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Introduction

Severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) has spread rapidly across the world
since January 2020 [1]. In the Netherlands, the first COVID-19 (the syndrome caused by SARS-CoV-2)
case was detected on 27 February 2020. From March until May 2020, the Dutch government
mandated a partial lockdown. This included social distancing, self-quarantine and self-isolation orders,
closing of schools, bars and restaurants, and urging people to work from home [2]. Yet, households
are close-contact settings with high probability of (pre/a-symptomatic) transmission of SARS-CoV-2
after introduction of the virus. In this period, a prospective cohort study was performed including 55
complete households with a RT-PCR-confirmed SARS-CoV-2 positive case (index case) and at least one
child below 18 years of age. All household contacts were tested as soon as possible after a SARS-CoV-
2 infection in the household was identified. At multiple timepoints, various clinical samples were
collected for molecular and serological diagnostics. Using a dense sampling strategy, SARS-CoV-2
transmission and kinetics of diagnostic parameters could be closely monitored within the households.
Earlier we described that the estimated Secondary Attack Rate (SAR) in this cohort that was high (35%
in children, 51% in adults), with reduced susceptibility of children compared to adolescents and adults
(0.67; 95%Cl: 0.40-1.1) [3]. Here we looked further into the kinetics of infection.

In the present study, we use the results of the dense sampling and various molecular and
serological assays to identify participants with an acute or recent SARS-CoV-2 infection to analyse
household transmission patterns in relation to disease severity. Secondly, we describe the dynamics
of the infection per individual based on viral RNA and antibody presence. Lastly, we compared the
dynamics of the different diagnostic methods (test and sample type), by modeling the outcomes per

assay in relation to the days post symptom onset (dps), disease severity and age.
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81  Methods
82  Study protocol
83 A prospective cohort study was performed following households where one symptomatic household
84 member was tested RT-PCR positive for SARS-CoV-2 in the period 24 March — 6 April 2020 [3]. In brief,
85 persons 18 years and older testing positive for SARS-CoV-2 RT-PCR (i.e. the index case) who had at
86 least one child in their household below the age of 18 could be included in this study (METC nr:
87 NL13529.041.06). Table 1 describes the sampling scheme (See Reukers et al [3] for more details). We
88  defined adults as individuals of 18 years of age or older and individuals as SARS-CoV-2 infection
89 positive when they tested positive in at least one RT-PCR or serological assay.
90
91 COVID-19 severity
92  The day of onset of possible COVID-19 associated symptomes, i.e. respiratory symptoms (including sore
93 throat, cough, dyspnea or other respiratory difficulties, rhinorrhoea), fever, chills, headache, anosmia
94 or ageusia, muscle pain, joint ache, diarrhoea, nausea, vomiting, loss of appetite or fatigue, as
95 reported by the participant was defined 1 dps. Laboratory confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infected cases with
96 any clinical symptoms other than pneumonia and/or requiring medical consultation were defined as
97 mild cases. Moderate cases showed clinical signs of pneumonia, including dyspnea. Severe cases
98 reported dyspnea and consulted a health care professional for their symptoms, or reported having
99 been admitted to the hospital for COVID-19 [3, 4].
100
101 Transmission categories
102  We categorized the household transmission patterns in three groups. In the ‘no transmission’
103  category, SARS-CoV-2 infection was only detected in the index case. In the ‘adult transmission’
104  category, SARS-CoV-2 infection was detected in adults other than the index case only. In the “family
105 transmission’ category, SARS-CoV-2 infection was detected in children and possibly also adults other

106  than the index case. In order to assess the significance of differences in severities over transmission
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107  categories a generalized linear model (GLM) for count data with Poisson family and exponential link
108  was set up with interactions between the transmission category and severity classes.

109

110 Molecular diagnostics

111 Nasopharyngeal swabs (NP) and oropharyngeal swabs (OP) were collected in gelatin-lactalbumin-
112 yeast (GLY) viral transport medium (Mediaproducts BV, Groningen, The Netherlands), transported to
113 the laboratory in a cooling box and stored at maximum a few days at 4° C until being processed for
114 RT-PCR. Feces specimens were self-collected by the patient and send to the laboratory by regular mail,
115  stored frozen at -20° C until being processed for RT-PCR. Oral fluid specimens were collected with a
116  Oracol sponge (Malvern Medical Developments Ltd, U.K.), transported to the laboratory in a cooling
117 box, processed for storage according to the manufacturer’s instructions, and aliquots stored frozen at
118 -80° C until being used for RT-PCR. Total nucleic acid was extracted from NP-, OP swab, oral fluid or
119  feces using MagNApure 96 (MP96) with total nucleic acid kit small volume (Roche). Of the feces
120  specimens a 5% suspension was made in MEM with Hanks’ salts and penicillin and streptomycin,
121  vortex for 15 seconds and 1 minute centrifuged at 16,000 Relative Centrifugal Force. Two-hundred pl
122 supernatant was mixed with 275 pl MP96 lysis buffer including equine arteritis virus (EAV) internal
123 control and yeast tRNA stabilizer. Total nucleic acid was eluted in 50 pl Tris EDTA buffer. RT-qPCR was
124 performed on 5 pl total nucleic acid using TagMan® Fast Virus 1-Step Master Mix (Thermo Fisher) on
125 Roche LC480 Il thermal cycler with SARS-like beta coronavirus (Sarbeco) specific E-gene primers and
126 probe and EAV as described previously [5, 6]. As no other Sarbeco viruses are currently detected in
127 humans, a positive Sarbeco E-gene RT-qPCR is validly taken as positive for SARS-CoV-2. For modeling
128 purposes no detection of SARS-CoV-2 RNA was given an artificial cycle threshold (Ct) value of 40.

129

130  Serological diagnostics

131 The Wantai SARS-CoV-2 total antibody ELISA (Beijing Wantai Biological Pharmacy Enterprise, Beijing,

132 China; catalogue number WS1096) was performed according to the manufacturer’s instructions [7].
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133 This assay is a double-antigen sandwich ELISA using the recombinant receptor-binding domain of
134  SARS-CoV-2 as antigen. Optical density (OD) is measured at 450 nm and the antibody OD ratio for each
135  sample is calculated as the ratio of the OD of that sample to the reading of a calibrator (included in
136  the kit).

137 Sera were tested for the presence of IgG antibodies reactive with the SARS-CoV-2 S1 and SARS-
138 CoV-2 N antigens in a protein microarray, in duplicate 2-fold serial dilutions starting at 1:20, essentially
139 as described previously [8]. For each antigen, a 4-parameter loglogistic calibration curve was
140  generated. Antibody titers (EC50 value) were defined as the interpolated serum dilution that gave a
141  fluorescence intensity of 50% of the corresponding calibration curve. Raw data were processed with
142  the R 4.04 statistical software as described previously [9].

143

144  Modeling RT-PCR

145  All available RT-PCR outcomes (Table 1) were modelled by a Bayesian hierarchical model of the form

146 Ctl""'N([li,O')
147 Hi = Crest|i] + Qrest(i], id[i] + Qtest(i],agecat]i] + test]i],severity]i]
148 + +(ﬁtest[i] + Btest[i],id[i] + ﬁtest[i],agecat[i] + ﬁtest[i],severity[i] +)di

149 Here, Ct; is the measured Ct value for sample i, and ¢ the overall variation. There is a part dependent
150  on the days since onset of symptoms (d;) with coefficients 8, and a constant part with coefficients «.
151 Both the a and B parameters include several contributions stratified by categorical variables: id[i] is
152  the person specific identifier for sample i enabling longitudinal modelling, agecat[i] is either ‘child’
153  or ‘adult’, severity[i] is either ‘asymptomatic’, ‘mild’, ‘moderate’ or ‘severe’, and test[i] is either ‘pcr
154 NP, ‘pcr OP, ‘pcr oral fluid’, ‘pcr feces’, ‘wantai’, ‘microarray S1’ or ‘microarray N’.

155 For the id’s a hierarchical model is built (i.e. a random effect),

156 eest(i], id[i] ~N (0, Oest[i])s  Brest[i], id[i] ~N (0, Trest[i])-

157  Whenever a Ct-value of 40 is encountered, we apply censoring in the model by changing the
158  probability density function f(x;u;, @) into its cumulative counterpart 1 — F(40; u;, o), thereby
159  encoding that we have an unknown Ct value which would either indicate the absence of amplifiable

6
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160 RNA or presence of RNA but well below the detection limit of the used RT-PCR. All parameters are
161  given weakly informative priors, and the posterior distributions are obtained using the JAGS software
162 [10], interfaced from R [11]. Bayesian credible intervals were obtained from the samples of the
163 posterior as calculated by JAGS. Prediction intervals were calculated by drawing randomly from
164 N(,LTJ,&]-), where the indicated means and standard deviations are samples from the posterior
165  distributions. The posterior probability of being positive is modelled by F(40; i;, 6;). The modeling
166 did not include the Ct values of the inclusion RT-PCR NP+OP which was performed in index cases just
167 before start of the study, since these values are not known to us.
168
169  Modeling serology
170  The dynamics of serology cannot be assumed to be linear as is the case for Ct-values. Rather,
171  seronegative individuals have a titer (OD ratio for Wantai or EC50 for protein microarray) varying
172 around a low value, and seropositive individuals have a titer varying around a high value. In the case
173 of the ELISA-test and microarray-based assays used in the current study, we find that a cut-off value
174  to distinguish seropositives and seronegatives works well, since the two components are well
175  separated (Figure S1). Using the cut-off values 1 for Wantai (according to manufacturer’s instructions)

176 and 10 for microarray [8], we classify each measurement X; as either positive or negative. Using a

177 Bernouilli distribution and logit link for the probability we model the outcomes as

178 X; ~ Bernoulli(p;)
179 logit(pi) = Qtest[i] + Arest]i],id[i] + rest[i],agecat]i] + rest(i],severity][i]
180 + (ﬁtest[i] + ﬂtest[i],id[i] + .Btest[i],agecat[i] + ﬂtest[i],severity[i])di

181 Parameter estimation proceeds analogous to the RT-PCR model.

182

183  Assessing differences between factors

184  We assessed the difference between posterior estimates of parameters using the Region of Practical
185 Equivalence (ROPE) [12-14]. The ROPE is an interval chosen based on domain knowledge that indicates

186 values that are practically indistinguishable. For Ct-values our ROPE interval is [-1,1], which means that

7
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187  we consider differences between Ct-values of less than one as not meaningful. For changes in Ct-value
188 per day (the slope) we choose [-1/7, 1/7], which means that we consider differences between Ct-
189  values of less than one per week as not meaningful. For serology detection probability (dps) our ROPE
190 interval is [-2,2], which means that we consider differences between days of less than 2 as not
191 meaningful. The ROPE is compared to the 89% highest posterior density interval (HDI). When the ROPE
192 contains the HDI, no meaningful difference exists, when the ROPE is completely outside of the HDI,
193  there is a difference, when the ROPE and HDI overlap we withhold a decision because of too high
194 uncertainty.

195
196 Results

197  Household transmission SARS-CoV-2

198 A total of 242 participants from 55 complete households were included in this study. The number of
199 analyses performed per assay and specimen type at the various timepoints with the day of the first
200 home visit (so the start of the study within the particular household) defined as day 1 are described in
201 Table 1 and Table S1. To identify different transmission patterns, we visualized SARS-CoV-2 infection
202  detection by the different assays and specimen types per participant and household in heatmaps. We
203 identified the transmission pattern ‘no transmission’ in 16 households (Figure 1A), ‘adult transmission’
204  in 11 households (Figure 1B) and ‘family transmission’ in 28 households (Figure 1C). Eight of the 28
205 households in the “family transmission’ category did not show transmission to adults.

206 Symptom severity of COVID-19 index cases correlated with transmission of SARS-CoV-2
207 between adults and children within a household as reflected by the overrepresentation of index cases
208  with severe symptoms in the family transmission group (p=0.03, 54% of indexes with severe COVID-
209 19) compared to the other groups (Figure 2). In the no transmission category, more than half (56.3%)
210 of the index cases had mild symptoms, whilst only 19% had severe symptoms. In the adult
211  transmission category, there were 4 severe index cases out of 10 (36%).

212
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213  SARS-CoV-2 infection dynamics

214  We investigated the SARS-CoV-2 infection dynamics in the participants of the study. Using an ‘upset
215 plot’ [15], Figure 3 shows patterns of positive and negative results in the various molecular and
216 serological assays. Of the 242 participants, 136 individuals were positive for SARS-CoV-2 infection by
217 either molecular and/or serological diagnostics. Of these 136 SARS-CoV-2 infection positive
218 individuals, 125 (91.9%) were symptomatic and severe symptomatic individuals were mainly (29 out
219  of 32) RT-PCR- and serology-positive (Figure 3B). Most individuals were found SARS-CoV-2 positive by
220 multiple diagnostic assays and/or materials, but 19 individuals tested positive with only one assay type
221 and/or material (only Wantai n=5, RT-PCR NP n=3, RT-PCR oral fluid n=3, RT-PCR OP n=2, RT-PCR feces
222 n=2, Inclusion PCR NP+OP n=2, MA-S n=1, MA-N n=1) during the study period (Figure 3A). In most of
223 the infected cases (81.6%, 111 of the 136) both SARS-CoV-2 RNA and SARS-CoV-2-specific antibodies
224  were detected (Figure 3B). For 12 individuals only at one timepoint during the study one positive test
225  was found (Figure 1, red rectangles).

226 Next, for the individuals with at least one RT-PCR and one serological result at visit 1, 2 and 3
227 (n=198), we could analyze rough dynamics of the infection process (Figure 4). The median dps relative
228 to visit 1 is indicated in Figure 4. Six common patterns in 173 individuals, ranked A — F based on
229  frequency, could be identified. Within laboratory confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infected individuals, the
230 common patterns B (n=28) and C (n=27) included individuals with a positive PCR and serological assay
231  atvisit 1. As can be expected, SARS-CoV-2 viral RNA was not detected anymore in these cases at the
232  end of the study (4-6 weeks after inclusion), while SARS-CoV-2 antibodies remained present.
233 Individuals with pattern E (n=12) did not have detectable SARS-CoV-2 RNA at any visit, but did have
234 detectable SARS-CoV-2 antibodies at visit 1, 2 and 3. This pattern is in line with an earlier onset of
235  symptoms compared to the individuals with pattern B and C, thus these individuals were included in
236  the study later in their infection process resulting in already diminished viral RNA and present
237  antibodies at visit 1. Pattern D (n=18) and F (n=9) included individuals with a positive RT-PCR at visit 1

238  and developed antibodies after visit 1. Compared to pattern B and C, these individuals reported their
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Table 1

_ -llllilii

Start questionnaire

Symptoms diary X X X X X X X X X X X X X

Final questionnaire X
Blood (serum) - 222 210 149
Wantai

Blood (serum) - 230 221 208
Microarray S1 and N

Nasopharyngeal 1831 53 46 51 55 221

swab

Oropharyngeal swab 1871 53 47 51 54 230

Oral fluid 219 206 189
Feces 222 226 195

Table 1. Schedule of administering questionnaires, symptom diaries and home visits for sampling. The numbers in the table indicate the amount
of analyzed specimens in 242 participants. ! A naso- and oropharyngeal swab was not collected for the index case at the first home visit, as these
persons were already swabbed a few days before and tested SARS-CoV-2 positive.
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Figure 1
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Figure 1 continued
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Figure 2
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Figure 3
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Figure 4
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Figure 5
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Figure 6
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