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Key Points  

 

Question: Which children have impairing physical symptoms during the COVID-19 

pandemic?  

 

Findings: Using data from a large national matched cohort study in children and young 

people (CYP) aged 11-17 years (N=7,096), we developed a prediction model for 

experiencing at least one impairing physical symptom 3 months after testing for SARS-COV-

2. Our model had excellent predictive ability, calibration and discrimination; we used it to 

produce a risk estimation calculator.   

 

Meaning: Our developed risk calculator could serve as a useful tool in the early identification 

and management of CYP at risk of persisting physical symptoms in the context of the 

COVID-19 pandemic. 
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Abstract  

 

Importance: Predictive models can help identify SARS-CoV-2 patients at greatest risk of 

post-COVID sequelae and direct them towards appropriate care.  

 

Objective: To develop and internally validate a model to predict children and young people 

most likely to experience at least one impairing physical symptom 3 months after a SARS-

CoV-2 PCR-test and to determine whether the impact of these predictors differed by SARS-

CoV-2 infection status. 

 

Design: Potential pre-specified predictors included: SARS-CoV-2 status, sex, age, ethnicity, 

deprivation, quality of life/functioning (5 EQ-5D-Y items), physical and mental health, and 

loneliness (all prior to SARS-CoV-2 testing), and number of physical symptoms at testing. 

Logistic regression was used to develop the model. Model performance was assessed using 

calibration and discrimination measures; internal validation was performed via bootstrapping; 

the final model was adjusted for overfitting.  

 

Setting: National cohort study of SARS-CoV-2 PCR-positive and PCR-negative participants 

matched according to age, sex, and geographical area. 

 

Participants: Children and young people aged 11-17 years who were tested for SARS-CoV-

2 infection in England, January to March 2021. 

 

Main outcome measure: one or more physical symptom 3 months after initial PCR-testing 

which affected physical, mental or social well-being and interfered with daily living. 

 

Results: A total of 50,836 children and young people were approached; 7,096 (3,227 test-

positives, 3,869 test-negatives) who completed a questionnaire 3 months after their PCR-
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test were included. 39.6% (1,279/3,227) of SAR-CoV-2 PCR-positives and 30.6% 

(1,184/3,869) of SAR-CoV-2 PCR-negatives had at least one impairing physical symptom 3 

months post-test. The final model contained predictors: SARS-COV-2 status, number of 

symptoms at testing, sex, age, ethnicity, self-rated physical and mental health, feelings of 

loneliness and four EQ-5D-Y items before testing. Internal validation showed minimal 

overfitting with excellent calibration and discrimination measures (optimism adjusted 

calibration slope:0.97527; C-statistic:0.83640).  

 

Conclusions and relevance: We developed a risk prediction equation to identify those 

most at risk of experiencing at least one impairing physical symptom 3 months after a SARS-

CoV-2 PCR-test which could serve as a useful triage and management tool for children and 

young people during the ongoing pandemic. External validation is required before large-

scale implementation.  
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Introduction   

 

Children and young people (CYP) testing positive for SARS-COV-2 are usually 

asymptomatic or have a low symptom burden at the time of infection compared to adults.1,2 

Recent studies on post-COVID sequelae (also known as ‘long COVID’), however, have 

shown some adults and children can have persistent symptoms for months after acute 

infection.3,4 A recent systematic review of persistent symptoms following SARS-COV-2 

infection, found most reported persistent symptoms were no more common in SARS-COV-2 

positive than in SARS-COV-2 negative CYP, with only small increases in cognitive 

difficulties, headache, loss of smell, sore throat and eyes.5  

 

Similar to the successful use of predictive models for cardiovascular disease e.g., in the UK6 

and the US7, predictive models can help identify CYP at highest risk of experiencing 

persistent symptoms and direct them towards relevant care. This is particularly important 

during the pandemic when health services are under increased pressure.8 A systematic 

review identified over 100 diagnostic and prognostic models for SARS-COV-2, mainly 

relating to acute outcomes e.g., mortality, ICU admission and length of hospital stay.9 With 

the exception of two studies, however, most were considered low quality due to non-

representative selection of controls, inadequate exclusions, high risk of model overfitting and 

unclear reporting.9 Based on predictive model quality assessment tools10 and model 

development guidelines,11 the two models mentioned above (the Jehi diagnostic model12 and 

4C mortality score13) and a third model (QCOVID14) are considered as higher quality 

predictive models for SARS-COV-2 because of large sample sizes,15 appropriate modelling 

techniques16 and suitable internal validation and reporting.11 Of these three models, the 4C 

and QCOVID models were developed in adult populations (age≥18 years) whereas the Jehi 

model was developed in all patients who were tested for SARS-CoV-2 at all Cleveland Clinic 

locations in Ohio and Florida, USA, regardless of age and included 11,672 patients (median 
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age: 46.89 years among SARS-COV-2  negatives; 54.23 years among SARS-COV-2  

positives).    

 

There are very few predictive models for the potential long-term effects of SARS-COV-2 

infection, and those that exist have focused mostly on adults. Sudre and colleagues, focused 

on identifying the characteristics and predictors of post-COVID sequelae in a sample of 

4,182 adults who reported testing positive for SARS-CoV-2 and found those experiencing 

more than five symptoms during the first week of illness were more likely to report ‘long 

COVID’.17 Recent large national cohort studies of CYP are consistent with the recent 

systematic review5 and have found little difference in ‘long COVID' symptom prevalence 

between SARS-CoV-2 positive and SARS-CoV-2 negative CYP.4,18 As acute SARS-CoV-2 

infection remains predominantly a mild infection in CYP and the cumulative incidence of 

infection increases, the incidence of post-COVID sequelae and the extent to which it is 

distinct from pandemic-related symptoms resulting from national lockdowns, school closures 

and social isolation, is a critical factor in health policy decisions. We, therefore, aimed to 

develop and internally validate a prediction model for experiencing at least one impairing 

physical symptom in CYP 3 months after a PCR-test and to determine whether the impact of 

these predictors differed by SARS-CoV-2 infection status. The outcome examined here 

aligns with our previously described Delphi definition of post-COVID sequelae.19 

 

Methods  

 

We use data from the CLoCk study: a national cohort study of SARS-CoV-2 PCR-positive 

CYP aged 11-17 years living in England who were matched at study invitation, on month of 

test, age, sex, and geographical area, to SARS-CoV-2 test-negative CYP selected from the 

national testing database at Public Health England (now UKHSA).20 Test-negative CYP who 

self-reported subsequently having a positive SARS-COV-2 PCR-test were excluded.4   
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Here we examine a previously described study subset.4 Briefly, from a total of 50,836 CYP 

who were approached, 7,096 (3,227 SARS-COV-2 positive, 3,869 SARS-COV-2 negative) 

who completed the CLoCk questionnaire sent to them 3 months after their PCR test during 

January-March 2021 (median time between testing and questionnaire: 14·9 weeks [25th,50th 

centiles: 13·1,18·9]) were included. The questionnaire included demographic characteristics, 

elements of the International Severe Acute Respiratory and emerging Infection Consortium 

(ISARIC) Paediatric COVID-19 follow-up questionnaire,21 and the recent Mental Health of 

Children and Young people in England surveys.22 CYP responded to 21 questions  on 

physical symptoms at time of testing (e.g., cough, tiredness, etc.). They rated their general 

physical and mental health before SARS-CoV-2 testing in two separate questions using a 

five-category Likert scale. The prevalence of ‘very poor’ was low; for analysis, we recoded 

these variables into four categories (very poor/poor to very good). Quality of life/functioning 

before testing was measured via the EQ-5D-Y scale,23 and feelings of loneliness by the 

UCLA Loneliness scale.24 The Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD), was calculated from the 

CYP’s small local area level based geographic hierarchy (lower super output area) at the 

time of the questionnaire and used as a proxy for socio-economic status. We examine IMD 

quintiles from most (quintile 1) to least (quintile 5) deprived (Table 1). 

 

Outcome: experiencing at least one impairing physical symptom  

 

The outcome was defined as having one or more physical symptom for at least 12 weeks 

after initial testing even if symptoms waxed and waned over that period, and the symptoms 

affected their physical, mental or social-well-being while interfering with some aspect of daily 

living (e.g., school, home, relationships). This outcome aligns with our previously described 

Delphi definition of post-COVID sequelae.19  Using data from the questionnaire on physical 

symptoms and the EQ-5D-Y scale at the time of the questionnaire (i.e. approximately 3 

months after the PCR-test), we operationalized our outcome as having at least 1 physical 
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symptom and experiencing at least some problems on any one of the five EQ-5D-Y 

questions (Table 2).     

 

Potential predictors  

 

Pre-specified potential predictors were chosen based their distribution in the dataset and 

their association with the outcome. In addition to SARS-COV-2 status, we considered 13 

predictors including demographics (sex, age, ethnicity and IMD), prior quality of 

life/functioning (assessed by 5 items from the EQ-5D-Y scale), prior physical and mental 

health and feelings of loneliness prior to the CYP’s PCR-test. We also included number of 

physical symptoms experienced at testing (details in Table 1). 

 

Sample size and missing data  

 

The sample size was pre-defined by study design. We, therefore, assessed whether our 

study was sufficiently powered to estimate the overall outcome risk, and how many predictor 

parameters could be considered before overfitting/precision becomes a concern.15 Using the 

pmsampsize STATA package15 we considered: i) small overfitting (i.e., a shrinkage factor of 

predictor effects ≤10%), ii) small absolute difference of 0.05 in the model’s apparent and 

adjusted Nagelkerke’s R-squared value, and iii) precise estimation within ±0.05 of the 

average outcome risk in the population. We also assumed an outcome prevalence of 34.7%, 

C-statistic of 0.80 and 61 parameters. Accordingly, the minimum sample size required was 

1,943 (actual sample=7,096); the events-per-candidate predictor parameter value was 

11.05. The dataset had no missing data.  

 

Statistical Analysis  

 

We assessed the extent to which SARS-COV-2 status and our 13 potential predictors were 

correlated by considering pairwise Cramer’s V correlation coefficients. All potential predictors 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted April 5, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.01.22273117doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.01.22273117
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


were categorical variables, with the exception of age and number of symptoms at testing. 

We determined the appropriate functional form for the relationship between age and the log-

odds of the probability of the outcome by modelling the relationship (i) linearly, (ii) 

categorically (11-13, 14-15, 16-17 years), (iii) with linear and quadratic terms, and (iv) using 

fractional polynomials with up to 2 degrees. Similarly, we examined the most appropriate 

functional form for number of symptoms. The functional form with the lowest Akaike 

Information Criterion (i.e., the best fitting model) was used in building our prediction model.  

 

We used logistic regression to address our aim of predicting at least one impairing physical 

symptom in children 3 months after their PCR-test, allowing for an interaction between each 

potential predictor and SARS-COV-2 status to determine whether the relationship between 

the potential predictor and outcome differed by SARS-COV-2 status. We first examined 

univariable associations between each predictor and at least one impairing physical 

symptom, in the total population and stratified by SARS-CoV-2 status. Next, we built a 

multivariable prediction model using a stepwise backward (p<0.200) and forward (p<0.157) 

elimination procedure.25  Variables included in the stepwise selection procedure included all 

potential predictors, SARS-COV-2 status and interaction terms between potential predictors 

and SARS-COV-2 status (61 potential parameters in total).  

 

Model performance was measured using calibration and discrimination measures. 

Calibration, (i.e., agreement between observed and predicted probabilities of our outcome) 

was assessed using calibration plots, calibration-in-the-large and calibration slope 

statistics.16,26 Model discrimination, (i.e., the ability of our model to differentiate between CYP 

who had at least one impairing symptom 3 months post-test and those who did not) was 

quantified using the C-statistic (values≥0.7 indicate strong discrimination). The internal 

validity of our final model was assessed using 100 bootstrap samples which were drawn with 

replacement.16 We estimated the level of model overfitting (optimism) in our dataset using 

the bootstrap samples and adjusted for optimism using a uniform shrinkage factor (the 
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average calibration slope from each of the bootstrap samples). The original β coefficients 

were multiplied by the shrinkage factor to obtain the optimism adjusted coefficients; the 

model intercept was re-estimated based on these shrunken model coefficients generating 

the final model.11,26    

 

Data management and analysis was performed using STATA16. We followed guidelines by 

the Prognosis Research Strategy (PROGRESS)27-30 Group; the model development and 

validation phases particularly followed suggested methods. 26,29-31 The study is reported 

according to the Transparent Reporting of a multivariable prediction model for Individual 

Prognosis or Diagnosis (TRIPOD) statement (eTable 1).11 The study was approved by 

Yorkshire and the Humber–South Yorkshire Research Ethics Committee (reference: 

21/YH/0060).  

 

Results  

 

Of the 7,096 CYP (3,869 SARS-CoV-2 negative, 3,227 SARS-CoV-2 positive) in our analytic 

sample, 26% (1845/7096) were non-white, 62.9% (4,462/7096) were females and there were 

more older than younger CYP (42.6% 16-17-year-olds vs. 31.0% 11-13-year-olds) (Table 1). 

Three months after their PCR test, 65.6% (2,118/3,227) of SAR-CoV-2 PCR-positives had at 

least one physical symptom (Table 2) and 39.6% (1,279/3,227) had at least one impairing 

physical symptom. This compares with 52.6% (2,035/3,869) and 30.6% (1,184/3,869), 

respectively, in test-negative CYP.  

 

Univariable associations  

SARS-CoV-2 status and the 13 potential predictors were not strongly correlated (Cramer’s 

V<0.50 for all possible pairwise correlations). IMD did not predict the outcome (Table 3). The 

predictive effect of feelings of loneliness, problems with mobility, doing usual activities and 
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having pain before testing differed by SARS-CoV-2 status, with a general pattern of higher 

odds among test-negatives (Table 3, stratified associations).  

 

Multivariable predictive model 

In the final developed model (eTable 2), SARS-COV-2 status, number of symptoms at 

testing, sex, age, ethnicity, self-rated physical and mental health, feelings of loneliness and 

four items from the EQ-5D-Y scale (problems looking after self, doing usual activities, having 

pain, feeling worried/sad) before testing predicted the outcome. The impact of some 

predictors differed by SARS-COV-2 status: interactions between SARS-COV-2 status and 

age, ethnicity, self-rated mental health, feelings of loneliness, and problems doing usual 

activities were retained. The supplementary figures show graphs from the final developed 

model, for all included predictors, of the probability of having the outcome.    

 

Model Performance 

The model showed excellent calibration and discrimination. It was perfectly calibrated in the 

model development data with an apparent slope of 1 and an apparent calibration-in-the-large 

of 0 (eTable 3). Good overall model calibration was further confirmed by the calibration plot 

(Figure 1), with narrow confidence intervals and closely aligned predicted and observed 

probabilities for 10 equally sized risk groups. The predictive model showed strong 

discrimination with a C-statistic of 0.841(95% CI:0.831,0.850). Bootstrap internal validation 

showed small model overfitting with an optimism corrected C slope close to one. The 

bootstrapping approach provided a shrinkage factor of 0.97527. We also generated the 

heuristic shrinkage factor (again close to one: 0.98399). We chose the bootstrap shrinkage 

factor as it was slightly smaller, and, applied it to the original β coefficients to obtain the 

optimism adjusted coefficients before re-estimating the intercept for the final model given in 

Box 1 (Supplementary material) and eTable 2.  
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Worked examples 

Box 1 (Supplementary material) shows the prediction equation for estimating the risk of 

experiencing at least one impairing physical symptom 3 months post-PCR-test in 11-to-17-

year-old CYP. We demonstrate with hypothetical examples the predicted risk of impairing 

physical symptom 3 months post-test in Table 4. A calculator is provided in the 

Supplementary section.  

 

As an example, the predicted risk of outcome for a 14-year-old, white male, with no 

symptoms at testing, very good physical health, never feeling lonely, no problems on all 

included EQ-5D-Y items and poor/very poor mental health before testing would be 0.19 if he 

tested positive and 0.06 if he tested negative; if he had very good mental health before 

testing, the risk would be 0.08 if positive and 0.04 if negative. 

 

Discussion  

 

To our knowledge, we have developed the first risk prediction model that uses self-reported 

information from CYP to estimate their probability of experiencing at least one impairing 

physical symptom 3 months after SARS-COV-2 testing. SARS-COV-2 status, number of 

physical symptoms at testing, sex, age, ethnicity, self-rated physical and mental health, 

feelings of loneliness and four items from the EQ-5D-Y scale (all before testing) predicted 

having at least one impairing physical symptom 3 months later, with the impact of some 

predictors differing by SARS-COV-2 status. We provide a risk calculator to predict CYP most 

likely to experience impairing physical symptoms, to triage those who need support and for 

whom early intervention might be of greatest benefit. Importantly, our model has excellent 

predictive ability, calibration and discrimination. It enables us to answer important clinical 

questions such as ‘are those who have many symptoms during acute SARS-COV-2 infection 

at greater risk of ‘Long COVID’ than those without?’. The answer is ‘yes’ but our model 

provides a more nuanced answer by considering other factors. 
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Our goal was to provide a model that utilizes multiple factors (i.e., predictors) in combination, 

to accurately predict experiencing at least one impairing physical symptom 3 months post-

test. Importantly, our focus was not on whether included predictors are causal or not. 

Instead, the focus was overall predictive performance of the model.32 As such, we followed 

the guidelines to model building.26 The large sample allowed flexible examination of the 

potential for relationships to differ by SARS-COV-2 status and by the shape of the 

association without considerable concerns about overfitting. Model fitting statistics were 

extremely favorable and the use of a matched national cohort sample of test-positive and 

test-negative CYP is unique. As this is the first study of its kind, results need to be externally 

validated on other independent datasets and in different populations and settings. 

Additionally, the model will be reassessed for experiencing at least one impairing physical 

symptom beyond 3 months using CLoCk data at 6, 12 and 24 months after testing as data 

become available. It is possible many of the predictors stay the same but acknowledge there 

may be differences as the disease profile (and, therefore, predictors) change over the course 

of the illness.  

 

We acknowledge study limitations. Baseline measures (at/or before testing) were subject to 

recall bias because they were not taken at the time of acute infection. We were unable to 

assess whether symptoms waxed and waned between testing and questionnaire. The 

CLoCk study response rate (13.4%)4 is typical of surveys of this type;33 additionally, our 

participants are largely representative of the target population as a whole.4 Nevertheless, the 

possibility of selection bias in both directions (CYP more likely to participate if they have 

persistent symptoms, or less likely to participate if too unwell) among respondents cannot be 

ruled out. Furthermore, as the background epidemiological situation in relation to SARS-

COV-2 infection prevalence changes, there is a need to reassess possible differences in our 

model’s predictive value over time. Finally, caution is required for predictions based on data 
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extrapolation/situations where there are only a very small number of observations for 

different predictor combinations.       

 

To our knowledge, no other study has explicitly aimed to develop a risk prediction model for 

experiencing impairing physical symptoms several months after SARS-COV-2 testing. 

Moreover, the majority of previous studies lack a SARS-CoV-2 test-negative comparison 

group and so distinguishing long-term symptoms predicted by SARS-CoV-2 infection from 

background rates or pandemic-related effects remains a challenge.5 More recent studies 

include control groups and, thus, broad comparisons can be made. Our finding that the odds 

of experiencing at least one impairing physical symptom 3 months post-test was 1.49 times 

higher in SARS-CoV-2 positive compared to SARS-CoV-2 negative CYP, is in line with 

findings from the LongCOVIDKidsDK study, where the SARS-CoV-2 test-positive group had 

1.22 times higher odds of having at least one ‘Long COVID’ symptom lasting at least 2 

months compared with the SARS-CoV-2 test-negative group.34 We found both test-positive 

and test-negative CYP had impairing physical symptoms 3 months post-test with a 

difference of 9.3% between these groups. In contrast, in a Danish study, the prevalence of 

reported symptoms in CYP aged 6-17 years lasting more than 4 weeks was similar 

regardless of SARS-CoV-2 status (28% test-positives; 27.2% test-negatives).18 

Discrepancies in findings could be due to several reasons including timing of outcome (>4 

weeks vs ~3 months) and differences in recruitment methodology, recruitment rates between 

test-positives and test-negatives or underlying prevalence levels in the countries at the time 

of study. Our results are consistent with findings in adults, where number of symptoms at 

onset35 and female sex36 were associated with ‘Long COVID’, and pre-existing diagnosis of 

depression/anxiety being over-represented in those with fatigue after SARS-CoV-2 

infection.36  

 

Understanding which CYP are at risk of experiencing impairing physical symptoms is 

important for individuals (e.g., in decision making about whether to receive COVID-19 
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vaccination) and health services provision (e.g., for careful monitoring, early intervention, 

and hopefully reduction in the burden of prolonged health problems). In conclusion, using 

data from a large national matched cohort study, we developed a prediction model for 

experiencing at least one impairing physical symptom 3 months after SARS-COV-2 testing in 

CYP. Our model has excellent performance, and we hope it will serve as a useful tool for 

early identification and management of CYP at risk of persisting physical symptoms in the 

context of the COVID-19 pandemic.  
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Table 1. Baseline characteristics (frequencies and percentages) of participants who completed the 3-

month questionnaire, overall and stratified by SARS-CoV-2 status  

 Total population 

(N=7,096) 

SARS-CoV-2 

Negative 

(N=3,869) 

SARS-CoV-2 

Positive 

(N=3,227) 

Characteristics at/prior to PCR 

testing 

N % N % N % 

Sex        

  Male  2,634 37.12 1,436 37.12 1,198 37.12 

  Female 4,462 62.88 2,433 62.88 2,029 62.88 

Age (years)        

  11-13 2,199 30.99 1,248 32.26 951 29.47 

  14-15 1,873 26.40 992 25.64 881 27.30 

  16-17 3,024 42.62 1,629 42.10 1,395 43.23 

Index of Multiple Deprivation       

Quintile 1 (most deprived) 1,466 20.66 782 20.21 684 21.20 

Quintile 2 1,414 19.93 755 19.51 659 20.42 

Quintile 3 1,359 19.15 759 19.62 600 18.59 

Quintile 4 1,367 19.26 746 19.28 621 19.24 

Quintile 5 (least deprived) 1,490 21.00 827 21.38 663 20.55 

Ethnicity        

  White  5,251 74.00 2,894 74.80 2,357 73.04 

  Asian/Asian British  1,056 14.88 543 14.03 513 15.90 

  Black/African/Caribbean 264 3.72 148 3.83 116 3.59 

  Mixed 354 4.99 203 5.25 151 4.68 

  Other 118 1.66 55 1.42 63 1.95 

  Preferred not to say  53 0.75 26 0.67 27 0.84 

Self-rated physical health        

  Very good 2,434 34.30 1,321 34.14 1,113 34.49 

  Good 2,993 42.18 1,641 42.41 1,352 41.90 

  Okay 1,517 21.38 822 21.25 695 21.54 

  Poor/very poor 152 2.14 85 2.20 67 2.08 

Self-rated mental health       

  Very good 1,785 25.16 957 24.74 828 25.66 

  Good 2,612 36.81 1,442 37.27 1,170 36.26 

  Okay 2,040 28.75 1,101 28.46 939 29.10 

  Poor/very poor 659 9.29 369 9.54 290 8.99 
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Lonelinessa       

Never 2,068 29.14 1,106 28.59 962 29.81 

Hardly ever 2,077 29.27 1,112 28.74 965 29.90 

Occasionally 1,243 17.52 693 17.91 550 17.04 

Some of the time 1,223 17.24 672 17.37 551 17.07 

Often/Always 485 6.83 286 7.39 199 6.17 

Number of symptoms at time of 

testing        

  0 5,640 79.48 3,541 91.52 2,099 65.04 

  1-4 551 7.76 177 4.57 374 11.59 

  5+ 905 12.75 151 3.90 754 23.37 

Mobilityb       

  No problems 6,761 95.28 3,673 94.93 3,088 95.69 

  Some/a lot of problems 335 4.72 196 5.07 139 4.31 

Looking after selfb       

  No problems 6,799 95.81 3,692 95.43 3,107 96.28 

  Some/a lot of problems 297 4.19 177 4.57 120 3.72 

Doing usual activitiesb       

  No problems 6,349 89.47 3,468 89.64 2,881 89.28 

  Some/a lot of problems 747 10.53 401 10.36 346 10.72 

Having painb       

  No problems 6,086 85.77 3,325 85.94 2,761 85.56 

  Some/a lot of problems 1,010 14.23 544 14.06 466 14.44 

Feeling worried/sadb       

  No problems 4,239 59.74 2,320 59.96 1,919 59.47 

  A bit 2,403 33.86 1,281 33.11 1,122 34.77 

  Very worried/sad  454 6.40 268 6.93 186 5.76 
a From the UCLA Loneliness Scale; b From the EQ-5D-Y Scale 
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Table 2. Prevalence (frequencies and percentages) of at least one persisting impairing physical 

symptom 3 months after a PCR test and related variablesa, overall and stratified by SARS-CoV-2 

status  

 

 Total population 

(N=7,096) 

SARS-CoV-2 

Negative 

(N=3,869) 

SARS-CoV-2 

Positive 

(N=3,227) 

Characteristics 3 months after a 

PCR test 

N % N % N % 

Outcome        

At least one persisting impairing 

physical symptom  

No 

Yes  

  

 

4,633 

2,463 

 

 

65.29 

34.71 

 

 

2,685 

1,184 

 

 

69.40 

30.60 

 

 

1,948 

1,279 

 

 

60.37 

39.63 

Variables related to the outcomea       

Number of symptoms           

0 2,943 41.47 1,834 47.40 1,109 34.37 

  1-4 3,482 49.07 1,790 46.27 1,692 52.43 

  5+ 671 9.46 245 6.33 426 426 

Mobility        

  No problems 6,647 93.67 3,660 94.60 2,987 92.56 

  Some/a lot of problems 449 6.33 209 5.40 240 7.44 

Looking after self       

  No problems 6,780 95.55 3,687 95.30 3,093 95.85 

  Some/a lot of problems 316 4.45 182 4.70 134 4.15 

Doing usual activities       

  No problems 6,069 85.53 3,360 86.84 2,709 83.95 

  Some/a lot of problems 1,027 14.47 509 13.16 518 16.05 

Having pain       

  No problems 5,982 84.30 3,308 85.50 2,674 82.86 

  Some/a lot of problems 1,114 15.70 561 14.50 553 17.14 

Feeling worried/sad       

  No problems 4,273 60.22 2,350 60.74 1,923 59.59 

  A bit/very 2,823 39.78 1,519 39.26 1,304 40.41 
a Using data from the questionnaire on physical symptoms and the EQ-5D-Y scale at the time of the 

questionnaire (~3 months after the PCR test), the outcome is defined as experiencing at least some 
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problems on any one of the five EQ-5D-Y questions and having at least 1 physical symptom 3 months 

after the PCR-test. 
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Table 3. Odds ratios (95% CIs) of univariable associations between potential predictors and at least one persistent impairing physical symptom 3 months 

after a PCR-test, overall and stratified by SARS-CoV-2 status   

 

 

 

Potential predictor  

Total population 

(N=7,096) 

SARS-CoV-2 Negative 

(N=3,869) 

SARS-CoV-2 Positive 

(N=3,227) 

 

 

Pinteraction
a Odds ratio 

(95% CIs) 

P value Odds ratio 

(95% CIs) 

P value Odds ratio 

(95% CIs) 

P value 

SARS-CoV-2 status        

Negative  Ref <0.001      

Positive  1.49 (1.35, 1.64)  N/A  N/A  N/A 

Sex         

  Male  Ref <0.001 Ref <0.001 Ref <0.001 0.438 

  Female 2.22 (2.00, 2.48)  2.15 (1.85, 2.50)  2.34 (2.01, 2.73)   

Age (years)b         

  11-13 Ref <0.001 Ref <0.001 Ref <0.001 0.066 

  14-15 1.88 (1.65, 2.16)  2.16 (1.78, 2.61)  1.60 (1.32, 1.95)   

  16-17 2.16 (1.92, 2.45) 2.22 (1.87, 2.64) 2.09 (1.75, 2.49) 

Index of Multiple 

Deprivation 

       

Quintile 1 (most deprived) Ref 0.131 Ref 0.382 Ref 0.270 0.591 

Quintile 2 1.03 (0.89, 1.20)  0.97 (0.79, 1.21)  1.10 (0.88, 1.37)   

Quintile 3 0.97 (0.83, 1.13) 0.97 (0.79, 1.20) 0.99 (0.79, 1.24) 

Quintile 4 0.93 (0.80, 1.09) 0.84 (0.68, 1.05) 1.04 (0.83, 1.30) 

Quintile 5 (least deprived) 0.85 (0.73, 0.99) 0.86 (0.70, 1.06) 0.86 (0.69, 1.07) 

Ethnicity         

  White  Ref 0.004 Ref 0.068 Ref 0.006 0.174 
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  Asian/Asian British  0.88 (0.77, 1.02)  0.99 (0.81, 1.21)  0.76 (0.62, 0.93)   

  Black/African/Caribbean 0.94 (0.72, 1.22) 1.01 (0.70, 1.44) 0.88 (0.60, 1.29) 

  Mixed 1.31 (1.06, 1.63) 1.53 (1.14, 2.05) 1.11 (0.80, 1.55) 

  Other 0.60 (0.39, 0.92) 0.87 (0.48, 1.57) 0.41 (0.23, 0.75) 

  Preferred not to say  0.66 (0.36, 1.23) 0.55 (0.21, 1.46) 0.72 (0.32, 1.60) 

Self-rated physical health         

  Very good Ref <0.001 Ref <0.001 Ref <0.001 0.089 

  Good 2.11 (1.87, 2.39)  2.33 (1.95, 2.78)  1.97 (1.66, 2.33)   

  Okay 3.49 (3.04, 4.01) 3.97 (3.25, 4.84) 3.15 (2.58, 3.85) 

  Poor/very poor 6.06 (4.30, 8.53) 8.88 (5.57, 14.17) 4.03 (2.43, 6.69) 

Self-rated mental health        

  Very good Ref <0.001 Ref <0.001 Ref <0.001 0.396 

  Good 2.93 (2.49, 3.46)  3.17 (2.47, 4.06)  2.85 (2.28, 3.56)   

  Okay 6.96 (5.89, 8.21) 7.78 (6.08, 9.97) 6.55 (5.22, 8.23) 

  Poor/very poor 18.88 (15.13, 

23.58) 

19.03 (14.01, 

25.85) 

22.15 (15.68, 

31.28) 

Lonelinessc        

  Never  Ref <0.001 Ref <0.001 Ref <0.001 0.025 

  Hardly ever 2.42 (2.07, 2.84)  2.93 (2.29, 3.76)  2.15 (1.74, 2.66)   

  Occasionally 6.50 (5.49, 7.69) 8.58 (6.66, 11.06) 5.48 (4.34, 6.93) 

  Some of the time 8.40 (7.09, 9.95) 10.12 (7.84, 13.06) 7.97 (6.28, 10.12) 

  Often/Always 11.05 (8.84, 

13.82) 

16.34 (11.92, 

22.38) 

8.17 (5.86, 11.41) 

Number of symptoms at 

time of testingb  

       

  0 Ref <0.001 Ref <0.001 Ref <0.001 0.465 
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  1-4 0.52 (0.42, 0.65)  0.52 (0.35, 0.76)  0.44 (0.34, 0.57)   

  5+ 1.86 (1.62, 2.15) 1.86 (1.34, 2.58) 1.52 (1.28, 1.79) 

Mobilityd         

  No problems Ref <0.001 Ref <0.001 Ref <0.001 0.045 

  Some/a lot of problems 4.19 (3.32, 5.30)  5.27 (3.87, 7.17)  3.24 (2.26, 4.65)   

Looking after selfd        

  No problems Ref <0.001 Ref <0.001 Ref <0.001 0.399 

  Some/a lot of problems 5.13 (3.96, 6.63)  5.81 (4.18, 8.08)  4.62 (3.05, 7.00)   

Doing usual activitiesd        

  No problems Ref <0.001 Ref <0.001 Ref <0.001 < 0.001 

  Some/a lot of problems 4.01 (3.42, 4.70)  5.69 (4.56, 7.10)  2.73 (2.17, 3.43)   

Having Paind        

  No problems Ref <0.001 Ref <0.001 Ref <0.001 0.004 

  Some/a lot of problems 5.51 (4.77, 6.36)  6.76 (5.55, 8.24)  4.42 (3.57, 5.47)   

Feeling worried/sadd        

  No problems Ref <0.001 Ref <0.001 Ref <0.001 0.249 

  A bit 7.95 (7.08, 8.93)  8.79 (7.45, 10.37)  7.49 (6.35, 8.85)   

  Very worried/sad  16.95 (13.45, 

21.35) 

17.32 (12.95, 

23.18) 

20.52 (13.67, 

30.80) 
a p-value for interaction between potential predictor and SARS-CoV-2 status (derived in total population) 
b We show (for simplicity) univariable associations for age and number of symptoms modelled as categorical variables. In the final multivariable model, they 
have been modelled with either a linear and quadratic terms or a fractional polynomial. See methods for details. 
c From the UCLA Loneliness scale  
d From the EQ-5D-Y scale  
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Table 4: Hypothetical examples of predicted risk of persistent impairing physical symptom 3 months after a PCR-test, using our prediction model  

Characteristic Examples 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

SARS-CoV-2 status Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative 

Sex  Female Female Male Male Female Female 

Age (years)  17 17 13 13 17 17 

Ethnicity  White White White White White White 

Self-rated physical health  Okay Okay Okay Okay Good Good 

Self-rated mental health Okay Okay Okay Okay Good Good 

Loneliness Some of the 

time 

Some of the 

time 

Some of the time Some of the time Hardly Ever Hardly Ever 

Number of symptoms at time of testing  0 0 0 0 3 3 

Problems looking after myself No problems No problems No problems No problems No problems No problems 

Problems doing usual activities No problems No problems No problems No problems No problems No problems 

Having pain No problems No problems No problems No problems No problems No problems 

Feeling worried/sad**  A bit worried A bit worried A bit worried A bit worried No problems No problems  

Predicted Risk  0.767  0.570  0.667  0.503  0.167  0.083  

For details on how the predicted risk was calculated see supplementary section for formula (Box 1) and calculator.  
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