure S10).
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Figure 3: Incidence and Rschool from the fitted model. We display time-series of (a) incidence among
pupils, delineated into whether infections occur externally or within-school, and (b) Rschool through time
(thin line) alongside its seven-day moving average (thick line). The plots above were obtained from 100
simulations of 2979 secondary schools, each with a distinct parameter set sample from the posterior distribution. In all panels, solid lines correspond to mean temporal profiles, shaded ribbons represent 95%
prediction intervals in all plots, while shaded grey regions represent time periods when schools were not
fully reopen (either due to closures or school holidays).

3.3

Impact of LFTs

We compared our fitted model to a scenario where mass testing was not introduced upon schools reopening
in March 2021. After accounting for underreporting of negative LFTs, there was an estimated 36% (95%
credible interval: 28-42%) uptake nationally from 8th March until the 23rd May 2021, though LFT uptake
varied substantially between LTLAs (Supporting Figure S3b). Despite the relatively low levels of LFT
uptake, mass testing has reduced incidence within schools considerably (Figure 4a, purple line), compared
to a scenario where mass testing has not been introduced (Figure 4a) . However, at current levels of LFT
uptake, mass testing is only just sufficient to keep Rschool below 1 (Figure 4b, purple line).
We can also compare our fitted model to a scenario where mass testing is introduced without close contacts
being isolated, and to a scenario where serial contact tracing is operating instead of the isolation of close
contacts. We found that, at current levels of uptake, mass testing alone would be insufficient to reduce Rschool
below 1(Figure 4b, blue line). Compared to the current strategy of isolating close contacts alongside mass
testing, a strategy of serial contact testing alongside mass testing (Figure 4b, yellow line) was marginally
less effective at controlling within-school transmission, indicated by the slightly higher values of Rschool over
the period considered. These strategies resulted in lower levels of within-school transmission than a strategy
of isolating close contacts alone (Figures 4a and 4b).
Both such strategies were capable of reducing absences considerably when compared to either strategy
involving isolation of close contacts (Figure 4c). Modelled COVID-19 related absences under the current
strategy reached a peak of 2.54% (95% credible interval: 2.15-2.97%) over the period 8th March 2021 until
21st May 2021, in line with peak COVID-19 related absences observed in data. In contrast, a strategy of
mass testing alone resulted in a peak of 0.18% (95% credible interval: 0.15-0.20%) of absences over the same
period, while a strategy of mass testing alongside serial contact testing resulted in a peak of 0.19% (95%
credible interval: 0.16-0.23%). Again, qualitatively similar results were obtained from a fitted model under
the alternative within-school mixing assumptions α1 = 1, α2 = 0.1 (Supporting Figure S11).

3.4

LFT uptake counterfactuals

Finally, we considered whether higher levels of LFT uptake would be sufficient to bring Rschool below 1. To
understand the impact of uptake of twice weekly mass testing, we assumed that all pupils scheduled to take
a test on a given day do so with a probability p, and we varied p from 0 to 1. Unsurprisingly, as uptake
increases, Rschool falls. Under a strategy of mass testing alongside isolation of close contacts, LFT uptake
of 24% (95% credible interval: 8-39%) would have been required to bring the mean value of Rschool below
1 from 19th April 2021 to 9th May 2021 (Figure 5).
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Figure 4: Quantifying the impact of LFTs on transmission and absences, and the potential
impact of alternative strategies. Time-series under different intervention strategies of (a) incidence
among pupils, (b) Rschool within secondary schools, and (c) the percentage of pupils absent. We compare
a policy of twice weekly mass testing and isolating close contacts (purple) to a strategy of isolating close
contacts only (green), twice weekly mass testing only (blue), and twice weekly mass testing alongside serial
contact testing (yellow). The plots above show the mean values obtained from 100 simulations of 2979
secondary schools, each with a distinct parameter set sample from the posterior distribution. In all panels,
solid lines correspond to the mean estimate, shaded intervals represent 95% prediction intervals, while
shaded grey regions represent time periods when schools were not fully reopen (either due to closures or
school holidays). The data in Figure 4c consists of the number of absences due to a confirmed case or a
suspected case of COVID-19, and absences arising as a result of students told to isolate due to potential
contact with a case of COVID-19 from inside their educational setting. These data were recorded by 2979
secondary schools.
We compared the impact of uptake for a strategy of isolation of close contacts against a strategy implementing serial contact testing alongside twice weekly mass testing. We assumed uptake of serial contact testing
to be distinct from that of twice weekly mass testing, and assumed that 100% of identified close contacts
participated in serial contact testing. Under the strategy including serial contact testing, keeping Rschool
below 1 required a slightly higher uptake of twice weekly mass testing 29%(95% credible interval: 14-45%).
Both strategies considered were capable of reducing Rschool below 1, predicated on a high uptake of twice
weekly mass testing.

11

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.07.09.21260271; this version posted July 16, 2021. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

Mean R school (19th April-9th May 2021)

1.3
Mass testing + isolating close contacts
Mass testing + serial contact testing
Rschool = 1

1.2
1.1
1
0.9
0.8
0.7
0.6
0.5
0

25

50

75

100

Uptake of twice weekly mass testing (%)

Figure 5: The impact of regular mass testing uptake on within-school transmission. We considered
the impact of increasing uptake of twice weekly mass testing on the mean daily Rschool from 19th April
2021 to 9th May 2021, for a strategy of twice weekly mass testing alongside the isolation of close contacts
(purple), and for a strategy of twice weekly mass testing alongside serial contact testing (yellow). The plot
above shows the mean values obtained from 100 simulations of 2979 secondary schools, each with a distinct
parameter set sample from the posterior distribution, at uptakes of 0, 25, 50, 75, and 100% (indicated by
the cross markers). Shaded intervals represent 95% prediction intervals.

4

Discussion

Epidemiological models matched to available data are vital tools in understanding the impact of control
measures. This study combines swab testing data collected from the wider population with absences data
from secondary schools in England recorded from August 2020 to May 2021 to obtain a model of withinschool transmission consistent with both streams of data. Doing so not only elucidates the impact of control
measures that have been implemented – a combination of mass testing and isolation of school ‘bubble’
contacts – but can also be used to understand the potential impact of alternative strategies. Further,
our model provides a quantification of within-school transmission, which can be used to inform future
modelling work of realistic parameter values surrounding within-school transmission dynamics. Our research
contributes to the growing epidemiological modelling literature regarding the role of schools in SARS-CoV-2
transmission in the UK 30,32,33,54,55 .
Our results demonstrate that a large proportion of cases in secondary-school aged children likely result from
transmission within secondary schools, with such infections comprising approximately 49% of new infections
in the September-October 2020 half-term, 72% of new infections in the November-December 2020 half-term,
and 76% of new infections from 8th March-21st May 2021 in secondary-school aged children. At the same
time, our results suggest that transmission was not ‘out of control’ within secondary schools over the course
of the September to December 2020 term and from March to May 2021, as the estimated Rschool was below
1. Taken together, these results imply that sustained transmission within secondary schools has, over the
time-period considered, required external infection from the community, a result consistent with previous
research indicating that within-school transmission has not driven community infection 14,15 .
While there appears to have been relatively low levels of LFT uptake in secondary schools in England
(approximately 36%), this study demonstrates that LFTs have played an important role in reducing incidence within secondary schools, which will have consequently reduced incidence in the wider community.
Our results underline the importance of such mass testing in controlling transmission within secondary
schools, but also highlights the potential benefits of even higher levels of uptake. Our results therefore agree
with an emerging picture that mass testing via LFTs is capable of playing an important role in reducing
transmission 24,27 , despite their lower sensitivity compared to PCR tests 22 .
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Our results reiterate our previous finding 27 highlighting that strategies involving the isolation of large numbers of close contacts lead to considerable levels of school absences. In the context of minimising disruption
from pupil absences, we considered the likely impact of alternative strategies not involving isolation of close
contacts. While mass testing alone (with an approximate uptake of 36%) would have been insufficient to
keep Rschool below 1 over the course of schools reopening from March to May 2021, a policy of regular
mass testing alongside serial contact testing was almost as effective at reducing within-school transmission
as regular mass testing alongside isolating close contacts, but considerably reduced absences.
When considering serial contact testing, this study assumed that all pupils agree to participate in daily
testing upon being identified as a close contact of a positive case. In practice, some proportion of pupils
are likely to not participate. If non-participating pupils who are identified as close contacts to infected
individuals must self-isolate instead of taking daily tests, then lower uptake would likely not increase withinschool transmission, but would increase pupil absences. Instead, if non-participating pupils are allowed to
remain in school, absences would remain low but within-school transmission would increase. Which option
is most suitable depends both on expected levels of participation and the intended goals of such a strategy,
demonstrating that clear protocols and aims of strategies involving mass testing are paramount to their
successful implementation 56 .
Any mathematical modelling study is a simplification of the real-world, and necessarily makes a range of
assumptions. Accordingly, our study has several limitations. Regarding transmission, our model captures the
impact of community prevalence on within-school transmission, but does not capture the impact of withinschool transmission on community prevalence. In reality, within-school epidemics may increase community
prevalence in extremely local areas (smaller than that of an LTLA), which would then be expected to
increase transmission in schools as a damped feed-back loop. Our study assumes homogeneous onwards
transmission rates from infected pupils within a given secondary school. In reality, onwards transmission
rates are likely heterogeneous between pupils, with transmission rates likely a function of viral load 57 which
is heterogeneous both in time and between individuals. Previous studies accounting for this heterogeneity,
through the incorporation of within-host viral dynamics 28 obtained similar results to our previous study 27 ,
though the inclusion of heterogeneity may impact the cluster sizes of epidemics in schools 58 .
Regarding testing, our model assumes that the proportion of pupils taking an LFT test on a given day
is equivalent to the local proportion of 10-19 year olds in that school’s LTLA taking an LFT test on a
given day, i.e. we assume uptake is homogeneous across schools within a region. In reality, there may be
significant heterogeneity between schools even within a local area. Further, we assume that pupils have a
given probability of taking an LFT test to satisfy a given level of uptake; in reality, there may be pupils who
are consistently taking LFT tests, while there may be consistent non-adherence in others. Including such
heterogeneities would be expected to increase the heterogeneity in cases between schools, with schools with
lower testing uptake expected to have higher levels of within-school transmission. As a further complication,
underreporting of negative tests is an important but unknown factor which may vary both regionally and
through time. These complications highlight the importance of accurate reporting of all taken tests, as
accurate estimates of LFT uptake are integral in understanding their impact.
While our model considers a time period before the Delta variant (B.1.617.2) dominated infections in the
UK 49 , and we do not explicitly consider the Delta variant in the model, we can nevertheless consider the
implications of our work in the context of new, more transmissible variants. With Rschool approximately
equal to 1 in mid-May 2021, more transmissible variants such as the Delta variant (which has been estimated
as 60% more transmissible 59 ) could tip the balance of transmission within secondary schools, increasing
Rschool substantially above 1. Further, our model considers a time-period where stringent within-school
distancing measures were implemented. Prior studies have demonstrated that within-school measures can
be effective in mitigating within-school transmission 17,18 , and high attack rates in schools have been observed
when such measures have not been in place 60 . Any relaxation of within-school distancing measures would
likely result in further increases in within-school transmission and hence Rschool . Further research into the
impact of within-school control measures 30,61 should continue. Because of these factors, far higher uptake
of LFT testing may be necessary to mitigate within-school infections in the future, especially to offset the
impact of 60% extra transmission associated with the Delta variant. A range of socioeconomic factors impact
LFT uptake, including the fear of loss of income that could result from a household required to self-isolate 23 .
Policy makers should therefore consider practical strategies that may incentivise or increase uptake of LFTs,
especially for any future strategy that does not include the isolation of close contacts. For example, pupils
could be expected to present a negative LFT test upon attending school, or pupils participating in serial
contact testing could be tested within-school to encourage high levels of uptake. Dialogue between all
relevant stakeholders, including pupils, parents, and staff, is crucial in the formulation of practical and

13

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.07.09.21260271; this version posted July 16, 2021. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

effective policies that maximise participation.
Our analyses have considered the impact of LFTs in the context of secondary schools. In England, practical
considerations have dictated that mass testing has not been extended to primary school children. If the
isolation of close contacts is to be halted in primary schools, this raises the question of what control measures
are implemented instead, whether they will be sufficient to control within-school transmission, and whether
they are practical to implement for that age range.
Continued research into transmission within schools will be vital going forwards, both in understanding
the role of children in transmission of SARS-CoV-2, and in designing and assessing appropriate schoollevel control policies. Previous studies undertaken prior to the COVID-19 pandemic have attempted to
record contact mixing patterns within schools 62–64 , however the implementation of rigid social distancing
measures within schools mean that such studies are not of direct use in the context of COVID-19. The
CoMix study has surveyed social contacts in the UK during the COVID-19 pandemic and has been used
to infer age-dependent mixing matrices 65 , though is not directly informative of contact structure within
schools specifically. In this study we find that, once the model is calibrated to fit the available data, the
relative levels of mixing assumed within schools has little bearing on the impact of control measures. An
understanding of whether this holds in general, and a deeper understanding of the interplay between contact
network structure within schools and the success of COVID-19 control measures, would be an important
contribution going forward.
To conclude, through the use of a stochastic individual-based model, fitted to a wide range of relevant data,
we demonstrate that twice weekly lateral flow testing has reduced within-school transmission of SARS-CoV2 in England since its introduction to secondary school pupils, keeping Rschool below 1 from March to May
2021. Yet, our results also indicate the delicate situation regarding transmission within secondary schools.
With Rschool only just below 1, increases in within-school transmission, either because of more transmissible
variants or because of a relaxation of within-school distancing measures, are expected to result in withinschool epidemics. We have shown the potential of serial contact testing alongside twice weekly mass testing
to control within-school transmission while minimising the disruption caused by pupil absences, and the
increased effectiveness of mass testing strategies at higher LFT uptake. Accordingly, our findings suggest
that alternative strategies to the isolation of all close contacts are worth consideration, and that strategies
involving LFTs may strike a balance between controlling within-school transmission and reducing pupil
absences.
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Supporting information items
S1

Constructing modelled secondary schools

We derived from the Department for Education: Educational Setting Status data 35 the number of pupils
attending a given modelled secondary school, the LTLA of a modelled secondary school, and close contact
group sizes for September-December 2020 and for March-May 2021. The number of pupils for each secondary
school within the data was taken as the median reported number of pupils on roll from September to
December 2020; 2979 secondary schools report such data over this period. Whether a school included a
sixth form was also specified – we assumed schools that had a sixth form to be comprised of seven year
groups, while schools without a sixth form we assumed to be comprised of five year groups.
While the size of groups schools send home may vary through time and may be context dependent, we can
use absences data from each term to obtain a proxy for the number of close contacts schools are sending
home upon identification of a positive case. Specifically, we considered the size of groups different schools
sent home after one case by finding the median number of COVID-19 related absences for each school, given
there was one confirmed COVID-19 positive pupil (and no confirmed COVID-19 positive teachers). We
found close contact group sizes for September-December 2020 and March-May 2021 separately, as schools
in general isolated smaller groups of pupils in the latter term. Close contact group sizes for schools that
did not report one confirmed COVID-19 positive pupil in each term were sampled from the distribution of
reported close contact sizes (as a proportion of the school population). We adjusted school sizes, year group
sizes, and close contact group sizes for both terms such that year group sizes were a divisor of school sizes,
and close contact group sizes for both terms were a divisor of year group sizes. Doing so, we obtained a
population of 2979 modelled schools with qualitatively similar population sizes and that implemented close
contact isolation policies as reported in Department for Education data.
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Figure S1: Comparing modelled secondary schools from absences data. (a) A scatter plot comparing
the size of secondary schools obtained from Department for Education: Education Setting Status data,
taken as the median reported number of pupils on roll from September to December 2020, against modelled
secondary school sizes, after adjusting data such that close contact group sizes are divisors of year group
sizes and year group sizes are divisors of school sizes. (b) Box plots comparing close contact group sizes
inferred from absences data and close contact group sizes used within the model, as a percentage of school
size across both terms. Whiskers refer to 2.5% and 97.5% percentiles. Close contact group sizes above 25%
of the size of schools are omitted from the graph for box plots corresponding to data for both periods.

S2
S2.1

Transmission dynamics in detail.
Within-school transmission

As in our previous study 27 , infected pupils attending school (i.e. those not isolating and it being a school
day) transmitted infection to other pupils within their year group with a probability dependent on the time
elapsed since their infection. Specifically, we assumed that the relative probability of transmission since the
day of infection is given by a Gamma distribution (ΓI (d)) with shape 5.62 and scale 0.98 41 , derived from data
from known source-recipient pairs 42 , with an assumed incubation period distribution (Gamma distributed
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with shape 5.807 and scale 0.948 43 ) under the assumption that the generation time and incubation period
are independent. After 14 days, infected individuals recover with immunity that persists over the course of
the simulation. Infections are modelled from the 24th August 2020 (a week before schools reopened) until
21st May 2021. We assumed that pupils did not attend school, and therefore did not transmit infection
within school, from the 24th-28th August 2020, from 26th-30th October 2020, and from 20th December
2020 - 5th March 2021, corresponding to periods when schools were either on holiday or not fully reopen
due to lockdown measures. Additionally, pupils also did not attend school for two weeks out of the three
from 29th March 2021 - 16th April 2021, with the specific weeks not attending school dependent on that
school’s LTLA.
The initial level of transmission within a particular school s, Ks was drawn from a lognormal distribution:
2
2
Ks ∼ LogNormal(log(K) − σK
/2, σK
), with the parameters K and σK determined via the fitting procedure,
with K representing the mean value of Ks across schools. Ks defined the expected number of secondary cases
from an infected symptomatic pupil in a particular school, assuming a fully susceptible school population,
that pupils attend school each day of their infection, and that the impact of depletion of susceptibles is
negligible. The model assumes that asymptomatic individuals are less infectious than symptomatic pupils
by a factor a, 0 ≤ a ≤ 1 i.e. if a symptomatic pupil is expected to infect Ks other pupils over the course of
their infection, an asymptomatic pupil is expected to infect a × Ks other pupils. We define the function Ai
to be such that Ai = 1 if a pupil will develop symptoms, otherwise Ai = a.
The level of within-school transmission on day d is also impacted by the proportion of cases within a
school’s LTLA that are of the B.1.1.7 variant. This proportion is obtained by fitting a sigmoidal curve
to the proportion of sequenced tests within an LTLA that return an S-gene negative result (Figure S2,
a reliable genomic indicator of the B.1.1.7 variant. This proportion then scales the level of within-school
transmission, i.e. if the new cases in an LTLA are 50% B.1.1.7 variant, then the increase in a pupil’s
within-school transmission is 50% of that as if all new cases within that LTLA were of the B.1.1.7 variant.
We let VLT LA (d) denote the scaling factor increase in within-school transmission resulting implied by the
proportion of this variant in an LTLA on day d, with VLT LA (d) = v, 1 ≤ v ≤ 3 when all new cases are of
the B.1.1.7 variant.
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Figure S2: Approximating the relative frequency of B.1.1.7 variant cases. The proportion of
sequenced tests (cross markers) for each LTLA that returns an S-gene negative increases approximately
sigmoidally through time. As an S-gene negative result is a reliable genomic marker of the B.1.1.7 variant,
we approximate the percentage of cases of the B.1.1.7 variant through time by fitting a sigmoidal curve to
this data (solid lines). This data, and fitted sigmoidal curves, are plotted for two exemplar LTLAs.
We also introduce F (d), a function scaling up within-school transmission for all schools by a constant factor
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f, 1 ≤ f ≤ 2 from 2nd November 2020 onwards, i.e. after the first half-term of schools reopening. This
parameter is to account for the impact of reduced adherence to within-school control measures as the school
term progresses, after initially very high adherence to such measures, and is also determined via the fitting
procedure.
For a pupil i infected on day d0 , attending a school s situated in a particular LTLA on day d, the infectiousness of individual i on day d is given by:

Ii (d) = Ai × C(d) × VLT LA (d) × Ks × ΓI (d − d0 )
S2.2

(4)

External infection

All pupils from a school s in a given LTLA who were not isolating had a probability of external infection
each day d, proportional to the proportion of the LTLA’s population who tested PCR positive on day d
LA
LA
(which we denote XPLTCRtot
(d)), obtained from Pillar 2 data. For each school s, XPLTCRtot
(d) is scaled by a
2
2
factor s ∼ LogNormal(log() − σ /2, σ ), with parameters  and σ determined via the fitting procedure,
and with  representing the mean scaling factor of s across schools.
The probability of external infection for pupils in schools in rural LTLAs is scaled down by a factor r, 0 <
r ≤ 1. We introduce the function RLT LA , which equals 1 for urban LTLAs and r for rural LTLAs. The
probability of external infection for pupils is scaled up during school holidays and school closures by a factor
h, 1 ≤ h ≤ 2, because during such periods pupils will spend more time with non-school contacts, hence
increasing their risk of community infection. We introduce the function H(d) which equals 1 during term
time and h during school holidays or closures. For a susceptible pupil j, who attends school s situated in a
particular LTLA, the probability that they are infected via community infection is given by Es (d):

LA
Es (d) = RLT LA × H(d) × S × XPLTCRtot
(d)

(5)

Pupil j’s total probability of infection on day d is given by βj (d) + Es (d), with βj (d) as defined in Equation (1)

S3

LFT uptake

This section describes how mass testing via LFTs, and realistic levels of LFT uptake per LTLA, are implemented. Within the model, twice weekly mass testing of secondary school pupils is implemented from
the 1st March 2021 until the end of the simulation, in line with the introduction of mass testing prior to
secondary schools reopening on the 8th March 2021. Each pupil was assigned two days of the week they
are scheduled to take their tests - taking their first test on Sunday, Monday, Tuesday, or Wednesday, and
taking their second test three days after. The probability of a pupil scheduled to take a test p was adjusted
to match daily LFT uptake in secondary school aged pupils within that school’s LTLA.
Daily LFT uptake per LTLA was taken as the proportion of 10-19 year olds in that LTLA who recorded
either a positive or negative LFT on that day. We used the broader age range of 10-19 year olds here due
to the negative Pillar 2 data only being available in five year age bands. This is likely an underestimate,
for two reasons. Firstly, a considerable proportion of negative home tests remain unrecorded. To account,
we determine the level of underreporting, u, 1 ≤ u ≤ 4, via the fitting procedure. The number of negative
LFTs per LTLA is scaled up by the factor of u from 14th March 2021, i.e. after tests shifted from being at
school to being taken at home. We assume that u remains constant over time and is constant across LTLAs,
though in reality u may wain over time and vary by LTLA. Secondly, the age range considered includes some
ages not attending secondary school (who are not expected to take LFT tests), and consequently testing
uptake is likely concentrated in a smaller age range. While this is not accounted for explicitly, the scaling up
via underreporting counteracts this underestimation. LFT uptake obtained from data and modelled uptake
after accounting for underreporting is shown in Supporting Figure S3a.
Estimates of LFT uptake per LTLA over the term are taken as the mean daily LFT uptake from 8th March
2021 until 23rd May 2021, divided by 2/7 - as 2/7ths of pupils taking a test every day would correspond
to full uptake of twice weekly mass testing (assuming that the day of first tests and day of second tests
are distinct and random). There is considerable heterogeneity in LFT uptake between LTLAs, shown in
Supporting Figure S3b.
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Figure S3: Modelling LFT uptake (a) We plot time-series of the percentage of 10-19 year olds in England
who report either a positive or negative LFT result each day (black line), and of the modelled percentage
of pupils who taken a LFT each day after accounting for underreporting of home tests from 21st March
2020 (purple line). Model results are from 100 simulations of 2979 secondary schools, each with a distinct
parameter set sample from the posterior distribution, with solid purple line corresponding to the mean
estimate, and the shaded purple interval representing the 95% prediction interval. (b) A map segregated
into LTLAs, where each LTLA is shaded according to modelled percentage uptake of LFTs from 8th March16th May 2021, taken as the mean daily LFT uptake within that LTLA from 8th March 2021 until 16th
May 2021, divided by 2/7.

S4

Model fits

In this section, Table S1 describes and explains each model parameter, the prior distribution assumed for
each parameter, and the 95% credible interval of the posterior distribution for each parameter. Figure S4
displays density plots of a sample of 100 parameter sets obtained from the posterior distribution. Figure S5
demonstrates the improvement in fit obtained in successive generations via the fitting process, plotting the
median log-likelihood obtained per generation.
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Table S1: Explanation of model parameters, assumed prior distributions, and posterior ranges.
All posterior ranges are specified to two decimal places, with the exception of LFT specificity that we specify
to four decimal places to reflect the relative narrowness of the prior.
Parameter

Explanation

Prior

Posterior
(95% credible
interval)

1. Mean within-school
transmission parameter, K

Initial expected secondary infections
from a symptomatic pupil in a
completely susceptible school, with
replacement of infected pupils.

Unif(1, 3)

1.29-1.64

Schools likely vary in efficacy
of control measures.

Unif(0, 1)

0.13-0.51

Unif(1, 2)

1.13-1.45

Unif(1, 3)

1.58-1.84

Unif(1, 4)

1.08-1.77

Unif(0, 1)

0.02-0.41

Unif(0, 1)

0.11-0.55

Unif(1, 2)

1.42-2.00

Unif(0, 1)

0.37-0.63

Unif(0, 1)

0.58-0.96

Unif(0.999, 1)

0.9995-0.9998

Unif(1, 4)

1.85-3.24

2. σK parameter of within-school
transmission lognormal
distribution
3. Scaling factor of increased
within-school transmission
after October half-term, f
4. Increase in transmissibility
of the B.1.1.7 variant, v
5. Mean scaling constant for
community infection, 
6. σ parameter of community
infection scaling constant
lognormal distribution
7. Scaling factor of community
infection for schools
in rural LTLAs, r
8. Scaling factor of community
infection during
school holidays, h.
9. Proportion of pupils who
are symptomatic
10. Relative infectiousness
of asymptomatic pupils, a
11. LFT specificity
12. Underreporting of negative
home LFT tests, u

Reducing adherence to within-school
control measures as the school term
progresses.
More transmissible variants will
increase within-school transmission.
Probability of external infection is
proportional to community prevalence.
Schools likely vary in their interaction
with the local community, due to
factors not explicitly modelled.
Pupils at school in rural LTLAs likely
have less exposure to infection in
the community
During school holidays pupils spend
more time with non-school contacts,
increasing risk of community infection.
Many secondary-school aged
children will be asymptomatic
and will not seek PCR tests. 44 .
Asymptomatic pupils are likely less
infectious than symptomatic pupils 45,46 .
LFT specificity is high
but still to be determined 66 .
Pupils may not always accurately
report LFTs taken at home.
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Figure S4: Posterior distribution density plots Plotted are posterior parameter density plots for each
of the parameters fitted in the model via an ABC approach. Density plots of 100 parameter sets sampled
from the posterior distribution. We observe the density of each parameter to be approximately normally
distributed.

Median log-likelihood in generation
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Figure S5: Model fitting by generation. We display the median log likelihood per generation of 100
parameter sets explored in each generation. For each parameter set, we simulated epidemics in 100 randomly
sampled schools for the initial ten generations, to navigate the parameter space quickly. After the tenth
generation, we simulated epidemics in 1000 randomly sampled schools. We proceeded to a further generation
until the median log likelihood per generation no longer decreased.
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S5

Comparing the model against absences data

12
Data
Model
Schools closures/holidays

% of pupils absent

10
8
6
4
2
0
Sep 2020

Nov 2020

Jan 2021

Mar 2021

May 2021

Date
Figure S6: Comparing modelled absences against within-school COVID-19 related absences
data. The time-series of the modelled percentage of pupils absences (purple line) is compared to the
observed percentage of pupils absent due to a confirmed case or a suspected case of COVID-19, or due to
being told to isolate due to potential contact with a case of COVID-19 from inside their educational setting,
for the 2979 secondary schools that recorded this data. Shaded intervals represent 95% prediction intervals.
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Comparing the model against data by region and by LTLA
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Figure S7: Comparing the fitted model against PCR testing data by region. The above plots
compare the percentage of 11-16 year olds who test PCR positive regionally (excluding confirmatory PCR
tests) each day from 1st September 2020 to 21st May 2021 against the modelled percentage of pupils testing
PCR positive through time, for (a) East of England, (b) Greater London, (c), the Midlands, (d) the NorthWest, (e), the North-East, (f) the South-East, and (g) the South-West, with (h) showing the LTLAs that
aggregated form each region, with colours corresponding to the time-series plots. Plots above were obtained
from 100 simulations of 2979 secondary schools, each with a distinct parameter set sample from the posterior
distribution. In all panels, solid lines correspond to mean temporal profiles, while shaded ribbons represent
95% prediction intervals.
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Figure S8: Comparing the fitted model against testing data by LTLA. Each LTLA is shaded to
signify (a) the proportion of 11-16 year olds and (b) the proportion of modelled pupils from the fitted model
who have tested positive to a PCR test (excluding confirmatory PCR tests) from 1st September 2020 until
21st May 2021, shaded according to the same colour range. Similarly, Each LTLA is shaded to signify (c)
the proportion of 11-16 year olds and (d) the proportion of modelled pupils from the fitted model who have
tested positive to an LFT test from 8th March 2021 until 21st May 2021, shaded according to the same
colour range. Results were obtained from 100 simulations of 2979 secondary schools, each with a distinct
parameter set sample from the posterior distribution.
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S7

Assuming greater relative levels of within-year and between-year mixing

This section contains analogous figures to Figures 2 to 4, under alternative within-school mixing assumptions.
In the main analyses presented in the main body of the paper, we assumed that pupils interacted with their
close contacts at a much higher rate than other members of their year group, and where year group bubbles
have been in general very effective, setting α1 = 0.1 and α2 = 0.01. To assess the sensitivity of our results to
these mixing assumptions, we also fit our model under the assumption that pupils within their year-group
mix randomly, setting α1 = 1 and that there is a much higher-level of interaction between year groups,
setting α2 = 0.1. It is important to note that the differing mixing assumptions between this section and
the main paper only effects who an infected pupil will infect, rather than how many. These results should
not be interpreted as justifying a relaxation of within-school distancing measures implemented, as doing so
would not only change the mixing patterns within a school, but would also likely increase the number of
infectious contacts pupils make.
Assuming α1 = 1, α2 = 0.1, we fitted the model via the ABC procedure outlined in Section 2.3. The fitted
model matches well to both temporal PCR and LFT positivity data (Figures S9a and S9b). This alternative
fitted model provided a better fit to the distribution of peak confirmed cases from September-December 2020
than the fitted model in the main analysis Figure S9c, but overestimated the proportion of schools with a
low peak number of confirmed cases from March-May 2021 to a greater extent than the main analysis fitted
model Figure S9d.
Qualitatively similar trends emerged in within-school transmission and Rschool , despite the differing assumptions regarding within school mixing Figure S10. The proportion of cases occurring within school increased
through time, accounting for 37% (95% credible interval: 28-47%) of all new infections in the SeptemberOctober half term, 69%: (95% credible interval: 61-75%) of all new infections in the November-December
half term, and 74% (95% credible interval: 64-78%) of infections since schools reopened from 8th March
2021 until 21st May 2021.
As in the main analyses, the introduction of mass testing alongside isolation of close contacts substantially
reduced incidence from 8th March-22nd May 2021 compared to a policy of isolation of close contacts only,
and kept Rschool below 1 over the same period. Under these alternative mixing assumptions Rschool values
obtained for each scenario were qualitatively similar to, though slightly lower to, Rschool values obtained
for their counterparts in the main analysis. As in the main analysis, a strategy of mass testing alone, or
a strategy of serial contact testing alongside mass testing led to substantially lower levels of absences than
either strategy involving the isolation of close contacts (Figure S11).
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Figure S9: Fitting the model to testing and secondary school absences data, under different
within-school mixing assumptions. Under the alternative within-school mixing assumptions α1 = 1,
α2 = 0.1, the stochastic individual-based model is fitted to (a) the percentage of 11-16 year olds who test
PCR positive (excluding confirmatory PCR tests) each day from 1st September 2020 to 21st May 2021,
(b) the percentage of 11-16 year olds who test LFT positive each day from 8th March 2021 to 21st May
2021. Shaded intervals around mean model traces (solid lines) represent 95% prediction intervals in all plots,
while shaded grey regions represent time periods when schools were not fully open (either due to closures
or school holidays). The model is also fitted to (c) the distribution of peak number of confirmed COVID-19
absences in secondary schools from 1st September 2020 to 18th December 2020, and (d) the distribution of
peak number of confirmed COVID-19 absences in secondary schools from 8th March 2021 to 21st May 2021.
Filled circles denote the data and shaded blocks the 95% prediction interval estimated from the model. The
model provides a reasonable fit to both distributions, though underestimates the proportion of schools that
have a low peak number of confirmed cases in (c), while overestimates the proportion of schools with a low
peak number of confirmed cases in (d). The plots above show the mean values obtained from 100 simulations
of 2979 secondary schools, each with a distinct parameter set sample from the posterior distribution.
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Figure S10: Incidence and Rschool from the fitted model, under different within-school mixing
assumptions. For the model fitted under the alternative within-school mixing assumptions α1 = 1, α2 =
0.1, we display time-series of (a) incidence among pupils, delineated into whether infections occur externally
or within-school, and (b) Rschool through time (thin line) alongside its seven-day moving average (thick
line). The plots above were obtained from 100 simulations of 2979 secondary schools, each with a distinct
parameter set sample from the posterior distribution. In all panels, solid lines correspond to mean temporal
profiles, shaded ribbons represent 95% prediction intervals in all plots, while shaded grey regions represent
time periods when schools were not fully reopen (either due to closures or school holidays).

30

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.07.09.21260271; this version posted July 16, 2021. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

(a)

(b)
1.4

0.08
0.07

Incidence (%)

0.06

Rschool (Weekly moving average)

Isolating close contacts
Mass testing (MT)
MT + serial contact testing
MT + isolating close contacts
Schools closures/holidays

0.05
0.04
0.03
0.02
0.01
0
Mar 01

Mar 15

Mar 29

Apr 12

Apr 26

Date

1.2
1
0.8
0.6

0.2

Schools closures/holidays

0
Mar 01

May 10
2021

Isolating close contacts
Mass testing (MT)
MT + serial contact testing
MT + isolating close contacts
Rschool = 1

0.4

Mar 15

Mar 29

Apr 12

Date

Apr 26

May 10
2021

(c)
3.5
isolating close contacts
mass testing (MT)
MT + serial contact testing
MT + isolating close contacts
data (Covid related absences)
Schools closures/holidays

Pupils absent (%)

3
2.5
2
1.5
1
0.5
0
Mar 01

Mar 15

Mar 29

Apr 12

Date

Apr 26

May 10
2021

Figure S11: Quantifying the impact of LFTs on transmission and absences, and the potential
impact of alternative strategies, under different within-school mixing assumptions. Time-series
under different intervention strategies for the model fitted under the alternative within-school mixing assumptions α1 = 1, α2 = 0.1 of (a) incidence among pupils, (b) Rschool within secondary schools, and (c) the
percentage of pupils absent. We compare a policy of twice weekly mass testing and isolating close contacts
(purple) to a strategy of isolating close contacts only (green), twice weekly mass testing only (blue), and
twice weekly mass testing alongside serial contact testing (yellow). The plots above show the mean values
obtained from 100 simulations of 2979 secondary schools, each with a distinct parameter set sample from
the posterior distribution. In all panels, solid lines correspond to the mean estimate, shaded intervals represent 95% prediction intervals, while shaded grey regions represent time periods when schools were not fully
reopen (either due to closures or school holidays). The data in figure 4c consists of the number of absences
due to a confirmed case or a suspected case of COVID-19, and absences arising as a result of students told
to isolate due to potential contact with a case of COVID-19 from inside their educational setting. This is
taken from the 2979 secondary schools that recorded this data.
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