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Abstract 
SARS-CoV-2 variants of concern (B.1.1.7, P.1 and B.1.351) have emerged in different continents 
of the world. To date, little information is available on their ecological interactions. Based on 
two genomic surveillance surveys conducted on February 18 and March 18, 2021 across the 
whole Italian territory and covering over 3,000 clinical samples, we found significant co-
circulation of B.1.1.7 and P.1. We showed that B.1.1.7 was already dominant on February 18 
in a majority of regions/autonomous provinces (national prevalence 54%) and almost 
completely replaced historical lineages by March 18 (dominant in all regions/autonomous 
provinces, national prevalence 86%). At the same time, we found a substantial proportion of 
cases of the P.1 lineage on February 18, almost exclusively in Central Italy (with an overall 
prevalence in the macro-area of 18%), which remained at similar values on March 18, 
suggesting the inability by this lineage to outcompete B.1.1.7. Only 9 cases from variant B.1.351 
were identified in the two surveys. At the national level, we estimated a mean relative 
transmissibility of B.1.1.7 (compared to historical lineages) ranging between 1.55 and 1.57 
(with confidence intervals between 1.45 and 1.66). The relative transmissibility of P.1 
estimated at the national level varied according to the assumed degree of cross-protection 
granted by infection with other lineages and ranged from 1.12 (95%CI 1.03-1.23) in the case 
of complete immune evasion by P.1 to 1.39 (95%CI 1.26-1.56) in the case of complete cross-
protection. These observations may have important consequences on the assessment of 
future pandemic scenarios.  
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Introduction 
 
Since the end of 2020, multiple SARS-CoV-2 variants have emerged across the globe. Some of 
these are particularly concerning as their biological characteristics allowed them to 
outcompete and rapidly replace historical lineages in countries where they likely emerged, 
and to spread rapidly to many other countries. Variant B.1.1.7 was first detected in the 
United Kingdom from samples of September 2020 and was dominant throughout the country 
by early 2021 [1, 2]; it has spread in most of Europe [3] and it has been reported in a majority 
of world countries [4, 5, 6]. Variant P.1 was first reported in Japan among travelers returning 
from Brazil [7]. It was later found in almost half of cases from December 2020 in Manaus, 
Brazil [8] where, despite a very high estimated seroprevalence against historical lineages [9], 
a large upsurge of infections occurred throughout January 2021 [10]. B.1.351 was first 
detected in South Africa, where it is dominant since late November [11]. The epidemiological 
success of these variants relies on evolutionary advantages such as increased transmissibility 
[1, 2, 12] and their ability (demonstrated for P.1 and B.1.351) to significantly reduce 
neutralization in convalescent and post-vaccination sera [13, 14, 15, 16, 17], likely resulting in 
reinfections through immune escape [18, 19, 20, 21]. Besides their greater ability to spread, 
requiring more restrictive physical distancing measures to mitigate epidemics, these variants 
cause additional concern due to potential increased morbidity [22] and mortality [23] 
(currently evaluated for B.1.1.7 only), as well as their potential impact on current vaccine 
effectiveness [24, 25]. Because variants seem to have emerged in disjoint geographical areas, 
little is known as yet about their ecological interactions. Here, we provide the first 
observation of significant co-circulation of variants B.1.1.7 and P.1 using data from genomic 
surveillance surveys in Italy. We use a mathematical model to estimate their relative 
transmissibility under different assumptions on the degree cross-protection. 
 
Methods  
Survey methodology 
Two surveys coordinated by the Italian National Institute of Health (Istituto Superiore di 
Sanità), in collaboration with the Ministry of Health and the Regions/Autonomous Provinces 
(AP), aimed at estimating the prevalence of the B.1.1.7, P.1, and B.1.351 lineages, were 
conducted on February 18, 2021 and March 18, 2021. Istituto Superiore di Sanità obtained an 
ethical approval for sequencing SARS-CoV-2 genomes on clinical samples (ref. PRE BIO CE 
n.26259, July 29, 2020). 
The surveys involved all of the 19 Regions and 2 Autonomous Provinces (AP) of Italy. Random 
samples of cases, diagnosed on February 18 and March 18 with a real-time reverse 
transcription polymerase chain reaction (RT-PCR) having cycle threshold (CT) < 28, were 
analyzed in 101 and 126 laboratories, respectively, distributed across the national territory.  
Samples were uniformly distributed across 5 macro-areas, defined according to the Eurostat 
classification: North-East, North-West, Center, South and Islands. The sample size was 
calculated to have the statistical power to detect a prevalence of 1%, with 0,8% error within 
each macro-area, based on the number of cases notified on the day preceding each of the 
two surveys. The collected samples were sequenced according to the local laboratory policy 
by either of the following techniques: i) sequencing the entire S-gene by Sanger technology, 
ii) sequencing part of the S-gene with the identification of all mutations/deletions 
attributable to the three variants, or iii) sequencing the whole genome by Next Generation 
Sequencing. In the second survey, one region (Marche) pre-screened 54 of the 65 RT-PCR 
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positive samples using an in-house test that detects both H69-V70 and Y144 aminoacid 
deletions, which are specific for B.1.1.7; as a result, 46 cases positive to the in-house test 
were considered B.1.1.7 without sequencing. The 8 cases negative to the test, plus the 11 
cases that were not pre-screened were sequenced. 
The point prevalence of the three lineages in each survey was computed as the fraction of 
infections attributable to each lineage among sequenced samples, and corresponding binomial 
95% confidence intervals are provided. In the second survey, data from Marche were excluded 
from the analysis.  
 
SARS-CoV-2 three-strain transmission model 
We adopted a three-strain Susceptible – Infectious – Recovered (SIR) mathematical model to 
simulate co-circulation of historical lineages of SARS-CoV-2 (“wildtype”) and variants of 
concern B.1.1.7 and P.1. We did not consider B.1.351 based on results from the surveys 
finding little or no circulation of this lineage (see Results). We assumed that a previous 
infection with the wildtype provides complete protection against variant B.1.1.7 [26] and that 
infection with either the wildtype or B.1.1.7 confers the same degree of cross-protection 𝜒 
against P.1. In addition, we assumed that the transmissibility of variants B.1.1.7 and P.1 are 
scaled with respect to the wildtype transmissibility by a lineage-specific factor representing 
their relative transmissibility (k1 for B.1.1.7 and k2 for P.1). The three strains are assumed to 
have identical generation time (set at 6.6 days to reflect the serial interval estimated for 
SARS-CoV-2 in Italy [27]). The model is initialized on January 15, 2021, assuming that an 
unknown fraction f1 and f2 of all infections at that date belongs to the B.1.1.7 and P.1 
variant, respectively (see Appendix for full model details). Unknown model parameters 
(namely, the transmissibility of the wildtype strain 𝛽, the relative transmissibility parameters 
of B.1.1.7 and P.1, k1 and k2, and their respective initial prevalence, f1 and f2) were 
estimated by calibrating the model against prevalence data from the two surveys (Table 1 
and 2), using a Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) approach. The likelihood was defined as: 
 

𝐿 =%𝑀(𝑆!	
#$%&!'() , 𝑆!	*.,.,.-, 𝑆!..,, 𝑄! , 𝑝!

#$%&!'() , 𝑝!*.,.,.-, 𝑝!..,	)
!

 

Where 𝑀(⋅) is the multinomial probability density distribution; t is the date of the survey; 𝑆!%  
is the number of cases observed at date t for lineage 	𝑙;,  Qt is the total number of sequenced 
cases at date t; and 𝑝!%  is the model-estimated fraction of infections of lineage 𝑙 over the total 
at date t. We assigned L=0 to simulations for which the model’s mean squared error on the 
observed daily hospital admissions between January 18 and March 18, 2021 exceeded 1.5 
times the variance of observations, in order to reproduce the observed epidemiological 
temporal trends. 
The model was run on 4 different geographical aggregations of regional data, i.e., the 
national level and the Center, North-East, and South macro-areas (see Table 1 and 2). Macro-
areas North-West and Islands did not have a sufficient number of P.1 cases. Data from 
Marche were excluded due to heterogeneity in data collection. 
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Results  
Prevalence of variants of concern in Italy, February 18 and March 18. During the first 
genomic survey conducted on February 18, 1,296 samples were sequenced, of which 57 (4%) 
were discarded for the analysis due to insufficient sequencing coverage of the genome. 
Among the remaining 1,239 samples, 658 infections were attributable to the SARS-CoV-2 
lineage B.1.1.7, 62 to lineage P.1 and 6 to lineage B.1.351, for a national prevalence of 53.1% 
(95%CI: 50.3-55.9), 5.0% (96%CI: 3.9-6.4) and 0.5% (95%CI: 0.2-1.1), respectively.  
B.1.1.7 was found in 20 of 21 regions/AP, P.1 in 6, and B.1.351 in 3, as shown in Figure 1 and 
Table 1. The prevalence of B.1.1.7 was highest in the North-West macro-area (60.4%, 95%CI: 
54.9-65.8%) and lowest in the Center (44.7%, 95%CI: 39.0-50.4), while P.1 was almost 
exclusively concentrated in the Center (mean prevalence 18.8%, 95%CI: 14.6-23.6, as opposed 
to 1% or less elsewhere; see Table 1 and Figure 1). B.1.351 was identified only in Lombardy (3 
cases), in the AP Bolzano (2 cases) and in Sicily (1 case). 
 

 
Figure 1. Geographical distribution of variants of concern. Point prevalence of lineages B.1.1.7 (top 
row) and P.1 (bottom row) by region/autonomous province of Italy as obtained from the national 
surveys conducted on February 18 (left) and March 18 (right), 2021. Abbreviations of region names 
are reported in the bottom-left map. Borders of mainland macro-areas are highlighted in blue and 
the names of macro-areas are reported in the bottom-right map. 
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During the second genomic survey conducted on March 18, 1,938 samples were sequenced 
(not including data from Marche), of which 24 (1%) were discarded for the analysis due to lack 
of enough coverage of the genome sequencing (Table 2). Among the remaining 1,914 samples, 
1,641 infections were attributable to the SARS-CoV-2 lineage B.1.1.7, 92 to lineage P.1 and 3 
to lineage B.1.351, for a national prevalence of 85.7% (95%CI: 84.1-87.3), 4.8% (95%CI: 3.9-
5.9) and 0.2% (95%CI: 0.0-0.4%), respectively. B.1.1.7 was found in all 21 regions/AP, P.1 in 12, 
and B.1.351 in 3, as shown in Figure 1 and Table 2. According to the survey conducted on 
March 18, B.1.1.7 has become dominant in all Italian regions, with regional prevalence 
estimates ranging from 63.6% to 100% (Figure 1 and Table 2). Regional prevalence estimates 
of P.1 range from 0% to 32%; the highest prevalence estimates are still obtained for central 
regions (Figure 1), however, this lineage has been detected in six additional regions compared 
to February 18. B.1.351 was identified only in Lombardy, Sardinia and Veneto (1 case each). 
 
Relative transmissibility of B.1.1.7 and P.1. The model was able to fit the epidemiological trends 
on hospital admissions and the estimated prevalence of B.1.1.7 and P.1 in all geographical 
aggregations and independently of the assumed degree of cross-protection. Figure 2 shows 
results for Italy when assuming no cross-protection or complete cross-protection. 
Independently on the geographical aggregation and on the assumed degree of cross-
protections, we found a robust mean estimate for the relative transmissibility of B.1.1.7, 
ranging between 1.48 and 1.73, with confidence intervals ranging between 1.31 and 1.97 
(Figure 3). Considering the national aggregation, estimates varied between 1.55 and 1.57 
with confidence intervals ranging between 1.45 and 1.66. The estimated relative 
transmissibility of P.1 was systematically lower. For the national aggregation and for the 
three regions of the macro-area “Center” (Lazio, Tuscany and Umbria) where the observed 
prevalence of P.1 was higher, we estimate a relative transmissibility of 1.12-1.24 under the 
assumption of no cross-protection (range of 95% CI: 1.03 -1.42), growing linearly for 
increasing values of cross-protection, up to 1.39-1.46 (range of 95% CI: 1.26-1.63) under the 
assumption of complete cross-protection. Results for macro-areas North-East and South 
reproduce a similar pattern, although estimates are more variable due to the limited number 
of reported P.1 cases. 
 
Discussion 
Based on two genomic surveillance surveys conducted over the whole Italian territory on 
February 18 and March 18, 2021, we reported the first observations on significant co-
circulation of the B.1.1.7 and P.1 variants of SARS-CoV-2 in Italy. We showed that B.1.1.7 was 
already dominant on February 18 in a majority of regions/AP (national prevalence 54%) and 
almost completely replaced historical lineages by March 18 (dominant in all regions/AP, 
national prevalence 87%). At the same time, we found a substantial proportion of cases of 
the P.1 lineage on February 18, almost exclusively in regions of Central Italy (Lazio, Tuscany, 
Umbria and Marche, with an overall prevalence of 18%). P.1 was also identified in samples 
from Campania and Emilia Romagna, both with prevalence below 3%. The prevalence of P.1 
remained similar on March 18, suggesting the inability by this lineage to outcompete B.1.1.7. 
However, on March 18 lineage P.1 was identified in cases from six additional regions in 
Northern (Piedmont, Veneto, Liguria) and Southern Italy (Abruzzo, Molise, Sicily). We found 
only 6 cases from the B.1.351 lineage among the 1239 analyzed samples on February 18, and 
only 3 of 1908 on March 18. Compared to historical lineages, we estimated a mean relative 
transmissibility of B.1.1.7 ranging between 1.55 and 1.57 (with confidence intervals between 
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1.45 and 1.66) in Italy. These values are consistent with available estimates from UK [1, 2] 
and France [12]. 

 
Figure 2.  Model fits. Top row: model-estimated (solid black lines: mean values; shaded areas: 95% 
CI) and observed (red points: mean values; red lines: 95%CI) prevalence of B.1.1.7 (left) and P.1 
(right) when assuming no cross-protection between wildtype or B.1.1.7 and P.1. Middle row: as top 
row but assuming complete cross-protection among all lineages. Bottom row: model-estimated and 
observed hospital admissions over time. Black lines represent mean values of model-estimated 
overall daily hospitalizations, shaded areas indicate 95%CI. Colored lines indicate mean values of 
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model-estimated daily hospitalizations attributable to wildtype (blue), B.1.1.7 (red) and P.1 (green) 
lineages. Black points indicate observed daily hospitalizations. 
 
 

 
 
Figure 3. Estimates of the relative transmissibility of B.1.1.7 and P.1. Estimates are provided for 
different assumed values on the degree of cross protection (0: no cross-protection; 1: complete 
cross-protection) conferred by previous infection with the wildtype or B.1.1.7 against reinfection 
with P.1. Points indicate the mean value of the estimated relative transmissibility of B.1.1.7 (red) and 
P.1 (blue) lineages; lines indicate 95%CI. Panels represent four geographical aggregations for which 
the analysis was possible (Italy as whole, Center, North-East and South) given the presence of the P.1 
lineage. Data from Marche were excluded from the estimate for the national and macro-area 
“Center” due to heterogeneity in data collection. 
 
The estimated relative transmissibility of P.1 (compared to historical lineages) varied according 
to different assumptions on the degree of cross-protection granted by previous infection with 
historical lineages or B.1.1.7: the estimate at the national level ranged from 1.12 (95%CI 1.03-
1.23) in the case of complete immune evasion by P.1 to 1.39 (95%CI 1.26-1.56) in the case of 
complete cross-protection. Previous estimates on the relative transmissibility of P.1, provided 
from a study in Manaus, Brazil, where the variant rapidly replaced historical lineages, were very 
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broad (between 1.03 and 2.87), with an estimate of cross-protection between 12 and 90%. 
The true degree of cross-protection between B.1.1.7 and P.1 is likely critical for the coexistence 
of B.1.1.7 or P.1, and a key role will be played by the effectiveness of licensed vaccines against 
the two strains. Importantly, the slight decrease of P.1 prevalence over one month occurred 
under a condition of strict mitigation measures; if P.1 can at least partially escape immunity 
from B.1.1.7 and existing vaccines, this may pose challenges towards releasing physical 
distancing measures as population immunity grows. Furthermore, if some degree of cross-
protection exists, a higher proportion of asymptomatic infections may be observed, posing 
challenges to surveillance and control. 
We acknowledge a number of limitations for this study. The sample size was calculated to have 
the statistical power to detect different lineages at the macro-area level. As such, regional 
estimates of prevalence should be taken with caution due to the small number of sequenced 
samples. Samples were randomly selected for sequencing among cases diagnosed by the labs, 
but some degree of correlation between them (e.g., cases belonging to an over-represented 
cluster on that day) cannot be completely excluded, especially in regions with lower sample 
sizes. Due to the different laboratory methodology of one region in the second survey, those 
data were excluded from the computation of the national prevalence of the variants. Possible 
biases in the estimate are expected to be minimal, since cases from this region represented 
only about 1.5% of the total. 
For what concerns model estimates on transmissibility, we could not take into account possible 
differences across strains in the duration of viral shedding [28], age-specific susceptibility or 
transmissibility [29], the proportion of asymptomatic individuals and their relative 
transmissibility [29], or other major determinants of the transmission dynamics of SARS-CoV-
2, due to the lack of available data on the variants. Similarly, we could not distinguish the 
potential lineage-specific impact of existing mitigation measures in Italy, nor factor in the 
potential impact of vaccinations. These factors will likely shape the outcome of the 
epidemiological competition across strains. 
Despite these limitations, we provide evidence that the P.1 lineage was not able to outcompete 
B.1.1.7 in Italy in over a month of co-circulation, under existing mitigation measures. We 
suggest that this may be due to a lower transmissibility of P.1, independently of its ability to 
re-infect individuals previously infected by historical or wildtype strains. 
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Table 1. Results of the first survey (February 18, 2021) across the 21 participating regions/AP. 
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 CONFIRMED CASES POINT PREVALENCE 

B.1.1.7 P.1 
B.1.1.13

5 
B.1.1.7 P.1 B.1.1.135 

IS
LA

N
DS

 SARDINIA 6 38 25 12 9 0 0 75.0% 
(42.8-94.5) 

0.0% 
(0-26.5) 

0.0% 
(0-26.5) 

SICILY 5 268 63 58 32 0 1 55.2% 
(41.5-68.3) 

0.0% 
(0-6.2) 

1.7% 
(0-9.2) 

TOTAL ISLANDS 11 306 88 70 41 0 1 58.6% 
(46.2-70.2) 

0.0% 
(0-5.1) 

1.4% 
(0.5-7.7) 

SO
U
TH

 

ABRUZZO 2 374 61 61 31 0 0 50.8% 
(37.7-63.9)  

0.0% 
(0-5.9) 

0.0% 
(0-5.9) 

APULIA 7 59 59 59 28 0 0 47.5% 
(34.3-60.9) 

0.0% 
(0-6.1) 

0.0% 
(0-6.1) 

BASILICATA 5 7 7 5 1 0 0 20.0% 
(0.5-71.6) 

0.0% 
(0-52.2) 

0.0% 
(0-52.2) 

CALABRIA 3 166 11 11 1 0 0 9.1% 
(0.2-41.3) 

0.0% 
(0-28.5) 

0.0% 
(0-28.5) 

CAMPANIA 2 366 86 86 51 2 0 59.3% 
(48.2-69.8) 

2.3% 
(0.3-8.1) 

0.0% 
(0-4.2) 

MOLISE 1 114 15 15 14 0 0 93.3% 
(68.0-99.8) 

0.0% 
(0-21.8) 

0.0% 
(0-21.8) 

TOTAL SOUTH 20 1086 239 237 126 2 0 53.2% 
(46.6-59.7) 

0.8% 
(0.1-3.0) 

0.0% 
(0-1.5) 

CE
N
TE
R 

LAZIO 5 169 169 144 49 19 0 34.0% 
(26.3-42.4) 

13.2% 
(8.1-19.8) 

0.0% 
(0-2.5) 

MARCHE 8 38 38 38 22 3 0 57.9% 
(40.8-73.7) 

7.9% 
(1.7-21.4) 

0.0% 
(0-9.3) 

TUSCANY 3 88 80 80 43 19 0 53.8% 
(42.2-65.0) 

23.8% 
(14.9-34.6) 

0.0% 
(0-4.5) 

UMBRIA 4 247 48 47 24 17 0 51.1% 
(36.1-65.9) 

36.2% 
(22.7-51.5) 

0.0% 
(0-7.5) 

TOTAL CENTER 20 542 335 309 138 58 0 44.7% 
(39.0-50.4) 

18.8% 
(14.6-23.6) 

0.0% 
(0-1.2) 

N
O
RT

H-
EA

ST
 

AP BOLZANO 1 320 70 70 40 0 2 57.1% 
(44.7-68.9) 

0.0% 
(0-5.1) 

2.9% 
(0.3-9.9) 

AP TRENTO 1 20 20 14 2 0 0 14.3% 
(1.8-42.8) 

0.0% 
(0-23.2) 

0.0% 
(0-23.2) 

EMILIA-ROMAGNA 2 99 99 99 57 2 0 57.6% 
(47.2-67.4) 

2.0% 
(0.2-7.1) 

0.0% 
(0-3.7) 

FRIULI VENEZIA GIULIA 4 133 28 27 8 0 0 29.6% 
(13.7-50.2) 

0.0% 
(0-12.8) 

0.0% 
(0-12.8) 

VENETO 12 92 92 92 52 0 0 56.5% 
(45.8-66.8) 

0.0% 
(0-3.9) 

0.0% 
(0-3.9) 

TOTAL NORTH-EAST 20 664 309 302 159 2 2 52.6% 
(46.9-58.4) 

0.7% 
(0.1-2.4) 

0.7% 
(0.1-2.4) 

N
O
RT

H -
W
ES
T 

AOSTA VALLEY 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0.0% 
(0-97.5) 

0.0% 
(0-97.5) 

0.0% 
(0-97.5) 

LIGURIA 6 227 22 22 16 0 0 72.7% 
(49.8-89.3) 

0.0% 
(0-15.4) 

0.0% 
(0-15.4) 

LOMBARDY 9 213 213 213 137 0 3 64.3% 
(57.5-70.7) 

0.0% 
(0-1.7) 

1.4% 
(0.3-4.1) 

PIEDMONT 14 93 89 85 41 0 0 48.2% 
(37.3-59.3) 

0.0% 
(0-4.2) 

0.0% 
(0-4.2) 

TOTAL NORTH-WEST 30 534 325 321 194 0 3 60.4% 
(54.9-65.8) 

0.0% 
(0-1.1) 

0.9% 
(0.2-.2.7) 

 TOTAL ITALY 101 3132 1296 1239 658 62 6 53.1% 

(50.3-55.9) 
5.0% 

(3.9-6.4) 
0.5.% 

(0.2-1.1) 
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Table 2. Results from the second survey (March 18, 2021) across the 21 participating regions/AP. 
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B.1.1.7 P.1 
B.1.1.13

5 B.1.1.7 P.1 B.1.1.135 
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N
DS

 SARDINIA 6 85 21 21 18 0 1 85.7% 
(63.7-97) 

0.0% 
(0-16.1) 

4.8% 
(0.1-23.8) 

SICILY 5 632 132 129 97 3 0 75.2% 
(66.8-82.4) 

2.3% 
(0.5-6.6) 

0.0% 
(0-2.8) 

TOTAL ISLANDS 11 717 153 150 115 3 1 76.5% 
(69.1-83.2) 

2.0% 
(0.4-5.7) 

0.7% 
(0.0-3.7) 

SO
U
TH

 

ABRUZZO 2 293 87 80 66 4 0 82.5% 
(72.4-90.1) 

5.0% 
(1.4-12.3) 

0.0% 
(0-4.5) 

APULIA 11 126 126 126 117 0 0 92.9% 
(86.9-96.7) 

0.0% 
(0-2.9) 

0.0% 
(0-2.9) 

BASILICATA 6 62 27 20 13 0 0 65.0% 
(40.8-84.6) 

0.0% 
(0-16.8) 

0.0% 
(0-16.8) 

CALABRIA 4 404 26 26 22 0 0 84.6% 
(65.1-95.6) 

0.0% 
(0-13.2) 

0.0% 
(0-13.2) 

CAMPANIA 3 1400 261 261 232 4 0 88.9% 
(84.4-92.4) 

1.5% 
(0.4-3.9) 

0.0% 
(0-1.4) 

MOLISE 1 63 16 16 13 2 0 81.2% 
(54.4-96) 

12.5% 
(1.6-38.3) 

0.0% 
(0-20.6) 

TOTAL SOUTH 27 2348 543 529 463 10 0 87.5% 
(84.4-90.2) 

1.9% 
(0.9-3.4) 

0% 
(0.0-0.7) 

CE
N
TE
R 

LAZIO 11 214 205 205 161 42 0 78.5% 
(72.3-84) 

20.5% 
(15.2-26.7) 

0.0% 
(0-1.8) 

MARCHE* 11 65 - - - - - - - - 

TUSCANY 3 144 103 99 85 10 0 85.9% 
(77.4-92) 

10.1% 
(5-17.8) 

0.0% 
(0-3.7) 

UMBRIA 5 80 26 25 16 8 0 64% 
(42.5-82) 

32.0% 
(14.9-53.5) 

0.0% 
(0-13.7) 

TOTAL CENTER # 30 503 334 329 262 60 0 79.6% 
(74.9-83.9) 

18.2% 
(14.2-22.8) 

0% 
(0.0-1.1) 

N
O
RT
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ST
 

AP BOLZANO 1 69 15 15 12 0 0 80.0% 
(51.9-95.7) 

0.0% 
(0-21.8) 

0.0% 
(0-21.8) 

AP TRENTO 1 16 16 16 16 0 0 100.0% 
(79.4-100) 

0.0% 
(0-20.6) 

0.0% 
(0-20.6) 

EMILIA-ROMAGNA 2 175 175 175 154 13 0 88.0% 
(82.2-92.4) 

7.4% 
(4.0-12.4) 

0.0% 
(0-2.1) 

FRIULI VENEZIA GIULIA 7 126 55 55 49 0 0 89.1% 
(77.8-95.9) 

0.0% 
(0-6.5) 

0.0% 
(0-6.5) 

VENETO 13 156 156 156 138 2 1 88.5% 
(82.4-93) 

1.3% 
(0.2-4.6) 

0.6% 
(0-3.5) 

TOTAL NORTH-EAST 24 536 417 417 369 15 1 88.5% 
(85.0-91.4) 

3.6% 
(2.0-5.9) 

0.2% 
(0.0-1.3) 

N
O
RT

H-
W
ES
T 

AOSTA VALLEY 1 32 2 2 2 0 0 100.0% 
(15.8-100) 

0.0% 
(0-84.2) 

0.0% 
(0-84.2) 

LIGURIA 8 179 22 22 14 3 0 63.6% 
(40.7-82.8) 

13.6% 
(2.9-34.9) 

0.0% 
(0-15.4) 

LOMBARDY 12 314 314 312 278 0 1 89.1% 
(85.1-92.3) 

0.0% 
(0-1.2) 

0.3% 
(0-1.8) 

PIEDMONT 16 155 153 153 138 1 0 90.2% 
(84.3-94.4) 

0.7% 
(0-3.6) 

0.0% 
(0-2.4) 

TOTAL NORTH-WEST 37 680 491 489 432 4 1 88.3% 
(85.2-91.1) 

0.8% 
(0.2-2.1) 

0.2% 
(0.0-1.1) 

 TOTAL ITALY # 129 4790 1938 1914 1641 92 3 85.7% 
(84.1-87.3) 

4.8% 
(3.9-5.9) 

0.2% 
(0.0-0.5) 

* Results for Marche are not reported as the regional laboratory followed a different experimental design (see 
Methods). 
# The prevalence and totals for Italy and macro-area Center did not include results from Marche 
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