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High-resolution within-sewer SARS-CoV-2 surveillance facilitates informed intervention
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Abstract. To assist in the COVID-19 public health guidance on a college campus, daily composite
wastewater samples were withdrawn at 20 manhole locations across the University of Colorado Boulder
campus. Low-cost autosamplers were fabricated in-house to enable an economical approach to this
distributed study. These sample stations operated from August 25" until November 23" during the fall 2020
semester, with 1,512 samples collected. The concentration of SARS-CoV-2 in each sample was quantified
through two comparative reverse transcription quantitative polymerase chain reactions (RT-qPCRs). These

methods were distinct in the utilization of technical replicates and normalization to an endogenous control.
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(1) Higher temporal resolution compensates for supply chain or other constraints that prevent technical or
biological replicates. (2) The endogenous control normalized data agreed with the raw concentration data,
minimizing the utility of normalization. The raw wastewater concentration values reflected SARS-CoV-2
prevalence on campus as detected by clinical services. Overall, combining the low-cost composite sampler
with a method that quantifies the SARS-CoV-2 signal within six hours enabled actionable and time-
responsive data delivered to key stakeholders. With daily reporting of the findings, wastewater surveillance
assisted in decision making during critical phases of the pandemic on campus, from detecting individual
cases within populations ranging from 109 to 2,048 individuals to monitoring the success of on-campus

interventions.

Keywords. SARS-CoV-2, COVID-19, wastewater surveillance, wastewater-based epidemiology, RT-

qPCR, composite sampler, building-scale monitoring

Synopsis. Tracking SARS-CoV-2 in on-campus wastewater informs and monitors public health decisions

and actions.
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Introduction. On March 11, 2020, the World Health Organization (WHO) declared coronavirus disease
2019 (COVID-19) a pandemic (1). As of May 20, 2021, 165 million confirmed cases have resulted in over
three million deaths (2). Clinical testing of individuals is crucial for identifying infected persons,
understanding infection prevalence, and containing the disease, but supply chain limitations and logistical
challenges limit clinical testing capacity. Testing is therefore generally reserved for individuals either
showing symptoms or likely exposed to the disease (3). However, the etiologic agent responsible for
COVID-19, severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2), has a significant
asymptomatic percentage (with some estimates of 50%) (4)-(6) and can be transmitted by pre-symptomatic
and asymptomatic persons (7)-(11). Further, symptoms may take up to two weeks to develop post-infection
(12)-(14), and even when symptomatic, individuals may not self-report. As a result, clinical testing alone
fails to identify many infected individuals before they transmit the disease to others and under-represents
caseload numbers utilized by officials to inform public health directives. The need to address these
shortcomings with a supplementary epidemiological tool was recognized early in the pandemic with a

global collaborative of researchers advocating for wastewater-based epidemiology (WBE) (15).

WBE efficiently and non-invasively monitors community metrics by sampling generated wastewater and
screening for chemical and biological entities, with previous success demonstrated in tracking community
drug use (16),(17) and poliovirus circulation (18)-(20). Wastewater networks can be sampled at points at
which discharges from community members have combined, aggregating a semi-anonymous signal
representative of the upstream community. Analyzing aggregated wastewater for SARS-CoV-2 RNA
therefore provides an opportunity to test entire communities within a single sample. Moreover, as SARS-
CoV-2 RNA is present in the feces of both symptomatic (21)-(28) and asymptomatic (29)-(31) COVID-19-
infected individuals, wastewater analysis offers insight into infection prevalence unhindered by factors such
as symptom onset and the healthcare-seeking behavior of individuals. Further, whereas aggregated testing
cannot pinpoint infected individuals, this approach can allow for more effective use of clinical testing

resources. For example, WBE can quickly identify the regions and communities with the most infections
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and allow for the targeted allocation of resources to those “hotspots" for early and comprehensive testing
of symptomatic and asymptomatic persons on a localized level (32). Although SARS-CoV-2 RNA fecal
shedding behavior has been reported as erratic (33), wastewater represents a complex mixture of all liquid-
conveyed waste exiting a premise, including urinary, respiratory, oral, and hygiene-based discharges,

compositing multiple potential sources of viral RNA.

An international network of researchers has detected SARS-CoV-2 RNA in their local wastewaters (34)-
(43). Their efforts establish proof of concept for WBE in the context of COVID-19 monitoring and work
to validate the utility of the approach. These previous studies primarily sampled from wastewater treatment
plants (WWTPs)/water resource recovery facilities (WRRFs), efficient locations for obtaining population-
level signals. Monitoring the upstream sewer network and sampling at the building- or microsewershed-

scale, however, enhances spatial resolution.

The ability to monitor individual buildings (e.g., university residence halls)/small groups of buildings rather
than entire municipalities is desirable for more targeted surveillance and response efforts. For example,
coupling building-level wastewater sampling two-to-three times per week with clinical testing has been
demonstrated as an effective approach at diverse institutions such as the University of Arizona (Arizona,
USA) (44), University of North Carolina at Charlotte (North Carolina, USA) (45), and Kenyon College
(Ohio, USA) (46). At Hope College (Michigan, USA), Travis et al. (47) implemented a higher collection
frequency by sampling from nine on-campus residential zones every weekday. In these campaigns,
wastewater samples indicating infection prevalence led to clinical testing of all individuals associated with
the flagged buildings/populations (subject to university-specific decision frameworks). All found WBE to
be a valuable tool for disease containment, often noting wastewater surveillance’s utility for identifying and
isolating asymptomatic individuals. In light of these successes, more experience and guidance are desired

to inform further implementation of building-level WBE campaigns (48).
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88  Here, we report the WBE campaign conducted at the University of Colorado Boulder (Colorado, USA).
89  We sampled up to 20 manhole locations seven days per week between August 25th and November 23rd to
90  monitor on-campus residential buildings for the presence of COVID-19. To obtain economical 24-hour
91 composite samples, we designed, assembled, and deployed low-cost autosamplers. We tracked the
92  concentrations of SARS-CoV-2 RNA and control species in the wastewater using reverse transcription
93  quantitative polymerase chain reaction (RT-qPCR) assays following best practices (49) and reported to
94  campus decision makers daily. This campaign was coupled with weekly saliva-monitoring RT-qPCR
95  testing of all asymptomatic on-campus residents (50),(51). The comprehensiveness of both the WBE
96  campaign and the clinical and monitoring testing services provides a unique opportunity to evaluate the

97  effectiveness of building-level wastewater surveillance and its required temporal frequency.

98 Materials and Methods

99  Sample Locations. Twenty sample locations targeting the wastewater outfall captured within surface-
100  accessible manholes were prioritized to discriminate the SARS-CoV-2 signals originating from the on-
101 campus residential buildings at the University of Colorado Boulder (Figure 1 a, Supplemental Table 1).
102  Twenty-three pumps (autosamplers) operated at these locations, with three sites discriminating two flows
103  within a single manhole. Overall, then, 23 flows originating from 20 manhole locations were monitored.
104  Each flow roughly corresponded to an individual residential structure. The university housed over 6,200
105  students in on-campus residential buildings during the semester, and each site on average accounted for the
106  wastewater generated by 450 residents (range extending from 109 to 2,048 residents), with select residents
107  being monitored at multiple sites. The targeted manholes ranged from approximately 1 to 7 m in depth. To
108  protect the privacy of residents, the presented data was anonymized with a unique label assigned to each
109  residential structure indicating its position and any other residential structure contributing to its associated
110  flow in parentheses: A, B(A), C, D, E(CBA), F, G(FEDCBA), H, I(H), J, K, Admin, L(Admin), M, N, O,

11 P, Q, R, S, and Isolation.
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112  Composite Autosampler. The composite autosampler was assembled from readily available materials. The
113  main components were a 24-V Stenner pump (E10VXG; Stenner Pump Company, Jacksonville, FL, USA;
114  designed by DEWCO Pumps, Denver, CO, USA), a 300-Wh portable DC/AC power bank (R300; GoLabs
115  Inc., Carrolton, TX, USA), a 5-gal jerrycan (Uline, Pleasant Prairie, WI, USA), a 9-gal cooler, gel ice packs,
116  insulation, %-in. O.D. PVC tubing, and exterior casing (Figure 1 b, Supplemental Figure 1,
117  Supplemental Table 2). The samplers were positioned above ground and next to each manhole (Figure 1
118  c¢). The wastewater inflow and overflow tubing lines were fed through the D-pick of the manhole cover,
119  and the inlet strainer that resided in the underground wastewater stream was constructed from either Y4-in.

120  O.D. copper or %-in. O.D. steel tubing, with 0.157-in. holes drilled into the side.

121 The pumps were continuously operated at approximately 33% of full capacity, each scheduled to draw
122  about 10 L of wastewater per day. The actual wastewater withdrawn was monitored at the time of sample
123  collection by weighing the jerrycan mass with a luggage scale (Supplemental Figure 2, Supplemental
124  Table 3). Collection occurred daily between 7 AM and 12 PM, with power banks replaced every 48 hours
125  and ice packs replaced daily when ambient average temperatures exceeded 4°C. Samplers were only turned
126  off for the following three events: a September blizzard, a supply chain disruption in October, and a cold

127 event in October.

128  Sample Collection. Two 50-mL subsamples and one 40-mL subsample were collected from each sampler
129  daily. One 50-mL subsample was collected for RNA extraction and viral detection, and the second 50-mL
130  subsample was collected for determination of basic water quality parameters. The 40-mL subsample was
131 collected as a backup sample. Subsamples were poured from the 5-gal jerrycan after swirling the contents.
132 Allsamples were collected in pre-weighed sterile polypropylene tubes loaded with 500 pL of 10% Tween™
133 20 detergent (Thermo Fisher), which served to inactivate infectious agents for worker safety. Samples were
134  stored on ice immediately after collection and during transport back to the laboratory. After sample
135  collection at each sampler, %-in. O.D. PVC tubing was connected to the jerrycan, fed through the D-pick

136  of the manhole cover, and used to drain excess withdrawn wastewater. Emptied jerrycans were then briefly

6
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137  rinsed with dilute bleach solution and water before being repositioned to collect wastewater over the next

138 24 hours.

139  Sample Processing. All samples were processed in the laboratory the same day as collection. Samples that
140  could not be processed upon immediate arrival at the laboratory were temporarily stored at 4°C. Backup
141 and RNA extraction/viral detection samples were processed within 4 hours of arrival; water quality samples
142  were processed within 9 hours of arrival. All samples were spiked with a known amount of bovine
143  coronavirus (Bovilis® Coronavirus; Merck Animal Health, NJ, USA) serving as the internal process

144 control.

145  Water Quality Parameter Samples. The pH (measured with accumet™ AB150 pH meter, Thermo Fisher)
146  and total suspended solids (TSS) values of each sample were measured following standard methods

147  (Supplemental Figures 3, 4; Supplemental Tables 4, 5).

148  RNA Extraction/Viral Detection Samples. Samples collected for the detection of SARS-CoV-2 RNA were
149  weighed and then centrifuged at 4,500 x g for 20 minutes at 4°C. Viruses were concentrated from
150  approximately 35 mL of each sample’s supernatant using ultrafiltration pipettes (CP-Select™ using
151 Ultrafiltration PS Hollow Fiber Concentrating Pipette Tips; InnovaPrep, Drexel, MO, USA) following the
152  manufacturer’s guidelines. Concentrate eluted from the ultrafiltration pipettes was captured and weighed in
1563  pre-weighed 15-mL tubes. RNA was then extracted from the concentrate using RNA PureLink Mini Kits
154  (Thermo Fisher) according to the manufacturer's protocol (with the exception that Wash Buffer I was not
155  used). A 1-uL aliquot was taken from the extracted RNA of each sample and analyzed on a Qubit™ 4
156  Fluorometer (Q33238, Thermo Fisher) using the High Sensitivity RNA Kit to quantify the total RNA

157  extracted and roughly assess the success of the extraction process (Supplemental Table 6).

158  RT-gPCR. Two separate RT-qPCR pipelines were then used to detect and quantify SARS-CoV-2 RNA.
159  The first RT-qPCR pipeline, entitled SURV1, was executed simultaneously with the sampling campaign.

160 Immediately after the RNA extraction step, a 5-uL aliquot of extracted RNA from each sample was

7
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161 combined with 3-uL of RNase-free water and transported on ice to the University of Colorado Boulder’s
162  COVID Surveillance Laboratory. The remaining volume of extracted RNA was stored at -80°C. The
163  COVID Surveillance Laboratory tested saliva samples submitted by on-campus residents and employees
164  for the presence of SARS-CoV-2, and their team performed their RT-qPCR multiplex assay on the extracted
165 RNA wastewater samples in addition to processed saliva samples. SURV1 employed the Centers for
166  Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) multiplex assay targeting the SARS-CoV-2 nucleocapsid (N) and
167  envelope (E) genomic regions as well as the human RNaseP transcript (Supplemental Figures 5, 6) (52)-
168  (52).From August 28th to September 29th, the N1 primer and probe set was used to detect the nucleocapsid
169  region. After September 30th, the N2 primer and probe set was used instead because of supply availability.
170  Multiple technical replicates were not run. The wastewater samples were analyzed by SURV 1 the same day

171  as sample collection.

172  The second RT-qPCR pipeline, entitled SENB+, was executed in December 2020 after the fall sampling
173  campaign had ended. In this second pipeline, the extracted RNA samples (frozen at -80°C) were reevaluated
174 for SARS-CoV-2 RNA using a wastewater-specific RT-qPCR multiplex assay detecting the following
175  targets: SARS-CoV-2 N (N2), SARS-CoV-2 E, the spiked internal control bovine coronavirus, and
176 genogroup Il F+ RNA bacteriophage (Supplemental Table 7). Genogroup II F+ RNA bacteriophage was

177  targeted to serve as a human fecal indicator (53).

178  SENB+ RT-qPCR amplifications were performed in 20-uL reactions including 5-uL TagPath™ One-Step
179  Multiplex Master Mix (Thermo Fisher), 0.015-uL. bovine coronavirus and 0.015-uL F+ bacteriophage
180  primer from 200-uM stock solutions, 0.045 uL of each SARS-CoV-2 primer from 200-uM stock solutions,
181 0.02 pL of each probe from 100-uM stock solutions, 9.68-uL RNase-free water, and 5-uL template RNA.
182  These volumes created 150-nM bovine coronavirus primer, 150-nM F+ bacteriophage primer, and 450 nM
183  of both SARS-CoV-2 primers with 100 nM of each probe in each reaction. Primer concentrations were
184  chosen to limit amplification of bovine coronavirus and F+ bacteriophage RNA. Each run was performed

185  on a QuantStudio 3 (Thermo Fisher) according to the following program: UNG incubation at 25°C for 2

8
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186  minutes, reverse transcription at 53°C for 10 minutes, polymerase activation at 95°C for 2 minutes, and
187  amplification in 40 cycles of 95°C for 3 seconds (denaturing step) and 60°C for 30 seconds (annealing and
188  clongation step). Reactions were performed in triplicate. Each run included between one and three triplicate
189  negative control reactions (with 5 pL of RNase-free water instead of template RNA) and a ten-fold serial
190  dilution of single-stranded DNA (F+ bacteriophage (5’-
191  TCTATGTATGGATCGCACTCGCGATTGTGCTGTCCGATTTCACGTCTATCTTCAGTCATTGGA

192 TTTGGGGTCTTCTGATCCTCTATCTCCAGACTTTGATGGACTTGCCTAC-3); IDT Technologies,
193  Coralville, IA, USA) and RNA (SARS-CoV-2 (SARS-CoV-2 Jul-28-20 #2; Twist Biosciences, San
194  Francisco, CA, USA) and bovine coronavirus (direct extraction of the Bovilis® Coronavirus quantified
195  using a Qubit 4)) standards for standard curve quantification. The ten-fold dilutions ranged from 10°, 10°,
196  and 10° copies to 1, 10, and 10 copies of SARS-CoV-2, bovine coronavirus, and F+ bacteriophage standard
197  per reaction, respectively (Supplemental Figure 7). The lower standard amount established the limit of
198  quantification (LOQ). The limit of detection (LOD) was set at amplification occurring before the 40th cycle
199  and above the background amplifications in the extraction blank (Supplemental Figure 8) and negative
200  control reactions. Select runs included an additional standard dilution containing 1.53%107 copies of bovine
201 coronavirus standard, assisting quantification when the bovine coronavirus spike-in amount was increased

202  from approximately 50,000 to 500,000 copies per reaction (Supplemental Figure 9).

203 SENB+ RT-qPCR Data Quality Control. Any amplification with a Ct value roughly 2 or more cycle
204  numbers different than the Ct value of either of the other two amplifications in its triplicate was excluded
205 from the dataset. Amplifications indistinguishable from background drift were excluded from the dataset.
206  Standard dilutions were excluded from standard curve creation if any amplifications of a target observed in
207  the negative controls on the same plate had a lower Ct value than any one of the target’s three standard
208  dilution amplifications in triplicate. Standard dilutions were also excluded from standard curve creation if
209  their amplifications were greatly displaced from their expected position. More specifically, ten-fold

210  standard dilutions amplified with 100% efficiency should be spaced 3.32 cycle numbers apart. Let n
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211 represent the intervals between dilutions such that 10° and 10° dilutions are n = 1 interval apart and 10° and
212 10" dilutions are n = 2 intervals apart. A standard dilution was excluded from standard curve creation if the
213  average Ct of its amplifications was either less than 2n or greater than 5n cycle numbers apart from the

214 average Ct of the amplifications of the closest higher dilution accepted and positioned n before it.

215  Data Normalization. SARS-CoV-2 data from SURV 1 was normalized by subtracting the RNaseP Ct value
216  from the SARS-CoV-2 E Ct value because these values are logarithmic in nature. The N gene was utilized
217  to confirm trends. Data from SENB+ was processed by calculating copies per liter of wastewater using the

218  recorded masses of sample concentrated and eluted (Supplemental Table 10) and the following equation:

Gene Copies " 50 uL Purified RNA " X uL Concentrate

219  Equation 1.

5uL Purified RNA 230 ulL Concentrate Y LWastewater Sample Processed

220  The bovine coronavirus and F+ bacteriophage signals were used to track sample variability but not to
221  transform the concentration of SARS-CoV-2 RNA. The bovine coronavirus recovery efficiency was
222 determined by comparing the RT-qPCR-obtained concentration value to the extracted RNA concentration
223  of the spiked-in control. Throughout the campaign, the recovery efficiency averaged 53 +/- 30% S.D.
224  October 2nd samples are masked from this analysis because they were frozen prior to extraction and a key

225  intermediate weight was not recorded.

226  Incorporation of Medical Services and Isolation Space Utilization Data. On-campus medical services
227  in Wardenburg Health performed nasal-swab Lyra® Direct SARS-CoV-2 assays (Quidel Corporation, San
228  Diego, CA, USA) to confirm suspected cases within the community. These data are considered as “positive
229  detections” within the residential structures, and the date of each positive is used to denote the case (though
230 that date is not the date of actual infection) (Supplemental Table 11). Isolation space utilization tracks the

231 number of beds in designated isolation spaces occupied on a given day (Supplemental Table 12).

232 Results and Discussion

10
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233  Performance of the Composite Samplers. In general, the composite samplers performed well, reliably
234  withdrawing sample mass. The design achieved the objectives and provided an economical sampling unit.
235  Additionally, if a source of electricity is near the sample point, then the cost decreases with removing the
236  necessity of the power bank. Throughout the campaign, concerns were noted over (1) leakage through the
237  small sampling port on the jerrycan and (2) the inlet strainer either clogging or being knocked offline
238  Dbecause of toilet paper accumulation during low-flow conditions. To prevent further leakage, a short PVC
239  tube was epoxied to the small sampling port and positioned such that the free end of the tube sat (with a
240 removable cap) above the jerrycan. Several redesigns of the inlet strainer suffered similar issues as the
241  primary design, exacerbated by the increasing prevalence of “flushable” wipes. Manually unclogging and
242  redeploying the inlet strainers remained the primary maintenance demand. Future surveillance campaigns

243  may consider more permanent modifications to the flow path to enable ease of sample collection.

244  Dataset Summary. Prior to resumption of on-campus activities, incoming on-campus residents were
245  required to test five days prior to the scheduled move-in (August 17" -21%), establishing the baseline. An
246  initial surge in SARS-CoV-2 RNA wastewater concentrations was detected at the beginning of the
247  campaign (Figure 2). This event fell two weeks after the Labor Day holiday in the USA, with many traced
248  large off-campus gatherings. The wastewater concentrations plateaued the week of September 15™ and were
249  in decline prior to Boulder County enacting aggressive social distancing policies on September 24™ (Figure
250 2 a). That concentrations were already decreasing before these policies were enacted likely reflects the
251 success of on-campus testing, tracing, and isolation efforts. The September 24™ orders were enforced until
252  October 13™ and prohibited (1) anyone aged 18 to 22 years old in the City of Boulder from engaging in
253  gatherings and (2) residents in 36 nearby off-campus buildings from leaving their place of residence to the
254  maximum extent possible (“stay-at-home” order) (54). Those 36 buildings were identified as likely large-
255  gathering areas. The higher SARS-CoV-2 wastewater concentrations noted on September 27" appear to be
256  atrue signal, with both the bovine coronavirus and F+ bacteriophage targets displaying similar abundance

257  ranges to surrounding dates, highlighting the need and utility of multiplexed controls. This peak occurred

11
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258  on a Sunday 24 hours after the identification and isolation of numerous cases at the end of the September
259  surge (Figure 2 f, h) and is notable when isolation building inputs are excluded from the wastewater

260 concentration data.

261 Well after the expiration of those public health orders, another increase in wastewater concentrations was
262  detected after October 31st (the Halloween holiday in the USA). Clinical services detected fewer cases on-
263  campus during this event as compared to the September event, and this lower prevalence was reflected in
264  the lower SARS-CoV-2 wastewater concentrations. The similar dynamics emphasize a quantitative
265  relationship, not simply a presence or absence of viral RNA correlation, between the SARS-CoV-2
266  prevalence and the wastewater concentrations. Finally, students vacated campus prior to November 23™ for
267  the scheduled end of in-person instruction. The SARS-CoV-2 wastewater concentration averages taken
268  over the monitoring campaign (Figure 2 ¢) largely reflected on-campus prevalence (Figure 2 g) (number
269  of reported infections within a residential structure divided by the initial census data, Figure 2 e¢) when

270  masking those sample sites that were activated later in the semester.

271 Both the SURVI data and the SENB+ data reflected the medical services data throughout the campaign
272  (Figure 2 b, d; Supplemental Tables 8, 9). Overall, the data from the SURV1 and SENB+ pipelines are
273  consistent, suggesting that a single technical replicate (the SURV1 dataset) is admissible when performing
274  a daily monitoring campaign and when resources become limited resulting from either supply chain
275  disruptions or rapid campaign expansions designed to meet the pace of emerging pandemics. Technical
276  replicates are still recommended when available (the SENB+ dataset), though, to avoid false reporting.
277  Additionally, the SARS-CoV-2 E and N2 targets displayed a linear correlation of 0.97 in the SENB+ data
278  (Supplemental Figure 10), confirming that both are suitable to track the prevalence of the virus. However,
279  especially considering the detection of SARS-CoV-2 variants in wastewater (55), continuing to track
280  multiple locations along the SARS-CoV-2 genome provides critical robustness against false negative and
281  positive events. The quantitative range of the predicted concentrations (in terms of genome copies per liter

282  of wastewater) was also similar for both targets. The E target, however, reported fewer non-detects and thus

12
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283  displayed a higher sensitivity than the N2 target. The E target was therefore utilized as the primary dataset

284  considered daily, with the N2 target serving a confirmatory function.

285  Relating the concentration of SARS-CoV-2 RNA in wastewater to the medical services data was
286  importantly influenced by the isolation strategy used on campus. The majority of positive individuals
287  received temporary housing in the primary isolation building up until September 18" and after October 6
288  and were assigned to a secondary building between September 18™ and October 5" (Figure 3). However,
289  select students were allowed to isolate in place (structures A and B). Isolation in these alternate structures
290  complicated the signal in their associated wastewater flows as well as in the combined G(FEDCBA) flow
291 (the E2(CBA) flow is not noted given the sampler serving that structure primarily operated after October
292  5™). Additionally, such combined flows bias the median data (Figure 2 a), with the contribution of a single
293  infection potentially detected in, at the maximum, four sites. This complication emphasizes the importance
294  of quantifying the signal for these locations rather than relying on binary presence/absence of virus
295  determinations. Quantification enables the detection of temporal trends such as increasing SARS-CoV-2
296  RNA concentrations above the expected baseline. Additionally, students do not proceed through the entire
297  course of infection profiled within a given residence and shift their contribution to the isolation structures
298  (Figure 3). A similar behavior must be accounted for within broader wastewater networks, in which
299  movement of individuals seeking medical services and requiring longer stays within hospitals and long-

300 term care facilities potentially decouples the wastewater signal from the served residential units.

301  The primary isolation building maintained a unique wastewater in which the flow did not represent a
302  fluctuating proportion of infected individuals amongst non-infected individuals. The building was instead
303  occupied entirely by individuals progressing through the course of the viral infection, remaining empty
304  otherwise. The wastewater concentrations from this building peaked in mid-September and again in mid-
305 November at approximately 10’ SARS-CoV-2 copies/L wastewater (Figure 3). These peaks resulted from
306  the co-occurrence of disease progression and virus/viral RNA shedding in stool, explaining the two peaks’

307  nearly identical wastewater concentrations despite substantially different infected resident numbers. In this
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308  building, the viral wastewater inputs of a smaller number of infected individuals were not more diluted by
309 the inputs of a corresponding larger proportion of non-infected residents; the isolated individuals’
310  wastewater mixed only with idle plumbing and appliance flows. The peaks noted over October reflect the
311 progression of viral shedding from individual contributions. Although this value will vary with the
312  underlying characteristics of the idle flow emanating from each building, from the presented data, the
313  expected maximum concentrations of detectable SARS-CoV-2 within domestic wastewater in the USA
314  should be near 10’ genome copies/L. Considering that individuals in residences are expected to produce
315  between 100-250 L of wastewater per day, the maximum shedding per person is on the order of 10'° SARS-
316  CoV-2 genome copies/day, in agreement with Schmitz et al. (56). This number additionally aligns with the
317  upper-end of identified fecal concentration ranges, suggesting that individuals within these structures likely
318  produce between 100-1,000 mL of feces per day (5x10°-107° copies/mL feces) (57). The campus
319  additionally relied on a secondary isolation building during the peak of infections in September (Figure 3).

320  Notably, this structure displayed a similar maximum SARS-CoV-2 wastewater concentration.

321  The concentration of fecal matter becomes more critical when considering wider communities with
322  industrial, infiltration, and other diluting contributions to wastewater. In initial attempts to normalize to the
323  varying concentrations of fecal matter within the wastewater samples, the genogroup II F+ bacteriophage
324  was selected as an internal reference marker for the fall campaign to align with other sampling efforts
325  ongoing within Colorado. At the micro-sewershed level, the F+ bacteriophage signal displayed inconsistent
326  geographical and temporal trends (Figure 4). Select sites (e.g., R, Q, and O) displayed consistently low
327  signals, within the range of 10* to 10° copies/L, whereas other sites (e.g., G(FEDCBA), J, and L(Admin))
328  displayed signals often approaching 10° copies/L. Even more concerning, sites such as C, F, H, M, and N
329  display inconsistent temporal trends, fluctuating over five orders of magnitude during the fall campaign.
330  These shifts potentially result from changes in resident diet or interpersonal fluctuations in the gut virome
331 (58). The F+ bacteriophage was therefore replaced by the pepper mild mottle virus (PMMoV) for the spring

332 2021 monitoring campaign Error! Reference source not found..
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333  Utility and Consideration of the Data. Throughout the fall monitoring campaign, the interpretation and
334  utility of the data varied with the prevalence of SARS-CoV-2 within the community. Considering six
335  scenarios in which the concentration of SARS-CoV-2 is (1) absent, (2) low and stable, (3) low and
336 increasing, (4) high and increasing/stable, (5) high and decreasing, and (6) decreasing to absent, the daily
337  monitoring campaign provided varying levels of support to the pandemic response. The utility as an early
338  warning signal is primarily experienced in scenarios (1), (2), and (3), in which early detections are the most
339  critical for preventing or halting community spread. This prevention requires a robust and well-connected
340  testing, contact tracing, and isolation infrastructure. When entering either scenario (4) or (5), the primary
341  utility in WBE is in monitoring the effectiveness of public health intervention strategies employed. The fall
342  campaign provided an example, in which the peak in SARS-CoV-2 wastewater concentrations occurred
343  Dbefore the social distancing order imposed by the county. Therefore, the on-campus mechanism of testing,
344  tracing, and isolation was demonstrated as effective prior to a more robust and stringent social distancing
345  order being put in-place. This monitoring better equips public health officials to determine appropriate
346  responses with the infrastructure at hand, with more stringent control measures likely leading to migration
347  from campus and potentially transporting viral infections further abroad and/or allowing reentry of the virus
348  from broader community-acquired infections when social distancing requirements ease. After the public
349  health orders were enacted in Boulder, Wi-Fi connections within residence halls decreased by 33%.
350  Additionally, clinical testing data later in the semester identified cases with low viral loads without an active
351 infection, highlighting cases in which progression through the disease profile occurred off campus. Finally,
352  during scenario (6), wastewater data also effectively monitors individuals as they exit the infectious period
353  but may still be shedding viral RNA. On campus, students were permitted to leave the isolation structure
354  and return to their residences after ten days. These reentry events could be detected in the wastewater (e.g.,
355  see site O, Figure 2). Reentries thus must also be taken into consideration to prevent shifts in policy based

356  on a true detected signal that is not reflective of a case of concern.
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357  Conclusions. With the wide range of fluctuations in daily habits surrounding toilet flushes and personal
358  hygiene behaviors combined with rapid changes in viral loads, daily monitoring becomes critical to track
359  the prevalence of pathogens within building-scale wastewater. The presented monitoring campaign is
360  distinguished by high temporal and geographical resolution over a university campus. However, a tradeoff
361 emerges considering the commitment of resources versus the action items taken surrounding the usage and
362  monitoring of the data. The demonstrated monitoring campaign informed on the emergence of likely new
363 infections within given residential structures, notably during the first two weeks of operation, and the
364  effectiveness of on-campus interventions. The utility of these data relied on being in concert with robust
365  medical services and monitoring testing data, providing the ability to translate from community monitoring
366  to intervention. Across university campuses scattered globally, and reported within this study, the utility of
367  wastewater monitoring to support public health has been demonstrated. This study concluded that (1)
368  economical solutions are readily assembled for operating composite samplers, (2) daily samples enable
369  informed decisions and monitoring of the success of interventions on-campus, and (3) wastewater data
370  provides substantial and unique benefit when surveying community health at multiple stages in a disease
371 outbreak. Combined, wastewater monitoring provides a flexible and effective public-health technique when

372  deployed at the building-level scale.
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645

646  Figure 1. (a) Map of sample locations distributed across the University of Colorado Boulder’s campus. (b)
647  Picture of the internal components of the composite autosampler design. (¢) Picture of the composite

648  autosampler in operation.
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Figure 2. (a) Median SARS-CoV-2 E copies/L wastewater as determined by the SENB+ pipeline. (b)
Heatmap displaying the SENB+ SARS-CoV-2 E copies/L on a log scale; grey indicates no detectable
amplifications. (c¢) Per capita average SENB+ SARS-CoV-2 E copies/L over the sampling campaign
distributed per sampled wastewater flow, indicating the overall temporal prevalence of SARS-CoV-2 within
a single structure. (d) Heatmap displaying the ratio of SARS-CoV-2 E copies/L to the human RNaseP
copies/L as determined by the SURV pipeline on a log scale; grey indicates no detectable amplifications.
SARS-CoV-2 N concentrations confirm the displayed trends (Supplemental Figure 10). (¢) Population
served by each sampler. (f) Heatmap displaying the confirmed medical services positives mapped to each
sampler. (g) Prevalence, measured by the total number of SARS-CoV-2 infections detected among a
population served by a sampler divided by the total number of that population. (h) Sum of confirmed

positives per day.
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662  Figure 3. Residency reported (bars) versus SENB+ SARS-CoV-2 E copies/L wastewater (points) detected

663  for the primary (red) and backup (C[Backup Isolation], blue) isolation structures.
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665  Figure 4. Heatmap of the F+ bacteriophage copies/L wastewater detected on a log scale. Darker shades of

666  orange indicate higher concentrations, with grey indicating no detectable amplifications.
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