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Abstract

Background: It has been nearly a year since the first vaccinations against SARS-CoV-2
were delivered in England. The third wave of COVID-19 in England began in May 2021 as
the Delta variant began to outcompete and largely replace other strains. The REal-time
Assessment of Community Transmission-1 (REACT-1) series of community surveys for
SARS-CoV-2 infection has provided insights into transmission dynamics since May 2020.
Round 15 of the REACT-1 study was carried out from 19 October to 5 November 2021.

Methods: We estimated prevalence of SARS-CoV2 infection and used multiple logistic
regression to analyse associations between SARS-CoV-2 infection in England and
demographic and other risk factors, based on RT-PCR results from self-administered throat
and nose swabs in over 100,000 participants. We estimated (single-dose) vaccine
effectiveness among children aged 12 to 17 years, and among adults compared
swab-positivity in people who had received a third (booster) dose with those who had
received two vaccine doses. We used splines to analyse time trends in swab-positivity.

Results: During mid-October to early-November 2021, weighted prevalence was 1.57%
(1.48%, 1.66%) compared to 0.83% (0.76%, 0.89%) in September 2021 (round 14).
Weighted prevalence increased between rounds 14 and 15 across most age groups
(including older ages, 65 years and over) and regions, with average reproduction number
across rounds of R=1.09 (1.08, 1.11). During round 15, there was a fall in prevalence from a
maximum around 20-21 October, with an R of 0.76 (0.70, 0.83), reflecting falls in prevalence
at ages 17 years and below and 18 to 54 years. School-aged children had the highest
weighted prevalence of infection: 4.95% (4.39%, 5.58%) in those aged 5 to 12 years and
5.21% (4.61%, 5.87%) in those aged 13 to 17 years. In multiple logistic regression, age, sex,
key worker status and presence of one or more children in the home were associated with
swab positivity. There was evidence of heterogeneity between rounds in swab positivity rates
among vaccinated individuals at ages 18 to 64 years, and differences in key demographic
and other variables between vaccinated and unvaccinated adults at these ages. Vaccine
effectiveness against infection in children was estimated to be 56.2% (41.3%, 67.4%) in
rounds 13, 14 and 15 combined, adjusted for demographic factors, with a similar estimate
obtained for round 15 only. Among adults we found that those who received a third dose of
vaccine were less likely to test positive compared to those who received only two vaccine
doses, with adjusted odds ratio (OR) =0.38 (0.26, 0.55).

Discussion: Swab-positivity was very high at the start of round 15, reaching a maximum
around 20 to 21 October 2021, and then falling through late October with an uncertain trend
in the last few days of data collection. The observational nature of survey data and the
relatively small proportion of unvaccinated adults call into question the comparability of
vaccinated and unvaccinated groups at this relatively late stage in the vaccination
programme. However, third vaccine doses for eligible adults and the vaccination of children
aged 12 years and over are associated with lower infection risk and, thus, remain a high
priority (with possible extension to children aged 5-12 years). These should help reduce
SARS-CoV-2 transmission during the winter period when healthcare demands typically rise.
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Introduction

Since May 2020 the REal-time Assessment of Community Transmission-1 (REACT-1) study
[1,2] has been tracking the spread of the SARS-CoV-2 virus in England approximately
monthly. While the first REACT-1 survey (May 2020) captured the decline of the first wave in
England, subsequent surveys have characterised the second and third waves. The third
wave of infection began coincident with the rapid spread of the Delta variant of SARS-CoV-2
from May 2021. The third wave generated peaks in the case incidence in mid-July, early
September and most recently in mid-October 2021. However, none of these was as high as

the peak of the second wave which was observed a week after Christmas 2020.

The national vaccination programme against COVID-19 in England (along with the other
countries in the United Kingdom [UK]) began in December 2020, with those at highest risk of
exposure (health care workers) and people at highest risk of serious outcomes (those who
are older and/or with particular health conditions) being offered the first doses. Over time the
groups being offered vaccination were extended to include all adults, then children aged 16
and 17 years, and subsequently children aged 12 to 15 years. Although vaccines are highly
successful at reducing serious illness, hospitalisation and death associated with
SARS-CoV-2 infection [3,4], individuals who have received two doses of vaccine have a
lower, but still appreciable, risk of becoming infected with the Delta variant in the home

compared with people who are unvaccinated [5].

The national vaccine programme was extended to school-aged children aged 12 to 15 years
(single dose) in September 2021, while third (booster) doses, at least six months (or at least
five months for the most vulnerable [6]) following the second dose, are being offered to
health and social care workers, all those aged 50 years and over as well as younger people
at risk. By mid-November 2021, over 12,000,000 people in the UK had received booster
doses. At the same time it was announced that the offer of booster doses would be extended
to all those over 40 years of age [7] and that a second dose of the Pfizer-BioNTech vaccine
will be offered to 16 and 17 year olds throughout the UK [8].

A study in Israel compared infection prevalence and severe illness among adults aged 60
years and older who had received two vaccine doses with those who had also received a
booster dose. At least 12 days after the booster dose, the rate of confirmed infections was
11.3 (95% CI: 10.4, 12.3) times lower and the rate of severe illness was 19.5 (95% CI: 12.9,

29.5) lower in those who had received the booster compared to those who had received only
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two doses of vaccine [9]. These results are consistent with a detailed immunological study of
23 adults that demonstrated that a booster (third) dose of Pfizer-BioNTech increased

SARS-CoV-2 neutralization administered 7 to 9 months after the second dose [10].

Here we present findings from round 15 of REACT-1 showing trends in SARS-CoV-2
prevalence from mid-October to early November 2021 in England, based on
self-administered swabs tested by reverse-transcriptase polymerase chain reaction
(RT-PCR). In addition to analysing RT-PCR swab-positivity, demographic and other risk
factor data obtained from a random sample of the population of England at ages 5 years and
over, we assessed the effects of a third vaccine dose on swab-positivity and estimated
vaccine effectiveness against infection among children ages 12 to 17 years. The study was
carried out against a backdrop of dominance of the Delta variant in England alongside
continued rollout of the vaccination programme -- including in children aged 12 years and

over -- and rapid implementation of the booster programme.

Methods

Study Population

The REACT-1 study methods are available elsewhere [1]. Data collection has taken place
each month over a two- to three-week period since May 2020, except for December 2020
and August 2021. The present report relates to data on 100,112 individuals obtained during
round 15, which was carried out from 19 October to 5 November 2021 (including a further 93
people who took part from 6 to 8 November 2021); results were compared to those for
100,527 individuals in round 14 (9 to 27 September 2021) [11]. At each round, a random
cross-section of the population of England (ages 5 years and over) was invited into the study
using as the sampling frame the National Health Service (NHS) list of patients registered
with a general practitioner in England, which is held by NHS Digital. Up to round 11 (15 April
to 3 May 2021) sampling was designed to achieve approximately equal numbers of
participants at the level of lower-tier local authority (LTLA, n=315 in England, with Isles of
Scilly combined with Cornwall and the City of London with Westminster). From round 12 (20
May to 7 June 2021) onwards, we invited a random sample of the population in proportion to
population size at LTLA level. This had the effect of increasing the numbers sampled in
areas of higher population density and reducing the numbers in more sparsely populated

areas. However, prevalence estimates should not have been affected (other than precision)
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as weights are applied to yield estimates that are representative of England as a whole. In
addition, from round 14, we altered how swabs (for RT-PCR testing) were collected. Up until
round 13 (24 June to 12 July 2021) we used dry swabs which were collected from the
participant’'s home by courier on a cold chain. We then switched in round 14 to ‘wet’ swabs
(transported in saline), which were then, in randomised fashion, either picked up by courier
(without cold chain) or sent by priority post, with no difference being detected between the
two methods [11]. In the present report (round 15) swabs were only returned using the

priority postal service.
RT-PCR testing

Participants were sent written and video instructions and asked to obtain a self-administered
throat and nose swab at home (or their parent/guardian was asked to administer the swab
for children aged 12 years and under). Swabs were then sent for RT-PCR testing for
SARS-CoV-2, with a positive test being recorded if both N gene and E gene targets were

detected or if N gene was detected with cycle threshold (Ct) value below 37.

Demographic and questionnaire data

We obtained information on age, sex and residential location from the NHS register, and
additional information on ethnicity, household size, occupation, past medical history, potential
contact with a COVID-19 case, symptoms and other variables via registration and through

an online or telephone questionnaire [12].
Viral genome sequencing

We sent samples that tested positive (with N gene Ct values < 32 and sufficient volume) to
the Quadram Institute, Norwich, UK, for viral genome sequencing. The ARTIC protocol [13]
(version 4) was used for viral RNA amplification and CoronaHiT for preparation of
sequencing libraries [14]. Sequencing data were analysed using the ARTIC bioinformatic

pipeline [15] with lineages assigned using PangoLEARN (version 2021-11-4) [16].

Statistical Analyses

We used R software for the statistical analyses [17]. We calculated unweighted prevalence
of swab-positivity as the proportion testing positive on RT-PCR. We then used rim weighting
[18] to provide estimates of prevalence that were weighted to be representative of the

population of England as a whole. We used multiple logistic regression to estimate odds
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ratios for the effects of demographic and other variables on swab-positivity, both

age-and-sex adjusted and mutually adjusted for the other variables considered.

We used an exponential model of growth or decay to investigate temporal trends in
swab-positivity, assuming that numbers of positive samples out of the total number of
samples per day arose from a binomial distribution. Swabs were assigned to day of
swabbing where reported or to day of first scan of the sample by the Post Office otherwise
(samples were excluded from the temporal analyses when neither swab date nor scan were
recorded). We estimated posterior credible intervals using a bivariate No-U-Turn Sampler
with a uniform prior distribution for the probability of swab-positivity on day of swabbing and
the growth rate [19]. To estimate the reproduction number R, we assumed a
gamma-distributed generation time with shape parameter, n=2.29 and rate parameter 5=0.36

(corresponding to a mean generation time of 6.29 days) [20].

We fit a Bayesian penalised-spline (P-spline) model [21] to the daily data using a No-U-Turn
Sampler in logit space to visualise trends in swab-positivity over time. The data were
partitioned into approximately 5-day sections by regularly spaced knots, adding further knots
beyond the study period to minimise edge effects. We also fit P-splines separately to three
broad age groups (17 years and under, 18 to 54 years, 55 years and over) using a
smoothing parameter obtained from the model fit to all data. We then examined the link
between swab-positivity data in REACT-1 and publicly available hospitalisations and
COVID-19 mortality data (deaths within 28 days of a positive test). First, we fit an analogous
P-spline model to both sets of publicly available data assuming a negative-binomial
likelihood, with an extra overdispersion parameter that was assumed to have a
non-informative constant prior distribution. We then selected a random sample (N=1,000)
from the posterior distributions of the P-spline model fits and fit a simple two-parameter
model to the first seven rounds of REACT-1 daily swab-positivity data (seven rounds were
selected to represent the pre-vaccination period). The two parameters were a discrete
time-lag between swab-positivity and hospitalisation/death time series (1,000 time series)
and a population-adjusted scaling factor that corresponds to the probability of those testing
swab-positive on day i being hospitalised/dying on day i+t, where t is the time-lag

parameter.

We estimated the daily growth rate of the proportion of AY.4.2 Delta sub-lineage relative to
all other lineages using a Bayesian logistic regression model and assuming a binomial
likelihood for the daily proportion of AY.4.2.
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We estimated smoothed LTLA prevalence of swab-positivity using a ‘nearest-neighbour’
approach. From a subsample of individuals (N=15) per LTLA we obtained the median
number of nearest neighbours (within a 30km radius) of each individual, calculated
neighbourhood prevalence per individual, then obtained the mean neighbourhood
prevalence across all N=15 individuals per LTLA. We defined individual neighbourhood
prevalence as the number of nearest neighbours with positive tests divided by the total

number of nearest neighbours.

To investigate the effect of a third vaccine dose, we used multiple logistic regression to
estimate (round 15) odds ratios of swab-positivity comparing adults who had received a third
dose of vaccine to those having had two doses. Estimates were made unadjusted and with
adjustments for age and sex, and additionally for Index of Multiple Deprivation

(IMD), region, and ethnicity.

We estimated vaccine effectiveness against infection among children ages 12 to 17 years by
combining data from round 13 to 15 (to increase statistical power) and for round 15 alone.
We used data linked (with consent) to the national COVID-19 vaccination programme to
obtain information on who had received a vaccination. Using the dates from the data linkage,
a child was considered to have been vaccinated (one dose) 14 days after administration of
the vaccine (being considered unvaccinated before then). We estimated vaccine
effectiveness as 1 - odds ratio (OR), where we estimated OR from a logistic regression
model comparing swab positivity among vaccinated and unvaccinated individuals, with
adjustment for round, then sequentially round, age and sex, and additionally IMD, region and

ethnicity.

Results

A total of 859,184 participants were invited to participate in round 15, 143,193 (16.7%)
registered, of whom 100,112 (69.9%) provided a swab with a valid result from RT-PCR
(Supplementary Table 1).

COVID-19 prevalence in England 19 October - 5 November 2021

Of the 100,112 valid swabs, 1,399 were positive yielding a weighted prevalence of 1.57%
(1.48%, 1.66%), nearly two-fold higher than that estimated in round 14 at 0.83% (0.76%,
0.89%). We observed an increase in weighted prevalence between round 14 and round 15

across most ages (including those aged 65 years and over) and regions, with average
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reproduction number across rounds of R=1.09 (1.08, 1.11). Increases were also seen by
occupation, ethnicity (Supplementary Table 2a), lifestyle (household size, number of children
in the household), medical (symptoms reported in the month prior to swabbing) and social
(contact with COVID cases and deprivation) factors (Supplementary Table 2b). We observed
the highest weighted prevalence in those aged 13 to 17 years at 5.21% (4.61%, 5.87%) and
those aged 5 to 12 years at 4.95% (4.39%, 5.58%) (Supplementary Table 2a,
Supplementary Figure 1-A).

The highest weighted prevalence in round 15 by region was observed in South West at
1.97% (1.69%, 2.29%) increasing more than three-fold from round 14 at 0.59% (0.43%,
0.80%) (Supplementary Table 2a, Supplementary Figure 1-B). At LTLA level, the ten highest
smoothed estimates of prevalence based on a nearest neighbour method were all found in

parts of the South West (Supplementary Figure 2).

We also note that higher weighted prevalence was observed in (i) larger households
including five people at 3.12% (2.66%, 3.66%) or six or more people at 2.95% (2.27%,
3.82%) compared to 0.78% (0.65%, 0.94%) in single-person households; (ii) households
with one or more children at 2.62% (2.41%, 2.85%) compared to 0.74% (0.67%, 0.81%) in
households without children; (iii) in those reporting having been in contact with a confirmed
COVID-19 case at 9.13% (8.35%, 9.96%) compared to 0.83% (0.75%, 0.90%) for those
without such contact, and (iv) in those reporting classic COVID-19 symptoms in the month
prior to swabbing at 7.84% (7.22%, 8.51%) compared to 0.67% (0.60%, 0.75%) in those
without symptoms (Supplementary Table 2b).

Multiple logistic models for swab-positivity (Table 1) indicated that after adjusting for all
variables, other essential/key workers were at greater risk of swab-positivity than other
workers with OR of 1.23 (1.05, 1.44). Mutually adjusted OR for households with one or more
children was 1.97 (1.60, 2.42) in round 15 compared to households without children, while
increased risk for larger vs smaller households was not observed after adjustment for other

covariates (including the number of children in the household).
Epidemic dynamics

P-spline models fit to data from all rounds of REACT-1 (Figure 1-A) showed an increasing
weighted prevalence of swab-positivity from round 14 to round 15 followed by a fall during
round 15 (Figure 1-B). The posterior distribution of the estimated epidemic curve suggested
that the peak in weighted prevalence was reached on around 20 to 21 October (with 95%

credible intervals ranging from 15 to 23 October) followed by a fall (Supplementary Figure 3).
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Our estimates did not exclude an upturn in the last days of round 15 (from 2 November
onwards) but this was based on fewer observations in the first week of November compared
to the previous days (Figure 1-C). Similar trends of rising prevalence between round 14 and
round 15 followed by a fall within round 15 were observed for children aged 17 years and
under and adults aged 18 to 54 years but a fall was not observed at ages 55 years and over
(Figure 1-D).

An exponential model fit to data from round 15 indicated a fall in weighted prevalence during
October 2021 with R=0.76 (0.70, 0.83) and posterior probability that R>1 lower than 0.01.
Decreasing weighted prevalence within round 15 was also detected with posterior probability
that R>1 below 0.01 at ages 17 years and under and 18 to 54 years, and in East Midlands,
South East and South West (Table 2).

Vaccination and third dose in adults, and single dose in children

Across rounds 13, 14 and 15 (predominantly Delta), vaccination data were obtained (with
consent) from linkage to NHS data in 259,936 participants aged 18 to 64 years. Of these,
132,333 had received two vaccine doses at least 14 days prior to swabbing, and 5,025 were
unvaccinated across rounds 13, 14 and 15 (Table 3). The number of unvaccinated adults
decreased from 2,951 (7.7%) in round 13 to 1,039 (2.0%) in round 14 and 1,035 (2.1%) in
round 15, indicating high vaccine uptake at these ages (Figure 2-A). Using a logistic model
for vaccination status, we identified key demographic and other differences between the
unvaccinated and vaccinated individuals, especially during round 14 and 15 (Figure 2-A) and
found evidence of heterogeneity between rounds in swab positivity rates among vaccinated
individuals at ages 18 to 64 years. We therefore examined prevalence of swab-positivity by
round and vaccination status (Table 3). Unweighted prevalence of infection in unvaccinated
adults decreased from 1.49% (1.09%, 2.00%) in round 13 to 1.16% (0.60%, 2.02%) in round
15, while unweighted prevalence of breakthrough infections in those who had received two
doses of vaccine more than doubled between round 13 and round 15 from 0.41%
(0.35%,0.48%) to 1.10% (1.01%, 1.20%), respectively.

In contrast, we found that the (N=11,740) unvaccinated and the (N=3,234) vaccinated
children aged 12 to 17 years were broadly comparable (Figure 2-B). However, we found that
immunosuppressed children and those suffering from psychological disorders or
organ-specific conditions, particularly in round 13, were more likely to have been vaccinated.

Using data from rounds 13, 14 and 15, we estimated an unadjusted vaccine effectiveness for
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a single dose of Pfizer-BioNTech (after 14 days) in children aged 12 to 17 years to be 53.6%
(39.5%, 64.5%) (Table 4). With adjustment for age and sex, vaccine effectiveness was
estimated at 54.6% (39.3%, 66.0%) and with additional adjustment for index of multiple
deprivation, region and ethnicity, it was 56.2% (41.3%, 67.4%). Higher estimates (fully
adjusted) were found in those reporting symptoms at 67.5% (51.0%,78.5%). Vaccine
effectiveness estimates were similar when children who had received two doses of vaccine

were included.

The fully adjusted OR of swab-positivity associated with a third (booster) dose compared to
two doses of vaccine was estimated at OR=0.38 (0.26, 0.55) for all ages and all vaccines
combined (Table 5). Similar results were obtained looking at adults aged 50 years and over
together with health care workers and care home workers under 50 years of age, with a
suggestion that protection was greater if the third dose followed two doses of

Pfizer-BioNTech than two doses of AstraZeneca.

Temporal analyses

We estimated shifting and scaling parameters to overlay daily hospitalisations (Figure 3-A)
and, separately, COVID-19 deaths (deaths within 28 days of a positive test, Figure 3-B) onto
the daily percentage of people who tested swab-positive in REACT-1. We found that the
best-fitting time-lag between swab-positivity and hospital admissions was 19 (18, 20) days
and it was 25 (25, 26) days for COVID-19 deaths. The best-fitting population adjusted
scaling parameter, a measure of the percentage of people swab-positive who will be in
hospital or die after the estimated time lag was 0.24 (0.23, 0.25) for hospitalisations and
0.060 (0.058, 0.062) for deaths. Fewer hospitalisations and COVID-19 deaths occurred from
February 2021 after roll-out of the vaccination programme compared to those expected
based on the REACT-1 prevalence data, except for hospitalisations during June and July
2021 which coincided with the period during which the Delta variant outcompeted and

replaced other strains.

Viral sequencing

Sequencing of the positive samples yielded 841 lineages, which were all Delta or Delta
sub-lineage variants (Supplementary Table 3). Of these, 57.6% (54.2%, 60.8%, N=484) were
AY.4, with AY.4.2 representing 11.8% (9.8%, 14.1%, N=99) of all lineages. This represents a

10
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daily growth rate in the proportion of AY.4.2 of 2.80% (1.6%, 4.1%) from round 14 onwards.
Compared to AY.4, sub-lineage AY.4.2 was less likely to be associated with symptoms
(P=0.04) (Supplementary Table 4-A). Mean Ct values for sub-lineages AY.4 and AY.4.2 were

similar suggesting similar mean viral loads (Supplementary Table 4-B)

Discussion

The REACT-1 programme has been providing timely data on the spread of SARS-CoV-2 in
the population of England since lockdown during the first wave of the epidemic in May 2020
[2]. This latest report covers the period from mid-October to early November 2021 spanning
the autumn half-term break in schools in England. Compared with the previous round of data
collection in September 2021 [11], the prevalence of swab positivity in the population had
risen markedly, especially among school-aged children, where we observed rates averaging
around 5% over the period. Although prevalence was somewhat lower in older people (65
years and over) it had approximately doubled between rounds, and unlike in younger people,
did not appear to be falling during the period of the current study, despite high levels of

vaccination in this group.

Our study confirmed that Delta variant and its sub-lineages is the dominant strain circulating
in England, as has also been reported by the UK Health Security Agency (UK HSA) based
on the national routine testing programme [22]. More than half of the sub-lineages identified
corresponded to AY.4, and we found that AY.4.2. was less likely to cause a symptomatic
infection. There are ongoing efforts to monitor the spread of that sub-lineage [23,24]. Our
data suggest that against the backdrop of Delta and the removal of all restrictions in
England, viral transmission increased from September to mid-October 2021, with the
subsequent fall in swab positivity being driven by the younger ages, possibly related, at least
in part, to the half-term break. The increase in prevalence in older people suggests that
transmission can be sustained among the vaccinated as well as the unvaccinated
population. A recent study of transmission in the home related to Delta virus suggested only
a modest reduction in risk of infection among double-vaccinated compared to unvaccinated
individuals, with secondary attack rates of 25% (95% CIl 18%, 33%) and 38% (24%, 53%)
respectively [5]. In our own data, we found that people living in larger households and those
with children in the household had higher prevalence of swab-positivity than single person

households and those without children.
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In previous rounds we estimated vaccine effectiveness among adults at ages 18 to 64 years
[11], but not older adults, because of concern -- given so few were unvaccinated -- that the
unvaccinated group might be non-representative of the wider population. Estimating vaccine
effectiveness from observational data is well known to run the risk of bias arising from the
non-comparability of the vaccinated and unvaccinated groups in key aspects other than
vaccination. For example, “confounding by indication” can arise if the presence of one or
more underlying conditions affects an individual’s decision to get vaccinated, while a “healthy
vaccine bias” may occur where individuals who are healthier are more likely to accede to the
vaccination programme [25]. These differential effects can bias estimates of effectiveness in
either direction even with statistical adjustments for measured covariates, in an attempt to
correct for non-vaccination-related differences between the vaccinated and unvaccinated

groups [26]. New approaches are being developed to try to tease out such effects [27].

Our concern about estimating vaccine effectiveness among adults at ages 65 years and over
due to non-comparability between the vaccinated and (small) unvaccinated group also
became a key consideration here at ages 18 to 64 years. First, reflecting the success of the
vaccine programme, only a small proportion of this age group remained unvaccinated in the
present round, resulting in wide confidence intervals and imprecise estimates of prevalence
in the unvaccinated (comparator) group, especially in the latter rounds. Second, there was
possible waning in immunity following vaccination that may have led to increasing risk of
breakthrough infections among the double-vaccinated group. Finally, there was evidence
that the unvaccinated and double-vaccinated groups differed in important ways according to
a variety of parameters, suggesting that the unvaccinated and vaccinated groups were

poorly matched.

In contrast, estimates of the effects of the third vaccine dose on swab positivity, compared to
two doses, were not affected by these issues in the same way. Since those receiving a third
dose of vaccine were already double-vaccinated, they were as a group likely to be much
more closely matched to the double-vaccinated group than comparisons of vaccinated and
unvaccinated individuals. This was even more so given that the roll-out and scale-up of the
booster vaccine programme during the present round meant that many people who wanted
to get a third vaccine dose were still waiting their turn. We estimated that following a third
vaccine dose, the odds of swab-positivity were on average around one third of the odds of
double-vaccinated individuals, indicating an effective immune response from the third dose.
However, our estimate is less strong than that reported for symptomatic individuals in both

Israel [9] and the UK [28] both of which depended on people presenting with symptoms to
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the national testing programmes -- whereas our estimate is community-based, includes

non-symptomatic individuals and is not contingent on test-seeking behaviours.

The vaccinated and unvaccinated groups of children aged 12 to 17 were also likely to be
much more comparable to each other in round 15 (19 October to 5 November 2021) than
were the vaccinated and unvaccinated groups of adults, because many schools had yet to
be visited by vaccination teams so many unvaccinated children had not yet had the
opportunity to be vaccinated. Our results clearly show the benefits of single doses delivered
to children aged 12 years and above in terms of reducing the risk of swab positivity and by
extension onward transmission of infection. Preventing infections is important because, as
already noted above, those who have breakthrough infections post-vaccination do transmit
to others, including within households at a rate comparable to those who are infected but
have not been vaccinated [5]. In addition, high rates of infections in schools are disruptive to

learning and education.

Crucially, the vaccination programme has extensively reduced the risks of COVID-19 related
hospitalisations and deaths [29]. In January 2021 when the average swab-positivity
prevalence in REACT-1 was similar to what was recorded in the current round,
hospitalisations in England were running at around 3,500 per day compared with around 850
per day at the beginning of November 2021 [30]. Looking further at our own data, we can
observe a weakening of the association between swab-positivity in REACT-1 and COVID-19
related hospitalisations and deaths arising on average 19 and 25 days later. Nonetheless it
remains essential that the booster programme in the UK is rapidly able to reach the vast
majority of the more vulnerable population to prevent further pressure on health services

from waning immunity.

Our surveys have limitations. Although the response rate in REACT-1 has declined steadily
from 30.5% in round 1 to its current level of 11.7% in round 15, we use rim weighting to
obtain prevalence estimates that are representative of the population of England as a whole.
While we obtain vaccination data reported by participants, here we relied on data on
vaccination as recorded by the NHS for the ~87% (round 15) who gave permission to link to
their NHS records. This has the advantage of providing accurate information on the date of
vaccination and type of vaccine used, both important to avoid errors and biases in estimates
of prevalence and vaccine effectiveness, and there is no dependency on participant recall.
However, to the extent that those who consent and do not consent to data linkage may differ,

it is possible that undetected systematic errors may be introduced (this possibility is
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lessened by the large proportion of people who do consent to linkage). Finally, we changed
the method by which swabs were sent to the laboratory for RT-PCR in the present round,
relying on the priority postal service for participants to return their swab (transported in saline
solution). In the previous round we tested in a 1:1 randomised fashion either courier pick-up
(no cold chain) or priority postal service and found no discernible difference between the two
in either positivity rate or Ct values [11]. Prior to that, dry swabs were sent by courier to the

laboratory on a cold chain.

In conclusion, swab-positivity was very high at the start of round 15, reaching a maximum
around 20 to 21 October 2021, and then falling through late October with an uncertain trend
in the last few days of data collection. School-aged children were the most likely to test
positive, while at the same time those children who had received a single dose of the
Pfizer-BioNTech vaccine at least 14 days prior to swabbing were at around 50% risk of
infection compared to unvaccinated students of the same age (12 to 17 years of age).
Likewise, booster (third) vaccine doses were found to protect adults from infection,
compared to their counterparts who had received only two doses. The relatively small
proportion of adults who remain unvaccinated (a clear positive from a public health
perspective) limits our ability to reliably estimate vaccine effectiveness comparing those who
have received two doses of the vaccine to those remaining unvaccinated. Thus, we cannot
usefully add to the findings from round 14 [11] that showed the protection offered by two
vaccine doses waned over time. Expanded availability and rapid roll-out of booster doses,
second doses for teenagers aged 16 to 17 years and single doses for children aged 12 to 15
years in England, with possible extension to younger children, should help reduce

transmission during the winter period when healthcare demands typically rise.
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are available in the Supplementary Information. Additional summary statistics and results
from the REACT-1 programme are also available at

https://www.imperial.ac.uk/medicine/research-and-impact/groups/react-study/real-time-asses
sment-of-community-transmission-findings/ and

https://github.com/mrc-ide/reactidd/tree/master/inst/extdata REACT-1 Study Materials are

available for each round at

https://www.imperial.ac.uk/medicine/research-and-impact/groups/react-study/react-1-study-
materials/

Sequence read data are available without restriction from the European Nucleotide Archive
at https://www.ebi.ac.uk/ena/browser/view/PRJEB37886, and consensus genome
sequences are available from the Global initiative on sharing all influenza data at

https://www.qisaid.org.
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Tables and Figures

Table 1. Multiple logistic regression for swab positivity in rounds 14 and 15. Results are
presented as Odds Ratios (95% confidence interval) adjusted for age and sex and
additionally for all other variables (mutually adjusted OR).

Vaviable Category Round 14 Round 15
Adjusted for age and sex Mutually adjusted* Adjusted for age and sex Mutually adjusted*
Sex Male Ref Ref Ref Ref
Female 1.02 (0.88, 1.18) 1.04 (0.90, 1.20) 0.87(0.78, 0.97) 0.88 (0.79, 0.98)
Age 05-12 2.96 (2.30,3.82) 2.42(1.87,3.13) 3.71(3.05,4.52) 3.09 (2.53,3.79)
13-17 2.95 (2.26, 3.86) 3.17(1.91, 5.26) 4.05 (3.33,4.93) 3.84 (2.68, 5.50)
18-24 0.44 (0.22, 0.88) 0.55(0.28, 1.11) 0.39(0.23, 0.65) 0.49 (0.29, 0.83)
25-34 0.46 (0.30, 0.70) 0.60 (0.39, 0.92) 0.57 (0.43,0.77) 0.75 (0.55, 1.01)
35-44 Ref Ref Ref Ref
45-54 0.93(0.72,1.21) 1.04 (0.80, 1.36) 0.94 (0.77, 1.16) 1.06 (0.86, 1.31)
55-64 0.66 (0.50, 0.86) 1.04(0.76, 1.42) 0.62 (0.50, 0.77) 0.95(0.74,1.21)
65-74 0.50 (0.37,0.67) 0.92 (0.64, 1.32) 0.58 (0.47, 0.73) 0.93(0.71,1.23)
75+ 0.37(0.25, 0.55) 0.71(0.44,1.12) 0.48 (0.36, 0.64) 0.77 (0.55, 1.09)
Region South East Ref Ref Ref Ref
North East 1.72(1.18,2.51) 1.76 (1.21, 2.58) 1.05(0.80, 1.39) 1.07 (0.81,1.41)
North West 1.95 (1.49, 2.56) 1.94 (1.47, 2.56) 1.06 (0.87, 1.29) 1.08 (0.88,1.31)
Yorkshire and The Humber 2.02 (1.53, 2.68) 2.05 (1.54, 2.72) 0.98(0.79, 1.21) 0.99 (0.80, 1.22)
East Midlands 1.92 (1.43, 2.58) 1.95 (1.45, 2.62) 0.89(0.71, 1.12) 0.90 (0.72, 1.13)
West Midlands 1.63(1.22,2.19) 1.62 (1.21, 2.19) 0.93(0.75, 1.15) 0.94(0.76, 1.17)
East of England 1.40 (1.04, 1.88) 1.41 (1.05, 1.90) 0.93(0.76, 1.14) 0.93(0.76, 1.14)
London 1.08 (0.81, 1.45) 1.10 (0.82, 1.49) 0.69 (0.57, 0.84) 0.73 (0.60, 0.90)
South West 0.99 (0.71, 1.39) 1.02 (0.72, 1.43) 1.22(1.01, 1.47) 1.23 (1.02, 1.49)
Employment type Health care or care home worker 0.94 (0.71, 1.26) 0.87 (0.65, 1.16) 0.90(0.72, 1.13) 0.87 (0.69, 1.10)
Other essential/key worker 1.43 (1.17,1.75) 1.34(1.10, 1.64) 1.28(1.10, 1.51) 1.23 (1.05, 1.44)
Other worker Ref Ref Ref Ref
Not full-time, part-time, or self-employed 1.01(0.82,1.24) 0.99 (0.80, 1.21) 1.06 (0.91, 1.24) 1.06 (0.91, 1.24)
Unknown 1.22(0.83, 1.80) 1.15 (0.78, 1.69) 1.24 (0.94, 1.64) 1.22 (0.92,1.61)
Ethnic group White Ref Ref Ref Ref
Asian 1.05 (0.80, 1.38) 1.07 (0.80, 1.42) 0.91(0.73, 1.13) 0.98 (0.78, 1.22)
Black 1.15(0.75, 1.77) 1.20(0.77,1.87) 0.93 (0.66, 1.32) 1.03 (0.72, 1.48)
Mixed 0.82(0.51,1.31) 0.89 (0.55, 1.43) 0.82(0.59, 1.15) 0.88 (0.63, 1.22)
Other 1.29(0.72, 2.30) 1.35(0.75, 2.42) 0.63(0.35,1.11) 0.69 (0.39, 1.23)
Unknown 1.15 (0.73, 1.82) 1.17 (0.74, 1.85) 0.69 (0.45, 1.05) 0.70 (0.46, 1.08)
Household size 1-2 Ref Ref Ref Ref
35 1.65 (1.35, 2.01) 1.29 (1.02, 1.64) 1.44 (1.24, 1.68) 1.06 (0.88, 1.27)
6+ 2.23 (1.56,3.18) 1.64 (1.11,2.41) 1.58 (1.19, 2.09) 1.15 (0.85, 1.56)
Number of children in the household 0 Ref Ref Ref Ref
1+ 2.06 (1.65, 2.58) 1.74 (1.33, 2.26) 2.06 (1.73, 2.45) 1.97 (1.60, 2.42)
Unknown 1.48 (0.94, 2.31) 1.32(0.82, 2.13) 1.58 (1.15, 2.18) 1.59 (1.14, 2.23)
Deprivation 1 Most deprived 1.23(0.98, 1.55) 1.07 (0.85, 1.36) 0.94(0.79, 1.13) 0.98 (0.81, 1.18)
2 0.90(0.72, 1.14) 0.90(0.71, 1.13) 0.86(0.72, 1.01) 0.92 (0.77, 1.09)
3 0.89 (0.72, 1.11) 0.90(0.73, 1.12) 0.92 (0.78, 1.07) 0.95 (0.81,1.11)
4 0.98 (0.80, 1.20) 0.97 (0.79, 1.18) 0.94 (0.81, 1.08) 0.95 (0.82, 1.10)
5 Least deprived Ref Ref Ref Ref

* Odds ratios are mutually adjusted for all variables shown.
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Table 2. Table of growth rates, reproduction numbers and doubling/halving times from exponential model fits on data from round 15 only (top
table) and round 14 and round 15 (bottom table)

Rounds Growth rate R Probability R>1 Doubling (+) / Halving (-) time
15 All positives -0.040 ( -0.053 , -0.028 ) 0.76 ( 0.70 , 0.83 ) <0.01 -17.2 ( -13.2, -24.7 )
Subset Non-symptomatics -0.057 ( -0.081, -0.033 )  0.68 ( 0.56 , 0.80 ) <0.01 -123( -86 -211)
Symptomatics -0.063 ( -0.079 , -0.047 ) 0.64 ( 0.56 , 0.72 ) <0.01 -109 ( -87, -146)
Positive forboth g 05 ( 0058, -0.032) 074 ( 067, 081 ) <001  -154 ( 120, 214 )
E and N genes
Positive for both E and N genes or p_os'ltive only for 0.046 ( -0.058 , -0.033 | 073 ( 0.67 , 0.80 ) <0.01 152 ( 4120, -21.0 )
N gene with CT 35 or less
Age Aged 17 and under -0.056 ( -0.074 , -0.039 ) 0.68 ( 0.59, 0.77 ) <0.01 -123 ( 94, -17.7 )
Aged 18 to 54 -0.033 ( -0.054 , -0.011 ) 0.80 ( 0.69 , 0.93) <0.01 -21.0 ( -128 , )
Aged 55 and over 0.003 ( -0.026 , 0.033 ) 1.02 ( 0.84 , 1.22) 0.59 *(-269, 21.2)
Region East Midlands -0.083 ( -0.128 , -0.039 ) 0.55 ( 0.36 , 0.77 ) <0.01 -83( -54, -17.7 )
West Midlands -0.038 ( -0.076 , 0.000 ) 0.77 ( 0.58 , 1.00 ) 0.02 -18.2 ( 9.1, %)
East of England -0.032 ( -0.068 , 0.004 ) 0.81 ( 0.62 , 1.03 ) 0.04 -21.7 ( -10.2 , *)
London -0.022 ( -0.057 , 0.012 ) 0.87 ( 0.67 , 1.08 ) 0.11 -32.1 ( -12.2 , *)
North West -0.035 ( -0.070 , -0.001 ) 0.79 ( 0.61, 0.99 ) 0.02 -19.7 ( -10.0 , *)
North East -0.029 ( -0.086 , 0.027 ) 0.82 ( 0.53, 1.18) 0.15 -23.5( -80, 257)
South East -0.050 ( -0.079 , -0.021 ) 0.71 ( 0.57 , 0.87 ) <0.01 -13.8 ( -88, -32.8)
South West -0.049 ( -0.083 , -0.015 ) 0.72 ( 055, 091 ) <0.01 -141 ( -83, -471)
Yorkshire and The Humber -0.010 ( -0.051 , 0.032 ) 094 ( 0.70 , 1.22) 0.33 *(-135, 214)
14-15 All positives 0.014 ( 0.012, 0.017) 1.09 ( 1.08, 1.11) >0.99 48.0 ( *, 419)
Subset Non-symptomatics 0016 ( 0.011, 0.020) 1.10 ( 1.07 , 1.13) >0.99 443 ( * 349
Symptomatics 0.013 ( 0.011, 0.016 ) 1.09:4 .07 5. 101 ) >0.99 * *, 428)
Positiveforboth 14 ( 0012, 0.016) 1.09 ( 1.08, 1.10) >0.99 Y%, 433)
E and N genes
Positive for both E and N genes or p.ositive only for 0.014 ( 0012, 0.016 ) 1.09 ( 1.08 , 1.10 ) >0.99 | *, 433)
N gene with CT 35 or less
Age Aged 17 and under 0.017 ( 0.014 , 0.020) 1.11.( 1.09 , 113 ) >0.99 41.7 ( * . B51)
Aged 18 to 54 0.011 ( 0.008 , 0.015) 1.07 ( 1.05, 1.10) >0.99 b | *, 46.4)
Aged 55 and over 0.015 ( 0.010 , 0.019 ) 1.09 ( 1.06 , 1.13) >0.99 47.7 ( *, 357)
Region East Midlands 0.005 ( -0.002 , 0.012 ) 1.03 ( 099, 1.08 ) 0.93 %1 * Ll
West Midlands 0.010 ( 0.003 , 0.016 ) 1.06 ( 1.02 , 1.10) >0.99 * *, 435)
East of England 0.018 ( 0.011 , 0.024 ) 112 ( 1.07 , 1.16) >0.99 38.8 ( *, 283)
London 0.017 ( 0.011 , 0.024 ) 1.11 ( 1.07 , 1.16) >0.99 40.3 ( ¥, 293)
North West 0.012 ( 0.006 , 0.017 ) 1.08 ( 1.04, 1.11) >0.99 * *, 399)
North East 0.016 ( 0.007 , 0.026 ) 111 ( 1.04, 1.17) >0.99 42.5 ( *.o 2606 )
South East 0.023 ( 0.017 , 0.028 ) 1.15 ( 111, 1.19) >0.99 30.7 ( 410, 244)
South West 0.027 ( 0.020 , 0.034 ) 118 ( 1.13, 1.23) >0.99 254 ( 340, 201)
Yorkshire and The Humber 0.003 ( -0.004 , 0.009 ) 1.02 ( 0.98 , 1.06 ) 0.79 *( * *)

* Doubling/Halving time had an estimated magnitude greater than 50 days and so represented approximately constant prevalence
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Table 3. Unweighted prevalence of swab-positivity by vaccination status' and round, for
rounds 13, 14 and 15 of REACT-1. Results are presented for linked vaccine status data, for
participants aged 18 to 64 years.

Round Vaccination Status Test Positive Total Unweighted Prevalence (95% Cl)
Round 13 Unvaccinated 44 2,951 1.49% (1.09%, 2.00%)
2 doses All vaccines 144 34,997 0.41% (0.35%, 0.48%)
2 doses AZ 109 25,043 0.44% (0.36%, 0.52%)
2 doses Moderna 0 24 0.00% (0.00%, 14.25%)
2 doses Pfizer 26 6,526 0.40% (0.26%, 0.58%)
2 doses Unknown 9 3,404 0.26% (0.12%, 0.50%)
Round 14 Unvaccinated 13 1,039 1.25% (0.67%, 2.13%)
2 doses All vaccines 328 50,016 0.66% (0.59%, 0.73%)
2 doses AZ 248 31,538 0.79% (0.69%, 0.89%)
2 doses Moderna 4 1,201 0.33% (0.09%, 0.85%)
2 doses Pfizer 56 12,944 0.43% (0.33%, 0.56%)
2 doses Unknown 20 4,333 0.46% (0.28%, 0.71%)
Round 15 Unvaccinated 12 1,035 1.16% (0.60%, 2.02%)
2 doses All vaccines 520 47,320 1.10% (1.01%, 1.20%)
2 doses AZ 383 30,472 1.26% (1.13%, 1.39%)
2 doses Moderna 15 1,392 1.08% (0.60%, 1.77%)
2 doses Pfizer 106 13,410 0.79% (0.65%, 0.96%)
2 doses Unknown 16 2,046 0.78% (0.45%, 1.27%)

' Vaccination status for linked data was defined using time since last vaccination. Unvaccinated are those not having
received any vaccine dose or one dose less than 14 days before swabbing; double dose vaccinated are those having
received their second dose 14 days or more before swabbing
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Table 4. Estimates of vaccine effectiveness against infection for children aged 12 to 17 years
in (i) round 13 to round 15, and (ii) round 15 of REACT-1. Estimates are based on a logistic
model of swab positivity in (i) children having received one or two vaccine doses and (ii)
children having received a single vaccine dose compared to unvaccinated children, for all
children and symptomatic children only. Results from round 15 only are unadjusted and
additionally adjusted for age and sex, and for Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD, region, and
ethnicity. For the model based on data from rounds 13, 14 and 15, estimates are further
adjusted for round.

Rounds Dataset Test negatives Test positives Vaccine Effectiveness
Unvaccinated 11,360 380 -
1 or 2 doses Round 3,160 74 56.86% (44.03%, 66.76%)
Round, Age, Sex 57.35% (43.10%, 68.04%)
All children Round, Age, Sex, IMD, Region, Ethnicity 58.97% (45.00%, 69.39%)
1 dose Round 2,770 71 53.64% (39.54%, 64.45%)
Round, Age, Sex 54.59% (39.32%, 66.02%)
Round, Age, Sex, IMD, Region, Ethnicity 56.24% (41.25%, 67.41%)
Unvaccinated 2,126 228 -
1 or 2 doses Round 809 39 64.40% (49.16%, 75.07%)
Rounds 13-15 Children Round, Age, Sex 66.71% (50.56%, 77.58%)
reporting any Round, Age, Sex, IMD, Region, Ethnicity 68.65% (52.93%, 79.12%)
symptom* 1 goce Round 732 37 63.05% (46.78%, 74.35%)
Round, Age, Sex 65.62% (48.70%, 76.96%)
Round, Age, Sex, IMD, Region, Ethnicity 67.51% (50.97%, 78.48%)
Unvaccinated 774 177 -
1 or 2 doses Round 322 33 57.27% (36.15%, 71.40%)
Children reporting Round, Age, Sex 59.07% (35.64%, 73.97%)
any of the classic 3 o s
COVID-19 Round, Age, Sex, IMD, Region, Ethnicity 62.70% (40.39%, 76.66%)
symptoms** 1 dose Round 291 31 55.74% (33.14%, 70.70%)
Round, Age, Sex 57.88% (33.36%, 73.38%)
Round, Age, Sex, IMD, Region, Ethnicity 61.27% (37.60%, 75.96%)
Unvaccinated 2,796 207 -
1 or 2 doses Unadjusted 1,965 55 62.19% (48.82%, 72.07%)
Age, Sex 58.81% (42.26%, 70.62%)
All children Age, Sex, IMD, Region, Ethnicity 61.09% (45.01%, 72.47%)
1 dose Unadjusted 1,774 53 59.65% (45.12%, 70.33%)
Age, Sex 56.81% (39.47%, 69.19%)
Age, Sex, IMD, Region, Ethnicity 59.22% (42.36%, 71.14%)
Unvaccinated 813 132 -
1 or 2 doses Unadjusted 529 30 65.07% (47.30%, 76.85%)
Children Age, Sex 61.87% (39.63%, 75.92%)
Round 15 reporting any Age, Sex, IMD, Region, Ethnicity 65.84% (44.94%, 78.81%)
symptom* 4 gose Unadjusted 491 29 63.62% (44.79%, 76.03%)
Age, Sex 60.79% (37.84%, 75.26%)
Age, Sex, IMD, Region, Ethnicity 64.78% (43.13%, 78.18%)
Unvaccinated 371 97 -
1 or 2 doses Unadjusted 206 25 53.58% (25.63%, 71.03%)
Children reporting Age, Sex 46.81% (9.04%, 68.89%)
any of tgg\j:;s?; Age, Sex, IMD, Region, Ethnicity 54.93% (20.71%, 74.38%)
symptoms** 1 dose Unadjusted 189 24 51.43% (21.52%, 69.94%)

Age, Sex
Age, Sex, IMD, Region, Ethnicity

45.09% (5.92%, 67.95%)
53.40% (17.64%, 73.64%)

* Children reporting any of the 29 surveyed symptoms in the month prior to swabbing

** Children reporting any of loss or change of sense of smell or taste, fever, new persisten cough in the month prior to swabbing
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Table 5. Estimates of the effect of a third vaccine dose on the risk of infection in round 15 participants of REACT-1 having received at least two
vaccine doses. Estimates are obtained comparing swab positivity in those having received two vaccine doses and those having received three
vaccine doses?. Results are presented for the entire round 15 population, for those aged 50 years and over, anf for those either aged 50 years
and over or health care or care home workers. In the latter group estimates are given for all vaccines combined and for AZ and Pfizer-BioNTech
separately. Odds Ratios (ORs) are shown unadjusted, adjusted for age and sex, and additionally adjusted for Index of Multiple Deprivation

(IMD), region, and ethnicity.

Dataset VaccineType Lag: 14 days Lag: 7 days

Test negatives Test positives OR(95%Cl)  Test negatives Test positives OR (95%Cl)

All Ages  All Vaccines 2 Doses 67,511 696 - 63,754 670 -
3 Doses Unadjusted 8,282 32 0.37(0.26,0.53) 12,047 58 0.46(0.35,0.60)
Age, Sex 0.40 (0.28,0.57) 0.48(0.37,0.64)
Age, Sex, IMD, Region, Ethnicity 0.38(0.26, 0.55) 0.47(0.36,0.62)

50 yearsand over All Vaccines 2 Doses 44,430 415 - 41,072 391 -
3 Doses Unadjusted 7,089 29 0.44(0.30,0.64) 10,452 53 0.53(0.40,0.71)
Age, Sex 0.49 (0.33,0.72) 0.59 (0.44, 0.80)
Age, Sex, IMD, Region, Ethnicity 0.46 (0.31,0.68) 0.57(0.42,0.78)

All Vaccines 2 Doses 46,278 444 - 42,661 420 -
3 Doses Unadjusted 8,023 31 0.40(0.28,0.58) 11,646 55 0.48(0.36,0.64)
Age, Sex 0.43 (0.30, 0.62) 0.52(0.39, 0.69)
Age, Sex, IMD, Region, Ethnicity 0.41(0.28,0.59) 0.50(0.38,0.67)

AZ 2 Doses 32,722 338 - 31,199 327 -
HCW*/CHW** and 3 Doses Unadjusted 1,938 10 0.50(0.27,0.94) 3,463 21 0.58(0.37,0.90)
50 years and over Age, Sex 0.57 (0.30,1.08) 0.67 (0.43,1.05)
Age, Sex, IMD, Region, Ethnicity 0.58 (0.31, 1.09) 0.68 (0.43,1.06)

Pfizer 2 Doses 11,775 95 - 9,988 84 -
3 Doses Unadjusted 5,636 19 0.42(0.26,0.68) 7,427 30 0.48(0.32,0.73)
Age, Sex 0.43(0.26,0.70) 0.48(0.32,0.74)

Age, Sex, IMD, Region, Ethnicity

0.37(0.22,0.63)

0.44 (0.28,0.68)

*HCW: health-care worker
**CHW: care-home worker

2 We considered that the effect of the third dose was effective 14 days or 7 days after vaccination. Participants with two doses are thus defined as those
having only received two vaccine doses or three doses with the third one administered less than 14 (or 7) days prior to swabbing; participants with three
doses are those who received their third vaccine dose 14 (or 7) days prior to swabbing.
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Figure 1 (A). Daily weighted swab-positivity for all 15 rounds of the REACT-1 study (black points with 95% confidence intervals, left-hand
y-axis) with P-spline estimates for swab-positivity (solid black line, shaded area is 95% credible interval). Changes in testing procedures are
identified by vertical dashed lines. Geographic sampling procedure changed for rounds 12 onwards (red line), round 14 had half of respondents’
swab tests collected by courier and the other half post their swab test (blue line) and for round 15 all respondents posted their swab test (green
line).
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Figure 1 B and C. (B) Comparison of an exponential model fit to round 14-15 (red) and
round 15 only (blue) and a P-spline model fit to all rounds of REACT-1 (black, shown here
only for round 14 and 15). Shaded red and blue regions show the 95% posterior credible
intervals for the exponential model, and the shaded grey region shows 50% (dark grey) and
95% (light grey) posterior credible interval for the P-spline model. Results are presented for
each day (X axis) of sampling for round 14 and round 15 and the prevalence of infection is
shown (Y axis) on a log scale. Weighted observations (black dots) and 95% confidence
intervals (vertical lines) are also shown. (C) Number of samples processed per day during
round 14 and round 15. In round 14 the samples shipped by post are represented in orange,
and those shipped by courier, in green.
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Figure 1 D. Comparison of P-spline models fit to all rounds of REACT-1 for those aged 17 years and under (red), those aged 18 to 54 years
inclusive (blue) and those aged 55 years and over (green). Shown here only for the period of round 14 and round 15. Shaded regions show
50% (dark shade) and 95% (light shade) posterior credible interval for the P-spline models. Results are presented for each day (X axis) of
sampling for round 14 and round 15 and the prevalence of swab-positivity is shown (Y axis) on a log scale. Weighted observations (dots) and
95% confidence intervals (vertical lines) are also shown.
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Figure 2 A. Distribution of number of vaccine doses received by age group. Results are on linked vaccination data in consenting participants (children aged
12 years were combined with those aged 13 to 17 years, as they were eligible for vaccination).
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Figure 2 B and C. Comparison of the characteristics of the unvaccinated and vaccinated participants of REACT-1 rounds 13-15. For each variable, we
present the point estimate and 95% confidence interval of the Odds Ratio (OR) from the logistic model for vaccination status. This is parameterised such that
ORs greater than 1 indicate a greater probability of being unvaccinated. Results are presented for round 13 (blue), round 14 (beige), and round 15 (red) in
participants aged 18 to 64 years (A), and 12 to 17 years (B). For the 18 to 64 years age group, the model compares double vaccinated to unvaccinated
people, and for the 12 to 17 years group, single-or-double vaccinated to unvaccinated children.

29


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.14.21267806
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.14.21267806; this version posted December 16, 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 .

Ao
L1000
<
< 100 o
Z )
p= =
= 100 o
o [1]
e L
S 0104 7
=
()
F10
0011
B 10004
< g
< 1001 <
> -'|000g
Z 2
@ T.
8 y
N
S 010 -
S 100 5
w 3
w
0.014
F10

May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb  Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Day of swab

Figure 3. (A) comparison of daily deaths and hospitalisations to swab-positivity as measured
by REACT-1. Daily swab-positivity for all 15 rounds of the REACT-1 study (black points with
95% confidence intervals, left-hand y-axis) with P-spline estimates for swab-positivity (solid
black line, shaded area is 95% credible interval). Daily deaths in England (red points,
right-hand y-axis) and P-spline model estimates for expected daily deaths in England (solid
red line, shaded area is 95% credible interval, right-hand y-axis). Daily deaths have been
shifted by 25 (25, 26) days backwards in time along the x-axis. The daily deaths (right-hand)
y-axis has been scaled using the best-fit population adjusted scaling parameter 0.060
(0.058, 0.062). (B) Daily hospitalisations in England (blue points, right-hand y-axis) and
P-spline model estimates for expected daily hospitalisations in England (solid blue line,
shaded area is 95% credible interval, right-hand y-axis). Daily hospitalisations have been
shifted by 19 (18, 20) days backwards in time along the x-axis. The daily hospitalisations
(right-hand) y-axis has been scaled using the best-fit population adjusted scaling parameter
0.238 (0.230, 0.246).
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Supplementary Tables and Figures

Supplementary Table 1. Unweighted and weighted prevalence of swab-positivity from REACT-1 across rounds 1 to 15.

Round -I:;:;%OS' ngtg't\;se 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%) 01/05/20 01/06/20
2 159,199 123 0.08% (0.07%, 0.09%) 0.09% (0.07%, 0.11%) 19/06/20 07/07/20
3 162,821 54 0.03% (0.03%, 0.04%) 0.04% (0.03%, 0.05%) 24/07/20 11/08/20
4 154,325 137 0.09% (0.08%, 0.11%) 0.13% (0.01%, 0.15%) 20/08/20 08/09/20
5 174,949 824 0.47% (0.44%, 0.50%) 0.60% (0.55%, 0.71%) 18/09/20 05/10/20
6 160,175 1,732 1.08% (1.03%, 1.13%) 1.30% (1.21%, 1.39%) 16/10/20 02/11/20
7 168,181 1,299 0.77% (0.73%, 0.82%) 0.94% (0.87%, 1.01%) 13/11/20 03/12/20
8 167,642 2,282 1.36% (1.31%, 1.42%) 1.57% (1.49%, 1.66%) 06/01/21 22/01/21
9 165,456 689 0.42% (0.39%, 0.45%) 0.49% (0.44%, 0.55%) 04/02/21 23/02/21
10 140,844 227 0.16% (0.14%, 0.18%) 0.20% (0.17%, 0.23%) 11/03/21 30/03/21
11 127,408 115 0.09% (0.07%, 0.11%) 0.10% (0.08%, 0.13%) 15/04/21 03/05/21

12* 108,911 135 0.12% (0.10%, 0.15%) 0.15% (0.12%, 0.18%) 20/05/21 07/06/21
13 98,233 527 0.54% (0.49%, 0.58%) 0.63% (0.57%, 0.69%) 24/06/21 12/07/21
14** 100,527 764 0.76% (0.71%, 0.82%) 0.83% (0.76%, 0.89%) 09/09/21 27/09/21
15%** 100,112 1,399 1.40% (1.33%, 1.47%) 1.57% (1.48%, 1.66%) 19/10/21 05/11/21

* Sampling strategy changed for round 12 and subsequent rounds. Therefore unweighted prevalence is not directly comparable with previous rounds
** Including N=509 samples from 28-30 September. Sample handling changed in round 14. Prevalence is not directly comparable with previous rounds

*** Including N=93 samples (all negatives) from 6-8 November, and N=86 samples with no collection/arrival dates
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Supplementary Table 2a. Unweighted and weighted prevalence of swab-positivity in round 14 and round 15 by sex, age, region, employment
type, and ethnic group.

Round 14 Round 15

Variable Positive Total Unweighted Prevalence Weighted Prevalence Positive Total Unweighted Prevalence Weighted Prevalence
Sex Male 336 44549 0.75% (0.68%, 0.84%) 0.82% (0.73%, 0.92%) 679 44,887 1.51% (1.40%, 1.63%) 1.66% (1.53%, 1.80%)
Female 428 55976 0.76% (0.69%, 0.84%) 0.83% (0.75%, 0.93%) 720 55,223 1.30% (1.21%, 1.40%) 1.48% (1.36%, 1.60%)

Unknown Q 2 0 2
Age 05-12 155 6,458 2.40% (2.04%, 2.80%) 2.32% (1.96%, 2.73%) 277 5,702 4.86% (4.31%, 5.45%) 4.95% (4.39%, 5.58%)
13-17 118 4,927 2.40% (1.99%, 2.86%) 2.55% (2.11%, 3.08%) 283 5,394 5.25% (4.67%, 5.88%) 5.21% (4.61%, 5.87%)
18-24 0 2,452 0.37% (0.17%, 0.70%) 0.46% (0.23%, 0.90%) 16 3,088 0.52% (0.30%, 0.84%) 0.56% (0.33%, 0.95%)
25-34 28 7,374 0.38% (0.25%, 0.55%) 0.36% (0.24%, 0.53%) 60 7,781 0.77% (0.59%, 0.99%) 0.81% (0.62%, 1.07%)
35-44 100 12,118 0.83% (0.67%, 1.00%) 0.79% (0.64%, 0.97%) 160 11,933 1.34% (1.14%, 1.56%) 1.29% (1.09%, 1.51%)
45-54 130 16,855 0.77% (0.64%, 0.92%) 0.78% (0.65%, 0.93%) 209 16,459 1.27% (1.10%, 1.45%) 1.32% (1.14%, 1.52%)
55-64 113 20,856 0.54% (0.45%, 0.65%) 0.55% (0.45%, 0.67%) 177 20,924 0.85% (0.73%, 0.98%) 0.87% (0.74%, 1.01%)
65-74 80 19313 0.41% (0.33%, 0.52%) 042% (0.34%, 0.53%) 157 19,687 0.80% (0.68%, 0.93%) 0.84% (0.72%, 0.99%)
75+ 31 10,174 0.30% (0.21%, 0.43%) 0.29% (0.20%, 0.42%) 60 9,144 0.66% (0.50%, 0.84%) 0.63% (0.48%, 0.82%)
Region South East 92 17,388 0.53% (0.43%, 0.65%) 0.57% (0.45%, 0.72%) 261 17,637 1.48% (1.31%, 1.67%) 1.62% (1.41%, 1.84%)
North East 39 4,551 0.86% (0.61%, 1.17%) 0.84% (0.60%, 1.18%) 64 4479 1.43% (1.10%, 1.82%) 1.79% (1.36%, 2.34%)
North West 121 12,117 1.00% (0.83%, 1.19%) 0.99% (0.81%, 1.21%) 179 12,079 1.48% (1.27%, 1.71%) 1.65% (1.40%, 1.95%)
Yorkshire and The Humber 105 9,887 1.06% (0 87%, 1.28%) 1.25% (1.00%, 1.57%) 136 9720 140% (1.18%, 165%) 143% (1.18%, 1.73%)
East Midlands 87 8,830 0.99% (0.79%, 1.21%) 1.15% (0.92%, 1.44%) 110 8,647 1.27% (1.05%, 1.53%) 1.47% (1.20%, 1.80%)
West Midlands 88 10,249 0.86% (0.69%, 1.06%) 1.01% (0.80%, 1.27%) 135 9,943 1.36% (1.14%, 1.60%) 1.59% (1.32%, 1.91%)
East of England 87 11,756 0.74% (0.59%, 0.91%) 0.73% (0.59%, 0.92%) 158 11,560 1.37% (1.16%, 1.60%) 1.57% (1.32%, 1.86%)
London 91 14,885 0.61% (0.49%, 0.75%) 0.62% (0.50%, 0.79%) 160 14,847 1.08% (0.92%, 1.26%) 1.23% (1.03%, 1.47%)
South West 54 10,864 0.50% (0.37%, 0.65%) 0.59% (0.43%, 0.80%) 196 11,200 1.75% (1.52%, 2.01%) 1.97% (1.69%, 2.29%)
Employment type Health care or care home worker 59 7,963 0.74% (0.56%, 0.95%) 0.80% (0.60%, 1.06%) 92 7,649 1.20% (0.97%, 1.47%) 1.53% (1.23%, 1.91%)
Other essentiallkey worker 159 14,627 1.09% (0.93%, 1.27%) 1.07% (0.90%, 1.28%) 237 14,065 1.68% (1.48%, 1.91%) 1.87% (1.63%, 2.15%)
Other worker 263 38,496 0.68% (0.60%, 0.77%) 0.71% (0.62%, 0.82%) 476 38,433 1.24% (1.13%, 1.35%) 1.38% (1.25%, 1.53%)
Not full-time, part-time, or self-employed 244 37312 0.65% (0.57%, 0.74%) 0.77% (0.67%, 0.89%) 518 37,892 1.37% (1.25%, 1.49%) 1.53% (1.39%, 1.68%)
Unknown 39 2,129 1.83% (1.31%, 2.50%) 1.88% (1.34%, 2.64%) 76 2073 3.67% (2.90%, 4.57%) 3.50% (2.76%, 4.44%)
Ethnic group White 635 87,942 0.72% (0.67%, 0.78%) 0.78% (072%, 0.85%) 1,202 87741 1.37% (1.29%, 1.45%) 153% (1.44%, 1.63%)
Asian 58 5,550 1.04% (0.79%, 1.35%) 1.04% (0.77%, 1.41%) 91 5,243 1.74% (1.40%, 2.13%) 2.00% (1.58%, 2.53%)
Black 22 1,947 1.13% (0.71%, 1.71%) 1.41% (0.91%, 2.19%) 34 1,919 1.77% (1.23%, 2.47%) 1.66% (1.16%, 2.37%)
Mixed 18 1,754 1.03% (0.61%, 1.62%) 1.01% (0.62%, 1.63%) 38 1,781 2.13% (1.51%, 2.92%) 2.24% (1.59%, 3.14%)
Other 12 1,015 1.18% (0.61%, 2.06%) 1.01% (0.56%, 1.82%) 12 1,074 1.12% (0.58%, 1.94%) 1.22% (0.67%, 2.22%)
Unknown 19 2,319 0.82% (0 49%, 1.28%) 1.09% (067%, 175%) 22 2354 0.93% (0.59%, 141%) 1.09% (0.69%, 171%)
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Supplementary Table 2b. Unweighted and weighted prevalence of swab-positivity in round 14 and round 15 by household size, number of
children in the household, contact with a COVID-19 case, symptom status and neighbourhood deprivation.

Round 14 Round 15

Variable Positive Total  Unweighted Prevalence Weighted Prevalence Positive Total Unweighted Prevalence Weighted Prevalence

Household size 1 57 16613  0.34% (0.26%, 0.44%) 0.33% (0.25%, 0.44%) 132 16,997 0.78% (0.65%, 0.92%) 0.78% (0.65%, 0.94%)

2 174 39044  0.45% (0.38%, 0.52%) 0.46% (0.39%, 0.54%) 318 39,624 0.80% (0.72%, 0.90%) 0.83% (0.74%, 0.94%)

3 150 17235  0.87% (0.74%, 1.02%) 0.93% (0.78%, 1.10%) 283 17,579 1.61% (1.43%, 1.81%) 1.76% (1.54%, 2.00%)

4 250 19,154  1.31% (1.15%, 1.48%) 1.32% (1.15%, 1.51%) 421 17,774 2.37% (2.15%, 2.60%) 2.48% (2.23%, 2.74%)

5 89 6057  1.47% (1.18%, 1.81%) 1.41% (1.12%, 1.76%) 178 5,752 3.00% (2.66%, 3.58%) 3.12% (2.66%, 3.66%)

6+ 44 2424 1.82% (1.32%, 2.43%) 1.75% (1.24%, 2.46%) 67 2,386 2.81% (2.18%, 3.55%) 2.95% (2.27%, 3.82%)

Number of children in the household 0 276 66,025  0.42% (0.37%, 0.47%) 0.40% (0.35%, 0.46%) 491 66,590  0.74% (0.67%, 0.81%) 0.74% (0.67%, 0.81%)

1+ 378 28659  1.32% (1.19%, 1.46%) 1.37% (1.22%, 1.52%) 644 27,239 2.36% (2.19%, 2.55%) 2.62% (2.41%, 2.85%)

Unknown 110 5843  1.88% (1.55%, 2.26%) 2.06% (1.69%, 2.51%) 264 6,283  4.20% (3.72%, 4.73%) 4.22% (3.72%, 4.78%)

COVID case contact No 325 80587  0.40% (0.36%. 0.45%) 0.43% (0.38%, 0.49%) 595 80,225  0.74% (0.68%, 0.80%) 0.83% (0.75%, 0.90%)
Yes, contact with a confirmed/tested

COVID-19 case 293 4044  7.25% (6.47%, 8.09%) 7.35% (6.50%, 8.31%) 554 6,509 8.51% (7.84%, 9.22%) 9.13% (8.35%, 9.96%)
Yes, contact with a suspected COVID-19

case 38 1058  3.59% (2.55%, 4.90%) 3.80% (2.70%, 5.32%) 67 1,448 4.63% (3.60%, 5.84%) 5.04% (3.88%, 6.51%)

Unknown 108 14,838  0.73% (0.60%, 0.88%) 0.79% (0.65%, 0.97%) 183 11,930 1.53% (1.32%, 1.77%) 1.63% (1.39%, 1.91%)

Symptom status Classic COVID symptoms* 359 4963  7.23% (6.53%, 7.99%) 6.85% (6.12%, 7.68%) 655 8,351 7.84% (7.28%, 8.44%) 7.84% (7.22%, 8.51%)

Other symptoms 108 11337  0.95% (0.78%, 1.15%) 0.95% (0.77%, 1.17%) 208 15,634 1.33% (1.16%, 1.52%) 1.47% (1.27%, 1.70%)

No symptoms 190 69446  0.27% (0.24%, 0.32%) 0.31% (0.27%, 0.37%) 357 64,231 0.56% (0.50%, 0.62%) 0.67% (0.60%, 0.75%)

Unknown 107 14781  0.72% (0.59%, 0.87%) 0.79% (0.64%, 0.97%) 179 11,896 1.50% (1.29%, 1.74%) 1.60% (1.36%, 1.88%)

Deprivation 1 Most deprived 19 11,777 1.01% (0.84%, 1.21%) 0.98% (0.81%, 1.20%) 174 11,556 1.51% (1.29%, 1.74%) 1.70% (1.45%, 1.99%)

2 118 16,962  0.70% (0.58%, 0.83%) 0.75% (0.61%, 0.92%) 215 16,850 1.28% (1.11%, 1.46%) 1.41% (1.22%, 1.63%)

3 142 21117 0.67% (0.57%, 0.79%) 0.75% (0.63%, 0.90%) 283 21,096 1.34% (1.19%, 1.51%) 1.51% (1.33%, 1.72%)

4 178 24102  0.74% (0.63%, 0.85%) 0.76% (0.65%, 0.89%) 327 24,130 1.36% (1.21%, 1.51%) 1.55% (1.38%, 1.74%)

5 Least deprived 207 26,569  0.78% (0.68%, 0.89%) 0.90% (0.77%, 1.04%) 400 26,480 1.51% (1.37%, 1.66%) 1.67% (1.51%, 1.86%)

* Classic COVID symptoms: loss or change of sense of smell or taste, fever, new persistent cough
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Supplementary Table 3. Proportion of each Delta sub-lineage detected in 841 positive
samples from round 15.

Sub-lineage N (841) Proportion

B.1.617.2 (Delta/Sub-lineage not known) 108 0.128 ( 0.107 , 0.153 )
AY.109 1 0.001 ( 0.000 , 0.007 )
AY.110 1 0.001 ( 0.000 , 0.007 )
AY.111 3 0.004 ( 0.001 , 0.010 )
AY.25 1 0.001 ( 0.000 , 0.007 )
AY.33 1 0.001 ( 0.000 , 0.007 )
AY.34 6 0.007 ( 0.003 , 0.015 )
AY.39 7 0.008 ( 0.004 , 0.017 )
AY.4 484 0.576 ( 0.542 , 0.608 )
AY.4.2 99 0.118 ( 0.098 , 0.141 )
AY.4.5 4 0.005 ( 0.002 , 0.012 )
AY.42 5 0.006 ( 0.003 , 0.014 )
AY.43 40 0.048 ( 0.035 , 0.064 )
AY.44 13 0.015 ( 0.009 , 0.026 )
AY.46.2 3 0.004 ( 0.001 , 0.010 )
AY.46.5 6 0.007 ( 0.003 0.015 )
AY.47 2 0.002 ( 0.001 , 0.009 )
AY.5 21 0.025 ( 0.016 , 0.038 )
AY.5.4 1 0.001 ( 0.000 0.007 )
AY.57 1 0.001 ( 0.000 , 0.007 )
AY.6 13 0.015 ( 0.009 , 0.026 )
AY.60 1 0.001 ( 0.000 0.007 )
AY.7.2 1 0.001 ( 0.000 , 0.007 )
AY.79 1 0.001 ( 0.000 , 0.007 )
AY.80 1 0.001 ( 0.000 0.007 )
AY.88 1 0.001 ( 0.000 , 0.007 )
AY.9 2 0.002 ( 0.001 , 0.009 )
AY.9.1 2 0.002 ( 0.001 0.009 )
AY.9.2 1 0.001 ( 0.000 , 0.007 )
AY.90 1 0.001 ( 0.000 , 0.007 )
AY.91 1 0.001 ( 0.000 0.007 )
AY.98 9 0.011 ( 0.006 , 0.020 )
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Supplementary Table 4-A. Reported symptoms in swab positive participants by B.1.617.2 and sub-lineages with N=10 or more

Sub-lineage N Any symptoms Proportion P-value  Classic COVID-19 symptoms* Proportion P-value
AY.4 484 370 0.764 ( 0.725 , 0.800 ) ref 224 0.463 ( 0.419 , 0.507 ) ref
AY.4.2 99 66 0.667 ( 0.569 , 0.752 ) 0.04 33 0.333 ( 0.248 , 0.431 ) 0.02
AY.43 40 34 0.850 ( 0.709 , 0.929 ) 0.22 23 0.575 ( 0.422 , 0.715 ) 0.17
AY.44 13 9 0.692 ( 0.424 , 0.873 ) 0.55 2 0.538 ( 0.291 , 0.768 ) 0.59
AY.5 21 17 0.810 ( 0.600 , 0.923 ) 0.63 13 0.619 ( 0.409, 0.792 ) 0.17
AY.6 13 11 0.846 ( 0.578 , 0.957 ) 0.50 Z 0.538 ( 0.291 , 0.768 ) 0.59
B.1.617.2 108 83 0.769 ( 0.681 , 0.838 ) 0.93 50 0.463 ( 0.372 , 0.557 ) 1.00
* Classic COVID symptoms: loss or change of sense of smell or taste, fever, new persistent cough
Supplementary Table 4-B. Mean Ct values for N-gene and E-gene by B.1.617.2 and sub-lineages with N=10 or more.
Sub-lineage  Mean N-gene Ct value P-value  Mean E-gene Ct value P-value
AY.4 24,19 ( 23.82 , 24.56 ) ref 22.70 ( 22.33 , 23.07 ) ref
B.1.617.2 25.64 ( 24.86 , 26.43 ) <0.01 24.44 ( 23.66 , 25.22 ) <0.01
AY.5 24.13 ( 22.36 , 25.90 ) 0.94 22.71 ( 20.93 , 24.48 ) 0.99
AY.6 2296 ( 20.71, 25.21 ) 0.29 21.56 ( 19.30, 23.81 ) 0.33
AY.4.2 23.64 ( 22.82 , 24.45 ) 0.23 22,17 | 2135 , 22,98 ) Q.25
AY.43 25.33 ( 24.05, 26.61 ) 0.09 23.67 ( 22.38 , 2495 ) 0.16
AY.44 28.60 ( 26.35, 30.85 ) <0.01 27.70 ( 25.44 , 29.95 ) <0.01
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Supplementary Figure 1-A. Weighted prevalence of swab-positivity by age group for round
14 and round 15. Bars show the prevalence point estimates (grey for round 14 and orange
for round 15), and the vertical lines represent the 95% confidence intervals.
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Supplementary Figure 1-B. Weighted prevalence of swab-positivity by region for round 14
and round 15. Bars represent prevalence point estimates (grey for round 14 and orange for
round 15), and the vertical lines the corresponding 95% confidence intervals.
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Supplementary Figure 2. Neighbourhood smoothed average prevalence by lower tier local authority area for (A) round 14 and (B) round 15.
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. 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. The 10
LTLAs with highest smoothed prevalence were all in South West: Stroud, Cheltenham, Gloucester, South Gloucestershire, Bath and North East
Somerset, Wiltshire, Cotswold, Swindon, Tewkesbury, and City of Bristol

38


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.14.21267806
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.14.21267806; this version posted December 16, 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 .

o
N
1

Probability density
=

0.0 - f'_l—l_

Oct 04 Oct 11 Oct 18 Oct 25 Nov 01
Date of maximum prevalence

Supplementary Figure 3. Posterior probability density for the estimated date at which
weighted prevalence, as estimated from the P-spline model, was at a maximum during the
period of round 14 to round 15.
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