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Abstract 
The emergence of a heavily mutated SARS-CoV-2 variant (Omicron; 

B.1.1.529/BA.1/BA.2) and its rapid spread globally created public health alarms. 
Characterizing the mutational profile of Omicron is necessary to interpret its shared or 
distinctive clinical phenotypes with other SARS-CoV-2 variants. We compared the 
mutations of Omicron with prior variants of concern (Alpha, Beta, Gamma, Delta), variants 
of interest (Lambda, Mu, Eta, Iota and Kappa), and ~1500 SARS-CoV-2 lineages 
constituting ~5.8 million SARS-CoV-2 genomes. Omicron’s Spike protein has 26 amino 
acid mutations (23 substitutions, two deletions and one insertion) that are distinct 
compared to other variants of concern. Whereas the substitution and deletion mutations 
have appeared in previous SARS-CoV-2 lineages, the insertion mutation (ins214EPE) has 
not been previously observed in any other SARS-CoV-2 lineage. Here, we discuss various 
mechanisms through which the nucleotide sequence encoding for ins214EPE could have 
been acquired and highlight the plausibility of template switching via either the human 
transcriptome or prior viral genomes. Analysis of homology of the inserted nucleotide 
sequence and flanking regions suggests that this template switching event could have 
involved the genomes of SARS-CoV-2 variants (e.g. B.1.1 strain), other human 
coronaviruses that infect the same host cells as SARS-CoV-2 (e.g. HCoV-OC43 or HCoV-
229E), or a human transcript expressed in a host cell that was infected by the Omicron 
precursor. Whether ins214EPE impacts the epidemiological or clinical properties of 
Omicron (e.g. transmissibility) warrants further investigation. There is also a need to 
understand whether human host cells are being exploited by SARS-CoV-2 as an 
‘evolutionary sandbox’ for inter-viral or host-virus genomic interplay to produce new 
SARS-CoV-2 variants. 

 

Introduction 
A new SARS-CoV-2 variant with an extensively mutated Spike protein was first reported 

to the World Health Organization (WHO) from South Africa on November 24, 2021, with the first 
sample collected on November 9, 2021. This strain has since been denoted as the Omicron 
variant (WHO nomenclature) and B.1.1.529/BA.1/BA.2 (PANGO lineage)1. The rapid assessment 
of the variant by The Technical Advisory Group on SARS-CoV-2 Virus Evolution and classification 
of Omicron as a variant of concern by the WHO within 48 hours facilitated timely epidemiological 
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surveillance. After its initial discovery, this variant rapidly spread across the globe and was 
detected in over 75 countries across six continents by December 16, 2021.2,3  

Thoroughly characterizing the mutational profile of Omicron is the necessary first step to 
begin interpreting its shared or distinctive clinical phenotypes, sensitivity or resistance to existing 
vaccines, and whether Omicron-like variants that evolve in the future may have heightened 
virulence. Indeed, SARS-CoV-2 has evolved into different variants of concern and variants of 
interest through a combination of missense, deletion, insertion, and other mutations. For example, 
the D614G substitution in the Spike (S) protein, which emerged early and has been detected in 
nearly all SARS-CoV-2 genomes in GISAID since mid 2020, increases the replication capacity 
and infectivity of SARS-CoV-2.4,5 Other substitutions (e.g. E484K and E484A) have led to 
significant changes in the Spike-ACE2 binding affinity, and deletions (e.g. ΔY144) have 
modulated the effect of neutralizing anti-Spike antibodies.6–13 Insertion mutations have been less 
prevalent in SARS-CoV-2 evolution.14 However, one of the most functionally consequential 
mutations in the evolutionary history of SARS-CoV-2 till date was the “PRRA” Spike protein 
insertion in the S1/S2 cleavage site, which introduced the polybasic FURIN cleavage site that 
mimics the RRARSVAS peptide in human ENaC-alpha.15–19 This insertion serves as an important 
determination of SARS-CoV-2 transmission, at least in part by facilitating an endosome-
independent entry pathway into respiratory epithelial cells which bypasses important innate 
antiviral responses.18 It is also mechanistically required for the syncytium-mediated lymphocytes 
death which may contribute to the lymphopenia that is often clinically observed in COVID-19 
patients.20–23 This insertion is an important determinant for SARS-CoV-2 transmission The 
availability of 5.8 million SARS-CoV-2 genomes covering ~1500 lineages from over 203 
countries/territories in the GISAID database from the beginning of the pandemic gives an 
opportunity to characterize the mutational profile of the Omicron variant in comparison to other 
SARS-CoV-2 variants. 

 In this study, we compare the mutational profile of Omicron with all other SARS-CoV-2 
lineages including the variants of concern and variants of interest. We highlight that Omicron’s 
Spike protein harbors an insertion mutation ins214EPE that is absent in all other SARS-CoV-2 
lineages. Given the salience of viral genetic recombination and the debated plausibility of host 
genome integration by SARS-CoV-224–26, we considered a variety of host-viral and inter-viral 
genomic matter exchange scenarios that may have contributed to the adoption of this insertion 
mutation in the precursor variant of Omicron. We discuss potential sources for the origin of the 
ins214EPE and highlight the need to experimentally characterize the role of ins214EPE for 
transmission and immune evasion. 

Results  

Comparison of mutations in Omicron to previous SARS-CoV-2 lineages shows the 
presence of a unique insertion mutation in Omicron’s Spike protein  

The Omicron variant harbors 37 mutations in the Spike protein, which include six deletion 
mutations, one insertion mutation and 30 substitution mutations.27 16 of the 37 mutations are 
surge-associated mutations28 (Table 1; see Methods), i.e. their mutational prevalence increased 
during any three-month window when COVID-19 cases surged. Comparing these Spike protein 
mutations in Omicron with pre-existing variants of concern (VOCs: Alpha, Beta, Gamma and 
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Delta) shows that 26 mutations are distinct to Omicron and seven mutations overlap between 
Omicron and Alpha (Figure 1A). When compared to the Delta variant, the mutational load of 
Omicron is particularly high in the Spike protein sequence, with more similar rates of mutation in 
regions of the viral genome encoding other proteins (Figure S1).  

We next analyzed which of the 26 Omicron mutations appeared in the prior variants of 
interest (VOIs: Lambda, Mu, Eta, Iota and Kappa) or prior SARS-CoV-2 lineages by comparing 
with mutations from 5,781,715 genomes corresponding to ~1500 lineages from the GISAID 
database (GISAID) (Table 1; Table S1). Interestingly, while other insertions at or near this 
position have been observed in other lineages,14,29 the specific insertion mutation ins214EPE 
(Figure S2) has not been previously observed in any SARS-CoV-2 lineage other than Omicron 
(Figure 1B). Specifically, of the 1168 SARS-CoV-2 genomes in GISAID harboring this insertion, 
1164 are classified as Omicron. Of the remaining four genomes, three have not yet been assigned 
a Pango lineage, while the other one (which was deposited on November 24, 2021) is labeled as 
B.1 (a parent lineage of Omicron). On the other hand, all of the Omicron substitution and deletion 
mutation have appeared in previous SARS-CoV-2 lineages (Figure 1B, Table S1).  

The EPE insertion (Ins214EPE) on Omicron maps to the Spike protein N-terminal domain 
(NTD) distal from the antibody binding supersite.11 However, the loop where the insertion is 
present maps to a known human T-cell epitope on SARS-CoV-2.30 Further studies will be 
necessary to understand whether this insertion may help SARS-CoV-2 escape T-cell immunity.14 
A recent study also suggests that insertions in the NTD, including ins214EPE in Omicron, may 
increase viral transmissibility by enhancing sialic-acid receptor binding.31 Such a functional 
consequence may be consistent with the observation that multiple SARS-CoV-2 lineages have 
acquired insertions of 1 to 8 additional amino acids at or near this same site (i.e. between positions 
213 and 216).29 Given the well-established potential for insertions to impact SARS-CoV-2 
virulence (e.g. the PRRA insertion giving rise to a polybasic FURIN cleavage site in the original 
SARS-CoV-2 strain), it is important to understand the functional significance and evolutionary 
origins of the ins214EPE insertion in the Omicron variant.15–17,19  

Template switching is a plausible mechanism for the origin of ins214EPE in Omicron  

 Ins214EPE is an in-frame insertion of 9 nucleotides that occurred between nucleotide 
positions 22204 and 22207. Based on the local sequence alignment, there are three candidate 
insertions: (1) 5’-GAGCCAGAA-3’ between 22204 and 22205, (2) 5’-AGCCAGAAG-3’ between 
22205 and 22206, and (3) 5’-AGCCAGAAG-3’ between positions 22206 and 22207 (Figure S2). 
According to a recent analysis of the secondary structure of the reference SARS-CoV-2 genome, 
the nucleotides between positions 22205 and 22208 in (5’-GAUC-3’) constitute an RNA loop32, 
which is notable given that RNA loops appear to be more prone to insertions than stems. 

A previous analysis of sequences deposited in GISAID concluded that insertions in the 
SARS-CoV-2 genome most likely arise from one of three mechanisms: (1) local duplications, (2) 
polymerase slippage, or (3) template switching.14 While local duplications were found to explain 
some short (<9 nucleotides) and long (>= 9 nucleotides) insertions, the observation that these 
groups had distinct nucleotide compositions, phyletic patterns, and genomic localizations led to 
the conclusion that short and long insertions typically arise from distinct mechanisms.14 
Specifically, it was suggested that polymerase slippage is the best explanation for most short 
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insertions, which typically have an excess of uracil nucleotides and are non-monophyletic. It is 
proposed that slippage is most likely to occur during runs of uracils owing to the slow processing 
of polyU tracts that has been demonstrated for the RNA-dependent RNA polymerase (RdRp) of 
SARS-CoV-1 and is hypothesized to be true for the RdRp of SARS-CoV-2 as well.14,33 On the 
other hand, it was posited that long insertions typically arise from template switching, given that 
their nucleotide composition is consistent with the SARS-CoV-2 genome, they are typically 
monophyletic, and they tend to occur at or near sites that were previously identified as hotspots 
for template switching.14,34 It is notable that template switching is a normal part of the life cycle for 
Coronaviridae, as discontinuous transcription via template switching is responsible for the 
synthesis of subgenomic RNAs (sgRNAs).35,36 In this light, we asked which mechanism is the 
most fitting explanation for the origin of ins214EPE in Omicron.  

As mentioned above, exact duplication of an adjacent nucleotide sequence has been 
observed previously as a mechanism for both short and long insertions in the SARS-CoV-2 
genome.14 For example, in three GISAID sequences of the B.1.429 lineage, there is a duplication 
of 24 nucleotides (5’-AAAAGAAGAAGGCTGATGAAACTC-3’) resulting in the sequence 5’-
AAAAGAAGAAGGCTGATGAAACTCAAAAGAAGAAGGCTGATGAAACTC-3’ at position 
29387 (corresponding to the Nucleocapsid protein amino acid position 372).14 However, the 
inserted nucleotide sequence resulting in the Omicron ins214EPE is not a result of such a local 
duplication, as it is not identical or closely homologous to the preceding or subsequent nucleotide 
sequences in the original reference genome sequence of SARS-CoV-2 or that of the Omicron 
variant (Figure S2).   

We thus asked whether polymerase slippage or template skipping was a more plausible 
explanation for the origin of ins214EPE. For several reasons, it appears that template switching 
is the more plausible hypothesis. First, this is a long insertion per the definition described 
previously (≥9 nucleotides), and long insertions are more likely to arise from template switching 
than polymerase slippage.14 That said, we recognize that with exactly 9 nucleotides, this is a 
borderline case between short and long insertions, and so its length alone may have limited value 
in distinguishing between these mechanisms. Second, this insertion has no uracil nucleotides, 
contrary to the expected excess uracils in slippage-mediated insertions.14 Third, this insertion is 
monophyletic, although it is worth noting that other insertions at the same location have been 
observed in several other SARS-CoV-2 lineages.14,29 Finally, the insertion occurs near previously 
described sites of potential non-canonical template switching. Specifically, there were non-
canonical junctions observed 30 nucleotides upstream and 60 nucleotides downstream of this site 
(at positions 22183 and 22276, respectively).34  

Candidate templates for the origin of ins214EPE in Omicron 

It is of interest to determine candidate RNA molecules from which SARS-CoV-2 template 
switching-mediated insertions have arisen. We reasoned that there are broadly three categories 
of most likely templates: (1) genomic material of SARS-CoV-2 itself (i.e., the positive-sense 
genomic RNA or the negative-sense anti-genomic RNA), (2) genomic or anti-genomic material of 
other viruses that have the capacity to co-infect the same cells as SARS-CoV-2; and (3) human 
transcripts that are expressed in cells infected with SARS-CoV-2 (Figure 2A-B). Although the last 
category is not a well-described method of template switching,37 it has been suggested previously 
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that insertions in SARS-CoV-2 genomes could be derived from the host transcriptome.38 We 
identified exact matches for the forward and/or reverse complement sequences in all three 
categories (Table 2, Figure 2C).  

There are no exact matches in any Omicron genomes collected to date for the three 
candidate sequences outside of the insertion site itself. This is notable because in previous 
template switch-mediated insertions in the SARS-CoV-2 genome, the putative insertion template 
(“origin”) has typically been present in the insertion-containing genome (Table S2).14 For the 
Omicron insertion, on the other hand, the only SARS-CoV-2 sequences in GISAID containing 
exact forward or reverse complement matches are assigned to other SARS-CoV-2 lineages (or 
were not assigned to any lineage at the time of this analysis). There are several possible 
implications or interpretations of this finding.  

First, substitutions can be introduced within the inserted sequence during template 
switching itself or during subsequent rounds of viral replication, which would result in imperfect 
matching between the insertion and template sequences. This is particularly relevant for Omicron, 
which represents a long phylogenetic branch that arose after presumably several months of 
unobserved evolution.39,40 We indeed found that the reference Omicron genome 
(EPI_ISL_6640916)39 harbors several nucleotide 9-mers that differ from the candidate insertions 
by only a single nucleotide (Table S3). These should be considered as possible templates for 
ins214EPE. Second, it is possible that the utilized template was derived from a co-infecting SARS-
CoV-2 variant that does harbor the exact inserted sequence. Recombination between SARS-
CoV-2 lineages in the context of simultaneous co-infection has been described previously, with 
particularly high recombination rates seen in the Spike protein sequence.35,41 The distributions of 
lineages comprising the matched genomes for each candidate insertion are shown in Table S4. 
Finally, we noticed that several of the non-Omicron genomes with exact matches to one or more 
of the candidate insertions have been assigned to the B.1.1 Pango lineage (or sublineages 
thereof) (Table S4). Given that Omicron (originally Pango lineage B.1.1.529) is a phylogenetic 
descendant of B.1.1, this suggests that the ancestral genome which evolved into Omicron could 
have provided the necessary template for this insertion. 

We also identified several genomes (or anti-genomes) of seasonal or enteric human-
infecting coronaviruses that contain one or more of the putative insertion sequences. For 
example, multiple human coronavirus OC43 (HCoV-OC43) and human enteric coronavirus strain 
4408 genomes both contain 5’-GCCAGAAGA-3’ and 5’-GAGCCAGAA-3’ in their nucleocapsid 
and replicase polyprotein genes, respectively (Table S5). Further, 5’-GAGCCAGAA-3’ was 
present in the 33 HCoV-229E anti-genomes, and 5’-GCCAGAAGA-3’ was present in two HCoV-
NL63 anti-genomes (Table S5). The importance of recombination between coronaviruses has 
been highlighted recently,42 and its potential is supported by clinical reports showing that COVID-
19 patients are co-infected with other respiratory pathogens, including non-SARS-CoV-2 viruses 
of the Coronaviridae family, at relatively high frequencies.43–45 Further, host receptors utilized by 
other coronaviruses (e.g. ANPEP and DPP4) are co-expressed with the SARS-CoV-2 receptor 
(ACE2) at the single cell level in respiratory and/or gastrointestinal epithelial cells (Tables S6-
S7),46 which could facilitate co-infection at the cellular level (a prerequisite for genomic 
recombination). Intestinal co-expression is relevant given the evidence that SARS-CoV-2 and 
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other coronaviruses can infect enterocytes.47–49 That said, it is worth noting the possibility that 
genomic material of pathogens outside of the Coronaviridae family (perhaps even non-viral 
pathogens) could also serve as substrates for template switching in the context of such cellular 
co-infection.  

Finally, there were 4677 human transcripts (from 1534 genes) containing the forward 
sequence  5’-GAGCCAGAA-3’ and 3264 human transcripts (from 1220 genes) containing the 
reverse complement sequence. Similar summary statistics are shown for the two other potentially 
inserted 9-nucleotide sequences in Table 2.  

Consideration of local homology for the candidate templates 

This landscape of possible templates, particularly among human transcripts, is expectedly 
quite vast given the reasonably small total space of possible 9-mer nucleotide combinations (49 
= 262144). This raises the question of whether the most likely candidates may be those transcripts 
which have more homology surrounding the inserted sequence, as complementary base pairing 
resulting from such local similarity can increase the likelihood of serving as a template for 
recombination.37 Indeed, in the normal process of coronavirus genomic replication, the prevailing 
model is that subgenomic RNAs are generated during negative strand synthesis via a template 
switching mechanism that relies on homology between conserved transcription regulatory 
sequence (TRS) elements dispersed strategically throughout the genome.34,36,50,51 However, in 
the context of SARS-CoV-2, non-canonical transcripts with junctions that are not derived from 
TRS sequences and that share little homology between the 5’ and 3’ sites suggests that template 
switching guided by partial complementarity or other mechanisms may also play a role.34,52  

To study the homology between the regions surrounding template switch-mediated 
insertions and their origins (i.e. the putative template that was copied to generate the insertion), 
we first considered a “positive control” set of four 12-15 nucleotide insertions in SARS-CoV-2 that 
were previously attributed to template switching with high confidence (Table S2).14 We calculated 
a normalized homology score (NHS) between the 7 or 35 nucleotides upstream or downstream 
of the insertion and origin sequences in these genomes (see Methods). Surprisingly, the degree 
of homology observed was generally not higher than expected by chance, as assessed via the 
NHS distribution of 10,000 randomly paired non-overlapping 7-mer or 35-mer nucleotide 
sequences from the SARS-CoV-2 genome (Figure S3, Table S8). This suggests that local 
homology may not be a prerequisite for the generation of template switch-mediated insertions in 
SARS-CoV-2.34 

Nevertheless, we still assessed the homology between the 35 nucleotides upstream or 
downstream of the Omicron insertion and the 35 nucleotides upstream or downstream of all 
candidate templates (see Methods). The NHS distributions for these candidates were generally 
similar to the distribution observed previously for randomly selected SARS-CoV-2 35-mers 
(Figure S4). Candidates in each category with the highest degrees of homology in the flanking 
upstream or downstream sequences included SARS-CoV-2 genomes from the lineages B.1.609 
(NHS = 69) and AY.103 (NHS = 66), the HCoV-229E Spike protein (NHS = 63), and human 
transcripts of ACTN1 (NHS = 74) and EMC4 (NHS = 71). Some candidate templates also showed 
more homology in shorter sequences directly upstream and/or downstream of the inserted 
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sequence. For example, in the reverse complement of the human TMEM245 transcript, there is 
a 17-nucleotide stretch with exact homology to the insertion-containing region of the Omicron 
genome (i.e. the 9-nucleotide inserted sequence plus 8 exactly matched flanking nucleotides) 
(Figure S5). 

Discussion 

Omicron is more highly transmissible than prior variants,53,54 is less susceptible to 
neutralization by monoclonal antibodies and sera of vaccinated individuals,55–61 and is more likely 
to cause re-infections and vaccine breakthrough infections.62–64 Among the many mutations in its 
Spike protein, ins214EPE is the only one that has not previously been observed in any other 
lineages. Whether this insertion, singularly or in concert with other mutations, contributes to high 
transmissibility or lower susceptibility of neutralization by antibodies warrants further investigation.  

While it is challenging to definitively determine the mechanism that gave rise to 
ins214EPE, we propose that template switching is a plausible explanation (Figure 2). Although 
the RNA-dependent RNA polymerases of SARS-CoV-2 and other coronaviruses do normally 
utilize template switching to generate subgenomic RNAs,34,50 it appears that template switch-
mediated insertions may derive from a non-canonical form of this process in which a high degree 
of local homology (e.g. homologous TRS core sequences in the leader and body regions of the 
genome) is not essential.34,52 Here we have highlighted several possible sources of the template 
for this insertion, including the SARS-CoV-2 genome itself along with the genomes of other 
viruses or human transcripts. The use of SARS-CoV-2 genomic material as the template is 
supported by the finding that SARS-CoV-2 genome replication occurs in organelles which 
spatially concentrate the viral genomic material and replication machinery.65 That said, it might 
indeed be possible for non-SARS-CoV-2 viral genomes or host mRNAs to be aberrantly included 
in these organelles, thus rendering them accessible for utilization during template switching as 
well.  

There may also be other mechanisms that could lead to SARS-CoV-2 insertions in 
addition to those which are considered here. For example, it has been suggested that Omicron 
could have evolved in a non-human species such as mice or deer, in which case other viral 
genomes and transcripts should be considered as possible templates.66,67 Also, a recent analysis 
suggests that the proofreading exoribonuclease (encoded in nonstructural protein 14, or nsp14) 
is required for at least some of the genetic recombination observed in SARS-CoV-2,68 but the 
potential mechanisms described here do not account for this. Finally, it is reasonable to question 
whether there is a relationship between ins214EPE and the 3-nucleotide deletion (ΔN211) that 
occurs shortly upstream of it in most Omicron sequences. However, because most sequences in 
GISAID with other insertions at position 214 do not possess such neighbording deletions (Figure 
S6), we believe that this proximal deletion was not a mechanistic prerequisite for the generation 
of the Omicron insertion.  

It is not clear whether any one of these insertion-generating mechanisms would have more 
far-reaching consequences than the others. Template switch offers the intriguing possibility of 
new SARS-CoV-2 lineages borrowing protein domains or sub-domains from previous variants, 
other viruses, or human proteins. However, it is worth noting that several of the possible templates 
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that we identified for ins214EPE were derived from viral anti-genomes (i.e. from HCoV-229E or 
SARS-CoV-2 anti-genomes) or the reverse complement sequences of human transcripts (e.g. 
TMEM245). In such cases, the polypeptide encoded in the Omicron genome would differ from 
that encoded by the positive-sense strand of the template. The genomic location and/or amino 
acid content of the inserted sequence may be more important than its origin, and we thus highlight 
the need to characterize the functional impact of ins214EPE on the clinical and epidemiologic 
properties of the Omicron variant. Importantly, the data and hypotheses presented here are not 
sufficient to make inferences about such properties including transmissibility, immune evasion, or 
disease severity. Even if Omicron did acquire an insertion by utilizing the genome of a common 
cold-causing coronavirus (e.g. HCoV-OC43, HCoV-229E) or a host transcript, we do not propose 
that this would explain the reduced severity of COVID-19 observed in patients infected with 
Omicron compared to prior VOCs.69–72   

The rapid rise in COVID-19 cases attributed to the Omicron variant, including among fully 
vaccinated individuals, raised alarm globally. In this context, it is important to better understand 
both the origins and consequences of new genomic alterations that distinguish Omicron from prior 
VOCs and VOIs. Here, we begin to address the former by providing several plausible hypotheses 
on the origins of a 9-nucleotide insertion in the N-terminal domain of the Omicron Spike protein. 
We suggest that genomic surveillance strategies should include an emphasis on sequencing 
SARS-CoV-2 genomes from immunocompromised patients and individuals with viral co-infections 
(including co-infections with multiple SARS-CoV-2 variants), as such individuals may provide 
unique contexts for genomic recombination and the evolution of new variants.  

 

Methods 

Analysis of surge-associated mutations 

Core mutations were derived from parental lineages from the CoV-RDB database for each 
Variant of Interest or Variant of Concern: Alpha (B.1.1.7), Beta (B.1.351), Gamma (P.1), Delta 
(B.1.617.2), Lambda (C.37), Mu (B.1.621), Eta (B.1.525), Iota (B.1.526), Kappa (B.1.617.1) and 
Omicron (BA.1).27 All SARS-CoV-2 genome sequences corresponding to the Omicron variant 
were directly derived from the GISAID database.2,3 There were 1448 SARS-CoV-2 genomes 
annotated as B.1.1.529/BA.1/BA.2 as of December 13, 2021).  

To understand which SARS-CoV-2 mutations correlate with COVID-19 test positivity, we 
identified “surge-associated mutations” using genomic data from GISAID (5,781,715 sequences 
from 203 countries/territories between December 2019 to December 2021) and epidemiology 
data from Our World in Data (OWID)73 as described in our previous study.28 A mutation is 
considered “surge associated” if it satisfies the following criteria: (1) it is present in at least 100 
SARS-CoV-2 sequences in GISAID; (2) in a period of three consecutive months during which 
there was a monotonic increase of PCR positivity by at least 5% in a given country, the prevalence 
of the mutation in that country also monotonically increased by at least 5%.  
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Nucleotide 9-mer search to identify candidate viral and human templates for ins214EPE 

A exact 9-mer search for all the three possible inserts  (5'-AGCCAGAAG-3', 5'-
GAGCCAGAA-3', 5'-GCCAGAAGA-3') and their reverse complement sequences was performed 
across three different databases: (i) human transcriptome, (ii) SARS-CoV-2 genomes from 
GISAID, and (iii) human-infecting Coronaviridae family viruses. For a reference Omicron genome 
(EPI_ISL_6640916),39 we also performed a modified search to identify all 9-nucleotide 
sequences that differed from the possible insertion sequences by only one nucleotide (i.e. 
allowing for a single mismatch). The human transcript sequences (n = 244,939) were downloaded 
from the Gencode database74 (version 39; GRCh38.p13 of human genome). Coding sequences 
(CDS) for 5,781,715 SARS-CoV-2 genomes were accessed from GISAID2 on 13th December, 
2021. All available sequences from human-infecting Coronavirdae family (taxid:11118) viruses 
were accessed from the NCBI virus database 75 (https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/labs/virus on 13, 
December 2021 (n = 574,178 complete genomes with 4,028,478 CDS). In the final analysis, we 
excluded genomes that were labeled as SARS-CoV, SARS-CoV-2, and Middle East Respiratory 
Syndrome (MERS)-CoV (or otherwise named strains of these viruses) to consider only seasonal 
and enteric coronavirus strains: human coronavirus (HCoV)-229E, HCoV-OC43, HCoV-NL63, 
and human enteric coronavirus strain 4408. 

Assessment of homology between regions flanking insertion and origin sites 

 For a given insertion, we defined a putative origin as the matched sequence in a viral 
genome, a viral anti-genome, or a human transcript. We then assessed the homology between 
the 35 nucleotides upstream of the insertion and the 35 nucleotides upstream of the origin, and 
similarly we  assessed the homology between the 35 nucleotides downstream of the insertion and 
the 35 nucleotides downstream of the origin. To assess the similarity between any given pair of 
nucleotide sequences, we defined a function using Bio.pairwise2 module from biopython v1.76 
that performs a global alignment of nucleotide sequence using a custom scoring scheme (i.e. +5 
for a match, -4 for a mismatch, 0 for gap start and extension). This score ranges from 0 (no 
matches) to 175 (perfect match for all 35 nucleotides). We further defined a Normalized Homology 
Score (NHS), ranging from 0 to 100, which is simply calculated by dividing the Homology Score 
by 175 and multiplying by 100. We also applied a similar protocol to assess the homology between 
shorter upstream and downstream sequences (7 nucleotides), where the NHS was calculated by 
dividing the Homology Score by 35 and multiplying by 100.  

 A set of “positive control” template switch-mediated insertions was obtained from 
Supplementary Data 4 from the prior analysis by Garushyants et al.14 We filtered this table to only 
those insertions that were assigned a mechanism of “Template switch” and which were 12 or 
more nucleotides long. This set of insertions is shown in Table S3. For each insertion, the 
genomic positions of the origin and insertion sequences were provided in this table, along with 
the Pango lineage assigned to the genome(s) harboring the insertion. We searched SARS-CoV-
2 genomes in GISAID to identify those genomes that contained the provided origin and insertion 
sequences at approximately the provided genomic positions. The GISAID identifiers for the 
corresponding insertion-containing genomes are provided in Table S3. For each of these 
genomes, we then obtained the 35-nucleotide sequences upstream and downstream of the 
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insertion and origin. Finally, we calculated the NHS for each relevant pair of sequences: (i) the 35 
nucleotides upstream of the insertion versus the 35 nucleotides upstream of the origin, and (ii) 
the 35 nucleotides downstream of the insertion versus the 35 nucleotides downstream of the 
origin. These scores, and the local alignments contributing to them, are shown for each individual 
genome in Table S4.  

Single cell analysis of coronavirus receptor coexpression 

Publicly available single cell RNA-sequencing datasets were obtained and processed as 
described previously.46,76 The data is hosted at https://academia.nferx.com/dv/202011/singlecell/ 
and includes approximately 2.8 million cells which are derived from dozens of independent studies 
that cover most major human tissues. We determined the total number and percentage of cells 
(out of these 2.8 million total cells) expressing each gene encoding a coronavirus receptor of 
interest (ACE2, ANPEP, DPP4), along with the number and percentage of cells co-expressing 
ACE2 and ANPEP or ACE2 and DPP4. We also performed similar analyses on two specific 
studies of interest: (i) a study of nasopharyngeal and bronchial samples from COVID-19 patients 
and healthy controls (approximately 33,000 cells),77 and (ii) a study of ileal biopsies from Crohn’s 
Disease patients (approximately 136,000 cells).78 For these studies, we also evaluated co-
expression in the cell types that showed the strongest expression of these genes. Specifically, to 
evaluate whether the degree of co-expression for ACE2 and ANPEP or DPP4 was more than 
expected by chance, we calculated the Observed to Expected Ratio of co-expression, assuming 
that expression of each gene is distributed randomly across the analyzed cells. Specifically, this 
value was calculated by dividing the co-expressing percentage by the product of the individual 
expression percentages and multiplying by 100.  
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a. Comparing the lineage-specific Spike protein mutations in the SARS-CoV-2 variants of concern 

 
b. Prevalence of Omicron’s Spike mutations in other SARS-CoV-2 lineages  

 
 
Figure 1. Venn diagram depicting the overlap of lineage specific spike mutations in the SARS-CoV-
2 variants of concern. (A) The unique mutations observed in the spike protein for each of the variants are 
highlighted (spheres) on the homo-trimeric Spike protein of SARS-CoV-2. The Omicron 
(B.1.1.529/BA.1/BA.2) variant has the highest number (26) of unique mutations in the spike protein from 
this perspective, making its emergence a “step function” in evolution of SARS-CoV-2 strains. (B) Barplot 
denoting the number of SARS-CoV-2 lineages (besides Omicron) where the mutations present in Omicron 
are observed. Red arrow highlights the insEPE214 mutation which is absent from all other SARS-CoV-2 
lineages. 
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Figure 2. (A) Schematic representation of Omicron evolution through template switching involving viral (e.g. 
seasonal coronavirus or SARS-CoV-2) or human RNA. (B) Potential mechanism of template switching 
using viral genomic RNA (positive sense) or anti-genomic RNA (negative sense) as a template. Step 1: 
Negative strand synthesis begins using Omicron predecessor’s genomic RNA as template. Step 2: 
Negative strand synthesis temporarily uses the genomic or anti-genomic RNA of SARS-CoV-2 or a co-
infecting virus. Step 3:  Negative strand synthesis resumes using Omicron predecessor’s genomic RNA as 
template. (C) Examples of matches identical to the nucleotide sequence ‘GAG CCA GAA’ in the SARS-
CoV-2 genome, the HCoV-229E anti-genome, and a human SLC7A8 transcript are shown.  
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Table 1. Comparison of the mutations between the Omicron variant and previously identified 
variants of interest/concern. The first column denotes the protein domain where the mutation is present. 
NTD represents the N-terminal domain; RBD represents the receptor binding domain (RBM represents the 
receptor binding motif); PBCS denotes poly-basic cleavage site and CTD denotes C-terminal domain. 

Domains Position(s) 
Surge 

Associated? 
Omicron 

(B.1.1.529) 
Alpha 

(B.1.1.7) 
Beta 

(B.1.351) 
Gamma 

(P.1) 
Delta 

(B.1.617.2) 
Lambda 
(C.37) 

Mu 
(B.1.621) 

Eta 
(B.1.525) 

Iota 
(B.1.526) 

Kappa 
(B.1.617.1) 

NTD 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5 Yes         L5F  

18 Yes    L18F       

19 Yes     T19R      

20 Yes    T20N       

26 Yes    P26S       

52 No        Q52R   

67 Yes A67V       A67V   

69 Yes H69del H69del      H69del   

70 Yes V70del V70del      V70del   

75 No      G75V     

76 No      T76I     

80 Yes   D80A        

95 Yes T95I      T95I  T95I  

138 Yes    D138Y       

142 Yes G142D    G142D      

143 Yes V143del          

144 Yes Y144del Y144del     Y144S Y144del   

145 Yes Y145del Y145del     Y145N Y145del   

156 Yes     E156G      

157 Yes     F157del      

158 Yes     R158del      

190 Yes    R190S       

211 No N211del          

212 No L212I          

214 No R214ins EPE          

215 Yes   D215G        

241 No   L241del        

242 Yes   L242del        

243 Yes   A243del        

246 Yes      R246N     

247 Yes      S247del     

248 No      Y248del     

249 No      L249del     

250 No      T250del     

251 No      P251del     

252 No      G252del     

253 No      D253del   D253G  

 

RBD 
 
 
 

339 No G339D          

346 Yes       R346K    

371 No S371L          

373 No S373P          

375 No S375F          

417 Yes K417N  K417N K417T       

RBD 
(RBM) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

440 No N440K          

446 No G446S          

452 Yes     L452R L452Q   L452R  

477 Yes S477N          

478 Yes T478K    T478K      

484 Yes E484A  E484K E484K   E484K E484K E484K E484Q 

490 No      F490S     
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 493 No Q493K          

496 No G496S          

498 No Q498R          

501 Yes N501Y N501Y N501Y N501Y   N501Y    

505 No Y505H          

 

PBCS 
 
 

677 No        Q677H   

679 No N679K          

681 Yes P681H P681H   P681R  P681H  P681R  

 

SD1/SD2 
 
 
 

547 No T547K          

570 Yes  A570D         

614 Yes D614G D614G D614G D614G D614G D614G D614G D614G D614G D614G 

655 Yes H655Y   H655Y       

 

Others 
(CTD) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

701 Yes   A701V      A701V  

716 Yes  T716I         

764 No N764K          

796 No D796Y          

856 No N856K          

859 Yes      T859N     

888 No        F888L   

950 Yes     D950N  D950N    

954 No Q954H          

969 No N969K          

981 No L981F          

982 Yes  S982A         

1027 Yes    T1027I       

1071 No          Q1071H 

1118 Yes  D1118H         

1176 Yes    V1176F       
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Table 2. Number of viral genomes and human transcripts with forward or reverse complement 
matches to the three potential insertion sequences. Because the insertion sequences occur by 
definition in Omicron genomes, counts are shown separately for total SARS-CoV-2 genomes from 
GISAID and genomes which are not assigned to the Omicron lineage. We confirmed that no sequences 
that were assigned to the Omicron lineage contained the insertion sequence or its reverse complement at 
any sites other than at the insertion itself. For the Human Coronaviridae genomes, counts were first 
obtained by considering the available sequences for all human-infecting coronaviruses and then filtered to 
retain only the viruses that are known to cause common colds or enteric illness (i.e. Severe Acute 
Respiratory Syndrome and Middle East Respiratory Syndrome virus sequences were excluded).  
 

Candidate Insertion 
Sequence 

Human Transcriptome  
 

Transcripts  
(Genes) 

SARS-CoV-2 Genomes 
from GISAID 

 
Total 

(Non-Omicron) 

Human Coronaviridae 
Genomes 

 
Any  

(Seasonal or Enteric) 

Forward Rev. Comp Forward Rev. Comp Forward Rev. Comp 

5’-GAGCCAGAA-3’ 
4677  

(1534) 
3264 

(1220) 
2100 
(931) 

27 
(27) 

18 
(8) 

17 
(6) 

5’-AGCCAGAAG-3’ 6190  
(2008) 

4293 
(1591) 

1275 
(106) 

269 
(269) 

3 
(0) 

12 
(0) 

5’-GCCAGAAGA-3’ 
5210 

(1564) 
3146 

(1144) 
1319 
(150) 

201632 
(201632) 

13 
(7) 

4 
(2) 
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human TMEM245 transcript. 
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variant’s Spike protein. 
  
Table S2: SARS-CoV-2 insertions identified and attributed to template switching in the 
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Table S3: Sequences in the Omicron genome with a single nucleotide mismatch compared to 
the three candidate insertion sequences. 
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datasets.  
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from previously identified template switch-mediated insertions. 
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Figure S1: Mutational burden of all SARS-CoV-2 proteins for the Omicron variant 
(B.1.1.529/BA.1/BA.2) compared with the Delta variant (B.1.617.2). A total of 5,441 Omicron 
(B.1.1.529/BA.1/BA.2) sequences and 159,981 Delta (B.1.617.2) sequences were retrieved from the 
GISAID on December 16, 2021. Each bar represents the average number of mutations reported for a 
sequence in each of the SARS-CoV-2 proteins. Error bars represent the standard error of the mean. 
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Figure S2. Possible nucleotide insertions giving rise to ins214EPE in the Omicron genome. There 
are three possible scenarios in which a 9-nucleotide insertion could yield the observed sequence. Because 
of the local sequence alignment (i.e. the occurrence of the insertion at a 5’-GA-3’ and the presence of a 5’-
GA-3’ on either side of the insertion), it cannot be determined which scenario actually gave rise to the 
insertion. 
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Figure S3. Alignment and normalized homology scores for regions flanking insertion and origin 
sequences for previously identified template switch-mediated insertions in the SARS-CoV-2 
genome. Four “positive control” template switch-mediated insertions of 12 to 15 nucleotides were identified 
from the previous analysis by Garushyants et al.14 We identified the corresponding SARS-CoV-2 genomes 
in GISAID for each insertion. (A) Alignment of the insertion (top) and origin (bottom) sites for the 35 
nucleotides upstream and downstream of each inserted sequence. These alignments are also shown in 
Table S8 for each individual genome. (B) For a given insertion, we then calculated normalized homology 
scores (NHS) between the regions flanking the inserted sequence and the origin (template) sequence. 
Specifically, we compared the 35 nucleotides upstream of the insertion to the 35 nucleotides upstream of 
the origin (“NHSupstream”), and we separately compared the 35 nucleotides downstream of the insertion to 
the 35 nucleotides downstream of the origin (“NHSdownstream”) (panel on left). We did the same to compare 
7-nucleotide sequences upstream and downstream of the insertion and origin (panel on right). In each case, 
the normalized homology scores are shown for each insertion as vertical lines (solid line for upstream, and 
dashed line for downstream) on top of a control null distribution (gray histogram). The numerical scores are 
given in Table S8. To generate the null distributions of NHS values, we compared 10,000 pairs of non-
overlapping 35-nucleotide (or 7-nucleotide) sequences from the original SARS-CoV-2 genome 
(NC_045512.2).79  
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Figure S4. Distributions of normalized homology scores for regions flanking ins214EPE and 
candidate origin sequences. Distributions of normalized homology score (NHS) values between the 
regions flanking the Omicron insertion and the regions flanking the candidate origin sequences from SARS-
CoV-2 genomes in GISAID (top), non-SARS-CoV-2 Coronaviridae genomes (middle), and human 
transcripts (bottom). Distributions are shown separately for the comparisons of nucleotide sequences 
upstream and downstream of the Omicron insertion and the respective putative templates. The gray box in 
each plot corresponds to the 5th to 95th percentile of the NHS distribution comparing randomly selected 
non-overlapping 35-nucleotide sequences from the SARS-CoV-2 genome (i.e. the histogram shown in each 
panel of Figure S3.   
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Figure S5. Alignment of the Omicron genomic region corresponding to ins214EPE with the human 
TMEM245 transcript. TMEM245 is an example of a human transcript which harbors the sequence that 
corresponds to ins214EPE and has exact homology in the short nucleotide sequences upstream and 
downstream of it. The relevant region of the TMEM245 transcript (nucleotides 5972 to 5988), which is 
present in the 3’ untranslated region (3’ UTR), is shown in blue. The reverse complement of this sequence 
is shown in gray, first in the 3’ to 5’ orientation and then flipped to visualize the 5’ to 3’ orientation from left 
to right. This sequence aligns exactly with the region corresponding to and surrounding  ins214EPE in the 
Omicron genome. The three rows corresponding to the Omicron genome show identical sequences, but 
consider the three different candidate insertions that may have given rise to ins214EPE (see Figure S2). In 
each row, the candidate insertion sequence is shown in bold, and the flanking nucleotides are shown in 
red.   

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted June 6, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.03.22275976doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.03.22275976
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


25 

 

Figure S6. Occurrence of deletions and substitutions in the residues neighboring position 214, in 
SARS-CoV-2 genomes harboring any insertion at this position. Among all 2755 SARS-CoV-2 
sequences in GISAID with any insertion at position 214 (as of December 14, 2021), we assessed the 
neighboring residues for the occurrence of deletions, substitutions, or other insertions. The sequences with 
a deletion observed at position 1358 all correspond to the Omicron variant (two sequences lack assigned 
lineages and one is assigned to a parent lineage), whereas other sequences containing alternate insertions 
at position 214 (i.e. not ins214EPE) generally have no alterations in the neighboring regions.  
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Table S1. Number of PANGO lineages with mutations in the Omicron variant’s Spike protein. The 
Omicron sequences deposited on November 24, 2021 that were assigned B.1 are not being considered.  

AA Substitutions Number of Pango lineage in which mutation has observed As of 14 Dec 2021 

Spike_A67V 269 

Spike_H69del 374 

Spike_V70del 374 

Spike_T95I 505 

Spike_G142D 256 

Spike_V143del 298 

Spike_Y144del 578 

Spike_Y145del 155 

Spike_N211del 90 

Spike_L212I 72 

Spike_ins214EPE 0 

Spike_G339D 66 

Spike_S371L 3 

Spike_S373P 64 

Spike_S375F 48 

Spike_K417N 161 

Spike_N440K 92 

Spike_G446S 94 

Spike_S477N 264 

Spike_T478K 328 

Spike_E484A 101 

Spike_Q493K 31 

Spike_G496S 21 

Spike_Q498R 38 

Spike_N501Y 338 

Spike_Y505H 16 

Spike_T547K 83 

Spike_D614G 1465 

Spike_H655Y 372 

Spike_N679K 116 

Spike_P681H 376 

Spike_N764K 32 

Spike_D796Y 198 

Spike_N856K 19 

Spike_Q954H 16 

Spike_N969K 26 

Spike_L981F 15 
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Table S2. SARS-CoV-2 insertions identified and attributed to template switching in the previous 
analysis by Garushyants, et al. All columns except for the last column are a subset of Supplementary 
Data 4 from the prior analysis.14 With this information, we searched GISAID to identify the specific SARS-
CoV-2 genomes in which the insertion and origin sequences were present at the specified locations. These 
genomes are identified in the last column. These events were considered as “positive controls” to evaluate 
whether homology in the preceding and/or subsequent nucleotide sequences are required for the 
generation of template switch-mediated insertions in SARS-CoV-2.  
 

Insertion Sequence 
(5’ to 3’ on positive-

sense strand) 

Origin Sequence 
(5’ to 3’ on positive-

sense strand) 
Insertion Size 
(Nucleotides) 

Insertion 
Genomic 
Position 

Origin 
Genomic 
Position 

Origin on 
Forward or 

Reverse Strand 
Pango 

Lineage(s) 

GISAID Sequence IDs 
Matching Description 

of Insertion from 
Garushyants et al. 

aatgtcgcgcattgg AATGTCGCGCATTGG 15 27631 29216 Forward B.1.408 EPI_ISL_731651 

tctgttttgctt TCTGTTTTGCTT 12 9350 12006 Forward B.1.2 

EPI_ISL_1027726 

EPI_ISL_1028611 

EPI_ISL_1077450 

EPI_ISL_2191470 

EPI_ISL_2201947 

agaaatgcctgt AGAAATGCCCGT 12 29442 20018 Forward 

B.1.1.519 EPI_ISL_2184872 

B.1.1 EPI_ISL_2184874 

B.1.1.519 EPI_ISL_2615927 

ggagttcatgct GGAGTTCATGCT 12 6638 10562 Forward B.1.1.7 EPI_ISL_1924455 

ctaaattgggta CTAAATTGGGTA 12 28002 28166 Forward 
B.1; 

B.1.1.294 
EPI_ISL_1149442 
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Table S3. Sequences in the Omicron genome with a single nucleotide mismatch compared to the 
three candidate insertion sequences. The reference Omicron genome (EPI_ISL_6640916)39 was 
obtained from GISAID. Within this genome, we identified all 9-nucleotide sequences that had only one 
mismatch compared to the three candidate insertion sequences (5’-GAGCCAGAA-3’; 5’-AGCCAGAAG-3’; 
5’-GCCAGAAGA-3’). Each hit is shown along with the gene in which it occurs, the genome strand on which 
it occurs (positive sense genome or negative sense anti-genome), and the within-gene start and end 
genomic positions. All genomic positions are shown with respect to the positive sense genome.  
 

Candidate Insertion 
Sequence (5'->3') 

Sequence in Original 
Omicron Genome with 
1 nt Mismatch (5'->3') SARS-CoV-2 Gene 

Genome 
Strand Start Position End Position 

GAGCCAGAA GAGCCTGAA NS3 + 715 723 

GAGCCAGAA GAGCAAGAA NSP12 - 1909 1917 

GAGCCAGAA GAACCAGAA NSP13 + 1252 1260 

GAGCCAGAA GAGCAAGAA NSP3 + 466 474 

GAGCCAGAA GGGCCAGAA Nucleocapsid + 337 345 

GAGCCAGAA GAGACAGAA Nucleocapsid + 1143 1151 

GCCAGAAGA ACCAGAAGA Envelope (E) - 216 224 

GCCAGAAGA GCCAGAGGA Membrane (M) - 158 166 

GCCAGAAGA GCCTGAAGA NS3 + 717 725 

GCCAGAAGA TCCAGAAGA NS7a - 106 114 

GCCAGAAGA GCCACAAGA NSP13 + 723 731 

GCCAGAAGA GCAAGAAGA NSP3 + 468 476 

GCCAGAAGA GCCAGAAGC Nucleocapsid + 339 347 

GCCAGAAGA GACAGAAGA Nucleocapsid + 1145 1153 

GCCAGAAGA GCAAGAAGA Spike glycoprotein (S) - 3173 3181 

AGCCAGAAG AGCCAGAGG Membrane (M) - 159 167 

AGCCAGAAG AGCCTGAAG NS3 + 716 724 

AGCCAGAAG AGCAAGAAG NS3 - 154 162 

AGCCAGAAG AGCCACAAG NSP1 - 149 157 

AGCCAGAAG AGCAAGAAG NSP3 + 467 475 

AGCCAGAAG AGCCAAAAG NSP3 - 4502 4510 

AGCCAGAAG AGCCACAAG NSP5 - 694 702 

AGCCAGAAG GGCCAGAAG Nucleocapsid + 338 346 

AGCCAGAAG AGACAGAAG Nucleocapsid + 1144 1152 

AGCCAGAAG AACCAGAAG Spike glycoprotein (S) - 2639 2647 
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Table S4. Number of genomes with exact matches to candidate insertions by Pango lineage. For all 
three possible 9-nucleotide sequences corresponding to ins214EPE (5’-GAGCCAGAA-3’; 5’-
AGCCAGAAG-3’; 5’-GCCAGAAGA-3’), we searched for SARS-CoV-2 genomes in GISAID with exact 
matches in the genome (positive sense) or anti-genome (negative sense). The number of such matches is 
shown for each Pango lineage with at least one match. Because Omicron corresponds to the Pango lineage 
B.1.1.529, other descendants of B.1.1 are shown in red, and B.1.1 itself is shown in red, italics, and bold.  
 

5'-GAGCCAGAA-3' 5'-AGCCAGAAG-3' 5'-GCCAGAAGA-3' 

Positive (+) 
sense 

No. of 
genomes 

Negative (-) 
sense 

No. of 
genomes 

Positive (+) 
sense 

No. of 
genomes 

Negative (-) 
sense 

No. of 
genomes 

Positive (+) 
sense 

No. of 
genomes 

Negative (-) 
sense 

No. of 
genomes 

BA.1 1169 AY.44 13 BA.1 1169 B.1.1.7 33 BA.1 1169 AY.25 196771 

AY.47 227 AY.25 6 B.1.177.60 27 B.1.1 27 B.1.1.7 28 Unassigned 1523 

AY.4.2.1 117 B.1.177 2 B.1.1.7 16 AY.103 20 B.1.177.60 27 AY.39 352 

B.1.1.176 81 B.1.1.216 1 AY.45 13 AY.122 16 AY.4 15 AY.113 296 

AY.122 48 B.1.582 1 B.1.617.2 8 B.1 13 B.1.1.397 13 B.1.617.2 269 

AY.4 39 AY.13 1 AY.4 6 AY.4 11 AY.45 13 AY.122 258 

B.1.1.7 35 AY.4 1 AY.103 5 AY.20 10 B.1.617.2 9 AY.4 215 

P.1.15 30 AY.122 1 Unassigned 4 P.1 10 Unassigned 6 AY.25.1 192 

AY.29 30 B.1.2 1 P.1 4 B.1.427 9 AY.44 4 AY.43 166 

B.1.177.60 27   AY.125 3 B.1.2 9 P.1 4 AY.44 147 

B.1.2 24   AY.43 3 AY.25 9 AY.125 3 AY.75 110 

B.1 23   AY.44 2 AY.39 7 AY.43 3 AY.46.6 100 

B.1.1.519 18   B.1.177.21 1 AY.3.1 7 AY.3 2 B.1.1.7 87 

AY.16 18   B.1.1.39 1 AY.44 6 AY.36 2 AY.120 85 

AY.45 17   B.1.320 1 AY.43 6 AY.4.2 2 AY.103 78 

B.1.617.2 16   B.40 1 AY.3 5 AY.46.5 1 B 66 

B.1.1 14   B.1.36.8 1 AY.26 5 AY.118 1 AY.42 65 

AY.103 13   AY.4.1 1 A.21 5 AY.39.1 1 AY.114 63 

AY.43 12   AY.46.5 1 Unassigned 4 AY.4.2.1 1 AY.33 55 

AY.46 11   B 1 B.1.617.2 4 B.1 1 AY.121 47 

AY.9 10   AY.4.2 1 AY.9.2 3 AY.25 1 AY.92 43 

Unassigned 8   AY.36 1 B.1.1.519 3 AY.33 1 AY.126 41 

P.1 7   B.1.1 1 B.1.258.17 3 AY.122 1 AY.98.1 38 

AY.44 7   A.2.5 1 AY.45 2 AY.126 1 AY.45 33 
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AY.14 5   B.1 1 B.1.177.21 2 AY.29 1 AY.3 29 

AY.25 5   AY.4.2.1 1 AY.114 2 AY.4.1 1 B.1 27 

AY.113 4   AY.39.1 1 AY.125 2 A.2.5 1 AY.5.4 25 

AY.75 3     B.1.609 2 B.1.1 1 AY.101 24 

AY.91 3     AY.61 2 B.1.177.77 1 AY.20 19 

AY.88 3     AY.27 2 B.1.36.8 1 AY.88 18 

AY.127 3     P.1.2 2 B.1.320 1 AY.99 18 

B.1.177.21 3     B.1.1.306 2 B.1.1.39 1 AY.99.2 17 

AY.125 3     B.1.1.214 2 B.40 1 AY.108 15 

AY.3 2     B.1.621 1 AY.54 1 AY.102 14 

AY.100 2     AY.77 1   AY.22 13 

B.1.429 2     AY.29.1 1   AY.46.4 12 

AY.121 2     AY.36 1   AY.3.1 12 

AY.4.2 2     B.1.617.1 1   AY.124 12 

B.40 2     B.1.36 1   B.1.2 11 

P.1.14 2     AY.121 1   AY.100 10 

B.1.36.39 2     B.1.582 1   AY.106 10 

AY.4.6 2     AY.124 1   C.37 10 

B.1.1.28 2     AY.98 1   AY.26 9 

B.1.621.1 2     B.1.1.161 1   AY.47 9 

C.30 2     B.1.177 1   AY.43.3 9 

AY.4.2.2 2     B.1.351 1   AY.82 7 

AY.46.6 2     B.1.221.4 1   B.1.1 7 

B.1.221 2     B.1.1.269 1   AY.93 7 

AY.98 1     B.1.526 1   B.1.429 7 

AY.46.5 1     AY.13 1   AY.9.2 7 

AY.36 1     B.1.1.271 1   AY.85 6 

AY.39 1     B.1.1.449 1   AY.43.1 6 

AY.13 1     B.1.596 1   AY.119 5 

AY.122.1 1     B.1.637 1   AY.70 5 

B.1.177.81 1     B.1.320 1   AY.95 5 
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B.1.351 1     B.40 1   B.1.582 5 

AY.39.1 1     AY.39.1.1 1   AY.96 4 

AY.126 1         AY.5.3 4 

AY.4.1 1         AY.34.1 4 

AY.5.2 1         AY.4.5 4 

AY.57 1         B.1.637 4 

AY.124 1         AY.39.1 4 

B.1.36.8 1         AY.120.1 3 

B.1.320 1         AY.46 3 

B.1.1.39 1         AY.1 3 

B.1.426 1         AY.73 3 

B.1.147 1         AY.57 3 

B.1.258 1         AY.109 3 

AY.61 1         AY.30 3 

B.1.575 1         B.1.177 2 

B.1.1.89 1         B.1.1.214 2 

AY.108 1         AY.84 2 

AY.19 1         AY.6 2 

AY.24 1         AY.123 2 

A.2.5 1         AY.77 2 

B.1.398 1         AY.43.4 2 

AY.84 1         AY.23 2 

B.1.561 1         B.1.565 2 

AY.37 1         AY.118 2 

B.1.36 1         AY.125 2 

AY.98.1 1         AY.19 2 

C.37 1         AY.4.2.3 2 

B 1         AY.5 2 

AY.20 1         AY.110 2 

AY.34 1         AY.78 2 

          B.1.1.526 2 
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          P.1 2 

          B.1.177.21 2 

          B.1.160.22 2 

          AY.79 2 

          B.1.596 2 

          AY.54 2 

          AY.111 2 

          AY.59 2 

          AY.61 1 

          B.55 1 

          AY.34.2 1 

          AY.49 1 

          B.1.415.1 1 

          B.1.619 1 

          AY.24 1 

          AY.14 1 

          B.1.254 1 

          AY.53 1 

          B.1.581 1 

          B.1.459 1 

          AY.98 1 

          AY.4.2 1 

          AY.67 1 

          AY.4.2.1 1 

          AY.18 1 

          AY.32 1 

          AY.116 1 

          B.1.320 1 

          AY.117 1 

          AY.7.2 1 

          AY.13 1 
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          C.37.1 1 

          AY.58 1 

          AY.127 1 

          B.1.466.2 1 

          AY.90 1 

          B.1.535 1 

          AY.76 1 

          P.2 1 

          AY.46.2 1 

          B.1.1.519 1 

          A.2.5 1 

          B.1.177.81 1 

          B.1.36.38 1 

          P.1.1 1 

          B.1.469 1 

          AY.27 1 

          B.1.1.449 1 

          B.1.1.153 1 

          AY.69 1 

          AY.50 1 

          AY.29 1 

          B.1.1.271 1 

          B.1.621 1 

          AY.39.1.1 1 
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Table S5. Number of seasonal or enteric Coronaviridae genomes with exact matches to each 
candidate insertion sequence. We searched non-SARS-CoV-2 Coronaviridae genomes and anti-
genomes for exact matches to all three possible 9-nucleotide sequences (5’-GAGCCAGAA-3’; 5’-
AGCCAGAAG-3’; 5’-GCCAGAAGA-3’) that gave rise to ins214EPE in Omicron. This table shows the 
number of matches that were identified for each such virus-gene combination with at least one match, along 
with the strand (positive sense genome or negative sense anti-genome) on which the match was found.  

Candidate Insertion 
Sequence (5'->3') 

Genome 
Strand Virus Gene Number of Genomes 

with Match 

GCCAGAAGA + Human coronavirus OC43 Nucleocapsid (N) 177 

GCCAGAAGA + Human enteric coronavirus 
strain 4408 Nucleocapsid (N) 2 

GCCAGAAGA + Human coronavirus OC43 Protein I (internal to N) 6 

GAGCCAGAA + Human coronavirus OC43 Replicase polyprotein 1a 
(ORF1a) 98 

GAGCCAGAA + Human enteric coronavirus 
strain 4408 

Replicase polyprotein 1a 
(ORF1a) 1 

GAGCCAGAA - Human coronavirus 229E Spike glycoprotein (S) 33 

GCCAGAAGA - Human coronavirus NL63 Spike glycoprotein (S) 2 
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Table S6. Coexpression analysis of ACE2 and ANPEP in single cell RNA-sequencing datasets. The 
number and percent of cells in each category expressing ACE2, ANPEP, or both ACE2 and ANPEP are 
shown, along with the observed to expected ratio of co-expression for the given category. In the first row, 
“All studies” corresponds to the set of studies that are hosted in the previously described Single Cell 
application at academia.nferx.com.46,76 The analyzed enterocytes are derived from a study of ileal biopsies 
from Crohn’s Disease patients.78 The analyzed respiratory ciliated cells and FOXN4+ respiratory epithelial 
cells are derived from a study of nasopharyngeal and bronchial samples from COVID-19 patients and 
healthy controls.77 
 

Study source 
(PMID) 

Cell Type Number 
of cells 

Cells 
expressing 
ACE2 (%) 

Cells 
expressing 
ANPEP (%) 

Cells co-
expressing 
ACE2 and 
ANPEP (%) 

Observed / 
Expected 

Ratio 

All studies All cells 2.8M 26.7K 
(0.95%) 

213.1K 
(7.6%) 

13.5K 
(0.48%) 

6.6 

Crohn’s Disease 

Small Intestine 

(PMID 31474370) 

All cells 32.5K 432 
(1.3%) 

1.4K 
(4.3%) 

403 
(1.2%) 

21.7 

Enterocytes 809 337 
(41.7%) 

757 
(93.6%) 

329 
(40.7%) 

1.04 

COVID-19 

Respiratory Tract 

(PMID 32591762) 

All cells 135.6K 3K 
(2.2%) 

15.4K 
(11.4%) 

1.5K 
(1.1%) 

4.4 

Respiratory 
ciliated cells 

5.8K 827 
(14.3%) 

1.2K 
(20.7%) 

217 
(3.7%) 

1.3 

FOXN4+ 
respiratory 

epithelial cells 

787 89 
(11.3%) 

302 
(38.4%) 

56 
(7.1%) 

1.6 
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Table S7. Coexpression analysis of ACE2 and DPP4 in single cell RNA-sequencing datasets. The 
number and percent of cells in each category expressing ACE2, DPP4, or both ACE2 and DPP4 are 
shown, along with the observed to expected ratio of co-expression for the given category. In the first row, 
“All studies” corresponds to the set of studies that are hosted in the previously described Single Cell 
application at academia.nferx.com.46,76 The analyzed enterocytes are derived from a study of ileal 
biopsies from Crohn’s Disease patients.78 The analyzed respiratory ciliated cells and FOXN4+ respiratory 
epithelial cells are derived from a study of nasopharyngeal and bronchial samples from COVID-19 
patients and healthy controls.77 
 

Study source 
(PMID) 

Cell Type Number 
of cells 

Cells 
expressing 
ACE2 (%) 

Cells 
expressing 
DPP4 (%) 

Cells co-
expressing 
ACE2 and 
DPP4 (%) 

Observed / 
Expected 

Ratio 

All studies All cells 2.8M 26.7K 
(0.95%) 

112.5K 
(4.02%) 

6.4K 
(0.23%) 

6.0 

Crohn’s Disease 

Small Intestine 

(PMID 31474370) 

All cells 32.5K 432 
(1.3%) 

1.3K 
(4.9%) 

175 
(0.54%) 

10.1 

Enterocytes 809 337 
(41.7%) 

254 
(31.4%) 

153 
(18.9%) 

1.4 
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Table S8. Local alignment and homology scores for nucleotides upstream or downstream of origin and 
insertion sites from previously identified template switch-mediated insertions. These correspond to five 
“positive control” SARS-CoV-2 template switch-mediated insertions shown in Table S6, which were 
identified in the prior analysis by Garushyants, et al.14 We identified the SARS-CoV-2 genomes in GISAID 
corresponding to each insertion, and then calculated normalized homology scores (NHS) for the 35 or 7 
nucleotides upstream or downstream from each insertion and origin sequence. The scores along with the 
alignments are shown here, and the scores are compared to a null distribution of NHS values computed 
between 10,000 pairs of randomly selected non-overlapping 35- or 7-nucleotide sequences from the 
reference SARS-CoV-2 genome in Figure S3.  
 

Insertion 
Sequence 
(5’ to 3’) 

Sequence 
IDs 

Upstream 
Normalized 
Homology 

Score 
(35 nt Score;  
7-nt Score) 

Downstream 
Normalized 

Homology Score 
(35-nt Score;  
7-nt Score) Upstream Alignment (5’to 3’) Downstream Alignment (5’ to 3’) 

AATGTCGC
GCATTGG 

EPI_ISL_731
651 

57.14;  
42.86 

60;  
42.86 

TGACGGCGTAA-AA----C----A-CGTCTATCAGTTACGTG-C--CA-- 
     ||   | ||    |    | || || ||||   |||  |  | 
-----GC---ACAATTTGCCCCCAGCG-CT-TCAG---CGT-TCTTC-GG 

AAC-TGTTC-ATCAGA-CA-A-----GAGGAA-GT--TCAA-GAACT-T 
  | ||    |  ||  || |     | |||| ||  |    | ||  | 
--CATG---GA--AG-TCACACCTTCG-GGAACGTGGT---TG-AC-CT 

TCTGTTTT
GCTT 

EPI_ISL_102
7726 

62.86;  
71.43 

62.86;  
57.14 

TTTCTGTGG--TGTAGATGC-TGT--AAA---T--TT--ACTTACTA- 
   |  |    || | | || | |  |||   |  ||  || ||||  
---C--T--ACTG-A-A-GCCT-TTGAAAAAATGGTTTCAC-TACT-T 

AT--ATG-----T--T-TAC-ACCACTAATT-CAAC-CTATTGGTGCT 
 |  |||     |  | ||  | || |||   |||  |  ||  || 
-TCCATGCAGGGTGCTGTA-GA-CA-TAA--ACAA-GC--TT--TG-- 

EPI_ISL_102
8611 

62.86;  
71.43 

62.86;  
57.14 

TTTCTGTGG--TGTAGATGC-TGT--AAA---T--TT--ACTTACTA- 
   |  |    || | | || | |  |||   |  ||  || ||||  
---C--T--ACTG-A-A-GCCT-TTGAAAAAATGGTTTCAC-TACT-T 

AT--ATG-----T--T-TAC-ACCACTAATT-CAAC-CTATTGGTGCT 
 |  |||     |  | ||  | || |||   |||  |  ||  || 
-TCCATGCAGGGTGCTGTA-GA-CA-TAA--ACAA-GC--TT--TG-- 

EPI_ISL_107
7450 

62.86;  
71.43 

62.86;  
57.14 

TTTCTGTGG--TGTAGATGC-TGT--AAA---T--TT--ACTTACTA- 
   |  |    || | | || | |  |||   |  ||  || ||||  
---C--T--ACTG-A-A-GCCT-TTGAAAAAATGGTTTCAC-TACT-T 

AT--ATG-----T--T-TAC-ACCACTAATT-CAAC-CTATTGGTGCT 
 |  |||     |  | ||  | || |||   |||  |  ||  || 
-TCCATGCAGGGTGCTGTA-GA-CA-TAA--ACAA-GC--TT--TG-- 

EPI_ISL_219
1470 

62.86;  
71.43 

62.86;  
57.14 

TTTCTGTGG--TGTAGATGC-TGT--AAA---T--TT--ACTTACTA- 
   |  |    || | | || | |  |||   |  ||  || ||||  
---C--T--ACTG-A-A-GCCT-TTGAAAAAATGGTTTCAC-TACT-T 

AT--ATG-----T--T-TAC-ACCACTAATT-CAAC-CTATTGGTGCT 
 |  |||     |  | ||  | || |||   |||  |  ||  || 
-TCCATGCAGGGTGCTGTA-GA-CA-TAA--ACAA-GC--TT--TG-- 

EPI_ISL_220
1947 

62.86;  
71.43 

62.86;  
57.14 

TTTCTGTGG--TGTAGATGC-TGT--AAA---T--TT--ACTTACTA- 
   |  |    || | | || | |  |||   |  ||  || ||||  
---C--T--ACTG-A-A-GCCT-TTGAAAAAATGGTTTCAC-TACT-T 

AT--ATG-----T--T-TAC-ACCACTAATT-CAAC-CTATTGGTGCT 
 |  |||     |  | ||  | || |||   |||  |  ||  || 
-TCCATGCAGGGTGCTGTA-GA-CA-TAA--ACAA-GC--TT--TG-- 

AGAAATGC
CTGT 

EPI_ISL_218
4872 

54.29;  
28.57 

62.86;  
85.71 

---ACTC---A-AGCCTTACCGCA-GAGA-CAGAAGAAAC-AG-C--A--- 
   | |    | ||  ||   | | | |  |  |||     || |  | 
TTGA-T-GGTAGAG--TT---G-ATG-G-TC--AAG----TAGACTTATTT 

AACTGTGACTC-TTCTTCC-TGCTG-CAGATTT-GG-A-TG------- 
|| || |  |  |||||   |  |  ||||    || | || 
AA-TG-G--T-GTTCTT--AT--T-ACAGA---AGGTAGTGTTAAAGG 

EPI_ISL_218
4874 

54.29;  
28.57 

62.86;  
85.71 

---ACTC---A-AGCCTTACCGCA-GAGA-CAGAAGAAAC-AG-C--A--- 
   | |    | ||  ||   | | | |  |  |||     || |  | 
TTGA-T-GGTAGAG--TT---G-ATG-G-TC--AAG----TAGACTTATTT 

AACTGTGACTC-TTCTTCC-TGCTG-CAGATTT-GG-A-TG------- 
|| || |  |  |||||   |  |  ||||    || | || 
AA-TG-G--T-GTTCTT--AT--T-ACAGA---AGGTAGTGTTAAAGG 

EPI_ISL_261
5927 

54.29;  
28.57 

62.86;  
85.71 

---ACTC---A-AGCCTTACCGCA-GAGA-CAGAAGAAAC-AG-C--A--- 
   | |    | ||  ||   | | | |  |  |||     || |  | 
TTGA-T-GGTAGAG--TT---G-ATG-G-TC--AAG----TAGACTTATTT 

AACTGTGACTC-TTCTTCC-TGCTG-CAGATTT-GG-A-TG------- 
|| || |  |  |||||   |  |  ||||    || | || 
AA-TG-G--T-GTTCTT--AT--T-ACAGA---AGGTAGTGTTAAAGG 

GGAGTTCA
TGCT 

EPI_ISL_192
4455 

57.14;  
57.14 

60;  
28.57 

ATCTAGAGTATTAGGT-TTGAAA-A--C-CC-T-TGC---T-ACTC---- 
  ||    | ||   | ||   | |  | || | ||    | || | 
--CT----T-TT---TGTT---ACATGCACCATATG-GAATTAC-CAACT 

ATGGTTT-AGCT-G-CTGTTA-ATAGTGTCC--CTTG----GGA--T-- 
  ||    | |  | |  ||| | || ||    |||     |||  | 
--GG---CA-C-AGAC--TTAGA-AG-GT--AACTT-TTATGGACCTTT 

CTAAATTG
GGTA 

EPI_ISL_114
9442 N/A N/A Region had low quality sequence Region had low quality sequence 
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