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Abstract
Background

REACT-1 measures prevalence of SARS-CoV-2 infection in representative samples of the
population in England using PCR testing from self-administered nose and throat swabs. Here
we report interim results for round 6 of observations for swabs collected from the 16th to 25th
October 2020 inclusive.

Methods

REACT-1 round 6 aims to collect data and swab results from 160,000 people aged 5 and
above. Here we report results from the first 86,000 individuals. We estimate prevalence of
PCR-confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infection, reproduction numbers (R) and temporal trends using
exponential growth or decay models. Prevalence estimates are presented both unweighted
and weighted to be representative of the population of England, accounting for response
rate, region, deprivation and ethnicity. We compare these interim results with data from round
5, based on swabs collected from 18th September to 5th October 2020 inclusive.

Results

Overall prevalence of infection in the community in England was 1.28% or 128 people per
10,000, up from 60 per 10,000 in the previous round. Infections were doubling every 9.0 (6.1,
18) days with a national reproduction number (R) estimated at 1.56 (1.27, 1.88) compared to
1.16 (1.05, 1.27) in the previous round. Prevalence of infection was highest in Yorkshire and
The Humber at 2.72% (2.12%, 3.50%), up from 0.84% (0.60%, 1.17%), and the North West
at 2.27% (1.90%, 2.72%), up from 1.21% (1.01%, 1.46%), and lowest in South East at 0.55%
(0.45%, 0.68%), up from 0.29% (0.23%, 0.37%). Clustering of cases was more prevalent in
Lancashire, Manchester, Liverpool and West Yorkshire, West Midlands and East Midlands.
Interim estimates of R were above 2 in the South East, East of England, London and South
West, but with wide confidence intervals. Nationally, prevalence increased across all age
groups with the greatest increase in those aged 55-64 at 1.20% (0.99%, 1.46%), up 3-fold
from 0.37% (0.30%, 0.46%). In those aged over 65, prevalence was 0.81% (0.58%, 0.96%)
up 2-fold from 0.35% (0.28%, 0.43%). Prevalence remained highest in 18 to 24-year olds at
2.25% (1.47%, 3.42%).

Conclusion

The co-occurrence of high prevalence and rapid growth means that the second wave of the
epidemic in England has now reached a critical stage. Whether via regional or national
measures, it is now time-critical to control the virus and turn R below one if further hospital
admissions and deaths from COVID-19 are to be avoided.
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Introduction

The COVID-19 pandemic in England has followed two distinct patterns: a first wave in
March-April 2020 where a large peak of infections was followed by a sharp fall during
lockdown, with a fall in infections continuing until early August [1]. Since then there has been
a continuous rise in infections (‘second wave’), with reproduction number (R) persistently
above one, leading to high prevalence of infections, particularly in northern regions [2]. The
REal-time Assessment of Community Transmission-1 (REACT-1) study was established to
track the course of the epidemic in England since May 2020 [3,4]. We recently reported
results of round 5 of the study which obtained swabs for rt-PCR from 18th September to 5th
October 2020 [2]. That study reported a national prevalence of 0.60% with particularly high
prevalence and growth in the north of the country. Here we report interim results for round 6,
for swabs obtained from 16th to 25th October.

Methods

REACT-1 methods have been described previously [3,4]. In brief, we obtain a nose and
throat swab from non-overlapping random samples of the population of England (stratified by
the 315 lower-tier local authorities) at ages five years and above, using the National Health
Service (NHS) list of GP registered patients as the sampling frame. Participants also
complete a questionnaire. Swabs are picked up by courier from the participant’'s home and
kept cold until PCR testing to maintain sample integrity. We obtain estimates of prevalence
(and 95% confidence intervals) both unweighted and weighted to be representative of the
population of England, accounting for response rate, region, deprivation and ethnicity. We fit
exponential growth and decay models to analyse time trends in swab positivity both across
subsequent rounds of the study and latterly (where numbers of positive swabs have been
higher) within each round. We also performed multivariable logistic regression to determine

the relationship between different covariates on swab positivity.

We obtained research ethics approval from the South Central-Berkshire B Research Ethics
Committee (IRAS ID: 283787).

Results

We found 863 positives from 85,971 swabs giving an unweighted prevalence of 1.00% (95%
Cl, 0.94%, 1.07%) and a weighted prevalence of 1.28% (1.15%, 1.41%). The weighted
prevalence estimate is more than double that of 0.60% (0.55%, 0.71%) obtained in round 5
(Table 1).
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The increase in prevalence gave an average R number over the period of rounds 5 and 6 of
1.20 (1.18,1.23) (Table 2, Figure 1A, Figure 2). This R number from rounds 5 to 6 is similar
to that reported for round 5 alone of 1.16 (1.05, 1.27).

However, data from round 6 alone suggest a more recent increase in the national R. Within
round 6 we estimate a national doubling time of 9.0 (6.1, 17.7) days corresponding to an R of
1.56 (1.27, 1.88) (Table 2, Figure 1B). Although based on a short period of time, the 95%
credible interval for this estimate of national R for round 6 alone does not overlap with our
estimate for rounds 5 and 6 together. Also, our estimate for round 6 alone is substantially
higher than that estimated for round 5 alone. Sensitivity analyses showed similar R estimates
for rounds 5 and 6 together and for round 6 alone for double gene target positives, for
positive with a lower CT value cut-off for the N gene, and for non-symptomatic participants
(Table 2).

There has been an increase in prevalence in all regions since round 5 (Table 3a, Table 3b,
Figure 3). Weighted prevalence was highest in the North: Yorkshire and The Humber at
2.72% (2.12%, 3.50%) and North West at 2.27% (1.90%, 2.72%). Weighted prevalence was
lowest in the South East at 0.55% (0.45%, 0.68%).

However, based on estimates of regional R for round 6 alone, epidemic growth is no longer
fastest in the North (Table 4, Figure 4). Interim point estimates of R were above 2 in the
South East, East of England, London and South West, but with wide confidence intervals
(Table 4). Further, we found a 99% probability that R values were greater than 1 in London,
South East, and East of England. We found between 95% and 99% probability that R values

were greater than 1 in the South West and West Midlands.

Nationally, prevalence increased across all age groups with the greatest increase in those
aged 55-64 at 1.20% (0.99%, 1.46%), up 3-fold from 0.37% (0.30%, 0.46%) (Table 3b,
Figure 5). In those aged over 65, prevalence was 0.81% (0.58%, 0.96%) up 2-fold from
0.35% (0.28%, 0.43%). The highest weighted prevalence was seen in the 18 to 24 year olds
at 2.25% (1.47%, 3.42), which has increased from 1.59% (1.18%, 2.13%) for round 5.

We observed decreased odds of swab positivity in individuals who do not work full-time,
part-time, or are not self-employed at 0.64 (0.48, 0.85) compared to other workers with
non-public facing rolls. We also observed decreased odds in individuals living in less
deprived areas compared to those living in the most deprived areas (Table 5). When
comparing odds ratios between the unadjusted, adjusted for age and gender, and jointly

adjusted models, the odds ratios for most covariates went towards one as more variables
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were included in the models. However, odds ratios for age group and deprivation quintile

went away from one as more covariates were included.

Patterns of swab-positivity by age for rounds 5 and 6 were different across regions (Figure
7). In the highest prevalence regions of Yorkshire and The Humber and North West, there
has been an apparent slowing or decline in 18 to 24 years olds but with evidence of more
rapid growth in older people and school-aged children. Conversely, in the South West there
has been a rapid increase in 18 to 24 year olds but to date slower growth in older age

groups.

Figure 8 shows the jittered locations of the most clustered individuals testing positive in
rounds 5 and 6 to date. In the North, there is strong clustering in Lancashire, Manchester,
Liverpool, and West Yorkshire. Similar patterns can also be seen in Figure 9 which shows

unweighted prevalence by lower-tier local authority.
Discussion

We first described a resurgence in SARS-CoV-2 infections in England in August-September
2020 [1] at the beginning of the second wave. Here we report an acceleration in infections in
England during October 2020. The estimated reproduction number R has risen to 1.6 during
October from 1.2 in the prior round of the study and infections have spread from the
lower-risk 18 to 24 year old age group to older age groups including those most at risk, aged
65 years or older. We previously reported that prevalence was highest in northern parts of
England [2]. While this is still the case, there is suggestion that the epidemic may be turning
down in the North East, although there are still marked increases in prevalence amongst the
most vulnerable population at ages 65 years and over. The epidemic is now increasing most
rapidly in the Midlands and South. Patterns of growth rate and the age distribution of cases in
the South now are similar to those observed in northern regions during the prior two rounds

of this study.

A suite of intervention measures are currently in place across England, designed to reduce
transmission while allowing continued social and economic activity. These measures include:
the provision of free testing, mandated isolation and household quarantine, contact tracing
and contact quarantining, identification and contact tracing of locations at which multiple
infections have occurred, limits on the size of social gathering, and the mandated use of
mask wearing in retail outlets and on public transport. Also, additional restrictions are in place
in some geographical areas according to a tiering system, with hospitality businesses greatly

restricted in the highest tier. However, our results suggest strongly that one or more of: the
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policies themselves, the timing of tier advancement, or levels of compliance, have not been

sufficient to date to achieve control of the second wave of COVID-19 in England.

Based on our prevalence estimate at national level of 1.28%, we estimate that 960,000,
(860,000, 1,050,000) individuals are harbouring SARS-CoV-2 virus in England on any one
day. This assumes a 75% sensitivity for virus (if present) from a nose and throat swab [5,6].
With the further assumption that on average the virus can be detected for 10 days after initial
infection, this corresponds to 96,000, (86,000, 105,000) new infections per day. Our data
across all previous rounds of our study indicate that at least half of people with detectable
virus will not report symptoms on the day of testing or week prior [2], therefore studies that

rely only on symptomatic reporting of cases will under-estimate population incidence.

Our study has limitations. We assume that across each round the individuals taking part have
similar characteristics including propensity to test positive or negative given the levels of
circulating virus at the time. It is possible that symptomatic individuals may choose instead to
be tested through the national “Test and Trace” system or alternatively may be more likely to
participate in our study in order to obtain a test result. While both sources of bias are
possible, we have no reason to believe they are operating to any large extent, and in any
case would be unlikely to explain trends in our data within any one round. We also weight the
data to be representative of England as a whole, which should correct for under- or
over-representation of any particular group. Also, we rely on self-administered nose and
throat swabs which may miss virus (if present) in 20% to 30% of people [6]. In addition, any
changes in laboratory procedures may affect positivity rates. However, we have been using
the same methods across all rounds of the study, and same laboratory and protocols (with

strict quality control), which should minimise any such errors.

The co-occurrence of high prevalence and rapid growth means that the second wave of the
epidemic in England has now reached a critical stage. While it is possible that some of the
current control measures may be too recent to have fed through to the data reported here,
the high prevalence already reached and the rapid acceleration mean that inevitably there
will be large numbers of hospitalisations and deaths resulting from the second wave.
Whether via regional or national measures, it is now time-critical to control the virus and turn

R below one if yet more hospital admissions and deaths from COVID-19 are to be avoided.
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Tables and Figures

Supporting data for Tables and Figures are here.

Table 1. Unweighted and weighted prevalence of swab-positivity across five complete
rounds of REACT-1 and partial data from round 6.

Round Tested swabs Positive swabs Unweighted prevalence (95% Cl) Weighted prevalence (95% Cl) First sample Last sample

1 120,620 159 0.13% (0.11%, 0.15%) 0.16% (0.13%, 0.19%) 1/5/2020 1/6/2020
2 159,199 123 0.077% (0.065%, 0.092%) 0.088% (0.068%, 0.11%) 19/6/2020 7/7/2020
3 162,821 54 0.033% (0.025%, 0.043%) 0.040% (0.027%, 0.053%) 24/7/2020 11/8/2020
4 154,325 137 0.089% (0.075%, 0.11%) 0.13% (0.096%, 0.15%) 20/8/2020 8/9/2020
5 174,949 824 0.47% (0.44%, 0.50%) 0.60% (0.55%, 0.71%) 18/9/2020 5/10/2020
6" 85,971 863 1.00% (0.94%, 1.07%) 1.28% (1.15%, 1.41%) 16/10/2020  25/10/2020

*Not yet complete
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Table 2. National estimates of growth rate, doubling time and reproduction number for
rounds 5 and 6 together and for round 6 alone.

Doubling (+) / halving
(-} time (days)
120 ( 118 , 1.23 ) 1.000 227 ( 260, 201 )
123 { 119, 1.27 ) 1.000 205 ( 249, 174 )

Data used Cutcome Growth rate r (1/days) R rate piR=1)

Rounds 5 and 6 All positives 0.031 ( 0027 , 0.034 )
Mon-symptomatics 0.034 ( 0028 . 0.040
Positive for both E
and N genes

Positive for both E
and N genes or

L

0.024 ( 0019 , 0029 ) 116 ( 113, 1.18) 1.000 292 ( 362 , 243 )

positive only for N 0.029 ( 0.025 , 0.033 ) 119 ( 116 , 1.22 ) 1.000 238 ( 279, 209)
gene with CT 35 or
less

Round 6 All positives 0.077 ( 0.039 , 0.114 ) 156 ( 1.27 , 1.88 ) 1.000 80 (177, 61)
Mon-symptomatics 0.139 ( 0.083 , 0.194 ) 212 ( 161, 268 ) 1.000 50( 84, 36)
Positive for both E

and N genes 0085 ( 0009 , 0102 ) 139 (106, 1.77 ) 0.99 t25 ( 778, 68)

Positive for both E

and N genes or

positive only for N 0.057 ( 0.017 , 0.098 ) 140 ( 1.1, 173 ) 0998 12:2:( 402.; T1)
gene with CT 35 or

less

10
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Table 3a. Unweighted prevalence of swab-positivity by variable and category for rounds 5
and 6 (partial) of REACT-1.

‘ariable Category 3 Round 3 : Plomnc 8
Positive  Tatal Prevalence Positive  Total Prevalence

Gender Male 387 78,565 0.49% ( 0.45% , 0.34% ) 387 39,319 0.98% | 0.89% , 1.09% )
Female 437 96,380  0.45% [ 0.41% , 0.50% ) 476 46648 LOZ% | 0.93%, 1.12% )

hge 05-12 59 13,771  043% { 033% , 0.55% ) 55 5513 LO0% ( 0.77% , 1.30%
13-17 59 10,480 0.56% [ 0.44% , 0.73% ) 60 5,169 116% ( 0.90% , 1.49% )
18-24 a3 6,852 1.21% [ 0.98% , 1.50% ) 53 3,091 171% | 1.31% , 224% )
25-34 86 15,683 0.55% [ 0.44% , D0.68% ) 97 7,186 135% ( L11% , 1.64% )
35-44 121 22,954 053% ([ 0.44% , 063% ) 98 10,079 0.97% | 0.80% , 1.18% )
45-54 157 29,380 053% [ 0.46% , 0.62% ) 137 13,009 1.05% ( 0.89% , 1.24% )
55-64 116 31,885 0.36% ( 0.30% , 0.44% ) 167 15,768 1.06% | 0.91% , 1.23% )
65+ 143 43,944 0.33% [ 0.28% , 0.38% ) 196 26,156  0.75% ( 0.65% , 0.86% )

Region South East 104 39,496 0.26% ( 0.22% , 032% ) 106 19,367 055% | 0.45% , 0.66% )
MNorth East 61 65,702 0.91% { 0.71% , 1.17% } 45 3,323 1.35% | 1.01% , 1.81% )
Morth West 199 19,468 1.02% [ 0.89% , 1.17% ) 192 10,035 191% | 1.66% , 2.20% )
Yorkshire and The Humber 74 11,658 0.63% [ 0.51% , 0.B0% } 113 6,179 1.83% | 1.52% , 2.19% )
East Midlands 101 21,897 0.46% ( 0.38% , 056% } 128 11,461 1.12% | 0.94% , 1.33% )
West Midlands 70 15,343 0.43% | 0.34% , 054% | a0 8,005 1.12% ( 0.92% , 1.38% )
East of England 81 25,625 0.32% ( 0.25% , 039% ) 74 12,612 059% | 0.47% , 0.74% )
Landon 79 17,500 0.45% ( 0.36% , 0.56% ) 6l 7,299 0.84% | 0.65% , 1.07% )
South West 55 16,260 0.34% [ 0.26% , 0.44% ) 54 7,690 0.70% | 0.54% , 0.92% )

Employment type :Z?::rw”rcare hama 51 9,620 0.53% { 0.40% , 0.70% ) sS4 4,069 1.33% | 1.02% , 1.73% )

CHRRE esentalikey 154 28,846  053% | 0.46% , 0.62%

169 12,503 1.35% ( 1.16% , 1.57% )

worker
Other worker 338 72,175 0.47% [ 0.42% . 0.52% ) 366 34,262 1.07% | 0.96% , 1.18% )
e g 256 59,762  0.43% ( 038% , 048% ) 256 33136 0.97% | 0.68% , 087% )
self-employed
Ethnic group White 707 157,645 0.45% [ 0.42% , 0.48% ) 793 79406 1.00% | 0.93% , 1.07% )
Asian 71 7,907 0.90% [ 0.71% , 1.13% ) 35 2,853 1.22% | 0.88% , 1.70% )
Black 16 2,154 0.73% [ 0.45% , 1.18% ) 7 603 1.16% | 0.56% , 2.38% )
Mixed 11 3,080 0.36% [ 0.20% , 0.64% ) 14 1,325 106% | D.B3% , 1.76% )
Other 7 1,439 0.49% [ 0.24% , 1.00% ) I 536 1.12% [ D.51% , 2.42% )
Househaold size 1 88 24,916 0.35% [ 0.29% , 0.43% ) 106 12,368 0.86% | 0.71% , 1.04% )
2 227 61,717 0.37% [ 0.32% , 0.42% ) 06 34,116 0.90% | 0.80% , 1.00% )
3 172 32,395 0.53% [ 0.46% , 0.62% ) 180 15,409 1.17% | 101% , 1.35% )
4 211 3723 0.57% ( 0.50% , D.65% ) 161 16,329 0.99% { 0.85% , 1.15% )
4 77 13,145 0.59% [ 0.47% , 0.73% ) 76 5438 1.40% ( 1.12% , 1.75% )
B i1 3,845 0.81% [ 0.57% , 1.14% ) 27 1,632 1.65% | 1.14% , 2.40% )
T+ 18 1,700 1.06% ( 0.67% , 1.67% ) 7 679 1.03% | 0.50% , 2.11% )
COVID case contact Mo 556 139,853  0.40% [ 0.37% , 043% ) 529 67,864  0.78% ( 0.72% , 0.85% )
¥es, contact with a
confirmed/tested COVID- 102 1,566 6.51% ( 5.39% , 7.85% ) 147 1,787 823% | 7.04% , 5.59% )
19 case
Yes, contact with a
sushected COVID-19 case 17 1,487 1.14% { 0.72% , 1.82% ) 22 R4Z 2E1% [ 1.73% , 3.92% )
Deprivation 1 Most deprived 135 17,641 0.77% [ 0.65% , 091% } 119 7,919 1.50% | 1.26% , 1.80% )
2 129 27,483 0.47% ( 0.40% , 0.56% ) 143 12,750 1.12% | 0.95% , 1.32% )
3 146 37,427 0.39% [ 0.33% , 046% ) 176 18,292 0.96% | 0.83% , 1.11% )
4 190 43,109 0.44% (| 0.38% ., 0.51% ) 199 21,749 0.92% | 0.80% , 1.05% )
5 Least deprived 224 48,289 0.45% [ 0.40% , 0.52% ) 226 253261 0.85% [ 0.79% , 1.02% )
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Table 3b. Weighted prevalence of swab-positivity by variable and category for rounds 5 and
6 (partial) of REACT-1.

. Fand 5 Round &
Variaale Categary Pozitive  Total Provalenpe Pozitive  Tatal Provalenos
Genter Male 387 78565  065% | 057% . 0.75% | 387 318 131N | L.13%, 15%% ]
Female 437 06380 0.54% | O.4B% . 0.62% ] 476 46643 125% | LADW, 1.42% ]
Lge 0512 59 13771 06004 0.43%, 084% 55 5513 140% | 0.98%, 2.26%
1317 539 10,480 0709 | 0.45% 1.00% | 60 5160  158% (| 108%, 231% |
18-34 Bl GE52 1509 ( 11E%, 213% ) 53 3081 225 (| 147%, 343% )
2524 85 156E3  0.69%( 0.53% . 0.90% ] 87 7086 L63%( 1.25% , 2.08% |
3544 171 23954  05E% ( 04T% . 073% ] g8 10,079  1.29% | 0.98%, 1G68% |
4554 157 9,380 05BN | Q4B O.70% ] 137 13008 123% | 09995, 151% ]
5564 116 3ILEES 037 { 030% ., 0.46% ] 167 15768  120% | 0.9%% ., 146% ]
65+ 143 43904  0.35% | 028% , 043%) 196 26,156  0.81% | 0.68% , 0.96% |
Regian South Cast 104 30,456  0.20% | 0.23%, 037% | 1D6 19,367  055% | 0.45% , O0.58% |
Morth East 61 6702  LOG% (| 080%, 1.42% 45 3373 L17% | 084% , 164% |
Horth West 199 19468  120% ( LOI%, 1.46% ] 192 10035 227% | L90% . 273% |
Vorkshire and The Humber 74 11658 0.84% | 0.60% , 117% ] 113 G479 273N | 213%, 150% ]
East Widians 101 21897  056% | 0.43%, 072% ] 178 11461  1.20% | 0.98% , 147% |
Wizt Midiarsds 70 16343 0.60% | 0.AD% , 0.89% | 90 A005  LEI% (| 105%, 2.49% |
East of England Bl 25625 0300 023% , 0.38% 74 13612 0.64% | 0.4EM , 0.85%
London 79 17500 0509 | 0.42% , 0.70% | 6l 7099 089% | 066N, 1.19% |
South West 85 16260  0.31%( 021% . 0.46% ] 54 760 0.73% ( 053%, 0.99% ]
Ermployment type 1oy o O C2re hams Bl GE  0.GE% | DAEN ,  0.8d% ) B4 ADED 2400 | LASK, A54% ]
:;';f.;ﬁ;’:;‘;"”h“ s 104 19,793 069 051% , 0.93% | 131 8304  204% | L51% . 2.75% |
Elehiey E el oy Wi 43 BETI Q6T 04T%  0.05% 24 2265 114% 06T 100%
not publice facing
Other warkes - publice Facng §2 54027  0.75% { 058% , 1.04% | 79 GESL 200% (| 145% , 275% |
E:::;““’k""'ml e 1314 54027 04E% O41%  O5T% B3 6847 L3EN( LOB%  1.79% |
:‘E‘l’}:'r'::ﬂ“;f‘:d'“""’”“'“’ 356 59,762  O5EW | 0.49% , 0.59% ] 256 33136 091% | 0.76%, 1.08%]
Ethinic group Wit 707 157645  0.54% | 0.48%  0.59% | 793 79,406 124% | L13% , 137% |
Asian F1 7807 111%( 083%, 1.48% ) 35 2B63 206% (| 122% . 3.48% |
Black 16 2194  LI7% { 0.65%, 2.10% | 7 £03 L60% | 0.72% , 2352% |
Plinerd 11 3080 0.44% (| 0.22% , 0.86% | 14 1326 103% | 057%, 183% |
Cither 7T 1438 0ATE{ 021%, 105% | 3 536 1.34% | 0.54% , 331% )
Househaold sie 1 B 24916  0.44%( 0.32% . 059% ] 106 12,368  092%( 0.72%, 117%]
2 2 BLTI?  043% | 037% ., 053% ] 06 3116 112% | 0.96% , 130% |
| 172 32395 Q61N 051%, 074% ) 160 15409 15G9% | L.24%, 2.04% ]
4 A1 37231 075%{ 061%, 0.92% ] 161 16,329  136% | LOS%, 1.75% ]
5 77 13,145  O.76% | O5E% . 1.03% | 76 5438 142% | LOB%M, LE%N|
6 1 3845 0.85% { 057% ., 1.76% 7 OLGIT 237% | LAD%, 4.00% |
7+ 18 1700 1.43%{ 0.82%, 2.46% ] 7 675  0.96% | 0.3%%, 234% ]
COVID case comtact Mo 556 139,853  050% | 0.84% , 0.56% 519 GRAGE  123% | L10%, 137% ]
¥es, contact with a
contirmes ftested COVID-19 102 1566  8.20% | G.31% , 10.59% | 147 1787 956 | T.71% ., 1180% |
casy
z‘;,'_,:‘;"_";';';::”“””‘”“"’”“ 17 1487  1.00% | 0.64% , 1E3% | 22 BA3 A5 (| 216%, 8.19%
Deprivation 1 Most degrived 135 17641 L00% { 0.80% . 1.26% ] 119 7919 216% | LGG% , 281% |
2 178 F483  053% ( 0.43% , 065% ] 143 12750  132% | LOT%, 161% ]
3 146 37,437  0.48% { 0.38% , 0.59% | 176 18,282  111% { 0.92% , 113% |
4 190 43109 0A% | 0.41% , 058% ] 199 21,748 L.02% | 0.86% , 121% |
5 Least dearived 24 49,289 052% | 0.44% . O61% ) 16 15261 097% | 0.83%, 114% )
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Table 4. Regional estimates of growth rate, doubling time and reproduction number for
rounds 5 and 6 together and for round 6 alone.

Doubling (+) / halving (-)

Data used Region Growth rate r (1/days) R number piR=1) fime: (diys)
Rounds 5 South East 0032 ( 0021, 0043 ) 121 ( 114, 1.30) 1000 217 ( 331, 16.1)
Lk North East 0.011 { 0.005, 0.026 )  1.07 { 0.97 , 117 ) 0511  63.6 ( -149.2 , 265 )
North West 0027 { 0019, 0035} 118 ( 112, 1.24) 1000 259 ( 372, 197 )
E;ki::rrﬁbae"rd 0.043 { 0031, 0.055) 129 ( 121, 139 ) 1000 161 ( 227, 125)
East Midlands 0036 ( 0026, 0.047 )  125( 117, 132 ) 1000 191 ( 268, 14.8)
West Midlands 0.042 ( 0029, 0056 ) 129 ( 1.20, 1.39) 1.000 163 ( 236, 125 )
East of England 0025 ( 0013, 0038 ) 117 ( 1.08, 1.26 ) 1.000  27.4 ( 551, 182 )
London 0025 ( 0011, 0039 ) 117 ( 1.07, 126 ) 1000 279 ( 618, 17.8)
South West 0029 ( 0013, 0045} 120( 1.09, 1.31) 1.000 237 ( 522, 154 )
Round 6  South East 0.162 { 0052, 0.271)  2.34 ( 1.36 , 3.61) 0.999 43 ( 134, 26)
North East 0.079 ( -0.248 , 0.085) 057 ( 0.07, 1.63 ) 0.170 88 -28, 81)
North West 0031 ( 0049, 0110} 121( 072, 1.84) 0774 226( -143, 63)
?;;ki::;'ﬁbae"rd 0.075 ( -0.026 , 0.174 ) 154 ( 0.84, 247 ) 0927 92 ( 270, 40)
East Midlands 0.057 ( 0033, 0151 ) 140 ( 0.80, 223 ) 0.8%94 121 ( -209, 46)
West Midlands 0.107 { 0.007 , 0.220 )  1.81 { 0.96 , 2.98 ) 0.968 6.5 ( -1046 , 3.1)
East of England 0.146 { 0023, 0278 ) 218 ( 115, 3.70) 0.990 47 ( 300, 25)
London 0.210 { 0.066 , 0.359 )  2.86 ( 1.47 , 4.87 ) 0.998 33( 105, 19)
South West 0.133 ( 0.018 , 0.284 )  2.06 ( 0.89 , 3.79 ) 0.957 52 ( 383, 24)
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Table 5. Estimated odds ratios for logistic regression models of swab-positivity for REACT-1
rounds 5 and 6.

Round 5 Found &
e Sy Unsdjusted  Pistedonbyfor o icted Unadjusted  Peistedonlyfor o icted
sge and sex age and sex
Gender Male Rief Risf Ref Rief Fief Ref
Female 092 [DEDLO6] O0S0[07E103] 0S0[07ELO0S  104[091118] 101[0EE116] 103 [0E7.1.21)
Ase Group 512 081[055111] O0B0[058110] O071[051059] 103 [074143] 103(074143] 119080177
13-17 107 [0.78146] 106[077.1.45] L02[0.701471  120[087.0651 120[087.165] L179[116272]
18-24 Z31ML753.06] 231[L75306] ZI17[1612087]1  176[127.248] 178[1L27.249] 1BI[121275
75-34 104[079137] 104[079.1.38] LOB[0EL144  139[L05185 135[L05185] 1.43[100.2.04]
35-44 Rief Risf Ref Rief Fief et
45-54 101 (060125 101[0B0LZE] 10500821351 106084141 10E[M084,141] 1.24[0.50170
55-64 069053085 O069[0530.88 O76[0561000  105[0B51400 10S(085140] 124090177
5= 062045079 O61[04E078] 072[0530571  077[060086 077060088 106074153
Region Morth East 348[253476] 346[2524.76 3.63[261507]  248[1763.54] 24B[175353] 2.22[1453.39]
Morth West 391 [3.08496] 392[3.094.85] 401[3125160  354[2794.50 355[279.4501 339254452
::’I_‘n"b':r"‘ a i 242[179326] 244[181329 253[185346) 33E[250442] 340[2604.49] 3.18[231439)
East Midlangs 1760133231 176[134.232] 183[136243]  205[1582661 205[L58,2.66] 2.02[1.482.75]
West Midlands L63[120.221] 162[L20220] 169[1232310 207156274 Z206[156274] 1.84[13E277
East of England 120[050,161] 119[08S.1.60] 1200861621  107[080.144] 107[080,1.24] 1.02 [0.711.46]
London L72[128230] 163[121218] 146106200 153112210 144[105187] 142085213
South East Ref Rief R Rt Fief Pz
South West 179053,176] 132[095183] 1350085151]  128[092179] 130[094181] 1.28[0.87.1.68
¥y Worker Status HOW/CHW 173[080166] 123[090.1.67]1 LO7[07E1461 110078155 1080761531 0.97 [0.66,1.39]
F;‘:;;’;‘;f:“‘"' 121[096153] 115[094145] 10B[0S5136] 12004160 11GME0157]  1.09[082145)
Keyworkerfother] 4 ocpep171) 1170851600 106(076145  O87[0SS038] OE7M055137]  0.79 (050125
- mot public facing
z’;:ﬁ’::’ 133 (103,171 126[099.165 1220841571  111[082152] 109[079,148] 1.05[0.77.1.43]
Other worker - not "
e Rief Fesf R Fiet Risf Puef
Mot FT. PT, SE 099 [0E3118] 116(084141] 107[087131] 063 [049081] 068[051090] 054048055
Ethmicity Asian ZO1[157.2571 1B1[141232] 182[1472521  123[0B7.0721 113[080158] 1.24[0.80182]
Black 1631099266 151[092.2.49] 164[0872790  116[055246 1090522311 107 [0.44.264]
Mimed 050[0.44144] 070[0.35125] 0.80[042149] 1060621800 085[0561.62] 0.98[050151
Other 109[051,228] 103[048.217] 119[056254]  112[050.252 107[0452.41] 082 [0.26257]
White Ref Fief R Rt Fief Ruef
Household Size 12 Rief Risf R Rt Fesf Ref
35 153[L33177 LZE[L0G153] 124[1.041498  127[111145 112[094,132] 1.19[0.57.1.45]
&+ 2440061331 201[146278] 189[1342651 167172371 145[100210] 152097236
Deprivation Index Quintile 1 Mast ceprived Ref Fesf Rt Rt Reef Rt
z 061 [045076] O063[045080] 0810631051  074[058095 075059096 0.5 061108
3 051[040064] 053[042067] 079[062102]  064[050080 066(052084] 0.76 056100
4 057[045072] 061[048076] O0&9[070113]1 061 (048076 063 [050079] 0.54[0.45084
5 Least deprived 059045073 063[0500.78 0SE[0.77124 050047074 0620490771 0.74[0.560.96
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Figure 1. Constant growth rate models fit to REACT-1 data for sequential and individual
rounds. A models fit to REACT-1 data for sequential rounds; 1 and 2 (yellow), 2 and 3 (blue),
3 and 4 (green), 4 and 5 (pink), and 5 and 6 (purple). B models fit to individual rounds only
(red). Vertical lines show 95% confidence intervals for observed prevalence (black points).
Shaded regions show 95% posterior credible intervals for growth models. Note that of the
867,700 swab tests only 849,544 had a date available (2199 of 2294 positives) and so could
be included in this temporal analysis.

15


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.10.30.20223123
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.10.30.20223123; this version posted November 3, 2020. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

2.0+

Prevalence (%)
5

/%%
Ll L

Jul Oct
Day of swab

Figure 2.Prevalence of swab-positivity estimated for the full period of the study with central
50% and 95% posterior credible intervals. 849,544 of the total 867,700 swab tests had a
date available (2199 of 2294 positives) and so could be included in this temporal analysis.
We fit a Bayesian P-spline model [7] to the daily data using a No U-Turns Sampler in logit
space. The data is split into 36 regularly sized segments, controlled by 37 regularly placed
knots (chosen so that each segment is approximately 5 days), with further knots defined
beyond the boundaries of the period in order to remove edge effects. A system of 4th order
B-splines are defined over the knots and the model consists of a linear combination of these
B-splines. Overfitting is prevented through the inclusion of a second-order random-walk prior
on the coefficients of the B-splines. This has the effect of penalising any changes in the
growth rate; the magnitude of this effect is controlled by a further parameter.
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Figure 3. Weighted prevalence and 95% confidence intervals of swab positivity by region by
round.
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Figure 4. Constant growth rate models fit to regions for REACT-1 data for sequential rounds:
1 and 2 (yellow), 2 and 3 (blue), 3 and 4 (green), 4 and 5 (pink), and 5 and 6 (purple).
Vertical lines show 95% confidence intervals for observed prevalence (black points). Shaded
regions show 95% posterior credible intervals for growth models. Note that of the 867,700
swab tests only 849,544 had a date available (2199 of 2294 positives) and so could be
included in this temporal analysis.
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Figure 5. Weighted prevalence and 95% confidence intervals of swab-positivity by age group
by round.
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Male 1 Reference

18-24 4 -
35-44 4 Reference

65+ *
North East 1 L
North West 1 ®
Yorkshire* 4
East Midlands .
West Midlands 4
East of England 4 —_————
London °
South East 4 Reference
South West § °
HCW/CHW ~
Key worker (other) - public facing 4
Key worker (other) - not public facing 1
Other worker - public facing
Other warker - not public facing 1 Reference
Not FT, PT, SE 4
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Black « °
Mixed 4 e
Other -
White 5 Reference
1-2 People 1 Reference
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Most Deprived 14 Reference
24 °
34 °
4= °
Least Deprived 5 1 °
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Figure 6. Estimated odds ratios and 95% confidence intervals for jointly adjusted logistic
regression model of swab-positivity for round 6. The Deprivation Index is based on the Index
of Multiple Deprivation (2019) at lower super output area. Here we group scores into
quintiles, where 1 = most deprived and 5 = least deprived.
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Figure 7. Weighted prevalence and 95% confidence intervals of swab-positivity by age and
by region for rounds 5 and 6.
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Figure 8. Jittered home locations of 415 (round 5, left) and 516 (round 6, right) swab-positive
participants with high local prevalence. Prevalence calculated from nearest neighbours (the
median number of neighbours within 30 km in the study). All points marked have estimated
prevalence higher than the upper 95% confidence bound of national average. Regions: NE
= North East, NW = North West, YH = Yorkshire and The Humber, EM = East Midlands, WM
= West Midlands, EE = East of England, L = London, SE = South East, SW = South West.
Because we sample from the neighbour distribution, independent runs of this algorithm give
slightly different numbers of clustered points.
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Figure 9. Prevalence of swb-positivity by lower-tier local authority for England for round 5
(left) and round 6 (right). Regions: NE = North East, NW = North West, YH = Yorkshire and
The Humber, EM = East Midlands, WM = West Midlands, EE = East of England, L = London,
SE = South East, SW = South West.
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