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Short-Title 102 

Safety of SARS-CoV-2 test-to-stay in daycare 103 

Article Summary 104 

This study provides evidence on the safety of a SARS-CoV-2 test-to-stay screening in daycare 105 
facilities. 106 

What’s known on this subject 107 

Test-to-stay approaches have been demonstrated to safely supplant quarantine after SARS-108 
CoV-2 exposure of school children older than 6 years. 109 

What this study adds 110 

This study affirms safety of test-to-stay approaches and extends the evidence to daycare settings 111 
and children younger than 6 years.  112 
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Abstract 120 

Background and Objectives 121 

Test-to-stay concepts apply serial testing of children in daycare after exposure to SARS-CoV-122 
2 without use of quarantine. This study aims to assess safety of a test-to-stay screening in 123 
daycare facilities. 124 

Methods 125 

714 daycare facilities and approximately 50,000 children ≤6 years in Cologne, Germany 126 
participated in a SARS-CoV-2 Pool-PCR screening from March 2021 to April 2022. The 127 
screening initially comprised post-exposure quarantine and was adapted to a test-to-stay 128 
approach during its course. To assess safety of the test-to-stay approach, we explored potential 129 
changes in frequencies of infections among children following the adaptation to the test-to-stay 130 
approach by applying regression discontinuity in time (RDiT) analyses. To this end, PCR-test 131 
data were linked with routinely collected data on reported infections in children and analyzed 132 
using ordinary least squares regressions. 133 

Results 134 

219,885 Pool-PCRs and 352,305 Single-PCRs were performed. 6,440 (2.93%) Pool-PCRs 135 
tested positive, and 17,208 infections in children were reported. We estimated that during a 136 
period of 30 weeks, the test-to-stay concept avoided between 7 and 20 days of quarantine per 137 
eligible daycare child. RDiT revealed a 26% reduction (Exp. Coef: 0.74, CI:0.52;1.06) in 138 
infection frequency among children and indicated no significant increase attributable to the test-139 
to-stay approach. This result was not sensitive to adjustments for 7-day incidence, season, 140 
SARS-CoV-2 variant, and socioeconomic status.  141 

Conclusion 142 

Our analyses provide evidence that suggest safety of the test-to-stay approach compared to 143 
traditional quarantine measures. This approach offers a promising option to avoid use of 144 
quarantine after exposure to respiratory pathogens in daycare settings. 145 

 146 
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Introduction 150 

During the coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic, daycare facilities were closed to 151 

mitigate infections.1,2 Systematic screenings for severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 152 

type 2 (SARS-CoV-2) infections contributed to daycare re-openings, counteracting the 153 

profound impact of stay-at-home orders on the development and health of children.1,3–6 154 

However, burden of post-exposure quarantine for children exposed to infected children 155 

persisted amid rising incidence of infections.7 Test-to-stay approaches supplanted the 156 

conventional practice of post-exposure quarantine by frequent serial testing for 5-10 subsequent 157 

days and reduced the burden of post-exposure quarantine.8–16 Safety of test-to-stay approaches, 158 

expressed as equivalence in infections as compared to quarantine approaches, was addressed 159 

by several studies. 8–16 These reports are mostly restricted to screenings in schools and included 160 

the use of facemasks. Thus, evidence on safety of test-to-stay concepts in daycare facilities, 161 

without the use of facemasks, and in an age-group less capable of sticking to hygiene rules, is 162 

limited. 163 

We previously reported on a city-wide SARS-CoV-2 Pool-polymerase chain reaction (PCR) 164 

screening in more than 700 daycare facilities in Cologne, Germany.17 After the reported period 165 

that included post-exposure quarantine measures, the screening was adapted to a test-to-stay 166 

approach and was continued for 30 weeks (September 2021-April 2022). Our study aimed to 167 

investigate the safety of this test-to-stay approach. We hypothesized that safety can be assumed 168 

if no substantial increase in frequencies of infections among children following the adaptation 169 

of the screening concept is detectable. 170 

 171 
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Methods 173 

Ethics approval 174 

All analyses were performed under a protocol approved by the institutional review board of the 175 

Medical Faculty of the University of Cologne (21-1358).  176 

Screening setting 177 

The screening was implemented under the direction of the Youth Welfare Office of Cologne 178 

and accompanied by a team of members of the health authorities of Cologne, the University 179 

Hospital of Cologne, and a private diagnostic laboratory (“Labor Quade”). Participation in the 180 

screening program was voluntary. Sample collection was performed using the Lolli-Method as 181 

described previously (Figure 1).17–19 The Lolli-Method consists of sucking a nasopharyngeal 182 

swab for 30 seconds and subsequent testing in SARS-CoV-2 Pool-PCR. For generation of a 183 

pool of Lolli-swabs, each child of a daycare group placed a self-sampled Lolli-swab in a 184 

common collection tube. One tube containing all swabs of one respective group was tested in 185 

one PCR-reaction. When a Pool-PCR tested negative, all children of that pool were assumed to 186 

be SARS-CoV-2 negative. When the Pool-PCR tested positive, the respective children were re-187 

tested individually on the next day in Single-PCRs. The identification of an infected child was 188 

followed by the isolation of this child. Children exposed to this child were quarantined up to 14 189 

days during the quarantine approach. During the test-to-stay approach, exposed children were 190 

not quarantined but tested in Lolli-Single-PCRs for 5 subsequent days. If tested negative, they 191 

could continue to go to daycare. 192 

Data sources 193 
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PCR test data 194 

PCRs were performed at the Institute of Virology, University Hospital Cologne, and at Labor 195 

Quade. Labor Quade reported PCR test data to the Institute of Virology, containing the date of 196 

sampling, specimen (Pool- or Single-PCR), test result, daycare ID, and zip code of the daycare 197 

facility (Supplemental Fig. 1). During the roll-out of the screening (weeks 15-17 in 2021), 198 

daycare facilities were enrolled gradually, and the data collection system was under 199 

construction and misclassified the specimen of positive PCRs. These weeks were excluded from 200 

all analyses. Pool sizes were reported as weekly average pool size per daycare facility. 201 

SARS-CoV-2 index cases and contact persons 202 

The health authorities of Cologne provided data on newly reported SARS-CoV-2 infections 203 

(“index cases”) and contact persons recorded with a software developed for the documentation 204 

and case management of SARS-CoV-2 in Cologne.20 The data contained the date of the first 205 

SARS-CoV-2 detection or the date of the beginning and the end of the quarantine, age, sex, and 206 

the zip code of the place of residency (Supplemental Fig. 1). 207 

Frequencies of SARS-CoV-2 variants of concern (VOCs) and 7-day incidence 208 

Data on Germany-wide proportions of all reported sequences of VOCs were collected as part 209 

of a national molecular surveillance system and were published by the Robert Koch Institute 210 

(RKI).21 The 7-day incidence was extracted from RKI SurvStat@RKI2.0, an online tool for 211 

querying notifiable infectious diseases in Germany.22 212 

Inhabitants and socioeconomic factors of Cologne 213 
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Aggregated data on the number of inhabitants in 2020 and socioeconomic factors were 214 

published online or provided by the Office for Urban Development and Statistics of Cologne.23 215 

Descriptive analysis 216 

We reported counts and fractions of total and positive Pool-and Single-PCRs. Pool sizes were 217 

reported as median of the weekly mean pool sizes per daycare facility. Cumulative numbers of 218 

PCR analyses were estimated by multiplication of the counts of Pool-PCRs with the weekly 219 

median pool size and addition of the Single-PCRs. Distribution of positive Pool-PCRs among 220 

daycare facilities was reported as median positive Pool-PCRs per daycare facility. We 221 

calculated Spearman correlation coefficient to quantify the association between the weekly 222 

fraction of positive Pool-PCRs and the 7-day incidence. 223 

We estimated the amount of quarantine that was avoided by the use of the test-to-stay approach 224 

with the following equations: 225 

Exposed children = (Median pool size-1) * Positive Pool-PCRs        (1) 226 

where 1 was subtracted from Median pool size to account for one assumed index case within 227 

one positive pool. Positive Pool-PCRs represents the number of positive Pool-PCRs during the 228 

test-to-stay approach. We assumed that all exposed children would have been quarantined in 229 

the absence of the test-to-stay approach. 230 

Avoided quarantine days = Exposed children * Median duration of quarantine          (2) 231 

where Median duration of quarantine (days) referred to the screening approach involving 232 

quarantine after exposure. 233 
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To account for the variability of the individual parameters, we derived a variability range for 234 

the days of avoided quarantine by multiplying the first/third quartile of the pool size with the 235 

number of positive Pool-PCRs (equation 1) and the exposed children with the first/third quartile 236 

of the duration of quarantine (equation 2). The days of avoided quarantine per eligible child 237 

were estimated dividing the number of avoided quarantine days by the number of inhabitants 238 

in Cologne aged 2 to 6 years (n = 51,830), assuming that those were eligible for the screening. 239 

Regression discontinuity in time analysis 240 

Outcome 241 

The outcome for the RDiT was defined as the weekly count of index cases aged 2 to 6 years in 242 

Cologne divided by the weekly count of positive Pool-PCRs (Supplemental Fig. 2). We 243 

assumed that an infected child in a daycare facility would be detected in the screening and the 244 

corresponding positive Pool-PCR would contribute to the denominator of the outcome. We 245 

expected that secondary infections would occur in the daycare facility. The infected child and 246 

the secondary infections would be reported to the health authorities and contribute to the count 247 

of reported index cases aged 2 to 6 years in Cologne, which defined the numerator of the 248 

outcome. We hypothesized that the transition from the quarantine approach to the test-to-stay 249 

approach might affect the number of secondary infections and thus affect the outcome. 250 

Analyses were restricted to weeks which did not meet the criteria of low-testing periods as we 251 

expected that in those, the denominator of the outcome would be underestimated (e.g., during 252 

roll-out of the screening or holiday seasons). We defined a low-testing period as a week in 253 

which less than 70% of the average weekly count of Pool-PCRs during the entire screening 254 

were performed.  255 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted October 12, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.11.23296808doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.11.23296808
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 

 10 

RDiT framework 256 

We followed current best practice for RDiT.24–26 The interruption was defined as the change of 257 

the test concept from a quarantine approach to a test-to-stay approach (week 37 in 2021). A lag-258 

period of two weeks, in which observations were censored, followed the interruption, to account 259 

for the SARS-CoV-2 incubation period and to allow the newly introduced test concept to be 260 

fully implemented.27 We applied triangular kernel weights to assign higher weights to 261 

observations lying closer to the interruption. We modelled the outcome based on a gamma 262 

regression with the following equation: 263 

Y = β0 + β1 * (Time) + β2 * (Test concept) + β3 * (Time * Test concept) + e       (3) 264 

where Y is the outcome. β0	is the intercept. Time is the running variable and given as weekly 265 

time units. β1 reflects the slope before the interruption. Test concept is a dummy variable - 0 for 266 

the quarantine approach and 1 for the test-to-stay approach. The β2-coefficient describes the 267 

effect of the interruption on the outcome. The interaction term Time * Test concept allows for 268 

the slope of the regression line to differ on either side of the interruption (β3). e is the error term. 269 

Coefficients were exponentiated and interpreted on a multiplicative scale. Presence of 270 

autocorrelation was assessed with plots of functions of autocorrelation (acf) and partial 271 

autocorrelation (pacf). 272 

Data-driven optimal bandwidth calculation 273 

The width of the time period  (“bandwidth”) drawn around the interruption is an important 274 

choice in RDiT.24,25 We determined a mean squared error (MSE)-optimal bandwidth, which 275 

minimizes the MSE of the regression fit.28,29 For the gamma regression model, we examined 276 
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variations of the β2-coefficient across different bandwidth choices (1, 1.25, 1.5, 1.75, and 2 277 

times the MSE-optimal bandwidth). 278 

Robustness check 279 

To assess the robustness of the gamma regression model, we extended the model specification 280 

given in equation (3) to a second-order polynomial regression instead of a linear regression 281 

(Supplemental Information, Appendix A).  282 

Testing continuity of baseline covariates 283 

RDiT requires continuity of baseline covariates across the interruption.24,25 This verifies that 284 

changes in the outcome are attributable to the defined interruption and not to coincident changes 285 

of covariates. Continuity was assessed with help of the RDiT framework by applying local 286 

linear regressions. Assuming normal distribution, we modelled the median pool size, the 287 

fraction of the Delta variant and the 7-day incidence. 288 

Sensitivity analyses 289 

We included the 7-day incidence, the seasons, and the fraction of the respective SARS-CoV-2 290 

variant in Germany in the gamma regression model (Supplemental Information, Appendix 291 

A). We ran stratified analyses for districts with low and middle/high socioeconomic status 292 

(SES). For stratification, we used a previously described index of the SES of the neighborhoods 293 

of Cologne (Supplemental Information, Appendix B).30  294 

Software 295 
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Statistical analyses were performed using Microsoft Excel for Mac (v.14.7.3.), Prism 9.0 296 

(GraphPad) and R within RStudio (v. 2023.03.0+386) and additional R packages.31–33 297 

Results 298 

Implementation of the screening program  299 

The screening was conducted from March 2021-April 2022 in Cologne, Germany (1.1 million 300 

inhabitants). All daycare facilities in Cologne and 51,830 children aged 2 to 6 years were 301 

eligible to participate twice weekly. The quarantine approach was conducted from week 11 to 302 

36 (2021) and was substituted by the test-to-stay approach from week 37 (2021) to week 14 303 

(2022) (Table 1, Figure 2). 714 daycare facilities participated in the screening. During the 304 

screening, four VOCs emerged (Alpha, Delta, BA.1, and BA.2) and the SARS-CoV-2 7-day 305 

incidence in Cologne ranged from 8.67 infections per 100,000 inhabitants in week 25 (2021) to 306 

2,573 in week 9 (2022) (Supplemental Fig. 3).  307 

219,885 Pool-PCRs and 352,305 Single-PCRs were performed. Median of weekly mean pool 308 

sizes per daycare facility was 11.5 (IQR: 8-14.6) swabs per pool (Supplemental Fig. 4). 309 

Approximately 2,897,437 SARS-CoV-2 analyses were performed in total (Table 1, Figure 2). 310 

6,440 (2.93%) of the Pool-PCRs tested positive (Table 1). The median number of positive Pool-311 

PCRs per daycare facility was 9 (IQR: 5-12) (Supplemental Fig. 5A). The weekly fraction of 312 

positive Pool-PCRs ranged from 0.0% in weeks 24-27 (2021) to 12.44% in week 9 (2022) 313 

(Figure 3A, Supplemental Fig. 5B) and correlated strongly with the total SARS-CoV-2 7-day 314 

incidence in Cologne (rs = 0.96, CI: 0.94-0.98; Figure 3B). 12,454 of the Single-PCRs tested 315 

positive. During the entire screening, the health authorities in Cologne reported 17,208 index 316 

cases among children aged 2 to 6 years (Table 1, Figure 3A). Subsequently, our estimation 317 
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suggests that the screening identified 72.4% of all reported index cases aged 2 to 6 years in 318 

Cologne. 319 

During the test-to-stay approach, 6,298 Pool-PCRs tested positive (Table 1). The median 320 

duration of quarantine after exposure to SARS-CoV-2 of children aged 2 to 6 years in Cologne 321 

was 10 days (IQR: 8;12) (Supplemental Fig. 6). Consequently, we estimated that 661,290 days 322 

(variability range: 352,688-1,027,833) spent in quarantine were avoided during the test-to-stay 323 

approach. This translated to 13 days (variability range: 7-20) of avoided quarantine per eligible 324 

daycare child during a period of 30 weeks (Figure 4). 325 

Safety of the test-to-stay approach  326 

Applying an RDiT analyses, we aimed to assess the safety of the test-to-stay approach in 327 

comparison to the quarantine approach with the underlying causal framework depicted in a 328 

directed acyclic graph (Supplemental Fig. 7, Supplemental Table 1).25 We first incorporated 329 

all observations in the gamma regression model (”global gamma regression model”) which 330 

yielded an exponentiated β2-coefficient of 0.74 (95% CI: 0.52;1.06) (Figure 5A). This 331 

translated to 26% less index cases per positive Pool-PCR attributable to the change of the test 332 

concept and indicated no substantial increase in infections among children. Visualization of the 333 

acf and pacf showed no clear presence of autocorrelated residuals (Supplemental Fig. 8). To 334 

address biases arising from potential unobserved confounders that are not in proximity of the 335 

interruption, we gradually narrowed the underlying bandwidth of the global gamma regression 336 

model in a sequence of local gamma regressions (Figure 5B, Supplemental Fig. 9). Overall, 337 

the main result of the global gamma regression model was not sensitive to the choice of the 338 

bandwidth. The observed decrease in precision for shorter bandwidths is a standard finding in 339 

RDiT.24,25 As robustness check, we verified that the result of the global gamma regression 340 
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model was similar when using a second-order polynomial specification instead of a linear 341 

regression (Supplemental Fig. 10). 342 

Testing continuity of baseline covariates 343 

The weekly median pool size (β2 = -0.89, CI: -4.12;3.23) and the share of the Delta variant (β2 = 344 

-0.57, CI: -1.42;0.28) showed continuity among the interruption. The 7-day incidence did not 345 

meet the continuity assumption (β2 = -147, CI: -244;-49) (Supplemental Fig. 11). 346 

Sensitivity analyses 347 

As 7-day incidence showed discontinuity across the interruption, we included it as predictor in 348 

the global gamma regression model. To account for a potential impact of seasonality, we 349 

included the seasons in the global gamma regression model. As we could not rule out a role as 350 

confounder or competing exposure of the SARS-CoV-2 variant, we included it as predictor in 351 

the global gamma regression model. Accounting for these covariates in separate global models, 352 

we detected no substantial differences of the corresponding effect estimates or their respective 353 

precision (Supplemental Fig. 12). Stratification by SES indicated differences between the β2-354 

coefficients of both regressions (high/middle: exp. β2 = 0.57, CI: 0.37;0.85 and low: exp. β2 = 355 

1.29, CI: 0.73;2.24). However, in both strata, there was no indication of an increase in infection 356 

frequency (Supplemental Fig. 13). 357 

Discussion 358 

This study provided evidence that suggest safety of a SARS-CoV-2 Pool-PCR test-to-stay 359 

screening in daycare facilities as compared to a post-exposure quarantine concept. We analyzed 360 

one of the most comprehensive test-to-stay screenings in daycare facilities worldwide.34–37 This 361 
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screening was one of the earliest attempts to disestablish the use of quarantine of daycare 362 

children in Germany. Our estimation of the impact of the test-to-stay concept on quarantine 363 

avoidance showed a substantial reduction in the time spent in quarantine. Our RDiT analyses 364 

did not indicate evidence of a discernible increase in infections after quarantine measures were 365 

discontinued.  366 

Our main results on safety are in line with previous reports on test-to-stay approaches.8–16 367 

However, those studies were primarily conducted in schools with children and adolescents older 368 

than 6 years, and they incorporated the use of facemasks. In contrast, the here analyzed 369 

screening was conducted in the absence of the use of facemasks and in an age-group less 370 

capable of sticking to hygiene rules. Furthermore, the mentioned studies were conducted during 371 

the predominance of one respective SARS-CoV-2 VOCs.8–16 In contrast, our analyses spanned 372 

a period during which four distinct SARS-CoV-2 VOCs have emerged (Alpha, Delta, BA.1, 373 

and BA.2). These variants show distinct virological features that could affect the effectiveness 374 

of infection control measures (e.g., incubation period or basic reproduction number).38–41 We 375 

show that safety of the test-to-stay screening was not affected by these VOCs. Finally, previous 376 

studies mainly report on short-term observations with rather small variations in the incidence, 377 

whereas our analyses encompass 13 months with low-and high incidence periods, providing 378 

more generalizable evidence. 379 

Lolli-swabs collect mainly saliva which has been shown to be a valid specimen for the detection 380 

of other respiratory viruses.42–47 Thus, a test-to-stay approach involving self-sampling of saliva 381 

in daycare facilities might be considered an alternative to quarantine in a future epidemic or 382 

pandemic scenario of other respiratory viruses. It might contribute to an age-appropriate 383 

somatic and physical development. 384 
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One limitation of this study is that the ethical and political circumstances during the COVID-385 

19 pandemic did not justify addressing the research question by a randomized controlled trial, 386 

emerging from the initial screening with a quarantine approach. Thus, the quasi-experimental 387 

study design differs from the ideal experimental design. Second, as we analyzed aggregated 388 

data, we cannot deduce any causal statements on the level of individual children. Further 389 

individualization of the data was not possible due to the challenge of matching index cases with 390 

their corresponding positive Pool-PCRs. Third, the risk of bias due to unmeasured confounders 391 

needs to be acknowledged. It might comprise changes in data collection practices of the health 392 

authorities or in test indication for SARS-CoV-2 testing beyond the screening. However, we 393 

assume that most index cases were constantly reported and recorded, as the screening detected 394 

most of all notified index cases among children. Furthermore, we assumed that the risk of 395 

confounding increases with increasing distance from the interruption and applied kernel 396 

weights and different bandwidths to address this risk. 397 

Conclusion 398 

The test-to-stay approach substantially reduced the use of quarantine after SARS-CoV- 399 

exposure. There was no indication of a relevant increase in infections among children with this 400 

approach. This highlights it as a safe alternative to quarantine after exposure to SARS-CoV-2 401 

in daycare. Test-to-stay approaches could prove valuable as infection control measures after 402 

exposure to emerging respiratory pathogens in daycare during future outbreaks. 403 
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  554 

Figure legends 555 

Figure 1: Overview on the screening concept and its specifications  556 

Flowchart depicting the screening concept and both „Quarantine“ and „Test-to-stay“ 557 

approaches. 558 

Figure 2: Implementation of the screening concept in daycare facilities  559 

The number of tested daycare facilities, performed PCRs, median pool sizes and cumulative 560 

number of performed analyses are stratified by calendar week. The horizontal lines in the Box-561 

Whisker-Plot indicate the medians, the lines at the top and at the bottom of the boxes indicate 562 

first and third quartiles and the error bars represent minimum and maximum pool sizes. Data 563 

on pool sizes were not available during the roll-out. 564 

Figure 3: Detection of SARS-CoV-2 infections in daycare facilities 565 

A, the number and fraction of positive Pool-PCRs and the number of reported index cases (2-6 566 

years) are stratified by calendar week. During the roll-out of the screening (weeks 15, 16, 17 in 567 

2021) the data collection system misclassified the specimen (Pool or Single-PCR) of positive 568 

PCRs. Thus, data on positive PCRs are not available for these weeks. 569 
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B, Spearman correlation between 7-day incidence in Cologne and fraction of positive Pool-570 

PCRs. Each black dot represents one week. 95% CI is indicated by the bright red area. 571 

Figure 4: Estimation of quarantine avoidance 572 

The number of positive Pool-PCRs, pool sizes, estimated contact persons and cumulative 573 

estimated avoided days of quarantine are stratified by calendar week. The horizontal lines in 574 

the Box-Whisker-Plot indicate the medians, the lines at the top and at the bottom of the boxes 575 

indicate first and third quartiles and the error bars represent minimum and maximum pool sizes. 576 

Figure 5: Assessment of safety of the test-to-stay approach: Regression discontinuity in 577 

time analysis (RDiT) 578 

A, RDiT global gamma regression model. Model fit, 95% CI and the lag period are indicated 579 

in their respective color.  580 

B, Exponentiated coefficient estimates of local gamma regressions with distinct bandwidths. 581 

Error bars indicate 95% CI. 582 
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Table 1: Summary of the screening program

Characteristics

Quarantine 

approach* 

n (%)

Test-to-stay 

approach 

n (%)

Entire 

screening 

n (%)

Duration

Time 

period

Week 11 2021 - 

week 36 2021

Week 37 2021 - 

week 14 2022

Week 11 2021 - 

week 14 2022

Weeks 26 30 56

Daycare 

facilities

Total 694 712 714

Pool-PCRs

Total 87,856 132,029 219,885

Positive* 142 (0.16) 6298 (4.77) 6440 (2.93)

Single-PCRs

Total 5,704 346,601 352,305

Positive* 111 12,343 12,454

Index cases 

(2-6 years in 

Cologne)

Total 1,203 16,005 17,208

*During the roll-out of the screening (weeks 15-17 in 2021), daycare facilities were

enrolled gradually, and the data collection system was under construction

and misclassified the specimen of positive PCRs. Thus, these weeks were excluded

from all analyses.
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Figure 1: Overview on the screening concept and its specifications

Flowchart depicting the screening concept and both „Quarantine“ and „Test-to-stay“ approaches.
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Figure 2: Implementation of the screening concept in daycare facilities

The number of tested daycare facilities, performed PCRs, median pool sizes and cumulative number of performed 
analyses are stratified by calendar week. The horizontal lines in the Box-Whisker-Plot indicate the medians, the lines 
at the top and at the bottom of the boxes indicate first and third quartiles and the error bars represent minimum and 
maximum pool sizes. Data on pool sizes were not available during the roll-out.
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Figure 3: Detection of SARS-CoV-2 infections in daycare facilities

A, the number and fraction of positive Pool-PCRs and the number of reported index cases (2-6 years) are stratified by calendar week. 
During the roll-out of the screening (weeks 15-17 in 2021), daycare facilities were enrolled gradually, and the data collection system was 
under construction and misclassified the specimen of positive PCRs. Thus, these weeks were excluded from all analyses. 

B, Spearman correlation between fraction of positive Pool-PCRs and 7-day incidence in Cologne. Each black dot represents one week.
The 95% CI is indicated by the bright red area.
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Figure 4: Estimation of quarantine avoidance

The number of positive Pool-PCRs, pool sizes, estimated contact persons and cumulative estimated avoided days of quarantine are 
stratified by calendar week. The horizontal lines in the Box-Whisker-Plot indicate the medians, the lines at the top and at the bottom of 
the boxes indicate first and third quartiles and the error bars represent minimum and maximum pool sizes. VR, variability range (see 
methods for details).
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Figure 5: Assessment of safety of the test-to-stay approach: Regression discontinuity in time analysis (RDiT)

A, RDiT global gamma regression model. The exponentiated coefficient is interpreted on a multiplicative scale. Model fit, 95% CI and 
the lag-period are indicated in their respective color. 
B, Exponentiated coefficient estimates of global and local gamma regressions with distinct bandwidths. Error bars indicate 
95% CI. MSE: Mean-suqared errors.
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