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Abstract

• Objectives - To investigate:(1) the risk of severe COVID-19 in those eligible for shielding, and (2)

the relation of severe COVID-19 to transmission-related factors in those in shielding and the

general population.

• Design - Matched case-control study (REACT-SCOT).

• Setting - Population of Scotland from 1 March 2020 to 28 January 2021.

• Participants - All 160307 diagnosed cases of COVID-19 and 1564782 controls matched for age, sex

and primary care practice, linked with all 204913 individuals identified as eligible for shielding by

Public Health Scotland.

• Main outcome measure - Severe COVID-19, defined as cases that entered critical care or were fatal.

• Results - With those without risk conditions as reference category, the univariate rate ratio for

severe COVID-19 was 5.3 (95% CI 5.0 to 5.7, p=4× 10−527) in those with moderate risk conditions

and 7.6 (95% CI 7.1 to 8.3, p=1× 10−527) in those eligible for shielding. The highest rate was in

solid organ transplant recipients: rate ratio 13.6 (95% CI 9.6 to 19.2, p=8× 10−50). In both the

shielded and the general population, the risk of severe COVID-19 increased with the number of

adults but decreased with the number of school-age children in the household. Severe COVID-19

was strongly associated with recent exposure to hospital (defined as 5 to 14 days before

presentation date): rate ratio 12.6 (95% CI 11.7 to 13.6, p=2× 10−989) overall. In a case-crossover

analysis with less recent exposure only (15 to 24 days before first testing positive) as reference

category, the rate ratio associated with recent exposure only was 6.3 (95% CI 3.6 to 11.1,

p=2× 10−10). Among those eligible for shielding, the population attributable risk fraction (PARF)

of severe cases for recent exposure to hospital was 36%. In the general population the PARF for

recent exposure to hospital peaked at 46% in May 2020 and again at 64% in December 2020.

• Conclusions - The effectiveness of shielding vulnerable individuals was limited by the inability to

control transmission in hospital and from other adults in the household. For solid organ transplant

recipients, in whom the efficacy of vaccines is uncertain, these results support a policy of offering

vaccination to household contacts. Mitigating the impact of the epidemic requires control of

nosocomial transmission.

2/29

 . CC-BY-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)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted March 3, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.02.21252734doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.02.21252734
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


Summary

What is already known on this topic?

• Individuals designated as “clinically extremely vulnerable” – about 3% of the population – have

been advised to shield themselves during the COVID-19 epidemic

• The effectiveness of this shielding programme has not been evaluated.

What this study adds

• Hospital-acquired infection has made a substantial contribution to the burden of COVID-19 in the

population, accounting for more than half of severe cases in early December 2020.

• For vulnerable individuals to be shielded, the risk of hospital-acquired infection must be reduced

and support must be provided for other adults in the household to co-isolate with the vulnerable

individual.

• Solid organ transplant recipients are at the highest risk; vaccination of household contacts should

be considered for this group.

Background

The SARS-CoV-2 pandemic reached Scotland in early 2020 with the first positive laboratory test

recorded on 1 March 2020. Population-wide interventions included advice that symptomatic individuals

should self-isolate, banning of mass gatherings, closure of schools and finally a population-wide lockdown

on 23 March 2020. Although no systematic studies of risk factors were available at that time, public

health agencies issued lists of “moderate risk” conditions [1] and “diseases and conditions considered to

be very high risk” [2]. Those with “very high risk” conditions were designated as eligible for shielding,

and were sent letters advising strict isolation and offering support which included a national opt-in

scheme of free food delivery, home delivery of medication and priority access to supermarket delivery

slots.

The initial objective of this study was to quantify the incidence of severe COVID-19 in the shielding

population and to investigate whether shielding advice and support had reduced the risk of COVID-19.

On the hypothesis that shielding was effective, we predicted that the rate ratio associated with eligibility

for shielding compared to those without risk conditions would fall after the receipt of shielding letters.
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Our second objective was to understand the role of transmission-related factors including household

composition and recent exposure to hospital on COVID-19 among those eligible for shielding. As the

relevance of these transmission-related factors among those eligible for shielding became clear, the

objectives were broadened to investigate the relation of severe COVID-19 to these transmission-related

factors in the general population.

Methods

We linked a national dataset of those eligible for shielding to a case-control dataset (REACT-SCOT)

established in Public Health Scotland (PHS) that includes all COVID-19 cases in Scotland and matched

population controls.[3] This case control dataset is refreshed every few weeks and linked to health records

that are used to assign a list of designated “moderate risk conditions”. Thus all cases and controls were

classified into three categories: no risk condition, moderate risk condition only, eligible for shielding. The

rate ratio of COVID-19 associated with each risk category was estimated as the conditional odds ratio as

described below.

Ascertainment of eligibility for shielding

We used the dataset of those eligible for shielding that was created by PHS for the purposes of issuing

letters. This dataset comprised a list of patient identifiers and the shielding condition and the date the

shielding letter was issued. The list had been generated by querying health-care information systems

including hospital discharge records, prescription encashments, regional cancer chemotherapy databases,

blood and transplant registries, for evidence of a list of agreed diseases and conditions and supplemented

by data submitted to PHS following direct requests to clinicians in relevant specialties [4]. The categories

designated as eligible for shielding were as listed below [2,4]:

1. Solid organ transplant recipient

2. Cancer of the blood or bone marrow at any stage of treatment, or people with cancer receiving

treatments that affect the immune system

3. Severe respiratory conditions including cystic fibrosis, severe asthma and severe chronic obstructive

airway disease, on home oxygen, severe bronchiectasis, pulmonary hypertension)

4. Rare diseases that increase the risk of infections such as severe combined immunodeficiency,

homozygous sickle cell disease.
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5. People on immunosuppression therapies sufficient to increase risk of infection

6. Pregnant with heart disease

7. Additional conditions, including people on renal dialysis, those who had had a splenectomy and

others identified by clinicians as requiring shielding advice.

The first batch of shielding letters was sent on 3 April 2020. Further batches were issued on a weekly

basis and the programme was paused on 1 August 2020. On 25 November 2020 a further letter was

issued with “extra protection level advice for people at highest risk” based on the current protection level

for the population level in that area. The list of those eligible for shielding has been regularly updated:

this study is based on the list of 204913 individuals identified up to 28 January 2021.

Ascertainment of cases and sampling of controls

Case ascertainment for the REACT-SCOT study has been described in detail elsewhere [3]. Case

ascertainment was based on querying the following national-level databases: Electronic Communication

of Surveillance in Scotland (ECOSS) that captures virology testing in all NHS laboratories, National

Records of Scotland (NRS) death registrations, RAPID which is a daily update of hospitalisations, and

Scottish Morbidity Record 01 (SMR01) which records general hospital discharges including day cases and

is ICD-10 coded. All these databases use the Community Health Index (CHI) number as identifier. The

CHI database includes age, sex, postcode and care home status, and can be queried to extract numbers

of adults and children in the household.

Cases of COVID-19 were defined as those with a positive nucleic acid test for SARS-CoV-2 in

ECOSS, a hospital discharge diagnosis of COVID-19 in SMR01, or a death registration with mention of

COVID-19 anywhere on the death certificate. The presentation date was assigned as the date of the first

positive test for those ascertained through testing, as seven days before the admission date for those

without a positive test result ascertained through hospital discharge records, and as fourteen days before

the date of death for those without a positive test result ascertained through death certificates.

Databases were queried from 1 March 2020 (date of the first diagnosed case of COVID-19 in Scotland)

up to 28 January 2021 for test results and 29 January 2021 for deaths.

Entry to critical care units – intensive care, high dependency or combined units – was obtained by

linkage to the Scottish Intensive Care Society and Audit Group (SICSAG) database. Fatal outcome was

defined as death at any time with COVID-19 coded as underlying cause, death from any cause within 28

days of testing positive or death within 28 days of presentation date for cases ascertained through
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discharge records. Severe COVID-19 was defined as entry to critical care within 21 days of presentation

date, or fatal outcome. This definition was chosen to ensure that case ascertainment would not be

affected by triage of those assessed as unlikely to benefit from critical care, or by the scale-up of

SARS-CoV-2 testing.

For each case of COVID-19, up to 10 community controls matched for sex, one-year age band and

primary care practice were selected from the CHI database, and assigned the same presentation date as

the case. With this incidence density sampling design, it is possible and correct for an individual to

appear more than once as a control and subsequently as a case.

Linkage of cases and controls to demographic and morbidity data

Linkage of cases and controls to demographic and morbidity data and the associations of these factors

with severe COVID-19 have been described in detail elsewhere [3]. Cases and controls were linked to

hospital discharge ICD-10 codes over the last five years in SMR01, to British National Formulary codes

of dispensed prescriptions in the 240 days before presentation date in the Prescribing Information

System (PIS) and to the national register of diabetes. We used these linked datasets to assign a list of

“moderate risk conditions” for COVID-19 designated by public health agencies [1]: diabetes, heart

disease, asthma or chronic airway disease, chronic kidney disease, disabling neurological conditions, and

immune deficiency or suppression. The codes used are as described previously [3]. Three broad risk

groups were defined: no risk condition, moderate risk condition but ineligible for shielding, and eligible

for shielding. Socioeconomic status was assigned as the Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation (SIMD)

score which is based on linkage of postcodes to Census data [5]; quintile 5 is the least deprived.

Transmission-related risk factors

Since addresses in the CHI database have been mapped to Unique Property Reference Numbers it was

possible to calculate the numbers of adults and children in each household and to refine the care home

residence assignation contained in the CHI database. Care home residence was assigned using the field in

the CHI database, augmented by coding as care home residents the 4301 individuals aged over 70 in

households with 10 or more adults to give a total of 24720 care home residents out of the 1725089 cases

and controls. Linkage to occupational status for health-care workers and teachers was undertaken as

described elsewhere [6,7].

We used the Scottish Morbidity Records SMR01 (inpatients and day cases) and SMR00 (outpatient
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attendance) together with the RAPID database to derive variables encoding recent exposure to hospitals.

We defined the variable “recent hospital exposure” as any hospital in-patient stay, day case attendance or

face-to-face out-patient consultation from 5 to 14 days before presentation date. Restriction of hospital

exposure to this time window was intended to exclude consultations caused by COVID-19 symptoms for

which testing was delayed by a few days, but to include those exposed to health care facilities in the time

interval during which the infection was likely to have been acquired. Our intention was to capture all

relevant exposure in cases and controls, rather than to assign cases as “health-care associated COVID-19”

as specified by the European Centre for Disease Prevention and Control (ECDPC) [8]. The ECDPC case

source definitions are restricted to cases who are already hospital in-patients when they first test positive:

all other cases are classified as community onset. Cases admitted 1 to 2 days before first developing

symptoms are classified as community-associated, 3 to 7 days before as indeterminate association, 8 to 14

days before as probable healthcare-associated, and 15 or more days before as definite

healthcare-associated.

Statistical methods

The analyses presented here focus on severe COVID-19, defined as the main outcome measure of of the

REACT-SCOT study at the design stage. Ascertainment of this outcome does not depend upon the

extent of testing for SARS-CoV-2, which varied markedly over the study period and is likely to differ

between those eligible for shielding and those ineligible. Care home residents were excluded from

case-control analyses as shielding advice intended for individuals in private households would not have

been relevant to care home residents.

Cases and controls were grouped into three categories: no risk condition, moderate risk condition but

ineligible for shielding, and eligible for shielding. Rate ratios for severe COVID-19 associated with

eligibility for shielding are calculated with “no risk condition” as reference category. All rate ratios were

estimated by conditional logistic regression. As the community controls were drawn by incidence density

sampling and matched for age, sex, and general practice, this controls for these variables and for

calendar time.

To plot the time course of the rate ratios associated with eligibility for shielding and with hospital

exposure, these rate ratios were estimated over 21-day sliding windows of calendar time. The population

attributable risk fraction (PARF) of severe cases for hospital exposure was calculated in each 21-day

time window from Miettinen’s formula as pc (r − 1) /r. where pc is the frequency of exposure in cases
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and r is the rate ratio [9]. Results were similar with use of Levin’s formula p (r − 1) / [1 + p (r − 1)]

where p is the frequency of exposure in controls.

Sliding windows of size 3, 7, and 7 days were used to plot the number of severe cases, the frequency of

recent hospital exposure, and the rate ratios associated with hospital exposure and household

composition. In the plots of exposure frequency and rate ratio the data points from 1 June 2020 to 30

September 2020 are omitted as the numbers of cases and controls are too low for estimates of frequencies

and rate ratios to be accurate.

To test for causality of the association of recent exposure to hospital with severe COVID-19, we

estimated rate ratios associated with recent hospital exposure (5 to 14 days before first testing positive)

with less recent exposure (15 to 24 days before first testing positive) as reference category. This analysis

was restricted to test-positive cases and their matched controls, so that it does not rely on the imputed

presentation dates that were assigned to test-negative cases. It is a variant of the classic case-crossover

design, which compares in cases only the frequencies of exposure in recent and less recent time windows.

This can be viewed as a matched-pairs case-control study in which the case and control are the same

person in recent and less recent time windows [10]. The conditional odds ratio can thus be estimated as

the ratio of number of cases with recent exposure only to number of cases with less recent exposure only.

The analysis that we report is a refinement that takes advantage of the availability of a matched control

group. We contrast not the numbers of cases with recent exposure only and nonrecent exposure only, but

the conditional odds of case status between those with recent exposure only and those with less recent

exposure only. This controls for any difference in the population frequencies of exposure or disease

incidence between recent and less recent time windows.

Results

Shielding eligibility and risk of COVID-19

Supplementary Table S1 shows the frequency of risk categories in those eligible for shielding. To comply

with statistical disclosure control rules, the 53 women in the category “pregnant with heart disease” have

been omitted from this table and all subsequent analyses; there were no severe cases in this group. Table

1 shows the number in each category of eligibility for shielding by case status classified as not diagnosed,

not severe or severe COVID-19; among 204913 persons eligible for shielding 5399 (2.6%) were diagnosed

with COVID-19 but did not enter critical care or die within 28 days, 302 (0.1%) entered critical care for
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COVID-19 but survived, and 1390 (0.7%) had a fatal outcome.

As shown in Figure 1 the time course of daily severe cases in those eligible for shielding paralleled the

time course in those without risk conditions. However in the first wave the daily number of severe cases

fell more slowly in those eligible for shielding than in those without risk conditions. Of the 1700 severe

cases among those eligible for shielding, 269 were resident in care homes. In the case-control analyses,

care home residents were excluded, as policies for shielding residents of care homes are different from

those relevant to shielding individuals living independently.

Rate ratios for severe COVID-19 by risk group

Table 2 shows the rate ratios for severe COVID-19 associated with each category of shielding eligibility,

with those without risk conditions as reference category, excluding care home residents. The univariate

rate ratio for severe disease was 5.3 (95% CI 5.0 to 5.7, p=4× 10−527) in those with moderate risk

conditions and 7.6 (95% CI 7.1 to 8.3, p=1× 10−527) in those eligible for shielding. Among those eligible

for shielding, solid organ transplant recipients were the group at highest risk, with a univariate rate ratio

of 13.6 (95% CI 9.6 to 19.2, p=8× 10−50) for severe COVID-19. On multivariate adjustment rate ratios

for all these groups remained high.

We examined the time course of the rate ratio associated with eligibility for shielding. As shown in

Supplementary Table S3 most of the solid organ transplant recipients, those with severe respiratory

disease, and cancer patients were included in the first batch of shielding letters sent on 3 April 2020.

Supplementary Figure S1(a) shows the risk ratio associated with eligibility for shielding increased from

5.9 in the time window with mid-point 1 April to 11.42 in the time window with mid-point 1 May. The

rate ratio associated with moderate risk conditions also rose in the first half of May, but fell more rapidly

than the rate ratio associated with eligibility for shielding. Thus there was no evidence that shielding

advice reduced the rate ratio.

Associations of severe COVID-19 with transmission-related factors

Associations in those eligible for shielding

Table 3 shows associations with risk factors among those eligible for shielding only, with severe

respiratory disease (the largest category) as reference category. The rate ratio increased with the number

of adults in the household but not with the number of children. The strongest risk factor for severe

COVID-19 among those eligible for shielding was recent exposure to hospital, with a rate ratio of 6.4
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(95% CI 4.8 to 8.4, p=1× 10−39) in the multivariable model. Of severe cases among those eligible for

shielding, 630 (44%) had recent exposure to hospital. Using Miettinen’s formula as given above, the

PARF for recent exposure to hospital in those eligible for shielding can thus be calculated as 36% of

severe cases.

Associations in the overall population

Table 2 shows the association of severe COVID-19 with risk factors in the general population, including

those eligible for shielding but excluding residents in care homes. The risk of severe COVID-19 increased

with the number of adults in the household, but was inversely associated with the number of school-age

children in the household in a multivariable model. The rate ratio associated with two or more adults

(with single-adult households as reference category), was 2.09 (95% CI 1.96 to 2.24, p=5× 10−103) and

the rate ratio associated with one or more school-age children was 0.72 (95% CI 0.63 to 0.82,

p=6× 10−7). The other demographic factor associated with increased risk was socioeconomic

deprivation: the rate ratio in the least deprived quintile compared with the most deprived quintile was

0.64 (95% CI 0.57 to 0.72, p=4× 10−14). As shown in Supplementary Figure S1(b), in a joint model

with number of adults in household, number of children in household, and SIMD deprivation score the

rate ratio for severe disease per adult in household remained in the range 1.5 to 2 throughout the

epidemic, and the rate ratio per school-age child in household remained mostly in the range 0.7 to 1.

As reported previously, in comparison with other occupations patient-facing health-care workers were

at higher risk of severe disease with a rate ratio of 1.60 (95% CI 1.33 to 1.94, p=1× 10−6), and teachers

were at lower risk with a rate ratio of 0.36 (95% CI 0.19 to 0.69, p=0.002).

Association with recent exposure to hospital As Table 2 shows, the strongest risk factor (in

terms of deviance explained) for severe COVID-19 in the overall population was recent exposure to

hospital: rate ratio 12.6 (95% CI 11.7 to 13.6, p=2× 10−989). Exclusion of the 11% of those dying

within 28 days of a positive test who did not have COVID-19 as underlying cause of death on their death

certificates changed this rate ratio only slightly to 12.1 (11.1, 13.1).

Figure 2(a) shows the time course of the frequency of recent exposure to hospital using data from

controls; for monitoring background exposure levels it is appropriate to examine the frequency in

controls rather than in cases. Recent exposure to hospital fell precipitously when restrictions on

non-COVID-19 admission were imposed in March, but remained higher in those eligible for shielding

than in those with moderate risk conditions or no risk conditions throughout.
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As shown in Figure 2(b) the rate ratio associated with recent exposure to hospital increased from 8.5

in the time window with mid-point 1 April to a rate ratio of 39 in the time window with mid-point 1 May.

The PARF of severe COVID-19 for recent exposure to hospital in the general population can be

calculated as 30% over the study period. This fraction reached a peak in the first wave of 46% of severe

cases at the beginning of May, declined rapidly over the next few weeks, and increased again to 64% of

severe cases at the beginning of December (Figure 2(c)).

In a post hoc analysis we found that the association of recent exposure to hospital with severe disease

was largely driven by inpatient exposure [rate ratio 34.1 (95% CI 30.6 to 38.0, p=4× 10−879)]; the rate

ratios associated with day case exposure [2.51 (95% CI 1.81 to 3.48, p=3× 10−8)] or outpatient exposure

[2.64 (95% CI 2.35 to 2.97, p=3× 10−60)] were much lower. To test if the association of severe

COVID-19 with recent inpatient exposure was likely to simply reflect confounding by time invariant

comorbidity, the association was examined by time window as described in the Methods section. Table 4

shows that the rate ratio for severe COVID-19 associated with inpatient exposure only in the recent

interval (days 5 to 14 before testing positive), with exposure only in the less recent interval (days 15 to

24 before testing positive) as reference category was 6.3 (95% CI 3.6 to 11.1, p=2× 10−10).

The frequency of recent inpatient exposure over the period of study in cases not resident in care

homes was 27%. From this and the rate ratio of 34.1 given above the PARF for recent hospital inpatient

exposure can be calculated from Miettinen’s formula as 26%. As Table S2, shows, most of the difference

in inpatient exposure classification of severe cases between our definition and the ECDPC definition

arises because cases with onset after hospital discharge would be classified as community onset by the

ECDPC classification: only 56% of severe cases with inpatient exposure 5-14 days before COVID-19

presentation would be defined as probable or definite hospital acquired infection using the ECPDC

classification. The rate ratio for severe disease associated with probable or definite hospital-acquired

infection as defined by the ECDPC classification was 46.6.

Discussion

Summary of findings and comparison with other studies

Key findings of this study were: (1) that the rate ratios for severe COVID-19 associated with shielding

conditions remained high through the epidemic; (2) that recent hospital exposure and the number of

adults in the household were associated with severe COVID-19 among those eligible for shielding and
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also in the general population; (3) that among those not resident in care homes the proportion of severe

cases attributable to hospital attendance reached a peak of 64% during the second wave.

Risk to those eligible for shielding

In comparison with those with no risk condition, the highest rate ratio for severe COVID-19 was the

14-fold rate ratio in solid organ transplant recipients. For other conditions deemed eligible for shielding,

the rate ratios were between 6 and 10, compared to the rate ratio of about 5 associated with conditions

designated as moderate risk, which include heart disease, diabetes, chronic kidney disease and disabling

neurological conditions. The numbers of pregnant women with heart disease were too small for the risk

in this group to be estimated. Other studies of outcome of COVID-19 in solid organ transplant recipients

and other individuals using immunosuppressants have been based only on patients admitted to hospital

[11,12]. Such studies cannot assess the risks to immunosuppressed individuals in the population. Other

reports have evaluated the theoretical possibilities for shielding but without empirical data on its

effectiveness. A previous report [13] based on the population of Glasgow did not report age-adjusted rate

ratios.

If the advice and support offered in the shielding letters had been effective (beyond the messages

already widely disseminated by this time and general social distancing measures that were introduced by

then), we would have expected the rate ratio for severe disease associated with eligibility for shielding to

fall within two weeks of the first letters being sent out. Our results show however that while

presentations of severe cases fell rapidly in the general population from the beginning of April 2020, the

fall in presentations among those eligible for shielding advice was delayed so that the rate ratio for severe

COVID-19 associated with eligibility for shielding rose during April 2020, although the daily deaths fell

during April 2020 both in those eligible and those ineligible for shielding. The rate ratios associated with

eligibility for shielding and with moderate risk conditions rose again from October 2020 to early

December.

The high frequency of recent hospital exposure in cases of severe COVID-19 who were eligible for

shielding, together with the increase in the rate ratio associated with recent hospital exposure during

periods when population-wide social distancing measures were being imposed, suggests that exposure to

transmission in hospital settings is at least part of the explanation for the failure to reduce the rate ratio

associated with eligibility for shielding. Our finding that even in those advised to shield the risk of severe

disease was increased in those who were sharing a household with other adults suggests that this was

another constraint on the effectiveness of advice to shield, as no support was provided for other

12/29

 . CC-BY-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)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted March 3, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.02.21252734doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.02.21252734
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


household members to co-isolate with the vulnerable individual.

Association with household composition

The increased risk of severe COVID-19 in patient facing health care workers is consistent with our

previous report of a threefold risk for hospitalised COVID-19 earlier in the epidemic [6]. We and others

have previously reported lower risk in teachers compared with others of the same age and sex [7,14]. The

inverse association of severe disease with the number of school-age children in the household extends and

confirms the findings of an earlier study of health care workers and their families [15]. In the

OPENSAFELY cohort, the rate ratio for fatal COVID-19 associated with living with children aged 0-11

years was 0.75 after adjusting for covariates, but no dose-response relationship was reported [16]. The

inverse association of severe COVID-19 with past exposure to children is consistent with evidence that

other coronaviruses generate cross-reactive T-cell responses that may confer some resistance to

SARS-CoV-2 [17]. From a public health perspective the most relevant implication is that although the

rate ratio per child has been higher in the second wave of the epidemic than in the first wave, it has

remained below 1 in almost all time windows. The association of severe COVID-19 with number of

adults in the household is consistent with classic studies of other viral infections showing that secondary

cases in a household, where the infecting dose is likely to be high, are more severe than index cases [18].

Association with recent exposure to hospital

A striking finding from our analysis is the PARF of 30 % for severe disease associated with recent

exposure to hospital. Although we had pre-specified this category to include day case and outpatient

exposure, the association was driven by inpatient exposure. The PARF associated with inpatient

exposure was 26%. Using the accepted international definitions of probable or definite nosocomial

acquisition gives a much lower estimate of the PARF. As we have shown most of this difference is due to

the fact that the international definition does not capture cases diagnosed shortly after discharge that

could have been acquired in hospital. The other difference is that the international definition classifies

those with onset 5-6 days after admission as indeterminate. As the average incubation period for

COVID-19 is 5-6 days, exposure in this time window is relevant.

Most previous reports have focused on the ECDPC definition of probable hospital-acquired infection,

rather than the association of disease with exposure to hospital [19]. The ARHAI (Antimicrobial

Resistance and Healthcare Associated Infection) unit of NHS National Services Scotland recently

reported that among those who died within 28 days of testing positive for COVID-19 (including care
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home residents), 1015 met the ECDPC definition of possible or probable hospital acquired infection [20].

A paper presented to SAGE on 28 January 2021 broadened the ECDPC definition of health-care

associated infection to include cases discharged from hospital up to 14 days before first testing positive

as “community-onset suspected healthcare-associated”, similar to the definition that we have used for

“recent hospital exposure” [21]. From linking hospital episode data to COVID-19 tests and CO-CIN, the

authors estimated that 40% of cases hospitalised with COVID-19 were exposed by this broad definition,

and that onward transmission of COVID-19 from hospital-acquired cases could account for another 5%

of hospitalised cases.

Strengths and limitations

Strengths of our study are the national coverage and the comprehensive linkage to medical records and

demographic risk factors. A limitation is that we do not have primary care data other than encashed

prescriptions. Furthermore, as most immunosuppressant drugs are prescribed through hospitals where

linkage to prescribing records is not yet possible, the risks associated with specific immunosuppressant

drug classes could not be investigated. We have no data on help with daily activities from non-resident

carers as another possible source of exposure of clinically vulnerable individuals attempting to shield

themselves.

The calculation of the PARF for an exposure provides an upper bound on the predicted effect of

removing that exposure. The definition of “recent hospital exposure” used in this study was intended to

capture all those whose infection could have been acquired in hospital (sensitivity of 1), unlike the

international definition of “probable health-care associated infection” which is intended to identify those

whose infection was unlikely to have been acquired outside hospital (high specificity). This inclusive

definition is appropriate, as the calculation of the PARF is valid if the classification of exposure has

sensitivity of 1 even if the specificity is less than 1 [9]. The association of severe COVID-19 with recent

hospital admission is likely to be confounded by pre-existing risk conditions. However adjusting for risk

conditions in a multivariable analysis reduced the rate ratio associated with recent hospital exposure

only slightly (from 12.6 to 9.6). The most compelling evidence of causality is the time window analysis,

which shows that the association of disease is with elapsed time since exposure corresponding to the

known incubation period of SARS-CoV-2. The rate ratio estimated from the time window analysis is not

directly comparable with the rate ratio based on the case-control analysis because restriction to those

with discordant exposure between time windows selects those with fewer days in hospital (lower dosage
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of the exposure).

As all hospital inpatients are tested for SARS-CoV-2 every few days and all deaths within 28 days of

a positive test are officially classified as deaths involving COVID-19, some misclassification of deaths

from other causes as COVID-19 deaths is likely in those with recent hospital exposure. However the rate

ratio associated with recent hospital exposure was barely changed when fatal cases without COVID-19 as

underlying cause of death on death certificate were omitted.

Policy implications

Our results have implications for policies on shielding the vulnerable, vaccination, and control of

SARS-CoV-2 transmission in the population.

We found no evidence that the shielding programme per se reduced COVID-19 rates although it is

possible that without shielding advice and support the outcome in this group would have been worse. It

is relevant to examine why advice to shield, combined with offers of support for delivery of food and

medicines, failed to protect some individuals who were identified as clinically extremely vulnerable. As a

lockdown on the general population had been imposed on 23 March 2020, and individuals who

considered themselves to be at high risk would have been likely to reduce their contact level before then,

there were limited possibilities for risk in this group to be reduced further by advice to shield and offers

of help in letters sent from 3 April onwards. We have identified two sources of exposure that are

associated with severe disease and cannot easily be avoided by those advised to shield: in-patient

hospital care, and sharing a household with other adults. We recommend that consideration should be

given to special measures for to allow these vulnerable individuals to reduce their exposure. This could

include special measures to protect these individuals from nosocomial infection, and support for other

household members to co-isolate with the vulnerable individual.

Our findings support the policy of assigning highest priority for vaccination to those with risk

conditions eligible for shielding, as these groups have markedly elevated risks of severe COVID-19. For

solid organ transplant recipients – the group at highest risk – it is uncertain whether the vaccine will

evoke an immune response sufficient to be effective [22]. The relation of severe disease in those eligible

for shielding to number of adults in the household raises the question of whether priority should be given

to vaccinating household contacts of solid organ transplant recipients and other vulnerable individuals.

The Joint Committee on Vaccination and Immunisation did not recommend this in a report published in

December 2020, stating that “at this time there are no data on the size of the effect of COVID-19
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vaccines on transmission.” [23]. The Committee however recommended vaccination of health and social

care workers who are “at risk of transmitting infection to multiple vulnerable persons or other staff in a

health care environment”, implying some expectation that vaccination would reduce transmission. On

this basis, there is an equally strong case for offering vaccination to household contacts of solid organ

transplant recipients without waiting for more definitive evidence of the effect of vaccines on transmission.

Even with vaccination of household contacts, this group will require shielding until passive immunisation

is available or the risk of transmission has been reduced to a very low level by herd immunity.

Policies for control of transmission in the population and for reducing burden on health services and

total deaths have focused on population-wide reduction of social contact. However our analysis provides

compelling evidence for a substantial contribution of nosocomial transmission to the burden of severe

COVID-19 even during the second wave. A report for NHS England by the Healthcare Safety

Investigation Branch noted the challenges of controlling nosocomial transmission and recommended that

a national strategy for infection prevention and control should be developed [24]. Vaccination of health

care workers is likely to reduce nosocomial transmission, and vaccination of all inpatients should also be

considered. We have not attempted to quantify the onward transmission of COVID-19 from discharged

patients, but the PHE modelling study estimated that this could have accounted for 5% of cases

requiring hospitalisation in England during the first wave [21]. This suggests more stringent testing

before discharge and quarantine post discharge should be considered. More detailed understanding of

how recommended IP policies are being operationalised is also needed [25].

Declarations

Public and Patient Involvement statement:

This study was conducted under approvals from the Public Benefit and Privacy Panel for Health and

Social Care which includes public and patient representatives.

Ethics approval and information governance

This study was approved under COVID-19 Rapid Data Protection Impact Assessment (DPIA) 20210023

that allows Public Health Scotland staff to link the datasets. Datasets were de-identified before analysis.

16/29

 . CC-BY-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)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted March 3, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.02.21252734doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://www.informationgovernance.scot.nhs.uk/pbpphsc/
https://www.informationgovernance.scot.nhs.uk/pbpphsc/
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.02.21252734
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


Transparency declaration

PM, as the manuscript’s guarantor, affirms: that the manuscript is an honest, accurate, and transparent

account of the study being reported; that no important aspects of the study have been omitted; and that

any discrepancies from the study as originally planned and registered have been explained. This

manuscript has been generated directly from the source data by a reproducible research pipeline.

Funding

No specific funding was received for this study.

Data sharing statement

The component datasets used here are available via the Public Benefits Privacy Panel for Health at

https://www.informationgovernance.scot.nhs.uk/pbpphsc/ for researchers who meet the criteria for

access to confidential data. All source code used for derivation of variables, statistical analysis and

generation of this manuscript is available on https://github.com/pmckeigue/covid-scotland_public.

Acknowledgements

We thank all staff in critical care units who submitted data to the SICSAG database, the Scottish

Morbidity Record Data Team, the staff of the National Register of Scotland, the Public Health Scotland

Terminology Services, the HPS COVID-19 Laboratory & Testing cell and the NHS Scotland Diagnostic

Virology Laboratories, and Nicola Rowan (HPS) for coordinating this collaboration. We thank Shona

Cairns and Laura Imrie of the Antimicrobial Resistance and Healthcare Associated Infection unit of NHS

National Services Scotland for comments on an earlier draft of this manuscript.

Competing interest

All authors have completed and submitted the ICMJE Form for Disclosure of Potential Conflicts of

Interest.

Registration

The original protocol for the REACT-SCOT case-control study was registered with the European

Network of Centres for Pharmacoepidemiology and Pharmacovigilance (ENCEPP number EUPAS35558).

17/29

 . CC-BY-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)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted March 3, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.02.21252734doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.02.21252734
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


Public Health Scotland COVID-19 Health Protection Study Group

Allan McLeod, Alice Whettlock April Went, Beth Findlay Chris Sullivan, Ciaran Harvey, David

Henderson, Edward McArdle, Eisin McDonald, Emily Griffiths, Genna Drennan, Johanna Young, Kirstin

Leslie, Leonardo I Green, Louise Nicol, Melissa Llano, Nick Christofidis, Paul Bett, Ross Cameron,

Theresa Ryan, Victoria Ponce Hardy.

Public Health Scotland, Meridian Court, 5 Cadogan Street, Glasgow G2 6QE

References

1. NHS. Who’s at higher risk from coronavirus. NHS. https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/coronavirus-covid-

19/people-at-higher-risk/whos-at-higher-risk-from-coronavirus/;

2020.

2. Kanani N, Waller E. Caring for people at highest risk during COVID-19 incident. NHS England;

2020 Mar.

3. McKeigue PM, Weir A, Bishop J, McGurnaghan SJ, Kennedy S, McAllister D, et al. Rapid

Epidemiological Analysis of Comorbidities and Treatments as risk factors for COVID-19 in Scotland

(REACT-SCOT): A population-based case-control study. PLOS Medicine. 2020;17: e1003374.

doi:10.1371/journal.pmed.1003374

4. Health Protection Scotland. Search criteria for highest risk patients for shielding. Public Health

Scotland; 2020 May.

5. Fraser E. Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation 2020: Introduction - gov.scot. Housing and Social

Justice Directorate, Scottish Government; 2020.

6. Shah ASV, Wood R, Gribben C, Caldwell D, Bishop J, Weir A, et al. Risk of hospital admission

with coronavirus disease 2019 in healthcare workers and their households: Nationwide linkage cohort

study. BMJ (Clinical research ed). 2020;371: m3582. doi:10.1136/bmj.m3582

7. McAllister D, Fenton L. Report of record linkage study of COVID-19 among teachers, healthcare

workers and other working-age adults. Public Health Scotland; 2020 Dec.

8. European Centre for Disease Prevention and Control. Surveillance definitions for COVID-19.

European Centre for Disease Prevention and Control.

https://www.ecdc.europa.eu/en/covid-19/surveillance/surveillance-definitions; 2020.

9. Hsieh CC, Walter SD. The effect of non-differential exposure misclassification on estimates of the

attributable and prevented fraction. Statistics in Medicine. 1988;7: 1073–1085.

18/29

 . CC-BY-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)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted March 3, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.02.21252734doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1003374
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.m3582
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.02.21252734
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


doi:10.1002/sim.4780071008

10. Maclure M, Mittleman MA. Should we use a case-crossover design? Annual Review of Public

Health. 2000;21: 193–221. doi:10.1146/annurev.publhealth.21.1.193

11. Avery RK, Chiang TP-Y, Marr KA, Brennan DC, Sait AS, Garibaldi BT, et al. Inpatient

COVID-19 Outcomes in Solid Organ Transplant Recipients Compared to Non-Solid Organ Transplant

Patients: A Retrospective Cohort. American Journal of Transplantation: Official Journal of the

American Society of Transplantation and the American Society of Transplant Surgeons. 2020.

doi:10.1111/ajt.16431

12. Andersen KM, Mehta HB, Palamuttam N, Ford D, Garibaldi BT, Auwaerter PG, et al.

Association Between Chronic Use of Immunosuppresive Drugs and Clinical Outcomes From Coronavirus

Disease 2019 (COVID-19) Hospitalization: A Retrospective Cohort Study in a Large US Health System.

Clinical Infectious Diseases: An Official Publication of the Infectious Diseases Society of America. 2021.

doi:10.1093/cid/ciaa1488

13. Jani BD, Ho FK, Lowe DJ, Traynor JP, MacBride-Stewart S, Mark PB, et al. Comparison of

COVID-19 outcomes among shielded and non-shielded populations: A general population cohort study

of 1.3 million. medRxiv. 2020; 2020.09.17.20196436. doi:10.1101/2020.09.17.20196436

14. Ludvigsson JF, Engerström L, Nordenhäll C, Larsson E. Open Schools, Covid-19, and Child and

Teacher Morbidity in Sweden. New England Journal of Medicine. 2021;0: null.

doi:10.1056/NEJMc2026670

15. Wood R, Thomson EC, Galbraith R, Gribben C, Caldwell D, Bishop J, et al. Living with

Children and Adults’ Risk of COVID-19: Observational Study. medRxiv. 2021; 2020.09.21.20196428.

doi:10.1101/2020.09.21.20196428

16. Forbes H, Morton CE, Bacon S, McDonald HI, Minassian C, Brown JP, et al. Association

between living with children and outcomes from COVID-19: An OpenSAFELY cohort study of 12

million adults in England. medRxiv. 2020; 2020.11.01.20222315. doi:10.1101/2020.11.01.20222315

17. Braun J, Loyal L, Frentsch M, Wendisch D, Georg P, Kurth F, et al. SARS-CoV-2-reactive T

cells in healthy donors and patients with COVID-19. Nature. 2020; 1–8. doi:10.1038/s41586-020-2598-9

18. Aaby P. Malnutrition and overcrowding/intensive exposure in severe measles infection: Review of

community studies. Reviews of Infectious Diseases. 10: 478–491. doi:10.1093/clinids/10.2.478

19. Howdon D, Oke J, Jefferson T. Probable healthcare associated infections in England. The Centre

for Evidence-Based Medicine; 2020 Oct.

20. ARHAI Scotland. Hospital onset COVID-19 mortality in Scotland 24 February 2021. Edinburgh:

19/29

 . CC-BY-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)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted March 3, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.02.21252734doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.4780071008
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.publhealth.21.1.193
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajt.16431
https://doi.org/10.1093/cid/ciaa1488
https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.09.17.20196436
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMc2026670
https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.09.21.20196428
https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.01.20222315
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-020-2598-9
https://doi.org/10.1093/clinids/10.2.478
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.02.21252734
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


NHS National Services Scotland; 2021 Feb.

21. Knight G, Robotham J. The contribution of nosocomial infections to the first wave, 28 January

2021. GOV.UK. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/phe-and-lshtm-the-contribution-of-

nosocomial-infections-to-the-first-wave-28-january-2021;

2021.

22. Chong PP, Avery RK. A Comprehensive Review of Immunization Practices in Solid Organ

Transplant and Hematopoietic Stem Cell Transplant Recipients. Clinical Therapeutics. 2017;39:

1581–1598. doi:10.1016/j.clinthera.2017.07.005

23. Joint Committee on Vaccination and Immunisation. Joint Committee on Vaccination and

Immunisation: Advice on priority groups for COVID-19 vaccination. Department of Health and Social

Care; 2020 Dec.

24. Healthcare Safety Investigation Branch. Investigation into COVID-19 transmission in hospitals.

Healthcare Safety Investigation Branch.

https://www.hsib.org.uk/investigations-cases/covid-19-transmission-hospitals/final-report/; 2020.

25. Oliver D. Could we do better on hospital acquired covid-19 in a future wave? BMJ. 2021;372:

n70. doi:10.1136/bmj.n70

20/29

 . CC-BY-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)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted March 3, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.02.21252734doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinthera.2017.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n70
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.02.21252734
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


Figures

0

25

50

75

1 Mar 1 Apr 1 May 1 Jun 1 Jul 1 Aug 1 Sep 1 Oct 1 Nov 1 Dec
Presentation date: mid−point of 3−day window

D
ai

ly
 s

ev
er

e 
ca

se
s

No risk condition

Moderate risk condition

Eligible for shielding

Fig 1. Area plot of severe cases by vulnerability category and date of presentation, excluding care home
residents
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Fig 2. (a) Recent hospital exposure by risk group and sliding window of presentation dates (b) Rate
ratio asociated with recent hospital exposure in those not resident in care homes. (c) fraction of severe
cases attributable to recent hospital exposure in those not resident in care homes.
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Tables

Table 1. Shielding eligibility cohort by case status. Severe cases are those that were fatal or entered
critical care

Not diagnosed
as case

No critical
care, non-fatal

Critical care,
non-fatal

Fatal All

All shielding categories 197822 (96.5%) 5399 (2.6%) 302 (0.1%) 1390 (0.7%) 204860
Shielding eligibility category
Solid organ transplant 6618 (96.6%) 175 (2.6%) 20 (0.3%) 37 (0.5%) 6850
Specific cancers 24940 (96.9%) 575 (2.2%) 32 (0.1%) 204 (0.8%) 25751
Severe respiratory 82260 (96.5%) 2221 (2.6%) 111 (0.1%) 685 (0.8%) 85277
Rare diseases 10503 (96.7%) 272 (2.5%) 12 (0.1%) 75 (0.7%) 10862
On immunosuppressants 30189 (97.1%) 781 (2.5%) 36 (0.1%) 95 (0.3%) 31101
Additional conditions 43260 (96.1%) 1374 (3.1%) 91 (0.2%) 294 (0.7%) 45019

Percentages are row percentages
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Table 2. Rate ratios for severe COVID-19 in those not resident in care homes.
Univariate Multivariable

Controls
(80138)

Cases (6469) Rate ratio (95%
CI)

p-value Rate ratio (95%
CI)

p-value

No risk condition 48924 (61%) 1683 (26%) . .
Moderate risk
condition

24274 (30%) 3355 (52%) 5.3 (5.0, 5.7) 1× 10−525 4.41 (4.10, 4.73) 2× 10−359

Shielding eligibility category
Solid organ

transplant
116 (0%) 54 (1%) 13.6 (9.6, 19.2) 8× 10−50 7.9 (5.2, 12.1) 4× 10−22

Specific cancers 849 (1%) 217 (3%) 9.6 (8.1, 11.4) 5× 10−154 4.52 (3.71, 5.51) 2× 10−50

Severe
respiratory

3382 (4%) 650 (10%) 7.2 (6.5, 8.0) 7× 10−300 5.7 (5.0, 6.4) 1× 10−188

Rare diseases 360 (0%) 61 (1%) 6.8 (5.1, 9.2) 3× 10−37 4.77 (3.42, 6.66) 4× 10−20

On immunosup-
pressants

638 (1%) 118 (2%) 6.1 (4.9, 7.6) 3× 10−63 4.28 (3.38, 5.42) 1× 10−33

Additional
conditions

1595 (2%) 331 (5%) 7.7 (6.7, 8.9) 4× 10−183 5.3 (4.5, 6.2) 7× 10−96

At least one child
under 5

1547 (2%) 127 (2%) 0.86 (0.71, 1.05) 0.1 0.79 (0.64, 0.99) 0.04

Number of school age children in household
0 school age 74767 (93%) 6003 (93%) . .
1 school age 1616 (2%) 85 (1%) 0.54 (0.43, 0.68) 1× 10−7 0.71 (0.55, 0.92) 0.01
2 or more 3755 (5%) 381 (6%) 1.08 (0.96, 1.22) 0.2 0.72 (0.63, 0.84) 1× 10−5

Number of adults in household
1 adult 58628 (74%) 3940 (61%) . .
2 adults 16891 (21%) 1727 (27%) 1.60 (1.50, 1.70) 1× 10−48 1.83 (1.70, 1.97) 3× 10−60

3 to 4 3762 (5%) 602 (9%) 2.46 (2.23, 2.72) 2× 10−69 3.23 (2.87, 3.63) 5× 10−83

5 to 9 222 (0%) 64 (1%) 4.42 (3.29, 5.94) 5× 10−23 5.9 (4.2, 8.4) 4× 10−23

10 or more 218 (0%) 99 (2%) 10.6 (7.6, 14.6) 2× 10−45 9.8 (6.8, 14.2) 3× 10−34

SIMD quintile
1 - most deprived 19718 (25%) 1928 (30%) . .
2 17766 (22%) 1560 (24%) 0.90 (0.83, 0.97) 0.007 0.91 (0.83, 0.99) 0.03
3 14087 (18%) 1138 (18%) 0.78 (0.72, 0.85) 3× 10−8 0.84 (0.76, 0.93) 5× 10−4

4 13625 (17%) 968 (15%) 0.66 (0.60, 0.72) 8× 10−19 0.73 (0.66, 0.81) 6× 10−9

5 - least deprived 14855 (19%) 868 (13%) 0.55 (0.49, 0.61) 3× 10−31 0.64 (0.57, 0.72) 4× 10−14

Occupation
Other /

undetermined
77777 (98%) 6210 (97%) . .

Teacher 287 (0%) 10 (0%) 0.36 (0.19, 0.69) 0.002 0.44 (0.21, 0.91) 0.03
Health care, not

PF / undetermined
810 (1%) 79 (1%) 1.12 (0.88, 1.41) 0.4 1.15 (0.88, 1.49) 0.3

Health care PF 895 (1%) 131 (2%) 1.60 (1.33, 1.94) 1× 10−6 1.56 (1.26, 1.93) 5× 10−5

Recent hospital
visit/stay

3208 (4%) 2115 (33%) 12.6 (11.7, 13.6) 2× 10−989 9.6 (8.8, 10.4) 5× 10−661

Percentages are column percentages for each variable
PF, patient-facing
Rate ratios are from conditional logistic regression models with cases and controls matched for age, sex and general care practice
Univariate rate ratios are for models with a single covariate
Multivariable rate ratios are for a model including all covariates
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Table 3. Rate ratios for severe COVID-19 associated with risk conditions (with severe respiratory
disease as reference category) in those eligible for shielding and not resident in care homes

Univariate Multivariable

Controls

(6940)

Cases (1431) Rate ratio (95%

CI)

p-value Rate ratio (95%

CI)

p-value

Shielding eligibility category

Severe respiratory 3382 (49%) 650 (45%) . .

Solid organ

transplant

116 (2%) 54 (4%) 1.19 (0.65, 2.16) 0.6 1.14 (0.56, 2.35) 0.7

Specific cancers 849 (12%) 217 (15%) 0.86 (0.65, 1.15) 0.3 0.56 (0.40, 0.80) 0.001

Rare diseases 360 (5%) 61 (4%) 1.23 (0.73, 2.07) 0.4 1.19 (0.65, 2.15) 0.6

On

immunosuppressants

638 (9%) 118 (8%) 0.67 (0.46, 0.97) 0.04 0.57 (0.37, 0.88) 0.01

Additional

conditions

1595 (23%) 331 (23%) 1.11 (0.86, 1.43) 0.4 0.94 (0.70, 1.26) 0.7

At least one child

under 5

54 (1%) 22 (2%) 0.77 (0.28, 2.13) 0.6 0.55 (0.16, 1.93) 0.4

School-age children in household

0 school age 6674 (96%) 1344 (94%) . .

1 school age 85 (1%) 16 (1%) 0.36 (0.10, 1.28) 0.1 0.51 (0.13, 2.02) 0.3

2 or more 181 (3%) 71 (5%) 0.95 (0.54, 1.66) 0.8 0.50 (0.25, 1.00) 0.05

Adults in household

1 adult 5335 (77%) 910 (64%) . .

2 adults 1334 (19%) 392 (27%) 1.55 (1.24, 1.94) 1× 10−4 1.77 (1.37, 2.30) 2× 10−5

3 or more 258 (4%) 124 (9%) 2.22 (1.45, 3.42) 3× 10−4 3.34 (2.00, 5.56) 4× 10−6

SIMD quintile

(integer)

2(1-4) 2(1-4) 0.95 (0.87, 1.03) 0.2 0.95 (0.86, 1.04) 0.3

Recent hospital

visit/stay

704 (10%) 630 (44%) 5.6 (4.3, 7.3) 3× 10−38 6.4 (4.8, 8.4) 1× 10−39

Percentages are column percentages for each variable

Rate ratios are from conditional logistic regression models matched for age, sex and general practice

Univariate rate ratios are for models with a single covariate

Multivariable rate ratios are for a model including all covariates
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Table 4. Rate ratios for severe COVID-19 by time window of hospital in-patient exposure

Time window of exposure Controls Cases Rate ratio (95%

CI)

p-value

Less recent interval only 437 (30%) 131 (7%) .

Recent interval only 406 (28%) 685 (35%) 6.3 (3.6, 11.1) 2× 10−10

Both intervals 607 (42%) 1154 (59%) 7.1 (4.1, 12.2) 2× 10−12

Rate ratios are from conditional logistic regression models

Dataset restricted to those exposed at some time between 5 and 24 days before

first testing positive.

Recent interval = days 5 to 14, less recent interval days 15 to 24 before first testing positive.

Reference category is exposure in less recent interval only.
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Fig S1. (a) Rate ratios for severe COVID-19 in those not resident in care homes, by risk group and
sliding window of presentation dates. (b) Rate ratio per adult and per child in household, in models with
number of adults, number of children and SIMD deprivation score as covariates. Line thickness is
proportional to precision of estimate.
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Supplementary Tables

Table S1. Shielding eligibility cohort by eligibility category and age

Age group

0-39 40-59 60-74 75 or more All

Shielding eligibility category
Solid organ transplant 1192 (17%) 2620 (38%) 2505 (37%) 531 (8%) 6850
Specific cancers 1371 (5%) 6316 (25%) 10917 (42%) 7132 (28%) 25751
Severe respiratory 3562 (4%) 18115 (21%) 36915 (43%) 26650 (31%) 85277
Rare diseases 2453 (23%) 3038 (28%) 2518 (23%) 2846 (26%) 10862
On immunosuppressants 6304 (20%) 10466 (34%) 9414 (30%) 4886 (16%) 31101
Additional conditions 5569 (12%) 12076 (27%) 14118 (31%) 13207 (29%) 45019

All shielding categories 20451 (10%) 52631 (26%) 76387 (37%) 55252 (27%) 204860

Percentages are row percentages

Table S2. Severe test-positive cases classified by hospital onset status (as defined by ECDPC) and
recent inpatient exposure

No recent
hospital
exposure

Recent hospital
exposure

Community onset 5855 (94%) 499 (27%)
Non-hospital onset 257 (4%) 55 (3%)
Indeterminate hospital
onset

94 (2%) 231 (13%)

Probable hospital onset 0 (0%) 382 (21%)
Definite hospital onset 0 (0%) 672 (37%)

All ECDPC categories 6206 1839

Percentages are column percentages
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Table S3. Dates of sending advice letters to those eligible for shielding
3 Apr 10 Apr 17 Apr 24 Apr 1 May or

later
All

Solid organ
transplant

6658 (97%) 9 (0%) 8 (0%) 21 (0%) 144 (2%) 6840

Specific cancers 17348 (78%) 241 (1%) 559 (3%) 891 (4%) 3148 (14%) 22187
Severe respiratory 76574 (90%) 423 (0%) 693 (1%) 2148 (3%) 4801 (6%) 84639
Rare diseases 894 (11%) 6304 (76%) 150 (2%) 461 (6%) 441 (5%) 8250
On immunosuppres-
sants

13152 (43%) 9682 (32%) 3955 (13%) 1628 (5%) 2041 (7%) 30458

Pregnant with
heart disease

19 (40%) 3 (6%) 1 (2%) 9 (19%) 15 (32%) 47

Additional
conditions

2277 (5%) 7222 (17%) 6608 (16%) 7484 (18%) 17877 (43%) 41468

All shielding
categories

116922 (60%) 23884 (12%) 11974 (6%) 12642 (7%) 28467 (15%) 193889

Percentages are row percentages
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