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Abstract

Background

High prevalence of SARS-CoV-2 virus in many northern hemisphere populations is causing
extreme pressure on healthcare services and leading to high numbers of fatalities. Even
though safe and effective vaccines are being deployed in many populations, the majority of
those most at-risk of severe COVID-19 will not be protected until late spring, even in
countries already at a more advanced stage of vaccine deployment.

Methods

The REal-time Assessment of Community Transmission study-1 (REACT-1) obtains throat
and nose swabs from between 120,000 and 180,000 people in the community in England at
approximately monthly intervals. Round 8a of REACT-1 mainly covers a period from 6th
January 2021 to 15th January 2021. Swabs are tested for SARS-CoV-2 virus and patterns of
swab-positivity are described over time, space and with respect to individual characteristics.
We compare swab-positivity prevalence from REACT-1 with mobility data based on the GPS
locations of individuals using the Facebook mobile phone app. We also compare results
from round 8a with those from round 7 in which swabs were collected from 13th November
to 24th November (round 7a) and 25th November to 3rd December 2020 (round 7b).

Results

In round 8a, we found 1,962 positives from 142,909 swabs giving a weighted prevalence of
1.58% (95% ClI, 1.49%, 1.68%). Using a constant growth model, we found no strong
evidence for either growth or decay averaged across the period; rather, based on data from
a limited number of days, prevalence may have started to rise at the end of round 8a.
Facebook mobility data showed a marked decrease in activity at the end of December 2020,
followed by a rise at the start of the working year in January 2021. Between round 7b and
round 8a, prevalence increased in all adult age groups, more than doubling to 0.94%
(0.83%, 1.07%) in those aged 65 and over. Large household size, living in a deprived
neighbourhood, and Black and Asian ethnicity were all associated with increased
prevalence. Both healthcare and care home workers, and other key workers, had increased
odds of swab-positivity compared to other workers.

Conclusion

During the initial 10 days of the third COVID-19 lockdown in England in January 2021,
prevalence of SARS-CoV-2 was very high with no evidence of decline. Until prevalence in
the community is reduced substantially, health services will remain under extreme pressure
and the cumulative number of lives lost during this pandemic will continue to increase
rapidly.
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Introduction

As the COVID-19 pandemic enters 2021, northern hemisphere populations that have not
achieved ongoing containment [1] face substantial challenges. Although effective vaccines
are available [2,3], it will be many weeks until a substantial proportion of those most at-risk of
severe disease are protected, even in countries such as England where large-scale vaccine
roll-out for the most vulnerable groups has been implemented [4]. Prevalence of infection at
the beginning of 2021 is at the highest levels [5] since the peak of the first wave in March
and April 2020 [6]. There has been a sharp increase in infections since the beginning of the
second wave in autumn 2020, and, notwithstanding some fluctuations in prevalence
coinciding e.g. with school half-term holidays and the second lockdown in England,
prevalence has been high for many weeks [7]. This has inevitably led to extreme demand for
health services and daily numbers of deaths as high or higher than the first wave of the
pandemic [8]. Furthermore, SARS-CoV-2 is evolving epidemiologically into distinct lineages,

with potentially increased transmissibility [9] and significant antigenic changes [10].

England responded to the current situation with its third national lockdown, starting on 6th
January 2021 [11]. People are asked to: stay at home whenever possible (including working
from home), only to do essential shopping and to meet outside only with one other person

from other households.

Here, we present results from the latest round (8a) of the REACT-1 study which commenced
self-administered swab-collection from large numbers of people on 6th January 2021
(though a small number of tests were obtained from the 30th December). We report results
from swabs collected up to and including 15th January (with a small number from
subsequent days) and compare the results with those from round 7 in which swabs were
collected from 13th November to 24th November (round 7a) and 25th November to 3rd
December 2020 (round 7b).

Results

In round 8a, we found 1,962 positives from 142,909 swabs giving a weighted prevalence of
1.58% (95% confidence interval, 1.49%, 1.68%) (Table 1). This is the highest prevalence
recorded by REACT-1 since it started in May 2020 and represents a greater than 50%
increase from 0.91% (0.81%, 1.03%) observed during round 7b (when prevalence was
increasing). Since there was a gap of over one month from the end of round 7b on 3rd
December 2020 to beginning of round 8a on 6th January 2021 we may have missed a peak

in prevalence during the intervening period.
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Using a constant growth model, we found no strong evidence for either growth or decay
averaged across the period of round 8a (Table 2, Figure 1), with estimated reproduction
number (R) at 1.04 (0.94, 1.15). However, we found evidence for non-constant growth within
round 8a; a logistic regression model with a smooth term gave AAIC > 6 compared with one
using only a constant term. Fitting a p-spline to the data across all rounds suggested
prevalence may have been declining at start of round 8a, from an unobserved earlier peak.
Based on data from a limited number of days, prevalence may have started to rise at the
end of round 8a (Figure 2). Using regional p-splines, sub-national prevalence was consistent
with the national pattern of a recent plateau or increase, other than in the South West, where

prevalence was decreasing (Table 3, Figure 3).

Mobility data from the Facebook app suggested that there was a marked decrease in activity
nationally at the end of December 2020, followed by a rise at the start of the working year in
January 2021 (Figure 4). These mobility patterns may help explain changes in prevalence

observed during January 2021.

We observed changes in weighted prevalence at the regional scale (Table 4, Figure 5)
between rounds 7b and 8a. Prevalence in round 8a was highest in London at 2.80% (2.47%,
3.17%), more than a doubling from 1.21% (0.91%, 1.59%) in round 7b. Prevalence also
more than doubled in: South East from 0.75% (0.59%, 0.95%) to 1.68% (1.51%, 1.87%);
East of England from 0.59% (0.43%, 0.81%) to 1.74% (1.52%, 1.99%); and West Midlands
from 0.71% (0.43%, 1.16%) to 1.76% (1.37%, 2.26%). In addition, prevalence increased in
the South West from 0.53% (0.36%, 0.78%) to 0.94% (0.75%, 1.19%) and there was an
apparent increase in North West. For the other regions, there was an apparent decrease in
prevalence in Yorkshire and The Humber while prevalence was broadly similar (comparing
rounds 7b and 8a) in East Midlands and North East.

We also investigated patterns by age and showed that between rounds 7b and 8a, weighted
prevalence increased in all adult age groups (Table 4, Figure 6). It was highest in 18 to 24
year olds with a weighted prevalence of 2.51% (1.95%, 3.22%), while prevalence in those
aged 65 and over more than doubled to 0.94% (0.83%, 1.07%) in round 8a from 0.41%
(0.30%, 0.56%) in round 7b.

Despite some uncertainty, age-prevalence patterns varied substantially by region (Figure 7).
From rounds 7b to 8a, we observed large increases at older ages in London, South East,

and East of England. In round 8a, London had the highest weighted prevalence nationally at
greater than 2% in those aged 55 to 64 and in those 65 years and over. In contrast, patterns

in Yorkshire and The Humber, North East and East Midlands did not show increases
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between rounds 7b and 8a in older adult ages. In addition, we observed weighted

prevalence of over 4% in London among those aged 18-24 years in round 8a.

We found that large household size, living in a deprived neighbourhood, and Black and
Asian ethnicity were all associated with increased prevalence (Table 4). We observed a
monotonic increase in prevalence from the smallest to the largest households rising from
1.20% (1.02%, 1.42%) in single-person households to 3.46% (2.24%, 5.29%) in households
of seven or more people. People living in neighbourhoods in the two most deprived quintiles
had prevalence of 1.88% (1.58%, 2.24%) and 1.92% (1.69%, 2.16%) compared with 1.26%
(1.13%, 1.41%) for those in the least deprived neighbourhoods. We found increased
prevalence among participants of Black and Asian ethnicity at 3.42% (2.41%, 4.83%) and
2.61% (2.10%, 3.24%) respectively compared with 1.45% (1.36%, 1.55%) among white
participants. Patterns of prevalence for household size, neighbourhood deprivation and
ethnicity were reflected in elevated odds ratios for these variables in a jointly adjusted

logistic regression model (Table 5, Figure 8).

We also found increased odds of swab-positivity among healthcare and care home workers,
and other key workers, compared to other workers at 1.66 (1.38, 2.00) and 1.35 (1.20, 1.53)
respectively (Table 5, Figure 8).

We observed apparent heterogeneity in prevalence across England at lower-tier local
authority (LTLA) level using a nearest-neighbours statistic to generate smoothed prevalence
maps (Figure 9) and maps of differences in prevalence between sequential rounds (Figure
10). In round 7b (25th November to 3rd December 2020) we found areas of higher
prevalence in North East, southern parts of Yorkshire and The Humber, eastern and western
parts of East Midlands, east London and surrounding areas in East of England and South
East (parts of Essex and Kent). We saw a different pattern in round 8a (6th to 15th January
2021), where highest prevalence was in London and a contiguous area radiating out into
East of England and South East. We also saw pockets of high prevalence in other regions.
In addition, we observed high prevalence of swab-positivity across north, north-west and

south-east London (Figure 11).
Discussion

In the initial period of the third national lockdown in England, we did not observe a continued
decline in the prevalence of SARS-CoV-2, as was seen in the routine surveillance data for a
similar period [8]. Rather, we observed a slight initial decline followed by a plateau or
possible increase, but with a weighted average prevalence substantially lower than that

reported for end December and beginning of January by the Office for National Statistics


https://paperpile.com/c/69PKMV/R6QO
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.20.21250158
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.20.21250158; this version posted January 22, 2021. 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 .

Coronavirus (COVID-19) Infection Survey [5]. It is therefore possible that prevalence may

have dropped substantially just prior to the start of REACT-1 round 8a.

The Facebook data presented here indicate a sharp drop in mobility in the last two weeks of
2020 followed by a return to intermediate levels during the first week of 2021. A relationship
between mobility data and transmissibility was documented during spring 2020 [12,13], and
we might expect the two still to be correlated: higher transmission from increased activity
starting on Monday 5th January 2021 may only just be feeding into routine surveillance data.
We therefore might expect to see a plateau or slight increase in routine surveillance data in

subsequent days.

A key limitation in our analysis is that the trends showing a plateau or upturn in prevalence
are based on data for a small number of days. However, regional prevalence trends also
support there being a plateau and possible upturn (Figure 3): seven of the nine regions
exhibited this pattern, while in one region (South West) there was a sharp decline. Also, the
trend we report could be biased by short-term changes in testing behaviour among
symptomatic individuals as they return to work. However, we obtain similar results for the
constant growth model when fitting only to swab-positivity among non-symptomatic
individuals (Table 2).

In the period prior to the widespread acquisition of vaccine-acquired immunity, high constant
or increasing prevalence -- with high rates in at-risk age groups -- has clear downstream
implications for healthcare utilization and deaths. A daily average of 950 deaths were
reported in England for the seven days prior to 8th January 2021 in people who had tested
positive for SARS-CoV-2 in the previous 28 days [8]. Also on 8th of January, there were
29,346 COVID-19 inpatients in English hospitals, 55% more than the maximum during the
first wave [8]. If the prevalence of infections in the community does not drop substantially in
the immediate future, these levels of hospitalization will lead to very high numbers of
additional deaths and potentially long-term negative impact on healthcare delivery in

England.
Methods

We have published the methods of the REACT programme [14]. Briefly, between 120,000
and 180,000 people in the community in England have been taking part in the REACT-1
study at approximately monthly intervals. We invite a random sample of the population of
England from the list of National Health Service patients at LTLA level (n=315). We then
send a swab kit to individuals registering for the study and request they provide a

self-administered throat and nose swab or parent/guardian obtain such a swab for children
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aged 5 to 12 years. We ask participants to refrigerate the sample for same or next day
pick-up by courier for RT-PCR in a single commercial laboratory, and to complete an online
or telephone administered questionnaire with information on symptoms, health and lifestyle.
We estimate time trends and reproduction number (R) using exponential growth models at
both national and regional levels, as well as smoothed estimates using a p-spline function
[15]. We obtain estimates of prevalence of SARS-CoV-2 infection nationally and regionally,
both unweighted and weighted to be representative of the population, and by age, area
deprivation, occupation, household size and other characteristics. We also describe
geographic variation in prevalence by LTLA using neighbourhood-based spatial smoothing
as previously described [16]. We estimate odds of swab-positivity using multivariable logistic
regression for a range of variables including employment, deprivation, ethnicity and

household size. Statistical analyses are carried out in R [17].

We obtained research ethics approval from the South Central-Berkshire B Research Ethics
Committee (IRAS ID: 283787).
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the inst/extdata directory of this GitHub R package.
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Table 1. Unweighted and weighted prevalence of swab-positivity across seven rounds of
REACT-1.

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%) 1752020 1/6/2020
2 169,199 123 0.077% (0.065%, 0.092%) 0.088% (0.068%, 0.11%) 19/6/2020 TI712020
3 162,821 54 0.033% (0.025%, 0.043%) 0.040% (0.027%, 0.053%) 24/7/2020 11/8/2020
4 164,325 137 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
6 160,175 1,732 1.08% (1.03%, 1.13%) 1.30% (1.21%, 1.39%) 16/10/2020 21172020
Ga 85,965 863 1.00% (0.94%, 1.07%) 1.28% (1.16%, 1.42%) 16/10/2020 25/10/2020
6b 74,210 869 1.17% (1.10%, 1.25%) 1.32% (1.20%, 1.45%) 26/10/2020% 2/11/2020
il 168,181 1,299 0.77% (0.73%, 0.82%) 0.94% (0.87%, 1.01%) 13/11/2020 311212020
Ta 105,122 821 0.78% (0.73%, 0.84%) 0.96% (0.87%, 1.05%) 13/11/2020 24/11/2020
7b 63,059 478 0.76% (0.69%, 0.83%) 0.91% (0.81%, 1.03%) 25/11/2020% 22020
8a 142,909 1,962 1.37% (1.31%, 1.43%) 1.58% (1.49%, 1.68%) 06/01/2021™  15/01/2021*™

* Includes some samples from prior period
** Includes some swab tests from 30th December onwards
*** Includes small number of samples from subsequent days
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Table 2. Estimates of national growth rates, doubling times and reproduction numbers for

round 8a .

Round Outcome Growth rate R* Probability R=1

8a All positives 0.007 ( -0.010 , 0.023 ) 1.04 ( 0.94 , 1.15) 0.79
Mon-symptomatics -0.007 ( -0.037 , 0.022 ) 0.96 ( 0.78 , 1.14 ) 0.33
{05y e Aor Bath 0.004 ( -0.024 , 0.017) 0.98 ( 0.85 , 1.11) 0.36
E and N genes !
Positive for both
E and N genes or
positive only for N 0.000 ( -0.018 , 0.018 ) 1.00( 0.89 , 1.12 ) 0.52

gene with CT 35 or
less

* Doubling/Halving time not shown because R close to 1
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Table 3. Estimates of regional growth rates, doubling times and reproduction numbers for
round 8a.

Round Region Growth rate R Prabability R=1 Halving (-) / Doubling (+) time

8a East Midlands 0.037 ( -0.016 , 0.089 ) 1.25 ( 090 | 1.66) 0.92 186 ( 446, 7.8)
West Midlands 0.033 ( -0.022 = 0.086 ) 122 ( 087 H 163) 0.88 212 ( 317, 81)
East of England -0.016 ( -0.057 | 0.024 ) 0.90 { 0.67 | 1.16) 0.21 -43.2 (122, 29.2)
London -0.001 ( -0.041 = 0.038) 0.99 ( 0.76 H 1.26) 0.48 *(-17.0, 184)
MNorth West 0.013 ( -0.041  0.065 ) 1.08 ( 0.76 | 1.47) 0.69 *{ 471, 106
North East 0.018 ( -0.082  0.115) 1.12 ( 055 1.89) 0.64 375 ( -84, 6.0)
South East 0.014 ( -0.019 | 0.047 ) 1.09 ( 0.88  1.32) 0.80 48.7 ( -36.9 | 148)
South West -0.127 ( -0.205 K -0.052 ) 0.37 ( 015 0.70) <0.01 55 ( -34, -133)
Yorkshire 0.084 { 0.002 , 0.161) 1.61( 101, 233) 0.98 8.3 ( £ 431

* Doubling/Halving time had an estimated magnitude greater than 50 days and so represented approximately constant prevalence
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Table 4. Unweighted and weighted prevalence of swab-positivity for rounds 7b and 8a.

varizble Category Aound 7 Round 89
Positive  Total u ight=d lence Wweighted Prevalence Positive  Total Unweighted Pravalence ‘Weighted Prevalence
zender Male 215 3E,390 0.76% [ 0.67% , 087% ) O0EE% [074%, 1.06% ) ED3 54,377 130% [ 130% , 148% ) 1.62% (148%, 1
Female 265 34,768 0.765% [ 0.67% , 0.85% ) 09a% [o80%, 1.11% ) 1068  7E622 136% [ 1.28% , 144% )  1.55% [143%, 18
Age 05-12 50 4,543 130% [ 1.01% , 157% ) 170% [ 1.20% , 2.40% ) 145 9,388 154% [ 131% , 1F1%) 1.71% | 1.39% , 2.10%
13-17 &1 3,360 152% [ 1.42% , 233% )  208% [ 1.50% , 2.89% | 152 7,831 1594% [ 166% , 227% ) 2.26% | , 277
18-24 6 2,535 105% (0.70% , 150% ) 0.99% [ 157% ) 127 5426 234% [ 197% , 278% )  2.51% | 1.95% , 3.22%
25-34 58 5,367 053% [ 0.72% , 119% )  1.01% [ 1.35% | 222 11,811 166% [ 1.63% , 212% )  2.08% | 1.75% , 2.42%
35-44 €2 B,E6S 0.78% [ 0.62% , 0SE% | 0.54% | 1.12% ) 257 17,544 146% [ 130% , 155% ) 161% | 1.39% , 1.86%
45-54 7B 11,222 0.70% | 0.56% , O057% ) 0.78% | 1.03% | 345 23,132 149% | 134% , 1.66% | ! . 1.51%
55-54 68 11,533 0.58% [ 0.46% , 0.74% ) 0.65% 0.51% | 357 27,567 130% ( 117% , 1.44% ) 1.31% | 1.16% , 1.49%
55+ 57 0.40% [ 0.31% , 051% ) 0.41% 0.55% | 357 40,073 0.50% | 0.80% , 059% )  0.54% |
Region South East sz 14,300 064% [ 0.52% , 079% ) 075% 0.85% | 515 33,587 152% [ 139% , 166% )  1.68% | 1.51% , 1.57% )
North East ® 2,270 123% [ 0.85% , 17E% )  126% 2.04% | 55 4852 111% [ 085% , 1.44% )  1.18% | 0.84% , 1.66% |
North West 48 6,561 0.73% [ 0.55% , 087% ) 092% 133% | 194 15561 125% [ 1.08% , 143%) 1.41% | 1.17%, 1.70% )
‘vorkshire and The Humber 3 3,833 0.57% [ 0.70% , 132% )  135% 2.07% | #5443 0.01% [ 0.74% , 112% )  0.84% | D.65% , 1.10% )
East Midlands 7B 7,354 106% [ 085% , 132% )  1.0a% 1.38% | 103 19,034 101% [ 088% , 117% ) 116% }
west Midlands 40 5,578 [ 0.53% , 0.56% ) 1.15% | 174 13,085 133% [ 115% , 154% ) 1.76% | }
East of England 50 B,556 0.56% [ 0.42% , 074% ) 035% 0.51% | 351 2151 154% (138% , 171% ) 174%
London &8 5,807 0.98% [ 0.78% , 125% ) 121% 1.58% | 307 12,301 2.50% [ 2.23% , 278% ) 2.80% |
South West 36 7,200 0.50% [ 0.36% , 058% ) 053% 0.75% | 107 13,088 0.62% [ 068% , 058% )  054% [ 075% , 1.19% |
Employment type :Ie:'lk:":ire oL csire o 50 4,068 123% [ 0.93% , 1.62% )  156% 2.37% ) 140 6466 217% { 1B4% , 2355%)  2.53% | 2.05% , 3.12% )
:::i;,essema”ke"’ 58 12,002 0.52% [ 0.68% , 1.00% |}  1.02% [ 077%, 135% ) 438 24,289 151% [ 1.65% , 1.98% |  1.85% | 1.65% , 2.09% )
Other worker 185 27,630 0.67% { 0.56% , ] 071% [ 059% , 0.86% ) 738 54,788 135% { 1.25% , 1.45% )  1.55% { 1.40% , 1.71% )
::;:#:::;;mee' 113 17,549 0.64% [ 0.54% , 0.77% ) 0.89% [ 0.65% , 1.15% ) 601 54,184 111% ( 102% , 120%) 1.35% (121% , 1:50% )
Ethmic group White 388 56,086 0.71% | 0.65% , } 051% ] 1704 130,757  130% [ 1.24% , 1.37% )  1.45% ( 1.36%
Asizn 45 3,756 138% ( 1.03% , } , 17E% 121 5039 240% [ 201% , 286% ) 2.61% | 210%,
Black 5 352 0.84% | 0.43% , } 1.86% 42 1,247 3.37% [ 250% , 452% )  3.42% [ 2a1%
Mixed 9 1,156 0.78% [ 0:41% , } . 159% 3| 2229 170% [ 1.24% , 233% ) ( E
Other 10 565 177% [ 0.95% , ) [ 1.20f 5.45% 20 527 2.16% [ 1.40% , 331% ) 5
Household size 1 45 10,123 0.44% | 0:33% , ] 050%(035%, 071% 229 21,596 1.06% [ 0.93% , 121% ) :
z 120 21,458 0.56% [ 0.47% , | 0.65% [051%, 0.82% 551 54,317 101% [ 093% , 110% ) 1.12%
3 110 12,160 0.90% | 0.75% , }  Dos% [ o07s%, 121% 308 24,811 160% [ 145% , 177% ) L75% .
4 113 12,387 0.57% [ 0.72% , } 6, 1.25% 477 2E,505 165% [ 151% , 1.80% ) 1.75%
5 55 4413 1.25% { 0.06% , } . 226% 208 5,564 215% [ 151% , 250% ) 2.53%
5 26 1,328 1.96% | 1.34% , bz 4.72% 61 2,626 z44% [ 191% , 310% ) 2.92%
7= El 583 1.53% | 0.81% , ) 150% [ 0.58% , 3.66% ) 34 1,053 323% ( 232% , 4.48% ) 3.a6% i
COVID case contact No 243 45,118 0.54% | 0.48% , } 0.75% 961 118,638 O0.51% | 0.76% , 0B6% |  0.52%
Yes, contact with a
confirmed,/tested 114 1,450 7.81% [ 6.54% , 930% ) B28% [ 650% , 10.50% ) 651 4,239  1536% [ 14309, 1647% ) 16.77% [ 1524!, 18.43!)
COVID-18 caze
E5. st "'"i_t" i 12 470 2.55% [ L.a7% , 4.41% )  220% { 1.10% , 4.35% ) 47 100 427% [ 3.23% , S564% )  24.41% | 3.15% , 6.15% |
SUSPES OVID-19 case
Symptom status Classic COVID symptoms 125 1,766 5.07%, B3TH)  7.84% | .B2% | 720 5465  13.17% { 12309, 1410% ] 14.55% , 15.85')
Other symptoms 7z 6,098 0.94% , 148% ) 120% [ 097%, 1.73% ) 302 16,591 179% [ 1.60% , 200%)  1.85% ( , 212% )
No symptoms 172 39,210 0:38% , 051% ) 056% [ 0.45%, 0.69% ) 638 101,657 0.53% [058%, 068% )  0.75% ( 0.58% , 0.85% |
Deprivation 1 Most deprived 72 5434 085% , 141%) 127% [ 096%, 1.68% ) 219 12,630 [ 1958% )  1.58% ( 1.55% , 2.24% |
z 53 10,408 0.73% , 109% )  100% [076%, 1.33% ) 375 21,735 [ 151% )  191% ( 1.69% , 2.16% |
3 2 13,605 0.60% , 0.89% ) 074% [ 0.5%%, 093% | 410 30,503 { 148% )}  1.50% ( 1.33% , 1.65% |
& 108 15,448 0.55% , 085% ) 0.85% [ 0.66% , 1.09% | 467 36,033 [ 1.42% )  1.42% ( 1.27%, 1.59% |
5 Least deprived 105 17,163 051%, 074%) 0.70% { 0.55% , 0.85% ) 491 472,001 [ 1.26% ) 1.26% (1.13%, 1.41% )
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Table 5. Jointly adjusted odds ratios for swab-positivity by: gender, age, region, key worker
status, ethnicity, household size and index of area deprivation.

; Round

Variable Category il = =

Gender Mzle Ref Ref Ref
Female 0.92 [0.80,1.06] 096 [0.79,1.16] 0.94 [0.86,1.04]

Age Group 5-12 146 [1.07,1.97] 159[1.10,2.29] 093 [0.80,1.22]
13-17 2.52[1.80,3.53] 227 [145355] 1.65(1.30,2.09]
1B-24 205146287 131[082,211] 172 [1.38,2.14]
25-34 1.11 [0.80,1.52] 130 [0.91,1.86] 1.237 [1.14 1 £5]
3E5-44 Ref Ref Ref
45-54 1.18 [0.90,1.54] 0298 [0.70,1.27] 1.14 [0.97,1.35]
5E-54 093 [0.73,1.31] 095 [0.67,1.36] 1.1% [1.00,1.42]
65+ 0.85[0.61,1.17] 0.74 [0.49,1.12] 1.04 [0.85,1.2€]

Region Morth Ezst 093 [0.63,1.54] 188 [1.20,255] 0.63 [0.52,0.52]
Morth West 1.20{1.01,1.69] 109 [0.75,1.58] 0.77 [0.65,0.92]
Yorkshire 142 [1.061.90] 1.51[1.01,225] 0.60 [0.48,0.76]
East Midlands 133[110,177] 163 [1.18234] 066 [0.55,0.78]

West Midlands
East of England
London

South East

South West

1.64[1.28,2.11]

0.68 [0.51,0.20]

0.8% [0.65,1.21]
Ref

0.83 [0.60,1.15]

1.11 [0.75,1 64]

092 [0.65,1.32]

1.27 [0.90,1.20]
Ref

0.81 [0.54,1.22]

0.85 [0.71,1.02]

0.97 [0.84,1.13]

144 [1.23168]
Ref

0.54 [0.43,0.6€]

Key Worker Status

HCW,/CHW

Key workar [other)

Other worker
Mot FT, PT, 5E

1.69 {1.29,2.21]
1.19 [0.98,1.45]
Ref

0.85 [0.70,1.04]

168 [1.22,232]
1.14 [0.89,1.47]
Ref
092 [0.76,1.30]

1.66 [1.38,2.00]
1.25 [1.20,1.53]
Ref

0.90 [0.80,1.03]

Ethnicity Asian 1.70[1.252.32] 142[1.01,2.01] 1.26 [1.041 54]
Black 123 [0.63,2.41] 0.87 [0-42,1.78] 1.61[1.17,2.23]
Mined 098 [0.57,1.68] 0.76 [0.38,1.55] 1.02 [0.73,1.42]
Other 140[0.62,3.17] 194 [0.98,3.82] 1.20[0.77,1.89]
White Ref Ref Ref

Household Size 1-2 People Ref Ref Ref
3-5 People 1.26[1.051.52] 130 [1.03,1.65] 1.41[1.251 58]
&+ People 177[1.24,254] 232[153,352] 2.17[1.72,2.72]

Deprivation Index
Quintle

1- Most Deprived

ka2

[T I ST

- Least Deprived

Ref
0.74 [0.57,0.96]
0.66 [0.52,0.85]
0.60 [0.47,0.7€]
0.52 [0.45,0.74]

Ref
0.86 [0.62,1.19]
0.72 [0.52,1.00]
072 [0.52,0.99]
0.62 [0.45,0.8€]

Ref
1.01 [0.85,1.20]
0.80 [0.67,0.95]
0.80 [0.68,0.95]
0.70 [0.59,0.83]
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Figure 1. Constant growth rate models fit to REACT-1 data for England for individual rounds

(and partial rounds for rounds 6 and 7). Shaded area shows the central 95% posterior
credible interval.
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Figure 2. Prevalence of national swab-positivity for England estimated using a p-spline for

the full period of the study with central 50% (dark grey) and 95% (light grey) posterior
credible intervals.
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Figure 3. Prevalence of swab-positivity for each region estimated using a p-spline (with a
constant second-order random walk prior distribution) for the full period of the study with
central 50% (dark grey) and 95% (light grey) posterior credible intervals.
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Figure 4. Facebook mobility data for England (black line) and the REACT-1 rounds (blue
shaded regions). Baseline for mobility data is the mean movement during the week 10th -
16th March 2020 inclusive.
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Figure 5. Weighted prevalence of swab-positivity by region for rounds 7a, 7b and 8a. Bars
show 95% confidence intervals.
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Figure 6. Weighted prevalence of swab-positivity by age group for rounds 7a, 7b and 8a.
Bars show 95% confidence intervals.
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Figure 7. Weighted prevalence of swab-positivity by age group and region for rounds 7a, 7b,
and 8a. Bars show 95% confidence intervals.
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Figure 8. Estimated odds ratios and 95% confidence intervals for mutually-adjusted logistic
regression model of swab-positivity for rounds 7a, 7b and 8a. Models were adjusted for
gender, age group, region, key worker status, ethnicity, household size, and deprivation
index. 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. HCW/CHW = healthcare or care home workers; Not FT, PT, SE = Not

full-time, part-time, or self-employed. *Yorkshire and The Humber.
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Figure 9. Neighbourhood prevalence of swab-positivity for rounds 7a, 7b, and 8a.
Neighbourhood prevalence calculated from nearest neighbours (the median number of
neighbours within 30km in the study). Average neighbourhood prevalence displayed for
individual lower-tier local authorities. 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. Data for unweighted point
estimate of prevalence available in the supplementary data file.
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Figure 10. Difference in neighbourhood prevalence of swab-positivity at lower-tier local
authority level from: rounds 7a, 7b, and 8a. Neighbourhood prevalence calculated from
nearest neighbours (the median number of neighbours within 30 km in the study). Average
neighbourhood prevalence and difference displayed for individual lower-tier local authorities.
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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Figure 11. Neighbourhood prevalence of swab-positivity for rounds 7a, 7b, and 8a for
London. Neighbourhood prevalence calculated from nearest neighbours (the median number
of neighbours within 30 km in the study). Average neighbourhood prevalence displayed for
individual lower-tier local authorities.
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