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ABSTRACT

Objectives

Despite concerns about the impact of the severe acute respiratory syndrome corona virus (Sars-CoV-2)
in refugee camps, data on attack rates and effectiveness of containment measures are lacking. We
aimed to (1) quantify the attack rate of Sars-CoV -2 during outbreaks in reception and accommodation
centres in Germany, (2) assess differences in the attack rate based on containment measures, and (3)
provide an overview of testing strategies, communication, conflicts, and protection measures for
refugees with special needs.

Methods

Systematic web-based review of outbreak mediareports (until June 2020) on confirmed Sars-CoV -2
cases in reception centers for asylum seekers in Germany using the google search engine. Reports
were screened for pre-defined inclusion criteria and complemented by snowball searches. Data on
facility name, location, confirmed cases, containment measures, communication, protection strategies,
and conflicts was extracted for each outbreak and reporting date. Evidence synthesis: meta-analysis
and negative binomial regression.

Findings

We identified 337 media reports on 101 Sars-CoV-2 outbreaks in 99 reception and accommodation
centers in Germany. The pooled Sars-CoV-2 attack rate was 13.1% (95% confidence interval, Cl: 9.8-
16.7). Outbreak sites implementing mass quarantine (n=76) showed higher rates (15.7; 95% Cl: 11.6 -
20.2) compared to sites using conventiona strategies (6.6; 95%CI: 3.1 - 11.2), yielding a rate ratio of
0.44 (95%Cl: 0.27-0.72) adjusted for testing strategies, type and size of accommodation. Conflicts
occurred in at least 11.8% of all outbreaks. Few sites reported specific measures to protect refugees
with special needs.

Conclusion

Mass quarantine is associated with higher attack rates, and appears to be a counter-productive
containment measure in overcrowded camps. Although further research with individual-level datais
required to rule out residual confounding, reception centers and refugee camps should follow the
available guidelines on Covid-19 response and refrain from mass quarantine if physical distancing
cannot be guaranteed.
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1. Introduction

Experts and international organisations from across the fields of migration, health, and human rights
have highlighted the potential devastating impact of the severe acute respiratory syndrome corona
virus (SARS-CoV-2) on refugee camps and expressed concern that overcrowded living conditions,
limited access to health services and poor sanitation would provide fertile ground for disease
transmission [1-7]. So far, confirmed cases have been reported in refugee camps in Bangladesh,
Jordan, Lebanon, Syria, Greece and Palestine, and immigrant detention centresin the US[8-12]. In
Germany, the first Sars-CoV-2 cases in reception centres for refugees and asylum seekers were
reported in March 2020, and there have been major outbreaks with several hundred cases[13]. Asylum
seekersin Germany are obliged to live in reception centresfor up to 18 months with shared rooms,
sanitary and kitchen facilities. As a part of the response to Sars-CoV -2 outbreaks, reception centres
have repeatedly been placed under mass quarantine [14].

Despite global concerns about the transmission of Sars-CoV -2 in refugee camps and reception centres,
pre-existing weaknesses in health information systems [15] lead to a lack of reliable data on attack
rates as well as effectiveness and consequences of containment measures. In the absence of reliable
and timely data sources to study Sars-CoV-2 outbreaks in reception centres, the extensive media
coverage of such outbreaks in Germany, a country with a strong and independent press, may provide
useful insights. We use a systematic web-based review strategy to (1) quantify the attack rate of Sars-
CoV-2 during outbreaks among refugees living in reception and accommodation centres in Germany,
(2) assess differences in the attack rate based on containment measures, and (3) provide an overview
of reported testing strategies, communication, conflicts in the facilities, and protection measures for
refugees with special needs.

2. Methods

We conducted a web-based systematic search of media reports of Sars-CoV-2 outbreaks in reception
and accommodation centres in Germany, published between January 27", 2020, (date of first
confirmed Sars-CoV-2 case in Germany) and June 24™ 2020 using the Google Search Engine (see
Appendix A for search queries). All retrieved hits were de-duplicated and titles and full-texts were
screened for pre-defined inclusion criteria: formal media source (i.e. no social media); mention Sars-
CoV-2 among refugees in Germany in title; reporting number of confirmed cases in full-text. Both
search and screening were conducted in duplicate (RJ, MH) and disagreements resolved by consensus.

Media reports were clustered for each outbreak and complemented by outbreak-specific snowball
searches. For each outbreak, data was extracted on: reporting date, facility name and location, incident
and cumulative cases of SARS-CoV-2 infections among refugees or staff, testing strategies, quarantine
measures, measures to isolate infected individuals, conflicts within the facility as well as
communication strategies. Outbreaks were excluded if the total number of inhabitants of the centre (at-
risk population) was not reported.

The attack rate was calculated as the cumulative number of confirmed cases per outbreak divided by
the at-risk population. In case of disagreement between reported numbers of inhabitants of a centre,
the mean was used as denominator. Attack rates were pooled (i) across all outbreak sites, (ii) by
strictest form of management strategy applied over the course of the outbreak (mass-quarantine vs. no
mass-quarantine) and (iii) by accommodation type (reception centers (RC); district accommodation
centres (AC)) using random effects models with the Freeman and Tukey double arcsine
transformation. Meta-analysis was performed using the ‘metaprop’ command in StataSE 15 [16].
Funnelplots were used as graphical test of bias (using Stata's ‘metafunnel’ command) [17]. We
performed two sensitivity analyses to account for: 1) potential superspreading events by excluding
outbreak-sites with more than 50% of inhabitants infected, and 2) potential effects of testing strategies
on attack rates by dratified analyses (mass testing vs. targeted testing of contact persons or
symptomatic individuals). We further analysed the relationship between outbreak management
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strategies and Sars-CoV-2 attack rate by multiple regression in a negative binomial model (‘nbreg’
command), controlling for possible confounders at level of facilities (testing strategy, and size and
type of accommodation centres).

3. Results

The search drategy yielded a total of 337 reports which were included for analysis (see table 1 for
PRISMA flow chart). Of these, 196 (58,16%) were published by local newspapers, 45 (13,35%) by
regional and national newspaper outlets, and 44 (13,06%) were press releases by local governments or
city administrations. Other sources included web reports from radio (n=30; 8,90%) and TV stations
(n=7; 2,08%), and political outlets (n=9; 2,67%). The median number of reports per outbreak was 3.71
(min:1; max:15) and for 91 outbreaks (90,10%), at least two reports were available.

Figure 1: PRISMA flow chart

3.1.Descriptive analysis of review results

We identified 101 COVID-19 outbreaks in 99 reception and accommodation centers across 14
of the 16 German federal states. 2,646 confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infections were reported
among a total of 18,454 residents, as well as 81 confirmed cases among staff. 26 of these
outbreaks occurred in RC and 75 in AC (see table 1).

Table 1: PCR-confirmed SARS-CoV-2 cases per outbreak and population size per centre, overall and by
centre type, N=101 outbreaksin 14 federal states, Germany

Reception Centre (RC) Accommodation Centre (AC) Overall
Cases(n) I nhabitants Cases (n) Inhabitants (N) | Cases(n) Inhabitants (N)
(N)

Mean | 55.77 360.27 15.95 121.16 26.2 182.71
SD 86.35 21547 19.72 125.17 49.58 185.04
Md 205 309.5 7 88 8 118
Min 1 39 1 11 1 11
Max 400 792 86 850 400 850

Legend: n= PCR-confirmed SARS-CoV-2 cases, N= Total number of inhabitants (at-risk population) SD=
standard deviation; Md= Median; Min=Minimum;, Max=Maximum

Mass quarantine, i.e. indiscriminate movement restriction of all inhabitants and restriction of in-and-
out movements, was implemented during 76 outbreaks (75% of all outbreaks), affecting a total of
12,692 refugees. The average duration of mass quarantine was 19 days, with a high variation (SD:
8.62 min. 2; max. 43). Of all sitesimplementing mass quarantine (N=76), 84.2% (n=64) implemented
this measure within two days after the first confirmed SARS-CoV-2 case. In 23.8% (n=24) of 4l
outbreaks (N=101), conventional management Strategies were applied, i.e. isolation of confirmed
cases with or without contact tracing and quarantine of close contact persons.

Efforts to isolate confirmed cases from the remaining inhabitants were reported in 64 (84.21%) of the
76 outbreak sites which were placed under mass quarantine. Among sites applying conventional
management strategies (N=24) or where this information was missing (n=1), the isolation of infected
individuals was reported for 23 outbreaks (92%). Specific measures to protect individuals with special
needs, commonly comprising unaccompanied minors, elderly individuals, or pregnant women, were
reported for 27 (26.7%) outbreaks. Of these, 17 (63.0%) sites evacuated or transferred refugees with
special needsto separate areas within the center or to designated protective shelters.

Across the 101 identified outbreaks, mass testing of all inhabitants of the centre was implemented in
75.3% (n=61), with some centres repeating the mass testing every few days. Among the centres
implementing mass quarantine (N=76), 65,8% (n=50) implemented mass testing a least once. In
11.9% (n=12) of all outbreaks (N=101), tests were conducted for contact persons of confirmed cases,
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and 7.9% (n=8) of outbreak sites followed other strategies, such as testing individuals with clinical
symptoms only. Information on testing strategies was not reported for 19.8% (n=20) of outbreaks.

Specific measures to inform the centres inhabitants about the Covid-19 pandemic or specific
containment measures were reported in 25.7% (n=26) of outbreaks, 9.0% (n=9) reported that no
specific measures were taken, the remainder lacked data on these aspects. In 11.8% (n=12) of al
outbreaks, conflicts were reported within the facilities. These occurred mostly in connection with mass
guarantine measures and often necessitated police response. In 10.8% (n=11) it was explicitly stated
there had been no conflicts, while reports on the remaining outbreaks lacked information on conflicts.

3.2.Pooled Sars-CoV-2 attack rate

The pooled Sars-CoV -2 attack rate for the 101 outbreaks in accommodation centers for asylum seekers
was 13.08% (95%Cl: 9.84-16.69), and no differences were observed between different
accommodation types (RC: 12.93% (95%CIl:6.39-21.28), AC: 13.11% (95%Cl:9.88-16.70)). Attack
rates were higher among outbreak sites under mass quarantine (15.65% (95%CI:11.58-20.18))
compared to outbreaks in which conventional management strategies were applied (6.60%
(95%CIl:3.09-11.17)) (seefigure 2).

Figure 2: Fores plot of attack rates for each facility and pooled estimates, by type of quarantine, N=101
outbreaksin 14 federal states, Germany

Legend: ES edimate of attack rates. 1% |-squared measure of heterogeneity. Information on quarantine
measures was not reported for one outbreak (missing = 1). Y-axis: attack rate in percentages. Federal states:
BB: Brandenburg; BE: Berlin; BW: Baden-Wirttemberg; BY: Bavaria; HB: Bremen; HE: Hesse;, MV:
Mecklenburg Western Pomerania; NI: Lower Saxony; NW: Northrhine-Westphalia; RP: Rhineland Palatinate;
SN: Saxony; ST: Saxony-Anhalt; SH: Schleswig Holstein; TH: Thuringia.

The funnel plot showed an asymmetric distribution, and grouping by quintiles of inhabitants shows a
tendency towards lower attack rates in larger camps, likely due to a higher number of non-contact
persons considered as “at-risk population”. Stratified analysis by accommodation size showed no
difference in attack rates (Appendix B). The egger’s test rejects the HO-hypothesis of no small-study
effect (p= 0.000), indicating that a small-study effect may be a possible explanation for asymmetric
digtribution (Appendix C).

Excluding seven outbreak sites that could represent super-spreading events (attack rates > 50%)
(sensitivity analysis 1) reduced the overall pooled attack rate to 10.05% (95%CI: 8.05; 13.21), but did
not affect the finding that attack rates in facilities under mass quarantine were higher (12.59%; 95%ClI:
9.63 - 15.87) compared to sites applying conventional management strategies (5.38%; (95%Cl: 2.39 -
9.34) (for details see Appendix D). Sensitivity analysis 2 revealed higher Sars-CoV-2 attack rates in
outbreaks implementing mass testing (16.05%; 95%CI: 11.38 - 21.32) compared to sites implementing
targeted testing of close contacts or only symptomatic inhabitants (9.07%; 95%CI: 4.12 - 15.57) (for
details see Appendix D). Testing strategies differed by quarantine measures to marginally significant
(p=0.053) extent (table 2).

Table 2: Absolute and relative frequency of outbreaks by quarantine measure and testing strategy

Quar antine measur e Mass testing Targeted testing or test-infor mation N/A* Total
n (%) n (%) N (%)
Mass quarantine | 50 (65.79%) 26 (34.21%) 76 (100%)
No mass quarantine ™ | 11 (44.00%) 14 (56.00%) 25 (100%)
Total | 61 (60.40%) 40 (39.60%) 101 (100%)

Pearson chi2(1) = 3.7340 p=0.053

Legend: Pearson chi2: chi-square test statigtic. p: p-value. * Information on testing strategy not available (not
reported). “Includes n=1 centre for which Information on quarantine measures was missing/not reported. n:
absolute frequency. %: percentage. N= totals.
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The attack rate among outbreaks implementing conventional containment strategies was 0.44 times the
rate under mass quarantine, adjusted for testing strategy, as well as size and type of accommodation
(table 3).

Table 3: Rate ratios of SARS-CoV-2 attack rates (per 100.000) obtained by multiple negative binomial
regression model, N=100 outbreaksin 14 federal sates, Germany

Variable (vs. r eference) RR [95% CI] p-value
Quar antine measure | No mass quarantine” 0.44[0.27-0.72] 0.001
(vs. mass quarantine)
Testing strategy | Targeted testing or test- 0.63[0.41-0.97] 0.034

information N/A
(vs. masstesting)

Accommodation size | Q2 0.96 [0.50-1.84] 0.904
Q3 0.56[0.29-1.09] 0.089
Q4 0.49[0.26-0.96] 0.038
Q5 0.56[0.26-1.18] 0.128
(vs. QL)

Accommodation type | Reception centre 1.38[0.76-2.50] 0.284
(vs. district accommodation
centre)

Legend: RR: rateratio. N/A: no information available. vs: versus. Q1-5: quintiles. Includes n=1 centre for
which information on quarantine measures was missing/not reported.

4. Discussion

Using a web-based systematic review approach, we found a Sars-CoV-2 attack rate of 13% in
reception and accommodation centers for asylum seekers in Germany. Outbreak management
strategies included mass quarantine of entire centers among 75% of the 101 identified outbreaks. In
these settings, the Sars-CoV-2 attack rate was significantly higher compared to conventional
management strategies. The difference in Sars-CoV-2 attack rates between sites implementing mass
guarantine and those using conventional strategies remained stable when excluding outbreaks with
potential super-spreading events (sensitivity analysis 1), and when controlling in multiple regression
models for testing drategies as well as accommodation type and size. Information on conflicts was
rare, but they occurred in at least about 12% of all outbreaks. Few sites reported specific measures for
the protection of refugees with special needs.

Our findings conform with other studies in this context. The Robert Koch Institute reported 199
outbreaks in German reception and accommodation centers for asylum seekers recorded by the
national notification system by August 2020 [18]. The outbreaks comprised in average 20.8 confirmed
Sars-CoV-2 cases, the highest average outbreak size among all reported outbreak locations in
Germany [18]. However, no attack rates can be calculated based on data of the national notification
system as it contains data on cases only and lacks data on denominators (i.e. the number of inhabitants
in the centres). A modelling study of Sars-CoV-2 in the Rohingya refugee camp in Cox’'s Bazar,
Bangladesh found that one single case in the camp would likely lead to a large-scale outbreak with
more than 1,000 cases, due to large household sizes as well as inadequate access to sanitation and
hygiene [19]. Other ingtitutionalized settings, such as prisons or nursing homes have been similarly
affected by SarsCoV-2 and overcrowding of the facilities in conjunction with a particularly
vulnerable population are considered key factors in the spread of the disease. A modelling study on
outbreaks in elderly homes in Ontario, Canada, found that a reduction of individuals per room from
four to two could have prevented 19% of all infections, and 18% of all deaths [20]. Reflecting such
findings, European and international guidelines on Covid-19 containment measures in refugee camps
and other ingtitutionalized settings recommend the reduction of inhabitants to allow for physical
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distancing and self-isolation, isolation of confirmed cases and quarantine of contact persons only, and
infectious disease surveillance[2, 21-23].

Our review shows that mass quarantine is used as a rule, rather than an exception of outbreak
management strategies in reception centers for refugees in Germany, despite not being recommended
by the available Covid-19 guidelines for refugee camps. The finding of higher attack rates in centers
under mass quarantine compared to conventional approaches supports concerns raised by academia
[24], the Robert Koch Ingtitute [23] , the ECDC (13) and civil society organisations that mass
guarantine may increase transmission risk within facilities due to lack of possibilities to self-isolate
and perform social distancing. Comparisons can be drawn between the situation of reception centers
under mass quarantine and outbreaks of Covid-19 in closed setting such as the cruise ship Diamond
princess. Here, the cumulative incidence risk was found to be 17%, and it is worth noting that several
national governments, including the US and Germany, considered it to be high enough to warrant the
evacuation of their citizens from the ship [25, 26]. Modelling studies suggest asymptomatic patients
(64%) contributed to the spread of the disease on board, and that measures to separate infected
individuals as well as reducing contact between passengers had lowered the basis reproduction rate
over the course of the outbreak [27].

However, our results show that even while under mass quarantine, measures to reduce disease
transmission within the facilities were not sufficiently adopted. For example, 34.2% of facilities under
mass quarantine were reported not to conduct series tests to identify asymptomatic cases, and 15.8%
reportedly did not drictly separate infected from non-infected individuals. Mass quarantine of
reception centers therefore may not only increase the risk of conflicts, stigma, or mental health
disorders[28, 29], but it is also associated with higher risk of transmission in camp contexts and does
not offer adequate protection for vulnerable individuals. This finding is consistent with modelling
studies suggesting early evacuation is more effective to reduce transmission in confined contexts such
as cruise ships [30] compared to mass quarantine. While more studies on management dtrategies are
needed, the study findings suggest that mass quarantine should not only be avoided for ethical or
psychosocial reasons, but also on epidemiological grounds.

4.1.Strengthsand limitations

The results of this study are the first estimate of the attack rate of Sars-Cov-2 infection in refugee
reception centers that we are aware of, especially asno such studies were found in available systematic
reviews on Covid-19 in migrants [31]. The reason for a lack of studies liesin weak health information
systems that do not have the capacity to generate timely and reliable health data in reception centers
and refugee camps [15]. Given the lack of timely and reliable data, the web-based systematic review
approach has proven to be a useful tool to generate early estimates while retaining an acceptable
degree of robustness. A similar approach has been applied by Dawood et al. (2020), using daily web-
based surveillance to identify global patterns of Sars-CoV-2 infections[32]. The sources they included
focused on official government or ministry websites. While we searched for official press releases for
the identified outbreaks of Covid-19 in reception centers, these constituted 13% of the included
reports. We did, however, cross-match information from available reports on each of the 91 (90,10%)
outbreaks for which more than one report was available to verify the reported data. Limitations
associated with the web-based systematic review approach include incompleteness of some of the
contextual data regarding testing strategies, information of inhabitants, conflicts, and protection
measures for at-risk individuals. Information on quarantine measures and dates on which measures
have been implemented, however, was available for al but one of the outbreaks. There may be an over
reporting of more severe outbreaks, possibly because mass quarantine measures or police presence in
the camps may attract attention from the host community as well as the media, leading to
ascertainment bias. Moreover, differing testing strategies and time lags in the testing of inhabitants
may have resulted in a delayed diagnosis and the infections may have occurred before the quarantine
measures took effect. However, as most facilities implemented mass quarantine within two days after
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the first SARS-CoV-2 case was confirmed, the measure was likely to precede diagnosis of further
cases, so that reverse causation (i.e., higher incidence leading to more strict containment strategies
such as mass quarantine) can be considered unlikely. To better understand the dynamic of these local
outbreaks and to rule out residual confounding, further research using individual-level data in
respective outbreak sites is urgently needed. Moreover, the significant heterogeneity between centers
suggest relevant contextual factors in disease transmission which warrant more detailed study.

5. Conclusion

The estimates from this web-based systematic review show Sars-Cov-2 attack rates of 13% in German
reception centers. Attack rates were higher under mass quarantine compared to conventional
strategies, even after controlling for differencesin testing strategies and other facility-level variables.
This suggests that mass quarantine does not benefit overall virus containment in camps which do not
allow for self-isolation and physical distancing, and may hence be counter-productive. Although
further research with individual-level datais required to rule out residual confounding, authorities
should refrain from implementing mass quarantine in reception centers and refugee camps if physical
distancing cannot be guaranteed and follow conventional strategies (eventually complemented by
mass testing). | mplementation of the available guidelines on prevention of Covid-19 in refugee camps,
aiming at reducing the number of individuals per accommodation unit, providing each household with
individual sanitary facilities, and promoting access to hygiene and personal protective equipment such
asface masks, is paramount to effective prevention and control of Sars-CoV-2.
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Federal %

Date State Camp Cases N ES (95% Cl) Weight
No mass quaranine I

3/26/2020 BY Aindlinger Strale 1 13¢ I 0.74 (0.02, 4.03) 1.01
4/16/2020 NI Blankenburg 2 194 1.03(0.13, 3.67) 1.02
6/19/2020 NI, Qetmerode . . 5 40 . . . . . 6.25 (3.54, 10.10; 1.03
seznMEARYIV prepr,;gg;.ud@;;“ht_tps://dm.org/lO.1101/2021.03.12 245&1; this IverS|0n posted March 12, 2021. The copyright holder for this preprint 05310',3,1,54)) 103
sz (Which was-Ret.eestified by peer review) isthe auth ho Mas granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 172004, 8.24) os7
411612020 RP Firma Portiand It is made availablesun -ND 4.0 International license . 545 (114, 16.12) 097
7/3/2020 NI Grenzdurchgangslager Friedland 55 243 22,63 (17.53, 28.42) 1.03
6/15/2020 BW GroBheppacher Heuweg 6 50 ‘ 12.00 (4.53, 24.31) 0.96
6/22/2020 TH Giintherstr. 3 100 # I 3.00 (0.62, 8.52) 1.00
412012020 BB Hoppegarten 7 120 * 5.83 (2.38, 11.65) 1.01
5/22/2020 BY Horlkofen 2 20 ‘ : 10.00 (1.23, 31.70) 0.87
3/20/2020 BY Jahnstrale (Outbreak 1) 1 16 0.61(0.02, 3.33) 1.02
4/22/2020 BB Kremmen 1 115 I 0.87 (0.02, 4.75) 1.01
4/29/2020 HB Lindenstrale (Last) 146 374 I * 39.04 (34.06, 44.19) 1.03
3/17/2020 BY Maria-Probst-Strae 3 450‘ 0.67 (0.14, 1.94) 1.03
51282020 BY Oberallgéu 8 25 | ‘ 32.00 (14.95, 53.50) 090
412012020 HE Otio-R6hm-Stratie (Jefferson-Siediung) 2 75‘ I 0.26 (0.03, 0.95) 104
5/6/2020 BY Schrobenhausen 23 44 ‘ 52.27 (36.69, 67.54) 0.95
6/4/2020 HE Sportsfield Housing 3 35‘ | 0.35 (0.07, 1.03) 1.04
4/1/2020 MV Stern-Buchholz. 20 550 + 3.64 (2.24, 5.56) 1.04
5/4/2020 NRW ‘Accommodation for ASR and homeless 2 38 * 5.26 (0.64, 17.75) 0.94
5/1/2020 BW Walther-Wolf-Str. 1 13 57 ’ ‘ 22.81(12.74, 35.84) 0.97
5/4/2020 BW ‘Walther-Wolf-Str. 3 4 52 * 7.69 (2.14, 18.54) 0.97
5/22/2020 BE 'Wolfgang- Heinz-Str. 28 407 I 6.88 (4.62, 9.79) 1.03

Subtotal (12 = 96.91%, p = 0.00) 6.60 (3.09, 11.17) 23.88

Mass quarantine

5/28/2020 RP Allianzhaus 52 120

‘ 4333 (34.32, 52.69) 101
5/112020 BW An den Spiegelwiesen 16 136 + 11.76 (6.88, 18.40) 1.01

5/412020 BY ANKER 124 600 | + 2067 (17.49, 24.13) 1.04
6/412020 BY ANKER - Pionierkaseme 9 135 * 68.89 (60.36, 76.57) 101
5/15/2020 BW Amach 12 36 1 ‘ 33.33 (18.56, 50.97) 094
4113/2020 BW Atrium (Luisenstratie, Petershausen) 4 97 # 1 412(1.13,10.22) 1.00
5/15/2020 HE Aukammallee 4 110 # 364 (1.00,9.05) 1.01
4115/2020 BW Autienstelle Giengen 13 39 | ‘ 33.33(19.09, 50.22) 094
5/13/2020 BY AuBere Oberaustraiie 53 164 | * 3232 (25.23, 40.05) 1.02
412112020 HE Baunatal-Hertingshausen 30 62 ‘ 48.39 (35,50, 61.44) 098
5/22/2020 HE Bockenheim 72 300 1 + 24.00 (19.28, 29.24) 1.03
47712020 BE Brebacher Weg, Marzahn 2 zaa* 081(0.10,2.88) 1.03
3/23/2020 BE Charlottenburg-Wilmersdorf 2 18 h 1 1.69 (021, 5.99) 1.01
411812020 NRW Deutschherrenstraie 1 za* | 043 (0.01,2.39) 1.02
6/412020 BY Dieselstratie 64 289 * 2215 (17.49, 27.38) 1.03
412412020 BY Ebersberg 1 13 A 7,69 (0.19, 36.03) 080
5/23/2020 BY Egelseer Strafle 8 108 7.41(3.25,14.07) 1.00

6/17/2020 NI Ehra-Lessin 2 150 * 14.67 (9.43, 21.36) 1.02
412412020 BW Eliwangen 400 580 | + 68.97 (65.02, 72.71) 1.04

5/27/2020 BW Engelsbrand 3 34 ‘ I 8.82 (1.86, 23.68) 093
4/8/2020 RP Engelsgasse (Outbreak 1) 2 54 370 (045, 12.75) 097
6/3/2020 RP Engelsgasse (Outbreak 2) 1 28 357 (0.09, 18.35) 091

5/19/2020 NRW Ermekeilkaserne 52 276 + 18.84 (14.40, 23.96) 1.03
6/15/2020 HE Eschwege 2 119 h | 1.68 (0.20, 5.94) 101
4/16/2020 BY Efbaum 2 12 T ‘ 16.67 (2.09, 48.41) 0.79
5/11/2020 BY General-Abrams-Komplex 12 156 * 7.69 (4.04, 13.05) 1.02
5/4/2020 BY Gewerbegebiet Innopark 43 262 + 16.41 (12.14, 21.46) 1.03

412112020 ™ Gotha 12 76 15.79 (8.43, 25.96) 099
412412020 BY Grub 20 119 16.81(10.58, 24.76) 1.01
41712020 SH Haart 6 391 * | 1.53 (0.57, 3.31) 1.03
712/2020 NRW Harewood-Kaserne 21 306 + I 6.86 (4.30, 10.30) 1.03
5/15/2020 BY Hartmannstrale 10 66 ‘ 15.15 (7.51, 26.10) 0.98
4/27/2020 NRW Haus Katharina 42 123 I * 34.15 (25.84, 43.24) 1.01
41212020 NI Heidenau 21 40 ‘ 52.50 (36.13, 68.49) 095
5/20/2020 NRW Herkulesstraite 4 248 + | 1.61(0.44, 4.08) 1.03

5/7/2020 SA Hettstedt 6 77 # 7.79 (2,91, 16.19) 0.99

5/4/2020 BW Integrationszentrum 42 99 ‘ 42.42 (32.55, 52.77) 1.00
71712020 BY Jahnstrafie (Outbreak 2) 21 169 * 12.43 (7.86, 18.37) 1.02
5/11/2020 BY Karlsbader Strafte 18 60 ‘ 30.00 (18.85, 43.21) 0.98

5/18/2020 BY Kufsteiner Str 18 48 1 ‘ 37.50 (23.95, 52.65) 0.96
41912020 BY Landshut 18 400 + 1 4.50 (2.69,7.02) 1.08
3/30/2020 so Laucha 1 24 _l 447(0.11,21.12) 089

5/14/2020 HE Lochmiihle 18 58 ‘ 31.03 (19.54, 44.64) 0.97
6/17/2020 HE Maintal 3 100 me— I 3.00 (0.62,8.52) 1.00
4/21/2020 RP Mannheimer Strale 82 171 * 47.95 (40.27, 55.71) 1.02
5/26/2020 NRW Marl 2 106 |* 20.75 (13.49, 20.72) 1.00
5/4/2020 HE Meisenstrae 3 30 ‘ 10.00 (2.1, 26.53) 0.92
5/29/2020 HE Melsungen 5 40 ‘ 12.50 (4.19, 26.80) 0.95
4/15/2020 NRW Memelstralte 3 250, * I 1.20 (0.25, 3.47) 1.03
5/12/2020 NRW Monschauer Strale 46 75 ‘ 61.33 (49.38, 72.36) 0.99

5/14/2020 BY Neunburg vorm Wald 2 54 #I 3.70 (0.45, 12.75) 0.97
4/28/2020 NI Oldentruper Hof 50 325 * 15.38 (11.64, 19.77) 1.03
4/28/2020 HE Parkstraie 4 77 # 5.19(1.43,12.77) 0.99
5/8/2020 BY Peter-Henlein-Strafe 1 43 b | 2.33 (0.06, 12.29) 0.95

4/15/2020 BB Petersdorf 4 134 # I 2.99 (0.82,7.47) 101
5/712020 BW PHYV 4 79‘ 051(0.14, 1.29) 1.04
5/7/2020 BY Post 2 80 h 1 2.50 (0.30, 8.74) 0.99
5/30/2020 BW Rheinstratie 6 20 ‘ 30.00 (11.89, 54.28) 087
5/16/2020 NRW Robert-Stolz-Str 28 138 1 * 2029 (13.93, 27.97) 1.01
51212020 BY Salzweger Hof 52 89 1 ‘ 58.43 (47.49, 68.79) 1.00

6/22/2020 NRW Sankt Augustin 167 313 * 53.35 (47.66, 58.99) 1.03
4/8/2020 BW Schiebmauer 6 1 36 # 2.78(0.07, 14.53) 0.94

41812020 NRW Seibelstrafie 3 8 I ‘ 38.64 (28.44, 49.62) 100
51612020 BY Steinbeisstr. 12 39 ‘ 3077 (17.02, 47.57) 0.04
5/13/2020 88 Stolpe-Siid 86 413 | + 20,82 (17.01, 25.06) 108

31312020 ™ Suhl 1 sl 0.19 (0,00, 1.04) 103
412712020 BY Tachinger Straie 18 188 + 957 (5.7, 14.71) 1.02
6/17/2020 BB Templin 7 89 # 7.87 (3.22, 15.54) 1.00
5/7/2020 NRW Thomas-ERer-Stralle 52 301 I+ 17.28 (13.18, 22.03) 1.03

4/29/2020 BY Trostberg 35 86 ‘ 40.70 (30.22, 51.83) 1.00
4/19/2020 BY Accommodation (not Grub) 1 1 ‘ 9.09 (0.23, 41.28) 077

5/6/2020 BB Walmannsdorf 30 147 ! * 20.41(14.21, 27.83) 1.01
5/112020 BY Weinweg 9 80 + 11.25 (5.28, 20.28) 0.99
6/26/2020 NRW Wimbern 7 179 + 3.91(1.59,7.89) 1.02
5/15/2020 SA 2ZAst 136 768 I + 17.71 (15.07, 20.60) 104
41712020 BB Zeppelinstr 7 116 * | 6.03 (2.46, 12.04) 1.01

Sublotal (12 = 97.64%, p = 0.00) Q 15.65 (11.58, 20.18) 75.10

Information on quarantine missing 1

3/26/2020 BW Lérracher Str. 6 190 + 3.16 (1.17,6.75) 1.02

Heterogeneity between groups: p = 0.000

Overall (12 = 97.79%, p = 0.00); ¢ 13.08 (9.84, 16.69) 100.00
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