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ABSTRACT
Effective interventions are mandatory to control the transmission and spread of SARS-CoV-2, a
highly contagious virus causing devastating effects worldwide. Cost-effective approaches are
pivotal tools required to increase the detection rates and escalate further in massive
surveillance programs, especially in countries with limited resources that most of the efforts
have focused on symptomatic cases only. Here, we compared the performance of the RT-qPCR
using an intercalating dye with the probe-based assay. Then, we tested and compared these
two RT-qPCR chemistries in different pooling systems: after RNA extraction (post-RNA
extraction) and before RNA extraction (pre-RNA extraction) optimizing by pool size and template
volume. We evaluated these approaches in 610 clinical samples. Our results show that the dye-
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based technique has a high analytical sensitivity similar to the probe-based detection assay
used worldwide. Further, this assay may also be applicable in testing by pool systems post-RNA
extraction up to 20 samples. However, the most efficient system for massive surveillance, the
pre-RNA extraction pooling approach, was obtained with the probe-based assay in test up to 10
samples adding 13.5 µL of RNA template. The low cost and the potential use in pre-RNA
extraction pool systems, place of this assays as a valuable resource for scalable sampling to
larger populations. Implementing a pool system for population sampling results in an important
savings of laboratory resources and time, which are two key factors during an epidemic
outbreak. Using the pooling approaches evaluated here, we are confident that it can be used as
a valid alternative assay for the detection of SARS-CoV-2 in human samples.
INTRODUCTION
The Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome Coronavirus-2 (SARS-CoV-2) is the etiological agent
of the globally spread Coronavirus Disease-2019 (COVID-19). The disease was first reported in
late December 2019 in Wuhan, China. By the time the WHO declared the COVID-19 outbreak a
pandemic (March 12th), there were around 1,000 deaths over ~20,000 confirmed cases. Up to
date (May 30th), more than 350,000 individuals have died and 6 million cases have been
confirmed (WHO, 2020a). Genome analysis approach has been essential to tackle the
COVID-19 pandemic from the beginning as the SARS-CoV-2 nucleotide identity was rapidly
uploaded to public databases, resulting in the immediate manufacture of quantitative reverse
transcription PCR (RT-qPCR) tests (Ren et al., 2020). Further, genome analysis helped to
highlight notable genomic features of SARS-CoV-2 (Andersen et al., 2020) that in agreement
with structural and biochemical experiments determined that the glycoprotein S was optimized
for binding the human receptor hACE2 and that such increase in binding affinity in SARS-CoV
and SARS-CoV-2 was correlated with an increase in virus pathogenicity (Li et al., 2005; Walls et
al., 2020). These similarities among the SARS-CoV-2 and SARS-CoV indicates that differences
in the epidemiology of COVID-19 and SARS, respectively, probably arise from other factors,
including high viral loads in the upper respiratory tract and the potential for asymptomatic
carriers (Bai et al., 2020; He et al., 2020; Liu et al., 2020).
Asymptomatic and pre-symptomatic individuals are one of the most important keys to control
the transmission and spread of SARS-CoV-2. According to recent reports, up to 80% of
infections are mild or asymptomatic, whereas a 15% develop severe infection and 5% are
critical infections (CDC, 2020; Bai et al., 2020; Li et al., 2020; Mizumoto et al., 2020; WHO,
2020b). Further, a significant portion of transmissions occurs before infected patients develop
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symptoms (He et al., 2020), and a drastic underestimation of COVID-19 case number by up to
50 to 100-fold has been suggested (Richterich, 2020). Specifically, viral shedding starts
around2.3 days and peaks ~1 day before the onset of the symptoms. Hence, finding the
proportion of pre-symptomatic and asymptomatic transmission is mandatory to establish an
active case finding and further control of the disease. A case identification followed by tracing
and quarantining contacts and high-risk personnel are useful approaches when a new infection
is emerging in a population (Hellewell et al., 2020; Wu and McGoogan, 2020). However, when a
community transmission is already established, tracing the contact is an incomplete method for
controlling transmission. Thus, the cases detected through those methods are no longer
representative of the whole infection dynamic on the population, limiting the capacity to make
evidence-based decisions (Foddai et al., 2020). For those reasons on the current scenario, urge
to massively increase the diagnostic rates allowing to identify not only symptomatic cases but,
most importantly, asymptomatic and pre-symptomatic cases (Peto, 2020; Peto et al., 2020).
The early identification of individuals undergoing viral shedding has evident epidemiological,
economic, and social benefits (e.g. Pareek et al., 2016; Prins et al., 2017). However, in
developing countries, implementing a massive testing approach remain still unpracticable. The
official confirmatory test is a probe-based RT-qPCR (CDC, 2020). The current pandemic
situation has created a shortage of reagents, limiting the use for individual and confirmatory
testing only. In consequence, alternative detection assays, such as the use of intercalating dyes,
and different analytical techniques, such as pooling testing, that may retain the diagnostic
sensitivity and specificity of the current official and individual assay is pivotal to progress for
massive use. Furthermore, given the expected low prevalence of SARS-CoV-2 in the general
population, massive testing would render mostly negative results. A sampling strategy based on
the pooled analyses, instead of individual samples, could be an efficient and effective approach
to reduce cost and enlarge the number of tested individuals for massive screening in the
general population, notably reducing the assay cost (Eis-Huebinger et al., 2020; Narayanan et
al., 2020). The fluorescent DNA-intercalating dye-based technology is alternative chemistry for
RT-qPCR assay due to several factors such as low cost, feasible to perform, and highly scalable
compared to probes-based assays (i.e. TaqMan probes) (Tajadini et al., 2014). Therefore, the
present study aimed to evaluate the sensitivity and performance of two RT-qPCR assays, a dyebased and a probe-based, for the detection of SARS-CoV-2 in human samples. Then, we
compared the performance of both assays by pooling samples at different group sizes and RNA
template volume. We further evaluated pooling samples at two different analytical stages, preand post-RNA extraction.
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MATERIAL AND METHODS
Ethics Statement
Samples were obtained from diagnostic certified laboratory and collected during two-weeks in a
surveillance program of risk group of health care workers and military personnel. Ethical
approval of this study was obtained from the Comité Ético Científico - Servicio de Salud Valdivia
(CEC-SSV, reference number Ord. Nº099).
Clinical Samples and RNA Extraction
A total of 610 nasopharyngeal samples were obtained using swabs (FLOQSwabs #503, COPAN
Diagnostic Inc., Italy) and deposited in 2 mL universal viral transport media. Viral RNA was
extracted from 200 µL of the transport media containing the sample using Viral Nucleic Acid
Extraction Kit II (GeneAid) according to manufacturer’s instructions, obtaining a final elution of
60 µL with nuclease-free water. The quality of the RNA and the RT-qPCR assay were evaluated
by amplifying the human RNAseP gene as an internal control. An extraction control was
performed in each extraction run. All real-time RT-PCR reactions were done with an Applied
Biosystems QuantStudio3 Real-Time PCR System (Thermo Scientific).
Dye-based RT-qPCR
A single-tube one-step RT-qPCR was standardized using a GoTaq® 1-Step RT-qPCR System
(Promega). This kit contains the fluorescent BRYT Green® dye wich has similar spectral
properties to SYBR® Green I, such as excitation at 493 nm and emission at 530 nm. A set of
three pairs of primers were synthesized targeting different segments of the nucleocapsid (Table
1). Primer concentration (0.2 to 1.5 µM) and annealing temperature (58 to 65ºC) were optimized
to achieve a better performance. A concentration of 0.3 µM of each primer and 62.5ºC was
found to yield the lowest threshold cycles (CT values), highest fluorescence signal, and minimal
secondary products. For individual samples, RT-qPCR was performed with a final volume of 20
µL containing 10 µL of master mix, 5 µL of RNA template, 0.6 µL of each primer (10 µM), and
3.8 µL of nuclease-free water. The optimized cycling profile was 50°C for 15 min, 95°C for 10
min, followed by 40 cycles of 95°C for 15 sec, 62.5°C for 15 sec, and 72ºC for 15 sec. Melting
analysis was performed by 15 sec at 95°C and then an incubation of 1 min at 60°C with a
gradual increase in temperature (0.15°C /1s) to 95°C. The fluorescence was measured at the
end of each cycle. A human specimen control (i.e. RNAseP gene), a synthetic viral
nucleocapside positive control (2019-CoV Plasmid Control, IDT), and a negative control (ultrapure water) were included during each RT-qPCR run.
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Probe-based RT-qPCR
Two segments of the nucleocapsid gene (i.e. N1 and N2) were amplified using 4x TaqMan®
Fast Virus 1-step Master Mix (Thermo Fisher) in a 20 µL reaction containing 5 µL of master mix,
5 µL of RNA template, 1.5 µL of primer and probe mix (2019-nCOV CDC EUA Kit, IDT), and 8.5
µL of nuclease-free water. Briefly, the cycling profile was 25ºC for 2 min, 50ºC for 15 min, and
95ºC for 2 min, followed by 45 cycles of 95ºC for 3 sec and 55ºC for 30 sec. Adequate internal
controls, viral positive control and negative control were included during each run.
Analytical sensitivity and reproducibility
The analytical sensitivity (i.e. minimum number of copies in a sample measured accurately),
expressed by the limit of detection (LOD) of the assay was determined using six 10-fold serial
dilutions of a synthetic plasmid of the full nucleocapsid gene according to datasheet information
(2019-CoV Plasmid Control, IDT), from 1x105 to 1 viral copies/µL in ultra-pure water. Dilutions
were run in duplicate through both, dye-based and probe-based, assays. A standard curve was
obtained plotting the CT values against the copy number. The reaction efficiency was
determined by the calculation of the correlation coefficient (R2). The repeatability and
reproducibility of the assay was evaluated in four 10-fold serial dilutions of the standard
plasmids (from 1x105 to 1x102) in duplicates using intra- and inter-assay tests within the same
run and through two independent runs, respectively. The mean, standard deviations (SD), and
coefficient of variation (CV) were calculated for each dilution based on their CT values.
Performance comparison of RT-qPCR assays
We compared the performance of the dye-based with the probe-based assay by analyzing 610
nasopharyngeal samples. Viral RNA was isolated as describe above. Each sample was
individually analyzed using both methods in parallel, using adequate internal controls, viral
positive control and negative control.
Pooling test
In order to evaluate the ability of the RT-qPCR assay to scale for massive use, we run our tests
in two different group systems: pooling after RNA extraction (post-RNA extraction) and pooling
before RNA extraction (pre-RNA extraction) (Figure 3B and 3C). For the pooling post-RNA
extraction, the eluted RNA from a confirmed positive sample of a patient was added to pools of
5, 10, 15 and 20 RNA negative samples. The positive sample was added at two different virus
copy numbers emulating infected individuals at mid (~400 copies/µL) and a high (~6,000 copies/
µL) viral load (Kim et al 2020; Zou et al 2020). A total of 5 µL of RNA sample was added to the
final RT-qPCR mix. Each pool was run in duplicate. An only negative pool were run within each

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.30.20117721; this version posted June 3, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

assay. A positive plasmid control (PC) at 2,000 viral copies/µl was included. For the pooling preRNA extraction, we tested pools of 5 and 10 samples using both RT-qPCR assays. A 100 µL of
viral transport media of each individual samples were mixed into a single tube. Then, a total of
200 µL of the mix was used for viral extraction, as described above, with a final elution of 60 µL.
We compared adding volumes of 5 µL and 10 µL of RNA template added to the RT-qPCR mix.
We evaluated 10 pools using a set of positive samples with CT values from 14.76 to 38.2,
emulating patients from a wide spectrum of viral load. We further compared 15 pools of 10
samples each adding 5 µL and 13.5 µL of RNA template, which is the maximum volumen
allowed in a 20 µL RT-qPCR mix. All pools include one positive sample that with a CT values
that ranged from the 12.7 to 39.9. An only negative pool was run within each assay.
RESULTS
Evaluation of a dye-based assay.
All set of primers targeting nucleocapsid gene amplified correctly using the dye-based real-time
RT-PCR assay. One pair of primers (N1-F and N1-R) was selected for further efficiency and
performance based on the highest sensitivity (lowest CT) obtained minimizing non-specific
amplification products during melting curve analysis. The standard curve of the CT against the
amount of synthetic viral plasmid showed a wide dynamic range from 1 to 1x105 viral copies/µL
in 40 cycles, a correlation coefficient, R2, of 0.99 with a standard curve slope of -3.715, and a
reaction efficiency, E, of 86% (Figure 1A). The limit of detection of SARS-CoV-2 using the dyebased assay was at a dilution of 10 viral copies/µL with a mean CT value of 35.31. This value
was 1.09 cycles higher than the probe-based assay at the same dilution (Figure 1B). Further,
across all dilutions, the CT difference among assays was almost zero (i.e. 0.08), ranging from
-1.09 to 0.87 cycles (Table 2). The dissociation curve performed after completed RT-qPCR
peaked at 83.51 ± 0.25 ºC (Figure 2). All internal controls amplified correctly. No positive
fluorescence amplification signal was obtained from negative controls and nuclease-free water.
Standard curves for each assay were highly reproducible with no significant differences in
slopes among runs of the same assay. The intra-assay SD and CV ranged from 0.02 to 0.14
and 0.1 to 0.44%, respectively, whereas the inter-assay ranged from 0.04 to 0.18 and 0.05 to
0.43% (Table 3), indicating that the dye-based assay is highly repeatable and reproducible.
Performance comparison among assays
A total of 610 nasopharyngeal samples were examined by dye- and probe-based assays in
order to compare performance among assays. The probe- and dye-based RT-qPCR detected
24 and 20 positive samples to SARS-CoV-2, respectively. The estimated sensitivity and
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specificity of the dye-based RT-qPCR was 83.3% (95% CI: 62.9-95.3%) and 100% (95% CI:
99.4-100%), respectively. In addition, positive samples from probe-based showed always a
lower CT value than dye-based assays (range: 0.72 to 5.9 cycles).
Pooling Test
We compared the RT-qPCR performance of individual samples (Figure 3A) with pooled samples
grouped at two different analytical stages: after (Figure 3B) and before (Figure 3C) the viral RNA
extraction. In the post-RNA extraction pools, RNA of SARS-CoV-2 was detected in all pools,
independent the amount of starting viral material, emulating patients with two different viral
loads on each pool. All pools, in both dye- and probe-based, showed a negative impact on the
performance of the RT-qPCR, increasing the CT values when compared with individual testing
(Figure 4). Using a high viral copies sample (~6,000 copies/µL), the mean CT values of pools
ranged from 27.14 to 29.23 that were 4.12 to 6.22 cycles from the original sample using the
dye-based assay, and from 23.84 to 25.68 at 2.59 to 4.43 cycles away from the original sample
using the probe-based sample (Table 4). Similarly, pools emulating a patient with a mid-viral
load (~400 copies/µL) showed CT values from 30.40 to 31.83 which were 3.10 to 4.53 cycles
from the original sample in the dye-based assays, whereas using the probe-based assay the CT
values were less than 2 cycles from the original sample (Table 4). None of the negative pools by
probe-based RT-qPCR showed fluorescence amplification signal. The same negative pools
showed a high CT value using the dye-based assay, although no melting products were
detected at the 83°C target peak.
In the pre-RNA extraction pools, we evaluated pools using individual positive samples with a
wide range of individual CT values. The probe-based assay was able to detect viral amplification
in 8/10 pools of size 5 and 10, using either 5 or 10 µL of RNA template. In all pools, the CT
values increased when compared with individual testing. As expected, the CT was greater when
the pool size increased from 5 (CT mean difference of 2.83) to 10 (CT mean difference of 7.1)
(Table 5). When the amount of RT-qPCR template was doubled from 5 to 10 µL, the CT
difference with the individual sample decreased (Figure 5A and B). We were able to detect pools
that contained an individual positive sample with CT value up to 35. The two pools containing
samples with the highest individual CT values, 37.96 and 38.2, were not detected by pooling in
either 5 or 10 and adding 5 or 10 µL. When the volume of RNA template increased from 5 to
13.5 µL, all pools of 10 samples (15/15) containing individual positive samples with CT values
from 12.7 to 39.9 were detected. In contrast, 13/15 pools adding 5 µL of RNA template were
detected, where two pools with individual positive sample CT of 33.5 and 39.9 were not detected
(Table 6). All CT values decreased when the volume of RNA template increased (Figure 5C).

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.30.20117721; this version posted June 3, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

The performance of the dye-based assay in pre-RNA extraction pools resulted in the
amplification of 6/11 and 5/11 in pools of size 5 and 10, respectively, using 5 µL of RNA template
(Table 6). Surprisingly, increasing the amount of RNA template to 10 µL did not increase the
detection rate. In fact, adding more template to the RT-qPCR mix, the detection decrease in
3/11 and 0/11 in pools of 5 and 10, respectively,
DISCUSSION
In this study, we compared a dye-based and probe-based real-time RT-qPCR assay for the
economic and rapid detection and quantification of SARS-CoV-2 in human samples by
individual and pooling testing. The dye-based technique showed a high analytical sensitivity
similar to the probe-based detection assay used worldwide. Further, we showed that this assay
may also be applicable in testing by pool systems post-RNA extraction, whereas the probebased assay have a excellent performance in pre-RNA extraction pooling tests. Thus, each test
has particular advantages that can be exploited for massive use to increase sensitivity in
surveillance programs in large target populations.
Our results showed that using the dye-based assay describe here, the SARS-CoV-2 can be
detected up to 50 viral copies (a dilution of 10 copies/µL) of the RNA template, showing a similar
analytical sensitivity obtained with the probe-based standard technique (Table 2). The LODs
described here are within the range reported for COVID-19 detection in two comparative studies
using up to six approved RT-qPCR kit assays for SARS-CoV-2 (van Kasteren et al, 2020; Wang
et al, 2020) and similar for other human coronaviruses (Goka et al. 2014, Adachi et al 2004). We
further evaluated this method in 610 nasopharyngeal samples, showing that the individual test
of the dye-based assay had a similar performance to the probe-based assay in detecting
positive samples. An amplification curve might be detectable at high CT values in negative
individuals. Thus, a critical step in the proper use and interpretation of the dye-based technique
is the analysis of the melting curve reducing the chances of obtaining false positives. We
encourage the use of this test for individual surveillance testing when group sensitivity is a
priority.
The pooling or group testing can be a very efficient and effective methodology for the
implementation of massive screening in surveillance programs, reducing costs, laboratory time,
and the total number of reactions applied. Recently, several pooling tests for COVID-19 using
probe-based assays have shown efficient viral detection. These studies have shown a wide
range of pooling settings, from eight to 32 samples per pool, increasing up to 8 folds the testing
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efficiency compared to individual testing (Shenta et al, 2020; Viehweger et al, 2020; Ben-Ami et
al, 2020). Here, we showed an efficient performance in the range of setting pools tested before
the RNA extraction step, with an analytical sensitivity that shown that pooling setting between 5
to 20 samples per pool retain the accuracy of the test obtaining a shift to the right of the
amplification curve up to 5.9 cycles in the dye-based assay and 4.4 cycles in the probe-based
assay. The CT values obtained from group testing are highly dependent on the viral load of the
positive sample in the pool and the number of samples included in the pool setting. Thus, a
compromise of CT values is expected when samples are pooled and even more in samples with
mid or low viral load. This compromise in cycles was present in both probe- and dye-based
assays. However, an increase of CT values from 33,1 to 35,6 cycles (2.5 cycles) has been
shown between individual analysis and pool test with 8 samples (1/7 positive), respectively
(Gupta et al, 2020). Similarly, another study showed that a positive sample of SARS-CoV-2 can
be detected using TaqMan assays in pooled samples without compromising the assay
sensitivity (Ben-Ami et al, 2020). Further, a study using samples with high or low viral loads,
showed no significant differences in CT values between pooled and individual samples,
suggesting that sensitivity was not affected by pooling specimens, regardless of the viral load
(Wacharapluesadee et al, 2020). We further explored the use of pooling samples previous to the
analytical stage of RNA extraction. This is intended to significantly save time, laboratory staff
effort, and economic resources in a surveillance program. Using the probe-base assay, we were
able to detect positive individuals with CT values of 31.09 in pools of 5 and 10 samples using 5
or 10 µL of RNA template. Pooled samples with one individual with CT over 38 were not
detected. Due to the lack of samples between CT 32 and 38, we cannot rule out the analytical
sensitivity of this assay at CT 32 using 10 µL of RNA template but further analyses might be
pursued to detect a more trustful detection threshold. Since increasing the amount of the RNA
template from 5 to 10 µL we observed less compromise of cycles, we further explore increasing
to the maximum amount of RNA template allowed in a 20 µL RT-qPCR mix, with a set of positive
samples with a wider range of CT values (12.7 to 39.9). When the template volume increased to
13.5 µL in pools of 10, we were able to reduce the delta CT from 6.25 (using 5 µL of RNA
template) to 3.72 on average and increase the detection rate to 100%.
Contrary to our expectations, we observed an increase in the CT value the RNA template
volume increased using the dye-based assay. The increase in CT value when using 10 µL
versus 5 µL of RNA template in the dye-based RT-qPCR assay could be explained by the effect
of inhibitors present in the extracted RNA sample, although this effect was not observed in the
reaction with the probe-based assay. This effect might be related to differences in the sensitivity
to inhibitors of the Transcriptase reverse and/or Taq Polymerase included on each master mixes
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(Levesque-Sergerie et al., 2007). The presence of inhibitors of the RT-qPCR reaction is a
recurrent problem in clinical samples and the effect on the result of the reaction will depend on
the enzymes (i.e. Transcriptase Reverse (M-MLV) and DNA Polymerase (Taq Polymerase))
used (Schrader et al., 2012). Since the dye-based assay was not able to perform adequately
using this approach, we do not recommend the use of this protocol in pooled pre-RNA extraction
samples.
For massive surveillance use, we are confident to suggest the use of the probe-based assay in
a pre-RNA extraction pooling testing up to 10 samples. For a system of pooling post-RNA
extraction, we suggest first the use of probe-based assay followed by dye-based assays, and
both can be used in pools up to 20 samples. Implementing a pool system for population
sampling results in an important savings of laboratory resources and time, which are two key
factors during an epidemic outbreak, such as for COVID-19, that may limit the surveillance
approach selected for viral detection testing in the population. Further, the individual testing use,
the dye-based performed similarly to the probe-based assays and could be used in case of a
shortage of probe resources.
COVID-19 is a highly contagious disease causing devastating effects worldwide. Effective
interventions are mandatory to control the transmission and spread of the virus. Using the
pooling approaches evaluated here, we are confident that it can be used as a valid alternative
assay for the detection of SARS-CoV-2 in human samples. The low cost and the potential use in
pre-RNA extraction pool systems, place of this assays as a valuable resource for scalable
sampling to larger populations such as surveillance targeting asymptomatic and presymptomatic individuals where massive testing is essential for the rapid identification of
potential spreaders.
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TABLES
Table 1. Primers for nucleocapside amplification of SARS-CoV-2 by a dye-based assay used in
this study.
Primer

Sequence

Amplicon length

Reference

N1-F

CAATGCTGCAATCGTGCTAC

118

Won et al., 2020

N1-R

GTTGCGACTACGTGATGAGG

118

Won et al., 2020

Assay-1-F

GCCTCTTCTCGTTCCTCATCAC

111

Sigma AldrichA

Assay-1-R

AGCAGCATCACCGCCATTG

Sigma AldrichA

Assay-2-F

AGCCTCTTCTCGTTCCTCATCAC

111
102

Assay-2-R
Human IPC-F

CCGCCATTGCCAGCCATTC
CTATTAATGTGGCGATTGACCGA

102

Sigma Aldrich

102

Won et al., 2020

Human IPC-R

TGAGGGCACTGGAAATTGTAT

102

Won et al., 2020

Sigma AldrichA

Ahttps://www.sigmaaldrich.com/covid-19.html

Table 2. Cycles threshold (CT) obtained from six 10-fold dilutions using the probe-based and
dye-based real-time RT-PCR assays. ND= Not detected.
copies/uL

Mean CT Probe-based

Mean CT Dye-based

CT difference

1x105
1x104

21.12
24.79

20.25
24.04

0.87
0.75

1x103

27.97

27.57

0.40

1x102

31.14

31.69

-0.55

1x101

34.22

35.31

-1.09

1

ND

ND

ND

Table 3. Intra-assay repeatability and inter-assay reproducibility for the dye-based real-time RTPCR assays.
copies/uL

Intra-assay variability

Inter-assay variability

Mean ± SD

CV (%)

Mean ± SD

CV (%)

1x105

20.25 ± 0.02

0.1

20.36 ± 0.16

0.05

1x104

24.04 ± 0.03

0.13

24.09 ± 0.07

0.15

1x103

27.57 ± 0.06

0.22

27.7 ± 0.18

0.17

1x102

31.69 ± 0.14

0.44

31.72 ± 0.04

0.43
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Table 4. Cycles threshold (CT) obtained from four different pool post-RNA extraction settings
using a probe-based (Probe) and dye-based (Dye) RT-qPCR assay. The original (positive)
sample is denoted as 1.
Pool
Setting

High Viral Load
CT
Dye
Difference Mean CT
0
23.32

CT
Difference
0

Probe
Mean CT
26.12

Low Viral Load
CT
Dye
Difference Mean CT
0
27.30

1

Probe
Mean CT
21.25

CT
Difference
0

1:5

23.84

2.59

27.14

3.82

27.09

0.97

30.40

3.10

1:10

24.79

3.55

28.42

5.1

28.12

0.89

31.17

3.87

1:15

25.32

4.1

28.98

5.66

28.65

1.36

31.69

4.39

1:20

25.68

4.43

29.23

5.91

28.98

1.69

31.83

4.53

Table 5. Effect of increasing the pool size in the RT-qPCR performance. Cycles threshold (CT)
obtained from pools of 5 and 10 pre-RNA extraction samples using 10 uL of RNA template in a
probe-based RT-qPCR assay. The original sample is denoted as individual CT. CT difference
corresponds to pool CT value minus individual CT . ND= Not detected.
ID

Individual
CT

Pool 1:5
CT value

CT Difference

Pool 1:10
CT value

CT Difference

Pool1
Pool2
Pool3
Pool4
Pool5
Pool6
Pool7
Pool8

14.76
18.40
19.82
22.01
23.01
26.62
27.62
31.09

19.13
22.99
22.99
25.47
27.08
27.77
28.68
31.82

4.37
4.59
3.17
3.47
4.07
1.15
1.06
0.73

25.47
28.66
27.73
33.54
32.17
29.83
29.3
33.43

10.71
10.26
7.92
11.53
9.16
3.21
1.68
2.34

Pool9
Pool10

37.96
38.20

ND
ND
Mean CT value:

ND
ND
2.83

ND
ND
Mean CT value:

ND
ND
7.10
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Table 6. Effect of increasing the volume of RNA template in the probe-based RT-qPCR
performance. Cycles threshold (CT) obtained from pools of 10 pre-RNA extraction samples
using 5 and 13.5 uL of RNA template in a probe-based RT-qPCR assay. The original sample is
denoted as individual CT. CT difference corresponds to pool CT value minus individual CT . ND=
Not detected.
ID

Individual
CT

5 µL Pool
CT value

CT
Difference

13.5 µL Pool
CT value

CT
Difference

Pool 11
Pool 12
Pool 13
Pool 14
Pool 15
Pool 16
Pool 17
Pool 18
Pool 19
Pool 20
Pool 21
Pool 22
Pool 23
Pool 24
Pool 25

12.69
12.86
14.76
18.40
19.82
22.01
23.01
26.6
26.62
30.04
31.09
31.87
33.48
34.67
39.9

15.65
15.13
26.34
29.82
29.26
35.46
33.69
28.02
31.82
31.52
35.40
33.96
ND
39.62
ND
Mean CT value:

2.96
2.27
11.59
11.42
9.44
13.45
10.68
1.42
5.20
1.48
4.31
2.09
ND
4.94
ND
6.25

14.2
13.8
23.48
27.30
26.60
31.99
31.24
26.76
28.65
30.25
31.86
32.44
38.59
38.43
38
Mean CT value:

1.51
0.94
8.72
8.90
6.78
9.98
8.23
0.16
2.03
0.21
0.77
0.57
5.11
3.76
-1.90
3.72
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Table 7. Cycles threshold (CT) obtained from pools of 5 and 10 pre-RNA extraction samples
using 5 and 10 uL of RNA template in a dye-based RT-qPCR assay. The original sample is
denoted as individual CT. ND= Pools with not detectable amplification signal or melting at nonexpected temperature.
5 ul RNA template
Pool 1:5
Pool 1:10
CT value
CT value
27.43
36.46
29.66
35.77

10 ul RNA template
Pool 1:5
Pool 1:10
CT value
CT value
34.38
ND
32.42
ND

ID

Individual
CT

Pool 1
Pool 2

17.95
22.24

Pool 3

23.33

30.10

39.02

ND

ND

Pool 4

26.27

31.54

38.52

ND

ND

Pool 5
Pool 6

26.98
31.84

34.88
34.60

ND
38.59

ND
38.06

ND
ND

Pool 7

34.42

ND

ND

ND

ND

Pool 8

36.08

ND

ND

ND

ND

Pool 9
Pool 10

36.89
38.66

ND
ND

ND
ND

ND
ND

ND
ND

Pool 11

39.20

ND

ND

ND

ND
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FIGURES
Figure 1. Amplification and standard curves of the SARS-CoV-2, obtained from 10-fold dilutions
of the viral nucleocapsid plasmid by dye-based (A) and probe-based (B) RT-qPCR. Each point
represents duplicate amplification at each dilution.
Figure 2. Fluorescence melting curve analysis for the detection of the nucleocapsid gene of
SARS-CoV-2 of dye-based assay at six different n 10-fold dilutions.
Figure 3. Schematic diagram of the experiments of individual (A), and pooling systems in a preRNA extraction (B) and post-RNA extraction (C).
Figure 4. Amplification curves of SARS-CoV-2 sample in post-RNA extraction pool testing using
5, 10, 15 and 20 samples at mid- (above) and high (below) viral load sample using dye-based
(left) and probe-based (right) assay.
Figure 5. Cycles threshold (CT) difference (∆CT) using 5 µl and 10 µl of RNA template in preRNA extraction pool testing of 5 (A) and 10 (B) samples (n=10). (C) ∆CT using 5 µl and 13.5 µl
of RNA template in pre-RNA extraction pool testing of 10 samples (n=15). Samples with no
coupled dot are denoted in red.
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