
1 
 

Title: Seroprevalence of SARS-CoV-2 IgG in healthcare workers and other staff at 

North Bristol NHS Trust: a sociodemographic analysis 

 

Running title: SARS-CoV-2 seroprevalence in Bristol HCWs 

 

Authors: Christopher R. Jonesa,b, Fergus W. Hamiltona,c, Ameeka Thompsona, Tim 

T. Morrisd,e, Ed Morana. 

 

Affiliations: 

aDepartment of Infection Science, Southmead Hospital, North Bristol NHS Trust, 

Bristol, United Kingdom 

bCollege of Medicine and Health, University of Exeter, Exeter, United Kingdom 

cBristol Medical School, University of Bristol, Bristol, United Kingdom 

dPopulation Health Sciences, Bristol Medical School, University of Bristol, Bristol, 

United Kingdom 

eMRC Integrative Epidemiology Unit, University of Bristol, Bristol, United Kingdom 

 

Corresponding author: Christopher R. Jones 

Corresponding author address: Department of Microbiology, Royal Devon and 

Exeter NHS Foundation Trust, Barrack Road, Exeter, United Kingdom, EX2 5DW 

Corresponding author email: c.jones16@exeter.ac.uk 

Contact number: +44 1392 402972 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 . 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 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 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 November 16, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.12.20230458doi: medRxiv preprint 

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.

mailto:c.jones16@exeter.ac.uk
https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.12.20230458
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


2 
 

Structured summary: 

Background: Healthcare workers (HCWs) are at increased risk of infection with Severe 

Acute Respiratory Syndrome Coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2). There are limited data 

exploring the relative impact of geographical and socioeconomic factors on risk of 

SARS-CoV-2 infection among HCWs. 

 

Aim: To estimate and explore SARS-CoV-2 IgG antibody seroprevalence in HCWs 

and support staff at a hospital in South West England. 

 

Methods: We conducted a nested cross-sectional study from May-July 2020. Inverse 

probability weighted regression was used to estimate seroprevalence of SARS-CoV-

2 and associations with demographic and socioeconomic risk factors that were robust 

to selection into testing. 

 

Findings: Attendance for testing varied by demographic and socioeconomic factors. 

The overall rate of SARS-CoV-2 IgG seroprevalence among tested staff was 9.3% 

(638/6858). The highest seroprevalence was found in wards associated with SARS-

CoV-2 outbreaks and among junior staff with patient-facing roles. Black, Asian and 

Minority Ethnic (BAME) staff had increased odds of SARS-CoV-2 seroprevalence 

(adjusted OR: 1.99, 95%CI: 1.69, 2.34; p<0.001) relative to White staff, except for 

those categorised as Medical/Dental. We found a significant association between 

neighbourhood deprivation and seroprevalence (p<0.01). Seroprevalence ranged 

from 12% in staff residing in areas with the greatest relative deprivation to 8.4% in the 

least deprived. 

 

Conclusion: Transmission between staff groups is evident within the healthcare 

setting. BAME individuals were at increased risk of infection with SARS-CoV-2. Work 

role, area of residence, and neighbourhood deprivation all contribute to SARS-CoV-2 

infection risk. As hospitals introduce routine staff SARS-CoV-2 testing they should 

consider differential uptake of testing among staff groups. 

 

Key words: 

Health Personnel, SARS-CoV-2, COVID-19, Serology, Socioeconomic Factors, 

Selection. 
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Introduction: 

Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome Coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) causes 

coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19). It was first identified in Wuhan, China in 

December 2019 and rapidly spread around the world1. To date, over 45 million cases 

and 1.2 million deaths have been recorded globally2. All areas of the United Kingdom 

(UK) have experienced significant healthcare-related SARS-CoV-2 infection in both 

hospitals3 and care homes4. Hospital Trusts quickly introduced universal personal 

protective equipment (PPE) for staff and other infection control measures, which were 

associated with a reduced risk of hospital-acquired infections5-7. Despite this, 

healthcare workers (HCWs) have been found to have an increased risk of SARS-CoV-

2 infection relative to the general population7. It is important to understand which staff 

groups have the highest risk of SARS-CoV-2 infection so that measures can be taken 

to protect those at high occupational risk. 

 

Variation in the local burden of disease in the UK was previously shown to be strongly 

associated with area of residence and neighbourhood deprivation8. Between 1st March 

2020 and 30th June 2020, the age-standardised mortality rate of deaths involving 

COVID-19 in the most deprived areas of England was more than double that in the 

least deprived areas (139.6 deaths/100 000 population versus 63.4 deaths/100 000 

population, respectively)9. Published studies on SARS-CoV-2 infection in HCWs have 

highlighted differential rates of seroprevalence and posited that this is linked to 

exposure within the workplace. Thus far, there are limited data exploring the relative 

impact of geographical and socioeconomic factors on risk of SARS-CoV-2 infection 

among HCWs. 

 

The aim of this study was to estimate SARS-CoV-2 IgG antibody seroprevalence 

amongst HCWs and support staff at a large teaching hospital in South West England 

and explore differences in rates according to demographic and socioeconomic 

characteristics. Many published studies on SARS-CoV-2 have been based on highly 

selected samples and are therefore at risk of selection bias induced by non-random 

testing patterns amongst volunteers10. Here, we use a nested study design to obtain 

seroprevalence results that are robust to selection bias. 
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Materials and Methods: 

Study design and setting 

This was a cross-sectional SARS-CoV-2 IgG antibody seroprevalence study of HCWs 

and support staff at North Bristol NHS Trust. The Trust provides inpatient care in a 

900-bed hospital that covers a population of approximately 500 000 people in Bristol, 

South Gloucestershire, and North Somerset. The Trust also provides tertiary services 

to a population of approximately 1.1 million people in the wider South West England 

region. The Trust employed 9317 permanent and fixed term staff during the period 

that this study was conducted. A further 2085 bank staff and 852 staff members who 

left employment in the 6 months preceding this study were included (total =12 254).  

 

Data collection 

In May 2020, all employees were invited by Trust-wide email communications and 

posters to self-register for a voluntary SARS-CoV-2 antibody test. The results of these 

tests were cross-referenced with selected information extracted from the employee 

records of all members of staff who worked at North Bristol NHS Trust between 

January 2020 and June 2020. This included: age; self-identified ethnicity; gender; role; 

ward/department; division; presence or absence of a SARS-CoV-2 serology test; 

serology result; and postcode. All data were pseudonymised and stored in a password 

protected folder on the NHS servers with restricted access. An employee number was 

used to link data sets and ensure no duplication of permanent and bank staff members. 

 

SARS-CoV-2 antibody assay 

The serological status of HCWs and support staff was determined using one of two 

platforms: 1) the Abbott™ SARS-CoV-2 IgG chemiluminescent microparticle assay on 

an Architect™ system (Abbott Laboratories); or 2) the Roche™ Elecsys® Anti-SARS-

CoV-2 (IgG/IgM) electrochemiluminescent immunoassay on a Cobas™ analyser 

(Roche Diagnostics). 

 

Statistical analysis 

Data were subject to descriptive analysis with n (%) or median (IQR) being presented, 

as appropriate. Data were first analysed according to testing status to determine 

selection into the testing sample across measured characteristics including age group, 

ethnicity, gender, staff role, and residential neighbourhood deprivation. To preserve 
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anonymity, office-based administrative staff groups were re-labelled using generic 

descriptive terms. The SARS-CoV-2 serology results were then compared across 

groups using chi-square test of independence or Wilcoxon rank-sum test. We used 

inverse probability weighting (IPW) to standardise the tested sample to the full North 

Bristol NHS Trust workforce. By weighting estimates amongst those tested by their 

probability of being tested, IPW can recover unbiased estimates of associations. 

Weights were constructed by estimating the likelihood of individuals being selected 

into the sample from the super-sample based upon measured characteristics11. We 

used weighted regression to estimate associations between risk factors and SARS-

CoV-2 seroprevalence. 

 

To investigate spatial variation in testing uptake and seroprevalence, we aggregated 

data on place of residence to Middle Layer Super Output Areas (MSOAs). MSOAs are 

geospatial units with an average population of 7200 that are designed to be socially 

homogeneous. Staff postcodes were matched to MSOAs using the published 2019 

boundaries. We used Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) as a proxy for socioeconomic 

position, with IMD deciles matched to MSOAs where 1 is the most deprived decile and 

10 the least deprived. The IMD is a composite measure of relative deprivation within 

a defined small geographic area and covers seven domains – income; employment; 

education, skills and training; health and disability; crime; barriers to housing and 

services; and living environment12. We extracted data from the 2019 report13 compiled 

by the Office for National Statistics for use in this study. Maps of the wider Bristol and 

South Gloucestershire area were generated using the R packages “sf” and “ggmaps”. 

The following data were presented – staff testing by MSOA; staff SARS-CoV-2 

seroprevalence by MSOA; PHE data14 on rate/100 000 population at MSOA level; and 

IMD decile by MSOA. All analyses were performed using R (Version 4.0.0). 

 

Ethics 

Ethical approval for this study was granted by the North West - Greater Manchester 

West Research Ethics Committee (20/NW/0354). Data were processed under the 

COVID-19 Control of Patient Information (COPI) arrangements (see 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/coronavirus-covid-19-notification-of-

data-controllers-to-share-information). All procedures were conducted in line with the 

Declaration of Helsinki.  
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Results: 

Of the 12 254 North Bristol NHS Trust HCWs and support staff registered during the 

study period, a total of 6861 (56%) underwent SARS-CoV-2 antibody testing (table I). 

Three cases were excluded due to incomplete data (tested but no result available) and 

6858 were included in the final analysis. 

 

Staff uptake of voluntary testing 

Volunteering for testing varied by demographic characteristics. Older age groups were 

more likely to present for testing, with those aged 51-60 (63%) and 61-70 (62%) the 

most likely; females (58%) were more likely to present than males (49%); White 

individuals (58%) were more likely to present than BAME (52%); and permanent staff 

(67%) were more likely to present than bank staff (19%) (all p<0.001). Attendance for 

testing ranged from 51% in the most deprived decile to 60% in the least deprived 

(p=0.001 for trend). Testing was similar across frontline and non-patient facing roles 

(p=0.11). Results for the first stage of the weighted regression analysis with parameter 

estimates for testing can be found in supplementary table I. 

 

SARS-CoV-2 IgG seroprevalence in HCWs and support staff 

The overall rate of SARS-CoV-2 seroprevalence among tested HCWs and support 

staff was 9.3% (638/6858) (Table II). Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic individuals were 

more likely to be seropositive relative to White (14.6% versus 8.2%, respectively; 

p<0.001). Seroprevalence was similar between females and males (9.3% versus 

9.2%, respectively; p=0.9). Seroprevalence generally decreased with age, being 

highest in those aged ≤20y (12.3%) and lowest in those aged ≥71y (5.9%) (p for trend 

<0.001). Seroprevalence was highest in the Medicine Division (18.3%), Clinical 

Governance Division (15.7%) and Bank Staff (14.2%). Seroprevalence ranged from 

12.0% in the most deprived decile to 8.4% in the least deprived, with a significant 

association (p<0.01) between deprivation and seroprevalence. Weighted results were 

broadly similar, though they suggested that seroprevalence was underestimated in 

certain staff groups due to non-random differences in presentation for testing. For 

example, the weighted results estimated seroprevalence amongst BAME staff to be 

15.7% rather than 14.6%. Weighted data suggested that seroprevalence was 

overestimated in the clinical governance division (15.7% unweighted versus 6.4% 

weighted).  
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Given the higher seroprevalence in BAME individuals, we hypothesised that this may 

be related to profession and explored this with subgroup analysis (Figure 1). 

Seroprevalence was higher in BAME than White individuals across all staff groups, 

except for Medical/Dental, where the trend was reversed (4.4% BAME versus 9.6% 

White). Within the Medical/Dental group, the proportion of BAME individuals at early 

career stages was smaller (17.1% versus 25.6%) relative to White individuals 

(supplementary table II). The median IMD decile for BAME staff was 4 (IQR: 2, 7) and 

for white staff was 7 (IQR: 4, 9) (data not shown). When restricting to medical and 

dental staff only, the median IMD decile for BAME staff (8; IQR: 4, 9) and for White 

staff (8; IQR: 6, 9) were similar (data not shown). 

 

We evaluated seroprevalence by inpatient wards (supplementary table III). We found 

low seroprevalence in staff from the intensive care unit (2.5%). We found 13.6% 

(respiratory ward, including non-invasive ventilation bays) and 20.9% (elderly care) 

staff seroprevalence on the two designated COVID-19 inpatient wards. The 

seroprevalence rate in staff working on the acute medical unit was 16.2%. We found 

high seroprevalence in staff working in wards that experienced outbreaks – 50% on 

an elderly care step-down ward and 52.4% on a cardiology ward. The highest rate was 

found in a satellite dialysis unit (58.8%). 

 

Geospatial variation in SARS-CoV-2 antibody testing uptake and seroprevalence 

We reviewed data on infection rates published by Public Health England (PHE) to 

contextualise our geographical data 14. This revealed differential rates of SARS-CoV-

2 infection/100 000 population across the wider Bristol area (Figure 2A-C). The IMD 

decile according to MSOA is presented in figure 2D. Our data demonstrated variance 

in staff seroprevalence across areas of residence (Figure 2E). Staff uptake for testing 

was not affected by area of residence and was consistent across the city (Figure 2F). 

The highest levels of SARS-CoV-2 staff seroprevalence were in Bath and North East 

Somerset 020 (30%, n = 16), Bristol 055 (29.4%, n = 76), and North Somerset 009 

(21.4%, n = 24). 

 

SARS-CoV-2 seroprevalence in HCWs and support staff at the MSOA level was 

weakly correlated with Public Health England case rate/100 000 population (r=0.18; 

Figure 3). 
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Factors associated with SARS-CoV-2 seroprevalence 

Table III displays the weighted regression estimates for the assessed demographic 

and socioeconomic risk factors for SARS-CoV-2 seroprevalence. Black, Asian and 

Minority Ethnic individuals had increased odds of SARS-CoV-2 seroprevalence 

(adjusted OR 1.99, 95%CI: 1.69, 2.34; p<0.001) relative to White individuals. Critical 

care (adjusted OR 0.29, 95%CI: 0.13, 0.57; p=0.001) and theatre services (adjusted 

OR 0.29, 95%CI: 0.15, 0.49; p<0.001) had decreased odds of SARS-CoV-2 

seroprevalence. All medicine division clusters had increased odds of seroprevalence 

(adjusted OR range 1.72 to 3.35; all p≤0.001). Healthcare science assistants (adjusted 

OR 0.35, 95%CI: 0.14, 0.73; p=0.01), healthcare science practitioners (adjusted OR 

0.07, 95%CI: 0.01, 0.31; p=0.004), and specialty registrars (adjusted OR 0.62, 95%CI: 

0.41, 0.91; p=0.019) had decreased odds of SARS-CoV-2 seroprevalence. 

Foundation year 2 doctors (adjusted OR 2.11, 95%CI: 1.40, 3.13; p<0.001), healthcare 

assistants (adjusted OR 1.52, 95%CI: 1.17, 1.98; p=0.002), and nurses (adjusted OR 

1.35, 95%CI: 1.08, 1.69; p=0.008) had increased odds of SARS-CoV-2 

seroprevalence. 

 

Discussion: 

This study presents SARS-CoV-2 IgG seroprevalence data from HCWs and support 

staff in a low incidence setting in the UK. Data on factors linked to outcomes and risk 

of infection are rapidly emerging. A large UK hospital-based cohort study (ISARIC 

study15) found that older age, being male, and having chronic comorbidities such as 

cardiovascular disease, pulmonary disease, liver disease, kidney disease, and obesity 

were associated with increased mortality. An analysis of primary care records found 

that deprivation and either Black or South Asian ethnicity were associated with 

mortality, which was only partially explained by pre-existing comorbidities16. Emerging 

data suggest that, in addition to an increased risk of mortality, BAME individuals also 

experience higher rates of infection, which is only partially accounted for by 

socioeconomic and comorbid factors17, 18. 

 

Studies have consistently shown higher rates of seroprevalence in HCWs. Our data 

from a large teaching hospital in a region that experienced lower COVID-19 disease 

incidence relative to the rest of the UK confirms this, although to a lesser extent than 

in other regions. The overall seroprevalence rate of 9.3% in the South West was lower 
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than that reported in London (31.6%)19, Birmingham (24.4%)20, and Oxford (11%)5. 

Our data suggest that there is a weak association between staff seroprevalence and 

infection rate in their area of residence. Staff role, particularly roles with greater clinical 

contact, was associated with seroprevalence. Furthermore, we also found an 

association between staff seroprevalence and increased relative neighbourhood 

deprivation. Whilst we were unable to determine the dominant factor at play, our data 

highlight the complex interplay between biological, social, and economic factors that 

determine risk of infection during a pandemic. 

 

As with other studies, ethnicity was associated with seroprevalence. We found a 

seroprevalence of 14.6% in BAME individuals, almost twice as high relative to White 

individuals. This observation persisted after accounting for possible bias in testing 

enrolment and other factors. The reason for this is likely multifactorial and could be 

secondary to biological, social, and/or economic factors. Interestingly, this observation 

was true for all staff groups apart from Medical/Dental. Our BAME Medical/Dental 

workforce is of equivalent seniority to their white counterparts, whereas BAME staff 

from other roles are often more junior. This suggests the increased seroprevalence 

may be related to the frequency of patient contact. Supporting this, BAME staff tended 

to live in more deprived neighbourhoods than their white colleagues. However, when 

restricting to medical and dental staff only, this difference was minimised. 

 

As expected, working within areas of the hospital that provided care to acutely unwell 

patients was associated with higher rates of seroprevalence. However, in contrast to 

recent findings from a Danish study of HCWs21, seroprevalence did not associate with 

wards designated for COVID-19 cohorting. As observed elsewhere20, seroprevalence 

rates were low in the intensive care unit, where infection risk was likely mitigated by 

enhanced PPE use and probable reduced infectivity of cases that had progressed to 

the characterised immune-mediated disease phase. We found the highest 

seroprevalence rates (≥50%) in wards with known nosocomial outbreaks. Further 

supporting a role for transmission between staff groups, administrative and clerical 

staff (frequent contact with clinical staff) had higher seroprevalence rates than 

healthcare scientists (infrequent contact with clinical staff). 
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This study has limitations that must be considered when drawing conclusions. First, 

participants volunteered for serological testing and therefore data are subject to 

selection bias due to participation. To mitigate the effect of this non-random 

participation, inverse probability weighting was used to recover estimates that were 

unbiased by testing patterns on our observed characteristics. Our analysis may still be 

biased by other factors relating to participation that were not measured. Second, 

neighbourhood deprivation was analysed at the level of MSOA. The Lower Layer 

Super Output Area is a smaller geographical unit that offers more detailed estimates 

of geographical differences. However, due to sample size restrictions imposed by the 

testing dataset, it was not possible to perform analyses at a richer scale than MSOA. 

Third, it is possible that participants were more likely to attend for serological testing if 

they thought they had previously been infected with SARS-CoV-2. This ascertainment 

bias is difficult to control or adjust for in the absence of clinical data, which was not 

collected. Finally, HCWs are not representative of the UK population in general, nor 

are they representative of MSOAs, and therefore generalisability of findings is limited. 

 

Conclusion: 

This study presents some of the first SARS-CoV-2 IgG seroprevalence data in HCWs 

and support staff in a low incidence setting in the UK. It provides further evidence that 

BAME individuals are at increased risk of infection with SARS-CoV-2 and this may be 

influenced by work role and domestic risk factors. Transmission between staff groups 

in the first part of the pandemic is clear – both in the high incidence in ward outbreaks 

and higher rates in those non-clinical staff working directly with clinical staff. Using 

weighted models, medical subspecialities, junior medical staff, nursing staff and estate 

staff were at the highest risk. Identifying HCWs at increased risk of infection with 

SARS-CoV-2 will support the implementation of targeted interventions designed to 

ensure the entire workforce is protected during future community and hospital onset 

COVID-19 outbreaks. As hospitals consider routine staff PCR testing for SARS-CoV-

2 they should ensure that they account for the decreased uptake in certain staff groups 

and ensure equity as much as possible. Multi-site longitudinal studies of HCWs are 

needed to further clarify the demographic and socioeconomic characteristics that have 

the biggest influence on risk of infection and COVID-19 disease. 
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Tables 

Table I: Sociodemographic characteristics of HCWs and support staff attending for SARS-CoV-
2 serological testing. One staff group was removed (not tested n=1; tested n=2) to preserve 
anonymity. Abbreviations: BAME – Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic; IMD – Indices of Multiple 
Deprivation. 

Characteristic Not Tested, N = 53931 Tested, N = 68581 p-value2 

Age n % n % <0.001 

<=20 Years 142 55% 114 45%  

21-30 1540 47% 1757 53%  

31-40 1481 48% 1624 52%  

41-50 917 37% 1536 63%  

51-60 876 38% 1408 62%  

61-70 400 50% 402 50%  

>=71 Years 37 69% 17 31%  

Gender     <0.001 

Female 3839 42% 5338 58%  

Male 1554 51% 1520 49%  

Ethnicity     <0.001 

BAME 1015 48% 1095 52%  

Undisclosed 289 61% 185 39%  

White 4089 42% 5578 58%  

Staff group     <0.001 

Additional Scientific & Technical 123 37% 211 63%  

Additional Clinical Services 1363 49% 1420 51%  

Administrative & Clerical 928 43% 1233 57%  

Allied Health Professionals 183 31% 413 69%  

Estates & Ancillary 641 55% 516 45%  

Healthcare Scientists 178 42% 245 58%  

Medical & Dental 892 51% 856 49%  

Nursing & Midwifery 1084 36% 1962 64%  

Frontline     0.11 

Non-patient facing 1780 45% 2167 55%  

Frontline 3613 44% 4691 56%  

Work schedule     <0.001 

Bank 2029 81% 472 19%  

Fixed Term Temporary 546 42% 740 58%  

Permanent 2818 33% 5646 67%  

IMD Decile     0.001 

1 (most deprived) 362 49% 375 51%  

2 539 45% 663 55%  

3 381 44% 480 56%  
4 521 46% 617 54%  

5 506 45% 628 55%  

6 361 43% 488 57%  

7 546 42% 746 58%  

8 558 44% 717 56%  

9 551 44% 694 56%  

10 (least deprived) 761 40% 1161 60%  
1Statistics presented: n (%) 
2Statistical tests performed: chi-square test of independence; Wilcoxon rank-sum test 
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Table II: SARS-CoV-2 IgG antibody status of HCWs and support staff according to 
sociodemographic characteristics. Both unweighted and inverse probability weighted data are 
presented. The p values were calculated using unweighted data. Abbreviations: +ve – positive; % - 
proportion; BAME – Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic; IMD – Indices of Multiple Deprivation. 

Variable 
Serology +ve 

Total 
p value for 
unweighted 

data  

Weighted 
seroprevalence  
% (estimated) 

n % 

Sex    0.9  

Female 498 9.3% 5338  9.4% 

Male 140 9.2% 1520  8.6% 

Ethnicity    <0.001  

BAME 160 14.6% 1095  15.7% 

Undisclosed 22 11.9% 185  9.1% 

White 456 8.2% 5578  7.9% 

Age2    <0.001  

<=20 Years 14 12.3% 114  13.9% 

21-30 192 10.9% 1757  11.1% 

31-40 118 7.3% 1624  6.8% 

41-50 158 10.3% 1536  9.8% 

51-60 120 8.5% 1408  9.2% 

61-70 35 8.7% 402  8.0% 

Assignment    <0.001  

Bank 67 14.2% 472  13.7% 

Fixed Term Temporary 75 10.1% 740  7.8% 

Permanent 496 8.8% 5644  9.1% 

Staff Group    <0.001  

Additional Clinical Services 180 12.7% 1420  12.2% 

Estates & Ancillary 63 12.2% 516  11.6% 

Nursing & Midwifery 201 10.2% 1962  10.5% 

Medical & Dental 74 8.6% 856  7.9% 

Allied Health Professionals 31 7.5% 413  7.8% 

Administrative & Clerical 73 5.9% 1233  6.1% 

Additional Scientific & Technical 11 5.2% 211  6.3% 

Healthcare Scientists 4 1.6% 245  1.9% 

Division    <0.001  

Medicine 242 18.3% 1322  17.2% 

Clinical Governance 8 15.7% 51  6.4% 

Bank Staff 67 14.2% 472  13.6% 

Neurosciences & Musculoskeletal 71 8.8% 811  8.5% 

Facilities 43 8.6% 499  9.4% 

Anaesthesia, Surgery, Critical, Renal 87 6.1% 1418  5.9% 

Core Clinical Services 73 6.0% 1224  6.0% 

Admin A1 6 5.7% 106  6.2% 

Admin B1 1 5.3% 19  6.9% 

Admin C1 2 3.3% 61  6.4% 

Admin D1 7 5.0% 139  5.9% 

Women & Children’s 26 4.5% 577  5.9% 

Admin E1 3 3.8% 79  6.7% 

Admin F1 2 3.1% 65  7.2% 

IMD Decile    <0.01  

1 (most deprived) 44 12.0% 375  - 

2 73 11.0% 663  - 

3 55 11.0% 480  - 

4 56 9.1% 617  - 

5 48 7.6% 628  - 

6 46 9.4% 488  - 

7 62 8.3% 745  - 

8 66 9.2% 717  - 
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9 57 8.2% 694  - 

10 (least deprived) 98 8.4% 1,160  - 

Total 638 9.3% 6858  - 
1Administrative groups de-identified to preserve anonymity. These groups share a common exposure 
risk – they are office-based and do not routinely have contact with clinical areas. 
2The percentages do not total 100% as we removed one row to preserve anonymity. 
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Table III: Demographic and socioeconomic factors associated with SARS-CoV-2 IgG antibody 
seroprevalence in HCWs and support staff. Both unadjusted and inverse probability weight-adjusted 
regression data are presented. For factors with multiple categories, the 15 most populous are presented 
and the remaining collated into “other”, which forms the reference group. Abbreviations: IPW – inverse 
probability weight; OR – odds ratio; CI – confidence interval; BAME – Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic.  

Unadjusted model IPW-adjusted model 

Characteristic OR1 95% CI1 p-value OR1 95% CI1 p-value 

Ethnicity 
      

White — — 
 

— — 
 

BAME 1.76 1.40, 2.21 <0.001 1.99 1.69, 2.34 <0.001 

Undisclosed 1.33 0.76, 2.18 0.3 1.16 0.81, 1.61 0.4 

Gender 
      

Female — — 
 

— — 
 

Male 1.01 0.80, 1.28 >0.9 0.96 0.81, 1.14 0.7 

Age 
      

31-40 — — 
 

— — 
 

<=20 Years 1.06 0.53, 1.98 0.9 1.47 0.96, 2.20 0.071 

>=71 Years 0.86 0.05, 4.47 0.9 0.74 0.17, 2.08 0.6 

21-30 1.5 1.16, 1.95 0.002 1.64 1.36, 1.99 <0.001 

41-50 1.32 1.01, 1.74 0.045 1.36 1.11, 1.67 0.003 

51-60 1.23 0.92, 1.64 0.2 1.45 1.17, 1.80 <0.001 

61-70 1.31 0.85, 1.98 0.2 1.28 0.94, 1.73 0.1 

Neighbourhood deprivation 1.01 0.97, 1.04 0.7 0.99 0.96, 1.02 0.5 

Specialty 
     

Other — — 
 

— — 
 

Cluster 1 - Neurosurgery, Spines 
& Pain 

0.89 0.50, 1.49 0.7 0.84 0.51, 1.32 0.5 

Cluster 2 - Trauma & 
Orthopaedics 

1.46 0.91, 2.27 0.11 1.44 0.96, 2.10 0.067 

Cluster 3 0.96 0.56, 1.56 0.9 0.94 0.61, 1.41 0.8 

Critical Care Services 0.31 0.11, 0.70 0.013 0.29 0.13, 0.57 0.001 

Domestics 0.94 0.53, 1.65 0.8 0.99 0.66, 1.48 >0.9 

General Surgery Services 0.62 0.31, 1.12 0.14 0.62 0.35, 1.03 0.081 

Imaging 0.8 0.46, 1.31 0.4 0.86 0.55, 1.28 0.5 

Maternity Services 0.67 0.31, 1.31 0.3 0.75 0.41, 1.29 0.3 

Medicine Cluster 1 1.75 1.24, 2.43 0.001 1.72 1.30, 2.25 <0.001 

Medicine Cluster 2 3.43 2.51, 4.67 <0.001 3.35 2.61, 4.30 <0.001 

Medicine Cluster 4 3.01 2.05, 4.37 <0.001 2.84 2.07, 3.85 <0.001 

Other Bank Services 1.42 0.95, 2.07 0.077 1.17 0.93, 1.46 0.2 

Pathology Services 0.51 0.22, 1.03 0.083 0.53 0.28, 0.90 0.028 

Theatre Services 0.3 0.14, 0.57 <0.001 0.29 0.15, 0.49 <0.001 

Therapies Services 1.21 0.72, 1.96 0.4 1.29 0.83, 1.93 0.2 

Role 
      

Other — — 
 

— — 
 

Assistant 1.56 0.97, 2.44 0.059 1.39 0.99, 1.93 0.051 

Clerical Worker 0.74 0.48, 1.12 0.2 0.81 0.59, 1.11 0.2 

Consultant 0.86 0.52, 1.37 0.5 0.84 0.57, 1.23 0.4 
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Foundation Year 2 1.46 0.71, 2.80 0.3 2.11 1.40, 3.13 <0.001 

Health Care Support Worker 2.28 1.27, 4.07 0.005 2.79 2.05, 3.82 <0.001 

Healthcare Assistant 1.57 1.12, 2.19 0.008 1.52 1.17, 1.98 0.002 

Healthcare Science Assistant 0.41 0.12, 1.06 0.1 0.35 0.14, 0.73 0.01 

Healthcare Science Practitioner 0.09 0.01, 0.45 0.022 0.07 0.01, 0.31 0.004 

Housekeeper 1.67 0.97, 2.77 0.054 1.52 1.01, 2.26 0.041 

Manager 0.89 0.43, 1.69 0.7 0.86 0.48, 1.43 0.6 

Midwife 0.76 0.28, 1.94 0.6 0.59 0.27, 1.21 0.2 

Officer 0.85 0.51, 1.36 0.5 0.84 0.56, 1.22 0.4 

Porter 2.11 1.04, 4.00 0.029 1.57 1.01, 2.40 0.041 

Specialty Registrar 0.75 0.43, 1.25 0.3 0.62 0.41, 0.91 0.019 

Staff Nurse 1.24 0.94, 1.64 0.14 1.35 1.08, 1.69 0.008 

1OR = Odds Ratio, CI = Confidence Interval  
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Figures 

 

Figure 1: SARS-CoV-2 IgG antibody seroprevalence by staff group and ethnicity. The graph was 

restricted to HCWs and support staff who disclosed self-identified ethnicity. Abbreviation: BAME – 

Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic. 
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Figure 2: Geospatial analysis of SARS-CoV-2 IgG seroprevalence in HCWs and support staff. (A) 

Map of England and Wales highlighting the Bristol area (red square). (B) Bristol, South Gloucestershire, 

and North Somerset separated into Middle Layer Super Output Areas (MSOAs). (C) COVID-19 infection 

rate per 100,000 population across MSOA generated using data from Public Health England. (D) 

Relative deprivation across MSOA (Indices of Multiple Deprivation decile). (E) SARS-CoV-2 IgG 

seroprevalence in hospital staff in this study across MSOA. (F) Testing uptake by staff in this study 

across MSOA. (E and F) Data from MSOAs with <10 staff excluded. 
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Figure 3: Relationship between SARS-CoV-2 IgG seroprevalence in HCWs and support staff 

according to middle layer super output area (MSOA) and corresponding infection rate in the 

general population according to PHE data. R=0.18 (Pearson’s correlation). MSOAs restricted to 

those with at least 10 staff member residents. Abbreviations: MSOA – Middle Layer Super Output Area; 

PHE – Public Health England. 
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