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 3 

Abstract 1 

Background 2 

COVID-19 poses a major challenge to infection control in care homes. SARS-CoV-2 is readily 3 

transmitted between people in close contact and causes disproportionately severe disease in older 4 

people. 5 

Methods 6 

Data and SARS-CoV-2 samples were collected from patients in the East of England (EoE) between 26th 7 

February and 10th May 2020. Care home residents were identified using address search terms and 8 

Care Quality Commission registration information. Samples were sequenced at the University of 9 

Cambridge or the Wellcome Sanger Institute and viral clusters defined based on genomic and time 10 

differences between cases. 11 

Findings 12 

7,406 SARS-CoV-2 positive samples from 6,600 patients were identified, of which 1,167 (18.2%) were 13 

residents from 337 care homes. 30/71 (42.3%) care home residents tested at Cambridge University 14 

Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust (CUH) died. Genomes were available for 700/1,167 (60%) residents 15 

from 292 care homes, and 409 distinct viral clusters were defined. We identified several probable 16 

transmissions between care home residents and healthcare workers (HCW). 17 

Interpretation 18 

Care home residents had a significant burden of COVID-19 infections and high mortality. Larger viral 19 

clusters were consistent with within-care home transmission, while multiple clusters per care home 20 

suggested independent acquisitions. 21 

Funding 22 

This work was funded by COG-UK (supported by the Medical Research Council (MRC) part of UK 23 

Research & Innovation (UKRI), the National Institute of Health Research (NIHR) and Genome Research 24 

Limited, operating as the Wellcome Sanger Institute); the Wellcome Trust; the Academy of Medical 25 

Sciences; the Health Foundation; and the Cambridge NIHR Biomedical Research Centre. 26 

 27 
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 4 

Research in context 1 

Evidence before this study 2 

Previous epidemiological studies of COVID-19 in care homes have been limited in population size, 3 

temporal scale and/or the amount of genomic data included. One study in a skilled nursing facility in 4 

Washington State, USA, found that 57/89 (64%) residents were SARS-CoV-2 positive and that 27/34 5 

(79%) had genetically similar viral sequences. Another study in four nursing homes in London, UK, 6 

found that 126/313 (40%) of residents were SARS-CoV-2 positive; sequencing of 19 samples identified 7 

clusters within care homes. Screening and sequencing of staff at five long-term care facilities in 8 

Colorado, USA over a two-week period identified a number of clusters among staff working at the 9 

same facility, but did not include sequences from residents. A single sequence reported from a care 10 

home resident in Hungary was found to differ from other Hungarian SARS-CoV-2 sequences. Finally, 11 

an epidemiological study of COVID-19 in 189 care homes in Scotland did not include any genomic data. 12 

Added value of this study 13 

This study includes care home residents tested during the course of the first phase of the COVID-19 14 

pandemic in a large geographical region in the UK. It is more comprehensive and representative than 15 

previous studies and includes detailed metadata and genomic data, which are being made openly 16 

available as a resource for other researchers. We used a clustering algorithm and demonstrated how 17 

genomic and epidemiological data can be integrated to define possible transmission networks. 18 

Implications of all the available evidence 19 

Detailed combined epidemiological and genomic studies are essential to improve our understanding 20 

of the transmission and impact of SARS-CoV-2 in long term nursing and residential facilities. Our study 21 

has identified two patterns of transmission (outbreaks within care homes and multiple, distinct 22 

clusters among care home residents from the same care homes) that will require tailored infection 23 

control measures to prevent and mitigate them.  24 

 25 
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 5 

Introduction 1 

Care homes are at high risk of experiencing outbreaks of COVID-19, the disease caused by SARS-CoV-2 

2. COVID-19 is associated with higher mortality in older people and those with comorbidities including 3 

cardiovascular and respiratory disease,1 making the care home population especially vulnerable. As of 4 

week ending 30th June 2020, the United Kingdom (UK) Office for National Statistics (ONS) estimated 5 

that 30.2% of all deaths due to COVID-19 (13,417 deaths) in England occurred in care homes, and 6 

63.9% (28,390 deaths) occurred in hospital.2 Most of the COVID-19 deaths in hospital were in persons 7 

aged 65 years and over (86.1%). This likely represents an underestimate resulting from diagnostic 8 

testing limitations; the ONS estimates that from 28 December 2019 to 12 June 2020, there were 9 

29,393 excess deaths in care homes compared to the expected number based on previous years, of 10 

which only two thirds are explained by recorded COVID-19.3 Despite this observation, to date, SARS-11 

CoV-2 transmission in care homes has not been systematically studied with linkage of epidemiological 12 

and genomic data on a large scale.  13 

 14 

Care homes are defined by the Care Quality Commission (CQC), the independent regulator of adult 15 

health and social care in England, as “places where personal care and accommodation are provided 16 

together”. 4  In 2011, 291,000 people aged 65 or older were living in care homes in England and Wales, 17 

representing 3.2% of the total population at this age; 82.5% of the care home population was aged 65 18 

years or older.5 Care homes are known to be high risk settings for infectious diseases, owing to a 19 

combination of the underlying vulnerability of residents who are often frail and elderly with multiple 20 

comorbidities, the shared living environment with multiple communal spaces, and the high number 21 

of interpersonal contacts between residents, staff and visitors in an enclosed space. 6,7 Understanding 22 

the transmission dynamics of SARS-CoV-2 within care homes is therefore an urgent public health 23 

priority. 24 

  25 

Rapid SARS-CoV-2 sequencing combined with detailed epidemiological analysis has been used to trace 26 

viral transmission networks in hospital and community-based healthcare settings.8 Previous 27 

epidemiological studies of COVID-19 in care homes have been limited in population size, temporal 28 

scale and/or the amount of genomic data included.9–13 Here, we apply genomic epidemiology to 29 

investigate viral transmission dynamics in care home residents across the East of England (EoE). We 30 

aimed to address questions of key public health concern: What is the burden of care home associated 31 

COVID-19 tested in the region? Does SARS-CoV-2 spread between care home residents from the same 32 

care home via a single introduction and subsequent transmission, or through multiple independent 33 

transmission networks? Are healthcare workers (HCW) involved in these transmission networks? 34 
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 6 

Methods 1 

Data were collected on SARS-CoV-2 positive samples from the EoE, tested at the Public Health England 2 

(PHE) Clinical Microbiology and Public Health Laboratory (CMPHL) in Cambridge, between 26th 3 

February and 10th May 2020 (Appendix p 4). The UK government launched a national care home 4 

testing portal on 11th May 2020,14 in which all care home staff and residents were eligible for testing 5 

with priority for homes caring for people aged 65 years or older. Prior to this, systematic screening of 6 

all residents within care homes was much less common; testing primarily occurred where there was a 7 

suspicion of an outbreak, and hence there is reduced risk of bias introduced by systematic screening. 8 

During the study period the scope of testing in hospital and community settings, including care homes, 9 

changed several times, as eligibility criteria were modified (Appendix p 15). 10 

  11 

Patients were initially identified as potential care home residents if search terms including “care 12 

home” or “nursing home” were identified in the address fields of their electronic healthcare records. 13 

Next, the names of care homes registered in the CQC database (which aims to include all care homes 14 

in England) were matched with patient addresses to identify further care home residents (Appendix 15 

pp 4-7, 16). The resulting dataset was manually inspected, linked to CQC registered care homes, and 16 

matching care home addresses were assigned anonymised care home codes. We refer to care homes 17 

recorded by the CQC as having nursing care available as “nursing homes” and care homes without 18 

nursing care as “residential homes”.4 19 

 20 

As part of the COVID-19 Genomics Consortium UK (COG-UK), samples from Cambridge University 21 

Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust (CUH) and a random selection of EoE samples were sequenced in the 22 

Division of Virology, Department of Pathology at the University of Cambridge, using nanopore 23 

sequencing (Oxford Nanopore Technologies, Oxford, UK). The remaining samples submitted from EoE 24 

laboratories to PHE CMPHL for diagnostic testing were sent to the Wellcome Sanger Institute (WSI) 25 

for sequencing using short-read sequencing (Illumina Inc, Great Chesterford, UK; details in Appendix 26 

p 4). Available genomes from care home residents and a randomised subset of non-care home 27 

residents were passed through quality control filtering (QC). Genomes were aligned using MAFFT, 28 

phylogenetic trees produced using IQ-TREE15,16 and visualised initially in Microreact17 and then using 29 

the R package ggtree18, and SNP difference matrices produced using snp-dists (Appendix pp 9-10). 30 

Care home “clusters” were defined using an implementation of the transcluster package,19,20 assuming 31 

a viral mutation rate of 1e-3 substitutions/site/year,21 and serial interval of 5 days,22,23 using a 32 

threshold of >15% probability of <2 intermediate hosts between linked cases (Appendix pp 10-33 

11).  Date of first positive test was used as a proxy for serial interval (if symptomatology data not 34 
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 7 

available). Tests for statistical significance were performed in R; non-parametric population 1 

comparisons were made using the Wilcoxon rank sum test. The lowest P-values reported are <0.0001. 2 

 3 

This study was conducted as part of surveillance for COVID-19 infections under the auspices of Section 4 

251 of the NHS Act 2006. It therefore did not require individual patient consent or ethical approval. 5 

The COG-UK study protocol was approved by the Public Health England Research Ethics Governance 6 

Group (reference: R&D NR0195).  7 

 8 

Results 9 

7,406 SARS-CoV-2 positive samples from 6,600 patients were identified in the study period, and care 10 

home residency status was determined in 6,413 (Figure 1, Appendix p 16). Positive cases came from 11 

37 submitting organisations including regional hospital laboratories and community-based testing 12 

services (Appendix pp 17-19). The study population included almost half of the COVID-19 cases 13 

diagnosed in the EoE at this time,24 with the remainder being tested at other laboratory sites. 14 

 15 

1,167 / 6,413 (18.2%) of the study population were identified as care home residents from 337 care 16 

homes. 193 / 337 (57.3%) care homes were residential homes and 144 / 337 (42.7%) were nursing 17 

homes, with the majority located in five counties across EoE (Appendix p 20). This represents around 18 

half of the care homes in the East of England which had reported suspected or confirmed outbreaks 19 

to PHE as of 11th May 2020.25 As expected, care home residents were older than non-care home 20 

residents (median age 86 years (interquartile range (IQR) 79-90 years) versus 65 years (IQR 48-80 21 

years), respectively (P<0.0001, Wilcoxon rank sum test)) (Table 1). There was a median of 2 cases per 22 

care home (IQR 1-5, range 1-22), with a highly skewed distribution: the 10 care homes (top 3%) with 23 

the largest number of cases contained 164 / 1167 (14.1%) of all care home cases (Appendix p 21). 24 

There was a slight trend for nursing homes to have more cases per home than residential homes 25 

(median 3, IQR 2-4 versus median 2, IQR 1-3, respectively (P=0.03, Wilcoxon rank sum test)) (Appendix 26 

p 22). The number of cases per care home per week increased over the study period (Appendix p 23), 27 

likely reflecting increased testing. While non-care home cases declined during April 2020, care home 28 

numbers were initially maintained and then declined more slowly; the proportion of cases coming 29 

from care homes relative to non-care homes increased, from <10% in March to >40% in the first week 30 

of May (Figure 2, Appendix pp 24-25). While this may partially reflect the changing profile of samples 31 

submitted to the CMPHL, a similar trend was observed for cases tested acutely at CUH, with the 32 
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 8 

proportion of community-onset care home-associated cases increasing from <5% in March to a peak 1 

of 14/49 (28.6%) in mid-April (Appendix p 26). 2 

 3 

71 / 464 (15.3%) COVID-19 patients diagnosed by the acute medical services at CUH were identified 4 

as care home residents (Table 1, Figure 2B), of which <7% were admitted to the intensive care unit 5 

(ICU) and 30/71 (42.3%) died (not showing precise values where the number of individuals is equal to 6 

or below five, to protect patient anonymity). In comparison, amongst non-care home residents 84 / 7 

393 (21.4%) were admitted to the ICU and 68 / 393 (17.3%) died. The difference in unadjusted 8 

mortality rate was significant (P=0.0018, Pearson’s Chi-squared test). The mortality rates for CUH 9 

patients who were residents at nursing homes and residential homes were similar: 20 / 49 (41%) 10 

versus 10 / 22 (45%), respectively. 11 

  12 

Genome sequence data were available for 700 / 1,167 (60.0%) care home residents from 292 care 13 

homes in the EoE (Appendix p 27). There was a median of 8 single nucleotide polymorphisms (SNPs) 14 

separating care home genomes (IQR 6-12, range 0-29), compared to 9 (IQR 5-13, range 0-28) for 15 

randomly selected non-care home samples (P=0.95, Wilcoxon rank sum test), similar to the EoE region 16 

described previously8 (Appendix p 28). The proportion of viral lineage B.1.1 increased over the study 17 

period in both care home residents and non-care home residents (Appendix pp 29-30), consistent with 18 

European trends.26 With ongoing viral evolution, descendent lineages of B.1 and B.1.1 also rose in 19 

frequency, and were commonly found in England during the relevant time period. The ten care homes 20 

with the largest number of genomes (top ~3%) contained 154 / 700 (22%) samples (range 7-18). For 21 

several of these ten care homes, all cases clustered closely together on a phylogenetic tree with zero 22 

or 1 pairwise SNP differences, consistent with a single “outbreak” spreading within the care home 23 

(where outbreak is defined as two or more cases linked in time or place27) (Figure 3). By contrast, 24 

several care homes were “polyphyletic”, with cases distributed across the phylogenetic tree and 25 

higher pairwise SNP difference counts between samples, consistent with multiple independent 26 

transmission events (Figure 3).  27 

 28 

The probability of two cases having linked transmission in an epidemiologically meaningful timeframe 29 

(for example direct transmission or within one or two intermediate hosts) is a function of several 30 

factors, including the pairwise genetic differences between viruses and their phylogenetic relatedness, 31 

the time difference between cases, and the opportunities for infection between people (for example, 32 

the frequency, duration and extent of close contact). For this continuous probability distribution, we 33 

used a pragmatic cut-off of >15% likelihood that samples were connected by <2 intermediate hosts, 34 
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 9 

using a previously published algorithm adjusted for SARS-CoV-2 (Appendix pp 10-11, 31-32).20 We 1 

considered each care home as a separate microcosm of transmission and estimated the number of 2 

viral clusters per care home, with separate clusters implying distinct acquisition events among 3 

residents. This method identified 409 transmission clusters from 292 care homes (median 1, range 1-4 

4). Within each cluster, 673 / 775 (86.8%) of pairwise links had zero or 1 pairwise SNP differences 5 

(maximum 4), and 756 / 775 (97.5%) were sampled <14 days apart (maximum 22 days) (Appendix pp 6 

33-34). Networks for the ten care homes with the largest number of genomes are shown in Figure 4, 7 

indicating linked transmission clusters based on our model assumptions and probability threshold. 8 

Consistent with the phylogeny shown in Figure 3, some care homes contained a single transmission 9 

cluster involving multiple cases (e.g. CARE0314), while others comprised multiple independent 10 

clusters (e.g. CARE0061). 11 

   12 

We investigated transmission networks involving care home residents and healthcare workers (HCW) 13 

for people tested at CUH (HCW data were not available outside of CUH) (Appendix pp 10-11). We 14 

defined clusters using the same method as for the care home resident analysis but allowed HCW to 15 

belong to clusters from multiple care homes, allowing for multiple care home residents to be linked 16 

to the same HCW. 38 / 54 (70.4%) care home residents had possible links with HCW using our relaxed 17 

threshold. However, on review of the medical records we could only identify strong epidemiological 18 

links for 14 / 54 (26.0%) residents from two care home clusters, CARE0063 and CARE0114. The 19 

CARE0063 cluster has been described previously,8 and includes care home residents, a carer from that 20 

same care home and another from an unknown care home, paramedics and people living with the 21 

above. The CARE0114 cluster comprises several care home residents and acute medical staff at CUH 22 

who cared for at least one of the residents. Our clustering method does not assign probabilities for 23 

directionality of transmission and cannot determine precise transmission chains. While all residents 24 

from a care home cluster may link to a given HCW, in reality the resident-HCW transmission event 25 

may have only involved one of the residents from that cluster, so the proportion of residents with links 26 

to HCW may be inflated. Nonetheless, these data show that two care home clusters involved HCW, 27 

one based mainly in the community and the other with hospital-based staff at CUH. We also observed 28 

cases from a third care home, CARE0273, with possible transmission links to the same paramedics and 29 

carers involved in the CARE0063 cluster. These two care homes are within 1 kilometre of each-other 30 

and the cases cluster together on the phylogenetic tree, raising the possibility of shared transmission 31 

between them. A plausible transmission network connecting the residents at these care homes and 32 

the shared HCWs could be made with at most zero SNPs and three days between sampled cases 33 

(Appendix p 35); these links are in the top 1.1% of all pairwise transmission probabilities inferred using 34 
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 10 

the transcluster algorithm. However, we accept that without confirmatory epidemiological data this 1 

interpretation remains speculative.  2 

 3 

Discussion 4 

We have investigated the genomic epidemiology of SARS-CoV-2 in care home residents from the East 5 

of England, whose samples were tested at the PHE Clinical Microbiology and Public Health Laboratory 6 

in Cambridge. Around half of confirmed COVID-19 cases from the EoE were included with study dates 7 

encompassing the majority of cases from the first phase of the pandemic in the EoE.  The remainder 8 

of cases were tested at other laboratories. 18% of COVID-19 positive cases were care home residents, 9 

with a median age of 86 years (21 years older than non-care home residents). 42% of care home 10 

residents tested acutely in CUH died, compared with 17% for non-care home residents (without 11 

adjusting for age or other confounders). The absolute number of diagnosed COVID-19 cases from care 12 

home residents declined more slowly in April than for non-care home residents, increasing the 13 

proportion of cases from care homes and contributing to the slow rate of decline in total case numbers 14 

during April and early May 2020. This suggests that care home transmission was more recalcitrant to 15 

lockdown measures (implemented on 23rd March 2020 in the UK) than in non-care home settings. 16 

This may reflect the underlying vulnerability of the care home population, and the infection control 17 

challenges of nursing multiple residents who may also share communal living spaces. The largest viral 18 

clusters we identified among care home residents comprised >10 cases. In contrast, the UK as a whole 19 

had an average of 2.37 people per household in 2019 28 and in the East region only 2.2% of households 20 

were made up of two or more unrelated adults (6.2% in London) 29. No new viral lineages from outside 21 

the UK were seen in our dataset; this may reflect the success of travel restrictions in limiting new viral 22 

introductions into the general population. It is important to note that laboratory confirmed case 23 

numbers may not reflect the “true” case burden owing to the heterogeneous testing strategy over the 24 

study period. Thus whilst the number of laboratory-confirmed cases in care homes was low in our 25 

dataset until mid to late March, the actual number of care home cases was likely much higher. 26 

 27 

Our transmission modelling suggested that some care homes had experienced “outbreaks” with all or 28 

a large proportion of cases linked in a single transmission network. We also observed care homes 29 

containing multiple distinct transmission clusters. Some of these may represent hospital-acquired 30 

infections for care home residents that were admitted to hospital at or shortly before the time of their 31 

positive test result, rather than independent transmission events within the care homes. However, we 32 

note that only 7/71 (10%) care home residents tested at CUH had suspected or definite hospital-33 
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 11 

acquired COVID-19 infections, so some of the identified instances of multiple transmission clusters 1 

from a single care home may represent independent introductions of the virus into the care home. 2 

These findings suggest that preventing the introduction of new infections into care homes should be 3 

a key priority to limit outbreaks, alongside infection control efforts to reduce transmission within care 4 

homes, including once an outbreak has been identified. We also found transmission networks 5 

involving care home residents and HCW such as paramedics, care home workers, and hospital-based 6 

healthcare staff, suggesting a potential link between care home infections and healthcare-associated 7 

COVID-19 cases 8. 8 

  9 

We acknowledge several limitations to our study. First, defining who is a care home resident from 10 

large electronic healthcare records is challenging and, despite our best efforts, we may not have 11 

identified all care home residents. However, we linked every care home included in the analysis to 12 

CQC registered care homes, so the care homes included should be accurate. Using pre-defined coding 13 

such as care home CQC registration numbers when patients are booked into hospital systems, rather 14 

than free-text data entry, would help considerably with care home surveillance. Second, we did not 15 

have viral sequence data available for 40% of care home residents; this was due to a combination of 16 

missing samples, mismatches between sequences and metadata, genomes not passing QC filtering 17 

using a stringent threshold (<10% missing calls), or sequences being unavailable at the time of data 18 

extraction. Third, early in the pandemic diagnostic testing was limited to patients admitted to hospital 19 

with suspected COVID-19. Thus not every care home resident with COVID-19 will have been tested 20 

and our genomic cluster sizes per care home will almost certainly be an underestimate. The 21 

introduction of systematic care home screening creates a potential bias in population analyses that 22 

assume random sampling. For example, care home screening could inflate the number and size of 23 

clusters of related virus relative to non-care home residents that were not screened. This could affect 24 

population genetic metrics such as viral genetic diversity. However, we believe most care homes in 25 

EoE only began systematic screening after the end of our study following the introduction of the UK 26 

care home testing portal on 11th May 2020. Fourth, the cut-off we have used for classifying 27 

transmission networks is an arbitrary discontinuity in a continuous probability distribution, and 28 

different thresholds would yield different clusters per care home. However, such cut-offs can be 29 

helpful for producing understandable outputs from complex genomic epidemiological data for 30 

biological and public health interpretation,20,30 and for focusing investigations with limited public 31 

health resources. We have mostly avoided commenting on between-care home transmission because, 32 

unlike within-care home cases, opportunities for transfer of SARS-CoV-2 between care homes cannot 33 

be assumed or inferred from our data. This could be assessed in a dedicated prospective study 34 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 1, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.26.20182279doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.26.20182279
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 12 

gathering epidemiological data on between-care home contacts, such as paramedic calls and carers 1 

working across multiple care homes. Without this epidemiological information, the low viral genetic 2 

diversity makes it difficult to infer transmission. Even within care homes, it is possible some genetically 3 

similar viruses are from distinct introduction events, though incorporating genomic data will be more 4 

accurate for excluding linked transmission than if only temporal data were available. Finally, we did 5 

not have data available on who was a HCW or had hospital-acquired infection for patients tested 6 

outside of CUH. This means that some of the care home clusters we identified could represent 7 

transmission events occurring in hospitals and other healthcare settings, rather than in the care homes 8 

themselves. However, large clusters involving multiple residents from the same care home, who often 9 

have reduced mobility, and in the context of a lockdown, are suggestive of transmission taking place 10 

between residents within the care home.  11 

 12 

In conclusion, care homes represent a major burden of COVID-19 morbidity and mortality, with 13 

transmission events introducing SARS-CoV-2 into care homes and subsequent transmission within 14 

them. Further research is needed to refine our understanding of care home transmission mechanisms, 15 

both within- and between-care homes, and to elucidate the interplay between infections in care 16 

homes and healthcare-associated infections. Future work can build on population-level analyses using 17 

integrated genomic and epidemiological data to elucidate transmission networks probabilistically for 18 

targeting public health interventions most effectively. 19 

 20 
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Main display items 1 

Figure 1. Study flow diagram 2 

 3 
765 care home residents were identified by having care-related search terms in their addresses; a 4 

further 382 had CQC registered care home names in their addresses; 89 were identified manually and 5 

69 were removed after linking the addresses to CQC registered care home names and manual review 6 

(Appendix p 15). * 193 care homes were registered with the CQC as being residential homes without 7 

nursing care and 144 had nursing care available. ** Samples were selected for sequencing on site if 8 

they were CUH inpatients or CUH HCW, where we prioritised rapid turnaround time to investigate 9 

hospital-acquired infections, plus a randomised selection of other EoE samples to provide genomic 10 

context. The remainder, where available, were sent to WSI for sequencing. 11 

 12 
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 17 

Figure 2. Epidemic curves for EoE and CUH showing care home residents 1 

A 2 

 3 
B 4 

 5 

 6 
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 18 

Number of positive cases per week over the study period for different infection sources, for all samples 1 

tested from EoE at the Cambridge PHE laboratory (A), or those tested at CUH acute medical services 2 

(B). Peak of the epidemic for samples tested at the Cambridge PHE laboratory and CUH acute medical 3 

services were weeks commencing 30th March and 6th April, respectively. UK lockdown started 23rd 4 

March 2020. In both settings a prolonged right-hand “tail” was observed as case numbers gradually 5 

fell. The relative proportion of cases admitted from care homes increased over this period for both 6 

sample sets (numbers provided in Appendix), while the contribution of general community cases fell 7 

more quickly. Note that if the patient address was missing, and they were not a HCW, then the care 8 

home status was undetermined. CAI = Community Acquired Infection; HAI = hospital acquired 9 

infection; HCW = healthcare worker; “Other” mainly comprise inpatient transfers from other hospitals 10 

to CUH for which metadata was lacking to determine the infection category. CAI was considered 11 

“healthcare-associated” if there had been healthcare contact within 14 days of first positive swab. The 12 

three categories of HAI were defined based on the difference in days between admission and first 13 

positive swab, reflecting increasing likelihood of hospital acquisition: indeterminate = 2-6 days; 14 

suspected 7-14 days; definite >14 days (as used in 8, with further detail in Appendix p 26). 15 

 16 
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 19 

Figure 3. Care home clustering on viral phylogenetic tree and within-care home 1 
genetic diversity 2 

A 3 

 4 

 5 
B 6 
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 20 

A. Phylogenetic tree of 700 care home SARS-CoV-2 genomes, rooted on a sample from Wuhan, China, 1 

collected December 2019. Colour bar indicates the ten care homes with the largest number of 2 

genomes. B. Distributions of pairwise SNP differences for the ten care homes with the largest number 3 

of genomes (as shown in panel A). Among the ten care homes with the largest number of genomes, 4 

some clustered closely on the phylogenetic tree with low pairwise SNP differences (e.g. CARE0063, 5 

CARE0264, CARE0314); in contrast, some care homes were distributed across the tree with higher 6 

pairwise SNP differences (e.g. CARE0061, CARE0151, CARE0173, CARE0263).  7 

 8 
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 21 

Figure 4. Transmission networks for the ten care homes with the largest number of 1 
SARS-CoV-2 genomes 2 

 3 
Transmission networks were produced using a derivative of the transcluster algorithm, which 4 

incorporates pairwise date and genetic differences to estimate the probability of cases being 5 

connected within a defined number of intermediate hosts; clusters were defined using a probability 6 

threshold of >15% for cases being linked by <2 intermediate hosts (further details in main text and 7 

Appendix). Consistent with Figure 3, several of the ten care homes with the largest number of 8 

genomes comprised single transmission clusters (e.g. CARE0264 and CARE0314), while others 9 

contained two or more clusters consistent with multiple independent transmission sources among the 10 

residents. These data alone do not indicate where the residents acquired their infections, and hospital-11 

acquired infections for some of the clusters is a possibility alongside multiple introductions into the 12 

same care homes. 13 

 14 
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Table 1. Epidemiological characteristics of care home and non-care home residents 1 
with COVID-19 2 

 3 

Variable 
Care home residents 

(all) 
Non-care home 
residents (all) 

Care home residents 
with genomes 

 Number (%) 
1167 / 6413 

(18.2%) 
5246 / 6413 

(81.8%) 
700 / 1167 

(60%) 

 Female (%) 
624 / 1167 

(53.5%) 
2908 / 5246 

(55.4%) 
363 / 700 
(51.9%) 

 Male (%) 
543 / 1167 

(46.5%) 
2338 / 5246 

(44.6%) 
337 / 700 
(48.1%) 

 Age in years  
(median, IQR, range) 

86 
(IQR: 79-90, 

range: 30-100) 

65 
(IQR: 48-80, 

range: 0-100) 

86 
(IQR: 78-90, 

range: 42-99) 

 Tested at CUH (%) 
71 / 464 
(15.3%) 

393 / 464 
(84.7%) 

54 / 71 
(76.1%) 

 CUH patient admitted 
to ICU (%) 

<5 / 71  
(<7.0%) 

84 / 393 
(21.4%) 

<5 / 54  
(<9.3%) 

 CUH patient died (%) 
30 / 71 
(42.3%) 

68 / 393 
(17.3%) 

24 / 54 
(44.4%) 

 Number of care homes 337 - 292 

 Cases/ care home 
(median, IQR, range) 

2 
(IQR: 1-5, 

range: 1-22) 

- 2 
(IQR: 1-3, 

range: 1-18) 

 Care homes with >5 
cases 

85 / 337 
(25.2%) 

- 32 / 292 
(11.0%) 

 4 

Not showing precise values where the number of cases is equal to or less than five individuals, to 5 

preserve patient anonymity. 6 
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