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2 

ABSTRACT 32 

Introduction: Asymptomatic testing for SARS-CoV-2 among healthcare workers or other 33 

essential personnel could remove infected carriers from the workforce, decreasing chances for 34 

transmission and workplace outbreaks. Results from one-time testing programs have been reported 35 

but data regarding longitudinal testing, including information about employee’s reactions to such 36 

programs, is not readily available. 37 

Methods: To identify asymptomatic carriers of SARS-CoV-2, we implemented a longitudinal 38 

screening program for critical on-site employees within our research institute in early April 2020. 39 

We conducted a survey of both on-site employees and those working from home in order to 40 

measure their reactions to the testing program. Statistical analysis of the survey was conducted 41 

with general linear regression and Pearson’s Chi-Square tests. 42 

Results: Despite an ongoing high community prevalence rate of COVID-19, to date only two 43 

asymptomatic employees tested positive out of 1050 tests run during 7 months of the program. 44 

However, 12 symptomatic employees not participating in the program have tested positive. The 45 

employee survey was completed by 132/306 (43%) employees, with 93% agreeing that 46 

asymptomatic employee screening led to a better and safer working environment and 75% agreeing 47 

with on-site public health measures to help contain the virus, but only 58% feeling COVID-19 was 48 

a serious threat to their health. 49 

Conclusion: Our results suggest that a longitudinal asymptomatic employee screening program 50 

for SARS-CoV-2 can be accepted by employees and can be used to maintain the health of the 51 

workforce, potentially keeping positivity rates below community levels in the face of the ongoing 52 

COVID-19 pandemic. 53 

54 
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 3 

INTRODUCTION  55 

In January and February of 2020, the early months of the COVID-19 pandemic, reports from China 56 

and subsequently Italy regarding the high mortality rate of infected healthcare workers prompted 57 

consideration of stronger measures to keep healthcare workers from getting infected.1,2 Estimates 58 

of viral shedding and transmissibility indicated that peak viral loads could occur in many 59 

individuals prior to symptom onset, which was different from what was experienced in prior SARS 60 

coronavirus epidemics.3-5 Up to 68% of cases in some areas were thought to be due to pre-61 

symptomatic transmission of SARS-CoV-2.6-10 Thus, with asymptomatic carriers identified as a 62 

significant source of disease spread, routine testing of asymptomatic individuals, followed by 63 

isolation of those testing positive and quarantining of their close contacts,  emerged in many 64 

countries as an effective first step in the containment of outbreaks and flattening of the 65 

epidemiologic curve for COVID-19.11-14  66 

 67 

In early March of 2020, as the pandemic spread throughout the United States, the Translational 68 

Genomics Research Institute’s (TGen’s) pathogen and microbiome facility was repurposed into a 69 

CLIA-registered COVID-19 clinical diagnostic laboratory, employing a SARS-CoV-2 RT-PCR 70 

assay, which was allowed under an Emergency Use Authorization program from the Federal Drug 71 

Administration (FDA). More than 45,000 suspect COVID-19 clinical samples were processed in 72 

the facility, with >5000 known positive specimens identified. Additionally, all positive specimens 73 

were genomically sequenced. The staff size in the facility increased from approximately 35 74 

employees to  over 70 at the height of the response, increasing chances for person-to-person spread 75 

from an unidentified asymptomatic infected employee.  76 

 77 
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Due to the potential high risk for workplace transmission through an increased employee 78 

population and presence of live virus in diagnostic samples, a longitudinal asymptomatic employee 79 

screening program was designed to conduct routine and repeated testing for SARS-CoV-2 80 

infection, with subsequent isolation of individuals testing positive, in addition to contact tracing 81 

and at-home quarantine of identified close contacts, following CDC recommendations. The goal 82 

of this program was to decrease the risk for transmission of the virus in the workplace, primarily 83 

in order to maintain continual CLIA laboratory operations during the COVID-19 response. Table 84 

1 lists potential benefits and barriers to such an employee screening program. Here we review our 85 

experience with development and implementation of this program, and present results to date, as 86 

well as results of an employee survey we conducted seven months after the program began.  87 

 88 

METHODS 89 

 90 

Program Description 91 

 92 
After the lockdown and work-from-home orders were put into place in Arizona in late March of 93 

2020, a protocol for longitudinal asymptomatic employee screening was designed to test the subset 94 

of employees working on-site as critical or essential workers in the SARS-CoV-2 testing facility 95 

or in research laboratories working with SARS-CoV-2.  Those employees working full-time from 96 

home were not eligible to participate in the program. Symptomatic employees were offered testing 97 

outside of the asymptomatic employee screening program. Out of 306 total employees, 40 were 98 

initially eligible in April, increasing to 71 during July and August. The TGen Offices of 99 

Compliance, Human Resources and Legal Counsel approved the protocol and assisted in careful 100 

development of the consent forms to avoid any element of coercion, stressing that participation in 101 
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the protocol was confidential and entirely voluntarily, and emphasizing that there would be no 102 

negative repercussions for not participating, such as loss of employment or reassignment of job 103 

duties.  104 

 105 

Public health precautions followed in the workplace during March and April included daily 106 

symptom checking and temperature measurement upon arrival at work, social distancing, frequent 107 

hand-washing, and frequent disinfection of shared surfaces. While masks were always part of the 108 

required PPE in the laboratory, they became mandatory in all work areas starting in May when 109 

mask-wearing became part of the Center for Disease Control and Prevention workplace 110 

recommendations.15  111 

 112 

An initial testing interval of two weeks was determined based on the community prevalence of 113 

COVID-19, which in early April was less than 20 per 100,000, and also on estimates of viral 114 

shedding and transmissibility in asymptomatic individuals.3,4 This interval was shortened to one 115 

week during spikes in community to prevalence to over 1,000 per 100,000 individuals.  116 

 117 

Employee Survey  118 

 119 
Six months after implementation of the testing program, we developed a novel short IRB-exempt 120 

and completely anonymized Likert Type (“strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”) survey 121 

instrument to assess employee reactions to the program and the pandemic in general. No 122 

identifying information, such as sex and age, was collected. Five categories were assessed: feelings 123 

about the pandemic; beliefs about asymptomatic testing in general; feelings about an employee 124 
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testing program; feelings about public health measures in the workplace, and reactions to the 125 

testing process itself.  126 

 127 

The survey was developed as an online tool and an email invitation was sent to all employees 128 

describing the instrument and the reasoning behind it. Consent for participation was obtained when 129 

the individual agreed to begin the survey. Reminder emails were sent 1 and 2 weeks after the initial 130 

email. Statistical analysis of results included frequency measurements for work-from-home status, 131 

participation and motivation questions. Pearson’s Chi-square and generalized linear regression 132 

were used to assess associations between the items on the questionnaire and to ultimately test the 133 

hypothesis that employees working on site or participating in the program would differ in their 134 

responses compared with those working from home or not-participating. All analyses were carried 135 

out using R software, version 4.0.3. 136 

 137 

 138 

RESULTS 139 

 140 

Screening Program Results 141 

 142 
The first screening session was held on April, 3, 2020 and will continue throughout the length of 143 

the pandemic. Thirty sessions were completed as of November 1, 2020. The average number of 144 

participants per session was 48, with a range of 11 to 71. The average participation rate of those 145 

eligible was 95% with a range of 85 to 100%. Of the 30 total sessions, 28 did not identify a single 146 

positive asymptomatic employee. To date, 1082 samples have been processed with only two 147 

asymptomatic positive employees identified. This equals a case rate of 184 per 100,000 individuals 148 
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tested, which is far below the current case rate for Arizona of 3,253 per 100,000.16 One employee 149 

was retested due to concerns for a false positive and tested negative 4 days later. The other 150 

employee remained home for seven days, did not develop symptoms, was retested on day 7 and 151 

subsequently found to be negative.  152 

 153 

Symptomatic Testing Results 154 

 155 
During the period from April to November 1, 2020, a total of 12 symptomatic employees not 156 

participating in asymptomatic screening tested positive for SARS-CoV-2. Nine of these employees 157 

were working on-site and three were working from home. Isolation, contact tracing, and quarantine 158 

of close contacts was conducted and no transmission to co-workers was identified.  Employees 159 

working on-site were retested after they had been symptom-free for 72 hours and a minimum of 160 

seven days had passed since their last positive test. One individual remained positive for two weeks 161 

and the other 8 tested negative after 10 days. Since not all symptomatic employees who receive 162 

testing notify our Human Resources Department of their symptoms, the denominator for the total 163 

number of symptomatic employees tested is unknown. 164 

 165 

 166 

Survey Results 167 

 168 
An initial email invitation was sent to a total of 306 employees, approximately half of whom 169 

worked from home full time and half of whom worked on-site either full time or part time during 170 

the COVID-19 pandemic response. Of those, 133 started and 132 completed the survey, for a 171 

response rate of 132/306 or 43%. Eighty three of the 132 (63%) respondents were working  on-172 

site and of these, 47 (57%) were participating in the asymptomatic screening program. Three of 173 
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 8 

the 49 (6%) respondents working from home were participating in the asymptomatic employee 174 

testing program. Table 2 lists motivating factors for participation. Forty four of the 47 (94%) 175 

participating respondents chose item 2, “I wanted to know my status for my own benefit”, while 176 

35 (75%) chose more than one of items 2 through 5 and 28 (60%) chose all four items 2 through 177 

5. Only one individual chose item 1. Table 3 gives results for the each of the five categories of 178 

survey items. Regarding feelings about the pandemic, a small majority (57%) agreed or strongly 179 

agreed with the statement ‘COVID-19 is a serious threat to my personal health’, but over 70% felt 180 

more anxious since the pandemic. For items assessing beliefs about asymptomatic testing in 181 

general, 96% of employees felt that asymptomatic screening could help contain the epidemic, 93% 182 

felt that asymptomatic employee screening is necessary to keep the workforce healthy, and 89% 183 

felt this type of testing should be freely available to the public through the health department. 184 

Additionally, 86% did not feel asymptomatic screening should only be available for high-risk 185 

individuals. Regarding feelings specifically about the employee program, four individuals (3%) 186 

did not completely understand that the program was voluntary and 5 (4%) reported feeling 187 

pressured into participating in the program. Other findings of note included responses to questions 188 

concerning ‘feelings about public health measures in the workplace’, where the vast majority 189 

replied favorably regarding their perceptions of how their employer and coworkers followed basic 190 

guidelines to keep the workplace safe. 191 

 192 

Four individuals had participated in the past but stopped participating. Two of these individuals 193 

indicated the reason for stopping as “I did not feel my risk for getting COVID-19 was high enough 194 

for me to continue to get tested”; one individual chose “Masks, handwashing, and social distancing 195 
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practices are enough to keep me safe from getting sick” and one individual chose “The testing 196 

process was inconvenient due to timing with work schedule, location, etc.” 197 

 198 

Generalized linear regression analysis focusing on those working from home and those not 199 

working from home as a dependent variable did not suggest any significant differences in 200 

responses, nor between those participating and those not participating. We also used generalized 201 

linear regression with the question ‘COVID-19 is a serious threat to my personal health’ as the 202 

dependent variable and found no significant difference between responses from those working on 203 

site or not and those participating or not.  Using Pearson’s Chi-square test on contingency tables 204 

reflecting employee responses, we assessed each survey item listed in Table 3 individually and 205 

found no significant difference in responses between non-participants and participants or those 206 

working from home or on-site.  207 

 208 

DISCUSSION  209 

 210 

Since the COVID-19 pandemic first became widespread (Spring 2020), reports from around the 211 

world showed asymptomatic screening for SARS-CoV-2 to be an effective strategy for containing 212 

COVID-19 outbreaks and as such, we began a screening program for our employees in early April, 213 

2020. Since that time, several groups have published recommendations for asymptomatic 214 

screening, either in a limited fashion for the healthcare workforce, such as Grassly et al17 and Black 215 

et al,18 or more broadly via universal testing, as described by McClellan et al19. The rationale put 216 

forth by these groups for such testing includes the early identification of small outbreaks to reduce 217 
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spread, protecting the health of the workforce, and minimizing workforce depletion by 218 

unnecessary quarantine.  219 

 220 

Several published reports have described either repeated or one-time screenings of asymptomatic 221 

healthcare workers and are summarized in Table 4. Jameson et al20 published their results of a 222 

voluntary one-time screening of healthcare workers in an urban hospital in Michigan during a time 223 

of high community burden of SARS-CoV-2, at 515 actives cases per 100,000. They reported a 224 

participation rate of 24.2% (121/499) of eligible employees, all of whom tested negative. This 225 

study provided the hospital with critical data showing that the precautionary measures they were 226 

using were effective. Nagler et al21 reported their results of on-demand testing of both 227 

asymptomatic and symptomatic employees of New York University’s Langone Health Center 228 

from March through May, 2020. They found the asymptomatic positivity proportion was 12% in 229 

March and decreased to 0% in May. They concluded that their program was effective in 230 

maintaining and managing the health of their workforce. Rivett et al22 reported their results from 231 

a one-time screening of asymptomatic healthcare workers over a 3 week period in April 2020 at 232 

Cambridge University’s National Health Service Hospital. They identified 30 positive individuals 233 

out of 1032 who were tested. These individuals were able to be removed from the workforce when 234 

they would have otherwise continued working. They concluded that their program showed the 235 

utility of routine screening  of asymptomatic employees. Lombardi et al23 in Milan, Italy reported 236 

their results from one-time screening of at-risk healthcare workers at the Foundation IRCCS Ca’ 237 

Granda Ospedale Maggiore Policlinico who had contact with a known positive patient or co-238 

worker during the peak of the pandemic in late February and March, 2020.  They identified 17 239 

positive out of the 1070 asymptomatic individuals who were tested (1.6%). Finally, Mohanty et 240 
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al24 reported the results from a program that is most similar in design to the one implemented at 241 

our institute. They began asymptomatic screening of patients and staff in the electrophysiology 242 

(EP) units and Emergency Medical Services (EMS) of several hospitals in the United States. From 243 

April to June 2020, they tested 691 staff members, and identified 31 positive individuals 244 

(4.5%).They did not identify any new transmissions between coworkers or between staff and 245 

patients. They concluded the asymptomatic screening program led to a safe work environment 246 

with no evidence of hospital-acquired infection. 247 

 248 

Our testing results of an asymptomatic employee screening program in a COVID-19 diagnostic 249 

and research facility revealed an extremely low proportion of asymptomatic carriers, with just 2 250 

individuals testing positive out of 1082 tests performed across seven months. Despite significant 251 

increases in the community case rate - the current case rate for Arizona is 3253 per 100,00016 - and 252 

the risks associated with being employed in a COVID-19 diagnostics and research laboratory, the 253 

infection rate amongst employees participating in asymptomatic screening has consistently been 254 

below expectation based on general community rates of infection and below rates of infection 255 

amongst employees not participating in the program. The low rate of infection in the screened 256 

group could be a reflection of a higher degree of adherence to public health measures such as 257 

handwashing and mask wearing. Whether or not participation in the screening program increased 258 

one’s likelihood of following public health measures is an interesting question, but not one we 259 

were able to capture with our survey instrument.  260 

 261 

Notably, the employee survey identified strong beliefs in universal testing, following public health 262 

measures in the workplace and overwhelming support of asymptomatic employee screening, 263 
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regardless of whether employees were working on-site or from home, or participating or not.  One 264 

of the largest concerns when instituting the screening program was the potential perception among 265 

employees of coercion to participate. We attempted to address this by carefully drafting the consent 266 

forms for the testing program to clearly state that this program was entirely voluntary and 267 

confidential, and that there would be no repercussions for not participating. As seen from the 268 

survey results, less than 5% of people felt pressured into participating or felt that they did not 269 

clearly understand that the program was entirely voluntary, indicating our consenting process and 270 

communications about the program were effective at minimizing concerns of coercion.  271 

 272 

Interestingly, only 58% of respondents felt that COVID-19 was a serious threat to their personal 273 

health. We did not find an association between perceptions of COVID-19 as a serious threat based 274 

on whether or not someone is working from home and/or participating in the program. Since 275 

participation in the program is entirely voluntary, our hypothesis was that individuals who are 276 

working from home and/or not participating do not necessarily feel COVID-19 is a threat, however 277 

this was not supported by our analyses. This could be due to the relatively small sample size. 278 

 279 

There are several limitations to discuss. The number of employees participating in the screening 280 

program remains small, averaging less than 60 per week, and such a program may not be 281 

generalizable to larger workplaces. Additionally, the survey instrument we used has not yet been 282 

validated, although we plan on exploring this with future IRB-approved research. Our survey 283 

response rate was 43%, which is above reported averages for organizational surveys,25 but less 284 

than desired. Thus, the overwhelming support shown by respondents to the program could be due 285 

to volunteer bias, where those individuals who approve of such a program were more likely to 286 

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

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted November 10, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.06.20227314doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.06.20227314
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 13 

complete the survey. Also, because of the need for complete anonymity we could not collect any 287 

demographic or identifying information, thus other important analyses of the survey results were 288 

not possible, such as whether or not the responses differed by sex or age of the participant. These 289 

variables are known to be important factors in understanding personal behaviors and beliefs about 290 

the pandemic 26,27 and by omitting them in our survey, generalizations to the broader population is 291 

limited. Another limitation is that we did not conduct a baseline survey prior to implementation of 292 

the program, so we are unable to assess whether the beliefs and attitudes about the testing program 293 

we collected post hoc were in fact altered by being part of the program, and not reflective of a 294 

priori beliefs and attitudes. In addition, the tested employee population was a group familiar with 295 

laboratory testing and medical research, so the results might not be applicable to a lay workforce. 296 

 297 

CONCLUSION 298 

Despite the limitations listed above, we feel our results suggest that a longitudinal asymptomatic 299 

employee screening program for SARS-CoV-2 can be well received by employees and can help 300 

maintain the health of the workforce during the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic. We have learned 301 

that it is important to communicate clearly to address issues surrounding perceptions of employee 302 

coercion and to ensure that the voluntary nature of such a program is conveyed. We have also 303 

learned that extending the program to all employees, even those working from home, can possibly 304 

help decrease the spread of the pandemic in general. Finally, there is a role for expanding this type 305 

of screening program for other active respiratory infectious diseases, such as the influenza and 306 

respiratory syncytial viruses, since these can also be responsible for significant employee illness 307 

and absenteeism. The success of this program provides evidence for establishing similar programs 308 

even earlier in the face of future emergent public health threats.  309 
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Table 1. Possible benefits and barriers to implementation of an asymptomatic employee screening program for 
SARS-CoV-2. 

Benefits Barriers 

1. Protecting health of the workforce by early 
identification of small outbreaks to reduce spread 
of SARS-CoV-2. 
 

2. Minimizing workforce depletion due to 
unnecessary quarantine periods. 
 

3. Building employer-employee trust and 
appreciation on both sides. 
 

4. Psychological benefits of knowing public health 
practices are working to decrease spread of 
COVID-19. 

1. Element of coercion or fear of retribution for not 
participating. 
 

2. Lack of interest in participation in the program. 
 

3. Lack of trust that information will be kept 
confidential. 
 

4. Fear of stigmatization if a positive result is leaked to 
co-workers. 

 

5. Discomfort with the specimen collection process. 
 

6. Fear of missing work if employee learned they were 

positive. 

 416 

 417 

 418 

 419 

 420 

 421 

 422 

 423 

 424 

 425 

 426 

 427 
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Table 2. Motivations for participating in asymptomatic employee screening for SARS-CoV-2 

Options for responses to the question: “If you have participated in the past or are currently participating, why did 
you choose to participate? Please select any of the following that may apply.” 

1. I was told it was mandatory for my job. 
2. I wanted to know my status for my own benefit. 
3. I wanted to know my status for my family's benefit. 
4. I wanted to know my status for my co-worker’s benefit. 
5. I think it is the right thing to do. 
 

Other write-in responses:  

“To help with control of transmission within the work place.” 

“It would seem hypocritical to encourage others to be tested if I hadn't been, myself.” 

“I wanted to know my status for my patients.” 

“It’s great to have confirmation that health promotion and COVID prevention measures are successful in keeping 

me and my loved ones healthy.” 

 

 429 
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Table 3. Selected survey results. Cells contain the number (percent) responding in each column. 

Category Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree Total 

Feelings about the pandemic  
COVID-19 is a serious threat to my personal 
health. 2  (1) 18 (14) 35 (27) 40 (31) 36 (27) 131 

I have felt more anxious in general because of 
the pandemic. 8 (6) 10 (8) 19 (14) 59 (45) 35 (27) 131 

Beliefs about asymptomatic testing in general  
Universal testing should be free and available to 
the general public through the health 
department. 

1 (1) 3 (2) 10 (8) 36 (27) 81 (62) 131 

Asymptomatic screening can help contain the 
spread of COVID-19. 2 (1.5) 1 (1) 1 (1) 35 (26.5) 93 (70) 132 

Asymptomatic screening is necessary to keep 
our workforce healthy. 2 (1.5) 0 (0) 7 (5) 39 (29.5) 84 (63) 132 

Only people at high-risk for COVID-19 
complications should get asymptomatic testing. 72 (55) 41 (31) 10 (8) 4 (3) 4 (3) 131 

Feelings about the employee program  
I clearly understood that the testing program was 
voluntary with no negative repercussions for not 
participating. 

2 (1.5) 2 (1.5) 15 (12) 27 (21) 81 (64) 127 

I feel fortunate that my employer is offering 
asymptomatic employee screening. 1 (1) 2 (1.5) 3 (2) 38 (29.5) 85 (66) 129 

I feel or felt pressured to participate in this 
program. 86 (67) 124 (19) 14 (10) 1 (1) 4 (3) 129 

It is the responsibility of my employer to offer 
free testing for SARS-CoV-2. 4 (3) 13 (10) 37 (29) 47 (36) 29 (22) 130 

Asymptomatic screening should be offered to all 
employees, even those working from home. 4 (3) 10 (7) 22 (17) 28 (37) 47 (36) 131 

Reactions to the testing process itself  
The nasopharyngeal swabs are uncomfortable. 11 (9) 20 (17) 49 (40) 33 (27) 9 (7) 122 

I will prefer the saliva collection method for 
testing over the nasopharyngeal swabbing. 5 (4) 11 (9) 61 (47) 26 (20) 26 (20) 129 

Feelings about public health measures in the workplace  
Masks, handwashing, and social distancing 
practices are being closely followed by my co-
workers 

0 (0) 1 (1) 29 (24) 56 (45) 37 (30) 123 

I am more concerned than my coworkers about 
keeping the workplace safe. 16 (13) 29 (24) 64 (51) 8 (6) 8 (6) 125 

My employer is doing an adequate job of 
keeping the workplace safe. 4  (3) 3  (2) 8 (6) 49 (39) 63 (50) 127 

If I have concerns about the safety of the 
workplace relating to the pandemic, I am 
comfortable discussing them with my 
supervisor. 

5 (4) 6  (5) 8 (6) 50 (39) 60  (46) 129 
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Table 4. Asymptomatic screening programs reported in the literature 

Source Employee Group Screening 
Frequency 

Number 
Screened 

Asymptomatic 
Carrier Rate 

Jameson20 Michigan urban 
hospital workers  One time 121  0.0% 

Nagler21 New York City 
hospital workers 

On-Demand over 
three months 1596 12% in March and 

0% in May 

Rivett22 
Cambridge, 
England hospital 
workers 

One-time 1302 2.3% 

Lombardi23 Milan, Italy 
hospital workers One-time 1070 1.6% 

Mohanty24 

Electrophysiology 
Unit workers from 
multiple locations 
across the United 
States. 

Repeat testing 
over 3 months 691 4.5% 
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