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ABSTRACT 

Introduction: Heath care workers with direct (HCW-D) or indirect (HCW-A) patient contact 

represent 4.2% to 17.8% of COVID-19 cases. We evaluate the temporal COVID-19 infection 

behavior among HCW-D, HCW-A, and non-HCW.  

Methods: From February 2020 to April 2021, trained nurses recorded age, gender, occupation, 

and symptoms in a COVID-19 testing outpatient health center. We allocated data into weekly 

time fractals and calculated the proportion of COVID-19 positive among HCW vs. non-HCW 

and incorporated an ARFIMA model (traditionally used in weather forecast) to predict future 

cases of COVID-19. 

Results: Among 8,998 COVID-19 RT-PCR tests, 3,462 (42%) patients were HCW-D, and 933 

(11%) were HCW-A. Overall, 1,914 (21.3%) returned positive, representing 27%, 25% and 19% 

of HCW-D, HCW-A and non-HCW, respectively. HCW-D or HCW-A were significantly more 

likely to test positive for COVID-19 than non-HCW (OR=1.5, p<0.0001). The percentage of 

positive to negative test results remained steady over time. In the positive cases, the percentage 

of HCW to non-HCW declined significantly over time (Mann-Kendal trend test: tau=-0.58, 

p<0.0001). Our ARFIMA model showed a long-memory infection pattern in the occurrence of 

new COVID-19 cases lasting for months. Average error was 1.9 cases per week comparing 

predicted to actual values three months later (May-July 2021). 

Conclusion: HCW have a sustained 50% higher risk of COVID-19 positivity in the pandemic. 

Time-series analysis showed a long-memory infection pattern with virus spread mainly among 

HCWs before the general population. The tool http://wdchealth.covid-map.com/shiny/covid-

map/ will be updated according to population previous infection and vaccination impact. 

Key-words: health care worker, COVID-19, SARS-COV-2, diagnosis, prediction, dispersion  
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INTRODUCTION    

  

The SARS-CoV-2 drove worldwide attention since its outbreak in Wuhan, China, in 2019 

[1]. The biggest concerns were about the spread velocity and the capacity of healthcare systems 

to give support to the population [2,3]. The healthcare workers (HCW) were much requested to 

support the increasing need for medical assistance while facing a new and highly contagious 

disease. Thus, there was a big concern about healthcare workers’ infections and mental health 

[4]. Reports from China, USA, and Italy showed that HCW represent 4.2%, 17.8%, and 9% of 

the infected population, respectively [5]. 

It is easy to assume that healthcare workers have a higher risk of infection than the 

general population. It comes from the frequent contact with infected people added to situations 

of increased risk, namely closed places, and procedures that increase the viral quantity in the air. 

On the other hand, individual protection devices and protection protocols like patient isolation 

help to limit that risk [6-8]. A prospective study based on smartphone application found a hazard 

ratio of 11.6 for HCW positive test [9], however, the increased risk might be subject to bias, such 

as the proportion at the studied population and the access for testing. A systematic review of 

records between November 2019 and May 2020 concluded that overall infection among HCW 

followed the general population [10]. However, this systemic review used information gathered 

in a very short amount of time, when the pandemic was only beginning and used low-quality 

data. 

  The COVID-19 proved to be a highly contagious disease. It took just three months for the 

World Health Organization to declare the SARS-CoV-2 pandemic [11]. The spread velocity and 

impact over healthcare systems were different among different countries. This study aims to 
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bring evidence from one of the most important universities in Brazil during the pandemic. The 

high prevalence of healthcare workers made it possible to compare them to non-HCW and 

present the temporal risk of infection. Moreover, we propose a tool to predict the number of 

positive cases in the future using a hybrid forecast machine learning algorithm.  

 

METHODS 

 

After local ethics committee approval number 4.173.069, all information was gathered 

from the University of Campinas outpatient health center, Campinas, São Paulo, one of the 

biggest universities in Brazil. All patients over 16 years old referred for COVID RT-PCR testing 

were added to the database. Trained nurses recorded each patient's data: age, gender, occupation, 

address, and symptoms. All positive patients were followed up by phone for 14 days or until 

symptom-free.  

We defined HCW as any occupation that involves direct (HCW-D) or indirect contact 

with patients (healthcare associates or HCW-A). We compared these two groups to those without 

healthcare-related jobs (non-HCW).  

All statistical analyses were performed using R version 4.0.2 (2020-06-22) on RStudio 

platform version 1.3.1073 and using the following packages: tidyverse, lubridate, forecast, 

quantreg, splines, ggmap, pracma, fractaldim, and janitor. Normality for samples of n<5,000 was 

calculated using the Shapiro-Wilk test, and for n>5,000 the shape of the histogram was 

considered. The significance was considered when p<0.05.  

Time series analysis and forecast  
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Data was allocated into weekly time fractals. The proportion of female gender, positive 

results, and HCW were calculated per week and the Mann-Kendall trend test was used to detect 

change over time. To better understand outcomes and detect underlying relationships between 

the occurrence of positive cases in time, we transformed the count of positive COVID cases to 

fractal dimension via the R package fractaldim. This transformation reveals the self-similarity of 

the spread of infections across time and shows its memory process. After confirming a long 

memory process for COVID, we avoided traditionally used forecasting models, (such as 

AutoRegressive Integrated Moving Average [ARIMA] models or machine learning models) and 

instead, incorporated ARFIMA (AutoRegressive Fractionally Integrated Moving Average) 

forecasting model, which accounts for long memory by fractional differencing the time series. 

The ARFIMA model is like the Box-Jenkins ARIMA model, except that the integrated part of 

the ARIMA model can be a fractional number defined that is the inverse of the Hurst parameter 

[12]. The fractional differencing allows a better representation of the data since it decays slower 

than other types of time series. 

We tested our models forecasting ability using data gathered 3 months later (May-July 

2021) to estimate the reliability of our 12 week forecasting tool while keeping the investigators 

blind to actual values. 

 

RESULTS  

  

From February 2020 to April 2021, a total of 8,998 COVID-19 RT-PCR tests were 

performed; a total of 1,914 (21.3%) of them returned positive, 70.6% returned negative, and 8% 

were either inconclusive or not available. Inconclusive or NA results were excluded for further 
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analysis. Fifty patients needed hospitalization, and three died. The mean age of participants was 

38.0, minimum 16 and maximum 95 years old. COVID-19 positive patients were on average 1.8 

years older (95% CI: 1.2 - 2.4 years, p<0.0001). There was a gender discrepancy, with 70% of 

the patients being female.  

Occupation based analysis 

A total of 3,462 (42%) patients were HCW-D, 933 (11%) HCW-A, and 3,877 (47%) 

patients were non-HCW. The gender discrepancy was significant in healthcare-related groups but 

not in the non-HCW: 82% of HCW-D and 81% of HCW-A were female, while only 57% of non-

HCW were female (Figure 1). COVID-19 was confirmed in 27%, 25%, and 19% of HCW-D, 

HCW-A, and non-HCW, respectively. Probability of positive result did not depend significantly 

on gender (OR = 1.12, 95% CI 1.00 – 1.25, p = 0.041). Mean age was significantly lower in the 

non-HCW group:  35.6 ± 13.6 years versus 41.0 ±11.4 for HCW-D and 39.9 ±10.2 for HCW-A 

(p<0.0001, one-sided ANOVA, Figure 2). 

We also combined both healthcare-related groups into one group (HCW) and compared 

them to non-HCW for easy interpretation of results. The odds ratio for positive COVID-19 

testing was OR=1.5, 95% CI 1.35 – 1.67 (p<0.0001) for the HCW group versus non-HCW. 

Time analysis 

Data was allocated into weekly time fractals. Figure 3a shows the number of positive 

and negative cases over the course of the data gathering. There were on average 137 tests 

performed per week with 32 of them returning positive (23.4%). The proportion of positive to 

negative cases slightly declined over time. The proportion of females to males significantly 

declined overtime the period (tau=-0.48, p<0.0001) (Figure 4).  
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Figure 5a shows all tests taken over time based on job types. In the positive cases, we 

analyzed changes in the proportion of HCW (both direct and indirect contact) to non-HCW over 

time. At the beginning of the pandemic, HCW were the majority of the positive cases, however, 

their proportion declined significantly over the first 10 months (tau=-0.52, p<0.0001). In the final 

4 months of our data gathering, the proportion of HCW remained steady (tau=+0.10, p = 0.62) 

(Figure 5b). Mann-Kendal trend test shows a steady decline in this ratio over the entire period 

(tau=-0.58, p<0.0001). 

Address heat map 

A digital map of all patient zip codes was created using Leaflet JavaScript library maps 

and it is available online at http://wdchealth.covid-map.com/shiny/covid-map/. Page one of this 

website shows a heat map of all positive cases. Page two shows a time series of individual cases 

based on their zip codes. In the time series, each dot represents a single new case and it stays on 

the map for 14 days. Cut scenes of the time series are shown on the Temporal Map Analysis 

page. The “Count of Cases by Zip Code” table on the website shows the top ten zip codes with 

the highest number of positive cases. 

Forecast model 

We calculated the Hurst parameter for positive and negative cases, yielding 0.78 and 

0.84, respectively. It revealed the self-similarity of this infection and a pattern that persists with a 

long-memory process of over seven months, Figure 6. The Autocorrelation Function (ACF) plot 

indicates that the memory indeed persists over the range of data collection once exposed in a 

community. Negative cases also showed a long-memory process as the long memory process 

crosses the axis on the autocorrelation function with persistent memory. We used our model on 

1,914 positive tests, aggregating them to the weekly counts to estimate future weekly new cases 
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(Figure 7). It shows a steady slow increase of future cases (purple region) of infection. The 

purple hues are the statistical bounds (80% and 95%) of our prediction, while the dark blue line 

indicates the prediction of future cases. Figure 8 shows the “fractal dimension plot” and the long 

memory process of the virus. 

Testing the model 

The ARFIMA prediction model was created using data available until April 2021. In July 

2021 we gathered data of the past 3 months (“actual value”) and compared it to the “predicted 

values”. Figure 9 compares predicted (red line) versus actual (blue lines) count of positive cases. 

The average error was 1.9 cases per week. We used this model to forecast the count of new 

positive cases in the next 12 weeks (August to October 2021). The new graph is available online 

at http://wdchealth.covid-map.com/shiny/covid-map/. 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

This is one of the largest cohorts to date of COVID-19 tests in non-hospitalized 

populations. This data is crucial since the majority of these patients do not need medical 

assistance or hospitalization while most published literature regard hospitalized patients. Our 

outpatient data, collected over a relatively long time (14 months), bring useful information on 

transmission waves of COVID-19, and the effects of quarantines.  

The covered area includes two large universities and multiple hospitals and clinics. Thus, 

the population included many healthcare workers (with both direct and indirect patient contact) 

and also young university students, which made it possible to compare the groups. We calculated 
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the odds of infection in HCW to be 1.5-fold higher than non-HCW not regarding temporal 

changes.  

Once we included time in the analysis, however, a new picture was revealed, showing the 

HCW to be the main bulk of the infected population at the beginning of the pandemic. The time 

analysis graph shows a rapid decline in the proportion of healthcare-related patients as the 

number of infected increased in the early stages of the pandemic. Once the infection spread to 

the general population, the proportion of healthcare-related patients remained steady. It is 

important to keep in mind that our data is from university medical center, which receive 

university employees as their main patients. However, in the area covered, there are no other 

COVID-19 testing locations. 

Li et al. [13] brought the first report on the topic of healthcare workers in January 2020, 

showing 15 healthcare workers infection in a population of 370 patients, corresponding to 

4.05%. Then, Wang et al. [14] reported 28.9% in a total 138 population, and Feng [15] reported a 

large study with 44,672 patients with a proportion of 3.84% of HCW. A meta-analysis with data 

until April-23, 2020, showed that HCW were 4.2% of positive tests in China, 17.8% in the USA, 

and 9% in Italy [5]. Considering the HCW population, the first screening study, in England, 

found positive tests in 5% on March 10-11, 2020, and growth to 20% on March 30-31 [16]. 

Besides the high proportion, it shows the high doubling time during a period of exponential 

growth. Eyre et al. showed that in-hospital function and place of work also influence the risk, 

they found that HCW positivity varied from 28% in acute medicine, 12% in the emergency 

department, and only 9.8% in intensive care units [17]. That may be related to many aspects 

ranging from treated patients’ diagnosis to the availability and knowledge of protection 

equipment usage. 
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Our study shows how HCW were exposed during the first year of the pandemic and how 

it increased the risk of SARS-CoV-2 infection. The high percentage of healthcare workers and 

the university environment can explain the mean age at the tested population, which was only 38 

years old, and it is similar to other reports about HCW [17-18]. It also explains the gender 

discrepancy: the female gender represented 82% of HCW-D and 81% of HCW-A, which agrees 

with the 2019 WHO report on gender discrepancy in HCW. Furthermore, women are more likely 

to seek medical care in case of non-urgent ailments, which can also be a cultural aspect [19]. The 

gender discrepancy requires caution at the interpretation of the results, but it was not related to 

COVID positivity (OR=1.12, p=0.041). Mann-Kendall analysis showed that the female 

proportion slightly decreased over time, which could relate to the spread of the disease from 

healthcare workers to the general population.  

It is important to notice that vaccination started at the end of January 2021 at a low-speed 

pace in the studied population. Thus, about 85% of the evaluated time was before vaccination. 

Moreover, the data reflects a period before the arrival of COVID-19 variants. Indeed, the first 

detected in Brazil was the P1 variant and it was very related to the healthcare system in the 

northern region of Brazil. Those variants were found near our city only on February 21, so it did 

not impact our data. 

 The test positivity evaluated along time showed SARS-CoV-2 incidence oscillation along 

the first pandemic year (Figure 3a). As the fractal analysis shows, COVID-19 has a long-

memory process; indicating that infection waves have residual effects for up to 6 to 7 months. 

That information is important to build health policies that should take into count a long period, at 

least 7 months.  
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The city of Campinas had quarantine during the first two months (April and May), then 

activities were reopened progressively and oscillated from 30 to 80%. During the periods of most 

restriction, people's circulation ranged at about 40%. Most of the regular business restarted after 

August, including restaurants, bars, and malls, with restrictions on people and working hours. As 

one can see in Figure 3a, during those months of business reopening, the number of cases had 

decreased. However, based on our forecast analysis, COVID-19 has a long memory process, 

meaning a short period of quarantine lift is unlikely to have a major effect on the surging of new 

cases. 

Fractal dimensions and forecast.  

The existence of a long memory process was first explored by Hurst (1951) as a solution 

for regulating the flow of the Nile River. The Nile River example has since become the most 

famous example of the existence of a long memory process: long periods of high flow levels 

were followed by long periods of low flow levels as Hurst observed. Mandelbrot and van Ness 

(1968) introduced the Hurst parameter (H) to describe the long-term memory of a time-series 

process. As H gets closer to 1, the more persistent the time series is considered and at values less 

than or equal to 0.5, the long-memory process does not exist. It is important to note that the 

Hurst parameter can only be approximated. We used Whittle's approximation using the 

maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) approach to estimate the Hurst parameter [12].  

In our study, the "fractal dimension plot" (Figure 8) shows that while quarantines might 

help with reducing the spread of the virus, it does not stop the spread due to its long memory 

process. Figure 8 shows that once the infection has begun, it is not possible to slow it down until 

the virus has run through its infection period but also puts other members of a community at risk, 

given its statistical self-similarity and fractal nature. This implication can be readily observed in 
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the HCW community. An interesting aspect of this analysis is the long-memory process of 

negative cases as we can observe in Figure 6. This shows that while the virus remains effective 

in infections over time, once the population adapts to this reality, the infection rate slows down 

considerably and as our plot shows, we are still, and persistently, in a slowdown phase of the 

infection period. 

Comparing predicted values to actual values three months later (May-July 2021) showed 

that our model is a reliable tool to forecast new cases with an average error of ±1.9 cases. A 

model that can predict future new infection with an error of only ±2 patients per week can be a 

very valuable tool in policy making and healthcare budgeting. Our ARFIMA model used the 

fractal nature of new COVID-19 cases and counted the long memory process to create a more 

reliable forecast tool. There are already many published predicting tools to forecast new COVID-

19 cases and many of them have shown poor reliability. Not counting the long memory process 

of this virus can explain the poor reliability of the already published models of this disease. 

Another reason could be these models were created very early in the course of the pandemic 

using data gathered in very short amount of time.  

 Our study is limited by its population, which is younger and with a higher female 

proportion than the general population and other studies populations due to healthcare 

representativeness, reaching about half of the study population. Also, it brings evidence from a 

period before vaccines and before COVID-19 variants, thus it cannot access the impact of neither 

one. However, it made possible to further understand the pandemic dynamics among HCW with 

direct or indirect patient contact versus non-HCW. It brings important evidence of the pandemic 

behavior which may be helpful for planning public policies and prepare HCW and providers for 

current and future epidemic diseases in our community.  
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CONCLUSION 

 

Health care workers and associates have a sustained 50% higher risk of COVID-19 

positivity in the pandemic. Time-series analysis showed that the virus spread mainly among 

HCWs in the first 6 months of the pandemic before it further spread into the general population. 

The SARS-CoV-2 virus has a long-memory infection pattern that persists over time lasting for 

months. We plan to routinely publish our prediction of the next 12 weeks on our website 

http://wdchealth.covid-map.com/shiny/covid-map/ and update it according to population 

previous infection, virus variants and vaccination impact. 
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Figure legends: 

 

Figure 1. Gender discrepancy is explained by occupation type; 82% of HCW with direct patient 

contact (HCW-D) and 81% with indirect contact (HCW-A) versus 57% of other occupations 

were female in our data. 

Figure 2. Age difference based on occupation type; 41.0 ±11.4 for HCW-D, 39.9 ±10.2 for 

HCW-A, and 35.6 ± 13.6 years for non-HCW. * p=0.004; **** p<0.0001. 

Figure 3. a Positive and negative test results over time. b Percent of positive results (compared 

to all tests) slightly declined over time (tau=-0.19, p=0.034). 

Figure 4. Percent of female patients declined over time (tau=-0.48, p<0.0001). 

Figure 5. a Count of all patients based on occupation type. HCW predominance in the beginning 

months of the pandemic versus non-HCW in the final months of the data gathering. b COVID-19 

positivity among HCW (both direct and indirect) compared to all positive patients declined 

rapidly (tau=-0.52, p<0.0001) in the first months of the pandemic, then it stays relatively steady 

over the rest of the data gathering (tau =+0.10, p=0.62). 
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Figure 6. Auto Correlation Function (ACF) plot shows a long memory process of both positive 

and negative cases. 

Figure 7. Count of all positive cases over the course of our data gathering and the ARFIMA 

prediction of the final 12 weeks. 

Figure 8. The fractal dimensions plot shows a long memory process (6-7 months) for COVID-

19. The black line is the actual fractal dimension and the blue line is the LOESS smoothing of 

the black line of positive cases for each month. 

Figure 9. Testing our forecast model: Comparison of predicted count of positive cases (red 

line) versus count of actual cases (blue lines) in the past 3 months. The average error was 1.9 

cases per week. 

 

Supplement: Heatmap cut scenes show the spread of the virus in the area covered over time. 
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