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ABSTRACT: 

Background 

Medical professionals and researchers have been urging the need for wide and rapid testing of 

citizens in order to plan measures that can contain the spread of the virus. Antibody tests play an 

important role throughout the patient care pathway and are vital for the management and 

surveillance of the virus. Although RT-PCR is considered as the gold standard, serological tests 

based on antibodies are helpful for on-time detection. We performed one to one assessment of 

point-of-care lateral flow assay (POCTs), enzyme immunoassay (EIAs), 

electrochemiluminescence immunoassay (CLIA), to detect severe acute respiratory syndrome 

coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) IgG antibody. 

 

Materials and Methods 

611 healthcare workers were recruited between November and December 2020 at Central 

Research Laboratory, KIMS. Collected serum samples were analysed according to 

manufacturer’s protocol. The Standard Q IgG/IgM combo assay, Anti-SARS CoV-2 Human IgG 

ELISA, and the Elecsys® to measure the IgG titer of severe acute respiratory syndrome 

coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2). 

Results 

The kits displayed a sensitivity of 61.2%,79.5%, 91.8% and specificity of 61.7%,64.1%,80.2% 

for the Standard Q IgG/IgM combo assay, Anti-SARS CoV-2 Human IgG ELISA, and the 

Elecsys®   in order. 

Conclusion 

Our results indicate high sensitivity and specificity for the Elecsys® assay compared to Anti-

SARS CoV-2 Human IgG ELISA, the Standard Q IgG/IgM combo assay. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) first reported in late 

2019 has caused a large global outbreak and is a major public health issue (1). Early and 

accurate diagnosis of SARS-CoV-2 infection is essential for prevention and pandemic 

containment. The heterogeneity of the clinical presentation, from asymptomatic individuals to 

severe cases, and the diversity of clinical manifestations of COVID-19, emphasize the need 

for tests with good sensitivity and specificity (2). Real-Time Reverse Transcriptase 

Polymerase Chain Reaction (RT-PCR) assays detecting the presence of viral genetic material 

are presently gold-standard of diagnosis. However, several cases of false-negative results 

have been described due to low viral load, complex techniques, inappropriate sample 

collection (3). The outcome can be dramatic with infectious patients spreading the viruses 

hampering attempts by public health to contain viral circulation (4). 

Unlike molecular testing, detection of an immune response to the virus is an indirect marker 

of infection. A wide range of serology immunoassays with different SARS-CoV-2 antigen 

recognition and antibody specificity has been developed to compliment RT-PCR assays (5,6). 

Accurate and high throughput serological assays facilitate large-scale studies and improve the 

understanding of the true proportion of the population that has recovered from COVID-19. 

The testing for the presence of antibodies on a widespread scale could help evidence-based 

decision-making on an individual and social scale, minimizing the economic impact of the 

virus. Several different antibody tests have been developed, which differ depending on the 

targeted viral antigen (for example, nucleoprotein or spike protein), biomarkers tested IgM or 

IgG antibodies (7,8). 

 

After infection with SARS-CoV-2, the immune system identifies and produces an 

immune response by generating unique antibodies. The immunoglobulin M (IgM) antibody, 

produced in the early period after the infection, can indicate the current or the recent 

infection. Immunoglobulin G (IgG) antibody indicates that the disease is in the middle to late 

stage or presence of past infection. Detection of IgG antibodies against SARS-CoV-2 has a 

significant role as it is long-lasting and correlated with viral neutralizing activity, which is 

important for recovery (9,10,). Test results indicate that IgG produced against SARS-CoV-2 

antigens is detectable in immunocompetent patients at least 8 days after onset of symptoms, 

with more than 90 percent of subjects seropositive after 14 days of illness.  Some individuals 

can take longer to seroconvert depending on their immune status or may never be 

seroconverted if substantially immunosuppressed (11,12). Initial studies indicate a relatively 

high specificity (95%) for IgG-based serological assays against circulating coronaviruses 
(13,14,15). 

 

Emerging SARS-CoV-2 Viral disease has a huge influence on health staff. The risk profile 

for SARS-CoV-2 exposure and infection among health workers varies considerably (16). 

Health care workers are likely to be in touch with patients and co-workers who have atypical, 
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little or no signs while also being extremely infectious (17). They are thus a high-risk group, 

and studies linked to their seroprevalence, asymptomatic cases, seroconversion, and 

transmission of the disease are crucial. SARS-CoV-2 Serological assays are variable, with 

varying formats. Many laboratories have minimum information about performance 

limitations for choosing the assay due to limited Peer-reviewed literature on serological 

testing currently available. Independent validation is also needed to ensure the assays are in 

line with expected analytical and clinical performance specifications. The best use of SARS-

CoV-2 serological testing remains an open issue.  

The present study aimed to compare the performance of lateral flow immunoassays [LFIAs] 

Standard Q IgG/IgM combo assay, enzyme-linked immunosorbent assays [ELISAs] Anti-

SARS CoV-2 Human IgG ELISA, and chemiluminescent immunoassays [CLIA] Elecsys® 

anti- SARS-CoV-2 immunoassays in healthcare workers. 

 

2. MATERIALS AND METHODS 

 

2.1 Materials 

 

This study was conducted at Central Research Laboratory, Kempegowda Institute of 

Medical Science Hospital& Research Centre (CRL, KIMSH&RC) and the protocol has the 

approval of institutional ethics committee KIMS/IEC/A044/M/2020. A total of 611 blood 

samples were collected from healthcare workers including Physicians, Nurses, Laboratory 

Technologists, Pharmacists, Administrative, and Housekeeping staff working in different 

sections of KIMSH&RC (Table 1). Written informed consent was taken from the 

participants. In a questionnaire demographic information, hand hygiene habits, use of PPEs 

were documented. Information about participant exposure to covid patients, duration of 

exposure, history of covid infection, RTPCR results, and Co-morbidities were recorded. 2 

ml of venous blood collected from enrolled participants was centrifuged and separated 

serum was stored at -20⸰C. In our study, all the assays were evaluated with the same panel of 

samples under similar conditions to analyze their performance. In the study, I) Standard Q 

covid-19 IgG/IgM combo test II) Anti-SARS CoV-2 Human IgG ELISA III) Elecsys® tests 

were evaluated for their sensitivity and specificity. 

2.2 Overview of Immunoassay methods 

 

I) Lateral flow immunoassay 

 

The Standard Q Covid -19 IgG/IgM Combo test is a rapid chromatographic 

immunoassay for the qualitative detection of antibodies manufactured by SD biosensor. 

During the test, SARS-CoV-2 antibodies in the specimen interact with the recombinant 

COVID-19 nucleocapsid protein conjugated with the colloidal gold particle that makes 

the antigen-antibody gold particle complex. This complex migrates on the membrane 
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via capillary action until the “M” and “G” test line, where it will be captured by the 

monoclonal anti-human IgM antibody or anti-human IgG antibody. Goat polyclonal 

anti-mouse IgG antibody is coated on the control line region and monoclonal anti-

human IgG antibody and monoclonal anti-human IgM antibody is coated on the “G” 

and “M” test line. If no antibodies are present in the sample, then no color appears in 

the test line. 

 

II) Enzyme Linked Immunosorbent Assay 

 

Covid Kavach IgG ELISA kit developed by the Indian Council of Medical Research’s 

National Institute of Virology is licensed for manufactured by Meril Diagnostics. It 

qualitatively detects IgG antibodies that bind to the SARS CoV-2 virus whole-cell 

antigen coated onto the microtiter plate. The kit suggests an interpretation of the results 

based on the OD value. If the OD value is >Cut off it is considered as Positive and the 

OD value is <Cut off it is Negative (18). 

 

III) Electrochemiluminescence immunoassay 

 

Elecsys® Anti-SARSCoV-2 electrochemiluminescence immunoassay qualitatively 

detects SARS-CoV-2 antibodies. We measured SARS-CoV-2 antibodies automated on 

the Cobas e411 analyzer (Roche Diagnostics). This assay is a modified double-antigen 

sandwich immunoassay using recombinant nucleocapsid protein (N), which detects the 

antibody. Results are reported as positive if the OD is >1 and Negative if the OD is <1. 
(19). 

 

The three assays are compared for the analyte, antigen, and the methods (Table 2). 

These tests were performed as per the manufacturer’s instructions. 

 

 

3. RESULTS 

 

 

3.1 Population demographics: 

 

611 sera were included in this study, 538 were collected from patients with a negative 

SARS-CoV-2 PCR result and 73 from patients with a positive SARS-CoV-2 PCR result 

in serum samples. The mean age of patients was 36.5 (range 17 to 68 years) (Table 3), 

with a majority being Female (65.1%) (Fig 1). The most common comorbidities in the 

cohort were Obesity (71.3%), hypertension (44.4%), Diabetes (35.4%), and asthma 

(20%) (Fig2). 
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3.2 Determination of sensitivity and specificity of the assays 

Each of the 611 serum samples was tested in parallel with three assays for the presence of 

SARS-CoV-2 IgG antibodies as recommended by the manufacturers. The Standard Q 

covid-19 IgG/IgM combo assay revealed 79 positive test results and 532 negative results 

Anti-SARS CoV-2 Human IgG ELISA showed 160 SARS CoV-2 IgG Positive 451 

Negatives. With Elecsys® assay, 107 sera had a positive result, and 504 had a negative 

result. 

The sensitivity was 61.2%, 79.5%, and 91.8% for Standard Q covid-19 IgG/IgM combo, 

Anti-SARS CoV-2 Human IgG ELISA, and Elecsys® respectively. 61.7%,64.1%, and 

80.2% were the specificity of the assays in order (Table 4). 

 

4. DISCUSSION 

As the spread of COVID-19 continues, precise antibody tests are essential for public health 

interventions to monitor and assess the level of immunity within a given population. SARS-

CoV-2 specific antibodies appear a week after onset of symptoms, supplementing the 

diagnostic repertoire in identifying patients with past infection. Knowing the antibody levels 

helps understand the prevalence of infection in the population, the timeline of antibody 

development in different patient populations, the longevity of the antibody response, and the 

course of the pandemic (20). Besides, it identifies presumably immune health care workers 

who can work with the patients, plasma donors for therapeutic transfusion, and detection of 

patients presenting in the later stage of disease with viral clearance preceding the 

disappearance of symptoms (21, 22). This study was executed during November-December 

2020 by Central Research Laboratory, KIMS to compare the performance of commercially 

available kits for the detection of SARS-CoV-2 IgG antibodies. 

Serological tests detect the antibodies produced by the immune response to infection like 

COVID-19. The lag phase of primary response to the antigenic stimulus like virus varies from 

4 to 10 days with IgM predominance followed by IgG. The precision of antibody tests in 

COVID-19 has been a topic of debate.  Since the magnitude of antibody response depends on 

the severity of infection; patients with asymptomatic infections/mild infections may not build 

up a measurable antibody response (23). This limits the test's effectiveness in diagnosing the 

COVID-19 during the early stage of symptoms. However serological test plays an important 

role to identify and follow individuals who have developed an immune response against 

infection and to vaccines. In addition, test result provides information about the severity of 

infection blood donors who can donate convalescent anti covid plasma and herd immunity. 
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Numerous immunoassays for the detection of antibodies to SARS-CoV-2 are currently in 

development or commercially available. Broadly they belong to three groups a) Point-of-

care, Lateral flow assays (LFIA) b) Enzyme-Linked Immunosorbent Assays (ELISA) c) 

Chemiluminescence assays (CLIA) However, not all antibody tests are marketed to the 

public have been evaluated. Published studies vary dramatically in their sensitivity and 

specificity of these assays and many lack information regarding target antigen and negative 

control groups (24,25). It is important to understand their performance characteristics, 

limitations, and whether these antibodies convey immunity that would prevent or reduce 

the severity of re-infection as well as the duration for which immunity lasts (26,27). There is 

an urgent need to validate these assays taking into account variables that will affect the 

sensitivity and specificity of the different immunoassays. The major issue faced by the 

commercially available assays in the market is the very little correlation in their sensitivity 

and specificity. The present study was designed to evaluate the sensitivity and specificity 

of three different methodologies for COVID 19 antibody testing with kits available in the 

open market. 

Lateral flow immunoassays have the advantage of decreased technical requirement, short 

turnaround time, affordability, lower sampling, and specimen preparation risk. Lateral flow 

immunoassays have been developed to detect anti covid IgM and IgG antibodies separately 

or simultaneously (28). With a large number of commercially available devices from different 

companies, variable sensitivity and specificity are reported in the publications (29,30,31). 

Serum sample set of 611 individuals obtained from 73 positive patients defined by positive 

RT-PCR and covid 19 symptoms and 538 negatives were evaluated with LFIA. The assay 

sensitivity was 61.2% and the specificity was 61.7%. Our study reports the lowest 

sensitivity of LFIAs among the three tests which is less than reported by the manufacturer. 

A similar low sensitivity rate for the LFIAs method is reported in a recent meta-analysis on 

antibody tests (32). The ELISA technique offers the advantage of determining the antibody 

titers and isotype detection (33). However, as the technique is labour-intensive with the need 

for equipment is unsuitable for POCT. The assay sensitivity was 79.5% with a specificity of 

64.1% in our samples. The CLIA assay is traditionally considered a very sensitive method 

with the capability to detect low levels of antibodies (34). These assays are automated and 

allow for a high throughput of samples. CLIA test results were 91.2% sensitivity and 

81.2%specificity. In the study best correlation was found between CLIA and ELISA. 

The Limitations of the study were the moderate numbers of positive samples, evaluating 

with genomic RT-PCR and failure to take into consideration time of sample collection from 

the initial symptoms and RT-PCR testing as these antibody tests typically become useful 

two weeks after initial symptoms. 

 

 

5. CONCLUSION 
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The strength of this study is the side-by-side evaluation of three assays with a large 

number of negative samples to give reliable and comparable specificity data. Among the 

three tests, the Elecsys® assay exhibited high specificity and sensitivity for identifying 

IgG antibodies. LFIA is an appealing platform with a relatively low cost per test and 

convenience. Understanding the strength and pitfall of these assays in different clinical 

and research scenarios are critically needed for their utilization of serological testing. 
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Table 1: Participants details 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3: Age distribution among the participants  

 

Age Group   

 

   N (611) 

10-20 01 

20-29 189 

30-39 140 

40-49 125 

50-59 110 

60-69                                  46 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Participants            N (611)           

Doctors 261 

Nurses 129 

Lab Personnel 87 

Paramedics 76 

Ancillary staff 58 
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Fig 1: Male-Female ratio  

 

 

 

 

  

  

 

 

 

FIG 2; Percentage of Co-morbidities 
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Table 2 : Characteristics of Commercial Anti-SARS-Cov-2 Assay Used in This Comparative Study 

Manufacturers Assay Analyte 
Capture 

Antigen 

Meth

od 

Analyze

r 

Cut off values 

Negative 
Indetermi

nate 

Positiv

e 

SD Biosensor 

Standa

rd Q 

IgG/Ig

M 

combo 

assay 

IgG &IgM Nucleocapsid LFA NA 

Only 

band in 

the 

control 

(C) line 

No band 

in Control 

(C) line 

coloure

d bands 

(G line) 

Meril 

Anti-

SARS 

CoV-2 

Huma

n IgG 

IgG 
Whole-cell 

antigen 

ELIS

A 

Alere 

easy 

reader 

< Cutoff NA >Cutoff 

Roche 

Elecsy

s® 

anti- 

SARS

-CoV-

2 

Total 

immunoglobul

in 

Nucleocapsid 
CLI

A 

Cobas 

e411 
<1 NA ≥1 

 

 

Table 4: Percentage of Sensitivity and Specificity  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ASSAY Sensitivity Specificity 

Lateral flow immunoassays 61.2% 61.7% 

ELISA 79.5% 64.1% 

Electrochemiluminiscence 91.8% 80.2% 
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