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SUMMARY

As demonstrated during the SARS-CoV-2 pandemic, detecting and tracking the emergence and spread of pathogen
variants is an important component of monitoring infectious disease outbreaks. Pathogen genome sequencing has
emerged as the primary tool for variant characterization, so it is important to consider the number of sequences
needed when designing surveillance programs or studies, both to ensure accurate conclusions and to optimize use of
limited resources. However, current approaches to calculating sample size for variant monitoring often do not
account for the biological and logistical processes that can bias which infections are detected and which samples are
ultimately selected for sequencing. In this manuscript, we introduce a framework that models the full process—
including potential sources of bias—from infection detection to variant characterization, and we demonstrate how
to use this framework to calculate appropriate sample sizes for sequencing-based surveillance studies. We consider
both cross-sectional and continuous sampling, and we have implemented our method in a publicly available tool
that allows users to estimate necessary sample sizes given a specific aim (e.g., variant detection or measuring
variant prevalence) and sampling method. Our framework is designed to be easy to use, while also flexible enough

to be adapted to other pathogens and surveillance scenarios.

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.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 SARS-CoV-2 variants with different epidemiologic properties has contributed to difficulties in
controlling the COVID-19 pandemic. Towards the end of 2020, the first Variant of Concern (VOC) ', later
designated Alpha, was identified in the United Kingdom % and additional VOCs have continued to be identified
throughout the pandemic *°. By definition, VOCs are associated with increased SARS-CoV-2 transmissibility,
increased virulence, or decreased effectiveness of available diagnostics, vaccines, or therapeutics ¢ As VOCs may
trigger large resurgent waves of disease or other substantial changes in pathogen epidemiology, early detection and

tracking of variants is a critical component of pandemic response.

Whole genome sequencing of SARS-CoV-2 samples allows for detection of novel variants and regular monitoring
of their frequency in populations. Although genomic sequencing has become faster and more cost-efficient, it is not
possible or necessary to sequence clinical samples from all cases, and efficient allocation of resources (e.g., time
and supplies) is critical for public health response. Therefore, selecting an appropriate subsample for sequencing
should play an important role in VOC monitoring. However, sample sizes are still often dictated by cost and
convenience, and there is limited guidance available for designing population sampling strategies for genomic

studies ’, including surveillance efforts aimed at detecting and characterizing VOCs.

Initial attempts at sample size calculations for tracking of SARS-CoV-2 VOCs have focused on determining the
number of samples needed to identify a variant at a particular frequency in the population *''. These frameworks
often start at the point where SARS-CoV-2 samples are returned positive or start with assumptions about the
proportion of SARS-CoV-2 infected individuals that are tested and detected. However, the composition of this pool
of detected infections may be biased by variant-specific differences in transmissibility, case detection, and test
sensitivity. Hence, there is a need for a more comprehensive framework that models the full process from infections
to detected infections to sequenced samples. Furthermore, sampling strategies should consider the fact that variant

surveillance is an ongoing process and that variant frequencies change over time.

Here we aim to develop an easy-to-use, actionable framework for selecting the appropriate number of samples for
sequencing when the goal is (1) detecting new variants as they arise in a particular population or geographic region,
or (2) measuring the prevalence of specific variants in that population. Although there are a number of limitations
inherent to the approach described below, it is applicable to a wide variety of settings and requires estimation of
only a limited number of parameters in order to obtain a reasonable estimate of the required sample size for
monitoring pathogen variants. While our work focuses on genomic sequencing for SARS-CoV-2 variant

identification, this general framework can be applied to other pathogens and molecular methods.

Conceptual Framework and Approach

When designing a sequencing-based study or surveillance system, the first step is to identify the population of

interest. The framework presented here can be applied to populations at any scale—such as a country, state, or
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community—as long as the required parameters (explained in detail in the next section) can be estimated for that
population. Once the relevant population is identified, the next step is to determine the specific question(s) to
answer, as different goals require different sample sizes in order to obtain reliable results. Our framework provides
guidance for sample size calculation and bias correction for both variant detection and measuring prevalence ' in
the context of a single cross-sectional snapshot or an ongoing surveillance program (Fig 1). Sampling frequency
will influence how sample size is defined (i.e., overall study size versus average daily or weekly sampling rate) and
what targets must be specified to calculate the appropriate sample size. For instance, in a cross-sectional study, a
possible target could be the probability of detecting a variant at a particular prevalence, while with ongoing
surveillance it might be the waiting time to detect a recently introduced variant that is growing in prevalence. If the
study design is fixed (i.e., a set number of samples have already been collected or sequenced), the same principles

can be applied to evaluate our confidence in the results.

POPULATION SCALE

Define relevant population
infected and susceptible individuals

)

f KEY QUESTION 1

Variant detection } ‘ Variant prevalence

presence vs. absence measuring frequency

f l SAMPLING FREQUENCY f l

Cross-sectional Periodic surveillance Cross-sectional Periodic surveillance
snapshot of current state detect changes over time snapshot of current state detect changes over time
l l REQUIRED TARGETS & PARAMETERS l l
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+ desired confidence time to detection « desired confidence + desired confidence
« coefficient ratio + desired confidence + desired precision + desired precision

- coefficient ratio « coefficient ratio « coefficient ratio
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« variant growth rate « variant growth rate
« variant initial value « variant initial value

Figure 1. Decision tree for designing a variant surveillance program. Identifying the relevant population (yellow shaded
region), key goals of the study (green shaded region; variant detection or measuring variant prevalence) and sampling method
(blue shaded region; cross-sectional or periodic) are necessary to determine the required targets and parameters (red shaded
region) that must be specified in order to calculate the appropriate sample size. Importantly, parameter estimates should be
specific to the pre-defined population of interest as well as reflective of the logistical and biological sources of bias at the time
of sampling.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.30.21268453
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.30.21268453; this version posted February 8, 2023. 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 4.0 International license .

Limitations of existing sampling strategies

We can use existing sampling theory as the basis of our approach to variant detection and prevalence estimation.
Specifically, the sample size needed to detect novel variants at some probability can be calculated with a simple
application of the binomial distribution. The probability of detecting at least one case belonging to a specific variant

(V) given the prevalence of this variant in the population (Py,) is equivalent to one minus the probability of not
detecting it at all. Therefore, the sample size (n) needed to detect at least one case of a VOC at a pre-determined

probability (p) has been shown to be '*:

log(1 — p)

= — PR
log(1 — ;) (1)

Similarly, existing sampling theory can be used to estimate the prevalence of known VOCs in a population.
Specifically, sample size calculations for estimating proportions can be used to determine the number of sequences

that should be generated to estimate VOC prevalence within a desired confidence interval '*:

Z°P.(1 - R) .
— (2)

2 <)

n

Where n is the number of samples needed, Z is the Z-statistic for the 95% confidence level, Py, is the expected

prevalence of the VOC in the population, and d is the desired absolute precision (tolerance for error in the
prevalence estimate). This methodology has previously been used to calculate the number of SARS-CoV-2 samples
needed to detect variants at different frequency levels ® and it assumes that the sample size (n) is small compared to

the total infected population.

These approaches to sample size calculation are subject to limitations. For one, both equations assume that the pool
of samples available for sequencing is a representative random sample of the total infected population. However,
the biology and epidemiology of SARS-CoV-2 VOC:s, such as heterogeneity of disease severity, may affect which
samples are collected and sequenced (Fig 2, Fig S1). The sequences used for analysis may therefore not be directly
reflective of the underlying distribution of viral sequences, and this bias may be detrimental or useful depending on

the goals of surveillance.

Here, we characterize the mechanistic process from infection to case detection to variant identification using a
simple modeling framework that captures how these processes differ between variants. We first explore how VOC
attributes could bias detection of SARS-CoV-2 cases, and then determine how this bias may affect sample size
calculations. We then extend the framework and focus on genomic surveillance as an ongoing process, with

sampling occurring periodically over time.
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Figure 2. Factors affecting observed variant prevalence. VOC prevalence in (A) total population, (B) pool of detected
infections, and (C) characterized infections (identified as a particular variant by sequencing or another technology). Biological
and logistical differences between variants can lead to bias in observed variant proportions. Orange = infections caused by
VOC (variant of concern); blue = infections caused by other variants of the same pathogen.

METHODS

Variant surveillance model

As discussed above, we aimed to characterize the factors that could affect the collection of SARS-CoV-2 samples
and their selection for downstream processes such as sequencing. To do this, we developed a model that tracks how
biological differences between variants, as well as logistical challenges in case and variant detection, may affect
estimated variant frequency, given a true underlying frequency in a population. This model distinguishes all
infections (N), from those that are detected (D), from those that ultimately produce a genome sequence (G) that can

be used to identify the underlying variant.

We conceive of the model in two phases: 1) infection detection, which describes the joint biological and testing
mechanisms that lead infections (V) to be detected (D) by a surveillance system (Fig 3, top row), and 2) infection
characterization, which describes the selection of samples for genomic sequencing from high-quality detected
infections (H) and identification of specific variants from the resulting high-quality sequences (Fig 3, bottom row).
In this context, “high-quality detected infections” refers to pathogen-positive samples of high enough quality (e.g.,
by a metric such as cycle threshold value) that they will be selected for sequencing, while “high-quality sequences”

refers to pathogen sequences that are complete enough to characterize the infection-causing variant.
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Figure 3. Schematic of variant surveillance model. (1) infection detection process; (2) infection characterization process.

Parameters are defined in Table 1.

Model states are separated by transition parameters that model how biological differences between variants can
affect factors such as testing rates, testing sensitivity, and sample quality (Table 1). Each of these parameters is
specific to the relevant population scale and time period of sampling, e.g., the testing rate is the nationwide testing
rate at the time of sampling if the model will be used to determine overall country-wide VOC prevalence but may
be different if the method is to be applied at a smaller geographic scale, or in a setting with different testing
practices or healthcare-seeking behaviors. The model is also generalizable for any number of variants of interest,
where the VOC(s) are always compared to the remaining population. For example, the number of infections caused
by a VOC V; is tracked alongside the number of infections not caused by this variant, which we term V,. This setup
allows us to track the proportion of infections caused by variant 7 at any given step, which is often the value of

primary interest.

Table 1. Model states and parameters.

Param Description Param  Description
N Total number of infections in population Hy, Numbgr of'detected, high quality, infections caused
by variant i
. . .. . Number of detected, high quality, infections caused
Py, Sy,
Vi Proportion of variant i in population Vi by variant i that are selected for sequencing
Ny, Number of infections caused by variant i Gy Number of hlgh qugllty sequences from infections
¢ ¢ caused by variant i
N Number of asymptomatic infections caused by " Probability that an infection caused by variant i is
Vid variant i Vi asymptomatic
N Number of symptomatic infections caused by - Probability of testing, given type of infection (x:
vis variant i x symptomatic or asymptomatic)
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T Number of tested asymptomatic infections b Probability that a tested infection caused by variant
vie caused by variant i Vi i results in a positive test (sensitivity)

T Number of tested symptomatic infections Probability that a detected infection caused by
vis caused by variant i W, variant i meets some quality threshold

D Number of detected asymptomatic infections Probability that a sample is selected for
vie caused by variant i P sequencing

D Number of detected symptomatic infections w Probability that a sequenced sample produces a
vis caused by variant i high quality genome

D Number of detected infections (symptomatic
Vi and asymptomatic) caused by variant i

Using this model, the number of high-quality detected infections attributable to a specific variant is as follows:
Hy, = NPy oy, (dv,me + (1 — Uy 1) (3)

By calculating this quantity for each variant of interest and the remainder of the population, we can determine the
prevalence of each VOC in the pool of high quality samples available for sequencing. Variation in these parameters
between pathogen variants can be summarized in a single parameter, which we term the coefficient of detection:

e L= Qv (i Ta + (1 —any . )T ) (1)
The value of this coefficient for each variant will determine the bias already present in H, the
population from which we ultimately draw our sample (Fig S2). As shown below, only the ratio of variant
coefficients (and not the raw value for each VOC) is necessary for sample size calculations, so it is not necessary to
estimate every component parameter. When the detection parameters do not vary between variants, the ratio of the
coefficients of infection will be one, and VOC prevalence in detected high quality infections will mirror prevalence

in the overall population.

Model assumptions

Although testing rate, testing sensitivity, and other parameters included in the core version of the model account for
some of the major biases in infection detection and characterization, we do not include every potential source of
bias, including spatial or temporal heterogeneity '*. Therefore, one of the critical underlying assumptions of our
model is that sampling is homogeneous and representative across the relevant time period, geography of interest,

and any other factors not explicitly included as model parameters.

The current version of the model also assumes that parameter values are static over time, and does not explicitly
account for turnaround time (i.e., the amount of time between sample collection and variant characterization).

Turnaround time can vary greatly across surveillance settings and countries *, and therefore should be carefully
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considered when interpreting results based on sampling strategies suggested by the model. Any conclusions apply
for the day on which samples were collected (rather than the date of sequencing, which could be days or weeks
later) and, if samples were collected over a period of time, the user must make an additional assumption that the

variant prevalence did not change significantly over that time period in order to correctly interpret the results.

Finally, we assume that all variants not explicitly tracked in application of the model are homogeneous in terms of
testing rate, testing sensitivity, and other variant-specific parameters. In other words, if we are interested in tracking
a variant I/}, we assume all non-V; infections of this virus (which we summarize as single variable, V,) have
identical biological properties. Accounting for heterogeneity in V, would require a three (or more) variant system,

in which specific characteristics of variants V;, ,, etc. are compared to the remaining pathogen population, V.

Estimating the effects of pathogen properties on variant surveillance

We explored the effects of biological and logistical factors affecting variant detection—summarized in the
coefficient of detection (Equation 4)—on the variant proportions observed in H, the pool of high quality detected
infections from which to sample (Equation 3). We can calculate the multiplicative bias in the observed prevalence
of a particular variant as a function of the underlying prevalences and coefficients of detection for all variants in the

system:

'y C'y
P, + 2P, +..+ =Py,
B ( "l ( l‘l

actual V] prevalence Cv,

Cn

. 2
=P, +

ot

observed V; prevalence
Where n is the total number of variants in the population (n = 2).

Unsurprisingly, a larger differential between the coefficient of detection for V; and the coefficients of detection for
other variants in the system leads to more bias in the observed frequency. Additionally, the observed prevalence of

V; in H is more biased when Py, is smaller (Fig 4A).

We can also calculate a correction factor g such that:

qloddsy; )

P — 1 Vil
T+ q(oddsy, )

(6)
Where oddsy, is the observed odds of the V; prevalence in H. This equation allows for a direct conversion between

the observed variant frequencies in the sampling pool (Py,) and the true frequency of V; in the infected population

(Py,). In a two-variant system (i.e., a system with one variant of interest compared to the rest of the population),

c .. . .
q= cﬁ (see Supplemental Text 1 for derivation and correction factor values in larger systems).
Vi
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Figure 4. Exploring the effects of the coefficient of detection. (A) Multiplicative bias in the observed prevalence of variant V;
in H, the pool of high quality infected detections to sample from (bias: observed V; prevalence divided by actual V; prevalence).
(B) Number of sequences required to detect at least one infection caused by V; with 95% probability, for different V, prevalence
values and coefficient of detection ratios. (C) Number of sequences required to determine the prevalence of variants with a
frequency of at least Py, in the population, with 95% confidence and 25% precision. The prevalence calculated with these
sequences will reflect the observed (biased) value, and will need to be corrected using Equation 6. All panels assume a two-

variant system, where V; is the variant of interest and V, is the rest of the pathogen population. In (B) and (C), note that the

number of samples selected for sequencing should exceed the number of sequences required if w < 1.

Implementation

We have implemented the method described above in a publicly available R package (phylosamp) and spreadsheet
(Supplemental Data 1). Either can be used to calculate the required sample size in each of the three scenarios
described below: cross-sectional sampling for variant detection, cross-sectional sampling for measuring variant
prevalence, and periodic sampling for variant detection. The equations can be used both backwards and forwards—
a user can input epidemiological and biological parameters and use them to determine the sample size needed to
achieve the primary aim (detection or measuring prevalence) given a desired confidence level, or they can input an

anticipated sample size and use the equations to calculate confidence in the results.

RESULTS

Sampling strategies for cross-sectional surveillance

In the following sections, we provide examples of how to calculate the appropriate sample size for surveillance
given potential biases in observed variant frequencies. We also discuss how this bias—or, in some cases,
enrichment—may make it easier to detect or measure the prevalence of certain variants. A complete, worked

example of using our method to set up a surveillance program is provided in Supplemental Text 2.
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Variant detection

Detecting the introduction of new variants into specific populations is a common goal during a pathogen outbreak.
This requires identification of variants while they are still at low frequency in the population. For example, we may
be interested in determining the minimum sample size needed to have a 95% chance of detecting a variant at 2%
frequency in a specific population. If this variant is biologically and epidemiologically identical to the rest of the
population, its frequency in the sampling pool (H) will reflect its frequency in the overall population. In this case,
we can apply binomial sampling theory (Equation 1) to calculate the number of sequences needed (see Fig S3 for

validation of binomial sampling process):

log(1l — p) B log(1 — 0.95) B

n = : - =
log(l — A,)  log(l —0.02)

Most variants of interest, however, are not biologically and epidemiologically identical to the rest of the pathogen
population. For example, variants can emerge that are more transmissible, such as the SARS-CoV-2 Delta variant
L1316 This increased transmissibility can be for a variety of reasons, such as higher viral loads in infected patients
or more efficient entry into host cells, all of which require adjustment to these calculations. Here, we assume that a
VOC is more transmissible specifically because it causes higher viral titers in infected patients, and that, based on
current testing practices, this increased titer increases the testing sensitivity of the variant (¢y, = 0.975) as
compared to other circulating variants (¢, = 0.95). We also assume that detected infections caused by this VOC
contain more virus and therefore have an increased probability (yy, = 0.8) of meeting quality thresholds (e.g., Ct
value cutoffs) using currently available sequencing technologies than other positive samples (yy, = 0.6). We
assume that all other biological and surveillance parameters are the same between the VOC and the rest of the

pathogen population, so we do not need to estimate their values in order to obtain the coefficient ratio needed for

sample size calculations.

Using the parameters that differ, we can calculate the coefficient of detection ratio and use this to calculate the
VOC frequency we expect to see in our sample. Rearranging Equation 5, we see that:

Py, 0.02

e = .  0.05:0.6 \/
Py + o2 Ry, 002+ (3555 (0.98)

observed V] prevalence = = 0.027

V097508

We then apply sampling theory as above, using the observed variant frequency (2.7%) as Py,. Because the variant
is enriched in our population of detected infections, we find that only 109 sequences are needed to be 95%

confident in detection of this variant (Fig 4B; see Fig S4A for sequence requirements for 50% confidence). Since
not every sequenced sample produces a usable sequence, even after selecting for high quality samples (Fig 3), we
assume a sequencing success rate of 80% for all variants (w = 0.8), which means 137 samples should be selected

for sequencing in order to obtain 109 complete genomes. The same procedure could be performed to determine the

10
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sample size needed to detect a more severe variant—or any variant that has some effect on pathogen detection—
provided the ratio of coefficients of detection can be estimated. We note that all estimated parameters are specific to
the population and time period of sampling, and would require modification for use in other settings, which could

involve different testing practices, healthcare-seeking behaviors, or variant characterization technologies.
Variant prevalence

After a variant is first detected, sequencing is often used to monitor its frequency in the population. Therefore, we
assume that we are interested in calculating the minimum sample size needed to correctly (within 25% of the true
value) determine the prevalence of a variant at >10% frequency in the population with 95% confidence. If this
variant is biologically and epidemiologically identical to the rest of the population, its frequency in the sampling
pool (H) will reflect its frequency in the population. In this case, we can apply existing theory (Equation 2) to

calculate the number of sequences needed:

Z*Py (1= Py)  L96%(0.1)(1 - 0.1) =51
_ — - = JJ
FE (0.1 % 0.25)2

n

In this example, we calculate the sample size with the smallest prevalence (10%) we are interested in accurately
measuring, since this requires the largest sample size. We do not apply any sort of finite population size correction

8, though this could decrease the sample size needed for prevalence estimation.

If a variant of interest has differing biological or epidemiological properties, we must adjust our calculations to
account for the likely over or underrepresentation of this variant in the sampling pool. A more severe variant, for
example, may decrease the proportion of infected individuals who are asymptomatic (y, = 0.25), compared to the
rest of the population (1, = 0.4), but may have a limited effect on the other biological and surveillance
parameters. A difference in the asymptomatic rate only biases the observed variant frequency if testing rates are
different for symptomatic and asymptomatic infections (see Equation 4), so in this example we assume that
symptomatic infections are tested at a higher frequency (75 = 0.3) than asymptomatic infections (7, = 0.05). We
again assume all other parameters are equal between variants (and thus do not provide a value for them) and use
Equations 4 and 5 to calculate the variant frequency we expect in our sample, assuming a true underlying

frequency of 10%:

Pn .1 —0.11
Py, + :_1.1’1 0.1 + (0.84)(0.9)

observed V] prevalence =

We then apply sampling theory as above, using Py, = 0.117. We find that the enrichment of VOC samples among

detected infections means fewer sequences (n = 465; which would require sequencing 580 samples assuming an
80% sequencing success rate) are needed to achieve the desired precision in our estimate of variant prevalence (Fig

4C; see Fig S4B-C for sequence requirements with different confidence and precision values). However, it is

11
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important to keep in mind that, even if 465 sequences are successfully generated, the variant prevalence estimated
from these data will be the observed variant prevalence and not the true population prevalence of the variant. In
other words, even sequencing every sample available will not overcome the biases in the sampling pool itself.

Equation 6 must be applied to estimate the true variant prevalence from any observed value.

Sampling strategies for ongoing surveillance

During an infectious disease outbreak, variant detection and monitoring are ongoing processes. Sampling over time
is needed to conduct critical surveillance tasks, such as monitoring for the introduction of new variants into the

population. Determining the appropriate sample size for this task requires us to adapt the above approaches.
Variant detection

Here, we assume that the same number of sequences are sampled at each time step, e.g., that sequencing batches
prepared weekly or daily always include the same number of samples. Given this assumption, we can again use
binomial sampling theory (Equation 1) to calculate the probability of detecting a VOC on or before time step t.
The resulting equation takes the form of a survival function, as follows:

a=t

Prid<t)=1-[J(1 - P)"

x=0
Where Pr(d < t) is the probability of detection on or before time t, n is the sample size per unit time, and P, is the
prevalence of the variant of interest in the population at time x. After rearranging this equation to solve for the per-
timestep sample size and approximating the product with a continuous function (see Appendix for full derivation),

we obtain:

In(1 —Pr(d <))
G(t) — G(0)

n =

Where G (t) is the cumulative density of the function used to model variant growth over time. In other words, we
can estimate the necessary sample size per time step, provided we can approximate how the variant prevalence is

changing over time.

For example, let us assume that variant prevalence follows a logistic growth curve. Logistic growth is often
ascribed to variants with a fitness advantage, such as the Alpha SARS-CoV-2 variant '’, though in this section we
will assume that the variant of interest does not affect any of the parameters that go into calculating the coefficient
of detection (we will relax this assumption in the following section). We assume there was a single introduction of
this variant into a population of 10,000 infected individuals and that the growth rate is approximately 0.1 per day '®.
Now, we can use Equation 7 to calculate the per-day sample size needed to ensure detection (with 95%

probability) of this Alpha-like variant within 30 days of its initial emergence:
12
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n In(1 — 0.95) 158 sequences /day
= — - - = 1008 S& Mces/dayv
G(30) — G(0) TR

In other words, generating 158 * 7 = 1,106 sequences per week (assuming sequences are well-distributed
throughout the week) ensures a 95% probability of detection of this variant within 30 days of initial introduction.
Over 1,000 sequences per week may be an unmanageable number, but it is important to note that, given the
assumptions of a single introduction and a growth rate of 0.1 per day, the variant will only have a prevalence of
0.2% by day 30. It may be more realistic to use these logistic growth assumptions to estimate when prevalence will
surpass a specific, more detectable value (e.g., with these assumptions, prevalence will surpass 1% on day 47) and
then to determine the sample size needed to ensure detection before the VOC reaches that prevalence. Inserting 47
days into Equation 7 shows us that a much more manageable 196 sequences per week are needed to detect the

variant before it surpasses 1% prevalence in the population of interest.

Once again, it is also important to consider the sequencing success rate (w) when calculating the number of samples
that should be selected for sequencing. To generate 196 high quality sequences per week with an 80% success rate,

245 samples will need to be selected for sequencing.
Variant detection with a biased sample

As discussed above, VOC prevalence may be enriched in the sampling pool, meaning that fewer sequences may be
needed for confident detection of the variant. Using Equation 5, we can calculate the observed variant frequency at
each time step given a growth rate and starting variant prevalence (e.g., 1 introduction into an infected population

of 10,000) as follows:

q(t)

observed V; prevalence = — o _
g(t) + 7 (1 — g(t)

c . . . .
Where Cﬂ represents the relative coefficients of detection between the general pathogen population (Cy,) and the
Vi

variant of interest (Cy, ). Furthermore, g(t) is the probability density function used to model variant growth over
time. From this, we can calculate the cumulative density function of the observed variant prevalence distribution,
G*(t), and use this approximation in our sample size calculation.

. . . . . . Cy, _ 0.95%0.6
If we assume that the Alpha-like VOC described above results in a coefficient of detection ratio of T oorse0s

Vl . .
(see ‘Variant Detection’ in ‘Sampling Strategies for Cross-Sectional Surveillance’), the sample size needed to
ensure a 95% probability of detection by the time the VOC prevalence surpasses 1% in the population is:
In(1 —0.95)

n=——=-— —— = 21 sequences/day
G*=(47) — G*(0)
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Where we again assume an initial prevalence of 1 in 10,000 and a growth rate of 0.1 per day (see Appendix for full
derivation). As expected, the enrichment of the VOC in the sampling pool decreases the number of sequences
needed for detection. Figure 5 (and Fig S5) lays out the relationship between detection probability, sample size,
and variant growth, and can be used to evaluate the marginal costs and benefits of changing the number of samples
selected for sequencing. When using these curves to aid in the design of surveillance systems that take maximum
advantage of available resources, it is important to remember that the coefficient of detection may not remain static
over time. For example, testing infrastructure and practices changed multiple times over the course of the COVID-
19 pandemic (e.g., testing increased with increased availability of approved diagnostic kits, then decreased
dramatically as at-home testing became available and encouraged), which could alter testing rates, testing
sensitivity, etc.—key inputs in the current version of our model. Accordingly, calculations should be repeated and
sampling adjusted each time there is a significant shift in estimated parameter values due to behavioral changes,

updates to variant characterization technology, or the emergence of new variants with distinct biological properties.

A B Cy,/Cy, =1 (o3 Cy,/Cy, =3
Variant prevalence Variant prevalence
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Figure 5. Sample size required for detection of a variant growing in prevalence. For a variant whose prevalence increases
following a logistic curve with growth rate = 0.1 per day and starting value = 1/10000: (A) Observed variant prevalence over time
given different coefficient-of-detection ratios. (B-C) Probability of detecting at least one infection caused by V; (yellow = 0%
probability; blue = 100% probability) on or before a specific day (bottom x-axis) or desired prevalence (top x-axis), given per-day
sample size and specified coefficient of detection ratio. Note that the desired prevalence (top x-axis) is the actual variant
prevalence in the population and that the number of samples selected for sequencing should exceed the number of sequences

required if w < 1. 50% and 95% probability of detection contours are indicated.

Variant prevalence

When monitoring variant prevalence is the primary goal, ongoing sampling strategies can improve prevalence
estimates by leveraging multiple samplings of the infected population. In other words, we can view repeated
samples (i.e., sequencing batches, and the VOC prevalence estimates obtained from these batches) as correlated
data, where estimates from recent past data points are weighted according to their distance from the present time.

Given the same parameters, this type of approach lowers the number of sequences that must be generated at each
14
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time step as compared to a cross-sectional sampling approach, while placing greater weight on recent samples that

might better reflect current prevalence.

Specifically, in the cross-sectional monitoring framework, the prevalence estimate obtained from sequenced
samples most likely represents the VOC prevalence in the middle of the period from which samples were collected,
assuming consistent sampling over time. This estimate, while potentially useful, will be problematic if prevalence
rapidly changes during that time period. Therefore, it may be useful to design a sampling scheme where samples
are collected at fixed (and more narrow) time intervals, so that estimates present a more real-time picture of variant
prevalence. Furthermore, information from recent time points can be used to inform the current estimate using a

rolling window approach, with larger weight given to more recent data.

If we assume a constant sample size (i.e., number of sequences characterized) at each time step and a constant
variance in prevalence estimates across time steps, we can show that the effective sample size across all time steps

is (see Appendix for full derivation):

2

(Z::J “'*)—

Neff = N— '

Z::I “';2

Where n is the per-timestep sample size, t is the total number of time points used in our prevalence calculation, and

\ ;

w; is the weight given to a particular time point i. This is an application of Kish’s equation ', and can be used to
calculate the effective sample size for any particular weighting scheme. Since the effective sample size is the
required sample size in Equation 2, we can easily rearrange Equation 8 above to calculate the required per-
timestep sample size needed to estimate prevalence with a desired confidence and precision:
S
n = ng—=i=1 Q"
- eff ¢ ‘ ) 2 L 9 )
i—1 u )
As in the example used in the cross-sectional section above, let us assume that we are interested in calculating the
minimum sample size needed to correctly (within 25% of the true value) determine the prevalence of a variant at
>10% frequency in the population with 95% confidence. Equation 2 shows that this will require 554 sequences.
Instead of collecting all of these sequences at once, we will sample infections from the population weekly and

calculate prevalence using the following weighting scheme:
{Wt = 11Wt—1 = 075, Wi = 05, We_3 = 025}

Using Equation 9, we can calculate the required number of sequences needed per week as follows:
o 12407524052 +0.25° , .
n = 504 x — — - —— = 554 % 0.3 = 167
(1 +0.75+0.5+0.25)°
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In other words, generating 167 sequences each week and applying the weighting scheme described above to
calculate prevalence will generate an estimate with the desired confidence and precision. This requires substantially
fewer resources than generating 554 sequences each week, while resulting in an estimated prevalence that may be
more reflective of the current prevalence than spreading the 554 sequences equally across samples collected from
infections spanning the four-week time period in this example. The choice of weighting scheme will of course
affect the relevance of the prevalence estimate and we direct the reader to the extensive literature on selecting

20-23

appropriate weighting schemes , a discussion of which is outside the scope of this manuscript.

Variant prevalence with a biased sample

This methodology can also be used if the sampling pool itself is biased. In this case, we use Equations 4 and 5 to
calculate the observed prevalence and use this value in Equation 2, as described above. The required sample size
determined from Equation 2 (the effective sample size) can then be used to calculate the number of sequences

required per timestep to achieve desired confidence and precision in variant prevalence estimates.

DISCUSSION

Designing a pathogen surveillance system in a particular population must begin with identifying the primary
purpose or key questions to be answered. For example, surveillance strategies will be different when the goal is
early detection of a newly introduced VOC versus when the goal is measuring the prevalence of an existing variant
12 In either case, there are a myriad of factors that influence which infections are ultimately sequenced. Here we
present a framework for thinking about these factors, and we show that their effects can be summarized in a single
number, the coefficient of detection. This coefficient characterizes how biological and logistical factors can lead to
VOC enrichment (or depletion) in a sample—Ileading to earlier (or later) detection—while also biasing
measurement of the true underlying VOC prevalence. Depending on the purpose of surveillance, it will be
important to account for these effects in sample size calculations and subsequent reporting of results. The work
presented here aims to provide an accessible set of methods for doing so, and a general approach that can be
extended to other settings and study designs. In addition to providing statistically-grounded guidance for sampling

design, our framework can be applied retrospectively to evaluate previously reported results.

A perceived barrier to using the approach outlined here may be lack of knowledge of the exact parameters that are
summarized by the coefficient of detection. However, it is not necessary to know individual parameter values when
using our framework as long as we can approximate their ratio, since all calculations rely solely on the ratio of
coefficients of detection. Parameters that have the same value across variants need not be specified at all. Although
decreasing the number of parameters that need to be specified makes the framework easier to use, there is still value
in breaking down the process of surveillance into its component parts. For instance, it may be difficult to estimate a
single pathogen testing rate in settings without consistent testing of asymptomatic individuals (e.g., hospitals or

settings with limited testing capacity). But if the asymptomatic and symptomatic testing rates are separated into two
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parameters, we can assume the asymptomatic testing rate is negligible (or at least similar between variants) and

focus on the symptomatic testing rate, which may be easier to quantify.

In considering the full process from infection detection to variant characterization, we have aimed to make our
framework flexible enough to handle situations not explicitly discussed above. Although most of the examples
presented in this manuscript focus on a two-variant model, the framework is set up to allow for exploration of
multiple variants simultaneously (see Appendix). Further, while we focus on detecting variants undergoing logistic
growth, the sample size needed to detect a variant can be calculated for any growth function as long as the
functional form and underlying parameters can be approximated. Additionally, while we have tried to identify the
key processes that affect pathogen detection, the coefficient of detection could be modified to incorporate other
parameters that differ between variants, or to include factors that may affect which sequences produce complete
genomes (i.e., factors that affect the variant characterization process shown in the bottom part of Fig 3). For
example, we could allow the sequencing success rate (w) to differ between variants (e.g., due to differences in
primer binding when using PCR-based methods for variant characterization or amplification prior to sequencing),
despite the use of an initial sample quality filter (y). Finally, the framework could be extended to any pathogen for
which there is some method (e.g., variant-specific PCR assays) to differentiate pathogen lineages with potentially

different epidemiological or biological processes.

While this manuscript provides guidance for sample size calculations in a number of contexts, it is far from
comprehensive. However, we hope that the methods presented here provide a good starting point for more
sophisticated approaches or those that are more precisely tailored to a specific context. For instance, additional
work on incorporating previous measurements in variant prevalence estimation is needed; our calculations assume
that the variance in prevalence estimates remains constant across time points, which may not be the case when
variant prevalence is changing rapidly. Additionally, when multiple variants are present in the population, accurate
prevalence estimation of one VOC necessarily constrains the potential prevalence values of another VOC;
expanding the framework to co-estimate prevalences for multiple VOCs may make it possible to leverage this

interdependence and further reduce the sample sizes required for accurate monitoring.

When designing surveillance systems based on this framework, it is important to remember that infection and
sampling processes can be heterogeneous in ways not captured by our model. Future work could consider the
effects of spatial heterogeneity on transmission and sampling, the impact of time-varying model parameters in the
ongoing surveillance context, or could extend the framework to metapopulations. Given the current framework and
assumption of homogeneity, samples selected for sequencing should be selected as randomly as possible (in
relation to unmodeled factors), or selected in a way that maximizes the geographic and temporal distribution of

sequences.

The intensive monitoring of SARS-CoV-2 genomic variation during the pandemic has revealed the importance of

characterizing and monitoring specific pathogen variants. As sequencing technologies become more accessible and
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central to our understanding of established and emerging pathogens, it is important that we improve the rigor with
which we design studies using this data. Sophisticated modeling approaches have been invaluable in improving
how we collect and interpret pathogen genomic information, but most are neither nimble nor accessible enough to
be widely used during a crisis. Similarly, ad-hoc approaches or classical study designs may not lead to the optimal
allocation of resources. Here we have attempted to lay out a framework that is widely accessible yet still accounts
for many of the factors that uniquely impact pathogen genomic studies and surveillance programs. As the SARS-
CoV-2 pandemic continues and new infectious threats arise, we hope this approach will help better guide the
collection of data that has proven critical to the pandemic response and serve as a starting point for further

methodological innovation.
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