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Abstract

In this case-control study on 564 healthcare workers of a university hospital in Paris (France), contacts
without protection with COVID-19 patients or with colleagues were associated with infection with
SARS-CoV-2, while working in a COVID-dedicated unit, using public transportation and having

children kept in childcare facilities were not.
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I ntroduction

Effective protection of healthcare workers (HCW) against severe acute respiratory syndrome
coronavirus-2 (SARS-CoV-2) requires precise assessment of the respective role of in-hospital and out-
of-hospital exposures on transmission routes in this at high-risk population.

We previously published an observational multicenter cohort sudy on HCW infected by SARS-CoV-2
during the first French coronavirus disease-19 (COVID-19) breakthrough in 2020 spring[1]. Only 20%
of the HCW screened positive for SARS-CoV -2 reported close contact with a suspected or confirmed
COVID19 patient without Personal Protective Equipment (PPE), and 78% were not regularly posted in
a COVID-19-dedicated unit. On the other hand, 54% declared frequent close contacts during
occupational activities with colleagues without protection. We were however unable to compare
positive HCW to a robust control group gathering personnel not infected with SARS-CoV-2.
Diagnosis sensitivity of reverse transcriptase polymerase chain reaction (rtPCR) on nasopharyngeal
swab for COVID-19 is imperfect[2] and serological assessment was not available at this time. 1gG
serological test has since been proven to be reliably associated with a COVID-19 past-infection[3].
We present here a case-control study which aimed to compare COVID-19 positive and negative HCW
regarding their occupational activity, symptoms and in-hospital and out-of-hospital exposures to

SARS-CoV-2, to determine the respective roles of different SARS-CoV-2 transmission routes.

Material and methods

Patients and design

This case-control study was led among HCW of a 2,100-bed tertiary-care university hospital (AP-HP.
Centre, Université de Paris) located in central Paris, France, employing 13,278 personnel. From 24"
February, to 10™ April 2020, symptomatic staff were referred to dedicated on-site screening centers
where trained medical staff collected a nasopharyngeal swab for SARS-CoV-2 rtPCR. HCW who
tested positive on rtPCR were included as cases (HCW+). For each confirmed case, we included a
control symptomatic HCW tested for SARS-CoV-2 on the same day, who had a negative rtPCR and a
negative serological assessment performed at least 1 month after symptoms onset (HCW-). Both cases
and controls were questioned in detail on their professional activity, symptoms, occupational and non-
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occupational exposures to SARS-CoV-2 immediately after screening[1]. During this period, social
distancing measures were implemented in France. On March 12" all school and childcare facilities
closed, except for children of hospital staff, and a nationwide lockdown started on March 17", Lift of
containment measures occurred on May 11"

Virology methods

SARS-CoV-2 rtPCR technique has been described elsewhere[1l]. SARS-CoV-2 serology was
determined by the Abbott® SARS-CoV-2 I1gG assay, a chemiluminescent microparticle immunoassay
intended for the qualitative detection of 1gG antibodiesto SARS-CoV-2.

Statistical analysis

Continuous variables are presented as median (interquartile range) and categorical variables as number
(percentage). Fisher exact tests were used for comparisons of qualitative variables and Mann-Whitney
tests for quantitative variables. All tests were 2-sided with a .05 value for significance. Factors
associated with SARS-CoV -2 infection were assessed using multivariate logistic regression models.
To account for the impact of the lockdown on community exposures, we considered two periods
before and after March 22", 2020 (March 17" [date of national lockdown] + mean incubation period
of 5 days). For each period, we first entered all exposures with a p-value < 0.40 in a multivariate
model then used a backward stepwise selection procedure (removal criteria: pr >710.05) to build the
final model. Statigtical analyses were performed using R-software (3.3.2, R Foundation for Statistical

Computing, Vienna, Austria).

Results

Between February 24™ and April 10", 2020, 1344 symptomatic HCW were screened for SARS-CoV-2
by rtPCR on a nasopharyngeal swab. Among them, 373 had positive rtPCR results (28%), 336 (90%)
completed the quegtionnaire, and were included as cases (HCW+). Among 338 matched HCW with
negative rtPCR, 247 (73%) had a serological assessment, and 228 (92%) tested negative. This group of
228 HCW with both negative rtPCR and serology constituted the control group (HCW-).

Exposures reported by cases and controls are displayed in the Table. Cases and controls where
comparable in terms of age, sex and professional category. Cases presented more frequently with
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anosmia or ageusia and with asthenia, fever, muscle pain, dyspnea, headaches and diarrhea than
controls. Frequency of cough or rhinorrheadid not differ between groups.

In the univariate analysis (table), occupational activities with direct patient facing or assignment to a
COVID-19-dedicated unit were similar in cases and controls. However, cases reported more close
contacts with suspected or confirmed COVID-19 patients without PPE. Controls declared better
compliance to mask wearing during occupational activities or in the presence of colleagues. Out-of-
hospital exposures did not differ between cases and controls except for mask wearing outside home. In
particular, using public transportation, having a child at home or a child kept out of the household
were not associated with a significant increased risk of COVID-19.

Multivariate analysis showed that in the pre-lockdown period, close contacts with colleagues without
protection (OR 2.58 [1.49-4.60]) was independently associated with an increased risk of COVID-19in
HCW, whereas systematic mask wearing outside of home was found independently protective against
COVID-19 in this population (OR 0.43 [0.21-0.85]). Conversely, in the post-lockdown period, only
close contacts with suspected or confirmed COVID-19 patients without PPE (OR 3.87 [1.73- 9.89])

was independently associated with an increased risk of COVID-19 in HCW.

Discussion

This case-control study among HCW highly exposed to SARS-CoV-2 suggests that PPE and
especially medical mask is efficient in preventing COVID-19 transmission in HCW, including its
systematic use outside hospital and home. To our knowledge, it is the firg study to report both
occupational and non-occupational exposures associated with SARS-CoV-2 infection in HCW since
previous reports mainly focused on professional exposures and did not use 1gG serology to contribute
ruling-out COVID-19 in controlg4,5].

Unsurprisingly, symptoms were significantly different between cases and controls. Anosmia and
ageusia appeared to be srongly associated to SARS-CoV-2 infection as reported elsewhere]6,7],
whereas cough or rhinorrhea were not. Clinical scores including number of symptoms statigtically
associated with COVID-19 have been developed and might be a useful tool to quickly sort

symptomatic HCW before results of SARS-CoV-2 testing[ 7].
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Occupationa risk factors for COVID-19 in HCW are dominated by exposure to suspected or
confirmed COVID-19 patients without PPE or repeated contacts with numerous colleagues without
medical mask. Indeed, SARS-CoV-2 infectiousness starts up to two days before symptoms onset[ 8],
thus grict compliance to universal masking and social distancing measures are critical to prevent
SARS-CoV-2 transmissions from asymptomatic patients or colleagues. Moreover, adherence to PPE
during patient care is crucial to prevent COVID-19 infection in HCW, as we previously suggested[1].
Conversely, in our cohort, direct patient care was not associated with an increased risk of COVID-19
(including in COVID-19-dedicated wards), as long as HCW wear PPE. Of note, PPE supplies were
immediately and fully available in our center, which was not the case in all French healthcare settings.
Compliance to protective measures may also have been better among highly trained HCW of COVID-
19-dedicated units. Recently, a large cohort study on 99,795 HCW suggested that frontline HCW were
at increased risk of COVID-19 compared to community individuals, especially in case of exposition to
patients with inadequate PPE[4].

Analysis of non-occupational exposures suggest that wearing a mask outside home may provide
protection against COVID-19. The specific effect of mask wearing in the community is controversial.
Indeed, HCW who reported wearing a mask outside home in our cohort (17%) were also probably
more cautious regarding social activities and other suspected sources of SARS-CoV -2, which were not
assessed in the questionnaire. Community use of facemasks have failed to demonstrate efficiency in
prevention of influenzae transmission in a meta-analysiq 9]. In Hong-Kong, a study suggested that the
number of COVID-19 clusters were reduced when universal masking was recommended[10], and a
study conducted in the USA concluded that mask wearing mandatory permitted to reduce daily
COVID-19 growth rates[11]. However, to our knowledge, no study with high level of evidence has
been published yet on that question.

As suggested in our first report[1] and here confirmed by the case-control study, HCW who reported
to have children kept outside the family home did not have a higher risk of COVID-19 infection.
However, childcare facilities that remained open for HCW's children during the national lockdown
gathered a limited number of children simultaneously (<10). This question of SARS-CoV-2
transmission from children is highly debated since the beginning of the pandemic, but accumulating
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data suggest that children are not significant drivers for COVID-19 pandemic[12]. Therefore, our
results suggest that keeping schools and childcare facilities open for HCW is acceptable especially in
case of second containment period, when HCW should be fully available at hospital.

We acknowledge several limitations, in particular recall bias, but cases and controls were interrogated
prospectively and shortly after PCR assay. Additionally, our questionnaire included declarative data
maybe not fully compressive regarding SARS-CoV -2 exposures.

In conclusion, profession category, direct patient care or assignment to a COVID-19-dedicated unit
were not associated with COVID-19 infection in our cohort of HCW. Conversely, close contacts with
suspected or confirmed COVID-19 patients without PPE or multiplication of contacts with colleagues
without mask may be risk factors for COVID-19 infection in HCW. Systematic mask wearing outside

home was associated with a reduction of thisrisk during the pre-lockdown period.
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Table: Casesand controls comparisons regarding demography, profession, symptoms and occupational or out-of-hospital exposures.

ovea  Comrds  cams - SRS MR e
n=564 (t::CZVZVS) (T]S:\gg) Full period Pre-lockdown Post-lockdown
OR [95% CI] OR [95% CI] OR [95% CI]
Median age (IQR), years 40 (31-53) 41 (33-52) 40 (30-53) 0.99[0.98- 1.00]
Sex (female) 448 (79) 183 (80) 265 (79) 0.91[0.59-1.42]
Professional category
Physicians 155 (28) 64 (28) 91 (27) ref
Paramedic staff (nurses, care assistants...) 331 (59) 126 (55) 205 (61) 1.14[0.77-1.69]
Administrative staff (secretaries) 56 (10) 28 (12) 28 (8) 0.70[0.38-1.30]
Other employees (housekeepers...) 22 (4) 10 (4) 12 (4) 0.84[0.34-2.11]
Symptoms
Headaches 420 (75) 158 (69) 262 (78) 1.57[1.05-2.34]
Asthenia 405 (72) 133 (58) 272 (81) 3.03[2.04-4.52]
Fever (measured or reported) 369 (65) 123 (54) 246 (73) 2.33[1.61-3.38]
Cough 363 (64) 136 (60) 227 (68) 1.41[0.98-2.03]
Musclepain 323 (57) 103 (45) 220 (66) 2.30[1.61-3.30]
Rhinorrhoea 284 (50) 113 (49) 171 (51) 1.05[0.74-1.50]
Anosmia 244 (43) 15(7) 229 (68) 30.2[16.7-57.7]
Agueusia 233 (41) 18(8) 215 (64) 20.6 [12.0-37.3]
Diarrhoea 197 (35) 68 (30) 129 (38) 1.47[1.01-2.14]
Dyspnoea 187 (33) 61 (27) 126 (38) 1.64[1.12-2.42)
Exposures
I n-hospital exposures
Exposur e to patients
Occupational activities with direct patient facing 388 (69) 154 (68) 234 (70) 1.10[0.75-1.60]
Regularly posted in aunit dedicated to COVID19-patients 123 (22) 48 (21) 75 (22) 1.08 [0.70-1.66]
Had on average >1/day close contact with suspected or confirmed
COVID-19 patients without PPE* 100 (18) 28 (12) 72 (21) 1.94[1.19-3.25] - 3.87[1.73-9.89]
Had on average >1/day close contact with suspected or confirmed
COVID-19 patients with PPE 204 (38) 93 (45) 111 (34) 0.61[0.41-0.88]
Exposur e to colleagues
Wears amedical mask always/most of the time at hospital 372 (67) 163 (73) 209 (63) 0.63[0.42-0.92]
Spends on average >1 hour/day with colleagues without mask 153 (31) 42 (24) 111 (34) 1.68[1.09-2.62]
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Had on average >10 close contacts/day with colleagues without
mask

Out-of-hospital exposure

Uses public transports
Systematically wears a mask outside home
Systematically washes hands when back home
L eaves home on average > 1 times a week
Lives with > 2 additional household members
Liveswith > 1 child aged 0-4 years
Liveswith > 1 child aged 5-15 years
Liveswith > 1 adult aged 70+ years
Has>1 child kept outside the household (school, nursery)
Nursery
School
Children kept in afacility with >5 other children

101 (18)

328 (59)
96 (17)
509 (91)
495 (889)
281 (50)
82 (15)
138 (25)
12 (3)
105 (19)
31/105 (30)
70/105 (67)
89/100 (89)

26 (12)

127 (56)
50 (22)
210 (92)
205 (90)
109 (48)
35 (15)
60 (26)
6 (3)
45 (20)
13/45 (29)
28/45 (62)
35/41 (85)

75 (23)

201 (60)
46 (14)
299 (90)
290 (86)
172 (51)
47 (14)
78 (23)
6(2)
60 (18)
18/60 (30)
42/60 (70)
54/59 (92)

2.24[1.36-3.80]

1.18[0.83-1.69]
0.57 [0.36-0.90]
0.80[0.41-1.52]
0.71[0.40-1.23]
1.14[0.80-1.61]
0.90 [0.54-1.49]
0.85 [0.56-1.27]
0.67 [0.18-2.55]
0.88 [0.56-1.39]
1.05[0.42-2.71]
1.41[0.58-3.47]
1.84[0.43-8.25]

2.58[1.49-4.60]

0.43[0.21-0.85]

*PPE: Personal Protective Equipment

11

* 3SUB2I| [euoeWIBIU| 0 AN-DN-AG-DD € Japun 3|qejiene apeuw si |

‘Aimadiad ui uudaid ayy Aejdsip 01 asuadl| e AIxgpaw pajuelb sey oym ‘lapunyioyine ayl si (mainal 1aad Ag paljiliad 10U sem yaiym)
wiudaud siyi 1oy Japjoy ybuAdod ayl '0z0z ‘€ 19quanoN paisod UOoISIaA SIUl ‘1802202 0€ 0T 0202/TOTT 0T/B40°10p//:sdny :1op uudaid Axypaw


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.10.30.20223081
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.10.30.20223081; this version posted November 3, 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-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

12


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.10.30.20223081
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

