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ABSTRACT

As the COVID-19 pandemic continues, the SARS-CoV-2 virus continues to rapidly mutate and
change in ways that impact virulence, transmissibility, and immune evasion. Genome sequencing
is a critical tool, as other biological techniques can be more costly, time-consuming, and
difficult. However, the rapid and complex evolution of SARS-CoV-2 challenges conventional
sequence analysis methods like phylogenetic analysis. The virus picks up and loses mutations
independently in multiple subclades, often in novel or unexpected combinations, and, as for the
newly emerged Omicron variant, sometimes with long explained branches. We propose
interpretable deep sequence models trained by machine learning to complement conventional
methods. We apply Transformer-based neural network models developed for natural language
processing to analyze protein sequences. We add network layers to generate sample embeddings
and sequence-wide attention to interpret models and visualize multiscale patterns. We
demonstrate and validate our framework by modeling SARS-CoV-2 and coronavirus taxonomy.
We then develop an interpretable predictive model of disease severity that integrates SARS-
CoV-2 spike protein sequence and patient demographic variables, using publicly available data
from the GISAID database. We also apply our model to Omicron. Based on knowledge prior to
the availability of empirical data for Omicron, we predict: 1) reduced neutralization antibody
activity (15-50 fold) greater than any previously characterized variant, varying between Omicron
sublineages, and 2) reduced risk of severe disease (by 35-40%) relative to Delta. Both
predictions are in accord with recent epidemiological and experimental data.

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.
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INTRODUCTION

The emergence of the COVID-19 pandemic has coincided with the widespread availability of
lower cost, rapid whole genome sequencing. While sequencing is still not as globally equitable
or ubiquitous as it should be, an unprecedented amount of sequence data has been generated for
SARS-CoV-2, the novel coronavirus that causes COVID-19. As of October 2021, when the data
for most of the studies in this paper was collected, nearly 4 million sequences were available to
researchers from the GISAID website (http://www.gisaid.org). [1] As of December 22, 2021,
that number has grown to nearly 6.4 million sequences. The key challenge now is how to
translate abundant biological sequence data to as much biological information as possible. This
goal is particularly urgent as the virus continues to rapidly mutate and change, often in
fundamental ways that affect disease severity and transmission—and experimental tools other
than sequencing are costly, time-consuming, and often technically difficult to perform.

Conventional ways of interpreting large scale sequencing data rely on phylogenetic
methods or sequence alignment and comparison to 1) group viral sequence variants into strains
or lineages whose properties can be measured collectively, and 2) identify specific mutations
with potential impact on virulence, transmission or immune escape. The quantity, diversity, and
pace of changes in the SARS-CoV-2 genome as the pandemic has expanded—driven by its
novelty to the human immune system and sheer number of infections worldwide—has strained
conventional approaches to their limits. [2] While phylogenetic methods have been powerful
tools to trace the transmission and origins of SARS-CoV-2, as the pandemic has expanded, the
virus has picked up and lost mutations, often in novel or unexpected combinations. [3] When
genetic lineages or subclades have reached a high level of fitness and spread around the globe,
such as Alpha and Delta, complex sublineages have emerged which may have different immune
evasion and virulence properties, sometimes sharing more in common with other genetic
lineages than their parents. And, because of the quantity and diversity of sequencing that has
been done during the pandemic, we can see the complex genetic evolution of the virus in real
time. Using alignment to identify single site mutations has also proven limited. Changes to
SARS-CoV-2 properties can implicate complex combinations of multiple mutations that emerge
simultaneously—and then sometimes even revert as the virus continues to evolve. [4]

We propose a framework of deep neural network sequence models as a complement to
conventional comparative genomics techniques. In particular, we apply Transformer-based
neural network models developed for the natural language processing field [5] to analyze protein
sequences, by representing amino acids similarly to how language processing models represent
words in a sentence. We further include layers in the neural network to generate spike protein
embeddings and sequence-wide attention mapping in addition to making predictions. The
embeddings and attention provide information that can be used to interpret how the model uses
sequence information to make predictions, and to find deep patterns and connections within
sequence that are relevant to the function of viral proteins.

In this paper, we demonstrate our interpretable deep modeling approach of the SARS-
CoV-2 spike protein, which is responsible for binding to host cell receptors and mediating and
cell entry, and which is a major target for host immune response. [6] While we focus on SARS-
CoV-2 and the spike protein in this paper, the model architecture we develop can be flexibly
adapted to other biological sequence problems. Indeed, we show that within the SARS-CoV-2
spike protein context, where the sequence length remains approximately constant, we can train
the model on diverse classification and regression tasks without changing the model architecture



https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414; this version posted December 27, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .
Deep Modeling of SARS-CoV-2 Spike / Sokhansanj et al.

or going through costly hyperparameter tuning exercises. These tasks include: (i) regression of
sequence data to the date of a sequence’s first emergence, as a way to qualitatively validate the
significance of the embedding and attention-based interpretations generated by our model; (ii)
predicting disease severity of sequences by using patient metadata available for a subset of
sequences in the GISAID databases and using attention to identify mutations that may be related
to heightened risks of severe disease; and (iii) demonstrating the flexibility of our approach by
applying it to genus-level classification of coronavirus spike proteins.

While this manuscript was being finalized, a new SARS-CoV-2 lineage, B.1.529, was
identified as a variant of concern by WHO and named Omicron. First reported on November 25,
2021 from sequences in Southern Africa, the Omicron variant has exhibited rapid growth around
the world. [7] Because we did not consider any sequence data in GISAID after October 2021, the
other studies in this paper entirely excluded Omicron sequences. Omicron also contains
numerous spike protein mutations. [8], [9] Given that many of these mutations are in the spike
protein’s receptor binding domain, it raises important questions about Omicron’s ability to evade
the immune response in previously infected and vaccinated patients, as well as infectivity and
virulence. Consequently, Omicron is a critical challenge for our modeling approach. The
Omicron variant has different sequence properties from other variants found before its
emergence, so it differs significantly from the data used to train the neural network model. We
demonstrate that the model can be used to make computational predictions before any empirical
data emerges, specifically by predicting Omicron’s immune evasion and relative risk of disease
severity as compared to Delta and Alpha. This proof of concept shows the potential for a
predictive computational model that can provide a starting point for epidemiological guidance
before health observations and laboratory data are collected.

2. BACKGROUND & RELATED WORK

Evolution of Coronavirus lineages and the SARS-CoV-2 spike protein

We focus on the spike protein because of its crucial role in COVID-19 infection and the
immune response. [6], [10], [11] As a practical matter, moreover, the spike protein is the key
target for COVID-19 vaccines and antibody therapies. [12]-[14] Briefly, the SARS-CoV-2 spike
protein (S) is a glycoprotein that is responsible for binding to the host cell receptor, angiotensin-
converting enzyme 2 (ACE2) and then gaining entry to the cell. [6] The spike protein is
responsible for cell membrane entry in all coronavirus species. Generally, the spike proteins of
coronaviruses have two subunits, S1, which is responsible for binding to the receptor, and S2, for
membrane fusion. [15] The sequence of the SARS-CoV-2 spike protein is similar to that of
SARS-CoV-1 (76% identity), and more than 90% identity with bat and pangolin coronavirus
species, which may suggest its origin in those animals. [6] Notably, even when the spike protein
binds the same receptor (e.g., ACE2 in the case of SARS-CoV-1 and SARS-CoV-2) there are
differences in antigenicity and epitopes. [16] Collectively, there are four genuses of coronavirus,
Alphacoronvirus, Betacoronavirus, Gammacoronavirus, and Deltacoronavirus. The coronavirus
species known to infect humans are all betacoronaviruses, but lie in different subgenuses: SARS-
CoV-1 and SARS-CoV-2; MERS-CoV; and HCoV-229E, HCoV-OC43, and HKU-1
respectively; the last pair of which generally cause mild disease. [17] Coronavirus spike proteins
bind a variety of different receptors. [18] Indeed, in addition to ACE2, SARS-CoV-1 also binds
dipeptidyl peptidase 4 (DPP4); however, SARS-CoV-2’s spike protein only weakly binds DPP4
and there is no evidence that it uses it as a host cell receptor. [19] Other differences in spike
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protein sequence can influence how the coronavirus interacts with the host cell as well. For
example, unlike its closer genetic relatives, SARS-CoV-2 spike has a furin cleavage site, which
is used to prime for cell entry. [20] In sum, relatively small differences in spike protein sequence
can have substantial effects on the protein structure and function.

As the COVID-19 pandemic has continued, the SARS-CoV-2 spike protein itself has
accumulated mutations, and variant protein sequences have emerged. As it is a RNA virus,
SARS-CoV-2’s genome is prone to mutate, albeit at a rate is mitigated by its large genome size
and the proofreading function of the exoribonuclease that it encodes. [21] The most frequent
mutations observed in coronaviruses more generally are substitutions, although insertions and
deletions are observed as well. [22] In some cases, insertions from other viral genomes may
occur, and, in fact, it appears as though the SARS-CoV-2 genome includes an insertion from
human RNA. [23] In other human coronaviruses, estimated mutation rate is around
3 x 10 * substitutions per site per year. [24], [25] Early on in the pandemic, spike protein
sequence variants began to be observed, such as a substitution D614G, which rapidly became
dominant as the pandemic began to spread within Europe. [26], [27] Since then, the amount of
mutation observed during the COVID-19 pandemic has been more substantial, perhaps because
it is a novel virus exposed to hosts around the world. [28] We have seen that SARS-CoV-2
variants can have critical differences in the level of virulence, pathogenicity, immune evasion
(with implications for therapeutic antibodies and vaccine efficacy), and transmissibility. [2]

Because of its critical role in antigenicity and cell entry, changes in the spike protein
sequence can be particularly impactful. And the SARS-CoV-2 spike protein will continue to
change. Even before the emergence of the novel coronavirus, it was shown that in another human
coronavirus, HCoV-OC43, the spike gene had a higher rate of substitution and positive selection
sites than other genes. [29] This suggests that genetic drift in the spike gene plays a role in
adaptive evolution of HCoV-OC43 and likely also other coronaviruses, given that the spike
protein is the major antigen recognized by the immune response. Indeed, one paper published in
July 2021 estimated that, to that point, SARS-CoV-2 had only “explored” 31% of the potential
space for spike protein variation, based on comparisons with related sarbecoviruses. [30]

Initial work on the impact of spike protein variants focused on the D614G substitution in
the spike protein, which was found in an animal model to have an increase in fitness and
transmissibility. [31] However, as other studies accumulated, it proved difficult to show a clear
impact on virulence or transmissibility, although clinical samples with the variant were found to
have higher virus titers. [32] The wide spread of the Alpha (B.1.1.7) variant starting in December
2020 did suggest that it had an increase in transmissibility over wild type and previous variants
[33], although it is unclear that it resulted in more severe disease. [34]-[37] The later Delta
(B.1.617.2) variant, however, has had a clear-cut increase in transmissibility supported by both
epidemiological estimates [38] and laboratory studies that show increased fitness over previous
variants, including enhanced viral replication due to modification in the furin cleavage site of the
spike protein. [39], [40] Epidemiology and cell/animal-model work has been complemented by
computational and in vitro work mapping the impact of individual mutations on spike protein
structure, fitness, and antibody evasion. [41], [42] One area in which intensive study of the effect
of variants has been undertaken is in studies of potential impact on vaccine efficacy. Particular
variants, such as the Beta (B.1.351) variant once dominant in South Africa, have consistently
shown substantial decreases in neutralizing antibody response in sera from individuals
vaccinated with diverse adenoviral vector, mRNA, and recombinant protein subunit vaccines.
[43]-[48] This has been paralleled by reduced efficacy in clinical trials and studies among
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patients with sequenced variants and in South Africa. [49], [S0] Moderately reduced neutralizing
antibody response was also found for the Delta (B.1.617.2) variant, which became dominant
worldwide through 2021. However, the impact of vaccine efficacy turned out to be
proportionately greater, perhaps due to Delta’s increased replication proficiency. [40], [51] These
differences in vaccine efficacy are consistent with experiments which show that the principal
SARS-CoV-2 variants observed so far, including Alpha, Beta, and Gamma, are antigenically
distinct; in particular, that convalescent sera from patients infected with one of these variants
shows the smallest reduction in neutralizing antibody to the wild type of the virus and greater
reductions to other variants. [52]

Fortunately, widespread genetic sequencing has allowed for an unprecedented view into
changes in the SARS-CoV-2 genome over time and in different regions. [53], [54] Over five
million sequences are now available in the GISAID (Global Initiative on Sharing All Influenza
Data) database (http://www.gisaid.org), which has encouraged data sharing by trading
restrictions on republishing raw sequence information with access to that information for
analysis. [55] So much data has been generated and made available that it has spurred the
development of computational tools for high frequency tracking [56] and even daily updates.
[57] The first prominent tool for tracking SARS-CoV-2 genomic variation was the NextStrain
project, which was originally developed as a general tool for viruses and adapted to offer clade
definitions for SARS-CoV-2 based on phylogenetic analysis. [58] Subsequently, the Pango
lineage (Pangolin) definition of lineages was developed, with an emphasis on highlighting
potentially significant lineages that would be grouped together, supported by a machine learning
approach (using random forests) to classify sequences to lineages. [59] Particularly significant
Pango lineages have been identified by the World Health Organization (WHO) as variants of
concern (VOC) and given Greek letter designations [60], such as Alpha (B.1.1.7), Beta
(B.1.351), Delta (B.1.167.2), and, recently, Omicron (B.1.1.529).

Being able to leverage the sheer volume of available data has proven to be a challenge.
Some have questioned whether the current methods of classifying variants is sustainable as so
many have emerged. [2] One drawback for tree-based approaches to classification is that
particular variants may occur independently in different lineages, as has been observed, for
example, in the N501Y substitution which has arisen in multiple clades (without any evidence
for recombination). [61] Another challenge for a phylogenetic approach is that multiple variants
may occur within an individual infection. [62] Some immunocompromised individuals have
chronic infections that can last six months to a year [63] In some cases, those patients may be
treated with convalescent plasma or antibodies which may be selecting for evasive mutations that
are being observed. [64] During the long-term infection, a spike protein can emerge with
multiple variations, which phylogenetic analysis identifies as “long branch” divergence from the
phylogenetic tree. Indeed, the Omicron variant has such a long branch divergence, which has led
to suggestions that it may have emerged in an immunocompromised host, or even potentially
reverse zoonosis given that COVID-19 can infect animals as well. [9]

The challenges that SARS-CoV-2 evolution pose to conventional computational methods
have motivated the development of alternatives based on bar-coding [65], co-mutational modules
[66], and k-mer abundance [67]. However, even these methods may be unsustainable as they are
based on historical information, even as phylogeny-based classifications become more chaotic.
[68] Further complicating the problem is that combinations of variants can have nonlinear
effects, either synergistic, antagonistic, or neither. In one study of antibody responses in
convalescent plasma from recovered patients and sera from vaccinated but uninfected
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individuals, it was found that a simultaneous deletion at sites 69-70 (AH69/V70) as well as
substitution E484K had enhanced decrease in antibody neutralization. Conversely, L452R and
P681R resulted in a decreased neutralization less than the effect of both individually. Another
pair, E484K and N501Y, resulted in a neutralization decrease that was the sum of each. [69]

Deep Learning’s potential and pitfalls in predicting outcome and evolution of SARS-CoV-2

Within the more than five million sequences uploaded to GISAID, a small fraction
(nearly 220,000 of over 5,500,000 sequences as of November 27, 2021) have some metadata
about the clinical status of patients. Such metadata can include whether the sample comes from
someone who is alive or dead, whether they were in the ICU or had mild or severe disease, etc.
Generally, only one piece of information (such as “alive” or “dead,” or “mild” or “severe”) is
conveyed through the metadata annotation. The GISAID dataset and focused patient studies
(which are often the source of the data available on GISAID) have enabled researchers to study
the potential link between sequence variation and virulence. These studies have included analysis
of single nucleotide polymorphisms (SNP) and genome wide association studies [70], [71],
literature meta-analysis [72], genome wide association studies [73], and the incidence and
prevalence of mutations in GISAID entries with clinical metadata [74], [75]. The results of these
studies found some correlation of symptomatic or severe disease with spike variants such as
D614G, however, none of these have been verified elsewhere. However, another analysis of
country-based case fatality rates (CFR) found no relationship between mortality and clade, at
least through March 2021. [75] To the extent that patient status in GISAID metadata does show
variation, other studies using logistic regression and conventional statistical techniques found it
to largely reflect worse outcomes for older males, consistent with commonly understood clinical
experience, while it was difficult to discern variation at the clade or sequence levels. [76], [77]
Other more complex analysis has included the use of deep neural networks, in particular, a
combination of convolutional neural network (CNN) and recurrent neural network (RNN), which
attempted to predict what mutations would increase virulence severity based on countrywide
death statistics. [78] Another approach that has been developed and recently validated is the use
of Bayesian multinomial logistic regression to infer growth rate from individual mutations; from
that, the authors posited that the mutations correlated with high growth rate also conferred fitness
and transmissibility benefits. [79]

The complexity and volume of sequencing data have motivated the application of deep
learning methods based on applying natural language processing (NLP) methods to DNA and
protein sequence data. These works exploit the analogy between the semantic structure of
language and the bases and amino acids that make up nucleotide and protein sequences. For
example, one group has used concepts from semantic processing, e.g., the frequency of
correlated words, to identify potential mutagenic sites in viruses including SARS-CoV-2. [80] A
related work has used deep learning methods to simulate coronavirus spike protein variation to
predict potential zoonotic sequences. [81] Another group has applied “ProtBERT” protein
sequence embeddings obtained through self-supervised learning applying the BERT
(Bidirectional Encoder Representations from Transformers) method from NLP to SARS-CoV-2
in combination with k-means clustering to identify groups of correlated mutations. [82] Another
work applied Long-Short Term Memory RNNs (LSTM) to classify sequences to lineages. [83]

While deep learning methods can identify complex features within data that allow
classification, that strength comes with a major weakness: understanding what the deep model
focused on in learning the classification and explaining its predictions. Accordingly,
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interpretable machine learning has emerged as a significant area of research. [84], [85]
Interpretable modeling is a critical need in biological sequence analysis. [86], [87] Interpretable
modeling allows us the biomedical community to justify high stakes clinical and research
decisions based on machine learning predictions. Interpretable models also allow researchers to
leverage data to obtain as much understanding as possible, given that other biological techniques
are often costly, slow, and hard to do reliably. Proposed methods for interpretable machine
learning include examining the neural network structure, through relevance propagation,
propagating activation differences through the network, and sensitivity analysis methods. [88],
[89] Integrated gradients have been used in bioinformatics for developing models for RNA
splicing. [90] For CNN-based models, a saliency map method has been proposed for identifying
what part of a sample (image, or text) was identified as an important feature by the model. [91]

In view of the analogy between biological sequence and written language, we can also
look to methods developed for NLP. In particular, attention mechanisms developed by [92] and
[93] have been used to highlight the important features that deep learning methods used to
generate text classification models. [94]-[96] Deep learning models combining CNN with
attention have been used to identify sequence motifs for functional genomics, e.g., transcription
factor binding site detection. [97], [98] Another work generated predictive models of adverse
drug reactions based on chemical structures by combining attention with a CNN for each
chemical property and structural feature in the model. [99] We have shown that attention in
combination with a LSTM-based sequence model can be used to obtain insight into taxonomic
and phenotypic classification of 16s ribosomal RNA sequences of bacteria [100], as well as gene
ontology classifications of protein sequences [101]. Recently, transformer-based architectures,
which are built on multiple attention modules, have emerged as being important in NLP. The
attention within transformers has been proposed as a source of explainability. For example one
work demonstrated how different attention heads attended to different aspects of a learning task
to identify nucleotide motifs for promoter sequences. [102] However, attention cannot be
inherently drawn out of transformer-based architectures, and it has been suggested that further
processing steps may be required to connect attention to specific linguistic features. [103] It
should further be noted that attention is not necessarily tied to explanation, in the sense of
explaining why a prediction took place, but it can highlight features that the model paid attention
to at the attention layer making a prediction, although those may not have been the important
features with respect to the ultimate classification problem. [104]

METHODS

Data Collection and Pre-Processing

As described further in the Results & Discussion section, the studies shown in this paper
employ three different kinds of coronavirus spike protein sequences: SARS-CoV-2 spike protein
sequences submitted to the GISAID database through the course of the pandemic, protein
sequences which were provided to GISAID with patient metadata information specifically, and
protein sequences from coronavirus of all genera. The procedures for collecting and processing
sequence data are outlined for each type below in turn.

SARS-CoV-2 Spike Protein Sequences.

We downloaded a FASTA file of protein sequences from the GISAID database,
http://www.gisaid.org. (See Supplemental File and for a list of acknowledgments to
contributing laboratories.) The spike protein sequences are preprocessed by GISAID by multiple



https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414; this version posted December 27, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .
Deep Modeling of SARS-CoV-2 Spike / Sokhansanj et al.

sequencing alignment, identifying ORFs, and translating nucleotide sequences to obtain protein
FASTA files. We then parse the FASTA file to obtain a file with only the Spike protein
sequences. (GISAID also offers a FASTA file of only Spike protein sequences; however, that
was not used for this paper.) Unless indicated otherwise, the protein sequences we use for our
analyses shown are those submitted and preprocessed by GISAID as of October 16, 2021. The
metadata annotation file from GISAID including sequences collected and processed as of
October 1, 2021 was also downloaded from the GISAID website. This metadata file included the
collection date, annotated Pangolin lineage, Nextstrain-identified clade, and geographical
information.

In this paper, we at times refer to “raw” and “aligned” sequences. “Raw” sequences are
exactly those that were contained in the FASTA file downloaded from GISAID. “Aligned”
sequences are generated using the local pairwise Striped Smith-Waterman (SSW) method [105],
[106], with BLOSUMS62, in the scikit-bio package in Python 3.8. [106] Following alignment, we
obtain a protein sequence in which all insertions and deletions are positioned with respect to the
consensus Spike reference sequence (Wuhan-Hu-1 isolate) which was obtained by multiple
sequence alignment of early genome sequences. [107] Variant single site polymorphisms can
then be identified in accord with convention. First, the sites in the aligned data sequence
corresponding to a gap in the aligned reference sequence were shifted such that any insertion was
relative to the reference. Aligned sequences are then padded at the beginning and end of the
aligned region (if it was less than the 1273 residue length of the reference sequence) with a mask
(“*”) to formulate a 1273-residue long sequence. While we generally did not do so for the
studies presented in this paper, it is also possible to “filter” aligned sequence data by removing
any sequences containing any “*” (mask) or “X” (ambiguous amino acid) characters. We provide
the source code for the alignment and processing of aligned sequences at
https://github.com/bahrad/Covid.

GISAID sequences containing patient (clinical) status metadata.

Our analysis considers sequences for which patient metadata were available on GISAID
as of October 4, 2021. These sequences are downloaded in batches from the GISAID website
and combined into a single CSV file of patient data. As of that date, there were 155,545 records
indicated as having “patient metadata” available from GISAID. Patient metadata on GISAID
consists of a single field, which includes some text provided by the submitter of the sequence.
We assign raw text in the metadata field of each record to one of the following categories,
according to the scheme in Supplemental Table 1: Alive, Asymptomatic, Dead, Hospitalized,
Mild, Moderate, Released, Screening, Severe, Symptomatic, and Unknown (which includes any
other categories identified in Supplementarl Table 1, such as “Vaccinated”). These categories
follow the commonly used case classification such as those defined by the United States National
Institutes for Health (NIH) COVID-19 guidelines. [108] For example, metadata indicating ICU
admission is categorized as “Severe.” We remove all data that corresponding to categories Alive,
Symptomatic, and Unknown, as they cannot be further classified as “Mild” or “Severe.” For
example, a “Symptomatic” or “Alive” patient may have severe symptoms or have been
hospitalized. We assign the following categories to the classification of “Mild,” or the numerical
value of 0: Asymptomatic, Mild, Moderate, and Screening. We assume that the last category was
not identified as a result of reporting symptoms or at least seeking hospitalization due to Covid
symptoms as opposed to incidental to another condition). We assign the following categories to
“Severe,” or numerical value of 1: Dead, Severe, Hospitalized, and Released. The last category
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indicates prior hospitalization. Finally, we also remove all samples which are not explicitly
identified as being from a human patient, as identified in GISAID’s host metadata field.

The resulting metadata records are then merged with the aligned sequence data set
obtained from GISAID, preprocessed as described above. The training data set is made up of
samples that were submitted and processed in time to be available as of September 12, 2021, as
well as having patient metadata available as of that date. The samples used in the training data
set are those with sequences that were found at least five times overall in the sequence data prior
to September 12, 2021. The remaining samples that were found in the October 1, 2021 dataset
from GISAID that had patient metadata available as of October 4, 2021 make up an independent
validation set. This data set includes that were collected after October 1 and contain sequences
that were not found at least five times prior to September 12. As a result of the aforementioned
procedure, there is no exact sequence overlap between training and test samples.

As further described in the Results & Discussion, it is necessary to account for potential
confounders of age, gender, and sample collection date relative to the onset of the pandemic. We
therefore process the age metadata to remove any unknowns or text entries which cannot be
identified as an age. We also remove any samples with a clearly incorrect date, i.e., predating the
onset of the pandemic in late 2019, and any samples with missing or nonreadable date metadata.
We also convert the dates to days since December 1, 2019, which predates the first sequenced
samples from COVID-19 patients. For gender, we convert male and female metadata to integers
0 and 1 respectively, and we remove all samples with unknown or ambiguous gender metadata.
Finally, each sample is associated with a vector of three integers, corresponding to age, gender,
and sample date, which is input to our neural network model at the Ny-dimensional embedding
layer as shown in Fig. 1. We do not remove samples with incomplete dates, instead we assign
them to the latest possible date.

Taxonomic classification of multi-species spike protein sequences.

For the study of taxonomic classification of coronaviruses across all genera (4/pha-,
Beta-, Gamma-, and Deltacoronavirus), we use spike protein sequences downloaded from the
NCBI Virus website, https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/labs/virus/vssi/. The spike protein sequences
used in this study were downloaded on November 21 and 27, 2021 using search terms such as
“spike,” “S1 protein”, “S2 protein,” and *“S protein,” in order to download as many spike protein
sequences as possible. Sequences that are shorter than 1000 amino acids in length or which did
not have coronavirus as an identified species are then removed. Additionally, in order to make
the SARS-CoV-2 classification task less trivial, we removed the sequences that are known to
have the closest matches to SARS-CoV-2 spike protein, which are SARS-like sequences, such as
the WIV-1 bat coronavirus, any recombinant viruses that were generated to research SARS-
CoV-2, and sequences identified being from “SARS-like” viruses in the database. In sum, 18,026
sequences are downloaded from NCBI, and, after removals, the resulting data set consists of
7,544 sequences.

To evaluate the taxonomic classifier, we use three data sets: 1) a random sample of
100,000 of the over 3 million raw spike sequences obtained from GISAID as described above, 2)
all of the raw spike sequences with a length shorter than 1000 amino acids, and 3) all raw
sequences with more than 250 “X” residue sites, where a unique amino acid could not be
identified.

Predicting the Omicron variant’s capacity to escape immune/vaccine response.

For Omicron, we develop a training data set based on the reduction in neutralizing
antibody titers to variant viruses in sera from vaccinated patients as presented in the literature, as
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shown in Table 1. [109]-[113] As described further in the Results & Discussion section, we
needed to integrate data from multiple studies, which may involve different experimental
conditions such as whether they used native virus or pseudovirus (e.g., HIV-1 engineered to
express spike proteins with a particular variant sequence) and what kinds of vaccinated sera were
compared. Where possible, we used data based on reductions of neutralizing antibodies for sera
from patients vaccinated with the Pfizer/BioNTech BNT162b2. We use the aligned data set
described above to source the training data set. We include sequences that are annotated with the
lineages for which there is information in Table 1 and assign them as a label the relative
neutralizing antibody activity from Table 1. We remove all sequences that occur fewer than 3
times in the database overall, and then compose the training data set based on up to the 300 most
frequently occurring sequences for each of the labels. The result is a training data set of 2,245
samples. We then balance classes to account for those labels which have fewer than 300
representatives using class_weight.compute class_weight in scikit-learn (sklearn) version
1.01, which obtains the weights of samples in a class by dividing the average number of samples
in each of all classes by the number of samples in that class. [114]

Table 1. Training data used for model prediction of Omicron immune evasion. Sequences
with the lineages indicated in the table are assigned the label of the reciprocal of the
corresponding fold decrease in antibody neutralization. (See citations in accompanying
text.) Where there is a WHO-identified variant of concern, the variant identity is provided.
B.1 is the first variant to become widespread, arising from the wild type emerging from
Asia and spreading throughout Europe and North America. It is largely the same as the
wild type, with the D614G modification as most important. Delta-like lineages B.1.617.1
and B.1.617.2+ are included as well; B.1.617.2+ is sometimes called “Delta+” (although
other lineages have been called that as well). [115] In this study, B.1.617.2+ are sequences
annotated as B.1.617.2 but which also include the E484K mutation.

Lineage (Variant) —Fold decrease in Ab
neutralization
B.1 1
B.1.1.7 (Alpha) 23
B.1.351 (Beta) 8.8
P.1 (Gamma) 2.9
B.1.617.2 (Delta) 3.8
B.1.427 / B.1429 (Epsilon) 2.1
C.37 (Lambda) 34
B.1.621 (Mu) 13.3
B.1.617.1 5.35
B.1.617.2+ (Delta + E484K) 9.5

To obtain Omicron sequences for immune prediction, we download Spike sequences
from a composite FASTA file of the whole genome nucleotide sequence of sequences available
on GISAID and identified with a “B.1.1.529” Pangolin lineage, has been identified as the
Omicron variant of concern by WHO. (By the time of submission of this paper, additional
lineages have been differentiated but also identified as Omicron, and it is now possible to
identify all Omicron sequences in the database.) The Spike gene nucleotide sequence from the
annotated NCBI Reference Sequence (GenBank record NC-045512) is available for download
from NCBI at https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/sars-cov-2/. [116] We perform pairwise alignments
between each individual Omicron nucleotide sequence with the Spike nucleotide sequence from
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the reference genome [107] using the local pairwise Striped Smith-Waterman (SSW) method as
described above (but with nucleotide rather than amino acid sequence). The region of best
alignment sequence can then be translated. We exclude any alignment that produced degenerate
sequences (i.e., which would include an “X” or other ambiguous amino acid character upon
translation). Each resulting Omicron Spike protein sequence is then processed in the same
manner as the “aligned” sequences described above, resulting in sequence in which all indels are
positioned with respect to the reference protein. A Python (Google Colab) notebook including
the preprocessing steps performed for Omicron variant sequence data is available for download
at https://github.com/bahrad/Covid/blob/main/Covid_Predict Omicron Resistance.ipynb.

Model Architecture

Fig. 1 shows an overview of our deep neural network model architecture. In this paper,
the input is a protein sequence of length 1273 where we are analyzing exclusively SARS-CoV-2
sequences, when we analyze multiple coronavirus species we set the length at 1500 and pad or
truncate input sequences. We tokenize each amino acid, and the deletion symbol “-”, to a distinct
nonzero integer. We assign a to a nonzero integer as well. A position with the symbol “*”, which
was padded as part of the alignment process described above, is assigned a zero token. Likewise,
ambiguous amino acids with symbols X, B, J, or Z are assigned to zero. All positions with a
token value of zero are masked. The token sequence is then transformed a matrix of embeddings
of each token in the input sequence, in which the embedding includes both the token and its
positional information. The embedding begins with a random initialization, and its parameters
are then allowed to learn during the learning task.

Visualize
Attention
across
Sequence

Positional
Encoding Visualize Sequence-
‘ Level Embeddings
— Convolutional "
L e IR | e I | R
Embedding Network (8 heads) | Norm
l (Nc, k=1)
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connected pup
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=i connected pmmp
Layer «~Nh-

Transformer

Final
Prediction

—E— «~No— «~Nc— Attention Layer

Age
Gender
Date collected
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Figure 1. Neural network architecture used in this paper. The sequence of length L is given a token and position
embedding, which is then compressed using a CNN layer with Nc filters prior to going to a multi-head attention
Transformer encoder. The encoder output is then processed by a self-attention layer, which allows for visualization of
attention along the L-length sequence. The output of the attention layer is then optionally concatenated with additional
variables encoded in nonzero integers, i.e., demographic variables as shown here, and input to a densely connected
layer with Nz nodes. A resulting "embedding” of the sequence may be visualized at this stage, which will be a vector
of (usually) Ny << L dimensions. Finally, the prediction is provided by either a clipped linear or sigmoid node (for
regression), a sigmoid node (for binary classification), or a softmax (for multiclass classification).

We employ a transformer architecture for sequence encoding, which was first described
in developing an encoder-decoder architecture for machine translation of text. [117] The
transformer architecture is a modular multi-head structure, in which each head consists of an
attention layer and feed forward neural network, wherein the head outputs are added and
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normalized to provide a sequence encoding. [117] The token and position embedding dimension
(NE) that we use are large, because the sequence lengths are either 1273 or 1500 and the
embedding for transformer-based architectures includes positional as well as token information.
Consequently, we use a convolutional neural network (CNN) layer with a kernel width of 1 and
Nc filters before the transformer as a way to reduce the required size of the transformer heads in
order to allow us to load our model on a single processing unit for efficient computation.

We then use the encoded sequences to do classification or regression, depending on the
learning task. We add two layers which assist in classification but also allow us to visualize, and
potentially interpret the models that we train. The first is a self-attention layer following the
structure inspired by [96] and which we utilized in [100] in conjunction with a Bidirectional
Long Short Term Memory (Bi-LSTM) encoder. Here, we apply this structure to be able to
readily access sequence-level classification, since the attention heads cannot individually, nor in
sum, provide full attention visualization across the sequence (see, e.g., [103]). The second is an
intermediate Ny-dimension densely connected layer, which can project an Ny-dimensional
embedding of the sequence as a whole. In our studies of patient status metadata classification, we
allow for the input of integer-valued demographic variables to the Ny-dimensional embedding
layer. As explained above, we use integers for age and sample collection date, and a 0/1 value for
gender. These embeddings are then fed to an output layer. The output layer can be either of the
following: (1) A single node with sigmoid activation for either binary patient clinical status
classification or the regression used to predict the Omicron variant’s reduction in neutralizing
antibody activity. (2) A clipped linear output restricted between 0 and 1 for regression to sample
date. (3) A softmax layer with four nodes for the coronavirus genus-level taxonomic classifier.

For the studies shown herein, we sought to use the same hyperparameters across all
models, as the input data was of the same form: approximately the same length (1273 or 1500) of
tokenized amino acids. We employ 8 heads, a feedforward network (FFN) of 64 dimensions, and
a dropout of 0.1 for the transformer layer. While differences were not substantial, this was the
optimal combination of values we found for a cross-validation of the training data used for the
patient metadata study. To confirm, we evaluated combinations of varying the number of heads
between 4, 6, and 8; the number of nodes in the FFN were set at 32, 64, and 96 nodes;
transformer dropout between 0.0, 0.1, and 0.2; N¢ of the CNN at 300, 400, and 500; Ny at 64 or
128; and Ng of 1000, 1200, 1500, and 1800. We also found that varying parameters did not result
in a substantial difference in model predictions in the other classification and regression tasks
shown in this paper. Model training was done using the standard Adam gradient descent fitting
algorithm in Tensorflow 2, with binary cross-entropy and mean squared error as the loss
functions for classification and regression tasks respectively. The learning rate parameter set at 1
x 10, after evaluating rates of 5 x 10, 1 x 10,1 x 10,5 x 103, 1 x 102, and 1 x 107",

We select the number of epochs for training based on our observation that, in general,
the number of epochs required for classification tasks is much lower than that for regression
tasks. In the case of binary classification for patient metadata, we train for 75 epochs, after
evaluating epoch ranges from 50 to 200. We do not use early stopping with a validation set, as
found that reduces the training data and causes underfitting, and instead early stopping is set at
20 epochs with no net change in the binary cross-entropy loss. For the regression to sample date
task, we set the limit at 600 epochs, with an early stopping time set at 200 epochs. For the
taxonomic classification task, we train for 25 epochs, with an early stopping condition set based
on no change in the loss of a validation set, randomly selected from 20% of the samples in the
training data, for at least 5 epochs. Finally, for the Omicron immune evasion prediction task, we
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set the maximum number of epochs at 200, employing early stopping after 10 epochs in which
the mean squared error loss of a random 10% of training samples no longer declines. For all of
the neural network training tasks, we used multiple runs to evaluate run-to-run consistency given
the randomization of initial weights and other inherent randomization of training.

As further described in the Results & Discussion, we also benchmarked the transformer-
based model against eXtreme Gradient Boosting (XGBoost), a decision tree-based ensemble
learning method [118]. For XGBoost, after hypertuning, the following parameter values were
used for XGBoost: subsample rate of 0.8, lambda regularization of 1.0, maximum depth of 10,
learning rate of 0.001, gamma of 0.0, column sample by tree of 0.8, and the GPU-optimized
predictor. XGBoost is implemented using the Python package in xgboost 1.5.1 in the Google
Colab GPU runtime environment. Because XGBoost results may also change due to
randomization, we evaluate the run-to-run consistency of XBoost under different random number
generator seeds. We generally found that the results shown in this paper were consistent with
negligible standard deviation between runs on the same data and with the same parameters.

For the purposes of model analysis and interpretation, we look at two scales: First,
attention, which shows where the model attends along the sequence (i.e., amino acid position in
a protein sequence) and can identify patterns at the sequence level. [100], [101] Second,
embeddings, in which the Ny-dimensional encoding of a sequence at the layer shown in Fig. 1
(see above) is obtained for a trained model, and then the embeddings of a group of sequences
post-training are visualized or clustered to find patterns at the group level. [119] We have
previously shown that, for example, we can reveal underlying taxonomic categorization when we
visualize the embeddings of 16s rRNA sequences from a model that has been trained to identify
disease status. [100]

Implementation

Model training was done using the standard model fitting algorithm provided by the
Keras API on top of Tensorflow 2, with. The hardware used for neural network model training
and evaluation, as well as the data pre-processing described above, consists of Nvidia Tesla P80
GPUs (primarily) and Google Cloud Tensor Processor Units (TPUs) the Google’s Colab
environment, running Tensorflow 2.70 and Python 3.7.12, and Nvidia Tesla V100-SXM2 GPUs
on the Drexel University Research Computing Facility (URCF), running Tensorflow 2.4 and
Python 3.8. Because model hyperparameters were not varied between tasks, training times per
epoch are a function of the training data set size across all tasks and whether we used a TPU or
GPU for training. For example, patient metadata classification trains on 44,003 samples, which
requires 51 sec/epoch in the Google TPU environment had 51 sec/epoch, while on a GPU unit in
the URCF, the time per epoch was 480 seconds, representing a 9.2-fold TPU-speedup. By
contrast, the model to predict Omicron neutralizing antibody activity classification trains on
2,245 samples, and it requires 4 sec/epoch on the Google TPU.

RESULTS & DISCUSSION

Regression Based on Sample Collection Date

To validate the interpretability of our deep sequence modeling approach, we demonstrate
that embeddings and attention can be used to visualize the results of our model’s training in an
exemplary machine learning task. Here, we show the results of regression to the sample
collection date of sequences in a database of raw, unprocessed spike protein sequences available

13


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414; this version posted December 27, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .
Deep Modeling of SARS-CoV-2 Spike / Sokhansanj et al.

on GISAID as of October 1, 2021. For this task, we analyze the earliest sample collection date
included in the GISAID database for each distinct sequence in the data set. The training data set
consists of sequences that are found more than four times in the database. The validation set
consists of sequences found only two or three times in the database. Notably, some sequences are
found very frequently, such as certain sequences in the B.1.1.7 (Alpha) and B.1.617.2 (Delta)
lineages. For the purpose of this task, these sequences are included once and weighted equally to
other sequences. Trivially, the regression should “predict” that a sequence will have appeared at
the same time as others within the same lineages, as the lineages are defined based on sequence
similarities at particular sites with the SARS-CoV-2 genome. In particular, the lineages,
following the Pango scheme [59] are based in large part on changes in the spike protein
sequence, which should be reflected in our model, which is trained on spike protein sequence
data. Accordingly, trends we see in the embedding and attention should reflect the classification.

As an initial matter, we confirmed that the trained model’s error in the prediction data set
were within a reasonable error margin. To do so, we normalized the square root of the mean
squared prediction error (RMSE) on validation set data by the RMSE of simply predicting each
label with the overall mean value of all labels. We found that the RMSE of the trained model
was 0.0962 and normalized RMSE was 0.534. By comparison, the normalized RMSE on the
training data set was found to be 0.37. Therefore, while the RMSE increased when generalizing
the model to the validation set, it remained significantly below 1.0, indicating that the model was
predicting significantly better than chance.

1
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& X N : B.1 (Ancestral+D614G)
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Figure 2. Plot of a two-component t-SNE analysis (with perplexity of 50) for the 64-dimensional embeddings
of raw spike protein sequence data following a prediction task for the date of first sample collection (in days
since December 1, 2019) of a particular sequence. The training data consisted of sequences found 4 or more
times in the global data set (all spike protein sequences available on GISAID as of October 1, 2021), and the
validation data shown here consists only of raw, unprocessed spike sequences found 2 or 3 times in the global
data set. The lineages shown in this plot are provided in the legend and consist of the ancestral lineage (A),
as well as as variants of concern and interest including Alpha (B.1.1.7), Beta (B.1.35.1), Iota (B.1.526),
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Gamma (P.1), Epsilon (B.1.427/429) and Delta (B.1.617.2), and AY.4, a Delta sublineage. Many lineages
can be clustered with the embeddings; Delta and the AY.4 Delta sublineages cluster into a large but well
separated group, while Alpha is spread out.

Fig. 2 further demonstrates the model’s performance by showing that a t-SNE (t-
distributed stochastic neighbor embedding) plot [120] of the Ny-dimensional (Ny = 64)
embeddings of sequence samples in the validation data set. Fig. 2 is consistent with the intuition
described above: A lineage will generally consist of sequences that emerge at a common point in
time. As such, modeling sequences by the date of their first emergence groups the sequence
embeddings from the same lineages together and separates them from embeddings of other
lineages. Notably, these samples are from a validation data set which includes raw sequence
data, i.e., they include ambiguous residue calls and are of all different sizes. Assuming that all
sequences between 1270 and 1273 amino acids in length are “normal” (i.e., are the original
length of 1273 amino acids or contain known common deletions), then 2,619 sequences of the
58,747 sequences are of nonstandard lengths (634 are fragments with a length less than 500
amino acids). Moreover, a majority of sequence — 39,008 — include one or more ambiguous
amino acid calls. These issues may account for instances where the sequence embeddings do not
group by lineage as expected. The overlap between B.1.617.2 (Delta) and AY .4 is also expected,
as AY .4 lineages (e.g., AY.4.2) are recognized as Delta sublineages which have emerged during
the Delta outbreak. [121] In sum, Fig. 2 shows that, without doing 1) further alignment, 2)
phylogenetic tree-building, or 3) classification based on sequence polymorphisms, we can
replicate SARS-CoV-2 lineages and predict the date of emergence of a sequence.

Dec 2019 Feb 2020 Apr 2020 Jun 2020 Aug 2020 Nov 2020 Jan 2021 Mar 2021 May 2021 Aug 2021

Figure 3. Mean attention at each amino acid position for sequences in the validation data set (aligned sequences
occurring 2 or 3 times in the October 1, 2021 global data set) categorized into bins based on the date of first emergence.
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The intensity of the color attention is log-normalized by the maximum attention for all sequence positions, so that the
peak values are black and intermediate attention levels are various shades of red. The mean attention values vary over
time as waves of new viruses emerge. For example, sites between 600 and 1200 become important for the emergence
of Alpha in the winter of 2020-21. Some specific positions, e.g., 478 and 681, have high attention throughout time
because of their changes from early in evolution, Alpha, to later, Deltam while other sites, such as 452, which is
characteristic of Delta, become important as that variant emerges.

Visualizing attention further supports our model. To analyze attention, we show the
results of modeling the aligned data set, in which sequences were aligned to the reference
sequence and padded with mask characters for an equal length of 1273 amino acids. This was
done to better show consistent attention values across sequences in the validation data set which
are of different lengths. We did not correct for mask or noise symbols in the spike sequences.
The prediction errors were in line with the raw sequence data set, with a RMSE of 0.0970 and
normalized RMSE of 0.53. Fig. 3 shows the mean attention for each sequence in the validation
data set (sequences occurring more than 2 or 3 times in the global October 1, 2021 data set)
binned by date of first emergence. We can see in Fig. 3 that attention values change as the
pandemic progresses, which corresponds with the introduction of new variations in the spike
protein sequence over time. Fig. 4A demonstrates how major lineages have emerged and
retreated during the time periods corresponding to the binned dates in Fig. 3.
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Figure 4. (A — Left) Relative prevalence of the three most frequently observed lineages (by sequence) in the October
1, 2021 data set in each time period identified in Figure 3. Because less frequently observed lineages are excluded for
clarity, the values sum to less than 100%. (B — Right) Mean attention levels for exemplary protein sequence positions
with date of first emergence in time periods corresponding to Figure 3. The legend shows the amino acid in the
reference (wild type) sequence for each position.

Comparing Figs. 3 and 4A, we can see how attention levels in the Winter of 2020 and
Spring of 2021 at various positions increase relative to earlier time points, and in some cases
decrease later in 2021. Broadly, the attention patterns correspond to the increase and decrease in
prevalence of lineages in Fig. 4A, in particular the B.1.1.7 (Alpha) wave, which succeeded
earlier lineages that originated in China and then spread to Europe and North America, and
which was followed by a wave of Delta (B.1.617.2) and sublineages. Fig. 4B shows the patterns
in greater detail for exemplary sequence positions. For example, a characteristic Delta mutation,
L452R, increases as 2021 continues and Delta emerged. [122] By contrast, the attention at site
614 is highest earlier in the pandemic. This corresponds to D614G being the first major mutation
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to emerge after the pandemic began, and then subsequently becoming a ubiquitous aspect of all
subsequent lineages. [123] Consistent with the rise and fall of the prevalence of B.1.1.7 shown in
Fig. 4A, Fig. 4B shows that the rise and fall of the attention level at position 69. Positions 69/70
are where deletions occur in the B.1.1.7 (Alpha) lineage, which have not been found in Delta and
Delta sublineages which began to dominate later in 2021. We see a more complicated picture for
position 222, as the A222V mutation emerged late in 2021 in the Delta AY.4.2 sublineage. [121]
The A222V mutation, however, had also been found in mid-2020, which corresponds to the
earlier peak in Fig. 4B. [124] The reason why some attention values at certain sites remain
consistently high over time could be because there consistently has been some substantial level
mutations at those sites throughout the pandemic. For example, the attention at positions 478 and
484 track each other at high levels and coincide on the same track on the plot. This may be
explicable because position 478 is in the receptor binding domain (RBD) of the spike protein,
and it had a high level of mutations in summer of 2020 [125] continuing through later in 2021
when the T478K mutation emerged as a characteristic mutation of the Delta lineage. [122]
Similarly E484Q has been a characteristic mutation in the Delta lineage, but E484K has been an
aspect of other pre-Delta, such as Beta and some Alpha sublineages. [126]-[128] Similarly,
P681H was found in the highly prevalent Alpha lineage [129], and P681R was found in the
Kappa and then later Delta lineage. [130] Accordingly, it may be the case that a consistently high
attention suggests that the model pays attention to the site because it was not a point of variation
at early time points. The attention does vary though in subsequent time periods where it is found
in some important lineages (such as Kappa and then Delta) but no other highly prevalent lineages
(e.g., Alpha). The model thus needs to use that site to predict the emergence date of sequences
across all time periods.

Predicting the Severity of Patient OQutcomes

As detailed in the Methods section, we utilize GISAID samples with patient metadata to
develop a model for the relationship between severity of COVID-19 disease and the spike
protein sequence. Approximately 147,000 of the 3.9 million samples available on the October
2021 cutoff date for inclusion in our study include any patient metadata as well as readable spike
protein sequence information. Many of the metadata entries are simply “unknown” or not
applicable to patient status, e.g., include information about sample collection. Additionally, as
described in the Methods and shown in Supplemental Table 1, many descriptions cannot be used
together in a coherent classification task. For example, we could compare patients who are alive
and dead, but the patients who are not listed as being dead would have a wide range of outcomes
from asymptomatic to ICU admission. Accordingly, we focused on metadata that could be
assigned to two broad categories, “Mild” (0) or “Severe” (1) following the scheme in
Supplemental Table 1, based on the NIH Clinical Guidelines for COVID-19. [108] After
eliminating samples which cannot be classified as Mild or Severe, 54,081 samples remain.

Predicting patient outcomes using machine learning models based on both sequence
and demographic information.

When developing a model to link sequence to disease outcomes, we need to also consider
demographic variables. Throughout the pandemic, there has been consistent epidemiological and
clinical evidence that age and sex/gender (male) are major risk factors for more severe COVID-
19 symptoms. [131]-[133] Earlier studies have shown that GISAID data also supported a
correlation between the demographic metadata which are available—age and gender—to clinical
severity. [76], [77] Figs. 5A and 5B show the relationship between these variables and clinical
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severity, which show, as expected, a correlation with age (increasing age results in increasing
mean severity) and sex/gender (male patients have a greater prevalence of severe outcomes).
Notably, the age data do not show a consistent trend at the extremes of young and old. Extreme
age values, however, are represented by far fewer samples in the data set, and thus may be
susceptible to study bias of which samples were sequenced. For example, if more infants (with
sequenced samples in the GISAID database) were hospitalized, even for incidental reasons, that
would be reflected as a more severe case. Or, if very old patients were sequenced as part of a
study of elderly patients who had survived or had a milder course of disease of disease than
expected for their age, that would skew a small number of samples milder.
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Figure 5. (A—Upper Left) Mean of clinical severity, where 0 is Mild and 1 is Severe (i.e., probability of a severe
case) by patient age in the GISAID database, where age metadata are available. The bars show the count of samples
for each age. (B—Upper Right) Number of mild and severe cases for each sex/gender as identified in the “gender”
patient metadata field for GISAID samples. (C—Lower Left) Mean clinical severity (probability of severe case) by
sample collection date recorded in the GISAID data. For clarity, data have been binned over time periods; the number
of samples in each bin is shown by the bars. (D—Lower Right) Model predictions, including sequence, age, date, and
gender information, of mean severity over time of patient samples with sequences from Alpha (B.1.1.7) and Delta
(B.1.617.2) lineages. Three different ages are run, as indicated in the legend, and the gender variable is set to male.
The predictions shown here are the averages for the 30 most prevalent sequences (frequency found in database) for
each lineage. We can obtain a prediction over time of variant severity, accounting for time in pandemic and age of
patient.

Besides patient demographics, we find a substantial trend in the frequency of severe
outcomes based on sample collection date. Fig. 5C shows how the number of samples with
severe disease in the GISAID database drops as a function of time through the pandemic. There
has been a particularly sharp decrease since approximately February 2021. This trend has been
consistent even as the prevalent genetic compositions of the virus have changed in many
different ways over time. We can see this in Table 2, which shows the percentage of severe
cases, mean age, and percentage of male patients for the patient metadata validation set obtained
as detailed in the Methods section. For example, the B.1 lineage (D614G) was first detected
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January 1, 2020 (https://cov-lineages.org/lineage list.html), and, as Fig. 4A shows, was no
longer highly prevalent by the mid-2020. In the validation data set, 73% of samples indicated a
severe outcome for the B.1 variant, the ancestral genome with a D614G mutation. By contrast,
only 60% of patient outcomes are severe for Alpha (B.1.1.7) sequences, and that drops to 42%
for Delta (B.1.617.2) and further to 26% for AY .4 Delta sublineages. Although the average age
is lower for Delta patients, that is insufficient to explain this drop, which is seen across
sequences with higher ages as well. Overall, the results shown in Table 2 contradict repeated
studies showing that Alpha resulted in elevated hospitalizations, ICU admissions, and other
markers of severe outcomes as compared to ancestral lineages, that Delta was yet more severe,
and that overall other variants of concern emerging later in the pandemic lead to more severe
outcomes overall. [134]-[140]

Table 2. Mean age, percentage of samples which are from patients with severe COVID-19
disease, percentage of samples from male populations, and the mean sample collection date
of samples in the GISAID patient metadata validation data set from the lineages that
appeared at least 400 times (i.e., frequency > 400). Mean sample collection date is defined
in terms of days since December 1, 2019. The most recent lineages (highest sample date)
trend to lower severity.

Lineage Age % Severe % Male Sample Date Frequency
AY.4 394 26% 53% 631 817
B.1 49.8 73% 42% 314 994
B.1.1 50.3 70% 49% 314 696
B.1.1.519 49.9 68% 47% 485 1583
B.1.1.7 48.3 60% 50% 509 3298
B.1.351 45.7 52% 50% 481 849
B.1.617.2 40.0 42% 48% 604 3901
P.1 48.3 64% 48% 548 877

Our model, however, cannot account for changes in how COVID-19 is treated and can be
prevented. In particular, we are unable to control GISAID data for vaccination, as there is still
very limited information about vaccination for samples in GISAID metadata (at least as of
November 2021). The early decline in 2020 in average case severity is consistent from a
Canadian study showing that the case fatality rate (CFR) decreased between the first and second
waves in Ontario prior to any vaccination, even when controlling for age and increased testing.
[141] The latter decline may be accounted for by better understanding of how to treat COVID-
19, and, later in 2020, the emergence of monoclonal antibody therapies. The accelerated decline
in case severity starting in early 2021 is likely attributable to vaccination, particularly of older
populations, which would also be consistent with the lower mean ages of Delta and its
sublineages as indicated in Table 2. Countries in which vaccines were widely available among
the elderly in early 2021 and general population through 2021 are highly overrepresented in
GISAID sequence data: of all sequences in GISAID through our October 2021 cutoff, 55% were
in Europe and 34% were from North America. The overrepresentation is less acute in the subset
with patient metadata, but still 69% of the GISAID sequences with metadata for patient status
were from Europe and North America combined.
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In addition to treatment and vaccination effects, the sequence data are also impacted by
artifacts arising from the context of where sequences are obtained. Early in the pandemic, we
observe that every sample is from a hospitalized patient, which is consistent with limited testing
and a bias towards hospitalizing COVID-19 patients to isolate and treat them. Later sequence
samples are likelier to come from population screening studies, where subjects could be
asymptomatic or only mildly symptomatic. It may even be that the “real” average disease
severity has decreased even faster than our analysis reflects. We categorize hospitalizations as
“severe” cases, acknowledging that some fraction of those cases will not be in fact severe in
those cases where GISAID metadata cannot distinguish whether the patients was admitted for
other reasons but are not severely ill from COVID-19 itself. There is evidence that the fraction of
incidentally hospitalized cases may be increasing over time due to vaccination in the United
States and other countries. [142]-[145] The reason proposed for why vaccination would increase
incidental hospitalization of non-severe cases is that more patients being admitted for other
reasons will test positive as they have asymptomatic or barely symptomatic (paucisymptomatic)
cases. Moreover, the foregoing biases could explain why we observe an overall high proportion
of severe cases in our analysis.

Accordingly, we include sample collection date as a demographic variable in training the
neural network, along with age and gender. As shown in Fig. 1, these variables are fed into the
neural network model at the Ny-dimensional densely connected layer. A sample’s demographic
variables are thus embedded along with the spike protein sequence in the Ny-dimensional
embedding vectors obtained from that layer. Table 3 shows the classification metrics of the
Transformer-based neural network model and XGBoost on the validation data set. The training
and validation sets are constructed to avoid sequence overlaps, as detailed in the Methods
section. We compare the results of our neural network model to XGBoost, as it is a decision tree-
based ensemble learning approach that has proven to be useful in biological sequence machine
learning applications as it is 1) fast, 2) highly effective at classification, 3) robust to missing
values (which frequently arise in GISAID data due to missing or ambiguous amino acid codes),
and 4) can provide a ranking of feature importance, which we use to validate the interpretability
of our neural network model below. [146], [147]

Table 3. Classification metrics for the patient metadata validation set for the neural
network model of Figure 1 and XGBoost model trained on individual samples (rather than
sequences). Prediction results shown are based on training on age, gender, and date as the
only independent variables, sequence alone, and the sequence combined with other
variables. There 8,948 and 12,965 samples of Mild (Class 0) and Severe (Class 0) patient
outcomes; shown here are average metrics weighted to account for the class imbalance.
Classification accuracy of the Transformer-based neural network model approaches 70%
and is only somewhat lower than XGBoost.

Precision Recall F1 score Accuracy

XGBoost

No Sequence 0.66 0.64 0.66 0.65
Sequence Only 0.65 0.66 0.65 0.72
Sequence + Age, Gender, Date 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72
Transformer

No Sequence 0.66 0.63 0.63 0.63
Sequence Only 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65
Sequence + Age, Gender, Date 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69
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Overall, as Table 3 shows, both our neural network and XGBoost are able to correctly
predict a substantial majority of both the mild and severe cases. We also found that the XGBoost
does outperform the neural network model. This was as expected, since most of the differences
between spike protein sequences, particularly at early time points in the pandemic are at specific
sequence positions where XGBoost should perform best. The neural network model was found to
be able to consistently make nearly as accurate predictions. Moreover, for both methods,
including sequence as well as the demographic variables led to a superior performance than
considering each alone.

The combined sequence and demographic model can also be qualitatively validated. Fig.
5D shows predictions made by training the Transformer-based neural network model that using
sequence as well as age, gender, and sample collection date. We simulated the trained model for
dates starting in March 2020, well before either Alpha (early 2021) and then later Delta (mid-
2021) were prevalent and their sequences had emerged (September 2020 and December 2020
respectively). [148], [149] As expected, the model predicts that Alpha and Delta cases would
have been more severe had they occurred earlier in the pandemic. Moreover, the model predicts
that, overall, Delta cases would be more severe than Alpha, in agreement with the above-cited
clinical and epidemiological literature. In sum, once we incorporate sample date in our model,
we are able to produce predictions that are validated both quantitatively and qualitatively.

We note that we are limited in the demographic information that we can include given
that the sequence data on GISAID does not have additional information. As a result, our model
cannot account in other important factors that increase the risk of severe COVID-19, including
comorbidities and racial disparities. [150] Also, patient metadata may be snapshots in time. For
example, a mild case may evolve into a severe case without updating its annotation. We also do
not consider the geographic origin of cases. The severity of cases may be related to different
countries and regions’ enforcement of non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPI), the differences
within a country in who has a large number of contacts, which may itself change over time, level
of circulating virus, and differences in hospital capacity and standards of care. [151]-[153].
However, there is a strong confounding effect between sequences and countries. [65] As a result,
the relationship between sequence and severity will in fact reflect regional-specific factors to
some extent, particularly for sequences that do not become widespread in multiple regions.
However, given the small fraction of sequences for which patient metadata are available, there
are too few sequenced samples in individual countries or regions to enable machine learning
based on geographic variables.

Interpreting the disease severity model by visualizing embeddings and attention.

To visualize sequence embeddings, we select a random equal sampling of the 45 most
prevalent lineages. Sampling allows the visualization to be more tractable while retaining the
structure of the data, i.e., to avoid having lineages that have many more sequences in the
database, particularly those from Alpha and Delta lineages, swamp the signal from other
sequences. In Fig. 6, we show how the different input variables, sequence, age, gender, and
sample collection date, influence the embedded structure of the validation data set. To visualize
the effect of sequence on a sample’s embedding, we quantify the distance between the sample’s
spike sequence and the spike reference sequence, which is the consensus of ancestral genomes.
We use the mismatch frequency divided by length of the spike reference sequence as a per cent
mismatch to measure sequence distance.
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We expect that the t-SNE plots of the embeddings in Fig. 6 should reflect how the model
performs its ultimate regression. The Ny-dimensional embedding layer is the layer immediately
before the final sigmoid-activated node that outputs the class probability (i.e., probability of that
a sample is from a severe case) with is rounded to the mild/severe (0/1) prediction. Therefore, at
the Ny-dimensional layer, embedded samples will be separated in the embedding space in such a
manner that they can be most accurately classified based on the trained model parameters. The t-
SNE plots should thus accentuate similarities and distances, the visualization should reflect the
separation and clustering of the embeddings according to how they will be classified.

Fig. 6 shows, as expected, consistent patterns within the relative positions of sample
embeddings according to age, sample date, and sequence distance. The exception is gender,
which fails to show separation between male and female samples. The lack of a pattern for
gender in Fig. 6 is consistent with Fig. 5B, which shows that the effect of gender on disease
severity is not as significant as that for age or sample date. Severe cases account for 58% of
samples from male patients, as opposed to 53% from female patients. (As noted above, the
overall likelihood of severe cases in our GISAID-sourced data set is much higher than would be
expected in the general population.) By contrast, age and sample date do play an important role.
As Fig. 6 shows, the patterns of age and sample date are orthogonal to each other. The
relationship between age and sample date patterns is consistent with Figs. SA and 5C, which
show that as age increases, severity increases, but as sample date increases, severity decreases.
Fig. 6 also shows that sequence is playing a role in the model prediction. We represent the effect
of sequence by categorizing samples according to their degree of difference (distance) from the
reference sequence that was used for alignment, as described in the Methods. The sequence
distance is measured by mismatch frequency normalized by the length of the reference sequence
(1,273 amino acids). Fig. 6 shows a pattern of separation and clustering among samples by
sequence distance that is clockwise similar to sample date as the two will be correlated as
discussed above. In sum, we can visualize how the neural network model utilizes the input
variables to train the model.
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Figure 6. Sequence embeddings obtained from the trained neural network model and visualized based on a 2-
component t-SNE (perplexity of 30). The plots all show the same t-SNE visualization of a random sampling of 150
samples each of the 45 most prevalent lineages in order to achieve sequence and sample date diversity. Clockwise
starting with the upper left, the graphs show the t-SNE distribution labeled by sample collection date, patient age,
sequence distance, and gender respectively. Variables are binned as indicated in the legend. Sequence distance is the
number of mismatches between the sequence of the sample to the reference protein sequence divided by the reference
protein sequence length, disregarding any padding or ambiguous amino acids in the sample sequence. The embeddings
are heavily influenced by variant emergence and thus time, in addition to age. Gender has little effect.

We can also gain insight into the model through attention. To demonstrate that the
attention of a sequence position in our model can correspond to the importance of that position to
classification, we compare the attention values that we found at different positions in the spike
protein sequence to XGBoost feature importance scores. A trained XGBoost model can be
analyzed to identify feature importance through various scores that are based on characteristics
of boosted tree models, such as the number of times a feature is used to split trees, or the gain in
score towards the objective function obtained by splitting trees based on a feature. [154], [155]
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Table 4. Amino acid positions with the highest mean attention score, comparing the
XGBoost feature importance ranking and score (obtained from the gain measure of feature
importance). This table includes the 10 highest-scoring features identified by XGBoost,
which appear within the 22 highest attention values.

Attention | Amino Acid | Mean Attention | XGBoost | XGBoost
Rank Position Score Rank Score
1258 5.42 73 163
2 732 5.1 10 2090
3 142 4.96 1 6421
4 501 3.79 8 2272
5 69 2.14 5 2813
6 70 2.13 31 573
7 716 2.08 25 756
8 570 2.06 27 709
9 19 1.99 26 720
10 950 1.92 17 1352
11 144 1.34 6 2306
12 95 1.25 2 4698
13 222 1.07 4 3474
14 417 1.06 24 757
15 655 1.01 62 225
16 614 0.94 7 2288
17 1104 0.91 9 2240
18 241 0.87 134 78
19 243 0.86 335 7
20 242 0.86 250 23
21 477 0.86 14 1488
22 681 0.84 3 3559
23 1074 0.83 22 962
24 97 0.81 18 1168

Table 4 shows a comparison of the XGBoost feature score (gain) and attention score for
the highest attention sequence positions. The ranking of the XGBoost feature score is related to
the rank of the highest attention sequence features. The highest-scoring features in the XGBoost
model, however, were age, sample date, and gender. This is likely because XGBoost uses a
greedy approach to branch decision trees in variables that will most rapidly lead to the optimal
classification. [118] Therefore, we expect that XGBoost will consider gender as an important
variable as it is varies consistently in the training samples, while samples may have very similar
or even identical sequences. By contrast, as Fig. 6 shows, it is less important to our Transformer-
based neural network model. The XGBoost feature scores in Table 4 are likewise much more
skewed towards a smaller number of variants than the attention scores from the neural network
model. Despite these differences, as Table 4 indicates, the 10 most important sequence features
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per XGBoost were found among the 22 highest mean attention positions, showing a concordance
between the attention and XGBoost scores.

Many of the high attention positions coincide with sites that have been identified as
having a potential significance for virulence, infectivity, and/or immune evasion. For example, at
the third-highest position, protein structure analysis suggests that G142D, which is present in
some Delta and Delta sub-lineage sequences, may be linked to higher infectivity and immune
evasion. [156] In the GISAID data, sequences containing G142D are in fact generally associated
with lower severity, although that is partly a function of its more recent emergence which would
result in a lower apparent severity for the reasons discussed above. The highly ranked sites also
include locations known to be significant for differentiating SARS-CoV-2 variants, such as
positions 69 (corresponding to the 68-69 deletion), 501 (where the N501Y mutation occurs,
which is characteristic of B.1.1.7/Alpha) and 681 (P681R and P681H) as shown in Fig. 4B and
discussed in the accompanying text.

The site with the highest mean attention, position 1258, however, has not been as well
characterized. The most common mutation found in our training and validation data at that site
was E1258D, although we also found E1258H. E1258Q has been observed before as well, and
the site has been linked to coincident mutations that may result in a spike protein missing its
terminal region. [157] It appears that these spike mutants would cause the spike protein to
accumulate in the plasma membrane, which would result in syncytia, large multinuclear cellular
masses, which may result in heightened virulence. [157] We did not observe such truncated spike
proteins in our patient data set. However, we do see that E1258D is associated with much higher
disease severity. Among the 2.6% of samples with an E1258D mutation, 99% were categorized
as severe cases. (Our model correctly predicted that 92% of them would be severe.) Another
report indicated that E1258D had been found in Delta sublineages, but without additional
analysis of its potential impact on patient outcomes or transmissibility. [158]

Importantly, E1258D is not lineage specific: 38.7% of the E1258 in the patient data set
were from B.1.1.519, 18.1% were P.1 (Gamma), 14.8% B.1.1.7 (Alpha), and 11.9% were
B.1.617.2 (Delta) and Delta sublineages (primarily AY.3 and AY.20). As a result, the
conventional way of analyzing virulence by studying specific lineages would not pick up on a
difference that is due to the presence of E1258D. This demonstrates how sequence modeling can
be a crucial compliment to phylogenetic and other lineage-based classifications. E1258D is an
example of a mutation that can be adopted, and sometimes can revert, within multiple clades, and
different times, and along with different combinations of other mutations. While it is possible
that the E1258D mutation’s apparent importance from our deep analysis of the GISAID patient
data set may be an artifact of the limited data we analyzed, the strong signal suggests that it may
warrant further investigation.

Genus-Level Coronavirus Classification

The preceding two tasks demonstrate the capabilities of our deep modeling approach to
analyze classification and regression problems in the SARS-CoV-2 context. While in these tasks,
deep learning can focus on individual sites within the spike protein sequence, our model can be
flexibly extended to problems that require deeper sequence analysis. Here, we apply our model,
without any changes to structure or hyperparameters, to genus-level classification of coronavirus
spike protein sequences. While spike proteins are a ubiquitous feature of coronaviruses, different
species in different genera will have spike proteins that bind to different host cell receptors and
which have significantly dissimilar structures and sequences. [159], [160] A higher level
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taxonomic classification task presents, therefore, a qualitative different classification task than
one which can succeed by using combinations of single site features.

As a proof of concept, we trained a genus-level Transformer-based neural network
classifier for spike protein sequences. We employ the same architecture (from Fig. 1) and the
same hyperparameters as in the other studies in this paper, aside from using a softmax function
instead of a sigmoid at the output to allow for multiple classes. Because we sought to test our
genus-level classifier using SARS-CoV-2 as a validation sample, we removed SARS-CoV-2 and
any closely related sequences, i.e., “SARS-like” viruses, recombinant viruses based on SARS-
CoV-2, and viruses that were discovered subsequent to the emergence of SARS-CoV-2
specifically to find SARS-CoV-2’s origins (e.g., [161]) from the training data. We then assessed
the ability of the trained model to correctly predict that SARS-CoV-2 as Betacoronavirus. In a
random sample of 100,000 raw, unprocessed sequences, we found that over 10 runs, our model
was able to correctly predict 98.4 + 0.3%.

e B.1.1.7 (Alpha)
B.1.617.2 (Delta)

® Pl (Gamma)

e B.1(D614G)
B.1.351 (Beta)
B.1.427|B.1.429 (Epsilon)

-100 -5 -50 -25 0 3 50 7

Figure 7. The 2-component t-SNE plot (perplexity of 30) for selected variants in 20,000 raw SARS-CoV-2 spike
protein sequences after being classified by the pre-trained genus-level model (with SARS-CoV-2 removed). The
selected variants are listed in the legend. (B.1 is ancestral virus with D614G). Despite never seeing SARS-CoV-2,
some SARS-CoV-2 sequence embeddings can be clustered by variant, albeit not as well as when classified by time of
emergence (Fig. 2).

We also evaluated the model’s ability to classify incomplete and noisy sequences. We
found that the model was robust to noise. Of the 36,636 raw sequences in the overall October 1,
2021 data set that contain at least 300 ambiguous amino acid codes, we obtained a correct
prediction rate of 90.0 + 3.8%. The most challenging data set for our model was 14,226 sequence
fragments of less than 1000 amino acids in length, where we found a correct rate of 47.7 + 2.8%.
By comparison, BLAST was unable to find hits for 4% of sequences, and in a few cases
identified sequences as coming from the wrong genus, and, overall, could correctly identify 95%
of short fragment sequences. We do expect that particularly short fragments will challenge our
Transformer-based model. Employing a Transformer architecture relies on token and position
embedding, since the fragment may be displaced in position in an unpredictable way that cannot
be addressed by simple end-padding. However, our results do show that our model can provide
robust analysis of sequence patterns even in the presence of a high degree of sequencing noise
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that results in erroneous or ambiguous amino acid encoding, and it can tolerate shorter lengths of
“missing” sequence, such as indels.

The sequence embeddings generated by the genus-level classification model demonstrate
how deep sequence modeling can reveal sequence patterns and information at different scales.
Fig. 7 shows a t-SNE plot of the embeddings of selected common variants. We can see
sequences of certain variants, such as Alpha, Beta, and Delta forming groups. Notably, the
patterns that we seem among lineages of SARS-CoV-2 have been found without alignment.
Moreover, the only classifier that has been trained is one that classifies at the genus level,
without training on any SARS-CoV-2 or closely similar sequences.

Predicting Properties of the Emerging Omicron Variant of Concern

Predicting neutralizing antibody reduction (potential immune evasion)

To predict the Omicron variant’s ability to evade the immune responses from vaccination
or natural infection, we relied a training data set based on experimental data for the reduction of
neutralizing antibody titers due to variants obtained before Omicron. We focus on neutralizing
antibody titers, as they have been shown to be a good correlate of immune protection with
respect to an infection for vaccines. [162] Table 1 shows the assumptions that we made, which
integrate from multiple sources [109]-[113], although we sought to base our training on as few
studies as possible to minimize variability. While it may have been better to use data from a
single trial, most trials only consider a subset of variants and cannot be used to develop enough
training data.

Moreover, our model is fundamentally limited by the very high degree of variability in
the source data. Basing a predictive model on neutralizing antibody studies requires contending
with noisy measurement methods, substantial inter-individual differences in immune responses
reflected in their sera, systematic effects due to using actual virus or pseudovirus (i.e., another
virus engineered to express SARS-CoV-2 spike variants), differences arising from whether
vaccinated or convalescent sera were used, and differences in antibody reduction due to different
vaccines and numbers of doses. [110], [113], [163] For example, in one study, it was found that
sera from patients vaccinated with AstraZeneca or Pfizer’s vaccines had on average 8-9 fold
lower neutralization, but convalescent sera from patients infected by the ancestral virus (A
lineage) had 13.5 fold lower neutralization [164] In sum, our prediction of the reduction of
neutralizing antibody activity of Omicron should not be interpreted as an absolute quantitative
prediction, rather it will be relative to our starting assumptions in Table 1.

Our initial test set collection consisted of samples annotated as B.1.529 and available on
GISAID on December 9, 2021, which, after pre-processing, consists of 295 sequences. We note
that while we refer to Omicron and B.1.529 interchangeably, the B.1.529 lineage has more
recently supplanted with BA.1, BA.2, and BA.3 designations (described in https://cov-
lineages.org/lineage list.html). We then train our model to perform a regression to the reciprocal
of the values in Table 1, as described in the Methods section. Table 5 shows the results for 10
trained models and overall average predictions. There is a high degree of variability between
runs, because the predicted neutralizing antibody activity levels are very small: small
quantitative differences in predictions due to randomization in the machine learning algorithm
result in large variations in the reciprocal prediction of fold-decrease in neutralizing antibodies.
Within each run, the model’s predictions also vary between sequences. The relative
intersequence variance is consistent within runs, reflecting differences between sequences that
are designated as being from the Omicron lineage. Indeed, after these results were obtained,
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distinct sublineages have been designated within Omicron, i.e., BA.1 and BA.2 sublineages
which differ in that BA.2 lacks a deletion at positions 69-70. [165]

Table 5. Predicted fold decrease in neutralizing antibody activity for Omicron sequences
across multiple runs of the deep learning model. The results show the minimum, maximum,
and average predictions across all Omicron sequences, as well as the prediction that was
made for the most sequences in the data set. Most runs identified significant decreases in
neutralizing antibody activity, even greater than Beta and other variants of concern
previously identified as being immune evasive (see Table 1).

Run Most Frequent Maximum Minimum Average
1 15.3 37.5 5.3 16.8
2 154 32.3 4.0 16.5
3 14.2 23.6 3.5 15.3
4 19.2 50.7 6.0 21.3
5 11.9 36.1 3.9 13.2
6 18.8 39.2 4.2 19.5
7 20.4 43.3 5.6 22.2
8 16.0 26.2 5.1 16.8
9 151 25.2 4.6 15.5
10 22.0 37.9 5.3 22.7
Average for 16.8 £ 3.1 35.2+8.6 47+038 18.0+3.2
all runs

Notwithstanding the variability in the predictions shown in Table 5, the trends are clear.
For certain sequences and runs, the model predicts as high as a 50-fold reduction of neutralizing
antibody activity. On average, and for the most frequently observed sequences, Omicron is
predicted to have a greater decrease in antibody neutralization than all of the variants previously
seen. These results are broadly consistent with both a) predictions that the Omicron spike protein
structure can evade antibodies and b) experiments measuring significantly lower neutralization
by vaccinated and convalescent sera as compared to previous variants—including Beta, which,
as Table 1 indicates, is significantly immune evasive itself. [166]—[171] This demonstrates the
ability of the neural network model to generalize, as it predicts a reduction in neutralizing
antibody titers of Omicron much greater than any other previously characterized variant
considered individually. By contrast, when tested XGBoost an alternative methodology, it
consistently overfit to the training data and predicted no more than a 2 or 3-fold reduction for
any combination of maximum tree depth, regularization, and other hyperparameters.

We also found that between runs, certain Omicron sequences consistently result in a
higher predicted degree of antibody invasion than others. To analyze the mutations that are
associated with particularly high levels of immune escape, we determined the difference in the
attention scores between the sequence with the largest and smallest predicted fold-decreases in
antibody neutralization activity. Fig. 8 shows a plot of the differential attention between
maximum and minimum predictions, which shows spikes at positions that are likely to be
determinative of the prediction. Certain sites with large differential attention have been
characterized as being important for antibody evasion. For example, Fig. 8 shows a spike at
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position 484, which is where the E484K mutation has been found to lead to substantial antibody
escape. [126] Other positions, such as 417, 501, and 681 have also been associated with potential
immune-evasive mutations (i.e., N501Y, K417N/T, L452R) [172]. Interestingly, focusing on site
346, we found that a relatively greater reduction in predicted activity was associated with
Omicron sequences which include of the R346K mutation. The R346K mutation was found in
B.1.621 / Mu variant of concern. [173] Subsequent studies showed reduced neutralizing antibody
activity of vaccinated and convalescent sera to the Mu variant. [110] The model’s prediction is
consistent with early evidence that an Omicron sublineage with the R346K mutation has
substantially less binding affinity to monoclonal antibodies. [169] Other mutations in Omicron
sequences that greater neutralizing antibody activity are found at sites 156-158 with an E156G
and F157/R158-9 substitution and deletion, which has been linked to a higher level of immune
escape in Delta. [174]
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Figure 8. Differential attention plot showing the log (base 10) of the attention difference between the sequence with
the maximum and minimum predicted fold-decreases in neutralizing antibody activity (which was the same across all

runs shown in Table 5). The spikes show sites that are relevant for predicted increased immune escape, many of which
are consistent with sites found to be significant in previous studies.

The model’s results should not be taken as a complete prediction of immune escape,
however, because the model does not consider the role of cellular immunity mediated by T cells.
Cellular immunity has been shown to likely have a significant role in the immune response to
COVID-19 infection and the ability of vaccines to prevent severe disease. [175] For example,
patient studies have shown that reduction in neutralizing antibodies, even to the extent of
complete elimination of antibodies against the Beta variant, do not necessarily correspond to a
drop in real world effectiveness of vaccines with respect to symptomatic and severe disease.
[176], [177] Accordingly, vaccines may retain a high degree of protection against severe disease
caused by Omicron, even if there were to be a real-world reduction in neutralizing antibody
activity to the extent that both the model predicts and recent studies suggest.

Predicting Omicron disease severity

As discussed above and shown in Fig. 4C, since Omicron has emerged at a later date in
the pandemic than other variants, we expect it to be less severe than if the same variant had
emerged earlier in the pandemic. We must therefore control for age and date, as shown Fig. 5D,
to compare Omicron’s relative severity to other variants. Fig. 9A shows how the mean predicted
disease severity of Omicron sequences would vary over time through the pandemic. Predicted
disease severity varies less between sequences than predicted immune evasion; however, there is
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still some variability as Fig. 9A shows. The maximum standard deviation in the probability of a
severe case was found to be less than 0.01 for all time periods, and the largest peak to peak
variation is + 15%. As Fig. 9A illustrates, even the worst-case scenario which would still result
in a significantly lower severity than Delta, accounting for the variability of predictions between
Delta sequences.

Fig. 9B shows a differential attention plot, which (similarly to Fig. 8) indicates the spike
protein sequence locations that have the greatest difference in attention score between the most
prevalent Delta and Omicron sequences. The model found mutations at these sites to be most
relevant in predicting that Omicron would likely be less severe than Delta (controlling for patient
age, sex, and case date). Further study is required to determine the potential effect of the spike
protein sites and mutations identified in Fig. 9B on biological mechanisms that could affect
infectivity or cell-cell fusion in ways that would impact the risk of severe outcomes.
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Figure 9. (A — Left) Model prediction of the average time-dependent disease severity, assuming a 50-year-old male
patient, for samples with known sequences from Beta, Delta, and Omicron lineages. Omicron is predicted to have, on
average, a 35-40% reduced risk of severe disease as compared to Delta, and to have reduced risk relative to Beta as
well. (B — Right) Differential attention plot showing the spike protein sequence positions that have the greatest
difference in attention score between most commonly found Delta and Omicron sequences. Sites with a greatest
positive attention difference are 69-70 (where Omicron has a deletion also present in Alpha but not Delta), 95 (the
most common Omicron sequence type, shown here, lacks Delta’s T951 mutation), 143-144 (Omicron has a deletion),
211 (Omicron has a deletion), 417 (Delta lacks the K417N found in many but not all Delta lineages), and 477 (Omicron
lacks S477N). Sites with the greatest negative attention difference are 19 (T19R found in some but not all Delta
sequences), 142 (Omicron lacks Delta’s D142G), 501 (N501Y also found in Alpha) and 950 (Omicron lacks N950D).

The reduced severity of Omicron as compared to Delta is consistent with early laboratory
evidence that there is a reduction in lower lung infectivity, deficient cell entry, and a reduction in
syncytium formation due to reduced ability of the spike protein to mediate plasma membrane
fusion. [178], [179] A decrease in severe disease is also consistent with preliminary clinical and
epidemiological evidence that had emerged by the time of this manuscript’s preparation,
suggesting that patients had less severe disease in South Africa. [180] Reduced severe disease in
South Africa may be due to a particularly high degree of seroprevalence in South Africa as a
result of prior infection and vaccination of the vulnerable population. However, early data from
the United Kingdom also suggest a 20-25% reduced level of hospitalization of any kind and 40-
45% reduction in hospitalizations of greater than one day. [181]

Fig. 9A further shows a reduction in predicted Omicron severity as compared to the Beta
variant that had been prevalent in Southern Africa pre-Delta and which also has a high degree of
immune evasion. [2] As discussed above, it is difficult to compare clinical and epidemiological

30


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414; this version posted December 27, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .
Deep Modeling of SARS-CoV-2 Spike / Sokhansanj et al.

evidence of severity for variants earlier in time, because of the effect of vaccination, previous
infections, and improved therapies. However, the model’s predictions are consistent with the
preliminary data showing that Omicron may have deficient cell entry and less induction of cell-
cell fusion as compared to wild type (ancestral genome) as well as Delta. [178] It has also been
suggested based on free energy calculations that the Omicron spike protein has deficient ACE2
binding as compared to wild type or Omicron. [182] Even if these and other preliminary results
and predictions of lower severity on an individual basis bear out, epidemiological evidence
clearly shows that Omicron is highly transmissible, significantly more so than Delta. [183]

Critically, our current model’s predictions of Omicron’s decreased severity depend on
accounting for time-dependent factors—in particular, vaccination of the population, improved
therapies, and potentially increased opportunities for infection-acquired immunity as well. Fig.
9A shows that had Omicron emerged earlier in the pandemic, absent the protection conferred by
vaccination and improved therapeutics, the variant’s apparent severity would have been much
greater. Moreover, given the apparently dramatic increased infectivity of Omicron, it may still
result in widespread severe disease even at this point in the pandemic.

CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we show that a deep sequence model that incorporates a multi-attention
Transformer as well as sequence-wide self-attention and embedding layers for multiscale
interpretation can successfully perform classification and regression tasks on SARS-CoV-2 spike
protein sequence data. Our results demonstrate that our modeling approach can identify attention
values that correspond to sequence positions of interest and embeddings that can be visualized to
show relationships between sequences. We show that modeling the relationship between disease
severity and sequencing variants sets requires accounting for not only patient age but also sample
collection date, particularly due to time-dependent increases in vaccination rates. Accounting for
these differences by combining demographic variables with sequence input to our model allows
us to predict patient severity from GISAID data at nearly 70% accuracy. We can also
qualitatively predict that Delta is more severe than Alpha when controlling for time. The same
model architecture and parameters used to predict patient severity can be applied to do genus-
level classification of coronavirus spike proteins, and embeddings resulting from genus-level
classification can be used to visualize lower scale distinctions between SARS-CoV-2 variants.

We have also been able to make predictions about the recently emerged Omicron
variant’s immune evasive properties and risk of causing severe disease without using any
training data for Omicron. We predict that Omicron will be highly immune evasive, but that it
may have substantially less risk of causing severe disease than the Delta variant. Both
predictions have so far proven to be consistent with emerging empirical reports. The ability of
the model to make validated predictions for Omicron, despite Omicron’s novelty and distance
from previously observed SARS-CoV-2 sequences shows that our deep neural network
framework is generalizable. We therefore provide the proof of concept for a computational
modeling framework that can provide predictive insight on the properties of SARS-CoV-2
variants that may emerge in the future, before empirical data for that variant become available.

Finally, we note that while there is an unprecedented amount of sequencing data available
for SARS-CoV-2, the tasks demonstrated here in large part only used thousands of the millions
of available samples. This was due to the lack of metadata beyond geographic origin and simple
demographic variables for the vast majority of sequences. An important objective of sequencing
work should be to collect and curate important information about the sample and to meet
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minimum information about a sequence standards. [186] However, the fact that we have been
able to gain insight to SARS-CoV-2 even with limited data sets shows the potentially for deep
modeling approach shown here to be extended to other biological problems.

Acknowledgments

We downloaded all SARS-Cov-2 sequences available from and acknowledge the contributions
of the Global Initiative on Sharing All Influenza Data (GISAID) EpiCoV database, which has
made accessible novel coronavirus sequencing data, including from the NIH Genbank resource.
We would also like to acknowledge the authors, originating and submitting laboratories of the
sequences from GISAID’s EpiCoV Database on which this research is based, as well as all future
SARS-CoV-2 sequence contributors in GISAID’s EpiCoV Database. We particularly
acknowledge the researchers from Bostwana, Hong Kong, and South Africa who made the first
Omicron genomes available to the community through GISAID. A list of contributors to the data
used in this paper will be available at https://github.com/bahrad/Covid. Work reported here was
run on hardware supported by Drexel's University Research Computing Facility.

Funding Statement

GR received National Science Foundation (NSF: https://www.nsf.gov/) grants #1919691 and
#2107108. The funders had no role in study design, data collection and analysis, decision to
publish, or preparation of the manuscript.

Ethics Statement
This study involves only openly available human data, which can be obtained from the GISAID's
EpiCoV database, which is available at http://www.gisaid.org. As this study involves

deidentified data made available for public use, it does not require Institutional Review under 45
CFR 46.102.

Data Availability

All data produced in the present study are available upon reasonable request to the authors,
where permitted under GISAID's terms of use. A list of the sequence identifiers (EPI identifiers)
for the sequences is available for download from https://github.com/bahrad/Covid. Researchers
who register at GISAID website (http://www.gisaid.org) and meet their criteria will gain access
to the data. Notebooks used to define models, perform training, and generate results are also
available for download from the GitHub site.

32


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414; this version posted December 27, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .
Deep Modeling of SARS-CoV-2 Spike / Sokhansanj et al.

REFERENCES

[17 Y. Shuand J. McCauley, “GISAID: Global initiative on sharing all influenza data — from
vision to reality,” Eurosurveillance, vol. 22, no. 13, p. 30494, Mar. 2017, doi:
10.2807/1560-7917.ES.2017.22.13.30494.

[2] K. Tao et al., “The biological and clinical significance of emerging SARS-CoV-2
variants.,” Nat. Rev. Genet., pp. 1-17, Sep. 2021, doi: 10.1038/s41576-021-00408-x.

[3] D.P. Martin et al., “The emergence and ongoing convergent evolution of the SARS-CoV-2
N501Y lineages,” Cell, vol. 184, no. 20, pp. 5189-5200.e7, Sep. 2021, doi:
10.1016/j.cell.2021.09.003.

[4] D. Planas et al., “Reduced sensitivity of SARS-CoV-2 variant Delta to antibody
neutralization.,” Nature, vol. 596, no. 7871, pp. 276-280, Aug. 2021, doi:
10.1038/s41586-021-03777-9.

[5] A. Vaswani et al., “Attention is all you need,” in Proceedings of the 31st International
Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems, Red Hook, NY, USA, Dec. 2017,
pp. 6000-6010.

[6] T.S. Pillay, “Gene of the month: the 2019-nCoV/SARS-CoV-2 novel coronavirus spike
protein,” J. Clin. Pathol., vol. 73, no. 7, p. 366, Jul. 2020, doi: 10.1136/jclinpath-2020-
206658.

[7] S.S.A.Karim and Q. A. Karim, “Omicron SARS-CoV-2 variant: a new chapter in the
COVID-19 pandemic,” The Lancet, vol. 398, no. 10317, pp. 2126-2128, Dec. 2021, doi:
10.1016/S0140-6736(21)02758-6.

[8] L. Wang and G. Cheng, “Sequence analysis of the Emerging Sars-CoV-2 Variant Omicron
in South Africa,” J. Med. Virol., Dec. 2021, doi: 10.1002/jmv.27516.

[9] “Where did ‘weird’ Omicron come from?” https://www.science.org/content/article/where-
did-weird-omicron-come (accessed Dec. 22, 2021).

[10] A. C. Walls, Y.-J. Park, M. A. Tortorici, A. Wall, A. T. McGuire, and D. Veesler,
“Structure, Function, and Antigenicity of the SARS-CoV-2 Spike Glycoprotein,” Cell,
vol. 181, no. 2, pp. 281-292.¢6, Apr. 2020, doi: 10.1016/j.cell.2020.02.058.

[11] J. Shang et al., “Cell entry mechanisms of SARS-CoV-2,” Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A.,
vol. 117, no. 21, pp. 11727-11734, May 2020, doi: 10.1073/pnas.2003138117.

[12] D. M. Weinreich et al., “REGN-COV2, a Neutralizing Antibody Cocktail, in Outpatients
with Covid-19,” N. Engl. J. Med., vol. 384, no. 3, pp. 238-251, Jan. 2021, doi:
10.1056/NEJM0a2035002.

[13] S. J. Thomas et al., “Safety and Efficacy of the BNT162b2 mRNA Covid-19 Vaccine
through 6 Months.,” N. Engl. J. Med., vol. 385, no. 19, pp. 1761-1773, Nov. 2021, doi:
10.1056/NEJMoa2110345.

[14] L. A. Jackson et al., “An mRNA Vaccine against SARS-CoV-2 — Preliminary Report,” V.
Engl. J. Med., vol. 383, no. 20, pp. 1920-1931, Nov. 2020, doi:
10.1056/NEJM0a2022483.

[15] B. J. Bosch, R. van der Zee, C. A. M. de Haan, and P. J. M. Rottier, “The Coronavirus
Spike Protein Is a Class I Virus Fusion Protein: Structural and Functional Characterization
of the Fusion Core Complex,” J. Virol., vol. 77, no. 16, pp. 8801-8811, Aug. 2003, doi:
10.1128/JV1.77.16.8801-8811.2003.

[16] Q. Wang et al., “Structural and Functional Basis of SARS-CoV-2 Entry by Using Human
ACE2,” Cell, vol. 181, no. 4, pp. 894-904.¢9, May 2020, doi: 10.1016/j.cell.2020.03.045.

33


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414; this version posted December 27, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .
Deep Modeling of SARS-CoV-2 Spike / Sokhansanj et al.

[17] J. Cui, F. Li, and Z.-L. Shi, “Origin and evolution of pathogenic coronaviruses,” Nat. Rev.
Microbiol., vol. 17, no. 3, pp. 181-192, Mar. 2019, doi: 10.1038/s41579-018-0118-9.

[18] J. K. Millet, J. A. Jaimes, and G. R. Whittaker, “Molecular diversity of coronavirus host
cell entry receptors,” FEMS Microbiol. Rev., vol. 45, no. 3, p. fuaa057, May 2021, doi:
10.1093/femsre/fuaa057.

[19] K. Cameron, L. Rozano, M. Falasca, and R. L. Mancera, “Does the SARS-CoV-2 Spike
Protein Receptor Binding Domain Interact Effectively with the DPP4 (CD26) Receptor? A
Molecular Docking Study,” Int. J. Mol. Sci., vol. 22, no. 13, Art. no. 13, Jan. 2021, doi:
10.3390/ijms22137001.

[20] B. Coutard, C. Valle, X. de Lamballerie, B. Canard, N. G. Seidah, and E. Decroly, “The
spike glycoprotein of the new coronavirus 2019-nCoV contains a furin-like cleavage site
absent in CoV of the same clade,” Antiviral Res., vol. 176, p. 104742, Apr. 2020, doi:
10.1016/j.antiviral.2020.104742.

[21] J. A. Plante, B. M. Mitchell, K. S. Plante, K. Debbink, S. C. Weaver, and V. D. Menachery,
“The variant gambit: COVID-19’s next move.,” Cell Host Microbe, vol. 29, no. 4, pp.
508-515, Apr. 2021, doi: 10.1016/j.chom.2021.02.020.

[22] R. Sanjuan, M. R. Nebot, N. Chirico, L. M. Mansky, and R. Belshaw, “Viral mutation
rates.,” J. Virol., vol. 84, no. 19, pp. 9733-9748, Oct. 2010, doi: 10.1128/JVI.00694-10.

[23] T. P. Peacock, D. L. V. Bauer, and Barclay Wendy S., “Putative host origins of RNA
insertions in SARS-CoV-2 genomes,” Virological.Org, Oct. 11, 2021.

[24] K. Pyrc et al., “Mosaic structure of human coronavirus NL63, one thousand years of
evolution.,” J. Mol. Biol., vol. 364, no. 5, pp. 964-973, Dec. 2006, doi:
10.1016/j.jmb.2006.09.074.

[25] E. Mohammadi et al., “Novel and emerging mutations of SARS-CoV-2: Biomedical
implications.,” Biomed. Pharmacother. Biomedecine Pharmacother., vol. 139, p. 111599,
Jul. 2021, doi: 10.1016/j.biopha.2021.111599.

[26] T. Koyama, D. Weeraratne, J. L. Snowdon, and L. Parida, “Emergence of Drift Variants
That May Affect COVID-19 Vaccine Development and Antibody Treatment,” Pathogens,
vol. 9, no. 5, p. 324, Apr. 2020, doi: 10.3390/pathogens9050324.

[27] H. Yao et al., “Patient-derived SARS-CoV-2 mutations impact viral replication dynamics
and infectivity in vitro and with clinical implications in vivo.,” Cell Discov., vol. 6, no. 1,
p. 76, Oct. 2020, doi: 10.1038/s41421-020-00226-1.

[28] N. Vankadari, “Overwhelming mutations or SNPs of SARS-CoV-2: A point of caution.,”
Gene, vol. 752, p. 144792, Aug. 2020, doi: 10.1016/j.gene.2020.144792.

[29] L. Ren et al., “Genetic drift of human coronavirus OC43 spike gene during adaptive
evolution,” Sci. Rep., vol. 5, no. 1, p. 11451, Jun. 2015, doi: 10.1038/srep11451.

[30] M. Cotten, D. L. Robertson, and M. V. T. Phan, “Unique protein features of SARS-CoV-2
relative to other Sarbecoviruses.,” Virus Evol., vol. 7, no. 2, p. veab067, 2021, doi:
10.1093/ve/veab067.

[31] J. A. Plante et al., “Spike mutation D614G alters SARS-CoV-2 fitness.,” Nature, vol. 592,
no. 7852, pp. 116-121, Apr. 2021, doi: 10.1038/s41586-020-2895-3.

[32] N. D. Grubaugh, W. P. Hanage, and A. L. Rasmussen, “Making Sense of Mutation: What
D614G Means for the COVID-19 Pandemic Remains Unclear.,” Cell, vol. 182, no. 4, pp.
794-795, Aug. 2020, doi: 10.1016/j.cell.2020.06.040.

34


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414; this version posted December 27, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .
Deep Modeling of SARS-CoV-2 Spike / Sokhansanj et al.

[33] N. G. Davies et al., “Estimated transmissibility and impact of SARS-CoV-2 lineage B.1.1.7
in England,” Science, vol. 372, no. 6538, p. eabg3055, Apr. 2021, doi:
10.1126/science.abg3055.

[34] N. G. Davies et al., “Increased mortality in community-tested cases of SARS-CoV-2
lineage B.1.1.7,” Nature, vol. 593, no. 7858, pp. 270-274, May 2021, doi:
10.1038/s41586-021-03426-1.

[35] R. Challen, E. Brooks-Pollock, J. M. Read, L. Dyson, K. Tsaneva-Atanasova, and L.
Danon, “Risk of mortality in patients infected with SARS-CoV-2 variant of concern
202012/1: matched cohort study,” BMJ, vol. 372, p. n579, Mar. 2021, doi:
10.1136/bm;j.n579.

[36] D. Frampton et al., “Genomic characteristics and clinical effect of the emergent SARS-
CoV-2 B.1.1.7 lineage in London, UK: a whole-genome sequencing and hospital-based
cohort study,” Lancet Infect. Dis., vol. 21, no. 9, pp. 12461256, Sep. 2021, doi:
10.1016/S1473-3099(21)00170-5.

[37] B. Giles, P. Meredith, S. Robson, G. Smith, A. Chauhan, and PACIFIC-19 and COG-UK
research groups, “The SARS-CoV-2 B.1.1.7 variant and increased clinical severity-the
jury is out,” Lancet Infect. Dis., vol. 21, no. 9, pp. 1213-1214, Sep. 2021, doi:
10.1016/S1473-3099(21)00356-X.

[38] Y. Liu and J. Rockldv, “The reproductive number of the Delta variant of SARS-CoV-2 is
far higher compared to the ancestral SARS-CoV-2 virus,” J. Travel Med., vol. 28, no. 7, p.
taab124, Oct. 2021, doi: 10.1093/jtm/taab124.

[39] Y. Liu et al., “Delta spike P681R mutation enhances SARS-CoV-2 fitness over Alpha
variant.,” bioRxiv : the preprint server for biology. Sep. 2021. doi:
10.1101/2021.08.12.456173.

[40] P. Mlcochova et al., “SARS-CoV-2 B.1.617.2 Delta variant replication and immune
evasion.,” Nature, vol. 599, no. 7883, pp. 114-119, Nov. 2021, doi: 10.1038/s41586-021-
03944-y.

[41] F. Pucci and M. Rooman, “Prediction and Evolution of the Molecular Fitness of SARS-
CoV-2 Variants: Introducing SpikePro.,” Viruses, vol. 13, no. 5, May 2021, doi:
10.3390/v13050935.

[42] T. N. Starr et al., “Prospective mapping of viral mutations that escape antibodies used to
treat COVID-19.,” Science, vol. 371, no. 6531, pp. 850-854, Feb. 2021, doi:
10.1126/science.abf9302.

[43] M. Jongeneelen et al., “Ad26.COV2.S elicited neutralizing activity against Delta and other
SARS-CoV-2 variants of concern,” bioRxiv, 2021, doi: 10.1101/2021.07.01.450707.

[44] M. Noori et al., “Potency of BNT162b2 and mRNA-1273 vaccine-induced neutralizing
antibodies against severe acute respiratory syndrome-CoV-2 variants of concern: A
systematic review of in vitro studies.,” Rev. Med. Virol., p. €2277, Jul. 2021, doi:
10.1002/rmv.2277.

[45] S. Ikegame ef al., “Neutralizing activity of Sputnik V vaccine sera against SARS-CoV-2
variants.,” Nat. Commun., vol. 12, no. 1, p. 4598, Jul. 2021, doi: 10.1038/s41467-021-
24909-9.

[46] V. Vacharathit ef al., “CoronaVac induces lower neutralising activity against variants of
concern than natural infection.,” Lancet Infect. Dis., vol. 21, no. 10, pp. 13521354, Oct.
2021, doi: 10.1016/S1473-3099(21)00568-5.

35


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414; this version posted December 27, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .
Deep Modeling of SARS-CoV-2 Spike / Sokhansanj et al.

[47] E. Mahase, “Covid-19: Novavax vaccine efficacy is 86% against UK variant and 60%
against South African variant,” BMJ, vol. 372, p. n296, Feb. 2021, doi: 10.1136/bmj.n296.

[48] T. Tada et al., “Comparison of Neutralizing Antibody Titers Elicited by mRNA and
Adenoviral Vector Vaccine against SARS-CoV-2 Variants,” Aug. 2021. doi:
10.1101/2021.07.19.452771.

[49] J. Sadoff et al., “Safety and Efficacy of Single-Dose Ad26.COV2.S Vaccine against Covid-
19,” N. Engl. J. Med., vol. 384, no. 23, pp. 21872201, Jun. 2021, doi:
10.1056/NEJMoa2101544.

[50] S. A. Madhi et al., “Efficacy of the ChAdOx1 nCoV-19 Covid-19 Vaccine against the
B.1.351 Variant.,” N. Engl. J. Med., vol. 384, no. 20, pp. 1885-1898, May 2021, doi:
10.1056/NEJMoa2102214.

[51] T. Fiolet, Y. Kherabi, C.-J. MacDonald, J. Ghosn, and N. Peiffer-Smadja, “Comparing
COVID-19 vaccines for their characteristics, efficacy and effectiveness against SARS-
CoV-2 and variants of concern: A narrative review.,” Clin. Microbiol. Infect. Off. Publ.
Eur. Soc. Clin. Microbiol. Infect. Dis., Oct. 2021, doi: 10.1016/j.cmi.2021.10.005.

[52] L. Dupont et al., “Neutralizing antibody activity in convalescent sera from infection in
humans with SARS-CoV-2 and variants of concern,” Nat. Microbiol., vol. 6, no. 11, pp.
1433-1442, Nov. 2021, doi: 10.1038/s41564-021-00974-0.

[53] M. Chiara et al., “Next generation sequencing of SARS-CoV-2 genomes: challenges,
applications and opportunities.,” Brief. Bioinform., vol. 22, no. 2, pp. 616—630, Mar.
2021, doi: 10.1093/bib/bbaa297.

[54] L. van Dorp, C. J. Houldcroft, D. Richard, and F. Balloux, “COVID-19, the first pandemic
in the post-genomic era.,” Curr. Opin. Virol., vol. 50, pp. 40—48, Oct. 2021, doi:
10.1016/j.coviro.2021.07.002.

[55] R. Van Noorden, “Scientists call for fully open sharing of coronavirus genome data.,”
Nature, vol. 590, no. 7845, pp. 195-196, Feb. 2021, doi: 10.1038/d41586-021-00305-7.

[56] A. Bernasconi, L. Mari, R. Casagrandi, and S. Ceri, “Analysis of amino acid change
dynamics reveals SARS-CoV-2 variant emergence,” bioRxiv, 2021, doi:
10.1101/2021.07.12.452076.

[57] J. McBroome et al., “A daily-updated database and tools for comprehensive SARS-CoV-2
mutation-annotated trees.,” Mol. Biol. Evol., Sep. 2021, doi: 10.1093/molbev/msab264.

[58] J. Hadfield et al., “Nextstrain: real-time tracking of pathogen evolution.,” Bioinforma. Oxf.
Engl., vol. 34, no. 23, pp. 41214123, Dec. 2018, doi: 10.1093/bioinformatics/bty407.

[59] A. O’Toole et al., “Assignment of epidemiological lineages in an emerging pandemic using
the pangolin tool.,” Virus Evol., vol. 7, no. 2, p. veab064, 2021, doi: 10.1093/ve/veab064.

[60] D. V. Parums, “Editorial: Revised World Health Organization (WHO) Terminology for
Variants of Concern and Variants of Interest of SARS-CoV-2,” Med. Sci. Monit. Int. Med.
J. Exp. Clin. Res., vol. 27, pp. €933622-1-€933622-2, Jun. 2021, doi:
10.12659/MSM.933622.

[61] P. Colson et al., “Spreading of a new SARS-CoV-2 N501Y spike variant in a new
lineage.,” Clin. Microbiol. Infect. Off. Publ. Eur. Soc. Clin. Microbiol. Infect. Dis., vol. 27,
no. 9, p. 1352.e1-1352.e5, Sep. 2021, doi: 10.1016/j.cmi.2021.05.006.

[62] C. M. Voloch et al., “Intra-host evolution during SARS-CoV-2 prolonged infection.,” Virus
Evol., vol. 7, no. 2, p. veab078, Sep. 2021, doi: 10.1093/ve/veab078.

36


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414; this version posted December 27, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .
Deep Modeling of SARS-CoV-2 Spike / Sokhansanj et al.

[63] V. Nussenblatt et al., “Year-long COVID-19 infection reveals within-host evolution of
SARS-CoV-2 in a patient with B cell depletion.,” medRxiv : the preprint server for health
sciences. Oct. 2021. doi: 10.1101/2021.10.02.21264267.

[64] L. Chen ef al., “Emergence of Multiple SARS-CoV-2 Antibody Escape Variants in an
Immunocompromised Host Undergoing Convalescent Plasma Treatment.,” mSphere, vol.
6, no. 4, p. 0048021, Aug. 2021, doi: 10.1128/mSphere.00480-21.

[65] Z. Zhao, B. A. Sokhansanj, C. Malhotra, K. Zheng, and G. L. Rosen, “Genetic grouping of
SARS-CoV-2 coronavirus sequences using informative subtype markers for pandemic
spread visualization.,” PLoS Comput. Biol., vol. 16, no. 9, p. 1008269, Sep. 2020, doi:
10.1371/journal.pcbi.1008269.

[66] L. Qin, X. Ding, Y. Li, Q. Chen, J. Meng, and T. Jiang, “Co-mutation modules capture the
evolution and transmission patterns of SARS-CoV-2.,” Brief. Bioinform., Jun. 2021, doi:
10.1093/bib/bbab222.

[67] M. N. U. Alam and U. F. Chowdhury, “Short k-mer abundance profiles yield robust
machine learning features and accurate classifiers for RNA viruses.,” PloS One, vol. 15,
no. 9, p. €0239381, 2020, doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0239381.

[68] J. Pardo-Seco, A. Gomez-Carballa, X. Bello, F. Martinon-Torres, and A. Salas, “Pitfalls of
barcodes in the study of worldwide SARS-CoV-2 variation and phylodynamics.,” Zool.
Res., vol. 42, no. 1, pp. 87-93, Jan. 2021, doi: 10.24272/}.issn.2095-8137.2020.364.

[69] C. Lucas et al., “Impact of circulating SARS-CoV-2 variants on mRNA vaccine-induced
immunity.,” Nature, Oct. 2021, doi: 10.1038/s41586-021-04085-y.

[70] G. S. Dite, N. M. Murphy, and R. Allman, “Development and validation of a clinical and
genetic model for predicting risk of severe COVID-19.,” Epidemiol. Infect., vol. 149, p.
el162, Jul. 2021, doi: 10.1017/S095026882100145X.

[71] G. S. Dite, N. M. Murphy, and R. Allman, “An integrated clinical and genetic model for
predicting risk of severe COVID-19: A population-based case-control study.,” PloS One,
vol. 16, no. 2, p. €0247205, 2021, doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0247205.

[72] S. SeyedAlinaghi et al., “Characterization of SARS-CoV-2 different variants and related
morbidity and mortality: a systematic review.,” Eur. J. Med. Res., vol. 26, no. 1, p. 51,
Jun. 2021, doi: 10.1186/s40001-021-00524-8.

[73] P. Aiewsakun, P. Wongtrakoongate, Y. Thawornwattana, S. Hongeng, and A.
Thitithanyanont, “SARS-CoV-2 genetic variations associated with COVID-19 severity,”
medRxiv, 2020, doi: 10.1101/2020.05.27.20114546.

[74] R. Laskar and S. Ali, “Differential mutation profile of SARS-CoV-2 proteins across
deceased and asymptomatic patients.,” Chem. Biol. Interact., vol. 347, p. 109598, Sep.
2021, doi: 10.1016/5.c¢bi.2021.109598.

[75] J. Clauwaert et al., “Geographical and temporal distribution of SARS-CoV-2 globally: An
attempt to correlate case fatality rate with the circulating dominant SARS-CoV-2 clades,”
medRxiv, vol. 193, no. 42, p. 2021.05.25.21257434, Apr. 2021, doi:
10.1101/2021.05.25.21257434.

[76] S. M. Hamed, W. F. Elkhatib, A. S. Khairalla, and A. M. Noreddin, “Global dynamics of
SARS-CoV-2 clades and their relation to COVID-19 epidemiology.,” Sci. Rep., vol. 11,
no. 1, p. 8435, Apr. 2021, doi: 10.1038/s41598-021-87713-x.

[77] J. D. Voss et al., “Variants in SARS-CoV-2 associated with mild or severe outcome.,” Evol.
Med. Public Health, vol. 9, no. 1, pp. 267-275, 2021, doi: 10.1093/emph/eoab019.

37


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414; this version posted December 27, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .
Deep Modeling of SARS-CoV-2 Spike / Sokhansanj et al.

[78] S. Sawmya et al., “Analyzing hCov Genome Sequences: Predicting Virulence and
Mutation,” bioRxiv, 2021, doi: 10.1101/2020.06.03.131987.

[79] F. Obermeyer et al., “Analysis of 2.1 million SARS-CoV-2 genomes identifies mutations
associated with transmissibility,” Sep. 2021. doi: 10.1101/2021.09.07.21263228.

[80] B. Hie, E. D. Zhong, B. Berger, and B. Bryson, “Learning the language of viral evolution
and escape.,” Science, vol. 371, no. 6526, pp. 284-288, Jan. 2021, doi:
10.1126/science.abd7331.

[81] L. C. Crossman, “Leveraging Deep Learning to Simulate Coronavirus Spike proteins has
the potential to predict future Zoonotic sequences,” bioRxiv, p. 2020.04.20.046920, Jan.
2020, doi: 10.1101/2020.04.20.046920.

[82] B. Mullick, R. Magar, A. Jhunjhunwala, and A. Barati Farimani, “Understanding mutation
hotspots for the SARS-CoV-2 spike protein using Shannon Entropy and K-means
clustering.,” Comput. Biol. Med., vol. 138, p. 104915, Nov. 2021, doi:
10.1016/j.compbiomed.2021.104915.

[83] S. Basu and R. H. Campbell, “Classifying COVID-19 variants based on genetic sequences
using deep learning models,” bioRxiv, 2021, doi: 10.1101/2021.06.29.450335.

[84] W.J. Murdoch, C. Singh, K. Kumbier, R. Abbasi-Asl, and B. Yu, “Definitions, methods,
and applications in interpretable machine learning.,” Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A., vol.
116, no. 44, pp. 22071-22080, Oct. 2019, doi: 10.1073/pnas.1900654116.

[85] P. Linardatos, V. Papastefanopoulos, and S. B. Kotsiantis, “Explainable Al: A Review of
Machine Learning Interpretability Methods,” Entropy, vol. 23, 2021.

[86] D. S. Watson, “Interpretable machine learning for genomics.,” Hum. Genet., pp. 1-15, Oct.
2021, doi: 10.1007/s00439-021-02387-9.

[87] N. Auslander, A. B. Gussow, and E. V. Koonin, “Incorporating Machine Learning into
Established Bioinformatics Frameworks.,” Int. J. Mol. Sci., vol. 22, no. 6, Mar. 2021, doi:
10.3390/1jms22062903.

[88] G. Montavon, W. Samek, and K.-R. Miiller, “Methods for interpreting and understanding
deep neural networks,” Digit. Signal Process., vol. 73, pp. 1-15, 2018, doi:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dsp.2017.10.011.

[89] A. Shrikumar, P. Greenside, and A. Kundaje, “Learning important features through
propagating activation differences,” in International Conference on Machine Learning,
2017, pp. 3145-3153.

[90] A.Jha, J. K Aicher, M. R Gazzara, D. Singh, and Y. Barash, “Enhanced Integrated
Gradients: improving interpretability of deep learning models using splicing codes as a
case study.,” Genome Biol., vol. 21, no. 1, p. 149, Jun. 2020, doi: 10.1186/s13059-020-
02055-7.

[91] K. Simonyan, A. Vedaldi, and A. Zisserman, “Deep Inside Convolutional Networks:
Visualising Image Classification Models and Saliency Maps.” 2014.

[92] D. Bahdanau, K. Cho, and Y. Bengio, “Neural machine translation by jointly learning to
align and translate,” ArXiv Prepr. ArXivi4090473,2014.

[93] K. Xu et al., “Show, Attend and Tell: Neural Image Caption Generation with Visual
Attention,” CoRR, vol. abs/1502.0, 2015, [Online]. Available:
http://arxiv.org/abs/1502.03044

[94] A. M. Rush, S. Chopra, and J. Weston, “A Neural Attention Model for Abstractive
Sentence Summarization,” CoRR, vol. abs/1509.0, 2015, [Online]. Available:
http://arxiv.org/abs/1509.00685

38


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414; this version posted December 27, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .
Deep Modeling of SARS-CoV-2 Spike / Sokhansanj et al.

[95] Z. Yang, D. Yang, C. Dyer, X. He, A. Smola, and E. Hovy, “Hierarchical attention
networks for document classification,” in Proceedings of the 2016 conference of the North
American chapter of the association for computational linguistics: human language
technologies, 2016, pp. 1480—-1489.

[96] P. Zhou et al., “Attention-based bidirectional long short-term memory networks for relation
classification,” in Proceedings of the 54th annual meeting of the association for
computational linguistics (volume 2: Short papers), 2016, pp. 207-212.

[97] L. Deming, S. Targ, N. Sauder, D. Almeida, and C. J. Ye, “Genetic Architect: Discovering
Genomic Structure with Learned Neural Architectures,” CoRR, vol. abs/1605.0, 2016,
[Online]. Available: http://arxiv.org/abs/1605.07156

[98] J. Lanchantin, R. Singh, Z. Lin, and Y. Qi, “Deep Motif: Visualizing Genomic Sequence
Classifications,” CoRR, vol. abs/1605.0, 2016, [Online]. Available:
http://arxiv.org/abs/1605.01133

[99] S. Dey, H. Luo, A. Fokoue, J. Hu, and P. Zhang, “Predicting adverse drug reactions through
interpretable deep learning framework,” BMC Bioinformatics, vol. 19, no. 21, p. 476,
2018, doi: 10.1186/s12859-018-2544-0.

[100] Z. Zhao, S. Woloszynek, F. Agbavor, J. C. Mell, B. A. Sokhansanj, and G. L. Rosen,
“Learning, visualizing and exploring 16S rRNA structure using an attention-based deep
neural network.,” PLoS Comput. Biol., vol. 17, no. 9, p. €1009345, Sep. 2021, doi:
10.1371/journal.pcbi.1009345.

[101] Z. Zhao and G. Rosen, “Visualizing and Annotating Protein Sequences using A Deep
Neural Network,” in 2020 54th Asilomar Conference on Signals, Systems, and Computers,
2020, pp. 506-510. doi: 10.1109/IEEECONF51394.2020.9443364.

[102] J. Clauwaert, G. Menschaert, and W. Waegeman, “Explainability in transformer models
for functional genomics.,” Brief. Bioinform., vol. 22, no. 5, Sep. 2021, doi:
10.1093/bib/bbab060.

[103] G. Kobayashi, T. Kuribayashi, S. Yokoi, and K. Inui, “Attention is Not Only a Weight:
Analyzing Transformers with Vector Norms,” ArXiv200410102 Cs, Oct. 2020, Accessed:
Nov. 29, 2021. [Online]. Available: http://arxiv.org/abs/2004.10102

[104] S.Jain and B. C. Wallace, “Attention is not Explanation,” CoRR, vol. abs/1902.1, 2019,
[Online]. Available: http://arxiv.org/abs/1902.10186

[105] M. Zhao, W.-P. Lee, E. P. Garrison, and G. T. Marth, “SSW Library: An SIMD Smith-
Waterman C/C++ Library for Use in Genomic Applications,” PLOS ONE, vol. §, no. 12,
p. 82138, Dec. 2013, doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0082138.

[106] The scikit-bio development team, scikit-bio: A Bioinformatics Library for Data Scientists,
Students, and Developers. 2020. [Online]. Available: http://scikit-bio.org

[107] C. Wang et al., “The establishment of reference sequence for SARS-CoV-2 and variation
analysis,” J. Med. Virol., vol. 92, no. 6, pp. 667674, Jun. 2020, doi: 10.1002/jmv.25762.

[108] “Clinical Spectrum,” COVID-19 Treatment Guidelines.
https://www.covid19treatmentguidelines.nih.gov/overview/clinical-spectrum/ (accessed
Dec. 03, 2021).

[109] D. Cromer et al., “Neutralising antibody titres as predictors of protection against SARS-
CoV-2 variants and the impact of boosting: a meta-analysis,” Lancet Microbe, Nov. 2021,
doi: 10.1016/S2666-5247(21)00267-6.

39


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414; this version posted December 27, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .
Deep Modeling of SARS-CoV-2 Spike / Sokhansanj et al.

[110] K. Uriu ef al., “Neutralization of the SARS-CoV-2 Mu Variant by Convalescent and
Vaccine Serum,” N. Engl. J. Med., vol. 385, no. 25, pp. 2397-2399, Dec. 2021, doi:
10.1056/NEJMc2114706.

[111] V. V. Edara, W. H. Hudson, X. Xie, R. Ahmed, and M. S. Suthar, “Neutralizing
Antibodies Against SARS-CoV-2 Variants After Infection and Vaccination,” JAMA, vol.
325, no. 18, pp. 1896—1898, May 2021, doi: 10.1001/jama.2021.4388.

[112] M. L. Acevedo et al., “Infectivity and immune escape of the new SARS-CoV-2 variant of
interest Lambda,” Jul. 2021. doi: 10.1101/2021.06.28.21259673.

[113] B. Ying et al., “Protective activity of mRNA vaccines against ancestral and variant SARS-
CoV-2 strains,” Sci. Transl. Med., p. eabm3302, Nov. 2021.

[114] F. Pedregosa et al., “Scikit-learn: Machine Learning in Python,” J. Mach. Learn. Res., vol.
12, pp. 2825-2830, 2011.

[115] R. Lassauniere ef al., “Neutralisation of the SARS-CoV-2 Delta variant sub-lineages
AY.4.2 and B.1.617.2 with the mutation E484K by Comirnaty (BNT162b2 mRNA)
vaccine-elicited sera, Denmark, 1 to 26 November 2021,” Euro Surveill. Bull. Eur. Sur
Mal. Transm. Eur. Commun. Dis. Bull., vol. 26, no. 49, Dec. 2021, doi: 10.2807/1560-
7917.ES.2021.26.49.2101059.

[116] F. Wu et al., “A new coronavirus associated with human respiratory disease in China,”
Nature, vol. 579, no. 7798, pp. 265-269, Mar. 2020, doi: 10.1038/s41586-020-2008-3.

[117] M.-T. Luong, H. Pham, and C. D. Manning, “Effective Approaches to Attention-based
Neural Machine Translation.” 2015.

[118] T. Chen and C. Guestrin, “XGBoost: A Scalable Tree Boosting System,” in Proceedings
of the 22nd ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery and Data
Mining, New York, NY, USA, Aug. 2016, pp. 785-794. doi: 10.1145/2939672.2939785.

[119] K. K. Yang, Z. Wu, C. N. Bedbrook, and F. H. Arnold, “Learned protein embeddings for
machine learning.,” Bioinforma. Oxf. Engl., vol. 34, no. 15, pp. 2642-2648, Aug. 2018,
doi: 10.1093/bioinformatics/bty178.

[120] L. van der Maaten and G. Hinton, “Visualizing Data using t-SNE,” J. Mach. Learn. Res.,
vol. 9, pp. 2579-2605, 2008.

[121] S. Angeletti et al., “SARS-CoV-2 AY .4.2 variant circulating in Italy: Genomic
preliminary insight,” J. Med. Virol., Nov. 2021, doi: 10.1002/jmv.27451.

[122] A. Aoki et al., “A rapid screening assay for L452R and T478K spike mutations in SARS-
CoV-2 Delta variant using high-resolution melting analysis,” J. Toxicol. Sci., vol. 46, no.
10, pp. 471-476, 2021, doi: 10.2131/jts.46.471.

[123] C. H. van Dorp, E. E. Goldberg, N. Hengartner, R. Ke, and E. O. Romero-Severson,
“Estimating the strength of selection for new SARS-CoV-2 variants,” Nat. Commun., vol.
12, no. 1, p. 7239, Dec. 2021, doi: 10.1038/s41467-021-27369-3.

[124] E. B. Hodcroft et al., “Spread of a SARS-CoV-2 variant through Europe in the summer of
2020,” Nature, vol. 595, no. 7869, pp. 707—712, Jul. 2021, doi: 10.1038/s41586-021-
03677-y.

[125] A. Singh, G. Steinkellner, K. Kochl, K. Gruber, and C. C. Gruber, “Serine 477 plays a
crucial role in the interaction of the SARS-CoV-2 spike protein with the human receptor
ACE2,” Sci. Rep., vol. 11, no. 1, p. 4320, Feb. 2021, doi: 10.1038/s41598-021-83761-5.

[126] S. Jangra et al., “SARS-CoV-2 spike E484K mutation reduces antibody neutralisation,”
Lancet Microbe, vol. 2, no. 7, pp. €283—e284, Jul. 2021, doi: 10.1016/S2666-
5247(21)00068-9.

40


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414; this version posted December 27, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .
Deep Modeling of SARS-CoV-2 Spike / Sokhansanj et al.

[127] L. Saha, N. Ghosh, N. Sharma, and S. Nandi, “Hotspot Mutations in SARS-CoV-2,” Front.
Genet., vol. 12, p. 753440, 2021, doi: 10.3389/fgene.2021.753440.

[128] R. Adiga and V. Nayak, “Emergence of Novel SARS-CoV-2 variants in India: second
wave,” J. Infect. Dev. Ctries., vol. 15, no. 11, pp. 1578-1583, Nov. 2021, doi:
10.3855/jidc.15484.

[129] B. Lubinski et al., “Functional evaluation of the P681H mutation on the proteolytic
activation the SARS-CoV-2 variant B.1.1.7 (Alpha) spike,” iScience, p. 103589, Dec.
2021, doi: 10.1016/j.15¢1.2021.103589.

[130] J. Singh et al., “Relative Consolidation of the Kappa Variant Pre-Dates the Massive
Second Wave of COVID-19 in India,” Genes, vol. 12, no. 11, p. 1803, Nov. 2021, doi:
10.3390/genes12111803.

[131] Y.-D. Gao et al., “Risk factors for severe and critically ill COVID-19 patients: A review,”
Allergy, vol. 76, no. 2, pp. 428455, Feb. 2021, doi: 10.1111/all.14657.

[132] G. Grasselli et al., “Risk Factors Associated With Mortality Among Patients With
COVID-19 in Intensive Care Units in Lombardy, Italy,” JAMA Intern. Med., vol. 180, no.
10, pp. 13451355, Oct. 2020, doi: 10.1001/jamainternmed.2020.3539.

[133] H. Holt et al., “Risk factors for developing COVID-19: a population-based longitudinal
study (COVIDENCE UK),” Thorax, p. thoraxjnl-2021-217487, Nov. 2021, doi:
10.1136/thoraxjnl-2021-217487.

[134] D. N. Fisman and A. R. Tuite, “Evaluation of the relative virulence of novel SARS-CoV-2
variants: a retrospective cohort study in Ontario, Canada.,” CMAJ Can. Med. Assoc. J. J.
Assoc. Medicale Can., vol. 193, no. 42, pp. E1619-E1625, Oct. 2021, doi:
10.1503/cmaj.211248.

[135] M. L. Paredes et al., “Associations between SARS-CoV-2 variants and risk of COVID-19
hospitalization among confirmed cases in Washington State: a retrospective cohort
study.,” medRxiv : the preprint server for health sciences. Oct. 2021. doi:
10.1101/2021.09.29.21264272.

[136] K. A. Twohig et al., “Hospital admission and emergency care attendance risk for SARS-
CoV-2 delta (B.1.617.2) compared with alpha (B.1.1.7) variants of concern: a cohort
study.,” Lancet Infect. Dis., Aug. 2021, doi: 10.1016/S1473-3099(21)00475-8.

[137] P. Bager et al., “Risk of hospitalisation associated with infection with SARS-CoV-2
lineage B.1.1.7 in Denmark: an observational cohort study.,” Lancet Infect. Dis., vol. 21,
no. 11, pp. 1507-1517, Nov. 2021, doi: 10.1016/S1473-3099(21)00290-5.

[138] P. Bager, J. Wohlfahrt, M. Rasmussen, M. Albertsen, and T. G. Krause, “Hospitalisation
associated with SARS-CoV-2 delta variant in Denmark.,” Lancet Infect. Dis., vol. 21, no.
10, p. 1351, Oct. 2021, doi: 10.1016/S1473-3099(21)00580-6.

[139] H. W. Despres et al., “Quantitative measurement of infectious virus in SARS-CoV-2
Alpha, Delta and Epsilon variants reveals higher infectivity (viral titer:RNA ratio) in
clinical samples containing the Delta and Epsilon variants.,” medRxiv : the preprint server

for health sciences. Sep. 2021. doi: 10.1101/2021.09.07.21263229.

[140] Gunadi et al., “Association between prognostic factors and the outcomes of patients
infected with SARS-CoV-2 harboring multiple spike protein mutations.,” Sci. Rep., vol.
11, no. 1, p. 21352, Nov. 2021, doi: 10.1038/s41598-021-00459-4.

[141] S. H. Hsu, S.-H. Chang, C. P. Gross, and S.-Y. Wang, “Relative risks of COVID-19
fatality between the first and second waves of the pandemic in Ontario, Canada.,” Int. J.

41


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414; this version posted December 27, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .
Deep Modeling of SARS-CoV-2 Spike / Sokhansanj et al.

Infect. Dis. 1JID Off. Publ. Int. Soc. Infect. Dis., vol. 109, pp. 189—-191, Aug. 2021, doi:
10.1016/;.1jid.2021.06.059.

[142] N. Fillmore et al., “The COVID-19 Hospitalization Metric in the Pre- and Post-
vaccination Eras as a Measure of Pandemic Severity: A Retrospective, Nationwide Cohort
Study,” In Review, preprint, Sep. 2021. doi: 10.21203/rs.3.rs-898254/v]1.

[143] L. E. Kushner, A. R. Schroeder, J. Kim, and R. Mathew, “‘“For COVID’ or ‘With
COVID’: Classification of SARS-CoV-2 Hospitalizations in Children,” Hosp. Pediatr.,
vol. 11, no. 8, pp. el51-e156, Aug. 2021, doi: 10.1542/hpeds.2021-006001.

[144] N. E. Webb and T. S. Osburn, “Characteristics of Hospitalized Children Positive for
SARS-CoV-2: Experience of a Large Center,” Hosp. Pediatr., vol. 11, no. 8, pp. e133—
el41, Aug. 2021, doi: 10.1542/hpeds.2021-005919.

[145] M. S. Calderwood et al., “Policies and practices of SHEA Research Network hospitals
during the COVID-19 pandemic,” Infect. Control Hosp. Epidemiol., vol. 41, no. 10, pp.
1127-1135, Oct. 2020, doi: 10.1017/ice.2020.303.

[146] J. Wang and M. Gribskov, “IRESpy: an XGBoost model for prediction of internal
ribosome entry sites,” BMC Bioinformatics, vol. 20, no. 1, p. 409, Jul. 2019, doi:
10.1186/512859-019-2999-7.

[147] T. ValizadehAslani, Z. Zhao, B. A. Sokhansanj, and G. L. Rosen, “Amino Acid k-mer
Feature Extraction for Quantitative Antimicrobial Resistance (AMR) Prediction by
Machine Learning and Model Interpretation for Biological Insights,” Biology, vol. 9, no.
11, p. E365, Oct. 2020, doi: 10.3390/biology9110365.

[148] S. P. Otto et al., “The origins and potential future of SARS-CoV-2 variants of concern in
the evolving COVID-19 pandemic,” Curr. Biol., vol. 31, no. 14, pp. R918-R929, Jul.
2021, doi: 10.1016/j.cub.2021.06.049.

[149] D. Duong, “Alpha, Beta, Delta, Gamma: What’s important to know about SARS-CoV-2
variants of concern?,” CMAJ Can. Med. Assoc. J., vol. 193, no. 27, pp. E1059—-E1060, Jul.
2021, doi: 10.1503/cmaj.1095949.

[150] Z. Wang et al., “Hospitalised COVID-19 patients of the Mount Sinai Health System: a
retrospective observational study using the electronic medical records.,” BMJ Open, vol.
10, no. 10, p. €040441, Oct. 2020, doi: 10.1136/bmjopen-2020-040441.

[151] M. Monod et al., “Age groups that sustain resurging COVID-19 epidemics in the United
States.,” Science, vol. 371, no. 6536, Mar. 2021, doi: 10.1126/science.abe8372.

[152] M. R. Islam et al., “Genome-wide analysis of SARS-CoV-2 virus strains circulating
worldwide implicates heterogeneity.,” Sci. Rep., vol. 10, no. 1, p. 14004, Aug. 2020, doi:
10.1038/s41598-020-70812-6.

[153] Z. Chen et al., “A global analysis of replacement of genetic variants of SARS-CoV-2 in
association with containment capacity and changes in disease severity.,” Clin. Microbiol.
Infect. Off. Publ. Eur. Soc. Clin. Microbiol. Infect. Dis., vol. 27, no. 5, pp. 750-757, Jan.
2021, doi: 10.1016/j.cmi.2021.01.018.

[154] S. Ramraj, N. Uzir, R. Sunil, and S. Banerjee, “Experimenting XGBoost algorithm for
prediction and classification of different datasets,” Int. J. Control Theory Appl., vol. 9, pp.
651-662, 2016.

[155] J. Elith, J. R. Leathwick, and T. Hastie, “A working guide to boosted regression trees,” J.
Anim. Ecol., vol. 77, no. 4, pp. 802—-813, 2008, doi: 10.1111/1.1365-2656.2008.01390.x.

[156] L. Shen, T. J. Triche, J. D. Bard, J. A. Biegel, A. R. Judkins, and X. Gai, “Spike Protein
NTD mutation G142D in SARS-CoV-2 Delta VOC lineages is associated with frequent

42


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414; this version posted December 27, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .
Deep Modeling of SARS-CoV-2 Spike / Sokhansanj et al.

back mutations, increased viral loads, and immune evasion,” Sep. 2021. doi:
10.1101/2021.09.12.21263475.

[157] L. Rocheleau et al., “Identification of a High-Frequency Intrahost SARS-CoV-2 Spike
Variant with Enhanced Cytopathic and Fusogenic Effects,” mBio, Jun. 2021, doi:
10.1128/mBi0.00788-21.

[158] X.-J. Yang, “d subvariants of SARS-COV-2 in Israel, Qatar and Bahrain: Optimal
vaccination as an effective strategy to block viral evolution and control the pandemic,”
Nov. 2021. doi: 10.1101/2021.11.01.21265445.

[159] F. Li, “Structure, Function, and Evolution of Coronavirus Spike Proteins.,” Annu. Rev.
Virol., vol. 3, no. 1, pp. 237-261, Sep. 2016, doi: 10.1146/annurev-virology-110615-
042301.

[160] L. Mousavizadeh and S. Ghasemi, “Genotype and phenotype of COVID-19: Their roles in
pathogenesis,” J. Microbiol. Immunol. Infect., vol. 54, no. 2, pp. 159-163, Apr. 2021, doi:
10.1016/5.jmii.2020.03.022.

[161] T. T.-Y. Lam et al., “Identifying SARS-CoV-2-related coronaviruses in Malayan
pangolins,” Nature, vol. 583, no. 7815, pp. 282-285, Jul. 2020, doi: 10.1038/s41586-020-
2169-0.

[162] P. B. Gilbert et al., “Immune correlates analysis of the mRNA-1273 COVID-19 vaccine
efficacy clinical trial,” Science, vol. 0, no. 0, p. eab3435, doi: 10.1126/science.abm3425.

[163] K. R. Bewley et al., “Quantification of SARS-CoV-2 neutralizing antibody by wild-type
plaque reduction neutralization, microneutralization and pseudotyped virus neutralization
assays,” Nat. Protoc., vol. 16, no. 6, pp. 3114-3140, Jun. 2021, doi: 10.1038/s41596-021-
00536-y.

[164] D. Zhou et al., “Evidence of escape of SARS-CoV-2 variant B.1.351 from natural and
vaccine-induced sera,” Cell, vol. 184, no. 9, pp. 2348-2361.e6, Apr. 2021, doi:
10.1016/j.cell.2021.02.037.

[165] C. M. J. A. Metzger et al., “PCR performance in the SARS-CoV-2 Omicron variant of
concern?,” Swiss Med. Wkly., vol. 151, p. w30120, Dec. 2021, doi:
10.4414/smw.2021.w30120.

[166] W. Dejnirattisai ef al., “Reduced neutralisation of SARS-CoV-2 omicron B.1.1.529
variant by post-immunisation serum,” The Lancet, vol. 0, no. 0, Dec. 2021, doi:
10.1016/S0140-6736(21)02844-0.

[167] S. Cele et al., “SARS-CoV-2 Omicron has extensive but incomplete escape of Pfizer
BNT162b2 elicited neutralization and requires ACE2 for infection,” MedRxiv Prepr. Serv.
Health Sci., p. 2021.12.08.21267417, Dec. 2021, doi: 10.1101/2021.12.08.21267417.

[168] N. A. Doria-Rose et al., “Booster of mRNA-1273 Vaccine Reduces SARS-CoV-2
Omicron Escape from Neutralizing Antibodies,” MedRxiv Prepr. Serv. Health Sci., p.
2021.12.15.21267805, Dec. 2021, doi: 10.1101/2021.12.15.21267805.

[169] L. Liu et al., “Striking Antibody Evasion Manifested by the Omicron Variant of SARS-
CoV-2,” Dec. 2021. doi: 10.1101/2021.12.14.472719.

[170] Y. Cao et al., “B.1.1.529 escapes the majority of SARS-CoV-2 neutralizing antibodies of
diverse epitopes,” Dec. 2021. doi: 10.1101/2021.12.07.470392.

[171] J. M. Carreio et al., “Activity of convalescent and vaccine serum against a B.1.1.529
variant SARS-CoV-2 isolate,” Dec. 2021. doi: 10.1101/2021.12.20.21268134.

[172] R. Perez-Gomez, “The Development of SARS-CoV-2 Variants: The Gene Makes the
Disease,” J. Dev. Biol., vol. 9, no. 4, p. 58, Dec. 2021, doi: 10.3390/jdb9040058.

43


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414; this version posted December 27, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .
Deep Modeling of SARS-CoV-2 Spike / Sokhansanj et al.

[173] K. Laiton-Donato ef al., “Characterization of the emerging B.1.621 variant of interest of
SARS-CoV-2,” Infect. Genet. Evol., vol. 95, p. 105038, Nov. 2021, doi:
10.1016/j.meegid.2021.105038.

[174] A. M. Chaudhari, D. Kumar, M. Joshi, A. Patel, and C. Joshi, “E156G and Argl58, Phe-
157/del mutation in NTD of spike protein in B.1.617.2 lineage of SARS-CoV-2 leads to
immune evasion through antibody escape,” Jun. 2021. doi: 10.1101/2021.06.07.447321.

[175] B. Israelow et al., “Adaptive immune determinants of viral clearance and protection in
mouse models of SARS-CoV-2,” Sci. Immunol., vol. 6, no. 64, p. eabl4509, Oct. 2021,
doi: 10.1126/sciimmunol.abl4509.

[176] S.R. Singer et al., “Effectiveness of BNT162b2 mRNA COVID-19 Vaccine Against
SARS-CoV-2 Variant Beta (B.1.351) Among Persons Identified Through Contact Tracing
in Israel,” Social Science Research Network, Rochester, NY, SSRN Scholarly Paper ID
3904701, Aug. 2021. doi: 10.2139/ssrn.3904701.

[177] C. Riou et al., “Escape from recognition of SARS-CoV-2 Beta variant spike epitopes but
overall preservation of T cell immunity,” Sci. Transl. Med., vol. 0, no. 0, p. eabj6824, doi:
10.1126/scitranslmed.abj6824.

[178] B. Meng et al., “SARS-CoV-2 Omicron spike mediated immune escape, infectivity and
cell-cell fusion,” Dec. 2021. doi: 10.1101/2021.12.17.473248.

[179] H. Zhao et al., “SARS-CoV-2 Omicron variant shows less efficient replication and fusion
activity when compared with delta variant in TMPRSS2-expressed cells,” Emerg.
Microbes Infect., vol. 0, no. ja, pp. 1-18, Dec. 2021, doi:
10.1080/22221751.2021.2023329.

[180] N. Wolter et al., “Early assessment of the clinical severity of the SARS-CoV-2 Omicron
variant in South Africa,” Dec. 2021. doi: 10.1101/2021.12.21.21268116.

[181] N. Ferguson, A. Ghani, W. Hinsley, and Erik Volz, “Report 50 - Hospitalisation risk for
Omicron cases in England,” Imperial College COVID-19 response team, Dec. 22, 2021.
http://www.imperial.ac.uk/medicine/departments/school-public-health/infectious-disease-
epidemiology/mrc-global-infectious-disease-analysis/covid-19/report-50-severity-
omicron/ (accessed Dec. 26, 2021).

[182] M. O. Glocker, K. F. M. Opuni, and H.-J. Thiesen, “Compared with SARS-CoV2 wild
type’s spike protein, the SARS-CoV2 omicron’s receptor binding motif has adopted a
more SARS-CoV1 and/or bat/civet-like structure,” Dec. 2021. doi:
10.1101/2021.12.14.472585.

[183] L. T. Brandal et al., “Outbreak caused by the SARS-CoV-2 Omicron variant in Norway,
November to December 2021,” Euro Surveill. Bull. Eur. Sur Mal. Transm. Eur. Commun.
Dis. Bull., vol. 26, no. 50, Dec. 2021, doi: 10.2807/1560-7917.ES.2021.26.50.2101147.

[184] H. Gu et al., “Probable Transmission of SARS-CoV-2 Omicron Variant in Quarantine
Hotel, Hong Kong, China, November 2021,” Emerg. Infect. Dis., vol. 28, no. 2, Dec.
2021, doi: 10.3201/ei1d2802.212422.

[185] “How bad is Omicron? Some clues are emerging, and they’re not encouraging.”
https://www.science.org/content/article/how-bad-omicron-some-clues-are-emerging-and-
they-re-not-encouraging (accessed Dec. 22, 2021).

[186] L. M. Schriml et al., “COVID-19 pandemic reveals the peril of ignoring metadata
standards,” Sci. Data, vol. 7, no. 1, p. 188, Jun. 2020, doi: 10.1038/s41597-020-0524-5.

44


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.26.21268414
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

