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ABSTRACT
Background
Coronavirus Disease 2019 (COVID-19) has caused a severe outbreak and become a global
public health priority. Rapid increment of infection number along with significant deaths have
placed the virus as a serious threat to human health. Rapid, reliable, and simple diagnostic
methods are critically essential for disease control. While Reverse Transcriptase Polymerase
Chain Reaction (RT-PCR) is the current diagnostic gold standard, Reverse Transcriptase LoopMediated Isothermal Amplification (RT-LAMP) appears as a compelling alternative diagnostic test
due to its more simplicity, shorter time to result, and lower cost. This study examined RT-LAMP
application for rapid identification of SARS-CoV-2 infection compared to RT-PCR assay.
Methods
A systematic review and meta-analysis (2020) was conducted in 6 scientific databases following
the PRISMA Guideline. Original published studies on human clinical samples in English were
included. Articles evaluated sensitivity and specificity of RT-LAMP relative to RT-PCR were
considered eligible. Quality assessment of bias and applicability was examined based on
QUADAS-2.
Results
A total of 351 studies were found based on the keywords and search queries. 14 eligible case
control studies fitted the respective criteria. Quality assessment using QUADAS-2 indicated low
risk bias in all included studies. All case studies, comprises 2,112 samples, had the cumulative
sensitivity of 95.5% (CI 97.5%=90.8-97.9%) and cumulative specificity of 99.5% (CI
97.5%=97.7-99.9%).
Conclusion
RT-LAMP assay could be suggested as a reliable alternative COVID-19 diagnostic method with
reduced cost and time compared to RT-PCR. RT-LAMP could potentially be utilized during the
high-throughput and high-demand critical situations.
Keywords: RT-LAMP, RT-PCR, SARS-CoV-2, COVID-19, Diagnostic test
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INTRODUCTION
Recently emerging Novel Corona Virus Disease (COVID-19), the subsequent disease due to
Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome Coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) infection has created a
skyrocketing outbreak and become a serious threat towards global public health emergency(1).
As of 3 January 2021, the COVID-19 pandemic has resulted in a total of 83,322,449 confirmed
cases, including 1,831,412 deaths according to the WHO COVID-19 report (2) SARS-CoV-2
currently known to be transmitted among humans by the means of respiratory droplets and
aerosols produced from infected persons while sneezing, talking, and/or coughing (3). At the
moment, effective antiviral drugs and vaccines for SARS-CoV-2 are still under research (4) The
absence of suitable therapeutic agents necessitates prompt diagnosis with simple, rapid, reliable
detection of SARS-CoV-2 infection (5).
Diagnosis of early infection is difficult since COVID-19 manifests with non-specific clinical
symptoms, such as fever, cough, or shortness of breath, which overlap those found at common
cold and influenza, even though some progressed to severe complication (1,3). In addition,
patients with early SARS-CoV-2 infection can remain asymptomatic. Symptoms appear as early
as 2 days or up to 2 weeks after exposure (4). Hence, the confirmation of SARS-CoV-2 infection
relies on nucleic acid testing, which detects the viral RNA (6). Early, rapid, and accurate
identification of SARS-CoV-2 infected patients, even before immune response occurred and for
asymptomatic carrier, is crucial, not only to provide appropriate timely medical support for patients
but also to take mitigation actions to impede further spread and control transmission (1,7,8).
The current gold standard for COVID-19 molecular diagnosis is based on real-time reverse
transcription-polymerase chain reaction (RT-PCR), which detects SARS-CoV-2 RNA (6). RTPCR produces outstanding analytical performances with highly sensitive and specific results (8).
Nonetheless, RT-PCR based approaches for COVID-19 detection still suffer from several
limitations, since these methods require highly skilled personnel and sophisticated equipment with
poor availability (restricted to public health laboratories) (4). As a result, they are considered
impractical, especially in the setting of remote areas and developing countries with limited
resources (3). Yet, the fact that PCR-based methods are relatively time consuming with
complicated processes limits their capacity to meet the demand in the active pandemic situation
(3).
Rapidly growing number of incidences urges substitution with an equally reliable molecular
detection method to facilitate detection of SARS-CoV-2 infection (1,3). In order to answer this
challenge, a test kit which offers shorter turn-around time and is simple to operate would be highly
desirable. The test should be able to identify virus infected patients, even at an early stage. Ideally,
the diagnostic test is mobile, reduces the need of any complicated instrument, and the result can
be interpreted by the naked eye. Therefore, it is feasible to be used at public facilities, particularly
at health centers in rural areas (9).
Reverse Transcriptase Loop-mediated isothermal amplification (RT-LAMP) is a rapid one-step
DNA amplification technique (7). This method has been applied to numerous pathogen detection,
such as virus, bacteria, and malaria (9). RT-LAMP is regarded as a promising point-of-care test
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due to several advantages: high sensitivity and specificity, rapid reaction, and less dependent on
sophisticated equipment (5). The LAMP reaction takes place at constant temperature at 60 to
65°C within less than an hour (8). Since the DNA amplification process occurs at one constant
temperature, it requires simple equipment and eliminates the needs of thermal cycle as of PCR
(6). The single reaction of RT-LAMP significantly shortens the reaction time which bypasses the
DNA purification step. Hence, a rapid detection of SARS-CoV-2 can be achieved (9). RT-LAMP
results can be detected by visual turbidity or fluorescence in real time (7). Therefore, the result
can be visualized by naked eye and interpreted by any-person within a short turn-around time(5).
Last but not least, the simple procedure allowed this skill to be easily mastered by junior laboratory
technologists or healthcare workers with short training (8).
Regarding these facts, a review was conducted in order to examine diagnostic performance of
RT-LAMP compared to RT-PCR, the current diagnosis gold standard of COVID-19 diagnosis. By
the time of the review was performed, authors had not found other similar studies analyzed RTLAMP for COVID-19. The review results were expected to provide credible evidence of the use
of the proposed diagnostic tool, RT-LAMP, as a potential alternative to answer the current issue.
MATERIAL & METHODS
This systematic review and meta-analysis followed the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic
Review and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) guidelines (10) to properly search for relevant studies or
literatures used in this review
Search strategy
Two independent investigators performed thorough literature searches in a blinded fashion.
Discrepancies were resolved by the discussion of both investigators. The literature search was
done through seven scientific databases, namely Pubmed, ScienceDirect, Scopus, Proquest,
Wiley, Scopus, and EBSCohost for studies published up to October 12th 2020. The literature
search strategies were developed using medical subject headings (MeSH) in scientific databases
with text words related to COVID-19 diagnosis, RT-PCR, and RT-LAMP. The used keywords in
each database are listed on Table 1. We also do a manual hand-searching reference list from the
included studies. Subsequently, the retrieved results were deduplicated and screened against the
pre-specified eligibility criteria.
Study Eligibility Criteria
Inclusion criteria was set to filter primary studies investigating the diagnostic study of RT-LAMP
in COVID-19 diagnosis using PICO (Patient, Intervention, Control, Outcome) criteria as
summarized in Table 2. We included studies consisting of prospective and retrospective, crosssectional, and cohort published studies from human clinical samples of COVID-19 suspected
patients, which evaluated sensitivity and specificity of RT-LAMP for COVID-19 diagnosis in
comparison to RT-PCR. Meanwhile, studies were also excluded if any of the following criteria
were met: (1) Review articles, case series, or letter to editors; (2) in-vitro studies without clinical
samples; (3) irretrievable full-text articles; and (4) non-English articles.
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Study Selection
After the previous search in proposed databases had been completed, the search results were
stored in Microsoft Excel Spreadsheet (Microsoft Corp, Redmond, WA, USA). Authors manually
checked and removed duplicate articles. The spreadsheet was also utilized to manage the data.
The authors independently reviewed the literature search. Primarily, a screening on titles and
abstracts of the selected articles was conducted to exclude studies according to the exclusion
criteria. The reviewers mentioned the underlying reason to exclude any items in the spreadsheet.
Studies were included for the following step if there was any uncertainty. Subsequently, the
authors read the full text in order to exclude studies which did not meet inclusion criteria. The
selected studies were then validated by conducting a meeting among the reviewers to select
which article was considered eligible for review. A data extraction form was built to compile data
from the included studies.
Data Extraction and Quality Assessment
Two reviewers (ADS, LW) independently collected the data. Data were justified and discussed by
both authors to ensure completeness and plausibility before being synthesized. Variables were
recorded such as: authors, year published, location of study, study design, sample size, study
sample/population, index test (RT-LAMP), reference test (RT-PCR), clinical setting (inpatient vs
outpatient), and level of evidence. The main outcomes for this review were the diagnostic values
of RT-LAMP, consisting of the true positive (TP), true negative (TN), false positive (FP), and false
negative (FN) of all studies, consequently their sensitivity and specificity value.
The included studies were then assessed for their methodological quality to reduce systematic
biases and inferential errors of the data extracted. Two reviewers (ADS, LW) independently
assessed risk of bias of the included studies using Quality Assessment of Diagnostic Accuracy
Studies (QUADAS-2) (11). There are four areas of bias assessed in QUADAS-2 (11): patient
selection, index test, reference standards, and flow/timing. All the studies were subsequently
judged to be yielding low, unclear, and high risk of bias. The authors also assessed the concerns
of applicability from three areas: patient selection, index test, and reference standards, which
subsequently judged to be yielding low, unclear, and high concerns of applicability. The summary
of risk of bias and graph were generated in Microsoft Excel Spreadsheet.
Statistical Analysis
Quantitative analysis was performed using the outcome of studies extracted from the included
studies. Values of test accuracy were compared with RT-PCR methods, including sensitivity,
specificity, true positive (TP), false negative (FN), false positive (FP), and true negative (TN) –
using data extracted from sources or calculated from the available data. RT-PCR was considered
as a reference test and comparator to the index test, RT-LAMP. Results of individual studies were
graphically presented on forest plot, as well as Diagnostic Value and random effects curve. Metaanalysis was conducted using MetaDTA software (University of Leicester, Leicester, England).
RESULTS
Study selection and characteristics
The literature search process is summarized in Figure 1, using PRISMA Guideline (10) flowchart.
The initial search yielded 364 records, of which 16 articles were deduplicated and 332 articles
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were excluded following the title and abstract screening. A total of 16 articles were then properly
assessed on full-text assessments, which resulted in two articles being excluded due to
inappropriate study design.
Consequently, a total of 14 articles were included, comprising 2,112 patients or samples,
consisting of either suspected or confirmed COVID-19 patients. Patients’ characteristics are not
mentioned in most studies therefore the authors didn’t extract samples’ characteristics. The
included studies consist of quite a variety of samples, of which there are five studies from China;
two studies from Germany (12,13); and one study each from Hongkong (8), China (6), Japan (14),
Malaysia (15), South Korea (7), Canada (16), Australia (17), and USA (4). As for the index test,
there are seven studies using RT-LAMP Kit (1,4,7–9,14,15,18), while other studies used
Warmstart RT-LAMP Assay Kit (n=2) (5,16), Variplex RT-LAMP Assay Kit (n=1) (12), Loopamp
RNA Amplification Kit (n=1) (6), RT-LAMP Mastermix kit (n=1) (17), and specific colorimetric and
fluorescence RT-LAMP Kit (n=1) (13). As for the reference test, most studies used the qRT-PCR
Kit with two studies specified the used kit (BGI qRT-PCR Kit (19) and NPMA RT-PCR Kit (18)) ,
while several studies used LightMix E-Gene RT-PCR Kit (n=3) (12,13,17). Most studies used the
cross-sectional study design (n=13), with one exception using prospective cohorts in its study(1).
The included studies’ characteristic is summarized in Table 3.
Risk of Bias Assessment
The risk bias assessment using QUADAS-2 (11) revealed most studies yielded low and unclear
risk of bias. On the patient selection aspects, 10 out of 14 studies had unclear risk of bias with 4
out of 14 showed low risk of bias. This result could be explained as most studies not explicitly
declare their study design. While on the reference test aspect, there are 7 out of 14 studies with
unclear risk of bias with another seven studies having a low risk of bias. The unclear risk of bias
was decided due to the unclear statement of each study on the blinded fashion of data analysis
on reference tests without knowing index test results. On index test assessment, 5 out of 14
studies had unclear risk of bias because four studies did not mention the blinded fashion of data
extraction and one study had no pre-specified threshold on index test. On the flow and timing
aspect, 3 out of 14 studies yielded unclear risk of bias due to unclear statements on all three
studies on interval time between reference test and index test. All studies not mentioned above
yielded low risk of bias.
Our review question did not focus on any particular patient demographics, and all of the included
studies did not exclude patients based on their demographics characteristic, therefore, there was
no concern of applicability for the patient selection. The index test, which is RT-LAMP was also
not specifically mentioned in our review question, and therefore all RT-LAMP kit is applicable in
our review. The reference standard tests in nearly all included studies also used qRT-PCR, as
the current gold standard tests for COVID-19 diagnosis, and thus these studies were determined
to have low concern of applicability in both index test and standard test. Therefore, all included
studies yield low concern of applicability in all aspects. Summary of QUADAS-2 assessment could
be found in Figure 2.
Outcome of Studies
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The summary of the outcome of each included study is listed in Table 4. Study outcomes,
consisting of TP, FN, FP, and TN values were listed and the sensitivity and specificity value of
each study were then calculated. Sensitivity of RT-LAMP is found to range from 75 to 100% while
its specificity is found to range from 90 to 100%. All outcomes of each study are extracted from
the cumulative outcome if the mentioned study used several subgroups for their analysis. Out of
all 14 studies, 10 studies have a sensitivity value of more than 90%, with 4 of them having a
sensitivity value of 100%. There are three studies with sensitivity values of more than 80%, and
only one study with sensitivity below 80%. While for its specificity value, all studies showed a high
number of specificity with 11 studies showing 100% specificity value, while other three studies
show a specificity value of more than 98%.
Both sensitivity value and specificity value were then shown in the forest plot to picture the
outcomes of all studies. The forest plot is pictured in Figure 3. As shown in the forest plot, each
of the studies’ sensitivity and specificity value is shown with a confidence interval (CI) of 95%.
Meta-Analysis of Sensitivity and Specificity
We performed a pool analysis on 14 included studies which used RT-LAMP as the index test and
RT-PCR as the reference test. On the pooled analysis, we only estimate the pooled sensitivity
and specificity for all studies and report the data in a SROC curve, as seen on Figure 4. Pooled
analysis result is summarized in Table 5. Pooled sensitivity and specificity are at 99.5% (CI
97.5%: 90.8%-97.9%) and 95.5% (CI 97.5%: 97.7%-99.9%) respectively, indicating an overall
good performance by RT-LAMP as a diagnosis test so far. The false positive rate is also
considered low at 0.5% (CI 97.5%: 0.1%-0.23%)
DISCUSSION
Based on authors the latest search, this is the first systematic review and meta-analysis
examining the performance and diagnostic value of RT-LAMP as a diagnostic test for COVID-19.
The majority of included studies used RT-LAMP as the index test with RT-PCR as the reference
test the sensitivity of at least 90%, with four studies reporting 100% sensitivity and specificity.
While there are three studies with sensitivity values of <90% with one study reporting 75%
sensitivity, we can safely assume that all studies reported a high diagnostic value of RT-LAMP on
the diagnosis of COVID-19. At the time of this writing, the only published meta-analysis consisting
of RT-LAMP for diagnosis was in the recent article by (20) which primarily investigated the
performance of isothermal nucleic acid tests for human coronaviruses. Subsoontorn, et al (20)
used 81 articles for the systematic review and 26 articles for subgroup analysis in the metaanalysis. The study (20) reported a pooled sensitivity at 0.94 (CI 95%: 0.90-0.96) for purified RNA
from samples and sensitivity at 0.78 (CI 95%: 0.65-0.87) for crude samples. Our review shares
the same result in performance of RT-LAMP with its high sensitivity value. However, our review
does not analyze the difference of samples used in our analysis.
Among all studies, QUADAS-2 assessment has revealed a low or unclear risk of bias and
concerns of applicability, with Kitagawa, et al (14) showed high quality study with low risk of bias
and low concerns of applicability. However as most studies yielding low risk of bias, all studies

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.04.20248979; this version posted January 6, 2021. 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 .

are considered suitable to be included in the review and pooled analysis as there is no indication
of high risk of bias or inapplicable study result.
While predominantly similar, there are some notable studies that evaluate the performance of RTLAMP in various aspects. Rodel et al (12) performed a diagnostic test to assess RT-LAMP in
various respiratory samples, compared with RT-PCR, and the combination of RT-LAMP and RTPCR. Rodel (12) reported a combination of RT-PCR and RT-LAMP having sensitivity value at 92100%. While the other 13 studies mention the diagnostic value of RT-LAMP kit alone compared
with RT-PCR. Most studies used nasopharyngeal swab that has been obtained prior to the study,
while Lamb, et al (4) used various samples, from respiratory samples to urine, however, the
authors choose nasopharyngeal samples for the data extraction to provide similarity to other
studies.
RT-LAMP is considered as a new and novel approach in diagnostic tests due to their rapid and
low-cost kit Sahoo, et al (21), as mentioned by Ganguli, et al (22). It has been used for detecting
both DNA and RNA viral pathogens, such as such as foot-and-mouth disease (23), human
immunodeficiency virus (HIV), Japanese Encephalitis virus, Chikunguya virus, human
papillomavirus, Denguevirus, West Nile virus, and Mumps virus (3). Furthermore, RT-LAMP has
been reported effective for detecting other coronavirus, such as severe acute respiratory
syndrome coronavirus (SARS-CoV) (24) and the Middle East respiratory syndrome coronavirus
(MERS-CoV) (25).The most recent of the potential of using RT-LAMP as an emerging diagnostic
test for COVID-19 was written in a mini-review by Thompson, et al. (26) and Kashir, et al (27).
The lack of facilities in accommodating RT-PCR has given birth to cheaper and affordable
diagnostic kits for COVID-19. Rodel et al (12)also mentioned a faster cycle of RT-LAMP, as there
is no need for the thermal cycling process. However, all included studies have the same view on
the potential of RT-LAMP.
Our study identified all relevant peer-reviewed studies published for deriving objective conclusions
on the potential of RT-LAMP for the diagnosis of COVID-19. The authors have adhered this study
to the standard guideline by PRISMA to ensure objective review and low risk of bias. However,
this review has several limitations. The authors have seen that this review dominantly used RTLAMP diagnostic value data on each study by extracting the cumulative data on all studies.
Therefore, there was no extraction on subgroup analysis which has been used in some studies.
In our search strategy, the authors used several databases to find peer-reviewed articles which
are relevant to RT-LAMP diagnostic value on COVID-19. Systematic review and meta-analysis
using preprints and ongoing clinical trials could be performed to gather more data for the
systematic review, while keeping in mind to properly assess study quality. Subgroup analysis,
particularly on types of RT-LAMP used in trials could also be used
CONCLUSION
In conclusion, this systematic review and meta-analysis revealed the performance of RT-LAMP
in diagnosing COVID-19 as compared with RT-PCR, its current gold standard diagnosis tools. A
systematic review on 14 studies has shown a comparably high diagnostic value of RT-LAMP as
seen in their sensitivity and specificity value. The pooled analysis on all included studies has
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revealed sensitivity value at 99.5% (CI 95%: 90.8%-97.9%) and specificity value at 95.5% (CI
95%: 97.7%-99.9%) respectively, thus the authors concluded high potential or performance of
RT-LAMP in the diagnosis of COVID-19. The authors have declared several limitations, including
only used peer-reviewed studies and no subgroup analysis. However, this leaves more
improvement for further studies and reviews on the same respective topics.
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Table 1. Keywords or queries used in each database for the literature search process

Database

Queries

PubMed

Scopus

ProQuest

ScienceDirec
t
EBSCOHost

Wiley

((PCR [MeSH] OR “Reverse Transcriptase Polymerase Chain Reaction” [Title/Abstract]) AND (RT-LAMP
[Title/Abstract] OR “Reverse Transcriptase Loop Mediated Isothermal Amplification” [Title/Abstract])) AND (SARSCOV-2 [MeSH] OR COVID-19 [MeSH])
((PCR OR “Reverse Transcriptase Polymerase Chain Reaction”) AND
(RT-LAMP OR “Reverse Transcriptase Loop Mediated Isothermal Amplification”)) AND (SARS-COV-2 OR COVID19)
((PCR OR “Reverse Transcriptase Polymerase Chain Reaction”) AND
(RT-LAMP OR “Reverse Transcriptase Loop Mediated Isothermal Amplification”)) AND (SARS-COV-2 OR COVID19)
((PCR OR “Reverse Transcriptase Polymerase Chain Reaction”) AND
(RT-LAMP OR “Reverse Transcriptase Loop Mediated Isothermal Amplification”)) AND (SARS-COV-2 OR COVID19)
((PCR OR “Reverse Transcriptase Polymerase Chain Reaction”) AND
(RT-LAMP OR “Reverse Transcriptase Loop Mediated Isothermal Amplification”)) AND (SARS-COV-2 OR COVID19)
((PCR OR “Reverse Transcriptase Polymerase Chain Reaction”) AND
(RT-LAMP OR “Reverse Transcriptase Loop Mediated Isothermal Amplification”)) AND (SARS-COV-2 OR COVID19)

Table 2. PICO criteria used, consists of four parameters: patient, intervention, control, and objective criteria
Parameter of PICO

Inclusion criteria

Patient

Suspected or confirmed COVID-19 patients

Intervention (Index test)

RT-LAMP Kit

Control (Reference test)

RT-PCR

Objective

Sensitivity & Specificity (Diagnostic value)

Table 3. Included studies characteristics

Studies,
year

Studies characteristics

Location

Design

Sample
size

Population/ Sample

Index Test

Reference
Test

Clinical
settings

Level of
evidence*

Mohon et Calgary,
al, 2020
Canada

Crosssectional

124

COVID-19 patients/
Archived
nasopharyngeal swab

Warmstart
RT-LAMP
assay

N/A

1C

Rodel et Penzberg,
al, 2020
Germany

Crosssectional

137

COVID-19 patients/
Archived
nasopharyngeal swab

Variplex RT- LightMix
E- N/A
LAMP assay Gene RT-PCR

1C

Chow et Hongkong
al, 2020

Crosssectional

362

COVID-19 and other
viral
infection/Nasopharynge
al swab

COVID-19
RT-LAMP
assay

qRT-PCR

Inpatient

1C

Kitagawa Saitama,
et
al, Japan
2020

Crosssectional

76

Suspected COVID-19
patient/ N/A

RT-LAMP Kit

qRT-PCR

Outpatie
nt

1C

Hu et al, Guangdon
2020
g, China

Cohort

481

Suspected COVID-19
patient/ N/A

RT-LAMP Kit

qRT-PCR

Inpatient

1B

Jiang et Wenzhou,
al, 2020
China

Crosssectional

260

COVID-19 and other
viral
infection/Nasopharynge
al swab

RT-LAMP Kit

NPMA
PCR

RT-PCR

qRT- N/A

1C

Yan et al, Beijing,
2020
China

Crosssectional

130

COVID-19 and
pneumonia
patients/|Nasopharynge
al swab

Loopamp
BGI
RNA
Kit
amplification
kit
(RTLAMP)

Lamb et Belmont,
al, 2020
USA

Crosssectional

20

N/A / Serum, urine,
oropharyngeal,
nasopharyngeal swab

RT-LAMP Kit

qRT-PCR

Outpatie
nt

1C

Lu et al, Nantong,
2020
China

Crosssectional

56

Suspected COVID-19
patients/Nasopharynge
al swab

Warmstart
RT-LAMP
Assay

RT-qPCR kit

Inpatient

1C

Baek et Seoul,
al, 2020
South
Korea

Crosssectional

154

COVID-19 and other
viral infection/
Nasopharyngeal swab

RT-LAMP kit

qRT-PCR

N/A

1C

Lee et al, Melbourne
2020
, Australia

Crosssectional

157

N/A / Nasopharyngeal
swabs

RT-LAMP
Mastermix

E-Gene
qPCR

RT- N/A

1C

Klein et Heidelber
al, 2020
g,
Germany

Crosssectional

77

Random eligible
sample/
Nasopharyngeal swab

Colorimetric
and
Fluorescence
RT-LAMP

E-Gene
qPCR

RT- N/A

1C

Lau et al, Sungai
2020
Buloh,
Malaysia

Crosssectional

89

COVID-19 patients/
Archived
nasopharyngeal swab

RT-LAMP Kit

qRT-PCR

N/A

1C

Huang et Ningbo,
al, 2020
China

Crosssectional

16

COVID-19 and other RT-LAMP Kit
viral
infection/Nasopharynge
al swab

qRT-PCR

Outpatie
nt

1C

RT-PCR N/A

1C

Table 4. Outcome of studies
Studies, year

Outcome of studies
True
Positive
(TP)

False
Negative
(FN)

False
Positive (FP)

True
Negative (TN)

Total
Sample

Sensitivity
(Sn; %)

Specificity
(Sp; %)

Mohon et al, 2020

65

1

0

58

124

98.5

100

Rodel et al, 2020

72

24

0

41

137

75

100

Chow et al, 2020

219

4

0

143

366

98.2

100

Kitagawa et al, 2020

30

2

0

44

76

93.8

100

Hu et al, 2020

72

9

4

396

481

88.9

99

Jiang et al, 2020

43

4

1

212

260

91.5

99.5

Yan et al, 2020

58

0

0

72

130

100

100

Lamb et al, 2020

19

1

2

18

40

95

90

Lu et al, 2020

34

2

2

18

56

94.4

90

Baek et al, 2020

14

2

2

138

156

87.5

98.6

Lee et al, 2020

93

14

0

50

157

86.9

100

Klein et al, 2020

17

0

0

17

34

100

100

Lau et al, 2020

47

0

0

42

89

100

100

Huang et al, 2020

8

0

0

8

16

100

100

Table 5. Pooled analysis outcome of meta-analysis on 14 studies, summarized in this table with sensitivity, specificity, false positive
rate, and logit of sensitivity and specificity
Pooled Analysis Outcome (n=14)

Parameter

Estimate

2.5% CI

97.5% CI

Sensitivity

0.955

0.908

0.979

Specificity

0.995

0.977

0.999

False Positive Rate

0.005

0.001

0.023

logit(sensitivity)

3.053

2.286

3.819

logit(specificity)

5.26

3.738

6.782
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Figure 1. Literature search strategy based on PRISMA Guideline
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Figure 2. QUADAS-2 assessment on risk of bias and concerns of applicability

Figure 3. Forest plot of sensitivity and specificity of RT-LAMP on included studies

Figure 4. Summary Receiver Operating Characteristics (SROC) Curve on pooled analysis of RT-LAMP compared with RT-PCR
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