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Abstract:

Introduction: As the role of school-aged children was unclear at the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic,
public health authorities recommended to implement infection prevention and control (IPC) measures in
school settings. Few studies evaluated the implementation of these measures and their effect on SARS-
CoV-2 infection rates among pupils and staff.

Aim: To describe the implementation of IPC measures in Belgian primary and secondary schools and
assess its relation to the prevalence of anti-SARS-CoV-2 antibodies among pupils and staff.

Methods: We conducted a prospective cohort study in a representative sample of primary and secondary
schools in Belgium. Implementation of IPC measures in schools was assessed using an online
questionnaire. Saliva samples were collected from pupils and staff to determine the SARS-CoV-2
seroprevalence.

Results: A variety of IPC measures (ventilation, hygiene and physical distancing) was implemented by
more than 60% of primary and secondary schools with most attention for hygiene measures. Almost no
differences in implementation coverage were observed between primary and secondary schools or the
Dutch and French language network. Poor implementation of IPC measures was associated with an
increased anti-SARS-CoV-2 antibody prevalence among pupils from 8.6% (95% CI: 4.5 - 16.6) to 16.7%
(95% CI: 10.2 - 27.4) and staff from 11.5% (95% CI: 8.1 - 16.4) to 17.6% (95% CI: 11.5 - 27.0). This
association was statistically significant for all IPC measures and pupils and staff combined.

Conclusion: Belgian schools were relatively compliant with recommended IPC measures at the school
level. Poor implementation of IPC measures was associated with higher SARS-CoV-2 seroprevalence
among pupils and staff.
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Manuscript

Title: Measures for infection prevention and control of SARS-CoV-2 in Belgian schools between

December 2020 and June 2021: a prospective cohort study

Introduction

In December 2019, a new coronavirus (SARS-CoV-2) was identified in Wuhan (China) causing high
morbidity and mortality in the adult population which in turn led to a worldwide overload of healthcare
resources. By January 2020, the World Health Organization (WHO) declared that the disease caused
by the virus, COVID-19, could be characterized as a pandemic (1). Since then, international efforts

have been made to reduce infection rates of SARS-CoV-2 and the burden on healthcare systems.

To control the spread of SARS-CoV-2, national and regional authorities implemented SARS-CoV-2
infection prevention and control (IPC) measures in various societal settings. Because the role of
school-aged children in the transmission dynamics was unclear, IPC measures against COVID-19
were implemented in schools from an early stage (2). The assumption that school-aged children play a
major role in maintaining the epidemic, as is the case for seasonal influenza, made many
governments implement drastic measures such as school closures and switch to remote learning (3—
5). The United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) reported that 190
countries closed their schools by April 2020 which affected 90% of the world’s school-aged population
(6,7). The implementation of these measures was criticized as no evidence was available on the
SARS-CoV-2 transmission among children and youth and the fact that these measures could cause
additional mental and socio-economic problems among school-aged children (3). In response, many
European countries reopened their schools and implemented a variety of IPC measures at school
level with the objective to create an as safe as possible environment for in-person education.
However, the implementation of these IPC measures differed nationally, regionally and across

educational level (2).

International organizations (WHO, UNESCO, UNICEF, IFRC) and national public health authorities
recommended a broad range of COVID-19 IPC measures for primary and secondary educational

settings (8). The classification of these measures changed over time and differed across organizations
3
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and national entities (8—12). For example; the World Health Organisation (WHO) defined the following
categories of measures: 1. personal protection, 2. environmental, 3. physical distancing, and 4.
screening (8). Yet, a scoping review by Krishnaratne et al. defined other categories: 1. organizational

measures, 2. structural/environmental measures, and 3. surveillance and response measures (2).

In Belgium, several IPC measures were recommended in schools which can be classified into the
above-mentioned WHO categories. From mid-March until May 2020, remote learning was mandatory
for all schools. Schools reopened for in-person teaching in May 2020 while implementing IPC
measures such as hand and respiratory hygiene, ventilation and physical distancing measures and
introducing an intensive contact tracing programme. Furthermore, the last four grades of secondary
school (ages 14-17) were required to organize 50% of classes online in order to limit physical
presence at school. Masking was compulsory for all primary and secondary school staff and all pupils

from secondary schools (13).

Studies examining the impact of IPC measures in schools are limited (14). Design and analysis issues
apply, making it difficult to evaluate the impact of individual or combined measures (15). One study
estimated that the combination of reduced class density, transmission mitigation measures (use of
masks, desk shields, frequent surface cleaning, outdoor instruction), and early identification of active
infections would reduce SARS-CoV-2 prevalence (16). Additionally, a study in Barcelona, Spain, found
that transmission rates of SARS-CoV-2 among children were lower in summer schools applying IPC
measures such as contact bubbles, hand hygiene, masks and outdoor activities, compared to the
general population (17). Similar findings were observed in primary and secondary schools in
Switzerland (18). Despite the limited number of studies, most agree that the implementation of IPC
measures in schools is associated with lower SARS-CoV-2 transmission rates compared to other
settings such as households or the community (17,18). However, given the potential impact of IPC
measures on pupil’s lives, a thorough evaluation of their impact on SARS-CoV-2 transmission in

school environments is desired.

To our knowledge, no information has yet been published on the implementation of IPC measures

against SARS-CoV-2 transmission in Belgian schools. The objective of this paper is to document the
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implementation of IPC measures in Belgian primary and secondary schools and to investigate its

relation with the prevalence of anti-SARS-CoV-2 antibodies among pupils and staff.

Methods

This analysis is based on data collected through a country-wide representative longitudinal
seroprevalence study on SARS-CoV-2 antibodies among Belgian pupils and school staff during the

school year 2020 — 2021 (19).

Study design

Data on implementation of IPC measures were collected from schools at the start of the study in
December 2020/January 2021, and again in March and May/June 2021. Saliva samples were taken

from pupils and staff to determine the prevalence of anti-SARS-CoV-2 antibodies.

Study population and recruitment

Schools, pupils and staff were recruited using a two-stage randomized cluster design with proportional
allocation by province and sociodemographic background. In the first stage, 41 clusters were identified
in which one primary school and one secondary school were selected at random from a list of all
Belgian schools providing general education. Clusters were allocated per province proportional to the
child population on January 1st 2020 (20). In the second stage a convenience sample of 20 pupils and
10 staff was recruited in each school. Inclusion criteria were being a pupil attending the 2™ or 31
grade (ages 7 to 9 years) of primary school, or a pupil attending the 2" grade (ages 13 to 14 years) of

secondary school, or a staff member in contact with eligible pupils.

Sample size

A sample size of 800 pupils and 400 staff at each school level (primary and secondary schools) was
calculated to estimate the seroprevalence with a margin of error of 2.3% for pupils and 3.0% for staff,
assuming a seroprevalence of 6% among pupils and 10% among staff and a cluster design effect of

two. All participants were recruited during the first data collection period (Dec 2020/Jan 2021).

Data collection

The local study coordinator — a staff member of the participating school — collected the data on
implemented IPC measures via a secured online questionnaire using the ‘LimeSurvey’ platform

(LimeSurvey version 3.22.24+2000630; see Supplement I). The questionnaire was available in Dutch
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and French. The list of IPC measures assessed in the questionnaire was based on recommendations
of the Belgian education authorities announced in November 2020 (21,22). These recommendations
included guidelines on school closures, school and classroom ventilation, personal and environmental
hygiene and physical distancing. The baseline questionnaire provided information regarding the period
between the reopening of schools (May 2020) and the first data collection period (Dec 2020/Jan
2021). The follow-up questionnaires provided information regarding the period between the previous

and present data collection period.

During each data collection period, the prevalence of anti-SARS-CoV-2 antibodies among pupils and
staff of participating schools was assessed using saliva samples. These samples were self-collected
via an Oracol device (Oracol, Malvern Medical Developments, UK) under the supervision of a trained
nurse. Semi-quantitative levels of anti-RBD (Receptor Binding Domain) IgG were determined in each
sample at the Immunology Laboratory of Sciensano (Public Health Belgium) using the WANTAI
SARS-CoV-2 IgG ELISA (Quantitative) (Beijing, Wantai Bio-Pharm, China, cat n° WS-1396)
customized for saliva samples using an in house protocol. Assay performance and a specificity-
optimized cut-off of >1.5 signal-to-noise ratio for anti-RBD IgG positivity in saliva was evaluated using
receiver operating characteristic analyses. Using this cut-off, the specificity of the test was 96.7% and

96.5% and the sensitivity 95.1% and 80.0% for adults and children, respectively.

Implementation of IPC measures

IPC measures were grouped according to the target age as: (1) IPC measures applied in both, primary
and secondary schools, (2) IPC measures applied in primary schools only, and (3) IPC measures
applied in secondary schools only. Group 1 was further divided in four subcategories: (1) school/class
closures, (2) ventilation measures, (3) hygiene measures (environmental & personal), and (4) physical
distancing measures (Table 1). We based this classification on the one in the first ECDC technical

report on schools with an additional subcategory for ventilation measures (14).

For each data collection period, we reported the number and proportion of schools that implemented
the IPC measure. For school and class closures, we reported the number and proportion of schools
with at least one closure during the assessed period. The other IPC measures were assessed using a
5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (the IPC measure was ‘not applied at all’) to 5 (the IPC measure

was ‘fully applied’). For the analysis we considered measures with a score of 4 or 5 as ‘implemented’
6
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and with a score from 1 to 3 as ‘not implemented’. When a school did not respond for a specific
measure (Table S2, S3), we considered it as ‘not implemented’. The implementation of IPC measures
was analysed at school level (primary versus secondary schools), data collection period (Dec

2020/Jan 2021, March 2021, May/Jun 2021) and language network level (French versus Dutch).

Relation between IPC measures implementation and prevalence of anti-SARS-CoV-2
antibodies

We assessed the relation between the implementation of IPC measures and prevalence of anti-SARS-
CoV-2 antibodies among pupils and staff in primary and secondary schools that provided an answer
for at least 10 out of 14 measures included in this analysis. Measures related to school or class
closures and measures not included in both, primary and secondary schools, were not included.
Schools were classified according to their compliance with the implementation of IPC measure as
poor, moderate or thorough. This classification was based on the sum of Likert scale scores (each
ranging from 1 to 5) for individual IPC measures. Schools in the upper quartile were designated as
‘thorough’, and schools in the lower quartile as ‘poor’ implementers. Schools with a sum of scores in
between were considered ‘moderate’ implementers. Missing scores were replaced with the mean
score from the remaining school for a maximum of 4 measures. The prevalence and 95% confidence
interval (95% CI) of anti-SARS-CoV-2 antibodies among pupils and staff for the first data collection
period was calculated in each group with generalized estimation equations to account for possible
clustering of cases in schools. Generalized estimation equations for binomial outcomes with a log link
function were used to assess if the implementation of IPC measures (poor, moderate, thorough) was
associated with the prevalence of anti-SARS-CoV-2 antibodies, taking into account the community
exposure (total reported cases in the school district 14 days before testing), socioeconomic tertile and
language network (Dutch, French) of the school, type of school (primary, secondary), subject category
(staff, pupil; when applicable), and school identification as the clustering variable with an
exchangeable correlation structure. Results are expressed as an adjusted Relative Risk (aRR) with
95% CI. This analysis was done for all IPC measures together and for the IPC subcategories
(ventilation, hygiene and physical distancing). This analysis is based on data from the first data
collection period which is the most complete and correct assessment (for example, during the second
period less ventilation measures were assessed and seroprevalence data from the third data

collection period were impacted by vaccination among staff).


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.12.22273722
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.12.22273722; this version posted April 12, 2022. 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 4.0 International license .

Data were analysed using SAS Enterprise Guide version 7.1 (SAS Institute Inc., Cary, NC, USA) and

R version 4.0 (2021, R. Foundation for statistical computing, Vienna, Austria)

Ethics approval

The study was approved by the Medical Ethics Committee of the University Hospital Ghent (reference:
B6702020000744 - BC-08564). Written informed consent was obtained from all staff and parents of

participating pupils before enrolment. Additionally, written informed assent was obtained from all

pupils.

Results

Participating schools

We contacted 98 primary and 108 secondary schools of which 44 primary and 40 secondary schools
agreed to participate. Of these 84 schools, 45 belonged to the Dutch and 39 to the French language
network. All but one school (n = 83) completed the online questionnaire in Dec 2020/Jan 2021 (first

data collection period) and 82 schools in March and May/Jun 2021.

Requirements for the assessment of the association between IPC measures and anti-SARS-CoV-2
antibody prevalence (at least 10 of 14 measures with an answer) were met by 81 schools (43 primary
and 38 secondary). Among these, 21 (26%) schools were classified as implementing the measures
thoroughly, 37 (46%) as moderately and 23 (28%) poorly. The mean prevalence of anti-SARS-CoV-2
antibodies for each group was calculated based on a total of 1,285 pupils (710 primary, 575 secondary

school pupils) and 818 staff (432 primary, 386 secondary school staff).

Implementation of IPC measures

Table 1 shows the number and proportion of schools that implemented each of the individual IPC
measures during the three data collection periods. Similar implementation in primary and secondary
schools was observed for most IPC measures. Between the reopening of schools in May 2020 and the
last data collection period in May/Jun 2021, 13 (16%) schools were closed due to COVID-19. Hygiene
measures were implemented most frequently, followed by physical distancing and ventilation. The

implementation of individual IPC measures did not change substantially over the three data collection
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periods, but between March and May/Jun 2021, school closures were more frequent in primary than in

secondary schools (Table 1).

Teachers were systematically encouraged to ventilate classrooms (93% of primary and 90% of
secondary schools by May/Jun 2021), but a noticeable lower number of schools invested in the use of
CO:2 detectors (26% of primary and 10% of secondary schools by May/Jun 2021) or active ventilation
systems (9% of primary and 13% of secondary schools by May/Jun 2021). Classes were rarely
organized outdoors. Physical distancing measures were implemented in the majority of schools,
except for the separation of age groups during breaks (30% of primary and 23% of secondary schools
by May/Jun 2021). Findings from May/Jun 2021 show further that pupils from 72% of secondary
schools stayed in the same classroom instead of changing classrooms as usual. Most hygiene
measures were implemented by more than 75% of schools during the three data collection periods.
Mask wearing among staff of primary and secondary schools and pupils of secondary schools was

reported to be well implemented (more than 80% compliance) (Table 1).

Implementation of IPC measures was overall similar in both language networks (Table S1). An
exception is the use of fixed classrooms for pupils, which was more common in the Dutch language
network (89% of schools) compared to the French language network (59% of schools) in May/Jun
2021. For this measure, the opposite was noticed for teachers (49% Dutch and 82% French language

network).
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Table 1: Number and percentage of Belgian primary and secondary schools that implemented IPC measures! during three data collection periods (Dec

2020/Jan 2021, March 2021 and May/June 2021)2.

Specific IPC measure

IPC measures applied in both primary and secondary schools (16 measures)
Closures (2 measures)

Primary schools

MO
N=43

M3
N =44

M6
N =43

Secondary schools

\%[0]

M3

M6

School closure outside holiday breaks 1(2) 3(7) 7 (16) 0 (0) 3(8) 1(3)
Classes suspended 23(53) 19(43) 18(42) 22(55) 13(34) 10 (26)
Ventilation measures (4 measures)

Classrooms have a CO: detector 9 (21) / 11(26) 3(8) / 4 (10)
School has and uses a ventilation system 9 (21) / 4 (9) 5(13) / 5 (13)
Teachers are encouraged to ventilate class rooms regularly 41 (95) 42 (95) 40(93) 39(98) 38(100) 35 (90)
Classes take place outside as much as possible 3(7) / 5(12) 2(5) / 6 (16)
Hygiene measures (environmental & personal) (5 measures)

Classrooms are cleaned regularly and more frequently than previous school years 26 (60) 31(70) 31(72) 27(68) 32(84) 29 (74)
Staff rooms are cleaned regularly and more frequently than previous school years 28 (65) 33(75) 32(74) 25(63) 33(87) 29 (74)
Toilets are cleaned regularly and more frequently than previous school years 31(72) 40(91) 37(86) 31(78) 38(100) 31(79)
Surfaces that are touched regularly are disinfected daily 33 (77) 33(75) 33(77) 33(83) 30(79) 26 (67)
Alcohol gel (or additional possibilities to clean hands) is made available for pupils and staff 39(88) 42(95) 40(93) 38(95) 37 (97) 37 (95)
Physical distancing measures (5 measures)

Breaks are spread to decrease contact between different age groups 12 (28) 16 (36) 13(30) 18(45) 17 (45) 9 (23)
Number of staff is limited per room 32(74) 35(80) 35(81) 33(83) 30(79) 29 (74)
Pupils have one fixed place in a fixed classroom 25(58) 32(73) 31(72) 28(70) 30(79) 31 (79)
Teachers change between classrooms, not the pupils 22 (51) 31(70) 27 (63) 28(70) 28(74) 28 (72)
Lunches are taken in the classroom. If this is not possible pupils have a fixed place in the dining area 36(84) 42(95) 38(88) 34(85) 35(92) 30 (77)
IPC measures applied in primary schools only (3 measures)

Staff wear a mask if sufficient distance cannot be maintained 34 (79) 43(98) 39 (91)

Distance is kept during contacts between adults 38(88) 39(89) 34(79)

Distance is kept during contacts between staff and pupils 24 (56) 18 (41) 24 (56)

IPC measures applied in secondary schools only (2 measures)

Secondary schools only: Staff and pupils always wear a mask inside 37 (93) 36 (95) 33 (85)
Secondary schools only: Staff and pupils wear a mask outside unless they can keep sufficient distance 36 (90) 37 (97) 33 (85)

L All measures, except for closures, are scored on a scale ranging from 1 (not applied at all) to 5 (fully applied). Measures with a score of ‘4’ or ‘5’ are considered ‘implemented’ by the school.

2Schools who did answer to certain measures were considered to not apply these measures. The number of missing schools is shown in Table S2.
IPC: infection prevention and control; MO: data collection period at study month 0, 3 Dec 2020 - 28 Jan 2021; M3: data collection period at study month 3, 1 - 26 Mar 2021; M6: data collection period at study month
6, 17 May — 11 Jun 2021; n (%): absolute number of schools (percentage of schools) that implemented the measure; N: number of schools that completed the questionnaire.
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Relation between IPC measures implementation and prevalence of anti-SARS-CoV-2
antibodies among pupils and staff

Figure 1 shows that, taking all IPC measures together, the prevalence of anti-SARS-CoV-2 antibodies
increased from 8.6% (95% CI: 4.5 — 16.6) to 16.7% (95% CI: 10.2 — 27.4) among pupils and from
11.5% (95% CI: 8.1 -16.4) to 17.6% (95% CI: 11.5 — 27.0) among staff with poorer implementation of
these measures. This association was statistically significant for pupils and staff combined (aRR 0.79,
95% CI1 0.64 — 0.98, p = 0.03), meaning a decrease of being seropositive by 21% when
implementation of IPC measures is thorough. However, the association was not statistically significant
for pupils (aRR 0.77, 95% CI1 0.53 - 1.10, p = 0.15) or staff (aRR 0.81, 95% CI 0.62 - 1.06, p = 0.12)

separately.

Figure 1. Prevalence of anti-SARS-CoV-2 antibodies among pupils and staff according to the

degree of implementation of all school IPC measures, Belgian schools, Dec 2020/Jan 2021.
The black lines indicate the upper and lower 95% confidence intervals; IPC: infection prevention and control.

When this analysis was repeated for each subcategory of measures (Figure 2), similar tends were
observed meaning poorer implementation of IPC measures resulted in increased seroprevalence.
However, none of them was found statistically significant (ventilation aRR 0.96, 95% CI 0.76 -1.22,
p = 0.76; hygiene aRR 0.86, 95% CI 0.69 -1.07, p = 0.18; and physical distancing aRR 0.90, 95% ClI
0.73-1.12, p = 0.35).

Figure 2: Prevalence of anti-SARS-CoV-2 antibodies among pupils and staff according to the

degree of implementation of school ventilation (A), hygiene (B) and physical distancing (C)

infection prevention and control measures, Belgian schools, Dec 2020/Jan 2021
The black lines indicate the upper and lower 95% confidence intervals; IPC: infection prevention and control.

Discussion

Apart from some ventilation and physical distancing measures, most IPC measures were implemented
by more than 60% of primary and secondary schools. Implementation of IPC measures was quite
similar in primary and secondary schools, but since the reopening in May 2020, more primary than
secondary schools were closed. Schools that implemented less IPC measures usually had a higher
seroprevalence of SARS-CoV-2 antibodies among pupils and staff, but this was only statistically

significant for all measures combined in all subjects (pupils and staff). Despite observing comparable
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effect sizes in pupils and staff separately, these did not reach statistical significance, and neither were

the trends for the three different IPC measures subcategories separately.

The number of school closures was higher in primary than in secondary schools. This might be due to
the general recommendation and available infrastructure to organize distance learning in secondary,
but not in primary schools. Secondary schools could thus easily adjust the amount of distance
learning, while this option was not available for primary schools. The general recommendation for
secondary schools in Belgium was to organize distance learning for half of the school population for
grades 3 and higher (13). Although this recommendation did not apply to the secondary school pupils
targeted in our study (2" grade), they limited the overall physical presence of pupils and staff in
schools. Yet, the effect of school closures on the seroprevalence is less clear, largely because of the
overlap with other IPC measures. A study from Sweden found that closures of higher grades in

secondary schools did not necessarily have a large impact on SARS-CoV-2 infections (23).

Hygiene measures were well applied in most schools, possibly as a result of the widespread attention
for hand hygiene, disinfection and cleaning from the onset of the pandemic (24), and because these
measures are usually easy to implement. Ventilation measures were less applied, maybe because
some of these require a higher financial investment as the installation of CO2 detectors or ventilation
systems, while measures like passive ventilation may be challenging during winter. In the group of
physical distancing measures, staggered break times by age group were less often implemented,
which could be due to logistic and infrastructural challenges. In general, physical distancing measures
were more frequently applied in schools from the Dutch language network which reflects differences in

regional policies, school organization and regulations (13).

Mask wearing was reported to be almost fully implemented by primary and secondary school staff and
by secondary school pupils. Although we could not assess the effect of mask wearing on SARS-CoV-2
prevalence in our study, findings in kindergarten and primary schools in Georgia (USA) suggest that
this controls the transmission of SARS-CoV-2 in school settings (25). Also, a report on a SARS-CoV-2
outbreak in a primary school in California (USA) showed a higher SARS-CoV-2 transmission among

pupils sitting closer to the teacher who did not wear a mask and was identified as the index case (26).
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A statistically significant association was found in our study between the prevalence of anti-SARS-
CoV-2 antibodies and the implementation of IPC measures in pupils and staff together but not
separately. Since effect sizes, expressed as aRR, are of the same magnitude in both groups this is
probably the result of a loss of statistical power. Compliance with recommendations regarding IPC
measures might thus be beneficial for the total school population. Results for the different
subcategories of IPC measures point in the same direction, but effect sizes are notably smaller and
not statistically significant. Studies do suggest that ventilation measures might be more effective (25),
but more likely a combination of measures is needed to reduce the transmission of SARS-CoV-2 as
illustrated by the ‘Swiss-Cheese Model’ (27). A study in the USA for instance found that the risk
associated with in-person teaching decreases when more IPC measures were implemented (28).
Although a combination of measures subcategories would work best to prevent the spread of SARS-
CoV-2, it is important to apply only those that would be most effective while taking into account the

children’s educational needs and the staff’'s general wellbeing.

A strength of our study is the random selection of a geographically and socially proportional sample of
pupils and staff from Belgian schools. Also, this study is the first to assess the implementation of IPC
measures in schools in relation to the prevalence of anti-SARS-CoV-2 antibodies among pupils and
staff in Belgium. There are also limitations. First, the data on the implementation of IPC measures
were self-reported which is prone to confirmation bias and misinterpretation. Secondly, data collection
started in December 2020 and covered the preceding months which could result in recollection bias.
Moreover, the first testing period covered a rather heterogeneous phase of the pandemic including
periods of in-person teaching and the summer holiday in July and August 2020. Thirdly, individual
characteristics of the participants were not included in our analyses. Finally, while representative for
Belgian schools, the sample sizes at the school level are small and do not allow to quantify the

attributable impact of individual IPC measures.

In conclusion, Belgian primary and secondary schools of both language networks complied relatively
well with recommended IPC measures. A poor implementation of the IPC measures together and by
ventilation, hygiene and physical distancing subcategory, showed an increase in the prevalence of
anti-SARS-CoV-2 antibodies among pupils and staff in Belgian schools. This association was
statistically significant for the IPC measures together for pupils and staff combined showing a
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decrease of being seropositive by 21% with thorough implementation. Despite observing comparable
effect sizes in pupils and staff separately, these did not reach statistical significance, and neither were
the trends for the three different IPC measures subcategories. This might be due to loss of statistical

power.
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Figure 1: Prevalence of anti-SARS-CoV-2 antibodies among pupils and staff according to the degree of implementation of
all school IPC measures, Belgian schools, Dec 2020/Jan 2021.

The black lines indicate the upper and lower 95% confidence intervals; IPC: infection prevention and control.
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Figure 2: Prevalence of anti-SARS-CoV-2 antibodies among pupils and staff according to the degree of implementation of school ventilation
(A), hygiene (B) and physical distancing (C) infection prevention and control measures, Belgian schools, Dec 2020/Jan 2021
The black lines indicate the upper and lower 95% confidence intervals; IPC: infection prevention and control
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