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Abstract 27 

 28 

While molecular assays, such as reverse-transcription polymerase chain reaction (RT-29 

PCR), have been widely used throughout the coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic, 30 

the technique is resource intensive and costly. As a means to reduce costs and expand 31 

diagnostic efficiency, pooled testing using RT-PCR has been implemented. However, pooled 32 

testing using rapid antigen tests has not been evaluated. Here, we propose a pooling strategy 33 

for rapid antigen testing that would significantly expand COVID-19 surveillance, especially for 34 

low-to-middle income countries, and schools and workplaces. Our data demonstrate that 35 

combining of up to 20 samples per pool can expand surveillance with rapid antigen tests, even if 36 

a pool contains only one positive sample. 37 
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Background 53 

 54 

With ongoing worldwide transmission of severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 55 

2 (SARS-CoV-2), laboratory testing has played an important role in detecting the virus in 56 

symptomatic and asymptomatic individuals. Molecular assays, such as reverse-transcription 57 

polymerase chain reaction (RT-PCR), are accurate but costly, challenging large scale 58 

surveillance efforts, especially for low-to-middle income countries.  59 

Pooling subsamples and processing them in groups by RT-PCR has been proposed as 60 

a testing strategy to reduce costs (1). A recent study demonstrated that a range of positive 61 

pools could be identified, even if the Ct value of a single sample was up to 34 (2). Public health 62 

surveillance tools, such as rapid antigen tests, have also been advocated for since early in the 63 

pandemic to help control SARS-CoV-2 spread. Rapid antigen tests are optimized to identify 64 

infectious individuals, and can be self-administered or performed at the point-of-care, leading to 65 

faster sample to result time and more frequent testing (3).  However, pooled testing using rapid 66 

antigen tests, has not been evaluated.  67 

  68 

Results 69 

 70 

We propose a pooling strategy for antigen testing that is easy to implement and can 71 

further expand COVID-19 surveillance. To analyze the effect of sample pooling on the analytical 72 

sensitivity of a rapid antigen test, we compared antigen detectability of single nasal swab 73 

specimens with varying Ct values versus when pooled into 19 negative nasal swab specimens. 74 

Antigen detectability was determined by applying 100 μl of the single specimen or pooled 75 

sample to the rapid antigen test (E25Bio, Inc.). Ct values and viral load (VL) for each positive 76 

nasal swab specimen was determined by extracting RNA via the QIAamp Viral RNA Kit 77 

(Qiagen) and measured using the CDC’s 2019-nCoV Real-Time RT-PCR N1 assay on the 78 
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QuantStudio 5 Real-Time PCR System (Applied Biosystems). The primary studies under which 79 

the samples and data were collected received ethical clearance from the non-profit PATH 80 

(www.path.org) Institutional Review Board (IRB) (approval number 00004244.) All excess 81 

samples and corresponding data were banked and de-identified prior to analysis. This study 82 

received an exemption determination from the PATH IRB.  83 

  Our results show that the rapid antigen test detected positive pools between Ct values 84 

18.3 (VL: 7.6E7) and 28.5 (VL: 6.7E4), compared to 18.3 and 29.1 (VL: 4.8E4) for single nasal 85 

swab specimens (Figure). These data suggest that combining of up to 20 samples per pool can 86 

expand surveillance with rapid antigen tests, even if a pool contains only one positive sample. 87 

Only in the case of a positive pool test result is additional rapid antigen testing and/or RT-PCR 88 

of individual samples required. Notably, specimens collected and screened beyond the acute 89 

infection phase (7 days post-infection) will likely escape detection by a rapid antigen test, 90 

regardless if the specimen is pooled or non-pooled (data not shown). 91 

 92 

Conclusion 93 

 94 

 Pooled testing using rapid antigen tests can be a cost-effective and efficient public 95 

health approach to expand COVID-19 surveillance, especially for low-to-middle income 96 

countries and schools or workplaces.  97 
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Figure 134 

 135 

 136 

 137 

Figure Legend 138 

 139 

Figure: Analytical sensitivity of a rapid antigen test using single nasal swab specimens versus 140 

pooled samples  141 

Nasal swabs were collected into 300 μl saline buffer. 100 μl of the positive nasal swab 142 

specimens with Ct values ranging between 18.3 and 29.9 were spiked into 100 μl of 19 negative 143 

nasal swab specimens. 100 μl of the pooled samples or 100 μl of the single positive nasal swab 144 

specimens were applied to the antigen test and allowed to run for 15 minutes before visual test 145 

results were image captured. To determine relative nucleocapsid antigen levels detected by the 146 

antigen test, images were analyzed using image processing software. Briefly, a R (version 147 

4.0.3) script running on a desktop computer was activated upon DropBox sync and called 148 

ImageJ (NIH) to perform the image analysis on the uploaded file. ImageJ quantified the pixel 149 

intensities at the antigen test background and test areas, and generated a normalized intensity, 150 
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calculated by dividing the cumulative intensity of the test area by the cumulative intensity of the 151 

background area. Ct, cycle threshold. Horizontal dashed line, limit of detection for the antigen 152 

test.       153 

 154 
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