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Abstract

Background: The covid-19 pandemic is caused by a new corona virus called SARS Cov-2.

Health care workers are particularly exposed target.

Aim: this study aims to analyze the risk factors of SARS-Cov-2 infection in health workers

who have been in contact with positive patient.

Methods: This is a prospective cohort conducted among health workers from March 2022 to
January 2021 in health care facilities in Niamey. A questionnaire was administrated at
inclusion. rRT-PCR was performed if clinical signs were present. ELISA testing was performed
at baseline, day15 and day 30. The chi-square or Fisher test, Kaplan-Meir survival model, Cow

regression and logistic regression were used as statistical test.

Results: 259 health workers were included. More than half of the respondents were female.
45.95% of the participants were nurses and 36.68% were physicians. The prevalence of Covid-
19 was 28.8%. 56.4% of the participants had positive serology at day 30. The risk factors
associated with Covid-19 were professional category (p=0.024). Membership structure
(p<0.001) and the chronic liver disease (p=0.034). Hand hygiene (p=0.019) and alcohol-based
hand cleaning (p<0.001) protects against the occurrence of SARS-Cov-2 infection. According
to the characterization of the preventive measures those who practiced them rarely were
associated with a positive rRT-PCR and those who practice them occasionally or most of the

time were associated with negative serology and rRT-PCR.

Conclusion: Comorbidities, function and affiliation are the main risk factors for Covid-19 and

hand hygiene is a protective factor.

Keys words: Covid-19, risk factors, health workers, Niger
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1. Introduction

The coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak first detected in the city of Wuhan, China, in December
2019 (1), has causes a global health crisis, despite the implementation of large-scale control
measures. It rapidly spread across the different continents of the world. On January 30, 2020,
the World Health Organization announced the outbreak of the new coronavirus (Severe Acute
Respiratory Syndrome coronavirus 2 - SARS-CoV-2) as a public health emergency of
international concern, declaring it a pandemic on March 11, 2020 (2). Since the beginning of
this pandemic, the world has seen an increase in cases with a total of 527,971,809 cases and
6,284,871 deaths (3). The African continent is the last to be affected after Europe and United
States. Africa recorded its first case officially on February 15, 2020, two months after it was
first identified in China (4). The first confirmed case of Covid-19 in Africa was reported in
Egypt on February 14 and the second one a day later in Algeria. By March, COVID-19 cases
were reported from most of the continent. By April, nearly every country in Africa had reported
COVID-19, with hundreds, if not thousands, of cases reported in the hardest-hit countries (5).
Niger has been facing the COVID-19 pandemic since Mars 19, 202 when the first case was
reported/ All eight regions of the country are affected by the pandemic (6). According to the
situation report of who, the virus was first reports in Niamey, before spreading to other parts of
Niger. (7). Faced with this COVID-19 pandemic, professionals working in health facilities are
particularly exposed and vulnerable to contamination. They are on the front line of the epidemic
and experiment a higher risk of contamination and subsequently of transmission to new patients,
colleagues and family members (8). In Africa , they face several challenges in the context of
coronavirus disease, such as lack of personal protective equipment (PPE), infection, quarantine,
discrimination and attacks on them in society, in the same time as a large responsibility in taking
care for their relatives and families (9). In some areas, health care workers have accounted for

up to 11% of all confirmed COVID-19 cases, with an increasing number of work-related deaths
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(10). Health workers in health care facilities in Niger have taken a heavy toll with at least 184
declared cases out of 1059 confirmed cases. This could be explained by the lack of effective
implementation of standard infection prevention and control (IPC) precaution (6). Moreover,
most of the population including health care workers didn’t believe in the reality of the
epidemic, when most of the diagnostic facilities were grouped in CERMES. Very few people

attended thus dispensaries and CERMES for biological diagnostic.

In the countries with limited resources like Niger , it is thus crucial to determine which practices
are the most effective to prevent contamination of health care workers , to subsequently focus

on their dissemination.

In Niger, neither the spread of the first cases of SARS-CoV-2 infection in health care settings
nor the analysis of risk factors associated with this infection specific to health care workers is
clearly documented. This study was initiated to analyze the diffusion of the infection and to
determine the risk factors for contracting SARS-CoV-2 by healthcare workers. It focused on

healthcare departments in charge of COVID-19 cases management.
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2. Methods
2.1. Study design
A prospective cohort study was conducted from March 2020 to January 2021 among people

working in health facilities of Niamey where first cases of COVID-19 were reported.

2.2, Site of study
Data were collected in eleven (11) health facilities: the National Hospital of Niamey (HNN),
the General Reference Hospital (HGR), the Regional Hospital Poudriére (HRP), the Issaka
Gazobi Maternity Hospital (MIG), the Ambulatory Treatment Center (CTA), the Wangari

Clinic and the Arahama Cabinet.

2.3. Study population and follow-up procedure of workers and relatives
In this study, all health care workers in charge of SARS-CoV-2 infected patients were eligible,
whatever their positions, including those who handled blood samples or in contact with

biological fluids through cleaning of the surfaces or equipment.

This was an exhaustive sampling including all workers who had contact with a COVID-19 cases
and who agreed to participate. Both private and public structures were considered as soon as
they were in charge of COVID-19 cases. Date of contact with the patients should be less than

one week at the day of inclusion of the worker.

The health workers included in the study were followed for one month during which they were
called every day to inquire about their health status (presence or absence of clinical signs in
favor of SARS-CoV-2 disease, temperature measurement). All people presenting clinical signs

during the month of follow-up were tested by PCR for Sars-Cov-2 detection.

24. Data and samples collected
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At inclusion, a standard questionnaire was completed including information on
sociodemographic characteristics, exposure to the SARS-CoV-2 infected patient, personal and

collective infection prevention facilities, and laboratory tests used.

Blood samples of 2-3 ml were taken at day O (inclusion in the study), day 14 and day 30. As
the study was performed at the beginning of the epidemic in Niger and before any vaccination,
for risk factor analysis, only serologies at Day 30 were considered to get a complete picture of
what happened during the month. Indeed, during follow-up, patients may have experienced
asymptomatic infection and/ or should have not report clinic signs for personal reasons and

therefore should have not been rRT-PCR tested.

RT-PCR and WANTAI SARS-CoV-2 Ab ELISA (total antibodies Wantai Biological
Pharmacy Enterprise o, Ltd, Beijing, China) were respectively used for the diagnosis of

COVID-19 and seroprevalence of SARS-CoV-2 antibodies.

The laboratory staff in charge of these different samples had been trained in the safe handling
of samples and the implementation of virological confirmation of suspected cases of SARS-

CoV-2.

2.5. Statistical analysis
Data were collected on Redcap and analyzed with R software (© R-4.2.1). The variables
serological status, rRT-PCR result and occurrence of any of the Covid symptoms were defined

as dependent variables of the study.

A general descriptive analysis of risk factors for COVID-19 among health workers was first
performed and a Chi-square or Fisher test was performed to compare proportions considering

a 5% margin of error.
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A factorial correspondence analysis was performed with the explanatory variables and then a
projection of the dependent variables (serological status and rRT-PCR status) was made on the

graphs to visualize the profiles of the health workers at risk.

A Kaplan-Meir survival model was used to determine the probability of COVID-19
manifestation in health workers forty-five (45) days after contact and a Cox regression Cox
regression to determine the determining risk factors. A first crude cox model (Model I) without
adjustment was performed to determine the risk associated with the explanatory variables, then
a second model (Model IT) with adjustment on the explanatory variables, and then a final model
(model III) by top-down selection, with the threshold determined by the AIC (Akaike
information criterion). The conditions of realization of the Cox test were carried out and a
stratification was made for the variables not respecting the conditions of proportionality of risk

in time.

Logistic regression was performed with the same procedure (model I II and III) to determine
the risk factors in the form of odds ratios (OR) with their 95% confidence intervals (CI)

associated with COVID-19 serological status.

Because of the failure to perform rRT-PCR in several participants with COVID symptoms,

multivariate regression analysis was not performed on this variable.

2.6. Ethical consideration
Ethical clearance was obtained from the National Ethics Committee for Health Research
(CNERS) with the reference N°04/2020/CNERS during its session on March 12, 2020. Written
informed consent was obtained by each participant. Respondents were informed that they had
the right to refuse or discontinue their participation in the study at any time. The information
collected was kept confidential. To this end, a code was assigned to each health facility, as well

as an identification number for all study participants.
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3. Results

3.1. Characteristics of workers included in the study
A total of 288 health workers following inclusion criteria, were registered and 259 were selected
for univariate analysis after cleaning of the database. As presented in Table (I), the socio-
demographic status revealed that the average age of the participants was 35 years with extremes
ranging from 21 years to 65 years. A significant number of workers were women (53.7%).
According to the status, senior health technicians were the most represented (46%) followed by
physicians (36.7%). Trainees were the least represented in this study (3.5%). Asthma (7.3%),
obesity (5%), heart disease (3.8%) and chronic lung disease (2.3%) were the most recorded risk

factors .

Table 1 : Socio-demographic characterization of the population

Non SARS-CoV-2
Characteristics Total p-value
infected HCWs infected HCWs
[21.00- [21.000- [23.000
Age (median, IQR) 35.00 34.5 35.00
65.00] 65.000] -58.00]
Age group n (%) N (%) n (%) 0.744
Less than First quartile | 53 20.5% 27 23.9% 26 17.8%
First Quartile-Mediane | 17 6.6% 8 7.1% 9 6.2%
Mediane third quartile | 6 2.3% 3 2.7% 3 2.1%
More than third quartile | 61 23.6% 24 21.2% 37 25.3%
Gender 0,99
Female | 146 53,37% 98 67,12% 48 32,88%
Male | 113 43,63% 75 66,37% 38 33,63%
Occupied position 0,46
Physicians | 95 36,68% 63 66,32% 32 33,68%
Heath techniciens | 119 45,95% 82 86,32% 37 38,95%
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Laboratory staff | 10 3,86% 4 421% 6 6,32%
Others | 9 3,47% 5 5,26% 4 4,21%
Cleaners | 17 6,56% 12 12,63% 5 5,26%
Interns | 9 3,47% 7 7,37% 2 2,11%
Comorbidities
Obesity | 13 5,01% 7 53,84% 6 46,16% | 0.21
Diabetis | 9 3,4% 8 88,88% 1 11,12% | 0.26
HIV | 2 0,70% 2 100% 0 0% 0.47
Heart Disease | 8 3,80% 6 75,00% 2 25,00% | 0.77
Asthma | 19 7,33% 14 73,68% 5 26,32% | 0.68
Chronic lung diseases | 6 2,31% 4 66,66% 2 44,44% | 0.99
chronic hematologic
5 1,93% 5 100% 0 0% 0.26
diseases
Pregnancy | 7 2,70% 4 57,14% 3 42,86% | 0.85
Kidney chronical disease | 1 0,30% 1 100% 0 00% 0.99
Number of comorbidity 0.98
No comorbidity | 187 72,20% 125 66,84% 62 33,15%
One Comorbidity | 55 21,24% 37 67,27% 18 32,72%

More than one | 17 6,56% 11 64,70% 6 35,29%
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3.2. Serological follow-up
During the course of the study, the patients were subjected to blood samples on day 0 (baseline),
on day 14 and on day 30. For the risk analysis, only serology on day 30 were considered in
order to obtain a complete picture on the whole evolution during the first month. Indeed, during
follow-up, patients may have experienced asymptomatic infection and/or did not report clinical
signs for personal reasons and therefore did not benefit from rRT-PCR analysis. The data
presented after day O only include workers who were recruited within 15 days after a contact
with a COVID-19 positive patient. 170 HCWs were selected for this analysis, out of whom 59
were positive at inclusion. For the 110 negative individuals, 101 were sampled at day14 (with
29 new positive serologies). For the 72 negative at day 14, 74 (including 2 workers not sampled
at day 14) were sampled at day 30 with 8 new negatives. The conversion rate decreased from
35 to 28.7 and 10% at day 0, day14 and day 30 respectively. Interestingly, there was no clear
difference in the number of symptomatic or CRO+ individuals at each stage between the
positive and negative groups. At the end of the follow-up, 50% of the subjects changed their

serostatus, out of which only 11% reported clinical signs.

3.3. Symptomatic disease and rRT-PCR
One hundred and eighteen (44.40%) of the workers were symptomatic during this one month
follow-up. All were rRT-PCR COVIDI19 tested among whom 34 (28.8%) were positive.
Among the positive one, 11 (64.7%) were female and 12 (35.3%) were male. According to the
status, medical doctors (17.4%) were the most impacted followed by senior technicians

(10.9%).

34. Risk factors for clinical disease and/or positive rRT-PCR or serology
Risk factor analyses were performed only for participants who were included within 15 days

after a contact with SARS-CoV?2 positive patients. (Table II) summarizes the results of rRT-
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PCR or serology positive prevalence and associated factors. 28.8% and 56.47% of the

participants were positive for rRT-PCR and serology respectively.

Table II : Socio-demographic characteristics of participants at inclusion according- rRT-PCR and

serology results.

Sex

Male

Female

Age group

<30 years

30-39 years

40-49 years

+50 years

Function

Other

Negative (N=51) |(N=25)

24 (31.6%)

27 (28.8%)

17 (45.9%)

18 (26.1%)

10 (22.2%)

6 (31.6%)

3 (37.5%)

9 (11.8%)

16 (17.0%)

6 (16.2%)

11 (15.9%)

6 (13.3%)

2 (10.5%)

1 (12.5%)

(N=94)

43 (56.6%)

51 (54.3%)

14 (37.8%)

40 (58.0%)

29 (64.4%)

11 (57.9%)

4 (50.0%)

p value [(N=74)

0.631

0.264

0.024

38 (50.0%)

36 (38.3%)

18 (48.6%)

28 (40.6%)

20 (44.4%)

8 (42.1%)

6 (75.0%)

38

(50.0%)

58

(61.7%)

0.880

19

(51.4%)

41

(59.4%)

25

(55.6%)

11

(57.9%)

0.117

2 (25.0%)

11
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Students/interns

Nurse

Physician

Cleaners

Laboratory staff

Health

Technician

Structure

Cabinet Arahama

CERMES

CHR

CHU

CLINIQUE
MAMAR

KASSEY

CTA

HGR

HNN
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6 (75.0%)

12 (21.8%)

25 (36.2%)

1 (12.5%)

0 (0.0%)

4 (30.8%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

1 (4.3%)

7 (33.3%)

1 (100.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

22 (48.9%)

2 (25.0%)

6 (10.9%)

12 (17.4%)

0 (0.0%)

2 (22.2%)

2 (15.4%)

0 (0.0%)

2 (28.6%)

2 (8.7%)

1 (4.8%)

0 (0.0%)

1 (100.0%)

0 (0.0%)

11 (24.4%)

0 (0.0%)

37 (67.3%)

32 (46.4%)

7 (87.5%)

7 (77.8%)

7 (53.8%)

1 (100.0%)

5(71.4%)

20 (87.0%)

13 (61.9%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

15 (100.0%)

12 (26.7%)

<0.001

4 (50.0%)

19 (34.5%)

33 (47.8%)

2 (25.0%)

2(22.2%)

8 (61.5%)

1 (100.0%)

3 (42.9%)

7 (30.4%)

7 (33.3%)

1 (100.0%)

1 (100.0%)

5(33.3%)

21 (46.7%)
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4 (50.0%)

36

(65.5%)

36

(52.2%)

6 (75.0%)

7 (77.8%)

5 (38.5%)

0 (0.0%)

4 (57.1%)

16

(69.6%)

14

(66.7%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

10

(66.7%)

24

(53.3%)
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HOTEL 0 (0.0%) 0(0.0%) 4 (100.0%) 4(100.0%) 0 (0.0%)
GAWEYE
MIG 20 (40.0%) 8 (16.0%) 22 (44.0%) 24 (48.0%) 26

(52.0%)

In univariate analysis (Table II), there was a statistically significant more or less in the
proportion of positive rRT-PCR according to the status (p=0.024), the type of health structure

(p<0.001).

In the analysis between infection prevention and control practices and rRT-PCR (Table III),
the presence of chronic liver disease (p=0.034), the hand washing practice (p=0.019), and hand

hygiene using alcohol (p<0.001).

Table III : Infection Prevention and Control Practices among Health Workers and rRT-PCR
Outcome in Niger

Negative Not tested
N=51 Positive (N=25) |[(N=94 p value

Have you had direct contact with the 0.517

patient since admission?

No 10 (33.3%) 6 (20.0%) 14 (46.7%)
Yes 41 (29.3%) 19 (13.6%) 80 (57.1%)

Have you been in contact with the 0.050

patient's body fluids?

No 42 (29.6%) 17 (12.0%) 83 (58.5%)
Yes 9 (32.1%) 8 (28.6%) 11 (39.3%)

Have you had direct contact with the 0.101

patient's equipment since admission?

No 30 (28.8%) 11 (10.6%) 63 (60.6%)
Yes 21 (31.8%) 14 (21.2%) 31 (47.0%)

Did you have direct contact with the 0.903

surfaces around the patient?

No 17 (32.1%) 8 (15.1%) 28 (52.8%)
Yes 34 (29.1%) 17 (14.5%) 66 (56.4%)

Hand hygiene 0.019
Most of the time 17 (44.7%) 8 (21.1%) 13 (34.2%)
Occasionally 5 (62.5%) 1 (12.5%) 2 (25.0%)

Rarely 1 (33.3%) 0 (0.0%) 2 (66.7%)

13
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Always, according-the
recommendations

Alcohol-based hand cleaner
Most of the time
Occasionally
Rarely

Always, according-the
recommendations

Do you use soap and water for hand
hygiene?

Most of the time

Occasionally

Rarely

Always, according-the
recommendations

Do you use alcohol-based hand
sanitizer or soap and water before
touching a patient?

Most of the time

Occasionally

Rarely

Always, according-the
recommendations

Do you use alcohol-based hand
sanitizer or soap and water before
cleaning or aseptic?

Most of the time

Occasionally

Rarely

Always, according-the
recommendations

Do you use an alcohol-based hand
rubbing product or soap and water
after (risky) exposure-body fluids?

Most of the time

Occasionally

Rarely

Always, according-the
recommendations
Do you use an alcohol-based hand
product or soap and water after
touching a patient?

Most of the time

Occasionally

Rarely

Always, according-the
recommendations
Do you use alcohol-based hand
sanitizer or soap and water after
touching a patient's environment?

28 (23.1%)

13 (41.9%)
4 (36.4%)
4(26.7%)
30 (26.5%)

13 (46.4%)
2 (33.3%)

1 (100.0%)
35 (25.9%)

11 (45.8%)
2 (22.2%)

13 31.7%)
25 (26.0%)

8 (30.8%)
2 (28.6%)
3(27.3%)
38 (30.2%)

8 (42.1%)
2 (33.3%)
6 (60.0%)
35 (25.9%)

10 (40.0%)
5 (50.0%)
5 (35.7%)
31 (25.6%)

16 (13.2%)

5(16.1%)
0 (0.0%)

8 (53.3%)
12 (10.6%)

2(7.1%)

1 (16.7%)
0 (0.0%)
22 (16.3%)

2 (8.3%)

1 (11.1%)
10 (24.4%)
12 (12.5%)

4 (15.4%)
0 (0.0%)
3(27.3%)
18 (14.3%)

2 (10.5%)
2 (33.3%)
2 (20.0%)
19 (14.1%)

4 (16.0%)
1 (10.0%)
3 (21.4%)
17 (14.0%)

77 (63.6%)

13 (41.9%)
7 (63.6%)
3 (20.0%)
71 (62.8%)

13 (46.4%)
3 (50.0%)
0 (0.0%)
78 (57.8%)

11 (45.8%)
6 (66.7%)

18 (43.9%)
59 (61.5%)

14 (53.8%)
5(71.4%)
5 (45.5%)
70 (55.6%)

9 (47.4%)
2 (33.3%)
2 (20.0%)
81 (60.0%)

11 (44.0%)
4 (40.0%)
6 (42.9%)
73 (60.3%)
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0.274

0.196

0.833

0.121

0.459
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Most of the time 7 (28.0%) 2 (8.0%) 16 (64.0%)
Occasionally 4 (25.0%) 4 (25.0%) 8 (50.0%)
Rarely 8 (36.4%) 6 (27.3%) 8 (36.4%)
Always, according-the 32 (29.9%) 13 (12.1%) 62 (57.9%)
recommendations
Do you follow standard infection 0.266

prevention and control precautions
when in contact with a patient?

Most of the time 8 (30.8%) 5 (19.2%) 13 (50.0%)

Occasionally 5 (50.0%) 2 (20.0%) 3 (30.0%)

Rarely 4 (30.8%) 4 (30.8%) 5 (38.5%)

Always, according-the 34 (28.1%) 14 (11.6%) 73 (60.3%)
recommendations
Do you wear Infection Protection 0.750
Equipment when indicated?

Most of the time 6 (25.0%) 6 (25.0%) 12 (50.0%)

Occasionally 3 (37.5%) 1 (12.5%) 4 (50.0%)

Rarely 4 (28.6%) 3 (21.4%) 7 (50.0%)

Always, according-the 38 (30.6%) 15 (12.1%) 71 (57.3%)

recommendations

The univariate analysis between covid-19 prevention and control practices among health
workers and serology (Table IV), shows that the contact with contaminated materials and the
use of protective equipment were almost positively and negatively associated with positive

serology respectively (p= 0.069, p=0.068).

Table IV : Infection prevention and control practices by health workers and outcome of serology

Negative Positive
(N=74) (N=96) p value

Have you had direct contact with the patient since 0.431
admission?
No 15 (50.0%) 15 (50.0%)
Yes 59 (42.1%) 81 (57.9%)
Have you been in contact with the patient's body fluids? 0.184
No 65 (45.8%) 77 (54.2%)
Yes 9 (32.1%) 19 (67.9%)
Have you had direct contact with the patient's 0.069

equipment since admission?

No
Yes

51 (49.0%)
23 (34.8%)

53 (51.0%)
43 (65.2%)
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Did you have direct contact with the surfaces around the 0.981

patient?

No 23 (43.4%) 30 (56.6%)
Yes 51 (43.6%) 66 (56.4%)

Hand hygiene 0.226
Most of the time 17 (44.7%) 21 (55.3%)
Occasionally 6 (75.0%) 2 (25.0%)

Rarely 2 (66.7%) 1 (33.3%)
Always, according-the recommendations 49 (40.5%) 72 (59.5%)

Alcohol-based hand cleaner 0.676
Most of the time 14 (45.2%) 17 (54.8%)
Occasionally 6 (54.5%) 5 (45.5%)

Rarely 8 (53.3%) 7 (46.7%)
Always, according-the recommendations 46 (40.7%) 67 (59.3%)

Do you use soap and water for hand hygiene? 0.771
Most of the time 11 (39.3%) 17 (60.7%)
Occasionally 3 (50.0%) 3 (50.0%)

Rarely 0 (0.0%) 1 (100.0%)
Always, according-the recommendations 60 (44.4%) 75 (55.6%)

Do you use alcohol-based hand sanitizer or soap and 0.923

water before touching a patient?

Most of the time 10 (41.7%) 14 (58.3%)
Occasionally 3 (33.3%) 6 (66.7%)

Rarely 18 (43.9%) 23 (56.1%)
Always, according-the recommendations 43 (44.8%) 53 (55.2%)

Do you use alcohol-based hand sanitizer or soap and 0.596

water before cleaning or aseptic?

Most of the time 14 (53.8%) 12 (46.2%)
Occasionally 2 (28.6%) 5 (71.4%)
Rarely 5 (45.5%) 6 (54.5%)
Always, according-the recommendations 53 (42.1%) 73 (57.9%)
Do you use an alcohol-based hand rubbing product or 0.362
soap and water after (risky) exposure-body fluids?
Most of the time 8 (42.1%) 11 (57.9%)
Occasionally 3 (50.0%) 3 (50.0%)
Rarely 7 (70.0%) 3 (30.0%)
Always, according-the recommendations 56 (41.5%) 79 (58.5%)
Do you use an alcohol-based hand product or soap and 0.979

water after touching a patient?

Most of the time 11 (44.0%) 14 (56.0%)


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.03.01.23286420
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.03.01.23286420; this version posted March 3, 2023. 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Occasionally 5 (50.0%) 5 (50.0%)
Rarely 6 (42.9%) 8 (57.1%)
Always, according-the recommendations 52 (43.0%) 69 (57.0%)
Do you use alcohol-based hand sanitizer or soap and 0.791
water after touching a patient's environment?
Most of the time 13 (52.0%) 12 (48.0%)
Occasionally 6 (37.5%) 10 (62.5%)
Rarely 9 (40.9%) 13 (59.1%)
Always, according-the recommendations 46 (43.0%) 61 (57.0%)
Do you follow standard infection prevention and control 0.828
precautions when in contact with a patient?
Most of the time 13 (50.0%) 13 (50.0%)
Occasionally 5 (50.0%) 5 (50.0%)
Rarely 6 (46.2%) 7 (53.8%)
Always, according-the recommendations 50 (41.3%) 71 (58.7%)
Do you wear Infection Protection Equipment when 0.068
indicated?
Most of the time 10 (41.7%) 14 (58.3%)
Occasionally 1 (12.5%) 7 (87.5%)
Rarely 3 (21.4%) 11 (78.6%)
Always, according-the recommendations 60 (48.4%) 64 (51.6%)

In the correspondence analysis was performed on dichotomic variables (Fig. 1, 2, 3), the age
group < 30 years was the most associated with negative serology. Female, age group 30-39
years, physician occupation (Fig.3), contact with fluids, contact with medical equipment were
the factors the most associated with positive PCR. In the same line, low hygiene practices were
associated with positive rRT-PCR, whereas fair hygiene practices were associated with negative

rRT-PCR and serology.
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Figure 1 : Correspondence analysis of age, function and medical antecedent associated with PCR status and
serology
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Figure 2 : Correspondence analysis of hygiene practices associated with status rRT-PCR and serology


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.03.01.23286420
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.03.01.23286420; this version posted March 3, 2023. 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

CA - Biplot

-
serology Negative

H conlgctsurf no
H contact_patient no
contact_body_fluide no nEQahve pcf contact_materiel yes
Q= === === -=---=== corrtact { patientyes- """ T - T T T T oo oo e e [
contact materiel no  * positive pcr
not tested tor per
conta:t surf yes contact_body_fluide yes «

serol:_:gy Positive

0.0 0'2 D.J
Dim1 (98.2%)

Figure 3 : Correspondence analysis of type of exposure associated with rRT-PCR status, serology

The logistic regression analysis focused on risk factors associated with positive serology ( Table
V). In model I (crude), no factors significantly associated with positive serology. In the model
adjusted II, contact with patient’s body fluid was associated with positive serology (OR 95%
5.71 [1.56-24.9]). Participants who don’t know their status about diabetes were less likely to
have positive serology compared to the others (OR95% 0.04, [0.00-0.61]). In the final model
(III), female gender was a major risk factor for positive serology (OR95% 2.22 [1.09-4.68]) and

the use of protective equipment was a protective one (OR 95% 2.88, [0.97-9.36]).

For clinical disease reported during the first 45 days after contact (Table VI), the models

highlighted diabetes as the only factor associated with Covid symptom (models I, II, IIT).
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4. Discussion
This prospective cohort study aims to analyze risk factor for COVID-19 among health workers
during the first wave of the SARS COVID-2 epidemic in Niger. It focused on workers who
were in contact with the first confirmed cases of SARS CoV-2 in Niamey. The strategy was to
follow them for 30 days after contact. This research was conducted in Niamey, which was the
epicenter of the epidemic in Niger. During this time, and despite awareness resulting for the
previous Ebola epidemic in the West African region, good clinical practices were not well
established in dispensaries and first line heath structures. In this context, in case of positive
patient attending the ward, all the workers from medical doctors to technicians in laboratories
and cleaners can be impacted. The main questions to address were which type of activity was

at major risk, and in the other hand, which practices can be protective.

The biological methods used were polymerase chain reaction, which is the gold standard for
diagnosis of infection, and ELISA for serology to demonstrate exposure to SARS CoV-2.
However, as it was not possible to practice regular PCR test to all the workers at fixed date, this

tests was only performed when clinical signs were declared.

In this study covering one month of follow-up, the percent of people becoming PCR positive
was 28.8% with a very high difference between gender, i.e. 64.7% among females and 5.29%
among males. Our result is superior to that a similar study performed in Egypt between April
and May 2020 on 4040 healthcare workers where 170 (4.2%; 95%) were infected with SARS-
CoV-2 (I) (11). In a study conducted from March 2020 to December 2020 at Med Tlatli
Hospital in Nabeul, Tunisia, the rate of SARS-CoV-2 positivity among health care personnel
was 14.4%. The frequency of infection was 15.4% (12). En Algérie, une étude transversale
descriptive menée du 01/03/2020 au 31/08/2021 en Algérie avait enregistré une prévalence de

15 % de l'infection COVID-19 (13).
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SARS CoV-2 seroprevalence reaches 55.9% after one month, which is much higher than in
Nigeria 45.10% (14), Zimbabwe 8.9% (15) , UK 24.4% (16), and The Netherlands 21.1% (17).
This high rate of contamination of health workers during the first wave of COVID epidemic,
underlines the poor level of knowledge that they have about the disease. and also, their poor

access to individual protection.

Due to the low age of the working population in Niger, most of the workers didn’t harbored
comorbidity increasing their risk of disease. However, 21.2% of the health workers reported
one comorbidity and 6.56% several. The most recorded risk factors were asthma (7.33%),
obesity (5.01%), heart disease (3.80%) followed by chronic lung disease (2.31%). Chronic liver
disease was significantly (p= 0.034) associated with positive COVID rRT-PCR as already

reported.

In the univariate analysis, we noticed a significant difference in the proportion of positive PCRs
according to function (p=0.024), and structure to which the health worker belonged. According
to literature, it is clear that the risk varies by occupation and workstation. However, awareness
could be more important than equipment. Indeed, a study conducted in the United Kingdom
reported a higher seroprevalence among housekeepers (34.5%) and those working in acute
medicine (33%) or general internal medicine (30.3%) than in intensive care units welcoming
most of the patients (14.8%) (15). Similar results were reported from Egypt where 39.6% of
positive were nurses, 39.0% were physicians but 21.4% were non-medical staff (11). Our
results are consistent with another study conducted in Niger where health workers accounted
for 12.8% of confirmed cases, followed by students (9.8%) (18), with a higher risk of death
among general practitioners and mental health nurses (19). Frontline health care workers had
at least a threefold increased risk of positive COVID-19 test and infection, compare with the
general community (20). Awareness and knowledge of the disease, seem to be the main pitfalls

in protection of health workers. In the same line, hand washing (p=0.019), and alcohol-base
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hand hygiene (p<0.001) were also mainly associated with negative serology, in the opposite of
contact with contaminated material (p=0.069). These results are consistent with those of Li Ran
et al. in Wuhan, China demonstrating that contamination of health care workers is generally
due to hand contamination after contact with either patients or fomites (21). These results
highlight the importance of hand hygiene and alcohol-base hand hygiene. In dispensaries,
personal protective equipment are usually limited to gloves when present. They can offer an
effective protection and according to Ng-Kamstra et al. more complex PPE protocols do not
necessarily offer better one. They sometime may even increase the risk of self-contamination

when removing the them (22).

During infectious diseases outbreaks, implementation of prevention and control (IPC) is of
great importance in health care facilities especially with regard to the protection of health care
workers . In Niger, and more specifically in Niamey, which was the epicenter of the epidemic,
handwashing and water devices were installed in all health facilities. In this study the average
score of use ranged from 52% to 54% and 55% in tertiary health facilities, integrated health
centers and private health facilities respectively. However, the WHO recommended technique
of hand washing or hand rubbing with hydro alcoholic gel were not sufficiently mastered by

the workers (6).

More commitment and sensitization of health workers in the front line in the fight against
pathology is needed. As we all know, hand washing not only significantly reduces residual

viruses or bacteria on the hands but also reduces the sources of contamination.

5. Conclusion
The identification of risk factors in the health care setting is essential and allows policy makers
to adopt appropriate strategies against this disease. Preventive measures such as hygiene in

general must be privileged in our constraints in addition to personal protective equipment.
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Liste des tableaux et figures

Table 1 : Socio-demographic characterization of the population

Non SARS-CoV-2
Characteristics Total p-value
infected HCWs infected HCWs
[21.00- [21.000- [23.000
Age (median, IQR) 35.00 345 35.00
65.00] 65.000] -58.00]
K e e T St N R [N T
Less than First quartile | 53 20.5% 27 23.9% 26 17.8%
First Quartile-Mediane | 17 6.6% 8 7.1% 9 6.2%
Mediane third quartile | 6 2.3% 3 2.7% 3 2.1%
More than third quartile | 61 23.6% 24 21.2% 37 25.3%
Gender 0,99
Female | 146 53,37% 08 67,12% 48 32, 88%
Male | 113 43,63% 73 66,37% 38 33,63%
Occupicd position 0,46
Physicians | 95 36,68% 63 66,32% 32 33,68%
Heath techniciens | 119 45,95% B2 86,32% 37 38,95%
Laboratory staff | 10 3.86% 4 4.21% 6 6,32%
Others | 9 3.47% 5 5,26% 4 4.21%
Cleaners | 17 6,56% 12 12,63% 5 5,26%
Interns | 9 3.47% 7 7.37% 2 2.11%
Comorbidities
Obesity | 13 5,01% 7 53,84% 6 46,16% | 0.21
Diabetis | 9 3.4% 8 88.88% 1 11,12% | 0.26
HIV | 2 0,70% 2 100% 0 0% 0.47
Heart Discase | 8 3,80% 6 75,00% 2 25,00% | 0.77
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Asthma | 19 7.33% 14 73.68% 3 26,32% | 0.68
Chronic lung discases | 6 2.31% 4 66,66% 2 44,44% | 0,99
chronic hematologic
5 1,93% 5 100% 0 0% 0.26
discases
Pregnancy | 7 2,70% 4 57.14% 3 42.86% | 0.85
Kidney chronical discase | 1 0,30% 1 100% 0 00% 0.99
Number of comorbidity 0.98
ey N R o VA b TR0k [ RS o OSARe% | 62 33,15%
One Comorbidity | 35 21.24% 37 67.27% 18 32.72%
More than one | 17 6,56% 11 64,70% 6 35,29%
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Table II : Socio-demographic characteristics of participants at inclusion according- rRT-PCR

and serology results

Sex

Positive

Negative (N=51) |(N=25)

Not tested

(N=94)
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Mal.ﬂ It is made av@q';le{tgqelrﬁ%iPY 4.0 Interna@nfllic]arjg%]

Female

Age group

<30 vears

30-39 vears

40-49 years

+30 years

Function
Other
Students/intemns

Nurse

27 (28.7%)

17 (45.9%)

18 (26.1%)

10 (22.2%)

6(31.6%)

3 (37.5%)
6 (75.0%)

12 (21.8%)

16 (17.0%)

6 (16.2%)

11 (15.9%)

6 (13.3%)

2 (10.5%)

1(12.5%)

2 (25.0%)

6 (10.9%)

43 (5

51 (54.3%)

14 (37.8%)

40 (58.0%)

29 (64.4%)

11 (57.9%)

4 (50.0%)
0 (0.0%)

37 (67.3%)

0.264

0.024

38 (50.0%)

36 (38.3%)

18 (48.6%)

28 (40.6%)

20 (44.4%)

8 (42.1%)

6 (75.0%)
4 (50.0%)

19 (34.5%)

38

(50.0%)

58

(61.7%)

19

(51.4%)

41

(59.4%)

25

(55.6%)

11

(57.9%)

2 (25.0%)

4 (50.0%)

36

0.880

0.117
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Physician

Cleaners

Laboratory staff

Health

25 (36.2%)

1 (12.5%)

0(0.0%)

4(30.8%)

12 (17.4%) 32 (46.4%)

0(0.0%)

2 (22.2%)

2 (15.4%)

It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Structure

Cabinet Arahama 0 (0.0%)

CERMES

CHR

CHU

CLINIQUE
MAMAR

KASSEY

CTA

HGR

HNN

HOTEL

GAWEYE

0 (0.0%)

1 (4.3%)

7(33.3%)

1 (100.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

22 (48.9%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

2 (28.6%)

2 (8.7%)

1 (4.8%)

0 (0.0%)

7 (87.5%)

7(77.8%)

7 (53.8%)

1 (100.0%)

5 (71.4%)

20 (87.0%)

13 (61.9%)

0 (0.0%)

1 (100.0%) 0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

15 (100.0%)

11 (24.4%) 12 (26.7%)

0 (0.0%)

4 (100.0%)
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< (.001

33 (47.8%)

2 (25.0%)

2 (22.2%)

8 (61.5%)

1 (100.0%)

3 (42.9%)

7 (30.4%)

7(33.3%)

1 (100.0%)

1 (100.0%)

5(33.3%)

21 (46.7%)

4 (100.0%)

(65.5%)

36

(52.2%)

6 (75.0%)

T(77.8%)

5 (38.5%)

0.175

0 (0.0%)

4 (57.1%)

16

(69.6%)

14

(66.7%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

10

(66.7%)

24

(53.3%)

0 (0.0%)
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MIG 20 (40.0%) 8 (16.0%) 22 (44.0%) 24 (48.0%) 26

(52.0%)

Table III : Infection Prevention and Control Practices among Health Workers and rRT-PCR
Qutcome in Niger

I 0 0
N=51) Positive (N=25) |(N=94 p value

Have you had direct contact with the 0.517
patient since admission?
medRxiv preprint doi: {r?;tps ://doi.org/10.1101/2023.03.01.23286420; this version posted MarcL 3, 20'2:"’%& copynght{'n%c%r%?{gs preprint 14 (46'?%}
e g b bt 19 e Tt Vs e et i OGS0RY s (PRGN 80 (57.1%)

Have you been in contact with the 0.050

patient's body fluids?

Mo 42 (29.6%) 17 (12.0%) 83 (58.5%)
Yes 9(32.1%) 8 (28.6%) 11 (39.3%)

Have you had direct contact with the 0.101

patient's equipment since admission?

No 30 (28.8%) 11 (10.6%) 63 (60.6%)
Yes 21 (31.8%) 14 (21.2%) 31 (47.0%)

Did you have direct contact with the 0.903

surfaces around the patient?

No 17 (32.1%)  8(15.1%) 28 (52.8%)
Yes 34 (29.1%) 17 (14.5%) 66 (56.4%)

Hand hygiene 0.019
Most of the time 17 (44.7%) 8 (21.1%) 13 (34.2%)
Occasionally 5(62.5%) 1 (12.5%) 2 (25.0%)

Rarely 1 (33.3%) 0 (0.0%) 2 (66.7%)
Always. according-the 28 (23.1%) 16 (13.2%) 77 (63.6%)
recommendations

Alcohol-based hand cleaner < 0.001
Most of the time 13 (41.9%)  5(16.1%) 13 (41.9%)
Occasionally 4 (36.4%) 0 (0.0%) 7 (63.6%)

Rarely 4 (26.7%) 8 (53.3%) 3 (20.0%)
Always, according-the 30 (26.5%) 12 (10.6%) 71 (62.8%)
recommendations

Do you use soap and water for hand 0.274

hygiene?

Most of the time 13 (46.4%) 2(7.1%) 13 (46.4%)

Occasionally 2(33.3%) 1 (16.7%) 3 (50.0%)

Rarely 1(100.0%)  0(0.0%) 0 (0.0%)

Always. according-the 35(259%) 22(16.3%) 78 (57.8%)
recommendations

Do you use alcohol-based hand 0.196

sanitizer or soap and water before

touching a patient?

Most of the time 11 (45.8%) 2 (8.3%) 11 (45.8%)
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Occasionally

Rarely

Always, according-the
recommendations
Do you use alcohol-based hand
sanitizer or soap and water before
cleaning or aseptic?

Most of the time

Occasionally

Rarely

Always. according-the
recommendations
Do you use an alcohol-based hand

rebbinE PR ST A wese

2 (22.2%)
13 (31.7%)
25 (26.0%)

8 (30.8%)
2 (28.6%)
3(27.3%)
38 (30.2%)

ﬂftEl" (riﬂk}’} &fﬁﬁjﬁ ﬂ’f@E’h}ﬁﬁSﬁ ffiﬁ(dgi?ltemational license .

Most of the time

Occasionally

Rarely

Always. according-the
recommendations
Do you use an alcohol-based hand
product or soap and water after
touching a patient?

Most of the time

Occasionally

Rarely

Always. according-the
recommendations
Do you use alcohol-based hand
sanitizer or soap and water after
touching a patient's environment?

Most of the time

Occasionally

Rarely

Always, according-the
recommendations
Do you follow standard infection

prevention and control precautions
when in contact with a patient?

Most of the ime

Occasionally

Rarely

Always. according-the
recommendations
Do you wear Infection Protection
Equipment when indicated?

Most of the time

Occasionally

Rarely

8 (42.1%)
2 (33.3%)
6 (60.0%)
35 (25.9%)

10 (40.0%)
5 (50.0%)
5(35.7%)
31 (25.6%)

7 (28.0%)
4 (25.0%)
8 (36.4%)
32 (29.9%)

8 (30.8%)
5 (50.0%)
4 (30.8%)
34 (28.1%)

6 (25.0%)
3 (37.5%)
4 (28.6%)

1 (11.1%)
10 (24.4%)
12 (12.5%)

4 (15.4%)
0 (0.0%)
3(27.3%)
18 (14.3%)

sted March 3, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
d medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

2 (10.5%)
2 (33.3%)
2 (20.0%)
19 (14.1%)

4 (16.0%)
1 (10.0%)
3 (21.4%)
17 (14.0%)

2 (8.0%)

4 (25.0%)
6 (27.3%)
13 (12.1%)

5(19.2%)
2 (20.0%)
4 (30.8%)
14 (11.6%)

6 (25.0%)
1 (12.5%)
3 (21.4%)

6 (66.7%)
18 (43.9%)
59 (61.5%)

14 (53.8%)
5 (71.4%)
5 (45.5%)
70 (55.6%)

9 (47.4%)
2 (33.3%)
2 (20.0%)
81 (60.0%)

11 (44.0%)
4 (40.0%)
6 (42.9%)
73 (60.3%)

16 (64.0%)
8 (50.0%)
8 (36.4%)
62 (57.9%)

13 (50.0%)
3 (30.0%)
5 (38.5%)
73 (60.3%)

12 (50.0%)
4 (50.0%)
7 (50.0%)

0.833

0.121

0.459

0.302

0.266

0.750
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Always. according-the 38 (30.6%) 15 (12.1%) 71 (57.3%)
recommendations
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Table IV : Infection prevention and control practices by health workers and outcome of serology

Positive
(N=96) p value

Have you had direct contact with the patient since 0431
admission?
No 15 (50.0%) 15 (50.0%)
Yes 59 (42.1%) 81 (57.9%)
Have you been in contact with the patient's body fluids? 0.184
No 65 (45.8%) 77 (54.2%)
Yes 9 (32.1%) 19 (67.9%)
Have you had direct contact with the patient's (0.069

equipment since admission?
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No
Yes

Did you have direct contact with the surfaces around the

patient?
No
Yes

Hand hygiene
Most of the time
Occasionally
Rarely

51 (49.0%)
23 (34.8%)

23 (43.4%)
51 (43.6%)

17 (44.7%)
6 (75.0%)
2 (66.7%)
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Alcohol-based hand cleaner
Most of the time
Occasionally
Rarely
Always, according-the recommendations
Do you use soap and water for hand hygiene?
Most of the time
Occasionally
Rarely
Always, according-the recommendations

Do you use alcohol-based hand sanitizer or soap and
water before touching a patient?

Most of the time

Occasionally

Rarely

Always. according-the recommendations

Do you use alcohol-based hand sanitizer or soap and
water before cleaning or aseptic?

Most of the time

Occasionally

Rarely

Always. according-the recommendations

Do you use an alcohol-based hand rubbing product or
soap and water after (risky) exposure-body fluids?

Most of the time
Occasionally
Rarely

Always. according-the recommendations

14 (45.2%)
6 (54.5%)
8 (53.3%)
46 (40.7%)

11 (39.3%)
3 (50.0%)
0 (0.0%)
60 (44.4%)

10 (41.7%)
3 (33.3%)

18 (43.9%)
43 (44.8%)

14 (53.8%)
2 (28.6%)
5 (45.5%)
53 (42.1%)

3 (42.1%)
3 (50.0%)
7 (70.0%)
56 (41.5%)

53 (51.0%)
43 (65.2%)

30 (56.6%)
66 (36.4%)

21 (55.3%)
2 (25.0%)
1 (33.3%)

72 (59.5%)

17 (54.8%)
5 (45.5%)
7 (46.7%)
67 (59.3%)

17 (60.7%)
3 (50.0%)

1 (100.0%)
75 (55.6%)

14 (58.3%)
6 (66.7%)

23 (56.1%)
53 (55.2%)

12 (46.2%)
5 (71.4%)
6 (54.5%)
73 (57.9%)

11 (57.9%)
3 (50.0%)
3 (30.0%)
79 (58.5%)

0.981

0.226

(.676

0.771

0.923

0.596
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Do you use an alcohol-based hand product or soap and
water after touching a patient?

Most of the time 11 (44.0%)
Occasionally 5 (50.0%)
Rarely 6 (42.9%)

Always, according-the recommendations 52 (43.0%)

Do you use alcohol-based hand sanitizer or soap and
water after touching a patient's environment?

Most of the time
Occasionally

13 (52.0%)
6 (37.5%)
Q (40 9%)

rely
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Do you follow standard infection prevention and control
precautions when in contact with a patient?

Most of the time 13 (50.0%)
Occasionally 5 (50.0%)
Rarely 6 (46.2%)

Always. according-the recommendations 50 (41.3%)

Do you wear Infection Protection Equipment when

indicated?
Most of the time 10 (41.7%)
Occasionally 1 (12.5%)
Rarely 3 (21.4%)
Always. according-the recommendations 60 (48.4%)

14 (56.0%)
5 (50.0%)
§ (57.1%)
69 (57.0%)

12 (48.0%)
10 (62.5%)
13 (59.1%)
61 (57.0%)

13 (50.0%)
5 (50.0%)
7 (53.8%)
71 (58.7%)

14 (58.3%)
7 (87.5%)

11 (78.6%)
64 (51.6%)

0.979

0.791

0.828

0.068
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Figure 3 : Correspondence analysis of type of exposure associated with PCR
status, serology

Table V : Risk factors associated with reporting covid symptoms among health workers in Niger

after contact with a covid-19 patient.

Model I (Crude) (n=161) Model I{Adjusted) ) (n=161) Mode III (Final) ) (n= 161)

95% Cl value HR 95% CI value HR 95% CI  p value
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Fonction

other
1.00 ref 1.00 ref — —
staff

MNurse 098 0.33-2.89 0937 1.04  0.30-3.64 =(.9 1.07 0.31-3.67 =09

Physician 2.09 0.83-5.27 0.123 248 082-751 0.11 233 0.79-688 013
Obesity
No 1.00 ref 1.00 ref
Do not

0.00 0.00-Inf 0997 096 0.00-Inf =LY 0.92 0.00-Inf =09
know
Yes 1.15 0.27-4.85 (.851 085 0.17-4.28 (.5 097 020-4.65 =09
Diabetes
No 1.00 ref 1.00  ref —_— —
Do not

0.71 0.10-5.25 0.72203 1.06 0.12-9.65 =() 9 1.04 0.12-9.30 =09
know
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1.45-

Yes 4.81 0.00908 10.63 2.04-55.23 0.005 11.2 2,10, 59.7 0.005
15.99

Chronic_heart_disease

No 1.00 ref 1.00  ref

Do not

0.00 0.00-Inf 0997 0.00  0.00-Inf =>() 9 0.00 0.00-Inf =09
know

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.03.01.23286420; this version posted March 3, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was rjot certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

Yes |1t B GooRLpoT VR 2 GF B Intematipafidensef) 16-15.25 (.7 143 0.15-13.4 0.8
Asthma
No 1.00 ref 1.00 ref
Yes 1.14 0.34-3.82 0845 1.21 035-4.15 08 1.16 0.34-4.01 08
Chronic_lung_disease
No 1.00 ref 1.00  ref
0.25-
Yes 1.85 0.579 241 023-2522 05 2.02 0.21-19.7 0.5
13.68

Chronic_liver_disease

No 1.00 ref 1.00  ref
(0.25-

Yes 1.83 (0.566 030 001-920 05
13.52

Chronic_hemato_disease

No 1.00 ref 1.00  ref
().20-

Yes 1.50) 0.631 1.67 020-13.82 06 1.80 0.22-148 0.6
11.01

Age groupe
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<30ans 1.00 ref 1.00

+50ans 0.75 0.19-2.95 0.669 0.62

30-39 ans 0.89 0.36-2.24 0.797 0.78

40-49 ans 0.98 0.37-2.64 0971 0.83

ref

0.13-2.86 0.5 0.57 0.12,2.65 0.5
0.30-2.04 (.6 0.77 0.29,2.02 0.6
0.28-2.47 0.7 0.85 029,253 03

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.03.01.23286420; this version posted March 3, 2023. 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .



https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.03.01.23286420
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Table VI : Overall risk factors associated with COVID-positive status among health workers in

Niger.

Maodel I (Crude) (n=170)

Model I (Adjusted ) (n=170)

p p
OR 95% C1 OR 95% CI1

value value

Have vou had direct contact with the patient since admission?

medRxi rint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.03.01.23286420; this version posted March 3, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
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Yes 1.37 062-305 040 1.81 0.61-538 03
Have vou had direct contact with the patient’s equipment since admission?
No

Yes .80 0.96-343 007 1.76 0.72-4.52 0.2

Did you have direct contact with the surfaces around the patient?

Mo

Yes 0,99 051-191 =09 1.01 0.43-237 =09
Have you been in contact with the patient’s body fluids?

No

Yes 1.78 0.77-439 0187 5,71 1.56-24.9 0,013

Sex

Male

Female 1.61 087-299 0.13 2.33 0.99-5.68 0.056

Function
Other staff

Nurse 1.74 0.78t03.91 0.18

Physician 1.040) 04710211 1.000 097 0.33-284 =09

Model III (Final) (n=170)

OR

1.86

2.72

2,22

95% CI

0.88-4.05

0.95-8.69

1.09-4.68

p value

0.11

0.073

0.031
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Obesity

No

Yes 0.97 0.25-4.05 0.97 0.75

Do not Know 0.00 0.00 0.99  0.00
Diabetes

No

3 -1 8- 3
medei\ﬁ;%&int doi: https://doi.org/lo.1101/2@23.@3.01.23286429 tQISS ver'!ibﬁ-;!'osted l\%r%'& 2023. bncgpyright holgé;[f.cg'rl 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.

It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Do not Know 0.23 003-1.04 008 0.04

Heart disease

Mo
Yes 4 .85 0.80-9278 0.15
0.00

Do not Know 0.81 0.03 -20.70 0.88 0.00
Asthma (requiring medication)

No

Yes 0.40 0.12-1.20 0.11 0.34
Chronic lung disease (other than asthma)

No

Yes 0.00 0.00 0985 0.00
Chronic liver disease

No

Yes 1.55 0.15 10 33.81 0,72 1.48

Chronic haematological disease

No

0.11-4.56

0.00-NA

0.00-0.61

(.00

0.00

0.07-1.61

(.00

0.04-54.1

0.8
=0.9
=09  0.00
0.037  0.06
0.00-
=0.9 NA
=0.9 10.1
0.2 0.25
0. 00-
=0.9
NA
0.8

0.00-0.69

0.00-NA

0.17-971

0.05-1.00

0.00-NA

=(.9

0.056

=(.0

(0.056

=9
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Yes (.38 0.02-4.03 0432 148 0.04-34.1 08

Age group
<30 vears
30-39 vears 1.39 062t03.11 042 1.99 0.63-6.50 0.2
40-49 vears 1.18 0.49 -2 85 (.70 2006 0.60-7.32 0.3
+50 years 1.30 0.43-407 064 2.56 0.50-146 03
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Most of the time

Occasionally 0.27 00410 1.534 014 016 0.00-3.11 0.3

Rarcly 0.40 00210458 047 0.03 0.00-1.15 0.071

Always according-
1.19 0570248 0.64 1.76 0.51-6.38 04
recommantions

Alcohol-based hand cleaner

Most of the time

Occasionally 0.69 0.17t02.75 059 1.23 0.15-10.2 0.8

Rarely 0.72 0.20t0 249 0.60 (.63 0.08-349 0.7

Always according-
1.20 0.53102.67 0.67 1.45 0.28-8.08 0.7
recommantions

Soap and water for hand hygiene

Most of the time

Occasionally (.65 0.10t0 405 0.63 274 0.14-114 0.5

Rarely 1,370,587 0.00-NA 0.99 289224 000-MNA =09

Always according- 051 03410 1.84 062 (.25 0.04-1.52 0.2
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recommantions

Follow standard infection prevention and control precautions when in

contact with a patient

Most of the time
Occasionally 1.00 0.23-442  1.00 0.17 0.01-1.63 013 030 004-1.79 02

Rarely 1.17 0310455 082 (1.9% 0.13-7.75 =09 1.2 0.25-6.71 0.8
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1.42 0.60-3.35 042 2.55 0.66-105 02 2.88 0.97-936 0.063
recommantions

Wear Infection Protection Equipment when indicated?

Most of the time
Occasionally 5.00 0.72-101.27 0.16 598 042-224 0.2 2.80 0.32-64.0 0.4
Rarely 2.62 062-1385 021 361 0.54-35.1 0.2 2.77 0.47-243 0.3

Alwayvs according-
0.76 0.31-1.83 0.35 0.27 0.07-1.02 0,063 0,29 0.08-0.90 0,039
recommantions
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