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Abstract  

The Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome Coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2), etiological agent of 

the coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19), is currently detected by reverse transcription 

followed by quantitative polymerase chain reaction (RT-qPCR) of its viral RNA genome. 

Within the available alternatives, One-Step procedures are preferred since they are fast and 

significantly decrease preanalytical errors, minimizing the risk of diagnostic errors. 

Increasing the testing capacity and tracing contacts are essential steps to control the 

pandemic. However, high-cost commercial reagents subject to shortage and poor scalability 

have hindered the use of these technologies and their adoption for a wide population-scale 

testing, being even more critical in developing countries. In the current context, open-source 

initiatives have promoted global collaboration to promote accessible solutions for rapid local 

deployment. As a result, open protocols are being developed for the local production of 

SARS-CoV-2 diagnostics. 

This work aimed to produce an open-source system for SARS-CoV-2 diagnostic tests in 

RNA clinical samples. We provide guidelines for standardizing an open One-Step RT-qPCR 

master mix using recombinant M-MLV reverse transcriptase together with either Pfu-Sso7d 

or Taq DNA polymerase. Both were tested on synthetic RNA and clinical samples, 

observing a good correlation when compared to commercial RT-qPCR kits. Nevertheless, 

the best results were obtained using M-MLV RT combined with Taq DNA polymerase in a 

probe-based RT-qPCR assay, allowing successful discrimination between positive and 

negative samples with accuracies comparable to a CDC-recommended commercial kit.  

Here, we demonstrate that these open RT-qPCR systems can be successfully used to 

identify SARS-CoV-2 in clinical samples and potentially be implemented in any molecular 

diagnostic laboratory. 
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Introduction 

The Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome Coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) is a positive-sense 

single-stranded RNA virus, member of the Coronaviridae family, and the etiological agent of 

the coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19)[1]. The symptoms expressed by COVID-19 

patients vary between fever (89%), cough (68%), fatigue (38%), sputum production (34%), 

and shortness of breath (19%). However, these symptoms are not necessarily specific to 

COVID-19 and cannot be used for an accurate diagnosis[2]. Therefore, molecular 

techniques are more suitable to identify specific pathogens, playing an essential role in 

SARS-CoV-2 detection[3]. 

Although lockdown, social distance, mask usage, and vaccination measures have helped in 

containing the spread of the virus, measures such as testing and tracing for the rapid and 

efficient identification of positive COVID-19 individuals are still essential for containment of 

the pandemic[3]. In this regard, the significant challenges in molecular diagnosis are 

detecting small amounts of viral RNA, discriminating a positive signal among different 

pathogens, and being able to test large numbers of patients in a time-effective manner[4]. 

Laboratory diagnosis of SARS-COV-2 is mainly based on nucleic acid amplification tests 

(NAAT)[5], such as the One-Step RT-qPCR recommended by sanitary authorities[6,7]. One-

Step procedures are preferred as they avoid potential preanalytical errors occurring during 

sample preparation, including pipetting, manual sample preparation, aliquoting, cross-

contamination, sample mismatch, among others[8]. Reducing the steps involved in 

laboratory testing speeds up the test and minimizes the risk of diagnostic errors, thus 

improving the accuracy of molecular diagnostics. 

Despite the high supply of RT-qPCR reagents and kits, these have not been enough to 

meet the high demand. Healthcare providers worldwide have been frequently left without 

supplies to efficiently test samples because of unprecedented volume testing needs and 

supply-chain shortages caused by the COVID-19 pandemic[9]. These obstacles hinder the 

control of the pandemic, as increasing testing capacity and contact tracing are essential in 

surveillance tests to quickly and accurately identify infected individuals[10]. In addition, the 

use of high-cost commercial reagents subject to shortage and poor scalability has limited 

the use of these technologies for population-scale testing[11]. This has also posed 

challenges for low-middle income countries (LMIC), particularly in the Southern Hemisphere 

due to their dependency on the import of reagents. This is worsened by regional factors 

such as social inequalities, deficient public health systems, lower living standards, and a 

lack of services in densely populated urban areas or widely dispersed rural communities[12-

14]. 

To overcome this problem, molecular supplies that can be efficiently produced at low cost 

and deployed locally are necessary. Unfortunately, enzymes used in diagnosis protocols, 

such as reverse transcriptases (RT) and DNA polymerases (DNA pol) essential for RT-

qPCR, are usually subjected to centralized production models and intellectual property 
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restrictions[15]. Thus, the access, production, and transfer of these components between 

researchers are highly restricted, hampering the rapid response of LMIC to testing and 

tracing emergent pathogens.   

Open-source technology has promoted global collaboration, offering more accessible 

solutions and distributed responses[16,17]. Open protocols and accessible resources are 

being developed for the local production of SARS-CoV-2 diagnostics. For instance, Graham 

et al (2021) evaluated low-cost and more straightforward protocols for RNA extraction and 

RT-qPCR. This study provides an open-source master mix for RT-qPCR that can be used in 

nasopharyngeal swab samples with results similar to commercial kits and a limit of detection 

of ~50 RNA copies[18]. Other studies provide procedures to prepare reagents and a 

„         ‟                  w                RT-qPCR kits in academic laboratories to 

overcome test shortages[19,20]. In addition, a barcoding system has also been proposed to 

reduce manipulation and scale the number of samples per sequencing run[21]. Using this 

open-source multiplexed platform together with homemade enzymes and non-protected 

buffers considerably reduces the cost per sample. Finally, a different dye-based RT-qPCR 

assay approach employing a patented thermostable enzyme (RTX) with both RT and DNA 

pol activity[22] led to similar One-Step one-enzyme developments using Taq DNA pol, a 

public domain enzyme with intrinsic RT activity, by optimizing the buffer conditions to 

promote its intrinsic activity[23]. Most of these working groups provide detailed protocols for 

the purification of RT-qPCR reagents and distribute them freely[18,20,22,23]. Besides, there 

are also international networks such as the Reagent Collaboration Network or ReClone 

(https://reclone.org), whose approach is gathering and sharing open resources for 

diagnostics. This initiative uses off-patent enzymes, open access protocols, and material 

transfer under an openMTA[24], which guarantees open and expedited resources access.  

Despite the potential of open-source methods for SARS-CoV-2 molecular diagnosis, these 

would be irrelevant if they are not assessed in a real-world setting such as clinical samples. 

This is a critical step for promoting a wider utilization of the open-source methods since the 

detection of viral RNA from clinical specimens is a decisive factor for optimal assay 

accuracy[25]. Furthermore, the nature and quality variability of clinical samples (quantity 

and type of sample, presence of possible inhibitors, viral load, among others) make it 

necessary to standardize this system, avoiding potential preanalytical and analytical errors 

vulnerabilities[8]. Furthermore, the quality of RT-qPCR testing provides accurate and 

interpretable results, irrespective of whether the tests are carried out using conventional or 

open-source molecular resources[26,27]. 

In this work, framed within the ReClone collaboration network, we aimed to produce an 

open-source system consisting of recombinant enzymes purified in-house and a 

standardized RT-qPCR protocol for diagnostic tests to detect SARS-CoV-2 RNA in clinical 

samples. We provide a straightforward protocol for standardizing a One-Step RT-qPCR 

master mix using Moloney Murine Leukemia Virus RT (M-MLV) and Pyrococcus furiosus 

DNA pol fused to the Saccharolobus solfataricus DNA-binding protein 7d (Pfu-Sso7d)[28] or 
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Taq DNA polymerase (Taq DNA pol)[18]. Both systems were tested on synthetic RNA and 

clinical samples and no significant differences were observed with commercial RT-qPCR 

kits. However, the best results were obtained using M-MLV RT and Taq DNA pol, since they 

allowed a better distinction between positive and negative samples.  
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Results 

Enzyme Purification and One-Step RT-PCR standardization 

M-MLV RT[29], Pfu-Sso7d polymerase[28], and Taq DNA polymerase[18] in-house 

enzymes were produced by recombinant expression in Escherichia coli, as described in the 

Material & Methods section. Briefly, protein overexpression was induced by IPTG; then cells 

were collected, resuspended in lysozyme-supplemented lysis buffer, and disrupted by 

sonication. For the thermostables Pfu-Sso7d and Taq DNA pol, the cell lysates were also 

subjected to heat-treatment to unfold and precipitate most of E. coli proteins. Next, the 

collected soluble fractions were subjected to a two-step protein purification process of 

immobilized metal (IMAC) and heparin affinity chromatography, and the protein-containing 

fractions were pooled and analyzed by SDS-PAGE (Supplemental Figure 1). 

Subsequently, the performance of purified enzymes was assessed. First, Pfu-Sso7d 

polymerase activity was evaluated, amplifying different DNA fragment sizes from a cDNA 

sample (Supplemental Figure 2A). Afterwards, Pfu-Sso7d was used together with M-MLV 

RT to test their performance in a Two-Step RT-PCR context using a known RNA sample, 

different commercial reaction buffers, and different reducing reagents (Supplemental 

Figure 2B). Amplification of a DNA fragment of expected size was obtained in all 

commercial buffers, with best results when dithiothreitol (DTT) was used as a reducing 

agent in the reaction mix (Supplemental Figure 2B).). Once the pol and RT activities were 

tested, the activity of both enzymes (Pfu-Sso7d and M-MLV RT) were confirmed in a One-

Step RT-PCR (Supplemental Figure 2C) using a homemade buffer (HM-Buffer) whose 

composition is described in the Material & Methods section.  

With the aim of obtaining a probe-based RT-qPCR, a One-Step RT-PCR using Taq DNA pol 

instead of Pfu-Sso7d was evaluated (Supplemental Figure 2D) since the latter lacks the 

necessary 5'-exonuclease activity required for the degradation of qPCR probes. The 

expected amplification from a known RNA sample was obtained with both Pfu-SSo7d and 

Taq DNA pol (Supplemental Figures 2C and 2D), allowing us to use them in One-Step 

reactions based on dyes or probes, respectively.  

 

Dye- and Probe-based One-Step RT-qPCR using synthetic RNA from SARS-CoV-2 

To set up and validate our open system for diagnostic tests, we evaluated its sensitivity on 

in vitro-transcribed N gene RNA samples. One-Step RT-qPCR was performed, using M-

MLV RT plus Pfu-SSo7d (M-MLV/Pfu) in dye-based assays and M-MLV RT plus Taq DNA 

pol (M-MLV/Taq) in probe-based assays. 

To perform a dye-based RT-qPCR, EvaGreen DNA-binding agent and specific Center for 

Disease Control and Prevention(CDC)-recommended primers that specifically amplify the 

N1 and N2 targets of the SARS-CoV-2 nucleocapsid (N) protein were used (Table 6, 
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Material & Methods section). The reaction mix was prepared for each pair of primers, as 

shown in Table 1, and all reactions were carried out following the RT-qPCR cycling 

conditions described in Table 2.  

 
Table 1. Dye-based RT-qPCR reaction mix using M-MLV RT and Pfu-Sso7d. 
 

One-Step RT-qPCR (M-MLV/Pfu) 

  Volume 
(μL) 

Final 
Concentration 

RNA sample 5 - 

10 μ     w    P R        0.6 300 nM 

10 μ  R       P R        0.6 300 nM 

10 mM dNTPs 0.8 400 nM 

5X Homemade Buffer 4 1X 

100 mM DTT  2 10 mM 

20X EvaGreen 1 1X 

Pfu Ss07d (0.6 mg/mL) 0.5 15   /μ  

M-MLV RT (0.02 mg/mL) 0.125 0 13   /μ  

Nuclease-Free Water 5.375 - 

Total Reaction Volume 20  

 

Table 2. Dye-based One-Step RT-qPCR cycling conditions. 

 

Step Temperature (°C) Duration 

1 50 15 min 
2 98 2 min 

Repeat steps 3 and 4 by 40 cycles 

3 98 10 s 
4* 55 10 s 

Melt Curve 

5 95 15 s 
6 60 1 min 
7 95 15 s 

*In this step fluorescence signal acquisition occurs (EvaGreen)  

 

Because the fluorescent signal generated by intercalating dye molecules is not sequence-

specific (i.e. EvaGreen can bind to any double-stranded DNA product), a melting curve 

analysis was added to corroborate that a specific product was amplified. Representative 

results of dye-based SARS-CoV-2 RT-qPCR tests using synthetic RNA templates and 

employing M-MLV RT and Pfu-Sso7d are depicted in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1: CDC SARS-CoV-2 N1 and N2 One-Step RT-qPCR assays performed with synthetic 

RNA using M-MLV RT and Pfu-Sso7d. (A-B) Representative amplification curves using EvaGreen 

as DNA intercalating dye. Each curve represents a specific dilution of SARS-CoV-2 synthetic N RNA 

used as template: 1.4 x 107 copies approximately (red line), 1.4 x 106 (yellow line), 1.4 x 105 (green 

line), 1.4 x 104 (light blue line), 1.4 x 103 (blue line), 1.4 x 102 (purple line) and no template control 

(NTC, gray line). Characteristic Cq values are indicated on the upper left side of each panel in order 

to evaluate if amplification curves correspond to single amplicons (peaks); N1 and N2 melting curve 

analyses are shown in panels C and D, respectively.  

 

As seen in N1 and N2 amplification curves of Figure 1A and B, respectively, dye-based 

RT-qPCR assay allowed the detection of amounts of synthetic RNA close to 100 and 10 

copies of the SARS-CoV-2 N gene per reaction. However, nonspecific amplification was 

obtained in non-template controls (NTC), which could be due to primer dimers or cross-

contamination with synthetic RNA. In melting curves of reactions with the N1 primer pair 

(Figure 1C), a single peak is observed between 80°C and 85°C, even in the NTC. 

Meanwhile, in reactions with the N2 primer pair (Figure 1D), a single peak is observed up to 

approximately 1000 copies. From 100 copies and below, another product at lower 

temperature is amplified, which is the dominant product without a synthetic RNA template.  
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            y,     “             ” T q    RT-qPCR methods are highly preferred due to 

their specificity and high sensitivity. Therefore, a probe-based RT-qPCR using the pairs of 

primers N1 and N2 used previously, but in the presence of CDC-approved double-quenched 

       w                  (N1     N2 5‟     / Z N™ / 3‟ I w  B   k™  Q       , Table 

6, Material & Methods section).  

A probe-based reaction mix was prepared as indicated in Table 3, and the thermal cycling 

protocol is described in Table 4. Representative results of our in-house One-Step RT-qPCR 

assay using M-MLV RT and Taq DNA pol are shown in Figure 2.  

 

Table 3. Probe-based RT-qPCR reaction mix using M-MLV RT and Taq DNA pol. 

 

One-Step RT-qPCR (M-MLV/Taq) 

  Volume (μL) Final Concentration 

RNA sample 5 - 

Combined Primer/Probe Mix 
( 6,7 μM primers / 1.7 μM probe) 

1.5 500 nM (forward and reverse primers) 
125 nM (probe) 

10 mM dNTPs 0.8 400 nM 

5X Homemade Buffer 4 1X 

100 mM DTT 2 10 mM 

Taq DNA Pol (0.4 mg/mL) 1 20   /μ  

M-MLV RT (0.02 mg/mL) 1 1   /μ  

Nuclease-Free Water 4.7 - 

Total Reaction Volume 20  

 
 

 

Table 4. Probe-based One-Step RT-qPCR cycling conditions. 

 

Step Temperature (°C) Duration 

1 50 10 min 
2 95 2 min 

Repeat steps 3 and 4 by 40 cycles 

3 95 3 s 
4* 55 30 s 

*In this step fluorescence signal acquisition occurs (FAM) 
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Figure 2: CDC SARS-CoV-2 N1 and N2 probe-based One-Step RT-qPCR assays performed 

with synthetic RNA using M-MLV RT and Taq DNA pol. (A-B) Representative amplification 

curves using N1 and N2 CDC-approved double-quenched probes. Each curve represents a specific 

dilution of SARS-CoV-2 synthetic N RNA used as template: 1.4 x 107 copies approximately (red 

line), 1.4 x 106 (yellow line), 1.4 x 105 (green line), 1.4 x 104 (light blue line), 1.4 x 103 (blue line), 1.4 

x 102 (purple line), 1.4 x 101 (light brown line) and no template control (NTC, gray line). 

Characteristic Cq values are indicated on the upper left side of each panel. N.d.: not determined (no 

Cq reported). 

 

As seen in Figure 2, probe-based RT-qPCR assay improved the sensitivity, detecting up to 

10 copies of synthetic N gene, and no signal was obtained in the NTCs (Figure 2A and B).  

Altogether, these results on synthetic SARS-CoV-2 RNA demonstrate that previously 

purified enzymes can be used in One-Step RT-qPCR either using intercalating dyes, such 

as EvaGreen, or Taqman probes as those indicated by the CDC. More specifically, our 

results demonstrate that a probe-based essay seems to be a more suitable option for 

SARS-CoV-2 synthetic RNA detection, mainly because it could potentially allow better and 

easier discrimination between samples. 

 

Validation of a Taqman probe-based One-Step RT-qPCR in clinical samples 

To validate the results obtained with the synthetic N gene of SARS-CoV-2, clinical samples 

that had been previously analyzed with commercial RT-qPCR kits were evaluated. 

As previously described, CDC-recommended primers and probes that specifically amplify 

the N1 and N2 targets of the SARS-CoV-2 nucleocapsid (N) protein were used. In addition, 

the human RNAse P gene target was also amplified as an endogenous internal control. 
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We analyzed 40 clinical nasopharyngeal samples, of which 20 had been classified as 

positive and 20 as negative, according to RT-qPCR guidelines recommended by CDC[6]. 

T     k  w          w                     w  k   ,                  (T qP    ™ 1-Step 

RT-qPCR Master Mix) and our probe-based RT-qPCR reaction mix, using M-MLV RT and 

Taq DNA pol. The analysis was performed in parallel to avoid a sensitivity decrease of the 

homemade kit due to sample degradation compared to the commercial one. 

The Cq values obtained for both kits in each of the primers/probe sets (N1, N2, and RNAse 

P) are shown in Table 5. Our results were consistent with the commercial kit, and all the 

samples previously reported as negative did not show evidence of signal or amplification 

(20 out of 20). Similarly, those samples previously reported as positive were also found as 

positive in the current assay, except for a single sample that was not successfully detected 

as positive using either the commercial or the homemade kit (19 out of 20). Regardless of 

whether the target was viral (N1 and N2) or human (RNAse P), no significant differences 

were observed between the results obtained with the commercial kit and the homemade 

probe-based One-Step Open RT-qPCR (Figure 3). All samples showed amplification for 

RNAse P primers/probe mix, either for the commercial kit (mean Cq value of 27.82) or the 

homemade kit (mean Cq value of 27.99).  
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Table 5. Comparative Cq data between a commercial RT-qPCR kit and an Open RT-qPCR 

method based on M-MLV RT and Taq DNA pol. 

Commercial Kit Open RT-qPCR (M-MLV/Taq) 

 N1 N2 RNAse P Report N1 N2 RNAse P Report 

1215-023 (+) 13.28 14.01 26.42 Positive 14.53 14.97 26.08 Positive 

1229-055 (+) 14.40 14.08 28.31 Positive 15.97 16.47 28.09 Positive 

1228-001 (+) 18.35 19.51 27.17 Positive 19.43 20.22 27.64 Positive 

1228-048 (+) 18.46 17.95 25.41 Positive 19.36 18.26 26.31 Positive 

1230-140 (+) 18.78 18.97 25.66 Positive 19.68 19.1 29.15 Positive 

1228-047 (+) 19.57 19.54 30.80 Positive 17.67 18.29 28.00 Positive 

1228-066 (+) 19.98 19.76 25.05 Positive 20.49 19.97 25.35 Positive 

1230-024 (+) 20.27 20.62 28.46 Positive 20.72 21.42 27.13 Positive 

1229-034 (+) 20.41 20.91 31.95 Positive 20.72 20.76 31.40 Positive 

1228-035 (+) 21.05 20.20 31.81 Positive 21.88 22.64 33.91 Positive 

1228-096 (+) 23.55 23.29 25.71 Positive 25.75 23.52 25.70 Positive 

1230-096 (+) 23.60 23.12 27.37 Positive 23.58 23.72 26.47 Positive 

1230-142 (+) 24.20 24.84 31.77 Positive 25.38 25.76 30.61 Positive 

1229-054 (+) 24.24 24.35 27.38 Positive 24.88 26.46 27.68 Positive 

1228-040 (+) 25.73 25.39 27.73 Positive 26.82 25.83 27.95 Positive 

1230-101 (+) 26.10 25.91 30.24 Positive 27.94 26.28 33.47 Positive 

1228-021 (+) 26.42 26.25 30.22 Positive 27.03 27.35 30.14 Positive 

1228-102 (+) 31.50 31.49 26.74 Positive 32.89 34.61 26.33 Positive 

1230-044 (+) 32.14 31.84 29.17 Positive 34.78 32.34 29.24 Positive 

0421-0P1 (-) 40 40 25.29 Negative 40 40 26.90 Negative 

0421-0P2 (-) 40 40 26.73 Negative 40 40 26.56 Negative 

0414-0P3 (-) 40 40 28.39 Negative 40 40 29.70 Negative 

0414-0P4 (-) 40 40 27.72 Negative 40 40 26.91 Negative 

0414-0P5 (-) 40 40 27.57 Negative 40 40 27.60 Negative 

0414-0P6 (-) 40 40 28.29 Negative 40 40 27.08 Negative 

0414-0P7 (-) 40 40 26.98 Negative 40 40 26.87 Negative 

0414-0P8 (-) 40 40 27.78 Negative 40 40 26.03 Negative 

0414-0P9 (-) 40 40 25.34 Negative 40 40 26.26 Negative 

0414-P10 (-) 40 40 29.45 Negative 40 40 28.64 Negative 

0414-P11 (-) 40 40 28.95 Negative 40 40 28.88 Negative 

0414-P12 (-) 40 40 26.98 Negative 40 40 27.07 Negative 

0414-P13 (-) 40 40 26.54 Negative 40 40 26.11 Negative 

0414-P14 (-) 40 40 25.16 Negative 40 40 26.56 Negative 

0414-P15 (-) 40 40 27.11 Negative 40 40 27.90 Negative 

0414-P16 (-) 40 40 29.74 Negative 40 40 28.50 Negative 

0414-P17 (-) 40 40 25.85 Negative 40 40 28.14 Negative 

0414-P18 (-) 40 40 27.74 Negative 40 40 29.20 Negative 

0414-P19 (-) 40 40 25.45 Negative 40 40 26.87 Negative 

0414-P20 (-) 40 40 28.67 Negative 40 40 27.45 Negative 

1229-033 (+) 40 40 29.52 Negative 40 40 29.59 Negative 
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Comparative Cq data for the TaqPath One-Step RT-qPCR kit and our probe-based Open RT-qPCR reaction 

mix. The reports of the samples before they were re-analyzed by the two kits are indicated in parentheses. 

The sample that changed its report is indicated in bold letters. A Cq value of 40 was considered for those 

negative q-PCR results where no Cq value is provided to calculate the difference between Cq values. (-): 

negative samples, (+): positive samples. 

 

 
Figure 3: Probe-based Open One-Step RT-qPCR reaction mix (M-MLV RT and Taq DNA pol) 

provides comparable results to commercial kits in SARS-CoV-2 clinical samples. Bars 

represent the mean + /- standard deviation Cq values for each RT-qPCR target gene N1, N2, and 

RNase P. Each dot represents one sample. White bars show results obtained with the commercial 

k   (T qP    ™ 1-Step RT-qPCR Master Mix); gray bars show results obtained with the open RT-

qPCR system for diagnostic method. Pairwise comparisons of mean Cq values for each target gene 

were made using a two-tailed paired Student‟   -    , w                          95%  „  ‟          

statistically significant differences. 

 

Despite the unfavorable results of our dye-based One-Step RT-qPCR reaction mix (M-MLV 

RT/Pfu) with synthetic RNA samples, due to NTC nonspecific amplification, we decided to 

test this mix in 33 clinical nasopharyngeal samples to evaluate a correlation with the 

T qP   ™            k    T    q                                       /           (N1, 

N2, and RNAse P) are shown in Supplemental Table 1. Of the total samples analyzed, 24 

corresponded to samples previously reported as positive and did not change their report for 

either of the two kits (homemade and commercial). However, 9 samples, previously 

reported as negative, changed their report when the dye-based reaction mix was used; 3 

were positive, and the rest were undetermined.  

On the other hand, the commercial kit correctly reported all the negative samples. Even 

though our kit could not report the clinical samples correctly, there were no significant 

differences between the Cq values in the positive samples for all the sets of primers/probes 
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used (Supplemental Figure 3), mainly due to the correlation between the Cq values 

obtained by both kits. Furthermore, the commercial and homemade kits showed 

amplification for the RNAse P control, with a mean of 28.2 and 28.04, respectively. In this 

way, we showed that the mix dye-based reaction mix (M-MLV/Pfu) correlates with a 

commercial kit currently used in clinical diagnostic laboratories. Therefore, we believe it 

could be used as a starting point for adjustments and optimizations that improve the 

differentiation of positive and negative samples. 

Overall, these results demonstrate the lack of specificity of the dye-based kit, and suggest a 

greater potential utilization in clinical samples of the One-Step RT-qPCR using Taq pol. In 

this sense, our results demonstrate that our probe-based One-Step RT-qPCR reaction mix 

using M-MLV RT and Taq DNA pol can detect the SARS-CoV-2 RNA virus in clinical 

samples. Furthermore, this reaction mix also reported Cq values similar to those of the 

TaqPath reaction mix, allowing effective discrimination between positive and negative 

samples. 
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Discussion 

In this work, we set up and standardized a probe-based One-Step open system for RT-

qPCR detection of SARS-CoV-2. We demonstrate that this reaction mix can be locally 

produced using standard laboratory equipment, deployed and used in RNA clinical samples 

obtained from nasopharyngeal swabs, with results comparable to those obtained using 

commercial kits.  

Laboratory diagnosis of SARS-COV-2 is based on One-Step RT-qPCR counseled by 

sanitary authorities[6,7]. Therefore, increasing testing capacity with RT-qPCR assays is 

essential to control the pandemic[10]. However, RT-qPCR tests are limited due to the high 

demand and global supply chain disruptions, which is undermining the COVID-19 health 

and public policy response[30]. In response to this situation, open-source initiatives have 

promoted global collaboration, offering more accessible solutions for communities during 

the pandemic. For instance, 3D printing for personal protective equipment (PPE) and critical 

care devices have become an essential source during the SARS-CoV-2 outbreak[16,17]. In 

the context of diagnosis, low-cost devices for NAAT with 3D-printed pieces and accessible 

electronic parts have been developed in the last years[31-33]. Furthermore, a recent report 

for an open-source liquid-handling robot for RT-qPCR SARS-CoV-2 diagnosis comes to 

complement the outreach of low-cost equipment[34]. Nevertheless, these devices are still 

dependent on commercial kits for molecular diagnostics. 

In response to the limited access to reagents, many groups have developed homebrew 

NAATs[29,35-39] and the Reagents Collaboration Network, ReClone, has been created to 

host crowd-sourced open access protocols and distribute off-patent enzymes under 

openMTA[24] and Reclone[40]. Contributing to these collaborative efforts, we have 

developed open-source master mixes for One-Step RT-qPCR based on homebrew M-MLV 

RT and either Pfu-Sso7d or Taq DNA pol that could be used in nasopharyngeal swab 

samples with results comparable to commercial kits. We also aimed to provide protocols to 

purify these enzymes using equipment and reagents often found in most university-level 

molecular biology and biochemistry laboratories, thus avoiding the use of costly liquid 

chromatography instruments and minimizing the use of expensive compounds such as 

reducing agents and detergents. Cost reduction to facilitate production and local 

deployment was also considered when setting up these One-Step protocols using non-

proprietary buffers.   

The dye-based (M-MLV/Pfu) and probe-based (M-MLV/Taq) approaches were tested based 

on the purified enzymes. Both methods were used on synthetic RNA and clinical samples; 

however, the best results in our hands were obtained using M-MLV RT and Taq DNA pol, 

since they allowed a better distinction and correlation between positive and negative clinical 

samples. Dye-based RT-qPCR assay allowed the detection of synthetic RNA copies of the 

SARS-CoV-2 N gen; however, the nonspecific amplification obtained in no-template controls 

(NTC) and low template samples interfered with the results. In qPCR assays based on 
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DNA-binding dyes, the amplification of a nonspecific product frequently occurs and can 

readily be confused with a positive reaction without proper controls. Therefore, it is 

recommended to check the identity of the amplified product with melting curves[41]. N1 and 

N2 melting curve analysis suggests that the results could be due to cross-contamination 

with synthetic RNA or primer-dimers. For the N2 primer set, we think that the amplification 

artifacts obtained correspond to primer dimers because these tend to be smaller fragments 

with peaks of lower melting temperature[41]. Furthermore, a peak similar to synthetic RNA 

dilution samples is observed in the NTC of both sets of primers, likely due to reaction 

components contamination or samples cross-contamination with synthetic RNA. 

Controversially, we use clean working practices to avoid template contamination and 

separate working areas for PCR mix preparation, template addition, and PCR reactions. 

This reinforced the idea of creating a probe-based assay, as the dye-based strategy could 

be harder to implement in laboratories that do not routinely perform these types of assays. 

Even though the results obtained with M-MLV RT/Pfu-SSo7d in dye-based assays were not 

optimal compared to the M-MLV RT/Taq DNA pol in probe-based assays, they were 

consistent with positive samples previously analyzed in clinical laboratories. Therefore, we 

think it is possible to optimize the components of our dye-based reaction master mix, which 

could eventually be utilized for SARS-CoV-2 detection in clinical samples. A straightforward 

strategy could be to use a Uracil-DNA Glycosylase (UDG) or AmpErase Uracil N-

Glycosylase (UNG) step before PCR to control carry-over contamination[42,43]. 

On the other hand, our validation of a Taqman probe-based One-Step RT-qPCR in clinical 

samples was made using M-MLV RT and Taq DNA pol, since Pfu-SS 7     k      5′-3′ 

exonuclease activity necessary to degrade Taqman probes. Probe-based RT-qPCR assay 

was more specific and sensitive, detecting up to 10 copies of synthetic N gene, and no 

signal was obtained in the NTCs. It has already been described that probe-based real-time 

PCR presents low background fluorescence and high sensitivity to detect a single transcript 

copy[44]. Nevertheless, previous studies comparing the analytical performance of primer 

and probe sets for SARS-CoV-2 showed a high similarity in the sensitivities for SARS-CoV-

2 detection, indicating that different assays' outcomes are comparable[45]. However, in our 

experience and laboratory conditions, the probe-based test would be a more suitable option 

for diagnostic tests for SARS-CoV-2 due to better and easier discrimination between 

positive and negative clinical samples. 

Clinical samples were re-tested using commercial and homemade kits to override the 

samples' transport and constant freeze/thaw cycles effects. The probe-based One-Step RT-

qPCR assay corroborated almost all sample reports compared to those provided by the 

clinical laboratory. Given this, the sample that changed its report did it in both kits 

(commercial and homemade), so the most probable explanation is sample degradation due 

to mishandling. Similar causes have been reported to explain differences or changes in the 

Cq values of clinical samples[18]. Another reason for re-testing was that the clinical 

samples' Cq values had been obtained with primers different from those of N1 and N2 

targets. 
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Finally, it should be considered that this protocol tries to be a first step in elaborating a 

clinical diagnostic kit. Several factors still need improvement, such as buffer stability over 

time. This is important to consider because all master mixes were freshly prepared. In 

addition, modifications to the buffer reaction composition could improve sensitivity and 

reduce the false positives obtained in the dye-based approach. Nevertheless, the procedure 

described here is an available alternative to commercial kits to test for SARS-CoV-2.  

Open solutions to enzyme production and distribution can mitigate the SARS-CoV2 impact 

in commercial kit shortages and low resource settings worldwide. In accordance with that, 

our results support an open One-Step RT-qPCR set up compatible with Taqman probes 

used in clinical diagnostic laboratories. Furthermore, our results demonstrate high sensitivity 

and discrimination capacity comparable to commercial kits. Certainly some parameters 

could still be optimized, but this collaborative effort and the protocols here described 

represent a valuable resource in COVID-19 pandemia.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted December 7, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.29.21267000doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.29.21267000
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


18 
 

Materials & Methods 

 

Biological Samples 

 

For validation of the TaqMan probe-based One-Step RT-qPCR, nasopharyngeal swabs 

from 40 patients from Metropolitan Region of Chile were obtained from the active SARS-

CoV-2 screening program and processed in the Laboratory of Molecular Virology of the 

Universidad de Santiago of Chile. RNA was extracted using E.Z.N.A. Total RNA kit I 

(O     B    k)                              ‟                T             y S RS-CoV-2 

detection using GenomeCoV19 Detection Kit (Applied Biological Materials Inc.) was 

performed in Aria Mx Thermocycler (Agilent) with a thermal cycle suggested by Applied 

Biological Materials (ABM). The interpretation of the data was performed according to the 

            ‟              ,                     w                      s in N and S genes 

as positive. All methods and procedures were performed following the relevant guidelines 

and regulations approved by the Ethics Committee of the Universidad de Santiago of Chile. 

Informed consent was obtained from all participants and/or their legal guardians. 

 

For validation of the dye-based One-Step RT-qPCR, 33 nasopharyngeal swabs samples in 

Universal Transport Medium (UTM) derived from symptomatic cases of COVID-19 

consultants of the UC-Christus Health Network in Chile were used. RNA was automatically 

extracted using the Mag-Bind RNA Extraction Kit (Maccura Biotechnology CO., LTD) 

                             ‟                S       w              y                  RT-

qPCR commercial kit LightMix® SARS-CoV-2 RdRp-gene EAV PSR & Ctrl (TIB MOLBIOL) 

and the reactions were run in a LightCycler® 480 real time-PCR system (Roche). The 

interpretation of the data was performed by analyzing the 2nd Derivative Maximum Method, 

obtaining the quantification cycle (Cq) value for each sample. Samples were processed in 

the Clinical Laboratory of Medicine School. Approval for the use of these biological samples 

for diagnostic tests was obtained from the Ethical Review Board of the Faculty of Medicine, 

Pontificia Universidad Católica de Chile (code: 210105007). Informed consent was obtained 

from all participants and/or their legal guardians. 

 

 Enzyme cloning, expression and purification 

The Pfu-sso7d construct was obtained from Dr. Alexander Klenov at York University. The 

Taq DNA Polymerase (pET-28a_6H-TAQ_E602D) was obtained from Dr. Robert Tjian 

(Addgene plasmid 166944). In parallel, the M-MLV construct was synthesized as a Gblock 

from IDT, bearing an additional 8 AA N- terminal leader segment. This M-MLV contains 

point mutations D200N, L603W, T330P, L139P, and E607K shown to increase 

thermostability and processivity[46]. In addition, NdeI and BamHI were used to clone it in a 

pET-19 vector with N- terminal 10x His-tag. Finally, sequence constructs were verified by 

Sanger sequencing services (Eton Bio). 
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A complete description of our protein expression and purification protocols can be found 

elsewhere[47-49]. Briefly, the three DNA constructs were independently transformed into E. 

coli T7 expression strains BL21(DE3), C41(DE3), and C41(DE3), for MMLV, Pfu-Sso7d and 

Taq DNA pol, respectively. First, single colonies were picked into liquid LB media and 

allowed to grow overnight at 37 ºC with constant agitation at 200-250 rpm. The saturated 

cultures were then used to inoculate one liter of LB media and grow with constant agitation 

at 160-200 rpm at 37 ºC until OD600 = 0.8. At this point, protein overexpression was induced 

by adding IPTG to a final concentration of 0.5 mM and incubated by 16 hr at 160 rpm and 

18 ºC for Pfu-Sso7d and MMLV, while incubation was only 2 hr at 37 ºC for Taq DNA 

pol[47-49].  

Cells were then collected by centrifugation and resuspended in a lysis buffer, which 

contained lysozyme at ~0.2 mg/mL. Subsequently, cells were incubated at room 

temperature for 20-30 min with constant agitation of 80 rpm, and the resuspended cells 

were then disrupted by sonication. For the thermostables Pfu-Sso7d and Taq DNA pol, this 

step was followed by a heat shock for 30 min at 70-75 ºC. Then, the homogenate was 

centrifuged, and the soluble fraction was collected for further steps[47-49]. 

Proteins were purified from the clarified lysate by two subsequent purification using affinity 

chromatography. First, a nickel affinity purification was performed, obtaining the target 

protein purity of >80%. Then, a heparin affinity chromatography was performed for a second 

purification step to simultaneously eliminate protein and nucleic impurities, recover the 

proteins in a smaller volume and perform a buffer exchange onto appropriate storage 

buffers. The eluted protein fractions were pooled, quantified using the Bradford method, 

supplemented with 50% glycerol and other appropriate reagents, and stored at -20 ºC until 

further use[47-49]. The enrichment of purified enzymes in the eluted fractions was analyzed 

by SDS-PAGE. 

Assessment of enzymatic activity 

DNA polymerase activity was evaluated by amplifying different DNA fragment sizes of 122, 

427, and 1067 base pairs from a plant organism (A. thaliana) unrelated to the SARS-CoV-2 

virus. For this, 0.3 µg of homemade Pfu-Sso7d were compared to 0.4 U of Phusion High-

Fidelity DNA Polymerase (Thermo Scientific), the latter used as a positive control. The 5X 

Phusion HF Buffer (Thermo Scientific) was used for both enzymes. Subsequently, a Two-

Step RT-PCR reaction was carried out to evaluate the reverse transcriptase activity. For this 

reaction, 3 ng of homemade M-MLV-RT and 0.3 µg of homemade Pfu-Sso7d were used for 

cDNA synthesis and DNA amplification, respectively. A known sample of plant RNA was 

used and ImProm-II Retrotranscriptase (Promega) was used as a positive control of the 

reverse transcriptase activity. Commercial reaction buffers ImProm-II 5X (Promega) and 5X 

Phusion HF Buffer (Thermo Scientific) were used, and dithiothreitol (DTT) and β-

mercaptoethanol (BME) were tested as reducing agents. 
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Once the polymerase and reverse transcriptase activities were confirmed, the activity of 

both enzymes (M-MLV RT and Pfu-Sso7d) were evaluated in a One-Step RT-PCR using a 

homemade buffer composed by 150 mM Tris-HCl pH 8.4, 50 mM KCl, 50 mM NH4OAc, 15 

mM MgSO4, 50 mM DTT, 0.5 % Triton X-100 and 0.5 mg/mL BSA. In parallel, a One-Step 

RT-PCR using 0.4 µg of homemade Taq DNA polymerase instead of Pfu-Sso7d was 

evaluated in a One-Step RT-PCR using the same conditions described above. In both 

cases, 1 and 0.5 µg of plant RNA from a known sample were used as a template.  

In vitro transcription of N gene RNA from SARS-CoV-2 

Synthetic viral RNA was used for preliminary evaluation of M-MLV open reverse 

transcriptase and Pfu-Sso7d or Taq DNA polymerase. The positive control of the N gene 

from SARS-CoV-2 was purchased from IDT (Cat # 10006625), from which an overhang 

PCR was performed to generate an RNAPT7 transcriptional unit of the full-length N gene, 

using the following primers: NT_Fw (5‟- CGAAATTAATACGACTCACTATAGGGGCAACGC 

GATGACGATGGATAG -3‟) and T7_Nter_Rv (5‟- ACTGATCAAAAAACCCCTCAAGACCCG 

TTTAGAGGCCCCAAGGGGTTATGCTAGTTAGGCCTGAGTTGAGTCAG -3‟)  

The product was purified from agarose gel electrophoresis using a Wizard Sv gel clean-up 

system (Promega). Then was used in an in-vitro transcription reaction at 37 °C for 16 hours 

(Hi Scribe, NEB) using 2 μL of each ribonucleotide (100 mM), 2 μL of 10X Reaction Buffer 

(NEB), 0.5 μL of RNAsin (Promega), 0.5 μL of Pyrophosphatase (NEB), 2 μL of T7 

polymerase Mix (NEB) and 7μL of N gene dsDNA linear fragment (40ng/μ ). Subsequently, 

a DNAse I treatment was made by adding 70μL of ultrapure water, 10μL 10X DNAse I 

Buffer, and 2 μL of DNAse I (NEB). Finally, the sample was incubated at 37°C for 15 

minutes to remove DNA.  

The RNA product was purif    w       RN   y k        w                ‟               

(Qiagen), obtaining 50μL of 1000ng/μL of the viral N RNA that was then serial diluted to the 

concentrations tested. 

RT-qPCR analysis using synthetic RNA  

Dye-based Open One-Step RT-qPCR (reaction mix and cycling conditions described in 

Tables 1 and 2, respectively) and  probe-based Open One-Step RT-qPCR (reaction mix 

and cycling conditions described in Tables 3 and 4, respectively) were evaluated on in vitro-

transcribed N gene RNA samples. For dye-based RT-qPCR, EvaGreen DNA-binding agent 

and specific primers for SARS-CoV-2 nucleocapsid (N) coding gene and the human RNAse 

P gene were used (Table 6). Probe-based RT-qPCR was performed using double-

q               (N1, N2     RN    P 5‟     / Z N™ / 3‟ I w  B   k™  Q       , 

Table 6). For both assays, the homemade RT-qPCR reaction buffer (150 mM Tris-HCl pH 

8.4, 50 mM KCl, 50 mM NH4OAc, 15 mM MgSO4, 0.5 % Triton X-100 and 0.5 mg/mL BSA.) 

and 100 mM DTT were used. Serial dilutions in the range of 1.4 x 107 to 1.4 x 101 copies of 

synthetic RNA were used as templates. RT-qPCR reaction mixes were prepared just before 
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use and kept on ice until transferred to a StepOnePlus Real-Time PCR System instrument 

(Applied Biosystems).  

 

Table 6. Primers used in One-Step qRT-PCR reactions 

     

Name Target Sequence (5’→3’)* 

2019-nCoV_N1-F 
SARS-CoV-2 N gen Forward 

primer 
GACCCCAAAATCAGCGAAAT 

2019-nCoV_N1-R 
SARS-CoV-2 N gene 

Reverse primer 
TCTGGTTACTGCCAGTTGAATCTG 

2019-nCoV_N1-P 
SARS-CoV-2 N gene 

Probe 
FAM-ACCCCGCAT/ZEN/TACGTTTGGTGGACC-3IABkFQ** 

2019-nCoV_N2-F 
SARS-CoV-2 N gene 

Forward primer 
TTACAAACATTGGCCGCAAA 

2019-nCoV_N2-R 
SARS-CoV-2 N gene 

Reverse primer 
GCGCGACATTCCGAAGAA 

2019-nCoV_N2-P 
SARS-CoV-2 N gene 

Probe 
FAM-ACAATTTGC/ZEN/CCCCAGCGCTTCAG-3IABkF** 

RP-F 
Human RNAse P gene 

Forward primer 
AGATTTGGACCTGCGAGCG 

RP-R 
Human RNAse P gene 

Reverse primer 
GAGCGGCTGTCTCCACAAGT 

RP-P 
Human RNAse P gene 

Probe 
FAM-TTCTGACCT/ZEN/GAAGGCTCTGCGCG-3IABkFQ** 

* Primers and probes sequences used correspond to those described in the CDC list of Research Use Only 

RT-qPCR Primers and Probes[50]. Sequences may have changed according to the evolution of SARS-CoV-2.  

** P          5′   -labeled with the reporter molecule 6-carboxyfluorescein (FAM)     3′   -labeled with a 

double quencher, ZEN™ I        Q            I w  B   k®  Q (3IABkFQ). 

RT-qPCR analysis using clinical samples 

Clinical samples previously analyzed with commercial RT-qPCR kits were used to validate 

the results obtained with the synthetic RNA. As previously described, primers and probes 

for the N1 and N2 targets of the SARS-CoV-2 were used. In addition, the human RNAse P 

gene target was used as an endogenous internal control (Table 6). A total of 40 clinical 

samples (20 positive and 20 negatives) were reevaluated using a commercial kit (TaqPath 

™ 1-Step RT-qPCR Master Mix) and a probe-based RT-qPCR reaction mix according to the 

conditions indicated by the supplier and previously described (Tables 3 and 4), respectively. 

Additionally, 33 samples were retested using a commercial kit (TaqPath™ 1-Step RT-qPCR 

Master Mix) and a probe-based RT-qPCR reaction mix (Tables 1 and 2). One-Step RT-

qPCR reaction mixes were prepared before use and kept on ice until transferred to a 

StepOnePlus Real-Time PCR System instrument (Applied Biosystems). Cutoff points for Cq 

values required to decide whether a result is COVID-19 positive or negative were specified 

by CDC. To report a positive result, both viral targets N1 and N2 must be Cq < 40. To report 

a negative result, both viral targets must be  q ≥ 40. If one of the viral targets is Cq < 40 
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                  q ≥ 40,            w                             I          ,             

were consi               y     q        RN    P        w   ≤ 35   

Statistical analysis 

Mean Cq values obtained through both methods for each target gene were analyzed in 

    w                               S      ‟   -test. The analysis was performed using 

GraphPad Prism 8 software. 
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