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Abstract
Background

England has experienced one of the highest rates of confirmed COVID-19 mortality in the
world. SARS-CoV-2 virus has circulated in hospitals, care homes and the community since
January 2020. Our current epidemiological knowledge is largely informed by clinical cases

with far less understanding of community transmission.
Methods

The REal-time Assessment of Community Transmission (REACT) study is a nationally
representative prevalence survey of SARS-CoV-2 virus swab-positivity in the community in

England. We recruited participants regardless of symptom status.
Results

We found 159 positives from 120,610 swabs giving an average prevalence of 0.13% (95%
Cl: 0.11%,0.15%) from 1st May to 1st June 2020. We showed decreasing prevalence with a
halving time of 8.6 (6.2, 13.6) days, implying an overall reproduction number R of 0.57 (0.45,
0.72). Adults aged 18 to 24 yrs had the highest swab-positivity rates, while those >64 yrs had
the lowest. Of the 126 participants who tested positive with known symptom status in the
week prior to their swab, 39 reported symptoms while 87 did not, giving an estimate that
69% (61%,76%) of people were symptom-free for the 7 days prior testing positive in our
community sample. Symptoms strongly associated with swab-positivity were: nausea and/or
vomiting, diarrhoea, blocked nose, loss of smell, loss of taste, headache, chills and severe
fatigue. Recent contact with a known COVID-19 case was associated with odds of 24 (16,
38) for swab-positivity. Compared with non-key workers, odds of swab-positivity were 7.7
(2.4, 25) among care home (long-term care facilities) workers and 5.2 (2.9, 9.3) among
health care workers. However, some of the excess risk associated with key worker status
was explained by recent contact with COVID-19 cases. We found no strong evidence for

geographical variability in positive swab results.
Conclusion

Our results provide a reliable baseline against which the impact of subsequent relaxation of

lockdown can be assessed to inform future public health efforts to control transmission.
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Introduction

To date, the UK has experienced the third highest number of reported COVID-19 deaths after
the United States and Brazil'. In response to rapid growth in health care demand, lockdown
was implemented nationally on 23rd March and daily mortality in the UK peaked around 11th
April. As of 9th July 2020, 44,517 deaths in people with a positive test had occurred in the
UK.

Until recently, testing for severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2,
cause of COVID-19) has focused mainly on health care®* and care home settings®®. While
there is evidence of transmission of SARS-CoV-2 virus and high levels of mortality in these
settings, less attention has been paid to levels of the virus circulating in the community,
especially among those not exhibiting symptoms. This is a critical knowledge gap since
community transmission will play an increasingly important part in the epidemiology of the

COVID-19 pandemic as lockdown measures are lifted’.

Understanding patterns of infection in the population and the risk by social, demographic and
geographical factors is therefore crucial to help control the epidemic and prevent a second
wave of infection. We report here findings from the REal-time Assessment of Community
Transmission (REACT) study, a large population-based programme designed to establish
prevalence of current SARS-CoV-2 infection across England toward the end of the lockdown
period. In addition, it provides an opportunity to measure the growth rate of prevalence of

infection in the community and hence infer the reproduction number (R).
Methods
Recruitment of participants

We sent a letter to a nationally representative sample of the population among the 315
lower-tier local authorities (LTLASs) in England. Participants were randomly selected from the
National Health Service (NHS) list of patients registered with a general practitioner, aged five

yrs and over.
Covariates

Data on age, sex, address and postcode were available from the NHS register. Information
on key worker status, ethnicity, smoking, contact with known or suspected COVID-19 cases,
and symptoms were obtained by online questionnaire or telephone. Participants could either

report no symptoms or select one or more from a list of 26 symptoms in the past six months,
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and whether or not they had experienced symptoms in the last week. Among those who
reported symptoms in the last week, we were not able to identify which of their symptoms in
the previous 6 months had occurred in the previous week. For analysis, we assumed that

any of the reported symptoms could have occurred in the last week.
Nose and throat swab collection, sample handling and testing

Participants were given written and video instructions to obtain a self-administered nose and
throat swab (parent /guardian administered for children aged 5-12 years). Initially swabs in
viral transport medium were used and sent to one of four Public Health England (PHE)
laboratories for analysis (n= 8,595 swabs with reported result). Subsequently we switched to
obtaining dry swabs (n= 112,025). We asked participants to refrigerate the sample and book
pick-up of the swab within 24 hours. Swabs were collected by courier and delivered to a
commercial laboratory using a cold chain (4° to 8°C) to maintain sample integrity. Samples
were tested using reverse-transcription--polymerase-chain-reaction (RT-PCR). A calibration
study was undertaken to ensure comparability of test results across study laboratories and

results for the commercial laboratory and PHE samples were then combined.

PCR Calibration experiments

We observed that the proportion of positive results from the commercial laboratory was
substantially higher than from the Public Health England (PHE) laboratories. It was apparent
that the commercial laboratory was routinely reporting as positive, on testing by RT-PCR,
samples with high Ct values for the N-gene target, although the E-gene target was not

detected.

To reconcile these differences, we conducted three separate calibration experiments. First,
10 RNA extraction plates were sent from the commercial laboratory to two NHS accredited
laboratories for blinded re-analysis. Results were concordant for 919 negative samples and
all 40 controls. We detected viral RNA in 11 of the 19 samples reported positive by the
commercial laboratory (N-gene Ct-value range 16.5 to 40.7); 10 of these 11 samples had an
N-gene Ct value < 37. Second, the commercial laboratory conducted a serial dilution
experiment of known positive samples with high viral load to assess Ct thresholds at the limit
of detection. Third, a further 40 unblinded positive samples (on 19 plates) with Ct values
(N-gene) > 35 (range 35.7 to 46.8) and without a signal for the E-gene were selectively
re-analysed in a PHE reference laboratory; SARS CoV0-2 RNA was detected in 15/40 (38%)

(2/4 with N-gene Ct value < 37). As a result of these calibration experiments, we report
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swab-positivity for positive samples reported by the commercial laboratory where N-gene Ct

values < 37 or where virus was detected by both N-gene and E-gene targets.
Analysis

To investigate association of different covariates with swab-positivity, we performed
univariate logistic regression to obtain unadjusted odds ratios and 95% confidence intervals.
Test result (positive/negative) was used as the outcome variable. We also used
multi-variable models to adjust for age and sex and then additionally ethnicity, region, and
key worker status. When assessing the difference in test result by age, we compared models

with a categorical term for age (Table 1) as well as a smooth term.

To investigate trends in swab positivity rate over time, we used an exponential decay model,
assuming that the number of positive samples each day arose from a binomial distribution.
Posterior credibility intervals were obtained using a bivariate Metropolis-Hasting algorithm
with uniform priors. We used day of swabbing (reported for 72% of participants for whom a
laboratory result was available) or, if unavailable, day of collection (increasing the number of
participants for which a date was available to 92%). To estimate R®, we assumed a
generation time distribution of six days, comprising exponential latent and infectious periods

of three days each.

Clustering of prevalence at the level of LTLAs was assessed by testing the null hypothesis
that the number of positive swabs from each LTLA arose from a binomial process with fixed
probability g from n samples, where n was the number of tested swabs from that LTLA. We
assessed our power to detect clustering in LTLAs by hypothesising that (1-q) LTLAs would
have no swab-positive with the remaining infection being distributed evenly among the
remaining proportion q of LTLAs. If that were the case, our study was powered to detect q <
~0.6 (that is clustering in up to 60% of LTLAs) with 80% power (Figure 1).We present results
of the main data using complete case analysis without imputation. Analysis was conducted in
R version 4.0.0°. Logistic regression models were implemented in the base function gim or
with smooth function using the mgcv package'®. We used changes in Akaike information

criterion (AIC) to assess improvement in model performance.
Ethics

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

Letters were sent to 394,970 persons (base sample), of whom 161,771 (41%) (or
parent/guardian) registered for the study, were sent a nose and throat swab kit, and were
asked to complete a questionnaire. Swab results were available for 120,620 individuals
(achieved sample, 31% of base sample). The achieved sample was broadly representative of
the base sample although males, adults aged 18 to 34 yrs and London region were to an

extent under-represented (Table 2).
Overall prevalence of swab-positivity

Out of 120,610 swab results, 159 were positive giving an overall unadjusted prevalence of
0.13% (0.11%,0.15%) for the period 1st May to 1st June 2020. This corresponds to an
estimated 74,000 (63,000, 86,000) prevalent infections of SARS-CoV-2 virus in England on
average which was unchanged when we adjusted for the age-sex distribution of the base

sample.
Decline in prevalence and estimate of reproduction number

We obtained strong evidence that prevalence was decreasing during the study period with a
halving time of 8.6 (6.2, 14) days, corresponding to a decay rate of 0.081 (0.051, 0.11) per
day (Figure 2). We estimated the reproduction number R to be 0.57 (0.45, 0.72).

We used a regression framework to test that the rate of decay did not vary substantially over
the time of our study: a linear univariate model for day of swab as a covariate for
swab-positivity had the same AIC as a univariate model with a smooth term for day of swab,

with the smooth term producing a straight line (not shown).
Trends with sex, ethnicity and age

Prevalence of swab positivity for males of 0.13% (0.11%,0.17%) was similar to that for
females of 0.13% (0.11%, 0.16%) (Table 2). Asian participants (predominantly South Asian)
were more likely to be swab-positive than white participants, with an unadjusted odds ratio of
1.9 (1.0, 3.5), although this reduced to 1.7 (0.86, 3.5) on adjustment (Table 1, Table 3).
Adults aged 18 to 24 yrs had highest rates of swab positivity while those >64 yrs had lowest
rates (Figure 3A, Table 4 in Supplement). A smooth term for age was better supported by the
data than a categorical term in the adjusted model (Table 1, AAIC = 8) and its shape was

largely unchanged when compared with a univariate model of age (also using a smooth
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term, Figure 3B). Unadjusted rates in children and young people aged 5 to 17 yrs were
similar to those in adults aged 25 to 34, and remained so with a smooth term for age in the

adjusted model.

The trend in age was not explained by key worker status (see below). The adjusted model
including a smooth term for age and key worker status was preferred to the model with a

smooth age term alone (AAIC = 37) but the shape of the trend was conserved (Figure 3B).
Contact with COVID-19 cases

Information was provided about possible contact with COVID-19 cases for 92,941
participants. Compared to a person who did not report contact with a COVID-19 case, those
who reported contact with a confirmed case had odds of 24 (16, 38) of testing positive; odds
were 5.3 (2.2, 12) for contact with a suspected case. These findings were essentially

unchanged after adjustment for age and sex (Table 1).
Key workers

The prevalence of infection was highest among care home workers, 0.71% (0.24%, 2.06%),
followed by health care workers 0.47% (0.30%, 0.75%) and other key workers 0.17% (0.12%,
0.25%) (Table 3). Compared with non-key workers, unadjusted odds of testing positive were
7.7 (1.8, 22) in care home workers, 5.2 (2.8, 9.2) in health care workers and 1.8 (1.1, 3.1) in
other key workers. Odds were similar or larger after adjustment for covariates not including
contact with a COVID-19 case (Table 1). However, care home workers and health care
workers were much more likely to report a recent contact with a COVID-19 case (Table 5),

which contributed to the excess risk in those groups (not shown).
Symptoms and swab-positivity

Of the 126 participants who tested positive with known symptom status in the week prior to
their swab, 39 reported symptoms while 87 did not, giving an estimate that 69% (61%,76%)
of people were symptom-free for the 7 days prior testing positive in our community sample.
For those reporting symptoms in the last week (see Methods), the following were strongly
associated with a positive swab result; nausea and/or vomiting, diarrhoea, blocked nose, loss

of smell, loss of taste, headache, chills and severe fatigue (Table 6).
Spatial patterns

We detected differences in crude prevalence at the regional scale, highest in London at
0.20% (95% ClI, 0.13%, 0.31%) and lowest in the South West at 0.06% (95% ClI, 0.03%,
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0.12%) (Figure 4A, Table 7 in Supplement). However higher risk in London was no longer

evident after adjustment for age, sex, ethnicity and key worker status (Table 1).

For smaller geographical units, we did not find evidence of spatial clustering. The distribution
of LTLAs with 0, 1, and 2 or more cases was consistent with equal prevalence in every LTLA
(Figure 4B). Further, the distributions of pairwise distances between the home locations of

people testing positive and those testing negative were similar (Figure 4C).
Sensitivity analysis

We estimated prevalence and decay rate for different Ct values for samples from the
commercial laboratory (appendix supplementary methods). The overall unadjusted
prevalence of swab positivity decreased from 0.13% to 0.11% (0.095%, 0.13%) for a Ct
threshold of 35 and increased to 0.15% (0.13%, 0.18%) for a Ct threshold of 38. The
estimated rate of decay of prevalence of 0.081 was similar at 0.083 (0.050, 0.12) per day for
a Ct threshold of 35 and reduced to 0.073 (0.044, 0.10) for a Ct threshold of 38.

Discussion

In this large, nationally representative survey of SARS-CoV-2 infection in England,
prevalence was approximately 1 in 1000 and decreasing at the end of the initial lockdown
period in May 2020. These observations are in contrast with high model-estimated
prevalence at the peak of the epidemic'’, but are consistent with a recent household-based
longitudinal community study'2. Our results confirm the efficacy throughout lockdown of

measures to contain the spread of SARS-CoV-2, with an estimate of R below 0.6 during May.

Although we saw no differences in viral prevalence by sex, we did find age differences with
highest rates among young adults (ages 18-24 years) and lowest rates among older people
(ages 65+). These patterns were not fully explained by adjustment for sex, key worker status,
ethnicity or region, suggesting that differences in social contact behaviour across ages were
important. Young adults appear to have maintained higher levels of social contact than other
age groups during the lockdown period in England, while older age groups may have
effectively shielded'. Children and young people aged 5 to 17 yrs had similar rates of
infection to adults aged 25 to 44 yrs, indicating that children are similarly susceptible to being
infected with SARS-CoV-2". The higher rates of infection in people of Asian (mainly South
Asian) ethnicity suggest that some of the increased burden of disease in minority ethnic

populations may be due to increased rates of infection™.
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We found that key workers — and especially care home and health care workers — had
markedly increased odds of infection, up to 7-8 fold higher than non-key workers. Thus, care
homes and hospitals, even during the period of our study at the end of lockdown, remained
an important source of infection. In addition, we found nearly 25-fold greater odds of infection
for those individuals who reported coming into contact with a confirmed case of COVID-19,
with much of the excess risk experienced by care home and health care workers being
explained by their having reported contact with COVID-19 cases. Assuming that many of
these contacts were work-related, these results suggest a continuing need for improved

infection control in these settings.

We found that a high proportion of swab-positive participants did not report symptoms during
the week prior to swabbing, nearly 70%. Current “test and trace” efforts in the UK are
focused on care home, health care settings, and symptomatic individuals so will not be
triggered by non-symptomatic people. On a given day, they comprise the bulk of infections in
the community and an ongoing source of transmission. Therefore, social distancing needs to

remain an important component of infection control measures.

We found apparent regional differences in rates, with the highest crude prevalence observed
in London, which was a focus of transmission early in the UK epidemic.This may reflect its
role as a major transport, business and tourism hub, similar to other global cities such as
New York'®. However, the higher rates in London appear to have been confounded
somewhat by other factors including ethnicity and health care worker status. We found no
evidence for geographical clustering at a sub-regional or local scale, suggesting that the
epidemic in England at this stage was still showing generalized transmission and had not

broken down into disconnected sub-epidemics.

Our study has limitations. Although we selected a representative sample of the population
from the lists of patients registered with a general practitioner in England (covering almost
the entire population) our response rate overall was 31% which may have affected our

estimates of prevalence.

Our study involved the use of self-administered nose and throat swabs to obtain evidence of
infection. A number of factors need to be considered when interpreting swab-positivity
prevalence. First, viral RNA may have been present but not detected during the process of
swabbing, transport and analysis. Estimates of diagnostic sensitivity are in the region of
70%""°. Therefore, our estimate of prevalence of swab positivity suggests that up to
115,000 (95% CI 99,000, 134,000) people in England may have been infected with
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SARS-CoV-2 virus on any given day. Second, viral RNA may persist in the nose and mouth
after viable virus is no longer present® and therefore not be indicative of active infection.
Third, it is possible that self-swabbing efficacy may vary according to age and other
demographic characteristics. Fourth, we had evidence to suggest that there was differential
reporting of a positive result across laboratories with the commercial laboratory initially
reporting a higher positivity rate than the PHE laboratories. However, we mitigated the
potential impact of this difference through a calibration exercise resulting in similar
swab-positivity rates between laboratories. Also, our key findings were robust to different
thresholds of RT-PCR Ct-value suggesting that our results were not unduly influenced by Ct
threshold.

In conclusion, we suggest nationally-representative population-based surveys of
SARS-CoV-2 infection may greatly improve situational awareness. An important feature of
the data presented here is that they are independent of service-oriented testing processes,
the representativeness of which varies substantially over time and space. Repeated rounds
of studies similar to that reported here will enable continued monitoring of key epidemic
properties, including R estimates at regional and local levels, to guide locally-optimized

interventions.
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Tables

Table 1. Unadjusted and adjusted odds ratios for logistic models of swab-positivity.

Characteristic

Unadjusted odds
ratio (95% CI)

Odds ratics adjusted
for age and sex [95%

Jointly adjusted odds
ratios (5% CI)

Jointly adjusted odds
ratios with smoaoth

o} term for age (95% CI)

Sex (n=120,620)

Male reference reference reference reference
Female 093 | 07, 14) 097( 071, 13) 0B4( 058, 12) O0OB5( 059, 12)
Age group (yrs, n=120,620)

5-12 iy ool ; 2%) L1 061; 2%) 065 022; 19)

15-17 Ay o5 ; Z22) L1 05F; @) LG 06F; 357)])

18- 24 20( 11, 36) 20{ By cE67), TEF 08F; 363

25-34 12(069, 22) 12( 089, 22) 13( 066, 24) SeefFig. 2forsmooth
35-44 reference reference reference term

45 - 54 097 ( 06, 17) 097( 05, 17) 10( 056, 19)

55 - 64 068 ([ 04, 12) OBB( 037, 12) OBO( 042, 15)

B5 + 052( 03, 097) 052( 028, 097 ) 053( 024, 12)

Region (n=120,620)

Morth East 073 (029, 19) 073( 029, 19) 070( 025, 20) 070( 025, 20)
MNorth West 10f 061 ; 17) 0f O061; 1F) “ri({ OKD; 19) 21 0O6L; “19)
Yorkshire and The Humber 060 [ 027, 13) O6( 027, 13) 043( 015, 12) 045( 015, 1L2)
East Midlands 077 ( 044, 13) 077( 044, 13) 070( 037, 13) 070( 037, 13)
West Midlands 11 64 19) L1{ 08, 19) “ri( 056, 200) 21 056, 200)
East of England 068 ( 039, 12) O067( 038, 12) O077( 042, 14) 077 042, 14)
London 13y 078 Z22) 121 0F5; 21i) 098 051, 19) 098( O0O5%; *19)
South East reference reference reference reference
South West 037 015, 0B7) 038( 015, 0B9) 039( 015, 10) 039 015, 10)
Keywaorker status [n=89,695)

Health care warker 52 (E9.; W3 BSY 30; 99) 54 30; 99) 521 29; 95)
Care home worker 771 24, 25) BA|( 25, 2B) 84 25, 28) B3( 25, 28 )
Other keyworker 9y =kt 3R} B s S T s 8- B S 5 - o [ - B N 1) SN b |
Other worker reference reference reference reference

Mot regular worker 13( 08, 20) 15( 0B/, 26) 15( 08, 26) 16( 085, 26)
Contact with COVID case (n=02,241)

Mo contact reference reference -

Contact with confirmed case 24( 16, 38) 23 ( 14, 36) -

Contact with suspected case SAf Ry HEY A9 20 ; 1) -

Ethnicity (n=120,620)

White reference reference reference reference
Asian 19{( L0, 35) L17{( 092, 32) ¥y( 08, 35) 17 08B, 35)
Black 15| 03, 54) 13{( 031, '5%) 14 034, 5B) 214[ 033, 5LT)
Mixed 14( 05; 38) 12( 042, 31) O09( 022, 37) 0B6[ 021, -35)
Other 15( 04, 60) 14( 035, 57) 0B9( 012, ©64) O0BB( 012, 6&64)
Smoking status (n=22 528)

Currently smoke cigarettes 14( 04, 46) 12 036, 43) -

Do not currently smoke cigarettes reference reference -
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Table 2. Characteristics of: all persons approached (n=394,970); those registered to whom a
swab was sent (n=161,771); those for which a swab result was available (n=120,620); and
those who were swab-positive for SARS-CoV-2 (n=159).

e All persons All persons  All persons with ~ SARS-CoV-2
Characteristic i i
approached registered swab result positive
Gender -- n (%)
Male 196,732 (50) 74,389 (46) 55,064 {46) 73 (46)
Female 198,238 (50) 86,882 [54) 65,556 (54) 86 (54)
Age group (yrs) -- n (%)
.y ] 39,268 (10) 15,644 (10) 10,573 (3) 17(11)
13- 17 23,098 (6) 9,589 () 7,293 (6) 11(7)
18- 24 33,803 (9) 10,370 (6) 6,916 (6) 19 (12)
25-34 58,840 (15) 19,861 (12) 13,317 (11) 23 (14)
35-44 55.888 (14) 22,754 (14) 16,372 (24) 23(14)
45-54 56.950 (14) 27,215 (17) 20,617 (17) 28 (18)
55- 64 51,390 {13) 26,288 (16) 20,980 (17) 20 (13)
65 + 75,733 (19) 30,050 (19) 24,552 (20) 18 (11)
Region -- n|%)
North East 15,324 (4) 5,344 (4) 4,511 (4) 5(3)
North West 53,304 (13) 21,590 (13) 15,643 (13) 24(15)
Yaorkshire and The Humber 24,508 (o) 10,628 (7) 7,774 (6) 7{4)
East Midlands 46,083 (12) 20,146 (12) 15,429 (13) 18(11)
West Midlands 36,472 (9) 15,016 (9) 11,335 (9) 19 (12)
East of England 52,859 (13) 23,189 (14) 17,598 {15) 18 {11)
London 55,606 (14) 15,247 (9) 10,487 (9) 21(13)
South East 79,671 (20) 35,552 (22) 27,142 (23) 41 (26)
South West 30,743 (8) 14,059 (9) 10,691 (39) 6 (4)
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Table 3. Prevalence by key characteristics.

o Persons SARS-CoV-2
Characteristic i ki Prevalence (95% CI)
with swab positive

Key worker status

Health care worker 3,801 18 0.47% ( 0.30% , 0.75% )
Care home worker 424 3 0.71% [ 0.24% , 2.06% )
Other key worker 16,364 28 0.17% ( 0.12% , 0.25% )
Other worker 32,588 30 0.09% ( 0.06% , 0.13% )
Mot regular worker 36,518 42 0.12% ( 0.09% , 0.16% )
Mot known 30,925 38 0.12% ( 0.09% , 0.17% )
Contact with COVID case

Mo contact 91.047 96 0.11% [ 0.09% , 0.13% )
Contact with confirmed case 1,000 25 2.50% [ 1.70% , 3.66% )
Contact with suspected case 894 5 0.56% ( 0.24% , 1.30% )
Mot known 27,679 33 0.12% [ 0.08% , 0.17% )
Ethnicity

White 111,502 140 0.13% ( 0.11% , 0.15% )
Asian 4,578 11 0.24% [ 0.13% , 0.43% )
Black 1,188 2 0.17% ( 0.05% , 0.61% )
Mixed 2,281 4 0.18% [ 0.07% , 0.45% )
Other 1,071 2 0.19% ( 0.05% , 0.68% )
Smoking status

Currently smoke cigarettes 2,597 3 0.12% ( 0.04% , 0.34% )
Do not currently smoke cigarettes 19,931 17 0.05% ( 0.05% , 0.14% )
Mot known 98,092 139 0.14% ( 0.12% , 0.17% )
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Table 4. Prevalence by age.

I SARS-
Sizgnw partiJ:ipantE CoV-2 Prevalence % [95% CI)
Positive
5-12 10,573 17 0.16% ( 0.10% , 0.26% )
13-17 7,293 11 0.15% { 0.08% , 0.27% )
18-24 6,916 19 0.27% (| 0.18% , 0.43% )
25-34 13,217 23 0.17% ( 0.12% , 0.26% )
3>- 44 16,372 23 0.14% ( 0.09% , 0.21% )
45-54 20,617 28 0.14% { 0.09% , 0.20% )
55-64 20,980 20 0.10% ( 0.06% , 0.15% )
65+ 24,552 18 0.07% ( 0.05% , 0.12% )
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Table 5. Contact with COVID-19 case by key worker status.

Contact with COVID-19 case

Contact with Contact with
Key worker status Mo contact (%) : Mot known Total
confirmed case  suspected case

Health care worker 2,961 78% 539 14% an 8% 0 0% 3,801
Care home worker 364 86% 38 9% 22 5% 0 0% 424

Other key worker 15,996 95% 173 1% 195 1% 0 0% 16,364
Other worker 32,339 99% 29 0% 160 0% i) 0% 32,588
Mot fulltime worker 36,201 99% 132 0% 183 1% 2 0% 36,518
Mot known 3,186 10% 29 0% 33 0% 27,677 89% 30,925
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Table 6. Risk of positive swab for participants who reported symptoms in the last week

(n=93,037). Boldface type highlights those symptoms with p<0.01.

All persons SARS-CoV-2

S\.'mptc:nms:L REACT-1 Positive Odds Ratio p-value
Decrease in appetite 2,123 7 2.76 (1.28, 5.97) 0.01
Nausea and/or vomiting 2,531 8 2.98 (1.50, 5.92) <0.01
Diarrhoea 4,467 13 2.44 (1.36, 4.37) <0.01
Abdominal paintummy ache 4,669 10 1.79 (0.93, 3.45) 0.08
Runny nose 9,610 20 1.74 (1.07, 2.83) 0.03
Sneezing 9,759 74 1.80 (1.12, 2.90) 0.02
Blocked nose 7,518 20 2.23 (1.37, 3.62) <0.01
Sore eyes 5,634 10 1.48 (0.77, 2.86) 0.24
Loss of sense of smell 1,421 12 7.11(3.88, 13.02) <0.01
Loss of sense of taste 1,436 11 6.44 (3.43,12.09) <0.01
Sore throat 8,170 15 1.53 (0.89, 2.66) 0.13
Hoarse voice 2,799 5 1.49 (0.61, 3.68) 0.38
Headache 10,369 24 1.94 (1.23,3.68) <0.01
Dizziness 4,040 g 1.66 (0.80, 3.42) 0.17
Shortness of breath affecting normal activities 3,275 5 1.28 (0.52, 3.14) 0.60
MNew persistent cough 2,929 Q 2.57(1.29, 5.11) 0.01
Tightness in chest 3,873 9 1.94 (0.98, 3.86) 0.06
Chest pain 2,226 5 1.88 (0.76, 4.63) 0.17
Fever (feeling too hat) 3,045 8 2.20(1.06, 4.54) 0.03
Chills (feeling too cold) 3,377 11 2.73 (1.45, 5.11) <0.01
Difficulty sleeping 7,852 14 1.49 (0.85, 2.62) 0.17
Felt more tired than normal 8,522 20 1.96 (1.21, 3.19) 0.01
Severe fatigue (e.g. inability to get out of bed) 1,854 7 3.10 (1.43, 6.69) <0.01
Numbness or tingling somewhere in the body 3,651 8 1.83 (0.89, 3.78) 0.10
Feeling of heaviness in arms or legs 2,991 7 1.96 (0.91, 4.23) 0.09
Achy muscles 6,541 15 1.592 (1.11, 3.32) 0.02
Symptoms not reported in the last week 72,678 reference

1} See methods for details of symptom reporting.
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Table 7. Prevalence by region.

SARS-

Region _ﬁ'_" Cov-2  Prevalence % (95% CI)
participants iy

Positive
Morth East 4,511 5 0.11% ( 0.05% , 0.26% )
Morth West 15,645 24 0.15% ( 0.10% , 0.23% )
Yorkshire and The Humber ToddS 7 0.09% ( 0.04% , 0.19% )
East Midlands 15,429 18 0.12% ( 0.07% , 0.18% )
West Midlands 11,337 19 0.17% ( 0.11% , 0.26% )
East of England 17,598 15 0.10% ( 0.06% , 0.16% )
London 10,488 21 0.20% ( 0.13% , 0.31% )
South East 27,145 41 0.15% ( 0.11% , 0.20% )
South West 10,852 ] 0.06% ( 0.03% , 0.12% )
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Figure 1. Power to detect clustering. Power of the chi-squared test to detect clustering at the
LTLA level 0.05 significance for different degrees of clustering. Clustering is represented by
q, the proportion of LTLA’s that follow a binomial distribution of positive results with the other
1-g LTLAs having fixed zero positive results (a zero-inflated distribution). 10,000 distributions
among the LTLAs of the 159 positive samples are generated for each value of q considered.
A chi-squared test is then completed for each distribution comparing the frequency of LTLA
with each number of positive samples to that of the expected distribution assuming a purely
binomial probability distribution. The power is defined as the proportion of chi-squared tests

with a p-value less than 0.05.
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Figure 2. Temporal trends in swab positivity. A black points show daily observed prevalence
by day of swab. Violet points show the best fit exponential decay line. Violet lines show
binomial prediction intervals (95%) for the best fit. B bivariate posterior credibility interval for
exponential decay model as a function of prevalence on 1st May (x-axis) and growth rate

(y-axis).
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Figure 3. A Prevalence (%) by age and 95% Cls. B Curves from smooth terms in unadjusted

(blue) and adjusted (red) logistic regression models of odds of swab-positivity. Regions are

95% Cls. See Table 1 for details of the adjusted model.
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Figure 4. A shows regional variation in prevalence of infection. B shows observed and
expected distribution of swab-positive participants by lower-tier local authority. C shows the
distribution of pairwise distances between 159 swab-positive participants (blue line)
compared with 1000 random redraws of pairwise distances between swab-negative
participants (red lines / grid). Black lines show 10th centile, median and 90th centile of the

swab-negative distances.
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