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Abstract
Aim The vaccination campaign against SARS-CoV2 in Germany started at the peak of the second wave. An outbreak in an
elderly care home occurred in our county at the time of the second vaccination. We describe a package of measures to control the
outbreak and to prevent a spill over into the general population.
Subjects and methods After outbreak confirmation, a package of measures such as quarantine of the elderly care home, staff and
visitors, and their households was implemented. By sequential testing, quarantine measures were lifted. Surveillance of staff and
residents by rapid antigen test and symptom monitoring was used in parallel.
Results The outbreak was on-going for around 17 days until it was noticed by a symptomatic external staff member as index case.
A total of 23 out of 96 residents (24.0%) and nine out of 114 staff (7.9%) were infected. Three residents died. Effective first-dose
vaccine coverage was 85.4% in residents, 27.4% in internal, and 10.5% in external staff. Given the long latency period, the use of
household quarantine prevented a spill over into the public. Already 16 days after notification of the index case the outbreak
could be declared over.
Conclusions Interferences between vaccination coverage and outbreak characteristics in regard to an extended latency period
were observed. Household quarantine of case as well as contact households is of increased importance in the era of vaccination to
prevent further spread into the general population until population-based control measures and lockdowns can be lifted.
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Abbreviations
CHD county health department
ct value cycle threshold value
ECH elderly care home
KV Kassenärztliche Vereinigung

Introduction

The turn of the year 2020 to 2021 was at the peak of the
second wave of the current pandemic in our region (Robert
Koch-Institute 2020). At the time community transmission
and extensive outbreaks in the regional hospitals were on-

going. The UK variant (B 1.1.7) was spreading and spill-
overs into the broader community with enhanced transmission
were imminent. After implementing vaccination centres to be
ready for service as of 15 December 2020, vaccination started
in our region (Schleswig-Holstein) on 27 December 2020.
Many outbreaks in elderly care homes (ECHs) were notified
before, during, and immediately after the immunisation visits
by teams of the Federation of Managed Care Physicians, the
Kassenärztliche Vereinigung (KV).

Outbreak detection

On Tuesday 16 February 2021 our department, the County
Health Department Ploen (CHD Ploen), was notified by a
neighbouring CHD in regard to a PCR-positive-tested external
staff member of an elderly care home (ECH) in our county.
This index case had had respiratory symptoms since 11
February 2021 and was on duty until then. An antigen rapid
test was negative, but a consecutive PCR in the top regional
laboratory was positive, with a ct value of 20 (ct above 30 was
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considered non-contagious). The exploratory interview re-
vealed no suspicious contacts outside the job. We were
reassured that a FFP2 mask was worn during work, and the
contacts to the residents were below 15 min each.

With this paper, we want to illustrate the containment tac-
tics of our response. The emphasis is on the configuration of
measures taken, from which we hope others can profit. The
ultimate goal was to control the outbreak in the ECH aswell as
to prevent a spill-over into the general population as swiftly
and effectively as possible.

Subjects and methods

Study design

The classical principles of an outbreak investigation were used
(Goodman et al. 1996). After confirmation of the outbreak, the
immediate next steps and measures are described. After a
comprehensive regimen of quarantine measures, a de-
escalating and fine-tuning tactic by stratification of measures
according to laboratory results and households was used.

Case definition

A case was either a resident or an internal or external staff
member of the ECH, initially as of 4 February and later
corrected to the set point 30 January 2021 with PCR confir-
mation of an SARS-CoV2 infection. An epidemiological
curve is not shown, since the incidence of cases was depen-
dent on the timing of the swabbing actions.

Laboratory analysis

The ECH used the Siemens (Clinitest®) rapid antigen test. All
samples of the mass swabbing actions were investigated in our
preferred laboratory using a N-gene and E-gene based real-
time RT-PCR. All positive samples were screened for the
N501Y mutation and the delH69/V70 deletion by a specific
S-gene based PCR. Solitary samples taken by individually
caring physicians were tested also in other laboratories.

Statistical analyses

Only absolute numbers, percentages, and proportions are
used, stratified by resident and staff (internal and external)
and according to residential zone and vaccination status.

Ethical statement

Since our CHD was the primary public health institution re-
sponsible for this particular ECH, there are no constraints on
the actions taken apart from the general principles of the

applying German laws, especially the Infectious Diseases
Control Act of the year 2001, latest modification 2020.

Results

The ECH consisted of three residential zones and the option
for short-term care, with a total of 96 residents, mean age
84 years [95% CI (81.8; 85.7), range 54–101] and 114 staff,
mean age 46 years [95% CI (43.3; 47.8), range 19–67], on 30
January 2021: 95 internal and six external care staff and 13
external therapists (Table 1). The staff is not described accord-
ing to zones, since many staff members were active across
zones. A first vaccination visit took place on 8 January and a
second on 6 February, i.e., after/at possible exposure to the
wild virus after introduction into the ECH.

Outbreak confirmation and staging

On the morning of Wednesday 17 February, the day after
notification, all residents and those staff members who were
present were tested with the rapid antigen test (Clinitest®,
Siemens) under control of the management of the ECH.
Twelve residents and one staff member tested positive. In
the afternoon, a team of our CHD took swabs of all antigen-
test-positive persons and two residents who had had onset of
symptoms in the meantime. Further exploration and inter-
views with the management, staff members, and residents
were carried out at the same time.

On Thursday 18 February morning, ten of the 12 residents
with positive antigen tests, the one staff member, and the two
symptomatic residents were confirmed as SARS-CoV2-
positive by PCR. All antigen-test-positive persons had ct
values below 26. This was proof that an outbreak was on-
going, and a comprehensive testing of all the 95 internal and
the remaining four external (of a total of six) staff members,
whether on duty or not, was planned for the next day. The staff
members not on duty during the entire period were excluded.
External “staff members” such as therapeutic specialists were
instructed to get a PCR test at their closest facility, if eligible
due to exposure. Swabs of the residents for PCR testing were
postponed for 1 day, since they were confined to the
institution.

On Friday 19 February, swabs from 87 available personnel
were taken by our team. An additional six staff members were
PCR-confirmed, adding up to eight total to that date (Table 2).

On Saturday 20 February, all not yet PCR-tested residents
plus seven further staff members not available on the previous
day were PCR tested by the KV team. Ten additional resi-
dents, particularly those with higher ct values, were found
positive, adding up to 22 positive residents (22.9%) and eight
staff (7.0%). In zone 2, three residents had the highest ct
values (31, 33, and 35 respectively) and therefore the most
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advanced infection. No variants of concern were diagnosed in
any of the positive cases. Additional interviews based on these
findings led to the primary case, a lady with a ct value of 31
who was in the local university hospital the entire day of 27
January, in the middle of an on-going outbreak there, andmost
probably acquired the infection there. No better alternative
source could be identified. She had no vaccination so far,
showed no symptoms and had contact to her peers in the same

zone (zone 2, the hot zone) (Table 2). Given this new infor-
mation, the set point for the case definition was reset to 30
January, the day of earliest transmission from the supposed
primary case within the ECH. From zone 2, it was supposed
that the infection was spread by junior staff and external staff
to the other zones. An introduction of the infection by the
external vaccination team on 6 February could be excluded
based on the testing and vaccination history.

Table 1 Overview
Subjects on 30 January 2021 Residents:

n=96 (100%)

Staff total:

n=114 (100%)

Staff internal:

n=95 (100%)

Staff external:

n =19 (100%)

Location

Zone 1 31 (32.3)

Zone 2 31 (32.3)

Zone 3 29 (30.2)

Short-term care 2 (2.1)

Vaccination status (shots)

None 9 (9.4) 68 (59.6) 51 (53.7) 17 (89.5)

One 6 (6.3) 20 (17.5) 20 (21.1)* 0

Two 81 (84.4) 26 (22.8) 24 (25.3) 2 (10.5)

* immunisation not yet effective since 18 out of 20 vaccinated on 6 February (second vaccination visit)

Table 2 Attack rates stratified by residents and staff

Subjects on 30 January 2021:
subgroup

Residents:
n=96 (100%)

Staff total:
n=114 (100%)

Staff internal:
n=95 (100%)

Staff external:
n =19 (100%)

Symptom positive initially 3 (3.1) 3 (2.6) 2 1

Symptom positive totally 5 (5.2) 4 (3.5) 3 1

Hospital admissions 1 (1.0) 0 0 0

Deaths 3 (3.1) 0 0 0

PCR-positive initially** 22 (22.9) 8 (7.0) 6 2

PCR-positive later 1 (1.0) 1 (0.9) 0 1

PCR-positive totally 23 (24.0) 9 (7.9) 6 3

PCR-positive at end*** 1 (1.0) 0 0 0

PCR-positive total and vaccination status

None 5 7 4 3

One 1 2* 2* 0

Two 17 0 0 0

PCR-positive and ct values per residential zone (ct 12–26)

Zone 1(n =31) 3 (ct 18–21) n/a n/a n/a

Zone 2 (n=31) 10 (ct 14–35) n/a n/a n/a

Zone 3 (n =29) 9 (ct 18–28) n/a n/a n/a

Short-term care (n=2) 1 (ct 22) n/a n/a n/a

* immunisation not yet effective since 18 out of 20 vaccinated on 6 February 2021 (second vaccination visit)

** at initial outbreak staging (17 to 21 February 2021)

*** at end of outbreak (3 March 2021)

n/a: not applicable
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Outbreak control measures

Immediately on Thursday 18 February, the morning when the
outbreak was confirmed by the incoming PCR results, com-
prehensive measures were taken. The entire ECH was put
under quarantine and visitors only allowed for moribund res-
idents, or a single visitor across the coming fortnight for psy-
chologically impaired residents. Visitors after 30 January and
their families were put into quarantine, the so-called quaran-
tine of contacts’ households (HhQ2°). For all but one family,
it was possible to lift quarantine already on 21 February, the
day of the PCR results of the residents.

All PCR-test-negative staff members were put under quar-
antine, but were allowed to work to keep the ECH functional
based of the premise that an antigen test is performed daily
before starting duty on top of personal protective equipment
(PPE). In the local jargon we call this “tunnel-quarantine”.
Staff members could come to work by private transport or
by the ECH shuttle, but were prohibited to use public trans-
port. Their family members were put under quarantine, too
(HhQ2°). When the swabs were taken on Friday 19
February by our own team, staff members could state on a
questionnaire whether they could separate themselves from
their families at home from now onwards until the end of
the quarantine period in case the PCR result was negative. If
so, the quarantine of their family members was lifted. A junior
staff member turned out to be positive, and his entire family,
who were under quarantine already by this measure since 18
February, tested PCR-positive. So did one other co-worker
and a family member. A spill over in the population was
prevented to the best of our knowledge. The time interval from
18 February to 20 February protected by HhQ2° was of key
relevance to prevent further spread from already incubating or
shedding family members into the community, given the long
exposure history as of 30 January, i.e., three serial intervals.

On-going surveillance and maximum attack rate

In agreement with the management of the ECH, the following
measures were put in place for surveillance: daily antigen-
testing of the three shifts before work and notification to the
CHD Ploen, notification of symptom onset in residents and
staff members, and notification of hospitalisations and deaths.
One staff member was confirmed positive 3 days after the last
swabbing by his own physician, and one resident showed
symptoms and was confirmed positive, adding up to a total
attack rate of 23 out of 96 residents (24.0%) and nine out of
114 staff (7.9%). One resident of those vaccinated was admit-
ted to hospital. Three residents died; two after two doses of
vaccination, and one who refused vaccination in his final stage
of cancer.

On 3 March, another comprehensive PCR-test action was
performed for residents and staff, again by the team of the KV,

and all PCRs were negative except one for a resident with an
original ct value of 12, who now had a ct value of 27; her
isolation was extended for one further week.

Vaccination status and vaccine efficacy

With 84.4% in residents and 25.3% and 10.5% for permanent
and external staff respectively, vaccination coverage was very
heterogeneous. This is also reflected in the attack rate per
vaccination status (Table 2). It is important to note that all staff
members except one with one vaccination only obtained their
shot on 6 February, and thus had no time to build up their
immune response and could be considered unvaccinated. The
two doses in residents and staff in fact only warranted a one-
dose situation, since the second dose was unlikely effective at
the time of exposure. A second dose given at the second visit
could not yet guarantee full protection by a two-dose regimen
at the time of exposure, in spite of a faster booster reaction by
a second dose.

Discussion

Ploen County on the Baltic Sea shore is the county with the
lowest cumulative incidence of SARS-CoV2 across the entire
pandemic in Germany so far (Tagesspiegel 2020). Therefore,
a strong effort was made to prevent a spill-over into the gen-
eral population. Since exposure of the index case (an external
staff member) was most likely within the ECH, exploratory
and low threshold testing of all residents and available staff by
rapid antigen test was performed and turned out a positive
signal. This signal could be confirmed by a fast first swabbing
action by our own team with confirmation of an outbreak
within the ECH by PCR. Just 10 days before the index case
occurred, the ECH had its second vaccination visit.

With confirmation of the outbreak, a comprehensive pat-
tern of quarantine measures was launched according to the
principle “hit it hard and early”. From there, a de-escalating
tactic was followed according to the diagnostic work-up and
staging of the outbreak. Putting an entire ECH under quaran-
tine and not allowing visitors into the facility is a standard
principle. Also the option of a “tunnel-quarantine” for staff
members is widely practiced, given the shortage of workers
in the elderly care sector and the necessity for care by staff,
which is familiar to those fragile elderly people with a consid-
erable fraction of residents with dementia. To order immediate
household quarantine for the households of contact persons
(HhQ2°), however, is less commonly practiced, but a highly
efficient tool (Weigl 2021). The burden for most households,
whether the households of employees or visitors, could be
lifted quickly (here 3 to 4 days) in case a reliable separation
within the household could be adhered to and the contact
person could be proven PCR-test-negative at the time of

J Public Health (Berl.): From Theory to Practice



separation or where the potential source person was proven
PCR negative. Given the long-ago-exposure set point of 30
January, with around three cycles of viral spread having taken
place according to the generation time of around 6 days (He
et al. 2020) and the problem of transmission by asymptomatic
persons, the threat of a spill-over into the general population
via household members, in this case the households predom-
inantly of the staff members, was real.

The number of cycles of viral spread explains the consid-
erable size of the outbreak with 32 persons in total, 24.0%
(n = 23) of the residents and 7.9% (n = 9) of the staff; accord-
ing to a recent statistics from the Robert Koch-Institute an at
least upper-mid-size outbreak (Schweickert et al. 2021). One
very important reason why it took so long to notice the out-
break is that it took an unvaccinated staff member working
under PPE becoming infected and revealing symptoms. The
reason why no resident so far had showed up with symptoms
might well have been a considerable proportion of residents
with a sufficient degree of immunity by the first vaccination
visit of 8 January. The vaccination status of an ECH can well
increase the latency period until an outbreak is noticed.
However, the observation of spreading by asymptomatic res-
idents and staff in ECHs had also already been made early in
this pandemic, long before the vaccination era (Leister 2020).

At this moment, a high incidence of outbreaks in ECHs
settings occurred in our region. On many occasions, suspicion
was raised that there might be a connection to the vaccine
(mainly Comirnaty®) or the vaccination teams. The former
can be excluded, since it is an mRNA vaccine and not a life-
attenuated vaccine; and the latter could be excluded, since
vaccination teams are closely monitored by PCR-testing, as
was the case here. The explanation for the phenomenon of
many outbreaks at the time of vaccination is that the local
vaccination campaign for the ECHs started at the peak of the
second wave and therefore was a coincidence. The death toll
of 3.1% of the residents (n = 3, of whom twowere vaccinated)
is plausible and at the lower margin reported (Schweickert
et al. 2021), given the proven vaccine efficacy of at least
52% early after the first dose (Pollack et al. 2020). Given the
exposure time and the time of the second vaccination visit, a
booster response by the vaccine was unlikely for many resi-
dents. A booster was, however, rendered by the wild-type
infection, at least in those in whom an infection could be
documented. In the long run, this could even be an advantage
given the broader immune response from awild-type infection
(Weigl et al. 2021). Whether the death toll would have been
greater without vaccination can be assumed but not proven.
The attack rate was higher in non-vaccinated residents (five
out of 14 unvaccinated and 6 February first vaccinated) than in
at least once vaccinated (17 out of 81 twice and one once
vaccinated), which shows that the virus will find the unvacci-
nated even in a setting with an high vaccine coverage. Vaccine
coverage was higher in the internal staff members than in

external ones, which demonstrated that all present staff wheth-
er external or internal, whether care personnel or technical
staff, have to be vaccinated to lower vulnerability to the func-
tion of the ECH and personal risk. Not all staff members were
ready for vaccination at the first visit, but many decided to
participate in the second visit. This means they had their prim-
ing vaccination at 6 February, and given the necessary time
window to build up a proper immune response (Pollack et al.
2020), they can be assumed naïve at the time of exposure.
None of the 24 staff members who were vaccinated already
at 8 January tested positive for SARS-CoV2, which is remark-
able given that they can be counted as only vaccinated once. It
was also remarkable for us that at the follow-up testing on 3
March already all but one formerly PCR-positive persons had
turned negative, which hints at a faster viral clearance in vac-
cinated and primed persons, although elderly. On the other
hand, the sequence of events proves that SARS-CoV2
mRNA vaccines are non-sterilising, i.e. vaccinated persons
can transmit the virus. However, the caveat of a not-yet-
matured booster response due to the timeline has to be men-
tioned here.

The so-called “tunnel-quarantine” in our local experience is
a valid tool for maintaining the function of the ECH; augment-
ed by surveillance by daily rapid-antigen testing and symptom
monitoring after a baseline PCR-negative test, it increased the
certainty that no further infections were imported into the fa-
cility. It is important to notice that this was done before the
new testing strategy in Germany, with routine antigen testing
in the general population and workforce, became effective.
One staff member on sick leave was tested positive outside
and one further resident got symptoms and tested PCR-
positive.

The outbreak could be declared as ended already as of 4
March, which was surprisingly fast, and we were sufficiently
sure that no spill-over into the population did occur.

The role of the laboratory

The ct values from a competent laboratory are of great value,
as could be shown here. The high ct values in three of the zone
2 residents led the suspicion to one of the three ladies with the
high ct values. To this end, the ct values were essential to
identify the source, the primary case. It is awkward that to this
date laboratories in Germany cannot be obliged to communi-
cate the ct values or the viral load to the CHDs routinely. We
consider all excuses made as not valid. On the contrary, they
are more suited to covering up insufficiencies in the laborato-
ries than shortcomings of the value itself. All diagnostic re-
sults in medicine have to be appraised critically by the user. Ct
values and the reiterative interview in the setting were essen-
tial for success in disclosing the sequence of events in the
outbreak reported here.
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The rapid antigen test fulfilled its mission, since by this tool
the outbreak signal was identified. At the same time, it cannot be
used to stage the outbreak precisely, since its sensitivity and spec-
ificity are not sufficient for this purpose. Once a person is tested
negative by PCR at baseline, antigen tests again can help in the
on-going surveillance within staff and residents, since any new
case would need to pass through the timewindowwhen ct values
would be low enough for the antigen test to turn positive.

The concept of the incubation period

There is a repeated need to remind hospitals and care facilities
about the nature of the incubation period when admitting and
re-admitting patients and residents respectively. Many times
the error is made that a person is assumed not to be infected if
a PCR test after possible exposure is negative, in analogy to
the MRSA screening. Even with hospital doctors this is an
issue. The right-skewed distribution of the incubation period
comes on top (Lauer et al. 2020, Weigl 2020).

Lessons learned

Vaccination efforts have to be maintained after the formal two
visits by the KV team. Very often, external and technical staff
members are not in focus for vaccination. The window of
increased willingness to accept vaccination after an outbreak
should be leveraged better. Vaccination should be offered as
easily accessible as possible. In the near future, hopefully this
issue will be resolved by primary care or workforce physicians
involved in care within the ECHs.

Efficacy of isolation is guaranteed by swabbing activities
and on-going monitoring. Efficacy of tracking is enhanced by
household quarantine for case households as well as contact
households (Fraser et al. 2004, Weigl et al. 2021). “Tunnel-
quarantine” is an effective and safe way of maintaining the
function of the institution. In the outbreak here, visitors did not
play a pronounced role. However, a minimum of visits should
continue to be allowed even in an outbreak, e.g. for moribund
or psychiatric residents.

Communication within an outbreak situation is known to
be a delicate task and we only want to mention on this occa-
sion that there remained a discrepancy of view between our
team and local politics in regard to when to disclose the name
of the ECH to the media.

Conclusions

After notification of the index case, fast action for outbreak
confirmation and the necessary measures by the ECH man-
agement and the CHD were essential for success. Then de-
tailed testing followed for fine tuning and de-escalation of
measures according to the test findings.

With increasing vaccination coverage, outbreaks can be
masked for a longer time period and the virus can spread more
extensively than before in spite of a shorter and less intense
shedding of the virus by vaccinees. In this way the virus will still
find those indiviuals who are SARS-CoV2-naïve, e.g. the unvac-
cinated subjects. Household quarantine in case households as
well as contact households is essential also in outbreaks to pre-
vent a spill-over into the public, given the longer latency period
in institutions with considerable vaccination coverage.

Acknowledgements We thank the lead persons of the ECH for rapid and
close cooperation; Dr. HJ Commentz of the Kassenärztliche Vereinigung
for his assistance to get the test team of the KV on short notice and to
guide the samples to our preferred laboratory; PD Dr. A Krumbholz,
Laboratory Krause in Kiel, for high-quality testing and reliable ct values;
the teams and co-workers of our CHD for the courageous and immediate
action in contact tracing and testing activities. Thanks to Dr. C König for
reviewing the manuscript.

Authors’ contributions JW was responsible for the outbreak investiga-
tion, the concept, and the measures, and wrote the manuscript; TW cre-
ated the database; MW coordinated the contact tracing and measures; HH
led the key exploratory interviews, and coordinated the contact tracing
and the test actions by our CHD.

Funding Open Access funding enabled and organized by Projekt DEAL.

Availability of data and material All data are in the manuscript.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate n/a

Consent for publication n/a

Competing interests none.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adap-
tation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as
you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, pro-
vide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes were
made. The images or other third party material in this article are included
in the article's Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a
credit line to the material. If material is not included in the article's
Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not permitted by
statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain
permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this
licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

References

Fraser C, Riley S, Anderson RM, Ferguson NM (2004) Factors that make
an infectious disease outbreak controllable. Proc Nat Acad Sci 101:
6146–6151

Goodman RA, Gregg MB, Gunn RA, Sacks JJ (1996) Operational as-
pects of epidemiological investigations. In: Gregg MB (ed) Field

J Public Health (Berl.): From Theory to Practice

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


epidemiology. Oxford University Press, New York, Oxford, pp 35–
43

He X, Lau EHY,Wu P et al (2020) Temporal dynamics in viral shedding
and transmissibility of COVID-19. Nat Med 26:672–675

Lauer SA, Grantz KH, Bi Q et al (2020) The incubation period of coro-
navirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) from publicly reported confirmed
cases: estimation and application. Ann Intern Med 172:577–582.
https://doi.org/10.7326/M20-0504

Leister N (2020) Corona Kreis Reutlingen—Hohe Zahl an Infizierten in
Heimen — Coronafälle in den Kreisgemeinden (visited 15 April
2020) https://www.swp.de/suedwesten/staedte/metzingen/corona-
im-kreis-reutlingen-hohe-zahl-an-infizierten-in-heimen-45462077.
html

Pollack FP, Thomas SJ, Kitchin N et al (2020) Safety and efficacy of the
BNT162b mRNA Covid-19 vaccine. New Engl J Med 383:2603–
2615. https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa2034577

Robert Koch-Institute (2020) COVID-19 Dashboard mit täglich
aktualisierten Fallzahlen. https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/
478220a4c454480e823b17327b2bf1d4

Schweickert B, Klingeberg A, Haller S, Richter D, Schmidt N, Abu Sin
M, Eckmanns T (2021) COVID-19-Ausbrüche in deutschen Alten-

und Pflegeheimen. Epid Bull 18:3–29. https://doi.org/10.25646/
8174

Tagesspiegel (2020) Coronavirus-Karte Live—Alle Corona-Fälle in den
Landkreisen, Bundesländern und weltweit. (https://interaktiv.
tagesspiegel.de/lab/karte-sars-cov-2-in-deutschland-landkreise)

Weigl J (2020) Challenges in infectious disease control and the current
pandemic by skewed distributions. Präv Gesundheitsf 15:97–101.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11553-020-00775-z

Weigl JAI, Feddersen AK, Stern M (2021) Household quarantine of
second degree contacts is an effective non-pharmaceutical interven-
tion to prevent tertiary cases in the current pandemic. Research
Square. https://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-318558/v1

Weigl J (2021) Lessons from the Russian flu for the endgame of the
current pandemic— an exit strategy for Germany— a disputation.
Präv Gesundheitsf. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11553-021-00882-5

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdic-
tional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

J Public Health (Berl.): From Theory to Practice

https://doi.org/10.7326/M20-0504
https://www.swp.de/suedwesten/staedte/metzingen/corona-im-kreis-reutlingen-hohe-zahl-an-infizierten-in-heimen-45462077.html
https://www.swp.de/suedwesten/staedte/metzingen/corona-im-kreis-reutlingen-hohe-zahl-an-infizierten-in-heimen-45462077.html
https://www.swp.de/suedwesten/staedte/metzingen/corona-im-kreis-reutlingen-hohe-zahl-an-infizierten-in-heimen-45462077.html
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa2034577
https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/478220a4c454480e823b17327b2bf1d4
https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/478220a4c454480e823b17327b2bf1d4
https://doi.org/10.25646/8174
https://doi.org/10.25646/8174
https://interaktiv.tagesspiegel.de/lab/karte-sars-cov-2-in-deutschland-landkreise
https://interaktiv.tagesspiegel.de/lab/karte-sars-cov-2-in-deutschland-landkreise
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11553-020-00775-z
https://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-318558/v1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11553-021-00882-5

	Vaccine-masked spread of SARS-CoV2 in an elderly care home, and how to prevent a spill-over into the general population
	Abstract
	Abstract
	Abstract
	Abstract
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Outbreak detection

	Subjects and methods
	Study design
	Case definition
	Laboratory analysis
	Statistical analyses
	Ethical statement

	Results
	Outbreak confirmation and staging
	Outbreak control measures
	On-going surveillance and maximum attack rate
	Vaccination status and vaccine efficacy

	Discussion
	The role of the laboratory
	The concept of the incubation period
	Lessons learned

	Conclusions
	References


