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Abstract

Background

To rapidly characterize COVID-19 epidemiology, humerous population-based studies have been
undertaken to model the risk of SARS-CoV-2 infection. Less is known about what may drive the
probability to undergo testing. Understanding how much testing is driven by contextual or
individual conditions provides the basis for unbiased representation of testing figures and

shaping of public health interventions and resource allocation.

Methods

In the Val Venosta/Vinschgau district (South Tyrol, Italy), we conducted a population-
representative longitudinal study on 697 individuals who completed 4,512 repeated online
guestionnaires at four week intervals between September 2020 and May 2021. Mixed-effects
logistic regression models were fitted to investigate associations between self-reported SARS-
CoV-2 testing and both individual characteristics (social, demographic, and biological) and

contextual determinants.

Results

Testing was associated with month of reporting, reflecting the timing of both the pandemic
intensity and public health interventions, COVID-19-related symptoms (odds ratio, OR:8.26;
95% confidence interval, CIl:6.04-11.31), contacts with infected individuals within home
(OR:7.47, 95%CI:3.81-14.62) or outside home (OR:9.87, 95%CI.5.78-16.85), and being retired
(OR:0.50, 95%CI:0.34-0.73). Within- and outside-home contacts were the leading determinants
in the first and second half of the period, respectively, possibly reflecting later relaxation of
social-distancing measures. Testing was not associated with age, sex, education, comorbidities,

or lifestyle factors.

Conclusions

In the study area, contextual determinants reflecting the course of the pandemic were
predominant compared to individual sociodemographic characteristics in explaining the SARS-
CoV-2 probability testing. Decision makers should evaluate whether the intended target groups

were correctly prioritized by the testing campaign.
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Evidence before this study

Since the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic, characterizing the epidemiological landscape
of SARS-CoV-2 infections was an urgent need. Numerous population-based studies were
undertaken to quantify infection risk. However, while such quantification critically depends on
the availability and accessibility of swab tests, studies assessing SARS-CoV-2 nasopharyngeal
swab-testing probability at population level are lacking. A PubMed search for “COVID-19” or
“SARS-CoV-2” and “testing” and “probability” or “determinants”, conducted on November 30,
2021, identified few, mostly non-European cross-sectional studies revealing that access to
COVID-19 testing can be associated with deprivation, ethnicity, and age. A comprehensive
assessment of how much testing might be driven by contextual rather than personal conditions
is currently missing. This appears to be particularly relevant since, during the pandemic, the
personal conduct of citizens, which depends on biological, social and cultural factors, seems to
have played a role in various circumstances such as willingness to be tested or to be
vaccinated. We addressed this question by investigating data from the CHRIS COVID-19 study,
a rural population-based study that collected information on SARS-CoV-2 testing as well as
biological, sociodemographic, lifestyle-related, and medical conditions from each participant

longitudinally between September 2020 and May 2021.

Added value of this study

In the studied region, which is ethnically and culturally more homogeneous than most other
study contexts, contextual determinants reflecting the course of the pandemic and individual
sociodemographic characteristics were assessed as determinants for undergoing testing. The
only factors suggested to be associated with SARS-CoV-2 testing were the time period,
presence of symptoms, and contacts with infected or symptomatic individuals within- and
outside-home. The time period reflects the temporal evolution of the pandemic and mitigation
policies. Contacts with other individuals reflect the social context, with stronger association
found for within-home contact earlier in the period, when infection rates were higher and
restrictions on social contact more rigid, and for outside-home contact later. When these factors
were accounted for, no personal characteristic was associated with the probability to undergo a
swab test, except being retired, which was associated with a lower probability of getting tested,

probably because of the greater isolation of this group.
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Implications of all the available evidence

The study shows that, in this area, individuals largely followed the general recommendations for
undertaking a test when they had symptoms and contacts with infected individuals. The study
also implicates that citizens undertook SARS-CoV-2 testing regardless of their personal
demographic, economic, cultural and medical condition. This could be reassuring to the
healthcare system in terms of social equity. On the other hand, decision makers should evaluate
whether the specific target groups, such as individuals with higher risk to develop severe
COVID-19 disease, were correctly prioritized by the testing campaign, especially during the
acute phase of the pandemic. Further research is needed to investigate additional reasons
potentially related to SARS-CoV-2 testing, such as information about testing center accessibility

or limited laboratory resources.
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Introduction

The coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) presents an urgent threat to global health,
with more than 320 million affected individuals and more than 5 million global deaths as of
January 2022(1). Population-based studies are central to assess incidence and identify
determinants of infection(2—4), disease severity, and mortality(5-9).

Although many such studies have been conducted, few have had a joint focus on
contextual and individual determinants of SARS-CoV-2 testing, despite evidence that personal
characteristics can impact health behaviors. For instance, healthcare workers had a higher risk
of SARS-CoV-2 infection compared to the general population, but they were also periodically
tested to minimize the spread of infection among hospitalized individuals(10). In some contexts,
differential access to SARS-CoV-2 testing by level of education and income has been
observed(11,12). Many other individual determinants of testing are currently unexplored. For
instance, females exhibit generally more health-prone behaviors than males(13), and evidence
from observational studies suggest an association between SARS-CoV-2 infection incidence
and sex(2,3,14,15). Whether this association is mainly biological in nature(16) or also driven by
behaviours that differ by sex is an open question. Similar reasoning applies to other
determinants already associated with SARS-CoV-2 infection, whether biological such as
age(17) or sociocultural such as educational level, employment(10), lifestyle, and income(2).
Other contextual determinants of testing may include temporal variability of testing capacity and
resources availability, which depend not only on healthcare system organisation but also on the
pandemic evolution.

We studied the case of the Val Venosta/Vinschgau district in South Tyrol (Italy) between
September 2020 and May 2021. During the first pandemic wave and until the end of summer
2020, the district was nearly free of SARS-CoV-2 infections. With the start of the school season
and the advent of autumn, there was a rapid increase of infections. By the end of October, a
number of municipalities were defined as red zones in which testing was being stepped up to
track and contain infections(18). Following an explosive increase in infections, South Tyrol
conducted mass testing using rapid antigen tests, involving 70% of the whole population
between November, 18" and 25" 2020(19). Meanwhile, the availability of rapid nasal tests in
pharmacies and healthcare facilities became widespread, with a substantial increase in the
effective testing capacity and easier access to testing for the population. At the beginning of
2021, the vaccination campaign began, starting with the most exposed and vulnerable
population groups. In February and March there was a new wave of infections and

hospitalisations, with a reduction of infections by late spring.
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Understanding to which extent COVID-19 testing probability may be driven by general or
personal conditions is key not only to obtain unbiased epidemiological estimates but, most
importantly, to evaluate public health interventions and resource allocation. To assess this
guestion we exploited data collected in the context of a longitudinal population-based study on
COVID-19 conducted in this rural Alpine region and characterized by repeated surveys to study
participants every four weeks for the entire duration of the study(20). Individual determinants
comprised biological, health, behavioral, cultural, and socio-economic aspects. The pandemic
pattern was captured by the period of participation. Results for the probability of SARS-CoV-2
testing are presented according to the relative contribution of both the epidemic pattern and

individual characteristics.

Material and Methods

Study design

The CHRIS COVID-19 study(20), a longitudinal study embedded within the Cooperative
Health Research In South Tyrol (CHRIS) study(21), was established on July 13, 2020 to assess
the determinants of SARS-CoV-2 infection and COVID-19 disease. From all the 13,393 CHRIS
participants, 1,812 individuals were randomly selected to represent the general adult population
of the Val Venosta/Vinschgau district, based on age and sex distribution(20). By August 28,
2020, all selected individuals were invited to a baseline assessment consisting of a Roche
Elecsys® Anti-SARS-CoV-2 assay serum antibody (SAb) test, a swab real time polymerase
chain reaction (PCR) test, and a screening questionnaire. This baseline questionnaire referred
to the period from February 1, 2020 until the participation date and included questions on
sociodemographic and dwelling information, lifestyle, regular medication, past and current
health status, and a section dedicated to SARS-CoV-2 infection: previous diagnosis, symptoms,
within- or outside-home contacts with infected or symptomatic individuals, and vaccination.

Follow-up of those with negative baseline tests was conducted by administering a
streamlined online questionnaire every 4 weeks for one year, limited to SARS-CoV-2 relevant
information and incident events, including symptoms, testing, infection, vaccination, and recent
contacts at risk. Participants reporting a positive a naso/oropharyngeal swab test as PCR,
antigen test or saliva swab test (hereafter: ‘testing’) or serological test or a contact with a
positive individual since the last interview were invited to the study center for PCR and SAb

testing. If positive to any of the tests at the study center, the participant was excluded by design
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from further follow-up survey questionnaires as they were involved in a separate longitudinal
evaluation of antibody response. If negative to both tests, the participant was considered still
susceptible to infection and eligible for the follow-up questionnaires every four weeks (Figure
1).

Of 845 baseline participants, 9 tested positive at baseline and 138 dropped out of the
study by not replying to further questionnaires. One further individual and 21 questionnaire
responses overall were also removed to prevent possible overlapping of a reported positive
swab test in the questionnaire with the test performed at the study center. This left 697
individuals and 4,512 follow-up questionnaires available for analysis.

The study was approved by the Ethics Committee of the Healthcare System of the
Autonomous Province of Bolzano/Bozen (deliberation number 53-2020). All participants

provided informed consent.

Primary endpoint

Our primary interest was on the probability to have undergone a nasopharyngeal swab
for SARS-CoV-2 testing, based on the question “Have you had a naso/oropharyngeal swab for
the novel coronavirus infection since the date of the last questionnaire?” included in all follow-up

guestionnaires.

Study variables

The probability of undergoing a swab test was assessed against characteristics collected
in baseline and follow-up questionnaires: a) biological characteristics: age, sex, and body mass
index (BMI); b) any pre-existing pathologies (more details in the Supplementary Material); c)
lifestyle determinants: smoking status; d) socio-demographic characteristics: educational
gualification, main occupation, and crowding index (ratio between number of cohabitants and
number of rooms in the house as a measure of household living conditions); e) information
reflecting individual symptomatology, close contacts with infected or symptomatic individuals
defined as permanence within the same indoor environment for at least 15 minutes at a
distance of less than 2 meters without protection or direct physical contact with another person,
and SARS-CoV-2 vaccination status(20).

The month when each follow-up questionnaire was completed was used as a proxy for
the local context, including dynamic policies to address the spread of infection and the

progression of the pandemic, among other unmeasured determinants. Details about all
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characteristics considered for the analyses are reported in the Supplementary Material and

elsewhere(20).

Statistical analysis

Mixed-effect logistic regression models were fitted to investigate the association
between probability to undergo testing and several determinants. The individual was considered
as a random effect to account for variability within and between individuals over repeated
measures. Potential selection bias was corrected through relative sample weighting(22). To
assess the effect of each determinant, we fitted minimally adjusted models, where each
determinant was included in turn while adjusting for month at follow-up, age and sex, and a fully
adjusted model, where all determinants were included together. Both models were also fitted
stratifying by early and late study periods (September-December 2020; January-May 2021) to
account for the introduction of vaccinations on December 27", 2020, and the potential changes
in social and business restrictions(18).

We fitted models to separate the relative contribution of each block of determinants,
which sequentially included: 1) the month of participation; 2) individual biological characteristics
(age, sex, BMI) and pathologies; 3) lifestyle (smoking) and socio-demographic characteristics
(educational qualification, main activity, and crowding index); 4) individual symptomatology; 5)
information about close contacts with infected or symptomatic individuals inside and outside
home; 6) and vaccination status. The proportion of variance explained by separate blocks was
estimated by the marginal R-squared statistic(23).

Marginalized coefficients and the corresponding standard errors were estimated using
Monte Carlo iterations over the random effects with 1000 samples repeated 50 times(24).
Despite a small amount of missing data overall (maximum 5.6%), missing values were multiply
imputed using chained equations (MICE) to avoid loss of information due to case-wise deletion
using a two-stage approach (see Supplementary Material)(25,26). All analyses were

performed using the R software package version 4.0.5(27).

Results

Study participants had a median age of 50 years (range: 19, 93), 48.6% were females,
3.5% were healthcare workers, and 49.9% declared at least one pathology (Table 1). The
number of self-reported SARS-CoV-2 tests during the study period was 1,136 (median number
of test per capita 1, range 0, 7). A number of 128 tests were reported positive by 102

individuals. The percentage of the study sample self-reporting SARS-CoV-2 testing varied
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between 6.6% in October and 58.0% in December (Figure 2). The percentage of those
reporting within-home contacts varied between 0.2% (September) and 6.1% (December), and
between 0.4% (September) and 11.0% (November) for outside-home contacts (Table 2).

The minimally adjusted models applied to the whole period (September 2020 - May
2021) showed that the determinants most associated with the probability of undergoing a
SARS-CoV-2 test were: close contacts with infected individuals within home (odds ratio, OR,
22.71; 95% confidence interval, Cl, 13.11-39.12) and outside home (OR:13.47, 95%CI:9.28—
19.55); close contacts with symptomatic individuals within home (OR:10.84, 95%CI:7.10-16.97)
and outside home (OR:8.56, 95%CI:5.39-13.61); presence of COVID-19-related symptoms
(OR:12.41,95%CI:9.42-16.35); month of reporting (e.g., December vs. September OR:7.79,
95%CI:5.87-10.35); and the main occupation (healthcare sector compared to the ‘other
category of the tertiary sector: OR:2.47, 95%CI:1.38—-4.41; being retired compared to the ‘other’
category of the tertiary sector: OR:0.63, 95%CI: 0.44-0.90; Figure 3a; Supplementary Table
1).

The fully adjusted model suggested the following determinants associated with
undergoing a SARS-CoV-2 test: within-home (OR:7.47, 95%CI:3.81-14.62), and outside-home
(OR:9.87, 95%CI:5.78-16.85) close contacts with infected individuals, self-reported symptoms
(OR:8.26, 95%CI:6.04—-11.31), month of reporting (e.g. December vs. September OR:7.19,
95%CI:5.35-9.66), main activity (e.g.: retired individuals compared to individuals working in the
‘other’ category of the tertiary sector, OR:0.50 95%CI:0.34—-0.73), and vaccination (OR:1.59,
95%CI:1.08-2.33 for individuals who initiated vaccination compared to non-vaccinated; Figure
3a; Supplementary Table 1). Some individual characteristics such as age and educational
level were associated with the testing probability in the minimally adjusted model but not in the
fully adjusted model, reflecting collinearity across some of the included variables.

When fitting sequential models, the inclusion of just the month of participation gave a
marginal R-squared estimate of 0.153 (Table 3). The marginal R-squared increased to 0.169
(+0.016) when including individual biological characteristics (age, sex, and BMI) and pre-
existing pathologies, and to 0.191 (additional +0.022) when including lifestyle (smoking) and
sociodemographic characteristics such as educational qualification, economic activity, and
crowding index. When further including the presence of symptoms, the marginal R-squared
increased to 0.308 (+0.117 from previous model), and to 0.387 when further adding information
on close contacts (+0.079). Final inclusion of vaccination status (marginal R-squared 0.388) did

not add substantial information (Table 3).
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To reflect the vaccination campaign that started on December 27, 2020, models were
stratified by period: from September to December 2020 and from January to May 2021. Results
of such stratified analyses were consistent with those from the overall analyses both in the
minimally and fully adjusted configurations (Figures 3b and 3c; Supplementary Tables 2 and
3). However, in the first period (Figure 3b; Supplementary Table 2), the fully adjusted analysis
suggested that the determinant most associated with SARS-CoV-2 testing was within-home
close contacts with infected individuals (OR:9.98, 95%CI.3.81-26.13). In the latter period
(Figure 3c; Supplementary Table 3), this changed to having outside-home close contacts with
infected individuals (OR:14.65, 95%CI:6.71-32.00), while within-home close contacts with
symptomatic individuals was still associated, but to a minor extent (OR:3.98, 95%CI:1.37—
11.57). Vaccination was also associated with higher odds of SARS-CoV-2 testing (OR:1.81 with
95%Cl:1.25—-2.62 for initiated vaccination versus no vaccination; OR:1.62, 95%CI:1.08-2.45 for

completed vaccination versus no vaccination).

Discussion

This longitudinal analysis of a population-representative sample showed that the
probability to undergo SARS-CoV-2 testing was mostly driven by contextual rather than
individual characteristics. The major determinants were the time of the year, which reflects a
mixture of the pandemic trend and public health interventions like restrictions or more intense
testing activities, and close contacts with infected and symptomatics individuals. Within-home
close contacts were most strongly associated with SARS-CoV-2 testing until December 2020,
while outside-home close contacts were most strongly associated with testing probability from
January 2021 onward, probably reflecting a change in the pandemic mitigation policies between
the two periods. Among the broad individual determinants considered here, only retired
participants showed evidence of reduced testing probability as compared to other main
occupational groups. No established personal characteristic among those previously associated
with severe COVID-19 disease, such as age, BMI, smoking status and pre-existing pathologies,
were associated with SARS-CoV-2 testing.

An important feature of the study was the population-representative sampling, which
enables the generalization of the findings to the whole district and perhaps to the wider rural
areas of South Tyrol. Caution is commended for extrapolating the results to other contexts: the
characteristics of the rural Alpine district considered here, which has relatively low population
density and strong administrative autonomy, can be substantially different from those of urban

environments or culturally diverse regions. Of note is that the study was conducted in a COVID-
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19 near-naive population: until the beginning of our assessment, the district had as few as 16
SARS-CoV-2 confirmed cases(28). A major strength of the study was the regular follow-up
conducted over nearly a whole year of the COVID-19 pandemic. The frequency of follow-up
guestionnaires, submitted every four weeks, should have largely limited recall bias and
enhanced data quality.

In addition to the limited sample size, which prevented the possibility to study higher
order interactions, other limitations should be highlighted. First, most information was self-
reported, thus some reporting error could not be excluded. Even if individuals were randomly
selected by stratification and the analyses accounted for population-representative weights,
some selection bias cannot be excluded, although we counteracted it by applying relative
sample weights stratified by the age and sex distribution of the target population(4,20). Second,
we did not consider availability of and distance to testing sites, which may affect the chance to
undergo a test(29). Distance was only available as an average distance at the municipal level,
and testing sites could also have changed overtime, depending on the intensity of the
pandemic. Third, our study was not designed to incorporate external events such as public
health interventions, which could only be approximated by modeling the month of participation.
Last, the widespread availability of cheap, rapid, nasal tests through pharmacies, without the
need of a medical prescription, made it unfeasible to evaluate the role of general practitioners or
other healthcare providers in mediating access to swab tests.

We identified December as the month with the highest reporting of SARS-CoV-2 testing,
likely due to the mass testing implemented in South Tyrol at the end of November 2020(19).
The month in which the questionnaire was filled, social contacts with infected individuals and
symptoms played a central role in undergoing SARS-CoV-2 testing. These findings support that
individuals largely followed the general recommendations for undertaking a test when they had
symptoms or contact with infected individuals, as suggested by health authorities, following
testing prioritization in case of limited resources outlined by the WHO and ECDC(30-32).

The analyses stratified by period, before and after the start of the vaccination campaign,
showed consistent results with the overall analysis, indicating a general stability of the identified
determinants over the pandemic course. The main determinants associated with SARS-CoV-2
testing were within-home close contacts with infected individuals in the first period and outside-
home close contacts with infected individuals in the second period. The effect of tightened
measures to mitigate the spread of infection might have confined secondary infections within
households from September to December 2020. From January to May 2021, social measures

were relaxed: higher order schools and non-essential businesses reopened, and mobility across
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Italian regions was gradually possible, therefore contacts with infected individuals outside home
were more common(18). Vaccination was also associated with a higher probability to undergo
SARS-CoV-2 testing. The elderly, the fragile, the healthcare workers, and the educational
employees were the first categories invited for vaccination. These groups were also those with
had a higher probability of being tested in our minimally adjusted analyses. Thus, it is plausible
that those who decided very early to get vaccinated were those with a more guideline-compliant
behavior, so if they saw symptoms, they acted on it by taking a test.

The only personal characteristic associated with testing probability was being retired,
which had lower odds of getting tested compared to all other occupational categories. The
association was significant in both the minimally and fully adjusted models, with an even larger
effect in the latter one. Thus, this association was independent of all other variables included in
the model. This effect might have been further enhanced by the retired group lacking individuals
living in long-term care facilities (LTCF). While living in a LCTF was associated with very high
odds of COVID-19 diagnosis and hospitalization(33), the CHRIS COVID-19 study experienced
difficulty to enroll individuals residing in LTCFs due to lack of individual autonomy and legal
responsibilities. It is thus likely that the retired group in the CHRIS COVID-19 study was
composed of individuals in good health, living in their own houses with limited social
interactions.

Perhaps surprising is the finding that healthcare workers did not have higher testing
probability, when other studies suggested that healthcare workers should be more likely to
undergo SARS-CoV-2 testing because they are more likely to have at-risk contacts and are at
higher risk to infect vulnerable people(34-36). However, in minimally adjusted analysis, which
did not account for being regularly in contact with infected or symptomatic individuals like
patients in healthcare facilities, this effect was apparent.

In conclusion, this study showed that almost no personal characteristic, not even
educational level or pre-existing pathologies, had an infuence on the likelihood of undergoing
SARS-CoV-2 testing in the Val Venosta/Vinschgau district over nine months of the COVID-19
pandemic. The evidence that access to testing was homogeneous across population subgroups
may inform decision makers about testing prioritization, when this is guided by individualized
COVID-19 risk prediction of positivity and severity based on lifestyle, biological determinants,
frailties, and individual exposure, especially during peaks(37,38). Finally, public decision-makers
could draw conclusions as to whether the most at-risk groups were correctly prioritized during

the most intense phases of the pandemic(39,40).
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Figure 1. Flowchart of the questionnaire-based follow-up screening in the CHRIS COVID-19
study.
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Figure 2. Proportion of self-reported SARS-CoV-2 testing of participants in the CHRIS COVID-
19 study follow-up between September 2020 and May 2021, by month of participation.
Denominators for proportions may vary due to exclusions in subsequent months by design or
selection.

80

60 58%

40

32%

26%
24%

23%

21%
20 18%
16%

Relative frequency (%) of self-reported swab testing

7%

Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May
Month

16


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.27.22269941

3
3
.. . . .. . . =3
Figure 3. Results of the minimally and fully adjusted mixed-effect logistic regression models. The reference categories for the S
Sgo
categorical variables were: ‘Male’ for Sex; ‘September’ for month; ‘Primary school or no title’ for Educational qualification; ‘Tertiary =3
n 5
sector (other)’ for main occupation; ‘Never smoker’ for smoking status; and ‘Not vaccinated’ for vaccination status. A diamond 3o
o
shading is used when data are not available. Panel a: whole period from September 2020 until May 2021. Panel b: first period, ig
o0
September — December 2020. Panel c¢: second period, January — May 2021 (‘January’ as reference category for month). §§
To
Ra
a b c o) 5
| | | R
Age, per decade : : y : : e : : : s ® Minimally adj. »>2Q
Sex - Female =& | | == | | = e Fully adj. e
October = | | | L= | | vearenas 0l = v ‘g..'_:r'N
November (R et I I —— ! ! : : : @ g 8
i December I I _—-o_—i I . _—._.—: I EE I SR et (_5 S =
E| January @ — : R B R LI : 83N
2| February | = ; , SR 5 R, i | SN
March — I | s o Joesiy ¥ —— a3
April I === I | S 1S Ry — i | 2%8
May ! — ! [ : : et —— = P
Crowding index : - ! . ! == : : —_ ! @ é;
2 Secondary school . = . : = : . = . g2
w - University degree ; A el i y i : i —— " L8 <
Primary & secondary sector = | —= | | —d— 2e 2
< | Tertiary sector (housekeeper) | —— I I I —_— I I —_— I @8
2 Tertiary sector (education) e I e I —_— ! 2— 6’;
2| Tertiary sector (healthcare) | o= | ! - ! ! | — §§8
2 Tertiary sector (social) ; —‘:: ; ; _-:. . . ] ; 2o g
o Student/unemployed S e o ; | e : ; e , oy ST
Retired | —o= \ . e | — 23
Past smoker I = I I I S+ I I = I Soc
Current smoker J= | I e + = | o =8
BMI ! ] : : ' ] ! ! ) S%%
Pathologies = ' | = : Z o N
Individual symptomatology | C el , _.'_JI’— ; —— zS
in infected indiv. within home P e —_——— al
Be infected indiv. outside home | e [ —— —_— =
©3|  symptomatic indiv. within home I i — e ) T— y——— L (e P:’:
o symptomatic indiv. outside home S O ! B g i — ] A1l —e =9
8 C Initiated | — . : SIREES — : o2
S L Completed i == i X : SRR — ’ 5“;"
0.3 1.0 3.0 10.0 30.0 0.3 1.0 3.0 10.0 30.0 03 1.0 30 10.0 30,0 g '-:}:
OR with 95% CI OR with 95% Cl OR with 95% CI 2L
]
=2
®3
T
o=y
cou
<2
<
17 2


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.27.22269941

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.27.22269941; this version posted February 8, 2022. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Table 1. Baseline characteristics of the 697 participants in the CHRIS Covid-19 study follow-up.
Sample size (N) and relative frequency (%) or median (range) are given for categorical and
guantitative variables, respectively.

Characteristics Values N
Age, years
Median (range) 50 (19-93) 697
Sex, % (n=697)
Female 48.6 339
Male 51.4 358
Educational qualification, % (n=684)
Primary school or no title 22.5 154
Secondary school 59.6 408
University degree 17.8 122
Rooms in the house, No.
Median (range) 3 (1-26) 686
Cohabitants, No.
Median (range) 4 (1-6) 689
Main occupation, % (n=658)
Primary and secondary sector 22.3 147
Tertiary sector — Housekeeper 6.5 43
Tertiary sector — Education 8.8 58
Tertiary sector — Healthcare 3.5 23
Tertiary sector — Social services 2.9 19
Tertiary sector — Others 30.5 201
Student or unemployed 3.0 20
Retired 22.3 147
Smoking status, % (n=675)
Never smoker 56.9 384
Past smoker 28.3 191
Current smoker 14.8 100
Body mass index, kg/m?
Median (range)  24.6 (17.7-52.2) 693
Any pathologies, % (n=676)
Yes 49.9 337
No 50.2 339
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Table 2. Separate frequencies of study participants and questionnaires in the CHRIS Covid-19 study follow-up, and selected self-
reported SARS-CoV-2 related information, by month of participation.

Number of questionnaires (%) reporting specific information

Vaccination Close contacts since last questionnarie
, Number Number
Time of of COVID-19-
(month) i dividuals questionnaries  "elated Initiated ~ Completed  with infected individuals  with symptomatic individuals
symptoms (at least (Lor2 — : — :
1 dose) doses) within outside within outside
home home home home
September 481 482 23 (4.8%) N.A. N.A. 1 (0.2%) 2 (0.4%) 2 (0.4%) 4 (0.8%)
October 510 512 28 (5.5%) N.A. N.A. 1 (0.2%) 3 (0.6%) 7 (1.4%) 5 (1.0%)
November 532 536 66 (12.3%) N.A. N.A. 31(6.0%) 59 (11.0%) 32 (6.1%) 31 (5.9%)
December 519 523 64 (12.3%) N.A. N.A. 32 (6.1%) 29 (5.7%) 28 (5.8%) 22 (4.3%)
January 525 529 34 (6.5%) 0 (0.0%) 9 (1.7%) 15 (2.8%) 23 (4.4%) 10 (2.0%) 13 (2.5%)
February 484 484 62 (12.8%) 4 (0.8%) 27 (5.6%) 19 (4.1%) 32 (6.7%) 22 (4.7%) 17 (3.6%)
March 489 495 73 (14.7%) 35 (7.1%) 48 (9.7%) 22 (4.7%) 15 (3.1%) 15 (3.2%) 5 (1.0%)
April 446 510 32 (6.3%) 67 (13.0%) 75 (15.0%) 10 (2.0%) 15 (3.0%) 12 (2.5%) 11 (2.2%)
May 441 441 30 (6.8%) 112 (25.0%) 73 (17.0%) 6 (1.4%) 6 (1.4%) 4 (0.9%) 2 (0.5%)

Abbreviation: N.A. = not applicable
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Table 3. Variance explained by sequential inclusion of groups of determinants in the mixed-
effect logistic model. Model 1 included only month. Model 2 additionally included individual
biological characteristics (age, sex, and BMI) and pathologies; Model 3 additionally included
lifestyle (smoking) and socio-demographic characteristics (educational qualification, main
activity, and crowding index). Model 4 additionally included individual symptomatology. Model 5
additionally included information about close contacts with infected and symptomatic individuals

within and outside home. Model 6 additionally included vaccination status.

Models Included variables R?
1 [Month] 0.153
2 1 + [individual biological characteristics, pathologies] 0.169
3 2 + [lifestyle, sociodemographic characteristics] 0.191
4 3 + [individual symptomatology] 0.308
5 4 + [close contacts] 0.387
6 5 + [vaccination] 0.388
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