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Evaluation of Simple and Convenient Methods for SARS-CoV-2 Detection in

Wastewater in high and Low Resource Settings
Pengbo Liu*, Lizheng Guo®, Matthew Cavallo®, Caleb Cantrell?, Stephen Patrick Hilton®, Jillian Dunbar?,
Robbie Barbero?, Robert Barclayz, Orlando Ill Sablon®, Marlene Wolfe', Ben Lepenez, Christine Moe"

Center for Global Safe Water, Sanitation, and Hygiene, Rollins School of Public Health, Emory
University, Atlanta, GA 30322, USA
2Ceres Nanosciences, Inc., 9460 Innovation Dr, Manassas, VA 20110, USA

Severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus-2 (SARS-CoV-2) RNA monitoring in wastewater
has become an important tool for COVID-19 surveillance. Although many viral concentration
methods such as membrane filtration and skim milk are reported, these methods generally
require large volumes of wastewater, expensive lab equipment, and laborious processes. We
utilized a Nanotrap® Microbiome A Particles (Nanotrap particle) method for virus concentration
in wastewater. The method was evaluated across six parameters. pH, temperature, incubation
time, wastewater volumes, RNA extraction methods, and two virus concentration approaches vs.
aone-step method. The method was further evaluated with the addition of the Nanotrap
Enhancement Reagent 1 (ER1) by comparing the automated vs. a manual Nanotrap particle
method. RT-gPCR targeting the nucleocapsid protein was used for detection and quantification
of SARS-CoV-2 RNA. Different pH, temperature, incubation time, wastewater volumes, and
RNA extraction methods did not result in reduced SARS-CoV -2 detection in wastewater
samples. The two-step concentration method showed significantly better results (P<0.01) than
the one-step method. Adding ER1 to wastewater prior to viral concentration using the Nanotrap
particles significantly improved PCR Ct results (P<0.0001) in 10 mL grab samples processed by
automated Nanotrap particle method or 10 mL and 40 mL samples processed by manual
Nanotrap particle method. SARS-CoV-2 detection in 10 mL grab samples with ER1 and the
automated method showed significantly better (P=0.0008) results than 150 mL grab samples
using the membrane filtration method. SARS-CoV-2 detection in 10 mL swab samples with
ERL1 viathe automated method was also significantly better than without ER1 (P<0.0001) and
the skim milk method in 250 mL Moore swab samples (P=0.012). These results suggest that
Nanotrap methods could substitute the traditional membrane filtration and skim milk methods for
viral concentration without compromising on the assay sensitivity. The manua method can be
used in resource-limited areas, and the high-throughput platform is appropriate for large-scale
COVID-19 wastewater-based surveillance.

Key Words: SARS-CoV-2; wastewater; Nanotrap particles, RT-qPCR,; grab; Moore swab

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


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.31.22284093

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

58

59

60

61

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.31.22284093; this version posted January 3, 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.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

2
INTRODUCTION

Coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) is caused by severe acute respiratory syndrome
coronavirus-2 (SARS-CoV-2), asingle-stranded RNA virus that can infect individuals who can
develop illness ranging in severity from life-threatening complications to mild symptomatic or
asymptomatic infections. SARS-CoV-2 is mainly transmitted among people via respiratory
droplets. However, it isalso shed in feces at high concentrations and SARS-CoV-2 RNA titer in
feces has been reported to be 10° copies per gram of feces or between 10%-10” genome copies per
milliliter of stool suspension [, allowing the virus RNA to be detected in sewage samples
collected from wastewater treatment plants, community manholes, or buildings *¥. Sincethe
early reported detection of SARS-CoV-2 in wastewater !, monitoring for SARS-CoV-2 RNA
has become a critical tool for global COVID-19 surveillance and to guide response to COVID-19
outbreaksin communities. Theinitia step in processing wastewater samples for SARS-CoV-2
detection isto concentrate viruses from arelatively large volume to a small volume or pellet that
can be used for nucleic acid extraction. Previous studies reported that the typical volumes of
wastewater samples for the detection of SARS-CoV -2 range from 50-250 mL . For this range
of volumes, SARS-CoV-2 was concentrated using several approaches. membrane filtration
precipitation with polyethylene glycol (PEG) [, skim milk ¥, ultracentrifugation !, and
ultrafiltration, *Yetc. This step usually requires a centrifuge that can spin down at least a 50-mL
tube, which isa problem for some laboratories with limited resourcesin the world. Using a small
volume of wastewater samples without this centrifuge and without compromise on assay
sensitivity would be preferable for broad application of SARS-COV -2 wastewater surveillance.
In addition, there are limited reports for application of novel viral concentration approach in

wastewater samples and consideration of small sample volume with better sensitivity.
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Nanotrap particles are highly porous hydrogel particles that are versatile in their functionality for
the capture and concentration of analytes, such as proteins, peptides, nucleic acids, hormones,
viral antigens, and live infectious pathogens. This versatility allows Nanotrap particlesto be
customized to capture analytes in various complex biological mixtures like blood, saliva, urine,
and wastewater . Nanotrap particles can perform three essential functions: capturing target
analytes from complex metrics, separating analytes from interfering materials, and protecting
target analytes from degradation. Nanotrap particles are capable of preserving viruses and
nucleic acids from degradation after sample concentration at both ambient and increased
temperature for up to 3 days *?. In addition to these advantages, Nanotrap particles can capture
and concentrate multiple pathogens in one sample ™. This capability has been demonstrated
with Nanotrap particles used in a coinfection scenario with HIV and Rift Valley Fever Virusin
bovine serum 3. Since the COVD-19 pandemic began, Nanotrap particles have been used to
detect SARS-CoV-2 [** 3 and other respiratory viruses *®*” in wastewater. For example,
Anderson et a " demonstrated that Nanotrap particles can be used for simultaneous
concentration and detection of SARS-CoV-2, influenza, and Respiratory Syncytial Virusin

wastewater.

Thee sampling methods were used for SARS-CoV -2 wastewater-based epidemiology: grab,
composite, and passive sampling. Grab sampling is a simple and convenient method that
wastewater is collected at one point in time; however, interpretation of the resultsis limited
because the samples only represent a snapshot at one moment. Composite sampling has been
considered as a more representative method due to its ability to collect numerous individual
samples at regular time intervals, and the individual samples are subsequently combined in

proportion to the wastewater flow rate. However, composite sampling is more costly and time-
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85  consuming, and it may not be feasible under certain environmental conditions. Passive sampling,
86  which amaterial isdeployed in wastewater to trap SARS-CoV-2 over time, provides a sensitive,
87  low-cost, and convenient alternative to composite sampling. We used a M oore swab passive

88  sampling method, pieces of gauzestied to a fishing line for SASR-CoV-2 wastewater

89  aurveillanceininstitutional buildings. Grab samples were collected from manholes of the

90  buildings and membrane filtration method was used to concentrate the virus from 80-500 mL

91  wastewater because the grab samples usually had lower turbidity. Moore swab samples were

92  placed in the stream of wastewater and collected after 24 hours. Because these samples had

93  higher turbidity, the virus was concentrated using the skim milk method.

94 Inthisstudy, we evaluated whether some common parameters, such as pH, temperature,
95 incubation time, wastewater volume, RNA extraction method, and two-step (skim milk +
96  Nanotrap particle method) vs. one-step (Nanotrap particle method alone) concentration methods
97  impact the detection of SARS-CoV-2 RNA in wastewater. The secondary objectives were to
98 compare: a) optimized high-throughput, automated sample processing vs. manual Nanotrap
99  particle methods with a small sample volume (10 mL) so we can scale up wastewater
100  surveillanceif automated sample processing shows at least similar sengitivity as the manual
101 method, and b) compare manual Nanotrap concentration methods (for 10 mL) to membrane
102 filtration method for grab samples (150 mL) and skim milk method for Moore swab samples
103 (250 mL) so we can use this method in settings with low resources. We would like to ensure that
104  switching concentration methods and sample volumes from traditional membrane filtration and

105  skim milk methods to Nanotrap method do not compromise the sensitivity.

106

107 MATERIALSand METHODS
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5

108  Wastewater samples. For this study, wastewater samples were collected weekly from

109  community manholes and influent lines of wastewater treatment plants in Atlanta from June

110 2021 to August 2021. Samples from community manholes were collected weekly using Moore
111 swabs made from cotton gauze and secured by typing the fishing line to a hook at the top of the
112 manhole and the swabs were placed in wastewater flows for 24 hours and then retrieved.

113 Samples from influent lines were 500 mL grab samples collected in wastewater treatment plants
114  inurban Atlanta areas, which represented tens of thousands of people. Sample collection

115  procedures are described in detail at https://www.protocols.io/view/wastewater- sample-

116  collection-moore-swab-and-grab-s-b2rzqd76

117  Membranefiltration. The wastewater samples were centrifuged at 5,000 rpm for 5 minutes at
118  4°C toremove solids in the sample that could clog the membrane filter. The method using 0.45-
119  um-pore-size, 47-mm-diameter nitrocellulose filters, described by Liu et al ¥, was used to

120  concentrate SARS-CoV-2 from 150 mL of wastewater grab samples after pH adjustment to 3.5
121 and 25 mM of magnesium chloride was added. Before filtration, 10° equivalent genome copies
122 (EGC) of Bovine Respiratory Syncytial Virus (BRSV) (INFORCE 3, Zoetis, Parsippany, NJ)
123 were added to the sample as a process control. After filtration, the membrane filter was placed
124  into amicrocentrifuge tube and 800 uL of RLT buffer from the RNeasy Mini Kit (QIAGEN,
125  Hilden, Germany) was added immediately. The sample was vortexed at maximum speed for 10
126  minutes and then subjected to RNA extraction as described in the instructions of the RNeasy

127  Mini Kit.

128  Skim milk flocculation concentration. Skim milk flocculation method, described by Liu et al i
129  wasused to concentrate SARS-CoV-2 from Moore swab samples collected from community

130  manholesin Atlanta. Briefly, a 5% (w/v) skimmed milk solution was prepared by dissolving 5 g
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131 of skimmed milk powder (BD, #232100, Sparks, MD) in 100 mL of distilled water. Before the
132 flocculation step, the pH of the liquid sample squeezed from Moore swab was adjusted to 3.5
133 using 6 N HCL and then skimmed milk was added at a final concentration of 1%, followed by
134  addition of 10° EGC of BRSV and shaking for 2 h (https://www.protocols.io/view/skim-milk-

135  flocculation-and-rna-extraction-for-sars-b2uwagexe).

136  Manual Nanotrap particle method for concentration of SARS-CoV-2 and RNA extraction.
137  Nanotrap Microbiome A Particles (SKU#44202, Ceres Nanosciences Inc., Manassas, VA) are
138  magnetically functionalized, affinity capture hydrogel particles that capture and concentrate
139  microbes from samples. Grab wastewater samples from influent lines or of the liquid squeezed
140  from Moore swab samples from community manholes were used for the manual Nanotrap

141  particle method. Four-hundred microliters of Nanotrap® particles and ten microliters of BRSV,
142 approximately equivalent to 10° EGC of BRSV, were added to 10 mL or 40 mL of wastewater.
143  Seeded samples were incubated for 20 minutes and were placed on a magnet rack (Thermo

144  Fisher Scientific, Waltham, MA) for 10 minutes. Supernatant was then removed without

145 disturbing the pellet of Nanotrap® particles. One milliliter of molecular grade water was used to
146  rinsethe pellet off the side of the tube and the sample was transferred to a1.7 mL tube. The

147  sample was then placed on a small magnet rack for 2 minutes to allow the particles to pellet,
148  followed by adding 140 uL of 1xPBSto the particle pellet that was used for RNA extraction
149  using the QlAamp Viral RNA Mini Kit (QIAGEN, Valencia, CA) in accordance with the

150  manufacturer's instructions.
151 (https://www.protocols.io/view/manual -nanotrap-concentrati on-and-rna-extracti on-f-b2uzgexe6).

152  Automated Nanotrap particle method for SARS-CoV-2 concentration and RNA extraction.
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153 KingFisher™ Apex robot platform (Thermo Fisher Scientific, USA), allowing to process 24

154  samplesusing a 24-plex head, was used for virus concentration and nucleic acid extraction from
155  wastewater. Briefly, 10 uL of BRSV (equivalent to 10° EGC of BRSV) and 50 uL of Nanotrap®
156  enhancement reagent 1 (ER1, Ceres Nanoscience Inc., #10111) were mixed with approximate 5
157  mL of wastewater and two replicate wells with atotal of 10 mL of wastewater were used for

158  each sample. After 10 min of incubation at room temperature, 75 uL of Nanotrap® particles were
159  added and the sample plates were loaded into the KingFisher ™ Apex, followed by running the
160  designated KingFisher™ script. After viral concentration, samples were processed for RNA

161  extraction using the Applied Biosystems MagMax™ nucleic acid isolation kit (Thermo Fisher

162  Scientific #48310) on the same platform following the instructions.

163 (https://www.protocols.io/view/nanotrap- kingfisher-concentration-extraction-amp-m-

164  b2nkgdcw).

165  Quantitativereal-time RT-PCR method. SARS-CoV-2 RNA was detected via RT-gPCR

166  (https://www.protocols.io/view/singleplex-qpcr-for-sars-cov-2-nl-and-brsv-b2qyqdxw) using
167  the N1 primers described before '® * and the TagPath™ gPCR Master Mix (ThermoFisher

168  Scientific, Waltham, MA). Synthetic SARS-CoV-2 RNA (ATCC VR-3276SD, Manassas, VA)
169  with known concentration was 10-fold diluted and the standard curve was used for quantification
170  of SARS-CoV-2 RNA titersin wastewater. Potential PCR inhibition was examined in some

171 samplesthrough testing dilutions (1:2, 1:5 and 1:10) and comparing the results to those from the
172 undiluted RNA. Positive samples were defined as the presence of Ct values in both duplicate

173 wellsfrom one sample; if both Ct values were below 36 with the Ct difference <2, we considered

174  the samples as positive; if both Ct values were above 36, the sample was classified as weak
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175  positive; if both or either Ct were absent or greater than 36, the sample was classified as

176  negative.

177  Statistical analysis

178 A paired nonparametric Friedman test was used to compare the mean Ct values of the groups of
179  Nanotrap particle characterization experiments. Wilcoxon signed rank test was used to compare
180  thetwo-step vs. one-step concentration methods, the automated vs. manual Nanotrap particle

181  methods with and without ER1 in 10 mL and 40 mL grab and M oore swab samples, the

182  automated Nanotrap particle method vs. the membrane filtration method in grab samples, and the
183  automated Nanotrap particle method vs. the skim milk method in Moore swab samples.

184  Differences were considered statistically significant if the p-value was <0.05.

185  RESULTS

186  Wefirst evaluated the effects of four physical and chemical parameters (incubation time,

187  temperature, pH, and sample volume) on the manua Nanotrap particle method without ER1

188  (Figure 1a-1d). Incubation of 10 mL wastewater with 140 uL Nanotrap particles at different

189  temperatures (4°C, 22°C, 37°C, and 50°C) for 20 minsfollowed by RNA extraction and

190  detection of SARS-CoV-2 RNA using RT-gPCR did not show a difference (P>0.05) in Ct values
191  (Figure 1a). Incubation of 10 mL wastewater samples with Nanotrap particles at room

192  temperature for different times (10, 20, 40, 60 minutes) did not show a significant difference

193  (P>0.05) in Ct values for SARS-CoV-2 detection (Figure 1b). Wastewater adjusted to pH values
194  of 5.0, 8.0, and 10.0 at room temperature before sample processing was not associated with

195  differencesin SARS-CoV-2 Ct valuesin 10 mL wastewater samples using Nanotrap particles

196  (Figure 1c). Ct values of SARS-CoV-2 detection in 10 mL, 40 mL and 120 mL wastewater
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197  samples showed no statistical difference (P>0.05) (Figure 1d). These results suggest that
198  Nanotrap particles are very stable and are environmentally tolerant, which is appropriate for

199  application in other countries and is convenient for transportation and storage.

200  Wethen compared atwo-step concentration method that started with skim milk concentration
201 followed by Nanotrap particle concentration for 200 mL wastewater samples to the one-step

202 Nanotrap particle method for 40 mL wastewater samples. We observed significantly lower

203  SARS-CoV-2 Ct values (P<0.0001) with the two-step method and alarger sample volume

204  (Figure 1e), suggesting that two-step of viral concentration with large volume is more sensitive
205  for viral detection than one step concentration from a small volume of wastewater. Finally, we
206 compared three RNA extraction kits (QIAamp, MagMAX and IDEXX Kkits) to extract SARS-
207  CoV-2 RNA from 10 mL same wastewater samples for each kit followed by RT-gPCR detection
208  and observed that these gave similar results (P=0.103) (Figure 1f). These resultsindicate that the

209 three RNA extraction methods are same sensitive for viral detection.

210  Theeffect of ER1 for the Nanotrap particles was examined by comparing the automated
211 Nanotrap particle method with and without ER1 and the manual Nanotrap particle method with
212 two sample volumes (10 mL and 40 mL) with and without ER1 using wastewater grab samples

213 from influent lines (Figure 2).

214  Adding ER1 to 10 mL grab wastewater samples prior to viral concentration on the KingFisher
215  system resulted in significantly lower (P=0.0005) Ct values compared to the protocol without
216  ER1. When the manual Nanotrap particle method was used, adding ER1 to both 10 mL and 40
217  mL grab samples also showed a similar improvement (P>0.05) in Ct values (Figure 2). These
218  results suggest that including ER1 in the viral concentration significantly increase the viral

219  detection inin grab samples using both the manual and the automated Nanotrap assays.
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220  Wethen examined the effect of ER1 using Moore swab samples and again compared the

221 automated Nanotrap particle method (10 mL sample) and manual Nanotrap particle method (10
222 mL and 40 mL) with and without ER1 (Figure 3). Adding ER1 to the liquid squeezed from 10
223 mL Moore swab samples prior to viral concentration with Nanotrap particles yielded

224  significantly lower Ct values (P<0.05) in the automated Nanotrap particle method. Adding ER1
225  to 10 mL and 40 mL Moore swab samples and using the manual Nanotrap particle method also
226  demonstrated lower Ct values compared to samples without ER1, but the Ct values from the

227  Moore swab samples were more variable than those from the grab samples (Figure 3). These
228  resultsindicate that ER1 significantly increase viral concentration in Moore swab samples using

229  both the manual and the automated Nanotrap assays

230 Typically, virus detection in environmental samples requires concentration from large sample
231 volumes which can be more challenging to process with a high-throughput platform. We

232 compared the automated Nanotrap particle method and ER1 using 10 mL wastewater samples to
233 two traditional concentration methods that use larger volume samples: the membrane filtration
234  method using 150 mL grab samples (Figure 4 and Table 1) and the skim milk method using 250

235  mL Moore swab samples (Figure 5 and Table 2).

236  Fifteen wastewater grab samples were processed in parallel using the automated Nanotrap

237  particle method with ER1 (10 mL) and without ER1 (10 mL), as well as by the membrane

238 filtration method (150 mL). In comparison to without ER1, adding ER1 to Nanotrap particlesin
239  wastewater significantly improved SARS-CoV-2 RNA detection in 10 mL wastewater by an
240  average of 4.05 Ct values (P<0.0001). Although all 15 samples were positive by both methods,
241  SARS-CoV-2 detection in 10 mL grab samples with ER1 and Nanotrap particles showed

242  gignificantly lower average Ct values (P=0.0083) than the membrane filtration method using 150
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243  mL grab sample. SARS-CoV-2 detection in 10 mL sample without ER1 was also significantly
244  better (P=0.0008) than the membrane filtration method using 150 mL grab sample (Table 1).
245  These results suggest that using Nanotrap particles to concentrate viruses from small volume of
246  grab samples can achieve even better results than using membrane filtration method in large

247  volume wastewater.

248  Similarly, wastewater extracted from 29 Moore swab samples was processed side-by-side using
249  the automated Nanotrap particle method with ER1 with 10 mL samples and without ER1 in 10
250 mL samplesvs. using the skim milk method with 250 mL samples. SARS-CoV-2 RNA detection
251 in 10 mL swab sample with the automated Nanotrap particle method and ER1 was statistically
252  gignificantly better (p<0.0001) than the automated Nanotrap particle method without ER1 when
253  Ct values were compared. In addition, the average Ct value for the 10 mL samples processed
254  using the Nanotrap particles were significantly lower (p=0.006) than average Ct values for the
255  skim milk method using 250 mL samples (Table 2 and Figure 5). These results indicate that

256 using Nanotrap particles to concentrate viruses from small volume of Moore swab samples can

257  achieve significant better results than using skim milk method in large volume swab samples.
258
259 DISCUSSION

260  Sincethe COVID-19 pandemic started, many studies have focused on the detection of SARS-
261  CoV-2 RNA in wastewater collected from wastewater treatment plants, community manholes,
262  campusresidence halls and other buildings. Although infected human subjects shed arelatively
263 hightiter of SARS-CoV-2 in their feces, the viruses can become highly diluted in wastewater

264  and are generally present in low concentration in wastewater [*¥, especially when case numbers
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265  arelower in communities. To detect SARS-CoV-2 RNA in wastewater, investigators tend to
266  concentrate the viruses from large volumes % ** ? into smaller volumes or precipitate the

267  virusesinto apellet *? so that nucleic acid amplification and detection methods such as RT-
268  PCR can be applied. For this reason, most studies describe one or two in-series methods for
269  viral concentration in wastewater samples. These methods include adsorption and elution 2%,
270 polyethylene glycol (PEG) [, skim milk [, membrane filtration [, ultracentrifugation 1),

271 ultrafiltration™, bag-mediated filtration system ! etc. When considering these concentration
272 methods, factors such as sample volume, turbidity, and required lab equipment are critical since
273 thesefactors affect the efficiency of virus concentration, RNA extraction, and subsequent RT-
274  gPCR detection, as well asthe feasibility of analyzing large numbers of samples on aroutine
275  basis. Another important consideration with molecular detection of viral RNA in wastewater
276  samplesisthat certain organic matter and chemicals that can inhibit RT-PCR reactions can be
277  concentrated along with SARS-CoV-2 and negatively affect the RT-gqPCR results. These

278  inhibitors can cause aweaker PCR signal or even false negative results. Due to these limitations
279  of the aforementioned concentration methods, there is aneed for asmple, rapid, robust, and
280  efficient concentration method that can be automated for large-scale COVID-19 wastewater

281  surveillance or that can be performed manually in resource limited areas.

282 Inthisstudy, wefirst evaluated the robustness of the Nanotrap particle methods across six

283  parameters (pH, temperature, incubation time, wastewater volumes, RNA extraction methods,
284  and two virus concentration approaches. a two-step process vs. a one-step method). Different pH,
285  temperature, incubation time, wastewater volumes, and RNA extraction methods did not result in
286  reduced SARS-CoV-2 detection in wastewater samples, demonstrating the robustness of the

287  Nanotrap particle methods for virus capture from wastewater. Adding a skim milk flocculation
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288  step from alarger sample volume prior to the Nanotrap particle method offered significantly
289  Dbetter results than the Nanotrap particle method by itself. These resultsindicate that virus

290  concentration methods using Nanotrap particles from large volumes might be beneficial during
291  timeswhen lower number of COVID-19 cases are reported and greater detection sengitivity is

292  required.

293  We utilized a Nanotrap particle method for virus concentration in 10 mL wastewater samples
294  using: 1) aKingFisher Apex system for automated virus concentration and RNA extraction, and
295  2) amanual viral concentration method using a magnetic tube rack. SARS-CoV-2 RNA was
296  extracted using an Applied Biosystems MagMax nucleic acid isolation kit. Subsequently, RT-
297  gPCR with primers and probes targeting the nucleocapsid protein was used for detection and
298  quantification of SARS-CoV-2 RNA. Our results indicated that adding ER1 to wastewater prior
299  toviral concentration using the Nanotrap particles significantly improved PCR resultsin 10 mL
300 samples processed in an automated method or in 10 ml and 40 mL samples processed using the
301  manual method compared to not using ER1 for the same wastewater samples. We noted

302 generaly increasing Ct values by 3.05 for grab samples and 2.25 for swab samples compared to
303 the same sample and the same method without ER1. In addition, SARS-CoV-2 RNA detection
304 in 10 mL grab samples with Nanotrap particles and ER1 showed significantly better results than
305 150 mL grab samples using the membrane filtration method and 250 mL Moore swab samples

306  using the skim milk method.

307 Compared to traditional pathogen concentration methods such as skim milk and membrane
308 filtration methods (Table 3), concentrating viruses from wastewater using Nanotrap particles has
309 severa advantages: 1) small sample volume (10 mL), which is easier to collect and transport; 2)

310  simple equipment, only requiring a magnetic tube rack, which is appropriate for low-resource
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311  settings; 3) potential to adapt to high throughput platform for scalable implementation; 4) more
312  senditive than traditional large volume concentration methods (membrane filtration and skim

313  milk methods); and 5) rapid — viral concentration takes significantly less than an hour and

314  requires no additional centrifugation or filtrations steps for both the high throughput and manual
315  methods; 6) long shelf life of Nanotrap particles which makes easy for storage and

316  transportation. All of these advantages enable this method to be used in resource-limited areas
317 and allow SARS-CoV-2 wastewater surveillance to be implemented via an efficient and scalable

318  approach.
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406  *Four samplestested in duplicate experiments with duplicate wellsin RT-qPCR yielded 16 data points
407  for each parameter evaluation

408  Figure 1. Nanotrap Microbiome A Particles captured SARS-CoV-2 from wastewater. a)

409  Incubation temperature (4°C, 23°C, 37°C, and 50°C) of wastewater samples with Nanotrap

410  particles; b) Incubation time (10 min, 20 min, 40 min, and 60 min) of wastewater samples with
411 Nanotrap particles; c) pH (5, 8, and 10) of wastewater sample; d) Processing sample volumes (10
412 mL, 40 mL, and 120 mL) with SARS-CoV-2 detection; €) Two-step concentration method (skim
413  milk + Nanotrap particle method) for 200 mL wastewater samples compared to Nanotrap particle
414  method alone for 40 mL samples showed significance difference when compared two-step vs.
415  one-step using Wilcoxon signed rank test; f) Comparison of three RNA extraction methods

416  (IDEXX, MagMax and QlAamp)

417

418
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420  Figure 2. Comparison of SARS-CoV-2 RNA detection in 10 mL grab wastewater samples from
421 influent lines processed using the automated Nanotrap particle method and the manual Nanotrap
422  particle method (10 mL and 40 mL) with and without ER1.
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428  Figure 3. Comparison of SARS-CoV-2 RNA detection in Moore swab samples processed using
429  theautomated Nanotrap particle method (10 mL) and the manual Nanotrap particle method (10
430  mL and 40 mL) with and without adding ER1.
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Figure 4. Comparison of automated Nanotrap particle method and ER1 for processing 10 mL
grab wastewater with vs. membrane filtration method for processing of 150 mL wastewater in
detection of SARS-CoV-2 RNA.
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Figure 5. Comparison of automated Nanotrap particle method for processing 10 mL Moore swab
wastewater vs. skim milk method for processing of 250 mL Moore swab wastewater for
detection of SARS-CoV-2 RNA.
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441  Table 1. Comparison of SARS-CoV-2 detection in 10 mL grab wastewater using the automated
442  Nanotrap particle method with and without ER1 vs. membrane filtration method in 150 mL
443  wastewater.

Method Sample Number  Positive (%) Average Ct (SD*)
Automated Nanotrap 15 15 (100) 31.55 (1.15)
particle method w/ ER1
Automated Nanotrap 15 15 (100) 35.60 (1.13)
particle method w/o ER1
Membrane Filtration 15 15 (100) 32.78 (1.96)

444  *Standard deviation

445  Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test:

446  Automated Nanotrap particle method with ER1 vs. Automated Nanotrap particle method w/o
447  ER1, P<0.0001

448  Automated Nanotrap particle method with ER1 vs. membrane filtration, P=0.0083

449  Automated Nanotrap particle method w/o ER1 vs. membrane filtration, P=0.0008

450
451
452
453  Table 2. Comparison of SARS-CoV-2 RNA detection in 10 mL Moore swab samples using the
454  automated Nanotrap particle method and membrane filtration method for processing of 150 mL

Method Sample Number Positive (%) Average Ct (SD*)
Automated Nanotrap 29 29 (100) 31.92 (1.60)
particle method with

ER1

Automated Nanotrap 29 29 (100) 34.17 (2.01)
particle method w/o

ER1

Skim milk 29 29 (100) 32.97 (1.58)

455  *Standard deviation

456  Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test:

457  Automated Nanotrap particle method with ER1 vs. w/o ER1, P<0.0001
458  Automated Nanotrap particle method with ER1 vs. skim milk, P=0.006
459  Automated Nanotrap particle method w/o ER1 vs. skim milk, P=0.012
460

461
462

463
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Table 3. Comparison of Nanotrap Microbiome A Particles, skim milk, and membrane filtration methods for SARS-CoV-2 detection in wastewater

Nanotrap Microbiome A Particles

KingFisher Apex Manual Skim Milk Membrane Filtration
Cost ($)/per Sample* 14.8 12.0 8.3 10.0
Processing Time 2.5 3.0-35 4.0-5.0 4.0-6.0
(hrs) for 10 samples*
Sample Volume (mL) 10 10 or 40 250 150
Sample Type Grab or Swab Grab or swab Better for swab samples Better for grab samples
Advantage Automatic Easy to use and not a - Affordable - Affordable
Less labor long protocol - Low number of - Only a microcentrifuge
Small sample Stable to store and consumables used required
volume transport - Low number of
Sensitive Small volume of sample consumables used

Can be used on
turbid and clear
water samples

for high sensitivity
Can be used on turbid
and clear water samples

Only a Only a microcentrifuge
microcentrifuge required
required Affordable

Disadvantage Expensive - Requires centrifuge if -  Filtration may take more
equipment large volume is used time if water sample is
More plastic - Moretime turbid
consumable consuming for - Not sensitive compared

flocculation with the Nanotrap

- Not sensitive
compared with the
Nanotrap method

method

*Including both virus concentration and RNA extraction
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