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Abstract 

Control of the COVID-19 pandemic requires a detailed understanding of prevalence of 

SARS-CoV-2 virus in the population. Case-based surveillance is necessarily biased towards 

symptomatic individuals and sensitive to varying patterns of reporting in space and time. The 

real-time assessment of community transmission antigen study (REACT-1) is designed to 

overcome these limitations by obtaining prevalence data based on a nose and throat swab 

RT-PCR test among a representative community-based sample in England, including 

asymptomatic individuals. Here, we describe results comparing rounds 1 and 2 carried out 

during May and mid June / early July 2020 respectively across 315 lower tier local authority 

areas. In round 1 we found 159 positive samples from 120,620 tested swabs while round 2 

there were 123 positive samples from 159,199 tested swabs, indicating a downwards trend in 

prevalence from 0.13% (95% CI, 0.11%, 0.15%) to 0.077% (0.065%, 0.092%), a halving time 

of 38 (28, 58) days, and an R of 0.89 (0.86, 0.93). The proportion of swab-positive 

participants who were asymptomatic at the time of sampling increased from 69% (61%, 76%) 

in round 1 to 81% (73%, 87%) in round 2. Although health care and care home workers were 

infected far more frequently than other workers in round 1, the odds were markedly reduced 

in round 2. Age patterns of infection changed between rounds, with a reduction by a factor of 

five in prevalence in 18 to 24 year olds. Our data were suggestive of increased risk of 

infection in Black and Asian (mainly South Asian) ethnicities. Using regional and detailed 

case location data, we detected increased infection intensity in and near London. Under 

multiple sensitivity analyses, our results were robust to the possibility of false positives. At the 

end of the initial lockdown in England, we found continued decline in prevalence and a shift 

in the pattern of infection by age and occupation. Community-based sampling, including 

asymptomatic individuals, is necessary to fully understand the nature of ongoing 

transmission.  
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Introduction 

SARS-CoV-2 virus has caused high levels of morbidity and mortality globally since emerging 

in late 2019 (1).  In response, many populations have greatly reduced levels of social contact 

either through spontaneous changes in behaviour (2) or via government mandated lockdown 

(3). Lockdowns in some countries have been successful in preventing health care systems 

from becoming overloaded and have brought about reduced rates of virologically confirmed 

clinical cases (4). However this policy has also caused substantial societal and economic 

harms (5) and cannot be maintained indefinitely (6). 

Full lockdown in the UK was instituted on 23rd March (7) after which there was a peak in 

estimated new infections (8) followed by sustained reductions in cases, hospital admissions 

and deaths (9). In order to balance the harms of the virus with those of the lockdown, the UK 

government began to relax social distancing in England at the end of May. Case incidence 

continued to fall until 4th July (10).  

Methods 

To assess the impact of lockdown and its subsequent relaxation -- independent of testing 

capacity and care-seeking behaviour -- we conducted two rounds of a representative 

community-based prevalence survey. The survey was designed to provide balanced data for 

the 315 lower tier local authorities in England. More details on the design and analyses used 

here are given in (11). 

Briefly, individuals aged five years and older  were randomly selected from the National 

Health Service (NHS) list of patients registered with a general practitioner and sent an 

invitation to participate by post. Those who agreed to take part were sent a swab kit and 

detailed instructions. Parents were asked to conduct the swab for children aged five to twelve 

years. Personal, demographic and symptom data were obtained via online questionnaire or 

by telephone. Initially in round 1, wet swabs were sent at ambient temperature to laboratories 

in the Public Health England (PHE) network (n = 8,595). However, the majority of samples in 

round 1 (n=112,025) and all samples in round 2 were taken as dry swabs and sent via a 

temperature controlled cold chain to a commercial laboratory. All swabs were tested for the 

presence of SARS-CoV-2 virus using RT-PCR. Samples from PHE labs were reported as 

either positive or negative. All samples from the commercial laboratory for which either the E- 

or N-gene targets were detected were reported together with gene specific cycle threshold 

(CT) values.  
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Cycle threshold values are gene specific and are inversely correlated with the amount of 

RNA present in a sample. The commercial laboratory reported CT values for all PCRs that 

detected either the E or N genes, regardless of CT value with samples considered negative 

when neither E nor N genes were detected. Samples were considered positive when both E 

and N are detected, regardless of CT values. N was detected in all samples when E was 

detected. However, in some samples, N was detected but E was not. Based on our earlier 

work (11), samples were called positive with a CT value for N below 37 and called negative 

with a CT value for N equal to or greater than 37. 

We also considered the possible impact of false positive samples on our results driven by our 

choice of upper CT value for some positive samples. There were differences in the 

distribution of CT values for the different types of positive results between rounds (Figure 

S1). Despite a substantial difference in the overall number of samples (Table S1), the 

percentage of all negatives that had a detected CT value for N gene greater than 37 was the 

same in both rounds: 0.40% (95% CI, 0.36%, 0.44%) in round 1 and 0.40% (0.37%, 0.43%) 

in round 2. The percentage of all positives that were positives with CT value for N gene less 

than 37 was also similar in both rounds: 52% (44%, 60%) in round 1 and 47% (38%, 56%) in 

round 2. These consistent ratios suggest that the test characteristics were consistent 

between rounds. 

The first round of sample collection was conducted between 1st May and 1st June and 

obtained 159 positive swabs from 120,610 tested samples (11). Here, we present results 

from the second round of the study (conducted between 19th June and 8th July) and use 

them with the first round to calculate changes in prevalence, growth rate and reproduction 

number R. We also analysed key individual characteristics, regional patterns and clustering. 

Results and Discussion 

Prevalence of swab-positivity in England fell during the period of our study, from 0.13% 

(0.11%, 0.15%) in round 1 (11) to 0.077% (0.065%, 0.092%) in round 2 (Figure 1A). The 

decline was not rapid and, based on an exponential decay model, over both rounds 

combined, corresponded to an average halving time of 38 (28, 58) days, giving a 

reproduction number R of 0.89 (0.86, 0.93) [assuming an Erlang-distributed serial interval 

with mean 6 days and shape 2 (12)].  

Although the study was designed to measure a constant decline between sequential rounds 

(as above). However, we tested the possibility that our data might be better explained by 

allowing the rate of decline to vary over time: we used a regression framework to fit a smooth 

4 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted August 6, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.05.20169078doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://paperpile.com/c/HTzoNY/eKFz
https://paperpile.com/c/HTzoNY/eKFz
https://paperpile.com/c/HTzoNY/eKFz
https://paperpile.com/c/HTzoNY/eKFz
https://paperpile.com/c/HTzoNY/eKFz
https://paperpile.com/c/HTzoNY/eKFz
https://paperpile.com/c/HTzoNY/eKFz
https://paperpile.com/c/HTzoNY/eKFz
https://paperpile.com/c/HTzoNY/eKFz
https://paperpile.com/c/HTzoNY/Ecvr
https://paperpile.com/c/HTzoNY/Ecvr
https://paperpile.com/c/HTzoNY/Ecvr
https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.05.20169078
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


term to prevalence and found it was better supported than a constant decline (Figure S2, 

Table S2). Therefore, we also estimated growth rates and R values for rounds 1 and 2 

separately (Figure 1B). Considering each round separately gave a more rapid decline than 

was estimated using a single growth rate for both rounds For round 1 halving time was 8.6 

(6.2, 13.6) days and R was 0.57 (0.45, 0.72) (11). For round 2,the halving time was 8.7 (5.3, 

22) days and R was 0.58 (0.37, 0.83). The trends in prevalence that best fit rounds 1 and 2 

individually suggest a small increase in prevalence during the unobserved period between 

rounds (Figure S2).  

We compared our estimated trends for national prevalence with publicly available case data 

from PHE (Figure S3, Table S4). PHE case data are split into health care associated tests 

(Pillar 1) and tests requested by people with symptoms in the community (Pillar 2). The rate 

of decline in PHE Pillar 2 case data was similar to that observed when the data from rounds 

1 and 2 of REACT were analysed jointly. 

Of the 111 participants who tested positive with known symptom status in the week prior to 

their swab, 21 in our community sample reported symptoms while 90 did not, giving an 

estimate that  81% (73%, 87%) of people were symptom-free for the 7 days prior to testing 

positive. This is an increase (p=0.04) from 69% (61%, 76%) in round 1 which may suggest 

that some symptomatic individuals took advantage of the additional availability of testing from 

PHE and therefore did not take part in our study. Nonetheless, the high proportion of 

swab-positive individuals not reporting recent symptoms in both rounds 1 and 2 would be 

missed by symptom-based surveillance and therefore are a potential source of ongoing 

transmission that would escape case-based interventions. 

We conducted sensitivity analyses to mitigate the risk that the trends we observed from one 

round to another were biased by systematic differences in the participation of symptomatic 

individuals or changes in assay sensitivity. We estimated similar growth rates when we 

restricted our analysis only to asymptomatic individuals testing positive and positive samples 

for which both E and N genes were detected (Figure S4, Table S4). 

Individual-level data allowed us to compare the characteristics of those infected in round 2 

versus round 1. Although health care and care home workers were infected far more 

frequently than other workers in round 1, the odds were markedly reduced in round 2 (Figure 

2, Table S3). There are a number of possible explanations for this finding. Testing of health 

care workers was increasing during this period (Pillar 1) and so individuals may have opted 

to be tested elsewhere. However, the proportion of our sample that were health care or care 
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home workers increased from round 1 to round 2 (Table 1). Also, trends were similar among 

asymptomatic individuals (Figure S4). Therefore, we suggest that this result most likely 

reflects improvements in infection control in health care (13) and care home settings. 

Patterns in unadjusted prevalence suggest differences in social mixing by age between 

rounds 1 and 2. In round 1 the highest prevalence of 0.27% (0.18%, 0.43%) was found in 

18-24 year olds, while children and older adults had similar but lower rates (Table 1). 

However, in round 2, there was a marked fall in prevalence in 18-24 year olds. Their 

univariable odds ratio fell from 1.96 (1.1,3.6) in round 1 to 0.56 (0.19, 1.64) in round 2 

compared to the 35 to 44 years age group. Although there were also falls in prevalence 

between rounds in children and adults under the age of 55, for adults aged 55 and over there 

was little change. These broad patterns by age are maintained in the mutually adjusted 

regression model (Figure 2, Table S1) indicating that they are not readily explained by 

measured confounders. 

Also, these viral prevalence data were suggestive of increased risk of infection in Black and 

Asian ethnicities at the end of the lockdown period (Table 1, Figure 2). These observations 

are consistent with studies of hospitalizations (14) and deaths (15) showing that these groups 

are at increased risk of adverse outcomes. Further studies are required to determine the 

extent to which this increased risk of poor health outcomes can be explained by differential 

rates of infection. 

Of the nine English regions, risk of infection was higher in London than in other areas (Figure 

2, Table 1, Table S3). Although the epidemic was geographically diffuse at the time of our 

study, SARS-CoV-2 transmission first took off in London (10). Therefore higher prevalence in 

London at the end of lockdown suggests that regional rates of decline were similar. This is 

supported by regionally stratified analysis of our data which did not indicate differences in 

rates of decline between regions (Figure S5). 

We also tested for the presence of clustering at arbitrary spatial scale, independent of 

geographical units. We compared the distance between all positive pairs and randomly 

chosen sets of the same number of negative pairs and detected an excess of positive pairs 

separated by less than 30 km (Figure 3A). We located individual participants who more 

frequently formed those pairs than would be expected by chance (Figure 3B). Other than one 

individual in the north west, all participants who were over-represented in nearby pairs lived 

in or near London (Figure 3C). Conversely, simulated cases from negative pairs were 
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dispersed widely across England (Figure 3D). These analyses suggest that an area of 

increased infection intensity extended beyond the border of the London geographical region. 

Conclusion 

As the SARS-CoV-2 epidemic in England transitioned out of its initial lockdown phase, 

prevalence of swab-positivity continued to decrease. The current primary control strategy in 

the UK is to test, trace and isolate cases and to monitor local case incidence closely so that 

any additional restrictions on social interactions are conducted at a local level (16). 

Community-based as well as symptomatic testing is essential to inform these strategies. 
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Figure 1. Swab positivity by day with fitted exponential decay models. 

A Observed daily prevalence of swab-positivity for rounds 1 and 2 with an exponential model 

of decay fit to both rounds as a single dataset. Red shows best fit for constant decay rate 

(points) with 95% prediction intervals (vertical lines). B as A, with models fit separately to 

rounds 1 and 2. C Bivariate posterior density for the three decay models shown in A: red, fit 

to rounds 1 and 2 (as shown in A); green, fit to only to round 1 (as shown in B, LHS); blue, 

single round fit to round 2 (as shown in B, RHS).   
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Figure 2. Swab-positivity odds ratios for key epidemiological characteristics. 

Odds ratios and 95% confidence intervals for epidemiological characteristics (gender, age 

group, region, key worker status, ethnicity, and household size). Odds ratios were obtained 

by performing multivariable logistic regression REACT 1 data from round 1, round 2, and 

rounds 1 and 2 together. The model for rounds 1 and 2 together was jointly adjusted for 

round, gender, age, region, key worker status, ethnicity, and household size with interaction 

terms for age by round and key worker status by round. The leftmost plot (Rounds 1 & 2) 

only shows odds ratios for variables that were fitted without an interaction term. Within the 

plot, “Reference” indicates the category that was used as the reference group. * Yorkshire 

and The Humber. HCW / CHW = health care worker / care home worker, Not PT, FT, SE = 

Not part-time, full-time, or self-employed.  
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Figure 3. Detection of spatial clustering in and near London for rounds 1 and 2. 

A comparison of the pairwise distance up to 50 km between the home addresses of 

participants with positive samples for rounds 1 and 2 (n=282, blue) and 1,000 random 

samples of the same number of home addresses of participants with negative samples (red, 

mean solid line, central 50% range dark red, full range light red). B Cumulative distribution of 

the number of times participants with positive (blue) or negative (red) tests are in pairs of 

distance 30 km apart or less. Red line averaged over 1000 random draws of 282 negative 

participants. Red area is the central 95% range. C map of (jittered) location of positive 

participants who were in 26 or more positive pairs less than 30 km (n=55) D map of (jittered) 

location of participants with negative tests who were in 26 or more negative pairs less than 

30 km. Multiple draws of sets of 282 negative participants were needed to generate 55 

control locations.   
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Supporting material for: Transient dynamics of SARS-CoV-2 as England exited 
national lockdown 
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Table S2.  Comparison of parsimony scores for temporal regression models fit to national and 
regional data  (Models fit to both data sets are shown in Figure S5). 

Rounds from 
which data are 
used 

National / Region 
AIC 

Smooth term Linear Difference 

Both 

National 4272 4292 -20.7 

North East 101 101 0.0 

North West 586 588 -2.0 

Yorkshire and The Humber 217 217 0.0 

East Midlands 509 510 -1.3 

West Midlands 463 463 0.0 

East of England 549 549 -0.3 

London 621 623 -2.2 

South East 950 950 0.0 

South West 293 300 -7.3 

Round1 National 2274 2277 -3.0 

 North East 81 81 0.0 

 North West 328 328 0.0 

 Yorkshire and The Humber 115 115 0.0 

 East Midlands 274 274 0.0 

 West Midlands 253 254 -1.5 

 East of England 267 267 0.0 

 London 271 271 0.0 

 South East 597 597 -0.5 

 South West 103 104 -0.8 

Round2 National 1994 1999 -5.5 

 North East 23 23 0.0 

 North West 257 257 0.0 

 Yorkshire and The Humber 105 105 -0.1 

 East Midlands 235 235 0.0 

 West Midlands 211 211 0.0 

 East of England 283 283 0.0 

 London 349 349 0.0 

 South East 354 356 -1.2 

 South West 189 189 0.0 
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Figure S1. Distributions of cycle threshold values (CT) for rounds 1 and 2. 

A distribution of CT values for samples for which both E and N were detected during round 1 

(pink, n=69) and round 2 (blue, n=65). B distribution of CT values for E gene for rounds 1 

and 2. C distribution of CT values for N gene for samples for which both E and N genes were 

detected. D distribution of CT values for N gene for samples for which only the N gene was 

detected. Vertical red line indicates the positivity threshold of 37.  
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Figure S2. Swab positivity by day with fitted logistic regression models. 

A Observed daily prevalence of swab-positivity for rounds 1 and 2 with regression models fit 

to both rounds as a single dataset. Red shows best fit for constant decay rate (line) with 95% 

prediction intervals (shaded area). Blue shows best fit for smooth term decay rate (line) with 

95% prediction intervals (shaded area). B As A, with models fit separately to rounds 1 and 2. 
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Figure S3. Comparison of fit of exponential model to viral prevalence data from the 
REACT study rounds 1 and 2 (blue, left y-axis) with Public Health England (PHE, red, 
right y-axis) non-health care symptomatic testing (Pillar 2) data .  

A single fit (for each data source) to the entire period of the first two rounds of the REACT 

study. B  separate fits to the periods of each individual round of the REACT study for both 

data sources. The left y-axis in A and B is scaled such that PHE cases have the same 

average vertical location as the REACT study data.  
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Figure S4. Sensitivity analysis to mitigate risk of false positives.  

[Legend on next page]  
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[Figure on previous page] 

Figure S4. Sensitivity analysis to mitigate risk of false positives.  

A Observed daily prevalence of positive samples from individuals who did not report 

experiencing symptoms in the week prior to swabbing for rounds 1 and 2 with regression 

models fit to both rounds as a single dataset. Red shows best fit for constant decay rate (line) 

with 95% prediction intervals (shaded area). Blue shows best fit for smooth term decay rate 

(line) with 95% prediction intervals (shaded area). B As A, with models fit separately to 

rounds 1 and 2. C Observed daily prevalence of samples for which both E and N genes were 

detectable for rounds 1 and 2 with regression models fit to both rounds as a single dataset. 

Red shows best fit for constant decay rate (line) with 95% prediction intervals (shaded area). 

Blue shows best fit for smooth term decay rate (line) with 95% prediction intervals (shaded 

area). D As C, with models fit separately to rounds 1 and 2. Also see Table S4. 
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Figure S5. Assessment of temporal trends by region. 

Observed daily prevalence of swab-positivity for rounds 1 and 2 for each region of England, 

with regression models fit to both rounds as a single dataset. Red shows best fit for constant 

decay rate (line) with 95% prediction intervals (shaded area). Blue shows best fit for smooth 

term decay rate (line) with 95% prediction intervals (shaded area). 
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