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Abstract:

Background: Individuals experiencing homelessness residing in congregate shelters have
increased risk for SARS-CoV-2 infection. Prevalence of asymptomatic SARS-CoV-2 in
congregate sheltersis high, but shelter characteristics associated with SARS-CoV-2 transmission
are currently unknown.

Methods: We conducted a cross-sectional, multicenter cohort study across five congregate
sheltersin Rhode Island. We tested people 18 years of age and older staying in Rhode Island
congregate sheltersin April 2020 during the COVID-19 pandemic. A survey instrument was
designed and implemented based on an a priori sample size. All consented participants reported
basic demographics, recent travel, duration of time at the shelter, any symptomatology, and had
their temperature and pulse oximetry measured. Each participant was tested for COVID-19 using
nasopharyngeal swabbing. Shelter characteristics about location, occupancy, resident length of
stay, and COV1D-19 mitigation strategies were collected through structured phone questionnaire
with shelter staff.

Results: A total of 302 individuals were screened and 299 participated across five homeless
shelters. The median age was 47.9 (range 18-85) and 20% were female. Of the 299 participants,
35 (11.7%) were positive for SARS-CoV-2; rates varied among shelters, ranging from 0% to
35%. Among the participantsin the study, 5% had a new cough, 4% shortness of breath, and 3%
reported loss of taste or smell. Symptom prevalence did not vary significantly between positive
and negative SARS-CoV-2 groups. Regular symptom screening was not associated with lower
infection rates. Shelters with higher rates of positivity were in more densely populated areas,
cared for amore transient populations, and instituted fewer social distancing practices for
slegping arrangements or mealtimes.

Conclusions and Relevance: Residents of congregate shelters are at increased risk for
asymptomatic transmission of SARS-CoV-2. To reduce transmission and enable continuation of
low-threshold shelter services, there is a need for universal testing, implementation of infection
control and physical distancing measures within congregate shelters, and expansion of non-
congregate supportive housing.

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.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

There are high rates of asymptomatic SARS-CoV-2 in congregate homeless shelters™?, but
little is known about shelter-level risk factors and successful mitigation strategies. While many
shelters have worked to implement Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC)
recommendations to control transmission (e.g. performing daily symptom screening, allowing
people to stay at the shelter during the day, and providing on-site meals),” these mitigation
strategies can be difficult to implement and have unclear benefits. Given the high estimated rate
of asymptomatic and pre-symptomatic transmission™* coupled with the inherent risks of
congregate living, symptom screening alone isinsufficient to control the spread of SARS-CoV-2.
Comprehensive testing accompanied by safe, stable housing is necessary to mitigate risks for

people experiencing homelessness.

Objective
Describe the varying prevalence of asymptomatic SARS-CoV-2 infection in congregate shelters

and associated shelter characteristics and practices.

Methods and Findings

We conducted a cross-sectional cohort study of congregate shelter residents 18 years of age
and older staying in five sheltersin the Providence Metro Region, from April 19-April 24, 2020.
Testing occurred during the peak of new case identification.® During this time, congregate
shelters remained open and people experiencing homelessness positive for SARS-CoV-2 were

isolated in a hotel, arranged by the Rhode Island Department of Health (RIDOH) and supported
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by on-site case management. Shelter characteristics and infection control strategies were
assessed by structured telephone interview. Shelter residents consenting for testing were
screened for COVID-19 symptoms, concurrent comorbidities, and had temporal temperature and
pulse oximetry measured. Data were collected and managed using REDCap (Vanderhilt,
Nashville, TN). Nasopharyngeal swabbing was done by an emergency physician with training in
appropriate nasopharyngeal swab technique. Tests were run on one of three available assays,
Roche (Basdl, Switzerland), Cepheld (Sunnyvale, CA), and Abbott (Chicago, IL). The study was
deemed exempt by the RIDOH Ingtitutional Review Board.

We used descriptive statistics to summarize participant and shelter characteristics. We
compared the proportion of positive SARS-CoV -2 tests among shelters, demographic groups,
medical comorbidities, and symptomatology using t-tests and Fisher exact testsusing STATA
(Statacrop, College Station, TX).

299 individuals were tested for SARS-CoV-2 at five shelters. There were no significant
differences in prevalence based on race or gender (Table 1). Shelters 2 and 5 had positivity rates
of 35.3% and 21.6%, respectively, while all other shelters had zero confirmed cases (Table 1).
There were no statistical differences in symptoms between positive and negative groups (20% vs
14%, p=0.34, Table 2). Only 20% of the confirmed positive cases reported any symptoms, none
had a documented fever at time of testing, and there were no differences in oxygen saturation
(p=0.59, Table 2).

The shelters with positive cases have several distinct characteristics (Table 1). These
shelters' neighborhoods had higher census tract population densities, the shelters were at almost
full capacity, and they allowed new residents. Furthermore, Shelter 2's resident population was

more transient, with only 58% reporting staying there for more than 2 weeks.
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Discussion

Asymptomatic carriage of SARS-CoV-2 in congregate shelters does not impact all shelters
equally. Our study islimited by a small number of shelters; however, several interesting
observations emerged. Shelters with more transient residents had higher preval ence rates.
Sheltersin locations with lower population density and who limited new residents during the
outbreak had zero prevalence in our sample. At the time of our study, many shelter residents who
had tested positive were already housed in a hotel, which likely led to an underestimate of true
prevalence of COVID in the unhoused population. Furthermore, testing done at the shelters with
more transient residents only reflects the residents staying there on the night of testing, not the
entire group that intermittently utilizes shelter services.

The range of asymptomatic prevalence of COVID-19 found in different shelters builds on
growing data from other cities and has important policy implications. Sheltersinitialy relied on
symptom screening to control spread of SARS-CoV-2. Our results add to growing evidence that
symptom screening and temperature monitoring are insufficient means to mitigate transmission
of SARS-CoV-2 in congregate settings. Sheltering in place, wearing masks, and physical
distancing may be at least partially effective in shelters with lower occupancy and a more stable
resident population. However, low-threshold shelters provide an important safety net to many
people experiencing homelessness and shelters cannot be closed without readily available
supportive housing. In order to prevent SARS-CoV -2 transmission while continuing to provide
essential, accessible services to people experiencing homelessness, there is a need for universal
testing, infection control support at congregate shelters, and expanded availability of safe and

supportive housing.
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Table 1: Demographics, Shelter Characteristics and Practices, and SARS-CoV-2 results by Congregate
Shelter in Greater Providence, Rhode Island

No (%)
Shelter
All 1 2 3 4 5 P-value
Number Tested 299 48 68 89 43 51
SARS-CoV-2 + 35(11.7) 0 24 (35.3) 0 0 11 (21.6) 0.000*
Shelter Demographics
47.9 47.8 46.7 48.5 53.7 43.4
Age, mean (range) 0.13
(18-85) (25-76) (19-69) (20-72) (30-85) (18-67)
Female 59 (20) 32 (67) 9(13) 0 0 18 (35) 0.000%*
Race
Black 59 (20) 5(10) 17 (25) 17 (19) 92D 11 (22)
White 160 (53) 35 (73) 36 (53) 50 (56) 21 (49) 18 (36)
Al/ Alaska Native 10 (3) 3 (6) 34) 303) 0 1(2) 0.01%
Other/Unknown 70 (23) 5(10) 12 (18) 19 (21) 13 (30) 21 (40)
Latino/a/x
Latino/a/x 68 (23) 11 (23) 12 (18) 15 (17) 16 37) 14 (27)
Non Latino/a/x 213 (71) 37 (77) 54 (79) 66 (74) 27 (63) 29 (57) 0.01*
Other/Unknown 18 (6) 0 23 89 0 8 (15)
% Reporting medical comorbidities 38 63 34 42 37 13 0.000%*
% Reporting symptoms 14.7 19 28 8 12 8 0.01%*
% positive reporting symptoms 20 N/A 30 N/A N/A 0 0.000*
% Fever (T>100.4) 0 0 0 0 0 Unknown® -
% Hypoxia (02 sat<92%) 8 6 1 1 0 Unknown® 0.001%*
Shelter Characteristics
Census tract pop density
. 10,852 21,645 2,753 2,362 10,852
(per/sq mile)
% Census Tract multi-unit housing 89 90 21 69 89
% Of bed capacity (previous night) 90 97 88 100 100
% At shelter >14d 96 58 82 98 Unknown®
Preventative Measures
Staff and residents wear masks Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Daily temperature checks Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Symptoms screenings Daily Daily 2x/daily  2x/daily Daily
Onsite meals offered Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Social distancing with sleeping spaces Yes No No Yes Yes
Open 24 hours Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Daily education/updates No No Yes No No
New residents allowed Yes Yes No No Yes

* Testing was done at this shelter just prior to addition of this date
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Table 2: Demographics and Clinical Characteristics of Shelter Residents by SARS-CoV-2 result

Shelter

A W N =

Demographics
Age
18-39
40-64
>65
Gender
Female
Male
Trans/other
Race
Black
White
American
Indian/Alaska
Native
Other/Unknown
Latino/a/x
Latino/a/x

Non-Latino/a/x

Other/Unknown
Transiency

>14 days at

current shelter

Slept elsewhere

Unknown
Clinical Correlates
Comorbidities

Asthma/COPD

Hypertension

Diabetes

Heart Disease

Any
Temperature, mean (SD)
02 Saturation, mean (SD)
Self-Reported Symptoms

Any symptoms

Fever

Cough

SOB

Body aches

GI upset

Loss of smell or
taste

No (%)
COVID PCR
All (N=299) Positive (N=35) Negative (N=264) P-value
48 (16) 0 (0) 48 (18) 0.000*
68 (23) 24 (69) 44 (17)
89 (30) 0 (0) 89 (34)
43 (14) 0 (0) 43 (16)
52 (17) 11 (31) 40 (15)
89 (30) 9 (25) 80 (31) 0.83
184 (61) 23 (66) 161 (61)
26 (9) 3 (9) 23 (8)
59 (20) 9 (26) 50 (19) 0.77
238 (80) 26 (74) 212 (80)
2 (1) 00 2
59 (20) 7 (20) 52 (20) 0.88
160 (53) 17 (49) 142 (54)
10 (3) 1 (3) 9 (3)
70 (23) 10 (29) 60 (23)
68 (23) 6 (17) 62 (23) 0.001*
213 (71) 22 (63) 191 (73)
18 (6) 7 (20) 11 (4)
200 (67) 15 (43) 185 (70) 0.000%*
48 (16) 6 (17) 42 (16)
51 (17) 14 (40) 37 (14)
52 (17) 1 (3) 51 (29) 0.02*
68 (23) 4 (11) 64 (24) 0.31
32 (11) 2 (6) 30 (11) 0.64
23 (8) 2 (6) 21 (8) 0.37
112 (38) 7 (20) 105 (40) 0.02*
97.1 (0.05) 96.8 (0.86) 97.2 (0.86) 0.06
96.7 (0.12) 97 (0.39) 96.7 (0.13) 0.59
44 (14.7) 7 (20) 37 (14) 0.34
5(2) 1 (3) 4 (2) 0.56
15 (5) 2 (6) 13 (5) 0.81
11 (4) 0 (0) 11 4) 0.23
5 (2) 2 (6) 3 (1) 0.003*
15 (5) 2 (6) 13 (5) 0.81
9 (3) 2 (6) 7 (3) 0.32
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