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Abstract

Background: The B.1.526 variant (WHO designation: lota) is a SARS-CoV-2 variant of interest, as
classified by both the US CDC and the WHO. Due to a lack of extensive genomic sequencing and
contact tracing data, its key epidemiological properties have not been well characterized.

Methods: We utilized nine epidemiological and population datasets collected in New York City
(NYC), where B.1.526 emerged, and comprehensive modeling to estimate the changes in
transmissibility, immune escape potential, and infection fatality risk (IFR) for B.1.526.

Findings: Estimated transmission rate in the neighborhood where B.1.526 was initially detected
was consistently higher than other neighborhoods in NYC and further increased during the
weeks preceding B.1.526 detection, likely due to its early spread there. Overall, models
estimated that B.1.526 had transmissibility about 15-25% higher than previously circulating
variants and that it could escape immunity in 0-10% of previously infected persons. In addition,
B.1.526 substantially increased IFR in older adults: by 46% (95% Cl: 7.4 — 84%) among 45-64
year-olds, 82% (95% Cl: 20 — 140%) among 65-74 year-olds, and 62% (95% Cl: 45 — 80%) among
75+ during Nov 2020 — Apr 2021, compared to baseline IFR estimated for preexisting variants.

Interpretation: New variants like B.1.526 likely spread in the population weeks prior to
detection, and partial immune escape (e.g., resistance to therapeutic antibodies) could offset
prior medical advances and increase IFR. Early preparedness for and close monitoring of SARS-
CoV-2 variants, their epidemiological characteristics, and disease severity are thus crucial to
COVID-19 pandemic response as it remains a global public health threat.

Key words: COVID-19; variant of interest; B.1.526; transmissibility; immune escape; infection
fatality risk

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certifi;d by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.
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Research in context

Evidence before this study

We searched PubMed for studies published through June 23, 2021 on the B.1.526 (lota) SARS-
CoV-2 variant, using the terms “B.1.526”, “lota variant” and “COVID-19”, or “lota variant” and
“SARS-CoV-2". Our search returned 14 papers, from which we read the abstracts and identified
8 relevant studies. The majority (7 of 8) of these studies focused on identifying the specific
mutations, namely L5F, T95I, D253G, additionally E484K or S477N for two different subclades
(i.e., B.1.526-S:E484K and B.1.526-5:5477N) and a closely related subclade (i.e., B.1.526-S:L452R
or B.1.526.1) as defined by spike mutations D80G, A144, F157S, L452R, T859N, and D950H;
these studies also examined changes in neutralizing ability of convalescent plasma and vaccinee
sera (mild reductions by ~2-4 fold were reported) and changes in neutralizing ability of
monoclonal antibodies (substantial reductions for some monoclonal antibodies were reported).
Two studies used genomic data from GISAID to estimate the growth rate of B.1.526 during
January - March 2021 and reported that it was similar to the Alpha variant (i.e., B.1.1.7), a SARS-
CoV-2 variant of concern with around 50% higher transmissibility than preexisting variants.
However, an epidemiological study using individual patient data from January 1 to April 5, 2021
reported no increases in secondary attack rate among contacts of B.1.526 cases, compared to
non-VOC/VOI variants. This latter study also showed preliminary evidence that B.1.526 did not
increase the risk of hospitalization or death, nor of vaccine breakthrough or reinfection.

Added value of this study

We utilized multiple datasets collected in New York City — where B.1.526 emerged — and model-
inference methods to reconstruct the transmission dynamics, including the initial emergence of
B.1.526 in the fall of 2020. We estimated that B.1.526 had a moderate increase (15-25%) in
transmissibility and could escape immunity in 0-10% of previously infected individuals. In
addition, B.1.526 substantially increased the infection-fatality risk (IFR) among adults 65 or
older by >60% during Nov 2020 — Apr 2021, compared to baseline risk estimated for preexisting
variants.

Implications of all the available evidence

New SARS-CoV-2 variants like B.1.526 could increase transmissibility, evade prior immunity, and
increase disease severity. Early preparedness for and close monitoring of SARS-CoV-2 variants
and their epidemiological characteristics are crucial to COVID-19 pandemic response as it
remains a global public health threat.
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74 INTRODUCTION
75  The SARS-CoV-2 virus spread quickly worldwide in early 2020, causing the COVID-19 pandemic.
76  Asthe virus spread, it also diversified, and multiple novel SARS-CoV-2 variants emerged in
77  different populations, producing both local and global waves of infection. Several variants have
78  been characterized as variants of concern (VOC) or of interest (VOI), based on evidence
79  regarding their ability to increase transmissibility, evade immunity conferred by either prior
80 infection or vaccination, or cause more severe disease. Accurately estimating the
81  epidemiological characteristics and impact of these variants is thus important for informing
82  public health response, such as monitoring effectiveness of vaccines and therapeutic
83  antibodies. More broadly, such findings can also provide insights into the long-term trajectory
84  of SARS-CoV-2 beyond the pandemic phase.
85
86  The B.1.526 variant (WHO designation: lota),! a SARS-CoV-2 VOI, was identified during Nov
87 2020 and quickly became a predominant variant in the New York City (NYC) area.?* It has also
88  been detected in all 52 states/territories in the US and at least 27 other countries (GISAID data,’
89  asof 6/9/2021). An initial laboratory study? suggested that this variant is to some extent
90 resistant to two therapeutic monoclonal antibodies in clinical use and neutralization by
91 convalescent plasma and vaccinee sera. However, another study* examined all sequenced
92  B.1.526 cases in NYC identified as of April 5, 2021 (n = 3,679) and showed preliminary evidence
93  that this variant did not increase risk for infection after vaccination or reinfection. Both studies
94  may be limited due to the small number of specimens available for analysis as well as delay in
95 observation and reporting. Given these discrepancies, here we utilize detailed population
96 epidemiological data collected since the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic in NYC (March 1,
97 2020 — April 30, 2021) and multiple model-inference methods to estimate the transmissibility,
98 immune escape potential, and disease severity of B.1.526.
99
100 METHODS
101  Study design and data
102  This study included three interconnected modeling analyses, synthesizing nine epidemiological
103  and population datasets (Fig 1). The first analysis applied a network model-inference system to
104  construct underlying SARS-CoV-2 transmission dynamics in NYC, accounting for under-detection
105  of infection; it also enabled estimation of key population variables and parameters (e.g., the
106 infection rate including those not detected as cases and transmission rate). The second analysis
107  applied a city-level multi-variant, age-structured model to simulate and estimate the changes in
108  transmissibility and immune escape potential for B.1.526 based on the network model-
109 inference estimates and additional data (e.g., variant prevalence data). The last analysis utilized
110  estimates from the first two model systems to estimate variant-specific infection fatality risk
111 (IFR, i.e. the fraction of all persons with SARS-CoV-2 infection who died from the disease), for
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112 B.1.526 and B.1.1.7, separately. Of note, here we refer to the combination of B.1.526-S:E484K
113 and B.1.526-S:5477N as B.1.526; we did not include B.1.526.1 (i.e., B.1.526-S:L452) based on
114  earlier lineage classification and available data showing lower prevalence of B.1.526.1.

115

116  For the network model-inference system, we utilized multiple sources of epidemiological data,
117  including confirmed and probable COVID-19 cases, emergency department (ED) visits, and

118 deaths, as well as vaccination data. As done previously,® we aggregated all COVID-19 confirmed
119  and probable cases’® and deaths® reported to the NYC Department of Health and Mental

120  Hygiene (DOHMH) by age group (<1, 1-4, 5-14, 15-24, 25-44, 45-64, 65-74, and 75+ year-olds),
121  neighborhood of residence (42 United Hospital Fund neighborhoods in NYC®) and week of

122 occurrence (i.e., week of diagnosis for cases or week of death for decedents). COVID-19-related
123 ED visit data were obtained from the NYC syndromic surveillance system, comprised of all 53
124 hospital EDs in the city.° This system identified individuals presenting at the EDs with COVID-
125  like-illness (CLI; defined as having a fever and cough or sore throat or respiratory illness, or

126  pneumonia, or a COVID-19 discharge diagnosis code, excluding those with a discharge diagnosis
127  code of influenza only); in addition, CLI patients were matched to electronic laboratory reports
128  of SARS-CoV-2 tests with diagnosis date within +7 days of ED visit. We estimated the number of
129  COVID-19-related ED visits as the number classified as CLI multiplied by the percentage of those
130  who tested positive for SARS-CoV-2 RNA, stratified by the same age and neighborhood groups
131  in weekly intervals. To account for the impact of vaccination, we also included COVID-19

132 vaccination data (partially and fully vaccinated, separately), aggregated to the same

133  age/neighborhood strata by week.

134

135  Inaddition, as in our previous study,® we used mobility data from SafeGraph'! to model

136  changes in SARS-CoV-2 transmission rate due to non-pharmaceutical interventions. These data
137  were aggregated to the neighborhood level by week without age stratification.

138

139  For the multi-variant model analysis, we additionally utilized four city-level, weekly datasets: 1)
140  COVID-19 confirmed and probable cases, 2) hospitalizations,? 3) deaths, and 4) the percentage
141  of different variants in NYC based on genomic sequencing of samples submitted to the NYC

142  DOHMH Public Health Laboratory and Pandemic Response Laboratory.*** The additional

143 hospitalization and variant percentage data were published by the NYC DOHMH*213 and

144  accessed on June 22, 2021. We used the variant data from the week starting Jan 31, 2021 to the
145  week starting April 25, 2021 in this analysis, because earlier weeks had very low sample sizes
146 (<200 samples sequenced per week).3

147
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148  This study was classified as public health surveillance and exempt from ethical review and

149  informed consent by the Institutional Review Boards of both Columbia University and NYC

150 DOHMH.

151

152  Network model-inference system

153  The network model-inference system used here is similar to the approach described in Yang et
154  al;® however, here we further accounted for waning immunity and vaccination and additionally
155  used COVID-19-related ED visit data for model optimization. Briefly, the model-inference

156  system uses an epidemic model (Egn 1) to simulate the transmission of SARS-CoV-2 by age

157  group and neighborhood, under implemented public health interventions and mass-vaccination
158  when vaccines became available starting Dec 14, 2020:

159
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160

161  where S, E;, I;, Ri, and N; are the number of susceptible, exposed (but not yet infectious),

162  infectious, and removed (either recovered or deceased) individuals and the total population,
163 respectively, from a given age group in neighborhood-i. B, is the average citywide

164  transmission rate; bs is the estimated seasonal trend.® The term b; represents the

165 neighborhood-level transmission rate relative to the city average. The term mj represents the
166  changes in contact rate in each neighborhood (for i=j) or spatial transmission from

167  neighborhood-j to i (for i#j) and was computed based on the mobility data.® Z, D, and L are the
168  latency period, infectious period, and immunity period, respectively. The term v;; represents
169  the number of individuals in neighborhood-i successfully immunized after the first dose of the
170  vaccine and is computed using vaccination data and vaccine efficacy (VE) for 15 dose; v, is the
171  additional number of individuals successfully immunized after the second vaccine dose

172 (excluding those successfully immunized after the first dose). Because 97% of vaccine doses

173  administered in NYC during our study period (through April 30, 2021) were the Pfizer-BioNTech
174  or Moderna vaccines, we assumed a VE of 85% fourteen days after the first dose and 95% seven
175  days after the second dose based on clinical trials and real-word data.'#1¢
176
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177  Using the model-simulated number of infections occurring each day, we further computed the
178  number of cases, ED visits, and deaths each week to match with the observations.® Similar to
179  the procedure for cases and deaths described in Yang et al.,® to compute the number of ED
180 visits, we multiplied the model-simulated number of new infections per day by the ED-

181  consultation rate (i.e. the fraction of model-simulated persons with new SARS-CoV-2 infections
182  presenting at the EDs), and further distribute these estimates in time per a distribution of time-
183  from-infection-to-ED-consultation (Table S1); we then aggregated the daily lagged, simulated
184  estimates to weekly totals for model inference.

185

186  Each week, the system uses the ensemble adjustment Kalman filter (EAKF)'’ to compute the
187  posterior estimates of model state variables and parameters based on the model (prior)

188  estimates and observed case, ED visit, and mortality data per Bayes’ rule.® In particular, using
189  this model-inference, we estimated the citywide transmission rate (f;t, ), neighborhood

190 relative transmission rate (b;), and IFR by age group for each week, from the week starting

191  March 1, 2020 (i.e. the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic in NYC) to the week starting April
192 25, 2021.

193

194  Multi-variant, age-structured model

195  Due to model complexity, the model-inference system described above does not account for
196  the circulation of different variants. To model variants, we used a city-level multi-variant, age-
197  structured model,*® per Eqn 2:

198
(dsA ﬁAaSAIa
- Zb mcuz — & — v — v,
dEA AaSAIa Ef
l
Z bsmc;; Z Z + &
3 ' (2]
dif EiA 1A
dt — z# D#
dR{“ Il-A RA
L Wzﬁ LA+V11+V12
l
199

200  Model variables and parameters in Eqn 2 are similar to those in Egn 1 with the same symbols.
201  Forinstance, f5; is the transmission rate for variant-i. However, instead of modeling the spatial
202  structure, Egn 2 focuses on the interactions among different variants (indicated by the

203  subscript, i) and age structure (indicated by the superscript, a or A). Specifically, cj measures
204  the strength of cross-immunity to variant-i conferred by infection of variant-j (e.g., close to 0 if
205 itis weak and c;ji=1 for infection by the same variant). The vaccination model component v{j‘l
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206 and vg?z are also variant-specific and can additionally account for the reduction in VE against the
207  new variants if needed; however, here we used the same VE estimates for all variants included
208 (i.e., B.1.526,B.1.1.7, B.1.427 and B.1.429) based on observations.*'51920 Additionally, the term
209  gjrepresents travel-related importation of infections of variant-i (see Table S2).

210

211  We restricted this simulation to Nov 2020 — Apr 2021 (i.e., from the initial identification of

212 B.1.526 to before the further detection and increase of other variants such as Gamma and

213 Delta). In addition to preexisting variants of SARS-CoV-2 prior to Nov 2020 (hereafter referred
214 toas “non-VOC/VOI variants” for simplicity) and B.1.526, the model included B.1.1.7 and

215  B.1.427/B.1.429 (combined for simplicity), based on available genomic surveillance data

216  showing consistent detection of these variants during the simulation period and very low levels
217  for others if detected. Model parameters for B.1.1.7 and B.1.427/B.1.429 were listed in Table
218  S2. For simplicity, we did not account for other VOCs/VOls variants because their percentages
219  were very low during either analysis period.*?

220

221  Initial analysis based on the model-inference estimates suggested B.1.526 was around 20%

222 more infectious than non-VOC/VOI variants, without accounting for changes in immunity due to
223 potential immune escape (see details in Results). Therefore, in this analysis, we tested

224 combinations of change in transmissibility ranging from 10 — 30% increases and immune escape
225  ranging from 0 — 30%, both with a 5% increment and +5% intervals (35 combinations in total).
226  Forinstance, for the combination centering at 10% transmissibility increase and 0% immune
227  escape, the model is initialized using values in the range of 5-15% (i.e., 10 + 5%) transmissibility
228  increase and 0-5% (i.e., 0 + 5% and setting negatives to 0) immune escape. In addition, due to
229  uncertainty on the initial prevalence, we tested three different levels of initial seeding for the
230  week starting Nov 1, 2020, i.e., low (0.5 — 2.5%), high (1.5 — 3.5%), and wider range (0.5 — 3.5%).
231  Forreference, Washington Heights — Inwood (WHts), which is the neighborhood where the first
232  patients identified with B.1.526 resided and sought care, constituted 3.2% of the NYC

233 populationin 2018. We initialized the model using the model-inference estimates (e.g.,

234 population susceptibility and transmission rates by age group; Table S2) and ran the model for
235  each parameter combination 10 times, each with 1000 realizations to account for model

236  stochasticity. Results are summarized from the 10,000 model realizations.

237

238  Toidentify the most plausible combination of transmissibility and immune escape properties
239  for B.1.526, we compared the model-estimated weekly number of cases, hospitalization, and
240  deaths as well as the percentage of the variants to available data. Evaluation was made based
241  on 1) accuracy, i.e., if the observation falls within the model-estimated interquartile range, it is
242  deemed accurate; 2) relative root-mean-square-error (RMSE) between the observed and the
243  model-estimated; and 3) Pearson correlation between the two time-series. Because results
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244 show that model accuracy and relative RMSE had a wider spread among the combinations
245  tested (i.e., more distinctive), we first subset those having accuracy within the highest 25"
246  percentile and relative RMSE within the lowest 25 percentile (2-4 out of 35 combinations
247  remained for each setting of initial prevalence); we then selected the one with the highest
248  correlation in the subset as the best-performing and most plausible combination.
249
250  Estimating the changes in IFR due to B.1.526
251  The network model-inference system enables estimation of the IFR by age group over time.
252  These estimates are made combining all variants and do not distinguish by variant. However,
253  we reasoned that the combined IFR is a weighted average of individual, variant-specific
254  estimates given the relative prevalence of each variant. Accordingly, we built two linear
255  regression models to estimate the variant-specific IFR. Model 1 restricted the analysis to Nov
256 2020 —Jan 2021 (when the relative prevalence of B.1.1.7 in NYC was likely <10%; n = 14 weeks)
257  andonly included two categories of variants:
IFRcombinedNIFRB.l.SZGiB.l.SZG + IFRbaseline Lothers 3]

258
259  Model 2 extended the analysis to Nov 2020 — Apr 2021 (n = 26 weeks) and included both
260 B.1.526 and B.1.1.7, in addition to other variants:

IFR compinea~1FRp15261p.1.526 + IFRp 1171117 + IF Rpgsetine lotners [4]
261
262  In both models, IFRcombined is the overall IFR for each week, estimated using the model-inference
263  system;ig.1.526, iB.1.1.7, iothers are the percentage of infection by the corresponding variant for each
264  week, estimated using the multi-variant age-structured model with the most plausible
265  parameter combination as data are not available. IFRpaseiine is the baseline IFR for the preexisting
266  variants, set to the average of model-inference estimates over the period of Oct — Nov 2020
267  (i.e., prior to the increase of the new variants). The variant-specific IFRs, IFRs.1.526 and IFRg.1.1.7,
268  arethen estimated using the regression models (n = 14 weekly data points for Model 1; and n =
269 26 weekly data points for Model 2). For either model, the change in IFR due to a given variant is
270  then computed as:

AIFR = IFRvariant - IFRbaseline % 100% [5]
IFRbaseline

271

272 Both model analyses were performed for each age group or all ages combined, separately; we
273  also combined all those aged under 25 as the IFRs were similarly low for the four sub-age

274  groups (i.e. <1, 1-4, 5-14, and 15-24 year-olds).

275

276 RESULTS

277  Epidemic dynamics of the second pandemic wave in NYC
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278  NYC experienced a very large first pandemic wave during spring 2020. Similar to our previous
279  work,® the model-inference system here estimates that 16.6% of the population (95% Crl: 13.6
280 —21.5%; or 1.1 — 1.8 million people) had been infected by the end of May 2020 (i.e., end of the
281  first wave; Fig 2D). The city was able to gradually reopen part of its economy during summer
282 2020 after a 3-month long stay-at-home mandate for all non-essential workers. However,

283  infection resurged beginning in the fall of 2020 and the city experienced a second pandemic
284  wave around Nov 2020 — April 2021 (Fig 2). Following the second wave, an estimated total of
285  41.7% (95% Crl: 35.4 — 49.3%; or 3.0 — 4.1 million people) had been infected by the end of Apr
286 2021, including all those infected during the first wave. Note these estimates accounted for
287  under-detection of infections (Fig S1), for which the overall infection-detection rate increased
288  t037.1% (95% Crl: 33.3 — 43.0%) during the 2" wave from 15.1% (95% Crl: 11.7 — 18.5%) during
289  the 1%t wave. This large number of infections occurred despite the non-pharmaceutical

290 interventions implemented throughout the pandemic and rollout of mass-vaccination starting
291  mid-Dec 2020. In addition, unlike the first wave that predominantly affected older age groups,
292  the second pandemic wave affected all age groups (Figs S2-3).

293

294  Transmission rate increased earliest in the neighborhood where B.1.526 was initially

295  identified

296 The emergence and rapid increase of B.1.526 coincided with the second pandemic wave in NYC.
297  While first reported in Feb 2021,% testing initially identified the B.1.526 variant in patient

298  samples dated back to early Nov 2020 from the city’s WHts neighborhood.? As such, we first
299  examined potential changes in the transmission rate there. Indeed, prior to the identification of
300 B.1.526, estimated neighborhood relative transmission rate (b;in Egn 1) in WHts gradually

301 increased, remained at high levels during Nov 2020 — Feb 2021, and decreased to the baseline
302 level afterwards when B.1.526 became a predominant variant citywide (~40% of all cases

303 sequenced by end of Feb 2021). In comparison, the estimates were relatively stable for other
304 neighborhoods (Fig 3A), suggesting the changes in WHts were likely due to the early spread of
305 B.1.526. Averaging over this period, we estimate that the relative transmission rate in WHts
306 increased by 8.4% (95% Cl: -5.8 — 22.5%). Concurrently, the citywide transmission rate

307 increased by 13.3% (95% Cl: -21.1 — 47.8%; Fig 3B). These two preliminary estimates in

308 combination suggest that the transmission rate of B.1.526 likely is 22.8% (95% Cl: -12.4 —

309  58.0%) higher than preexisting non-VOC/VOI variants, without accounting for potential change
310  duetoimmune evasion.

311

312  B.1.526 likely causes a moderate increase in transmissibility (15-25%) and slight immune

313  evasion (0-10%)

314  We further examine model estimations under a wide range of transmissibility and immune

315 escape settings for B.1.526. Under all three possible scenarios of initial prevalence (i.e., 0.5 —
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316 2.5%,1.5-3.5%, and 0.5 — 3.5%), model simulations consistently show that B.1.526 likely

317  increases transmissibility by 15-30% and can escape immunity in 0-10% of previously infected
318  persons (Fig 4 A-C). Overall, a higher initial prevalence (1.5 — 3.5% at the beginning of Nov 2020)
319  combining with a 15-25% increase in transmissibility and 0-10% immune escape (Fig 4 A-C,

320  middle column; and Fig 4D) generated the most accurate estimates of cases, hospitalizations
321 anddeaths as well as variant percentages during the second wave. Model simulations show
322  that, with this moderate increase in transmissibility and small immune escape, B.1.526 was able
323  to outcompete preexisting variants and gradually increase its percentage from Nov 2020 to

324  March 2021; however, afterwards its percentage decreased with the surge of B.1.1.7, a more
325  infectious variant (Fig 4D, bottom right panel).

326

327 B.1.526 likely increases disease severity substantially

328 During the second wave, estimated IFR increased gradually in later months, particularly among
329  older age groups, despite the decline in deaths following mass-vaccination (Fig 5). Modeling
330  accounting for infections and deaths due to B.1.526, B.1.1.7, and non-VOC/VOI variants

331  suggests that B.1.526 increased IFR in older adults: by 46% (95% Cl: 7.4 — 84%) among 45-64
332  year-olds [absolute IFR: 0.42% (95% Cl: 0.31 — 0.54%) vs. 0.29% (95% Cl: 0.15 — 0.44%) baseline
333 risk]; 82% (95% Cl: 20 — 140%) among 65-74 year-olds [absolute IFR: 1.9% (95% Cl: 1.2 — 2.5%)
334 vs.1.0% (95% Cl: 0.57 — 2.5%) baseline risk], and 62% (95% Cl: 45 — 80%) among 75+ [absolute
335  IFR:6.7% (95% CI: 5.9 — 7.4%) vs. 4.1% (95% Cl: 2.2 — 6.3%) baseline risk], during Nov 2020 — Apr
336  2021; overall, B.1.526 increased the IFR by 60% (95% Cl: 38 — 82%), compared to estimated

337  baseline risk (Table 1). The analysis restricting to Nov 2020 — Jan 2021 suggests similar IFR

338 increases (Table S3). These estimated IFR increases were lower than for B.1.1.7 but

339  comparable. Of note, the IFRs for B.1.1.7 estimated here were higher than but in line with those
340 reported in the UK [e.g., overall increase: 100% (75-130%) vs. 61% (42—82%) in the UK?'].

341

342  DISCUSSION

343  The B.1.526 variant is one of the SARS-CoV-2 variants designhated as a VOI by both the WHO?
344  andthe US CDC.'® However, due to a lack of extensive genomic sequencing and contact tracing
345  data particularly during the early phase of its emergence, its key epidemiological properties

346  have not been well characterized. Utilizing multiple epidemiological datasets and

347  comprehensive modeling, here we have estimated the changes in transmissibility, immune

348  escape potential, and disease severity for B.1.526. Results suggest that, compared to

349  preexisting non-VOC/VOI variants, B.1.526 causes a moderate increase in transmissibility and
350  minimal immune evasion; however, it might substantially increase IFR in older adults. As such,
351 continued monitoring of the circulation of this variant is warranted.

352
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353  Our study offers several lessons for future outbreak response. First, prior to the emergence of
354  B.1.526, the estimated transmission rate in WHts, where it likely emerged, was consistently
355  higher than other neighborhoods in NYC throughout the pandemic. Population characteristics
356 (e.g., household structure) that may contribute to this higher transmission rate need further
357 investigation; however, the higher transmission rate may have facilitated the spread of new
358 mutants between hosts and its emergence population-wide. It is thus important to closely

359  monitor populations with sustained higher transmission rates for new variants, particularly in
360 areas lacking robust and timely sequencing of samples from newly identified cases. In addition,
361 the estimated transmission rate in WHts further increased in conjunction with the emergence
362 of B.1.526; such changes thus may serve as an early indicator for in-depth epidemiological

363 investigation (e.g., to assess changes in circulating variants and transmissibility). A similar

364 approach has been applied in the UK, where subregions with higher estimated growth rates
365  were prospectively investigated, leading to identification of B.1.1.7 as a VOC.?>%°

366

367 Second, we did not find a higher B.1.526-related IFR among younger age groups (those under
368 45 years); this finding is consistent with the findings of Thompson et al.# based on analysis of all
369 sequenced cases, the majority of whom (67%) were under 45 years. However, for older ages,
370  we found substantially higher B.1.526-related IFRs (e.g. >60% higher for those above 65 years).
371  This latter finding appears to be consistent with the report by Annavajhala et al.? showing

372  resistence of B.1.526 to therapeutic antibodies. Over the course of the pandemic, SARS-CoV-2
373  IFR has decreased substantially (about a 3-fold difference between the two pandemic waves),
374  likely due to improved medical treatments (e.g., therapeutic antibodies), better patient

375 management, and earlier diagnosis. As older adults are more likely to suffer from severe

376  COVID-19 and thus receive therapeutic antibodies,?®?” the resistence of B.1.526 may render
377 these treatments ineffective despite their prior success against other variants, leading to

378 increases in IFR among older adults. These findings highlight the importance of monitoring the
379 efficacy of therapeutics against different variants and timely update of treatments. In addition,
380 a better understanding of factors contributing to the higher IFRs in certain variants is warranted
381 toinform countermeasures.?%2°

382

383  Lastly, our analyses suggest both B.1.526 and B.1.1.7 likely had been spreading in the

384  population for weeks or months prior to detection by the surveillance system.?33° Expanding
385 genomic sequencing programs for SARS-CoV-2 and improving linkage to epidemiologic data can
386  improve detection of new VOIs/VOCs. Such efforts are underway (e.g., in the US) but more
387  efforts and resources are urgently needed globally. In addition, to support more timely

388 detection and control, targeted screening of key subpopulations (e.g., those prospectively

389 identified from modeling as having high transmission rates) and viral traits (e.g., mutations
390 linked to increased transmissibility and/or immune evasion as done in Annavajhala et al.?) is
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391 needed, as well as timely sharing of key information globally. The documentation of new

392  VOIs/VOCs anywhere in the world then should prompt preparedness measures to detect and
393  rapidly respond to the introduction of those variants into local areas. More fundamentally, to
394  limit emergence of new VOIs/VOCs and end the COVID-19 pandemic, all populations worldwide
395  should have timely access to vaccination, and multiple layers of mitigation efforts are needed
396 until a sufficient portion of the population is protected by vaccination.

397

398  Our study also has several limitations. First, most of our analyses are based on population-level
399  data without variant-specific information, given limited variant testing during most of the study
400 period. We circumvented this data deficiency by analyzing estimates of a key subpopulation
401  (e.g., the WHts neighborhood where B.1.526 was initially detected) and leveraging prior

402  knowledge (e.g., estimated IFR prior to B.1.526 emergence). Second, our study did not

403  distinguish the two subclades within the B.1.526 lineage — one containing the E484K mutation
404  and the other containing the S477N mutation. Both the E484K and S477N mutations have been
405  shown to mediate immune escape;?>31-33 in addition, the percentages of these two subclades
406  were similar during our study period, suggesting they likely have similar epidemiological

407  characteristics. Lastly, there is a likely larger uncertainty in B.1.526-related and B.1.1.7-related
408 IFR estimates for younger ages (those under 45), due to the smaller number of deaths and

409 larger uncertainty in baseline IFR estimates. Future investigation addressing these issues is

410  warranted should a large sample of variant-specific data become available.

411

412  In summary, our study has reconstructed the early epidemic trajectory and subsequent rise of
413  B.1.526 in NYC and estimated its key epidemiological properties. Findings highlight the

414  importance of monitoring the viral diversity of SARS-CoV-2, epidemiological characteristics of
415 new variants, and disease severity, as COVID-19 remains a global public health threat.

416
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529  Table and Figure Captions

530 Table 1. Estimated IFR for different variants and changes compared to the baseline risk

531 estimated for preexisting variants during Oct — Dec 2020, using Eqn 4.

532

533  Fig 1. Study design. This study included three modeling analyses: 1) spatial network model-

534  inference to construct the transmission dynamics and estimate key population variables and
535  parameters by United Hospital Fund (UHF) neighborhood of residence and age group; 2) city-
536 level multi-variant, age-structured modeling to simulate and estimate the changes in

537  transmissibility and immune escape potential for B.1.526; and 3) linear regression models to
538  estimate variant-specific infection fatality risk (IFR), for B.1.526 and B.1.1.7, separately. Nine
539  datasets (listed in the black open boxes) were used as model inputs or to evaluate the accuracy
540 of model estimates (indicated for each dataset below). Models used are shown in the blue filled
541  boxes and model outputs are listed in the blue open boxes (key estimates reported in detail in
542 the Results are bolded). Connections among the analyses are indicated by the arrows and

543  associated annotations.

544

545  Fig 2. Model fit and key estimates. Upper panel shows model-fit to weekly number of cases (A),
546  ED visits (B), and deaths (C), for all ages combined. Lower panel shows key model-inference
547  estimates of weekly number of infections including those not detected as cases (D), cumulative
548  number of infections in NYC overall (E), and cumulative infection rate by neighborhood (F).

549  Boxes show model estimates (thick horizontal lines and box edges show the median, 25", and
550  75™ percentiles; vertical lines extending from each box show 95% Crl) and red dots show

551  corresponding. For the weekly estimates, week starts (mm/dd/yy) are shown in the x-axis

552  labels. Star (*) in the map indicates the location of the Washington Heights — Inwood

553  neighborhood.

554

555  Fig 3. Changes in transmission rate. (A) Changes in neighborhood-level relative transmission
556  rate. (B) Changes in citywide transmission rate. Vertical dashed lines indicate the earliest date
557 B.1.526 was identified as reported in Annavajhala et al. Labels of x-axis show the week starts
558  (mm/dd/yy).

559

560  Fig 4. Comparison of different combinations of changes in transmissibility and immune escape
561  property for B.1.526. Left panel shows the overall accuracy (A), relative RMSE (B), and

562  correlation (C) of model estimates under different transmissibility and immune escape settings.
563  White crosses (x) indicate the best-performing parameter combination. Right panel shows

564  model estimates using the overall best-performing parameter combination (i.e., 1.5-3.5% initial
565  prevalence, 15-25% higher transmissibility, and 0-10% immune escape). Lines and surrounding
566  areas show model-simulated median estimates and interquartile range; dots show
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567  corresponding observations; colors indicate different variants as specified in the legend. Note
568 that these model simulations used same infection-detection rate, hospitalization-rate and IFR
569 (i.e., average during Nov 2020 — Apr 2021); that is, they did not account for changes in case
570  ascertainment or disease severity by week during this period, due to, e.g., increases in disease
571  severity by the new variants. As such, there were larger deviations from the observations

572 during later months of the simulation with more infections by the new variants.

573

574  Fig 5. Estimated infection fatality risk. Red lines show the estimated median IFR with

575  surrounding areas indicating the 50% (darker color) and 95% (lighter color) Crl. For comparison,
576  the grey bars show the number of deaths reported for each week from the week of Oct 4, 2020
577  to Apr 25, 2021. X-axis labels show the week starts (mm/dd/yy).

578

579

580  Supplemental Table and Figure Captions

581 Table S1. Prior ranges for the network model-inference system. The prior ranges are similar to
582  Table S1 of Yang et al.! but include additional parameters in Eqn 1. The spatial, temporal, and
583  age resolution of each parameter or variable, estimated in the model-inference system, is

584  specified in the column "Resolution". Note posterior parameter estimates can extend outside
585  the specified prior ranges.

586

587  Table S2. Initial conditions used to simulate co-circulation of different variants in the multi-
588  variant, age-structured model. To partially account for changing infection-detection rate, ED-
589  consultation rate (EDR) and IFR, for these three parameters, we used the model-inference

590 estimates averaged over the entire simulation period (i.e. Nov 2020 — April 2021). For the initial
591  transmission rate (for the preexisting non-VOC/VOI variants), we used the model-inference
592  estimates averaged over the week of 10/25/2020 — the week of 11/7/2020 (i.e. the 3 weeks
593  around the start of simulation). For the rest of model state variables and parameters, we used
594  model-inference estimates made at the week of 10/25/2020. For B.1.1.7, we used the

595 following ranges based on estimates from Yang and Shaman??: 40.3 — 52.3% higher

596  transmissibility (related to estimates for the preexisting non-VOC/VOI variants listed below) and
597 0-10% immune escape; for comparison, contact tracing data from the UK showed that B.1.1.7
598  was 30-50% more infectious.'! For B.1.427/ B.1.429, we used the following ranges based on
599  estimates from Deng et al.*?: 16 — 24% higher transmissibility and 0-10% immune escape (vs.
600 21.4-27.8% increase in transmission rate in Deng et al.»? without accounting for changes in
601  immunity due to potential immune escape).

602

603  Table S3. Estimated IFR for different variants and changes compared to the baseline risk

604  estimated for preexisting variants during Oct — Dec 2020, using Egn 3.
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605

606  Fig S1. Estimated infection-detection rate by age group. Red lines show the estimated median
607 infection-detection rate with surrounding areas indicating the 50% (darker color) and 95%

608  (lighter color) Crl. For comparison, the grey bars show the number of cases reported for each
609  week from the week of Oct 4, 2020 to Apr 25, 2021. Labels of x-axis show the week starts

610 (mm/dd/yy).

611

612  Fig S2. Model-fit by age group. Boxes show model estimates (thick horizontal lines and box
613  edges show the median, 25, and 75" percentiles; vertical lines extending from each box show
614  95% Crl) and red dots show corresponding.

615

616  Fig S3. Estimated cumulative infection rates by age group. Thick horizontal lines and box edges
617  show the median, 25, and 75" percentiles; vertical lines extending from each box show 95%
618  Crl.
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619 Table and Figures
620  Table 1. Estimated IFR for different variants and changes compared to the baseline risk estimated for preexisting variants during Oct
621 —Dec 2020, using Eqgn 4.

i Changes, Changes, Model goodness-
Age IFR, baseline (%)  IFR, B.1.526 (%) IFR, B.1.1.7 (%) oo
B.1.526 (%) B.1.1.7 (%) of-fit (R2)
0.004 (0.0021, 0.004 (0.0039, 0.004 (0.0039,
<25 -0.61(-3.5,2.3) 0.97(-2.8,4.8) 1
0.0059) 0.0041) 0.0042)

25-44  0.04(0.021, 0.059) 0.037 (0.034, 0.04) 0.043 (0.039, 0.047) -6(-13,1.4)  8.4(-1.9,19) 1
45-64  0.29(0.15,0.44) 0.42(0.31,0.54)  0.51(0.35,0.67)  46(7.4,84)  76(22,130)  0.97

65-74 1(0.57,2.5) 1.9 (1.2, 2.5) 3.3(2.4,4.2) 82(20,140)  210(130,300) 0.96
75+ 4.1(2.2,6.3) 6.7 (5.9, 7.4) 8(7,9) 62 (45, 80) 95(71,120)  0.99
all 0.35(0.2,0.58)  0.56(0.48,0.63)  0.72(0.61,0.82) 60 (38, 82) 100 (75,130)  0.99

622
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623  Fig 1. Study design. This study included three modeling analyses: 1) spatial network model-
624  inference to construct the transmission dynamics and estimate key population variables and
625  parameters by United Hospital Fund (UHF) neighborhood of residence and age group; 2) city-
626 level multi-variant, age-structured modeling to simulate and estimate the changes in

627  transmissibility and immune escape potential for B.1.526; and 3) linear regression models to
628  estimate variant-specific infection fatality risk (IFR), for B.1.526 and B.1.1.7, separately. Nine
629  datasets (listed in the black open boxes) were used as model inputs or to evaluate the accuracy
630  of model estimates (indicated for each dataset below). Models used are shown in the blue filled
631 boxes and model outputs are listed in the blue open boxes (key estimates reported in detail in
632  the Results are bolded). Connections among the analyses are indicated by the arrows and

633  associated annotations.

Input data: Weekly records from March 1, 2020 — April 2021

Case: by || ED visits: || Death: by || Vaccination: || Mobility: by —
UHF, age|| by UHF, || UHF, age | by UHF, age ||UHF; all ages Citywide weekly data used to
group || age group || group group combined evaluate the accuracy of simulations:

1) Case; 2) Hospitalization; 3)
Deaths; and 4) Relative prevalence of
individual variants (Feb — Apr 2021)

Spatial network model-inference

system (42 UHF neighborhoods)

Estimates at the week of
10/25/20, aggregated to
the city-level, were used to
initialize the multi-variant

S

* Weekly estimates of state variables (e.g.

number of people infectious) model for simulations
* Weekly estimates of key parameters, e.g., |from Nov 2020 onwards , BRIINEREVERISE GG ELRY DL
transmission rate (citywide and by (citywide, 4 variants, 8 age groups)

neighborhood, for each age group)
* Overall IFR for each age group and week J
Model-inference estimates of
overall IFR used as prediCtandS « Number of infectionsy cases,
hospitalizations, deaths caused by each

specific IFR Bestfit model-estimatesL variant for each week, by age group

Regression models to estimate variant-

of infections by different| ® Change in transmissibility for B.1.526
variants used as inputs in{ * Immune escape potential for B.1.526

B.1.526-related IFR and B.1.1.7-related IFR |  the regression models
by age group and overall
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635  Fig 2. Model fit and key estimates. Upper panel shows model-fit to weekly number of cases (A),
636  ED visits (B), and deaths (C), for all ages combined. Lower panel shows key model-inference
637  estimates of weekly number of infections including those not detected as cases (D), cumulative
638  number of infections in NYC overall (E), and cumulative infection rate by neighborhood (F).

639  Boxes show model estimates (thick horizontal lines and box edges show the median, 25, and
640  75% percentiles; vertical lines extending from each box show 95% Crl) and red dots show

641  corresponding. For the weekly estimates, week starts (mm/dd/yy) are shown in the x-axis

642  labels. Star (*) in the map indicates the location of the Washington Heights — Inwood

643  neighborhood.
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Fig 3. Changes in transmission rate. (A) Changes in neighborhood-level relative transmission
rate. (B) Changes in citywide transmission rate. Vertical dashed lines indicate the earliest date
B.1.526 was identified as reported in Annavajhala et al. Labels of x-axis show the week starts
(mm/dd/yy).
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652  Fig 4. Comparison of different combinations of changes in transmissibility and immune escape
653  property for B.1.526. Left panel shows the overall accuracy (A), relative RMSE (B), and

654  correlation (C) of model estimates under different transmissibility and immune escape settings.
655  White crosses (x) indicate the best-performing parameter combination. Right panel shows

656  model estimates using the overall best-performing parameter combination (i.e., 1.5-3.5% initial
657  prevalence, 15-25% higher transmissibility, and 0-10% immune escape). Lines and surrounding
658  areas show model-simulated median estimates and interquartile range; dots show

659  corresponding observations; colors indicate different variants as specified in the legend. Note
660 that these model simulations used same infection-detection rate, hospitalization-rate and IFR
661 (i.e., average during Nov 2020 — Apr 2021); that is, they did not account for changes in case

662  ascertainment or disease severity by week during this period, due to, e.g., increases in disease
663  severity by the new variants. As such, there were larger deviations from the observations

664  during later months of the simulation with more infections by the new variants.
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Fig 5. Estimated infection fatality risk. Red lines show the estimated median IFR with
surrounding areas indicating the 50% (darker color) and 95% (lighter color) Crl. For comparison,
the grey bars show the number of deaths reported for each week from the week of Oct 4, 2020
to Apr 25, 2021. X-axis labels show the week starts (mm/dd/yy).
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Supplemental Tables and Figures
Table S1. Prior ranges for the network model-inference system. The prior ranges are similar to

Table S1 of Yang et al.! but include additional parameters in Eqn 1. The spatial, temporal, and

age resolution of each parameter or variable, estimated in the model-inference system, is

specified in the column "Resolution". Note posterior parameter estimates can extend outside

the specified prior ranges.

Parameter/
variable

Symbol Resolution

Prior range

Source/rationale

Initial exposed E(t=0)

Initial 1(t=0)
infectious

Initial 5(t=0)
susceptible

Population N
size in each

age group and
neighborhood

Citywide Beity
transmission

rate

neighborhood- and
age-group specific,
estimated for the

beginning of the Week

of March 1, 2020
neighborhood- and
age-group specific,
estimated for the

beginning of the Week

of March 1, 2020
neighborhood- and
age-group specific,
estimated for the

beginning of the Week

of March 1, 2020

neighborhood- and
age-group specific

Citywide, age-group
specific, estimated for
each week

300 — 8000 total
citywide, scaled by
population size for
each age group and
neighborhood

150 - 4000 total
citywide, scaled by
population size for
each age group and
neighborhood

N—E-I

N/A

[0.5, 1] per day
overall; scaled by
contact rate for each
age group based on
contact data from the
POLYMOD study3
(averaged across 8
countries)

Large uncertainties, used
very wide range

Assumed to be half the
initial exposed

Assumed all were
susceptible except for
those initially
exposed/infectious

NYC intercensal
population estimates for
20182

Based on Ry estimates of
around 1.5-4 for SARS-
CoV-24%

25


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.04.21261596

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.04.21261596; this version posted August 7, 2021. The copyright holder for this preprint

(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Scaling of b;
neighborhood
transmission

rate

Latency period Z

Infectious D
period
Immunity L
period

Multiplicative mj
factor for
mobility; see

Yang et al.! for
detail

neighborhood- and
age-group specific,
estimated for each
week

Citywide, age-group
specific, estimated for
each week

Citywide, age-group
specific, estimated for
each week

Citywide, age-group
specific, estimated for
each week

Citywide, age-group
specific, estimated for
each week

[0.8, 1.2] for age
groups under 65
years; [0.5, 1.5] for
age groups 65 or older

[2, 5] days

[2, 5] days

[2.5, 3.5] years

[1, 2] for <1 year; [0.5,
1.5] for three age
groups 1-24 years;
[0.1, 1.5] for age
group 25-44; [1, 2.5]
for age groups 45 or
older

Around 1; larger
variation for elderly
groups based on data

Incubation period: 5.2
days (95% Cl: 4.1, 7)%;
latency period is likely
shorter than the
incubation period

Time from symptom
onset to hospitalization:
3.8 days (95% CI: 0, 12.0)
in China,” plus 1-2 days
viral shedding before
symptom onset. We did
not distinguish
symptomatic/asymptom
atic infections.

Based on estimated
immunity period for
endemic human
coronaviruses (see
Appendix of Yang et al.?)

Initial model testing
showed transmission
rates for younger age
groups were more
sensitive to changes in
mobility whereas the
two oldest age groups
were not sensitive to
mobility. For age groups
with contact rates lower
than the average (based

26
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Multiplicative m;
factor for
neighborhood
connectivity;

see Yang et

al.! for detail

Mean of time Tp,
from viral
shedding to
diagnosis; see
Yang et al.! for
detail

Standard Tsd
deviation (SD)

of time from

viral shedding

to diagnosis;

see Yang et

al.! for detail

Infection- r
detection

rate; see Yang
et al.! for

detail

Citywide, age-group
specific, estimated for
each week

Citywide, age-group
specific, estimated for
each week

Citywide, age-group
specific, estimated for
each week

Citywide, age-group
specific, estimated for
each week

[0.5, 2]

[3, 8] days

[1, 3] days

Starting from [0.001,
0.05] at time 0 and
allowed to increase
over time using space
re-probing?®

on the POLYMOD
study3), we raised the
diagonal elements in the
mobility matrix to the
power of the relative
contact rate (<1) to
account for insensitivity
of transmission rate in
these age groups to
mobility.

Likely around 1 but with
large uncertainties

From a few days to a
week from symptom
onset to diagnosis,” plus
1-2 days of viral shedding
(being infectious) before
symptom onset

To allow variation in time
to diagnosis

Large uncertainties
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Infection Citywide, age-group [5, 15]x10™ for ages  Based on previous
fatality risk specific, estimated for under 25; [5, 15]x10* estimates® but extend to
(IFR); see Yang each week for ages 25-44; [5, have wider ranges
etal.! for 15]x10°3 for ages 45-
detail 64; [0.01, 0.1] for ages

65-74; [0.02, 0.2] for

ages 75+;
Time from Citywide Gamma distribution  Based on n=15,686
diagnosis to with mean of 9.36 COVID-19 confirmed
death; see days and SD of 9.76  deaths in NYC as of May
Yang et al.! for days 17, 2020.
detail
ED Citywide, age-group [0.001, 0.02] for ages Based on the ratio of
consultation specific, estimated for under 25; [0.003, total ED visits and
rate (EDR) each week 0.03] for ages 25-44; estimated infections

[0.006, 0.06] for ages during March — Dec 2020
45-64; [0.01, 0.15] for

ages 65-74; [0.02,

0.25] for ages 75+;

Time-from- Citywide, for all ages Gamma distribution
infectiousness with mean of [5, 7]
-to-ED or days and SD of [2, 4]
hospitalization days

678

679
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680  Table S2. Initial conditions used to simulate co-circulation of different variants in the multi-

681  variant, age-structured model. To partially account for changing infection-detection rate, ED-
682  consultation rate (EDR) and IFR, for these three parameters, we used the model-inference

683  estimates averaged over the entire simulation period (i.e. Nov 2020 — April 2021). For the initial
684  transmission rate (for the preexisting non-VOC/VOI variants), we used the model-inference

685  estimates averaged over the week of 10/25/2020 — the week of 11/7/2020 (i.e. the 3 weeks
686  around the start of simulation). For the rest of model state variables and parameters, we used
687 model-inference estimates made at the week of 10/25/2020. For B.1.1.7, we used the

688  following ranges based on estimates from Yang and Shaman??: 40.3 — 52.3% higher

689  transmissibility (related to estimates for the preexisting non-VOC/VOI variants listed below) and
690 0-10% immune escape; for comparison, contact tracing data from the UK showed that B.1.1.7
691  was 30-50% more infectious.'! For B.1.427/ B.1.429, we used the following ranges based on
692  estimates from Deng et al.*?: 16 — 24% higher transmissibility and 0-10% immune escape (vs.
693  21.4-27.8% increase in transmission rate in Deng et al.»? without accounting for changes in
694  immunity due to potential immune escape).

variant parameter lower bound upper bound
B.1.526 Low initial prevalence (%) 0.5 2.5

B.1.526 High initial prevalence (%) 1.5 3.5

B.1.526 Wide initial prevalence (%) 0.5 3.5

B.1.1.7 Increase in transmission rate 0.403 0.5227
B.1.1.7 Immune escape 0 0.1
B.1.427/9 Increase in transmission rate 0.16 0.24
B.1.427/9 Immune escape 0 0.1

. . Nominally set to 1 per week for the
non-VOC/VOI Travel-related importation &; o .
entire city (N = 8.4 million people)
B.1.526 Travel-related importation &; Set to 0 as it emerged locally
B.1.1.7 Travel-related importation &; For the entire city (N = 8.4 million), set to
1 per 2 days for 11/1-11/15/20 to
reflect lower initial seeding, 1.5 per day
for 11/16 -12/31/20 to reflect higher
seeding during the holidays, and 2 per
day for 1/1 —4/30/21 to reflect higher
B.1.427/9 Travel-related importation &; seeding due to increases in these
variants in the US. Same settings were
used for B.1.1.7 and B.1.427/9, because
once local transmission is established,
travel-related importation plays a
nominal role.
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non-VOC/VOI  Bi1 (per day, same below) 0.14 0.21
non-VOC/VOI B2z 0.15 0.2
non-VOC/VOI B33 0.16 0.22
non-VOC/VOlI Baa 0.16 0.23
non-VOC/VOI Bss 0.24 0.36
non-VOC/VOI Bes 0.17 0.25
non-VOC/VOI B77 0.17 0.22
non-VOC/VOI Bss 0.19 0.25
non-VOC/VOI B12 0.071 0.1
non-VOC/VOI Bis 0.018 0.027
non-VOC/VOI B1a 0.0074 0.011
non-VOC/VOI B1s 0.023 0.034
non-VOC/VOI Bis 0.011 0.015
non-VOC/VOI B17 0.0075 0.011
non-VOC/VOI Bis 0.0052 0.0075
non-VOC/VOI Ba1 0.074 0.1
non-VOC/VOI Bas 0.019 0.026
non-VOC/VOI Baa 0.0078 0.011
non-VOC/VOI Bas 0.024 0.033
non-VOC/VOI Bas 0.011 0.015
non-VOC/VOI B27 0.0079 0.011
non-VOC/VOI Bas 0.0054 0.0074
non-VOC/VOI Bs1 0.02 0.028
non-VOC/VOI B3z 0.02 0.028
non-VOC/VOI B3a 0.0098 0.014
non-VOC/VOI Bss 0.013 0.018
non-VOC/VOI Bse 0.0072 0.01
non-VOC/VOI Bs7 0.0051 0.0071
non-VOC/VOI Bss 0.0066 0.0091
non-VOC/VOI Ba1 0.0085 0.013
non-VOC/VOI Baz 0.0085 0.013
non-VOC/VOI Bas 0.013 0.02
non-VOC/VOI Bas 0.014 0.021
non-VOC/VOI Bas 0.01 0.015
non-VOC/VOI Ba7 0.0037 0.0054
non-VOC/VOI Bas 0.0069 0.01
non-VOC/VOI Bs1 0.11 0.17
non-VOC/VOI Bs2 0.11 0.17
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non-VOC/VOI Bss3 0.092 0.14
non-VOC/VOI Bsa 0.073 0.11
non-VOC/VOI Bse 0.07 0.11
non-VOC/VOI Bs7 0.042 0.064
non-VOC/VOI Bss 0.041 0.062
non-VOC/VOI Be1 0.053 0.076
non-VOC/VOI Bs2 0.053 0.076
non-VOC/VOI Be3 0.043 0.063
non-VOC/VOI Bea 0.051 0.074
non-VOC/VOI Bes 0.053 0.076
non-VOC/VOI Be7 0.058 0.084
non-VOC/VOI Bes 0.052 0.076
non-VOC/VOI B71 0.032 0.041
non-VOC/VOI B2 0.032 0.041
non-VOC/VOI B3 0.022 0.028
non-VOC/VOI B7a 0.0096 0.012
non-VOC/VOI B7s 0.023 0.029
non-VOC/VOI B76 0.032 0.042
non-VOC/VOI B7s 0.066 0.085
non-VOC/VOI Bs1 0.028 0.036
non-VOC/VOI Bs2 0.028 0.036
non-VOC/VOI Bs3 0.03 0.038
non-VOC/VOI Bsa 0.022 0.028
non-VOC/VOI Bss 0.027 0.034
non-VOC/VOI Bss 0.047 0.06
non-VOC/VOI Bs7 0.073 0.093
all Z1 (days, same below) 2.9 4

all Z; 33 4.3
all Z3 34 4.4
all Zy 34 4.4
all Zs 35 4.4
all Zg 35 4.5
all Z7 33 4.2
all Zs 33 4.2
all D1 2.1 2.9
all D> 2.7 3.6
all D3 3.2 4.1
all D4 34 4.4
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all Ds 3.1 4.1
all Ds 3.2 4.2
all D 2.8 3.7
all Ds 2.5 3.3
all IFR1 3.10E-05 5.00E-05
all IFR2 3.00E-05 4.90E-05
all IFR3 3.10E-05 4.90E-05
all IFR4 3.00E-05 4.90E-05
all IFRs 3.00E-04 0.00048
all IFRs 0.0029 0.004
all IFR; 0.013 0.016
all IFRs 0.046 0.055
all EDR; 0.0087 0.013
all EDR; 0.0059 0.0084
all EDR3 0.0023 0.0033
all EDR4 0.0046 0.006
all EDRs 0.01 0.012
all EDRe 0.019 0.023
all EDR7 0.031 0.039
all EDRg 0.057 0.07
all Infection detection rate, ri 0.14 0.19
all Infection detection rate, r> 0.21 0.26
all Infection detection rate, r3 0.23 0.29
all Infection detection rate, r4 0.28 0.34
all Infection detection rate, rs 0.39 0.47
all Infection detection rate, rs 0.36 0.42
all Infection detection rate, ry 0.33 0.41
all Infection detection rate, rs 0.34 0.41
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Table S3. Estimated IFR for different variants and changes compared to the baseline risk

estimated for preexisting variants during Oct — Dec 2020, using Egn 3.

Age IFR, baseline (%) IFR, B.1.526 (%)

Changes, Model fit,
B.1.526 (%) R2

<25 0.004 (0.0021,0.0059)  0.004 (0.0038, 0.0041)  -0.03(-3.8,3.8) 1

25-44  0.04(0.021, 0.059) 0.035 (0.031, 0.038) 12(-21,-3.1)  0.97
45-64  0.29 (0.15, 0.44) 0.42 (0.24, 0.59) 43 (-17, 100) 0.67
65-74 1(0.57,2.5) 1.5 (0.53, 2.5) 46 (-50, 140) 0.46
75+  4.1(2.2,6.3) 6.1(5.1,7) 47 (25, 69) 0.94

all

0.35 (0.2, 0.58) 0.5 (0.4, 0.61) 43 (13, 73) 0.89
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10.
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Infectious diseases 2021; 21(2): 203-12.

New York City Department of Health and Mental Hygiene. NYC DOHMH population
estimates, modified from US Census Bureau interpolated intercensal population estimates,
2000-2018. . Updated August 2019. ed.

Mossong J, Hens N, Jit M, et al. Social contacts and mixing patterns relevant to the spread of
infectious diseases. PLoS Med 2008; 5(3): e74.

Li Q, Guan X, Wu P, et al. Early Transmission Dynamics in Wuhan, China, of Novel
Coronavirus—Infected Pneumonia. New Engl J Med 2020.

Wu JT, Leung K, Leung GM. Nowcasting and forecasting the potential domestic and
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Yang W, Shaman J. Epidemiological characteristics of three SARS-CoV-2 variants of concern
and implications for future COVID-19 pandemic outcomes. medRxiv 2021:
2021.05.19.21257476.

33


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.04.21261596

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.04.21261596; this version posted August 7, 2021. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

726  11. Public Health England. Investigation of novel SARS-CoV-2 variant, Variant of Concern

727 202012/01, Technical briefing 3, 2020.

728  12. Deng X, Garcia-Knight MA, Khalid MM, et al. Transmission, infectivity, and antibody
729 neutralization of an emerging SARS-CoV-2 variant in California carrying a L452R spike
730 protein mutation. medRxiv 2021: 2021.03.07.21252647.

731

732 Fig S1. Estimated infection-detection rate by age group. Red lines show the estimated median
733  infection-detection rate with surrounding areas indicating the 50% (darker color) and 95%
734 (lighter color) Crl. For comparison, the grey bars show the number of cases reported for each
735  week from the week of Oct 4, 2020 to Apr 25, 2021. Labels of x-axis show the week starts

736  (mm/dd/yy).
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739  Fig S2. Model-fit by age group. Boxes show model estimates (thick horizontal lines and box
740  edges show the median, 25, and 75" percentiles; vertical lines extending from each box show
741  95% Crl) and red dots show corresponding.
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743  Fig S3. Estimated cumulative infection rates by age group. Thick horizontal lines and box edges

744  show the median, 25, and 75" percentiles; vertical lines extending from each box show 95%
745  Crl.
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