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Abstract

Background: This study aims to estimate the prevalence of COVID-19 in the general population
of Iran.

Methods: Thetarget population was all Iranian people aged six years and older in the country. A
stratified random sampling design was used to select 28,314 subjects from among the individuals
registered in the electronic health record systems used in primary hedlth care in Iran. Venous
blood was taken from each participant and tested for the IgG antibody against COVID-19. The
prevalence of COVID-19 was estimated at provincial and national levels after adjusting for the
measurement error of the laboratory test, non-response bias, and sampling design.

Results: Of the 28,314 Iranians selected, 11,256 (39.75%) participated in the study. Of these,
5406 (48.0%) were male, and 6851 (60.9%) lived in urban areas. The mean (standard deviation)
participant age was 35.89 (18.61) years. The adjusted prevalence of COVID-19 until August 20,
2020 was estimated as 14.2% (95% uncertainty interval: 13.3%, 15.2%), which was equal to
11,958,346 (95% confidence interval: 11,211,011-12,746,776) individuals. The prevalence of
infection was 14.6%, 13.8%, 16.6%, 11.7%, and 19.4% among men, women, urban population,
rural population, and individuals >60 years of age, respectively. Ardabil, Golestan, and
Khuzestan provinces had the highest prevalence, and Alborz, Hormozgan, and Kerman provinces
had the lowest.

Conclusions. Based on the study results, a large proportion of the Iranian population had not yet
been infected by COVID-19. The observance of hygienic principles and social restrictions

should therefore continue until the majority of the population has been vaccinated.

Keywords. COVID-19, Seroprevalence, Survey, Nationwide, Population-based, Iran, IgG test


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.12.21253442
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.12.21253442; this version posted March 12, 2021. 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(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.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 .

Introduction

The severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) pandemic, which started in
December 2019 in Wuhan, China, and quickly spread around the world, is one of the most
important phenomena that has affected human society in recent decades (1). The agent of SARS-
CoV-2 was a RNA beta-coronavirus that had never been seen before (2). Due to the rapid
transmission of infection from person to person via respiration, measures such as social
distancing and lockdowns have been taken in different communities and countries to control the
pandemic. These have not only affected people's physical health, but also their social and mental
health and have had a significantly negative effect on the economies of families and countries.

Accurate and valid information about the prevalence of infection (symptomatic and
asymptomatic) is important for policy-making and the management and control of the COVID-
19 pandemic in countries (3). Although daily reports of the number of polymerase chain reaction
(PCR)-confirmed cases of COVID-19 are available, the number of diagnosed cases is a function
of the number of tests performed per day. For example, in Iran, due to the limited number of
laboratory kits available at the beginning of the pandemic, the number of daily tests was very
limited, and PCR tests were performed only for hospitalized patients in a serious physical
condition with suspected COVID-19 (4). Furthermore, the PCR test has a relatively high false-
negative rate, which is affected by the sampling method and the time interval from the onset of
the disease (5). On the other hand, a significant proportion (17%) of COVID-19 patients remain
asymptomatic, especially those in younger age groups (6, 7). Given the above limitations, it is
impossible to rely solely on daily reports of the number of definitively diagnosed cases for

pandemic management and policy-making.
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Serological tests are used to measure the response of antibodies to the virus and are also able to
detect a history of infection in asymptomatic individuals. Seroepidemiological surveys can
therefore provide reliable information about the prevalence of the infection, its distribution in
different areas and by age, sex, and other subgroups, and the history of population immunity (8-
10).

To date, several seroprevalence studies have been performed in metropolises and provinces in
Iran and on high-risk populations, and some of these results have been published (11, 12).
However, the surveys have had a number of limitations in terms of the sampling designs and
analysis methods, which has raised debate on the validity and generalizability of the findings
(13-15). This study from the Iranian COVID-19 Serological Surveillance (ICS) program, which
is supported by the Ministry of Health and Medical Education (MOHME) of Iran (16), isthefirst
report of the series of nationwide, population-based serological surveys for COVID-19 that are

conducted at regular intervals.

M ethods

Sudy design, population, and sampling

The survey was conducted from August to October 2020 in all provinces of Iran to estimate the
prevalence of COVID-19 in the country in total and by province, urban/rural area of residence,
sex, and age group. The target population of the survey was all Iranians aged six years and older
living in Iran. People with a unique Iranian national identification number registered in the
primary health care (PHC) electronic health record systems (SIB, SINA, and NAB), who were

six years of age or older and had sufficient physical ability to attend blood sampling centers were
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included. Subjects who had contraindications for venous blood sampling or were not willing to
participate in the study were excluded.

A stratified random sampling scheme was used in the survey; each province was considered a
stratum. In each province, sampling was conducted through a simple random sampling method
using the list of digible subjects registered in the PHC electronic health record systems as the
sampling frame.

A national sample of 28,314 individuals was recruited. The sample included 858 subjects for
each of the 31 provincesin Iran with the exception of Tehran province. For Tehran, a three times
greater number of participants were recruited compared to the sample size calculated for each of
the other provinces. The provincial sample size was calculated based on the estimated COVID-
19 prevalence of 33% (17), arelative estimation error of 10%, a confidence interval (Cl) of 95%,
and considering a non-response rate of 10%. The country sample size was sufficient to estimate a

prevalence of 33% with an estimation error of 1.75%.

Procedures

To invite the subjects selected for the survey, the relevant lists and personal profilesin the PHC
electronic health record systems were made available to urban and rural community health
workers. These community health workers called the selected people and invited them to each
district’ s specified blood sampling centers for blood sampling. If the community health workers
failed to reach the subjects by phone, this would be repeated up to three times and up to twice a
day. Individuals who gave verbal consent to participate in the study were asked to visit the

relevant blood sampling center of the district within a maximum of five working days. If they did
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not attend the sampling center, the community health worker was informed through the system
and contacted them again to follow up.

The blood sampling centers in each district were selected in such a way that the participants
would face minimal risk of being infected by COVID-19 and the centers were easily accessible
to the participants. Blood sampling was performed in full compliance with the health protocols
and after obtaining written informed consent from the participants. A volume of 10 ml of
intravenous blood was taken from each person, and the unique code of the person in the PHC
electronic health record system, the names of the district and province, and the date of sampling
were recorded on the sample tubes. Up to two hours after blood sampling, the sample tubes were
centrifuged at 1000-1200 rpm for a maximum of 15 minutes, and the serum was then transferred
to plastic-sealed micro tubes, which were stored at 4°C—8°C. The serum samples were then
transferred to the selected laboratories of the medical universities in a three-layer package at a

temperature of 4°C—8°C up to 24 hours after sampling.

Measurements and other variables

To determine the IgG antibody against COVID-19 of each sample, serological testing was
undertaken via the ELISA method using Iran’s Food and Drug Organization-approved SARS-
CoV-2 ELISA kit (Pishtaz Teb, Tehran, Iran; catalogue number PT-SARS-COV-2.1gG-96)
according to the relevant protocol. The test result was then recorded by the laboratory staff in the
PHC dectronic health record system. Other required variables such as age, gender,
province/district of residence, and urban/rural area of residence were extracted from the
participant’s profile in the PHC electronic health record system. Figure S1 of Appendix A shows

the study implementation process.
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Ethical considerations

The study protocol was approved by the ethics committee of the National Institute of Health
Research of the Islamic Republic of Iran (ethics code: IR. TUMS.NIHR.REC.1399.019). Written
informed consent was obtained from all the participants in the study. For the participants aged
12-18 years, in addition to their individual consent, the consent of their parents or legal
guardians was obtained. For children under 12 years of age, written informed consent was

obtained only from their parents or legal guardians.

Education, monitoring, and supervision

The objectives and protocols of the survey were described to the focal points of the health
laboratories at the medical universities/faculties via a virtual training session, and they were
asked to transfer the training materials hierarchically to community health workers, blood
samplers, and laboratory personnedl.

All the study processes were monitored using two tools: (i) the dashboard of the PHC electronic
health record systems to assess the progress of the study and (ii) on-site checklists. The directors
of the health laboratories of the medical universities were responsible for supervising the study

jprocesses.

Estimations of the laboratory kit sensitivity and specificity

In addition to the reports of the diagnostic accuracy of the Pishtaz Teb kit by the manufacturer,
its accuracy was reevaluated in a separate study. To assess the sensitivity of the kit, 254 patients
with PCR-confirmed diagnoses of COVID-19 were tested (18). These individuals comprised

patients admitted to hospital, those attending outpatient clinics, and asymptomatic subjects (19).
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Symptomatic patients were selected from among those whose symptoms had appeared at |east
three weeks earlier.

To estimate the specificity of the kit, we used 410 healthy people’ s serum samples from the bio-
bank of the Tehran Lipid and Glucose Study (20), which had been stored one year prior to the
onset of the COVID-19 pandemic (fall 2018 to summer 2019). The serum samples consisted of a
combination of samples taken during all the seasons of the year in equal proportions. We used
multiple modified Poisson regression to evaluate the factors affecting the sensitivity and

specificity of the study kit (21).

Satistical analysis

We estimated the prevalence of COVID-19 and its 95% uncertainty interval (Ul) at a national
and provincial level by urban/rural area of residence, sex, and age (617 years, 18-39 years, 40—
59 years, and >60 years). A participant was considered “positive’ in the presence of anti-SARS-
CoV-2 IgG. After correcting the fal se negatives and false positives of the 1gG test results and
using post-stratification, inverse probability of response, and sampling design weights, a
minimum bias estimate of the prevalence was obtained.

We followed three stages in the dtatistical analysis. (i) correction of the crude (unadjusted)
prevalence resulting from the measurement error of the laboratory kit based on the sensitivity
and specificity of the kit, (ii) conversion of the corrected prevalence of the previous stage into
individual data, (iii) weighing the individual data of the second stage using post-stratification,
response rates, and sampling design weights. All these stages were performed for 16 strata made
up of a combination of four age groups, two genders, and two urban/rural categories in each

province separately (496 categories at a national level).
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To correct the crude prevalence resulting from the measurement error of the laboratory kit, we
used the Bayesian method. In this method, the beta distributions of sensitivity and specificity and
the uniform (0 and 1) distribution of the crude prevalence were used as three prior distributions,

and the posterior distribution of the prevalence was then obtained using equation (1):

Prior, o aeme ~U (0,2)
priorg,, ~scaled.Beta(e, B)
priorg,, ~scaled Beta(a, f)

(?)(cl+c29)2(1—c1—c20)“-‘

h(t)

g(@]t,Sen,Spe) =
h(t) = Jl.(?)(cl +C29)2(1_C1 _Cze)nitd 0

=C£1(?){B (c,+C,;it +L,n—t +1)—B(c,t +1,n -t +1)}

where [ isthe crude prevalence, t isthe number of positive subjects from n people tested, C;=1-
e, and Co=Sen + Spe-1 (22).

The beta distributions of the sensitivity and specificity were constructed in such away that their
means and standard deviations could be matched with the point estimates and standard errors of
the sengitivity and specificity obtained from the kit s performance study, respectively.

In stage 2, to convert the corrected prevalence of the previous stage into individual data, we
simulated the individual data using a binomial distribution with parameters equal to the number
of participants and the corrected prevalence of each of the aforementioned 16 subgroups in each

province.
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In stage 3, to obtain the prevalence estimates at a provincia level, we used the following two

weights:

(1) The weight of the corrected differences in the age, sex, and urban/rural distribution of the
study sample with their distribution in the population of the province (W1 or post-
stratification weight). This weight was the inverse of the ratio of the number of samples
determined for each age-sex-urban/rural category by the population of that category in
each province based on the population projection for 2020 by the Statistics Center of
Iran;

(i)  The weight of the responses (W2). This weight was used to correct the effect of non-
responses on the prevalence estimates (23). Since the variables age, sex, urban/rural area,
and province of residence were associated with participation in the study, W2 was
obtained by dividing the number of determined samples by the number of participants
(inverse of probability of responses) in each of the 16 age-sex-urban/rural categories for

each province.

We used the product of W1 and W2 as a weight to calculate the prevalence estimates in each

province.

To obtain the prevalence estimates at a national level, W3 was calculated by dividing the number
of the population of each province by the sample size of that province (sampling weight) (23).
To calculate the national prevalence estimates, W3 was multiplied by W1 and W2. The standard
error of the corrected prevalence was calculated using the robust method (24). Microsoft Excel

(Microsoft Inc), STATA (25) and R (26) software were used in the statistical analysis.
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The full details of the survey methods are also provided in an ICS program protocol article,

which has been published elsewhere (16).

Results

Among the 28,314 Iranians selected to participate in the study from all the provinces in the
country, 11,256 (39.75%) participated in the study (Figure 1). The highest rate of non-response
was reported from Tehran, Qom, and Hamadan provinces (90.4%, 76.9%, and 76.5%,
respectively), while the provinces of Razavi Khorasan, Sistan and Baluchestan, and Mazandaran
had the lowest non-response rates (14.7%, 24.2%, and 33.7%, respectively; see Table 1). The
multiple logistic regression analysis used to investigate the factors affecting participation in the
study revealed a statistically significant association between study participation and province of
residence (odds ratio [OR]: 1.074, 95% ClI: 1.071-1.077), one-year aging (OR: 1.007, 95% CI:
1.005-1.008), being female (OR: 1.19, 95% CI: 1.13-1.30), and rural residence (OR: 2.04, 95%
Cl: 1.93-2.15). To include the province of residence in this model, the provinces of the country
were first ranked from large to small based on their non-response rates, then they were given a
rank from 1 to 31. Thereafter, the rank of each province based on the non-response rate was
entered into the model. The OR of the province of residence indicated the rise in the chance of
responding with each increase in the rank of the non-response rate of the province.

The blood sampling of the study participants started on August 3, 2020, in Tehran province and
continued until October 31, 2020, in Kohgiluyeh and Boyer-Ahmad province. Half the
partici pants were sampled before September 10 and the other half after that date. To increase the
response rate, we extended the data collection period by one month. The mean (standard

deviation) of the age of the study participantsin the country was 35.89 (18.61) years (age range,
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6-109 years). In total, 5406 (48.03%) of the participants were male, and 6851 (60.86%) lived in
urban areas. Table 1 shows the distribution of the age, sex, and area of residence of the study
participants across the country and by province.

We estimated the sensitivity and specificity of the IgG test of the study laboratory kit as 0.74
(95% CI: 0.67, 0.80) and 0.98 (95% CI: 0.96, 0.99), respectively. Further details on the
characteristics of the participants in the sensitivity and specificity estimation studies and their
results are provided in Appendix B.

Of the 11,256 participants in the study nationally, the IgG serological test was positive in 1303
(11.6%, 95% ClI: 11.0, 12.0). The crude prevalence of COVID-19 based on the IgG serological
testing is presented in total in Figure 2 and separately by age, sex, and urban/rural subgroup in
Table S3 of Appendix C for the country and the provinces. The prevalence estimates with a 95%
Cl wider than 12% have not been reported in Table S3 dueto low precision.

The prevalence of COVID-19 in Iran after correcting for the laboratory kit measurement error
and weighting data by post-stratification, inverse probability of response, and sampling design
weights was estimated as 14.2% (95% Ul: 13.3, 15.2) as at August 20, 2020. It was therefore
estimated that from the beginning of the pandemic to this date, more than 11,958,346 (95% CI.
11,211,011-12,746,776) of the population over six years of age had been infected with COVID-
19in Iran. Nationwide, the infection prevalence was higher among men than women, urban than
rural populations, and individuals >60 years of age than other age groups (Table S3 of Appendix
C). The corrected prevalence estimates by age, gender, and urban/rural area of residence for each
province are also presented in Table S3; the prevalence estimates with a 95% Ul wider than 12%
are not reported in this table. Ardabil, Golestan, and Khuzestan provinces had the highest

prevalence, and Alborz, Hormozgan, and Kerman provinces had the lowest (see Figures 2 and 3).
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Figure 2 presents the crude prevalence estimates and the prevalence estimates corrected for the

laboratory kit measurement error and weighting by all weights among the provinces.

Discussion

We estimated the prevalence of COVID-19 in the population aged six years and older in Iran
from the beginning of the pandemic until August 20, 2020, as 14.2%. Our study showed that the
prevalence of the infection was higher among men than women, in the urban than the rural
population, and in the age groups >60 years and 40-59 years than the other age groups. Ardabil,
Golestan, Khuzestan, Razavi Khorasan, and Sistan and Baluchestan provinces had the highest
prevalence, and Alborz, Hormozgan, Kerman, South Khorasan, and Isfahan provinces had the
lowest.

In a study conducted in Iran on the general population in 18 of the most densely populated
metropolises across 17 provinces in the country, the prevalence of COVID-19 from the start of
the pandemic until the end of April 2020 was estimated as 17.1% (11, 13-15). Unlike our study,
this study did not capture the data of patients four months after April, so the estimated
prevalence was higher than our national prevalence estimate. The estimated prevalence of the
disease would likely have been higher than that in our study because the sampling population of
the study only included metropolises with high population densities—not small and sparsely
populated cities and villages—and the study was conducted only in provinces with the highest
reported number of COVID-19 cases based on MOHME reports (13). Although the laboratory
kit used in the study was the same as ours, the sensitivity of the IgG test was estimated in
different situations (within 2—4 weeks of symptom onset vs. 3—-16 weeks in our study) and was

found to be lower than that in our study (61% vs. 74%, respectively). In terms of COVID-19
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infection, the IgG titer increased after week 3 of symptom onset, but the samples were used
within 2—4 weeks in their sensitivity estimation study. These factors, as well as some of the
study’s methodological and statistical issues (15), may have contributed to the differences
between the results of that study and ours.

In another seroprevalence study in Guilan province, the prevalence of COVID-19 from the
beginning of the pandemic until April 2020 was estimated at 22.2% (12), which is significantly
higher than our estimate for Guilan province (8.0%). There could be several reasons for this
discrepancy, including household sampling compared to the simple random sampling undertaken
in our study (due to the high risk of infection of all household membersif one of the membersis
infected), the inclusion of only a number of districts with high and low incidences (based on their
hospitalization rate) compared to the inclusion of all districts in the present study, and possibly
greater participation of infected subjects in that study compared to ours due to subjects’ fear of
becoming infected in the comprehensive health centers (because of this, 17% of the subjects did
not participate in that study). More importantly, as Guilan province was among the first
provinces hit by the COVID-19 pandemic, it is quite possible that the proportion of infected
people with negative serologic test results would have been higher than that of many other
provinces with delayed peaks. This may have led to a higher underestimation of the infection in
Guilan province in our study. In terms of statistical methods, the principle of order in the
multiple bias correction in that study was disregarded so that the measurement error correction
could be done before the nonresponse bias correction with inverse probability weighting ,27)
(28. This could also have affected the results. Additionally, not using weighting within the strata

of the age, gender, and rural/urban variables in the Guilan study could have resulted in
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differences. These factors may also be the reason for the different age, sex, and urban/rural
distribution of the disease in that study compared to ours.

In our study, the prevalence of COVID-19 infection at school age (617 years) was estimated at
11.5%. In the studies of Poustchi et al. (11) and Shakibaet al. (12), the prevalence of infection in
this age group was also high (14.3% and 19.1%, respectively). On the one hand, a high
proportion of the patients in this age group were asymptomatic or had mild symptoms (29), and
on the other hand, this population may play an important role in the spread of the infection (30)
because hygiene and the principles of personal protection, especialy in younger age groups, are
weak (31). Therefore, to control the pandemic, it is necessary to take special measures to limit
their presence in society through remote education or face-to-face education only in the case of
older age groups, with strict observance of social distancing, proper classroom ventilation, the
continuous use of masks, and frequent hand washing and disinfection.

The increase in the number of definitive cases identified and the daily deaths due to COVID-19
have created the misconception that a large proportion of the population may aready have been
infected. However, to date, the results of population-based seroprevalence studies in most parts
of the world have not confirmed this hypothesis (33 ,32 ,9). In Iran, theincrease in the number of
daily deaths along with the results of two previous seroprevalence studies (11, 12) have created
this perspective among policymakers and the public; hence, the results of our study have the
potential to correct this misconception.

Our study had some limitations. The first was the use of populations registered in the PHC
electronic health record systems as a sampling framework. Despite the coverage of over 90% of
the population of many provinces of the country by these systems, in some provinces, such as

Tehran province, the coverage of this system was about 80%. When calculating the prevalence
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estimates by weighting, the distribution of age, sex, urban/rural, and province of residence of the
survey sample was matched with the distribution of the provinces and the country population
(based on the projection of the population in 2020 by the Statistics Center of Iran). Accordingly,
when estimating the COVID-19 prevalence, the problem of the incomplete coverage of the
sampling framework was partially solved, with the exception of the influential variables not
included in our weightings, such as the distribution of socioeconomic status. Second, there was a
high rate of non-responses in our study. This reduced the precision of the estimates and increased
the risk of selection bias. To counter the possibility of selection bias, the elements of such bias
relating to gender, age, urban/rural location, and province of residence due to non-responses
were modified during the statistical analysis by inverse probability of response weighting within
the joint categories of these variables (496 categories). Given the association between these
variables and several other factors that may have caused non-responses, it is expected that the
weighting controlled most of the non-response bias of the present survey. Notwithstanding, we
were not able to control for a small amount of selection bias because we did not know the status
of the other variables affecting the non-responses, including the distribution of severe cases,
socioeconomic status, effective isolation, and contact tracing in the different provinces. Third, in
the laboratory kit sensitivity study, the included patients were individuals who presented at 3-16
weeks following disease symptom onset. This combination of patients did not include those
individuals who presented after 16 weeks from symptom onset. Such subjects may have provided
false-negative results due to a drop in the antibody titers following the extended period since the
onset of the symptoms. We may therefore have estimated the sensitivity of the study kit as being
dlightly higher than the true value. It should be noted, however, that when estimating the fina

corrected prevalence in our study using this estimated sensitivity, all the false-negative results of
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the patients who presented less than four months after the onset of symptoms had been corrected.
We therefore maintain that we identified all patients with the infection from May 10 to August
20, 2020, in addition to those before May 10 who had the 1gG antibody at the time of the survey
(the median of the sampling duration of our survey was September 10, 2020). Accordingly, the
true prevalence estimates from the start of the pandemic to August 20, 2020, are expected to be
dightly higher than the estimates in this survey, especially for the provinces with earlier peaksin

the pandemic.

Conclusion

To the best of our knowledge, this study is the only nationwide population-based survey in Iran
and among only a few in the world. One of the strengths of this survey is its simultaneous
correction of both the measurement error of the laboratory kit and the non-response bias. Despite
the stated limitations when interpreting the results, the results of this survey provide a clear
picture of the status of COVID-19 in the general population of Iran at a national and provincial
level for use in policy-making and planning. According to the study results, a large proportion of
the population had not yet been infected. The observance of the principles of hygiene and social
restrictions should therefore continue until the majority of the population has been vaccinated.
The experience of this survey led us to plan the next ICS program surveys with the aim of
attaining a higher response rate and estimating the sensitivity of the study kit more accurately by
performing serological testing on a number of positive PCR patients from early in the pandemic

to mid-May 2020.
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Tables

Table 1: Demographic characteristics of the participants by province

Age, years Gender Area
Sample No. of Mean (SD) | 6-17° | 18-39° | 40-59° | 60=° | Mae® | Femae® | Urban® | Rural®
size | participants
(%)
Country Total 28314 11256 359 2302 4496 3100 1358 5406 5850 6851 4405
(39.7) (18.6) (20.45) | (39.94) | (27.54) | (12.06) | (48.03) | (51.97) | (60.86) | (39.13)
Alborz 858 231 35.6 44 99 66 22 98 133 215 16
(26.9) (16.9) (19) (429) | (286) | (95 | (424 | (57.6) (931 | (6.9
Ardabil 858 223 374 45 81 69 28 116 107 148 75
(26.0) (18.6) (20.2) (36.3) (30.9) (12.6) (52) (48) (66.4) (33.6)
Bushehr 858 346 36.1 65 140 108 33 169 177 246 100
(40.3) (17.4) (18.8) (40.5) (31.2) (9.5) (48.8) (51.2) (71.2) (28.9)
Chaharmahal & Bakhtiari 858 310 36.4 64 113 93 40 156 154 205 105
(36.1) (18.7) (20.6) (36.5) (30) (12.9) | (50.3) (49.7) (66.1) (33.9)
East Azerbaijan 858 210 36.9 39 80 62 29 99 111 119 91
(24.5) (18.9) (186) | (381 | (295 | (138) | (471 | (529 (56.7) | (433
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Fars 858 271 36.9 53 103 74 41 129 142 159 112
(31.6) (19.2) (196) | (39 (273) | (151) | (47.6) | (524) | (58.7) | (4L3)
Guilan 858 218 42.1 30 68 79 41 100 118 109 109
(25.4) (19.2) (138) | (3L2) | (36.2) | (188) | (459) | (54.0) (50) (50)
Golestan 858 362 338 9% 140 89 38 167 195 127 235
(42.2) (18.5) (262) | (387) | (246) | (105 | (461 | (539 | (351) | (64.9)
Hamadan 858 202 38.1 42 72 53 35 98 104 120 82
(23.5) (20.2) (208) | (356) | (262) | (17.3) | (485) | (515 | (59.4) | (40.6)
Hormozgan 858 336 34.7 72 141 84 39 151 185 108 228
(39.2) (18.9) 214 | (42 (25) | (11.6) | (449 | (55.0) | (321) | (67.9
llam 858 360 35.1 73 159 82 46 186 174 217 143
(42.0) (18.6) (20.3) | (442) | (228) | (128 | (51.7) | (483) | (603) | (39.7)
I sfahan 858 368 39.6 58 132 112 66 184 184 302 66
(42.9) (19.4) (158) | (359 | (304) | (179 | (50) (50) (821 | (17.9
Kerman 858 474 34.0 126 186 108 54 251 223 250 224
(55.2) (19.3) (266) | (392 | (228 | (114 | (53 (@7 (52.7) | (47.3)
Kermanshah 858 349 37.0 60 139 81 50 151 179 187 143
(40.7) (19.9) (182) | (421) | (245 | (152) | (458) | (542 | (56.7) | (43.3)
Khuzestan 858 416 341 o1 183 103 39 196 220 284 132
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(485) (17.8) (219 | (44 | 248 | 94 | 471 | (529 | (683) | (3L7)
Kohgiluyeh & Boyer-Ahmad 858 321 344 70 132 %0 29 155 166 168 153
(37.4) (175 (218) | (411) | (28) © | 483 | (517 | (523) | (47.7)
Kurdistan 858 429 37.7 82 158 124 65 199 230 263 166
(50.0) (19.4) (191) | (368 | (289 | (152 | (464) | (536) | (613) | (38.7)
Lorestan 858 265 339 72 101 63 29 141 124 140 125
(30.9) (19.1) (272 | (381 | (238 | (109 | (532) | (468 | (528) | (47.2)
Markazi 858 340 409 52 109 118 61 156 184 234 106
(39.6) (19.4) (153) | (321) | (347) | (179 | 459 | (541) | (688) | (312
Mazandaran 858 569 38.8 89 229 169 82 275 294 290 279
(66.3) (18.7) (156) | (40.2) | (297) | (144) | 483) | (517 (51) (49)
North Khorasan 858 464 345 103 187 124 50 218 246 217 247
(54.1) (19.0) (222) | (403) | (267) | (108) | (47) (53 (468) | (53.2)
Qazvin 858 334 365 55 142 104 3 159 175 221 113
(38.9) 17.3) (165) | (425) | (3L1) | (9.9 | (476) | (524) | (662 | (3398
Qom 858 198 343 43 78 63 14 % 104 177 21
(23.0) (16.6) 17 | (394 | (3L8) | (7.1) | (475 | (525) | (89.4) | (10.6)
Razavi Khorasan 858 732 375 95 332 220 85 375 357 555 177
(85.3) (16.7) (13) | (455) | (300) | (11.6) | (51.2) | (488) | (758) | (242

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

‘Aimadiad ui uudaid ayy Aejdsip 01 asuadl| e AIXxgpaw pajuelb sey oym ‘lapunyioyine ayl si (mainal 1aad Ag paljiliad 10U sem yaiym)
wuudald siyi Joy Japjoy ybuAdos ay] “Tz0oz ‘2T ydse paisod UoISIaA SIY] ‘2yvEG2T2 2T €0 T202/TOTT 0T/6.40°10p//:5dny :10p wiidaid Aixypaw


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.12.21253442
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

Semnan 858 359 39.1 59 131 112 57 173 186 281 78
(41.9) (19.1) (164) | (365 | (312 | (159 | (482 | (518) | (783 | (2L7)
Sistan & Baluchestan 858 650 29.1 207 287 117 39 302 348 264 386
(75.9) (17.4) (318) | (442 | (19 (6) | (465) | (535) | (406) | (59.4)
South Khorasan 858 390 337 106 144 101 39 172 218 209 181
(45.4) (19.0) 272 | (369 | (259 | (100 | (441 | (559 | (536) | (46.4)
Tehran 2574 248 36.4 a1 108 81 18 116 132 220 28
(9.6) (16.2) (165) | (435 | (327) | (73 | (468) | (532) | (88.7) | (1L3)
West Azerbaijan 858 520 34.6 115 204 141 60 258 262 316 204
(60.6) (18.7) (221) | (392 | (27.1) | (115 | (49.6) | (504) | (60.8) | (39.2)
Yazd 858 296 345 68 115 83 30 143 153 234 62
(34.5) (18.0) (23) | (389 | (28 | (101) | (483) | (517) | (791) | (20.9)
Zanjan 858 484 36.4 88 203 127 66 219 265 266 218
(56.4) (18.9) (182) | (419 | (262) | (136) | (452) | (548 (55) (45)

a Number (%)
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Figure 1: Profile of participation in the study
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Province Prevalence, %
(95% ULCI)
Ardabil 34.3 (28.6, 40.6) _—
23.8 (18.2,29.4) —
Golestan 28.0 (22.0, 35.0) _
19.1 (15.0, 23.1) —
Khuzestan 25.7 (21.8, 30.1) —a—
159(12.4,19.4) ——
Razavi Khorasan 19.3 (15.7.23.4) ——
16.7 (14.0, 19.4) ——
Sistan & Baluchestan 18.8 (15.2,22.9) _
14.8 (12.0, 17.5) ——
Kurdistan 18.7 (15.2, 22.6) _—
14.9 (11.5,18.3) _
Tehran 17.5 (11.6, 25.7) —
16.1 (11.6. 20.7) —_—
Qom 17.3 (11.9, 24.5) s
20.2 (14.6, 25.8) _
Bushehr 16.8 (12.3,22.5) . m—
13.3 (9.7. 16.9) —
Mazandaran 16.3 (13.0. 20.2) —i—
11.8 (9.1, 14.4) ——
East Azerbaijan 15.9 (11.1, 22.3) —a—
11.9(7.5.16.3) _
Yazd 15.6(11.2,21.2) i
10.8 (7.3, 14.3) _
Zanjan 14.0 (10.8, 18.1) —a—
10.7 (8.0. 13.5) ——
Qazvin 14.0 (9.8, 19.4) —a—
10.5 (7.2. 13.8) —
North Khorasan 13.9 (9.9, 19.0) —a—
8.6(6.1,11.2) ——
Kohgiluyeh & Boyer-Ahmad 12.9 (9.9. 16.7) ——
13.7 (9.9, 17.5) —_——
Markazi 12.8 (7.0.22.4) —a—
9.4 (6.3,12.5) ——
Chaharmahal & Bakhtiari 12.4 (8.8.17.3) —a—
7.4 (4.5,10.3) ——
Lorestan 12.3 (9.0, 16.5) —a—
11.7 (7.8, 15.6) —— cad ——
Hamadan 11.7 (7.8.17.2) —a— Adjusted
9.9 (5.8, 14.0) e Cridde -
Kermanshah 10.3 (7.2, 14.6) —a—
9.4 (6.2, 12.5) —
Tlam 10.2 (7.3, 14.2) —a—
9.2 (6.2.12.1) ——
West Azerbaijan 9.7(7.2,12.9) ——
7.9 (5.6, 10.2) ‘ ——
Semnan 0.0(54,14.5) —.—
9.5 (6.4, 12.5) —_——
Fars 8.6(5.7,12.9) ——
8.5(5.2,11.8) | ——
Guilan 8.0 (5.0, 12.5) ——
7.8(42,114) ——
Isfahan 7.9 (5.4,11.5) ——
8.2 (5.4, 10.9) ——
South Khorasan 7.5(4.8.11.5) _—
5.9 (3.6, 8.2) | ——
Kerman 7.3 (5.0, 10.5) ——
6.8 (4.5,9.0) ——
Hormozgan 6.9 (4.3, 10.8) ——
4.8(2.5,7.0) [ —o—
Alborz 6.6 (4.3, 10.0) —-
11.3 (7.2, 15.3) B —
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Figure 2: The crude (unadjusted) prevaence (95% CI) and test measurement error adjusted and weighted
prevalence (95% Ul) of COVID-19in Iran (by province)
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Figure 3: Spatial distribution of the COVID-19 in Iran (test measurement error adjusted and weighted
prevalence of the infection until August 20, 2020)
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