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 ABSTRACT 27 

Industrial livestock operations (ILOs), particularly processing facilities, emerged as 28 

centers of coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) outbreaks in spring 2020. Confirmed cases of 29 

COVID-19 underestimate true prevalence. To investigate prevalence of antibodies against 30 

SARS-CoV-2, we enrolled 279 participants in North Carolina from February 2021 to July 2022: 31 

90 from households with at least one ILO worker (ILO), 97 from high-ILO intensity areas (ILO 32 

neighbors – ILON), and 92 from metropolitan areas (Metro). Participants provided a saliva swab 33 

we analyzed for SARS-CoV-2 IgG using a multiplex immunoassay. Prevalence of infection-34 

induced IgG (positive for nucleocapsid and receptor binding domain) was higher among ILO 35 

(63%) compared to ILON (42.9%) and Metro (48.7%) participants (prevalence ratio [PR] =1.38; 36 

95% confidence interval [CI]: 1.06, 1.80; ref. ILON and Metro combined). Prevalence of 37 

infection-induced IgG was also higher among ILO participants compared to an Atlanta 38 

healthcare worker cohort (PR=2.45, 95% CI: 1.8, 3.3) and a general population cohort in North 39 

Carolina (PRs 6.37-10.67). Infection-induced IgG prevalence increased over the study period. 40 

Participants reporting not masking in public in the past two weeks had higher infection-induced 41 

IgG prevalence (78.6%) compared to participants reporting masking (49.3%) (PR=1.59; 95% CI: 42 

1.19, 2.13). Lower education, more people per bedroom, Hispanic/Latino ethnicity, and more 43 

contact with people outside the home were also associated with higher infection-induced IgG 44 

prevalence. Similar proportions of ILO (51.6%), ILON (48.4%), and Metro (55.4%) participants 45 

completed the COVID-19 primary vaccination series; median completion was more than four 46 

months later for ILO compared to ILON and Metro participants. 47 

 48 

Importance  49 

Few studies have measured COVID-19 seroprevalence in North Carolina, especially 50 

among rural, Black, and Hispanic/Latino communities that have been heavily affected. Antibody 51 

results show high rates of COVID-19 among industrial livestock operation workers and their 52 
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household members. Antibody results add to evidence of health disparities in COVID-19 by 53 

socioeconomic status and ethnicity. Associations between masking and physical distancing with 54 

antibody results also add to evidence of the effectiveness of these prevention strategies. Delays 55 

in the timing of receipt of COVID-19 vaccination reinforce the importance of dismantling 56 

vaccination barriers, especially for industrial livestock operation workers and their household 57 

members. 58 
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 82 

INTRODUCTION 83 

North Carolina is the second largest hog, third largest turkey, and fourth largest broiler 84 

chicken producing state (1). Animal slaughtering and processing workers have more than twice 85 

the rate of injury and illness (6.7 per 100 full-time equivalents) and animal production workers 86 

close to twice the rate of injury and illness (5.2 per 100 full-time equivalents) compared to all US 87 

workers (2.9 per 100 full-time equivalents), despite reporting exemptions and other factors likely 88 

resulting in injury and illness undercounts (2–5). Hog and poultry production have also been 89 

associated with a range of adverse health outcomes among nearby community residents, 90 

including respiratory health problems and infectious diseases (6–8). Since winter 2019, COVID-91 

19 has become a health hazard associated with working at or living near industrial livestock 92 

operations (ILOs). Tens of thousands of cases of COVID-19 have been associated with working 93 

at meat and poultry processing facilities (9–11). Taylor et al. found an association between 94 

county livestock processing plants and county COVID-19 incidence, estimating as many as 8% 95 

of US cases through summer 2020 could be linked to processing plants (12). High numbers of 96 

COVID-19 cases have also been associated with food processing, food manufacturing, and 97 

agricultural workplaces more broadly (13). COVID-19 has disproportionately burdened low 98 

income communities of color (14–16). Disparities by race and ethnicity are also evident among 99 

livestock processing and agricultural workers (10, 13).  100 

Given limited access to SARS-CoV-2 molecular testing, particularly for asymptomatic or 101 

mild COVID-19 cases, and limitations in molecular test reporting, SARS-CoV-2 antibody testing 102 

represents an attractive strategy to estimate COVID-19 prevalence, attack rates, and population 103 

immunity due to prior infection and/or vaccination (17, 18). SARS-CoV-2 antibodies in oral fluid 104 

 . CC-BY-NC-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 November 1, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.10.31.22281764doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.10.31.22281764
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


5 
 

(hereafter, salivary) have been shown to correspond to SARS-CoV-2 antibodies present in 105 

blood and to differentiate between PCR-confirmed cases and pre-COVID-19 samples with high 106 

sensitivity and specificity (19–21). Compared to blood collection, saliva collection is painless, 107 

safe, and readily self-collected at home and mailed to a testing lab. However, saliva has been 108 

less frequently used for surveillance (20, 22). 109 

We used a salivary multiplex immunoassay targeting IgG responses to SARS-CoV-2 110 

nucleocapsid (N), receptor-binding domain (RBD), and spike (S) protein to differentiate between 111 

infection-induced versus infection- and/or vaccination-induced immune response. Infection 112 

induces antibodies against all proteins, while the mRNA (Pfizer-BioNTech, Moderna), Janssen 113 

(Johnson & Johnson), and Novavax vaccines currently approved for use in the United States 114 

induce RBD- and S-specific antibodies only (23). Accordingly, individuals testing positive for 115 

both SARS-CoV-2 N and RBD IgG likely experienced infection (24).  116 

In this study, we measured salivary SARS-CoV-2 IgG prevalence in a cohort of North 117 

Carolina households enrolled in collaboration with REACH (Rural Empowerment Association for 118 

Community Help), a community group based in Duplin County, North Carolina. We aimed to (a) 119 

compare infection-induced IgG prevalence between participants living in households with at 120 

least one adult working at an industrial hog or poultry operation, meatpacking plant, or animal 121 

rendering plant (industrial livestock operation household group – ILO), participants living nearby 122 

these facilities without any known occupational exposure to livestock (ILO neighbors – ILON), 123 

and participants living in metropolitan areas of North Carolina (Metro); (b) identify risk factors for 124 

infection-induced IgG prevalence within our study population; and (c) compare infection-induced 125 

IgG prevalence between ILO participants and a cohort of other high-risk occupation workers 126 

sampled using the same assay, as well as a general population-representative cohort in North 127 

Carolina. 128 

 129 
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RESULTS 130 

Participant characteristics 131 

A total of 279 individuals from 240 households (80 ILO, 80 ILON, and 80 Metro) 132 

participated (Table 1). ILON participants were generally enrolled earliest, with a median 133 

interview date of June 6, 2021, followed by Metro participants (median August 18, 2021), and 134 

ILO participants (median February 9, 2022). Overall, ILON participants were older than ILO and 135 

Metro participants. Roughly half of ILO and ILON participants were female, compared to 72.8% 136 

of Metro participants. Most participants in all groups were Black; more Metro participants were 137 

White and fewer were Hispanic/Latino compared to ILO and ILON participants. Education level 138 

differed between groups: most ILO participants had a high school education or lower, while 139 

most Metro participants had post-high school education. Most participants lived in homes with 140 

one or fewer household members per bedroom, although ILO participants reported more 141 

household members per bedroom compared to ILON and Metro participants. The majority of 142 

participants reported that their household’s primary health care provider was a private doctor or 143 

clinic. However, more ILON (15.5%) compared to ILO (13.3%) and Metro (8.7%) participants 144 

reported not having health insurance. More than twice as many ILO participants (91.1%) 145 

reported working in person compared to ILON (42.3%) and Metro (40.2%) participants.  146 

 147 

Table 1. Participant characteristics by study group 148 

Characteristic ILO n=90 ILON n=97 Metro n=92 

    (80 households) (80 households) (80 households) 

Sampling date, median 

(range) 

2/9/2022 (4/2/2021-

7/18/2022) 

6/6/2021 (3/8/2021-

6/3/2022) 

8/18/2021 (2/23/2021-

6/7/2022) 
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Age in years, median 

(range) 

41.5 (13-67) 50 (5-83) 37 (9-74) 

 
          

  

Gender, n (%)         
  

 
Female 47 (52.2) 54 (55.7) 67 (72.8) 

 
Male 43 (47.8) 42 (43.3) 25 (27.2) 

 
No response 0 (0) 1 (1) 0 (0) 

 
          

  

Race/ethnicity, n (%)         
  

 
Black/African 

American 

79 (87.8) 83 (85.6) 74 (80.4) 

 
Hispanic/Latino 8 (8.9) 11 (11.3) 3 (3.3) 

 
White/Caucasian 1 (1.1) 1 (1) 8 (8.7) 

 
Both Black and 

White 

0 (0) 1 (1) 2 (2.2) 

 
Asian-American 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (1.1) 

 
Other or no 

response 

2 (2.2) 1 (1) 3 (3.3) 

 
          

  

Education, n (%)         
  

 
High school 

diploma/GED or less 

65 (71.4) 53 (54.6) 37 (40.2) 

 
Post-high school 26 (28.6) 42 (43.3) 53 (57.6) 

 
No response 0 (0) 2 (2.2) 2 (2.2) 
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Household members, 

mean (SD) 

2.7 (1.4) 2.1 (1.3) 2.2 (1.2) 

 
          

  

Household members 

per bedroom, mean 

(SD) 

1 (0.5) 0.8 (0.4) 0.9 (0.5) 

 
          

  

Primary healthcare 

provider, n (%)a 

        
  

 
Private doctor's 

office or clinic 

56 (62.2) 55 (56.7) 54 (58.7) 

 
Urgent care 15 (16.7) 23 (23.7) 17 (18.5) 

 
Emergency room 14 (15.6) 11 (11.3) 13 (14.1) 

 
Hospital 10 (11.1) 13 (13.4) 8 (8.7) 

 
Free clinic 6 (6.7) 7 (7.2) 5 (5.4) 

 
Company clinic, 

doctor, or nurse 

6 (6.7) 1 (1) 5 (5.4) 

 
Do not use medical 

care 

2 (2.2) 1 (1) 0 (0) 

 
          

  

Health insurance, n (%)a         
  

 
Company health 

insurance plan 

30 (33.3) 33 (34) 56 (60.9) 

 
Public health 

insurance 

34 (37.8) 35 (36.1) 17 (18.5) 
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Private health 

insurance 

15 (16.7) 16 (16.5) 10 (10.9) 

 
No health insurance 12 (13.3) 15 (15.5) 8 (8.7) 

 
Other or no 

response 

2 (2.2) 0 (0) 1 (1.1) 

 
          

  

Work or attend school or 

childcare outside the 

home, n (%) 

85 (94.4) 44 (45.4) 41 (44.6) 

 
Work (in person) 

only 

82 (91.1) 41 (42.3) 37 (40.2) 

 
Attend school only 2 (2.2) 3 (3.1) 3 (3.3) 

 
Work and attend 

school 

0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (1.1) 

 
Attend childcare 1 (1.1) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

Do not work or attend 

school or childcare 

outside the home, n (%) 

5 (5.6) 53 (54.6) 51 (55.4) 

aParticipants could select more than one option, so percentages do not sum to 100 149 

Note: ILO refers to study participants living in a household with at least one adult working at an 150 

industrial hog or poultry operation, meatpacking plant, or animal rendering plant; ILON refers to 151 

participants living nearby these facilities without any known occupational exposure to livestock; 152 

Metro refers to participants living in metropolitan areas of North Carolina. 153 

 154 

COVID-19 vaccination over time by study group 155 
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More Metro participants (20.7%) were up to date with COVID-19 vaccines, receiving all 156 

doses in the primary series and at least one booster, compared to ILO (13.2%) or ILON (10.3%) 157 

participants (Table S1). More Metro participants (55.4%) also completed the COVID-19 primary 158 

vaccination series, receiving either a first dose and second dose of the Pfizer, Moderna, or 159 

Novavax vaccines or a single dose of the Johnson & Johnson vaccine, compared to ILO (51.6%) 160 

or ILON (48.4%) participants (Table S1). There was no statistically significant difference in time 161 

to primary series completion or becoming up to date between the study groups (p-values for 3-162 

group log-rank test 0.4 and 0.1 respectively). However, among participants who received a 163 

booster dose, the median date of receiving that booster dose was later for ILO (December 19, 164 

2021) compared to ILON (November 3, 2021) and Metro (November 3, 2021) participants, and 165 

the same pattern held for primary series completion (Figure 1).  166 

 167 

168 

Figure 1. Vaccination over time by study group. Origin is the date of the first FDA Emergency 169 

Use Authorization for a vaccine against COVID-19 (Pfizer-BioNTech), December 11, 2020, and 170 

dotted line is the date on which CDC expanded eligibility for a booster shot to all adults, November 171 

19, 2021 (25).  172 
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Note: ILO refers to study participants living in a household with at least one adult working at an 173 

industrial hog or poultry operation, meatpacking plant, or animal rendering plant; ILON refers to 174 

participants living nearby these facilities without any known occupational exposure to livestock; 175 

Metro refers to participants living in metropolitan areas of North Carolina. 176 

 177 

SARS-CoV-2 IgG antibody and self-reported COVID-19 outcomes 178 

Most participant saliva samples tested had SARS-CoV-2 IgG antibodies (Table 2). The 179 

prevalence of infection-induced IgG (positive for both N and RBD) was higher among ILO (63%) 180 

than among ILON (42.9%) and Metro (48.7%) participants (PR=1.38; 95% CI: 1.06, 1.8). The 181 

prevalence of infection- and/or vaccination-induced IgG (positive for RBD) was similar among 182 

ILO (78.1%), ILON (63.1%), and Metro participants (77.6%). Significantly more ILO participants 183 

reported at least one and at least two COVID-19 symptoms compared to ILON and Metro 184 

participants (26). Fewer participants reported thinking they had COVID-19 than had infection-185 

induced IgG. Even fewer participants reported they had ever tested positive for SARS-CoV-2, 186 

with the highest proportion among Metro participants (21.1%), followed by ILON (11.9%) and 187 

ILO (13.7%) participants. 188 

 189 

Table 2. SARS-CoV-2 antibody assay results and self-reported COVID-19 prevalence and 190 

prevalence ratios by study group 191 

Outcome   No. pos/total (%) Crude PR (95% CI) 

Antibody assay results 
   

      SARS-CoV-2 infection-induced IgG 

(positive for both N and RBD) 
  

 

ILO vs. 
 

46/73 (63) 
 

  

ILON (ref) 36/84 (42.9) 1.47 (1.05, 2.07) 
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Metro (ref) 37/76 (48.7) 1.29 (0.95, 1.76) 

  

ILON and Metro (ref) 73/160 (45.6) 1.38 (1.06, 1.8) 

      SARS-CoV-2 infection- and/or vaccination- 

induced IgG (positive for RBD)  
  

 

ILO vs. 
 

57/73 (78.1) 
 

  

ILON (ref) 53/84 (63.1) 1.24 (1, 1.53) 

  

Metro (ref) 59/76 (77.6) 1.01 (0.85, 1.19) 

  

ILON and Metro (ref) 112/160 (70) 1.12 (0.95, 1.31) 

     
Self-reported COVID-19 

  
      At least one symptom of COVID-19a 

  

 

ILO vs. 
 

48/73 (65.8) 
 

  

ILON (ref) 40/84 (47.6) 1.38 (1.03, 1.85) 

  

Metro (ref) 39/76 (51.3) 1.28 (0.96, 1.71) 

  

ILON and Metro (ref) 79/160 (49.4) 1.33 (1.05, 1.7) 

      At least two symptoms of COVID-19a 
  

 

ILO vs. 
 

40/73 (54.8) 
 

  

ILON (ref) 29/84 (34.5) 1.59 (1.08, 2.33) 

  

Metro (ref) 35/76 (46.1) 1.19 (0.85, 1.67) 

  

ILON and Metro (ref) 64/160 (40) 1.37 (1.02, 1.84) 

       Ever thought you had COVID-19 
  

 

ILO vs. 
 

19/73 (26) 
 

  

ILON (ref) 16/84 (19) 1.37 (0.76, 2.47) 

  

Metro (ref) 16/76 (21.1) 1.24 (0.67, 2.28) 

  

ILON and Metro (ref) 32/160 (20) 1.3 (0.78, 2.17) 

      Ever tested positive for SARS-CoV-2 
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ILO vs. 
 

10/73 (13.7) 
 

  

ILON (ref) 10/84 (11.9) 0.96 (0.45, 2.02) 

  

Metro (ref) 16/76 (21.1) 0.67 (0.34, 1.29) 

  

ILON and Metro (ref) 26/160 (16.2) 0.78 0.42, 1.45) 

aListed by CDC: fever or chills; cough; shortness of breath or difficulty breathing; lack of energy 192 

or general tired feeling; muscle or body aches; headache; new loss of taste or smell; sore 193 

throat, congestion, or runny nose; feeling sick to your stomach or vomiting, diarrhea; abdominal 194 

pain; skin rash (26); since February 1, 2020 195 

Note: ILO refers to study participants living in a household with at least one adult working at an 196 

industrial hog or poultry operation, meatpacking plant, or animal rendering plant; ILON refers to 197 

participants living nearby these facilities without any known occupational exposure to livestock; 198 

Metro refers to participants living in metropolitan areas of North Carolina. 199 

 200 

SARS-CoV-2 infection-induced IgG prevalence by participant characteristics 201 

 The proportion of participants with salivary SARS-CoV-2 infection-induced IgG increased 202 

over the study period (Table 3). Several participant demographic characteristics and infection 203 

prevention behaviors were associated with infection-induced IgG prevalence. The strongest 204 

association was for participants who reported generally wearing a mask in public in the past two 205 

weeks. Participants who reported not wearing a mask had significantly higher infection-induced 206 

IgG prevalence (78.6%) compared to participants who reported wearing a mask (49.3%) 207 

(PR=1.59; 95% CI: 1.19, 2.13). Participants with greater than a high school education had 208 

significantly lower infection-induced IgG prevalence (38.1%) compared to participants with a 209 

high school education or less (60.2%) (PR=0.63, 95% CI:0.48, 0.84). Participants who lived in 210 

households with more than one person per bedroom had significantly higher infection-induced 211 

IgG prevalence (69.4%) compared to participants in households with one person or fewer per 212 

bedroom (46.4%) (PR=1.5, 95% CI:1.15, 1.95). Hispanic/Latino participants had significantly 213 
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higher infection-induced IgG prevalence (72.7%) compared to Black participants (49.7%) 214 

(PR=1.46; 95% CI: 1.1, 1.94). Only 16.7% of White participants had infection-induced IgG. 215 

Reduced contact with people outside the home was associated with reduced infection-induced 216 

IgG prevalence. 217 

Participants’ COVID-19 symptoms and health history also corresponded with SARS-218 

CoV-2 IgG. Participants who reported ever testing positive for SARS-CoV-2 had significantly 219 

higher infection-induced IgG prevalence (86.1%) compared to those who reported never testing 220 

positive (45%) (OR 7.58; 95% CI: 2.74, 20.9). While participants’ report of at least one or at 221 

least two COVID-19 symptoms listed by the CDC were not associated with infection-induced 222 

IgG prevalence, participants who thought they had COVID-19 had higher infection-induced IgG 223 

prevalence (70.6%) compared with participants who thought they had not (44.5%) (PR=1.59, 224 

95% CI: 1.24, 2.03). Participants who reported fever plus cough or sore throat had higher 225 

infection-induced IgG prevalence (68.3%) compared to those who did not (46.8%) (27) 226 

(PR=1.46, 95% CI: 1.12, 1.89). Almost half (46.6%) of participants who reported a chronic 227 

medical condition listed by CDC as increasing the risk of getting very sick with COVID-19 had 228 

infection-induced IgG (28).  229 

The highest correlation between factors associated with SARS-CoV-2 infection-induced 230 

IgG indicative of infection was between date quartile and vaccination status (Cramer’s v-test 231 

value 0.42), followed by date and study group (0.39), group and education level (0.25), group 232 

and household members per bedroom (0.23), and date and level of contact with people outside 233 

the home (0.34) (Figure S1).  234 

 235 

Table 3. SARS-CoV-2 infection-induced IgG prevalence and prevalence ratios (PR) and 95% 236 

confidence intervals (CI) by participant characteristics, North Carolina, USA, 2021-2022. 237 

Characteristic No. pos./total (%) PR (95% CI) 
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Sampling date, quartiles 
   

 
2/23-21-4/30/21 14/59 (23.7) Ref 

 

 
4/30/21-9/6/21 23/58 (39.7) 1.67 (0.87, 3.22) 

 
9/6/21-3/11/22 37/58 (63.8) 2.69 (1.49, 4.84) 

 
3/11/22-7/18/22 45/58 (77.6) 3.27 (1.85, 5.79) 

     

Sociodemographic characteristics    

Age in years, quartiles 
   

 
5-27 27/58 (46.6) Ref 

 

 
27-41 28/58 (48.3) 1.04 (0.71, 1.51) 

 
42-55 35/57 (61.4) 1.32 (0.93, 1.86) 

 
55-83 27/57 (47.4) 1.02 (0.68, 1.54) 

Sex 
   

 
Female 72/139 (51.8) Ref 

 

 
Male 47/94 (50) 0.97 (0.76, 1.23) 

Race/ethnicity 
   

 
Black 99/199 (49.7) Ref 

 

 
Hispanic/Latino 16/22 (72.7) 1.46 (1.1, 1.94) 

 
White 1/6 (16.7) 0.34 (0.05, 2.14) 

 
Other 3/6 (50) 1.01 (0.45, 2.27) 

Education 
   

 
<= high school 80/133 (60.2) Ref 

 

 
> high school 37/97 (38.1) 0.63 (0.48, 0.84) 

Household members per bedroom 
   

 
<= 1 person per bedroom 84/181 (46.4) Ref 
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> 1 person per bedroom 34/49 (69.4) 1.50 (1.15, 1.95) 

Work in person outside the home 
   

 
No 44/97 (45.4) Ref 

 

 
Yes 75/136 (55.1) 1.22 (0.93, 1.59) 

Work in meatpacking    

 No 109/257 (42.4) Ref  

 Yes 10/23 (43.5) 0.98 (0.61, 1.57) 
     

Infection prevention behaviors 
   

Reduced contact with people outside your home  
  

 
Yes, all household members 89/178 (50) Ref 

 

 
Yes, some but not all household members 12/17 (70.6) 1.41 (1, 2) 

 
No  13/18 (72.2) 1.44 (1.04, 2) 

Avoiding or cancelling travel or vacation plans 
   

 
Yes 85/170 (50) Ref 

 

 
No 33/61 (54.1) 1.08 (0.82, 1.43) 

Wearing a mask when out in public 
   

 
Yes 108/219 (49.3) Ref 

 

 
No 11/14 (78.6) 1.59 (1.19, 2.13) 

Washing hands/using hand sanitizer more 

frequently 

   

 
Yes 112/221 (50.7) Ref 

 

 
No 6/10 (60) 1.18 (0.7, 1.99) 

     

COVID-19 symptoms and health history  
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Ever tested positive for SARS-CoV-2 [OR because 

log-binomial model failed to converge] 

   

 
No 45/100 (45) Ref 

 

 
Yes 31/36 (86.1) 7.58 (2.74, 20.9) 

At least one symptom of COVID-19a 
   

 
No 52/106 (49.1) Ref 

 

 
Yes 67/127 (52.8) 1.08 (0.83, 1.39) 

At least two symptoms of COVID-19a 
   

 
No 62/129 (48.1) Ref 

 

 
Yes 57/104 (54.8) 1.14 (0.88, 1.47) 

Ever thought you had COVID-19  
   

 
No 77/173 (44.5) 

  

 
Yes 36/51 (70.6) 1.59 (1.24, 2.03) 

Fever with a cough at the same time or fever with a 

sore throat at the same timeb (past year) 

   

 No 89/190 (46.8) Ref  

 Yes 28/41 (68.3) 1.46 (1.12, 1.89) 

At least one chronic condition associated with 

severe illness from COVID-19c 

   

 No 64/162 (39.5) Ref  

 Yes 55/118 (46.6) 1.25 (0.97, 1.61) 

aListed by CDC: fever or chills; cough; shortness of breath or difficulty breathing; lack of energy 238 

or general tired feeling; muscle or body aches; headache; new loss of taste or smell; sore 239 

throat, congestion, or runny nose; feeling sick to your stomach or vomiting, diarrhea; abdominal 240 

pain; skin rash (26); since February 1, 2020 241 

bCDC definition of influenza-like illness (27) 242 
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cListed by CDC: diabetes, cardiovascular disease, hypertension, immunocompromised 243 

condition, autoimmune disease, cancer, chronic kidney disease, asthma, COPD, other chronic 244 

lung disease, sickle cell anemia, depression, other mental health disorder (28) 245 

 246 

SARS-CoV-2 infection-induced IgG prevalence compared to other southern US cohorts 247 

The prevalence of SARS-CoV-2 infection-induced IgG was significantly higher in the ILO 248 

group of our study population compared to two other southern US cohorts sampled at times 249 

overlapping the enrollment and interview dates of our cohort. Infection-induced IgG prevalence 250 

was significantly higher in the ILO group of our study population sampled between March 2021 251 

and July 2022 (63%) compared to the COVID-19 Prevention in Emory Healthcare Personnel 252 

(COPE) Study cohort sampled between January and December 2021 (23.2%) using the same 253 

salivary multiplex assay (PR=2.45, 95% CI: 1.80, 3.33) (M. H. Collins and C. D. Heaney, 254 

correspondence) (29, 30) (Figure 2). Infection-induced IgG prevalence was also significantly 255 

higher in the ILO group of our study population (63%) compared to the MURDOCK Cabarrus 256 

County COVID-19 Prevalence and Immunity (C3PI) Study cohort, representative of Cabarrus 257 

County, North Carolina, sampled March and monthly June through November 2021, using blood 258 

testing with the Abbot Alinity N IgG assay (5.9% to 9.9%; PR range 6.37 to 10.67) (L. K. Newby 259 

and D. Wixted, correspondence) (31).  260 

 261 
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 262 

Figure 2. SARS-CoV-2 infection-induced IgG prevalence ratios (PRs) among ILO household 263 

group participants (during Apr 2021-Jul 2022) in this study compared to other southern US 264 

reference populations.  265 

Note: ILO refers to study participants living in a household with at least one adult working at an 266 

industrial hog or poultry operation, meatpacking plant, or animal rendering plant; ILON refers to 267 

participants living nearby these facilities without any known occupational exposure to livestock; 268 

Metro refers to participants living in metropolitan areas of North Carolina; Cabarrus refers to 269 

C3PI Cabarrus County, NC general population-representative cohort; Atlanta HCW refers to 270 

Emory COPE health care worker cohort.  271 

 272 

DISCUSSION  273 

We measured salivary SARS-CoV-2 IgG prevalence among 279 participants, 94% of 274 

whom were Black or Hispanic/Latino, underrepresented groups in SARS-CoV-2 seroprevalence 275 

surveys. To our knowledge, this study presents the first estimates of SARS-CoV-2 infection-276 

induced antibody prevalence among industrial livestock operation (ILO) workers and their 277 

household members, which we observed to be high (63%) compared to participants with no 278 

household members working at industrial livestock operation (45.6%) (Table 2). This is 279 

 . CC-BY-NC-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 November 1, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.10.31.22281764doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.10.31.22281764
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


20 
 

consistent with research connecting the agricultural sector and meatpacking facilities with 280 

COVID-19 transmission among workers, and connecting meatpacking facilities with 281 

transmission in nearby communities (10, 12, 13, 32). However, neither work at a meatpacking 282 

facility nor work in person outside the home were associated with elevated prevalence of SARS-283 

CoV-2 infection-induced IgG in our study population (Table 3), and participants living in areas of 284 

high industrial livestock operation intensity did not have a higher prevalence (42.9%) compared 285 

to metropolitan-area participants (48.7%) (Table 2). This may be due to the relatively small 286 

number of meatpacking workers (n=23) and relatively large number of participants with other 287 

high-COVID-19-risk jobs and factors (e.g., low income and communities of color). Another 288 

contributing factor could be case rate convergence over time between high intensity livestock 289 

operation areas and metro areas. As the prevalence of COVID-19 increased in summer and fall 290 

2020, the importance of any single transmission route decreased; also, if many meatpacking 291 

workers and nearby residents were infected earlier on, those communities might have a greater 292 

rate of at least temporary immunity (32). Our group definitions of ILO, ILON, and Metro also 293 

collapse many differences that have been connected to exposure to SARS-CoV-2 and COVID-294 

19: time, age, sex, race/ethnicity, education, and urbanicity, among others (14–16).  295 

Self-reported symptoms of COVID-19 were also higher in the ILO compared to 296 

combined ILO and Metro groups (Table 2). This could be because of more COVID-19 cases, 297 

though some contribution could also be from other health effects related to industrial livestock 298 

production and processing work. Hog and poultry production work have been associated with 299 

respiratory and infectious disease broadly, and processing work has also been associated with 300 

respiratory, infectious, and skin disease, which overlap with almost all COVID symptoms listed 301 

by CDC (6, 26, 33, 34). While 51% of participants overall had SARS-CoV-2 infection-induced 302 

IgG, less than half reported thinking they had COVID-19, and only 15.4% reported ever testing 303 

positive for COVID-19 (Table 2). Of participants who tested positive for infection-induced IgG, 304 

68% did not think they had COVID-19 (Table 3). This is a higher proportion compared to the 305 
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estimated prevalence of asymptomatic infections among people with confirmed COVID-19, 40-306 

45% (35). Participants might have attributed any symptoms to other health issues, including 307 

some related to ILO work or residence near ILOs. The lower percentage of people ever testing 308 

positive for COVID-19 even compared to the low percentage of people who thought they had 309 

COVID also underlines the importance of accessible COVID-19 testing.  310 

A higher proportion of Metro compared to ILO or ILON participants completed the 311 

primary vaccination series and received at least one booster, although the difference between 312 

groups was not statistically significant, and the groups had similar SARS-CoV-2 infection- 313 

and/or vaccination-induced IgG (positive for RBD) (Figure 1, Table 2). Among participants who 314 

completed the primary vaccination series, the median date of completion was later for ILO 315 

compared to ILON and Metro participants, and the same pattern held for booster doses (Figure 316 

1). Although the differences in vaccination timing between groups were not statistically 317 

significant, these delays are notable because of the spread of the more-contagious Delta and 318 

Omicron variants in summer and winter 2021, respectively (36). Because a greater proportion of 319 

ILO participants had a high school education or less, our results are also consistent with 320 

evidence of vaccination disparities by social class, and with evidence that vaccination coverage 321 

increased most during spring and summer 2021 among people with lower education and 322 

income (37).  323 

COVID-19 vaccination rates in our study population were lower than the US and North 324 

Carolina general populations. The proportion of our study population (ILO, ILON, and Metro 325 

combined) who completed the initial vaccination protocol (52%) was lower than the proportion of 326 

North Carolina (62.9%) and US residents (67.2%) vaccinated at the last date of follow-up, July 327 

18, 2022 (38) (Table S1). However, participants may have become vaccinated after their initial 328 

or follow-up call; the proportion of participants who had completed the initial vaccination protocol 329 

by the median initial or follow-up call date was 50.7%, closer to the proportion of North Carolina 330 

(57.3%) and the US (62.6%) at that date, January 10, 2022. The proportion of our cohort who 331 
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received at least one booster dose was also lower compared to North Carolina and the US at 332 

the end of the study, but similar at the median follow-up date (38). Although our modest sample 333 

size and timing of initial and follow-up call complicate comparison to North Carolina and the US, 334 

our results support the importance of dismantling vaccination barriers, especially for ILO 335 

workers, their household members, and rural communities. 336 

The proportion of participants with SARS-CoV-2 infection-induced IgG prevalence 337 

increased over the course of the study (Table 3). This is consistent with the spread of the virus 338 

over time and trends in other seroprevalence surveys (24, 39). Among health behaviors 339 

assessed, wearing a mask had the highest protective effect (Table 3). This is consistent with 340 

cohort, ecological, and modelling studies on the efficacy of masks for COVID-19 protection (40). 341 

Reporting mask use could also be an indicator of other modifiable and non-modifiable risk 342 

factors. We did not ask about the frequency of mask use overall, mask use in particular contexts 343 

that might be higher risk transmission settings, or about the type(s) of masks participants used, 344 

all of which affect any relationship between mask use and SARS-CoV-2 exposure.  345 

Education level and ethnicity were also associated with SARS-CoV-2 infection-induced 346 

IgG. A study of the joint effects of socioeconomic position estimated by education level, 347 

race/ethnicity, and gender on COVID-19 mortality among working-age adults found the same 348 

trends of higher COVID-19 mortality for low vs. high socioeconomic position adults and for Black 349 

and Hispanic/Latino vs. White adults (41). Our results are also consistent with elevated rates of 350 

infection-induced seroprevalence among Hispanic/Latino and Black compared with White blood 351 

donors across the US (24) and elevated infection-induced seroprevalence among 352 

Hispanic/Latino and Black North Carolina residents in surveillance based on hospital remnant 353 

blood samples (16), as well as with disproportionate numbers of cases and deaths among 354 

Hispanic/Latino, Native American, and Black communities (14). People with fewer 355 

socioeconomic resources are less able to use different strategies to avoid exposure to SARS-356 

CoV-2 and more likely to work in crowded occupations or occupations with contact with the 357 
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public (42). Under racialized capitalism, Hispanic/Latino, Indigenous, and Black workers face 358 

occupational status disadvantages even within specific jobs (42, 43).  359 

We found that participants with more than one person per household bedroom had 360 

higher prevalence of SARS-CoV-2 infection-induced IgG (Table 3). Living in more crowded 361 

conditions could increase exposures to SARS-CoV-2 from household members. Level of 362 

contact with people outside of the home was also associated with higher infection-induced IgG 363 

prevalence (Table 3). A systematic review of observational studies of SARS-CoV-2 and the 364 

betacoronaviruses that cause severe acute respiratory syndrome (SARS-CoV-1) and Middle 365 

east respiratory syndrome (MERS) found reduced transmission of viruses with physical 366 

distancing of 1m or more as well as with face mask usage, consistent with our results (44).  367 

Participants’ COVID-19 health history and symptoms also corresponded with SARS-368 

CoV-2 IgG prevalence. Close to 90% of participants who reported ever testing positive for 369 

SARS-CoV-2 had infection-induced IgG (positive for both N and RBD), compared to 45% of 370 

participants who did not report ever testing positive (Table 3). Nucleocapsid (N) IgG is useful for 371 

determining response to infection because these antibodies are produced in the immune 372 

response to infection and not in the response to vaccines currently approved for use in the US 373 

(23). However, a limitation is that N IgG half-life in the body is generally shorter compared to 374 

RBD and S IgG (45). Participants who reported testing positive for SARS-CoV-2 but tested 375 

negative for N IgG could have been infected longer ago and have levels of N IgG below the 376 

positivity cutoff. Participants who reported thinking they had COVID-19 and participants who 377 

reported influenza-like illness had a higher prevalence of infection-induced IgG compared to 378 

participants who did not, although there was a similar prevalence of infection-induced IgG 379 

among participants who reported at least one or at least two symptoms of COVID-19 compared 380 

to those who did not (Table 3). This is consistent with relatively high proportions of 381 

asymptomatic infections (35), overlap between COVID-19 and other health condition symptoms, 382 

and limited durability of N IgG response.  383 
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We found prevalence of SARS-CoV-2 infection-induced IgG higher than in comparable 384 

cohorts. Infection-induced IgG prevalence in the ILO group of our study population was more 385 

than twice that in Emory University’s COPE cohort of Atlanta healthcare workers sampled from 386 

January to December 2021 using the same salivary multiplex assay (M. H. Collins and C. D. 387 

Heaney, correspondence) (29, 30) (Figure 2). Healthcare workers are at higher risk for COVID-388 

19 compared to the general population (46, 47). High infection-induced IgG among ILO 389 

participants compared to workers in another high-COVID-19-risk occupation sampled with the 390 

same assay during an overlapping time period underlines the high exposures among North 391 

Carolina livestock operation workers and their household members. Infection-induced IgG 392 

prevalence among ILO participants was more than five times the highest prevalence observed 393 

in March and monthly June through November 2021 in Duke University’s Cabarrus County, 394 

North Carolina general-population-representative cohort (L. K. Newby and D. Wixted, 395 

correspondence) (31) (Figure 2). Infection-induced IgG prevalence was also higher in the ILO 396 

group of our study population (63%) compared to nationwide serology estimates. A study of 397 

blood donations estimated infection-induced seroprevalence to be 28.8% overall in December 398 

2021; higher among Hispanic (40.2%) and Black (32.5%) donors and donors living in the South 399 

(33.5%) during the same time period (24). Infection-induced IgG prevalence in our cohort was 400 

also generally higher compared to estimates using residual data from commercial labs across 401 

the US weighted by age, sex, and metropolitan status, which ranged from 20.8% to 57.7% 402 

nationally and 22.5% to 52% in North Carolina during the sixteen sampling periods that 403 

overlapped our study period (36, 39) (Figure S2).  404 

An important consideration for interpreting our results is our non-population-405 

representative snowball sampling strategy. Participants were volunteers recruited primarily from 406 

social networks of community organizers with our partner community organization and might 407 

differ in several ways from the eastern North Carolina population in general. Another 408 

consideration is our enrollment period from February 2021 to July 2022, including changing 409 
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recommendations on vaccination and boosters, as well as increasing cases due to the more 410 

contagious Delta and Omicron variants. Vaccination, exposure, and treatment options varied for 411 

participants over the course of enrollment and differences over time may obscure differences by 412 

study group or participant characteristics. The long enrollment period also complicates 413 

comparisons with other southern US cohorts and CDC nationwide studies (Figure S2). Our 414 

study also has limitations associated with antibody test characteristics. Our multiplex assay was 415 

optimized for specificity over sensitivity, so we may have missed a proportion of infection-416 

induced and vaccination or infection-induced antibody responses among our participants, 417 

especially for those infected a longer time ago who may have sero-reverted. The half-life of 418 

SARS-CoV-2 N IgG using our assay was about 64 days, compared to RBD about 100 days 419 

(45). Because we sampled participants through July 18, 2022, 910 days after the first confirmed 420 

case in the US, we likely underestimated infection-induced SARS-CoV-2 exposure.  421 

Our findings show high rates of SARS-CoV-2 infection-induced IgG in a predominantly 422 

rural, Black, and Hispanic/Latino North Carolina cohort, especially among industrial livestock 423 

operation workers and their families. We add to reports of high numbers of cases associated 424 

with meatpacking facilities early in the course of the pandemic and to evidence of health 425 

disparities in exposure to SARS-CoV-2 by socioeconomic position. Delays in the timing of 426 

receipt of COVID-19 vaccination reinforce the importance of dismantling vaccination barriers, 427 

especially for industrial livestock operation workers and their household members. Associations 428 

between masking and physical distancing with antibody results also add to evidence of the 429 

effectiveness of these prevention strategies.  430 

 431 

MATERIALS AND METHODS  432 

Study design and participants 433 

This study was designed and conducted in partnership with REACH. Data were 434 

collected by REACH community organizers and researchers from Johns Hopkins Bloomberg 435 
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School of Public Health (JHSPH). Using a snowball sampling approach, REACH community 436 

organizers recruited ILO, ILON, and metro-area households. All enrolled households had at 437 

least one adult (≥18 years old) enrolled into the study. In addition to the one adult, all additional 438 

household members of any age were eligible to be enrolled. Eligibility criteria for all groups also 439 

included ability to understand spoken English or Spanish and access to household phone or 440 

mobile device and refrigerator. The study was developed in collaboration between JHSPH and 441 

REACH. The JHSPH Institutional Review Board (IRB) approved this study (IRB00014420).  442 

 443 

Questionnaire data and saliva sample collection 444 

Before participation, adult participants provided oral consent. For children 0-6 years old, 445 

a parent or legal guardian provided permission, oral assent, and questionnaire responses for 446 

the child. For children 7-17 years old, a parent/legal guardian provided permission for the child 447 

and the child provided oral assent and questionnaire responses, with parents answering some 448 

questions as appropriate (e.g., health history). Recruitment, consent, questionnaires, and saliva 449 

self-collection were conducted remotely via video or phone call, without physical contact 450 

between study team and participants. Questionnaire responses were recorded and training and 451 

supervision of biospecimen self-collection were provided during the same video or phone call. 452 

Participants and parents or legal guardians of children 0-6 reported demographic information; 453 

work, school, or childcare outside the home; infection prevention behaviors; and health history, 454 

including information related to COVID-19 vaccination and symptoms consistent with COVID-455 

19. Participants who worked at an ILO were also asked more detailed questions about livestock 456 

production and processing activities. Study questionnaires were developed in collaboration with 457 

REACH organizers. REACH interviewers included those fluent in English and Spanish, and 458 

participants had the ability to respond in either language. REACH and JHSPH interviewers 459 

recorded participant responses in REDCap, a secure web application for managing online 460 

surveys (48, 49).  461 
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After consent, all enrolled households received a study package containing all materials 462 

for saliva self-collection, self-collection procedure information, and packaging materials via 463 

REACH drop-off or direct shipping. During the questionnaire, training, and sampling call, 464 

REACH or JHSPH interviewers instructed all enrolled participants on how to collect saliva 465 

samples and stayed on the call as participants collected samples to answer any questions and 466 

ascertain if participants followed procedures. All participants provided two self-collected saliva 467 

samples: an oral fluid saliva sample and a passive drool saliva sample. For the oral fluid 468 

sample, participants brushed the Oracol+ 2.0 saliva collection device (Malvern Medical 469 

Developments, Worcester, United Kingdom) along their gums for 1-2 minutes. Participants were 470 

instructed to store their samples in a refrigerator until pickup by a REACH courier or direct 471 

shipping to JHSPH. Because booster vaccination was recommended by the CDC during the 472 

course of our study, we added questions about this topic mid-study and recontacted participants 473 

not initially asked.   474 

 475 

Multiplex SARS-CoV-2 IgG assay for oral fluid 476 

Oral fluid samples were separated from sponges by centrifugation and tested for SARS-477 

CoV-2 nucleocapsid (N), receptor-binding domain (RBD), and spike (S) IgG, using a multiplex 478 

bead-based immunoassay based on Luminex technology, which has been described previously 479 

(N. Pisanic, A. Antar, K. Kruczynski, M. G. Rivera, K. Spicer, P. R. Randad, A. Pekosz, S. L. 480 

Klein, M. J. Betenbaugh, B. Detrick, W. Clarke, D. L. Thomas, Y. C. Manabe, and C. D. Heaney, 481 

submitted for publication) (19, 20). Briefly, the multiplex assay included SARS-CoV-2 N, RBD, 482 

and S antigens coupled to magnetic microparticles, and a background control bead coated with 483 

bovine serum albumin (BSA). Saliva samples were centrifuged for 5 min at 10,000 g and 10 μL 484 

supernatant were added to a 96-well assay plate containing 40 μL bead mix (1,000 beads per 485 

bead set) in assay buffer (PBS-TBN). After incubation to allow for binding of SARS-CoV-2 486 

specific IgG present in saliva samples, beads were washed, and fluorophore-labeled anti-487 
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human IgG was added to the plate. After a second incubation to allow for binding of labeled 488 

anti-IgG to salivary IgG on the beads, the plate was washed again, and median fluorescent 489 

intensity (MFI) was read on a Luminex MagPix instrument.  490 

To determine optimum performance cutoffs for infection-induced IgG, we used 1320 491 

saliva samples from individuals without known prior exposure to the SARS-CoV-2 virus or 492 

vaccine (presumed negatives) and 325 saliva samples collected >14 days after symptom onset 493 

of a molecularly confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infection (infection-induced positives). To determine 494 

optimum performance cutoffs for infection- and/or vaccination-induced IgG, we used 1002 saliva 495 

samples from individuals without known prior exposure to the SARS-CoV-2 virus or vaccine 496 

(presumed negatives) and 492 saliva samples collected >14 days after symptom onset of a 497 

molecularly confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infection and/or >14 days after completing the primary 498 

COVID-19 vaccination series (infection- and/or vaccination-induced positives). We first 499 

subtracted the BSA signal from all SARS-CoV-2 signals. The best algorithm for infection-500 

induced IgG relied on N (Cat. No. Z03480, Genscript, NJ, USA) and RBD (Cat. No. 40592-501 

V08H, Sino Biological, Beijing, China) (sensitivity=97.6%, specificity=99.4%) and the best 502 

algorithm for infection- and/or vaccination-induced IgG response relied on RBD (Cat. No. 503 

40592-V08H, Sino Biological, Beijing, China) (sensitivity=99.4%, specificity=99.3%).  504 

 505 

Data from other southern US cohorts 506 

Seropositivity data from the COVID-19 Prevention in Emory Healthcare Personnel 507 

(COPE) Study cohort were obtained through correspondence (M. H. Collins and C. D. Heaney, 508 

correspondence). Participants were health care providers recruited from 4 university-affiliated 509 

hospitals and clinics in Atlanta, Georgia, and saliva samples for serology were collected at 510 

enrollment, at 3 months, and at 6 months. Oral fluid saliva samples were tested with the 511 

multiplex assay described above, as in our North Carolina study population (19, 20, 29, 30). 512 

Monthly seropositivity and N seropositivity data from the Cabarrus County COVID-19 513 
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Prevalence and Immunity (C3PI) were also obtained through correspondence (L. K. Newby and 514 

D. Wixted, correspondence). Participants were selected from a larger ongoing cohort study 515 

through a weighted, randomized scheme to approximate the sex, age, and race/ethnicity of 516 

Cabarrus County, North Carolina. Blood samples for serology were collected monthly, and 517 

serology testing was performed with the Abbott Alinity IgG N protein antibody assay (specificity 518 

99.9% and sensitivity 100%) (31). Nationwide and North Carolina infection-induced antibody 519 

seroprevalence estimates from CDC commercial laboratory surveys were downloaded from 520 

https://covid.cdc.gov/covid-data-tracker/#national-lab (36). 521 

 522 

Statistical analysis  523 

We first compared the distribution of demographic characteristics and potential risk 524 

factors for SARS-CoV-2 IgG among the ILO household, ILON household, and metropolitan area 525 

(Metro) household groups. Using participants’ reported dates of receiving a first dose, receiving 526 

a second dose (or first dose for the Janssen [Johnson & Johnson]), and receiving a booster 527 

dose of the COVID-19 vaccine, we plotted time to each vaccination event by group and tested 528 

for difference in time to each vaccination event by group using the 3-group log-rank test 529 

implemented in survdiff function (survival package) in R. Next, we calculated the crude 530 

prevalence of salivary SARS-CoV-2 IgG outcomes in each household group (ILO, ILON, and 531 

Metro), and the crude prevalence of infection-induced IgG across levels of participant 532 

characteristics. For SARS-CoV-2 IgG and self-reported COVID-19 outcomes, we used 533 

generalized estimating equation (GEE) log-binomial regression models clustered by household 534 

to calculate crude prevalence ratios (PRs) and 95% confidence intervals (CIs) comparing 535 

outcome prevalence among the ILO versus the ILON, Metro, and combined ILON and Metro 536 

groups. We also used GEE log-binomial regression models to calculate crude prevalence ratios 537 

of infection-induced IgG by participant characteristics, with the category with the greatest 538 

number of participants as the reference group. To compare infection-induced IgG prevalence in 539 

 . CC-BY-NC-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 November 1, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.10.31.22281764doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.10.31.22281764
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


30 
 

our cohort to other southern US cohorts, we used log-binomial regression models to calculate 540 

crude prevalence ratios between the ILO group versus the ILON, Metro, and other southern US 541 

cohort groups with enrollment dates overlapping at least one day of our enrollment date range. 542 

All statistical analyses were completed in R 2022.02.0 (50). 543 

 544 
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