medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.12.20095562; this version posted May 18, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

The impact of testing and infection prevention and control strategies on within-hospital
transmission dynamics of COVID-19 in English hospitals

Stephanie Evans®, Emily Agnew’, Emilia Vynnycky®, Julie Robotham*
! Modelling and Economics Unit, National Infection Service, Public Health England, London, UK
Abstract

Nosocomial transmission of SARS-CoV-2 is a key concern and evaluating the effect of testing and
infection prevention control strategies is essential for guiding policy in this area. Using a within-
hospital SEIR transition model of SARS-CoV-2 in a typical UK hospital, we predict that approximately
20% of infections in inpatients, and 89% of infections in HCWs were due to nosocomial transmission.
Placing suspected COVID-19 patients in single rooms or bays has the potential to reduce hospital-
acquired infections in patients by up to 80%. Periodic testing of HCWSs has a smaller effect on the
patient-burden of COVID-19 but would considerably reduce infection in HCWs by as much as 64%
and result in only a small proportion of staff absences (approximately 1% per day). This is
considerably fewer than currently observed due to suspected COVID-19 and self-isolation.

Introduction

Nosocomial transmission of SARS-CoV-2, the transmission of the virus within a hospital, is a primary
concern in managing spread. While the contribution of nosocomial transmission to the spread of
COVID-19 is not yet known, hospital-acquired infections played a key role in disease transmission
during outbreaks of previous coronavirus diseases. In Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome (SARS)
outbreaks in 2003, patient-to-HCW transmission was identified as a common route of infection
(Chowell et al., 2015; de Wit et al., 2016), and patient-to-patient transmission was highly prominent
in outbreaks of Middle East Respiratory Syndrome (MERS) in 2012, 2015, and 2016 (Chowell et al.,
2015; Hunter et al., 2016; de Wit et al., 2016). It has been suggested that a possible reason for the
high level of patient-to-patient transmission during a MERS outbreak was that MERS-CoV RNA was
shown to be present in patients’ rooms 4-5 days after patients died or no longer tested positive for
the virus (Bin et al., 2016), suggesting that indirect patient-to-patient transmission commonly occurs
in nosocomial MERS-CoV infection.

Since the identification of Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome Coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) in
December 2019 there have been many reports of infections in healthcare workers (HCWs) and
hospitalised patients in both the UK and other countries across the world (Hunter et al., 2020;
Keeley et al., 2020; Kluytmans et al., 2020; Wang, 2020; Wang et al., 2020). There is considerable
uncertainty around the proportion of these cases that developed as a result of nosocomial
transmission, rather than community acquisition of the virus. Hospital inpatients represent an
almost closed population where estimates of the disease latency can be used to predict the extent
to which patients develop symptoms after hospital admission due to progression of pre-
symptomatic disease (community acquired) versus those that become infected through nosocomial
transmission. In HCWs, however, classifying the source of infection in this population is more
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difficult, as they migrate between the hospital and community on a daily basis. Some studies have
estimated the proportion of nosocomial infections among infected HCWs to be around 44% (Zhou et
al., 2020), however others have suggested that the majority of infections in HCWs are acquired in
the community (Kluytmans et al., 2020). When contact patterns are known, genomic sequencing of
pathogens can be used to build transmission trees to determine the origin and transmission chain of
an outbreak (Grad and Lipsitch, 2014; Houlihan et al., 2018), however contact tracing is resource-
intensive and imperfect (Daskalaki et al., 2007; Dixon et al., 2015; England et al., 2005).

Quantifying and understanding the role of nosocomial transmission in the perpetuation of an
epidemic is important for understanding outbreaks and predicting the efficacy of infection
prevention and control (IPC) strategies, including testing of both HCWs and the inpatient population.
Mathematical models of infection transmission dynamics, when appropriately parameterised, rely
on data that is widely collected and are a useful tool for estimating the source of infection in a
hospital (Grassly and Fraser, 2008; Keeling and Danon, 2009), and can subsequently be used to test
hypotheses around testing and IPC strategies on reducing transmission.

We present a within-hospital SEIR transmission model of SARS-CoV-2, including patients and HCWs
and use this model to quantify the contribution of nosocomial infection to total infection burden and
effectiveness of alternative control measures in an English hospital.

Methods

Model Description

We developed an SEIR transmission model of COVID-19 infection within a hospital, with disease
transmission to, from and between both patients and hospital healthcare workers (HCW). The model
includes admission testing of suspected cases and that of symptomatic patients and HCW within the
hospital. The hospital is split into a general hospital population, as well as three cohorts for
suspected cases, test positive and test negative patients. Upon admission to hospital, suspected
COVID-19 patients are placed into the suspected cohort (awaiting test results) and subsequently
moved to either the positive or negative cohort upon receiving their test result. All admissions that
are not tested are admitted to one of the remaining hospital beds, and undetected COVID-19 cases
that enter the general hospital compartment can infect other patients and HCWs. HCWs can become
infected in the community and from infected patients in the hospital (including positives in cohorts).
Figure 1 is a schematic representation of the model.

Model simulations examine two scenarios for handling suspected cases, each impacting the
transmission rates to and from patients to HCWs:

Scenario A: Suspected patients are cohorted together. Amongst those suspected cases will be those
who test negative i.e. are uninfected, who have been exposed to cases through being cohorted with
those who test positive. In this scenario, transmission between patients in the testing cohort can
occur, as well as transmission to and from HCWs.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.12.20095562
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.12.20095562; this version posted May 18, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

Scenario B: Suspected patients awaiting test results, are all independently isolated into single-rooms
or bays within the hospital, until test results confirm whether to move them to the tested positive or
tested negative cohorts. In this scenario, direct transmission between patients in the testing cohort
is inhibited, so the parameter for patient to patient transmission is reduced by a factor
representative of the effectiveness of single-room cohorting and is varied in a scenario analysis.
Patient to HCW transmission is unchanged from Scenario A. The full model code and parameter list
can be found in supplementary material.

Assumptions

This model assumes there are no age, gender or race stratification within patients and HCWs.
Beyond the testing and tested cohorts, for which patients cannot directly transmit infection to other
patients outside their own cohort, there is no separation of wards within the hospital. The model|
assumes full immunity of patients and HCWs once infected, no individuals can be reinfected. It also
assumes that all exposed patients are pre-symptomatic, none are asymptomatic.

In the tested positive cohort, patients are discharged on recovery and within the suspected positive
cohort, it is assumed patients will not be in the cohort long enough to recover from the infection.
We have assumed that all patients and HCWs are susceptible to infection at the beginning of the
epidemic and that test accuracy is 100%. We also assumed that in the absence of testing 63% of
HCW continue to work while infected unless they were tested and found to be positive as observed
in a case study in the Netherlands (Kluytmans et al., 2020)

Parameter Estimation

The model is parameterised for an ‘average’ English hospital, i.e. the admission rate, death rate, and
number of cases in hospital reflects the average in England . Parameters were derived from available
data where possible, and unknown parameters calibrated to data from the NHS situation report and
personal communication with two English Trusts (Table Al).

Following parameter estimation, the proportion of new infections in the community that were
admitted each day was maintained across all simulations, but to include a range of infection
scenarios, the rates of transmission were varied around the estimated values by multiplying each
parameter p by a multiplier m, ~ N(1,0.25) (Figure A1).

Parameters and their values, along with the force of infection equations, are provided in the
Supplementary File.

Simulation

Simulations were initialised with a start date of 09-Mar-2020 and ran for 56 simulated days. On
initialisation the daily incidence in the community on 09-Mar-2020 was randomly drawn from a
r(1.42, 57768) distribution to reflect population incidence on day 0 (Figure S1A) and incidence
doubled every 2.4 days (Figure S1B) with a cap of 0.0003, the maximum observed daily incidence in
the community from PHE’s case tracker (https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/covid-19-

track-coronavirus-cases). Infected individuals were imported from the community to the testing
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cohort at a rate based on the daily incidence in the community at time t - 2 days, since the average
time to hospitalisation from onset has been estimated at 2 days (Linton et al., 2020; Pung et al.,
2020; Sanche et al.; Tindale et al., 2020; Wang, 2020).

Uncertainty Analyses

Uncertainty analyses were performed by generating a 1000 random parameter samples and running
the model with each parameter set. Partial-rank correlation coefficients were used to calculate the
most significant parameter values using the spartan R package (Alden et al., 2013).

Results

Model fitting and validation

We validated the model against data from the NHS Situation Reports (NHS SitReps). The model was
able to replicate the proportion of beds occupied by COVID19 patients longitudinally from NHS
Situation Report data (Figure A2). To validate HCW results we compared against PCR swabbing data
from two NHS Hospital Trusts (Figure A3).

We performed a sensitivity analysis to identify the most significant parameters of those that were
estimated or uncertain (Figure A4). The most significant parameters were the transmission rates
between patients and HCWs (bP2P, bH2P, bP2H, bH2H), and the admission rate of asymptomatic
and pre-symptomatic cases (he). The probability an exposed HCW would self-isolate (a) was
significantly negatively correlated with the proportion of HCWs that were infected.

Sources of nosocomial transmission to patients and HCWs

We simulated nosocomial infections in patients and HCWs at a typical English hospital from 09-Mar-
2020 to 01-May-2020 under Scenario A with the assumption that 37% of symptomatically infected
HCW were absent for 7 days following infection, and neither patients nor HCWs could be re-
infected. Over the simulated time-period, 13% (IQR 13.2, 14.4) of admitted patients and 11% (IQR
9.1, 14.9) of HCWs were infected with SARS-CoV-2 (Figure 2A,B). Nosocomial transmission was
responsible for 20% (IQR 14.4, 27.1) of infections in inpatients, and 89% (IQR 80.2, 93.1) of infections
in HCWs, with patients driving nosocomial infections in both cases, although HCW to HCW
transmission was also considerable (Figure 2). Patient to patient transmissions were responsible for
25% (IQR 14.1,27.7) of patient infections overall and 78% (IQR 68.7, 87.5) of nosocomial patient
infections, and patient to HCW transmissions were responsible for 52% (IQR 43.2,60.4) of all HCW
infections and 57% (IQR 46.4, 68.5) of nosocomial HCW infections with HCW to HCW infections
responsible for a further 39% of all HCW infections (Figure 2C,D).

We calculated Ry within the hospital, and for each source population using the Next Generation
Matrix (NGM) approach of Diekmann, Heesterbeek and Roberts (Diekmann et al., 2010) (full details
in supplementary material). Using this approach the number of secondary infections among patients
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resulting from a typical HCW was 1.7*10™, secondary cases in HCWs from each HCW was 0.452,
secondary infections in HCWs from a typical patient approximately 0.000138 (given that 91% of
exposed asymptomatic patients are on a general ward), and in patients from each patient 0.31 (if
suspected patients make up a small proportion of the population) (Figure 2E). The overall within
hospital Ry is estimated to be 0.45 (IQR 0.36, 0.56).

Efficacy of periodic testing of HCWs on nosocomial transmission events

Periodic testing of HCWs is a potential tool to prevent the spread of infections in hospital. We
considered periodic testing of the entire HCW population every 1, 7, or 14 days under the
assumption that following a positive test result, infected and exposed HCWs were absent for 7 days.
Daily testing was the most effective at reducing transmission with a reduction of 65% (IQR 57.8,
60.3) in HCW to HCW, and 14% (IQR 12.1,15.9) in HCW to patient transmission events (Figure 3A,B).
In the scenario with 7 day periodic testing, infections from HCWs to other HCWs were reduced by
24% (IQR 19.2, 26.7), and periodic testing every 14 days saw a minor effect compared to no testing,
6% (IQR 4.2,7.3) of HCW to HCW transmission events prevented. Under these testing strategies, a
maximum of 1.5% of HCWs were absent due to being infected with COVID-19 on any one day,
suggesting the workforce is not significantly reduced by the implementation of stringent testing
strategies (Figure 3C).

Efficacy of single room isolation vs. cohorting of suspected cases on nosocomial transmission events

The majority of nosocomial infections under Scenario B were caused by (direct or indirect) patient to
patient transmission (Figure 2C). This suggests that improved infection prevention and control
mechanisms within hospitals would be effective in lowering the rate of nosocomial infections in the
inpatient population, which would subsequently reduce the number of HCWs infected.

To explore this hypothesis, we simulated a situation where instead of cohorting suspected-positive
patients together, suspected patients were isolated in single rooms or bays within a hospital. We
assumed that single room isolation reduced the patient to patient transmission rate by 50, 75, and
100%, and that it was feasible for the hospital to place all suspected patients in such single rooms or
bays. Under all efficacies, there were significantly fewer nosocomial infections under Scenario B
(placing suspected cases in single rooms/bays) than Scenario A (group cohorting of suspected
cases)(Figure 4B). In the event that single room isolation in Scenario B was 50% effective at reducing
patient to patient transmission events, there were 40% (IQR 13.6, 41.8) fewer nosocomial infections
over the simulated time-period, at 75% there were 52% (IQR 36.3, 60.0) fewer nosocomial
infections, and at 100% efficacy this reduction was as high as 80% (IQR 56.2, 85.4) (Figure 4B).

Discussion

Using an SEIR model of transmission, we studied the potential sources of SARS-CoV2 infections in a
simulated English hospital. Our results suggest that while the majority of infections in hospital
patients are a result of community acquisition of the virus, direct and indirect patient to patient
transmission drives nosocomial infection. Furthermore, the majority of cases in HCW were not
found to be community acquired, but instead driven by nosocomial transmission. This is in contrast
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to a recent study that suggests that the rate of asymptomatic infection among HCWs more likely
reflects general community transmission than in-hospital exposure (Treibel et al., 2020), although
the proportion of infected cases observed by Treibel et al is in line with estimates presented in this
study. Through the NGM approach of Diekmann et al., (2010) we estimate that the within hospital
RO is 0.45, suggesting that the epidemic within hospitals is not self-sustaining and would die out
within four generations without infectious importation. Both patients and other HCWs play an
important role in HCW infections (Figure 2).

Given that HCW to HCW infections were identified as a primary contributor to nosocomial infections
in the HCW population, we evaluated the potential for periodic testing to reduce infection. In our
simulated hospital, we considered a scenario where the entire workforce was tested every 1, 7, or
14 days, and a positive HCW result leading to isolation at home for 7 days from the date of the test
(Figure 3). We observed only a small proportion of HCWSs absent at any one time (up to 1%) due to
testing positive, which is considerably fewer than current observations that are in the region of 25%
of staff absent due to suspected COVID-19 infection or self-isolation (NHS Situation Reports). This
would therefore suggest that testing HCWs routinely is unlikely to cause an unsustainable decline in
the number of available workers.

We suggest that HCW testing will have a moderate effect on patients (up to 14% fewer infections
from HCWs) but a larger effect on HCW's (up to 65% fewer HCW to HCW transmissions, and 31%
fewer HCW infections in total). This is supported by findings by (Grassly et al., 2020), who suggest
that regular screening can prevent transmissions in hospitals and other care facilities.

We find IPC measures, specifically patient isolation, in hospitals to have a larger effect of up to an
80% reduction in nosocomial transmission events (Figure 4).

The management of suspected cases on admission to hospital has the potential to dramatically
reduce the burden of nosocomial infection. Our model suggests that managing symptomatic
patients in single rooms or bays that are fully disinfected in between patients could reduce
nosocomial infection rates by up to 80%. Although in practice as the number of community cases
increases or the criteria for those patients to be tested changes, it may not be possible to use single
rooms or bays, adherence to best practice early in an epidemic can limit the development of further
infections and their subsequent effects on community transmission (McDonald et al., 2019; Moloney
et al., 2016). Further, this result has important implications when considering the design of
temporary facilities such as the newly developed Nightingale Hospitals (NHS England).

While the model is parameterised using the best data currently available, data on contact patterns
of (different groups) of HCW with COVID-19 patients and positive beds to determine HCW at risk and
HCW infection rates would improve parameterisation and increase certainty in outputs. A limitation
of this work is that this model does not separate asymptomatic from pre-symptomatic. Further, the
model is deterministic and cannot account for the impact of outbreaks on individual wards, or the
sequestering of patients and HCWs onto “hot” and “cold” wards.

Despite these limitations, the results from this work have the potential to impact infection control
during coronavirus outbreaks.
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Figure 1: Schematic representation of the model
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Figure 2: Infection within hospital between 09-03-2020 - 01-05-2020 under Scenario A. A) Cumulative proportion
of inpatients that have been infected with COVID-19 (grey = individual simulations (100 reps), red = median). B)
Daily cumulative proportion of HCWs that have been infected with COVID19 (grey = individual simulations (100
reps), red = median). C) Total proportion of all infected patients that have had community acquired, hospital
acquired infection from direct HCW to patient (H2P), or direct and indirect patient to patient (P2P) transmission by
01-05-2020 (Left panel), and proportion of nosocomial infections attributable to each source (Right panel) D) Total
proportion of all infected HCWs that have had community acquired, hospital acquired infection from direct and
indirect HCW to HCW (H2W), or direct and indirect patient to HCW (P2H) transmission by 01-05-2020 (Left panel),
and proportion of nosocomial infections attributable to each source (Right panel). E) Next-Generation Matrix for
infections within hospital, used to estimate within hospital RO. Where, E = Hospitalised people, Ex = those
suspected to have infection, Ey =those who have tested negative, and Ehcw = health care workers
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Figure 3: Effect of HCW testing on infections and staffing under Scenario A. A-B) Cumulative number of
HCW to patient transmissions (A), and HCW to HCW transmissions (B) between 09-03-2020 - 13-04-2020
under the four different testing strategies. C) Proportion of HCWs absent under each testing strategy (grey
lines = individual simulation from 1000 reps, red lines = median).
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Figure 4: Effect of cohorting and single room isolation with varied isolation efficacy on nosocomial infections. A)
Cumulative proportion of infections that are nosocomial between 09-03-2020 and 01-05-2020 under the two isolation
scenarios with varying efficacy of single room isolation B) Median reduction in the number of nosocomial infections over
varying efficacies of scenario B.
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Figure Al: Daily incidence rates. A) Observed and fitted daily incidence rates on 09-03-2020. B) Simulated daily
incidence over time in each from 1000 simulations (grey) with median incidence over time (red).
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Figure A2: Comparison to NHS Situation Report data: Simulated (blue) and NHS situation
report (red) daily admissions data (A) and daily proportion of inpatients developing an
infection (B). Grey lines are 100 realisations of simulation.
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Figure A3: Comparison to swabbing data of symptomatic HCWs from two English Trusts.
Simulated symptomatically infected HCWs are shown over swabbing period (solid lines)
and total from start of simulation (dashed line).
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Figure A4: Sensitivity analysis of unknown parameters. A) Partial Rank Correlation Coefficients (PRCCs) for
all parameters included in the analysis against the cumulative proportion of nosocomial infections in
patients and HCWs. B,C) Parameter values against observed simulation outcome for nosocomial infections
in the patient population (B) and HCW population (C). Red text indicates PRCC for each parameter.
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