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Abstract:
The COVID-19 pandemic severely impacted long-term care facilities resulting in the death of
approximately 8% of residents nationwide. As COVID-19 case rates decline and state and
county restrictions are lifted, facility managers, local and state health agencies are challenged
with defining their own policies moving forward to appropriately mitigate disease transmission.
The continued emergence of variants of concern has highlighted the need for a readily available
tool that can be employed at the facility-level to determine best practices for mitigation and
ensure resident and staff safety. To assist leadership in determining the impact of various
infection surveillance and response strategies, we developed an agent-based model and an online
dashboard interface that simulates COVID-19 infection within congregate care settings under
various mitigation measures. In this paper, we demonstrate how this dashboard can be used to
quantify the continued risk for COVID-19 infections within a facility given a designated testing
schedule and vaccine requirements. Our results highlight the critical nature of testing cadence,
test sensitivity and specificity, and the impact of removing asymptomatic infected individuals
from the workplace. We also show that monthly surveillance testing at long-term care facilities
is unlikely to successfully mitigate SARS-CoV-2 outbreaks in congregate care settings.
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Introduction
Nursing homes, skilled nursing facilities and assisted living facilities, collectively known as
long-term care facilities (LTCFs), provide care for some of the most vulnerable populations in
society. Shared sleeping quarters, bathrooms, dining facilities, and common spaces and the need
for daily contact between staff and residents create an opportunistic environment for the spread
of any infectious disease. In particular, the morbidity and mortality within LTCFs throughout the
COVID-19 pandemic is estimated at nearly 8% and has demonstrated the extreme vulnerability
of both LTCF residents and staff to a transmissible viral illness.1 Approximately 40% of
COVID-related deaths in the United States have been among residents of LTCFs,2 and yet
clinical research in LTCFs during COVID-19 has been limited.3 Moreover, LTCF staff represent
a disproportionately high percentage of SARS-CoV-2 infections as compared to non-healthcare
community members regardless of whether or not LTCF staff have direct patient contact. In one
report, whole-genome sequencing suggested that SARS-CoV-2 infection among LTCF staff had
more likely come from staff-staff transmission than community import events.4
In recognition of the difficulty mitigating or preventing SARS-CoV-2 within LTCFs, the Centers
for Disease Control (CDC) recommended that LTCFs have first priority for vaccine access and
developed The Pharmacy Partnership for Long Term Care Program to distribute the first
available vaccines to LTCF residents and staff. However, early data suggest that there has been
low vaccine acceptance among LTCF staff. A recent study reported that among the 11,460
LTCFs with at least one vaccination clinic conducted via the CDC Pharmacy Partnership for
Long Term Care Program, only 37.5% of staff members received the vaccine as compared to
77.8% of residents.5 These data are concerning because unvaccinated staff can sustain SARS
CoV-2 infection within LTCFs, making infection control extremely difficult, even with higher
vaccination rates, new variants (e.g., delta variant) pose a risk because they may be more
resistant to the vaccine.6,7 In a study of infections in LTCFs in Catalonia, Spain during spring
2021, researchers found that once more than 70% of the facility population was vaccinated,
approximately 75% of COVID-19 deaths and infections in the facility were prevented.8
Vaccination rates are of critical importance even for LTCF residents that were previously
infected with COVID-19 as a substantial proportion have been found to have nondectable
antibodies six months post infection.9
Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS) state and local public health
recommendations for SARS-CoV-2 surveillance testing in LTCFs to identify and isolate
presymptomatic/ asymptomatic SARS-CoV-2 positive individuals have evolved over time. A
number of learnings have emerged throughout the pandemic that highlight limitations with a
“one size fits all” approach to surveillance and outbreak response in LTCF’s. Mitigation and
prevention approaches rarely consider the simultaneous influences of test type, predicted
sensitivity/specificity, testing frequency, testing goal (surveillance versus diagnostic), test result
latency period to inform testing guidance and vaccine acceptance rates. Given the rapidly
changing climate surrounding COVID-19 prevalence, testing availability, vaccination
acceptance, and community prevalence, we sought to create a model to better understand
potential outcomes within LTCFs using inputs related to these real-life and fluid variables as
they change throughout time.
Agent-based models (ABMs) are a powerful tool for understanding complex dynamic processes,
such as infectious disease transmission.10 During the COVID-19 pandemic, these models have
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been used to assess the impact of nonpharmaceutical interventions on infections within schools11,
a small town12, and France.13 Researchers further demonstrated that delaying the second dose of
mRNA vaccines for those under 65 led to more positive outcomes under certain conditions with
an ABM14. Within LTCFs specifically, ABMs were used to study the impact of testing and
immunity-based staffing interventions15, and early in the pandemic were used to simulate the
spatiotemporal transmission process of COVID-19 under varied virus infectiousness levels and
within-facility mobility restrictions.16 An advantage of ABMs over compartmental models based
on differential equations is that they can be programmed to capture important micro-level
behavior unique to a specific setting. The agent-based framework has several advantages for
modeling LTCFs. First, LTCFs are focused settings with relatively low populations. Second,
the ABM permits simple tracking of individuals' health and behavior over time. This point is
important in the LTCF setting, where staff are transient members of the population as they move
in and out of the population according to work schedules. Accounting for this behavior is key as
infectious individuals only pose a risk to the facility when present. Moreover, ABMs track the
state of individual agents in the model. If a member of the night staff is infected, that specific
agent can be isolated until they no longer pose an infection risk to other agents in the facility.
These features make the ABM a suitable framework for a decision support tool used to analyze
the impact of different testing protocols, vaccination rates, and visitation policies.
State and county COVID-19 regulations began to relax heavily in May 2021. This left LTCF
managers and local health officials to define their own COVID-19 policies. Some facilities
require their staff to be vaccinated, leaning on existing requirements for the influenza vaccine to
argue this was a natural policy.17 Other facilities have decided not to require vaccination and
instead are utilizing surveillance testing to continue to monitor their facility for infection in
unvaccinated individuals. While both strategies have advantages and disadvantages, it is unclear
how much continued risk a facility is at given a specific level of staff vaccine uptake, testing
regime, and community prevalence.
Due to slight nuances across facilities that can greatly affect transmission patterns, we created an
interactive online dashboard that accepts facility-specific parameters and forecasts infection rates
and worker days missed under a set of transmission characteristics and testing protocols
(dashboard is accessible here: https://ltcf-covid.shinyapps.io/ltcf_covid_dashboard/).18 This
dashboard allows facility administrators to evaluate the relative impact of various strategies
moving forward. In what follows, we investigate the trade-off between a high cadence testing
regime at a moderately vaccinated facility to a no testing regime at a highly vaccinated facility to
demonstrate how the ABM tool might be used in practice.

Simulation set-up
Consider the scenario where a facility manager is tasked with deciding on policies for summer
2021. The facility has 90 residents, 125 day staff, and 45 night staff. Assume residents and staff
are vaccinated at rates mirroring the national averages, 78%, and 38%, respectively, and the 7day case rate average for the community is approximately 84 people per 100,000/week. The
manager is concerned about potential future outbreaks due to their impact on resident and staff
physical health, the number of worker days missed due to quarantined staff, and the emotional
toll of a return to a lock-down state. Thus, the manager considers a facility-wide vaccination
requirement for staff and asks: How many fewer worker days would be missed? How many
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fewer individuals would be infected with COVID-19? Could infection levels instead be limited
by regular testing of unvaccinated staff and residents?
To answer these concrete questions, we program an agent-based model that simulates the key
daily behaviors and events that impact disease transmission in a facility. Like the traditional
infectious disease compartmental models, all agents (staff and residents) are labeled as either
susceptible, exposed, infected, or immune (also referred to as recovered). Each agent transitions
between these states based on events in the simulation. For example, all unvaccinated
individuals start out as a ‘susceptible’, but after they come into contact with an infectious agent,
there is a chance that they contract the virus and become ‘exposed’ for a short period of time
before being labeled as ‘infected’ and able to spread COVID-19 to others. Finally, after the
active infection period has subsided, the agent moves to the ‘immune’ state. All vaccinated
individuals are also given the ‘immune’ label.

Figure 1: (a) Description of events throughout a day during the simulation. (b) Avenues of
transmission within and into the facility.
The progression of events in a day is described in Figure 1(a). A random fifth of the day staff
and fifth of the night staff are selected to show up to work. Each infected staff member has a
chance of showing symptoms, self-isolating, and staying home from work. All other staff attend
work and have interactions with each other and the residents. While interactions are assumed to
be random each day, a contact matrix dictates the relative number of contacts between different
subgroups. For example, day staff and night staff are assumed to have limited contact that
occurs just during shift changes. Finally, we model staff infection via community transmission
based on the local 7-day case rate. Community case rates were shown to be the strongest
predictor of COVID-19 cases and outbreaks at LTCFs.19 Figure 1(b) depicts the transmission
network for the ABM. We assume a vaccine efficacy of 95% in an “all-or-nothing” framework,
such that 5% of those vaccinated remain susceptible to infection.20
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The primary means for COVID-19 monitoring and outbreak response during the latter half of
2020 and today is facility-wide testing. There are two primary options for surveillance testing:
rapid antigen and qRT-PCR tests. The advantage of qRT-PCR tests is that they are extremely
accurate, with a sensitivity and specificity greater than 95%; however, the time between the test
and receiving the result is often 36-72 hours depending on the lab processing it. Conversely,
antigen test results can be acquired the same day but are limited by lower sensitivity. In this
study, we assume an qRT-PCR test with 95% sensitivity and 99.5% specificity, and a rapid
antigen test with 64.2% sensitivity on symptomatic positive individuals, 35.8% sensitivity on
asymptomatic individuals and 99.5% specificity. If vaccine uptake among staff and residents is
limited or moderate, a facility director may consider regular facility-wide testing of unvaccinated
individuals to combat the possibility and extent of an outbreak. Upon a positive test result, we
use a 14-day quarantine for staff.
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Figure 2. The attack rate in residents (red) and staff (blue) populations over 60-day simulation
by vaccination and testing scenario. The distribution represents the variation in results due to
stochastic transmission during 500 simulations. Summary statistics are reported in Table S2.

Vaccine versus Testing Tradeoff
We simulate the LTCF-ABM to illustrate two continued risks to LTCFs: 1) low staff vaccination
rates, and 2) relaxed screening protocols. LTCF staff are a conduit for risk to LTCF residence
because they interact with the outside community when not at work. Our model suggests that
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outbreaks are likely to occur when 78% of residents and 38% of staff are vaccinated even with a
weekly testing protocol in place. Figure 2 shows the distribution of the total number of
infections across three vaccination scenarios (37.5%, 80%, and 90%) and three testing scenarios
(None, qRT-PCR, and Rapid) for 500 simulations. The variation in results across simulations is
due to the stochastic transmission functions in the model. The results indicate that while a testing
protocol makes a difference, staff vaccination rates are the primary determinant of the total
number of infections in both staff and residents. In staff, increasing vaccination from 37.5% to
98% reduces the attack rate by 90% (from 63% to 6%) without a testing protocol. A weekly
qRT-PCR-based testing protocol can provide further protection reducing the staff attack rate to a
mean of 3% in the 98% staff vaccination case. The combination of high staff vaccination (98%)
and weekly qRT-PCR-based testing protocol reduces the attack rate in residents by 82% (from
23% to 4%). In the low staff vaccination scenario, the qRT-PCR-based testing protocol reduces
the attack rate by only 11% (from 26% to 23%). The reduced sensitivity of the rapid antigen test
has a much smaller effect, especially with relatively low staff vaccination rates.
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Figure 3. Staff absenteeism by vaccination and testing scenario over 60-day simulation.
Absenteeism is defined as workdays missed because of a positive test result or symptomatic selfreporting. The distributions are based on 500 model simulations. Summary statistics are
reported in Table S3.
While testing protocols provide protection against transmission, they also lead to staff
absenteeism as individuals that test positive are required to isolate. We assume that symptomatic
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staff will report their illness and self-isolate with some probability. Figure 3 plots the
distribution of staff absenteeism measured by the number of days staff are assigned to work but
are unable to because of a positive test or self-isolation. Again, higher staff vaccination rates are
the most effective mechanism for reducing staff absenteeism because vaccination prevents
infection. When comparing the qRT-PCR to the rapid antigen testing protocols, we find that
absenteeism is higher under the rapid antigen protocol due to the shorter delay in receiving the
test result (immediate versus two days). In the low vaccination scenario (37.5% staff vaccination
rate), the absenteeism rate is 85% under the rapid antigen testing protocol versus 80% under the
qRT-PCR testing protocol. The difference between the testing protocols becomes smaller as staff
vaccination rates increase.

Discussion
Our model highlights the potential for COVID-19 outbreaks in long-term care facilities even
when staff and residents are partially vaccinated and screened regularly. This result is not just
theoretical. 627 cases of COVID-19 in staff and residents at 75 skilled nursing facilities were
documented from December 28, 2020 to March 31, 2021.21 Of those 627, 22 occurred in fully
vaccinated individuals more than two weeks after the second dose, and 145 occurred in partially
vaccinated individuals.
Despite increasing vaccination and declining cases in Spring 2021, the future of the pandemic is
uncertain. There will exist a potential for outbreaks in unvaccinated populations, some of whom
may visit family and friends in LTCF. As new variants of the virus emerge, some may pose
increased threats or may be more resistant to the existing vaccines. The delta variant is
spreading rapidly in Western Colorado and leading to outbreaks in long term care facilities
affecting both unvaccinated and vaccinated people.22 The duration of immunity from the vaccine
is uncertain, leading to speculation about a fall wave and the need for a booster vaccine. Our
decision support tool can help LTCF and regional public health departments develop strategies to
mitigate the risk of outbreaks and contain them if they emerge.

Limitations
The results of the LTCF-ABM should be considered along with model limitations. We have tried
to use realistic parameters when estimates are available from the literature. However, some
parameters are not well studied. We assume a contact structure between staff and residents that is
static over the simulation. This may not be true if staff limit their contact with each other and
residents in the event of an outbreak. Researches have also documented increased risk to
facilities whose staff work at other facilties.23 This additional risk is not explicitly modeled here
but could be captured by assuming a higher community prevalence quantifying the risk of
outside infection to staff.
The testing protocol is determined at the beginning of the simulation and does not change.
Facilities that detect a positive case may engage in investigation and more rigorous testing
procedures to mitigate the further spread of the virus. However, one important result from our
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analysis is that when community transmission is present, there is a continual risk that a staff
member reintroduces the virus.
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