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Abstract 22 

Background 23 

Knowledge of SARS-CoV-2 household transmission dynamics guides infection control and vaccination 24 

measures. This household cohort study prospectively assessed the impact of both the Omicron BA.2 variant and 25 

immunity on household transmission using dense saliva sampling and sequence analysis.  26 

Methods 27 

Households consisting of a PCR-confirmed index and at least two household members were enrolled in March 28 

and April 2022 during the Omicron BA.2 wave in the Netherlands. SARS-CoV-2 PCR was performed on ten 29 

consecutive saliva samples. Serum-antibodies were measured at baseline and day 42. Whole genome sequencing 30 

was performed for phylogenetic analysis, followed by sensitivity analysis, to correct for multiple household 31 

introductions and index definition. Results were compared with the identical, early-pandemic and pre-32 

immunisation predecessor study. 33 

Results 34 

Sixty-seven households were included, consisting of 241 individuals (median age 33.0 years). Maximum 35 

household Secondary Attack Rate (SAR) was 59.7%, per-person SAR 41.5%. Underage indexes were more 36 

likely to transmit. Transmission was negatively affected by household members’ immunity. Phylogenetic 37 

analysis showed multiple introductions in four households. Sensitivity analysis resulted in a minimal household 38 

SAR of 51.0% and per-person SAR of 28.5%. 39 

Conclusions 40 

The Omicron BA.2 variant is highly transmissible within households. Nevertheless, transmission rates are lower 41 

than our pre-immunisation reported ancestral rates: household SAR decreased from 88.2% to 59.7%, per-person 42 

SAR from 64.3% to 41.5%, implying immunity reduces transmission, even for a more transmittable variant. 43 

Regardless of immune status, children have a crucial role in Omicron household transmission. Intensive 44 

sampling and phylogenetic analysis are essential to correctly calculate transmission rate, especially in times of 45 

minimal behavioural restrictions. 46 

 47 

48 

 . 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 (which was not certified by peer review)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 July 16, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.16.24310515doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.16.24310515
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 3

1. Introduction 49 
 50 
Since the first identification in December 2019, severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus (SARS-CoV-2) 51 

has quickly spread worldwide, causing a global pandemic characterised by the continuous emergence of new 52 

variants.1 The SARS-CoV-2 variant B.1.1.529, referred to as the Omicron variant of concern (VOC), was first 53 

reported in November 2021 and has become the most prevalent variant globally.1 This variant has diversified 54 

into various Omicron sublineages. Initially, five sublineages were identified, called BA.1-BA.5.2 BA.1 was 55 

introduced in the Netherlands in November 2021 and became the dominant variant within several weeks. This 56 

sublineage was rapidly replaced by BA.2, which was dominant in the Netherlands during this study in March and 57 

April 2022, followed by the dominance of BA.5 in June 2022.3 The Omicron VOC sublineages BA.1-BA.5 have 58 

been reported to be more infectious than previous variants.4 Moreover, Omicron is less sensitive to neutralising 59 

antibodies induced by vaccine or natural infection with a previous variant.5 These characteristics of Omicron 60 

VOCs facilitate infections in immunized individuals – even in those who received a booster vaccination, keeping 61 

SARS-CoV-2 highly transmissible.6   62 

Households are of significant importance for SARS-CoV-2 transmission due to proximity and duration of 63 

exposure.7 Estimated SARS-CoV-2 household transmission rates vary between 9.0% and 88.2% for different 64 

variants.8,9 The highest per-person Secondary Attack Rates (SARs) have been reported by prospective household 65 

studies using frequent sampling.10,11 Likewise, our initial early-pandemic prospective cohort study using frequent 66 

saliva sampling found very high household transmission rates (88.2%).9 However, this study was performed 67 

between October and December 2020, when the ancestral variant was still dominating (Nextclade 20A, 20B, 20E 68 

(EU1)), and the national COVID-19 vaccination program had not yet been implemented. By March 2022, 84.9% 69 

of people in the Netherlands aged 12 and over had received the primary vaccination series, and 58.1% had 70 

received a booster vaccination.12 Furthermore, 60% of the Dutch population was estimated to have suffered a 71 

previous infection, resulting in  95% of the population having SARS-CoV-2 serum-antibodies.13 It is therefore 72 

highly likely that SARS-CoV-2 Omicron household transmission dynamics within an immunized population 73 

differ from the results described in the initial study and other pre-Omicron performed household studies. 74 

Prospective data regarding household transmission in the Omicron era are scarce. Most published studies 75 

extracted transmission data from register data,14–17 or contact tracing programs,18 This strategy misses most 76 

asymptomatic and mild cases since SARS-CoV-2 testing is mostly performed in case of respiratory symptoms. 77 

Since infection with Omicron often leads to milder symptoms than previous variants, reported transmission rates 78 

are possibly underestimated.19 In addition, phylogenetic analysis, essential for the exclusion of multiple 79 
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introductions from outside the household, is seldom performed. The net impact of the Omicron BA.2 VOC on 80 

household transmission among vaccinated and/or previous infected household members is of interest, since it 81 

could have implications for infection control and vaccination strategies. 82 

The present study aimed to prospectively assess household transmission dynamics of Omicron BA.2 VOC and 83 

factors associated with transmission on household, index case, and household member levels using dense saliva 84 

sampling and phylogenetic analysis. The identical study design of both this and the initial study offered a unique 85 

opportunity to compare household transmission data between different pandemic phases. 86 

  87 
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2. Methods 88 

2.1. Study design and participants 89 

In this prospective cohort study, largely identical to the initial early-pandemic household transmission study,9 90 

households were recruited in March and April 2022, during the SARS-CoV-2 Omicron (B.1.1.529) wave in the 91 

Netherlands, when Omicron sublineage BA.2 was dominant.  92 

Index cases were recruited at the Public Health Services Kennemerland, the Netherlands, when testing for 93 

SARS-CoV-2 through reversed transcription polymerase chain reaction (RT-PCR) on a combined 94 

nasopharyngeal swab (NPS) and oropharyngeal swab (OPS). The indexes and their households were eligible if 95 

(1) the index was 65 years or younger and had a SARS-CoV-2 positive RT-PCR maximal 72 hours before study 96 

inclusion, and (2) at least two additional household members not diagnosed with SARS-CoV-2 in the previous 97 

eight weeks were willing to participate in the study. Indexes could be either symptomatic or asymptomatic. A 98 

household was considered to have two indexes if both participants tested positive for SARS-CoV-2 at the same 99 

moment and symptoms started simultaneously. For detailed case definitions see Supplementary Methods. 100 

All participants provided written informed consent. The Medical Ethical Committee of the Amsterdam 101 

University Medical Centre, The Netherlands, reviewed and approved this study (reference number 2022.0073).  102 

2.2. Measurements 103 

Sample collection 104 

Saliva samples were obtained by self-sampling at home on days 1, 3, 5, 7, 10, 14, 21, 28, 35, and 42, with the 105 

day of inclusion as day 1. On days 1 and 42, capillary blood samples were collected by the research team during 106 

a home visit (Figure I). The sampling scheme was identical for index cases and household members. See 107 

Supplementary Materials for details. 108 

Questionnaires  109 

An online baseline questionnaire obtained on day 1 contained questions on household composition, household 110 

characteristics, medical history, previous SARS-CoV-2 infection(s), and SARS-CoV-2 vaccination status. 111 

Online symptomatology questionnaires were sent to the participants each night before the pre-defined time 112 

points for saliva collection.  113 

Recently SARS-CoV-2 positive household members (RPHM) 114 

Household members with a confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infection (by either RT-PCR or rapid antigen self-test) up 115 

to eight weeks before study onset were defined as recently SARS-CoV-2 positive household members (RPHMs). 116 
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RPHMs were not eligible to fully participate in the study as RNA detection from the earlier infection might 117 

affect transmission data.20 However, these participants could conceivably be the actual index of the household. 118 

To investigate a possible role of RPHMs in SARS-CoV-2 transmission within the household, their NP/OP-119 

samples were requested from the Public Health Services and sequenced. Additionally, these household members 120 

completed a questionnaire regarding their recent SARS-CoV-2 infection, including test date, symptom start date, 121 

duration and severity of symptoms. 122 

2.3. Definitions 123 

Infection of household members during study follow-up (secondary cases) was defined as SARS-CoV-2 positive 124 

RT-PCR in the saliva of at least one of the ten time points and/or a >5-fold rise of SARS-CoV-2 specific 125 

antibodies in serum between day 1 and day 42. Household transmission was expressed in the household 126 

secondary attack rate (SAR) and per-person SAR. The household SAR, defined as SARS-CoV-2 infection of at 127 

least one household member during study follow-up, was calculated by dividing households with transmission 128 

by the total number of households. The per-person SAR, defined as the risk of household members to get 129 

infected, was calculated by dividing the number of secondary cases by the number of participating household 130 

members. Participants were divided based on self-reported immunity status into naive, previous infection only, 131 

previous vaccination only and hybrid immunity (both SARS-CoV-2 vaccination and previous infection).  132 

2.4. Molecular diagnostics and serology  133 

The methodology for molecular diagnostics and serology analysis is similar to our initial early-pandemic study 134 

and is described in detail in the Supplementary Materials.9 Sera of all individuals were tested for IgG-type 135 

antibodies against SARS-CoV-2 antigens. Protein microarray was used to quantify fluorescent signal of a 136 

duplicate 3-fold serial dilutions starting at 1:20. 137 

In saliva, cycle threshold (Ct)-values were determined using RT-PCR for the presence of SARS-CoV-2. 138 

Subsequently, RT-PCR-positive samples of each participant with the lowest Ct-value were sequenced in 139 

amplicon-based SARS-CoV-2 sequencing for phylogenetic analysis (see phylogenetic analysis).21 The SARS-140 

CoV-2 sequences from the participants are compared through a phylogenetic analysis. A maximum likelihood 141 

phylogenetic tree is built to display clustering of sequences (Figure II). The proximity of sequences of household 142 

members distinguishes actual transmission within a household from an external introduction. Based on this 143 

analysis, we could correct for external introductions in our sensitivity analysis to calculate a minimal SAR. 144 

2.5. Statistical methods 145 

 . 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 July 16, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.16.24310515doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.16.24310515
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 7

Logistic regression was used to a) compare characteristics of households and to assess the association between 146 

household characteristics and household transmission (table II), b) compare characteristics of index cases and to 147 

assess the association between index case characteristics and transmission to its’ household members 148 

(transmission probability) (table III), c) compare characteristics of household members and to assess the 149 

association between household member characteristics and secondary infection of household members (Table 150 

IV).  151 

Statistical analyses were performed with SPSS version 28.0.0.0. P-values <0.05 were considered statistically 152 

significant.  153 

Sensitivity analysis  154 

The household and per-person SARs calculated based on RT-PCR and serological results represent the 155 

maximum SAR, including every SARS-CoV-2 infection within a household during study follow-up. However, 156 

this method does not consider additional external introductions, leading to possible overestimation of 157 

transmission rates. A sensitivity analysis was performed to calculate a minimal household and per-person SAR, 158 

only taking into account transmission from index to household member(s) confirmed by phylogenetic analysis. 159 

The sensitivity analysis also accounts for the influence of the index case definition on the SAR. Our defined 160 

index cases might not have been the primary cases of the household, since RPHMs could be the actual index 161 

cases of the households, therefore distorting reported household transmission dynamics.  162 

 This analysis thus corrects for 1) multiple introductions within the household as measured by whole genome 163 

sequencing and phylogenetic analysis, and 2) an RPHM being the actual index case. Then, a minimal household 164 

SAR and minimal per-person SAR were calculated. See Supplementary Methods for a detailed description of the 165 

corrections made in the sensitivity analysis.  166 

  167 
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3. Results 168 

3.1. Baseline characteristics  169 

Sixty-seven households were included, comprising 241 participants, of whom 70 index cases and 171 household 170 

members (Table I). In addition, 21 RPHMs were included (Supplementary Table IV). For three households, two 171 

indexes were identified. For all participants collecting specimens (n=241), protocol adherence for collection of 172 

the specimens was 93.1% (95.9% saliva and 90.2% serum) (Supplementary Table V). 173 

Baseline characteristics of indexes and household members are shown in Table I. Most indexes were female 174 

(61.4%). Children aged <18 years accounted for 34.4% of the indexes and 44.4% of household members. Most 175 

indexes (88.6%) and household members (89.5%) had pre-existing immunity from a laboratory-confirmed 176 

SARS-CoV-2 infection, vaccination, or both.  177 

The household characteristics are presented in Table II. The median household size was 4.0 participating 178 

household members (IQR 4.0-4.0) (Table II). The median time between index symptom onset and study 179 

enrolment (day 1) was 3.0 days (IQR 2.0–4.0) (Table III).  180 

3.2. Household SAR and associations between index characteristics and SARS-CoV-2 household transmission  181 

Secondary infection of one or more household members was detected in 40 of 67 households, leading to a 182 

household SAR of 59.7% (Table II). The median household size did not differ between households with and 183 

without transmission (4.0 [IQR 4.0–4.0] vs 4.0 [IQR 4.0–4.0]; p=0.798).  184 

Transmission was detected in most households with index cases under the age of 18 (20/24, 83.3%) (Table III). 185 

Children had higher odds of transmitting SARS-CoV-2 to household contacts compared with adult indexes. This 186 

persisted when adjusted for baseline antibody titer (univariate OR 5.46, 95% CI 1.61–18.47, p=0.006; 187 

multivariate OR 4.75, 95% CI 1.15–19.64, p=0.031; Table III).  188 

Other index-case characteristics, such as index symptom status or participant-reported pre-existing immunity 189 

status (infection and/or vaccination), were not statistically significantly associated with household transmission. 190 

Higher baseline antibody titer of the index case was associated with lower household transmission, however not 191 

statistically significant when correcting for age (univariate OR 0.95, 95% CI 0.90-1.00, p=0.049; multivariate 192 

OR 1.00, 95% CI 0.92-1.02, p=0.237). 193 

3.3. Per-person SAR and associations between household member characteristics and SARS-CoV-2 infection 194 
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At the household member level, secondary infection was detected in 71 of 171 individuals, leading to a per-195 

person SAR of 41.5% (Table IV). Most secondary cases already tested positive in saliva at day 1 (42/71, 61.8%). 196 

Secondary cases reported more symptoms than negative household members. The median age did not differ 197 

between secondary and non-secondary cases (36.0 [IQR 10.0–46.0] vs 20.0 [IQR 12.0–45.0]; p=0.620) (Table 198 

IV).  199 

Household members with self-reported hybrid immunity and with previous infection only, had significantly 200 

lower odds for secondary infection compared to naïve members (OR 0.04 [95% CI 0.01–0.17]; p <0.001) vs (OR 201 

0.13 [95% CI 0.03–0.56]; p=0.006). Previous vaccination only did not significantly lower the odds for secondary 202 

infection, independent from the number of prior vaccinations.  203 

To analyse the association between the immune status of household members and secondary infection more 204 

specifically, members were grouped based on baseline antibody titer. Household members with high antibody 205 

titers (>3000) at day 1 had significantly lower odds for secondary infection compared to naïve members 206 

(antibody titer ≤10) (Table IV). Moreover, the median day 1 titer of non-infected household members was 207 

significantly higher than that of infected members (median 7000 vs. 4000, p=0.005). This persisted when 208 

adjusting median antibody titer for age (univariate OR 0.96, 95% CI 0.93-0.99, p=0.005; multivariate OR 0.96, 209 

95% CI 0.93–0.99, p=0.003; Table IV). 210 

3.4. Sequencing and phylogenetic results 211 

Sequence analysis was successful for 115 SARS-CoV-2 positive individuals originating from 62 households, of 212 

whom 59 indexes and 56 household members. For 27 of 40 (67.5%) households with transmission or positive 213 

household member(s), sequences were available for both the index and all positive members. For four 214 

households, sequences were available for the index and one positive household member.  215 

The phylogeny of these sequences showed a distinct cluster with minimal sequence differences in 23 of the 27 216 

(85.2%) households with fully known sequences and in all four incomplete households, indicative of a single 217 

introduction within each household (Figure II). However, in four households, sequences showed large genetic 218 

distances between each of the household members or their appointed index case, indicating multiple, 219 

independent introductions of SARS-CoV-2 into the household. The subsequent sensitivity analysis took these 220 

cases into account. 221 

3.5. Recent positive household members (RPHMs) and sequencing  222 
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Sequencing was performed on available isolates of RPHMs who tested positive within two weeks before 223 

inclusion to investigate whether these cases were related to the later transmission within the household. Of the 224 

six RPHMs that tested positive within two weeks before inclusion, four sequences became available. Three of 225 

these isolates showed clustering with other members of the household, including the index case, indicative of 226 

mutual transmission. One sequence was not closely related to other members, showing an independent 227 

introduction. Therefore, the three RPHMs with confirmed similar sequences could be appointed as the actual 228 

index case. Moreover, the two RPHMs with unknown sequences could not be excluded as the actual index. The 229 

subsequent sensitivity analysis corrected for these five cases. 230 

3.6. Sensitivity analysis 231 

The selection of households and household members for sensitivity analysis to calculate the minimal household 232 

and per-person SAR is visualized in Supplementary Figure I and II. First, the sensitivity analysis excluded the 233 

above-mentioned five households containing five indexes and their 13 household members with a possible other 234 

primary case (RPHM) than the defined index.  235 

Moreover, for the calculation of the minimal household SAR, 11 additional households were excluded because 236 

transmission from the index to at least one household member could not be confirmed by sequencing (Figure II) 237 

or sequencing showed more than one introduction into the household. Transmission was confirmed by 238 

phylogenetic analysis in 26 of 51 remaining households, resulting in a minimal household SAR of 51.0%. 239 

Thereby, the household SAR estimates changed from the crude estimation (maximal household SAR) of 59.7% 240 

to the corrected sensitivity estimation (minimal household SAR) of 51.0%.  241 

Similarly, for the calculation of the minimal per person SAR, SARS-CoV-2 positive household members were 242 

excluded if transmission from the index to this household member was not confirmed by sequencing, leading to 243 

the exclusion of 28 positive household members. Transmission from index to household member was proven by 244 

sequencing in 37 of 71 positive household members (52.1%). Since 93 negative household members were 245 

remaining, the corrected minimal per person SAR is 28.5% (37/130). Thereby, the household member SAR 246 

estimates changed from the crude estimation (maximal per-person SAR) of 41.5% to the corrected sensitivity 247 

estimation (minimal per-person SAR) of 28.5%.  248 

The characteristics of households, index cases and household members included in the sensitivity analysis are 249 

presented in Supplementary Table I-III. Characteristics associated with transmission were not different between 250 

the primary and sensitivity analysis (Supplementary Tables I–III). 251 
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4. Discussion 253 

This study prospectively analysed household transmission of the SARS-CoV-2 Omicron BA.2 VOC using dense 254 

saliva sampling and phylogenetic analysis and compared results with pre-immunisation household transmission 255 

rates of the ancestral variant, using a largely identical study design. Despite the finding that infection-acquired 256 

immunity, hybrid immunity and higher baseline antibody titer of household members significantly decreased 257 

infection risk, this study still found high transmission rates: household SAR 51.0%–59.7% and per-person SAR 258 

28.5%-41.5%. Here, we showed a decrease of 10 percentage points for the household SAR and 14 percentage 259 

points for per-person SAR when correcting for our index case definition and infections from outside the 260 

household. The multiple simultaneous introductions detected within households emphasise the relevance of 261 

phylogenetic analysis to validate transmission within each household. This study also reveals that transmission 262 

occurs within a short time interval after infection of the index case. Moreover, underage index cases were more 263 

likely to transmit the virus to household members compared to adult indexes.  264 

This study found high SARs, which fall within the broad range of household SARs reported in other Omicron 265 

household transmission studies, varying between 15.0%–70.2%.8,10,22 This wide range of reported transmission 266 

rates, partially caused by variability in study methods, has been found in all pandemic phases, comprising 267 

diverse SARS-CoV-2 variants and immune statuses.8 This makes comparison of SARs between pandemic phases 268 

challenging. However, comparing transmission rates is necessary to specify the net impact of the highly 269 

transmissible Omicron variant versus immunity on transmission. These challenges were overcome by comparing 270 

two studies with almost identical designs, thereby distilling the net impact. In our previous identical study 271 

performed in December 2020-January 2021, we reported household SAR of 88.2% and per-person SAR of 272 

64.3%. The Omicron BA.2 household transmission rates observed in the current study were clearly lower 273 

compared to that observed in the initial early-pandemic study of ancestral SARS-CoV-2 in an immune naïve 274 

population:9 the household SAR estimates decreased from 88.2% to 59.7%, and the per-person SAR reduced 275 

from 64.3% to 41.5% compared to the initial estimates at the start of the pandemic. This remarkable decrease in 276 

household transmission rate of the Omicron VOC in a high-immunised cohort, despite the higher transmissibility 277 

phenotype of Omicron, emphasises the relevance of immunity to hamper transmission. In the current study, 278 

higher baseline antibody titer in household members was associated with protection against transmission. 279 

Thereby, participant-reported infection-induced and hybrid immunity of household members are both associated 280 

with protection against Omicron VOC household transmission, as shown in the current study and a previous 281 

household study.10 The vaccine effectiveness against household transmission in absence of prior infection is less 282 
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prominent in this study, possibly related to the fact that vaccines contained the ancestral strain at the time or the 283 

limited size of our study population. However, various studies indicate that indexes with prior immunity 284 

acquired by vaccination reduce Omicron household transmission compared to non-vaccinated indexes,15,17,23,24 285 

although vaccine effectiveness is lower for the Omicron variant than for previous variants.25 Thus, pre-existing 286 

immunity has a reductive impact on household transmission, although new variants challenge this by immune 287 

escaping strategies.5 These strategies oppose a steep reduction in transmission rate, which still allows the virus to 288 

spread substantially.  289 

This study found that children were more likely to transmit the Omicron BA.2 variant to household members, 290 

and that children were as susceptible to infection with this variant as adult household members. However, our 291 

previous study did not find children to have a pivotal role in the household transmission of SARS-CoV-2.9 This 292 

shift is in line with literature, showing an increased role of children in household transmission since the 293 

emergence of VOCs compared to the first pandemic phase.26 One cause of increased transmission from children 294 

to their household members relative to the ancestral virus could be the different immunisation rates between 295 

children and adults, since immunisation is shown to play a role in preventing SARS-CoV-2 household 296 

transmission in this and other studies.15,17,24,25 However, this study observed that children still have a significantly 297 

increased risk of transmitting SARS-CoV-2 after adjusting for immunisation status. This may be because young 298 

children are more likely to spend time with family compared to other age groups. However, it also supports the 299 

hypothesis that the evolution of the virus over time resulted in an increased role for children in transmission over 300 

the course of the pandemic.26 This could be attributed to the finding that the ancestral strain, but not the Omicron 301 

variant, is less efficient at replicating in the primary nasal epithelial cells of children, which may impact the viral 302 

shedding of children compared to adults. 27 303 

This study detected multiple introductions in at least four households by whole genome sequencing. In times of 304 

high incidence and regular social interaction patterns, it is possible that household members independently 305 

become infected by different sources. These introductions from external sources into the household may result in 306 

an overestimation of the household transmission rate if left undetected. In the initial early-pandemic study, 307 

performed in a lockdown period with strict preventative measures such as the closure of public locations and 308 

schools, sequencing and phylogenetic results showed no evidence of multiple introductions within households.9 309 

To our knowledge, this is the first household transmission study performing whole genome sequencing in both 310 

indexes and household members during the Omicron wave, describing multiple introductions within one 311 
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household and performing a sensitivity analysis to calculate corrected (minimal) transmission rates. Thereby, the 312 

reported transmission estimates in this study more accurately approach the true rates. 313 

There are some limitations. First, a selection bias is introduced towards symptomatic index cases since 314 

symptomatic individuals are more likely to test themselves, while many asymptomatic cases are easily 315 

overlooked.28 Not only does this affect the entire pool enrolled in this study, but this might also affect the 316 

appointment of the index within households towards a symptomatic member. Although overlooking an 317 

asymptomatic index case cannot be prevented entirely, testing history and symptoms up to 8 weeks before 318 

inclusion were investigated. Second, as no lockdown measures were implemented in the Netherlands at the time 319 

of this study, and many of the participants were positive at study start, the possibility of an external case that 320 

infected all household members at once cannot be excluded. Third, recruiting after voluntary testing at facilities 321 

may introduce a volunteer bias towards those who are more inclined to adhere to COVID-19 testing measures 322 

and isolation policies.29 This could potentially result in higher transmission rates in the general population. 323 

In conclusion, by using dense saliva sampling and phylogenetic analysis, this study reveals that the household 324 

transmission of the Omicron BA.2 VOC is high despite immunization. However, the transmission rate is lower 325 

compared to previous studies with other SARS-CoV-2 variants, highlighting the effect of immunity. Children 326 

have a crucial role in household transmission, while immunity has been demonstrated to provide protection 327 

against household member infection. Moreover, this study found multiple unique introductions in households by 328 

whole genome sequencing, which emphasises the importance of sequencing in future household transmission 329 

studies.  These findings thereby contribute to the design of future transmission studies and the development of 330 

future public health strategies. 331 

  332 
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Table I – Baseline characteristics of study participants (N=241) 

 Total no of 
participants 

Index cases Household 
members 

  

N 241 70 171   

      

Characteristic    Pa ORb [95% CI] 

Child (<18 y)  100 (41.5) 24 (34.3) 76 (44.4) 0.147 0.65 [0.37-1.16] 

Adult 141 (58.5) 46 (65.7) 95 (55.6) 0.147 1.53 [0.86-2.73] 

Age, y, median (IQR) 33.0 (12.0-46.0) 38.0 (11.8-48.3) 21.0 (12.0-45.0) 0.058 1.02 [0.99-1.03] 

Age group, y      

   < 12 57 (23.7) 17 (24.3) 40 (23.4)  1 (ref) 

   12-17  43 (17.8) 7 (10.0) 36 (21.1) 0.121 0.46 [0.17-1.23] 

   18-39  43 (17.8) 13 (18.6) 30 (17.5) 0.965 1.02 [0.43-2.42] 

   40-49  69 (28.6) 21 (30.6) 48 (28.1) 0.941 1.03 [0.48-2.21] 

   50-65  29 (12.0) 12 (17.1) 17 (9.9) 0.286 1.66 [0.65-4.22] 

Sex, female 123 (51.0) 43 (61.4) 80 (46.8) 0.040* 1.81 [1.03-3.20] 

BMI classc       

   Normal weight 162 (67.2) 47 (67.1) 115 (67.3)  1 (ref) 

   Overweight 43 (17.8) 8 (11.4) 35 (20.5) 0.175 0.56 [0.24-1.30] 

   Obesity 23 (9.5) 11 (15.7) 12 (7.0) 0.074 2.24 [0.93-5.44] 

   Underweight 13 (5.4) 4 (5.7) 9 (5.3) 0.893 1.09 [0.32-3.71] 

Atopic constitution 82 (34.0) 24 (34.3) 58 (33.9) 0.956 1.02 [0.57-1.83] 

Underlying medical conditiond 33 (13.7) 9 (12.9) 24 (14.0) 0.809 0.90 [0.40-2.06] 

Cardiovascular disease 6 (2.5) 2 (2.9) 4 (2.3) 0.815 1.23 [0.22-6.86] 

Immune disorder 4 (1.7) 1 (1.4) 3 (1.8) 0.858 0.81 [0.08-7.94] 

Diabetes 4 (1.7) 1 (1.4) 3 (1.8) 0.858 0.81 [0.08-7.94] 

Lung disease 1 (0.4) 1 (1.4) 0 .. .. 

Other 18 (7.5) 4 (5.7) 14 (8.2) 0.605 0.74 [0.23-2.34] 

Pre-existing immunity      

Naïve  26 (10.8) 8 (11.4) 18 (10.5)  1 (ref) 

Previous infection onlye 30 (12.4) 8 (11.4) 22 (12.9) 0.735 0.82 [0.26-2.61] 

Previous vaccination onlyf 127 (52.7) 43 (61.4) 84 (49.1) 0.761 1.15 [0.46-2.86] 

Hybridg  58 (24.1) 11 (15.7) 47 (27.5) 0.236 0.53 [0.18-1.52] 

Vaccination-status 5-11 years      

Unvaccinated  39 (86.7) 13 (81.3) 26 (89.7)  1 (ref) 

1x 5 (11.1) 3 (18.8) 2 (6.9) 0.259 3.00 [0.45-20.24] 

2x 1 (2.2) 0 1 (3.4) 1.000 .. 

Vaccination status ≥ 12 years      

Unvaccinated  5 (2.7) 2 (3.8) 3 (2.3)  1 (ref) 

1x 3 (1.6) 1 (1.9) 2 (1.5) 0.851 0.75 [0.04-14.97] 

2x 78 (42.4) 15 (28.3) 63 (48.1) 0.282 0.36 [0.06-2.33] 

3x/booster vaccinated 98 (53.3) 35 (66.0) 63 (48.1) 0.846 0.83 [0.13-5.23] 

Antibody titer day 1, median 
(IQR)h   

5000 (2000-14000) 5000 (1000-11250) 5500 (2000-16000) 0.110 0.98 [0.96-1.00] 

Data are presented as No. (%) unless otherwise indicated. 
Abbreviations: BMI, body mass index; CI, confidence interval; IQR, interquartile range; OR, odds ratio; y, year. 
a P-value for comparison between household members and index cases.  
b Odds Ratio for comparison between household members and index cases. 
c BMI categories for index cases and household members <18 years of age were defined as BMI z-score <–2, 
underweight; –2 to 1, normal weight; 1–2, overweight; >2, obesity.30 BMI categories for index cases and 
household members ≥18 years of age were defined as <18.5 kg/m2, underweight; 18.5–24.9 kg/m2, normal 
weight; 25.0–29.9 kg/m2, overweight; ≥30.0 kg/m2, obesity.   
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d Cardiovascular disease, lung disease, immune disorder, diabetes and other disorders. 
e  Only previous infection 
f  Only previous vaccination 
g  Previous infection and vaccination (at least one vaccination) (hybrid immunity) 
h  Blood available for 66 index cases (66/70, 94.3%) and 152 household members (152/171, 88.9%). 
 448 

  449 
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 450 

  451 

Table II - Household characteristics (N=67) 

 
Total households 

 
Households with 

secondary transmission 
Households without 

secondary transmission 
 Household secondary 

attack rate (%) 

N 67 40 27  59.7 

      

Characteristic    Pa ORb [95%CI] 

Median household size (IQR) 4.0 (4.0-4.0) 4.0 (4.0-4.0) 4.0 (4.0-4.0) 0.798 1.12 [0.47-2.66] 

Household size, No. of persons      

3 14 (20.9) 8 (20.0) 6 (22.2)  1 (ref) 

4 45 (67.2) 27 (67.5) 18 (66.7) 0.849 1.13 [0.33-3.79] 

5 8 (11.9) 5 (12.5) 3 (11.1) 0.806 1.25 [0.21-7.41] 

Data are presented as No. (%) unless otherwise indicated.  
The household secondary attack rate was 59.7%. 
Abbreviations: CI, confidence interval; IQR, interquartile range; OR, odds ratio. 
a P-value for comparison between households with secondary transmission and households without secondary 
transmission. 
 b Odds Ratio for comparison between households with secondary transmission and households without secondary 
transmission. 
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Table III – Index Case Characteristics (N=70) 
 

Total index cases 
Index cases of 

households with 
transmission 

Index cases of 
households without 

transmission 

  

N 70 42 28   

    Univariate logistic regression 

Characteristic    Pa OR [95% CI] 

Child (<18 y) 24 (34.3) 20 (47.6) 4 (14.3) 0.006* 5.46 [1.61-18.47] 

Adult  46 (65.7) 22 (52.4) 24 (85.7) 0.006* 0.18 [0.05-0.62] 

Age, y, median (IQR) 38.0 [11.8-48.3] 18.5 [8.8-43.0] 46.5 [41.0-50.8] <0.001* 0.94 [0.91-0.98] 

Age group, y      

< 12 17 (24.3) 15 (35.7) 2 (7.1) 0.002* 22.50 [3.14-161.47] 

12-17 7 (10.0) 5 (11.9) 2 (7.1) 0.060 7.50 [0.92-61.05] 

18-39 13 (18.6) 11 (26.2) 2 (7.1) 0.006* 16.50 [2.25-121.23] 

40-49 21 (30.6) 8 (19.0) 13 (46.4) 0.446 1.85 [0.38-8.93] 

50-65 12 (17.1) 3 (7.1) 9 (32.1)  1 (ref) 

Sex, female 43 (61.4) 27 (64.3) 16 (57.1) 0.548 1.35 [0.51-3.59] 

BMI classc       

   Normal weight 47 (67.1) 31 (73.8) 16 (57.1)  1 (ref) 

   Overweight 8 (11.4) 2 (4.8) 6 (21.4) 0.044* 1.17 [0.03-0.95] 

   Obesity 11 (15.7) 5 (11.9) 6 (21.4) 0.214 0.43 [0.11-1.63] 

   Underweight 4 (5.7) 4 (9.5) 0 .. .. 

Atopic constitution 24 (34.3) 16 (38.1) 8 (28.6) 0.412 1.54 [0.45-4.31] 

Underlying medical conditiond  9 (12.9) 6 (14.3) 3 (10.7) 0.663 1.39 [0.32-6.08] 

Pre-existing immunity      

Naïve or unknown infection 8 (11.4) 7 (16.7) 1 (3.6)  1 (ref) 

Previous infection onlye  8 (11.4) 6 (14.3) 2 (7.1) 0.529 0.43 [0.03-5.99] 

Previous vaccination onlyf 43 (61.4) 24 (57.1) 19 (67.9) 0.124 0.18 [0.02-1.60] 

Hybridg 11 (15.7) 5 (11.9) 6 (21.4) 0.083 0.12 [0.01-1.32] 

Time interval till study onset in 
weeks, median (IQR) 

     

Last infectione  16.1 (12.5-19.8) 16.6 (15.0-30.0) 10.4 (8.4- ) 0.977 .. 

Last vaccinationf 11.9 (10.0-15.9) 11.7 (10.1-16.6) 12.6 (9.9-15.7) 0.624 1.02 [0.94-1.10] 

Last infection or vaccinationg 13.3 (8.7-14.6) 13.7 (5.8-32.9) 11.8 (6.6-13.8) 0.359 1.01 [0.93-1.24] 

Antibody titer day 1h       

≤10 4 (5.7) 3 (7.1) 1 (3.6)  1 (ref) 

10-100 1 (1.4) 1 (2.4) 0 .. .. 

>10 62 (88.6) 36 (85.7) 26 (92.9) 0.513 0.46 [0.05-4.69] 

>100 61 (87.1) 35 (83.3) 26 (92.9) 0.498 0.50 [0.04-4.56] 

>1000 55 (78.6) 29 (69.0) 26 (92.9) 0.404 0.37 [0.04-3.80] 

>3000 40 (57.1) 20 (47.6) 20 (71.4) 0.359 0.33 [0.03-3.48] 

>10.000 18 (25.7) 6 (14.3) 12 (42.9) 0.154 0.17 [0.01-1.96] 

N.A. 4 (5.7) 3 (7.1) 1 (3.6) 1.000 1.00 [0.04-24.55] 

Antibody titer day 1, median 
(IQR)h 

5000 (1000-11250) 3000 (1000-7000) 9000 (3000-15000) 0.049* 0.95 [0.90-1.00] 

Symptom statusi      

Severe symptomsj 0 0 0 .. .. 

Moderate symptoms 19 (27.1) 13 (31.0) 6 (21.4) 0.335 2.17 [0.45-10.44] 

Mild symptoms 41 (58.6) 24 (57.1) 17 (60.7) 0.626 1.41 [0.35-5.65] 

Asymptomatic 10 (14.3) 5 (11.9) 5 (17.9)  1 (ref) 

Days of symptoms before study 
onset (day 1), median (IQR) 

3.0 (2.0-4.0) 
(N=56) 

3.0 (2.0-4.0) 
(N=36) 

2.5 (2.0-3.8) 0.402 1.17 [0.81-1.70] 
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Data are presented as No. (%) unless otherwise indicated.  
Abbreviations: BMI, body mass index; CI, confidence interval; IQR, interquartile range; OR, odds ratio; SD, 
standard deviation; y, year. 
a P-value for comparison between index cases in households with secondary transmission and households without 
secondary transmission. 
b Odds Ratio for comparison between index cases in households with secondary transmission and households 
without secondary transmission. 
c BMI categories for index cases and household members <18 years of age were defined as BMI z-score <–2, 
underweight; –2 to 1, normal weight; 1–2, overweight; >2, obesity.30 BMI categories for index cases and 
household members ≥18 years of age were defined as <18.5 kg/m2, underweight; 18.5–24.9 kg/m2, normal 
weight; 25.0–29.9 kg/m2, overweight; ≥30.0 kg/m2, obesity . 
d Cardiovascular disease, lung disease, immune disorder, diabetes, rheumatic disorder, and other disorders. 
e Index cases with previous infection only (n=8) 
f Index cases with previous vaccination only (n=43) 
g Index cases with previous infection and vaccination (at least one vaccination) (hybrid immunity) (n=11) 
h Blood available for 66 index cases (66/70, 94.3%). 
I Maximum over ten time points. 
j Hospital admission due to coronavirus-related symptoms. 
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Table IV – Household Member Characteristics (N=171) 

 
Total number of 

household members at 
risk 

Secondary case 
 

No secondary case  Per person secondary attack 
rate (%) 

N 171 71 100  58.5 

    Univariate logistic regression 

Characteristic    Pa ORb [95CI] 

Child (<18 y) 76 (44.4) 31 (43.7) 45 (45.0) 0.862 0.95 [0.51-1.75] 

Adult  95 (55.6 40 (56.3) 55 (55.0) 0.862 1.06 [0.57-1.95] 

Age, y, median (IQR) 21.0 (12.0-45.0) 36.0 [10.0-46.0] 20.0 [12.0-45.0] 0.620 1.00 [0.99-1.02] 

Age group, y      

< 12  40 (23.4) 21 (29.6) 19 (19.0) 0.976 0.98 [0.32-3.06] 

12-17  36 (21.1) 10 (14.1) 26 (26.0) 0.079 0.34 [0.10-1.14] 

18-39  30 (17.5) 11 (15.5) 19 (19.0) 0.281 0.52 [0.15-1.72] 

40-49  48 (28.1) 20 (28.2) 28 (28.0) 0.423 0.64 [0.21-1.93] 

50-65 17 (9.9) 9 (12.7) 8 (8.0)  1 (ref) 

Sex, female 80 (46.8) 37 (52.1) 43 (43.0) 0.240 1.44 [0.78-2.66] 

BMI classc       

   Normal weight 115 (67.3) 42 (59.2) 73 (73.0)  1 (ref) 

   Overweight 35 (20.5) 17 (23.9) 18 (18.0) 0.203 1.64 [0.77-3.52] 

   Obesity 12 (7.0) 6 (8.5) 6 (6.0) 0.364 1.74 [0.53-5.73] 

   Underweight 9 (5.3) 6 (8.5) 3 (3.0) 0.089 3.48 [0.83-14.63] 

Atopic constitution 58 (33.9) 25 (35.2) 33 (33.0) 0.763 1.10 [0.58-2.10] 

Underlying medical 
conditiond 24 (14.0) 11 (15.5) 13 (13.0) 0.644 1.23 [0.52-2.92] 

Pre-existing immunity      

Naïve or unknown 
infection 

18 (10.5) 14 (19.7) 4 (4.0)  1 (ref) 

Previous infection onlye  22 (12.9) 7 (9.9) 15 (15.0) 0.006* 0.13 [0.03-0.56] 

Previous vaccination onlyf  84 (49.1) 44 (62.0) 40 (40.0) 0.057 0.31 [0.10-1.03] 

Hybridg  47 (27.5) 6 (8.5) 41 (41.0) <0.001* 0.04 [0.01-0.17] 

Time interval till study 
onset in weeks, median 
(IQR) 

     

Last infectione  15.8 (12.4-20.7) 15.4 (13.3-15.9) 16.7 (10.6-39.4) 0.279 0.94 [0.85-1.05] 

Last vaccinationf  12.7 (10.1-16.6) 11.8 (10.1-16.4) 13.3 (9.9-16.8) 0.778 0.99 [0.94-1.05] 

Last infection or 
vaccinationg 10.7 (8.7-16.1) 18.5 (8.5-22.7) 10.4 (8.6-14.6) 0.047* 1.15 [1.00-1.33] 

Antibody titer day 1h      

≤10 8 (4.7) 6 (8.5) 2 (2.0)  1 (ref) 

10-100 3 (1.8) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.0) 0.224 0.17 [0.01-2.98] 

>10 144 (84.2) 55 (77.5) 89 (89.0) 0.058 0.21 [0.04-1.06] 

>100 141 (82.5) 54 (76.1) 87 (87.0) 0.059 0.21 [0.04-1.06] 

>1000 125 (73.1) 47 (66.2) 78(78.0) 0.055 0.20 [0.04-1.04] 

>3000 99 (57.9) 36 (50.7) 63 (63.0) 0.049* 0.19 [0.04-0.99] 

>10.000 55 (32.2) 14 (25.5) 41 (41.0) 0.013* 0.11 [0.02-0.63] 

N.A. 19 (11.1) 10 (14.1) 9 (9.0) 0.289 0.37 [0.06-2.32] 

Antibody titer day 1, 
median (IQR)h   

5500 (2000-16000) 4000 (1500-10000) 7000 (2000-21000) 0.005* 0.96 [0.93-0.99] 

Symptom statusi      

Severe symptomsj - - -   

Moderate symptoms 32 (18.7) 19 (26.8) 13 (13.0) <0.001* 12.57 [3.92-40.26] 

Mild symptoms 91 (53.2) 47 (66.2) 44 (44.0) <0.001* 9.19 [3.34-25.30] 

Asymptomatic  48 (28.1) 5 (7.0) 43 (43.0)  1 (ref) 
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Data are presented as No. (%) unless otherwise indicated.  
Abbreviations: BMI, body mass index; CI, confidence interval; IQR, interquartile range; OR, odds ratio; y, year 
a P-value for comparison between SARS-CoV-2 positive household members and SARS-CoV-2 negative household 
members 
b Odds Ratio for comparison between SARS-CoV-2 positive household members and SARS-CoV-2 negative household 
members 
c BMI categories for index cases and household members <18 years of age were defined as BMI z-score <–2, underweight; –
2 to 1, normal weight; 1–2, overweight; >2, obesity.30 BMI categories for index cases and household members ≥18 years of 
age were defined as <18.5 kg/m2, underweight; 18.5–24.9 kg/m2, normal weight; 25.0–29.9 kg/m2, overweight; ≥30.0 
kg/m2, obesity.  
d Cardiovascular disease, lung disease, immune disorder, diabetes, rheumatic disorder, and other disorders. 
e Household members with previous infection only (n=22) 
f Household members with previous vaccination only (n=84) 
g Household members with previous infection and vaccination (at least 1 vaccination) (hybrid immunity) (n=47) 
h Blood available for 152 household members (152/171, 88.9%). 
i Maximum over ten time points. 
j Hospital admission due to coronavirus-related symptoms. 
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Figure I. Study design 

 

Households consisting of index case(s) and at least two household members were enrolled upon a PCR–confirmed index cas
SARS-CoV-2 PCR was performed on saliva samples obtained on days 1, 3, 5, 7, 10, 14, 21, 28, 35, and 42. Whole genome 
sequencing was performed on the saliva samples with the highest viral load for phylogenetic analysis. SARS-CoV-2 antibod
were measured in serum samples collected on days 1 and 42. Symptom questionnaires were obtained on saliva sampling day
Household members with a confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infection within eight weeks before study-onset (RPHM) were not eligi
to participate fully in the study as RNA detection from the earlier infection might affect transmission data.20 Their recent 
positive NP/OP-sample was sequenced and compared with index case and household members to investigate a possible role 
this participant in SARS-CoV-2 transmission within the household.  

Abbreviations: Max, maximum; PCR, polymerase chain reaction. 

Figure created in BioRender.com 
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Figure II. Phylogenetic analysis of SARS-CoV-2 sequences within households  

 
Maximum likelihood phylogenetic tree based on all sequences obtained from (each SARS-CoV-2 positive) 
participants’ saliva samples with the highest viral load. The tree shows the genetic distance between sequences, 
to check for single or multiple introductions of the virus within one household. Sequences of index and 
household members are coloured per household. Therefore, the different colours each represent a household. 
Households are numbered H01 to H59. Each dot represents the sequence of the specimen of one of the 
participants. This figure only shows the sequences of those households for which whole genome sequencing 
succeeded for multiple sequences of which at least one household member (in 85 individuals of 32 households). 
Sequences that cluster, are displayed in close proximity in this tree, suggesting infection with the same strain, 
which is expected in case of actual transmission. Asterisks indicate the households with genetically diverse 
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sequences between its’ household members and/or index case. Genetically diverse sequences between the 
members of a household shows that this household had multiple introductions of the virus, instead of spread 
from one index case to other members of the household. These households with genetically diverse sequences 
are removed for our sensitivity analyses. Therefore, only households where transmission from index case to its’ 
household members was confirmed by sequencing are included in the sensitivity analysis. In this sensitivity 
analysis, a minimal SAR was calculated of only proven transmission. 
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