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(ii) Abstract  

Background  

To prevent nosocomial transmission of SARS-CoV-2, infection control measures are 

implemented for patients with symptoms compatible with COVID-19 until reliable test 

results are available. This delay targeted admission to the most appropriate ward based on the 

medical condition. SARS-CoV-2 rapid antigen detection (RAD) tests and point of care (POC) 

rapid RT-PCR were introduced at emergency departments (EDs) in late 2020, but the 

consequence on targeted admission is unknown. 

Objectives 

To assess the effect of RAD tests and POC rapid RT-PCR (VitaPCR, Credo Diagnostics, 

Singapore) on targeted admission. 

Methods 

Patients presenting at the ED of a referral hospital (N = 2,940) between 13-Nov-2020 and 12-

Jan-2021 were included. The study period was delimited by introduction of RAD tests and 

VitaPCR. Participant data was collected retrospectively, and outcome variables were length-

of-stay (LoS), intrahospital transfers and targeted admission to COVID-19 ward.  

Results 

RAD tests reduced ED LoS for participants with positive tests or that were not tested. 

Negative VitaPCR results reduced mean hospital LoS by 1.5 (95%CI: 0.3–2.7) days and 

admissions to COVID-19 wards from 34.5 (95%CI: 28.9-40.5) to 14.7 (95%CI: 11.1-19.1) 

per 100 admissions. Introduction of VitaPCR reduced transfers between hospital wards in the 

first 5 days from 50.0 (95%CI: 45.0-55.0) to 34.0 (95%CI: 30.3-37.9) per 100 admissions. 

 

Conclusion 
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RAD tests enabled rapid detection of SARS-CoV-2 infection which had pronounced effects 

on LoS at the ED. VitaPCR added the possibility of exclusion of the infection which 

increased targeted admissions, reduced intrahospital transfers and lead to shorter stay at the 

hospital. 
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(iv) Main text  

 

Introduction 

The coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic is caused by the Severe Acute 

Respiratory Syndrome Coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) that emerged in China in late 2019 (1). 

According to WHO, on 7 November 2021 over 248,467,363 global cases and 5,027,183 

global deaths have been verified (2). Rapid detection and isolation of infected individuals are 

important to limit the spread of the virus and to protect patients and health care workers (3). 

Real-time reverse transcription polymerase chain reaction (RT-PCR) is the gold standard for 

SARS-CoV-2 detection, due to high sensitivity and specificity compared to other diagnostic 

methods (4). However, RT-PCR is time consuming and requires specialized laboratory 

settings, personnel, and instruments. As a less expensive and faster point-of-care test method, 

SARS-CoV-2 rapid antigen detection (RAD) tests became widely available during the 

autumn of 2020. However, RAD tests are generally inferior to RT-PCR in terms of sensitivity 

and specificity, which is particularly important when testing asymptomatic patients with low 

pretest probability when the main objective is to rule out infection (4-6).  

 

In late 2020, the optimized point-of-care (POC) RT-PCR VitaPCR SARS-CoV-2 Assay 

(Credo Diagnostics Biomedical, Singapore) was introduced and implemented at the Skåne 

University Hospital, Lund, Sweden.  The assay utilizes a single tube for collection of the 

nasopharyngeal swab, cell lysis and nucleotide extraction. The total analysis time is about 20 

min. Sample preparation does not require specialized laboratory setting and the reported 

sensitivity and specificity for SARS-CoV-2 is 99,3% and 94,7%, respectively, possibly lower 

in samples with low viral load (7, 8). 
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During 2020, substantial reorganizations were made at Emergency Departments (ED) and 

hospital wards globally to cope with the extraordinary requirements caused by the SARS-

CoV-2 pandemic, including infection prevention and control (IPC) precautions to prevent 

secondary cases among patients and hospital staff. The study region was largely affected by 

the second wave of the pandemic with a considerable increase of COVID-19 cases from 1 

Sept 2020 – 31 January 2021 (9). Due to the broad clinical manifestations of COVID-19, 

infection cannot be safely excluded based on clinical symptoms and signs only (10). Before 

introduction of RAD tests and VitaPCR, all patients with suspected COVID-19 infection 

were isolated at the ED or admitted to hospital wards dedicated to patients with positive or 

unknown COVID-19 status until RT-PCR results from the core hospital facility were 

available. The typical time from sampling to results ranged between 12 and 24 h. In the high 

prevalence setting during the second wave of the COVID-19 pandemic, a large proportion of 

the patients at the ED met the definition of suspected COVID-19 and were admitted to 

COVID-19 isolation wards instead of targeted admission to wards specialized on the true 

medical problem. If the COVID-19 RT-PCR test was negative, IPC precautions were 

discontinued, and the patient transferred to another hospital ward for continued treatment.  

 

Although the sensitivity and specificity of the VitaPCR is superior to that of any RAD test, 

and time to result is substantially shorter for VitaPCR than for RT-PCR tests analyzed at the 

core hospital laboratory, the effects of these improvements on patient care are unknown. We 

hypothesized that introduction of the faster tests in the algorithm facilitated clinical decisions 

at the ED, limited IPC precautions to when necessary and improved targeted admission. This 

study evaluates the introduction of RAD tests and VitaPCR based on length-of-stay at the ED 

and hospital ward, intrahospital transfers the first five days and targeted admissions to 

COVID-19 ward during the peak of the second wave.  
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Materials and methods  

Study setting and design 

This retrospective observational study is based on data from patients presenting at the 

Emergency Department, Skåne University Hospital, Lund, Sweden between Nov 13, 2020, 

and Jan 12, 2021. The hospital is a regional referral center, but the ED primarily serves the 

population of Lund and near surroundings (population of about 300,000). The total annual 

ED visits in 2020 were 59,000 patients. The present study was divided into three distinct time 

periods separated by the dates for introduction of RAD tests and VitaPCR, respectively: 

Period 1 (Nov 13 to Dec 2), Period 2 (Dec 3 to Dec 22) and Period 3 (Dec 23 to Jan 12). The 

standard of care from the beginning of the pandemic and Period 1 of the present study was 

analysis of nasopharyngeal samples for SARS-CoV-2 with RT-PCR at a core hospital 

laboratory facility (Laboratory medicine Skåne, Region Skåne, Lund, Sweden). On Dec 3, 

2020 (Period 2 of this study), POC rapid SARS-CoV-2 antigen detection test (ClinitestRT; 

Siemens Healthineers, Erlangen, Germany) was introduced together with an algorithm to 

select which analysis method that was to be used. On Dec 23, POC testing with VitaPCR was 

added to the algorithm. The algorithms are presented in Figure 1. The standard of care for 

suspect or confirmed patients with COVID-19 were unchanged during the study period and 

no changes were made concerning routines for hospital admissions. The average weekly 

COVID-19 incidence rate in Skåne county per 100,000 inhabitants was 355 in Period 1, 623 

in Period 2 and 630 in Period 3.  

 

{INSERT FIGURE 1} 

 

Participants  
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All adult patients (≥ 18 years) that presented at the ED during the study period were screened 

for inclusion in the study. Inclusion criterions were any of the following: known COVID-19 

infection at presentation to the ED, treatment in isolation room in the ED, emergency alerts 

labeled “Infection”, or emergency alerts with main complaints marked as “dyspnea”, “fever”, 

“infection”, “confusion”, “shock”, “cardiac arrest” and “non-specified illness”. All eligible 

patients during the study period were included.  

 

Variables 

SARS-CoV-2 test results and test method were recorded and used for grouping of 

participants into independent variables: “Positive test at the ED” included participants that 

were sampled at the ED for a test that became positive for SARS-CoV-2 by RT-PCR, RAD 

test or VitaPCR, whereas “Negative test at the ED” included participants who tested negative 

at the ED, regardless of when the result of the test was given. Participants with positive 

SARS-CoV-2 analyzed before presentation to the ED were not sampled for SARS-CoV-2 

and labeled “Positive test before admission”. Finally, “Not tested” included participants not 

tested for SARS-CoV-2 at the ED and the medical records did not specify COVID-19 status. 

The ICD-10 diagnoses at discharge from the ED and hospital wards were recorded and 

aggregated into compound variables (Supplemental file 1). Data on admission and transfer 

between wards were recorded and wards were grouped in the compound variables “COVID-

19 ward” which were designated wards for patients with suspect or diagnosed COVID-19, 

“Mixed COVID-19/Internal Medicine ward” which were wards with ICP facilities but not 

dedicated only for patients with COVID-19, “Intensive care unit” (ICU) or “Other”, which 

included a broad range of specialized hospital wards. For each subject, sex and age were 

recorded and presented together with diagnoses as descriptive data. In all analyses, study 

period 1-3 were considered for exposure variables. Outcome variables were ED Length-of-
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Stay (LoS), discharge to home from ED, admission to hospital ward, hospital LoS, 

intrahospital transfers and targeted admissions.  

 

Data sources 

Data on visits to the ED and hospital ward admissions were collected from the hospital 

records using key word search. 

 

Statistical analyses 

Continuous variables with normal distribution are expressed as mean ± standard deviation 

(SD) or 95% confidence intervals (CI). Categorical variables are presented as counts and 

percentages. Comparisons were done by contingency tables with 95% confidence intervals 

(CI) reported, by One-Way-ANOVA with Tukey’s multiple comparison tests and by Fisher’s 

exact test. Analyses were performed with GraphPad Prism 9.0 (GraphPad Software, San 

Diego, CA, USA). P-values�<�0.05 were considered statistically significant. Missing data 

is presented in the tables.  

 

Ethical considerations 

The study protocol has been reviewed and approved by the Swedish Ethical Review 

Authority (Dnr: 2021-00475). Informed consent was not retrieved according to Swedish 

legislation.  

 

Results 

Study cohort and participant enrollment 

9,325 patients visited the Emergency Department during the study period, 2,940 of these met 

the inclusion criteria and were selected for enrollment in the study. There was a consecutive 
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increase in the total number of patients that visited the ED and in the proportion that met the 

inclusion criteria: In Period 1: 781 participants out of 3,024 patient visits (25.8%) met the 

criteria, in Period 2: 988 participants out of 3,149 patient visits (31.4%), and Period 3: 1,171 

participants out of 3,152 patient visits (37.2%). The mean age was 60.8 (SD ±20.8) years and 

1497 (50.9%) of the participants were women. 

 

SARS-CoV-19 testing and test results 

During the study period, a total of 1,866 (63.5%) participants were tested for COVID-19 at 

the ED. There was no significant difference in testing percentage between men and women 

(48.3% vs 51.7%). The mean age among participants that were tested for SARS-CoV-2 was 

64.1 (SD ± 20.0) years and the mean age among those not tested was 55.1 (SD ± 21.0) years. 

As the study periods were defined by changes in testing routines, substantial differences in 

SARS-CoV-2 analysis methods were observed between the periods. Samples were analyzed 

with more than one method for 318 of the 2,940 participants (10.8%). The most common 

combination was RAD and RT-PCR (n = 186, 6.3%), followed by RAD and VitaPCR (n = 

75, 2.6%), which is consistent with the testing algorithms in use during Period 2 respectively 

Period 3 for patients with negative RAD test but high risk of COVID-19 (Figure 1). After 

introduction of the RAD test and VitaPCR, there was a significant decrease in RT-PCR test 

analyses, but this method was still used in 9.5% (n = 111) of the 1,171 participants in Period 

3 (Table 1).  

 

{INSERT TABLE 1} 

 

Of the 2,193 tests that were analyzed, 449 were positive (20.5%). The proportion of positive 

tests increased significantly during the study period (Period 1: 70 positive of 443 tested, 
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15.8%, 95% CI 12.7 – 19.4%; Period 2: 156 positive of 808 tested, 19.3%, 95% CI 16.7 – 

22.2%; Period 3: 222 positive of 941 tested, 23.6%, 95% CI 21.0 – 26.4%). Of the 2,940 

participants, 408 (13.9%) tested positive for SARS-CoV-2 infection at the ED, 1,458 (49.6%) 

tested negative, 568 (19%) had had a positive test before admission to the ED, and 506 

(17.2%) were not tested for SARS-CoV-2 infection at the ED (Table 2).  

 

{INSERT TABLE 2} 

 

Emergency Department Length-of-Stay 

The mean Length-of-Stay (LoS) at the ED was 374 (SD ± 269) minutes (Table 3). This did 

not change significantly between the periods, but we observed a significant reduction in ED 

LoS between the three periods for participants with “Positive test at the ED” (P = 0.0002) or 

“Not tested” participants (P < 0.0001). Mean ED LoS for participants with “Positive test at 

the ED” decreased with 28 minutes (95% CI: 3.0 - 53.0) (P = 0.02) after introduction of RAD 

test, and another 15 min (95% CI: -7.6 - 37.6) after introduction of the VitaPCR. Participants 

that were “Not tested” for SARS-CoV-2 at the ED had a LoS at the ED that was reduced by 

102 min (95% CI: 76.3 - 127.7) after introduction of the RAD test (P < 0.0001), which 

further decreased slightly (10 min; (95% CI: -33.16 - 13.16)) in Period 3.   

 

{INSERT TABLE 3} 

 

Emergency department discharge to home and hospital wards 

COVID-19 diagnoses at discharge from the ED increased consecutively during the three 

study periods, from 6.8% in Period 1 (95% CI 5.2% - 8.85%), to 14.8% (95% CI: 12.7 -17.1) 

in Period 2 and 19.6% (95% CI: 17.4 -21.9) in Period 3. No statistically significant changes 
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were seen for other diagnoses. Of the 2,940 participants, 1,487 (50.6%) were admitted to a 

hospital ward and 1,453 (49.4%) discharged to home. The percentage of participants that 

were discharged to home did not change notably during the study period. However, after 

introduction of RAD tests and VitaPCR, there was an increase of patients discharged to home 

from the ED for participants with either positive or negative test result at the ED or with a 

positive test before admission to the ED (Table 2). In Period 3, 47.1 % of participants with a 

“Negative test at the ED” were discharged to home, an increase from 31.8 % in Period 1 (P < 

0.001) and 40.2 % in Period 2 (P = 0.02). Similarly, 37.0% of participants with a “Positive 

test at the ED” in Period 2 and 39.9% in Period 3 were discharged to home, compared to 

28.6% in Period 1 (P = 0.65 and P = 0.11, respectively). Meanwhile, the percentage of 

hospital ward admissions of participants with “Negative test at the ED” was significantly 

reduced after introduction of the VitaPCR (Period 1: 32.7% (95 % CI: 29.5% - 36.0%); 

Period 2: 31.2% (CI 95% 28.4% - 34.1%); Period 3: 25.7% (CI 95% 23.3% - 28.3%). 

Conversely, the percentage of participants with “Positive test at the ED” of all hospital 

admissions increased from 6.4% (95% CI 4.9% - 8.3%) in Period 1, to 8.6% (95% CI 7.0% - 

10.5%) in Period 2, to 10.4% (95% 8.8% - 12.3%) in Period 3.  

 

Hospital admissions and Length-of-Stay 

We hypothesized that the total LoS for patients admitted to wards would be shortened by 

introduction of faster and more accurate testing methods that could safely exclude SARS-

CoV-2 infection at the ED. The mean LoS during the entire study period was 6.1 (SD ± 11.0) 

days (Table 3). This increased slightly during the study period from 5.0 days in Period 1, 6.0 

days in Period 2 to 6.7 days in Period 3 (P = 0.11). This increase was pronounced among 

participants that had a “Positive test before admission” to the ED for whom the mean hospital 

LoS increased from 1.4 (SD ± 3.0) days in Period 1 to 2.7 (SD ± 5.8) days in Period 2 and 5.9 
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(SD ± 34.8) (P < 0.004) days in Period 3. In contrast, there was a significant reduction in 

mean hospital LoS between the three periods for participants who had a “Negative test at the 

ED”. Introduction of the RAD test coincided with a reduction from 6.6 to 5.8 days (P = 0.27), 

and introduction of VitaPCR coincided with a further reduction to 5.1 days (Period 1 vs 

Period 3: P = 0.008; Period 2 vs Period 3: P = 0.046).  

 

Targeted admission and intrahospital transfers 

The local routine was to discharge patients with suspect or confirmed COVID-19 from the 

ED to wards with facilities for IPC until test results. Patients with symptoms compatible with 

COVID-19 were transferred to other wards if the RT-PCR test was negative. However, 

negative RAD tests were not sufficient for termination of IPC measures in cases with high 

suspicion of COVID-19 as the accuracy of the test was unsatisfactory. While the trend for 

total hospital LoS was an increase, SARS-CoV-2 negative patients had a significant 1.5-day 

reduction in LoS after introduction of both tests. Hence, we hypothesized that introduction of 

the VitaPCR would increase targeted admission of participants with “Negative test at the 

ED”.  

 

{INSERT TABLE 4} 

 

The proportion of participants that were admitted to COVID-19 wards, Mixed COVID-

19/Internal medicine wards, ICU or Other wards did not vary significantly during the study 

period (Table 4). However, introduction of the algorithms including RAD test and VitaPCR 

were associated with a significant 32.0% decline in intrahospital transfers the first 5 days 

after admission (P < 0.0001). The number of participants with a “Negative test at the ED” 

that were transferred to another ward during the first 5 days of hospital admission decreased 
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from 128 participants out of 386 (33.2%; 95% CI: 28.7% - 38.0%)) in Period 1, 122 

participants out of 510 (23.9% (95% CI: 20.4% - 27.8%)) in Period 2 to 94 participants out of 

591 (15.9% (95% CI: 13.2% - 19.1%)) in Period 3, a 52.1% reduction (Figure 2). There were 

no significant changes in intrahospital transfers between the periods for participants with 

positive tests or participants that were not tested.  

 

Similarly, participants with “Negative test at the ED”, were 57% less likely to be admitted to 

a COVID-19 ward and 81% more likely to be admitted to a targeted hospital ward after the 

introduction of both the RAD test and VitaPCR (Table 5). For participants with positive tests 

before or at the ED, or that were not tested, no significant changes were seen during the study 

period. 

 

{INSERT TABLE 5} 

 

Discussion 

In this retrospective study, we have explored the impact of the introduction of SARS-CoV-2 

RAD tests and the POC rapid RT-PCR VitaPCR on patient care during a period of high 

prevalence of SARS-CoV-2 infection. The study included 2,940 participants that visited the 

ED, who were grouped into three periods to highlight differences between the previous 

standard of care (Core laboratory RT-PCR) in Period 1, introduction of RAD test in Period 2 

and introduction of VitaPCR in Period 3. Importantly, the results reveal that the 

implementation had a significant effect on length of stay at the ED and hospital, intrahospital 

transfers first 5 days and targeted admission to wards with IPC facilities, which has 

implications for the treatment of the individual patient, patient safety, hospital infection 

control and optimal resource use. 
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Before the introduction of point-of-care rapid SARS-CoV-2 tests at the ED, patients with 

suspected COVID-19 infection were admitted to COVID-19 diagnostic and treatment wards 

with IPC facilities until results from RT-PCR became available. Patients with negative tests 

were then transferred to the most appropriate ward based on the medical need. While this 

prevented secondary cases of COVID-19, intrahospital transfers have been related to 

unfavorable events such as increased falls, medication errors, length-of-stay and hospital-

acquired infections (11, 12), as well as increased nurse and doctor work load (13). This study 

analyzed targeted admission to COVID-19 or non-COVID-19 wards directly, as well as using 

intrahospital transfers and hospital time of stay as surrogate markers of targeted admission. A 

significant improvement was seen in the outcome of all these variables that started with the 

introduction of the RAD test but was further pronounced after addition of the VitaPCR. 

Negative RAD test led to cessation of IPC at the ED and before admission to a hospital ward 

for patients without high risk of COVID-19. However, during Period 2, it was still necessary 

to exclude SARS-CoV-2 infection with RT-PCR at the core laboratory for patients with high 

risk of the infection. In contrast, in Period 3 a negative VitaPCR was sufficient for cessation 

of IPC even for patients with symptoms compatible with COVID-19. Hence targeted 

admission was possible for negative patients regardless of symptoms, leading to fewer 

intrahospital transfers, immediate initiation of appropriate therapy and shorter length-of-stay 

at the hospital. No significant effect on targeted admission variables could be seen for test 

positive participants, likely because both suspected and confirmed cases of COVID-19 were 

admitted to wards with IPC measures. In fact, hospital LoS increased substantially for 

patients with positive SARS-CoV-2 test before admission to the ED. The reason for this is 

unknown as no difference in age or in proportion that received ICU care (data n.s.) were seen 

between the periods. 
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High patient load at the ED puts increased pressure on hospital wards, which can lead to ED 

crowding and decreased patient safety (14). A key characteristic of crowding is an extended 

mean ED length-of-stay. The overall ED LoS did not substantially change during the study 

period, which is notable considering the increased number of patients in the latter periods of 

the study. Even though the proportion of COVID-19 diagnosis increased in the ED, 

participants with positive rapid tests at the ED (RAD test or VitaPCR) spent a shorter time at 

the ED than in Period 1. Similarly, it is interesting to note that discharges from the ED to 

home increased during the study period, particularly for participants that were tested for 

SARS-CoV-2 at the ED. The change was seen after introduction of the RAD tests, possibly 

because of the faster diagnostic work up that was enabled by the rapid tests. In the algorithms 

used during the study period, a positive RAD test was enough to confirm COVID-19. Hence, 

it can be expected that any change in patient care inflicted by the rapid tests for participants 

that tested positive at the ED would occur already in Period 2 (after introduction of RAD test) 

and not significantly changed after introduction of the VitaPCR. 

 

The study period is unique in that allows for interrogation of the sequential introduction of 

two rapid POC analysis methods with direct implications for IPC management of patients in 

a high endemic setting. The study site is the only ED in the area and the hospital treats all 

kinds of medical emergencies, which resulted in an unbiased adult population that is 

generalizable to similar ED’s. The study population was sufficiently large for the proposed 

analysis. The conclusions drawn here may well be applicable in other similar settings, for 

instance the need for rapid and accurate diagnostic tools for the annual influenza virus 

epidemic, which put similar demands on ED and hospital wards. Limits of the present study 

mainly relate to the retrospective study design. At the time of introduction of these diagnostic 
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methods, it was not possible, or ethically defendable, to conduct a prospective randomized 

study. 

 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, the implementation of the testing algorithm including VitaPCR enabled 

exclusion of SARS-CoV-2 infection in patients at the ED, which reduced intrahospital 

transfers, shortened the stay at hospital wards, and increased targeted admissions to an 

appropriate ward. In addition, early identification of SARS-CoV-2 infection with rapid tests 

at the ED facilitated decisions at the ED and reduced ED time-of-stay. It would be of great 

interest to further investigate the health-economic implications of these results. 
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(viii) Figure legends 

Figure 1. Algorithms for SARS-CoV-2 testing used at the Emergency Department during the 

study Period 1 (A), Period 2 (B) and Period 3 (C). During Period 1, patients with symptoms 

of COVID-19 were tested with RT-PCR and Infection prevention and control (IPC) 

precautions continued. During Period 2, a rapid antigen detection (RAD) test for SARS-CoV-

2 was added, which enabled diagnosis of SARS-CoV-2 infection or discontinuation of IPC 

precautions for patients with low risk of SARS-CoV-2 infection and negative test result. 

During Period 3, the rapid POC RT-PCR Vita-PCR was introduced, and COVID-19 specific 

IPC precautions were ended for Vita-PCR negative patients regardless of symptoms. * newly 

developed upper or lower respiratory tract symptoms, fever, nausea, diarrhoea, malaise, 

anosmia or recent close contact with a person with confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infection. ** 

anosmia, fever with unknown origin, dyspnoea with unknown origin, cough or other 

respiratory symptoms and known contact with a COVID-19 case previous 7 days. 

 

Figure 2. Intrahospital transfers first 5 days after hospital admission. Percentage of admitted 

participants that were transferred between hospital wards during the first 5 days of admission 

from the emergency department (ED). Participants that had a negative SARS-CoV-2 test at 

the ED were less likely to be transferred in Period 2 and 3, after introduction of the SARS-

CoV-2 rapid antigen detection test and VitaPCR respectively. Bar shows mean value in 

percent and bars 95 % confidence interval. ** indicate P ≤ 0.01, *** P ≤ 0.001 and **** P ≤ 

0.0001, calculated with Fisher’s exact test. 
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(ix) Tables and their captions 

Table 1. SARS-CoV-19 testing data 

 

 Period 1 (N = 781) Period 2 (N = 988) Period 3 (N = 1171) Total (N = 2940) 

n = % (95% CI) n = % (95% CI) n = % (95% CI) n = % (95% CI) 

Analysis method                 

RT-PCR 443 56.7 (53.2 - 

60.2) 

298 30.2 (27.4 - 33.1) 111 9.5 (7.9 - 11.3) 852 29.0 (27.4 - 30.6) 

RAD test 1 0.1 (0.007 - 0.7) 506 51.2 (48.1 - 54.3) 395 33.7 (31.1 - 36.5) 902 30.7 (29.0 - 32.4) 

VitaPCR 0 0.0 (0.0 - 0.5) 4 0.4 (0.2 - 1.0) 435 37.1 (34.4 - 40.0) 439 14.9 (13.7 - 16.3) 

Total 444 56.9 (53.4 - 

60.3) 

650 65.8 (62.8 - 68.7) 772 65.9 (63.2 - 68.6) 1866 63.5 (61.7 - 65.2) 

Participants 

tested with 

multiple 

methods 

                

Antigen and RT-

PCR 

0 0.0 (0.0 - 0.5) 152 15.4 (13.3 - 17.8) 34 2.9 (2.1 - 4.0) 186 6.3 (5.5 - 7.3) 

Antigen and Vita-

PCR 

0 0.0 (0.0 - 0.5) 0 0.0 (0.0 - 0.4) 75 6.4 (5.1 - 8.0) 75 2.6 (2.0 - 3.2) 

VitaPCR and RT-

PCR 

0 0.0 (0.0 - 0.5) 2 0.2 (0.04 - 0.7) 44 3.8 (2.8 - 5.0) 46 1.6 (1.2 - 2.1) 

RAD, VitaPCR 

and RT-PCR 

0 0.0 (0.0 - 0.5) 2 0.2 (0.04 - 0.7) 9 0.8 (0.4 - 1.5) 11 0.4 (0.2 - 0.7) 

 

Table 1 Caption 

SARS-CoV-2 analysis methods used at the Emergency department. The use of Real-time 

polymerase chain reaction (RT-PCR) at the core laboratory decreased significantly between 

each study period as the point of care rapid antigen detection (RAD) test and point of care 

rapid RT-PCR VitaPCR were introduced in Period 2 and 3 respectively. Number of tests are 
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presented with percentages (%) of total participants in each period and 95% confidence 

intervals (CI). 
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Table 2. Participant characteristics at the ED 

 

 

 

Period 1 (N = 781) Period 2 (N = 988) Period 3 (N = 1171) P -

value 

Total (N = 2940) 

n = % (95% 

CI) 

n = % (95% 

CI) 

n = % (95% 

CI) 

  n = % (95 % 

CI) 

Demographic data 

of study 

participants 

                  

Age (mean (±SD)) 61 

(±22) 

  66 

(±18) 

  61 

(±20) 

  P = 

0.04 

61 

(±21) 

  

Female sex 417 46.6 (43.1 

- 50.1) 

489 50.5 (47.4 

- 53.6) 

591 49.5 (46.6 

- 52.3) 

P = 

0.27 

1497 50.9 (49.1 

- 52.7) 

SARS-CoV-2 test 

results 

                  

Positive test at the 

ED 

70 9.0 (7.2 - 

11.2) 

135 13.7 (11.7 

- 15.9) 

203 17.3 (15.3 

- 19.6) 

  408 13.9 (12.7 

- 15.2) 

Negative test at the 

ED 

374 47.9 (44.4 

- 51.4) 

515 52.1 (49.0 

- 55.2) 

569 48.6 (45.7 

- 51.5) 

 1458 49.6 (47.8 

- 51.4) 

Positive test before 

admission 

92 11.8 (9.7 - 

14.2) 

193 19.5 (17.2 

- 22.1) 

283 24.2 (21.8 

- 26.7) 

 568 19.3 (17.9 

- 20.8) 

Not tested 245 31.4 (28.2 

- 34.7) 

145 14.7 (12.6 

- 17.0) 

116 9.9 (8.3 - 

11.8) 

  506 17.2 (15.9 

- 18.6) 

ICD-10 Diagnosis at 

discharge from ED 

                  

Covid-19 53 6.8 (5.2 –

8.85) 

146 14.8 (12.7 

–17.1) 

229 19.6 (17.4 

–21.9) 

  428 14.6 (13.3 

- 15.9) 

Respiratory 

symptoms 

109 14.0 (11.7 

- 16.6) 

163 16.5 (14.3 

- 18.9) 

143 12.2 (10.5 

- 14.2) 

 415 14.1 (12.9 

- 15.4) 

Other infection 103 13.3 (11.0 

- 15.7) 

107 10.8 (9.0 –

12. 9) 

106 9.1 (7.5 - 

10.8) 

 316 10.7 (9.7 - 

11.9) 

Chest pain or heart 

disease 

95 12.2 (10.1 

- 14.6) 

95 9.6 (7.9 - 

11.6) 

107 9.1 (7.6 - 

10.9) 

 297 10.1 (9.1 - 

11.2) 

Abdominal pain or GI 

symptoms 

93 11.9 (9.8 - 

14.4) 

78 7.9 (6.4 - 

9.7) 

102 8.7 (7.2 - 

10.5) 

 273 9.3 (8.3 - 

10.4) 

Other Internal 58 7.4 (5.8 - 54 5.5 (4.2 - 78 6.77 (5.4 -  190 6.5 (5.6 - 
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Medicine 9.5) 7.1) 8.2) 7.4) 

Neurological deficit 

or symptoms 

53 6.4 (5.2 - 

8.8) 

48 4.9 (3.7 - 

6.4) 

59 5.0 (3.9 - 

6.4) 

 160 5.4 (4.7 - 

6.3) 

Other respiratory 

tract infection 

35 4.5 (3.2 - 

6.2) 

30 3.0 (2.1 -

4.3) 

41 3.5 (2.6 - 

4.7) 

 106 3.6 (3.0 - 

4.3) 

Trauma 25 3.2 (2.2 - 

4.7) 

34 3.4 (2.5 - 

4.8) 

29 2.5 (1.7 - 

3.5) 

 88 3.0 (2.4 - 

3.7) 

Other Orthopedic 

diagnose 

20 2.6 (1.7 - 

3.9) 

16 1.6 (1.0 -

2.6) 

34 2.9 (2.1 - 

4.0) 

 70 2.4 (1.9 - 

3.0) 

Other surgery or 

urology 

20 2.6 (1.7 - 

3.9) 

10 1.0 (1.9 -

0.6) 

17 1.5 (0.9 - 

2.3) 

 47 1.6 (1.2 - 

2.1) 

No diagnosis 91 11.7 (9.6 - 

14.1) 

173 17.5 (15.3 

- 20.0) 

180 15.4 (13.4 

- 17.6) 

 444 15.1 (13.9 

- 16.4) 

Other 26 3.3 (2.3 - 

4.8) 

34 3.4 (2.5 - 

4.8) 

46 3.9 (3.0 - 

5.2) 

  106 3.6 (3.0 - 

4.3) 

Discharge from ED                   

Discharge to home 

from ED, total 

395 50.6 (47.1 

- 54.1) 

478 48.4 (45.3 

- 51.5) 

580 49.5 (46.7 

- 52.4) 

  1453 49.4 (47.6 

- 51.2) 

Positive test at the 

ED 

20 2.6 (1.7 - 

3.9) 

50 5.1 (3.9 - 

6.6) 

81 6.9 (5.6 - 

8.5) 

 151 5.1 (4.4 - 

6.0) 

Negative test at the 

ED 

119 15.2 (12.9 

- 17.9) 

207 21.0 (18.5 

- 23.6) 

268 22.9 (20.6 

- 25.4) 

 594 20.2 (18.8 

- 21.7) 

Positive test before 

admission 

51 6.5 (5.0 - 

8.5) 

104 10.5 (8.8 - 

12.6) 

136 11.6 (9.9 - 

13.6) 

 291 9.9 (8.9 - 

11.0) 

Not tested 205 26.2 (23.3 

- 29.4) 

117 11.8 (10.0 

- 14.0) 

95 8.1 (6.7 - 

9.8) 

 417 14.2 (13.0 

- 15.5) 

Hospital admissions, 

total 

386 49.4 (45.9 

- 52.9) 

510 51.6 (48.5 

- 54.7) 

591 50.5 (47.6 

- 53.3) 

  1487 50.6 (48.8 

- 52.4) 

Positive test at the 

ED 

50 6.4 (4.9 - 

8.3) 

85 8.6 (7.0 - 

10.5) 

122 10.4 (8.8 - 

12.3) 

 257 8.7 (7.8 - 

9.8) 

Negative test at the 

ED 

255 32.7 (29.5 

- 36.0) 

308 31.2 (28.4 

- 34.1) 

301 25.7 (23.3 

- 28.3) 

 864 29.4 (27.8 

- 31.1) 

Positive test before 

admission 

41 5.2 (3.9 - 

7.0) 

89 9.0 (7.4 - 

11.0) 

147 12.6 (10.8 

- 14.6) 

 277 9.4 (8.4 - 

10.5) 

Not tested 40 5.1 (3.8 - 

6.9) 

28 3.6 (2.5 - 

5.1) 

21 1.8 (1.2 - 

2.7) 

  89 3.0 (2.5 - 

3.7) 
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ICD-10 diagnosis, 

death at ED or 

hospital ward 

                  

Covid-19 13 1.7 (1.0 - 

2.8) 

29 2.9 (2.1 - 

4.2) 

58 5.0 (3.9 - 

6.3) 

 100 3.4 (2.8 - 

4.1) 

Other infection 3 0.4 (0.1 - 

1.1) 

11 1.1 (0.6 - 

2.0) 

11 0.9 (0.5 - 

1.7) 

 25 0.9 (0.6 - 

1.3) 

Cardiovascular 

disease 

15 1.9 (1.2 - 

3.1) 

6 0.6 (0.3 - 

1.3) 

17 1.5 (0.9 - 

2.3) 

 38 1.3 (0.9 - 

1.8) 

Neurological disease 7 0.9 (0.4 - 

1.8) 

2 0.2 (0.04 - 

0.7) 

9 0.8 (0.4 - 

1.5) 

 18 0.6 (0.4 - 

1.0) 

Malignancy 3 0.4 (0.1 - 

1.1) 

5 0.5 (0.2 - 

1.2) 

3 0.3 (0.1 - 

0.8) 

 11 0.4 (0.2 - 

0.7) 

Other 3 0.4 (0.1 - 

1.1) 

8 0.8 (0.4 - 

1.6) 

1 0.1 (0.004 

- 0.5) 

  12 0.4 (0.2 - 

0.7) 

Hospital deaths, total 44 5.6 (4.2 - 

7.5) 

61 6.2 (4.8 - 

7.9) 

99 8.5 (7.0 - 

10.2) 

  204 6.9 (6.1 - 

7.9) 

 

Table 2 caption 

Characteristics of all study participants at the Emergency Department (ED). The percentage 

of participants with positive SARS-CoV-2 tests taken at the ED or before admission to the 

ED increased during the study period. ICD-10 diagnoses were grouped into compound 

variables (described in detail in Supplemental figure 1). COVID-19 diagnose increased, but 

no changes could be seen for other diagnoses. Total number of participants in each period 

(N=) and in each subgroup (n=) are presented with percentage of N= and 95% confidence 

interval (CI), or mean value with standard deviation (SD), as indicated. P-values calculated 

by One-Way-ANOVA with Tukey’s multiple comparison tests. 
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Table 3, Length of Stay 

 Period 1 (N = 

781) 

Period 2 (N = 

988) 

Period 3 (N = 

1171) 

P -value Total (N = 2940) 

ED Length of Stay 

(min (±SD)) 

          

All study participants 

(mean (±SD)) 

383 (±263) 377 (±271) 363 (±263) P = 0.22 374 (±269) 

Positive test at the 

ED 

393 (±237) 365 (±209) 350 (±225) P = 0.0002 362 (±222) 

Negative test at the 

ED 

430 (±276) 442 (±307) 423 (±278) P = 0.31 431 (±288) 

Positive test before 

admission 

296 (±219) 313 (±201)  297 (±228) P = 0.15 302 (±218) 

Not tested 345 (±251) 243 (±183) 253 (±247) P < 0.0001 295 (±237) 

      

Hospital Length of 

Stay (mean days 

(±SD)) 

Period 1 (N = 

386) 

Period 2 (N = 

510) 

Period 3 (N = 

591) 

P - value Total (N =1487) 

Positive test at the 

ED 

8.5 (± 7.4) 9.3 (± 9.1) 8.0 (± 11) P = 0.08 8.6 (± 11.0) 

Negative test at the 

ED 

6.6 (± 8.2) 5.8 (± 6.9) 5.1 (± 8) P = 0.01 5.6 (± 8) 

Positive test before 

admission 

1.4 (± 3.0) 2.7 (± 5.8) 5.9 (± 34.8) P =0.004 3.0 (± 17.3) 

Not tested 8.2 (± 29.1) 6.1 (± 12.5) 5.8 (± 9.2) P = 0.09 6.7 (± 12.7) 

All participants 5.0 (± 11.9) 6.0 (± 8.8) 6.7 (± 14.7) P = 0.1 6.1 (± 12.2) 

 

Table 3 caption 

Length of stay (LoS) in each study period at the Emergency department (ED) and total 

hospital stay. Numbers indicate mean minutes and standard deviation (SD) for the ED and 

mean days and SD for hospital LoS. P-value calculated by Fisher’s exact test.  
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Table 4 Descriptive and outcome data at hospital wards 

 Period 1 (N = 386) Period 2 (N = 510) Period 3 (N = 591) Total (N =1487) 

n = % (95% CI) n = % (95% CI) n = % (95% CI) n = % (95 % CI) 

Admissions to 

ward 

         

Covid-19 ward 166 43 (38.2 - 

48) 

229 44.9 (40.6 - 

49.2) 

274 46.4 (42.4 - 

50.4) 

669 45 (42.5 - 47.5) 

Mixed Covid-

19/Internal Medicine 

ward 

86 22.3 (18.4 - 

26.7) 

91 17.8 (14.8 - 

21.4) 

98 16.6 (13.8 - 

19.8) 

275 18.5 (29.8 - 34.6) 

ICU 10 2.6 (1.4 - 

4.7) 

7 1.4 (0.7 - 

2.8) 

6 1 (0.5 - 2.2) 23 1.5 (1 - 2.3) 

Other 115 29.8 (25.4 - 

34.5) 

166 32.5 (28.6 - 

36.7) 

197 33.3 (29.7 - 

37.2) 

478 32.1 (29.8 - 34.6) 

Missing data 9 2.3 (1.2 - 

4.4) 

17 3.3 (2.1 - 

5.3) 

16 2.7 (1.7 - 4.4) 42 2.8 (2.1 - 3.8) 

Total 386 100.0 (99.0 - 

100.0) 

510 100.0 (99.3 - 

100.0) 

591 100.0 (99.4 - 

100.0) 

1487 100.0 (99.7 - 100.0) 

Intrahospital 

transfers first 5 

days 

                

Positive test at the 

ED 

35 9.1 (6.6 - 

12.3) 

45 8.8 (6.7 - 

11.6) 

55 9.3 (7.2 - 11.9) 135 9.1 (7.7 - 10.6) 

Negative test at the 

ED 

128 33.2 (28.7 - 

38.0) 

122 23.9 (20.4 - 

27.8) 

94 15.9 (13.2 - 

19.1) 

344 23.1 (21.1 - 25.3) 

Positive test before 

admission 

25 6.5 (4.4 - 

9.4) 

27 5.3 (3.7 - 

7.6) 

49 8.3 (6.3 - 10.8) 101 6.8 (5.6 - 8.2) 

Not tested 3 0.8 (0.2 - 

2.3) 

11 2.2 (1.2 - 

3.8) 

3 0.5 (0.1 - 1.5) 17 1.1 (0.7 - 1.8) 

Total 191 50.0 (45.0 - 

55.0) 

205 40.2 (36.0 - 

44.5) 

201 34.0 (30.3 - 

37.9) 

597 40.1 (37.7 - 42.7) 

ICD-10 Diagnosis 

on discharge 

                

Covid-19 81 21.0 (17.2 - 

25.3) 

161 31.5 (27.6 - 

35.7) 

241 40.8 (37.0 - 

44.9) 

298 32.5 (30.1 - 34.9) 

Other infection 80 20.7 (25.0 - 

25.0) 

80 15.7 (12.8 - 

19.1) 

56 9.5 (7.4 - 12.1) 208 14.5 (12.8 - 16.4) 
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Chest pain or heart 

disease 

43 11.1 (8.4 - 

14.7) 

52 10.2 (7.8 - 

13.1) 

48 8.1 (6.2 - 10.6) 144 9.6 (8.2 - 11.2) 

Other respiratory 

tract infection 

38 9.8 (7.3 - 

13.2) 

50 9.8 (7.5 - 

12.7) 

49 8.3 (6.3 - 10.8) 136 9.2 (7.8 - 10.8) 

Surgery or Urology 33 8.5 (6.2 - 

11.8) 

31 6.1 (4.3 - 

8.5) 

48 8.1 (6.2 - 10.6) 102 7.5 (6.3 - 9.0) 

Other Internal 

Medicine 

31 8.0 (5.7 - 

11.2) 

29 5.7 (4.0 - 

8.0) 

38 6.4 (4.7 - 8.7) 93 6.6 (5.4 - 8.0) 

Neurological deficit 

or symptoms 

25 6.5 (4.4 - 

9.4) 

28 5.5 (3.8 - 

7.8) 

33 5.6 (4.0 - 7.8) 75 5.8 (4.7 - 7.1) 

Respiratory 

symptoms 

15 3.9 (2.4 - 

6.3) 

23 4.5 (3.0 - 

6.7) 

22 3.7 (2.5 - 5.6) 52 4.0 (3.1 - 5.2) 

Malignancy 15 3.9 (2.4 - 

6.3) 

12 2.3 (1.3 - 

4.1) 

14 2.4 (1.4 - 3.9) 38 2.8 (2.0 - 3.7) 

Trauma 7 1.8 (0.9 - 

3.7) 

13 2.5 (1.5 - 

4.3) 

11 1.9 (1.0 - 3.3) 26 2.1 (1.5 - 2.9) 

Abdominal pain and 

GI symptoms 

6 1.6 (0.7 - 

3.3) 

9 1.8 (0.9 - 

3.3) 

6 1.0 (0.5 - 2.2) 17 1.4 (0.9 - 2.1) 

Other Orthopedic 

diagnose 

0 0.0 (1 - 0.0) 1 0.2 (0.01 - 

1.1) 

2 0.3 (0.1 - 1.2) 13 0.2 (0.1 - 0.6) 

No diagnosis 9 2.3 (1.2 - 

4.4) 

11 2.2 (1.2 - 

3.8) 

12 2.0 (1.2 - 3.5) 30 2.2 (1.5 - 3.0) 

Other 3 0.8 (0.2 - 

2.3) 

11 2.2 (1.2 - 

3.8) 

10 1.7 (0.9 - 3.1) 14 1.6 (1.1 - 2.4) 

 

 

Table 4 caption 

The proportion of participants that were admitted different types of wards remained stable 

throughout the study period. Intrahospital transfers between wards the first 5 days after 

admission from the Emergency Department (ED) decreased after introduction of SARS-CoV-

2 rapid antigen detection test (Period 2) and further with the introduction of the point of care 

rapid RT-PCR VitaPCR (Period 3). Hospital length of stay from admission at the ED to 

discharge to home from the hospital ward increased, particularly for patients with positive 
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test before admission to the ED. Conversely, negative test at the ED coincided with a shorter 

length of stay in the latter two periods. Total number of participants in each period (N=) and 

in each subgroup (n=) are presented with percentage of N= and 95% confidence interval (CI), 

or mean value with standard deviation (SD), as indicated. P-values calculated by One-Way-

ANOVA with Tukey’s multiple comparison tests. 

 

Table 5 Targeted admissions 

 Period 1  Period 2  Period 3  Total  

n = % (95% CI) n = % (95% CI) n = % (95% CI) n = % (95% CI) 

Positive test at the ED 

(N = 257) 

                

All admissions 50 100 (92.9 - 

100.0) 

85 100 (95.7 - 

100.0) 

12

2 

100 (96.9 - 

100.0) 

25

7 

100 (98.5 - 

100.0) 

Covid-19 ward 41 82.0 (69.2 - 

90.2) 

62 72.9 (62.7 - 

81.2) 

10

1 

82.8 (75.1 - 

88.5) 

20

4 

79.4 (74.0 - 

83.9) 

Mixed Covid-19/Internal 

Medicine ward 

6 12.0 (5.6 - 

23.8) 

17 20.0 (12.9 - 

29.7) 

17 13.9 (8.9 - 

21.2) 

40 15.6 (11.6 - 

20.5) 

ICU 1 2.0 (0.1 - 10.5) 2 2.4 (0.4 - 8.2) 1 0.8 (0.04 - 4.5) 4 1.6 (0.6 - 3.9) 

Other 2 4.0 (0.7 - 13.5) 2 2.4 (0.4 - 8.2) 1 0.8 (0.04 - 4.5) 5 1.9 (0.8 - 4.5) 

Missing data 0 0.0 (0.0 - 7.7) 2 2.4 (0.4 - 8.2) 2 1.6 (0.29 - 5.8) 4 1.6 (0.6 - 3.9) 

Negative test at the ED 

(N = 864) 

                

All admissions 25

5 

100 (98.5 - 

100.0) 

30

8 

100 (98.8 - 

100.0) 

30

1 

100 (98.7 - 

100.0) 

86

4 

100 (99.6 - 

100.0) 

Covid-19 ward 88 34.5 (28.9 - 

40.5) 

91 29.5 (24.7 - 

34.9) 

44 14.7 (11.1 - 

19.1) 

22

3 

25.8 (23 - 28.9) 

Mixed Covid-19/Internal 

Medicine ward 

68 26.7 (21.6 - 

32.4) 

57  18.5 (14.6 - 

23.2) 

63 21.0 (16.8 - 

26.0) 

18

8 

21.8 (19.2 - 

24.7) 

ICU 9 3.5 (1.9 - 6.6) 4 1.3 (0.5 - 3.3) 5 1.7 (0.7 - 3.8) 18 2.1 (1.3 - 3.3) 

Other 84 32.9 (27.5 - 

38.9) 

14

4 

46.8 (41.3 - 

52.3) 

18

0 

59.8 (54.2 - 

65.2) 

40

8 

47.2 (43.9 - 

50.6) 

Missing data 6 2.4 (1.1 - 5) 12 3.9 (2.2 - 6.7) 9 3.0 (1.6 - 5.6) 27 3.1 (2.2 - 4.5) 

Positive test before 

admission (N = 277) 

                

 . 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)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 31, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.29.21268501doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.29.21268501
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


29 
 

All admissions 41 100.0 (91.4 - 

100.0) 

89 100.0 (95.9 - 

100.0) 

14

7 

100.0 (97.5 - 

100.0) 

27

7 

 100.0 (98.6 - 

100.0) 

Covid-19 ward 35 85.4 (71.6 - 

93.1) 

73 82.0 (72.8 - 

88.6) 

12

8 

87.1 (80.7 - 

91.6) 

23

6 

85.2 (80.5 - 

88.9) 

Mixed Covid-19/Internal 

Medicine ward 

4 9.8 (3.9 - 22.5) 12 13.5 (7.9 - 

22.1) 

13 8.8 (5.2 - 14.5) 29 10.5 (7.4 - 

14.6) 

ICU 0 0.0 (0.0 - 8.6) 0 0.0 (0.0 - 4.1) 0 0.0 (0.0 - 2.5) 0 0.0 (0.0 - 1.4) 

Other 1 2.4 (0.1 - 12.6) 2 2.2 (0.4 - 7.8) 2 1.4 (0.2 - 4.8) 5 1.8 (0.8 - 4.2) 

Missing data 1 2.4 (0.1 - 12.6) 2 2.2 (0.4 - 7.8) 4 2.7 (1.1 - 6.8) 7 2.5 (1.2 - 5.1) 

Not tested (N = 89)                 

All admissions 40 100 (91.2 - 

100.0) 

28 100 (87.9 - 

100.0) 

21 100 (84.5 - 

100.0) 

89 100 (95.9 - 

100.0) 

Covid-19 ward 2 5.0 (0.9 - 16.5) 3 10.7 (3.7 - 

27.2) 

1 4.8 (0.2 - 22.7) 6 6.7 (3.1 - 13.9) 

Mixed Covid-19/Internal 

Medicine ward 

8 20.0 (10.5 - 

34.8) 

5 17.9 (35.6 - 

7.9) 

5 23.8 (10.6 - 

45.1) 

18 20.2 (13.2 - 

29.7) 

ICU 0 0.0 (0.0 - 8.8) 1 3.6 (0.2 - 17.7) 0 0.0 (0.0 - 15.5) 1 1.1 (0.1 - 6.1) 

Other 28 70.0 (54.6 - 

81.9) 

18 64.3 (45.8 - 

79.3) 

14 66.7 (45.4 - 

82.8) 

60 67.4 (57.1 - 

76.3) 

Missing data 2 5.0 (0.9 - 16.5) 1 3.6 (0.2 - 17.7) 1 4.8 (0.2 - 22.7) 4 4.5 (1.8 - 11.0) 

 

Table 5 caption 

Targeted admission of patients with positive test or suspect SARS-CoV-2 infection to a 

COVID-19 ward or other ward with infection prevention control (IPC) facilities did not 

change by the introduction of rapid point of care tests (Period 2: Rapid antigen detection test; 

Period 3: rapid RT-PCR VitaPCR) at the Emergency Department (ED). However, test-

negative patients were increasingly admitted to appropriate specialized hospital wards 

(“Other”) during Period 2 and 3. Total number of participants in each period (N=) and in each 

subgroup (n=) are presented with percentage of N= and 95% confidence interval (CI). 
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