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ABSTRACT (230/275) 

Background: Congenital cytomegalovirus (cCMV) is a leading cause of birth defects and the most 

common cause of non-genetic sensorineural hearing loss in children. There is a lack of decision modeling 

frameworks that can project cytomegalovirus (CMV)-related patient outcomes and inform health policy. 

We created, tested, and calibrated a model of CMV acquisition and transmission in pregnancy using 

linked mother-infant dyads.   

 

Methods: We developed the Linking INfants and Mothers in Cytomegalovirus Simulation (LINCS) 

dyad-level Monte-Carlo microsimulation model of CMV infection among pregnant people and fetuses 

throughout pregnancy. We parameterized the model with data from the existing literature, implemented 

rigorous code testing procedures, and calibrated a key set of parameters to match model output to external 

data on cCMV prevalence and symptom risk.  

 

Results: A fully parameterized model for CMV among pregnant people and fetuses was developed, and 

the model code was confirmed to perform as specified. The calibration procedure identified parameter 

sets that generated model output closely matching the target values from the available data on cCMV 

prevalence and symptom risk. 

 

Conclusions: The LINCS model’s ability to simulate the natural history of CMV infection during 

pregnancy was described and demonstrated, and the model was tested and calibrated to ensure proper 

functioning. Base case parameters were derived for CMV infection natural history to be used in future 

decision analyses of CMV testing and treatment strategies. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Congenital cytomegalovirus (cCMV) is the most frequent infectious cause of birth defects and the leading 

cause of non-genetic sensorineural hearing loss in newborns and infants.1 Pregnant people are often 

exposed to and infected with CMV during pregnancy (“maternal infection”), frequently through contact 

with saliva or urine from children in daycare or preschool. CMV infection in adults often presents with 

minimal or no symptoms, leading to frequently missed diagnosis and treatment of infection during 

pregnancy, and increasing the risk of birth defects or other fetal complications. It is estimated that 0.3-

0.6% of all newborns in the US are born with cCMV, which in 2022 would have been between 100,000 to 

220,000 cCMV cases in newborns.2 Of infants with cCMV, up to 30% are born with or will go on to 

develop cognitive impairment, vision loss, cerebral palsy, or hearing loss.2 In addition to these health 

impacts, the lifetime additional costs of care for an infant with symptomatic CMV likely exceeds $1 

million.3  

 

Despite the major health and economic burdens of cCMV, the best practices for preventing, diagnosing, 

and treating CMV in pregnant people and infants remain uncertain.4 Interventions to reduce risks of 

maternal infection, vertical transmission, and disease severity among affected newborns have recently 

emerged,5 but the lack of accurate diagnostic tools and the uncertain benefits of treatment pose challenges 

in the prevention and management of cCMV. A number of countries now recommend screening for CMV 

serostatus among all pregnant people, and some US states have begun implementing universal screening 

for cCMV in newborns.6–11 However, current guidelines from major US professional societies do not 

recommend universal cCMV screening or treatment in pregnancy, or universal screening among 

newborns, primarily due to concerns about clinical harms from imperfect diagnostic tests and costs of 

screening programs.4,12,13.  

 

Disease simulation modeling can synthesize the best available data from multiple sources, project long-

term outcomes beyond the horizon of clinical trials or cohort studies, evaluate multiple strategies 
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simultaneously, and explicitly evaluate the tradeoffs in benefits and harms.14–17 Modeling can add 

substantial value to traditional study designs such as trials or observational cohorts and can inform the 

development of clinical care guidelines.18–20 However, there are no published models of CMV infection 

that comprehensively evaluate interrelated, clinical and economic outcomes for both members of the 

maternal-infant dyad. Our objective was to develop and calibrate a dyad-level Monte-Carlo 

microsimulation model of mothers and infants, and to project clinical outcomes of CMV infection during 

pregnancy. 
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METHODS 

Overview 

We developed the Linking INfants and Mothers in Cytomegalovirus Simulation (LINCS) 

microsimulation model to project clinical outcomes and costs among pregnant people at risk for CMV 

infection during pregnancy and their infants. The LINCS model can be used to evaluate current and novel 

testing and treatment strategies in decision analyses, including cost-effectiveness and comparative 

effectiveness analyses. We derived model input parameters from cohort studies and clinical trials, 

including rates of non-primary (reinfection or reactivation) CMV infection in pregnancy, accuracy of 

diagnostic tests for CMV, and effectiveness of currently available treatments (Table 1). We also 

calibrated key uncertain model inputs, including rates of primary (first-ever) CMV infection in pregnancy 

and risk of vertical transmission following primary and non-primary infection, using published estimates 

of neonatal cCMV prevalence and symptomatic cCMV risk.21,22 We verified the code used to implement 

model structure and checked for errors by comparing model outputs to the data used as model inputs, 

evaluating the model at extreme parameter values, and inspecting traces of individual patient clinical 

trajectories. Additional code quality testing strategies were performed to verify that each part of the model 

and the interactions between them were behaving as specified. 

 

Model structure 

Mother-infant dyads 

The LINCS model is a dyad-level Monte-Carlo microsimulation model with a weekly time step that 

begins at conception and ends at delivery. All patients are modeled as a linked mother-child dyad 

throughout pregnancy and delivery and enter the simulation at the time of conception (week 2 of 

gestational age). The representation of the mother and child as linked allows for more detailed simulation 

of both biological and clinical interactions between the mother and fetus during pregnancy, and helps 

account for the interactions between different prevention, screening, and treatment strategies in decision 

analyses. A literature review found that previous microsimulation models of CMV in pregnancy modeled 
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the mother and child separately, which limited the ability of those models to assess interactions between 

strategies involving both the mother and child.23–26 

 

Maternal CMV infection 

At model start, all pregnant people are assigned an age and previous CMV infection history. CMV 

infection history includes infection that occurred remotely before conception (for this analysis, >3 months 

before conception), infection that occurred recently preconception (for this analysis, ≤3 months to 3 

weeks prior), infection that occurred periconception (within 3 weeks prior to conception), or no prior 

CMV infection. This differentiation enables the model to account for clinical and diagnostic implications 

of type and timing of CMV infection (and can be varied as needed). For example, this structure can be 

used when assessing serologic tests that do not reliably distinguish between infection 3-12 months prior to 

conception (conferring no risk to the fetus) or <3 months (when risk of cCMV is present, conferring a 

substantial risk to the fetus).27–29  

 

Pregnant people with a recent preconception or periconception infection are assumed not to be at risk for 

another maternal CMV infection during pregnancy. All others face a weekly probability of CMV 

infection. Those with remote preconception infection are at risk for non-primary CMV infection 

(reinfection or reactivation); those with no prior CMV infection are at risk for primary infection (Table 

1).28  

 

Vertical transmission 

The risk of vertical transmission (VT) to modeled fetuses depends on the type and timing of maternal 

CMV infection. With recent preconception or periconception maternal infection, simulated fetuses face a 

risk of VT modeled to occur at week 6, based on expert opinion that sufficient embryonic development 

has occurred to permit transmission.30–32 For maternal infection that occurs during pregnancy (either 

primary or non-primary infection), modeled fetuses face a one-time risk of VT 6 weeks after maternal 
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infection occurred, allowing time for maternal viremia, placental infection, and fetal infection. VT risks 

are lower for maternal infections that occur in the first trimester compared to later in pregnancy, although 

there is a higher risk of symptomatic disease if cCMV does occur following first trimester maternal 

infection. VT risks are higher for primary compared to secondary maternal infection.   

 

The model divides congenital CMV (cCMV) into “phenotypes” to reflect multiple possible 

manifestations of cCMV for infants/children, including 1) fully asymptomatic cCMV infection, 2) 

asymptomatic cCMV infection with isolated hearing loss, 3) primary neurophenotype  (appears healthy at 

birth, aside from potentially microcephaly; develop CNS symptoms later in life),33 4) mild non-CNS 

symptoms (including petechiae/purpura, jaundice, hepatosplenomegaly, small for gestational age, 

thrombocytopenia, elevated liver enzymes, and chorioretinitis), and 5) severe symptoms (including 

seizures and microcephaly).22 For this analysis, we populated phenotypes based on visible symptoms at 

birth, in two categories:  asymptomatic (1 and 2) and symptomatic (3, 4, and 5), although the model 

program is flexible to simulate additional phenotypes. 

 

Diagnostic testing 

Maternal CMV and fetal cCMV can be diagnosed via user-specified prenatal assays. Tests to detect 

maternal CMV infection include serum assays such as CMV DNA polymerase chain reaction (PCR), IgM 

antibody, IgG antibody, and IgG avidity (feasible to assess when IgG is present; greater avidity of the IgG 

antibody to CMV antigens reflects longer time since infection occurred).29 We derived the sensitivity and 

specificity for each of these diagnostic tests from the published literature (Table 1). In the model, these 

sensitivity and specificities are applied alongside modeled biologic events in pregnant people. For 

example, following maternal infection, CMV viremia is modeled to occur within 1 week and resolve by 3 

weeks; CMV DNA PCR can detect this with the listed sensitivity. Detection of CMV DNA in maternal 

serum is generally considered diagnostic of maternal CMV infection. IgM antibody is modeled to develop 

within 2 weeks and persist for 52 weeks. IgG is modeled to develop within 3 weeks and persist lifelong. 
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IgG avidity is modeled as “low” when IgG first develops and rises to “high” at 13 weeks (standard 

deviation: 2 weeks) after infection, reflecting the cutoff values and estimated timing from commercial 

assays.34  

 

If VT has occurred, tests that may identify cCMV infection in the fetus include routine diagnostic 

ultrasound (R-US), detailed diagnostic ultrasound (D-US), and amniocentesis (AC) followed by CMV 

DNA PCR performed on amniotic fluid.29 The sensitivity and specificity of these tests are also applied 

alongside biologic events in the fetus.35 Following VT, infant infection can lead to impaired 

embryogenesis or fetal development, resulting in abnormalities detectable on ultrasound after 18 weeks of 

gestational age.36 These abnormalities are not specific to CMV and can occur with many other conditions, 

and they also do not occur in all fetal cCMV infections, creating imperfect sensitivity and specificity of 

ultrasounds for CMV.37 CMV DNA may become present in amniotic fluid (which is comprised largely of 

fetal urine) after 20 weeks of gestation, allowing for sufficient fetal renal development to permit excretion 

of DNA in fetal urine, and persists until delivery.35 Detection of CMV DNA in amniotic fluid is generally 

considered to confirm fetal infection.38 

 

The model user can specify the proportion of primary and non-primary maternal infections that are 

symptomatic, and the proportion of symptomatic maternal infections that are diagnosed as CMV. The 

user can also specify diagnostic testing algorithms to reflect current clinical care practices or novel 

diagnostic algorithms. For example, IgM/IgG serologic testing can be offered as part of routine screening 

of all pregnant people as per European guidelines, or as part of focused testing following known 

exposure, maternal symptoms consistent with CMV, or fetal ultrasound findings concerning for cCMV, 

as is more commonly done in the US (Table 1).4,12,39 Amniocentesis with amniotic fluid CMV DNA PCR 

can be offered following confirmed maternal primary infection or abnormal findings on fetal 

ultrasonography. These diagnostic algorithms and the clinical interpretation of test results are shown in 

Table 2. 
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Therapies 

We calibrated the model assuming no antiviral therapy during pregnancy, reflecting the settings in which 

the data used as calibration targets were collected. However, for future policy analyses, the structure of 

the model permits the user to specify therapeutic interventions in pregnancy following diagnosed 

maternal or fetal CMV infection. For example, treatment with high dose valacyclovir (8 grams/day) is 

recommended in some settings following confirmed maternal primary infection in the first trimester with 

the goal of preventing fetal infection; this is continued through the time of amniocentesis.39,40 We will 

model the effectiveness of this intervention as a reduction in VT risk (Table 1).41 Following confirmed 

fetal infection, high dose valacyclovir can also be offered to a pregnant woman to treat fetal infection and 

reduce the severity of infant cCMV disease.39,41,42 Although there is no randomized controlled trial 

evidence currently available to parameterize the effectiveness of this treatment on cCMV severity, the 

model structure permits sensitivity and scenario analyses on fetal treatment by adjusting the phenotype 

distribution for newborns with cCMV, shifting the distribution under treatment toward milder, less 

symptomatic cCMV phenotypes.  

 

Model outcomes 

In each week of the simulation, the model tracks true maternal CMV infection status, true fetal cCMV 

status, true biomarker status (e.g. IgM, IgG, DNA presence in maternal serum; DNA presence in amniotic 

fluid), and fetal survival. At the end of each week, there are three possible pregnancy-related health states: 

continuation of the pregnancy into the following week, live birth (considered premature if before week 

37), or fetal demise (considered spontaneous abortion [SA] if before 20 weeks, and intrauterine fetal 

demise [IUFD] if after 20 weeks; probability depends on true fetal cCMV status and week of gestation). If 

neither live birth nor fetal demise occur, the pregnancy continues into the next week (Figure 1). After 

birth, a user-specified proportion of infants with hearing loss or visible symptoms will be diagnosed with 

cCMV, and a probability of immediate neonatal death depends on true cCMV status and the week of 
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gestation at which birth occurred. After the entire cohort is simulated, summary statistics are tallied, 

including number of live births, number of preterm deliveries, neonates with cCMV, distribution of 

neonatal cCMV phenotypes, number ofmaternal infections diagnosed during pregnancy, and number of 

neonates diagnosed with cCMV..   

 

Unit testing and functional testing of model dynamics 

Unit testing and functional testing are code and software development methodologies to ensure code 

quality and correct function in accordance with specifications. Testing was performed at each step in the 

development of the simulation model to ensure code quality and proper function. Descriptions of these 

methods can be found in the supplemental materials.  

 

Model calibration 

Overview of calibration approach 

We separately calibrated two independent components of the model. First, we adjusted three parameters 

related to neonatal cCMV incidence with the goal of assessing how modeled prevalence of cCMV at birth 

matched the observed prevalence in a universal screening program in Minnesota reported by Kaye et al.21 

These three parameters were: (1) maternal infection rate (2) primary VT risk; and (3) relative non-primary 

VT risk ( compared to primary infection). For this calibration, we calculated the likelihood of the model 

output given the observed data, further described below, and then chose the parameter set with the highest 

likelihood as the best-fitting parameter set.43,44 Second, we adjusted two parameters related to cCMV 

symptom status; our goal was to assess how modeled risk of symptomatic cCMV in newborns (among 

those with any cCMV infection) matched the observed risk reported in a review by Pesch et al.22 These 

two parameters were: (1) primary symptomatic risk at birth following maternal primary infection, 

stratified by timing of maternal primary infection; and (2) relative non-primary symptomatic risk for 

infant infections that follow non-primary compared to primary maternal infection. Since Pesch et al. 

could not calculate uncertainty bounds for the proportion of all cCMV that is symptomatic at birth, we did 
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not construct a likelihood function and instead chose the parameter set with the lowest absolute error as 

the best-fitting parameter set. 

 

Modeled population for calibration runs 

Large cohorts (often between 10 million and 50 million maternal-fetal dyads) are simulated to generate 

stable model outcomes and reduce the impacts of statistical noise. All simulation runs performed for these 

calibration analyses included cohorts of 30 million mother-infant dyads. The ages of the pregnant people 

at model start (15 – 49) were drawn from a truncated normal distribution with a mean of 29 years and a 

standard deviation of 5 years,45 and the base case parameter values from Table 1 were used (alongside the 

parameters being calibrated) with no treatments applied. The seroprevalence used in each run was set by 

extrapolating the rate of maternal primary CMV infection in each calibration run over the lifetime of each 

patient until model start (as determined by the mean age). We simulate only singleton, viable pregnancies 

for this analysis. All modeled pregnant people are otherwise healthy and remain alive throughout the 

duration of the simulation. 

 

Calibration to neonatal cCMV prevalence 

To derive parameters used for our calibration, we use the results in Kaye et al.21 of a universal cCMV 

screening program for newborns in Minnesota; out of 60,115 tests, they report 174 positive results within 

the first 21 days of life, giving an observed prevalence of 0.3%.21 The LINCS model tracks prevalence 

among newborns, but before directly comparing the LINCS output to the Kaye et al. data, we first 

adjusted for the imperfect sensitivity in the dried blood spot (DBS) test used in the Minnesota screening 

program. Dollard et al.46 separately reported that the relevant type of DBS-based assay correctly 

identified 41 out of 56 cases (73% sensitivity), with perfect specificity.  

 

The output from the LINCS model is the true prevalence of neonatal cCMV (i.e., detectable if a perfect 

test were used). We used the results from Kaye et al.21 and Dollard et al.46 to construct a likelihood 
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function for the true prevalence in the Minnesota cohort, in order to assess the fit of the model to these 

data points. The likelihood function represents the probability of observing the data from Kaye et al.21 

given the underlying true prevalence estimated in the model. If the test sensitivity were known with 

certainty, the likelihood function would be proportional to the probability mass function of the binomial 

distribution, which we denote 𝑎(174;  60,115,  𝑝 ⋅ 𝑠), where p is the overall prevalence, s is the 

sensitivity, and 60,115 is the number of tests and 174 is the number of positive tests reported by Kaye et 

al.21 To account for the uncertainty in assay sensitivity (given the small sample size in Dollard et al.46), 

we assume that the sensitivity follows a beta distribution; combining the results from Dollard et al.46 with 

an assumed uniform prior distribution, the probability density function (PDF) for the sensitivity is 

𝑏(𝑠;  𝛼 = 41  +  1,  𝛽 = 56  − 41 + 1), where b is the PDF for the beta distribution.47 Averaging a over 

the potential sensitivity values gives the following likelihood for the overall prevalence p: ℒ(𝑝) =

∫ 𝑎(174; 60,115, 𝑝 ∗ 𝑠)𝑏(𝑠; 42,16)𝑑𝑠
ଵ


. The prevalence level that gives the maximum likelihood value is 

0.00394 (or 0.394%). 

 

We then ran the model under a range of parameter values for the three parameters related to neonatal 

cCMV incidence, with ranges in Table 3: (1) maternal infection rate; (2) primary VT risk; and (3) relative 

non-primary VT risk. The ranges for the maternal infection rate and primary VT risk were drawn from 

reported 95% confidence intervals from Balegamire et al. and Chatzakis et al., respectively; the range for 

the relative VT risk was set based on prior knowledge that VT risk from non-primary infection is lower 

than from primary infection.29,48 Note that Balegamire et al. report maternal infection risk from a cohort 

based in Quebec, Canada; we assume the range of the 95% confidence interval is applicable to the US 

context. 

 

To search the parameter space, we used a grid search method, where we ran the model for an exhaustive 

combination of equally spaced points from the ranges in Table 3; we selected 15 points from the range of 
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maternal infection rate, 9 from the ranges of primary VT risk, and 5 from the range of relative non-

primary VT risk.  Note that for the primary VT risk, we calibrated multiple parameters, reflecting the 5 

time points of maternal infection (recent preconception, periconception, and 1st, 2nd, and 3rd, trimester). 

Since the values of these risks are likely correlated across times (e.g., if the true recent preconception VT 

risk is high, the periconception VT risk is also high), these values were varied together in the runs (e.g., 

for the run with the 3rd highest recent preconception VT risk, the 3rd highest 1st trimester VT risk was 

also used). After running the model, we extracted the overall cCMV prevalence at birth for each run and 

calculated the corresponding likelihood using the function derived above. We then identified the 

parameter set with the highest likelihood as the best-fitting parameter set. As a secondary comparison, we 

then compared the values for the maternal infection rate and primary VT risk in the best-fitting parameter 

set to the mean estimates reported by Balegamire et al. and Chatzakis et al.28,45 All calculations were 

conducted in R 4.4.0. 

 

This calibration procedure can also be interpreted as a modified version of the Bayesian calibration 

procedure described by Menzies et al.,44 with the grid search approach standing in for draws from a 

uniform prior distribution for each of the parameters across their ranges (many of which are constrained 

to plausible values by using previously reported confidence intervals).44 To facilitate the implementation 

of a sampling-importance-resampling approach to generating a posterior distribution of the parameter 

sets, which can later be used as part of probabilistic sensitivity analyses (PSAs), we report the individual 

likelihood values for each parameter set; these likelihood values can be used as weights to draw parameter 

sets for a PSA.44  

 

Calibration to proportion of cCMV that is symptomatic at birth 

Pesch et al. reported frequencies of various clinical outcomes among newborns with cCMV.22 We 

grouped the outcomes to estimate the risk of cCMV being defined as “symptomatic” at birth (phenotypes 

3, 4, and 5). To calculate this proportion from Pesch et al., we included all infants reported to have 
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seizures and microcephaly, or 2.9% of infants. We additionally included infants reported to have 

petechiae/purpura, jaundice, hepatosplenomegaly, small for gestational age, thrombocytopenia, elevated 

liver enzymes, or chorioretinitis), or 4.7% of infants (averaging the reported risks of each of these 

symptoms). The sum of these, or 7.6% of infants, is the target used in this calibration; this target can 

readily be updated for future analyses as new data about symptom distribution at birth emerge.  

We then ran the model under a range of parameter values for the two parameters related to cCMV 

symptom status, with ranges in Table 3: (1) primary symptomatic risk; and (2) relative symptomatic risk. 

The ranges for primary symptomatic risk were drawn from reported 95% confidence intervals from 

Chatzakis et al;28 the range for the relative symptomatic risk was set based on prior knowledge that 

symptomatic cCMV risk from non-primary infection is lower than primary infection.48 

 

We again used a grid search method, where we ran the model for an exhaustive combination of equally 

spaced points from the ranges in Table 3; we selected 7 points from the range of primary symptomatic 

risk and 11 points from the range of relative symptomatic risk. Note that for the proportion of cCMV that 

is symptomatic at birth, we calibrated multiple parameters for different infection timings. Since the values 

of these risks are likely correlated across times (e.g., if the true periconception symptomatic risk is high, 

the 1st trimester risk is also high), these values were varied together in the runs (as described in the 

preceding calibration).  After running the model, we extracted the overall proportion of cCMV that is 

symptomatic at birth for each run and calculated the absolute difference between the model output and the 

7.6% risk derived from Pesch et al.22 We used the absolute difference as the measure of fit instead of a 

likelihood function because Pesch et al. could not report uncertainty estimates for the symptom 

frequencies, which are required to calculate a likelihood. We then identified the parameter set with the 

smallest absolute difference as the best-fitting parameter set. As a secondary comparison, we then 

compared the values for the primary symptomatic risk in the best-fitting parameter set to the mean 

estimate reported by Chatzakis et al.28 
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RESULTS 

Unit and functional testing 

Unit and functional testing were satisfactory to ensure the logic and performance of the model, with 

selected input parameters all accurately reproduced from the model output within 1% of the true value. 

Extreme value testing and trace file examination verified that the model was performing as expected. 

These results are reported in Table S1. 

 

Calibration  

The best-fitting parameter sets generated by the calibration procedures are reported in Table 3. Likelihood 

values from the simulations to calibrate prevalence of cCMV at birth are reported in Table S2. Using the 

best-fitting parameter sets, the modeled prevalence of cCMV at birth was 0.397% (comparing with the 

target value of 0.394% described in methods above). The modeled proportion of symptomatic cCMV was 

7.6% (comparing with the target value of 7.6% described above).  

 

In the secondary comparisons, our calibrated input parameters were similar to or slightly higher than the 

mean estimates from the literature. For primary VT risk, our calibrated values ranged from 9.5-72.2%, 

depending on the timing of maternal infection, slightly higher than the mean estimates of 5.5-66.2% from   

Chatzakis et al.28 For maternal infection rate, our calibrated value was 1.9/100PY, similar to the 

1.8/100PY reported by Balegmire et al.45 For primary symptomatic risk, our calibrated values ranged 

from 1.5-42.0%, depending on the timing of maternal infection, higher than the mean estimates of 0.4-

28.8% from Chatzakis et al.28 
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DISCUSSION 

We developed a patient-level simulation model of CMV disease progression, testing, and treatment 

among mother-infant pairs during pregnancy. We tested and calibrated our modeling framework using 

published estimates from various cohort studies. The LINCS model presents several novel contributions 

to the CMV simulation modeling literature. First, the simulation of mother-infant dyads enables us to 

easily model interactions between maternal and fetal health states and allows for the incorporation of 

epidemiologic data for both maternal and fetal CMV outcomes during pregnancy. This not only results in 

more detailed and realistic simulation dynamics, but also will facilitate analyses that identify cCMV 

testing and treatment strategies that are optimal for both the pregnant person and child. The LINCS model 

structure additionally provides flexibility in its ability to specify testing and treatment algorithms, the 

characteristics of diagnostic assays, and the effectiveness of therapies, allowing for comparison of the 

clinical impact of alternative testing and treatment strategies. This flexibility will allow the model to 

evaluate a range of potential clinical practices and guidelines, including in the context of comparative or 

cost-effectiveness analyses, to help guide clinicians and policymakers. 

 

Data on many aspects of the biology of cCMV are limited, so we calibrated some particularly uncertain 

and influential parameters in our model. In our calibration analyses, the best-fitting parameter sets 

produced model output that matched the targets from the literature well (Table 3). Additionally, for the 

calibration to prevalence of cCMV at birth, we generated likelihood values representing the fit between 

the parameter sets and targets; in planned policy analyses using the LINCS model, these likelihood values 

can be used to conduct probabilistic sensitivity analyses that more fully capture the uncertainty in the 

available data.  

 

Through the calibration, we found that the risks of VT after maternal primary infection (primary VT risk) 

and the proportion of cCMV infections that are symptomatic when they occur after maternal primary 

infection (primary symptomatic risk) needed to be slightly higher than values previously reported in the 
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literature for model output to match the calibration targets. This may suggest that these underlying 

biologic risks are higher than the risks that are able to be observed in clinical trials or cohort studies; that 

definitions of phenotypes used in clinical studies differ slightly from those used in our model; or that 

there is a mismatch between other, non-calibrated model parameters (e.g., non-primary maternal infection 

rates) and the corresponding values for the populations from the calibration targets (e.g., prevalence of 

neonatal cCMV in Minnesota); this could lead to higher primary VT and symptomatic risk values in the 

calibration that does not reflect the underlying biology. Future analyses should conduct appropriate 

sensitivity analyses to assess the robustness of model output to changes in these parameters, or potentially 

perform additional calibration if new targets become available. 

 

 

Limitations 

This analysis has several limitations. The lack of comprehensive data for many of the model inputs 

required deriving data from several different studies, often in different geographic settings. Extrapolation 

of data between geographic settings was felt to be a reasonable assumption for biological parameters such 

as length of time of infection and test sensitivities and specificities, which are likely similar across regions 

and populations. In contrast, the calibration target for the prevalence of neonatal cCMV was drawn from a 

single US state (Minnesota) and the parameter for non-primary maternal infection rate was from estimates 

in a health system in Israel, and these values might differ more substantially across populations.21,49 

Future analyses may require further calibration with regional data to obtain appropriate and accurate 

results. 

 

 

Conclusion 

We report the development, testing, and calibration of the LINCS model of CMV infection during 

pregnancy. We have demonstrated that the model provides a reasonable simulation of risks of CMV 
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vertical transmission, compared to estimates in the literature. We anticipate future expansions of the 

model to include details of prevention and treatment, as well as long-term infant outcomes, diagnosis, and 

care. LINCS will provide a framework that can be used in future work evaluating the clinical and 

economic impacts of prenatal CMV screening strategies, vertical transmission prevention methods, and 

novel treatments in development.  
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Figure 1. Schematic diagram of the structure of the LINCS model   
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Table 1. Selected data inputs for the LINCS model of CMV in pregnancy 

Input Value Source 
Cohort  
Maternal age, mean (SD) 29 (5) 45 
Maternal primary CMV risk, per week, % Included as calibration 

parameter, see Table 3 
 

Maternal non-primary CMV risk during pregnancy, % 0.2  49 
Maternal CMV seroprevalence, %a 25 – 81  50 
Probability of vertical transmission (by maternal 
infection type and timing), % 

Included as calibration 
parameter, see Table 3 

 

Probability of fetal infection causing symptoms, by 
timing of maternal infection, % 

Included as calibration 
parameter, see Table 3 

 

Probability of premature birth, range by maternal age, 
% 

Weeks 24-31: 0.6 – 1.2 
Weeks 32-36: 3.9 – 5.2 

51 

Probability of fetal demise,b range by maternal age, % SA: 0.2 – 0.4  
IUFD: 9.7 – 56.9 

52 

Baseline prenatal visit schedule  
Obstetric visit frequency, by trimester Weeks 6-28: 1/month 

Weeks 29-36: 1-2 weeks 
Weeks 36-39: 1/week 

53 

Timing of first anatomic scan ultrasound 20 weeks 53 
Testing  
Assays to detect maternal primary CMV infection during pregnancy  

Serum IgM sensitivity / specificity, % 90 / 96 54 
Serum IgG sensitivity / specificity, % 97 /96 55 
Serum IgG avidity sensitivity / specificity % 94.3 / 100 56 
Serum CMV DNA PCR sensitivity / specificity, % 94 / 99 57 

Assays to detect fetal cCMV infection  
Amniotic fluid CMV DNA PCR sensitivity / specificity, % 86 / 100 35 

Probability of follow-up testing after abnormal ultrasound result, % 60-100 Assumption 
Probability of follow-up testing after abnormal IgM-IgG result, % 95-100 Assumption 
Therapies  
Valacyclovir for primary infection in periconception and first 
trimester, odds ratio of vertical transmission risk 

0.34 41 

a. Range by socioeconomic status, race/ethnicity, and geographic region. b. SA (spontaneous abortion) is fetal 
demise until 20 weeks of gestation; IUFD (intrauterine fetal demise) is fetal demise after 20 weeks of gestation. 

CMV: cytomegalovirus; Ig: immunoglobulin; PCR: polymerase chain reaction; SD: standard deviation.   
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Table 2. Diagnostic algorithms and interpretations for CMV in pregnancy and congenital CMV39 

IgM IgG Avidity Interpretation Follow-up test Follow-up 
result 

Follow-up 
interpretation 

Negative Negative -- No prior CMV 
infection 

n/a n/a n/a 

Negative Positive -- Remote PI No follow-up n/a n/a 

Positive Negative -- Recent PI or FP IgM Serum CMV 
DNA PCR 

Positive Recent PI 

Negative No prior infection, 
FP IgM 

Positive Positive Low Recent PI -- -- -- 

High Remote PI, with recent 
NPI or FP IgM 

Amniocentesis 
with amniotic 
fluid CMV 
DNA PCR 

Positive  Vertical 
transmission  

Negative No vertical 
transmission 

PI: primary infection. FP: false positive. NPI: non-primary infection.  
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Table 3. LINCS model calibration results 

Parameter Calibration range Best-fitting input parameter 
value 

Target  Best-fitting 
model output 

Maternal primary infection rate  
(Maternal infection rate) 

1.2 – 2.6/100 person-years45 1.9/100 person-years 

0.394%c 0.397% 

Risk of vertical transmission 
following maternal primary 
infection, stratified by timing of 
maternal primary infection (% 
risk)a,b 

(Primary VT risk) 

Recent preconception: 0.1% – 10.8% 
Periconception: 8.4% – 33.6% 
1st trimester: 31.9% – 41.6% 
2nd trimester: 
35.5% – 45.1% 
3rd trimester: 
58.2% – 74.1% 

Recent preconception: 
9.475% 
Periconception: 30.45% 
1st trimester: 40.4% 
2nd trimester: 42.7% 
3rd trimester: 72.15% 

Relative risk of vertical 
transmission from non-primary 
compared to primary infection 
(Relative VT risk) 

0 – 1  0.75 

Risk of symptomatic illness among infants with cCMV 

Proportion of cCMV that is 
symptomatic at birth following 
maternal primary infection, 
stratified by timing of maternal 
primary infection (% risk)a,b 

(Primary symptomatic risk) 

Pre/periconceptiond: 2.4% – 55.1% 
1st trimester: 12.2% – 26.4% 
2nd trimester: 0% – 2.4% 
3rd trimester: 0% – 1.5% 

Pre/periconceptiond: 41.95% 
1st trimester: 26.4% 
2nd trimester: 2.4% 
3rd trimester: 1.5%  

7.6%22 7.6% 
Relative risk of symptomatic 
cCMV for infant infections that 
follow non-primary compared 
to primary maternal infection 
(Relative symptomatic risk) 

0 – 1  1 

a. Since the true values of these risks are likely correlated across different infection times, in the calibration procedure, these values were varied together 
(e.g., for the simulation with the 3rd highest preconception VT risk, the 3rd highest 1st trimester VT risk was also used). 

b. Ranges drawn from 95% confidence intervals reported in meta-analysis from Chatzakis et al.28  
c. This target output was calculated by identifying the overall prevalence value that maximizes the likelihood function listed in the main text. 
d. The preconception and periconception time periods are grouped here because ranges were only available from Chatzakis et al.28 for the periconception time 
period; we assume that the primary symptomatic risk for the preconception period is the same for the periconception period. 
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cCMV: congenital cytomegalovirus; VT: vertical transmission.    
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS 

Unit testing and functional testing of model dynamics 

Code testing is typically done by checking that model code produces expected outputs when provided 

with a specified set of inputs. Given the complex and often nonlinear nature of simulation models, 

however, it is often not straightforward or possible to calculate the expected outputs explicitly. To address 

this, we adapt a testing paradigm from software engineering that we refer to as unit testing and functional 

testing, which are code validation methods that ensure that the code works as specified. Unit testing 

involves testing individual functions or portions of code and can help identify structural and logical errors 

in the code. For deterministic (e.g., structural) unit testing, conditional responses were added in key 

functions that automatically returned errors if unreasonable or nonsensical events occurred. This 

prevented potential errors from propagating through the rest of the model before being caught, which 

would have increased the complication of diagnosing and fixing the issues. For example, in the section of 

the code that draws from a probability for vertical transmission of CMV infection to the fetus, we created 

a conditional response that forced the model to return an error warning if vertical transmission occurred 

without previous maternal CMV infection. Unit testing was also performed to ensure that events were 

occurring at the rate at which they were specified, such as making sure that the sensitivities and 

specificities of the simulated prenatal tests matched their input values.  

 

Functional tests, in contrast to unit tests, are passed through multiple functions and model parts to 

evaluate performance across linked or nested functions, testing to see whether the integrated system 

behaves as expected in various scenarios. An example of a functional test that was performed entailed 

confirming that the number of each prenatal test performed appropriately correlated with the user-defined 

proportion of active maternal infections that are symptomatic and the proportion of symptomatically 

infected individuals who seek healthcare. Functional testing allowed us to verify that increasing the 

proportion of symptomatic CMV infections, increasing the proportion of pregnant people with symptoms 

who seek healthcare, and increasing the proportion of those seeking healthcare who get tested for CMV 
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all directly correlate to a greater number of maternal CMV cases diagnosed, which is logically to be 

expected given our model structure. A schematic of this test is outlined in Figure S1.  

 

Figure S1. Unit and functional testing. In this simplified and noncomprehensive model schematic, we 

compare examples of unit and functional testing that were performed.  
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Table S1. Results of functional testing: Sample inputs and intermediate outcomes 

Parameter Target value Observed value Relative 
difference 

Approach to tracking 

IgM sensitivity 
and specificity 

90%, 96% 
 

89.8%, 95.99% <1%, <1% The model code tracks the total 
number of true positives, false 
positives, true negatives, and false 
negatives for each test. These 
values were then used to calculate 
the observed sensitivity and 
specificity for each prenatal test.  

IgG sensitivity 
and specificity 

97%, 96% 
 

97.06%, 95.99% <1%, <1% 

IgG avidity 
sensitivity and 
specificity 

94.3%, 100% 
 

94.32%, 100% <1%, <1% 

Serum CMV 
DNA PCR 
sensitivity and 
specificity 

94%, 99% 
 

93.99%, 
98.999% 

<1%, <1% 

Amniotic fluid 
CMV DNA 
PCR sensitivity 
and specificity 

86%, 100% 85.6%, 100% <1%, <1% 

Number of tests 
performed  

N/A It was verified that increasing the 
proportion of infected mothers 
who are symptomatic, increasing 
the number of symptomatic 
mothers who seek healthcare, and 
increasing the probability of those 
who seek healthcare getting tested 
all resulted in more prenatal tests 
being performed. This allowed us 
to ensure that all of these 
interrelated parts of the model 
were functioning together 
properly. 

Other structural 
checks 

N/A Model run is stopped and error is 
displayed if:  

(1) Test results return any 
value that is not either true 
(1) or false (0), 

(2) A test that is not fully 
specified by the user is 
called upon. 
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