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Abstract
Background: There is a need to understand the duration of infectivity of primary and recurrent COVID-

19 and identify predictors of loss of infectivity.

Methods: Prospective observational cohort study with serial viral culture, rapid antigen detection test
(RADT) and RT-PCR on nasopharyngeal specimens of healthcare workers with COVID-19. The primary
outcome was viral culture positivity as indicative of infectivity. Predictors of loss of infectivity were
determined using multivariate regression model. The performance of the US CDC criteria (fever
resolution, symptom improvement and negative RADT) to predict loss of infectivity was also

investigated.

Results: 121 participants (91 female [79.3%]; average age, 40 years) were enrolled. Most (n=107, 88.4%)
had received 23 SARS-CoV-2 vaccine doses, and 20 (16.5%) had COVID-19 previously. Viral culture
positivity decreased from 71.9% (87/121) on day 5 of infection to 18.2% (22/121) on day 10. Participants
with recurrent COVID-19 had a lower likelihood of infectivity than those with primary COVID-19 at each
follow-up (day 5 OR, 0.14; p<0.001]; day 7 OR, 0.04; p=0.003]) and were all non-infective by day 10
(p=0.02). Independent predictors of infectivity included prior COVID-19 (adjusted OR [aOR] on day 5,
0.005; p=0.003), a RT-PCR Ct value <23 (aOR on day 5, 22.75; p<0.001), but not symptom improvement
or RADT result.

The CDC criteria would identify 36% (24/67) of all non-infectious individuals on Day 7. However, 17%

(5/29) of those meeting all the criteria had a positive viral culture.

Conclusions: Infectivity of recurrent COVID-19 is shorter than primary infections. Loss of infectivity

algorithms could be optimized.
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Introduction

Coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) is caused by the severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2
(SARS-CoV-2). The current evidence regarding duration of infectivity rely on viral culture to detect
shedding of replication-competent virus (also called viable or infectious virus). These studies suggest

that immunocompetent individuals with non-severe COVID-19 can remain infective for up to 10 days.”®

While infective, healthcare workers (HCWs) with COVID-19 must refrain from working to prevent
nosocomial transmission.”® However, the timing of their return to work is complicated by the
interindividual variation in the durations of infectivity. Approximately a fifth of individuals may be
infective for as little as 5 days, while approximately a quarter can remain infective for 10 days or more.’
Determinants of loss of infectivity are largely unknown, but could be useful to optimize the return-to-
work of infected HCWs. To limit absenteeism,’® the US Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC)
and European CDC have provided guidance to allow earlier return to work of eligible HCWs.”® These
algorithms use readily available information such as symptom improvement and the result of rapid
antigen detection tests (RADT) to predict loss of infectivity.”? However, whether these criteria can

reliably distinguish infective and non-infective individuals remain unclear.

Furthermore, many studies that investigated duration of infectivity were conducted early in the
pandemic when individuals were infected for the first time, and often were unvaccinated. Few studies
have investigated duration of infectivity of recurrent COVID-19.° Hence, we sought to evaluate the
duration of infectivity of HCWs infected with primary and recurrent COVID-19, and identify predictors of

infectivity using viral culture as a marker of infectivity.
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95  Methods
96  Study population
97 We conducted a prospective observational cohort study at the CIUSSS Centre-Ouest-de-Montréal, a
98 large healthcare organization employing 12,000 HCWs across 20 institutions. Participants were
99 identified through the Occupational Health Service. Inclusion criteria included (1) SARS-CoV-2 infection
100  confirmed by reverse transcription polymerase chain reaction (RT-PCR) from a nasopharyngeal
101 specimen, and (2) symptom onset <72h prior to enrolment. Exclusion criteria included asymptomatic
102 infections; moderate-to-severe COVID-19 (WHO Ordinal Scale for Clinical Improvement >=3)"";
103  contraindication to nasopharyngeal sampling; and use of COVID-19-specific therapies (e.g. antivirals or
104  monoclonal antibodies). Participants were followed on the 5%, 7" and 10™ day of their infection (with
105 the day of onset of symptoms defined as day 1).
106
107  The study follows the Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology (STROBE)
108  guideline,"” and was approved by local research ethics committees. Written informed consent was
109  obtained from participants.
110
111  Data collection
112 Clinical data included sociodemographic information, medical history (including prior COVID-19
113 infection), COVID-19 vaccination status (including number of doses and manufacturer), and
114  symptomatology. We also assessed the use of antipyretics (acetaminophen and non-steroidal anti-
115 inflammatory drugs) among afebrile participants as their use can mask fever. Participants reported this
116  information online (LimeSurvey GmbH, Hamburg, Germany).
117

118  Outcome definitions
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119  SARS-CoV-2 infectivity was defined as evidence of cytopathic effect (CPE) on microscopy of viral culture
120  from a nasopharyngeal specimen, with etiology of the CPE being confirmed as SARS-CoV-2 by RT-PCR on
121  the culture supernatant demonstrating at least 3 cycle threshold (Ct) values lower than the RT-PCR on
122 the original sample.” Duration of infectivity was defined as the number of days between the onset of
123  symptoms and the last positive culture.

124

125  Laboratory methods

126 Nasopharyngeal samples using a flocked swab (FLOQSwabs, Copan Italia) were placed in 3ml universal
127  viral transport media (UTM, Copan ltalia) and kept at -80°C. Primary samples and culture supernatants
128  were processed with an in-house RT-PCR targeting the SARS-CoV-2 N gene as previously described.™
129 Forward, reverse and probe sequences were as follows: AACCAGAATGGAGAACGCAGTG,

130 CGGTGAACCAAGACGCAGTATTAT and CGATCAAAACAACGTCGGCCCCAAGGTTTAC .M

131

132 Viral cultures were performed on Vero E6 cells as previously described.' This cell line is commonly used
133 to cultivate SARS-CoV-2 and has a median tissue culture infectious dose (TCIDsp) ranging between

134  2.0E+04 to 6.3E+06." A 0.1 ml aliquot of specimen was used as an inoculum. Cultures were kept for 15
135  days.

136

137  Allinitial samples were sequenced to determine SARS-CoV-2 lineage using the Illumina technology. Data
138  analysis was performed using the GenPipes Covseq pipeline16 and variant identification was performed
139  with Pangolin program (see appendix for details).17

140

141 Lateral-flow RADT were provided for self-administration (COVID-19 Antigen Rapid Test, BTNX, Hannover,

142  Germany). Participants performed the test on a self-sampled midturbinate swab specimen by following
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143 the manufacturer’s instructions and interpreted the test result as positive, negative, or uncertain.*®
144

145  Sample size estimate

146  Based on studies indicating that 25% of individuals remain infective on the 7" day of their infection, we
147  estimated that recruiting 120 participants would provide a precision of +/- 7% at the 95% confidence
148  interval (Cl).

149

150  Statistical analyses

151 Descriptive statistics reported discrete variables as numbers and proportions, and continuous variables
152  as mean * standard deviation (SD) or median and interquartile ranges (IQR). The primary outcome was
153  the proportion of HCWs with evidence of infectivity on the 5™, 7" and 10" day of their infection.

154

155  Toinvestigate the capacity of the RT-PCR Ct value (an indicator of viral load that is inversely proportional
156 to the quantity of nucleic acid in a sample) and RADT to predict infectivity, the Ct values of RT-PCR of
157  samples with positive vs negative viral culture was depicted in the form of boxplots with overlaid jitter
158  plot.

159

160 To investigate factors associated with persistent infectivity, odds ratios (OR) and 95% confidence

161 intervals (Cl) were estimated using bivariate and multivariate logistic regression at each follow-up visit.
162 Multivariate models included clinical characteristics (symptom severity, symptom resolution, and fever)
163  and results laboratory assays (RADT and RT-PCR) collected at each follow-up, as well as baseline

164  individual (age, sex and immunological status) and viral (SARS-CoV-2 lineage) information. These

165  variables were pre-defined as potential predictors of duration of infectivity according to literature and

166  current practices.”® Categories were grouped when necessary for model convergence. Variables
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167  perfectly predicting the presence of infectivity could not be included in the corresponding multivariate
168 model. Immunologic status was categorized according to vaccination and prior infection as follows:
169 recent vaccination (last dose received <6 months ago) without prior infection; non-recent vaccination
170 (last dose received >6 months ago) without prior infection; and hybrid immunity (vaccination at any
171  time and prior infection).

172

173 Performance of return-to-work algorithms

174  We estimated the capacity of the CDC algorithm to discriminate infective and non-infective HCWs on
175  day 7 of their infection.” We also quantified the probability of an infectious HCW returning to work, and
176  estimated the impact of these criteria to limit absenteeism. Finally, we explored the performance of
177  alternative algorithms to predict loss of infectivity that were derived from variables identified in the
178  current study. These evaluations assumed that in the absence of return-to-work criteria, HCWs would
179  return to work 10 days after the onset of their symptoms.

180

181  All analyses were performed in SAS version 9.4. All tests were 2-tailed and a p-value < 0.05 was

182  considered statistically significant. Adjustment for multiple comparisons were not applied in this

183  exploratory study.**

184

185  Role of Funding source

186  The study was sponsored by the Ministére de la Santé et des Services Sociaux du Québec. The sponsor
187 had no role in the design, conduct and reporting of the study.

188

189

190 Results
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191  Between Feb 20" 2022 and March 6™, 2023, 237 patients were offered to participate, and 121 (51.1%)
192  wereincluded in the analyses (Figure 1). Overall, 714 specimens (360 nasopharyngeal and 354 mid-
193  turbinate swabs) were collected. Baseline characteristics of participants are shown in Table 1; 79.3%
194 (96/121) were female, and the average age was 40.2 (SD, 12.0 years). The infections were due to

195 multiple Omicron lineages including BA.1 (11.6%), BA.2 (60.3%), and BA.5 (8.3%), inclusive of

196  sublineages. Virtually all participants (98.3%) were previously immunized with > 1 dose of SARS-CoV-2
197  vaccine. Most (84.3%) had received 3 doses, most commonly the Pfizer—-BioNTech Comirnaty (89.3% of
198  all received doses). The median elapsed time between the last dose and the current infection was 122
199  days (IQR, 95-175 days). Twenty (20) participants (16.5%) had a prior COVID-19 episode. All these

200 previous episodes were mild (WHO Grade scale <2) and occurred a median of 347.5 days prior to the
201  current episode (IQR, 264 to 454 days).

202

203  Symptoms of current COVID-19

204  Upon enrollment, all participants described their infection as either “very mild” or “mild” (WHO Grade
205  scale of 1 or 2). The most common symptoms were sore throat (77.7%), rhinorrhea and/or nasal

206  congestion (72.7%) and fatigue (66.9%). The clinical evolution was favourable. No participant was

207 hospitalized. A single participant received nirmatrelvir-ritonavir after enroliment. The proportion of
208  participants with markedly improved or resolved symptoms increased from 43.8% on day 5 to 84.3% on
209  day 10 (data not shown). Fever was uncommon: only 14.9% were febrile on enrollment. However,

210  antipyretic use was frequent in afebrile individuals. For example, they were used by 50% and 31% of
211  afebrile individuals on day 5 and 7 of their infection, respectively.

212

213 Evolution of infectivity and viral shedding

10
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214  The proportion of participants with a positive viral culture was 71.9% (87/121; 95% Cl, 63.0% to 79.7%)
215 onday5, 46.7% (56/120; 95% Cl, 37.5% to 56.0%) on day 7 and 18.2% (22/121; 95% Cl, 11.8% to 26.2%)
216  onday 10, respectively (Figure 1). The proportion of participants with a positive RT-PCR decreased from
217 93.3% (112/120) on day 5 (median Ct value, 23.4 (IQR, 20.6-27.9)) to 61.2% (74/120) on day 10 (median
218  Ctvalue, 32.5 (IQR, 28.5 to undetectable)). Similarly, the proportion of RADT tests that were positive
219  decreased progressively from 81.5% (97/119) on day 5, to 34.2% (40/117) on day 10.

220

221  Factors associated with infectivity

222 In bivariate analysis, multiple variables were associated with a positive viral culture (Table 2). A history
223  of previous COVID-19 was strongly associated with a decreased likelihood of infectivity at each follow-up
224 visit. Only 35% (7/20) of individuals with recurrent COVID-19 were still infective on day 5 compared with
225  79% of those with a primary episode (OR, 0.14; 95% CI 0.05-0.40; p<0.001). Similarly, only 5% (1/20) of
226  participants with recurrent COVID-19 were still infective on day 7, compared with 55% (55/100) of those
227  with a first episode (OR, 0.04; 95% Cl, 0.01-0.33; p=0.003). Finally, the proportion of participants with
228  primary vs recurrent infection that were still infective on day 10 were 22% vs. 0%, respectively (p=0.02
229 by Fisher’s).

230

231  Interms of lineage, the BA.1 lineage was associated with a higher likelihood of infectivity on each

232  follow-up visit than the BA.2 {p £0.02), while no difference was detected between BA.2 and BA.4/5.

233

234  Interms of clinical features, a lack of symptom improvement was predictive of ongoing infectivity on day
235 7 (OR, 4.81; p=0.01) but not on day 5 or 10. Also, when compared to afebrile individuals who were not
236  using antipyretics, those who were still using antipyretics were more likely to be infective at each follow

237  upvisit (range of OR, 2.97 to 4.26; p<0.01 for each comparison).

11
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238

239  Interms of laboratory assays, a positive RADT result was associated with a higher likelihood of infectivity
240 atday 5 (OR, 6.16; p=0.004) and day 7 (OR, 10.93; p<0.001). A positive RT-PCR was also significantly

241 associated with infectivity at each follow-up, and there was an inverse association between the RT-PCR
242 Ctvalue and ongoing infectivity (Figure 2). Notably, participants with recurrent COVID-19 differed from
243  those with primary infection in terms of laboratory assays. At each visit, they had significantly higher RT-
244  PCR Ctvalues (Figure 3) and were significantly more likely to have a negative RADT test result (Table 3).
245

246 In multivariate analysis (Table 4), the following variables were independently associated ongoing

247  infectivity: A RT-PCR Ct value <23 was independently associated with an increased probability of

248  infectivity on each follow-up visit (adjusted OR [aOR] on day 5, 22.75; p<0.001; aOR on day 7, 182.30;
249 p<0.001; and aOR on day 10; 24.71; p=0.02). A Ct value ranging between 23 and 27 was also predictive
250  of ongoing infectivity at Day 7 and Day 10. A history of previous COVID-19 was independently associated
251  with a decreased probability of infectivity on day 5 (aOR, 0.005; p<0.001). By contrast, there was no

252  significant association between ongoing infectivity and the absence of fever (with or without the use of
253  antipyretics), symptom improvement, or RADT results.

254

255  Performance of return-to-work algorithms

256  We applied the US CDC criteria to our cohort to identify non-infectious individuals on day 7 of COVID-19
257  (Figure 4).” Approximately three quarters (88/117; 75.2%) would be ineligible for return to work because
258  of fever (n=3), the use of antipyretics (n=35), a lack of symptom improvement (n=3) or a positive RADT
259  (n=47). Hence, only 29 HCWs (24.8%) would meet all the return-to-work criteria. Of these, 17.2% (5/29)
260  were infectious by viral culture, and 82.8% (24/29) were non-infectious. Hence, this algorithm could

261  identify a third (35.8%; 24/67) of all non-infectious individuals on day 7. If all 29 HCWs who fulfilled all

12
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262 criteria returned to work on day 7, this algorithm would decrease absenteeism by 7.4%.

263

264  We applied an alternative algorithm that used a history of previous COVID-19 and a RT-PCR Ct value >27
265  to predict loss of infectivity on day 7. This algorithm would identify 56.4% (66/117) of all HCWs as

266  eligible for return to work and could avoid 198 days of absence (16.9%). Of these, 52 (78.8%) were non-
267 infectious, and 14 (21.2%) were infectious. This algorithm would identify a greater proportion of all non-
268  infectious HCWs than the CDC algorithm (77.6% vs 35.8%; p<0.001). Even though it would return to

269 work a greater absolute number of infectious individuals, it would not significantly increase in the

270 probability of returning to work an infectious HCW (21.2% vs 17.2% of all eligible HCWs, p=0.78).

271

272  Given that approximately two thirds of individuals with recurrent COVID-19 were non-infectious by day
273 5, we explored various criteria that could accelerate their return-to-work (eFigure 1 in supplementary
274  appendix). Among these, a RT-PCR Ct value >27 could identify most (77%; 10/13) non-infectious

275 individuals on day 5 with low probability (9%; 1/11) of returning to work an infectious HCW.

276

277

278  Discussion

279 Healthcare workers with COVID-19 must be removed from work, but their absence can exacerbate staff
280  shortages.” There is a need to identify predictors of loss of infectivity of SARS-CoV-2 to prevent

281 unwarranted prolongation of absence. Most published studies on this topic have relatively low number
282  of participants limiting the identification of predictors of loss of infectivity.®****

283

284  In this prospective study, approximately three quarters (71.9%) were still shedding infectious viral

285  particles on 5" day of infection, half (46.7%) on the 7" day, and a fifth (18.2%) on the 10" day. These

13
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286 results, along with other recent publications,zs"28 differ from those of earlier studies that estimated the
287  duration of infectivity to 10 days or less.>*® A study of 66 individuals infected with the Omicron variant
288  BA.1 reported that a quarter of participants were still infective on the 10" day of infection.’ In another
289  recent study, 8.5% were still shedding viable virus on day 14.%°

290

291 However, our study also identifies important nuances regarding durations of infectivity. Nowadays, an
292  increasing proportion of infections occurs in individuals who have hybrid immunity due to vaccination
293 and previous COVID-19. Our study identified that vaccinated individuals with recurrent COVID-19 have a
294  significantly shorter duration of infectivity as well as a distinct viral kinetic as evidenced by lower viral
295 loads and earlier negativisation of RADT. A prepublication study of 1400 professional athletes also

296  reported faster viral clearance by RT-PCR in individuals with recurrent COVID-19 compared with primary
297  infections (4.9 vs 7.2 days, respectively).** A cohort study in Alaska recently reported that individuals
298  with previous COVID-19 infections were less likely to have a positive RADT result by day 5 compared to
299  those with primary COVID-19.” A similar phenomenon has be described with other Coronaviridae. A
300  study performed three decades ago among volunteers infected with coronavirus 229E determined that
301 reinfections led to a shorter duration of virus shedding compared with the primary episode.’ Taken
302  together, these findings profoundly alter our understanding of the infectivity and viral kinetic of

303  recurrent COVID-19.

304

305 Our study also identified that a higher RT-PCR Ct value was the strongest independent predictor of loss
306  of infectivity. This confirms findings from other studies that demonstrated that higher Ct values

3263339 Hence, RT-PCR Ct values could help determine the timing

307  correspond with a non-replicative virus
308  of return to work of HCWs. A negative RADT result was also predictive of loss of infectivity by bivariate

309  analysis.* However, our multivariate analysis indicates that RT-PCR Ct values hold superior predictive
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310  capacity.

311

312  OQurstudy also suggests that the guidance provided by the CDC to accelerate the return to work of

313 infected HCWs is relatively stringent as it allows the return to work of only a third of all non-infectious
314  individuals.”® Also, they appear to have moderate discriminatory power as up to a sixth of those eligible
315  forreturn to work are still shedding viable virus. By contrast, an alternative algorithm using RT-PCR Ct
316  values and a history of previous COVID-19 could be able to return to work a greater proportion of HCWs
317 on Day 7 without significantly increasing the probability of returning to work an infectious HCW.

318 Importantly, the performance of these algorithms will be influenced by whether the COVID-19 episode is
319 a first episode or a recurrence. In our opinion, such distinction will be essential when updating these
320  algorithms.

321

322  OQur study has strengths. To our knowledge, this study is the first to demonstrate that individuals with
323 recurrent COVID-19 have significantly shorter durations of infectivity using the gold standard of viral
324  culture. It is among the largest that assessed infectivity using viral culture. Our laboratory technique was
325  sensitive and could detect viable viruses in many individuals 10 days into their infection. It also has

326 limitations. The study enrolled young, healthy, and highly immunized participants with mild COVID-19,
327 so generalizability to other populations is uncertain. Even though culture positivity is the best marker of
328 infectivity, the correlation between culture positivity and transmission remains unclear.’ Additional

329  studies, including validation with an external cohort, would be required to better inform return-to-work
330 policies.”**

331

332 In conclusion, our study detected a higher RT-PCR Ct value and COVID-19 reinfection as independent

333 predictors of loss of infectivity in a highly vaccinated population, and suggests that return-to-work
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334  algorithms could be optimized to limit absenteeism.* Further studies are needed to further characterize
335  theviral kinetics of COVID-19 reinfections as they appear to fundamentally differ from those with

336  primary COVID-19.
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367  Legends to figures

368

369 FIGURE 1. Flow diagram of participant selection into the study and proportion of infective participants at
370  each follow-up visit.

371

372

373 FIGURE 2. Box plot with overlaid jitter plot comparing SARS-CoV-2 RT-PCR Cycle threshold, rapid antigen
374  diagnostic test (RADT) result and viral culture positivity at day 5, 7 and 10 of COVID-19 among 121

375  healthcare workers.

376 Footnote: The horizontal line in each box indicates the median, whereas the top and bottom of the

377 boxes represent the 75th and 25th percentile, respectively. Error bars represent 95% confidence

378 intervals. Negative RT-PCR results were attributed a Ct-value of 40 to facilitate data visualization.

379

380

381 FIGURE 3. Box plot comparing SARS-CoV-2 RT-PCR Cycle threshold at day 5, 7 and 10 of primary vs.

382  recurrent COVID-19 infection.

383 Footnote: The horizontal line in each box indicates the median, whereas the top and bottom lines

384 represent the 75th and 25th percentile, respectively. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals.
385  Negative RT-PCR results were attributed a Ct-value of 40 to facilitate data visualization. Comparison
386  between primary vs recurrent infections assessed by Mann-Whitney U test.

387

388

389  FIGURE 4. Performance of return-to-work criteria for healthcare workers with COVID-19. Panel A shows

390 the performance of the US Centers for Diseases Control and Prevention (US CDC) Return to Work criteria
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391  on a cohort of healthcare workers with COVID-19. Panel B shows the performance of an alternative set
392  of criteria derived from the current study. Panel C compares the CDC and alternative criteria.

393
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523

524  Table 1. Demographic and clinical characteristics of healthcare workers with COVID-19

Characteristic Overall population

(n=121)
Demographic characteristics

Mean Age — years (SD) 40.2 (12.0)
Female sex (%) 96 (79.3)
Workplace

Acute care hospital (%) 56 (46.3)

Local Community Services Centers (%) 16 (13.2)

Long term care facilities (%) 15 (12.4)

Rehabilitation center (%) 9 (7.4)

Private clinic, family medicine clinic (%) 7 (5.8)

Other® (%) 18 (14.9)
Occupation

Nurse, nuse practitioner, patient care attendant (%) 45 (37.2)

Physician (%) 20 (16.5)

Administration (%) 13 (10.7)

Physiotherapy, occupational therapy, social worker, radiology 22 (18.2)
technician (%)

Other (%) 21 (17.4)
Comorbidities and past medical history

Immunocopromised condition® (%) 4 (3.3)
Previous COVID-19 episode (%) 20 (16.5)

Median elapsed time since last COVID-19 episode — days (IQR) 347.5 (264-454)
COVID-19 Vaccination status

Not vaccinated (%) 2.7

1 dose (%) 3(2.5)

2 doses (%) 9 (7.9

3 doses (%) 102 (84.3)

4 doses (%) 5(4.1)
COVID-19 vaccine type (n=347 doses)’

Pfizer-BioNTech Comirnaty (%) 310 (89.3)

Moderna Spikevax (%) 30 (8.6)

26
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AstraZeneca Vaxzevria (%) 7(2.0) Eé%
| il Yo 2
L7
Median elapsed time since last COVID-19 vaccine dose — days 122 (95-175) 528
(<) z
Severity of COVID-19 infection® Eg%
Very mild (Ambulatory, no limitation of activities) (%) 97 (80.2) E%i
Mild (Ambulatory, with limitation of activities) (%) 24 (19.8) ggg
SARS-CoV-2 specific therapy® (%) 1(0.8) Egg
COVID-19 symptomatology on enrollment 228
Median number of symptoms (IQR) 5 (3-6) gﬁ%
Sore throat (%) 94 (77.7) Eﬁz
Rhinorrhea and/or nasal congestion (%) 88 (72.7) Eﬁg
Fatigue (%) 81 (66.9) gﬁg
249
Headache (%) 77 (63.6) 550
Myalgia (%) 55 (45.5) ggi
. 553
Chills (%) 50 (41.3) 554
555
Cough (%) 21 (17.4) 556
557
Fever (%) 18 (14.9) 558
559
Dizziness (%) 17 (14.0) 560
|l e |
JUL
Diarrhea (%) 14 (11.6) 562
563
Nausea and/or vomiting (%) 10 (8.3) Egﬂ-
Chest pain (%) 10 (8.3) Egg
Dyspnea (%) 8 (6.6) ggg
Anosmia (%) 3(2.5) E;?
Ageusia (%) 3(2.5) E;%
SARS-CoV-2 lineage E;é
BA.1 and sublineages (%) 14 (11.6) E;g
BA.2 and sublineages (%) 73 (60.3) E;g
BA.4 and sublineages (%) 3(2.5) gg?
BA.5 (%) 10 (8.3) Eg%
BQ.1 (%) 9(7.4) ggg
XBB (%) 1(0.8) Egg
. 588
Recombinants (%) 2.7 £89
590

Unknown (%) 9(7.4) 591  Footnotes

092 a. Includes

593 vaccination center (n=3), research institute (n=5), rehabilitation centers (n=3), health phone services (n=5), cancer wellness center

594  (n=1) and medical school (n=1)
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b. Includes multiple sclerosis receiving fingolimod (n=1), multiple myeloma post autologous stem cell transplantation (n=1),
colorectal cancer under chemotherapy (n=1), and Crohn disease receiving anti-tumor necrosis factor (anti-TNF) therapy.
c. Severity determined by the World Health Organization Ordinal Scale for Clinical Improvement.

d. Sum of percentages is greater than 100% because of rounding

e. A single patient received nirmatrelvir and ritonavir after enrollment into the study

Abbreviations: SD, standard deviation; IQR, interquartile range
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Table 2. Predictors of infectivity on day 5, 7 and 10 of COVID-19 among healthcare workers (bivariate analyses)

Day 5 Day 7 Day 10
Absence of Presence of Absence of Presence of Absence of Presence of
Explanatory variable NG infectivity infectivity OR (95% Cl) p-value® NG infectivity infectivity OR (95% Cl) P-value® NG infectivity infectivity OR (95% CI) P-value®
n (line %) n (line %) n (line %) n (line %) n (line %) n (line %)
OVERALL 121 34 (28.1) 87 (71.9) 120 64 (53.3) 56 (46.7) 121 99 (81.8) 22(18.2)
Demographics
=
Median age (IQR) 121 40 (34-53) 38 (30-48) NE 0.12 120 38.5(31.5-49)  39.5 (32-48) NE 0.99 121 38(31-48)  39.5(29-51) NE 0.84 3
3
Male sex (%) 25 7 (28.0) 18 (72.0) Ref 24 13 (20.3) 11 (19.6) Ref 25 21 (84.0) 4(16.0) Ref 2
w
Female sex (%) 96 27 (28.1) 69 (71.9) 0.99 (0.37-2.65) 0.99 96 51 (53.1) 45 (46.9) 1.04 (0.43-2.56) 0.93 96 78 (81.3) 18 (18.8) 1.21(0.37-3.96) 0.75 2
=N
Previous infection status o)
o
)
No previous COVID-19 101 21 (20.8) 80 (79.2) Ref 100 45 (45.0) 55 (55.0) Ref 101 79 (78.2) 22 (21.8) Ref c
S
Previous COVID-19 20 13 (65.0) 7 (35.0) 0.14 (0.05-0.40) <0.001 20 19 (95.0) 1(5.0) 0.04 (0.01-0.33) 0.003 20 20 (100) 0(0.0) NE 0.02 3
D
Vaccination: number of doses received O
)
No vaccination or one dose received 5 2 (40.0) 3(60.0) Ref 5 2 (40.0) 3(60.0) Ref 5 5(100) 0(0.0) Ref U'J
<
>2 doses received 116 32(27.6) 84 (72.4) 1.75 (0.28-10.96) 0.55 115 62 (53.9) 53(46.1)  0.57(0.09-3.54)  0.55 116 94 (81.0) 22 (19.0) NE 0.58 %
Immunity status stratified by timing of last %
vaccine and previous COVID-19 ~
ious infecti | ine dose >6 [
No previous infection & last vaccine dose = 12 2(16.7) 10 (83.3) Ref 11 7 (63.6) 4(36.4) Ref 12 11(91.7) 183) Ref 5
months ago T
3
No previous infection & last vaccine dose <6 3.40 (0.41- Q
months ago 89 19 (21.3) 70 (78.7) 0.74 (0.15-3.65) 0.71 89 38 (42.7) 51(57.3)  2.35(0.64-8.60)  0.20 89 68 (76.4) 21 (23.6) 27.87) 0.26 £
3
I’:{f::ﬁg‘sagngfc“"”' last vaccine dose > or < 6 20 13 (65.0) 7(35.0) 0.11(0.02-0.64)  0.01 20 19 (95.0) 1(50)  0.09(0.01-0.97) 0.047 20 20 (100) 0(0.0) NE 038 =
@
-
Rapid antigen detection test (RADT) result %
Negative 13 8 (61.5) 5 (38.5) Ref 34 29 (85.3) 5(14.7) Ref 64 64 (100) 0(0) Ref
Positive 97 20 (20.6) 77 (79.4) 6.16 (1.82-20.88)  0.004 75 26 (34.7) 49 (65.3) 10'313 %78' <0.001 40 22 (55.0) 18 (45.0) NE 0.03
Uncertain 9 6 (66.7) 3(33.3) 0.80 (0.13-4.75) 0.81 8 7 (87.5) 1(12.5) 0.83(0.08-8.27)  0.87 13 11 (84.6) 2 (15.4) NE <0.001
SARS-CoV2 RT-PCR
. 28.5 21.8 31.3 24.7 35.5 26.7
Median Ct value (IQR) 120 (55.0.33.4) (20.3-25.0) <0.001 120 (27.4-35.6) (22.9-27.4) <0.001 120 (31.4-40.0)  (24.4-28.3) 0.002
Negative result 8 6 (75.0) 2 (25.0) Ref 13 13 (100) 0(0.0) Ref 46 46 (100) 0(0.0) Ref
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Positive result 112 28 (25.0) 84 (75.0) 9.00 (1.72-47.17) 0.01 107 51 (47.7) 56 (52.3) NE <0.001 74 52 (70.3) 22 (29.7) NE <0.001
RT-PCR cycle threshold (Ct) (reference:
negative RT-PCR)
Ct value: 27 — 34 26 15 (57.7) 11 (42.3) 2.20(0.37-13.04) 0.39 52 36 (69.2) 16 (30.8) Ref (CT >27) 49 40 (81.6) 9(18.4) Ref (CT >27)
oa 9(33.3) 18 (66.7) ’ 13 (33.3) 26 (66.7) 6.12 (2.56- 21 10 (47.6) 11 (52.4) 9.67 (1.21-
Ct value: 23 - <27 27 6.00 (1.00-35.91) 0.05 39 14.66) <0.001 77.12) 0.03
- 90 - 35.00 (4.79- 16.84 (3.37- 4 2 (50.0) 2 (50.0) 10.63 (3.55-
Ct value: 20 - <23 38 3(7.9) 35(92.1) 255.47) 0.001 13 2 (15.4) 11 (84.6) 84.17) <0.001 31.86) <0.001
Ct value: <20 1(4.8) 20 (95.2) 60.00 (4.60- 0.002 0(0.0) 3(100) NE 0.02 0 0(0.0) 0(0.0) NE NE
21 782.36) 3 =
=
SARS-CoV-2 lineage 3
BA.2 73 21(28.8) 52 (71.2) Ref 73 39 (53.4) 34 (46.6) Ref 73 62 (84.9) 11 (15.1) Ref 3
2
14.91 (1.85- 4.23 (1.23- [~}
BA.1 14 0(0.0) 14 (100.0) NE 0.02 14 1(7.1) 13 (92.9) 199.99) 0.01 14 8(57.1) 6 (42.9) 14.57) 0.02 5
=)
BA.4/5 13 3(23.1) 10 (76.9) 1.35 (0.34-5.38) 0.67 12 8 (66.7) 4(33.3) 0.57(0.16-2.07)  0.40 13 10 (76.9) 3(23.1) 1.69 (0.40-7.14) 0.48 g
S
Others (BQ.1, XBB.1, recombinant, unknown) 21 10 (47.6) 11 (52.4) 0.44 (0.16-1.20) 0.11 21 16 (76.2) 5(23.8) 0.36 (0.12-1.08)  0.07 21 19 (90.5) 2(9.5) 0.59 (0.12-2.91) 0.52 3
2
)
Severity of symptoms I}
0
Asymptomatic 5 3(60.0) 2 (40.0) Ref 19 11 (57.9) 8 (42.1) Ref 43 38 (88.4) 5(11.6) Ref w
<
;’;’g l'i'\‘/'i':g()ab'e to carry out regular activities of ;5 55 (567 77(733)  412(0.65-25.99)  0.13 92 50 (54.3) 42(45.7)  116(0.43-3.14)  0.78 73 58 (79.5) 15(205)  1.97 (0.66-5.86) 023 &
>
) . . o
Mild (Unable to carry out regular activities of 9 3(33.3) 6(66.7)  3.00(0.31-28.84)  0.34 6 1(16.7) 5(83.3) 6.87 (0.67 011 1 1.(100) 0(0.0) NE 1000 N
daily living) 70.81) >
Evolution of symptoms F:D'
=]
Symptoms are better or entirely gone 92 30 (32.6) 62 (67.4) Ref 105 61 (58.1) 44 (41.9) Ref 112 92 (82.1) 20 (17.9) Ref F—f-
o
=]
4.81 (1.90- 2
Symptoms are the same or worse than before 27 4(14.8) 23 (85.2) 2.78 (0.88-8.77) 0.08 12 1(8.3) 11 (91.7) '122(4'9) 0.01 5 5 (100) 0(0.0) NE 0.59 g
) @
>
Symptomatology @
Fever and antipyretics use (last 24h)
No fever, without antipyretics use 55 22 (40.0) 33(60.0) Ref 79 48 (60.8) 31(39.2) Ref 95 83(87.4) 12 (12.6) Ref
. . . 4.26 (1.46-
No fever, with antipyretics use 55 9(16.4) 46 (83.6) 3.41(1.39-8.34)  0.007 35 12 (34.3) 23(65.7)  2.97(1.29-6.82)  0.01 21 13 (61.9) 8(38.1) 12.39) 0.008
Fever 9 3(33.3) 6 (66.7) 1.33 (0.30-5.90) 0.71 3 2(66.7) 1(33.3) 0.77 (0.07-8.91)  0.84 1 1(100) 0(0.0) NE 1.000
Presence of any symptom (last 48h) 91 22(24.2) 69 (75.8) 2.35(0.97-5.72) 0.06 78 38 (48.7) 40 (51.3) 1.68(0.77-3.69)  0.19 66 52(78.8) 14 (21.2) 2.02 (0.72-5.69) 0.18
Median Number of symptoms (IQR) 119 3(42.9) 4(57.1) NA 0.14 117 2 (40) 3(60) NA 0.07 117 1(33.3) 2(66.7) NA 0.41
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Chills 15 1(6.7) 14(933)  6.51(0.8251.59)  0.08 7 2(28.6) 5(71.4) 3'2%%?6' 0.20 4 3(75.0) 1(25.0) 1‘61%(356’ 0.67
Cough 79 20(25.3) 50(747)  158(0.70-3.62) 027 67 31(46.3) 36(537)  189(0.90-4.00)  0.09 54 41(75.9) 13(241) 254 (0.93-6.92) 0.07
Fatigue 59 12(203) 47(797)  227(1L005.16)  0.051 44 22 (50.0) 22(500)  121(057-2.56)  0.62 36 27 (75.0) 9(25.0)  2.12(0.79-5.69) 0.14
Myalgia 33 7(21.2) 26(78.8)  170(0.66-4.40)  0.27 18 6(33.3) 12(66.7)  2.60(0.90-7.50)  0.08 1 9(8L.8) 2(182)  1.09(0.22-5.46) 0.92
Sore throat 48 9(18.8) 30(81.3)  236(0.985.64)  0.06 32 16 (50.0) 16(500) 118 (0.52-2.66)  0.69 19 18 (94.7) 1(53)  023(0.03-184) 0.17
Headache 44 10(22.7) 34(77.3)  160(0.683.77) 028 2 10 (38.5) 16(615)  2.13(0.87-5.21)  0.10 16 14 (875) 2(125)  0.66 (0.14-3.16) 0.60
Dizziness 12 4(33.3) 8(66.7) 0.78(0.22-278)  0.70 15 5(33.3) 10(667) 253 (0.81-7.94) 0.1 1 10(90.9) 191  0.46(0.06-3.79) 0.47
Rhinorrhea andior congestion 82 19(232) 63(76.8)  226(0.985.20)  0.055 65 31(47.7) 34(523)  116(0.77-3.38)  0.20 47 36 (76.6) 11(234) 207 (0.78-5.48) 0.14
Diarrhea . 4(25.0) 12(750)  153(037-413) 073 u 4(36.4) 7(636) 511 (0.58-7.66) 025 4 2(50.0) 2(50.0) 5'23%.(850' 011
Loss of appetite 28 8(28.6) 20(71.4)  1.00(0.39-2.55)  1.00 21 7(33.3) 14(66.7)  2.68(0.99-7.24) 0052 16 11 (68.8) 5(3L3)  261(0.79-8.57) 012

Footnote:

®Regardless of timing of last vaccine dose

bAmong 121 participants with data on infectivity on day 5, 2 had missing information for RADT result and symptoms and 1 have missing information on RT-PCR
CT result; among 120 participants with data on infectivity on day 7, 3 had missing information for RADT result and symptoms; among 121 participants with data
on infectivity on day 10, 4 had missing information for RADT result and symptoms and 1 have missing information on RT-PCR CT result.

“Means were compared using student’s t-test, proportions were compared using chi-square or fisher exact test when appropriate

Abbreviations: IQR, interquartile range; Ref, reference category; NE, No estimate could be calculated due to perfect correlation; NA, not applicable; RADT,
Rapid antigen detection test; Ct, RT-PCR cycle threshold value
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Table 3. Comparison of rapid antigen detection test results of healthcare workers with primary vs recurrent COVID-19

Day 5 of infection Day 7 of infection Day 10 of infection
Primary Recurrent Primary Recurrent Primary Recurrent
COVID-19 COVID-19  P-value COVID-19 COVID-19 P-value COVID-19 COVID-19 P-value
N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%)
RADT result (n) 100 20 99 19 98 19

Positive RADT 86 (86.0) 11 (57.9) 0.005 73 (73.7) 3(15.8) <0.001 40 (40.8) 0 (0.0) <0.001
Negative RADT 7(7.0) 6 (31.6) 18 (18.2) 16 (84.2) 45 (45.9) 19 (100)
Uncertain RADT 7 (7.0) 2 (10.5) 8 (8.1) 0 (0.0) 13 (13.3) 0 (0.0)

Abbreviation: RADT, Rapid antigen detection test
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Table 4. Predictors of infectivity among HCWs with COVID-19 (multivariate analysis) 22
> <

Day 5 (n=121) Day 7 (n=117) Day 10 (n=117) 3%

nT

Adjusted 0 P- , 0 Adjusted 0 2=

OR 95% ClI value Adjusted OR 95% ClI P-value OR 95% ClI P-value 53

Female sex 0.42 0.09-2.06 0.287 1.28 0.31-5.34 0.73 0.83 0.16-4.18 0.82 %ﬁg
a?

Age (years) 3§
So

20-39 Ref Ref Ref _38
735

40-59 0.50 0.15-1.68 0.26 1.43 0.47-4.34 0.52 1.28 0.36-4.63 0.70 g %-i,:
as<

60-77 0.17 0.02-1.63 0.12 0.52 0.06-4.71 0.56 2.54 0.25-26.31 0.43 g;g
SR=N]

Immunity status stratified by timing n;»g g
of last vaccine and previous 6%2
COVID-19 5372
g9

. . . w3 ©

No previous infection & last Ref Ref Ref g(; §§
vaccine dose =6 months ago P 5
mSa

i0US i i <23

No previous infection & last 0.27 003233 023 7.50 0.89-62.83  0.06 141  014-1415  0.77 DL
vaccine dose <6 months ago obs
z9¢

Previous infection, last vaccine g3
dose > or < 6 months ago® 0.005 0.002-0.16  0.003 0.14 0.003-6.61 0.32 NE g g5
=3z

RADT result 523
5 ¢

Negative Ref Ref NE 5<3
228

Positive 0.69 0.11-4.43 0.70 3.20 0.74-13.91 0.12 NE §§ g
S 0N

Uncertain 0.14 0.1-1.48 0.10 0.07 0.002-1.82 0.11 NE _fw" g*':J
o =0

SARS-CoV-2 RT-PCR Ct -ag
235

=27 (including negative) Ref Ref Ref §§5
S =

23 -<27 1.30 0.29-5.62 0.73 4.81 1.52-15.25 0.008 12.39 3.32-46.20 <0.001 g 3
= Q

=)

14 - <23 2275  3.80-133.05 <0.001 182.30 8.83- 0.001 24.71 1.53- 0.02 55

’ ’ ' ' ' 3764.36 ’ ' 398.50 ’ k] %

. b S

SARS-CoV-2 lineage £
=.0

<3

]
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BA.1, BA.2 and subvariants Ref Ref Ref
BA.4, BA.5, BQ.1, XBB and 4.14 0.50-33.97 0.19 3.13 0.46-21.43 0.24 2.95 0.52-16.70 0.22
subvariants
Evolution of symptoms
Symptoms are better or entirely gone Ref Ref NE
Symptoms are the same or worse 0.52 011257  0.42 18.67 0.98-355.49 0.05 NE
than before
Fever and antipyretic use®
No fever, without antipyretics use Ref Ref Ref
No fever, with antipyretics use 4.83 1.30-17.98 0.85 1.32 0.40-4.35 0.65 4.16 1.00-16.95 0.047
Fever 1.21 0.18-8.17 0.85 NA NA
Footnote:

#Regardless of timing of last vaccine dose

® For 9 individuals with missing information, lineage BA.1/ BA.2 or lineage BA.4 / BA.5/ BQ.1 / XBB were assigned based
on circulating variants at the date of testing
°For the analyses of day 7 and day 10, “fever” and “no fever, with antipyretic use” were considered a single category

Abbreviations: Cl, confidence interval; NE, not estimable; NA, not applicable; OR, odds ratio; RADT, Rapid antigen
detection test; Ref, reference category; RT-PCR Ct, cycle threshold of real-time polymerase chain reaction
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237 HCWs with SARS-CoV-2

infection diagnosed within 3 days

of symptom onset

110 (46.4%) declined to

127 (53.6%) enrolled

participate or were ineligible

6 (2.5%) excluded:
- 2 date of onset of symptoms
unclear

121 (51.1%) incl
study

uded in the

- 1 asymptomaticinfection

- 2 missing baseline survey
- 1noviral culture

Day5

87/121 (71.9%)
Positive viral culture

34/121 (28.1%)
Negative viral culture

1 missing

Day 7

56/120 (46.7%)
Positive viral culture

64/120 (53.3%)
Negative viral culture

Day 10

22/121 (18.2%)
Positive viral culture

99/121 (81.8%)
negative viral culture

FIGURE 1. Flow diagram of participant selection into the study and proportion of infective participants at each follow-up visit.
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FIGURE 2. Box plot with overlaid jitter plot comparing SARS-CoV-2 RT-PCR Cycle threshold, rapid antigen diagnostic test (RADT) result and viral culture positivity at day 5, 7 and 10 of COVID-19 infection among 121 healthcare workers.

Footnote: The horizontal line in each box indicates the median, whereas the top and bottom of the boxes represent the 75th and 25th percentile, respectively. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. Negative RT-PCR results were
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attributed a Ct-value of 40 to facilitate data visualization.
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40.00

30.00

20.00

10.00

SARS-CoV-2 RT-PCR Cycle Threshold

P=0.001 P=0.026

P=0.016

[ ] Primary covip-19
[ ] Recurrent covip-19

Day 5 Day 7 Day 10

Day of COVID-19 infection

FIGURE 3. Box plot comparing SARS-CoV-2 RT-PCR Cycle threshold at day 5, 7 and 10 of primary vs. recurrent COVID-19

infection.

Footnote: The horizontal line in each box indicates the median, whereas the top and bottom lines represent the 75th and
25th percentile, respectively. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. Negative RT-PCR results were attributed a Ct-
value of 40 to facilitate data visualization. Comparison between primary vs recurrent infections assessed by Mann-Whitney

U test.
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A 117 participants with COVID-19 on
day 7
50 infectious
67 non-infectious

3ineligible because of fever
* 1infectious
* 2 non-infectious

114 without fever
48 infectious

65 non-infectious

—

79 without antipyretic use

35 ineligible because of
antipyretics use
20 infectious
15 non-infectious

29 infectious
50 non-infectious

76 without fever and without
antipyretic use
And with improving symptoms
26 infectious
50 non-infectious

3 ineligible because of lack of
symptom improvement
3 infectious
0 non-infectious

29 without fever and without
acetaminophen
And with improving symptoms
And with negative RADT
S infectious
24 non-infectious

29 Eligible for early return to
work

47 ineligible because lack of
negative RADT
21 infectious
26 non-infectious

B 117 participants with COVID-19 on
day 7
50 infectious
67 non-infectious

98 without previous COVID-19

19 with previous COVID-
19
1 infectious
18 non-infectious

47 with Ct
13 infectious
34 non-infectious

value >27

51 Ineligible because RT-
PCR Ct value <=27
36 infectious
15 non-infectious

C
e

Number screened
No. brought back to work (% of all HCWs)
No. of non-infectious HCWs brought back to

work correctly (% of all non-infectious)

No. of infectious HCWs brought back to work
incorrectly (% of all infectious individuals)

Proportion of HCW brought back to work
who are still infectious

No. missed days of work averted (% of all
isolation days)

Number needed to screen to return 1 non-
infective HCW to work

66 Eligible for early return to
work

LELTINY] Novel algorithm
(Panel B)
117 117 -

29 (24.8%)

24 (35.8%)

5 (10.0%)

17.2%

87 (7.4%)

49

66 (56.4%)

52 (77.6%)

14 (28.0%)

21.2%

198 (16.9%)

1.8

<0.001 (Chi square)

<0.001 (Chi square)

0.02 (Chi-square)

0.78 (Chi-square)

<0.001 (Chi square)

FIGURE 4. Performance of return-to-work criteria for healthcare workers with COVID-19. Panel A shows the performance of the US Centers for Diseases Control and Prevention (US CDC) Return to Work criteria on
a cohort of healthcare workers with COVID-19. Panel B shows the performance of an alternative set of criteria derived from the current study. Panel C compares the CDC and alternative criteria.
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