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ABSTRACT
Objectives To estimate the risk factors for SARS- CoV- 2 
transmission in close contacts of adults at high risk of 
infection due to occupation, participants of the CoVIDA 
study, in Bogotá D.C., Colombia.
Setting The CoVIDA study was the largest COVID- 19 
intensified sentinel epidemiological surveillance study 
in Colombia thus far, performing over 60 000 RT- PCR 
tests for SARS- CoV- 2 infection. The study implemented 
a contact tracing strategy (via telephone call) to support 
traditional surveillance actions performed by the local 
health authority.
Participants Close contacts of participants from the 
CoVIDA study.
Primary and secondary outcome measures SARS- 
CoV- 2 testing results were obtained (RT- PCR with CoVIDA 
or self- reported results). The secondary attack rate 
(SAR) was calculated using contacts and primary cases 
features.
Results The CoVIDA study performed 1257 contact 
tracing procedures on primary cases. A total of 5551 
close contacts were identified and 1050 secondary 
cases (21.1%) were found. The highest SAR was found 
in close contacts: (1) who were spouses (SAR=32.7%; 
95% CI 29.1% to 36.4%), (2) of informally employed or 
unemployed primary cases (SAR=29.1%; 95% CI 25.5% to 
32.8%), (3) of symptomatic primary cases (SAR of 25.9%; 
95% CI 24.0% to 27.9%) and (4) living in households 
with more than three people (SAR=22.2%; 95% CI 20.7% 
to 23.8%). The spouses (OR 3.85; 95% CI 2.60 to 5.70), 
relatives (OR 1.89; 95% CI 1.33 to 2.70) and close contacts 
of a symptomatic primary case (OR 1.48; 95% CI 1.24 
to 1.77) had an increased risk of being secondary cases 
compared with non- relatives and close contacts of an 
asymptomatic index case, respectively.

Conclusions Contact tracing strategies must focus 
on households with socioeconomic vulnerabilities to 
guarantee isolation and testing to stop the spread of the 
disease.

Over 5.5 million COVID- 19 deaths have 
occurred since the onset of the pandemic 
worldwide.1 Due to the risk of an increase 
in the number of cases and deaths, govern-
ments and local health authorities have 
implemented multiple control strategies 
to mitigate the effects of the pandemic. 
One of the non- pharmacological strategies 

STRENGTHS AND LIMITATIONS OF THIS STUDY
 ⇒ This study is one of the first to address the risk of 
transmission depending on close contacts’ char-
acteristics and primary cases’ sociodemographic 
features and their impact on transmission dynamics 
during the first two pandemic peaks in populated 
city of Latin America.

 ⇒ The analysis performed in this study proved that 
contact tracing strategies should focus not only on 
symptomatic infections but also on socioeconomic 
disadvantages, given that this population is in higher 
risk of infection and complication due to COVID- 19.

 ⇒ Limited information regarding the close contacts’ 
socioeconomic features precluded additional analy-
ses, such as determining the impact of close contact 
sociodemographic characteristics on infection risk 
and other variables such as isolation and personal 
protective equipment compliance.  on M
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that has impacted SARS- CoV- 2 transmission the most is 
contact tracing.2–4 Test, track and isolation (TTI) strate-
gies have contributed to breaking transmission chains by 
identifying cases and their contacts, thus reducing rates 
of transmission and mortality due to COVID- 19.5 Given 
the transmission patterns of SARS- CoV- 2, contacts of 
infected patients have a higher prevalence of infection 
compared with those who have not had contact with an 
infected person. The SARS- CoV- 2 that causes the disease 
has shown high household transmission, representing a 
risk to susceptible populations such as the elderly (>60 
years) and patients with comorbidities. Indeed, previous 
contact tracing studies reported that the household of 
the primary case is the setting with the highest risk of 
COVID- 19 transmission.

Although vaccination coverage goals are being reached, 
new variants with unknown epidemiological behaviour 
pose an ever- present threat during the pandemic. Addi-
tionally, during the economic reopening and relaxed 
physical distancing measures, directing efforts towards 
isolating primary cases and their contacts through contact 
tracing remains one of the main strategies to reduce the 
spread of the virus.

In Bogotá, Colombia, despite multiple lockdowns 
and social- distancing measures, the city experienced an 
aggressive second wave with an increased number of cases 
and mortality from mid- December 2020 to March 2021. 
Contact- tracing strategies implemented in Colombia 
have shown a reduction in mortality between 0.8% and 
3.4%.6 However, the limited capacities of the public 
health system and socioeconomic vulnerabilities, such as 
high rates of informal employment, make contact- tracing 
protocols insufficient and subject to low compliance in 
some cases.7 For this reason, the contribution of private–
public epidemiological surveillance strategies have been 
fundamental in the active identification of asymptomatic 
cases and their contact networks. These strategies include 
intensified epidemiological surveillance studies such as 
the CoVIDA project that focused on asymptomatic and 
mild cases in high- mobility workers during the main 
pandemic peaks in Bogotá.8

The CoVIDA study is the largest intensified sentinel 
epidemiological surveillance study in Colombia thus far, 
performing over 60 000 RT- PCR tests for SARS- CoV- 2 
infection.8 The study recruited from two main testing 
centres and home visits in Bogotá and provided results 
within 48 hours.9 The CoVIDA study involved a TTI 
strategy with contact tracing to support traditional surveil-
lance actions performed by the local health authorities. 
The strategy aimed to identify household- related, social- 
related and work- related close contacts of primary cases 
detected by the CoVIDA study and to determine the 
transmission dynamics of an adult population with high 
mobility across the city and high risk of infection due to 
their occupations. The present study aimed to estimate 
secondary transmission and to identify risk factors among 
close contacts before the introduction of vaccination 
against SARS- CoV- 2.

METHODS
Study population
The CoVIDA study was the largest intensified sentinel 
epidemiological study performed in Colombia during 
the COVID- 19 pandemic. It included high- mobility 
occupations (including healthcare workers and essential 
service workers that because of their occupations had 
to keep their activities during lockdowns in the two first 
pandemic peaks) in Bogotá, Colombia. Detailed methods 
of the CoVIDA project are described elsewhere.8 The 
CoVIDA contact- tracing strategy included Bogotá resi-
dents with positive RT- PCR test results (primary cases) 
identified between 1 August 2020 and 14 March 2021. 
The daily inclusion of participants to perform contact 
tracing was determined according to the capacity of the 
CoVIDA project contact centre (approximately 50 contact 
tracing procedures per day). Data from primary cases 
were collected before SARS- CoV- 2 testing and included 
(a) sociodemographic characteristics such as sex, age and 
socioeconomic strata; (b) variables related to occupation; 
and (c) protective measures such as handwashing and 
facemask use. Data about symptomatic COVID- 19 infec-
tion were recorded according to national public health 
guidelines. Upon invitation to participate in the study, 
telephonic informed consent was obtained to perform 
the data collection, RT- PCR testing and contact tracing in 
case of a positive test result.

Epidemiological investigation and contact tracing
Protocols for contact tracing in the CoVIDA study 
followed international,10 11 national and local guidelines 
(online supplemental figure 1).12 Trained healthcare 
workers (tracers) performed the contact- tracing proce-
dures. On positive RT- PCR test result, primary cases were 
informed via a telephone call. They were also provided 
with recommendations for isolation and warning signs of 
severe COVID- 19 within 48 hours of RT- PCR sampling. 
According to protocol, contact tracing was performed 
within 24 hours after notification of the positive test result.

The contact- tracing protocol included a structured 
questionnaire about activities and close contacts within 
the 14 days prior to the onset of symptoms for symptom-
atic participants or 14 days prior to the RT- PCR swab 
sampling for SARS- CoV- 2 for asymptomatic participants. 
A close contact was defined as someone the primary case 
had been within 2 m (6 feet) of for a period longer than 
15 min (online supplemental appendix 1). The primary 
case delivered information to identify close contacts and 
was asked for information to establish whether the close 
contact fulfilled the case definition (online supplemental 
appendix 1). Data regarding the name and telephone 
number of close contacts were collected to invite them 
to participate in the study as part of the contact- tracing 
strategy. Close contacts’ information regarding sex, age, 
presence of symptoms related to COVID- 19 and previous 
COVID- 19 testing results were obtained from the primary 
case during the contact tracing procedure. Personal data 
regarding participants’ infection status were not disclosed 
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unless expressly authorised by the primary case. If the 
contact reported a recent (ie, within the past 14 days) 
molecular, antigenic or serologic test for SARS- CoV- 2, 
the CoVIDA project did not perform an additional test, 
and the case was labelled as self- reported. Close contacts 
who did not report recent testing for SARS- CoV- 2 were 
eligible for testing and contacted by the CoVIDA contact 
tracing centre to participate in the study. Contacts who 
entered the study provided sociodemographic informa-
tion, as the primary case did, and underwent laboratory 
testing for SARS- CoV- 2 using RT- PCR tests with nasopha-
ryngeal swab sampling, following the same protocols as 
the primary case. RT- PCR samples were processed by 
the Gencore Sequencing Centre of Universidad de Los 
Andes following the international Berlin protocol and 
using the U- TOP COVID- 19 detection kit for one- step, 
real- time RT- PCR.13 The same protocols for the test result 
information were followed with close contacts (online 
supplemental figure 1). In the case of a positive RT- PCR 
test, the close contact was labelled as a secondary case.

When the CoVIDA contact centre could not reach close 
contacts, information regarding their SARS- CoV- 2 testing 
results was updated using registries provided by the 
Health Secretary of Bogotá. In Colombia, it is mandatory 
to report SARS- CoV- 2 infection. Therefore, close contacts 
were labelled as secondary cases when they had a positive 
test result within the 14 days before/after contact tracing 
was performed for the primary case. After this procedure, 
close contacts with negative and no test result information 
were classified as uninfected/untested. This complemen-
tary information about SARS- CoV- 2 status was only used 
to calculate secondary attack rate (SAR). No additional 
information about other sociodemographic features was 
included in the database.

Statistical analysis
Characteristics of primary, secondary and uninfected/
untested cases were described as relative and absolute 
frequencies and medians with IQR as appropriate. A posi-
tive SARS- CoV- 2 result by the identified close contact was 
labelled as a secondary case and used as the dependent 
variable. Primary cases and close contact characteristics 
were compared using the χ2 test for discrete variables and 
the Wilcoxon rank- sum test for continuous variables.

Given that one participant could have been reported as 
a close contact by more than one primary case, secondary 
cases were assigned to the primary case that first reported 
the contact using the time when contact tracing was 
performed. Whenever a close contact was reported 
simultaneously by two primary cases on the same day, the 
contact was assigned to the primary case with the earliest 
symptom onset (in the case of symptomatic infections) or 
to the one with the earliest RT- PCR swab sampling date 
(in the case of asymptomatic infections).

SAR was estimated by dividing the number of secondary 
cases (ie, close contacts with positive SARS- CoV- 2 tests) 
by the number of close contacts according to variables 
of interest (sex, age group, type of contact, type of 

relationship) and primary case’s characteristics (socio-
economic strata, healthcare regime, household size, 
symptomatic primary case, primary case occupation). A 
generalised linear model based on a hierarchical model 
with binomial link function considering clustering by 
primary cases was used to estimate ORs for associations 
between sociodemographic characteristics of close 
contacts and primary case characteristics using a hierar-
chical conceptual model with backward elimination.14 
The proximal level was composed of risk factors inherent 
to close contacts (sex, age group, type of contact and, type 
of relationship to the primary case), and the distal level 
was composed by primary case characteristics (occupa-
tion, socioeconomic strata, household size, type of health-
care insurance and symptomatic infection). Variables 
with a p value≤0.20 at each level of analysis were retained 
in the model and controlled by close contacts’ age and 
sex. In the final model, variables that were statistically 
associated (p<0.05) with the outcome were included.8

Confirmed SARS- CoV- 2 primary cases identified by the 
CoVIDA project, means of the number of close contacts 
reported, means of secondary cases and means of SAR 
were mapped at the community level using the planning 
zone unit (UPZ, by its acronym in Spanish), which is the 
smallest geographical administrative unit used in Bogotá. 
Data analyses were performed using Stata version 17.0 
(StataCorp LLC, USA).

Sensitivity analysis
We performed a comparison of the characteristics of 
primary cases and close contacts using as dependent 
variable the outcome (SARS- CoV- 2 test result) for close 
contacts, only including individuals with defined results 
(self- reported or RT- PCR test results provided by the 
CoVIDA project). This procedure was performed to assess 
possible differences in distribution of secondary cases in 
participants with a defined infection status. Both sensi-
tivity and bivariate analysis were conducted, and results 
were compared with discard misclassification bias.

Patient and public involvement
Key information regarding the study aims and proce-
dures were relayed to the participants via telephone call. 
Each participant received their test results via phone call 
and email. The results of the contact tracing were individ-
ually discussed with each participant, resolving questions 
mainly related to the risk of exposures by close contacts.

RESULTS
During the study period, 1257 contact- tracing procedures 
were performed (see figure 1A). A total of 5551 close 
contacts were identified. After duplicate elimination (ie, 
close contacts reported simultaneously by more than 1 
primary case), 1050 secondary cases (21.0%) and 3931 
(78.9%) negatives/untested cases were found (figure 1B). 
Among secondary cases, 406 were identified with RT- PCR 
by the CoVIDA study and 639 were self- reported. Among 
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negative/untested contacts, 1507 were identified by the 
CoVIDA study, 120 were self- reported and 2304 were 
imputed as negative after updating records using the 
District Health Secretary of Bogotá registries.

Of the primary cases, 50.8% (n=638) were female, 
and 60.1% (n=755) were aged between 30 and 59. The 
most frequently reported occupation was costumer/
general services, at 21.6% (n=272). Of primary cases, 
49.3% (n=619) belonged to middle- low socioeconomic 
strata and 42.9% (n=539) reported at least one COVID- 
19- related symptom. Contributory healthcare insurance 
was reported by 83.3% (n=1034) of primary cases. Close 
contact with a confirmed COVID- 19 case was reported by 
26.6% (n=329). Of primary cases, 64.7% (n=811) reported 
handwashing less than 10 times a day, and 60.4% (n=757) 
reported a handwashing duration of less than 30 s. Always 
using facemasks was reported by 82.6% (n=1035) of 
primary cases, and 50% (n=628) reported three or more 
cohabitants (see table 1). The places and activities most 
frequented by primary cases prior to testing or symptom 
onset were home- related (n=581, 46.5%), work- related 
(n=3326, 26.1%) and family gatherings (n = 262, 21.0%; 
see table 2).

Sociodemographic characteristics of identified close 
contacts and secondary cases are shown in table 3. Of 
close contacts identified, 52.3% (n=2604) were female, 
and 43.8% (n=1546) were aged between 30 and 59. Most 
close contacts were identified as a primary case household 
member (81.0%, n=3949), 10.1% (n=491) as social- related 
close contacts and 9% (n=491) as work- related contacts. 
Of close contacts, 65.3% (n=3219) were labelled as rela-
tives, 21.4% (n=1053) as non- relatives and 13.3% (n=655) 
as spouses. Significant differences were noted between 
the proportion of secondary cases and negative/untested 
contacts in household members (86.8% secondary cases 
vs 79.4% negative cases, p<0.001), according to the type 
of relationship (20.6% secondary cases vs 11.4% negative 
cases were reported as spouses, p<0.001).

Regarding characteristics of primary cases, most identi-
fied close contacts were associated with primary cases of 

middle- low socioeconomic strata (50.0%, n=2476), with 
contributory healthcare regime (84.0%, n=4162), and 
56.7% (n=2809) were linked to primary cases with house-
holds of more than three inhabitants. When comparing 
the close contact status and characteristics depending on 
the primary case, a higher proportion of secondary cases 
in the middle- low socioeconomic strata group (p=0.004), 
those with primary cases with a household of more than 
three inhabitants (p=0.048), and a higher proportion 
of secondary cases linked to symptomatic primary cases 
(p<0.001) were found. Regarding primary case occupa-
tion, those working in contact with customers/general 
services reported 20.8% (n=1031) of close contacts. We 
found a higher frequency of secondary cases among 
those with primary contacts that were police/military/
firefighters (5.2% vs 3.7%) and informally employed or 
looking for a job (17.3% vs 11.3%).

Figure 2 shows the spatial distribution of primary cases, 
close contacts, secondary cases and SAR; according to 
primary cases, close contacts and secondary cases were 
distributed in the more inhabited localities in Bogotá 
(SARs were higher in these localities). However, a low 
number of identified close contacts and high number of 
close contacts with positive tests were identified in some 
UPZ, hence the SAR in these were close to 100%. This 
finding agrees with the cumulative case density and death 
rate found according to the Health Secretary of Bogotá.15

Table 4 shows SAR and logistic regression results 
according to close contact and primary case features. 
The highest SAR was found in close contacts aged 
between 30 and 59 years (SAR=21.5%; 95% CI 19.5% to 
23.7%), household close contacts (SAR=25.7%; 95% CI 
24.3% to 27.2%), spouses (SAR=32.7%; 95% CI 29.1% 
to 36.4%), close contacts with primary cases belonging 
to middle- high and middle- low socioeconomic strata 
(SAR=23.2%; 95% CI 16.1% to 31.6% and SAR=23.2; 
95% CI 21.5% to 24.9%, respectively). Regarding the 
healthcare regime of the primary case, the highest SAR 
was observed in the contributory group (21.7%; 95% CI 
20.5% to 23.0%). Those close contacts with primary cases 

a b

Figure 1 Flowchart of included participants. (A) Primary cases. (B) Eligible close contacts.
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living in households of more than three people had an 
SAR of 22.2% (95% CI 20.7% to 23.8%). Close contacts 
of symptomatic primary cases had an SAR of 25.9% (95% 
CI 24.0% to 27.9%). Close contacts related to primary 
cases who were informally employed or unemployed 
(SAR=29.1%; 95% CI 25.5% to 32.8%) had the highest 
SAR among occupations.

The logistic regression only included observations with 
complete data. Therefore, the final model included a 
total of 2177 participants. This analysis showed that close 
contacts who reported being spouses (OR 3.85; 95% CI 
2.60 to 5.70) and relatives (OR 1.89; 95% CI 1.33 to 2.70) 
of the primary case had higher odds of being secondary 
cases when compared with non- relatives. In the analysis, 
characteristics of the primary case, symptomatic primary 
case, household size and primary case occupations were 
retained in the model. Close contacts of symptomatic 
primary cases (OR 1.48; 95% CI 1.24 to 1.77) and those 

Table 1 Sociodemographic characteristics of identified 
index cases

Variable
Primary cases
N=1257

Sex

  Female 638 (50.8)

  Male 619 (49.2)

Age (years)

  14–18 9 (0.8)

  19–29 412 (32.8)

  30–59 755 (60.1)

  >60 81 (6.4)

Occupation

  Healthcare worker 109 (8.7)

  Police/military/firefighter 38 (3.0)

  Construction worker 16 (1.3)

  Costumer/general services 272 (21.6)

  Essential office work 211 (16.8)

  Informal employment/looking for a job 176 (14.0)

  Public/private driver 149 (11.9)

  Teacher/auxiliary/student 166 (13.2)

  Other occupation* 120 (9.6)

Socioeconomic strata

  High 19 (1.5)

  Middle high 30 (2.4)

  Middle 161 (12.8)

  Middle low 619 (49.3)

  Low 364 (29.0)

  Very low 64 (5.0)

Report of at least one COVID- 19- related 
symptom

  Yes 539 (42.9)

  No 718 (57.1)

Contact with COVID- 19

  Yes 329 (26.6)

  No 906 (73.4)

Type of healthcare insurance†

  Contributory 1034 (83.3)

  Subsidised 115 (9.2)

  Not affiliated 198 (8.6)

Frequency of handwashing

  <10 times/day 811 (64.7)

  ≥10 times/day 442 (35.3)

Duration of handwashing

  ≤20 s 757 (60.4)

  >20 s 496 (39.6)

Use of facemasks during the day

  Always 1035 (82.6)

Continued

Variable
Primary cases
N=1257

  Sometimes 205 (16.4)

  Never 13 (1.0)

Household size

  ≤3 629 (50.0)

  >3 628 (50.0)

Missing information on 22 (1.8%) participants regarding contact 
with COVID- 19; 90 (7.2%) participants regarding type of health 
insurance; 4 (0.3%) participants regarding frequency and duration 
of handwashing, use of facemasks during the day.
*Other occupations: cooks, musicians, technicians, veterinarians, 
among others; Socioeconomic strata as defined by the National 
Department of Statistics (DANE) of Colombia: 1 (very low strata) to 
6 (high strata).
†According to health affiliation system in Colombia, people with 
formal employment are included in the contributory health system, 
while people working informally and unemployed have subsidised 
healthcare (public healthcare).

Table 1 Continued

Table 2 Reported activities or visited place prior to positive 
result or symptom onset

Reported place or activity N (%)

Home related 581 (46.5)

Work related 326 (26.1)

Family gathering 262 (21.0)

Grocery shopping 106 (8.5)

Transport to work 66 (5.3)

Use of public transportation 58 (4.6)

Healthcare facility 52 (4.2)

Social event 51 (4.1)

Healthcare facility (healthcare worker) 42 (3.4)

Outdoor activity 19 (1.5)
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Table 3 Sociodemographic characteristics of close contacts

Variable
Total
N=4981

Secondary cases
n=1050

Test- negative or untested 
contacts n=3931 P value

Close contact characteristics

Sex 0.490

  Female 2604 (52.3) 539 (51.3) 2065 (52.5)

  Male 2377 (47.7) 511 (48.7) 1866 (47.5)

Age (years) 0.194

  <14 212 (5.9) 43 (5.9) 169 (5.9)

  14–18 204 (5.7) 30 (4.1) 174 (6.0)

  19–29 833 (23.1) 160 (22.0) 673 (23.4)

  30–59 1546 (43.8) 333 (45.7) 1213 (42.1)

  ≥60 814 (22.6) 163 (22.4) 651 (22.6)

  No data 1372 (27.5) 321 (30.7)

Type of contact <0.001

  Household 3949 (81.0) 888 (86.8) 3061 (79.4)

  Work 491 (10.1) 70 (6.8) 421 (10.9)

  Social 238 (9.0) 65 (6.4) 373 (9.7)

Type of relationship <0.001

  Spouse 655 (13.3) 214 (20.6) 441 (11.4)

  Relative 3219 (65.3) 671 (64.5) 2548 (65.6)

  Non- relative 1053 (21.4) 155 (14.9) 898 (23.1)

Primary case characteristics

Socioeconomic strata 0.004

  High 70 (1.4) 11 (1.1) 59 (1.5)

  Middle high 125 (2.5) 29 (2.8) 96 (2.5)

  Middle 566 (11.4) 98 (9.4) 468 (12.0)

  Middle low 2476 (50.0) 574 (54.9) 1902 (48.7)

  Low 1484 (30.0) 298 (28.5) 1186 (30.4)

  Very low 227 (4.6) 36 (3.4) 191 (4.9)

Type of healthcare insurance 0.034

  Contributory 4162 (84.0) 904 (86.2) 3258 (83.4)

  Subsidised 401 (8.1) 65 (6.2) 336 (8.6)

  No affiliation 391 (7.9) 80 (7.6) 311 (8.0)

  Household size 0.048

  ≤3 cohabitants 2145 (43.3) 426 (40.6) 1719 (44.0)

  >3 cohabitants 2809 (56.7) 623 (59.4) 2186 (56.0)

Symptomatic primary case <0.001

  Yes 1990 (40.2) 516 (49.2) 1474 (37.8)

  No 2964 (59.8) 533 (50.8) 2431 (62.2)

Primary case occupation <0.001

  Healthcare worker 399 (8.1) 78 (7.4) 321 (8.2)

  Police/military/firefighter 201 (4.1) 55 (5.2) 146 (3.7)

  Construction worker 57 (1.2) 11 (1.1) 46 (1.2)

  Costumer/general services 1031 (20.8) 211 (20.1) 820 (21.0)

  Essential office work 901 (18.2) 198 (18.9) 703 (18.0)

  Informal employment/looking for a job 623 (12.6) 181 (17.3) 442 (11.3)
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of primary cases that were working informally or unem-
ployed had a higher risk of being secondary cases (OR 
1.73; 95% CI 1.17 to 2.58). Primary cases’ household size 
was not associated with a higher risk of being a secondary 
case (OR 1.16; 95% CI 0.97 to 1.38).

Comparison of the characteristics of close contacts 
with defined test results is shown in online supplemental 
table 1. No further significant associations between close 
contacts’ characteristics and test results were found, 
except for close contact age. However, this variable was 
already included in the main logistic regression model.

Other characteristics, such as close contact occupation, 
socioeconomic strata, protective measures (eg, hand-
washing frequency and duration of handwashing), public 
transportation use and household size can be found in 
online supplemental table 2. These results were only 
available for those close contacts who agreed to partici-
pate in the CoVIDA project and had confirmed RT- PCR 
results. Given the proportion of missing data regarding 
these close contact characteristics, these variables were 
not included in the logistic regression model.

Online supplemental table 3 shows performance 
indicators of contact- tracing strategies according to the 
Colombian Healthcare Ministry standards. The CoVIDA 
project fulfilled all indicators except for the percentage 
of contacts tracked with a close contact map. These 
differences were observed because the CoVIDA contact- 
tracing centre could make no further communication 
after reporting the RT- PCR positive test result within the 
CoVIDA study.

DISCUSSION
To the authors’ knowledge, this is one of the first studies 
approaching risk factors to become a secondary case 
performed using a contact- tracing strategy in a large 
city with pronounced social inequities in a developing 
country in Latin America during the prevaccination 
period of the COVID- 19 pandemic. In our study, the 
household members, including spouses and relatives, 
had much higher risk of being secondary cases compared 
with non- relatives. Furthermore, close contacts who 
reported at least one COVID- 19- related symptom or 
were linked to a symptomatic primary case had more 
than a 50% increase in the risk of being a secondary 
case compared with asymptomatic close contacts. Close 

contacts of informal or unemployed primary cases had 
27% increased risk of being secondary cases compared 
with close contacts of healthcare workers. These results 
on risk factors for becoming a secondary case in a large 
city in a developing country with high social inequity 
and rates of informal working conditions show that (a) 
contact- tracing strategies should focus on the household 
of primary cases and (b) socioeconomic vulnerabilities 
such as working insecurity could reflect noncompliance 
with non- pharmacological strategies, such as isolation, 
because of the intrinsic features of such vulnerabilities.

Contact tracing as a non- pharmacological measure 
has targeted household members to stop COVID- 19 
transmission. Various systematic reviews have found 
that household members have higher SARs than other 
close contacts.16 17 Household SAR can range from 3.9% 
to 54.9%, with pooled results of 18.1%.16 In our study, 
household SAR was 25.7%, more than 10 percentage 
points higher than in work- related and social- related close 
contacts, and higher than SARs reported in systematic 
reviews16 and other individual studies.18–20 Differences in 
the SAR between our study and those found in the liter-
ature could be explained by the high- risk population (ie, 
those with occupations with high mobility during the first 
pandemic peaks) that was included in our study.8 Our 
results suggest that transmission risk is mainly domestic. 
However, our results and other studies also suggest that 
people with high mobility occupations, such as police/
military/firefighters (OR 3.06, 95% CI 2.48 to 3.77), 
informal workers (OR 2.65, 95% CI 2.27 to 3.10) and 
teachers (OR 1.72, 95% CI 1.46 to 2.02) had a higher risk 
of being infected with SARS- CoV- 2 compared with health-
care workers.8 21

Also, the higher risk of infection among this popula-
tion of police/military/firefighters, informal workers and 
teachers could explain the higher SAR within their close 
contacts. The other studies examined SAR in the general 
population rather than among high- risk groups. Within 
the household, certain conditions could further increase 
the risk of infection among close contacts. The closer the 
relationship between the primary case and their close 
contact, the higher the probability of being infected. In 
our study, spouses showed the highest SAR (32.7% vs 
20.8% in relatives and 15.7% in non- relatives), similar to 
those reported in the systematic review published by Koh 

Variable
Total
N=4981

Secondary cases
n=1050

Test- negative or untested 
contacts n=3931 P value

  Public/private driver 645 (13.0) 96 (9.2) 539 (14.1)

  Teacher/auxiliary/student 593 (12.0) 131 (12.5) 462 (11.8)

  Other occupation* 504 (10.2) 88 (8.4) 416 (10.7)

Age was missing in 1372 cases (321 missing secondary cases, 1051 negative cases); type of close contact was missing in 303 close 
contacts; type of relationship was missing for 54 close contacts.
*Other occupations: cooks, musicians, technicians, veterinarians, among others.

Table 3 Continued

 on M
ay 19, 2023 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://bm

jopen.bm
j.com

/
B

M
J O

pen: first published as 10.1136/bm
jopen-2022-062487 on 23 D

ecem
ber 2022. D

ow
nloaded from

 

https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2022-062487
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2022-062487
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2022-062487
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2022-062487
http://bmjopen.bmj.com/


8 Ramírez Varela A, et al. BMJ Open 2022;12:e062487. doi:10.1136/bmjopen-2022-062487

Open access 

et al that showed a pooled SAR of 37.5% (95% CI 22.2% 
to 52.7%).16 In fact, our study found that, compared with 
non- relatives, spouses and relatives had a higher risk 

of being infected. Other studies found similar results, 
with spouses having at least two times the risk of being 
infected compared with another household member in 

a b

c d

Figure 2 Spatial distribution of primary and close contacts. (A) Primary case. (B) Identified close contacts. (C) Secondary 
cases. (D) Secondary attack rate. UPZ, planning zone unit.
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Table 4 Secondary attack rate and logistic regression for secondary cases

Variable SAR (%) (95% CI)
Unadjusted OR 
(95% CI) P value

Adjusted OR 
(95% CI) P value

Close contact characteristics

Sex

  Male 21.5 (19.9 to 23.2) 1.05 (0.92 to 1.20) 0.490 1.12 (0.94 to 1.33) 0.210

  Female 20.7 (19.2 to 22.3) 1.00 (reference) – 1.00 (reference) –

Age

  <14 years 20.3 (15.1 to 26.3) 1.00 (reference) – 1.00 (reference) –

  14–18 years 14.7 (10.1 to 20.3) 0.68 (0.41 to 1.13) 0.136 0.70 (0.41 to 1.21) 0.197

  19–29 years 19.2 (16.6 to 22.0) 0.93 (0.64 to 1.36) 0.724 0.95 (0.63 to 1.42) 0.802

  30–59 years 21.5 (19.5 to 23.7) 1.08 (0.76 to 1.54) 0.676 1.03 (0.70 to 1.51) 0.889

  60 years 20.0 (17.3 to 22.9) 0.98 (0.68 to 1.43) 0.933 0.98 (0.66 to 1.50) 0.889

Type of contact

  Household 25.7 (24.3 to 27.2) 1.00 (reference) – 1.00 (reference) –

  Work 14.8 (11.6 to 18.5) 0.57 (0.44 to 0.75) <0.001 1.12 (0.68 to 1.85) 0.647

  Social 14.3 (11.3 to 17.7) 0.60 (0.46 to 0.79) <0.001 0.72 (0.50 to 1.01) 0.069

  Type of relationship

  Spouse 32.7 (29.1 to 36.4) 2.81 (2.22 to 3.56) <0.001 3.85 (2.60 to 5.70) <0.001

  Relative 20.8 (19.5 to 22.3) 1.53 (1.26 to 1.85) <0.001 1.89 (1.33 to 2.70) <0.001

  Non- relative 15.7 (12.6 to 17.0) 1.00 (reference) – 1.00 (reference) –

Primary case characteristics

Socioeconomic strata

  High 15.7 (8.1 to 26.3) 1.00 (reference) – 1.00 (reference) –

  Middle high 23.2 (16.1 to 31.6) 1.62 (0.75 to 3.49) 0.217 2.63 (0.93 to 7.45) 0.067

  Middle 17.3 (14.3 to 20.7) 1.12 (0.57 to 2.21) 0.738 1.38 (0.55 to 3.47) 0.489

  Middle low 23.2 (21.5 to 24.9) 1.62 (0.84 to 3.10) 0.147 2.06 (0.85 to 4.98) 0.108

  Low 20.0 (18.1 to 22.2) 1.35 (0.70 to 2.60) 0.373 1.84 (0.76 to 4.49) 0.178

  Very low 15.9 (11.4 to 21.3) 1.01 (0.48 to 2.11) 0.977 1.41 (0.53 to 3.74) 0.495

Type of healthcare insurance

  Contributory 21.7 (20.5 to 23.0) 1.00 (reference) – 1.00 (reference) –

  Subsidised 16.2 (12.7 to 20.2) 0.70 (0.53 to 0.92) 0.010 0.72 (0.51 to 1.02) 0.064

  No affiliation 20.5 (16.6 to 24.8) 0.56 (0.72 to 1.20) 0.563 0.58 (0.41 to 0.83) 0.030

Household size

  ≤3 cohabitants 19.9 (18.2 to 21.6) 1.00 (reference) – 1.00 (reference) –

  >3 cohabitants 22.2 (20.7 to 23.8) 1.15 (1.00 to 1.32) 0.048 1.16 (0.97 to 1.38) 0.115

Symptomatic primary case

  Yes 25.9 (24.0 to 27.9) 1.60 (1.39 to 1.83) <0.001 1.48 (1.24 to 1.77) <0.001

  No 18.0 (16.6 to 19.4) 1.00 (reference) – 1.00 (reference) –

Primary case occupation

  Healthcare worker 19.5 (15.8 to 23.8) 1.00 (reference) – 1.00 (reference) –

  Police/military/firefighter 27.4 (21.3 to 34.1) 1.55 (1.04 to 2.30) 0.030 1.22 (0.73 to 2.05) 0.443

  Construction worker 19.3 (10.0 to 31.9) 0.98 (0.49 to 1.99) 0.964 0.73 (0.25 to 1.84) 0.441

  Costumer/general service 20.5 (18.0 to 23.1) 1.06 (0.79 to 1.41) 0.699 1.20 (0.82 to 1.73) 0.347

  Essential office work 22.0 (19.3 to 24.8) 1.16 (0.86 to 1.55) 0.324 1.14 (0.78 to 1.67) 0.483

  Informal employment/looking for a job 29.1 (25.5 to 32.8) 1.69 (1.24 to 2.28) 0.001 1.73 (1.17 to 2.58) 0.006

  Public/private driver 14.9 (12.2 to 17.9) 0.72 (0.52 to 1.00) 0.050 0.71 (0.47 to 1.01) 0.108

Continued
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a systematic review (pooled risk ratio 2.39; 95% CI 1.79 
to 3.19),16 and similar risk was found in a cohort study 
performed in China (OR 2.27, CI 95% 1.22 to 4.22).20 
The results explain this fact from the cohort study by Ng 
et al, which showed that sharing a bedroom with a primary 
case increases the risk of infection more than five times 
(OR 5.38, 95% CI 1.82 to 15.84).22

Even the SAR on work- related and social- related close 
contacts was higher in our study (14.8% and 14.3%, 
respectively) compared with other studies. The study by 
Ng et al using data from Singapore found that SAR was 
1.3% (95% CI 0.9 to 1.9) for work- related close contacts 
and 1.3% (95% CI 1.0 to 1.7) for social- related contacts.22 
Non- household- related activities that can increase the 
risk of infection include meetings, choir and specific 
activities such as eating, travelling and attendance at a 
religious event.16 Our study found that the most reported 
activities among primary cases were related to the house-
hold setting, which can explain the higher SAR obtained 
in household members compared with other studies.22

Other features such as symptoms in both the primary 
case were the risk factors for being a secondary case in 
our study. Results show that the household SAR of symp-
tomatic primary cases is higher than that of asymptomatic 
or presymptomatic cases (RR 3.23; 95% CI 1.46 to 7.14) 
or contacts exposed to primary cases during the symp-
tomatic period (RR 2.15, 95% CI 1.67 to 2.79), and those 
with critically severe symptoms (RR 1.61, 95% CI 1.0 to 
2.57) and specific symptoms such as dizziness, myalgia 
and chills had higher risks of infection in a retrospec-
tive cohort study.23 Other symptoms such as fever and 
expectoration in the primary case have also been iden-
tified as risk factors for infection.19 Another population- 
based study in China found that close contacts exposed 
to mild symptomatic and moderate symptomatic cases 
of COVID- 19 had a higher risk of becoming infected 
(adjusted risk ratio (ARR) 4.0; 95% CI 1.8 to 9.1; ARR 4.3; 
95% CI 1.9 to 9.7, respectively). Even though asymptom-
atic infections have the potential of spreading to others, 
they appear to have a lower SAR and less probability of 
infecting others.19 24 In addition, our findings are consis-
tent with the literature, showing that symptomatic cases 
had higher transmissibility compared with asymptomatic 
cases and were more likely to infect their contacts due to 
a higher viral load.25

However, most studies analysing transmission dynamics 
and risk factors for COVID- 19 transmission have been 

performed in developed and high- income countries, such 
as China, the USA and Singapore, among others.20 22 23

In our study, close contacts with primary cases with 
informal working conditions or who were unemployed 
were at higher risk of infection. Although the occupations 
and socioeconomic vulnerabilities of primary cases and 
close contacts have not been widely studied, results from 
other analyses of the CoVIDA project have shown that 
people in lower socioeconomic strata, with no healthcare 
coverage, and living in crowded spaces have a higher risk 
of infection.7 8 25 Another study conducted in the Nether-
lands found that occupations related to public transpor-
tation, including driving instructors, and others such as 
hairdressers and aestheticians tested positive more often 
than healthcare workers.15 The higher SAR and proba-
bility of being a secondary case due to close contact with 
infected persons with military- related occupations could 
reflect housing conditions (ie, poor ventilation, crowded 
spaces, among others) and deficient isolation strategies. 
Additionally, diverse workplaces employing military and 
civilian workers can increase transmission rates.26 27 Our 
results show that no differences between primary case 
socioeconomic strata or healthcare regimes affect the 
probability of being infected. Being linked to a primary 
case with a larger household resulted in a higher SAR, 
but these results did not reflect on the multivariate anal-
ysis. Although our study did not find differences between 
age groups or sex, other studies have found that adults, 
especially people over 60 years old, have a higher risk of 
infection.18 19

Contact tracing is a widely proven non- pharmacological 
strategy that could dramatically reduce the pandemic 
spread when performed appropriately.2 28 29 In fact, this 
strategy has been shown to reduce mortality by between 
48% and 67%6 30 31 and has proven to be cost- effective in 
settings such as Colombia and Latin America.31 Although 
digital technologies are an appealing way to enact contact- 
tracing strategies, limited resources in connectivity and 
ethical concerns place traditional contact tracing as a 
viable, effective strategy to be used more widely, especially 
in low- income and middle- income settings.

Our results and those reported in the literature show 
that contact- tracing strategies should focus on household 
members. However, containment strategies also depend 
on isolation compliance. In this matter, social inequi-
ties should be addressed. Our study showed that close 
contacts of primary cases with working insecurity were at 

Variable SAR (%) (95% CI)
Unadjusted OR 
(95% CI) P value

Adjusted OR 
(95% CI) P value

  Teacher/auxiliary/student 22.1 (18.8 to 25.6) 1.17 (0.85 to 1.60) 0.336 1.48 (0.99 to 2.24) 0.059

  Other occupation* 17.5 (14.2 to 21.1) 0.87 (0.62 to 1.22) 0.421 1.19 (0.78 to 1.83) 0.418

*Other occupations: cooks, musicians, technicians, veterinarians, among others.

Table 4 Continued
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higher risk of infection. This has become the reality of 
thousands of families due to unemployment and precar-
ious working conditions during the pandemic. Latin 
America is one of the most heavily impacted regions in 
terms of loss of earnings and hours worked worldwide.32 
This phenomenon results in slower economic growth and 
higher rates of informal working, widening social inequi-
ties and impacting the pandemic containment.33

A third pandemic peak and the highest number of 
cases and deaths were observed after the CoVIDA project 
finished sample collection. Even though contact tracing 
was a national policy implemented in Bogotá, testing 
capacity, time to test, time to test result and isolation 
compliance were challenging in all PRASS (Prueba, 
Rastreo y Aislamiento Selectivo Sostenible) and DAR 
(Detecto, Aislo y Reporto) strategy reports.34 35 The 
results of this study can lead to other focal points, such as 
symptomatic primary cases, households and occupations 
such as military and informal workers, because their close 
contacts are at higher risk of becoming secondary cases.

Among the strengths of the study is that it is one of the 
first to address the risk of transmission depending on 
close contacts’ characteristics and primary cases’ socio-
demographic features and their impact on transmission 
dynamics during the first two pandemic peaks in the most 
populated city in Colombia. However, some limitations 
must be considered. Even though we validated test results 
using official registries and updated testing informa-
tion using registries provided by the Health Secretary of 
Bogotá for close contacts with provided ID information, 
there was a large number of close contacts without SARS- 
CoV- 2 test result information. Additionally, limited infor-
mation regarding the socioeconomic features of close 
contacts precludes other analyses, such as determining 
the impact of close contact sociodemographic character-
istics on infection risk and other variables such as isola-
tion compliance.

In conclusion, the results of this study suggest focusing 
contact- tracing strategies on household members, spouses 
and close contacts of primary cases who are unemployed, 
working informally or working in the military, who have 
higher odds of being secondary cases. Contact- tracing 
strategies must focus on households with socioeconomic 
vulnerabilities and guarantee isolation and testing in a 
timely manner. In low- income and middle- income coun-
tries such as Colombia, contact tracing should consider 
social vulnerabilities and occupational hazards derived 
from these inequalities, besides biological factors such 
as symptomatic infection, to effectively mitigate the 
COVID- 19 pandemic.

Author affiliations
1School of Medicine, Universidad de los Andes, Bogotá, Colombia
2Observatorio de Salud, Secretaría Distrital de Salud de Bogotá, Bogotá D.C, 
Colombia
3Epidemiología y Salud Pública, Universidad Nacional de Colombia, Bogotá, 
Colombia
4Department of Economics, Universidad de los Andes, Bogotá DC, Colombia

5Departamento de Salud Pública, Universidad Nacional de Colombia, Bogotá DC, 
Colombia
6Clinical Research Institute, Universidad Nacional de Colombia, Bogotá DC, 
Colombia
7Department of Food and Chemical Engineering, Universidad de los Andes, Bogotá, 
Colombia
8Vicerrectoría Administrativa y Financiera, Universidad de los Andes, Bogotá DC, 
Colombia

Collaborators CoVIDA working group: Raquel Bernal, Universidad de los Andes, 
Bogotá, Colombia. Martha Vives Florez, Universidad de los Andes, Bogotá, 
Colombia. Elkin Osorio, Secretaría Distrital de Salud de Bogotá D.C, Colombia. 
Sofía Rios Oliveros, Secretaría Distrital de Salud de Bogotá D.C, Colombia. Ignacio 
Sarmiento Barbieri, Universidad de los Andes, Bogotá, Colombia. Yenny Paola Rueda 
Guevara, Universidad de los Andes, Bogotá, Colombia. Daniela Rodriguez Sanchez, 
Universidad de los Andes, Bogotá, Colombia. Marcela Guevara- Suarez, Universidad 
de los Andes, Bogotá, Colombia. Marylin Hidalgo, Universidad de los Andes, Bogotá, 
Colombia. Paola Betancourt, Universidad de los Andes, Bogotá, Colombia. Jose 
David Pinzon Ortiz, Bogotá, Colombia.

Contributors ARV, SC- A and GT- C contributed to the conceptualisation and writing. 
LSZ, YC- D, LJHF, APB, RL, FDlH, GBG, SR and EB contributed to the revision and 
editing of the final paper. All authors revised the article for important content and 
approved the final version for the article. ARV is responsible for the overall content 
as guarantor.

Funding The CoVIDA study was funded through donors managed by the 
philanthropy department of Universidad de Los Andes. Award or grant number: N/A.

Map disclaimer The inclusion of any map (including the depiction of any 
boundaries therein), or of any geographic or locational reference, does not imply 
the expression of any opinion whatsoever on the part of BMJ concerning the legal 
status of any country, territory, jurisdiction or area or of its authorities. Any such 
expression remains solely that of the relevant source and is not endorsed by BMJ. 
Maps are provided without any warranty of any kind, either express or implied.

Competing interests None declared.

Patient and public involvement Patients and/or the public were not involved in 
the design, or conduct, or reporting, or dissemination plans of this research.

Patient consent for publication Consent obtained directly from patient(s)

Ethics approval This study was approved by the ethics committee of Universidad 
de Los Andes (Number 1181, 2020).

Provenance and peer review Not commissioned; externally peer reviewed.

Data availability statement Deidentified participant data and data dictionaries 
will be shared by formal request to the corresponding author.

Supplemental material This content has been supplied by the author(s). It has 
not been vetted by BMJ Publishing Group Limited (BMJ) and may not have been 
peer- reviewed. Any opinions or recommendations discussed are solely those 
of the author(s) and are not endorsed by BMJ. BMJ disclaims all liability and 
responsibility arising from any reliance placed on the content. Where the content 
includes any translated material, BMJ does not warrant the accuracy and reliability 
of the translations (including but not limited to local regulations, clinical guidelines, 
terminology, drug names and drug dosages), and is not responsible for any error 
and/or omissions arising from translation and adaptation or otherwise.

Open access This is an open access article distributed in accordance with the 
Creative Commons Attribution Non Commercial (CC BY- NC 4.0) license, which 
permits others to distribute, remix, adapt, build upon this work non- commercially, 
and license their derivative works on different terms, provided the original work is 
properly cited, appropriate credit is given, any changes made indicated, and the use 
is non- commercial. See: http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/.

REFERENCES
 1 Johns Hopkins University. COVID- 19 Map - Johns Hopkins 

Coronavirus Resource Center, 2022. Available: https://coronavirus. 
jhu.edu/map.html [Accessed 11 Mar 2022].

 2 Kucharski AJ, Klepac P, Conlan AJK, et al. Effectiveness of isolation, 
testing, contact tracing, and physical distancing on reducing 
transmission of SARS- CoV- 2 in different settings: a mathematical 
modelling study. Lancet Infect Dis 2020;20:1151–60.

 on M
ay 19, 2023 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://bm

jopen.bm
j.com

/
B

M
J O

pen: first published as 10.1136/bm
jopen-2022-062487 on 23 D

ecem
ber 2022. D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
https://coronavirus.jhu.edu/map.html
https://coronavirus.jhu.edu/map.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1473-3099(20)30457-6
http://bmjopen.bmj.com/


12 Ramírez Varela A, et al. BMJ Open 2022;12:e062487. doi:10.1136/bmjopen-2022-062487

Open access 

 3 Aleta A, Martín- Corral D, Pastore Y Piontti A, et al. Modelling the 
impact of testing, contact tracing and household quarantine on 
second waves of COVID- 19. Nat Hum Behav 2020;4:964–71.

 4 Sun K, Viboud C. Impact of contact tracing on SARS- CoV- 2 
transmission. Lancet Infect Dis2020..

 5 Chung S- C, Marlow S, Tobias N, et al. Lessons from countries 
implementing find, test, trace, isolation and support policies in the 
rapid response of the COVID- 19 pandemic: a systematic review. 
BMJ Open 2021;11:e047832.

 6 Vecino- Ortiz AI, Villanueva Congote J, Zapata Bedoya S, et al. 
Impact of contact tracing on COVID- 19 mortality: an impact 
evaluation using surveillance data from Colombia. PLoS One 
2021;16:e0246987.

 7 Laajaj R, De Los Rios C, Sarmiento- Barbieri I, et al. COVID- 19 
spread, detection, and dynamics in Bogota, Colombia. Nat Commun 
2021;12:4726.

 8 Varela AR, Florez LJH, Tamayo- Cabeza G, et al. Factors associated 
with SARS- CoV- 2 infection in Bogotá, Colombia: results from a 
large epidemiological surveillance study. Lancet Reg Health Am 
2021;2:100048.

 9 Ramirez- Varela A, Behrentz E, Tamayo- Cabeza G, et al. SARS- CoV- 2 
Drive/Walk- Thru screening centers in Colombia: the CoVIDA project. 
Infectio 2021;26:33.

 10 Center for Disease Control and Prevention. Contact tracing for 
COVID- 19, 2021. Available: https://www.cdc.gov/coronavirus/2019- 
ncov/php/contact-tracing/contact-tracing-plan/contact-tracing.html 
[Accessed 25 Sep 2021].

 11 World Health Organization. Contact tracing in the context of 
COVID- 19: interim guidance, 2021. Available: https://www.who. 
int/publications/i/item/contact-tracing-in-the-context-of-covid-19 
[Accessed 21 Jan 2022].

 12 Ministerio de Salud y Protección Social de Colombia. Manual de 
implementación PRASS: Pruebas, Rastreo Y Aislamiento Selectivo 
Sostenible. Colombia, 2020.

 13 Corman VM, Landt O, Kaiser M, et al. Detection of 2019 novel 
coronavirus (2019- nCoV) by real- time RT- PCR. Eurosurveillance 
2020;25.

 14 Richardson DB, Hamra GB, MacLehose RF, et al. Hierarchical 
regression for analyses of multiple outcomes. Am J Epidemiol 
2015;182:459–67.

 15 Secretaría Distrital de Salud de Bogotá. Boletín Epidemiológico 
Distrital. Bogotá, Colombia 2021.

 16 Koh WC, Naing L, Chaw L, et al. What do we know about SARS- 
CoV- 2 transmission? A systematic review and meta- analysis of 
the secondary attack rate and associated risk factors. PLoS One 
2020;15:e0240205.

 17 Shah K, Saxena D, Mavalankar D. Secondary attack rate of 
COVID- 19 in household contacts: a systematic review. QJM: An 
International Journal of Medicine 2020;113:841–50.

 18 Jing Q- L, Liu M- J, Zhang Z- B, et al. Household secondary attack 
rate of COVID- 19 and associated determinants in Guangzhou, China: 
a retrospective cohort study. Lancet Infect Dis 2020;20:1141–50.

 19 Luo L, Liu D, Liao X, et al. Contact Settings and Risk for 
Transmission in 3410 Close Contacts of Patients With COVID- 19 in 
Guangzhou, China : A Prospective Cohort Study. Ann Intern Med 
2020;173:879–87.

 20 Li W, Zhang B, Lu J, et al. Characteristics of household transmission 
of COVID- 19. Clin Infect Dis 2020;71:1943–6.

 21 Nguyen LH, Drew DA, Graham MS, et al. Risk of COVID- 19 among 
front- line health- care workers and the general community: a 
prospective cohort study. Lancet Public Health 2020;5:e475–83.

 22 Ng OT, Marimuthu K, Koh V, et al. SARS- CoV- 2 seroprevalence 
and transmission risk factors among high- risk close contacts: a 
retrospective cohort study. Lancet Infect Dis 2021;21:333–43.

 23 Liu T, Liang W, Zhong H, et al. Risk factors associated with 
COVID- 19 infection: a retrospective cohort study based on contacts 
tracing. Emerg Microbes Infect 2020;9:1546–53.

 24 Qiu X, Nergiz AI, Maraolo AE, et al. The role of asymptomatic and 
pre- symptomatic infection in SARS- CoV- 2 transmission- a living 
systematic review. Clin Microbiol Infect 2021;27:511–9.

 25 Nguyen LH, Drew DA, Joshi AD. Risk of COVID- 19 among frontline 
healthcare workers and the general community: a prospective cohort 
study. medRxiv 2020.

 26 Hall MT, Bui HQ, Rowe J, et al. COVID- 19 case and contact 
investigation in an office workspace. Mil Med 2020;185:e2162–5.

 27 Sikorski CS, Scheel MD, Harris SM. COVID- 19 contact tracing in an 
overseas U. S. Military Population. Mil Med 2021.

 28 Hellewell J, Abbott S, Gimma A, et al. Feasibility of controlling 
COVID- 19 outbreaks by isolation of cases and contacts. Lancet Glob 
Health 2020;8:e488–96.

 29 Bradshaw WJ, Alley EC, Huggins JH, et al. Bidirectional contact 
tracing could dramatically improve COVID- 19 control. Nat Commun 
2021;12:232.

 30 Fernández- Niño JA, Peña- Maldonado C, Rojas- Botero M, et al. 
Effectiveness of contact tracing to reduce fatality from COVID- 19: 
preliminary evidence from Colombia. Public Health 2021;198:123–8.

 31 Guzmán Ruiz Y, Vecino- Ortiz AI, Guzman- Tordecilla N, et al. Cost- 
Effectiveness of the COVID- 19 test, trace and isolate program in 
Colombia. Lancet Reg Health Am 2022;6:100109.

 32 Maurizio R. The employment crisis in the pandemic: towards a 
human- centred job recovery.

 33 Laajaj R, Webb D, Aristizabal D, et al. Understanding how 
socioeconomic inequalities drive inequalities in SARS- CoV- 2 
infections. SSRN Electronic Journal 2021 https://repositorio. 
uniandes.edu.co/handle/1992/49961

 34 Instituto de Evaluación Tecnológica en Salud – IETS, Ministerio de 
Salud y Protección Social de Colombia. Sistema de monitoreo de 
evidencia - COVINFORMATE. Boletín informativo No 9- Enero 2021.

 35 Ministerio de Salud y Protección Social de Colombia. Tablero de 
Indicadores para La gestión Y seguimiento del PRASS, 2021. 
Available: https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiMDFhZjgzMGEt 
MzRhYS00ZWY0LWI4Y2EtZjk1ODUzNDk0ZDlmIiwidCI6ImJmYjdl 
MTNhLTdmYjctNDAxNi04MzBjLWQzNzE2ZThkZDhiOCJ9 [Accessed 
20 Dec 2021].

 on M
ay 19, 2023 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://bm

jopen.bm
j.com

/
B

M
J O

pen: first published as 10.1136/bm
jopen-2022-062487 on 23 D

ecem
ber 2022. D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41562-020-0931-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2020-047832
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0246987
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-25038-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.lana.2021.100048
http://dx.doi.org/10.22354/in.v26i1.991
https://www.cdc.gov/coronavirus/2019-ncov/php/contact-tracing/contact-tracing-plan/contact-tracing.html
https://www.cdc.gov/coronavirus/2019-ncov/php/contact-tracing/contact-tracing-plan/contact-tracing.html
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/contact-tracing-in-the-context-of-covid-19
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/contact-tracing-in-the-context-of-covid-19
http://dx.doi.org/10.2807/1560-7917.ES.2020.25.3.2000045
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/aje/kwv047
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0240205
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/qjmed/hcaa232
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/qjmed/hcaa232
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1473-3099(20)30471-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.7326/M20-2671
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/cid/ciaa450
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S2468-2667(20)30164-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1473-3099(20)30833-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/22221751.2020.1787799
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cmi.2021.01.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/milmed/usaa194
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S2214-109X(20)30074-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S2214-109X(20)30074-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-20325-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2021.07.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.lana.2021.100109
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3841746
https://repositorio.uniandes.edu.co/handle/1992/49961
https://repositorio.uniandes.edu.co/handle/1992/49961
https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiMDFhZjgzMGEtMzRhYS00ZWY0LWI4Y2EtZjk1ODUzNDk0ZDlmIiwidCI6ImJmYjdlMTNhLTdmYjctNDAxNi04MzBjLWQzNzE2ZThkZDhiOCJ9
https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiMDFhZjgzMGEtMzRhYS00ZWY0LWI4Y2EtZjk1ODUzNDk0ZDlmIiwidCI6ImJmYjdlMTNhLTdmYjctNDAxNi04MzBjLWQzNzE2ZThkZDhiOCJ9
https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiMDFhZjgzMGEtMzRhYS00ZWY0LWI4Y2EtZjk1ODUzNDk0ZDlmIiwidCI6ImJmYjdlMTNhLTdmYjctNDAxNi04MzBjLWQzNzE2ZThkZDhiOCJ9
http://bmjopen.bmj.com/

	Risk factors for SARS-CoV-2 transmission in close contacts of adults at high risk of infection due to occupation: results from the contact tracing strategy of the CoVIDA epidemiological surveillance study in Bogotá, Colombia, in 2020–2021
	Abstract
	Methods
	Study population
	Epidemiological investigation and contact tracing
	Statistical analysis
	Sensitivity analysis
	Patient and public involvement

	Results
	Discussion
	References


