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Background: The COVID19 pandemic in Russia has already resulted in 500,000 excess deaths, with more than 5.6 million cases registered officially by

July 2021. Surveillance based on case reporting has become the core pandemic monitoring method in the country and globally. However, populationbased

seroprevalence studies may provide an unbiased estimate of the actual disease spread and, in combination with multiple surveillance tools, help to define the

pandemic course. This study summarises results from four consecutive serological surveys conducted between May 2020 and April 2021 at St. Petersburg,

Russia and combines them with other SARSCoV2 surveillance data.

Methods: We conducted four serological surveys of two random samples (May–June, July–August, October–December 2020, and February–April 2021)

from adults residing in St. Petersburg recruited with the random digit dialing (RDD), accompanied by a telephone interview to collect information on both

individuals who accepted and declined the invitation for testing and account for nonresponse. We have used enzymelinked immunosorbent assay CoronaPass

total antibodies test (Genetico, Moscow, Russia) to report seroprevalence. We corrected the estimates for nonresponse using the bivariate probit model and

also accounted the test performance characteristics, obtained from independent assay evaluation. In addition, we have summarised the official registered cases

statistics, the number of hospitalised patients, the number of COVID19 deaths, excess deaths, tests performed, data from the ongoing SARSCoV2 variants

of concern (VOC) surveillance, the vaccination uptake, and St. Petersburg search and mobility trends. The infection fatality ratios (IFR) have been calculated

using the Bayesian evidence synthesis model.

Findings: After calling 113,017 randommobile phones we have reached 14,118 individuals who responded to computerassisted telephone interviewing (CATI)

and 2,413 provided blood samples at least once through the seroprevalence study. The adjusted seroprevalence in May–June, 2020 was 9.7% (95%: 7.7–11.7),

13.3% (95% 9.9–16.6) in July–August, 2020, 22.9% (95%: 20.3–25.5) in October–December, 2021 and 43.9% (95%: 39.7–48.0) in February–April, 2021.

History of any symptoms, history of COVID19 tests, and nonsmoking status were significant predictors for higher seroprevalence. Most individuals remained

seropositive with a maximum 10 months followup. 92.7% (95% CI 87.9–95.7) of participants who have reported at least one vaccine dose were seropositive.

Hospitalisation and COVID19 death statistics and search terms trends reflected the pandemic course better than the official case count, especially during the
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spring 2020. SARSCoV2 circulation showed rather low genetic SARSCoV2 lineages diversity that increased in the spring 2021. Local VOC (AT.1) was 

spreading till April 2021, but B.1.617.2 substituted all other lineages by June 2021. The IFR based on the excess deaths was equal to 1.04 (95% CI 0.80–1.31) 

for the adult population and 0.86% (95% CI 0.66–1.08) for the entire population. Conclusion: Approximately one year after the COVID19 pandemic about 

45% of St. Petersburg, Russia residents contracted the SARSCoV2 infection. Combined with vaccination uptake of about 10% it was enough to slow the 

pandemic until the Delta VOC started to spread. Combination of several surveillance tools provides a comprehensive pandemic picture. 

Funding: Polymetal International plc.

Correspondence: �#�`+?mF!2mXbT#X`m

Introduction

The COVID19 pandemic in Russia has already resulted in 500,000 excess deaths [1], with more than 5.6 million cases registered 

officially by July 2021 [2]. Surveillance based on case reporting has become the core method for monitoring the pandemic in 

Russia and globally. However, the actual spread of SARSCoV2 is challenging to measure as case definitions, testing strategies, 

and capacity are not comparable between countries and in the different periods [3]. Populationbased studies using representative 

samples of the population combined with serological assessment for the presence of SARSCoV2 may provide an unbiased 

estimate of the actual disease spread and help estimate the true disease burden as well as the infection fatality rate (IFR) [4–7]. 

Unfortunately, national serological studies to assess the prevalence of SARSCoV2 in Russia were not yet published. Given a 

considerable territory, it is not likely that the pandemic develops similarly across the country. Therefore, different studies are 

needed to explore seroprevalence and the pandemic course in big cities and less densely populated regions. Saint Petersburg is 

the secondlargest city in Russia, with the first SARSCoV2 case registered on March 5, 2020. Seroprevalence study conducted 

in St. Petersburg between May 27 and June 26, 2020, estimated that not more than 10% of the population had contracted the 

SARSCoV2 [8]. These findings were in line with seroprevalence estimates in other European studies summarised in the 

systematic review [9], which revealed only 82 studies of higher quality out of 404 studies included in the metaanalyses. Lack 

of sample representativeness and methods to correct participants’ characteristics and test performance limited the quality for 

most assessed studies.

Official case count and serological studies are not the only methods for SARSCoV2 surveillance. Causespecific COVID19 

mortality is another valuable statistic to assess the pandemic impact. However, it may be biased in different healthcare settings, 

especially when definitions for COVID19 death are not comparable. Using excess mortality, i.e. quantifying deaths from all 

causes relative to a recent historical benchmark, can help avoid this bias [1, 10]. St. Petersburg was one of the two Russian 

regions with the most reliable reporting of COVID19 mortality [11]. SARSCoV2 variants of concern (VOC) monitoring is 

another critical surveillance tool that turned to become crucial in the later stages of the COVID19 pandemic when new, more 

transmissive VOCs started to spread rapidly [12, 13].

Novel auxiliary surveillance methods like search term trends to monitor the COVID19 pandemic and mobility trends to monitor 

the effects of mitigation measures and population behaviour can also be helpful [14, 15]. For example, search terms and mobility 

trends are available for St. Petersburg. However, these lowbarrier research methods are often criticised for the lack of validity 

[16].
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This study summarises the four consecutive rounds of populationbased serological study based on two representative samples

of adults residing in St. Petersburg, Russia, between May 2020 and April 2021. In addition, we combine the seroprevalence

estimates with all other available surveillance data: official case count, hospitalisation data, SARSCoV2 VOCs monitoring

data, COVID19 specific mortality, excess mortality, vaccination uptake, mobility trends, and search term trends. Thus, we aim

to assess the different surveillance tools validity and present a comprehensive pandemic course in the fourth largest European

city with a more than 5 million population.

Materials and methods

Seroprevalence of antiSARSCoV2 antibodies

St. Petersburg serological study settings and design are described in detail in our previous report [8]. In brief, St. Petersburg

COVID19 study is populationbased epidemiological survey of a random sample from the adult population to assess the sero

prevalence of antiSARSCoV2 antibodies. The study was based on a phonebased survey and an individual invitation to the

clinic for blood sample collection. Eligible individuals were adults residing in St. Petersburg older than 18 years and recruited

using the random digit dialling (RDD) method. RDDwas accompanied by the computerassisted telephone interviewing (CATI)

to collect the information on both individuals who accepted and declined the invitation for testing.

Blood samples from the same population group were collected between May 25, 2020, and June 28, 2020, in the first cross

section “May–June 2020 survey” henceforth) and between July 20, 2020, and August 8, 2020, in the second “July–August

2020 survey” crosssection). Considering the risks of low response in the next planned crosssection, we created a new popula

tion sample applying the similar strategy of RDD followed by CATI (“October–December 2020 survey”). The initial response

to the RDD was higher in autumn and winter 2020–2021 compared to the first crosssection in summer 2020. The fourth

crosssection (“February–April 2021 survey”) involved individuals from both population samples invited between February

15, 2021, and April 4, 2021. Repeated blood sampling allowed seroconversion assessment for individuals who tested pos

itive in previous surveys. Also, in this crosssection, some participants reported at least one vaccine shot. They were in

cluded in the study as nonresponders as the initial survey does not fully address the characteristics associated with vaccina

tion status. However, the vaccinated individuals were still tested. The participant flow for all four crosssections is reported

in Figure 1. The full study protocol is available online (?iiTb,ff2mbTXQ`;fbBi2bf/27�mHif7BH2bfBMHBM2@7BH2bf1ln

a:@_mbbB�M@*QpB/@a2`Qbm`p2v@S`QiQ+QH@*._l@yyRn2MXT/7).
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53,179 were not reachable, did not re
spond or refused to participate in phone
survey

66,250 mobile phone num
bers generated (RDD) in May–
June, 2020

46,767 mobile phone numbers
generated (RDD) in October–
December, 2020

34,787 were not reachable, did not re
spond or refused to participate in phone
survey

6,671 not eligible or excluded:
3,048 were not residents of selected

city districts
81 were younger than 18 years old
2,924 interrupted the interview
618 were surveyed after the recruit

ment was over

13,071 agreed to participate
in phone survey in May–June,
2020

11,980 agreed to participate
in phone survey in October–
December, 2020

4,262 not eligible or excluded:
1,778 were not residents of selected

city districts
113 were younger than 18 years old
2,371 interrupted the interview

5,362 did not provide blood samples:
3,010 refused to volunteer
2,352 failed to show up at the test site

3 samples were not sent to ELISA
Coronapass lab

6,400 asked to volunteer in
blood sample test in May–
June, 2020

7,718 asked to volunteer in
blood sample test in October–
December, 2020

6,327 did not provide blood samples:
4,272 refused to volunteer
2,055 failed to show up at the test site
13 samples were not sent to ELISA

Coronapass lab or failed to match with
phone survey data.

1,035 blood samples analyzed
by ELISA Coronapass:
97 tested positive
941 tested negative

1,378 blood samples analyzed
by ELISA Coronapass:
313 tested positive
1,065 tested negative

532 refused to volunteer or failed to
show up at the test site.
18 samples were not sent to ELISA
Coronapass lab

1,053 individuals (incl. tested
with other tests) asked to vol
unteer in blood sample test in
July–August, 2020

503 blood samples by ELISA
Coronapass analyzed:
69 tested positive
434 tested negative

1,039 refused to volunteer or failed to
show up at the test site
82 samples were not sent to ELISA
Coronapass lab or failed to match with
phone survey data.
177 tested were reported to have been
vaccinated, of which:
164 tested positive
13 tested negative
(ELISA Coronapass)

1,053 individuals (incl. tested
with other tests) asked to vol
unteer in blood sample test in
FebruaryApril, 2020

1,427 individuals (incl. tested
with other tests) asked to vol
unteer in blood sample test in
FebruaryApril, 2020

xxxxx xxxxx xx xxxxxxxxx
xx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxx
xxxxxxxxxxxxxx

xxxxx xxxxx xx xxxxxxxxx
xx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxx
xxxxxxxxxxxxxx

1,182 blood samples analyzed by ELISA Coronapass in February–
April, 2021:
629 tested positive
553 tested negative

2,480 individuals (incl. tested with other tests) asked to volunteer in
blood sample test in FebruaryApril, 2021, including:
1,053 individuals who participated in a survey in May–July, 2020
1,427 individuals who participated in a survey in October–

December, 2020

Figure 1. Flow chart of participants’ progress through the St. Petersburg seroprevalence study. Color codes study crosssections:

white — crosssection 1 (20200525 – 20200628), green — crosssection 2 (20200720 – 20200808), pink — crosssection

3 (20201012 – 20201206), blue — crosssection 4 (20200215 – 20200404).

Laboratory tests

During the four surveys, we assessed antiSARSCoV2 antibodies using three different assays. Even though our report was

selected among studies of higher quality in the recent systematic review, a significant limitation was related to the absence of

own test performance validation [9]. We conducted a validation that revealed the decrease in sensitivity for one of the assays

[17]. Finally, to report seroprevalence, we selected enzymelinked immunosorbent assay (ELISA Coronapass) CoronaPass

total antibodies test (Genetico, Moscow, Russia) that detects total antibodies (the cutoff for positivity 1.0) and is based on the
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recombinant SARSCoV2 spike protein receptor binding domain (Department of Microbiology, Icahn School of Medicine at

Mount Sinai, New York, NY, USA). We used ELISA Coronapass through all four surveys. We also used the results of our

validation study to correct the seroprevalence estimate for test performance. Sensitivity is equal to 92% and specificity to 100%

for ELISA Coronapass (for full validation see [17]).

Surveillance data related to SARSCoV2 monitoring

We summarised the data that included the official registered cases statistics, the number of patients hospitalised, the number of

COVID19 deaths, excess deaths, and tests performed for COVID19 detection. Although this information was not available

from one source, we used a combination of different sources to restore the pandemic course in St. Petersburg. We have also used

the leading Russian search engine Yandex search history in St. Petersburg region to obtain search trends for three terms: “loss of

smell”, “smell”, and “saturation”. In addition, Yandex provided mobility trends for St. Petersburg from the open data from Yan

dex, Apple, and Otomono (?iiTb,ffv�M/2tX`mf+QKT�Mvf`2b2�`+?2bfkykyf+BiB2b@�+iBpBiv). Finally, we obtained

data from the ongoing the Smorodintsev Research Institute of Influenza SARSCoV2 VOCs surveillance in St. Petersburg [18].

Data sources are described in detail in our Supplementary material.

Infection fatality ratios

Weused the information on the official COVID19mortality and derived excessmortality to estimate the IFR. IFRwas calculated

for the four periods covered by our seroprevalence surveys. We treated the true number of deaths as an interval censored random

variable bound downwards/upwards by the number of deaths 14 days after the crosssection start/end date (see Supplementary

Materials).

Statistical analysis

The sample size calculations and statistical analysis plan for the serological survey were described in detail in our previous

report [8]. The initial sample size of 1550 participants was calculated assuming the hypothetical prevalence of 20% to obtain the

resulting sampling error of 2% using a 95% confidence interval. The actual sample size was lower, which resulted in a maximum

error of about 4% when hypothetical seroprevalence reached 40%. The study’s primary aim was to assess the seroprevalence

based on antibody tests accounting for nonresponse bias and test sensitivity and specificity. Nonresponse was evaluated by

comparing answers provided during the CATI by those who visited the test site and all surveyed individuals, estimated using a

binomial probit regression of individual agreement to participate in the study and offer their blood sample on their observable

characteristics. In the first report, we described the variables that we had chosen to estimate the correction. The observable

characteristics associated with response and positivity were reported any disease symptoms before the test and the COVID19

testing history. We used similar variables to correct the seroprevalence estimates for nonresponse during all four crosssections.

To account possible sample nonrepresentativeness in a sensitivity analysis, we computed raking weights to match the survey

age group and educational attainment proportions in the 2016 representative survey of the adult city population with R package

�M2b`�F2 used to compute the weights. The original report also explored individual risk factors for test positivity in the sample

participants who completed clinic paperbased surveys. This report assessed individual risk factors using a binomial probit
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regression used to estimate seroprevalence. Standard errors were computed with the delta method. For IFR computations we

relied on a Bayesian evidence synthesis model [19] described in Supplementary Materials.

Ethical considerations

The Research Planning Board approved the study of the European University at St. Petersburg (on May 20, 2020) and the Ethics

Committee of the Clinic “Scandinavia” (on May 26, 2020). All research was performed following the relevant guidelines and

regulations. Informed consent was obtained from all participants of the study. The study was registered with the following

identifiers: Clinicaltrials.gov (NCT04406038, submitted on May 26, 2020, date of registration — May 28, 2020) and ISRCTN

registry (ISRCTN11060415, submitted on May 26, 2020, date of registration — May 28, 2020). Official statistics, VOCs

monitoring data, search terms trends, and mobility trends were obtained from open sources as aggregated data. Analysis based

on opensource aggregated data does not require additional ethical permission in Russia.

Data sharing

All analyses were conducted in _ with the aid of GJRM package [20], study data and code is available online (?iiTb,ff

;Bi?m#X+QKf2mbTQ`;fbT#n+QpB/nbim/vky).

Role of the funding source

The study’s funder had no role in study design, data collection, data analysis, data interpretation, or writing of the report.

Results

Seroprevalence of antibodies to SARSCoV2

The resulting 14,118 individuals responded to CATI questionnaire — 6,400 in the first population sampling and 7,718 in the

second (see Supplementary Appendix Table S5 for details regarding missing records on variables of interest). The respondents

represent city population in terms of their gender, employment status, and household size, but were younger than the adult city

population as of 2016 and had higher levels of educational attainment (see Supplementary Appendix Table S6). Overall, 2,413

individuals provided blood samples through the seroprevalence study course that were analysed using ELISACoronapass: 1,035

in the first May–June 2020 survey and 503 of them in the second July–August survey, and 1,378 newly recruited participants

in the third October–December survey. Finally, samples from 1,182 participants from previous surveys were collected and

analysed in February–April 2021.

The adjusted seroprevalence in May–June 2020 was 9.7% (95%: 7.7–11.7) and increased to 13.3% (95% 9.9–16.6) in July–

August 2020. We noticed a major increase through the third (22.9% 95%: 20.3–25.5) and between the third and fourth cross

sections of the seroprevalence study (see Figure 3 and Supplementary Figure S1 for the weekly data), resulting in seroprevalence

equal to 43.9% (95%: 39.7–48.0) in February–April 2021. Naïve antibodies seroprevalence to SARSCoV2 and seroprevalence

corrected for nonresponse only and corrected for nonresponse and test performance are presented in Table 1.

Seroprevalence estimates adjusted through raking weights were similar and are available in Supplementary Table S7. Sero

prevalence by different subgroups are reported in Supplementary Table S8. History of any symptoms, history of COVID19

6

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 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 August 5, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.07.31.21261428doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://github.com/eusporg/spb_covid_study20
https://github.com/eusporg/spb_covid_study20
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.07.31.21261428
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


Table 1. Seroprevalence by study crosssection, ELISA Coronapass

Serosurvey crosssection
N interviewed
/ N tested

Seroprevalence estimate

Naïve Adjusted for
nonresponse

Adjusted for
nonresponse
and test char
acteristics

1 (May 25, 2020 – June 28, 2020) 5951 / 988 10∙6 8∙9 9∙7
(8∙7–12∙5) (7∙1–10∙8) (7∙7–11∙7)

2 (July 20, 2020 – August 8, 2020) 5951 / 474 15∙2 12∙2 13∙3
(12∙0–18∙4) (9∙1–15∙3) (9∙9–16∙6)

3 (October 12, 2020 – December 6, 2020) 7110 / 1322 23∙2 21∙0 22∙9
(20∙9–25∙5) (18∙7–23∙4) (20∙3–25∙5)

4 (February 15, 2021 – April 4, 2021) 13412 / 1140 53∙2 40∙4 43∙9
(50∙3–56∙1) (36∙5–44∙2) (39∙7–48∙0)

tests, and nonsmoking status were significant predictors for higher seroprevalence.

Seroconversion results

The SARSCoV2 antibodies test results trajectories showed that most individuals remained seropositive with a maximum

followup of 10 months (Figure 2). Among 177 participants who have reported at least one vaccine dose by the end of April,

2021, 92.7% (95% CI 87.9–95.7) were seropositive.

1

3

10

30

0 100 200 300
Days elapsed since first draw sample date for test subject
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g 
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Figure 2. Trajectories of antibodies to SARSCoV2 (ELISA Coronapass). Grey lines are individual trajectories of study par

ticipants who tested positive at least once, excluding the 20200720 – 20200808 crosssection. Solid blue line is the loess

smoother, blue areas report its 95% CI.
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Combining other sources of pandemic surveillance

The number of cases officially registered in the spring 2020 was much lower than in the autumn and the winter 2020–2021.

Number of SARSCoV2 tests reached its maximum in the winter 2020–2021 in contrast to a relatively low number of tests

reported in the spring 2020. Official case statistics contrast the number of hospitalisations, official deaths, and excess deaths

reported in the spring 2020. The official number of cases, the number of hospitalisation and deaths from COVID19 never

reached zero between and after the pandemic waves. The number of COVID19 deaths and excess deaths from all causes

peaked in both periods and was in line with hospitalisation dynamics (Figure 3A).

Internetbased search terms trends were in line with pandemic dynamics. They reflected the changes in hospitalisation and

death count better than the official case count, especially during the spring wave (Figure 3A). In addition, urban activity trends

showed an apparent response to the first spring wave, somewhat less evident response during the second winter wave, and return

to prepandemic activity levels in the late spring of 2021.

The SARSCoV2 circulating lineages diversity in 2020 was low. All samples from this period were attributed to the B.1 lineage

and its sublineages. By autumn 2020 the number of PANGO lineages gradually increased with two Russian endemic — the

B.1.397 and B.1.317. The Alpha VOC (B.1.1.7) was first detected in February 2021. The number of B.1.1.7 cases did not

increase steeply but showed a gradual increase by April 2021. In February 2021, another lineage — AT.1, that has probably

emerged in St. Petersburg was detected. The AT.1 was spreading rather quickly till April 2021, when B.1.617.2 (the Delta VOC)

was first detected and substituted all other lineages by June 2021 (See Figure 3B).

Infection fatality ratio

Using excess deaths data, the IFR was equal to 1.04 (95% CI 0.80–1.31) for the adult population for the whole pandemic period.

IFR based on the official COVID19 deaths counts was lower and amounted to 0.43% (95%CI 0.11–0.82). When we considered

the entire population of the city rather than the adult population for IFR, we obtained the estimate of 0.86% (95% CI 0.66–1.08)

based on the excess deaths data. Full results for IFR are reported in Supplementary Table S2. There was a clear upward trend

in IFR by age. IFR was higher in men in all age groups.

Discussion

Our study is the first comprehensive attempt to characterise the pandemic dynamics in the fourth largest European metropolitan

area. We used all available sources for surveillance, including populationbased seroprevalence study, the monitoring of SARS

CoV2 VOCs, data on registered cases and deaths, relevant search term trends and city activity. Combining this data provides

an overall global picture how the pandemic evolved through 2020 and 2021 in St. Petersburg. In April 2021, approximately

one year after COVID19, we estimated that about 45% contracted the SARSCoV2 infection in St. Petersburg, roughly 2.2

mln residents. Together with more than 10% vaccination uptake to that moment, less than 45% susceptibles were there in the

population. Nevertheless, it was enough to avoid a new pandemic wave in the absence of mitigation measures till the spread of

the Delta VOC (B.1.617.2) at the end of May 2021.

The first year of the COVID19 pandemic in St. Petersburg can be characterised by two waves of similar intensity but different
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Figure 3. Combining available surveillance data to monitor the pandemic course in St. Petersburg during MarchMay 2020–2021:

(A) Weekly data of officially registered cases, tests performed, hospitalised cases, COVID19 deaths, interpolated excess deaths

(from monthly data), search trends, urban activity, and vaccination uptake combined with seroprevalence estimates; (B) Monthly

data on SARSCoV2 variants monitoring during AprilJune 2020–2021

9

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 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 August 5, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.07.31.21261428doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.07.31.21261428
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


lengths. In the spring 2020, the first pandemic wave resulted in unprecedented mitigation measures and population reaction that

helped flatten the pandemic curve and preserve the healthcare system functionality. As a result, the daily registered number of

cases have plateaued in summer. It helped reorganise the hospital capacities in St. Petersburg and prepare for the subsequent

increase in the case count. The hospitals had to experience the entire load in autumn and winter, although many additional beds

were allocated to COVID19 patients. The number of daily cases plateaued during the winter holidays went down to 700–900

officially registered cases per day in the spring 2020. The halt of most mitigation measures has not resulted in the subsequent

pandemic wave until the Delta VOC started to spread rapidly in May 2021. The new summer 2021 pandemic wave is yet to be

analysed.

Possibly the number of individuals who already have antibodies to SARSCoV2, which was reported to be a strong protection

marker from reinfection [21] combined with mitigation measures still in place in winter, has played its role in the pandemic

dynamics in 2021 in St. Petersburg. In our study, we did not see any seroreversion events with a maximum followup of ten

months, which is in line with some other studies [22]. Populationbased vaccination was introduced in St. Petersburg in early

2021 and progressed slowly but involved primarily individuals who have not contracted the disease. Therefore, the sum of

individuals seropositive after infection and the vaccinated individuals can approximate the number of protected individuals,

yielding around 50–55% individuals with antibodies to SARSCoV2 by the end of April 2021. However, this approximation

may not be valid in the future as more and more individuals who contracted the disease proceed to vaccination.

One of the surprising findings, which other studies reproduce [23, 24], is an association between seropositivity and smoking

status. Seroprevalence was lower for smokers. That association was evident for both population samples in our study. Our study,

however, does not answer the question, whether smokers are less likely to be infected or to develop less durable protection against

infection [25], which is more likely given higher IFR in men who smoke more often in Russia.

Internet search term trends were quite reliably reflecting the pandemic’s progress and predicted the increase in the number of

hospitalisation and deaths for both waves in St. Petersburg. However, the Internet search term trends to monitor pandemics

should be considered with caution [16]. This convenient surveillance option is compelling only in settings where the webbased

search for medical conditions and symptoms is available and popular. Another critical limitation of the Internet search term

trends lies in the spectrum of symptoms related to the disease of interest. For example, loss of smell is quite a distinct feature

of SARSCoV2 infection. If the clinical manifestation of the infection caused by the new strains differ, surveillance strategies

using search term trends should also change.

More than 20,000 excess deaths have already been reported in St. Petersburg during the pandemic year [11]. The results of

our seroprevalence study combined with the data on excess mortality give the IFR equal to 0.86% for the entire population,

which is in line with other estimates across Europe [7, 24]. The IFR based on serological study results and excess mortality was

stable for all four surveys. However, the official COVID19 death count provided lower IFRs, which were not stable and was

even lower during the pandemic waves. Thus, it seems that the number of deaths during the both waves was unprecedented for

St. Petersburg to timely provide official data collection and cause of death specifications in mortality records.

We continue to monitor the pandemic in St. Petersburg using all available sources and plan to run the following survey to

estimate the number of individuals with antibodies to SARSCoV2 after the summer wave. In addition, we aim to detect the
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herd immunity threshold in St. Petersburg if any exists given the Delta VOC basic reproductive number and diminished vaccine

effectiveness [12].

Several possible limitations of our serological survey may require further explanation. Small sample size and high nonresponse

rate compared to the number of phone numbers generated pose a challenge in two cases. First, when the obtained sample is

small enough to make the study underpowered. Our sample size calculations show that under the 50% hypothetical prevalence

scenario, our sampling error does not exceed 3% [8]. Second, a high nonresponse rate is a problem when there is an unac

counted selection on observables or unobservables into the tested subsample. Under our study design, we observe a rich set of

characteristics of individuals to account for nonresponse.

In conclusion, our study provided an overall description of SARSCoV2 pandemic progression in the fourth largest European

city — St. Petersburg, Russia, using all available surveillance sources, including a populationbased serological study to assess

the prevalence of antibodies to SARSCoV2. More than a half of the city’s population had antibodies to the new coronavirus

by April 2021, most of them due to prior infection. That was enough to control the SARSCoV2 without mitigation measure

only until the Delta VOC universal spread. When compared against the number of overall excess deaths, our seroprevalence

estimates align with the IFR of 0.86%. Furthermore, the combination of different surveillance sources, including internet search

term trends, provide a clear picture of the course of the SARSCoV2 pandemic in St. Petersburg.
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Data appendix

The federal government and St. Petersburg city government made most of the detailed statistics regarding COVID19 available.

However the data are scattered across different sources. The number of daily new cases was obtained from the official federal

government website (biQT+Q`QM�pB`mbX`7, ?iiTb,fftM@@3y�2b7T2#�;K7#H+y�XtM@@TR�Bf). The daily reports of new

cases were also provided by the St. Petersburg city government and the city Health Committee. While the official website

provided a somewhat smoothed pandemic curve, the St. Petersburg city government and Health Committee data looked closer

to sources from other countries, with seasonal fluctuations on weekends and holidays. However, the city data are available only

from early December 2020. The number of COVID19 deaths was obtained from the official data from biQT+Q`QM�pB`mbX`7.

The number of excess deaths was obtained from Kobak (2020), the calculation was based on monthly data from the Federal

State Statistics Service of Russia on deaths from any causes [11]. This data is constructed by subtracting the linear trend in

monthly deaths over 2015–19 from themonthly deaths data in 2020–21 and is available online ?iiTb,ff;Bi?m#X+QKf/FQ#�Ff

2t+2bb@KQ`i�HBiv. We obtained the number of tests to detect SARSCoV2 from the official St. Petersburg city government

Telegram channel ?iiTb,ffiXK2fFQ`QM�pB`mbbT#. The number of hospital admissions are extracted from the St. Petersburg

city government and Health Committee reports. The ongoing surveillance for SARSCoV2 VOCs in St. Petersburg is carried

out by the Smorodintsev Research Institute of Influenza and is described in detail elsewhere [18].

Statistical appendix: estimating the IR and IFR with the Bayesian evidence synthesis model

Observables We conduct K crosssections of serosurvey of adult population of St. Petersburg, Russia. In each crosssection

k = 1, . . . ,K we randomly select Tk individuals to get tested out of Pk individuals at risk of infection in the city. Out of those

tested we identify CCk seropositive individuals with confirmed cases of SARSCoV2. In each crosssection k we also observe

the cumulative number of deaths Dk attributed to COVID19 since the pandemic onset in the city.

Latent variables We need to make inference on following variables:

• Ck — the cumulative total number of infected individuals by wave k,

• IRk —the true infection rate (proportion of population which has been infected by crosssection k), which is the expected

value E[Ck/Pk],

• IFRk — the true underlying infection fatality rate, which is the expected value E[Dk/Ck|Ck].
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To estimate the IFR across the study crosssections we closely follow [19] who proposed a simple framework for Bayesian

evidence synthesis.

Distributional and modeling assumptions We make the following assumptions on the distribution of the latent variables:

CCk ∼ Binomial (Tk,Ck/Pk) ,

Ck ∼ Binomial (Pk, IRk) ,

Dk|Ck ∼ Binomial (Ck, IFRk) .

Following [19], to improve the MCMC mixing we replace the assumption for CCk with CCk ∼ Binomial (Tk, IFRk). Then

we can replace the conditional assumption Dk|Ck with the unconditional

Dk ∼ Binomial (Pk, IFRk × IRk) .

Next we assume that percrosssection IFRk and IRk are distributed according to a random effects model:

g (IFRk) ∼ N
(
θ,τ2)

,

g (IRk) ∼ N
(
β,σ2)

,

where g (•) ≡ log(− log(1−•)) is the complimentary loglog link function, θ is themean cloglogtransformed infection fatality

rate across the study crosssections, τ reflects the variability in betweencrosssection IFR estimates, β is the mean cloglog

transformed infection rate across the crosssections, σ captures the variability in betweencrosssection IR estimates.

Prior elicitation Following [19, 26] we consider two sets of priors on model parameters:

• Weakly informative priors: g−1 (θ) ∼ Beta(0.3,30), g−1 (β) ∼ Beta(1,30), σ ∼ halfN (0,10), τ ∼ halfN (0,10);

• Noninformative flat priors: g−1 (θ) ∼ Uniform(0,1), g−1 (β) ∼ Uniform(0,1), σ ∼ halfN (0,100), τ ∼

halfN (0,100).

Estimation and inference The model is fit with JAGS [27] with 5 independent chains, each with 2 million draws (20% burn

in, thinning of 100). We then report the median estimates of percrosssection IFRk and IRk and their 95% highest probability

density credible intervals [28].

Data To fit the model we need to acknowledge multiple data constraints. For Pk we assume that the entire adult (≥ 18 years

old) population of the city is at risk of infection (in a sensitivity analysis we consider the entire city population instead). For

crosssections one and two we take the adult city population count as of January 1, 2020 from the Federal State Statistics Service

of Russia*, 4 451 025 individuals. The data on the adult population as of January 1, 2021 is not available at the time of writing of

this paper. However, the official data on the total city population is available† and amounts to 5 384 342 people as of January 1,
∗?iiTb,ff;FbX`mf#;/f`2;Hf#kynRRRfJ�BMX?iK
†?iiTb,ffT2i`Qbi�iX;FbX`mf7QH/2`fkd8N8
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2021 and 5 398 064 as of January 1, 2020. We assume that the adult population followed the same trend as the total population

(a 0.25% decline) in 2020 and assume Pk = 4 451 025 × (1−0 ·0025) = 4 439 897 individuals for crosssections three and

four.

We do not take the values Tk and CCk directly from the percrosssection test data. To arrive at the seroprevalence estimate in

our study we adjusted those naïve figures for test performance and nonresponse bias. Instead of using the raw counts we invert

the reported 95% CI for the seroprevalence estimate for crosssection k. Using a beta prior on the probability of success for a

binomial distribution, we can determine a twosided confidence interval from a beta posterior for any given Tk and CCk. We

define the values of Tk and CCk that correspond to the reported seroprevalence 95% CI for ELISA Coronapass from Table 1

adjusted for nonresponse and test characteristics as the effective T effective
k andCCeffective

k and use those values in the model.

Such “inverting uncertainty intervals” approach of [19] allows us to easily incorporate our seroprevalence adjustments coming

from a frequentist unnivariate imputation model into a Bayesian evidence synthesis model.

When it comes to the cumulative number of deathsDk by crosssection k an obvious question is what date to use to compute this

figure for each study crosssection. [29] suggest compute the total number of deaths up until seven days after the crosssection

midpoint. [19] propose to treat Dk as an interval censored variable where we do not know its true value but observe its lower

and upper bounds Dlower
k and Dupper

k for each crosssection. The authors define Dlower/upper
k as the total number of deaths

from the pandemic onset until 14 days after the start/the end of the crosssection k, respectively. We adopt this approach as it

allows for uncertainty in the actual death counts.

Another concern is reliability of the reported deaths data. We use two sources forDlower/upper
k . The first is the official national

government website (biQT+Q`QM�pB`mbX`7) that provides daily data on COVIDrelated deaths in St. Petersburg. The second

is excess deaths estimation based on monthly data from the Federal State Statistics Service of Russia [11]. We find it valuable

to compute the IFR and IR using the data from both sources given the voiced concerns about underreporting of COVIDrelated

deaths in the country. For monthly excess deaths data we consider the cumulative excess deaths from January 1, 2020 to the

month of the crosssection start to define Dlower
k and the cumulative excess deaths from January 1, 2020 to the month of the

crosssection end to define Dupper
k . All the variables used in the estimation are reported in Table S1.

Table S1. Data used for IR/IFR estimation in the Bayesian evidence synthesis model

k (crosssection dates) P adult
k P all

k T effective
k CCeffective

k Dlower
k,official Dupper

k,official Dlower
k,excess Dupper

k,excess

1 (20200525 – 20200628) 4 451 025 5 398 064 827 79 392 1603 2978 4776
2 (20200720 – 20200808) 4 451 025 5 398 064 385 50 2062 2421 5949 6537
3 (20201012 – 20201206) 4 439 897 5 384 342 999 228 3627 6840 9045 14468
4 (20200215 – 20200404) 4 439 897 5 384 342 550 241 11112 12811 18944 21426

Results The percrosssection estimates of IR/IFR under different priors and death intervals are reported in Table S2.

Perage and sex IR and IFR Our approach can be easily applied to another problem. Suppose now that k indexes sex and

age groups within one serosurvey crosssection. Then we can use the same logic to estimate IR and IFR for each age groupsex

combinations.

We predict ELISA Coronapassbased seroprevalence within each sex and age group combination from our baseline univariate
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Table S2. Estimated IR/IFR across the study crosssections from the Bayesian evidence synthesis model

population only adult population all population

priors weakly informative noninformative weakly inform.

estimate IR IFR IR IFR IR IFR

deaths official excess official excess official excess official excess excess

1 9∙28 9∙22 0∙29 1∙01 9∙41 9∙30 0∙27 1∙01 9∙22 0∙83
(7∙26–11∙26) (7∙54–10∙97) (0∙10–0∙42) (0∙75–1∙22) (7∙45–11∙45) (7∙53–11∙02) (0∙09–0∙41) (0∙74–1∙21) (7∙50–10∙94) (0∙62–1∙00)

2 12∙73 13∙30 0∙40 1∙05 12∙91 13∙35 0∙39 1∙05 13∙28 0∙87
(9∙64–16∙03) (10∙72–15∙72) (0∙29–0∙51) (0∙87–1∙28) (9∙80–16∙33) (10∙81–15∙83) (0∙29–0∙51) (0∙86–1∙27) (10∙73–15∙75) (0∙71–1∙05)

3 22∙78 22∙84 0∙48 1∙05 22∙82 22∙87 0∙48 1∙06 22∙84 0∙87
(20∙26–25∙41) (20∙41–25∙39) (0∙34–0∙66) (0∙87–1∙33) (20∙25–25∙40) (20∙42–25∙43) (0∙34–0∙67) (0∙87–1∙34) (20∙40–25∙41) (0∙72–1∙10)

4 43∙84 43∙64 0∙61 1∙04 43∙80 43∙65 0∙61 1∙04 43∙64 0∙86
(39∙85–48∙09) (39∙75–47∙53) (0∙54–0∙69) (0∙93–1∙16) (39∙63–47∙83) (39∙63–47∙54) (0∙54–0∙69) (0∙93–1∙16) (39∙68–47∙47) (0∙77–0∙96)

Overall 8∙69 8∙74 0∙43 1∙04 23∙38 23∙29 0∙50 1∙04 8∙79 0∙86
(0∙85–17∙77) (1∙05–18∙09) (0∙11–0∙82) (0∙80–1∙31) (4∙25–63∙35) (4∙53–63∙94) (0∙04–19∙63) (0∙80–1∙35) (0∙91–18∙07) (0∙66–1∙08)

model for crosssection 4 where we use an interaction between individual age group and sex instead of treating them as linearly

separable variables (as reported in Table S8) and define more finegrained age groups. Then we invert the estimated CI for the

seroprevalence to compute the T effective
k and CCeffective

k (see Table S3). For pergroup population Pk we use data as of the

beginning of 2020 since no data for 2021 is available yet.

When it comes toDlower
k andDupper

k we need to acknowledge that, to the best of our knowledge, no official data on deaths from

COVID19 disaggregated by age and sex exists. For this reason, we rely on excess deaths data estimation. We gather official

yearly data on deaths in 2016–19 by age group and sex and quarterly data on deaths in 2020–21 to compute our Dlower/upper
k,excess .

We used quarterly data of age and sexspecific number of deaths and population from the Federal State Statistics Service of

Russia. First, we combined the number of deaths from all causes from the second, third, and fourth quarter of 2020, and the

first quarter of 2021 (the pandemic year). We treated the pandemic year as a calendar year, as it captures all seasonal trends, and

includes all periods when excess deaths due to COVID19 are expected. The first case of SARSCoV2 infection was registered

in Saint Petersburg in Russia on March 5, 2020, and it is not likely that the first quarter of 2020 contributed to excess mortality

due to COVID19. We estimated expected deaths by using a Poisson model that accounts for annual temporal trends within

each age and sexspecific group with an offset that accounts for the population size in each group. For each age and sexspecific

group, the model used mortality data for 201619 to estimate the expected number of deaths in each group for 2020. Then

the predicted lower and upper bound for expected death count in 2020 was used to estimate the number of excess death in the

pandemic year. The cumulative number of deaths across all age and sexspecific groups combined (the lower bound was 18 631

and the upper was 22 289) was in line with the excess deaths estimation based on monthly data from the Federal State Statistics

Service of Russia (the lower bound was 18 944 and the upper 21 426) [11].

The estimated IR and IFR for each age and sexspecific group combination are in Table S4.
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Table S3. Data used for IR/IFR estimation for crosssection 4 (ELISA Coronapass) in the Bayesian evidence synthesis model

by age group and sex

Sex Age group P group
k Seroprevalence T effective

k CCeffective
k Dlower

k,excess Dupper
k,excess

Female 18–29 419 516 40∙2 (31∙3–49∙2) 115 46 0 36
Female 30–39 543 892 44∙6 (38∙2–50∙9) 234 104 57 182
Female 40–49 432 308 50∙2 (41∙7–58∙7) 131 66 167 341
Female 50–59 418 371 49∙2 (40∙4–58∙0) 122 60 367 596
Female 60–69 437 588 34∙4 (22∙0–46∙8) 54 18 1412 1755
Female 70+ 482 856 37∙4 (17∙6–57∙3) 20 7 7679 8509
Male 18–29 413 098 44∙6 (32∙8–56∙4) 65 29 0 105
Male 30–39 527 930 61∙5 (52∙4–70∙7) 105 65 161 352
Male 40–49 404 853 54∙1 (43∙1–65∙0) 79 43 528 791
Male 50–59 342 243 63∙5 (49∙9–77∙1) 45 29 856 1167
Male 60–69 281 789 56∙5 (36∙4–76∙6) 21 12 2111 2527
Male 70+ 241 605 33∙6 (1∙3–65∙9) 5 1 5330 5928

Table S4. Estimated IR/IFR across the age and sex groups from the Bayesian evidence synthesis model, crosssection 4, ELISA

Coronapass

priors weakly informative noninformative

estimate IR IFR IR IFR

sex female male female male female male female male

18–29 40∙04 43∙54 0∙01 0∙02 42∙32 45∙84 0∙01 0∙02
(31∙86–48∙73) (32∙67–54∙11) (0∙00–0∙02) (0∙00–0∙06) (34∙10–50∙11) (36∙07–55∙33) (0∙00–0∙02) (0∙00–0∙05)

30–39 44∙11 58∙57 0∙05 0∙08 45∙06 57∙66 0∙05 0∙08
(38∙13–50∙09) (49∙22–68∙27) (0∙02–0∙08) (0∙05–0∙12) (39∙11–50∙84) (48∙45–67∙11) (0∙02–0∙08) (0∙05–0∙12)

40–49 49∙00 51∙63 0∙11 0∙31 49∙57 51∙86 0∙11 0∙31
(41∙32–57∙24) (41∙64–62∙02) (0∙07–0∙17) (0∙22–0∙41) (42∙32–57∙28) (42∙88–61∙42) (0∙07–0∙16) (0∙22–0∙40)

50–59 47∙96 57∙75 0∙23 0∙51 48∙72 56∙39 0∙23 0∙52
(39∙97–56∙22) (44∙79–71∙93) (0∙17–0∙32) (0∙37–0∙67) (41∙23–56∙51) (45∙67–69∙94) (0∙16–0∙31) (0∙38–0∙68)

60–69 36∙09 49∙91 1∙00 1∙64 40∙65 51∙11 0∙89 1∙60
(24∙80–47∙93) (34∙01–67∙33) (0∙70–1∙43) (1∙13–2∙30) (29∙54–50∙86) (38∙40–66∙05) (0∙65–1∙20) (1∙17–2∙09)

70+ 39∙22 38∙37 4∙27 6∙06 44∙68 45∙91 3∙75 5∙07
(22∙50–53∙98) (15∙91–57∙49) (2∙76–6∙73) (3∙47–12∙37) (30∙09–56∙77) (28∙86–61∙22) (2∙77–5∙23) (3∙51–7∙49)

App. 5

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 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 August 5, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.07.31.21261428doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.07.31.21261428
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


Table S5. Summary statistics across study crosssections

crosssection dates 20200525 – 20200628 20200720 – 20200808 20201012 – 20201206 20200215 – 20200404

subsample interviewed tested tested interviewed tested tested**

statistic N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean

Male 6,400 0∙412 1,038 0∙372 497 0∙374 7,718 0∙424 1,391 0∙341 1,185 0∙339
Age group 18–34 6,400 0∙365 1,038 0∙382 497 0∙356 7,718 0∙331 1,391 0∙369 1,185 0∙341
Age group 35–49 6,400 0∙318 1,038 0∙344 497 0∙332 7,718 0∙318 1,391 0∙361 1,185 0∙372
Age group 50–64 6,400 0∙199 1,038 0∙210 497 0∙249 7,718 0∙207 1,391 0∙206 1,185 0∙229
Age group 65+ 6,400 0∙119 1,038 0∙065 497 0∙062 7,718 0∙144 1,391 0∙064 1,185 0∙058
Higher education 6,400 0∙671 1,038 0∙828 497 0∙853 7,718 0∙619 1,391 0∙797 1,185 0∙824
Higher income 6,063 0∙425 999 0∙504 480 0∙533 6,930 0∙365 1,303 0∙424 1,118 0∙442
Respondent lives alone 6,400 0∙187 1,038 0∙188 497 0∙217 7,718 0∙191 1,391 0∙171 1,185 0∙169
Started to wash hands more often since pandemic 6,345 0∙655 1,033 0∙712 493 0∙728 7,637 0∙634 1,388 0∙705 1,180 0∙709
History of illness in the last 3 months 6,321 0∙316 1,031 0∙440 496 0∙435 7,185 0∙564 1,337 0∙690 1,143 0∙721
History of COVID19 testing 6,400 0∙152 1,038 0∙225 497 0∙243 7,718 0∙360 1,391 0∙447 1,143 0∙721
Current smoker* — — 949 0∙205 450 0∙182 7,718 0∙315 1,391 0∙254 — —
Encouraged to participate in study 6,400 0∙231 1,038 0∙232 497 1∙000 7,718 0∙517 1,391 0∙566 1,185 0∙000
CMIA Abbott positive — — 1,038 0∙093 497 0∙139 — — 1,390 0∙164 — —
ELISA Genetico positive — — 1,035 0∙103 495 0∙147 — — 1,378 0∙227 1,182 0∙532
ELISA Vector positive — — — — — — 1,348 0∙247 1,348 0∙247 1,169 0∙546

*— current smoking status variable is gathered from the paperbased survey of tested individuals in the clinic during the first crosssection and is extrapolated for the same individuals
for the second crosssection. For the third crosssection all individuals were asked about their smoking status during the phone interview. ** — for the purposes of the analysis
we excluded vaccinated individuals from the tested subsample of individuals in the fourth crosssection, assumed that they failed to agree to get tested, and used their predicted
seropositivity status from our univariate imputation model rather than the actual test results.
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Table S6. Representativeness of the survey across study crosssections

Interviewed, 20200525 – 20200628 Interviewed, 20201012 – 20201206 KOUZh2018
Male, % 41∙2 42∙5 40∙2

(40∙0–42∙4) (41∙4–43∙6) (38∙4–41∙9)
Age, years 43∙0 44∙1 46∙7

(42∙7–43∙4) (43∙8–44∙5) (46∙1–47∙3)
1834, % 36∙3 33∙4 27∙9

(35∙1–37∙5) (32∙3–34∙5) (26∙3–29∙5)
3549, % 31∙8 31∙9 31∙7

(30∙7–32∙9) (30∙9–33∙0) (30∙0–33∙3)
5064, % 19∙9 20∙6 22∙8

(19∙0–20∙9) (19∙7–21∙5) (21∙3–24∙3)
65+, % 11∙9 14∙1 17∙6

(11∙1–12∙7) (13∙3–14∙9) (16∙3–19∙0)
Education
Primary / secondary education, % 10∙0 10∙5 12∙9

(9∙2–10∙7) (9∙8–11∙2) (11∙7–14∙1)
Special secondary education, % 23∙0 27∙4 39∙5

(22∙0–24∙1) (26∙4–28∙4) (37∙7–41∙3)
Higher education, % 67∙0 62∙0 47∙6

(65∙9–68∙2) (60∙9–63∙1) (45∙8–49∙4)
Employed, % 68∙3 65∙0 70∙2

(67∙1–69∙4) (64∙0–66∙1) (68∙6–71∙8)
Current smoker*, % 20∙5 31∙5 31∙6

(18∙0–23∙1) (30∙5–32∙6) (30∙0–33∙3)
Selfreported health status
Very good, % 19∙9 16∙2 7∙8

(18∙9–20∙9) (15∙4–17∙0) (6∙8–8∙7)
Good, % 48∙9 48∙6 45∙3

(47∙7–50∙1) (47∙5–49∙7) (43∙5–47∙1)
Satisfactory, % 28∙5 32∙3 39∙2

(27∙4–29∙6) (31∙2–33∙3) (37∙5–41)
Bad, % 2∙4 2∙4 7∙1

(2∙0–2∙8) (2∙0–2∙7) (6∙2–8∙0)
Very bad, % 0∙3 0∙5 0∙6

(0∙2–0∙5) (0∙4–0∙7) (0∙3–0∙9)
Lives alone, % 18∙7 19∙1 19∙7

(17∙7–19∙6) (18∙2–19∙9) (18∙3–21∙1)
Has cellphone, % 100 100 99∙5

(99∙3–99∙8)
N 6336 7595 2977

95% confidence intervals in parentheses. “Interviewed” means individuals who agreed to participate in the respective crosssection of the
phone survey. KOUZh2018 is the 2016 round of the Comprehensive Monitoring of Living Conditions household survey carried out by
the Federal State Statistics Service of Russia. We subset this survey to include only adults in St. Petersburg. We report only completecase
observations in terms of all variables, therefore the number of observations is slightly lower due to listwise deletion. * — current smoking
status variable is gathered from the paperbased survey of tested individuals in the clinic during crosssection 1 (N = 949).
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Figure S1. Naïve and adjusted seroprevalence by study crosssection and week (ELISA Coronapass)
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Table S7. Seroprevalence by crosssection: naïve adjusted for nonresponse bias or adjusted for nonresponse and test perfor

mance

test CMIA Abbott ELISA Coronapass ELISA Vector

estimate naïve naïve adjusted adjusted naïve naïve adjusted adjusted naïve naïve adjusted adjusted

raking no yes no yes no yes no yes no yes no yes

20201012 – 20201206 14∙2 14∙3 11∙5 11∙2 11∙6 11∙6 9∙7 9∙4 — — — —
(11∙5–16∙9) (11∙6–17∙0) (9∙0–14∙1) (8∙2–14∙3) (9∙5–13∙6) (9∙5–13∙7) (7∙7–11∙7) (7∙0–11∙8)

20200720 – 20200808 21∙1 19∙7 16∙1 14∙0 16∙5 15∙5 13∙3 11∙4 — — — —
(16∙5–25∙7) (15∙2–24∙3) (11∙8–20∙4) (9∙3–18∙6) (13∙0–20∙0) (12∙0–18∙9) (9∙9–16∙6) (7∙9–15∙0)

20201012 – 20201206 24∙9 25∙4 22∙0 22∙0 25∙2 26∙4 22∙9 23∙8 26∙9 28∙1 23∙9 24∙6
(22∙0–27∙9) (22∙4–28∙4) (19∙0–25∙1) (18∙5–25∙6) (22∙8–27∙7) (23∙9–28∙9) (20∙3–25∙5) (20∙7–26∙9) (24∙3–29∙4) (25∙5–30∙6) (21∙3–26∙4) (21∙5–27∙7)

20200215 – 20200404 — — — — 57∙9 56∙5 43∙9 42∙1 58∙2 57∙1 49∙5 48∙6
(54∙7–61∙0) (53∙4–59∙7) (39∙7–48∙0) (37∙5–46∙8) (55∙1–61∙3) (54∙0–60∙2) (45∙7–53∙2) (44∙2–52∙9)
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Table S8. Seroprevalence by subgroup, ELISA Coronapass

20200525 – 20200628 20200720 – 20200808 20201012 – 20201206 20200215 – 20200404

N seroprevalence N seroprevalence N seroprevalence N seroprevalence
naïve

Age group 1834 387 13∙8 (10∙2–17∙4) 172 16∙4 (10∙6–22∙2) 499 24∙4 (20∙4–28∙4) 391 51∙7 (46∙3–57∙1)
3549 341 9∙2 (6∙0–12∙5) 158 16∙5 (10∙4–22∙6) 479 25∙9 (21∙7–30∙0) 428 61∙5 (56∙4–66∙6)
5064 199 13∙7 (8∙6–18∙7) 116 20∙6 (12∙9–28∙4) 267 28∙1 (22∙4–33∙8) 257 65∙1 (58∙6–71∙6)
65+ 61 3∙6 (0∙0–8∙4) 28 — 77 16∙9 (8∙1–25∙7) 64 42∙5 (29∙5–55∙5)

Female 623 11∙0 (8∙4–13∙6) 300 16∙7 (12∙2–21∙1) 874 23∙9 (20∙9–26∙9) 747 54∙0 (50∙1–57∙9)
Male 365 12∙5 (8∙9–16∙1) 174 16∙2 (10∙5–22∙0) 448 27∙9 (23∙5–32∙3) 393 65∙3 (60–70∙5)
Higher education no 168 13∙6 (8∙2–19∙0) 68 12∙8 (4∙5–21∙1) 261 28∙3 (22∙5–34∙1) 200 48∙9 (41∙4–56∙4)

yes 820 11∙1 (8∙9–13∙4) 406 17∙1 (13∙3–21) 1061 24∙5 (21∙8–27∙2) 940 59∙8 (56∙3–63∙2)
Higher income no 491 11∙1 (8∙2–14∙0) 221 13∙8 (9∙0–18∙5) — — — —

yes 497 12∙0 (9∙0–15∙0) 253 18∙9 (13∙8–24∙0) — — — —
Respondent lives alone no 803 12∙5 (10∙1–14∙8) 372 18∙4 (14∙3–22∙6) 1094 26 (23∙3–28∙8) 951 59∙8 (56∙3–63∙2)

yes 185 7∙6 (3∙6–11∙6) 102 9∙6 (3∙6–15∙6) 228 21∙5 (15∙8–27∙1) 189 48∙3 (40∙6–56∙0)
History of COVID19 testing no 760 8∙4 (6∙4–10∙5) 357 11∙6 (8∙1–15∙0) 726 16∙2 (13∙4–19∙0) 319 35∙4 (29∙8–41∙0)

yes 228 21∙9 (16∙3–27∙6) 117 31∙6 (22∙6–40∙5) 596 36∙3 (32∙2–40∙4) 821 66∙6 (63–70∙2)
Current smoker no — — — — 982 27∙2 (24∙3–30∙2) — —

yes — — — — 340 19∙5 (15∙1–23∙9) — —
History of illnesses in the past 3 months no 547 5∙2 (3∙2–7∙1) 266 9∙8 (6∙1–13∙5) 407 11∙8 (8∙5–15∙0) 319 35∙4 (29∙8–41∙0)

yes 441 19∙5 (15∙6–23∙4) 208 25∙1 (18∙9–31∙3) 915 31∙2 (28∙1–34∙4) 821 66∙6 (63∙0–70∙2)
Started to wash hands more often since pandemic no 279 16∙4 (11∙8–20∙9) 128 24∙6 (16∙7–32∙5) 389 26∙0 (21∙4–30∙6) — —

yes 709 9∙7 (7∙4–11∙9) 346 13∙5 (9∙7–17∙3) 933 24∙9 (22∙0–27∙9) — —

adjusted for nonresponse bias and test characteristics

Age group 1834 387 12∙1 (8∙7–15∙5) 172 14∙0 (8∙8–19∙2) 499 23∙2 (19∙4–27∙0) 391 41∙5 (36∙1–47∙0)
3549 341 8∙0 (5∙1–10∙8) 158 15∙5 (9∙7–21∙3) 479 24∙1 (20∙2–28∙1) 428 48∙1 (42∙4–53∙8)
5064 199 11∙6 (7∙1–16∙0) 116 15∙5 (8∙7–22∙3) 267 25∙0 (19∙8–30∙2) 257 50∙4 (43∙1–57∙6)
65+ 61 3∙3 (0∙0–7∙7) 28∙0 — 77 15∙9 (7∙8–24) 64 29∙5 (18∙4–40∙5)

Female 623 9∙3 (7∙0–11∙7) 300 14∙2 (10∙2–18∙2) 874 22∙1 (19∙1–25∙1) 747 37∙9 (33∙4–42∙4)
Male 365 10∙2 (7∙1–13∙4) 174 11∙9 (7∙1–16∙8) 448 23∙9 (19∙9–27∙9) 393 52∙0 (46∙0–57∙9)
Higher education no 168 10∙5 (6∙2–14∙7) 68 8∙8 (2∙7–14∙8) 261 24∙1 (19∙0–29∙2) 200 37∙3 (30∙2–44∙4)

yes 820 9∙4 (7∙3–11∙4) 406 15∙4 (11∙6–19∙2) 1061 22∙1 (19∙6–24∙7) 940 47∙5 (43∙2–51∙8)
Higher income no 491 9∙2 (6∙6–11∙8) 221 11∙1 (7∙1–15∙2) — — — —

yes 497 10∙4 (7∙6–13∙2) 253 16∙1 (11∙2–20∙9) — — — —
Respondent lives alone no 803 10∙6 (8∙3–12∙8) 372 14∙6 (10∙7–18∙4) 1094 23∙8 (21∙0–26∙6) 951 45∙5 (41∙0–49∙9)

yes 185 5∙9 (2∙6–9∙2) 102 7∙4 (2∙6–12∙2) 228 18∙7 (13∙8–23∙7) 189 36∙9 (29∙8–44∙0)
History of COVID19 testing no 760 7∙7 (5∙6–9∙7) 357 10∙2 (6∙8–13∙5) 726 15∙2 (12∙3–18∙1) 319 34∙3 (28∙8–39∙9)

yes 228 20∙9 (15∙4–26∙3) 117 30∙2 (21∙3–39∙1) 596 36 (31∙8–40∙3) 821 66∙5 (62∙7–70∙3)
Current smoker no — — — — 982 24∙8 (21∙9–27∙8) — —

yes — — — — 340 18∙5 (14∙3–22∙8) — —
History of illnesses in the past 3 months no 547 5∙4 (3∙3–7∙5) 266 9∙0 (5∙4–12∙7) 407 11∙7 (8∙3–15∙2) 319 39∙6 (34∙8–44∙5)

yes 441 18∙9 (14∙9–22∙8) 208 22∙3 (16∙3–28∙2) 915 31∙5 (28∙1–34∙9) 821 49∙1 (45∙7–52∙6)
Started to wash hands more often since pandemic no 279 12∙7 (8∙8–16∙5) 128 19∙2 (12∙6–25∙8) 389 24∙0 (19∙6–28∙4) — —

yes 709 8∙2 (6∙1–10∙3) 346 10∙2 (6∙9–13∙5) 933 22∙2 (19∙3–25∙1) — —
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