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ABSTRACT

Background: SARS-CoV-2 surrogate neutralization assays that bypass the need for viral
culture offer substantial advantages regarding throughput and cost. The cPass SARS-CoV-2
Neutralization Antibody Detection Kit (Genscript) is the first such commercially available
assay, detecting antibodies that block RBD/ACE-2 interaction. We aimed to evaluate cPass to
inform its use and assess its added value compared to anti-RBD ELISA assays.

Methods: Serum reference panels were used to compare cPass to plaque-reduction
neutralization test (PRNT) and a pseudotyped lentiviral neutralization assay for detection of
neutralizing antibodies. We assessed the correlation of cPass with an ELISA detecting anti-
RBD IgG, IgM, and IgA antibodies at a single timepoint and across intervals from onset of
symptoms of SARS-CoV-2 infection.

Results: Compared to PRNT-50%, cPass had 100% sensitivity (95%CI 82-100) and 95%
specificity (76-100). Sensitivity was also very high compared to the pseudotyped lentiviral
neutralization assay, but specificity was lower, ranging from 17-70%. Highest agreement
between cPass and ELISA was for anti-RBD IgG (r=0.851 at 0-6 weeks; r=0.798 at > 6
weeks). Anti-RBD IgG diagnostic accuracy for detection of neutralizing antibodies was
essentially identical to that of cPass.

Conclusions: The added value of cPass compared to an 1gG anti-RBD ELISA was not

supported by these results.

Key Words: “SARS-CoV-2”, “COVID-19”, “Diagnosis”, “Serology”, “ELISA”,

“Neutralization Test”, “Neutralizing Antibodies”, “Immunity”
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78 INTRODUCTION

79 Use cases for serological testing for prior exposure to Severe acute respiratory
80  syndrome-related coronavirus-2 (SARS-CoV-2) have been reviewed in detail (1, 2). Despite a
81 rapid increase in the number and availability of serological assays detecting SARS-CoV-2
82 antibodies, critical knowledge gaps remain regarding the magnitude and kinetics of the

83  correlation between results of these assays and the presence of neutralizing antibodies.

84 Only a subset of antibodies against a specific antigen can neutralize viral replication.
85  Assays that measure neutralizing antibody levels, such as plaque reduction neutralization

86  tests (PRNT) and microneutralization methods, provide essential data, both for the validation
87  of candidate diagnostic tests and to define serological correlates of immunity. These

88  functional cell-based assays of SARS-CoV-2 neutralization can only be performed in a

89 Biosafety Level 3 (BSL-3) laboratory, which is labour-intensive, costly, and severely limits
90 testing throughput. Pseudotyped viruses have been developed that incorporate the Spike

91  protein of SARS-CoV-2 and can be cultivated in BSL-2 conditions (3). Assays incorporating
92  such pseudotyped viruses provide a functional assessment of the host neutralizing antibody
93  responses as an alternative to using the wild-type virus (4-7). By contrast, surrogates of

94  neutralization that bypass the need for viral culture would offer substantial advantages in

95 terms of throughput, cost, and scalability. At least one direct ELISA assay detecting

96 antibodies to the whole Spike protein has received regulatory approval in Europe for

97  assessment of neutralizing antibodies (8). Further, several groups have proposed blocking

98  assays, leveraging different signal detection methods to quantify the presence of host

99  antibodies that can block the interaction of the SARS-CoV-2 Spike protein with human ACE-

100 2 receptor (9-12).
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101 On 6 Nov 2020, the FDA issued an emergency use authorization (EUA) for the cPass
102 SARS-CoV-2 Neutralization Antibody Detection Kit (cPass; Genscript, Piscataway, NJ)(13),
103  which is the first such surrogate neutralization assay to be commercially available. The cPass
104  uses a blocking ELISA format with human ACE-2 receptor molecules coated on an ELISA
105 plate (9, 14). Human sera pre-incubated with labelled epitopes of the receptor binding
106  domain (RBD on S1 proteins) are then transferred to the plate. This blocking ELISA serves
107  as asurrogate assay to inform on the capacity of human sera to block the interaction between
108 the Spike fusion protein (through its RBD) and its cellular receptor ACE-2.
109 Thus, we aimed to inform the use of the cPass and assess its added value compared to
110 laboratory-developed anti-RBD ELISA assays by performing an evaluation using a variety of
111 well characterised specimens. A number of reference panels were utilized to allow an
112  understanding of the ability of the cPass assay to detect significant titres of neutralizing
113  antibodies assessed by culture-based reference methods. We compared cPass to PRNT and to
114  apseudotyped virus neutralization assay. We also sought to describe the correlation of cPass
115  with a laboratory-developed indirect ELISA detecting anti-RBD IgG, IgM, and IgA

116  antibodies at a single timepoint and across different timeframes among specimens collected at

117  aknown interval from onset of symptoms of SARS-CoV-2 infection.
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118 METHODS

119  Ethics

120 All work was conducted in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki in terms of
121 informed consent and approval by an appropriate institutional board. Convalescent plasmas
122 were obtained from donors who consented to participate in this research project at Hema-
123 Québec, the agency responsible for blood supply in Quebec, Canada, (Research Ethics Board
124  [REB] # 2020-004) and the Centre de Recherche du Centre Hospitalier de I’Université de
125  Montréal (CR-CHUM) (REB # 19.381). The donors met all donor eligibility criteria:

126  previous confirmed COVID-19 infection and complete resolution of symptoms for at least 14
127  days. At the Research Institute of the McGill University Health Centre (RI-MUHC), where
128  cPass testing was performed, an REB exemption was granted on the basis that this work was

129  considered to be a laboratory quality improvement project with no risk to participants.

130  Source of specimens tested

131 We assembled several well-characterised SARS-CoV-2 specimen panels to assess the
132  performance characteristics of the cPass culture-free neutralization antibody detection kit
133  (Table 1). These panels included: the Public Health Agency of Canada’s National

134  Microbiology Laboratory SARS-CoV-2 panel of serological samples from COVID-19

135  patients, healthy individuals, as well as patients non-SARS-CoV-2 infections (Supplemental
136  Table 1); the World Health Organization’s “First WHO International Reference Panel for
137  anti-SARS-CoV-2 immunoglobulin” (NIBSC code 20/268) (15); and two separate curated
138  panels from Héma-Québec and CR-CHUM. The later panels comprised convalescent plasma
139  donors with either longitudinal or single timepoint follow-up after SARS-CoV-2 diagnosis.
140 Diagnosis of infection was either via nucleic acid amplification (NAAT), or by a case-

141  definition requiring symptomatic disease and contact with a NAAT-confirmed individual.
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142  Culture-free neutralization antibody detection assay (cPass)

143 All the specimens, including positive and negative controls provided with the kit,
144  were processed according to the manufacturer’s instructions that included a 10X dilution
145  factor of the primary specimen. To assure the validity of the results, all controls met the
146  manufacturer’s requirements. All specimens and controls were tested in triplicate and the
147  percentage of inhibition calculation was based on the mean of OD for each triplicate. A cut-
148  off of 30% for SARS-CoV-2 neutralizing antibody detection was used to determine the

149  presence of neutralizing antibodies, based on the manufacturer’s instructions for use. Kits
150 were provided in kind by GenScript, but the manufacturer had no role in the design of the

151  study, analysis of the data, or decision to submit the manuscript for publication.

152  Detection of neutralizing antibodies by culture-based reference methods

153 Neutralizing antibodies were detected via either assessment of plaque reduction
154  neutralization titres using wild-type SARS-CoV-2, or by determining the neutralization half-
155  maximal inhibitory dilution (PLV ID50) or the neutralization 80% inhibitory dilution (PLV

156  1D80) of pseudotyped lentiviral vector (16).

157 Assessment of plague-reduction neutralization using wild-type SARS-CoV-2 was
158  performed at the Public Health Agency of Canada’s National Reference Laboratory for

159  Microbiology. Briefly, serological specimens were diluted 2-fold from 1:20 to 1:640 in

160 DMEM supplemented with 2% FBS and challenged with 50 plaque forming units (PFU) of
161  SARS-CoV-2 (hCoV-19/Canada/ON_ON-VIDO-01-2/2020, EPI_-ISL_425177), which were
162 titrated by plaque assay (17). After 1 hour of incubation at 37°C and 5% CO2, the sera-virus
163  mixtures were added to 12-well plates containing Vero E6 cells at 90% to 100% confluence
164  and incubated at 37°C and 5% CO2 for 1 hour. After adsorption, a liquid overlay comprising

165  1.5% carboxymethylcellulose diluted in MEM supplemented with 4% FBS, L-glutamine,


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.23.21250325
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

Dremrnt (which was nt cortifiec by peer reviem) i he authorfunder. who has oranted ModRody a 1GEnSe 1o Aapiay the préprint 1
It is made available under a Cpgg?(tyl{l%—ND 4.0 International license .

166  non-essential amino acids, and sodium bicarbonate was added to each well and plates were

167  incubated at 37°C and 5% CO2 for 72 hours. The liquid overlay was removed, and cells were
168  fixed with 10% neutral-buffered formalin for 1 hour at room temperature. The monolayers

169  were stained with 0.5% crystal violet for 10 minutes and washed with 20% ethanol. Plaques

170  were enumerated and compared to controls. The highest serum dilution resulting in 50% and
171 90% reduction in plaques compared with controls were defined as the PRNT-50 and PRNT-

172 90 endpoint titres, respectively. PRNT-50 titres and PRNT-90 titres >1:20 were considered

173  positive for SARS-CoV-2 neutralizing antibodies.

174 Pseudoviral neutralization testing was performed as previously described (16).

175  Briefly, target cells were infected with single-round luciferase-expressing lentiviral particles.
176  HEK 293T cells were transfected by the calcium phosphate method with the lentiviral vector
177  pNL4.3 R-E- Luc (NIH AIDS Reagent Program) and a plasmid encoding for SARS- CoV-2
178  Spike at a ratio of 5:4. Two days post-transfection, cell supernatants were harvested and

179  stored at —-80°C until use. 293T-ACE?2 target cells were seeded at a density of 1 x 10*

180  cells/well in 96-well luminometer-compatible tissue culture plates (Perkin Elmer) 24h before
181 infection. Recombinant viruses in a final volume of 100 pL were incubated with the indicated
182  seradilutions (1/50; 1/250; 1/1250; 1/6250; 1/31250) for 1h at 37°C and were then added to
183 the target cells followed by incubation for 48h at 37°C; cells were lysed by the addition of 30
184 L of passive lysis buffer (Promega) followed by one freeze-thaw cycle. An LB942 TriStar
185 luminometer (Berthold Technologies) was used to measure the luciferase activity of each
186  well after the addition of 100 pL of luciferin buffer (15mM MgSO4, 15mM KPO4 [pH 7.8],
187 1mM ATP, and 1mM dithiothreitol) and 50 pL of ImM d-luciferin potassium salt

188  (ThermoFisher Scientific). The neutralization half-maximal inhibitory dilution (ID50) or the

189 neutralization 80% inhibitory dilution (ID80) represents the sera dilution to inhibit 50% or
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190 80% of the infection of 293T-ACE2 cells by recombinant viruses bearing the indicated

191  surface glycoproteins.

192  Indirect antiRBD ELISA assays

193 Specimens were analysed with a laboratory-developed indirect ELISA detecting anti-

194 RBD IgG, IgM, and IgA as previously described (16).

195  Statistical analysis

196 The diagnostic accuracy of the cPass surrogate viral neutralization assay was

197  estimated compared to different reference standards (WT PRNT-50; WT PRNT-90; PLV
198 ID50; PLV ID80, Live Virus (CPE), and VSV-PV). Sensitivities and specificities are

199  presented with 95% confidence intervals (95% Cl). The effect of varying the cut-off value
200 (i.e., % inhibition of RBD-ACE?2 binding) for cPass positivity on the diagnostic accuracy of
201  the cPass against a PLV PRNT-50 reference standard was investigated using a receiver

202  operating characteristic (ROC) curve. The association between cPass % inhibition and results
203  obtained using laboratory-developed ELISA detecting anti-S-RBD IgG, IgM, and IgA are
204  presented in scatterplots with the strength of these associations informed by Pearson

205  correlation. Lastly, among specimens with a known interval from onset of SARS-CoV-2
206 infection symptoms (n=79), spaghetti plots were created to investigate any change in signal
207  over time for the cPass and direct anti-S-RBD ELISA with statistical significance assessed
208  using the Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-rank test (p<0.05 denoted by *). Statistical

209  analyses were performed using R version 3.5.2 (R Core Team, Vienna, Austria).

210

211

212 RESULTS

10
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213  Diagnostic accuracy for the detection of anti-SARS-CoV-2 neutralizing antibodies, and

214  the impact of using different reference standards

215 Table 1 shows the estimated diagnostic accuracy of the GenScript cPass neutralization
216  antibody detection assay among well characterised specimen panels, according to different
217  reference standards. Among various reference standards, results from the same PLV ID50
218  assay were available for all panels except the WHO panel, and this was used to estimate

219  aggregate diagnostic accuracy values across several panels.

220 Overall, cPass had very high sensitivity and specificity compared to the reference

221  standard of a 50% plague reduction neutralization using SARS-CoV-2 viral culture (WT

222  PRNT-50). This remained the case whether a cut-off titre of 1:20 or 1:50 was used

223 [sensitivity 100% (95%CI 82-100) for both cut-offs, specificity 95% (95%CI 76-100) and
224 91% (95%CI 71-99), respectively]. Sensitivity remained very high compared to the reference
225  standard of a neutralization half-maximal inhibitory dilution using a validated pseudotyped
226 lentiviral vector neutralization assay (PLV ID50) with a cut-off titre of 1:50, but specificity

227  was lower than that compared to WT PRNT-50, ranging from 17-70% (Table 1).

228 The effect of cut-off values on the diagnostic accuracy of the GenScript cPass assay is
229  shown in Figure 1. A receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve using the reference

230 standard of PLV ID50 yielded an area under the ROC curve of 0.802.

231  Effect of serial dilution on the accuracy for detecting sera with positive PRNT-90 titres

232 Against the most stringent reference standard of 90% plaque reduction neutralization
233  using SARS-CoV-2 viral culture (WT PRNT-90), estimated specificity was reduced
234  compared to WT PRNT-50. Specificity remained similar whether a cut-off WT PRNT-90

235 titre for positivity of 1:20 or 1:50 was used [61% (95%CI 42-77) and 57% (95%CI 39-74),

11
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236  respectively] (Table 1). We performed serial dilution of the 16 primary specimens from the
237  National Microbiology Laboratory Panel with WT PRNT-50 titres >1:20 to determine
238  whether we could establish a dilution that increased specificity for detecting those with WT
239  PRNT-90 titres >1:20 without sacrificing sensitivity. A 50-fold dilution of specimens with
240  positive WT PRNT-50 titres increased specificity for those with positive WT PRNT-90 titres
241 from 11% (95%CI 0-48) to 100% (95%CI 66-100), with one missed PRNT-90 positive

242  specimen. Results are summarised in Figure 2.

243  Correlation of the GenScript cPass assay with anti-RBD ELISA, and signal variation

244  according to time interval since onset of SARS-CoV-2 infection symptoms.

245 Results obtained with cPass were compared to those obtained using laboratory-

246  developed ELISA detecting anti-RBD IgG, IgM, and IgA to assess whether the cPass yields
247  complementary information (Figure 3). Highest agreement between cPass percent inhibition
248  of RBD-ACEZ2 binding and ELISA area under the curve (AUC) was seen for anti-RBD 1gG
249  (r=0.851 at 0-6 weeks; r=0.798 at > 6 weeks). The diagnostic accuracy of categorical anti-
250 RBD IgG results for the detection of SARS-CoV-2 neutralizing antibodies was essentially

251 identical to that observed with the cPass for all panels and reference standards (Table 2).

252 Among paired specimens from the same individual collected at a known interval from
253 SARS-CoV-2 diagnosis, aggregate results of both cPass and direct anti-RBD IgG ELISA did
254 not change between 6 weeks and 10 weeks after diagnosis (p=1.00 and 0.104, respectively,
255 by the Wilcoxon signed rank test) (Figure 4). In contrast, optical densities decreased

256  significantly over the same timeframe for direct anti-RBD IgM (p=0.0058) and IgA

257  (p=0.0012) ELISA.

258

12
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259 DISCUSSION

260 Rapid and high throughput surrogates for PRNT or pseudovirus neutralization assays
261  that bypass the need for cell culture are awaited with the belief that they will offer additional
262  information to that from standard direct immunoassays, such as a higher specificity for

263  neutralizing antibodies. The cPass SARS-CoV-2 Neutralization Antibody Detection Kit

264  (cPass) is the first such assay to be commercially available and to receive FDA EUA in the
265 U.S. An evaluation of a cPass prototype, using a cut-off value of 20% inhibition, found that it
266  could provide a high-throughput screening tool for confirmatory PRNT testing (18). The

267  results of the current evaluation support the ability for cPass to detect neutralizing antibodies
268 to SARS-CoV-2, and extend our understanding of how cPass results compare to those

269  obtained with non-blocking anti-RBD ELISA among varied well characterised specimen

270  panels.

271 The estimated sensitivity of cPass for detection of anti-SARS-CoV-2 neutralizing

272  antibodies was consistently very high, regardless of the reference standard technique or cut-
273  off titre for positivity. Despite the fact that several groups have described anti-SARS-CoV-2
274  neutralizing antibodies that target non-RBD epitopes (19-21), our results do not suggest that
275  this assay targeting only RBD-ACE2 blockade would miss a substantial proportion of

276  patients with neutralizing antibodies identified by a functional cell-culture-based reference
277  standard. This may be the case because neutralizing antibodies to non-RBD epitopes usually
278  occur concomitantly with anti-RDB neutralizing antibodies, instead of in isolation (19-21).

279  This requires elucidation.

280 By contrast, estimates of the specificity of cPass for the detection of anti-SARS-CoV-
281 2 neutralizing antibodies were highly contingent of the reference standard used. There was

282  near-perfect negative agreement with WT PRNT-50 using a cut-off titre of either 1:20 or 1:50

13
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283  [95% (95%CI 76-100) and 91% (95%CI 71-99), respectively]. However, negative agreement
284  was much lower when cPass was compared to either PLV ID50 or WT PRNT-90 (Table 1).
285  Our data raise the unresolved question of which reference technique (i.e., wild-type or
286  pseudotyped live viral culture), level of stringency (e.g., 50% inhibition of infection vs 80%,
287  90%, etc), and cut-off titre (e.g., 1:20 vs 1:50) best represent serocorrelates of protection to
288 SARS-CoV-2, or other relevant applications such as the screening of sera for use in
289  convalescent plasma trials. Moreover, protocols can vary widely for the same technique
290  across different laboratories, requiring caution in the interpretation of these and other data
291  (22). In the current manuscript, PLV 1D50 with a cut-off titre of 1:50 was used as the overall
292  comparator because it was the technique applied to all available specimen panels. Our results
293  must be interpreted in context with this potential source of bias. However, we note that this

294  technique has been widely employed by other groups and as such offers a high degree of

295  generalizability with other results (23, 24).

296 The cPass assay detected all specimens with positive WT PRNT-90 titres, with a

297  significant proportion of false positives (Figure 2). This suggests that, within the panel tested,
298 the functional assessment of RBD-ACE2 blocking antibodies did not miss specimens that
299  may have included neutralizing antibodies to other targets in addition to those against RBD.
300 A 50-fold dilution of the 16 primary specimens with WT PRNT-50 titres >1:20 increased
301  specificity for detecting those with WT PRNT-90 titres >1:20 from 11% (95% CI 0-48) to
302  100% (95% CI 66-100). This may represent a useful approach for using the cPass assay to
303 identify blood specimens with positive WT PRNT-90 titres, which has been proposed as a
304  desirable characteristic for sera used in convalescent plasma trials by some regulatory

305 agencies.

14


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.23.21250325
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

e R o e by o 004015 0 OIS h o G e 1 SR 0
Itis made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

306 Finally, results of the cPass assay are best correlated with those of a laboratory-
307  developed indirect anti-RBD ELISA detecting IgG, both at a single timepoint (Table 2,
308  Figure 3) and across time among paired specimens form the same individual collected at a
309  known interval from symptoms onset (Figure 4). The fact that results of cPass and anti-RBD
310 IgG remained stable between 6 and 10 weeks post-symptom onset, while optical densities
311  decreased significantly over the same timeframe for anti-RBD IgM and IgA ELISA is
312  potentially concerning given recent work suggesting a major role of IgM and IgA in the
313 neutralizing activity of convalescent plasma against SARS-CoV-2 (25-28). The observed
314  trend toward lower specificity at later timepoints among convalescent plasma donors with
315 longitudinal follow-up (i.e. [60% (95% CI 15-95)] at 6 weeks vs [17% (95% CI 0-64)] at 10
316  weeks) may thus be related to loss of neutralizing IgM (Table 1). In addition, specificity of
317 the cPass may be affected by the possibility that part of the inhibition of binding in the cPass

318  assay could be due to steric hindrance by the abundant anti-Spike antibodies of the IgG

319 isotype rather than by true neutralization (as occurs in vivo).

320

321 CONCLUSIONS

322 The results of the current evaluation demonstrate the ability of cPass to detect blood
323  specimens with anti-SARS-CoV-2 neutralizing antibodies, but they do not support a clear
324  added value of cPass compared to a laboratory-developed indirect anti-RBD ELISA detecting
325 1gG antibodies. Whether this is also the case for commercially-available direct anti-RBD

326  ELISAs deserves further investigation.

327
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459  TABLE 1. Diagnostic accuracy of the GenScript cPass surrogate viral neutralization assay to

460  detect neutralizing antibodies among well-characterised specimen panels, according to

461  reference standard used

SOURCE Number Reference Cut-offfor TP EP EN TN Sensitivity Specificity
standard reference % %
positivity? (95% CI) (95% CI)
National 16 SARS-CoV-2 WT PRNT- 1:20 19 1 0 20 100 (82- 95 (76-
Microbiology PCR positive 50 100) 100)
Laboratory 24 negative for
panel SARS-CoV-2 and
(Canada) positive for related
infections
1:50 18 2 0 20 100 (81- 91 (71-99)
100)
WT PRNT- 1:20 7 13 0 20 100 (59- 61 (42-77)
90 100)
1:50 5 15 0 20 100 (48- 57 (39-74)
100)
PLV ID50 1:50 12 8 1 19 92 (64- 70 (50-86)
100)
PLV ID80 1:50 10 10 0 20 100 (69- 67 (47-83)
100)
WHO panel 3 SARS-CoV-2 WT PRNT- 1:20 2 1 0 2 100 (16- 67 (9-99)
(UK) positive 50 100)
2 SARS-CoV-2
negative
Live Virus 1:20 3 0 1 1 75(19-99) 100 (3-
(CPE) 100)
VSV-PV 1:20 3 0 0 2 100 (29- 100 (16-
100) 100)
Blood bank -  Specimens PLV ID50 1:50 10 2 0 3 100 (69- 60 (15-95)
convalescent characterised by anti- 100)
plasma S-RBD ELISA and
donors with PLV ID50
longitudinal
follow-up® 15 Patients, 6 weeks
post-symptom onset
Specimens PLV ID50 1:50 8 5 O 1 100 (63- 17 (0-64)
characterised by anti- 100)

S-RBD ELISA and
PLV ID50
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14 Patients, 10
weeks post-
symptom onset

Blood bank -  Specimens PLV ID50 1:50 24 12 4 10 86 (67-96) 45 (24-68)
convalescent characterised by anti-
plasma S-RBD ELISA and
donors with PLV ID50
single
timepoint 50 Patients, any time
follow-up® post-symptom onset
0-6 weeks 117 6 1 O 92 (62- 0 (0-46)
post-symptom onset 100)
>6 weeks 13 6 3 10 81 (54-96) 62 (35-85)

post-symptom onset

Overall PLV ID50 1:50 54 27 5 33 92 (81-97) 55 (42-68)
(vs PLV
ID50) ©

a Cut-off used to determine cPass positivity was 230%.

b From patients meeting public health case definitions of COVID-19, with either NAAT-confirmed SARS CoV-2
infection or an epidemiological link to a known case of COVID-19 (SARS CoV-2 infection).

¢ Results from the same PLV ID50 assay were available for all panels except the WHO panel; PLV ID50 assay

was used to calculate overall diagnostic accuracy values.

WT PRNT-50 or PRNT-90 denotes neutralization titres required for a 50% or 90% plaque reduction, respectively,
using SARS-CoV-2 viral culture; PLV ID50 or PLV ID80 denotes the serum dilution to inhibit 50% or 80% of the
infection of 293T-ACE?2 cells by recombinant viruses bearing the indicated surface glycoproteins; TP true
positive; FP false positive; FN false negative; TN true negative; Anti-S-RBD antibodies against receptor binding
domain of SARS-CoV-2 Spike protein; HQ Héma-Québec; WHO World Health Organization; VSV PV Vesicular

stomatitis virus pseudovirus; CPE cytopathic effect; NAAT nucleic acid amplification test.
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TABLE 2. Diagnostic accuracy of a laboratory-developed 1gG anti-RBD ELISA to detect

neutralizing antibodies

SOURCE Number Reference Cut-off TP EP EN TN Sensitivity Specificity
standard for
positivity?
National 16 SARS-CoV-2 WT PRNT- 1:20 19 1 0 20 100 (82- 95 (76-
Microbiology positive 50 100) 100)
Laboratory 24 negative for
panel SARS-CoV-2 and
(Canada) positive for related
infections
1:50 18 2 0 20 100 (81- 91 (71-99)
100)
PLV 1:50 12 8 1 19 92 (64- 70 (50-86)
PRNT-50 100)

a Cut-off used to determine cPass positivity was =230%.

WT PRNT-50 or PRNT-90 denotes neutralization titres required for a 50% or 90% plaque reduction, respectively,

using SARS-CoV-2 viral culture; TP true positive; FP false positive; FN false negative; TN true negative; Anti-S-

RBD antibodies against receptor binding domain of SARS-CoV-2 Spike protein; HQ Héma-Québec; WHO World

Health Organization; VSV PV Vesicular stomatitis virus pseudovirus; CPE cytopathic effect.
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483 FIGURE LEGENDS
484  Figure 1. Effect of cut-off values on the diagnostic accuracy of the Genscript cPass SARS-
485  CoV-2 neutralization antibody detection kit.
486  Panel (A) shows the receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve, with different cPass
487  cutoffs. Panel (B) details results and estimates of sensitivity and specificity for different
488  %inhibition of RBD-ACE?2 binding cutoffs for cPass positivity. The reference standard used
489 is PLV PRNT 50 at a titre of >1:50. AUC denotes Area Under the ROC Curve; TP true
490  positive; FP false positive; FN false negative; TN true negative.
491
492  Figure 2. Effect of serial dilution on the accuracy for detecting sera with positive PRNT90
493  ftitres.
494  Serial dilution of the 16 primary specimens with WT PRNT 50 titres >1:20 was performed to
495  establish a dilution that increased specificity for detecting those with WT PRNT 90 titres
496  >1:20. Panel (A) shows individual data points according to dilution and WT PRNT 90 status
497  (positive >1:20). Box plots depict the median and interquartile range. Panel (B) details results
498  and estimates of sensitivity and specificity for serial dilution factor. All dilution factors are
499  additional to the 10X dilution required in the manufacturer’s instructions. WT PRNT 90
500 denotes neutralization titres required for a 90% plaque reduction using SARS-CoV-2 viral
501 culture; TP true positive; FP false positive; FN false negative; TN true negative.
502
503  Figure 3. Correlation of the Genscript cPass assay with anti-S-RBD ELISA.
504  Scatterplots and Pearson correlation coefficitient for results obtained with cPass compared to
505 those obtained using laboratory-developed ELISA detecting anti-RBD 1gG, IgM, and IgA

506 (Panels A, B, C, respectively). The vertical dashed line depicts the manufacturer’s

507  recommended cut-off for cPass positivity.
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508
509  Figure 4. Change of signal over time for Genscript cPass and anti-RBD ELISA.
510  Spaghetti plot of results obtained with cPass (panel A) and optical densities of laboratory-
511  developed ELISA detecting anti-RBD IgG, IgM, and IgA (panels B, C, D, respectively)
512  among specimens collected at a known interval from SARS-CoV-2 diagnosis. Horizontal
513 lines indicate paired specimens form the same individual. P values are calculated via the
514  Wilcoxon signed rank test, and values <0.05 are designated with an Asterix. In all panels, red
515 dots denote specimens with positive cPass results, and blue dots specimens with negative

516  cPass results.

517
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Figure 1. Effect of cut-off values on the diagnostic accuracy of the Genscript cPass SARS-CoV-2 neutralization antibody detection kit.
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Panel (A) shows the receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve, with different cPass cutoffs. Panel (B) details results and estimates of sensitivity and

specificity for different %inhibition of RBD-ACE2 binding cutoffs for cPass positivity. The reference standard used is PLV PRNT 50 at a titre of >1:50.

AUC denotes Area Under the ROC Curve; TP true positive; FP false positive; FN false negative; TN true negative.
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Figure 2. Effect of serial dilution on the accuracy for detecting sera with positive PRNTO0 titres.
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Serial dilution of the 16 primary specimens with WT PRNT 50 titres >1:20 was performed to establish a dilution that increased specificity for detecting
those with WT PRNT 90 titres =1:20. Panel (A) shows individual data points according to dilution and WT PRNT 90 status (positive =21:20). Box plots
depict the median and interquartile range. Panel (B) details results and estimates of sensitivity and specificity for serial dilution factor. All dilution factors
are additional to the 10X dilution required in the manufacturer’s instructions. WT PRNT 90 denotes neutralization titres required for a 90% plaque

reduction using SARS-CoV-2 viral culture; TP true positive; FP false positive; FN false negative; TN true negative.
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Figure 3. Correlation of the Genscript cPass assay with anti-S-RBD ELISA.
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Scatterplots and Pearson correlation coefficitient for results obtained with cPass compared to those obtained using laboratory-developed ELISA detecting

anti-RBD IgG, IgM, and IgA (Panels A, B, C, respectively). The vertical dashed line depicts the manufacturer’s recommended cut-off for cPass

positivity.
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Figure 4. Change of signal over time for Genscript cPass and anti-RBD ELISA.

A 100

90
80
70
60
50
40

30

cPass Percent Inhibition,%

i}

20

55

50

e
=3

w
a

ELISA anti—-RBD IgM (AUC)
s o 8 B 8

o

V.7

& weeks 10 weeks

Time post-symptom onset

d p=0.0058 * k

6 weeks 10 weeks
Time post-symptom onset

GenScript cPass
*  Negative

GenScript cPass
*  Negative

Positive

Positive

=1
S

ELISA anti-RBD IgG (AUC)
3

ELISA anti-RBD IgA (AUC)
=

! p=0.104 J

®  Negative
¢ Posit
6 weeks 10 weeks
Time post-symptom onset
! p=0.0012* .
GenScript cPass

*  Negative
* Positive

6 weeks 10 weeks

Time post-symptom onset


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.23.21250325
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

Spaghetti plot of results obtained with cPass (panel A) and optical densities of laboratory-developed ELISA detecting anti-RBD IgG, IgM, and IgA
(panels B, C, D, respectively) among specimens collected at a known interval from SARS-CoV-2 diagnosis. Horizontal lines indicate paired specimens
form the same individual. P values are calculated via the Wilcoxon signed rank test, and values <0.05 are designated with an Asterix. In all panels, red

dots denote specimens with positive cPass results, and blue dots specimens with negative cPass results.
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