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Abstract

Understanding viral load in patients infected with SARS-CoV-2 is critical to epidemiology
and infection control. Previous studies have demonstrated that SARS-CoV-2 RNA can be
detected for many weeks after symptom onset. The clinical significance of this finding is unclear
and, in most patients, likely does not represent active infection. There are, however, patients
who shed infectious virus for weeks. Detection of subgenomic RNA transcripts expressed by
SARS-CoV-2 has been proposed to represent productive infection and may be a tractable
marker for monitoring infectivity. Here, we use RT-PCR to quantify total and subgenomic
nucleocapsid (N) and envelope (E) transcripts in 190 SARS-CoV-2 positive samples collected
on hospital admission. We relate these findings to duration of symptoms. We find that all
transcripts decline at the same rate; however, subgenomic E becomes undetectable before
other transcripts. In Kaplan-Meier analysis the median duration of symptoms to a negative test
is 14 days for sgE and 25 days for sgN. There is a linear decline in subgenomic RNA compared
to total RNA suggesting subgenomic transcript copy number is highly dependent on copy
number of total transcripts. The mean difference between total N and subgenomic N is 16-fold
(4.0 cycles) and the mean difference between total E and sub-genomic E is 137-fold (7.1
cycles). This relationship is constant over duration of symptoms allowing prediction of
subgenomic copy number from total copy number. Although Subgenomic E is undetectable at a
time that may more closely reflect the duration of infectivity, its utility in determining active

infection may be no more useful than a copy number threshold determined for total transcripts.

Introduction

The emergence of the severe acute respiratory syndrome virus-2 (SARS-CoV-2) led to

the rapid development of diagnostic tests for infection. Many of these tests rely on reverse
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transcriptase polymerase chain reaction (RT-PCR) to detect total viral RNA. These assays are
highly sensitive and specific, with a limit of detection of approximately 5-500 copies of viral RNA
per reaction (Vogels et al. 2020). Unfortunately, the relationship between a positive RT-PCR
and viral infectivity is unclear, particularly as infection progresses over time. While the median
duration of detection of SARS-CoV-2 viral RNA in the upper respiratory tract is roughly 14.5
days from symptom onset, many studies have shown that SARS-CoV-2 RNA can be detected

for several weeks, long past when most people are infectious (Walsh et al. 2020).

Because of persistent test positivity, the CDC no longer recommends a test-based
strategy for discontinuing isolation precautions. Current guidelines recommend that patients with
mild to moderate disease remain isolated for 10 days from symptom onset, while those with
either severe disease or an immunocompromising condition remain isolated for 10-20 days from
symptom onset. These guidelines are largely supported by studies of viral infectivity in clinical
samples over time. (Arons et al. 2020, Wolfel et al. 2020, Bullard et al. 2020) However, recent
studies have demonstrated that some immunosuppressed patients may shed infectious virus for
weeks, regardless of symptoms (Avanzato et al. 2020, Baang et al. 2020, Choi et al. 2020).
Symptom-based strategies for isolation may also be problematic in patients incidentally found to

be positive for SARS-CoV-2.

There is no high-throughput, rapid test that distinguishes those who are infectious from
those who are not. While viral culture is perhaps the most reliable way to determine infectivity, it
is neither timely nor practical in most clinical laboratories. There has been intense interest in
whether other molecular markers can be used as correlates of infectivity, including the detection
of subgenomic RNA. SARS-CoV-2 has a positive-sense, single-stranded RNA genome of nearly
30 kb. Negative-sense RNA intermediates serve as templates for the synthesis of positive-
sense genomic RNA. The viral polymerase also makes subgenomic messages that have a

common 5’ leader fused to downsteam open reading frames, which are then translated into nine
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proteins, including the nucleocapsid (N), spike (S), envelope (E) and membrane (M), and six
accessory proteins (3a,6,7a,7b and 8) (Kim et al. 2020). Given this genomic arrangement,
subgenomic RNA can be distinguished from total RNA by placement of alternate PCR primers.
Because subgenomic transcripts are not packaged into virions, their presence is thought to

indicate productively infected cells.

A few studies have evaluated the kinetics of subgenomic RNA during the course of
infection. A small study of 9 patients found that no subgenomic RNA could be found in the throat
up to 5 days post symptom onset. (Wélfel et al. 2020) A larger study of 35 patients showed that
subgenomic RNA and culturable virus were not detectable after 8 days from symptom onset in
mild COVD-19 disease, but total SARS-CoV-2 transcripts persisted for weeks (Perera et al.
2020). Less is known about subgenomic RNA kinetics in hospitalized patients with severe

disease and in immunosuppressed patients.

To determine the utility of subgenomic RNA as a correlate of SARS-CoV-2 infectivity, we
used RT-PCR to amplify the total and subgenomic nucleoprotein gene (N) and envelope gene
(E) from 190 individual patient samples collected on admission to the hospital. We show that
subgenomic transcripts become undetectable before total transcripts when evaluated in relation
to duration of symptoms. Because expression levels of total and subgenomic transcripts are

highly correlated, the added benefit of measuring subgenomic RNA is limited.

Materials and Methods

Samples and participants

Nasopharyngeal (NP) samples were obtained from patients admitted to the University of
Michigan between March 13, 2020 to June 10, 2020. Dacron swabs were placed in 3 ml viral

transport media and transported to the clinical microbiology laboratory for testing. Residual
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99  samples were stored in a central biorepository at -80°C. In total, 185 patients with RT-PCR
100  confirmed SARS-CoV-2 and clinical information were included in our study. An additional five
101  patients without clinical data were included for a total of 190 individual NP swabs. Clinical data,
102  including date of symptom onset, basic demographic data, and outcome were abstracted from
103  clinician notes. This study protocol was reviewed and approved by the University of Michigan
104  Institutional Review Board (IRB). The IRB determined the study to be exempt from requirement
105 for informed consent given retrospective nature of this study and this use of stored

106  biospecimens and deidentified data.
107 Quantitative RT-PCR

108 Residual samples from NP swabs were centrifuged at 1200 x g and 200 pl of sample
109  used for RNA extraction. RNA was extracted with the Invitrogen PureLink Pro 96 Viral
110 RNA/DNA Purification Kit (Invitrogen, Carlsbad, CA). Samples were eluted in 100 pl and stored

111 at -80C.

112 Amplification of total and subgenomic transcripts for nucleocapsid (N) and envelope (E)
113 genes was performed using conditions outlined in the CDC 2019-Novel Coronavirus EUA

114  protocol (https://www.fda.gov/media/134922/download). We diluted our clinical samples 1:5 in
115 nuclease free H,O and used 5 pl of this dilution for 1 pl equivalent total RNA per reaction. This
116  was done to preserve clinical sample, and the dilution was accounted for in copy number

117  calculations. Reactions were preformed using Tagpath 1-step RT-gPCR master mix

118 (Thermofisher, Waltham, MA), 500 nM of each primer, and 250 nM of each probe in a total

119  reaction volume of 20 pl. Cycling conditions were as follows: activation of uracil-N-glycosylase
120 for 2 min at 25° C, reverse transcription for 15 min at 50° C, denaturation for 2 min at 95° C, and
121 45 cycles of 3 s at 95° C, 30 s at 55° C on an Applied Biosystems 7500 FAST real-time PCR

122 system. Cycle threshold (Ct) was determined uniformly across PCR runs.
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123 Subgenomic transcripts were amplified by substituting subgenomic leader sequence
124  sgLeadSARSCoV2-F: 5-CGATCTCTTGTAGATCTGTTCTC-3 (Wdlfel et al. 2020) as the

125  forward primer for E or N together with the reverse primers and probes for N and E genes. For
126  total E, the primers and probes were from the Charite/Berlin protocol (Corman et al. 2020) and
127  the sequences are as follows: E_Sarbeco_F: ACAGGTACGTTAATAGTTAATAGCGT;

128 E_Sarbeco_R: 5-ATATTGCAGCAGTACGCACACA-3; E_Sarbeco_P1: FAM-

129 ACACTAGCCATCCTTACTGCGCTTCG-3IABKFQ. The N gene was amplified using the CDC
130 N1 primer and probe set as follows: 2019-nCoV_N1 Forward Primer GACCCCAAA

131  ATCAGCGAAAT; 2019-nCoV_N1 Reverse Primer TCTGGTTACTGCCAGTTGAATCTG; 2019-
132 nCoV_N1 Probe ACCCCGCATTACGTTTGGTGG ACC. Probe sequences were FAM labeled

133  with lowa Black quencher (Integrated DNA Technologies, Coralville, IA).

134  Droplet Digital PCR

135 Absolute copy numbers of N, E, sgN and sgE were determined by droplet digital PCR
136  (ddPCR) using SARS-CoV-2 RNA as template from HuH-7 infected cells. HuH-7 cells were

137  infected with SARS-CoV-2 strain WA-1. RNA was harvested at 48 hours post infection using
138  trizol and Zymo columns. ddPCR was performed using the QX200 Droplet Digital PCR System
139  (Bio-Rad, Hercules, CA). Sample reaction contained HuH-7 RNA/sgRNA template (5.5 ul), the
140  respective forward and reverse primers (final concentration 900nM each) and the respective
141  FAM labeled probe (final concentration 250nM). The other reaction components common to all
142  reactions were added at the final concentration as per the manufacturer's recommendation (Bio-
143  Rad # 1864021; 1X Supermix, 20 units/ul Reverse Transcriptase and 15 mM DTT). Each 20 ul
144  reaction mix was partitioned into droplets using the QX200 droplet generator (Bio-Rad),

145  transferred into a 96-well plate, sealed and cycled in a C1000 Thermal Cycler (Bio-Rad). The
146  cycling conditions used were as per the manufacturer's recommendation (Bio-Rad’s expert

147  design assay for SARS-CoV-2 # dEXD28563542; hold at 25°C for 3 min, reverse transcription
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148 at 50°C for 60 min, enzyme activation for 10 minutes at 95°C for 1 cycle, denaturation at 94°C
149  for 30 seconds and annealing/extension at 60°C for 60 seconds for 40 cycles, enzyme

150 deactivation for 10 minutes at 98°C for 1 cycle followed by a hold at 4°C). All steps were

151  performed with a 2°C/second ramp rate and the lid temperature set at 105°C. Droplets were
152  read using QuantaSoft Software in the QX200 reader (Bio-Rad). Once copy number was

153  determined, a ten-fold dilution series (from 1x10’ copies to 10 copies per 20ul reaction) of this
154  sample was performed to generate standard curves and used to determine copy number of

155  clinical samples. Copy number was corrected for dilution of sample to reflect copies per milliliter

156  of viral transport media from original NP swab sample.
157  Statistical Analyses

158 Continuous variables were expressed as medians and interquartile ranges (IQRs) or
159 means and standard deviations. Simple linear regression and Kaplan-Meier analysis were
160 performed using SPSS software version 27 (IBM Corporation) and GraphPad (Prism). Statistical

161  significance was set as P <0.05.
162

163 RESULTS

164  Patient characteristics

165 We obtained NP swabs from 190 SARS-CoV-2 positive patients admitted to the

166  University of Michigan Hospital from March 13, 2020 to June 10, 2020. We were able to obtain
167  clinical information from 185 of the 190 patients. In our sample, 56.8% were men (105/185). The
168 median age was 64 (IQR: 53-75) years old. The median days from symptom onset to SARS-
169 CoV-2 testing was 5 days (IQR 3-8). Three patients reported no symptoms consistent with

170  COVID-19 infection on admission but reported symptoms later in their hospital course.
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171  Symptom duration compared to total and subgenomic transcripts

172 We found that there was no difference in the rate of decline of SARS-CoV-2 transcripts
173 when compared to symptom duration with all slopes equal (p>0.05) (Figure 1). We did however
174  find a significant difference in the X-intercepts for the regression line of viral RNA transcript

175  decline over time. There was no difference in intercepts between total E and N (p>0.72). When
176  total N was compared to sgN the X-intercepts were significantly different (P<0.0001) as was the
177  comparison of E to sgE (P<0.0001). Finally, there was a significant difference between

178  intercepts for subgenomic transcripts sgN and sgE (P<0.001). The differences X-intercepts

179  reflects relative differences in days until RNA is no longer detectable based on a threshold of 40

180  cycles.

181 We used a Kaplan-Meier analysis to further investigate the relationship between

182  symptom duration and a negative subgenomic RNA test. The median duration from symptom
183  onset to a negative sgN RT-PCR was 25 days (95% CI: 19.9-30.1) and 14 days for sgE (95% CI
184  9.6-18.4 days). This difference was statistically significant (P=0.001) (Figure 2). All 185 patients
185  were positive for total RNA regardless of symptom duration. By =15 days from symptom onset,

186  only 14% of patients were positive for sgE compared to 35.7% for sgN.

187 Recent studies have demonstrated that the total copy number threshold that correlates
188  with a loss of culture infectivity is between 5.5 and 6.5 log,o copies per ml (Wolfel et al. 2020,
189  Bullard et al. 2020, van Kampen et al. 2021). Primers used in this study amplify total RNA

190  (genomic plus subgenomic RNA), and by pairing the subgenomic leader primer with reverse E
191  and N primers distinguish subgenomic from total RNA. We determined copy number in clinical
192  samples using standard curves generated with known copy number from ddPCR experiments
193  for total N, total E, sgE and sgN. At 6.5 logs, total E copies, 47% (56/119) of samples were

194  negative for sgE. At a total N copy number of 6.5 logio, 24% (28/119) were negative for sgN.
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195 There we no samples negative for subgenomic at a copy number greater than 6.5 log,o total

196  copies per ml (Supplementary Figure 1).

197 Relationship of total to subgenomic transcripts

198 To further understand the relationship between total and subgenomic transcripts for the
199 N and E genes, we compared Ct values from 190 clinical samples. We found that 162 of 190
200  (85%) patients had both a detectable N and sgN, and 132 (69%) patients had both a detectable
201  E and sgE. Subgenomic transcripts declined linearly along with total RNA transcripts

202  (Supplementary Figure 2). There was no difference in the slope of subgenomic to total RNA
203  regression (linear regression, slope of N vs sgN -0.99 and slope of E vs sgE -1.03 P=0.09). We
204  were unable to detect sgE RNA transcripts once total E reached 32 cycles, and were unable to

205  detect sgN transcripts once total N reached 35 cycles.

206 We found there was very little difference between expression levels of total N and E. The
207  mean Ct value of E was 25.76 (STD 5.69) and N was 25.6 (STD 5.6 cycles). In cell culture and
208 in clinical samples, we found that total RNA levels were higher than subgenomic RNA levels.
209  Total N was expressed at a 4.5-fold (2.2, STD 0.24 cycles) higher level than sgN, and E was
210  expressed at a 13.9-fold (3.8, STD 0.2 cycles) higher level compared to sgE in HuH-7 cells at
211 48 hours post infection (Figure 3). This difference was more dramatic in clinical samples. Total
212 N was expressed at a 16-fold (4.0, STD 1.1 cycles) higher level than sgN transcripts and E was
213 expressed at a 137.2-fold (7.1, STD 1.3 cycles) higher level than sgE when all clinical samples
214  were compared together (Figure 3). This relationship remained unchanged throughout the

215  course of infection (Figure 3). Furthermore, the large fold difference in subgenomic compared to
216  total transcripts indicates that subgenomic RNA contributes little to the overall signal of total

217 transcripts.

218  Subgenomic RNA in a persistently infected patient
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219 Emerging data indicates that some immunosuppressed patients can be persistently
220  positive for SARS-CoV-2 by RT-PCR and shed infectious virus for weeks. We evaluated total
221  and subgenomic RNA from a patient persistently infected with SARS-CoV-2 for 119 days. This
222 patient showed continued expression of total and subgenomic transcripts throughout this time.
223 The mean fold difference of total N to subgenomic N was 11.3-fold (3.5 cycles) and the mean
224  fold difference of total E to subgenomic E was 84-fold (6.4 cycles) (Figure 4). This ratio was

225  maintained over the 119 day course.

226  DISCUSSION

227 In this study, we found that subgenomic transcripts become undetectable at an earlier
228  timepoint after infection than total transcripts. The median duration of symptoms until a negative
229 RT-PCR test was 14 days for subgenomic E and 25 days for subgenomic N. Total RNA was

230  positive at all time points in our study up to 28 days. We found a strong correlation between total
231 and subgenomic transcript levels. They decline at the same rate and have a fixed ratio at all

232 time points post symptom onset. The predictability of subgenomic copy number from total copy
233 number indicates that detection of subgenomic RNA does not add additional information about

234 infectivity that cannot be gained from total copy humber alone.

235 A recent study in hospitalized patients showed that fewer than 5% of patients are

236  infectious 15 days after the onset of symptoms (van Kampen et al. 2021). We find that

237  subgenomic E becomes undetectable at a median of 14 days and only 14% (2/14) of patients
238  were positive for subgenomic E after this time point. Our results suggest that the disappearance

239  of subgenomic E RNA may correlate with a time when patients are no longer infectious.

240 Despite our finding that a negative subgenomic E RT-PCR seems to correlate with a
241  time when patients are not infectious, the supposition that any negative subgenomic RNA

242 transcript can be used to predict infectivity is problematic. In our analysis, the median number of
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243 days from symptom onset to a negative subgenomic N RT-PCR was 25 days. Using
244  subgenomic N as a marker for infectivity would significantly prolong isolation and not predict
245  infectivity. This difference is likely due to the higher levels of expression of subgenomic N

246  relative to subgenomic E.

247 A negative subgenomic RNA test likely indicates that patients are not infectious simply
248  because a negative subgenomic RNA test correlates with a low total RNA copy number.

249  Previous studies have shown a copy number below 6.5 log;o copies per mlis a threshold for
250  culturable virus. In fact, we found that all negative subgenomic transcripts were in samples with
251  total copy number below this threshold. However, we also find many samples that are below 6.5
252 logo copies per ml, but still express subgenomic E and N. This is in line with a recent study that
253  showed subgenomic RNA could be detected from samples where infectivity in cell culture was
254  negative (van Kampen et al. 2021). It is likely that subgenomic RNA also has a copy number
255  threshold below which infectious virus cannot be isolated. Because of the strong correlation in
256  copy number of total and subgenomic transcripts throughout the course of infection and in a
257  persistently infected patient, we do not believe that subgenomic RNA provides additional

258  information not gained by total copy number.

259 Previous research suggested that subgenomic RNA is a suitable marker for active

260 infection because it degrades more rapidly than total RNA. One study inoculated animals with
261  infectious and inactivated SARS-CoV-2, which had high levels of total and subgenomic RNA.
262  Total RNA copy number on day 1 post infection from inactivated virus ranged from roughly 4
263 logo to 6 logyo copies per ml but no subgenomic E RNA was detected. This was interpreted to
264  mean that subgenomic RNA rapidly degrades without replication, but total RNA does not.

265  (Speranza et al. 2020) In our study, at a total copy number of 4 log;o o subgenomic E could be
266  detected, and at less than 6 log;o per ml of total RNA 47% (56/119) of samples were negative

267  for subgenomic E. We suspect this finding is not due to differential degradation, but rather to
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268 differential detection of transcripts. Furthermore, if there was a difference in rates of
269  degradation, we would expect to see the ratio of total RNA to subgenomic RNA increase

270  overtime, which we did not see.

271 Although there is emerging data supporting isolation guidelines in mild/moderate and
272 severe COVID-19 infection, little is known about infectivity in immunosuppressed patients. In
273  this study we showed persistent total and subgenomic RNA expression up to 119 days with a
274  previous study demonstrating infectious virus could be isolated through this course (Baang et al.
275  2020). Because low levels of subgenomic RNA can be detected in the absence of

276  infectiousness, we do not endorse using subgenomic RNA to determine infectivity in these

277  patients. As with non-immunosuppressed patients, a copy humber threshold of total RNA would

278 likely provide the same information which can be gained from copy number on total RNA.

279 Our study is limited by the fact that we did not attempt to isolate virus in culture from

280 clinical samples and correlate to total or subgenomic copy number. We did however investigate
281  correlation of transcripts to symptom duration, which has been used as a benchmark for

282  infectivity. We are aware that recall bias may affect reported symptom duration particularly in ill
283  hospitalized patients. This is mitigated to some degree by our large sample size. Differences in
284  copy number observed could be the result of differences in efficiency of RT-PCR reactions

285  across total and subgenomic transcripts. We confirmed differences in copy number using

286  absolute copy number determined using standard curves generated with a known copy number
287  using ddPCR for N, E, sgE and sgN. Furthermore our findings are in agreement with direct RNA
288  sequencing studies showing the subgenomic N is expressed at higher levels than subgenomic

289  E. (Kim et al. 2020)

290 In this study of inpatients infected with SARS-CoV-2, we find that subgenomic E
291 transcripts become undetectable before other transcripts largely because it is transcribed at far

292  lower levels than other transcripts studied here. There is a fixed relationship between copy
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293  number of total and subgenomic transcripts over the course of infection. Because of this
294  consistent relationship between total and subgenomic RNA, we do not believe subgenomic RNA
295 detection adds additional information regarding infectivity that cannot be gained from copy

296  number threshold validated to infectivity determined by cell culture.
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372 FIGURE LEGENDS

373

374  Figure 1

375  Comparison of cycle threshold versus day from symptom onset for clinical samples obtained
376  from 185 inpatients. Total N (Panel A), subgenomic N (Panel B), total E (Panel C) and

377  subgenomic E (Panel D). Red dots in panel A and C represent subgenomic negative samples
378  and black dots represent subgenomic positive samples. Of the 185 patients, 56 were negative
379  for sgE and 28 were negative for sgN (Shown on y-axis). Pearson correlation coefficients: N = -
380 0.404 p<0.0001; SgN =-0.466, p<0.0001; E = -0.456 p<0.0001; sgE = -0.427 <0.0001. Linear

381 regression line equations are indicated in each panel.

382

383  Figure 2

384  Kaplan-Meier analysis showing proportion of patients with positive RT-PCR for subgenomic

385 transcripts versus day from symptom onset. The median duration from symptom onset to a

386 negative sgN RT-PCR was 25 days (95% CI: 19.9-30.1) and 14 days for sgE (95% CI 9.6-18.4).
387  This difference between the curves was significant P=0.001. Vertical hash marks indicate

388 censored cases.

389
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390 Figure 3

391  Box plots comparing difference in cycle threshold values, delta Ct (subgenomic Ct-genomic Ct)
392  for cell culture and clinical samples. Total N is expressed at a 4.5-fold (2.2 cycles, STD 0.24)
393  higher level than sgN and total E is expressed at a 13.9-fold (3.8 cycles STD 0.2) higher level
394 compared to sgE in HuH-7 cells (Panel A). The difference was more dramatic in NP samples
395  from inpatients where N was expressed at 16-fold (4.0 cycles, STD 1.1) greater than sgN and E
396  was expressed at 137.2-fold (7.1 cycles, STD 1.3) greater than sgE expression (Panel B). This
397 relationship was found at all times post symptom onset (n=185) for N (Panel C) and E (Panel
398 D). Horizontal hash represents median value, if no IQM shown then N=1 for that sample.

399  Moderate and extreme outliers noted by circles and stars respectively.

400

401  Figure 4

402  Relationship between total and subgenomic RNA in a persistently infectious patient. Total N

403  was expressed at a 11-fold (3.5 cycles STD 0.75) higher level than subgenomic N, and total E
404  was expressed at a 84-fold (6.4 cycles, STD 0.8) higher level than subgenomic E when all time
405  points were combined (Panel A). Time course showing 45 minus cycle thresholds for total

406  (black) and subgenomic RNA (red) over time. This patient showed persistently positive total and
407  subgenomic RNA for 119 days. The ratio of total N and sgN of 3 to 4 cycles was maintained

408  over the duration of infection (Panel B). This was also observed for E and sgE with the ratio of 6

409  to 7 cycles maintained thorough the course of infection (Panel C).

410

411  Supplementary Figure 1
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412  Comparison of viral load in log;o copy number per ml from NP swabs of 185 patients versus
413  duration of symptoms. Panel A shows total N, Panel B shows subgenomic N, Panel C shows
414  total E, Panel D shows subgenomic E. Line at 6.5 log,ois the threshold for infectivity found in
415  previous studies. In Panels B and D, samples that were undetectable after 45 cycles were

416  arbitrarily set to 1 logio per ml. Red circles in panels A and B represent the total copy number of
417  samples that were negative for subgenomic RNA. Subgenomic E is negative at a higher total

418  copy number than subgenomic N.

419

420  Supplementary Figure 2

421  Comparison of cycle thresholds for subgenomic RNA to total RNA for subgenomic N and total N
422  (Panel A) and subgenomic E and total E (Panel B). Samples were obtained from patients

423 admitted to the hospital (n=190). Subgenomic Ct values on the y-axis are represented as 40
424  cycles minus the Ct value of subgenomic RNA meaning a lower Ct value represents a lower
425  copy number of subgenomic RNA. Increasing Ct values on the x-axis for total RNA represent
426  decreasing copy number for total RNA. Linear regression analysis showed no difference in the
427  slope between the two lines. There was a significant difference between X-intercepts. The X-
428  intercept for the comparison of Ct value of N vs Ct value of sgN was 36.01 (Cl 35.67 to 36.57)
429  and the X-intercept for the comparison of Ct value of E vs Ct value of sgE was 32.71 (Cl: 32.25
430  to 33.2) (P<0.0001). Pearson correlation coefficient for sgN/N = -0.976, P<0.0001; for sgE/E = -

431 0.969 (p<0.0001).
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Figure 1

Comparison of cycle threshold versus day from symptom onset for clinical samples obtained
from 185 inpatients. Total N (Panel A), subgenomic N (Panel B), total E (Panel C) and
subgenomic E (Panel D). Red dots in panel A and C represent subgenomic negative samples
and black dots represent subgenomic positive samples. Of the 185 patients, 56 were negative
for sgE and 28 were negative for sgN (Shown on y-axis). Pearson correlation coefficients: N =
-0.404 p<0.0001; SgN =-0.466, p<0.0001; E = -0.456 p<0.0001; sgE = -0.427 <0.0001. Linear
regression line equations are indicated in each panel.
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Figure 2

Kaplan-Meier analysis showing proportion of patients with positive RT-PCR for
subgenomic transcripts versus day from symptom onset. The median duration from
symptom onset to a negative sgN RT-PCR was 25 days (95% CI: 19.9-30.1) and 14 days
for sgE (95% CI 9.6-18.4). This difference between the curves was significant P=0.001.
Vertical hash marks indicate censored cases.
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Kaplan-Meier analysis showing proportion of patients with positive RT-PCR for subgenomic transcripts versus day from symptom onset. The median duration from symptom onset to a negative sgN RT-PCR was 25 days (95% CI: 19.9-30.1) and 14 days for sgE (95% CI 9.6-18.4). This difference between the curves was significant P=0.001. Vertical hash marks indicate censored cases.
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Figure 3

Box plots comparing difference in cycle threshold values, delta Ct (subgenomic Ct-genomic Ct) for cell
culture and clinical samples. Total N is expressed at a 4.5-fold (2.2 cycles, STD 0.24) higher level than
sgN and total E is expressed at a 13.9-fold (3.8 cycles STD 0.2) higher level compared to sgE in HuH-7
cells (Panel A). The difference was more dramatic in NP samples from inpatients where N was
expressed at 16-fold (4.0 cycles, STD 1.1) greater than sgN and E was expressed at 137.2-fold (7.1
cycles, STD 1.3) greater than sgE expression (Panel B). This relationship was found at all times post
symptom onset (n=185) for N (Panel C) and E (Panel D). Horizontal hash represents median value, if no
IQM shown then N=1 for that sample. Moderate and extreme outliers noted by circles and stars
respectively.
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Box plots comparing difference in cycle threshold values, delta Ct (subgenomic Ct-genomic Ct) for cell culture and clinical samples. Total N is expressed at a 4.5-fold (2.2 cycles, STD 0.24) higher level than sgN and total E is expressed at a 13.9-fold (3.8 cycles STD 0.2) higher level compared to sgE in HuH-7 cells (Panel A).  The difference was more dramatic in NP samples from inpatients where N was expressed at 16-fold (4.0 cycles, STD 1.1) greater than sgN and E was expressed at 137.2-fold (7.1 cycles, STD 1.3) greater than sgE expression (Panel B). This relationship was found at all times post symptom onset (n=185) for N (Panel C) and E (Panel D). Horizontal hash represents median value, if no IQM shown then N=1 for that sample. Moderate and extreme outliers noted by circles and stars respectively.
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Relationship between total and subgenomic RNA in a persistently infectious patient. Total N was expressed
at a 11-fold (3.5 cycles STD 0.75) higher level than subgenomic N, and total E was expressed at a 84-fold
(6.4 cycles, STD 0.8) higher level than subgenomic E when all time points were combined (Panel A). Time
course showing 45 minus cycle thresholds for total (black) and subgenomic RNA (red) over time. This
patient showed persistently positive total and subgenomic RNA for 119 days. The ratio of total N and sgN
of 3 to 4 cycles was maintained over the duration of infection (Panel B). This was also observed for E and
sgE with the ratio of 6 to 7 cycles maintained thorough the course of infection (Panel C).
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Relationship between total and subgenomic RNA in a persistently infectious patient. Total N was expressed at a 11-fold (3.5 cycles STD 0.75) higher level than subgenomic N, and total E was expressed at a 84-fold (6.4 cycles, STD 0.8) higher level than subgenomic E when all time points were combined (Panel A). Time course showing 45 minus cycle thresholds for total (black) and subgenomic RNA (red) over time. This patient showed persistently positive total and subgenomic RNA for 119 days. The ratio of total N and sgN of 3 to 4 cycles was maintained over the duration of infection (Panel B). This was also observed for E and sgE with the ratio of 6 to 7 cycles maintained thorough the course of infection (Panel C).
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Supplementary Figure 1
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Comparison of viral load in log10 copy number per ml from NP swabs of 185 patients versus
duration of symptoms. Panel A shows total N, Panel B shows subgenomic N, Panel C shows total E,

Panel D shows subgenomic E. Line at 6.5 log10 is the threshold for infectivity found in previous
studies. In Panels B and D, samples that were undetectable after 45 cycles were arbitrarily set to 1
log10 per ml. Red circles in panels A and B represent the total copy number of samples that were

negative for subgenomic RNA. Subgenomic E is negative at a higher total copy number than
subgenomic N.

sgN gene
° H
[ °
° ‘:.!33 ...
oi‘.' oiz
*.° l'= s "' .
° .0.3 o l‘.o
St -
[} '80' o° * .
[ ] o000 [ ] LN ] L] o0 L] L] LN ]
-5 0 5 10 15 20 25 30
Symptom Duration (Days)
sgE gene
° L]
oo' o’
L]
° ] [ o
'o!" 2e
:; ':; ':o ..
e o822
[ ] '.l8 e °
° ° '. .33. 3
L] ... ) :
L]
° oo o8 o .. °
o0
[ ] [ N NN NN NN J [N N N ] [ ] L] LN
-5 0 5 10 15 20 25 30


Adam Lauring
Supplementary Figure 1


Comparison of viral load in log10 copy number per ml from NP swabs of 185 patients versus duration of symptoms. Panel A shows total N, Panel B shows subgenomic N, Panel C shows total E, Panel D shows subgenomic E. Line at 6.5 log10 is the threshold for infectivity found in previous studies. In Panels B and D, samples that were undetectable after 45 cycles were arbitrarily set to 1 log10 per ml. Red circles in panels A and B represent the total copy number of samples that were negative for subgenomic RNA. Subgenomic E is negative at a higher total copy number than subgenomic N.
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Supplementary Figure 2

Comparison of cycle thresholds for subgenomic RNA to total RNA for subgenomic N and total N (Panel A)
and subgenomic E and total E (Panel B). Samples were obtained from patients admitted to the hospital
(n=190). Subgenomic Ct values on the y-axis are represented as 40 cycles minus the Ct value of subgenomic
RNA meaning a lower Ct value represents a lower copy number of subgenomic RNA. Increasing Ct values on
the x-axis for total RNA represent decreasing copy number for total RNA. Linear regression analysis showed
no difference in the slope between the two lines. There was a significant difference between X-intercepts. The
X-intercept for the comparison of Ct value of N vs Ct value of sgN was 36.01 (Cl 35.67 to 36.57) and the X-
intercept for the comparison of Ct value of E vs Ct value of sgE was 32.71 (Cl: 32.25 to 33.2) (P<0.0001).
Pearson correlation coefficient for sgN/N = -0.976, P<0.0001; for sgE/E = -0.969 (p<0.0001).
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