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Abstract

Clinical trials of SARS-CoV-2 therapeutics often include virological secondary endpoints to
compare viral clearance and viral load reduction between treatment and placebo arms. This
is typically achieved using RT-gqPCR, which cannot differentiate replicant competent virus from
non-viable virus or free RNA, limiting its utility as an endpoint. Culture based methods for
SARS-CoV-2 exist; however, these are often insensitive and poorly standardised for use as

clinical trial endpoints.

We report optimisation of a culture-based approach evaluating three cell lines, three
detection methods, and key culture parameters. We show that Vero-ACE2-TMPRSS2 (VAT)
cells in combination with RT-qPCR of culture supernatants from the first passage provides the
greatest overall detection of Delta viral replication (22/32, 68.8%), being able to identify viable
virus in 83.3% (20/24) of clinical samples with initial Ct values <30. Likewise, we demonstrate
that RT-gPCR using culture supernatants from the first passage of Vero hSLAM cells provides
the highest overall detection of Omicron viral replication (9/31, 29%), detecting live virus in
39.1% (9/23) of clinical samples with initial Ct values < 25. This assessment demonstrates that
combining RT-qPCR with virological end point analysis has utility in clinical trials of
therapeutics for SARS-CoV-2; however, techniques may require optimising based on dominant

circulating strain.
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INTRODUCTION

The design of COVID-19 therapeutic clinical trials and appropriate selection of viral endpoints
is crucial to determining treatment efficacy!. A variety of endpoints have been identified by
systematic reviews of SARS-CoV-2 trial endpoints, including death, recovery, need for
intensive care, hospital discharge, oxygenation, critical illness assessment tools, and viral load

assessment!3 and often multiple secondary endpoints are selected for analysis.

The use of viral load assays as an endpoint has also underpinned the early-phase evaluation
of antiviral activity, such as remdesivir®, molnupiravir® and Nirmatrelvir®. The gold standard
method for detecting and quantifying SARS-CoV-2 in clinical samples is quantitative reverse-
transcriptase PCR (RT-gPCR) detection of viral RNA”. However, RT-qPCR cannot distinguish
between infectious virus and non-infectious degraded RNA fragments that persist after
neutralisation by the immune system and, therefore, may over-estimate the presence of
infectious virus and under-estimate efficacy of the assessed pharmaceutical. Previous studies
have shown a correlation between viral load by RT-gPCR during SARS-CoV-2 infection and

culture positivity, with culture positivity being used as an estimate of infectiousness?.

Since these RNA-based detection assays do not discriminate between replication-competent
virus and remnants of genetic material, an alternative approach is to use viral culture as a
proxy for antiviral efficacy. Whilst viral culture is less sensitive than RT-qPCR, it has the
advantage of confirming viral infectivity and therefore transmission potential®*°. Culture

based methods for detecting SARS-CoV-2 are not well standardised and numerous cell lines
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and culture conditions have been reported*!. SARS-CoV-2 cell line susceptibility is influenced
by many factors including cell tropism, receptor expression levels, virus replication kinetics,
and the epidemiological and clinical features of the virus*?. Globally, the Vero E6 African green
monkey kidney cell line is commonly used as a readily available cell line that is permissive for
infection by many viruses. Vero E6 cells do not express all SARS-CoV-2 key surface molecules,
and viral entry and fusion mainly occurs via non-specific endocytic mechanisms?3, Alternative
Vero cells have been modified to more closely resemble the human epithelia., e.g. Vero
hSLAM cells that express the human signalling lymphocytic activation molecule (SLAM)?, and
VAT cells - Vero E6 expressing both human angiotensin-converting enzyme 2 (ACE2), the major
receptor of SARS-CoV-2, and transmembrane serine protease 2 (TMPRSS2), which cleaves the
viral S protein priming it for cellular infection®®. Both viral growth kinetics and changes to cell
morphology (i.e., cytopathic effects; CPE) can vary between these different cell lines thereby
impacting the outcome of tests used to assess culture positivity'®. For example, a 2020 study

found that cell culture supernatants from Vero E6 cells expressing TMPRSS2 had more than

100 times more viral RNA copies than Vero E6 cells not expressing this protein?’.

There are various methods for assessing culture positivity, including the use of microscopy to
detect CPE caused by viral infection® %°, plaque assays to quantify infectious virus in the

culture supernatants?®, and RT-qPCR to detect increases in viral RNA during culture??.

To develop a virological endpoint for trials of SARS-CoV-2 therapeutics, it is imperative that all

these methodological variables are assessed with the process optimised for maximal
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sensitivity to enable accurate determination of individuals with infection-competent SARS-
CoV-2 in the nasopharynx. In this paper we describe the optimisation of a viral culture assay

for detecting infectious virus with assessment of three potential detection methods and three

different cell lines.

METHODOLOGY

Variables and experimental design

Five variables were identified for optimisation (Table 1), and within each variable a set of
parameters were assessed (Fig.1). Variables were tested using samples from the United
Kingdom (U.K.) Delta outbreak and, once the methodology was optimised, the procedure was

assessed with samples from the Omicron BA.1 outbreak.

Variant Clinical samples Cell lines Passages Detection
method

36 UTM Samples CPE
Ct categories: <20, 21-25, 26-30, | VERO E6 |

DELTA >30 + | 3 passages I
Plaque assay

Positive samples (N=8/category) VAT
Negative samples (N=4/category)

RT-qPCR

47 UTM Samples
Ct categories: <20, 21-25, 26-30, VERO E6

OMICRON >30 +

31 positive samples
16 negative samples

hSLAM | | 1passage | | RT-gPCR

VAT
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98  Figure 1. Experimental design for the optimisation of SARS-CoV-2 culture from clinical
99  samples. Scheme of the initial experiments performed using different parameters before the
100  optimization of detection methods using clinical samples. Samples during the Delta and
101  Omicron outbreak were cultured in Vero E6, VAT and/or Vero hSLAM for 3 days. Supernatants

102  were collected to perform RT-PCR for Delta and Omicron respectively and CPE imaging and

103  plaque assays were performed for Delta only.

104

105 Table 1: Parameters chosen for the optimisation of the viral culture assay. CPE = cytopathic

106  effect; RT-gPCR = quantitative reverse transcriptase PCR.

Variable Parameters

Sample Dilution 1:20, 1:10, 1:4

Length of viral incubation post-inoculation 24,48, 72,96, 120 hours

Vero cell lines E6, ACE2/TMPRSS2 (VAT), hSLAM

Detection method of viable SARS-CoV-2 virus CPE, plaque assay, RT-qPCR

Number of viral passages in culture Passage 1, 2, 3

107

108 1. Cell culture

109  Vero C1008 [Vero 76, clone E6, Vero E6] (ECACC 85020206) (Vero E6 cells) and Vero hSLAM
110 (ECACC 04091501) (hSLAM cells) were obtained from the European collection of
111 authenticated cell cultures (ECACC). Vero E6-ACE2-TMPRSS2 cells (VAT cells) were donated
112 from Professor Wendy Barclay (Imperial College London, UK), and their development is
113 detailed in a publication from 2021, For the duration of the experiment, Vero E6 cells were

114  maintained in T125 cell culture flasks containing 25ml of Dulbecco’s Modified Eagle Medium
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115 (DMEM, Gibco, USA) plus 10% foetal bovine serum (FBS, Gibco, USA) and 1% Penicillin/
116  Streptomycin solution (Gibco, USA) (D10 media) at 37°C and 5% CO,. VAT cells were
117  maintained as described above, with a modified growth medium: DMEM plus 10% FBS, 2%
118  50mg/ml Geneticin (Gibco, USA), 1% 100X Non-essential Amino Acids (ThermoFisher, USA),
119  and 0.4% 50mg/ml Hygromycin B (Invitrogen, USA)). hSLAM cells were maintained as above
120  but with the following growth medium: Minimum Essential Media GlutaMAX™ (MEM, Gibco,
121 USA) plus 10% FBS and 2% 50mg/ml Geneticin. Adjustments in the FBS content of these
122 maintenance media to 4% (D4 media) or 2% (D2 media) were required at various points in the
123 culture process, detailed below. Once cells reached 100% confluency (every 3-4 days), the
124  media was removed, cells were washed with 10ml phosphate buffered saline (ThermoFisher,
125  USA), and 2ml of Trypsin-EDTA solution (Gibco, USA) was added to dissociate cells from the
126 flask. To inactivate the trypsin, 8ml of D10 media was added, and cells were pipette-mixed to
127  separate clumps. Culture flasks were re-seeded at a 1:10 ratio which completed one passage.

128  Cells were maintained for no more than 30 passages, so that the integrity of the cell lines was

129  not compromised.

130

131 The optimal sample volume and number of days growth of virus per passage was determined
132 with the Delta variant of concern (VOC) as stated in the Supplementary material section

133 (Supplementary material a. Sample dilution and b. SARS-CoV-2 growth curves).

134

135 2. Plaque assay

136  For establishing plaque assay plates, dissociated cell suspension was counted using a

137  Primovert inverted light microscope (ZEISS, Germany) and a disposable C-chip
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138  Haemocytometer (NanoEnTek, South Korea), before diluting with D10 media to a
139  concentration of approximately 250,000 cells/ml. Cells were seeded on 24-well culture plates

140  (ThermoFisher, USA) with approximately 500ul of 250,000 cells/ml per well. Plates were

141  incubated at 37°C + 5% CO; for 18 hours to produce a confluent monolayer of cells.

142  Media was discarded from all wells, and 190uL of fresh D2 media was added. 10uL of sample
143  was added to the appropriate wells and incubated at 37°C + 5% CO; for 1 hour. An overlay
144  solution (prepared by combining equal parts of 2.2% (w/v) Agarose solution (Sigma-Aldrich,
145  USA) and D4 media) was added at 500 pL/well and the plate was incubated at 37°C + 5% CO>
146  for a further 72 hours. Approximately 1ml/well of Formaldehyde solution (37% w/v) (Merck,
147  Germany) was added, and plates were incubated at room temperature for a minimum of 1
148  hour. The contents of each well were discarded into vermiculite, and plates were stained with
149  crystal violet solution (0.25% w/v in distilled water) for 1 minute, rinsed twice with tap water

150 before air drying and plague enumeration.

151

152

153 2. RT-qPCR

154  For the RT-qPCR assays from Delta and Omicron culture supernatants, RNA was extracted
155  from supernatants using the QiAamp96 Virus Qiacube HT kit (Qiagen, Germany) and RT-gPCRs
156  were run following manufacturer’s instruction using TagPath COVID-19 RT-PCR on a
157  QuantStudio 5 (ThermoFisher, USA). Fluorescence was recorded in the FAM, VIC, ABY and JUN
158  channels for the SARS-CoV-2 ORFlab, N, and S gene targets, plus MS2 RT-qPCR internal control
159  target respectively. The N gene value was then selected as the most stable target to stratify

160 the samples (lower mean Ct and standard deviation at 10 genome equivalent copies
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161  (GCE)/reaction??). Four and 16 RT-qPCR-confirmed negative samples were also selected as
162  controls in the case of Delta and Omicron clinical samples, respectively. The reproducibility of
163  the RT-gPCR was determined to further inform the Ct difference selected to be indicative of a

164  positive culture by testing 10 replicates from a unique UTM sample at 1X limit of detection

165  (LOD).

166

167  SARS-CoV-2 clinical sample cohort

168  Aliquots of universal transport media (UTM, UTM-RT, Copan, USA) (nasopharyngeal samples)
169  from a cohort of adult participants with symptoms suggestive of COVID-19 were collected by
170  the ‘Facilitating Accelerated Clinical Evaluation of Novel Diagnostic Tests for COVID -19
171 (FALCON C-19), workstream C (undifferentiated community testing)’. Ethical approval was
172 obtained from the National Research Ethics Service (reference 20/WA/0169) and the Health
173  Research Authority (IRAS ID:28422, clinical trial ID: NCT04408170). Samples were stored at —

174  80°C and thawed for the first time for this study.

175

176 1. Initial evaluation

177  The major optimisation experiment was carried out using the Delta variant to compare three
178  chosen detection methods: plaque assay, observable CPE, and comparison of RT-qPCR cycle
179  threshold # values before and after viral culture, in the three cell lines for three passages. All
180 conditions were tested in triplicate. Methods were evaluated for their sensitivity in detecting
181  culture positivity from RT-qPCR positive samples, with the best performer selected for further

182  testing with Omicron samples.
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183  a. Delta clinical samples

184  Samples were selected from those collected between 19t July 2021 and 26™ October 2021,
185  based on a >99% frequency of the Delta variant in the UK between these dates?*. Two different
186  sets of Delta virus positive clinical samples were used for Vero E6 and VAT cell lines,
187  respectively (n=36, each set) due to the availability of the cell lines at different time points and
188  the requirement of avoiding using freeze-thawed samples. However, samples were selected
189  for the study based on the Ct value obtained when tested at the time of sample collection
190 using the TagPath COVID-19 RT-PCR kit (ThermoFisher, United States). Eight samples were
191  selected for each of the following ranges of Ct values: <20, 21-25, 26-30 and >30. Where
192  possible, to ensure a breadth of Ct values within each range, each category was split in half

193  (e.g., <20 was split into 10-15 and 16-20), with four samples taken for each.

194

195 b. Impact of viral passage on culture positivity

196  Cells from each cell line were seeded into 24-well culture plates. D2 media was added at
197  190uL/well, and 10uL of each UTM sample was added in triplicate. Plates were incubated at
198  37°C+ 5% CO; for 2 hours, before a further 200uL/well of D10 media was added. Plates were
199  incubated at 37°C + 5% CO; for 72 hours to complete the passage. The process was repeated
200 twice, with 10uL/well being transferred to fresh confluent 24-well plates. Each 72-hour
201  incubation was referred to as a viral passage (giving 3 passages total). After each passage, the

202  culture positivity was determined by the methods detailed above.

203

204 c. Identification of culture positivity
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205 The three detection methodologies used were microscopy for visual inspection of CPE

206  (supplementary methods C), plaque assay and RT-qPCR.

207  Plaque assays were performed on the 10uL of supernatant taken from each well at each
208  passage described in the “Plaque Assay” section. The presence of plaques indicated that
209 infectious virus was present in the well, which was scored as a positive, otherwise wells were

210  scored as negative. Any plates with detached monolayers after staining were repeated.

211 The final detection method to assess viral positivity was a comparison of RT-gPCR cycling
212 threshold 22 values from a baseline (the original sample diluted 1:40 using D2 media to
213 replicate the dilution factor inherent for viral culture assessment) and the culture supernatant,
214  using the TagPath RT-qPCR assay. A decrease in Ct value (meaning an increase of viral genetic
215  material) indicates that the virus has successfully replicated and is therefore present and
216  viable. Based on the reproducibility data generated, and that presented in the TagPath users
217 handbook, we selected a decrease in Ct value of >1 between the baselines and culture

218  supernatant as an indicator of culture positivity.

219 2. Omicron Variant

220 a. Omicron clinical samples

221 Clinical samples were collected from 14™ December 2021- 28™ March 2022 based on >99%
222 frequency of Omicron. Samples were also selected based on previous diagnostic results using
223  the Tagpath RT-gPCR kit indicating an S gene target failure?>?%. In addition to the clinical
224  samples, an Omicron virus stock (1.4x10°pfu/ml) was also incubated in triplicate as a positive
225  control. An aliquot from the same virus stock was heat inactivated at 80°C for 1 hour?’ to

226  generate a negative control and UTM media was used as no virus control.
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b. Evaluation of optimised culture methodology

The optimized methodology was determined to be a three-day incubation of a single passage,
a 1:20 sample dilution, and RT-qPCR based detection. This optimized methodology was
validated using 31 positive and 13 negative Omicron samples (Fig. 1). The cell lines Vero E6,
VAT and, in addition, hSLAM cells due to high susceptibility for Omicron infection 282° were
used to determine the optimal cell line for this variant. A positive sample (Omicron virus

stock), negative sample (inactivated virus stock) and blank (UTM media) were used as controls.

Statistical Analysis

Data were collated and analysed using R v4.1.1 (R Foundation for Statistical Computing,
Vienna). Graphical analysis was undertaken using the ggplot package. The coefficient of
variation between replicates and the differences between means on Ct values were

performed using an independent two-sample T test using R (version 4.2.1)3°,

RESULTS
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247  Thirty-six nasopharyngeal samples collected during the UK Delta outbreak were used to
248  optimise each methodology. Due to the timings of the experiments and a need to avoid freeze-
249  thaw, different samples were used to assess the Vero E6 and VAT cell lines; however, samples
250 were selected with the same Ct ranges (Fig.S2). There was no significant difference between
251  the mean Ct of the two sample sets (Sample set 1 [Vero E6] mean = 25.34; sample set 2 [VAT]
252  mean = 25.48; p-value = 0.934, Cl —3.57 — 3.289). However, the mean Ct of the >30 sample
253  category was higher for sample set 1 than for set 2 (35.51 v. 32.46) and significantly different

254  (p-value = 0.025, Cl 0.436-5.667). After evaluating the reproducibility of the RT-gPCR assay,

255  the coefficient of variation calculated at 1X LOD was 0.8%.

256 Dilution factor

257  The optimal dilution factor of UTM was assessed to minimise the potential for inhibition or
258  contamination of the cultures without compromising viable virus detection. There was no
259  significant difference in the number of plagues produced with a sample volume of 10uL, 20uL
260  or 50ulL within each passage of each cell line (Table S1). However, we did observe signs of
261  contamination in some wells of the 20uL and 50puL volumes, using both microscopy and visual
262  observation of a change in colour of the media. For these reasons, an optimal input sample
263  volume of 10uL (overall dilution = 1:40) was chosen, to reduce the risk of contamination

264  without impacting sensitivity.

265

266  Optimisation results

267  All SARS-CoV-2 positive clinical samples that were tested in triplicate by RT-qPCR produced a
268  valid result. Despite dilution of input clinical samples, contamination was still observed in 14

269  (2.4%) of 576 samples replicates (Table S3A), with 2 and 12 wells contaminated in the E6 and
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VAT cell line, respectively. In addition, 60 of 576 (13.2%) of the original plaque assays failed
due to a lack of viable monolayer and were repeated from a frozen aliquot of the same sample,

then added to the final data table (Table S3A). All 60 plaque assay replicate failures were in

the E6 cell line.

From virus passage 1, the VAT cells resulted in the highest proportion of positive cultures using
each detection method (Fig.3). The combination that gave the highest number of positive
cultures was RT-qPCR with the VAT cells (68.8%). Whilst further passages improved the
positivity rate using Vero E6 cells (34.4%, 43.8% and 43.8% for passages 1, 2 and 3
respectively), the sample positivity in VAT cells decreased across the passages (68.8%, 37.5%

and 40.6% for passages 1,2 and 3 respectively).

70

601

501
S
" 401 Method
E I cPe
c PCR
i3] 4
g 30 I pLAQUE
L]
o

201

10+ I

D_

P1 P2 P3
E6 VAT E6 VAT E6 VAT

Cell type and Method
Figure 3. Percentage of positive results by cell type and passage (P1, P2, and P3 refers to
passage 1, 2 and 3, respectively) by each detection methodology tested using RT-gPCR

positive samples. PCR: RT-qPCR, CPE: cytopathic effect, Plaque: plague assay.
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284

285  For each cell line at virus passage 1, microscopy was the least sensitive detection method. For
286  samples in the <20 Ct range, the use of microscopy to detect CPE yielded a positivity rate of
287  37.5% and 100% in the Vero E6 and VAT cells, respectively. For samples with Ct values in the
288 20 to40 range, the only positives were found in the VAT cells, with a cumulative positivity of
289  50% for all samples <Ct 30 (Fig.4A). There were no positive samples found at any range for

290  Vero E6 cells except for Ct<20 (Table S3A).

291  Plaque assays from culture supernatants identified viable virus in all samples with a Ct <20
292 cycles in both cell lines (Fig.4B). This reduced to 50% in both cell lines for the 20-24.9 Ct range.
293  Cumulative positivity rates for each cell line for samples <Ct 30 were 50% for E6 cells and
294  58.3% for VAT cells. RT-qPCR was the most sensitive detection method for passage 1 (Fig. 4C),
295  particularly when using the VAT cells, which had a cumulative positivity rate of 68.75%, 83.3%

296  87.5%, and 100%, at Ct ranges of and <40, <30, <25, and <20, respectively.

297
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Figure 4. The percentage of positive results according to the different Ct ranges in viral passage
1 using the three detection methods. A: cytopathic effect (CPE), B: Plaque assay and C: RT-

qPCR.

The VAT cells were the best performing cell line in terms of sensitivity when using Delta
variant-containing samples with lower viral loads (i.e., higher Ct values), with two samples
with a Ct >30 identified when RT-gPCR was used as a detection method (sample Cts = 31.79,
30.20) (Fig. 5A). The sample with the highest Ct detected by Vero E6 from passage 1 was Ct
25.53. The Vero E6 cells with RT-qPCR combination failed to identify two samples below Ct 20,

with Cts of 12.74 and 14.97.
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Figure 5. Positive and negative results by original Ct values using the different detection
methods with A. Delta and B. Omicron samples, respectively. Each dot or triangle represents
anindividual sample. Most positive results were identified when samples had Ct<25 regardless

of the variant used. CPE: cytopathic effect, Plaque: plague assay and PCR: RT-qPCR.

Two samples with Ct < 20 (6.25%) assessed with VAT cells failed to produce positive results
when microscopy was used as the detection method (Table S3A). The negative control
samples were found to be negative by all assays (Table S4), apart from RT-gPCR from VAT cells

(1/4 false positive at P3).
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329

330  Using the final methodology (10uL sample volume, 1 passage of 3 days with VAT cells and RT-
331 gPCR as a detection method) we observed some variation within replicates, particularly with
332  samples with higher Ct values. Of the samples with at least one positive replicate, 67.9% were

333  positive in all replicates, 10.7% in two and 21.4% in one (Table S5).

334

335  Validation of the final culture protocol using Omicron clinical samples

336  The optimal protocol from the assay development experiments was determined to be a single
337 three-day incubation of samples with a 1:20 dilution, and RT-qPCR as the detection method.
338  This was then assessed using thirty-one positives and 16 negative samples collected during
339 the Omicron outbreak. Three different cell lines: Vero E6, VAT and hSLAM cells were tested

340 using the same sample set in all cases to assess the optimal cell line for Omicron detection.

341

342 RT-gPCR analysis of viral P1 samples

343  Detection of viable virus was demonstrated to be variable across the three cell lines when
344  assessing passaged clinical samples. Using the optimized protocol developed with clinical
345  samples from the Delta wave, the results showed that both hSLAM and Vero E6 cells resulted
346 in a higher proportion of culture positive samples than the VAT cells (Fig. 6), which were
347 unable to isolate replicative virus from any of the samples tested. From the 31 Omicron
348  positives samples used in the study, 7 failed to give a positive result by RT-gPCR in the baseline

349  pre-culture sample after dilution and were therefore treated as negatives. Of the remaining
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350 samples, 8/24 (33.3%), 9/24 (37.5%) and 0/24 (0%) were positive when cultured with Vero E6,

351  hSLAM and VAT cells, respectively.

352

353  Overall, culture positivity with the hSLAM and Vero E6 cells was 80% and 60% respectively,
354  from samples with a Ct <20 (Fig. 6). In samples with Ct <25, positivity was 35-40% (Fig 5B); no
355  sample with Ct >25 was culture positive in any cell line. (Table S3B). The RT-qPCR negative
356 clinical samples were all found to be negative with the optimized culture protocol (13/13). The
357  positive control (replicating authenticated virus) showed a mean Ct of 17.89, 11.67, and 15.60
358 for Vero E6, hSLAM and VAT cells when cultured, respectively (Table S6). The negative control

359 and no virus controls were negative regardless of the cell line.

360  Again, variation was seen within replicates, particularly with samples with higher Ct values.
361 The best performing cell line, hSLAM, had 69.2% of samples positive in all replicates (Table

362  S5).

363
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365  Figure 6. Percentage of Omicron positive results detected by RT-qPCR according to Ct range.
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366  Positive results are presented based on the four different Ct categories for each cell line. Solid

367 coloured lines show the cumulative percentage values for each category.

368
369  DISCUSSION

370  The use of cell culture as a virological end point in trials of SARS-CoV-2 therapeutics has been
371  limited compared to molecular approaches, ostensibly due to technical difficulties, lack of
372  standardisation, availability of biosafety level 3 laboratories (BSL3) and reduced sensitivity.
373  However, utilising a culture system to monitor replicating virus could mitigate the potential of

374  molecular methods detecting viral RNA from inactive or lysed viral particles.

375 Here, we have demonstrated that a combination of VAT and hSLAM cells for viral isolation
376  with RT-gPCR of the culture supernatant at passage one for detection is the most sensitive
377 approach for determining the presence of infectious virus of Delta and Omicron VOC,
378  respectively. Culture positivity was higher overall for samples containing the Delta VOC than

379  Omicron, particularly for samples with an RT-gPCR Ct >25.

380 A previous clinical trial of the antiviral drug Molnupiravir utilised a cell culture/supernatant
381  RT-qPCR approach, with Vero E6 cells, and was able to identify replication-competent virus in
382  43.5% of infected participants at enrolment, a significant difference between control and
383  treatment groups at day 3, plus a dose response relationship between the drug and viral
384 isolation’. In the case of clinical samples for Delta VOC, we found the VAT cells to be more
385  sensitive than Vero E6 cells for isolating SARS-CoV-2, particularly from samples with lower viral
386  loads. It is generally regarded that the ACE2 receptor expressed by the VAT cells is critical for
387  the entry of SARS-CoV-2 to human epithelial cells, with the serine protease TMPRSS2 priming

388 the S protein for binding3. In 2020 the expression of TMPRSS2 by Vero E6 cells has been
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389  shown to enhance the isolation of wild-type SARS-CoV-2 from clinical samples3!, which was
390 also apparent in our results with the Delta variant. However, the lack of Omicron viral
391 replicationin any clinical sample with the VAT cells was surprising as there was successful viral
392  infection in VAT cells during the growth curve experiments probably due to cell adaptation
393  (albeit with virus passaged through VAT cells previously), and other studies show Omicron can
394 replicate in VAT cells3?33. This experiment took place in parallel with the other cell lines, and
395  was further repeated to confirm these findings, with the same results obtained. In contrast,
396 we found that Vero E6 and hSLAM cells were much more effective at isolating virus from
397 Omicron samples. Omicron has low efficiency for TMPRSS-2 mediated cell entry and
398 preferentially infects via cathepsin-mediated endocytosis?>32. In addition, it was recently

399 demonstrated that TMPRSS2 activity on both ACE2 and SARS-CoV-2 spike activation is what

400 leads to the significant change in entry requirements from Delta to Omicron lineages 3*.

401  This study focussed on viral isolation in Vero cells and their derivatives and did not assess
402  other cell lines reported to be useful culture systems for SARS-CoV-2. Whilst human
403  epithelium-derived cell lines such as Calu-3 and Caco-2 have been used to isolate and
404  propagate SARS-CoV-2, they produce lower viral titres, do not undergo visible CPE or

405  reproducibly allow viral plaques®®, and are less efficient at viral isolation than Vero E6 cells337,

406  The use of RT-gPCR to monitor a change in Ct value was found to be more sensitive than
407  microscopy or plaque assay, enabling the detection of replicative virus in the absence of overt
408 CPE. The use of a Ct difference of >1 Ct for culture positivity was selected based on the
409  reproducibility of the assay, and the prediction that RNA from non-replicative virus would
410 decay during incubation, however an increased Ct difference could be selected to increase

411  specificity whilst potentially reducing sensitivity. Due to failed controls on plates (e.g., the
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412  virus free control having a disrupted monolayer making result interpretation impossible), the
413  plaque assay approach produced a substantial proportion of unsuccessful replicates, resulting
414  in the need for repeats. While RT-gPCR is the most sensitive and rapid analytical technique

415 used, the data generated require longitudinal analysis to demonstrate the presence of

416  replicating virus.

417 The methodologies reported utilised 24-well microtiter plates to provide a reasonable
418  throughput whilst enabling sufficient inoculum volume to maintain sensitivity. These assays
419  could potentially be carried out in 48 or 96 well plates to maximise throughput or scaled up
420 to 6 well plates or flasks to maximise input volume and potentially sensitivity. Whilst we added
421  antibiotics and antimycotics to cell culture media to reduce contamination, filtering the
422  inoculum could lessen the need for inoculum dilution thereby benefitting sensitivity. Other
423  culture-based methods such as TCIDsp assays can be done at a higher throughput than plaque

424  assays, however these were not evaluated during our method development.

425  The specificity of the assay was found to be high, with the only false positives found in passage
426 3 by RT-gPCR for Delta and no false positives for Omicron. This could have been due to
427  contamination of the cell culture or RT-gPCR assays. The study only included four SARS-CoV-2
428 negative swab samples for Delta analysis and further testing is required to assess the test
429  specificity more confidently. In the case of analysis against Omicron clinical samples, a greater

430 number of negative samples were included (n=16).

431  Despite lower sensitivity than RT-gqPCR at detecting the presence of SARS-CoV-2 in clinical
432  samples, the greater specificity of cell culture, which only detects viable virus, improves the
433  ability to evaluate efficacy of an antiviral by revealing a larger difference between the

434  treatment and control arms. Infection and viral load kinetics differ between SARS-CoV-2
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435  variants, and this work reinforces the need to verify cell line suitability for circulating variants
436  before the selection of cell line for culture-based diagnostics. Even though more effort and

437  caution are required as variations alter, the improved data produced may benefit research

438  projects such as clinical trials.

439  Here we have optimised a cell culture-based assay for determining the presence of infectious
440  SARS-CoV-2 Delta and Omicron variants using clinical nasopharyngeal swabs, determining the
441  optimal sample dilution, culture time, cell line, passage, and detection method. We have also
442  identified an ongoing need to periodically re-assess optimal cell lines throughout the
443  pandemic as the virus evolves and receptor usage and tropism changes over time. This
444  methodology may have application as a secondary virological end point in clinical trials of

445  therapeutics for SARS-CoV-2 in addition to numerous research processes.
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