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Abstract

Background

National epidemic dynamics of SARS-CoV-2 infections are being driven by: the degree of
recent indoor mixing (both social and workplace), vaccine coverage, intrinsic properties of
the circulating lineages, and prior history of infection (via natural immunity). In England,
infections, hospitalisations and deaths fell during the first two steps of the “roadmap” for
exiting the third national lockdown. The third step of the roadmap in England takes place on
17 May 2021.

Methods

We report the most recent findings on community infections from the REal-time Assessment
of Community Transmission-1 (REACT-1) study in which a swab is obtained from a
representative cross-sectional sample of the population in England and tested using PCR.
Round 11 of REACT-1 commenced self-administered swab-collection on 15 April 2021 and
completed collections on 3 May 2021. We compare the results of REACT-1 round 11 to
round 10, in which swabs were collected from 11 to 30 March 2021.

Results

Between rounds 10 and 11, prevalence of swab-positivity dropped by 50% in England from
0.20% (0.17%, 0.23%) to 0.10% (0.08%, 0.13%), with a corresponding R estimate of 0.90
(0.87, 0.94). Rates of swab-positivity fell in the 55 to 64 year old group from 0.17% (0.12%,
0.25%) in round 10 to 0.06% (0.04%, 0.11%) in round 11. Prevalence in round 11 was higher
in the 25 to 34 year old group at 0.21% (0.12%, 0.38%) than in the 55 to 64 year olds and
also higher in participants of Asian ethnicity at 0.31% (0.16%, 0.60%) compared with white
participants at 0.09% (0.07%, 0.11%). Based on sequence data for positive samples for
which a lineage could be identified, we estimate that 92.3% (75.9%, 97.9%, n=24) of
infections were from the B.1.1.7 lineage compared to 7.7% (2.1%, 24.1%, n=2) from the
B.1.617.2 lineage. Both samples from the B.1.617.2 lineage were detected in London from
participants not reporting travel in the previous two weeks. Also, allowing for suitable lag
periods, the prior close alignment between prevalence of infections and hospitalisations and
deaths nationally has diverged.

Discussion

We observed marked reductions in prevalence from March to April and early May 2021 in
England reflecting the success of the vaccination programme and despite easing of
restrictions during lockdown. However, there is potential upwards pressure on prevalence
from the further easing of lockdown regulations and presence of the B.1.617.2 lineage. If
prevalence rises in the coming weeks, policy-makers will need to assess the possible impact
on hospitalisations and deaths. In addition, consideration should be given to other health and
economic impacts if increased levels of community transmission occur.



Introduction

National patterns of COVID-19 cases show high temporal variation [1], likely driven by: the
degree of recent indoor mixing (both social and workplace), vaccine coverage, intrinsic
properties of the circulating lineages, and prior history of infection (via natural immunity). For
example, India is experiencing a large wave of cases and deaths coinciding with the
emergence of the B.1.617 lineage, after a period of relatively high levels of social mixing with
low current levels of vaccination [2]. Meanwhile in Israel, although restrictions on social
mixing have largely been relaxed, with high levels of vaccination, case incidence is at low

levels, likely driven both by direct and indirect effects of the vaccine [3].

Since 6 January 2021 with the implementation of the third national lockdown in England,
regulations to reduce social mixing have been in place, with their relaxation in two stages
from 8 March and 12 April as part of a “roadmap”. During the same period, a rapid national
vaccination programme, in which individuals were prioritised based on their risk of death if
infected, has succeeded in vaccinating 35.5 million people (67.6% of all adults in the UK)
with at least one dose (up to 10 May) [4]. Despite the predominant lineage during this period
(B.1.1.7) being more transmissible than the prior wild type [5], incidence of hospitalisations
and deaths have fallen considerably and are now at only 2.6% and 0.7% respectively of their

peak January values (most recent 7-day averages, as reported 10 May [4]).

Surveillance of SARS-CoV-2 in the community through self-swabbing of a representative
sample of the population coupled with PCR assays has helped to identify patterns in the
epidemic in England that could not be seen reliably with routine testing for cases,
hospitalisations and deaths [6]. Here, we report the latest results from the REal-time
Assessment of Community Transmission-1 (REACT-1) study [7]. Round 11 of REACT-1
commenced self-administered swab-collection on 15 April 2021 and completed collections
on 3 May 2021. We compare the results of REACT-1 round 11 to round 10, in which swabs
were collected from 11 to 30 March 2021.

Results

In round 11 we found 115 positives from 127,408 swabs giving an unweighted prevalence of
0.09% (0.07%, 0.11%) and a weighted prevalence of 0.10% (0.08%, 0.13%) (Table 1). This
represents a 50% reduction from round 10 in which unweighted prevalence was 0.16%
(0.14%, 0.18%) and weighted prevalence was 0.20% (0.17%, 0.23%).

Using a constant growth rate model, on average for England, we found evidence for a

decline over the period of round 10 to 11 (Table 2, Figure 1) with an estimated R of 0.90
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(0.87, 0.94). Fitting a P-spline model to the data we found some suggestion that the rate of
decline may have slowed into round 11. However, there was considerable uncertainty about

the within-round trend with 33% probability of R > 1 averaged across the whole round.

Regional R between rounds 10 to 11 was below one with probability 299% in northern
regions and East Midlands (Table 3). However, there was a 94% probability of R > 1 in
South East. Weighted prevalence across regions (Figure 2, Table 4) ranged from 0.07%
(0.03%, 0.17%) in the South West to 0.13% (0.07, 0.27%) in West Midlands.

Weighted prevalence has fallen in 55 to 64 year olds from 0.17% (0.12%, 0.25%) in round
10 to 0.06% (0.04%, 0.11%) in round 11 (Figure 3, Table 4). Weighted prevalence was
highest in 25-34 year olds at 0.21% (0.12, 0.38%) similar to the prevalence of 0.18% (0.11%,
0.31%) in round 10. Weighted prevalence amongst participants of Asian ethnicity in round 11
was higher at 0.31% (0.16%, 0.60%) compared with white participants at 0.09% (0.07%,
0.11%) (Table 4). In multivariable logistic regression, with adjustment for core variables, the
odds ratio for participants of Asian ethnicity versus white participants was 1.88 (0.95, 3.74)
(Table 5). When the analysis was restricted to positive samples with N-gene Ct values less
than 34, the odds ratio was 2.47 (1.13, 5.39).

In round 11, mean N- and E-gene Ct values were higher relative to round 8 (January), 9
(February) and 10 (March) (Table 6). After restricting analysis to positive samples in which
both N- and E-gene were detected, we found a mean N-gene Ct value of 29.1 (27.7, 30.5) in
round 11 compared to 24.8 (24.6, 25.1) in round 8 (P <0.001), and a mean E-gene Ct value
of 29.1 (27.6, 30.7) in round 11 compared to 26.5 (26.2, 26.8) in round 8 (P<0.001).

For round 11, lineages have been determined for 26 of the 115 positive swab tests obtained.
We identified B.1.1.7 and B.1.617.2 lineages: 92.3% (75.9%, 97.9%, n=24) B.1.1.7 and
7.7% (2.1%, 24.1%, n=2) B.1.617.2. Both samples from the B.1.617.2 lineage were detected
in London (out of three positives overall for London for which a lineage was determined) in
people from different local areas who did not report returning from abroad in the previous

two weeks.

We observed a divergence from the prior close alignment between incidence measured in
REACT-1 and hospitalisations and deaths recorded by routine surveillance (with appropriate

lag periods, Figure 4, Figure 5).
Discussion

In this eleventh round of sampling in the REACT-1 study we observed a decline in

prevalence of 50% in comparison with the previous round (March 2021). This period was



during the third national lockdown in England, which began in early January 2021 following a
rapid rise of infections during November-December 2020 [8]. This rapid increase in
infections coincided with the spread of the B.1.1.7 lineage, first observed in Kent, England,
in September 2020, which then became the dominant lineage in England during February
and March 2021 [9].

Between rounds 10 and 11 there was a two-thirds fall in prevalence among those aged 55 to
64 years old, which may reflect the effects of the recent roll-out of the vaccination
programme in this age group. Evidence from the vaccination programme in Israel (two doses
of the BNT162b2 mRNA vaccine [10]) suggests a 95% efficacy against infection [11]. On the
other hand, we observed similar rates in rounds 10 and 11 for 25 to 34 year olds against a
background of reducing prevalence, which may reflect increased contact rates, due to the

easing of restrictions, in this age group where there are low levels of vaccination coverage.

Round 11 Ct values were higher than those in round 10, corresponding to a reduction in viral
load and suggesting fewer recent infections [12]. Prevalence rates are now at levels last
seen in summer 2020; compared with periods of peak prevalence, at these levels, a higher
proportion of positive cases detected by PCR may be from people who continue to shed the

virus over prolonged periods rather than from lower-Ct recent infections [13].

We saw higher prevalence in people of Asian ethnicity compared with white people,
especially if we restricted the analyses to Ct <34, that is, where viral load was higher. This
suggests that infections may be continuing to spread more rapidly among the Asian

community than in other groups in the population.

Our viral sequencing data indicate that B.1.1.7 lineage remains dominant in England (92% of
sequenced samples) but that B.1.617.2 is also circulating in London, consistent with reports
from Public Health England (PHE) [14]. According to PHE, only 22% of B.1.617.2 cases
reported to date were associated with international travel; the two cases of B.1.617.2
identified in our study were both among people who had not travelled abroad in the previous
two weeks. The fact that we observed B.1.617.2 at a similar (or higher) frequency to the
long-established B.1.1.7 lineage in London suggests that B.1.617.2 may be more
transmissible than B.1.1.7 in the populations where the two viruses are currently circulating.
However further studies are needed to investigate the geographic extent of cases and the
degree to which they are explained by one or more of: increased intrinsic transmissibility,
variations in social mixing patterns, and differing levels of vaccination. Also, studies are
ongoing to measure any possible antigenic difference between B.1.617.2 and B.1.1.7 which

could affect vaccine efficacy [14].
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Our analyses show divergence in rates between infections as measured in REACT-1 and
hospitalisation and mortality trends based on national data. The divergence began in
January 2021, coinciding with the mass roll out of the vaccination programme in England to
the elderly and most vulnerable in society. This divergence in trends suggests that the
vaccination programme may be contributing to lower rates of severe outcomes
(hospitalisations and deaths) in the older age groups, effectively breaking the link between
infection, hospitalisations and deaths. Our observations are consistent with studies in
Scotland [7] and Israel [8] which reported high efficacy of vaccination against severe
disease. It will be important to continue to monitor trends in the relationship between these
three outcomes to see whether these curves re-converge, which might give an early

indication of circulating lineages associated with reduced efficacy of the vaccine.

Our study has limitations. Our sampling may not be fully representative of the population of
England, despite attempts to correct for this using weighting. There is now widespread
availability of testing in England, including for non-symptomatic people through either ‘surge’
testing in areas of high prevalence or where there are variants of concerns (VOCs), or on
demand using lateral flow tests. We have seen a moderate fall in response rate during the
course of the study (currently 15% of people to whom we send invite letters provide a viable
swab), which may reflect lower levels of public concern in recent weeks. Nonetheless, we
believe that our estimates of prevalence and R are broadly representative of the population,
and likely less affected by these changes in testing behaviour than routine surveillance data
[6]. Reliable sequencing data were only obtained for 20% of the positive samples, since at
higher Ct values (when there is less virus present) good sequence coverage is difficult to

obtain.

If prevalence rises in the coming weeks, policy-makers will need to assess the possible
impact on hospitalisations and deaths. In addition, consideration should be given to other

health and economic impacts if increased levels of community transmission occur.
Methods

In REACT-1 we collect a self-administered throat and nose swab sample and questionnaire
data from a random sample of the population in England at ages 5 years and above
(parent/guardian administered at ages 5 to 12) [7]. We use the National Health Service
(NHS) register of patients to select the sample aiming to obtain similar numbers of
participants in each of the 315 lower tier local authorities (LTLAS) in England. Completed
swabs are placed in the home refrigerator before being picked up by courier and sent chilled
to the laboratory for RT-PCR testing. We sent out 823,812 invitations to people registered
with a GP on the NHS register and dispatched 107,503 (20.7%) test kits. This resulted in
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127,408 (74.7%) completed swabs with a valid test result, giving an overall response rate of

15.5% (valid swabs divided by total number of invites).

We estimate prevalence of RT-PCR swab-positivity with and without weighting, both to allow
for the sample design (balanced by LTLA, not by population) and to adjust for variable
non-response. The aim is to provide prevalence estimates that are representative of the
population of England as a whole, by age, sex, region, ethnicity and other

socio-demographic characteristics.

We estimate the reproduction number R using exponential growth models, both between
successive rounds and within rounds. In sensitivity analyses, we provide estimates of R for i)
different cut-points of cycle threshold (Ct) values for swab-positivity and ii) after restricting

the analyses to those not reporting symptoms in the previous week.

We fit a smoothed P-spline function to the daily prevalence data across all rounds, with
knots at 5-day intervals, to examine trends in unweighted prevalence over time [15]. Using
an appropriate scaling parameter and suitable discrete-day lag periods, we compare the
daily data on prevalence in REACT-1 with the publicly available national daily hospital
admissions and COVID-19 mortality data (deaths within 28 days of a positive test), to
examine whether there have been any changes in the relationships of prevalence to

hospitalisations and deaths.

We carried out genome sequencing using the lllumina NextSeq 500 platform for PCR
positive swab samples where there was sufficient sample volume and with N-gene Ct values
< 32. Viral RNA was amplified using the ARTIC protocol [16] with sequencing libraries
prepared using CoronaHiT [17]. Sequencing data were analyzed using the ARTIC
bioinformatic pipeline [18] with lineages assigned using PangoLEARN [19].

We carried out statistical analyses in R [14]. Research ethics approval was obtained from
the South Central-Berkshire B Research Ethics Committee (IRAS ID: 283787). The COG-UK
study protocol was approved by the Public Health England Research Ethics Governance
Group (reference: R&D NR0195).
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Table 1. Unweighted and weighted prevalence of swab-positivity across nine rounds of
REACT-1 and round 11.

Al
o
=

Tested Positive
nd

Unweighted prevalence

Weighted prevalence

First sample

Last sample

swabs swabs (95% CI) (95% CI)
1 120620 159 0.13% (0.11%, 0.15%) 0.16% (0.13%, 0.19%) 1/5/2020 1/6/2020
2 159,199 123 0.077% (0.065%, 0.092%) 0.088% (0.068%, 0.11%) 19/6/2020 717712020
3 162821 54 0.033% (0.025%, 0.043%) 0.040% (0.027%, 0.053%)  24/7/2020 11/8/2020
4 154325 137 0.089% (0.075%, 0.11%)  0.13% (0.096%, 0.15%) 20/8/2020 8/9/2020
5 174949 824 0.47% (0.44%, 0.50%) 0.60% (0.55%, 0.71%) 18/9/2020 5M10/2020
6 160,175 1,732 1.08% (1.03%, 1.13%) 1.30% (1.21%, 1.39%) 16/10/2020 2111/2020
7 168131 1,299 0.77% (0.73%, 0.82%) 0.94% (0.87%, 1.01%) 13/11/2020 3M2/2020
8 167642 2282 1.36% (1.31%, 1.42%) 1.57% (1.49%, 166%) 06/01/2021*  22/01/2021
9 165456 689 0.42% (0.39%, 0.45%) 0.49% (0.44%, 0.55%) 4/2/2021 231212021
10 140,844 227 0.16% (0.14%, 0.18%) 0.20% (0.17%, 0.23%) 11/03/2021 30/3/2021
11 127408 115 0.09% (0.07%, 0.11%) 0.10% (0.08%, 0.13%) 15/04/2021 03/05/2021

* Includes small number of samples from previous days
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Table 2. Estimates of national growth rates, doubling times and reproduction numbers for
round 10 to round 11, and within round 11

Prob. Growth(+) / Decay(-)
Round Outcome Growth rate R R=1 rate

10 and 11 All positives -0.016 ( -0.022 , -0.010) 090 ( 0.87, 0.94) <001  -442 ( -31.7 , *)
Non-sy mptomatics -0.011 ( -0.020 , -0.003 ) 093 ( 0.88, 0.98 ) <0.01 *(-35.0, *)
Positive for both * "
E and N genes -0.012 ( -0.020 , -0.003 ) 0.93 ( 0.87 , 0.98 ) <0.01 (-34.0 , )
Positive for both
E and N genes or
positive only for N -0.019 ( -0.026 , -0.013) 0.88( 0.84, 092 ) <001 -35.8(-26.3, *)
gene with CT 35 or
less

1 All positives -0.010 ( 0.054 , 0.034) 0.94 ( 069, 1.23) 0.33 * (-12.8, 20.3)
Non-sy mptomatics 0.006 ( -0.050 , 0.062 ) 1.04 ( 0.71, 1.44) 0.59 * (-13.8, 11.2)
Positive for both "
E and N genes -0.012 ( -0.073 , 0.046) 0.92( 060, 1.32) 0.34 ( -9.5, 15.0)
Positive for both
E and N genes or
positive only for N -0.014 ( 0.067 , 0.036) 091 ( 062, 1.25) 029 -48.3 ( -10.4 , 19.1)

gene with CT 35 or
less

* Doubling/Halving time had an estimated magnitude greater than 50 days and so represented approximately constant prevalence

13



Table 3. Estimates of regional growth rates, doubling times and reproduction numbers for

round 10 to round 11.

Round Region Growth rate R FF\E? HaMng (-) / Doubling {+) time

10 and 11 East Midlands -0.019 ( -0.036 , -0.003 ) 0.88 (0.78 , 098 ) 0.01 -36.4 (-191 , * )
West Midlands -0.015 ( -0.033 , 0.003 ) 091 (080, 1.02 ) 0.05 474 (-21.2 , * )
East of England  -0.018 ( -0.037 , 0.000 ) 0.89 ( 0.78 , 1.00 ) 0.02 -387 (-188 , * )
Londaon -0.013 ( -0.034 , 0006 ) 092 (080, 1.04 ) 0.08 * (-206 , * )
North West -0.025 ( -0.042 , -0.009 ) 0.85 (075, 0.94 ) <0.01 279 (-167 , * )
North East -0.029 ( -0.058 , -0.004 ) 0.83 (067,097 ) 0.01 239 (-120, * )
South East 0.013 (-0.003 , 0.030 ) 1.09 (098, 1.20) 0.94 * (* , 230 )
South West -0.015 ( -0.040 , 0.008 ) 091 (076, 1.05 ) 0.10 467 (-17.2 , * )
Yorkshire ** -0.036 ( -0.060 , -0.014 ) 0.79 (0.66 , 0.91 ) <0.01  -19.5 ( -11.5 , -48.4 )

* Doubling / hahMing time had an estimated magnitude greater than 50 days and so represented approximately constant prevalence

Y orkshire and The Humber
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Table 4a. Unweighted and weighted prevalence of swab-positivity for sex age and region for
rounds 10. *We present weighted prevalence if the number of positives in a category is 10 or

more.
Wariable Category . Round 10
Positive  Total Unweighted Prevalence Weighted Prevalence™
Gender Male 108 63,077  0.17% ( 0.14% , 021% ) 0.22% ( 0.17% , 0.28% )
Female 115 77,765 0.15% { 0.13% , 018% ) 0.18% ( 0.14% , 022% )
NA ] 2 0.00% ( 0.00% , 57.50% ) NA ( NA , NA )
Age 05-12 33 10,750 0.31% ( 0.22% , 0.43% ) 0.41% ( 0.27% , 0.62% )
13-17 14 7,891 0.18% { 0.11% , 0.30% } 0.19% ( 0.11% , 0.34% )
18-24 13 5,799 0.22% ( 0.13% , 0.38% ) 0.259% ( 0.16% , 0.53% )
25-34 21 12,203 0.17% ( 0.11% , 0.26% ) 0.18% ( 0.11% , 0.31% )
35-44 35 17,335 0.20% ( 0.15% , 0.28% ) 0.21% ( 0.14% , 0.31% )
45-34 37 22,258 0.17% { 0.12% , 0.23% ) 0.20% ( 0.13% , 0.30% )
55-64 3% 25,811 0.15% ( 0.11% , 0.21% ) 0.17% ( 0.12% , 0.25% )
B63-74 21 25,874 0.08% ( 0.05% , 0.12% ) 0.09% ( 0.05% , 0.16% )
75+ 14 12,915 0.11% 0.06% 0.18% 0.05% ( 0.05% , 0.16% )
Region South East 18 31,128  0.06% ( 0.04% , 0.09% ) 0.07% ( 0.04% , 0.12% )
North East 16 4,935 0.32% ( 0.20% , 0.53% ) 0.41% ( 0.24% , 0.70% )
North West 41 16,106  0.25% ([ 0.19% , 0.35% ) 0.31% ( 0.21% , 0.45% )
Yorkshire and The Humber 28 9,601 0.29% ( 0.20% , 0.42% ) 0.36% ( 0.22% , 0.57% )
East Midlands 34 17,934 0.19% ( 0.14% , 0.26% ) 0.19% ( 0.13% , 0.28% )
West Midlands 26 12,926 0.20% ( 0.14% , 0.29% ) 0.20% ( 0.13% , 0.31% )
East of England 27 20,102  0.13% ( 0.09% , 0.20% ) 0.15% ( 0.10% , 0.24% )
London 22 14,062 0.16% ( 0.10% , 0.24% ) 0.16% ( 0.10% , 0.26% )
South West 15 14,045 0.11% ( 0.06% , 0.18% ) 0.13% ( 0.07% , 0.26% )
Health care or care home
Employment type worker 19 8,614 0.22% ( 0.14% , 0.34% ) 0.21% ( 0.12% , 0.36% )
Other essential /key
worker 44 24,094  0.18% [ 0.14% , 0.25% | 0.20% ( 0.14% , 0.30% )
Other worker 90 52,495 0.17% ( 0.14% , 0.21% ) 0.23% ( 0.18% , 0.30% )
Not full-time, part-time,
or self-employed 64 52331  0.12% ( 0.10% , 0.16% ) 0.14% ( 0.11% , 0.19% )
NA 10 3,310 0.30% ( 0.16% , 0.56% ) 0.33% ( 017% , 0.64% )
Ethnic group White 194 126,966 0.15% ( 0.13% , 0.18% ) 0.19% ( 0.16% , 0.23% )
Asian 14 5,892 0.24% ( 0.14% , 0.40% ) 0.27% ( 0.15% , 0.47% )
Black a4 1,965 0.20% ( 0.08% , 0.52% ) NA( NA , NA )
Mixed 7 2,460 0.28% ( 0.14% , 0.55% ) NA ( NA , NA )
Other E 1,143 0.26% ( 0.09% , 0.77% ) NA ( NA , NA )
MNA 5 2,418 0.21% ( 0.09% , 0.48% ) NA ( MNA , NA )
Household size 1 26 20,336 0.13% ( 0.09% , 0.19% ) 0.15% ( 0.09% , 0.24% )
2 64 53,128 0.12% ( 0.09% , 0.15% ) 0.16% ( 0.11% , 0.22% )
3 48 25373 0.19% ( 0.14% , 0.25% ) 0.22% ( 0.15% , 0.33% )
4 58 28,568 0.20% ( 0.16% , 0.26% ) 0.24% ( 0.18% , 0.33% )
5 19 9,582 0.20% ( 0.13% , 0.31% ) 0.21% ( 0.11% , 0.38% )
6+ 12 3,857 0.31% ( 0.18% , 0.54% ) 0.35% ( 0.19% , 0.65% )
COVID case contact No 136 119,963 0.11% ( 0.10% , 0.13% ) 0.14% ( 0.11% , 0.17% )
Yes, contact with a
confirmed/tested
COVID-19 case 46 977 4.71% | 3.55% , 6.22% ) 4.86% ( 3.37% , 6.96% )
Yes, contact with a
suspected COVID-19 case 5 337 1.26% ( 0.54% , 2.91% ) NA( NA , NA )
NA 40 15,507 0.21% ( 0.15% , 0.28% ) 0.27% ( 0.18% , 0.40% )
Symptom status Classic COVID symptoms 45 3,508 1.28% ( 0.96% , 1.71% ) 1.56% ( 1.09% , 2.24% )
Other symptoms 30 14,801  0.20% ( 0.14% , 0.29% ) 0.28% ( 0.18% , 0.42% )
No symptoms 112 103,135 0.11% | 0.05% , 0.13% ) 0.12% ( 0.10% , 0.15% )
NA 40 15,400 0.21% ( 0.15% , 0.28% ) 0.27% ( 0.18% , 0.40% )
Deprivation 1 Most deprived 36 12,574 0.28% ( 0.20% , 0.38% ) 0.33% ( 0.23% , 0.47% )
2 46 21,750 0.21% ( 0.16% , 0.28% ) 0.25% ( 0.18% , 0.35% )
3 44 30,461  0.14% ( 0.11% , 0.19% ) 0.17% ( 0.12% , 0.24% )
4 43 35,151 0.14% ( 0.10% , 0.18% ) 0.13% ( 0.09% , 0.17% )
5 Least deprived 53 40,508  0.13% ( 0.10% , 0.17% ) 0.13% ( 0.09% , 0.17% )
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Table 4b. Unweighted and weighted prevalence of swab-positivity for sex age and region for
rounds 11. *We present weighted prevalence if the number of positives in a category is 10 or

more.
Variable Category " Round 11 i
Positive  Total Unweighted Prevalence Weighted Prevalence®
Gender Male 52 56550  0.09% ( 0.07% , 0.12% ) 0.10% ( 0.07% , 0.15% )
Female 63 70,835 0.09% ( 0.07% , 0.11% ) 0.11% ( 0.08% , 0.15% )
NA ] 3 0.00% ( 0.00% , 70.76% ) NA([ NA , NA )
Age 05-12 12 8,551 0.14% ( 0.07% , 0.25% ) 0.16% ( 0.08% , 0.32% )
13-17 8 6,722 0.12% ( 0.05% , 0.23% ) 0.08% ( 0.04% , 0.17% )
18-24 4 4,640 0.09% ( 0.02% , 0.22% ) 0.10% ( 0.04% , 0.28% )
25-34 17 10,238 0.17% ( 0.10% , 0.27% ) 0.21% ( 0.12% , 0.38% )
35-44 14 14,334 0.09% ( 0.05% , 0.16% ) 0.11% ( 0.05% , 0.21% )
45-54 16 19,668 0.08% ( 0.05% , 0.13% ) 0.08% ( 0.05% , 0.16% )
35-64 18 25,330 0.07% ( 0.04% , 0.11% ) 0.06% ( 0.04% , 0.11% )
65-74 19 24,680 0.08% ( 0.05% , 0.12% ) 0.08% ( 0.05% , 0.13% )
75+ 7 12,685 0.06% ( 0.02% , 0.11% ) 0.05% ( 0.02% , 0.11% )
Region South East 26 28262  0.09% ( 0.06% , 0.13% ) 0.11% ( 0.07% , 0.17% )
North East [ 4,654 0.13% ( 0.05% , 0.28% ) 0.11% ( 0.05% , 0.25% )
North West 15 14,533 0.10% ( 0.06% , 0.17% ) 0.11% ( 0.05% , 0.21% )
Yorkshire and The Humber 6 8,629 0.07% ( 0.03% , 0.15% ) 0.12% ( 0.04% , 0.33% )
East Midlands 15 16,224 0.09% ( 0.05% , 0.15% ) 0.08% ( 0.05% , 0.14% )
West Midlands 15 11,868 0.13% ( 0.07% , 0.21% ) 0.13% ( 0.07% , 0.27% )
East of England 13 18,262  0.07% ( 0.04% , 0.12% ) 0.08% ( 0.04% , 0.14% )
London 11 12,543 0.09% ( 0.04% , 0.16% ) 0.12% ( 0.06% , 0.24% )
South West 8 12,433 0.06% ( 0.03% , 0.13% ) 0.07% ( 0.03% , 0.17% )
Health care or care home
Employment type ~ worker 6 8,384 0.07% ( 0.03% , 0.16% ) NA( NA , NA )
Other essential/key
worker 26 20321  0.13% ( 0.08% , 0.19% ) 0.12% ( 0.08% , 0.19% )
Other worker 43 46,761 0.09% ( 0.07% , 0.12% ) 0.11% ( 0.07% , 0.17% )
Not full-time, part-time,
or seff-employed 36 49,601  0.07% ( 0.05% , 0.10% ) 0.08% ( 0.05% , 0.12% )
NA 4 2,341 0.17% ( 0.05% , 0.94% ) NA{ NA , NA )
Ethnic group White 98 114,853 0.09% ( 0.07% , 0.10% ) 0.09% ( 0.07% , 0.11% )
Asian 12 5,400 0.22% ( 0.11% , 0.39% ) 0.31% ( 0.16% , 0.60% )
Black 2 1,752 0.11% ( 0.01% , 0.41% ) NA{ NA , NA )
Mixed 0 2,086 0.00% ( 0.00% , 0.18% ) NA ( NA , NA )
Other 2 1,036 0.19% { 0.02% , 0.70% ) NA( NA , NA )
NA 1 2,281 0.04% ( 0.00% , 0.24% ) NA{ NA , NA )
Household size 1 16 19,394 0.08% ( 0.05% , 0.13% ) 0.07% ( 0.04% , 0.14% )
2 27 45,884 0.05% ( 0.04% , 0.08% ) 0.06% ( 0.04% , 0.09% )
3 25 22,085 0.11% ( 0.07% , 0.17% ) 0.12% ( 0.07% , 0.22% )
4 35 24,562 0.14% ( 0.10% , 0.20% ) 0.17% ( 0.11% , 0.26% )
5 6 3,196 0.07% ( 0.03% , 0.16% ) NA{( NA , NA )
6+ 7] 3,287 0.18% ( 0.07% , 0.40% ) NA ( NA . NA )
COVID case contact No 71 110,070 0.06% ( 0.05% , 0.08% ) 0.07% ( 0.05% , 0.09% )
Yes, contact with a
confirmed/tested
COVID-19 case 22 383 5.74% ( 3.63% , 8.57% ) 4.64% ( 2.77% , 7.67% )
Yes, contact witha
suspected COVID-19 case 1 198 0.51% { 0.01% , 2.78% ) NA( NA , NA )
NA 21 16,757 0.13% ( 0.08% , 0.19% ) 0.15% ( 0.11% , 0.34% )
Symptom status Classic COVID symptoms 14 2,677 0.52% ( 0.29% , 0.88% ) 0.79% ( 0.38% , 1.66% )
Other symptoms 12 12,394 0.10% ( 0.05% , 0.17% ) 0.09% ( 0.05% , 0.17% )
No symptoms 69 95642  0.07% ( 0.06% , 0.09% ) 0.07% ( 0.05% , 0.10% )
NA 20 16,695 0.12% ( 0.07% , 0.19% ) 0.16% ( 0.09% , 0.28% )
Deprivation 1 Most deprived 14 11,599 0.12% ( 0.07% , 0.20% ) 0.15% ( 0.08% , 0.28% )
2 25 15,323 0.13% ( 0.08% , 0.19% ) 0.14% ( 0.09% , 0.22% )
3 14 27,056 0.05% ( 0.03% , 0.09% ) 0.06% ( 0.03% , 0.11% )
4 34 32,105 0.11% ( 0.07% , 0.15% ) 0.12% ( 0.08% , 0.18% )
5 Least deprived 28 37,325  0.08% (0.05% , 0.11% ) 0.07% ( 0.04% , 0.10% )
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Table 5. Multivariable logistic regression for round 10 and round 11.

Variable Category Round 10 Round 11 I:N_g:z:ncd.r ]::]'34:|,
Sax Male Ref Ref Ref
Female 0.57 [0.66,1.13] 1.02 [0.69,1.49] 115 [0.71,1.84]
Age Group 5-12 1.30[0.79,2.13] 1.52 [0.69,3.36] 1.35[0.50,3.66]
13-17 0.78[0.37,1.65)] 1.66 [0.61,4.50] 1.65 [0.50,5.38]
18-24 0.52 [0.40,1.67) 1.03[0.33.3.19] 1.45 [0.45,4.87]
25-34 0.82[0.47,1.42] 2.02[0.97.4.22] 1.98 [0.52,4.81]
35-44 Ref Ref Ref
45-54 0.81[0.51,1.30] 1.01 [0.43.2.10] 0.74[0.28,1.92]
55-54 0.51[0.49,1.32] 1.08[0.52.2.31] 0.92 [0.36,2.34]
65+ 0.54[0.31,0.98] 1.49[0.66,3.33] 1.43[0.54 3.77
Region Morth East 5.65 [2.82,11.30] 1.38[0.56.3.42] 1.01 [0.29,3.51]
Morth West 4.06[2.27 727 1.10 [0.57.2.12] 1.08[0.48,2.41]

‘Yorkshire and The Hurr

East Midlands
West Midlands
East of England
Londan

South East
South West

4 30 [2.58 8.94]
3.29[1.82,5.94]
3.21[1.71,6.02]
236 [1.25,4.36)
220[1.14,4.25]
Ref
2.02[1.01,4.08]

0.79 [0.32.1.95]

0.96 [0.50.1.86]

1.38 [0.72.2.63]

0.68 [0.34.1.41]

0.71[0.33.1.53]
Ref

0.76 [0.34.1.69]

0.60 [0.17.2.05]

0.82 [0.41,2.07]

1.63 [0.77.3.45]

065 [0.27.1.56]

0.67 [0.27.1.69]
Ref

0.57 [0.19.1.71]

Key Worker Status

HCW /CHW
Key worker [other)

0.99 [0.58,1.68]
0.91 [0.63,1.31]

0.70 [0.29.1.56]
1.31[0.79.2.15]

0.49 [0.15.1.62]
1.03 [0.54.1.95]

Other worker Ref Ref Ref

Mot FT, PT, SE 0.853 [0.60,1.27] 0.75[0.46.1.31] 0.76 [0.41,1.41]
Ethnicity White Ref Ref Ref

Asian 1.32[0.74,2.37] 1.95 [0.95,3.58] 2.47[1.13,539]

Black 1.11 [0.40.3.07] 1.26 [0.30,5.25] 204 [0 48 8.70]

Mixed 1.69 [0.78 3.66] 0.00[0.00.2.821236e+1356] 0.00 [0.00,3.773294e+167]

Other 1.65 [0.52 5.28] 2.24[0.54.9.27] 1.77 [0.24.13.02]
Household Size 1-2 People Ref Ref Ref

3-5 People 1.27 [0.90,1.78] 1.84[1.13.2.98] 1.71[0.94.3.12]

o+ People 1.42 [0.65,2.97] 2.19[0.51,5.94] 1.12 [0.25,5.05]

Deprivation Index
Quintile

1 - Most Deprived
2

=W

5 - Least Deprived

Ref
0.94 [0.60,1.50]
0.69 [0.43,1.11]
0.66 [0.42,1.035]
0.65 [0.43,1.08]

Ref
1.03 [0.52,2.03]
0.50 [0.23.1.06]
0.9 [0.51.1.86]
0.68 [0.35.1.34]

Ref
1.05 [0.47.2.35]
0.45 [0.18.1.14]
0.71 [0.32,1.60]
0.71[0.32.1.58]

= CT cutoff of 34 selects the ~1/2 positive samples with highest viral load
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Table 6. Results of Gaussian regression with either E-gene or N-gene Ct value as the
observation and REACT-1 round as the explanatory variable.

N- and E-gene detected

N-gene detected

N-gene E-gene N-gene
Round Number Ct value p value Ct value p value Number Ct value p value
8 1496 24.8 (246, 251)  ref 265 ( 262, 268) ref 2282 281 ( 27.8, 284) ref
9 400 252 ( 246, 25.7) 0.306 263 ( 256, 269) 0.5294 689 289 ( 284, 294) 0.005
10 106 23.8 (227, 24.8) 0.050 244 ( 232, 256) 0.0013 227 289 ( 280, 29.7) 0.086
11 63 291 ( 277, 305) <0.001 29.1( 276, 30.7) 0.0011 115 317 ( 306, 329) <0.001

Regression models were run on the subset of data that had detected both the E- and N-gene, and the entire dataset, for which N-gene was detected every time.
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Figure 1. Prevalence of national swab-positivity for England estimated using a P-spline for
all eleven rounds with central 50% (dark grey) and 95% (light grey) posterior credible
intervals. Shown here only for the entire period of the study with a Log10 y-axis. Unweighted
observations (black dots) and 95% binomial confidence intervals (vertical lines) are also
shown. Note that the period between round 7 and round 8 (December) of the model is not
included as there were no data available to capture the late December peak of the epidemic.
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Figure 2. Weighted prevalence of swab-positivity by region for rounds 10 and 11. Bars show

95% confidence intervals.
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Figure 3. Weighted prevalence of swab-positivity by age for rounds 10 and 11. Bars show
95% confidence intervals.
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Figure 4. Daily deaths in England (Solid red line, right hand y-axis) shifted by a lag
parameter along the x-axis (see below), and daily swab positivity for all 11 rounds of the
study (dots with 95% confidence intervals, left hand y-axis) and the P-spline estimate for

swab positivity (Solid black line, dark grey shaded area is 50% central credible interval, light

grey shaded area is 95% central credible interval,left-hand y-axis). Daily deaths have been
fit to observations from the first 10 rounds of the REACT-1 study to obtain scaling and lag
parameters. These parameter values were estimated using a Bayesian MCMC model:
daily_positives(t) ~ Binomial(daily_swab_tests(t), p = daily_admissions(t+lag)*scale). The

time lag parameter was estimated at 27 (27, 27) days. Note the P-spline is not plotted for the

region between round 7 and 8 in which there was an unobserved peak in swab-positivity.
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Figure 5. Daily hospital admissions in England (Solid red line, right hand y-axis) shifted by a
lag parameter along the x-axis (see below), and daily swab positivity for all 11 rounds of the
study (dots with 95% confidence intervals, left hand y-axis) and the P-spline estimate for
swab positivity (Solid black line, dark grey shaded area is 50% central credible interval, light
grey shaded area is 95% central credible interval,left-hand y-axis). Daily hospital admissions
have been fit to observations from the first 10 rounds of the REACT-1 study to obtain scaling
and lag parameters. These parameter values were estimated using a Bayesian MCMC
model: daily_positives(t) ~ Binomial(daily_swab_tests(t), p = daily_admissions(t+lag)*scale).
The time lag parameter was estimated at 18 (16, 18) days. Note the P-spline is not plotted
for the region between round 7 and 8 in which there was an unobserved peak in
swab-positivity.
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