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Abstract 

This study compares the collection dates and locations of the Omicron BA.1 lineage and other major SARS-CoV-

2 mutants registered in NCBI GenBank and provides a detailed analysis of the emergence patterns of pure reverse 

mutants, which contain only reverse mutations and no other mutations in the surface glycoprotein. The results 

indicate that Omicron BA.1.1 and its pure reverse mutants were widely distributed throughout the United States 

from the early days of their emergence, showing a statistically significant difference compared to other major 

variants, which spread from a small number of sources. The peak emergence of BA.1.1 and BA.1.1.18 pure reverse 

mutants occurred a few weeks before the peak of all collected samples, whereas the peak of pure reverse mutants 

in major BA.1 variants and BA.2 coincides with the overall sampling peak. Although the peaks of BA.1.x 

collections are not all synchronous, the peaks of pure reverse mutants in the BA.1 lineage completely overlap, with 

the number of such mutants declining abruptly after the peak. These regional and temporal anomalies in the 

Omicron BA.1 lineage, especially in the BA.1.1 lineage, are virtually impossible to explain by current theories of 

natural mutation and spread by human-to-human infection.  
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Introduction 

Many studies have tracked local, national, or world-wide mutations and transmissions of SARS-CoV-2 and 

its variants. Regarding the original Wuhan strain, Pekar et al. [1] and Worobey et al. [2] claimed SARS-CoV-

2 had originated in the Huanan Seafood Market, based on early mutations and sampling locations at the onset 

of the outbreak, while allegations of sampling bias were raised against them in subsequent publications [3,4]. 

Zhan et al. compared early mutations of SARS-CoV and SARS-CoV-2 to find that the latter was well adapted 

to human transmission from the early days of its emergence, which is inconsistent with a hypothesis that the 

virus had a zoonotic origin [5]. 

 

The first major mutation observed in SARS-CoV-2 was D614G in the surface glycoprotein (spike protein), 

whose spreads in the United Kingdom (UK) [6] and the world [7] were investigated in previous studies. It is 

known that D614 is unstable in vivo, not only in humans but also in hamsters [8]. Therefore, the emergence 

of D614G mutation through human-to-human transmission in the earliest days of the pandemic is quite 

natural. 

 

After the D614G mutation, many other mutations followed, leading to the emergence of major variants of 

SARS-CoV-2. Among them, B.1.1.7 (Alpha variant), which is believed to have originated in the UK, and 

B.1.617.2 (Delta variant), which is believed to have emerged in India, prevailed globally from the late 2020 

to the mid-2021. The dynamics of Delta variant transmission in the UK were analyzed in detail [9], where 

one or a few epicenters were visible for each mutant.  

 

Most mutations among the major variants of concerns (VOCs) are independent of one another, with high 
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dN/dS ratios [10,11] in the spike protein consistent across all VOCs [12]. Hassan et al. surveyed mutations 

in various VOCs across continents to find that many mutations were specific to each location [13], which 

could have contributed to the emergence of independent mutations.  

 

Among the major VOCs of SARS-CoV-2, the Omicron variant, which emerged in November, 2021, is 

significantly different from other VOCs. The Omicron variant includes 30 or more non-synonymous (N) 

mutations and only one synonymous (S) mutation in the spike protein [14], whereas previous VOCs had only 

around 10 spike mutations. Phylogenetic analysis indicates that the Omicron variant did not emerge from the 

other precedent VOCs [15].  

 

Initially, the origin of the Omicron variant was considered to be either unknown human population under 

strong selective pressure to escape vaccine-induced immune response, incubation in an immunocompromised 

patient, or evolution in a non-human host before spilling over back to human [16]. However, highly 

vaccinated populations in developed countries are well-monitored by health administration, making 

unnoticed community spread practically impossible. Regarding chronical immune escape in a single human 

subject, reported counts of mutations in immunocompromised patients are around 10 or fewer [17-19], which 

is not comparable to the number observed in the Omicron variant.  

 

Regarding evolution in a non-human host, Wei et al. suggested that the Omicron variant evolved in mice [20], 

which was later supported by Zhang et al. [21]. It is known, however, that the original strain of SARS-CoV-

2 does not infect mice [22]. Kakeya et al. indicated that a lab origin of the Omicron variant is likely [23], 

possibly caused by a spill-over from transgenic mice [24]. 
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Tanaka and Miyazawa found that the Omicron variants BA.1, BA.1.1, and BA.2 registered in NCBI (National 

Center for Biotechnology Information) GenBank comprise sequences with a single reverse mutation and no 

other mutations in the spike protein [25]. Kakeya and Matsumoto observed reversions in D614G of the spike 

proteins in the Delta variant (B.1.617.2) and the Omicron variant BA.2 in the late stages of their community 

spread [26]. Following these studies, Kakeya and Kanazaki compared the histograms of mutations in the 

spike proteins of major variants, where BA.1 is outstanding in its high reverse mutation rate and low variety 

of mutations [27].  

 

The epidemiology of the Omicron variants has been investigated in many countries. Though some studies, 

such as those in Chile [28] and Taiwan [29], analyzed only chronological changes, many studies surveyed 

both chronological and geographical transitions of infection. In Brazil, several studies have been conducted 

locally and nationally. One study found that Omicron variant was mostly imported through the state of São 

Paulo, which dispersed the lineages to other states and regions of Brazil [30]. Another study examined the 

spatiotemporal dispersion of emerging SARS-CoV-2 lineages, including Omicron variants, from Sergipe 

State, which is located in northeastern Brazil, to find that highly populated cities acted as epicenters of 

circulation for each lineage regardless of vaccination status [31]. Another study performed SARS-CoV-2 

genomic surveillance in the southeastern region of São Paulo State to observe the regional emergence of the 

BA.2 lineage during its initial dissemination [32]. 

 

In Mexico, the surge of Omicron BA.1 in the end of 2021 began at the east end of the country and spread 

westward [33]. In the UK, Omicron BA.1 was confirmed to have spread from London [34], which also holds 
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true for Omicron BA.2 [35]. In Hong Kong, the spatiotemporal pattern of Omicron BA.1, BA.2, and Delta 

AY.127 were analyzed using phylogenetic trees and mathematical modeling of transmission [36]. In South 

Africa, Omicron BA.4 and BA.5 were confirmed to have spread from Johannesburg and Durban, respectively 

[37]. In Cyprus, transmissions of Omicron BA.1, BA.2, and BA.5 between Cyprus and other countries were 

traced [38]. As these studies demonstrate, spread of emergent variants is generally traceable. 

 

Surprisingly, despite the numerous studies on the spread of Omicron variants worldwide, few studies have 

been performed to track the spread of the Omicron variants in the United States (US). While one study 

surveyed attack rates of various Omicron variants state by state, it did not provide chronological change in 

each state [39]. The author has recently investigated the spread of Omicron BA.1 and found a wide prevalence 

of reversion mutants from the beginning of the emergence, with no clear epicenters identified for most 

mutants [40]. 

 

This paper investigates how major SARS-CoV-2 lineages, including Alpha, Delta, BA.1, and BA.2, spread 

in the US. Specifically, Omicron BA.1.1, which has the largest number of registrations in GenBank of all the 

SARS-CoV-2 lineages, and its reverse mutants are analyzed in detail. 

 

Methods 

The data of SARS-CoV-2 registered in GenBank were accessed June 2023 through July 2024. For each 

sequence, the accession number, submitter name, date of registration, country of collection, state (if collected 

in the US), and date of collection were gathered. The analysis focused on lineages prior to Omicron with 

more than 40,000 entries (B.1, B.1.1.7, B.1.2, B.1.617.2, AY.3, AY.25, AY.25.1, AY.39, AY.44, AY.100, 
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AY.103), Omicron BA.1 variants with more than 20,000 entries (BA.1, BA.1.1, BA.1.15, BA.1.18, BA.1.20, 

BA.1.1.18), and other Omicron variants with more than 100,000 entries (BA.2, BA.2.12.1).  

 

Data sampled in the US with their collection dates and locations (names of the states) registered were analyzed, 

where heatmaps of the first 100 samples for each variant were generated and compared. Data with the 

collection dates significantly prior to the confirmation of each variant, deemed as data errors, were removed 

from the analysis. When collection dates were the same, earlier registrations were counted as earlier samples. 

The total count of sampled collections in the top three and the top five states in the US were compared among 

different lineages. 

 

Spike protein sequences of BA.1.1 including only reverse mutations, referred to as pure reversion mutants 

(PRM), were retrieved from GenBank, where the dates and locations of collection were also retrieved for 

each PRM. Data with missing reads were included in the analysis except for those including missing reads at 

the mutation points of Omicron BA.1.1, where missing amino acids were assumed to be the same as those of 

the consensus sequence.  

 

The date and location data of BA.1 derivatives with more than 200 and fewer than 2000 registered spike 

protein sequences (BA.1.1.7, BA.1.1.8, BA.1.1.10, BA.1.1.15, BA.1.1.16, BA.1.1.17, BA.1.13, BA.1.14, 

BA.1.14.1, BA.1.15.1, BA.1.19, BA.1.21) were also downloaded from GenBank in May 2024 for comparison. 

Data of variants comprising more than 90 entries with collection dates and locations (ECDL) in the US, were 

used as a control group. 
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US data with collection dates and locations (state names) were analyzed, counting the number of states where 

the first 20 samples (SF20) were collected for each PRM pattern with more than 100 entries. When collection 

dates were the same, earlier registrations were counted as earlier samples here also. Statistical tests were 

conducted between the numbers of SF20 in the PRM group and the control group. PRM patterns with more 

than 50 registrations by December 27, 2021 (the first weekday after Christmas 2021) were analyzed ,and the 

locations (states) of collection were expressed as heatmaps for each PRM, using the first 100 samples for 

mapping when the count of samples exceeded 100 by the above date. 

 

To evaluate the reliability of data registered in GenBank, the rate of complete reads at Omicron mutation 

points of the spike protein and the ratio of organizations submitting ECDL for each lineage were calculated. 

To see the difference between the data registered in GenBank and GISAID (the Global Initiative on Sharing 

All Influenza Data), the ratio of entries including all the spike mutations (EIASM) specific to the consensus 

sequence of Omicron BA.1 variant (EIASM-BA.1) was calculated for the data registered to GISAID 

worldwide, in the US, and by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) of the US. Weekly ratios 

of EIASM-BA.1 in the end of 2021 and the beginning of 2022 were also calculated to assess read stability 

during the early days of the Omicron surge. The temporal changes in the amount of PRM and all sequences 

registered to GenBank by organizations other than the CDC were also analyzed to see the consistency of data 

registered by different organizations. 

 

Results 

The locations (state of the US) where the first 100 samples were collected are expressed with heatmaps for 

the variants preceding the Omicron variant that have more than 40,000 spike protein sequence registrations, 
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Omicron BA.1 derivatives with more than 20,000 spike protein sequence registrations, and other Omicron 

variants with more than 100,000 spike protein sequence registrations, as shown in Figure 1. The lineage B.1, 

which has more than 40,000 registered sequences, was excluded from the analysis because it took seven 

months for the number of ECDL in the US to reach 100. Table 1 lists the sum of sample counts in the top 

three/five states and the dates of the first and the 100th collection for each variant. As this table shows, 

Omicron BA.1.1 lacks clear epicenters, with samples collected evenly across many states. Under the normal 

distribution based on the data of 18 variants listed in Table 1, Omicron BA.1.1 has significantly smaller counts 

of samples for both the sum of top three states (p = 0.027) and top five states (p = 0.020). 

 

The extracted PRM patterns of Omicron BA.1.1 with more than 100 samples registered in GenBank are listed 

in Table 2, including the numbers of SF20 (NSF20) and ECDL (NECDL). Reversions of R346K were 

excluded from the analysis because it is regarded as a misregistration of a BA.1 variant. For comparison, 

Omicron BA.1.x variants in the control group are also listed in Table 2, with BA.1.1.7 and BA.1.1.15 excluded 

due to NECDL being smaller than 90. As this table shows, notably larger NSF20 values are observed in the 

PRMs of BA.1.1 compared to the control (BA.1.x) group. 

 

To assess whether there is a statistically significant difference in NSF20 between the PRM group and the 

control group, t-tests assuming unequal variance were conducted for all the listed data and the datasets with 

NECDL smaller than 1000. The obtained p-values in each case are 1.6  10-4 and 3.9  10-5  respectively, 

indicating that the PRMs were notably widespread from the beginning of their emergence.  
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Among the 13 kinds of PRMs listed in Table 2, six kinds had more than 50 data registered by December 27, 

2021. The distribution of collection sites before that date is mapped in Figure 2. Since PRMs with reverse 

mutations from amino acids 417 to 446 in the spike protein exceeds 100 samples before December 27, 2021, 

the first 100 samples are mapped instead. Though some mutants have vague epicenters, others show scattered 

collection sites across the US, such as the PRM with reverse mutations at amino acids 417 and 477-505 in 

the spike protein. 

 

Chronological changes in the amount of collected sequences of BA.1 lineage and PRM sequences among 

them are shown in Figure 3, where data of BA.2 is also shown for comparison. What is significant is that the 

peaks of PRM collection in all variants appeared in the week starting December 24, 2021. The peak of the 

overall collection in BA.1, BA.1.15, BA.1.18, BA.1.20, and BA.20 synchronizes with the peak of PRM 

collection, while that in BA.1.1 and BA.1.1.18 appear three weeks later.  

 

To confirm data reliability, the rate of complete reads at Omicron mutation points in the spike protein 

registered to GISAID was calculated for Omicron BA.1 (which has the highest PRM rate), Omicron BA.1.1, 

and Omicron BA.1.18 (which has the lowest PRM rate), as shown in Figure 4 (A), where BA.1.18 has the 

highest rate and BA.1 has the lowest rate of complete reads. The ratio of organizations submitting ECDL to 

GenBank for each lineage is shown in Figure 4 (B), with the CDC Respiratory Viruses Branch, Division of 

Viral Diseases (CDC RVB) standing out for all variants.  

 

Figure 4 (C) shows the ratio of EIASM-BA.1 registered to GISAID worldwide, in the US, and by the CDC. 
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The read of the CDC has the highest ratio of EIASM for all variants, where BA.1.18 shows the highest and 

BA.1 shows the lowest ratio. Weekly ratios of EIASM registered to GISAID in the end of 2021 and the 

beginning of 2022 are shown in Figure 4 (D). The CDC has a higher ratio of EIASM from the onset of the 

Omicron surge. 

 

Figure 5 presents the temporal changes in the number of collected PRM and all sequences registered to 

GenBank by organizations other than the CDC RVB, focusing on linages with a large number of registrations 

(BA.1, BA.1.1, BA.1.15, and BA.1.1.18). Compared with Figure 3, which includes data registered by the 

CDC RVB, a small shift in the peak is observed. However, the peak still synchronizes among all variants, and 

the PRM precedes the peak of all data for BA.1 and BA.1.1.18. 

 

Discussion 

The US-wide spread of Omicron BA.1.1 is notable among all the 18 variants analyzed in this study, showing 

a statistically significant difference from other variants in terms of epicenter ambiguity. While BA.1.1 is the 

most frequently registered variant in GenBank, with over 300,000 spike sequence entries, AY.44 and AY.103, 

ranking second and third in data size with over 200,000 entries, were not wide-spread from the beginning, 

with the former observed around Colorado and the latter around Missouri and Nebraska (Figure 1). It is also 

noteworthy that it took more than a month for AY.44 and AY.103 to reach 100 entries, while it took only about 

three weeks for BA.1.1 to reach 100 (Table 1). Excluding a single outlier sample collected on November 16, 

BA.1.1 sample collection began on November 26, making the time span for the first 100 sample collections 

less than two weeks.  
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Even among Omicron variants, BA.1.1, which has R346K point mutation in the spike protein, stands out. 

Other Omicron variants compared here have only a single mutation (NSP3_T1004I for BA.1.18, N_S33del 

for BA.1.20, NSP3_A1736V for BA.1.1.18) except for BA.1.15 (T10135C, NSP3_L106F, N_D343G). This 

suggests that even a small fraction of mutation cannot be synchronized all across the US, making the US-

wide spread of BA.1.1 from the beginning of its emergence look all the more peculiar. 

 

As described in the introduction, many studies have examined the epidemiology of Omicron variants all over 

the world, where the epicenters of transmission have generally been traceable. Therefore, the US-wide spread 

of Omicron BA.1.1 from the onset of its emergence, without clear epicenters, is extremely unusual. Any 

infection mechanisms currently known cannot account for the rapid US-wide transmission of the disease in 

such a short period. 

 

The US-wide prevalence of Omicron BA.1.1 PRMs is also notable, showing a statistically significant 

difference from other BA.1 lineages that emerged during the same period of time (Table 2). This phenomenon 

was also confirmed with Omicron BA.1 in a previous study [40]. What is significant about Omicron BA.1.1 

is that the surge of PRM sequences precedes that of all collected samples by a few weeks, which is observed 

only in Omicron BA.1.1 and not in BA.1 and BA.2 lineages (Figure 3).  

 

Since PRM sequences and those in the control group were found within the same period of time and were 

genetically close, the difference observed cannot be attributed to seasonal or epidemiological factors. Notably, 

all kinds of PRMs disappeared quickly, suggesting they were not competitive against other Omicron BA.1 

variants enough to spread widely through natural infections. Any theories of molecular biology, virology, or 
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infectiology currently known cannot account for this sudden US-wide spread and wane of PRMs, either. 

 

Some suggest that the Omicron variant may have originated from white-tailed deer. It is true that white-tailed 

deer were infected with SARS-CoV-2 and mutations occurred among them [41-43]. Though incubation in 

animal reservoirs can cause many mutations under completely different internal environment, synchronized 

animal-to-human transmission accompanied by the same mutational pattern all across the US is extremely 

unlikely to occur naturally. 

 

One possible explanation for the anomalies observed in this paper is data errors. It is reported that Omicron 

variant sequences registered early were contaminated with Delta variant sequences due to primer issues, 

leading to massive appearance of reverse mutations [44]. Low ratios of EIASM in GISAID worldwide data 

during the early days of Omicron emergence supports this claim. Data registered by the CDC, however, shows 

higher EIASM ratios from the beginning (Figure 4D). The majority of US data registered in GenBank were 

submitted by the CDC (Figure 4B), which suggests that the data used in this study are reliable. Moreover, not 

only the synchronization of reverse mutations among the BA.1 lineage but also the peak of reverse mutation 

preceding that of all sequences in the BA.1.1 lineage is observed in the data registered by organizations other 

than the CDC RVB. This consistency also supports the reliability of the data used in this paper. 

 

While the anomalies detected here can be explained by non-natural spread of infection, it is yet to be found 

what exactly happened during the early days of the Omicron surge in the US. Whether the phenomena 

discovered here resulted from natural or artificial causes, they should be taken seriously, as the Omicron 

variants have claimed a huge number of lives not only in the US [45] but also all around the world [46]. 
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Further studies are needed to identify the cause of the anomalous US-wide transmission observed during the 

emergence of the Omicron variant. 

 

Data Availability 

The source code used for this study is available at 

https://visual-media-lab.github.io/data/PRM_source_code/index.html 
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Table 1. Total counts of samples collected in the top three and top five states in the US among the first 100 

samples for 18 SARS-CoV-2 variants. 

 

Lineage B.1.2 B.1.1.7 B.1.617.2 AY.3 AY.25 AY.39 AY.44 AY.100 AY.103 

# in top 3 91 79 48 70 80 55 82 73 68 

# in top 5 96 84 60 86 93 70 95 80 79 

Dates of 

Collection 

03/09/20- 

06/14/20 

11/02/20- 

01/01/21 

03/13/21- 

04/05/21 

04/06/21- 

06/01/21 

04/08/21- 

05/21/21 

04/16/21- 

06/19/21 

04/03/21- 

05/10/21 

05/16/21- 

06/28/21 

03/30/21- 

06/05/21 

Lineage AY.25.1 BA.1 BA.1.1 BA.1.15 BA.1.18 BA.1.20 BA.1.1.18 BA.2 BA.2.12.1 

# in top 3 100 55 33 48 48 76 84 55 63 

# in top 5 100 67 48 63 63 75 89 68 78 

Dates of 

Collection 

06/14/21- 

08/10/21 

11/26/21- 

12/05/21 

11/16/21- 

12/08/21 

11/26/21- 

12/08/21 

11/26/21- 

12/10/21 

11/26/21- 

12/10/21 

11/26/21- 

12/13/21 

12/14/21- 

01/11/22 

12/28/21- 

03/09/22 
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Table 2. List of BA.1.1 PRMs with more than 100 entries and control BA.1 lineages, including the 

number of states where the first 20 samples were found (NSF20) and the number of entries with 

collection dates and locations (NECDL). 

 

Reversions at 375 417-446 417-505 417-446, 764 417, 477-505 440 

NSF20 16 10 11 10 11 11 

NECDL 123 778 119 129 333 232 

Reversions at 440-446 446 477-505 493-505 547 856 417 

NSF20 12 17 9 7 14 14 4 

NECDL 108 163 329 214 123 147 1012 

Lineage BA.1.1.8 BA.1.1.10 BA.1.1.16 BA.1.1.17 BA.1.13 

NSF20 3 8 6 4 10 

NECDL 734 507 611 299 113 

Lineage BA.1.14 BA.1.14.1 BA.1.15.1 BA.1.19 BA.1.21 BA.1.15.2 

NSF20 4 3 7 7 9 5 

NECDS 245 97 598 693 102 1346 
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Figure 1. Heatmaps illustrating the spread of 18 SARS-CoV-2 variants across the US, showing the counts of 

the first 100 samples in each state for each variant. 
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Figure 2. Heatmaps illustrating the spread of BA.1.1 PRMs across the US, showing the counts in each state 

by December 27, 2021. For PRMs with reversions at amino acids 417-446, the counts are based on the first 

100 samples. 
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Figure 3. Histograms showing weekly collection counts in the US of each Omicron BA.1 and BA.2 variant 

and their PRMs. The horizontal axis shows the starting dates of each week for the counts. 
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Figure 4. (A) The rate of complete reads at the Omicron mutation points of the spike protein registered to 

GISAID for BA.1, BA.1.1, and BA.1.18. (B) The ratio of organizations submitting ECDL to GenBank for 

BA.1, BA.1.1, and BA.1.18. (C) The ratio of EIASM specific to the consensus sequence of Omicron BA.1, 

registered to GISAID worldwide, in the US, and by the CDC. (D) Weekly ratios of EIASM-BA.1 registered 

to GISAID in the end of 2021 and the beginning of 2022. The horizontal axis shows the starting dates of the 

weekly counts. 
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Figure 5. Histograms showing the weekly collection counts of each BA.1 variant and its PRM in the US, 

registered by organizations other than the CDC RVB. The horizontal axis shows the starting dates of the 

weekly counts. 
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