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FIGURES 

Figure 1: Cartoon to illustrate the generation of IgM and IgG antibodies to SARS nCoV-2 and 

detection of antibodies by a lateral flow device. (A) !"#$%$& generation of antibodies to the 

trimeric SARS-CoV-2 spike protein. (B) Projected change in titres of specific IgM and IgG over 

time following infection, with arrows indicating typical time frames for collection of acute and 

convalescent samples. (C) '(# $%$& detection of IgG and/or IgM using a lateral flow 

immunoassay (LFIA): S= sample well, T=test antibody; C=control. Diagram shows a positive 

sample on the left, with positive lines at both C and T, and a negative test on the right with a 

line present only at C. Any other combination of lines renders the test invalid. Some devices 

have two test lines, for separate detection of anti-SARS-nCoV-2-IgG and -IgM. (D) Outcomes 

of testing negative and positive plasma using LFIA. (E) Calculation of sensitivity, specificity, 

positive and negative predictive value of a test. Image created with BioRender.com; exported 

under a paid subscription.  
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Figure 2: Results of testing 90 plasma samples for SARS-CoV-2 IgM and IgG by Enzyme linked 

Immunosorbent Assay (ELISA). (A) IgM readings for SARS-CoV-2 pre-pandemic plasma 

(designated negatives, shown in blue, n=50), and RT-PCR confirmed cases of SARS-CoV-2 

infection (designated positives, shown in orange, n=40; divided into acute cases, n=22, and 

convalescent cases, n=18. Threshold of OD = 0.4 discriminates accurately between negative 

controls and convalescent sera. (B) IgG data shown for the same subgroups described for 

panel A. A threshold of OD = 0.07 discriminates between designated negatives and positives. 

(C) IgM OD values plotted against the time post symptoms at which plasma was obtained. The 

line shows the mean OD value expected from a spline-based linear regression model, the 

ribbon indicates the pointwise 95% confidence interval. (D) IgG OD values plotted against the 

time post symptoms at which plasma was obtained. Coloured dots in panels C and D indicate 

disease severity. OD = optical density.  
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Figure 3: Comparison between ELISA and LFIA for SARS-CoV-2 designated negative and 

positive plasma. Panel A shows quantitative optical density (OD) readout from ELISA for IgG 

for designated negative plasma (n=50) and from individuals with RT-PCR confirmed infection 

(n=40, divided into acute and convalescent plasma). IgM results are shown in Figure S2 in the 

Supplementary Materials. Panel B shows results from LFIA produced by nine manufacturers. 

Any positive test for IgG, IgM, both or total antibody is shown as positive, please see Figure 

S2 for more detailed breakdown. Grey blocks indicate missing data as a result of insufficient 

devices to test all samples and one assay on one device with an invalid result. Samples in both 

panels are ranked from left to right by quantitation of IgG (as indicated in panel A).  
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Figure 4: Influence of population prevalence of seropositivity on assay performance. 

Scenarios with population prevalence of 5%, 20% and 50% are shown within each panel. Panel 

A shows the proportion of all positive tests that are wrong (1-positive predictive value), which 

would lead to false release from lock-down of non-immune individuals, for varying test 

sensitivity (x-axis) and 1-specificity (line colour). Panel B shows the proportion of negative 

tests that are wrong, panel C the absolute number of false positive tests per 1000 tests and 

panel D the absolute number of false negative tests per 1000 tests. 
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