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Background: An evident geographical variation in the SARSCoV2 spread requires seroprevalence studies based on local tests with robust validation against

already available antibody tests and neutralization assays. This report summarizes the evaluation of antibody tests used in the representative populationbased

serological study of SARSCoV2 in Saint Petersburg, Russia.

Methods: We used three different antibody tests throughout the study: chemiluminescent microparticle immunoassay (CMIA) Abbott Architect SARSCoV

2 IgG, Enzymelinked immunosorbent assay (ELISA) CoronaPass total antibodies test, and ELISA SARSCoV2IgGEIABEST. Clinical sensitivity was

estimated with the SARSCoV2 PCR test as the gold standard and specificity in prepandemic sera samples using the cutoff recommended by manufacturers.

Paired and unpaired serum sets were used. Measures of concordance were also calculated in the seroprevalence study sample against the microneutralization

test (MNA).

Findings: Sensitivity was equal to 91.1% (95% CI: 78.8–97.5) and 90% (95% CI: 76.4–96.4) for ELISA Coronapass and ELISA VectorBest respectively. It

was equal to 63.1% (95% CI (50.2–74.7) for CMIA Abbott. Specificity was equal to 100% for all the tests. Comparison of ROCs for three tests has shown

lower AUC for CMIA Abbott, but not for ELISA Coronapass and CMIA Abbott. The cutoff SC/O ratio of 0.28 for CMIAAbbott resulted in a sensitivity

of 80% at the same full level of specificity. In less than onethird of the populationbased study participants with positive antibody test results, we detected

neutralizing antibodies in titers 1:80 and above. There was a moderate correlation between antibody assays results and MNA.

Interpretation: Our validation study encourages the use of local antibody tests for populationbased SARSCoV2 surveillance and sets the reference for the

seroprevalence correction. Available tests are sensitive enough to detect antibodies in most individuals with previous positive PCR tests with a followup of more

than 5 months. The Abbott Architect SARSCoV2 IgG’s sensitivity can be significantly improved by incorporating a new cutoff. Relying on manufacturers’

test characteristics for correction of reported prevalence estimates may introduce bias to the study results.
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Introduction

SARSCoV2 seroprevalence studies have proved to be a valuable tool in the assessment of the COVID19 pandemic dynamics

[1–3]. However, researchers have raised several concerns regarding the nonresponse bias, the nonrepresentative sampling, and

the use of nonvalidated tests for SARSCoV2 antibodies detection [4]. The first two issues can be addressed by appropriate
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study design and population sampling strategies [5; 6]. The latter problem requires the assessment of sensitivity and specificity

of antibody assays to guide the correction of serological study results [7–11]. Additional requirements for antibody tests are

being lodged for longitudinal serologic studies, but manufacturers rarely report the evaluation of the longterm test performance,

e.g., decreased longterm sensitivity is an issue that could bias the evaluation of immune response durability [12; 13]. An evident

geographical variation in the spread of SARSCoV2 requires local seroprevalence studies [14]. The use of locally available

tests from national manufacturers can be convenient but often comes at the expense of test performance [3]. Local tests require

robust validation against the benchmark of already available antibody tests and microneutralization assays using sera samples

from cases confirmed by PCR and from healthy donors.

Longterm performance of antibody tests is key to understanding the antibody kinetics. Previous validation studies have

shown significant changes in the sensitivity of certain antibody tests in the longer followup[15]. This report summarizes the

validation of antibody tests used in the representative populationbased serological study of SARSCoV2 in St. Petersburg,

Russia, a densely populated city with more than 5 million inhabitants making it the fourth largest city in Europe [6]. We aimed

at establishing test specificity (Sp) and sensitivity (Se) to correct estimates obtained through populationbased seroprevalence

study.

Materials and methods

Information about the corresponding seroprevalence study in St. Petersburg is available in the detailed report [6]. In brief, we

obtained a representative population sample through phone by using randomdigit dialling. The study started in May 2020. The

first report was publicly available in August 2020. This study is underway and includes three rounds of blood sample collection

with more than 2,500 participants.

Antibody tests

We used three different antibody tests throughout the study: 1) chemiluminescent microparticle immunoassay Abbott Archi

tect SARSCoV2 IgG on the Abbott ARCHITECT® i2000sr platform (Abbott Laboratories, Chicago, USA), detecting im

munoglobulin class G (IgG) antibodies to the nucleocapsid protein of SARSCoV2 with the signal/cutoff (S/CO) ratio of 1.4

for positivity (CMIAAbbot; www.fda.gov/media/137383/download).; 2) enzymelinked immunosorbent assay CoronaPass

total antibodies test (Genetico, Moscow, Russia) based on recombinant receptor binding domain of the spike protein of SARS

CoV2 (Department ofMicrobiology, Icahn School ofMedicine at Mount Sinai, NewYork, NY, USA), detecting total antibodies

with the S/CO ratio of 1.0 for positivity (ELISA Coronapass, pass.genetico.ru); 3) enzymelinked immunosorbent assay

SARSCoV2IgGEIABEST by VectorBest, Novosibirsk, Russia also detecting IgG antibodies to the spike protein of SARS

CoV2 with the S/CO ratio of 1.1 for positivity.(ELISA VectorBest, vector-best.ru/en/prod/index.php?SECTION_ID=

2724).

Test performance for CMIA Abbott is available from the manufacturer materials (Se=100%, Sp=99.6%). It was also eval

uated in numerous independent studies [9; 16–18]. ELISA Coronapass test manufacturer provides information on its official

website (Se=98.7%, Sp=100%). ELISA VectorBest sensitivity and specificity is reported reported in one study published in
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Russian (Se=100%, Sp=99.8%) [19].

We used CMIA Abbott and ELISA Coronapass for the first publication of a populationbased seroprevalence study in May

June 2020 [6]. The first round of the study analysis showed that the use of ELISA Coronapass results in a slightly higher

seroprevalence estimation. It was the initial reason for the independent validation of the test performance.

In the sensitivity assessment, we also used CMIA Elecsys AntiSARSCoV2, manufactured by Roche Diagnostics GmbH,

Mannheim, Germany (CMIA Roche, S/CO ratio of 1.0 for positivity, Se=99.5%, Sp=99.8%; diagnostics.roche.com/ru/

ru/products/params/elecsys-anti-sars-cov-2.html).

Samples for the sensitivity and specificity assessment

For the sensitivity assessment, we obtained 92 serum samples collected from the staff of “Scandinavia” clinic as part of routine

antibody monitoring carried out in the clinic. Serum samples were obtained for individuals who reported positive PCR tests

for SARSCoV2 RNA. The median time between a positive PCR test result and blood draw for antibody test was equal to 21

weeks [IQR: 19.922.5].

For the specificity assessment, prepandemic human sera samples were obtained from healthy blood donors collected by

Smorodintsev Research Institute of Influenza through routine influenza surveillance in different cities across Russia. Sera

samples are collected twice a year to assess the herd immunity against influenza A and B viruses. Written informed consent was

obtained in all cases of blood donation and further sample preparation. We used 93 remnant sera samples from herd immunity

studies that were kept frozen at 80°C.

Neutralization test

Neutralization test was performed for 365 samples that were positive for binding antibody samples and for 74 negative samples.

TCID50 based microneutralization test (MNA) was used to detect and titrate neutralizing antibodies [20]. First, serum samples

were heated for 30 min at 56°C to avoid complementlinked reduction of the viral activity. This was followed by the preparation

of serial twofold dilutions starting from 1:10 in 60 uL volume (tested in triplicate) of each serum specimen in culture medium

(AlphaMEM containing antibiotics and 2% heatinactivated fetal bovine serum). Each dilution was mixed at equal volume with

the live SARSCoV2 virus (60 uL, containing 25 TCID50/50uL) and incubated for 60 minutes at 37°C in plastic microplates.

Then 100 μl of the mix was transferred into 96well microplates with monolayer Vero cells. The plates were incubated at 37°C

in a 5% CO2 atmosphere. Readings were evaluated 5 to 6 days later and neutralization was recorded if 100% of the cells in

the well were preserved (no visible plaques or cytopathic effect). Serum neutralizing titer was expressed as the inverse of the

higher serum dilution that exhibited neutralizing activity. All experiments were performed in a BSL3 laboratory.

Statistical analyses

Clinical sensitivity was estimated with the SARSCoV2 PCR test as the gold standard and specificity in prepandemic sera sam

ples. We used 46 PCR positive samples and 41 prepandemic serum samples to crossvalidate all three tests (crossvalidation

sample). In the independent test validation (fullvalidation sample), different sets of nonpaired samples (60 PCR positive sam

ples and 65 prepandemic samples for CMIA Abbott, 48 and 93 for ELISA VectorBest, 60 and 92 for ELISACoronapass) were
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used. We report the validation study results based on the manufacturers’ recommended S/CO ratios, except for CMIAAbbott,

we use both the S/CO ratio of 1.4 and a more sensitive S/CO ratio of 1.0. Compared with the neutralization test results, the

percent agreement (positive, negative and overall), the concordance (Cohen’s Kappa coefficient along with the prevalence index

(Pindex), bias index (Bindex), and prevalence and biasadjusted kappa — PABAK), and Spearman correlation coefficients

were calculated [21].

The estimates are given with the 95% confidence intervals (CI) where appropriate. R statistical software (v.4.0.2; R Founda

tion for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria) was used for data analysis and presentation. Exact binomial confidence limits

were calculated for test sensitivity, specificity, and percent agreement (negative — NPA, positive — PPA, and overall — OPA)

applying the epi.tests function from the epiR package. ROC curves were constructed, and the corresponding area under the

curve (AUC) was calculated for three tests using the pROC package. CIs for AUCs were calculated with 2000 bootstrap repli

cates. The bootstrap test was used to compare ROC curves: a test for paired curves was used in the crossvalidation sample and

nonpaired in the fullvalidation sample. Confidence intervals were calculated for Spearman’s correlation with the spearmanCI

package.

To report CIs for concordance measures — bias, prevalence, and kappa — we used the bootstrap percentile method (the

epi.kappa function from the epiR package). Formal criteria (eg., Landis and Koch) for Cohen’s Kappa interpretation were

not used.

Data sharing

Study data and code is available online (https://github.com/eusporg/spb_covid_study20/tree/master/

validation_of_covid_tests).

Ethical considerations and study registration

The study was approved by the Research Planning Board of European University at St. Petersburg (on May 20, 2020) and the

Ethic Committee of the Clinic “Scandinavia” (on May 26, 2020). All research was performed in accordance with the relevant

guidelines and regulations. Informed consent was obtained from all participants of the study. The study was registered with

the following identifiers: Clinicaltrials.gov (NCT04406038, submitted on May 26, 2020, date of registration — May 28,2020)

and ISRCTN registry (ISRCTN11060415, submitted on May 26, 2020, date of registration —May 28,2020). The amendment,

which included a test validation study, was approved by the Ethics Committee of the Clinic “Scandinavia” on October 2, 2020.

We used blood samples collected from the clinic “Scandinavia” staff as a part of the routine antibody monitoring for which the

hospital obtained a separate informed consent. Additional oral consent was obtained to use collected samples for the validation

study. Personal information was not linked to serum samples in the validation study except for the date of positive PCR for

SARSCoV2.

Results

Based on crossvalidation results, the sensitivity was equal to 91.1% (95% CI: 78.8–97.5) for ELISA Coronapass and to 89.1%

(95% CI: 76.4–96.4) for ELISA VectorBest respectively. It was not significantly different from the CMIA Roche — 89.1%
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(95% CI: 76.4–96.4). However, the sensitivity of CMIA Abbott was equal to 63.1% (95% CI 50.2–74.7). It was slightly higher

with the cutoff SC/O ratio of 1.0 — 70.7% (95% CI: 57.3–81.9). Specificity was equal to 100% for all the tests (see Table 1).

Table 1. Sensitivity and specificity of tests based on crossvalidatation (paired serum samples)

Test N Sensitivity, % (95% CI) N Specificity, % (95% CI)

CMIA Abbott 1.0 46 70.7 (57.381.9) 41 100 (88.1100)
CMIA Abbott 1.4 46 63.1 (50.274.7) 41 100 (84.6100)
CMIA Roche 46 89.1 (76.496.4) — —

ELISA Coronapass 46 91.1 (78.897.5) 41 100 (91.6100)
ELISA VectorBest 46 89.1 (76.496.4) 41 100 (91.4100)

Using nonpaired samples in the validation of the tests did not dramatically change the sensitivity and point estimates but

narrowed confidence intervals (see Supplementary Table S1).

Although the comparison of ROCs for three tests has shown that AUC is lower for CMIAAbbott, the difference was not

dramatic — 0.96 (95% CI: 0.90–1.00) for ELISA Coronapass and 0.90 (95% CI: 0.82–0.97) for CMIA Abbott, the difference

was only significant when paired samples were compared (see Table 2 and Table S2).

Table 2. Area under the ROC (AUC) of tests based on crossvalidation (paired serum samples)

Test AUC (95% CI) pvalue

ELISA Coronapass 0.96 (0.901.00) —
CMIA Abbott 0.90 (0.820.97) 0.041

ELISA VectorBest 0.96 (0.891.00) 0.476

The cutoff SC/O ratio of 0.28 for CMIAAbbott resulted in a sensitivity of 80% at the same full level of specificity. The

other test thresholds were optimal based on the ROC analysis of crossvalidation and nonpaired samples (see Figure 1).

In less than onethird of the populationbased study participants with positive antibody total IgG test results, we detected

neutralizing antibodies in titers 1:80 and above. NPA was between 28.0% (95% CI: 22.0–34.5) for CMIA Abbott (cutoff 1.4)

and 20.8% (95% CI: 16.6–25.5) for ELISA Vectorbest. NPA between MNA with a cutoff at titers 1:20 was between 74.4%

(95% CI: 68.0–80.2) for CMIA Abbott (cutoff 1.4) and 64.2% (95% CI: 58.9–69.3) for ELISA VectorBest (see Table 3).

The measures of concordance are presented in Table S3. There was a moderate correlation between antibody assays results

and MNA: 0.65 (95% CI: 0.59–0.71) for CMIA Abbott, 0.60 (95% CI: 0.54–0.67) for ELISA Coronapass, and 0.76 (95% CI:

0.72–0.81) for ELISA VectorBest (see Figure 2).
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Figure 1. ROCs for three test against PCR test results
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Figure 2. Correlation between antibody tests results and neutralization test

Discussion

Our validation study encourages the use of local antibody tests for populationbased SARSCoV2 surveillance and sets the ref

erence for the seroprevalence correction. However, it discourages the use of Abbott Architect SARSCoV2 IgG for population

based seroprevalence SARSCoV2 surveillance. The decrease in test sensitivity (63%with a cutoff of 1.4) is likely to be related

Table 3. Percent agreement between antibody tests and neutralizing antibody tests using two cutoffs (titers 1:20 and 1:80)

Test MNA100 cutoff PPA (95% CI) NPA (95% CI) OPA (95% CI)

CMIA Abbott 1.0 20 76.5 (70.082.2) 72.0 (65.877.6) 74.0 (69.778.1)
CMIA Abbott 1.4 20 72.8 (66.578.5) 74.4 (68.080.2) 73.6 (69.277.6)
ELISA Coronapass 20 91.1 (84.695.5) 65.8 (60.371.0) 72.9 (68.577.0)
ELISA VectorBest 20 100 (96.3100) 64.2 (58.969.3) 72.2 (67.876.4)
CMIA Abbott 1.0 80 95.5 (91.697.9) 25.9 (20.532.0) 57.6 (52.962.3)
CMIA Abbott 1.4 80 94.7 (91.097.3) 28.0 (22.034.5) 62.6 (57.967.2)
ELISA Coronapass 80 96.7 (91.999.1) 21.2 (16.826.1) 42.4 (37.747.1)
ELISA VectorBest 80 100 (96.3100) 20.8 (16.625.5) 38.5 (33.943.2)
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to the long period between infection and blood sampling compared to the manufacturer’s validation studies (it was on average

21 weeks after the reported positive PCR test). Previous studies also found similar results for samples taken at a longer follow

up [13; 15]. These results may also explain the decline in antibody presence in longitudinal studies that may be incorrectly

interpreted by the shortterm immune response to SARSCoV2 [22].

Based on our validation study, the Abbott Architect SARSCoV2 IgG’s sensitivity can be significantly improved by incor

porating a new cutoff. Moving the S/CO ratio from 1.4 or 1.0 for positivity to 0.28 improved sensitivity from 63% or 71% to

80%, respectively, without loss in specificity.

Locally available ELISA tests and Roche assays are sensitive enough to detect antibodies in most individuals with previous

positive PCR tests. Tests were negative for approximately 10% of participants with positive PCR, with any antibody tests.

From the available data, it is impossible to conclude whether test results are falsenegative antibody, falsepositive PCR, or that

infection did not result in the antibody response. Further studies are also needed to look into other mechanisms of the immune

response to SARSCoV2 [23].

The results for the assessment of concordance between binding and neutralizing antibodies tests should be interpreted with

caution. Less than a third of samples positive for binding antibodies were also positive in the virus neutralization test (with 1:80

titer as a threshold). However, this does not mean that they are susceptible to SARSCoV2 virus reinfections. Case reports

about second episode of COVID19 infection in the presence of neutralizing antibodies were also published [24]. The followup

time plays an essential role in neutralization test results, but negative tests do not rule out other protection mechanisms. Recent

studies showed that a positive antibody test is a powerful predictor of lowered risk of SARSCoV2 reinfection measures as a

positive PCR test [25; 26].

This finding has an important practical implication. Relying on test characteristics provided by manufacturers for correction

of reported prevalence estimates introduces additional bias to the study. If the test reported prevalence is 5%, then with the test

sensitivity of 65% and specificity of 100%, the true prevalence would be equal to approximately 8% [27]. If the crude prevalence

based on the same test is 40%, then the true prevalence would be around 62%. The magnitude of bias in the population with a

significant proportion of individuals with antibodies would limit the ability to detect herd immunity threshold.

This study has several limitations. PCR test results that were chosen as a golden standard, were carried out in different

laboratories. Although official test certificates that are registered in the national database were provided, falsepositive results

cannot be ruled out [28]. But as mentioned above, PCR falsepositivity is likely to underestimate antibody test sensitivity in this

study. Neutralization test results should be considered with caution as well [29]. Such tests can be considered as a surrogate

marker of protection from reinfection, but this association needs to be explored in populationbased epidemiological studies

[15].

In conclusion, this validation study provides a reference that can be used in further seroprevalence reports to correct the

results based on test sensitivity and specificity. Choice of the test for longitudinal surveillance is critical for making conclusions

about the spread of SARSCoV2 and the durability of the immune response. Local tests should be rigorously evaluated for

seroprevalence studies because the benefits of using properly validated tests are not only financial or related to matters of

convenience. They may provide more accurate and unbiased assessments for the course of the pandemic.
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Table S1. Sensitivity and specificity of tests based on full validation sample (nonpaired serum samples)

Test N Sensitivity, % (95% CI) N Specificity, % (95% CI)
CMIA Abbott 1.0 65 74.7 (64.383.4) 60 100 (90.7100)
CMIA Abbott 1.4 65 67.7 (57.476.9) 60 100 (88.1100)
CMIA Roche 61 86.9 (75.894.2)  

ELISA Coronapass 92 92.0 (84.896.5) 60 100 (93.2100)
ELISA VectorBest 93 93.9 (87.397.7) 48 100 (91.6100)

Table S2. Area under the ROC (AUC) of tests based on full validation sample (nonpaired serum samples)

Test AUC (95% CI) pvalue

ELISA Coronapass 0.95 (0.890.99) 
CMIA Abbott 0.90 (0.820.96) 0.261

ELISA VectorBest 0.94 (0.870.99) 0.817

Table S3. Concordance measures between antibody tests and neutralizing antibody tests using two cutoffs (titers 1:20 and 1:80)

Test MNA100 cutoff Pindex (95% CI) Bindex (95% CI) PABAK (95% CI) Cohen’s kappa (95% CI)

CMIA Abbott 1.0 20 0.043 (0.1070.021) 0.046 (0.020.112) 0.481 (0.3930.561) 0.481 (0.3880.574)
CMIA Abbott 1.4 20 0.021 (0.0430.084) 0.018 (0.0840.048) 0.472 (0.3840.553) 0.471 (0.3780.565)
ELISA Coronapass 20 0.219 (0.281–0.157) 0.221 (0.1580.284) 0.458 (0.370.54) 0.458 (0.3740.542)
ELISA VectorBest 20 0.276 (0.336–0.215) 0.278 (0.2170.339) 0.444 (0.3550.527) 0.445 (0.3670.523)
CMIA Abbott 1.0 80 0.294 (0.2370.351) 0.383 (0.3250.441) 0.153 (0.0570.246) 0.201 (0.1360.265)
CMIA Abbott 1.4 80 0.358 (0.3010.414) 0.319 (0.2610.377) 0.253 (0.1590.344) 0.233 (0.1620.303)
ELISA Coronapass 80 0.118 (0.0650.172) 0.558 (0.5040.612) 0.153 (0.246–0.057) 0.112 (0.0640.159)
ELISA VectorBest 80 0.062 (0.010.114) 0.615 (0.5630.667) 0.23 (0.322–0.135) 0.105 (0.0630.147)
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