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ABSTRACT

We describe the rationale, design, and implementation of baseline enrollment for a
longitudinal, observational cohort study of healthcare workers. The importance of workplace as a
characteristic of interest in population-based studies has become increasingly apparent over time.
Most adults spend a majority of their waking hours living in their workplace environment, which
serves as a source of unique as well as shared exposures, stressors, and related determinants of
health. A rapidly expanding segment of the working population includes those individuals who
work in the fields of healthcare. The healthcare workforce, at large, represents an increasingly
diverse subset of the population with broad exposures, some exposures are specific to the
workplace and others are common to persons living in the community. Importantly, healthcare
workers tend to have general interest and willingness to participate in research, in addition to
stable employment and easy access to on-site clinical research assessment locations.
Accordingly, from a population of individuals working at a large medical delivery network, we
enrolled over 6300 healthcare workers into a cohort study involving survey data collection on
medical history, work environment, and family and living situation; this information was linked

to participant electronic health record data and collected biospecimens.
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The modern construct of a longitudinal observational cohort originated in the mid 20"
century with the founding of renowned studies such as the Framingham Heart Study(1). The
design and implementation of such community-based studies have been instrumental for
enabling rigorous identification of individual level characteristics associated with risk for future
disease. Early and ongoing discoveries from these studies, leading to coining of the term “risk
factors’ (2), have had far-reaching implications for public health. The general motivation for
conducting longitudinal observational studies, further exemplified in the National Health
Institutes sponsored All of Us study (3), is centered on the premise that comprehensively
evaluating exposures and outcomes can shed further light on determinants of health outcomes
over the life course — for al individuals living in the community. Notwithstanding the
importance of systematically observing broadly defined populations, certain subpopulations
warrant special attention and, in turn, more focused investigation. Such special populations can
be identified based on demographic, social, geographic, or other factors. A characteristic of
particular interest — and one that identifies still understudied subgroups of individuals in the
community — is workplace. In turn, an actively growing segment of our employed population
with an increasingly important set of shared exposures is represented by healthcare workers. To
this end, we have initiated a longitudinal cohort study that is intentionally designed to examine
exposures and outcomes across a diverse population of healthcare workers living and working in

Southern California.

METHODS

Sampling Strategy
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We planned for the basis of our cohort study enrollment, along with its periodic point-of-
care surveillance, to be integrated closely with the routine activities of the Employee Health
Services for several reasons. First, all healthcare workers are aready registered with Employee
Health Services for occupational health screening, which includes a standardized assessment of
medical and social history including a detailed record of vaccinations. Second, all prior and
ongoing potential occupation specific exposures (e.g. airborne, bloodborne, needlestick, etc),
along with the timing and nature of these exposures, are assessed and recorded by Employee
Health Services. Finaly, all active healthcare workers undergo annual re-assessments of
vaccination status and medical history, including facilitated completion of yearly tuberculosis
testing and seasonal influenza vaccination.

For our cohort study enrollment, we included all employees registered with Employee
Health Services at a given hedlthcare facility within the network; we excluded only those
employees who elected not to participate. Enrolled individuals, herein referred to as “healthcare
workers’” comprised the broad range of employees at our healthcare facility, including: clinical
providers (physicians, advanced healthcare professionals, nurses, etc.), clinical operations and
administrative staff (patient transport personnel, technicians, managerial assistants, etc.),
research faculty and staff, clinical and research trainees, contractors, and hospital volunteers.

The first ingtitution to open enroliment was the Cedars Sinai, a multi-site clinical care
organization located in Los Angeles, California, that includes two maor hospital centers and
multiple outpatient clinics. The Cedars Sinai employee base, comprising the source population
for this vanguard cohort, includes over 14,000 total employees including physicians, nursing

professional, other healthcare workers who provide either direct patient care or support services,
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and an additional employees who are involved in primarily administrative, research, or other
activities at the healthcare facility.

During the design and planning of the cohort study, the coronavirus disease 2019 (Covid-
19) pandemic swept the globe (4). Given strong interest in accelerating the program in attempts
to better understand Covid-19's effect on healthcare workers and the community at large, we
began study enroliment on May 11, 2020, with the support of institutional leadership and
leveraging the existing Employee Health Services operational infrastructure including employee
contact mechanisms and laboratory testing.
Study enrollment and procedures

Following protocol approvals from our ingtitutional review board, all healthcare workers
employed in the medical delivery network were notified of open study enrollment viainstitution-
wide emails, campus flyers, and announcements at regularly scheduled departmental meetings.
Enrollment for each participant involved completion of an electronic informed consent form and
an electronic questionnaire designed to collect data on demographic, social, and medical history
characteristics (including exposures and risk factors related to Covid-19). Both the informed
consent and questionnaire forms were implemented el ectronically via applications supported by
REDCap (Research Electronic Data Capture) (5, 6). REDCap is a secure, web-based data capture
tool allowing for customization of survey tools, audit and tracking of data management,
automated export procedures, and data integration. Per standard clinical research procedures, all
data captured by the REDCap applications are hosted on ingtitutional servers, providing HIPPA
compliant data storage and security.

Biospecimen sampling as part of the baseline protocol involved peripheral phlebotomy,

conducted using standardized procedures, to enable arange of biomarker and molecular profiling
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assays including serology, acute phase biomarker assays, metabolomics, proteomics, and
genomics. All participants were asked to provide additional opt-in consent to allow for their
collected biospecimens to be included in genomic analyses. Participants were also informed
regarding which results of biomarker profiling (e.g. certain serology assays performed in a CLIA
certified laboratory) would be returned and which results (e.g. novel biomarker assays performed
for research purposes) would not be returned. We also provided informational resources to assist
with interpretation of returned results (e.g. Covid-19 serology assays) for both participants and
their primary care providers.

Data management for the baseline protocol involved linking electronic questionnaire
data, laboratory data, and existing electronic health record (EHR) data using the unique medical
record number that was converted to a masked study identification number for statistical
analyses. All data linkage processes involved initial application of data merging algorithms with
output files iteratively reviewed using standard quality assurance and quality control procedures.
As part of our standard data cleaning and management procedures, all identified matching issues
were manually resolved by trained research staff through two-step verification of all relevant
primary data sources. Data analyses for descriptive and association statistics were performed by
statistically trained data analysts blinded to all participant identifiers.

All data collection, biospecimen collection, data management, and data analysis protocols
and procedures were developed, reviewed, and implemented by dedicated clinical research
operations, laboratory science, and data analytics teams with oversight provided by a scientific
steering committee. All study protocols were approved by our institutional review boards.

RESULTS
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The initial study enrollment period occurred May 11, 2020 and included N=6318
individual employees. Demographic, social, and clinical characteristics are summarized in Table
1. As shown, the total study sample included 69% women, 50% non-white participants, and
healthcare worker employees representing a range of age groups as well as the diversity of
occupational environments relevant to the healthcare setting. Of all enrolled participants, 94.4%
completed the maority (at least 90%) of all questionnaire items, 99% provided periphera blood
specimens of adequate quality for standard biomarker processing (e.g. antibody assays), and
54.8% opted in for participation in genetic analyses. As shown in Figure 1, the demographic
characteristics of the sampled study population were similar to those of the total population of
eligible study participants, without evidence of substantial under-sampling or over-sampling
based on comparisons of trait frequency between the study cohort and source cohort.
DISCUSSION

We have designed and implemented a healthcare worker cohort study that has
successfully enrolled over 6300 participants including women and men across a diversity of age
groups, racial and ethnic backgrounds, and occupational environments. In addition to diverse
enrollment, representing a large proportion of the source population, we found that participants
were engaged in active recruitment over a relatively short period of time, with a high rate of
guestionnaire completion and a magjority of participants opting in for genetic testing. We
recognize that efficient enrollment and effective engagement could be achieved with focused
recruitment communications, making certain clinically relevant information returnable to
participants (e.g. antibody test results), and leveraging an existing infrastructure to accommodate

a high volume of participant interest.
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Our hedthcare worker cohort study expands from the design of prior studies by
facilitating engagement in-person through an Employee Health Services infrastructure as well as
remotely via electronic and mail communications (7-14). Similar to prior cohort studies of
healthcare workers, the current study is designed to support investigations that are both specific
to exposures enriched among persons working in healthcare settings and also generalizable to
exposures shared across communities at large. Similar to other cohorts, the size of the current
study isintentionally large so that future ancillary studies may include embedded clinical trials of
interventions with adequate statistical power. As an extension from prior work, the current
cohort was recruited from a medical delivery network based in the populous metropolitan region
of Los Angeles County in Southern California; this regional base has allowed sampling of
participants representing a spectrum of racial, ethnic, socioeconomic, and educational
backgrounds that can be considered diverse even among healthcare workers.

A cohort of healthcare workers, such as this one, offers several operational advantages
when considering future investigations. As demonstrated in prior studies with high rates of
longitudinal follow up,(7, 8) healthcare workers are frequently well-versed in the importance of
participating in observational studies with the potential to generate discoveries that can inform
clinical practice. For the current study, with enrollment and engagement activities occurring at
the place of employment, future additional in-person assessments including biospecimen
collections are likely to have high adherence rates given the convenience of location. Both the
workplace location and the infrastructure provided by Employee Health Services also allow for
efficient methods for re-contacting participants and tracking outcomes, particularly given the

integration of employee health records within a comprehensive medical records system that
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permits real-time verification of self-reported clinical data for those participants who also receive
personal medical care within the same healthcare system.

Several limitations of the study merit consideration. Although healthcare workers tend to
represent arelatively stable workforce based population, some enrollees will transfer in or out of
the system over time; as has been done for similar cohort studies, we plan to retain follow-up for
as many base enrollees as possible while also allowing for new participants to be enrolled in pre-
specified contexts (e.g. as part of ancillary studies, with appropriate scientific justification and
ability to statistically accommodate for differences in timing of measurable exposures and
outcomes). While relatively diverse in composition, we recognize that our base cohort does not
completely represent all members of the community at large. For example, healthcare workers
tend to be physically able-bodied in order to carry out job related tasks, they are able to speak
English as a primary language in the workplace, and they are required to have documented
residency status. Further, given that our healthcare workers are largely employed and not retired,
they tend to younger than the overall population, particularly when compared to the population
of individuals with multiple chronic diseases. Healthcare workers, compared to a more general
sample from the population, may also tend to have higher levels of health literacy and potentially
a greater willingness to respond to invitations to participate in research and disease prevention
activities.

The healthcare industry continues to grow in size and diversity, employing a rapidly
expanding segment of the total working population (15). Importantly, most adults spend a
majority of their waking hours within their workplace environment. Thus, investigating
occupation specific as well as more general exposures among our healthcare workers promises to

shed light on disease determinants that will likely be of increasing relevance to the health of the
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public at large. Notwithstanding the benefits of published research in this field to public health,
we expect that healthcare organizations will remain actively interested in studying the health of
its workers for reasons related to institutional well-being. Accordingly, given the importance of
workforce hedlth to ingtitutions in general, we anticipate that organizations in other industries

will also continue to sharein this interest.
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Table 1. Sample Characteristics of the Study Cohort at Baseline

Total  'NMensve  Emergentor . Clinic Office Other
Care Urgent Care
n 6318 1055 367 1518 1083 547 1748
Age, mean + SD 41.3(12.0) 39.1(10.8) 39.0(10.5) 39.7 (11.2) 42.8 (12.1) 44.1 (13.5) 42.9 (12.5)
Male, n (%) 1987 (31) 405 (38) 126 (34) 1409 (27) 281 (26) 177 (32) 589 (34)
Hispanic ethnicity, n (%) 1224 (19) 136 (13) 71 (19) 255 (17) 264 (24) 135 (25) 363 (21)
Race (%)
African American/Black 391 (6) 67 (6) 24 (7) 107 (7) 60 (6) 33 (6) 100 (6)
American Indian/Alaska Native 18 (0) 3 (0) 4 (1) 5(0) 1(0) 1(0) 4 (0)
Asian 1953 (31) 369 (35) 82 (22) 569 (38) 234 (22) 131 (24) 568 (33)
Pacific Islander 59 (1) 8 (1) 51 19 (2) 9(1) 4(1) 14 (1)
White 3138 (50) 485 (46) 184 (50) 631 (42) 642 (59) 311 (57) 885 (51)
Other 759 (12) 123 (12) 68 (19) 187 (12) 137 (13) 67 (12) 177 (10)
Medical Conditions, n (%)
Asthma 747 (12) 128 (12) 48 (13) 175 (12) 152 (14) 78 (14) 166 (10)
Autoimmune disease 227 (4) 43 (4) 13 (4) 42 (3) 44(4) 26 (5) 64 (4)
Cancer 190 (3) 31 (3) 93 31(2) 35 (3) 19 (3) 65 (4)
Chronic obstructive pulmonary
disease 83(1) 14 (1) 4(1) 14 (1) 17 (2) 6 (1) 28 (2)
Coronary disease or heart failure 124 (2) 17 (2) 5(1) 24 (2) 26 (2) 14 (2.6) 38 (2)
Diabetes 377 (6) 57(5) 18 (5) 89 (6) 67(6) 30 (5.5) 116 (7)
Hypertension 987 (16) 152 (14) 51 (14) 216 (14) 192 (18) 104 (19) 272 (16)
Marital Status, n (%)
Married 2939 (47) 460 (44) 166 (45) 706 (47) 579 (54) 277 (51) 751 (43)
Single 2075 (33) 429 (41) 133 (36) 557 (37) 315 (29) 173 (32) 468 (27)
Other 1304 (21) 166 (16) 68 (19) 255 (17) 189 (17) 97 (18) 529 (30)
Current Smoking, n (%) 105 (2) 18 (2) 4(1) 32(2) 12 (1) 7(1) 32(2)
Night Shift, n (%) 1151 (18) 382 (36) 121 (33) 454 (30) 14 (1) 11 (2) 169 (10)
Rotating Shifts, n (%) 729 (12) 253 (24) 79 (22) 212 (14) 31 (3) 8 (2 146 (8)
Work Hours/Week 40.8(11.1) 429(135) 37.6(10.1) 40.5 (12.3) 41.2 (9.2) 40.9 (8.5) 40.1 (9.8)
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Dwelling Type, n (%)

Apartment 2763 (44) 528 (50) 193 (53) 721 (48) 425 (39) 242 (44)

House 3053 (48) = 484 (46) 157 (43) 732 (48) 623 (58) 287 (53)

Other 502 (8) 43 (4) 17 (5) 65 (4) 35 (3) 18 (3)
No. Peoplein the Home 23(17) 20(L7) 2.2 (1.7) 2.4 (1.7) 2.4 (1.7) 2.3 (1.7)

Values are shown as or mean+SD for continuous variables or number (percent) frequency for categorical variables.

654 (37)
770 (44)
324 (19)
2.3 (1.7)

Figure 1. Baseline Enrollment Process. The general data collection workflow is shown Panel A. The general biospecimen collection

workflow is shown in Panel B.
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Figure2. Overview of Sampling Selection. Source population level demographics are shown
in the upper panel, and the difference in proportion of sampled participants compared to the

source population is shown in the lower panel for each demographic trait.
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