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Abstract 

BACKGROUND: Essential workers are at increased risk of severe acute respiratory syndrome 

coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2). We did a prospective study to estimate the yield, acceptability, and 

costs of workplace-based systematic SARS-CoV-2 testing of asymptomatic essential workers. 

METHODS: We recruited non-healthcare essential businesses, in Montréal, Canada. Mobile 

teams, composed of two non-healthcare professionals each, visited businesses. Consenting, 

asymptomatic employees provided saline gargle specimens under supervision. Mobile team 

members self-sampled weekly. Specimens were analyzed using reverse-transcription 

polymerase chain reaction (RT-PCR). If an outbreak was detected (≥2 positives), we retested all 

initially negative participants. We did logistic regression for factors associated with a positive 

test. We estimated costs ($CAD) of this strategy. 

RESULTS: From 27 January to 12 March 2021, 69 essential businesses were visited. Of an 

estimated 2348 employees onsite, 2128 (90.6%) participated. Across 2626 tests, 53 (2.0%) were 

positive. Self-reported non-Caucasian ethnicity (aOR 3.7, 95% CI: 1.4-9.9) and a negative SARS-

CoV-2 test before the study (0.4, 0.2-0.8) were positively and negatively associated with a 

positive test, respectively. Five businesses—3 manufacturing/supplier and 2 meat processing—

were experiencing an outbreak. At these businesses, 40 (4.4%) of 917 participants were positive 

on the initial test. We repeated testing at three of these businesses over 2-3 weeks: 8/350 (2.3%) 

were positive on the second test, and zero were positive on the third and fourth test (148 tests); 

no employer reported new positives to 26 March 2021. In all other businesses, 1211 participants 

were tested once—5 (0.4%) were positive at three childcare enterprises, one grocery store, and 

one manufacturing/supplier. Per person, RT-PCR costs were $34.00 and all other costs $8.67. 

No mobile team member tested positive. 

INTERPRETATION: Onsite sampling of essential workers with saline gargle is safe, 

acceptable, and inexpensive. Repeat testing appeared to eliminate outbreaks. Systematic testing 

should be considered part of SARS-CoV-2 preventive efforts. 
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Background 

Severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2), responsible for coronavirus 

disease 2019 (COVID-19), is a public health emergency. Identification and isolation of infected 

persons is a key component of strategies to prevent and eliminate SARS-CoV-2.(1,2) 

Essential workers are at increased risk of acquiring SARS-CoV-2.(3,4) While guidance is to stay 

home if symptomatic,(5) infected persons may be contagious despite having mild or non-specific 

symptoms(6) or no symptoms at all.(7,8) Frequent testing could identify asymptomatic 

infectious persons in workplaces and prevent further transmission. However, this not is not 

common practice. Instead, people with symptoms are encouraged to visit testing centres; this 

ignores transmission from asymptomatic persons plus means employees may need to take time 

off work, limiting uptake.(9) Additionally, the primary specimen collection method for SARS-

CoV-2 is nasopharyngeal swabs.(10) These must be performed by a healthcare professional, 

require extensive personal protective equipment, are uncomfortable, and expensive.(9,11,12) 

Onsite sampling with a saliva-based method that does not require a healthcare professional 

would relieve financial and human resource demand and improve feasibility.(13) 

We conducted a prospective study in Montréal, Canada to assess the yield, acceptability, and 

costs of workplace-based, systematic collection of saline gargle samples from asymptomatic 

essential workers for SARS-CoV-2 testing. 
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Methods 

Setting 

This study took place from January 27, 2021 through March 12, 2021, in Montréal, Canada, 

primarily within the borough of Montréal-North. Until January 26, 2021, the cumulative SARS-

CoV-2 detection rate in Montréal-North was 8,088 per 100,000 population—nearly double the 

cumulative rate in Montréal overall (4,445 per 100,000 population).(14) The study immediately 

followed the peak of the second wave in Québec. During the study, the provincial weekly SARS-

CoV-2 test positivity rate fell from 4.0% to 2.7%.(15) 

Prior to study start, on December 25, 2020, non-essential businesses in Montréal were closed 

and a province wide curfew from 8pm to 5am was implemented on January 9, 2021. During the 

study period, on February 8, 2021, non-essential businesses were re-opened, including personal 

care services and shopping centres, and on February 26, 2021, movie theatres, swimming pools, 

and skating rinks were opened with some restriction.(16) 

Procedures 

Before the study, we engaged with the mayor’s office, business representatives, and health 

authorities in the borough of Montréal-North, as well as Montréal Public and Occupational 

Health to refine study priorities and procedures. We assembled two mobile sample collection 

teams consisting of two members each. Mobile team members were not healthcare 

professionals; they received five days of training on research, study procedures, and infection 

control and prevention measures. Mobile team members were tested weekly during the study for 

SARS-CoV-2 infection. 

Businesses deemed essential according to the Québec government were contacted to 

participate.(17) Businesses interested in participating provided an estimate of the number of 

employees that would be present on the day of testing for scheduling purposes. 

On the day of testing, the mobile team(s) set up sampling stations at the business, which 

included a table with chairs placed on opposite sides and a plexiglass divider in the middle. 

Stations were sanitized before and after each participant. Mobile team members wore gloves 

(changed between participants) and at least one three-layer surgical mask but did not wear face 

shields/eye protection nor gowns. All participants had to wear masks (cloth or surgical) and 

sanitize their hands. 

Eligible employees were at work that day, were at least 18 years old, and had not had a positive 

SARS-CoV-2 test within the past 4 weeks. To verify eligibility, all workers meeting the study 

team were asked “Do you have any symptoms that are unusual or out of the ordinary from how 

you feel any other day” (i.e., not associated with pre-existing conditions or their occupation) and 

COVID-19 testing in the past 4 weeks. Eligible workers were introduced to the study, provided 

signed informed consent, then completed an electronic questionnaire regarding demographic, 

clinical, and data on previous SARS-CoV-2 testing and illnesses, as well as current symptoms 

(Table e1). Questionnaire responses were reviewed post-visit. Under the supervision of a mobile 

team member, each participant provided a saline gargle sample to be tested for SARS-CoV-2. 

Participants placed 5ml of saline solution in their mouth, swished the solution for 5 seconds, 

gargled the solution for 5 seconds, and repeated the procedure; all liquid was placed in a tube 

and sealed (Appendix for procedures). Participants sanitized their hands and returned to work. 

Sample tubes were sanitized and packaged for transport to the lab. 
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Samples were analyzed following reverse-transcription polymerase chain reaction (RT-PCR) 

protocols by the laboratory.(18) Results were transmitted to the study team 4-24 hours later, 

who then notified participants immediately. Participants testing negative were notified by email 

or text message. Participants testing positive were notified by phone, asked to isolate (and not 

go to work), and provided information on social support available to them; subsequent 

management was done by Montréal Public Health. 

If two or more positive participants were identified in a workplace, this met the definition of an 

outbreak and we notified Montréal Public and Occupational Health. We contacted the business 

to offer to return within 4-5 days to retest all initially negative employees and those who were 

not initially tested. Subsequently, we offered a third round of testing 4-5 days after our second 

visit and a fourth round of testing 14-21 days after our third visit. Montréal Occupational Health 

referred an additional three businesses who were at the onset of outbreaks to the study team. 

We followed identical procedures with these businesses. 

Cost Assessment 

We estimated the unit costs of training, scheduling, sample collection, sample transport, RT-

PCR, and contacting participants, using a health system perspective in 2021 Canadian dollars 

($). We only considered costs that would be incurred outside of a research study using a 

microcosting approach (Table e2 for cost details). For capital costs (e.g., training, plexiglass) we 

assumed they would need to be repeated or replaced annually. To estimate costs of personnel 

time, we used time estimation questionnaires. We used the reimbursement cost in Québec for a 

sample undergoing laboratory RT-PCR.(19) We report costs per participant sampled, assuming 

a two-person team visited two 50-person businesses each day. We varied this assumption in 

sensitivity analysis. Additional details are in the Appendix. 

Data Analysis 

To estimate a SARS-CoV-2 infection prevalence of 5% with 2% precision (95% CI 3% to 7%), we 

initially calculated a sample size of 2,589 participants would be required (see Appendix for 

details). We estimated the yield of testing overall (i.e., prevalence), and among different 

subgroups. We did logistic regression using generalized linear mixed-models to estimate 

adjusted odds ratios (aOR) and 95% confidence intervals (95% CI) for potential factors 

associated with a positive result.(20) We treated each business and sector as a random effect. 

We considered participant age (continuous), sex (male vs. female), self-reported ethnicity 

(Caucasian vs. non-Caucasian), health factor (reported any of hypertension, diabetes, 

respiratory condition, heart disease, or other health condition vs. not), smoking history (current 

or previous smoker vs. never smoker), feeling on day of testing as reported on electronic 

questionnaire (“fine” vs. “not my best today”), previous testing history (never previously tested 

vs. previously tested and always negative vs. previously tested and positive), and business size 

(≤50 participants vs. >50 participants). To deal with quasi-complete separation associated with 

some fixed effects, we used weakly informative priors.(21) For businesses experiencing an 

outbreak and where repeat testing was performed, we described the investigations and plotted 

the evolution of the outbreaks over time. Analysis was done in R (version 4.0.3) using base 

packages or package blme (version 1.0-5). 
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Results 

From January 27, 2021, and March 12, 2021, 69 businesses (19% of 366 contacted) were visited. 

Of 2348 eligible employees estimated onsite, 2138 (91%) visited the study team, and 2128 

(90.6%) consented to participate (Figure 1). When asked by research staff, no participant 

mentioned “out of the ordinary” symptoms to the study team (i.e., all participants would classify 

themselves as asymptomatic). However, 30 (1%) participants reported not feeling their best on 

the questionnaire.   

The median (IQR) number of participants per business was 13 (8 to 22). Most businesses (61; 

88%) had ≤50 participants. Most participants (1225; 58%) worked in manufacturing or supplier 

sectors (Table 1). Among participants, 808 (38%) were female and the median (IQR) age was 48 

(37 to 57) years. Overall, 973 (46%) participants were tested for SARS-CoV-2 at some point 

before the study—882 (41%) had never tested positive and 91 (4%) had tested positive more 

than 4 weeks prior to study enrollment (Table 2). 

We performed 2626 tests among the participants and 53 (2.0%) were positive. On their first test, 

45 (2.1%) of 2128 participants in eight businesses tested positive for SARS-CoV-2. We 

performed subsequent testing at three businesses experiencing an outbreak. An additional 8 

(2.3%) of 350 participants tested positive on their second test after testing negative on their first 

test. Of 121 and 27 participants who were tested a third and fourth time, respectively, none 

tested positive (Table e3). No research staff member tested positive during the study. 

Among the 53 participants testing positive at any point during the study, 43 (81%) were in three 

different manufacturing and supplier businesses, 6 (11%) were in one meat processing facility, 3 

(6%) were in three different childcare enterprises, and 1 (2%) was in a grocery store. Nearly all 

(49/53, 92%) of positive participants worked in businesses with >50 participants. A positive test 

result was more likely among those self-identifying as non-Caucasian (aOR: 3.7, 95% CI: 1.4 to 

9.9) and less likely in those who had had at least one negative SARS-CoV-2 tests prior to study 

enrolment (aOR: 0.4, 95% CI: 0.2 to 0.8) (Table 3; Table e4 for unadjusted estimates). 

Among the 69 businesses visited, five businesses were experiencing an outbreak. In these 

businesses, 917 participants were tested at least once, of whom 40 (4.4%) were positive on initial 

testing. In businesses not experiencing an outbreak 5 (0.4%) of 1211 participants tested were 

positive. These infections occurred in three childcare enterprises, one manufacturing and 

supplier business, and one grocery store. 

The total cost per person sampled was $42.67 (Table 4), of which $34.00 (80%) was for RT-PCR 

and $8.67 (20%) for all other costs. Personnel costs were lower if larger businesses were visited 

(Table e5). 

Details of SARS-CoV-2 Outbreaks 

Two outbreaks were discovered serendipitously by the study team (Business A and B). In both 

instances, the employer then informed us that multiple symptomatic infections had been 

detected 3-4 weeks prior to our visit. Three were referred by public health (Business C, D, and 

E). 

As shown in Figure 2A, over the course of four visits to Business A, test positivity fell steadily to 

reach 0% on the final visit. There were 4/39 (10.3%) and 1/68 (1.5%) conversions (negative-to-

positive) on the second and third visit, respectively. Similar trends were observed in Business B 
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(Figure 2B), where test positivity fell to 0% by the third round of testing; with 3/65 (4.6%) 

conversions detected on the second visit. Acceptance of repeat testing was 100% at Business A 

and 86% at Business B. Up to March 26, 2021, four weeks after our final visit to Business A and 

two weeks after our final visit to Business B, no new infections were reported. 

Outbreak progression of Business C (manufacturing and supplier sector) is shown in Figure e1. 

On initial testing, 6/113 (5.3%) were positive, compared to 4/463 (0.9%) on our second visit, 

and 0/131 on our final visit; retesting acceptance was 100%. Up to March 26, 2021 (2 weeks 

after our final visit) no new infections were reported. Business D and E were in the meat 

processing sector and referred by public health due to presumed outbreaks. Among 47 

consenting employees at Business D none had SARS-CoV-2 infections, so we did not return for 

further testing. We tested 136 consenting employees at Business E and 6 (4.4%) were positive. 

We were unable to schedule a return visit before the end of the study; an additional two persons 

developed symptoms and tested positive up to March 26, 2021 (three weeks after our visit). 
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Interpretation 

In this study, we found that systematic, onsite sampling of asymptomatic essential workers with 

saline gargle was acceptable, safe, and of modest cost. The yield of a first test among 

asymptomatic employees at businesses with at least two known SARS-CoV-2 infections among 

workers (an outbreak) was 11-fold higher (4.4% vs. 0.4% positive) compared to businesses not 

experiencing an outbreak. Among businesses experiencing an outbreak, isolation of positive 

persons and repeated testing of negative persons over a 2-3 week period detected new infections 

and appeared to stop transmission; this benefit persisted for at least 2 weeks from our last visit. 

Workplaces have been a substantial source of transmission during the COVID-19 

pandemic.(14,22) Without systematic testing, infection detection relies on symptomatic workers 

presenting for testing. Yet, we observed ongoing transmission among asymptomatic workers 

several weeks after symptomatic infections had been detected. This suggests more proactive 

testing strategies are required, however with an estimated 2.6 million essential workers in 

Canada at high risk of SARS-CoV-2 exposure,(23) testing programs will need to prioritize who 

and where to test. 

Benefits of testing to curb transmission appear greatest when used repeatedly in businesses with 

a few infections. Repeat testing among businesses experiencing outbreaks serves multiple 

purposes. Most importantly, repeating visits every 4-5 days at the onset of an outbreak identifies 

people who may have been recently infected but initially tested negative. Repeat visits also 

permit testing of employees who could not be tested during previous visits. A final test a few 

weeks later confirms no new infections have arisen. When compared to costs to the businesses 

of lost production and to the workers of lost wages associated with shuttering businesses, the 

costs of repeated systematic testing are inexpensive and would seem to be a significantly better 

approach. 

Saline gargle for RT-PCR is an attractive specimen for onsite sampling.(24) Gargle samples can 

be self-collected without the presence of a healthcare professional, are stable at room 

temperature, and are highly acceptable, given the high participation rates on first and repeat 

testing in this study. Sample materials are inexpensive, and all non-laboratory costs involved in 

a testing program should be <$10 per person, but RT-PCR costs are non-trivial. Results can 

potentially be available within hours, but in practice, laboratory turnaround times may cause 

major delays in getting results(25) if laboratory capacity is inadequate. Further developing 

laboratory infrastructure or expanding the laboratory network to accredited private laboratories 

may alleviate these limitations. 

Alternatively, developing test capacity for workplace testing outside the laboratory through 

antigen-based rapid tests could be evaluated.(26) These tests are done at the point-of-care and 

give same-day results. However, rapid tests have lower sensitivity and specificity than RT-

PCR.(27) Their lower sensitivity may be overcome by more frequent testing,(28) but their 

poorer specificity means positive results need RT-PCR confirmation. A major barrier to their 

uptake has been logistics including that Health Canada requires some currently available rapid 

tests be administered and all interpreted by a trained professional.(29) Costs of the tests 

themselves are $15-$20,(30) but costs associated with administration, interpretation, and 

personal protective equipment are uncertain, and need for RT-PCR confirmation will vary by 

epidemiologic setting.  

Limitations 
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Businesses included in this study were those willing to participate. Though we targeted essential 

businesses of all types, the acceptance rate may limit generalizability and introduce bias. Three 

businesses included in this study were referred to the study team by public health, though 

positive rates among tests done at these businesses (16/889; 1.8%) were like other businesses 

(37/1737; 2.1%). We did not do sequencing to confirm transmission between participants. 

However, the identification of new conversions among employees at intervals of 4-5 days 

strongly suggests ongoing transmission. The absence of new infections at our last visit and for 

two-weeks post study suggests that testing contributed to ending outbreaks. Finally, though our 

cost estimation was comprehensive, it did not consider inefficiencies in implementation, such as 

“dead time” associated with waiting between employees. 

Conclusion 

Systematic, onsite gargle sampling of asymptomatic essential workers for RT-PCR was a safe 

and acceptable method to detect workplace infections, which spares healthcare professionals for 

other tasks. Repeat testing of all employees appears to be effective in breaking transmission 

chains. Compared to business closures, systematic testing is inexpensive and likely a much 

better approach. We believe this strategy improves workplace safety and should be a key 

component of SARS-CoV-2 preventive efforts. 
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Figures 

Figure 1. Flow diagram of participants included in the study and reasons for exclusion. 

Figure 2. Evolution outbreaks serendipitously found by the study team for (A) Business A and 

(B) Business B. 
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Tables 

Table 1. Characteristics of included businesses 

Characteristic Number of Businesses Number of Participants 

Total Businesses 69 (100%) 2128 (100%) 

   Manufacturing/Suppliers 19 (28%) 1225 (58%) 

   Auto Sales and Repair 12 (17%) 242 (11%) 

   Childcare 11 (16%) 113 (5%) 

   Public Services 8 (12%) 144 (7%) 

   Grocery 6 (9%) 100 (5%) 

   Retail 6 (9%) 84 (4%) 

   Construction 4 (6%) 28 (1%) 

   Meat Processing 2 (3%) 183 (9%) 

   Legal 1 (1%) 9 (<1%) 

Median (IQR) Participants Per Business 13 (8 to 22) -- 

   Size: 1-5 participants 11 (16%) 44 (2%) 

   Size: 6-10 participants 14 (20%) 113 (5%) 

   Size: 11-20 participants 26 (38%) 388 (18%) 

   Size: 21-50 participants 10 (14%) 350 (16%) 

   Size: 51 participants or more 8 (12%) 1233 (58%) 
Abbreviations: IQR, interquartile range 
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Table 2. Characteristics of included participants 

Characteristic 
All Participants 

N (%) 
Participants Testing Positive 

N (%) 
Participants Testing Negative 

N (%) 
Total Participants 2128 53 (2.5%) 2075 (97.5%) 
Median (IQR) Age 48 (37 to 57) 49 (40 to 58) 48 (37 to 57) 
Sex    

Female 808 (38%) 9 (17%) 799 (39%) 
Male 1320 (62%) 44 (83%) 1276 (61%) 

Self-Reported Ethnicity    
Caucasian 926 (44%) 4 (8%) 922 (44%) 
Non-Caucasian 1202 (56%) 49 (92%) 1153 (56%) 

Asian 444 (21%) 17 (32%) 427 (21%) 
Black 295 (14%) 21 (40%) 274 (13%) 
Hispanic 204 (10%) 6 (11%) 198 (10%) 
Indigenous 4 (0%) 0 (0%) 4 (0%) 
Mixed 17 (1%) 0 (0%) 17 (1%) 
Other/Not Disclosed 238 (11%) 5 (9%) 233 (11%) 

Employment Status    
Full-Time Employee 2018 (95%) 51 (96%) 1967 (95%) 
Part-Time or Occasional Employee 110 (5%) 2 (4%) 108 (5%) 

Reported Health Factor    
None 1681 (79%) 45 (85%) 1636 (79%) 
Any* 447 (21%) 8 (15%) 439 (21%) 

Hypertension 214 (10%) 4 (8%) 210 (10%) 
Diabetes 151 (7%) 4 (8%) 147 (7%) 
Chronic Respiratory Condition 64 (3%) 1 (2%) 63 (3%) 
Heart Disease 31 (1%) 0 (0%) 31 (1%) 
Other 99 (5%) 1 (2%) 98 (5%) 

Reported Smoking    
Never Smoker 1668 (78%) 46 (87%) 1622 (78%) 
Current Smoker 331 (16%) 5 (9%) 326 (16%) 
Former Smoker 129 (6%) 2 (4%) 127 (6%) 

Previous SARS-CoV-2 Test History**    
Never Tested 1155 (54%) 42 (79%) 1113 (54%) 
All Previous Tests Negative 882 (41%) 9 (17%) 873 (42%) 
Any Previous Test Positive 91 (4%) 2 (4%) 89 (4%) 

Feeling on the Day of Testing***    
“Fine, Same as Any Other Day” 2098 (99%) 51 (96%) 2047 (99%) 
“Not My Best Today” 30 (1%) 2 (4%) 28 (1%) 

Business Sector    
Manufacturing/Supplier 1225 (58%) 43 (81%) 1182 (57%) 
Meat Processing 183 (9%) 6 (11%) 177 (9%) 
Childcare 113 (5%) 3 (6%) 110 (5%) 
Other 607 (29%) 1 (2%) 606 (29%) 

Business Size    
Size: 1-5 participants 44 (2%) 1 (2%) 43 (2%) 
Size: 6-10 participants 113 (5%) 2 (4%) 111 (5%) 
Size: 11-20 participants 388 (18%) 1 (2%) 387 (19%) 
Size: 21-50 participants 350 (16%) 0 (0%) 350 (17%) 
Size: 51 participants or more 1233 (58%) 49 (92%) 1184 (57%) 

Abbreviations: IQR, interquartile range; SARS-CoV-2, severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus-2 

*Participants can have multiple health factors; **refers to testing done prior to enrollment in the study; ***refers to reporting on electronic questionnaire (not to study team), which was reviewed post-visit 

Note: percentages represent column percentages 
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Table 3. Logistic regression results for factors potentially associated with ever testing positive in the study. The model accounts for clustering by 

business and sector. 

Factor 
Number of Participants 

(N=2128) 
Tests Positive (%) 

Adjusted Odds Ratio 
(95% CI) 

Age (per 1-year increase) -- -- 1.01 (0.98 to 1.03) 
Sex    

Female 808 9 (1.1%) 1.0 (reference) 
Male 1320 44 (3.3%) 2.2 (0.9 to 5.3) 

Self-Reported Ethnicity    
Caucasian 926 4 (0.4%) 1.0 (reference) 
Non-Caucasian 1202 49 (4.1%) 3.7 (1.4 to 9.9) 

Health Factor    
None Reported 1681 45 (2.7%) 1.0 (reference) 
Any Reported* 447 8 (1.8%) 0.7 (0.3 to 1.5) 

Smoking History    
Never Smoker 1668 46 (2.8%) 1.0 (reference) 
Current or Previous Smoker 460 7 (1.5%) 0.7 (0.3 to 1.5) 

Feeling on Day of Testing**    
“Fine, Same as Any Other Day” 2098 51 (2.4%) 1.0 (reference) 
“Not My Best Today” 30 2 (6.7%) 3.5 (0.7 to 16.9) 

Previous SARS-CoV-2 Test History***    
Never Previously Tested for SARS-CoV-2 1155 42 (3.6%) 1.0 (reference) 
Previously Tested for SARS-CoV-2 and 
Always Negative 

882 9 (1.0%) 0.4 (0.2 to 0.8) 

Previously Tested for SARS-CoV-2 and 
Positive 

91 2 (2.2%) 0.7 (0.2 to 3.0) 

Business Size    
≤50 Participants 895 4 (0.4%) 1.0 (reference) 
>50 Participants 1233 49 (4.0%) 7.9 (0.8 to 75.3) 

Abbreviations: SARS-CoV-2, severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus2 

*includes hypertension, diabetes, chronic respiratory conditions (e.g., asthma), heart disease, or participant reported conditions 

**refers to reporting on electronic questionnaire (not to study team), which was reviewed post-visit 

***considers only tests done prior to study enrolment 

 

 . 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 May 14, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.05.12.21256956doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.05.12.21256956
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


18 
 

Table 4. Cost ($ CAD) of training, scheduling, onsite saline gargle collection, transport, and contacting of participants per person sampled, 

assuming two 50-person businesses are visited per day by two mobile team members. 

Cost Estimates 
Cost Per Person Sampled 

($ CAD) 
Additional Details 

TOTAL COST $42.67 Sum of laboratory and non-laboratory costs 

TOTAL LABORATORY COST $34.00 Reimbursement cost for RT-PCR to detect SARS-CoV-2 in Québec 

TOTAL NON-LABORATORY COST $8.67 
Sum of below components of training, scheduling, sample collection, sample 

transport, and communicating results 

Training of Mobile Team $0.04  

Coordinator & Mobile Team Personnel $0.03 
Based on two days of training [estimated during study for non-research 

training days] 

Materials & Refreshments $0.01 
Includes meals and materials for sample collection, sanitizing, and personal 

protective equipment* 

Scheduling Businesses $0.80  

Administrative Personnel $0.80 Based on two hours per business [estimated during study] 

Sample Collection $5.62  

Mobile Team Personnel $2.99 
Based on 45 minutes to set up and tear down at each business and 6 minutes 

per person sampled [estimated during study] 
Sanitizing Materials $0.33 Includes rags, paper towels, disinfectant, and hand sanitizer* 
Personal Protective Equipment $0.38 Includes 4 masks per day and 2 gloves per participant* 
Sample Collection Materials $1.74 Includes a sample tube, a 5ml saline ampoule, 2 biohazard bags* 

Capital Purchases $0.18 
Includes items such as chairs, tables, trash bins, plexiglass dividers, stationery, 

electronic data collection devices, storage bins, dollies, and coolers* 

Sample Transport $0.54  

Mobile Team Personnel $0.19 
Assuming 30 minutes to drop off samples and 10 minutes driving between 

businesses [estimated during study] 
Vehicle & Fuel $0.35 Assuming 60km driven per day [estimated during study] 

Communicating Results $1.67  

Administrative Personnel $1.67 Based on 5 minutes per result on average [estimated during study]  
Abbreviations: SARS-CoV-2, severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus-2. 

Key assumptions: one two-person mobile team can collect samples from 500 persons per week (100 per day); training would need to be repeated annually and capital purchases replaced annually—total 

costs for each of these were pro-rated over a year (i.e., divided by 26,000 persons sampled); coordinator salary of $30/h, mobile team salary of $23/h, administrative salary of $20/h. 

*see Table e2, for more details. 

 . 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 May 14, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.05.12.21256956doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.05.12.21256956
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


366 Businesses Invited to Participate in the Study

69 (19%) Businesses Agreed to Participate in the Study

2348 Eligible Employees Expected Onsite

2138 (91%) Employees Met Study Team

2128 (90.6%) Participants Enrolled in Study and 2626 Tests Performed

53 Participants Tested Positive
45 on the first test
8 on the second test

2075 Participants Tested Negative

297 Businesses Did Not Participate
106 did not answer and/or did not return call
38 did not feel they had enough employees
16 could not get approval from upper management
12 did not want to disrupt operations
42 gave other reasons
83 did not give a reason

10 Participants Did Not Enroll
4 feared lost wages if tested positive
2 felt there was no need for a test
2 did not provide a reason
1 feared knowing their infection status
1 felt no need due to previous positive test
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