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Abstract 28 

Background. The COVID-19 pandemic has posed a huge challenge to 29 

healthcare systems and their personnel worldwide. The study of the impact of 30 

SARS-CoV-2 infection among healthcare workers, through prevalence studies, 31 

will let us know viral expansion, individuals at most risk and the most exposed 32 

areas. The aim of this study is to gauge the impact of SARS-CoV-2 pandemic in 33 

our hospital workforce and identify groups and areas at increased risk. 34 

Methods and Findings. This is a cross-sectional and longitudinal study carried 35 

out on healthcare workers based on molecular and serological diagnosis of 36 

SARS-CoV-2 infection. Of the 3013 HCW invited to participate, finally 2439 37 

(80.9%) were recruited, including 674 (22.4%) who had previously consulted at 38 

the OHS for confirmed exposure and/or presenting symptoms suggestive of 39 

COVID-19. A total of 411 (16.9%) and 264 (10.8%) healthcare workers were 40 

SARS-CoV-2 IgG and rRT-PCR positive, respectively. The cumulative 41 

prevalence considering all studies (IgG positive HCW and/or rRT-PCR positive 42 

detection) has been 485 (19.9%). SARS-CoV-2 IgG-positive patients in whom the 43 

virus was not detected were 221 (9.1%); up to 151 of them (68.3%) did not report 44 

any compatible symptoms nor consult at the OHS for this reason. Men became 45 

more infected than women (25% vs 18.5%, p=0.0009), including when data were 46 

also classified by age. COVID-19 cumulative prevalence among the HCW 47 

assigned to medical departments was higher (25.2%) than others, as well as 48 

among medical staff (25.4%) compared with other professional categories 49 

(p<0.01). 50 

 51 
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Conclusions. Global impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on HCW of our centre 52 

has been 19.9%. Doctors and medical services personnel have had the highest 53 

prevalence of SARS-CoV-2 infection, but many of them have not presented 54 

compatible symptoms. This emphasizes the performance of continuous 55 

surveillance methods of the most exposed health personnel and not only based 56 

on the appearance of symptoms. 57 

 58 

Introduction 59 

At the end of 2019 a cluster of patients with a severe respiratory syndrome, 60 

whose cause was finally identified as a new coronavirus (SARS-CoV-2)[1], 61 

emerged in the Chinese city of Wuhan. In January 2020, World Health 62 

Organization issued a statement for an international emergency outbreak and on 63 

March 11, 2020 declared COVID-19 a pandemic[2]. 64 

This new virus is mainly spread by secretions and respiratory droplets, thus 65 

close contact is the main way of infection, although it could also occur by other 66 

means as fomites and contaminated surfaces[3]. Asymptomatic carriers may play 67 

an important role and contribute to the disease spread too[4]. The mean 68 

incubation period is 5.1 days (95% CI, 4.5 to 5.8 days)[5] and the basic 69 

reproductive number was estimated to be between 2.8 and 3.3[6]. 70 

Healthcare workers (HCW) are at high risk of infection and a source of 71 

transmission for patients and other staff. In China, more than 2000 cases among 72 

health personnel were infected as of February, most in Hubei province[7]. In 73 

March 2020, Italy reported 2600 infections and more than 40 deaths among HCW 74 

population[8]. In Spain, since the beginning of the pandemic up to May 11, 40921 75 
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cases were reported to the national epidemiological surveillance network[9], they 76 

were mainly women (76.5%) and had an average age of 46 years (36-55). Most 77 

of them presented cough (69.6%), fever (65.9%) and sore throat (39.6%). Four 78 

thousand one hundred seventy seven (10.5%) required hospitalization and 310 79 

(1.1%) intensive care; up to 53 HCW have died. These events have resulted in 80 

lack of health personnel and, therefore, an additional burden in the fight against 81 

the pandemic. 82 

Health personnel are critical and have become a weak point of the health 83 

system in this pandemic. Seroprevalence studies allow estimating the individual 84 

and areas at greatest risk. This information is relevant to implement approaches 85 

to promote HCW safety and adequately manage resources in future outbreaks. 86 

The aim of this study is to gauge the impact of SARS-CoV-2 pandemic in our 87 

hospital workforce and identify groups and areas at increased risk. 88 

Materials and methods 89 

Setting 90 

This is a cross-sectional and longitudinal study carried out with HCW from 91 

the Hospital Universitario de Fuenlabrada. The hospital is located in the 92 

municipality of Fuenlabrada, south of the metropolitan area of Madrid (Spain), 93 

and it has assigned a population of about 225,000 inhabitants from the towns of 94 

Fuenlabrada, Moraleja de Enmedio and Humanes[10]. 95 

Design and analytical methods 96 
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The cross-sectional study was carried out between April 14 and May 13, 2020 97 

and included all HCW who came from different hospital services and belonged to 98 

all professional categories (administrative and auxiliary services staff, central 99 

services technicians, cleaning staff, clinic assistants, doctors, nurses and 100 

watchmen). All HCW were invited to participate, recruited from hospital Human 101 

Resources database (as of April 10, 2020) by the Occupational Health Service 102 

(OHS) and summoned by the Admission Service coordinated with the hospital's 103 

Laboratory Medicine to perform the tests. A nasopharyngeal swab and venous 104 

blood sample were obtained simultaneously from all participants for molecular 105 

and serological diagnosis of SARS-CoV-2 infection, respectively. Both samples 106 

were sent during the next hour after collection and processed at the Medicine 107 

Laboratory. Nasopharyngeal samples were collected with flocked swabs in a viral 108 

transport medium that contains guanidine salts to inactivate and preserve the 109 

virus (Mole Bioscience, Taizhou, China). Nucleic acid extraction was performed 110 

in the QIAsymphony SP instrument with the QIAsymphony DSP Virus/Pathogen 111 

Midi Kit (Qiagen, Hylden, Germany) from 400 µl of sample or manually using the 112 

High Pure RNA Isolation Kit (Roche Diagnostics GmbH, Mannheim, Germany) 113 

from 200 µl of sample. Molecular detection was carried out by rRT-PCR in a 114 

LightCycler 480 System (Roche Diagnostics GmbH, Mannheim, Germany) using 115 

the LightMix® Modular SARS-CoV (COVID19) kit (Roche Diagnostics GmbH, 116 

Mannheim, Germany). Positive and negative controls as well as an internal 117 

control (LightMix® Modular EAV RNA Extraction Control) were included in each 118 

run. Serum IgG and IgM antibody directed against SARS-CoV-S (spike) and 119 

SARS-CoV-N (nucleocapside) recombinant antigens were measured in the 120 

Maglumi 2000 platform (Snibe diagnostic, Shenzhen, China) with the Maglumi 121 

2019-nCoV (SARS-CoV-2) IgM and IgG kits in a fully automated 122 
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chemiluminescence immunoassay (CLIA). The results were expressed in AU/mL 123 

and considered positive or negative following manufacturer's instructions. Once 124 

the rRT-PCR and the immunological study were analysed, a COVID status 125 

assessment report was prepared for each HCW, in which the clinical situation 126 

and symptom onset dates (if any) were assessed together with the test results 127 

carried out. A HCW was classified as asymptomatic if genetic material from 128 

SARS-COV-2 and/or serum IgG anti SARS-CoV-2 was detected but did not 129 

consult at the OHS due to compatible symptoms with COVID-19 infection[11]. 130 

The longitudinal study was carried out from the appearance of the first 131 

confirmed COVID-19 case in the hospital March 2, 2020 until May 13, and 132 

included those HCW who consulted at the OHS for confirmed exposure and/or 133 

presenting symptoms suggestive of COVID19[11], as registered in the OHS 134 

database. For molecular detection of SARS-CoV-2 infection at least one 135 

nasopharyngeal swab was obtained in viral transport medium and processed as 136 

stated previously. All these symptomatic workers were also included in the cross-137 

sectional study as participants. 138 

The following variables were collected from the participants in both studies: 139 

age, gender, assigned service, professional category and symptom onset dates 140 

(if any), as registered in the OHS and Human Resources Service database and 141 

HCW medical records. 142 

Statistical analysis 143 

Absolute and relative prevalences were described both for SARS-CoV-2 rRT-144 

PCR, IgG and IgM positive and negative cases and their combinations in 145 

reference to the total population recruited in both studies. Cumulative prevalence 146 
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(IgG positive and/or rRT-PCR positive in any of both studies, as a proportion of 147 

the total participant population) was also described grouping by sex, age, hospital 148 

service and professional category. We have tested associations between 149 

categorical variables using χ2 test or Fischer’s exact test and between continuous 150 

variables with T-Student test. A p-value < 0.05 was considered significant. The 151 

odds ratio was calculated to compare the prevalence rate between professional 152 

categories. 153 

Ethical considerations 154 

The study has been independently evaluated and approved by the Research 155 

Ethics Committee of the Hospital Universitario de Fuenlabrada (Internal Code 156 

20/37) 157 

Results 158 

Of the 3013 HCW invited to participate in the cross-sectional study, finally 159 

2439 (80.9%) were recruited, corresponding to 1911 females (78.4%) and 528 160 

males (21.6%), with a mean age of 42.1 years (18-65). Six hundred and seventy 161 

four HCW (22.4%) were included in the longitudinal study because they had 162 

previously consulted at the OHS for confirmed exposure and/or presenting 163 

symptoms suggestive of COVID-19; they were 550 females (81.6%) and 124 164 

males (18.4%), with a mean age of 42.4 years (18-65). 165 

In the cross-sectional study a total of 411 HCW (16.9%) were SARS-CoV-2 166 

IgG positive and in 32 (1.3%) IgM was detected. Only 2 out of the latter were 167 

confirmed as active SARS-CoV-2 infection by rRT-PCR, both with detectable IgG. 168 

In 11 cases, IgG was not detected and the repetitions of the tests did not confirm 169 
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the infection, so they were considered IgM false positive results; in 19 cases with 170 

detectable IgG, a past infection with residual persistence of IgM antibodies was 171 

considered. So henceforth, IgM tests were not considered to determine the 172 

impact of the infection in the study population. In this study a total of 19 out of 173 

2439 (0.8%) HCW were rRT-PCR positive, 10 out of them had an IgG antibody 174 

detectable simultaneously. 175 

Among the 674 workers who consulted at the OHS, 245 active infections 176 

(36.4%) were reported by rRT-PCR. They declared symptoms onset dates mostly 177 

from March 1 to mid-April, although there have been cases from the last days of 178 

February to the second week of May (Fig 1). Among the 429 HCW with negative 179 

rRT-PCR, only 11 (2.6%) showed a positive IgG in the seroprevalence study. 180 

 181 

Figure 1. Epidemiologic curve from symptoms onset dates in relation to 182 

cases diagnosed in Madrid. Blue columns are the number of HCW from HUF 183 

that declared COVID-19 compatible symptoms by date of symptom onset; red 184 

line is rRT-PCR-based diagnosed cases by date of diagnosis in región of Madrid*; 185 

green line is rRT-PCR-based diagnosed cases by date in HUF **. 186 

 187 
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 188 

HCW: healthcare workers; HUF: Hospital Universitario de Fuenlabrada. 189 

*Source: based on RENAVE data[12] 190 

**Source: based on own Laboratory Medicine data 191 

 192 

In summary, a total of 264 workers out of 2439 (10.8%) with active SARS-193 

CoV-2 infection were detected by rRT-PCR. The combination of both studies has 194 

resulted in the global impact of the epidemic among hospital HCW. As 195 

summarized in Table 1, in 411 out of 2439 (16.9%) workers a serum IgG was 196 

recovered, while in 264 (10.8%) rRT-PCR was detected positive. In 190 (7.8%) 197 

HCW IgG and viral RNA were simultaneously detected. Most people with a 198 

negative rRT-PCR were asymptomatic, including HCW who presented detectable 199 

IgG, while those in who viral RNA was detected were mostly symptomatic. It is 200 

noteworthy that there were 221 (9.1%) SARS-CoV-2 IgG-positive patients in 201 

whom the virus was not detected by rRT-PCR; up to 151 of them (68.3%) did not 202 

report any compatible symptoms nor consult at the OHS for this reason. Up to 74 203 

workers (3%) with confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infection by rRT-PCR had not 204 
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achieved IgG seroconversion at the time the study finished. In brief, the overall 205 

cumulative prevalence considering all studies (IgG positive HCW and rRT-PCR 206 

positive detection without seroconversion) has been 485 infected HCW out of 207 

2439 (19.9%). 208 

 209 

Table 1. Prevalence of symptomatic and asymptomatic cases based on 210 

SARS-CoV-2 RT-PCR and IgG status. 211 

 IgG+ 
n (%) 

IgG- 
n (%) 

Total 
n (%) 

symptomatic asymptomatic symptomatic asymptomatic 

rRT-PCR+ 
178 (93.7) 12 (6.3) 66 (89.2) 8 (10.8) 

264 (10.8) 190 (7.8) 74 (3.0) 

rRT-PCR- 
70 (31.7) 151 (68,3) 287 (14.7) 1667 (85.3) 

2175 (89.2) 221 (9.1) 1954 (80.1) 

Total 
248 (60.3) 163 (38.7) 353 (17.4) 1675 (82.6) 

2439 411 (16.9) 2028 (83.1) 
 212 

Significant differences have been detected when the prevalence data have 213 

been stratified by sex. As shown in Table 2, men became more infected than 214 

women (25% vs 18.5%, p=0.0009). When data were also classified by age, again 215 

the COVID19 epidemic has infected more men, particularly in the age group 216 

between 35 and 45 years (32.1% vs 17.7%) (Fig 2), although these differences 217 

were not significant (p=0.38). 218 

 219 

 220 

 221 

 222 
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Table 2. Frequency of SARS-Cov-2 rRT-PCR and IgG result cases by sex. 223 

 Women 

n=1911 (%) 

Men 

n=528 (%) 

Total 

n=2439 (%) 

PCR positive and 

IgG positive 
142 (7.5%) 48 (9.1%) 190 (7.8%) 

PCR positive and 

IgG negative 
56 (2.9%) 18 (3.4%) 74 (3.0%) 

PCR negative and 

IgG positive  
155 (8.1%) 66 (12.5%) 221 (9.1%) 

PCR negative and 

IgG negative  
1558 (81.5%) 396 (75.0%) 1954 (80.1%) 

IgG positive and/or 

PCR positive 
353 (18.5%) 132 (25.0%) 485 (19.9%) 

Sex differences in cumulative prevalence (IgG positive and/or RT-PCR positive) were significant 224 
(p=0.0009). 225 

 226 

Figure 2. Age and sex cumulative prevalence of SARS-CoV-2 cases (IgG 227 

positive and/or RT-PCR positive). 228 

 229 

The differences by age group were not significant. 230 

 231 
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In order to study the influence of work-related exposure to the virus into the 232 

possibility of getting infected, HCW were classified according to their medical 233 

department. Cumulative prevalence of SARS-CoV-2 among the HCW assigned 234 

to the Internal Medicine, Emergency (ER) and Intensive Care Unit (ICU) 235 

departments was higher (25.2%) than other departments (Fig 3). Personnel 236 

assigned to auxiliary and administrative services were those with the lowest risk 237 

of infection (13.7%). Difference between groups were statistically significant 238 

(p<0.05). 239 

 240 

Figure 3. Cumulative prevalence of SARS-CoV-2 cases (IgG positive and/or 241 

RT-PCR positive) by hospital departments. 242 

 243 

Differences were significant (p<0.001). 244 

 245 

Finally, we analysed the influence of the staff category and the prevalence of 246 

SARS-CoV-2 in our hospital. A shown in Fig 4, cumulative prevalence of SARS-247 

CoV-2 was higher among the medical staff (25.4%) compared with other 248 
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categories (p<0.01). The odds of being infected by staff category was 2.13 (1.53-249 

2.96, p<0.0001), 1.77 (1.26-2.49, p=0.0009), 1.68 (1.02-2.78, p=0.0435), 1.51 250 

(1.09-2.09, p=0.0129), 1.39 (0.87-2.21, p=0.1685), and 1.27 (0.68-2.39, 251 

p=0.4541) for doctors, nurses assistants, watchmen, nurses, technicians, and 252 

cleaning staff, respectively. 253 

 254 

Figure 4. Cumulative prevalence of SARS-CoV-2 cases (IgG positive and/or 255 

RT-PCR positive) by professional category. 256 

 257 

Differences were significant (p<0.05). 258 

 259 

Discussion 260 

The main objective of this work was to describe the global impact of the 261 

COVID-19 epidemic among the workers of a second level hospital located in an 262 

urban population in one of the areas with the highest incidence in Spain[13]. 263 

There have been two data sources: a cross-sectional study of seroprevalence by 264 
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measuring the proportion of IgG and IgM antibodies against SARS-CoV-2 in all 265 

hospital personnel and a longitudinal study of the incidence of infection among 266 

those HCW who had consulted for symptoms compatible with COVID-19 infection 267 

and/or unsafe contact or exposure to a confirmed case. As it has been shown in 268 

the results, the combination of both data sources has allowed us to have a more 269 

complete picture of the pandemic impact in our center, since there have been up 270 

to 74 patients (3% of the total HCW) who have had a confirmed infection by a 271 

positive rRT-PCR but have not seroconverted; and otherwise there were 151 272 

workers (6.2%) in whom the virus had not been detected nor had compatible 273 

symptoms, but an IgG antibody has been detected. 274 

The cumulative prevalence of SARS-CoV-2 infection in our center has been 275 

of 19.9 %. This proportion is significantly higher than that of the population in the 276 

area in which the center is located (11.4%), as stated in the wide sero-277 

epidemiological study ENE-COVID19(13), despite the fact that symptomatic 278 

cases have followed a very similar onset kinetics (Fig 1). It is very likely that there 279 

has been a common source of contagion with that of the general population, but 280 

also it is clear that there has also been a risk exposure, especially in the first days 281 

of the outbreak when the virus situation was not exactly known and HCW were 282 

not taking the appropriate protective measures[14]. 283 

There have been several recent publications that have reported different data 284 

of infection that affects healthcare personnel. Korth et al have published an 285 

estimated seroprevalence in a German center of only 1.6%[15]. A hospital-wide 286 

survey in Belgium rendered a 6.4% of seroprevalence[16]. In another Spanish 287 

reference center in Barcelona, a cumulative prevalence has been calculated in 288 

578 hospital workers through the detection of IgG, IgM and IgA and viral RNA of 289 
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11.6%, very similar to the population in which it is found[17]. On the contrary, in 290 

other sero-epidemiological study in a nearby hospital center, a seroprevalence of 291 

31.6% has been reported, a much higher level of infection than expected[18]. 292 

Although the population assigned to this center has a cumulative incidence higher 293 

than that of our center, 1,133.63 vs. 845.12 cases/100,000 inhabitants (a 26% 294 

higher incidence rate)[19], it exceeds the prevalence we have found in our survey 295 

by 37% (31.6 vs 19.9%). Additional data and studies are required to justify this 296 

difference. 297 

Among the data from our study, it is noteworthy the high number of HCW who 298 

have been infected and who have not declared any COVID-19 compatible symptoms. 299 

There are 163 of 411 in total (38.7%), of which there are even 12 (3%) in which 300 

the virus was detected by rRT-PCR. The role of asymptomatic patients has been 301 

described both in general population surveys (40-45%)[20] and in other studies 302 

among healthcare personnel, but with highly variable prevalence data ranging 303 

from 0.74 to 48.5%[18,21–24]. Transmission of the virus from the asymptomatic 304 

cases has already been demonstrated[4,25] and the free movement of HCW is a 305 

risk for new infections, both to other health personnel, patients and even the 306 

community (relatives, friends, etc.). Therefore the need for continued surveillance 307 

is critical, at least while community transmission of the virus continues. 308 

Seroepidemiological studies are a useful tool in the identification of these 309 

asymptomatic patients and in understanding the prevalence of COVID-19[26,27]. 310 

Participants in our survey were mainly female (78.4%). But when we stratified 311 

data by sex, significant differences have been detected and more men have been 312 

in contact with virus. In the 2002 SARS outbreak, it was already described that 313 

men were more severely affected than women[28]. This same characteristic is 314 
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occurring in the COVID-19 pandemic. Men have a higher risk of being seriously 315 

ill and there has even been an excess mortality associated with the male 316 

sex[29,30]. Among HCW at our centre, men have been infected globally more 317 

than women, although we have not registered any sign of severity. This fact has 318 

also been described in other centres[18,21], but this is the first report in which the 319 

proportion of SARS infections is significantly different depending on sex. The 320 

cause could be related to the protection that women have by immunity 321 

mechanisms linked to the X-chromosome, different levels of sex hormones and 322 

levels of expression of the receptor for the angiotensin-converting enzyme 2, 323 

which is one of the entrance doors of the virus in the cell[31,32]. 324 

Our data shows two main populations that have been especially exposed to 325 

COVID-19 infectious patients. Firstly, doctors have had a higher percentage of 326 

infections (25.4%) than the rest of the professional categories. Secondly, the 327 

workers who have carried out their task in the medical, emergency and ICU 328 

services have presented a higher prevalence (25.2%) of the infection than the 329 

rest of the staff of other services. Other studies in our environment have not 330 

described these differences[17,18]. On the contrary, Chen et al[21] have shown 331 

that while exposed to COVID-19 patients, doctors might have higher risk of 332 

seroconversion, compared with HCW exposed to colleagues, but this difference 333 

was also observed between nurses and general services assistants. It is evident 334 

that among HCW with higher prevalence there has been a greater exposure to 335 

infectious patients[18]. It is probably that personal protection measures could not 336 

have been used properly in the first days of the epidemic but personal protection 337 

equipment shortages also occurred, which is a direct cause of HCW infection[33]. 338 
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Our study presents some pitfalls that deserve further comments. First, 339 

although the participation rate has been 80.9%, a selection bias could have been 340 

introduced. Nevertheless, this participation rate is higher than that reported in 341 

other similar studies[16,18,34]. In addition, all professional categories and age 342 

ranges have been represented. Secondly, a professional who has fallen ill and 343 

may have consulted at other health centre or primary care facility and not at the 344 

OHS, would have introduced a new bias. Instead, we could be aware of this 345 

information since the sick leave was processed at our hospital Occupational 346 

Health department. Finally, some doubts have been raised about the 347 

performance of the serological and molecular diagnostic tools employed, since 348 

there have been 74 workers who have been infected but have not seroconverted 349 

and 11 people who have presented symptoms and have been seroconverted but 350 

have not been diagnosed by rRT-PCR. These results could have underestimated 351 

the real impact of the pandemic in our study population. However, serum IgG 352 

antibody detection have been validated by other researchers with excellent 353 

results[35,36]; and on the other hand, the molecular tool used is a standard 354 

technique recommended by the main diagnostic protocols and widely applied 355 

throughout the world[37]. 356 

Conclusions 357 

In conclusion, the global impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on HCW of our 358 

centre has been 19.9%. This prevalence has been significantly higher than 359 

general population. Similarly, doctors and medical services personnel have had 360 

the highest prevalence of SARS-CoV-2 infection, but many of them have not 361 

presented compatible symptoms. This emphasizes the importance of the 362 

performance of continuous surveillance methods of the most exposed health 363 
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personnel and not only based on the appearance of symptoms. These methods 364 

should include both antibody and viral detection methods to have a more realistic 365 

picture of the virus circulation in a certain population. 366 
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