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ABSTRACT (250/250 words) 28 

Background: Non-pharmaceutical interventions to prevent the spread of coronavirus disease 29 

2019 also decreased the spread of respiratory syncytial virus (RSV) and influenza. Viral 30 

diagnostic testing in patients with respiratory tract infections (RTI) is a necessary tool for 31 

patient management; therefore, sensitive and specific tests are required. This scoping 32 

literature review evaluated the analytical validity of commercially available sample-to-33 

answer RSV diagnostic tests in different contexts. 34 

Content: PubMed and Embase were queried for studies reporting on the analytical validity of 35 

tests for RSV in patients with RTI (published January 2005–January 2021). Sensitivity and 36 

specificity of RSV tests and information on study design, patient, and setting characteristics 37 

were extracted from 77 studies that met predefined inclusion criteria. A literature gap was 38 

identified for studies of RSV tests conducted in adult-only populations (5.3% of total sub-39 

records), and in outpatient (7.5%) or household (0.8%) settings. Overall, RSV tests with 40 

analytical time >30 min had higher sensitivity (62.5–100%) versus RSV tests with analytical 41 

time ≤30 min (25.7–100%), this sensitivity range could be partially attributed to the different 42 

modalities (antigen versus molecular) used. Molecular-based rapid RSV tests had higher 43 

sensitivity (66.7–100%) and specificity (94.3–100%) than antigen-based RSV tests (25.7–44 

100%; 80.3–100%). 45 

Summary: Molecular-based RSV tests should be considered for first-line use when possible, 46 

given their high sensitivity and specificity and that adults with RTI typically have low viral 47 

load, necessitating a highly sensitive test. This review benefits healthcare professionals by 48 

summarizing the diagnostic accuracy data available for commercially available RSV tests. 49 

  50 
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IMPACT STATEMENT (100/100 words) 51 

Viral diagnostic testing in patients with respiratory tract infection is a powerful tool for 52 

patient management. This scoping literature review included 77 studies reporting the 53 

analytical validity of commercially available respiratory syncytial virus (RSV) diagnostic 54 

tests (published January 2005–January 2021) and examined the characteristics of such studies. 55 

The data suggest that molecular-based RSV tests have higher sensitivity and specificity than 56 

antigen-based tests, thus should be considered for first-line use for timely diagnosis and to 57 

detect infections in adults with low level viral load. Future studies should investigate the 58 

diagnostic accuracy of RSV tests in adults and in outpatient/household settings.  59 

 . CC-BY 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 February 15, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.02.14.22270927doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.02.14.22270927
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


5 

 

INTRODUCTION 60 

Respiratory syncytial virus (RSV) infection is responsible for a significant proportion of 61 

outpatient visits and hospitalizations in children <5 years old and is associated with 62 

substantial clinical and economic burden (1). In a recent international study across 72 63 

countries, there was an annual mean of 20.8 million cases and 1.8 million hospital admissions 64 

for RSV infection among children <5 years old, and this was associated with $611 million 65 

(USD) discounted direct costs (2). Once considered to be a disease of childhood, there is 66 

increasing recognition of the prevalence of RSV infection in the community dwelling (3) and 67 

hospitalized adult populations; for example, the rate of hospitalization and economic burden 68 

of hospitalized adults and the elderly (≥60 years old) with RSV infection has been shown to 69 

rival that of influenza in the United States (US) (4-6).  70 

The clinical manifestations of RSV infection vary according to the age of the patient and host 71 

susceptibility to the virus, ranging from cold symptoms to severe respiratory distress (7). 72 

Both adult and pediatric patients infected with RSV often present with non-specific, 73 

overlapping symptoms that can lead to difficulty in distinguishing it from influenza, 74 

coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) caused by severe acute respiratory syndrome 75 

coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2), or other respiratory illnesses (8). Thus, empiric diagnosis is 76 

often insufficient and should be supported by viral diagnostic testing to facilitate appropriate 77 

treatment, improved surveillance, and timely infection control (9). 78 

Historically, viral culture was the gold standard technique to diagnose a productive RSV 79 

infection; however, it does not provide timely results to inform clinical management (10). 80 

Therefore, real-time reverse transcription-polymerase chain reaction (rRT-PCR), which 81 

detects the presence of the virus (active or inactive) with equal or greater sensitivity than viral 82 

culture, is often referred to as the reference/gold standard for RSV diagnosis in clinical 83 

 . CC-BY 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 February 15, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.02.14.22270927doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.02.14.22270927
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


6 

 

laboratories (10). There are further modalities available for the detection of RSV with 84 

variable diagnostic accuracy e.g., antigen-based testing is sensitive for detecting RSV in 85 

young children but is not sensitive enough for use in older children or adults, as per the 86 

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) guidance, due to lower viral loads in the 87 

respiratory specimens of this group (11). Thus, rRT-PCR testing is recommended for adults 88 

with suspected RSV infection (11).  89 

Most RSV testing takes place in hospitalized patients (12) where selection bias exists towards 90 

more severe cases and pediatric patients, the age group most likely to be hospitalized due to 91 

RSV infection (13). Testing for RSV in adults by internists and general practitioners is rare, 92 

partially due to lack of awareness (14). A recent international study conducted across 15 93 

countries reported that cases of RSV in adults ≥65 years old were notably under-represented 94 

in national surveillance programs (15). RSV testing is also limited in the younger population 95 

as shown by a prospective study in pediatric patients (≤18 years old) in Germany, which 96 

revealed that only 8.7% of patients presenting with symptoms of a respiratory tract infection 97 

underwent viral diagnostic testing during standard-of-care procedures (16). The lack of 98 

routine testing for RSV may contribute to the underestimation of disease prevalence and this 99 

has practical implications. In one study based in the emergency department of a US hospital, 100 

patients aged 6–21 years old accounted for 8.7% of the total number of RSV positive tests, 101 

whereas patients aged 22–59 years old and those aged ≥60 years old accounted for 14.0% and 102 

10.5%, respectively (17). Viral diagnostic testing in pediatric and adult populations helps 103 

tailor patient management and the implementation of hospital infection prevention policies, 104 

as well as reduce the inappropriate use of antibiotics (18). 105 

Non-pharmaceutical interventions implemented to prevent the spread of SARS-CoV-2 have 106 

also impacted the spread of RSV and influenza virus, resulting in a larger population of 107 

potential immune-naïve populations, which could lead to an increase in disease burden for 108 
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future respiratory virus seasons. As a result, models predict sporadic outbreaks and an 109 

increase in the prevalence of these diseases (19). Indeed, the CDC recently released a health 110 

advisory notice warning of increased interseasonal RSV activity across the Southern US (20), 111 

and a similar interseasonal resurgence of RSV has been reported in pediatric populations in 112 

another area of the US (21), Switzerland (22), and Australia (23). Viral diagnostic testing in 113 

patients presenting with symptoms of a respiratory tract infection is a powerful tool for 114 

surveillance and patient management during such periods of interseasonal resurgence and for 115 

future respiratory virus seasons.   116 

Sample-to-answer diagnostic tests encompass technology where sample extraction, 117 

processing, and analysis are automated, and the test is often performed directly in one 118 

cartridge or analyzer. These tests are often in the form of two different modalities, a lateral 119 

flow antigen capture test or a point-of-care (POC) molecular test. Such tests offer key 120 

advantages over laboratory-based diagnostics including ease of use and faster turnaround 121 

time (24). Reducing the time needed to diagnose RSV has been shown to be beneficial in 122 

adult and pediatric populations. The duration of time to RSV diagnosis from the point of 123 

hospital admission to test result is positively correlated with length of hospital stay and 124 

antibiotic use in hospitalized adults (12). Additionally, the use of POC testing for RSV in 125 

pediatric patients has been associated with a reduction in: the use of antibiotic treatment, the 126 

need for further clinical investigations, and time spent in the emergency department (25). 127 

The Clinical Laboratory Improvement Amendments (CLIA) include federal standards that 128 

regulate US clinical laboratories performing diagnostic testing on human samples (26). As 129 

defined by CLIA, waived tests are simple tests with a low risk for an incorrect result; non-130 

waived testing is used to refer to moderate or high complexity tests that can only be used at 131 

clinical laboratories that meet certain quality standards (27). There are several CLIA-waived 132 

and non-waived tests available for the diagnosis of RSV. Information on the sensitivity and 133 
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specificity of such tests, and the patient and setting characteristics where these tests have 134 

been studied, will help healthcare professionals’ decision-making on the most appropriate test 135 

to use in their practice. 136 

The objective of this scoping literature review was to evaluate the sensitivity and specificity 137 

of commercially available sample-to-answer diagnostic tests for RSV in patients with acute 138 

respiratory infection and examine the characteristics of those studies. This review also sought 139 

to identify knowledge gaps in the patient and setting characteristics where these tests have 140 

been studied. 141 

MATERIALS AND METHODS 142 

Scoping Review Design, Data Sources, and Search Strategy 143 

This scoping literature review was conducted using the Scoping Review methodology as 144 

described by Arksey and O’Malley (28) and the guidance provided in the Preferred Reporting 145 

Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses extension for Scoping Reviews (29). 146 

PubMed (https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/) and Embase (https://www.embase.com/) were 147 

interrogated on January 21, 2021 using the search terms and criteria in Supplemental Table 1 148 

to identify studies reporting on the sensitivity and specificity of commercially available 149 

sample-to-answer tests for RSV in patients with acute respiratory infection published 150 

between January 2005 and January 2021. Database searches were supplemented by manual 151 

searches and references, as appropriate. Duplicate articles and ineligible publication types 152 

(narrative reviews, editorials, case reports, addresses, biographies, comments, directories, 153 

Festschrifts, interviews, lectures, legal cases, legislation, news, newspaper article, patient 154 

education handouts, popular works) were excluded. The titles and abstracts of the remaining 155 

articles were reviewed by two independent reviewers in parallel and discrepancies were 156 

resolved through discussion. Full-text articles were then obtained, and a second round of 157 
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screening was conducted by two reviewers working in parallel, with adjudication through 158 

discussion. Articles not meeting the inclusion criteria were excluded as necessary. 159 

Study Selection 160 

This scoping literature review included any peer-reviewed studies in the English language 161 

providing original data on the sensitivity and specificity of a commercially available sample-162 

to-answer test for RSV (using any molecular or non-molecular diagnostic tools) relative to an 163 

in-house or commercial rRT-PCR, viral culture, and/or immunofluorescence assay as the 164 

reference standard in patients of any age with symptoms of a respiratory tract infection in any 165 

setting. Original research articles, systematic reviews, and meta-analyses were included in the 166 

review. Studies that used a non-commercial RSV test, studies where the RSV and reference 167 

test were not carried out in the same samples, studies in immunocompromised patients, or 168 

studies not otherwise meeting the inclusion criteria were excluded. Health economic analyses 169 

and pre-clinical research studies were also excluded. 170 

Data Extraction 171 

The following information was extracted, where available: RSV test sensitivity, RSV test 172 

specificity, commercial brand of RSV test, data collection (prospective vs retrospective), 173 

industry sponsorship, age group of study population (adults were defined as patients ≥18 174 

years old), majority (>75%) specimen type, majority (>75%) setting of patient recruitment, 175 

and setting where the RSV test was performed. Any missing data were recorded as ‘not 176 

reported’ and included in the data synthesis. The analytical time for each test was taken from 177 

its respective manufacturer’s data sheet. Rapid tests, including those that were suitable for 178 

use at the POC, were defined as having an analytical time ≤30 min. Where one article 179 

reported several relevant sensitivity and specificity values (e.g., when more than one RSV 180 

test was studied or if there was a prospective and retrospective arm of the study), then each 181 
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test or study arm was extracted as a ‘sub-record’. Following data extraction, analysis of 182 

discordant results between the two reviewers was conducted by a third independent party and 183 

discrepancies resolved. 184 

Data Reporting 185 

All data handling was carried out using Microsoft Excel 365 (Microsoft Corporation). The 186 

range of sensitivity and specificity values and summary statistics were recorded including the 187 

lowest and highest value quoted for a particular RSV test from the relevant sub-records. 188 

Sensitivity and specificity ranges were not reported for RSV tests with <3 supporting sub-189 

records. 190 

RESULTS 191 

Literature Search Outcome 192 

Following screening of titles and abstracts, 200 articles were subject to full-text screening and 193 

77 studies were eventually included in the qualitative synthesis (Fig. 1). In studies reporting 194 

several relevant sensitivity and specificity values (e.g., when more than one RSV test was 195 

studied), each test was extracted as a sub-record. The 77 included studies corresponded to 196 

133 included sub-records. Overall, the literature search detected 39 different commercially 197 

available RSV tests from 27 manufacturers, which represented a variety of technologies and 198 

analytical times (Supplemental Table 2). 199 

Characteristics of All Included Studies and Gap Analysis 200 

Most studies examined RSV tests with analytical time ≤30 min relative to RSV tests with 201 

analytical time >30 min (66.2% vs 33.8% of included sub-records; Table 1). The analytical 202 

times taken from the manufacturer’s data sheet for each test are shown in Supplemental Table 203 

2. Most studies assessed RSV tests in mixed (49.6% of included sub-records) or pediatric 204 
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(38.3%) populations, were prospective in design (62.4% of included sub-records), used rRT-205 

PCR as the reference standard (68.4%), and were industry sponsored (65.4%; Fig. 2). In all 206 

studies evaluated, a nasopharyngeal swab was the specimen type most used (48.9% of 207 

included sub-records; Fig. 2). Most patients were recruited when they were admitted to the 208 

hospital (42.1%) or from mixed (34.6%) settings (Fig. 2).  209 

For RSV tests with analytical time ≤30 min, most were performed at the POC (52.3%), 210 

whereas RSV tests with analytical time >30 min were predominantly conducted in the 211 

clinical laboratory (64.4%) (Table 1). Regarding knowledge gaps in the literature, there was a 212 

notably small percentage of studies conducted in adult-only patients (5.3%), few conducted in 213 

outpatient settings (7.5%) and only one study was conducted in a household setting (Table 1). 214 

Sensitivity and Specificity of Antigen- Vs Molecular-Based RSV Tests 215 

RSV tests with analytical time ≤30 min had a greater variability in published sensitivity 216 

values (25.7–100%; Table 2) relative to RSV tests with analytical time >30 min (62.5–100%; 217 

Table 2); this is partially reflective of the different assays (antigen and molecular) used for 218 

RSV tests with analytical time ≤30 min. The range of specificity values was similar for RSV 219 

tests with analytical time ≤30 min (80.3–100%) relative to RSV tests with analytical time >30 220 

min (77.0–100%; Table 2).  221 

Of RSV tests with analytical time ≤30 min, 70.0% (14/20) were antigen-based, and 30.0% 222 

(6/20) were molecular tests (Supplemental Table 2). Overall, molecular RSV tests with 223 

analytical time ≤30 min had an overall higher sensitivity (66.7–100%) and specificity (94.3–224 

100%), relative to antigen-based RSV tests with analytical time ≤30 min (sensitivity: 25.7–225 

100% and specificity: 80.3–100%; Table 2). This trend for higher diagnostic accuracy in 226 

molecular- vs antigen-based RSV tests with analytical time ≤30 min was preserved in all but 227 

one of the categories (specificity in the emergency department/outpatient setting) when the 228 
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sensitivity and specificity ranges were broken down by patient age and setting in which the 229 

test was carried out (Table 2).  230 

The sensitivity values of molecular-based tests was highest for those that detected RSV only 231 

(93–100%), followed by RSV and influenza (66.7–100%), then multiplex (≥3 viruses 232 

detected) platforms (62.5–100%; all Supplemental Table 3). Such summary statistics should 233 

be interpreted with caution given the differences in sensitivity between different tests with 234 

similar modalities and analytical times e.g., the cobas® Influenza A/B & RSV Assay (Roche 235 

Diagnostics International Ltd) and the Xpert Xpress Flu/RSV (Cepheid) are both molecular-236 

based tests that detect RSV and influenza in ≤30 min; however, the sensitivity range reported 237 

in the literature for each test is 94.2–100.0% and 66.7–98.1%, respectively (Supplemental 238 

Table 4).  239 

Sensitivity and Specificity of CLIA-Waived Tests for RSV 240 

There was a variety of sensitivity and specificity ranges for the 14 RSV tests included in this 241 

review that were assessed under CLIA guidance (Fig. 3). Sensitivity and specificity values 242 

for all RSV tests included in the review are shown in Supplemental Table 4. For the CLIA-243 

waived RSV tests, there was a wide range of published sensitivity (25.7–100%) and 244 

specificity values (86.8–100%; Table 3). The test with the highest range of sensitivity values 245 

was the cobas Influenza A/B & RSV Assay (94.2% [95% confidence interval (CI) 87.9–97.9] 246 

– 100.0% [95% CI 96.07–100.0]; Table 3) and the test with the highest range of specificity 247 

values was the Xpert Xpress Flu/RSV (98.1% [95% CI 96.6–99.0] – 100% [95% CI 99.7–248 

100]; Table 3). 249 

DISCUSSION 250 

This scoping literature review summarized sensitivity and specificity values in the peer-251 

reviewed literature for commercially available sample-to-answer tests for RSV. We identified 252 
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a knowledge gap for studies of RSV tests conducted in adult-only populations or in outpatient 253 

or household settings. Overall, RSV tests with analytical time ≤30 min had a greater 254 

variability in published sensitivity values relative to RSV tests with analytical time >30 min, 255 

which could be partially attributed to the different diagnostic tools (antigen vs molecular) 256 

used. Molecular-based rapid RSV tests had higher sensitivity and specificity ranges than 257 

antigen-based RSV tests, which aligns with CDC guidance to use molecular testing for RSV 258 

where available (11). 259 

The results from this scoping literature review showed a notable gap in studies of diagnostic 260 

accuracy of RSV tests in adults. Utilizing viral diagnostic testing in adult patients presenting 261 

with symptoms of acute respiratory infection would improve current surveillance efforts and 262 

allow for efficient triage and treatment decisions (e.g., local infection control guidance could 263 

be followed in a timely manner). This could be particularly important for elderly patients who 264 

are at a higher risk of hospitalization and death from RSV infection compared with younger 265 

adults (30). Testing strategies for SARS-CoV-2 developed in response to the global COVID-266 

19 pandemic have undoubtedly brought diagnostics closer to the patient. With respect to RSV, 267 

this review identified few published studies available on the diagnostic accuracy of tests in 268 

outpatient or household settings. The nasopharyngeal shedding of RSV rapidly decreases 1–3 269 

days after the onset of symptoms (31); therefore, accessible at-home or POC testing could be 270 

a valuable tool in timely infection control. 271 

Approximately half of all studies included in this review used a nasopharyngeal swab as the 272 

majority specimen type. Notably, it has been shown that the diagnostic accuracy of some 273 

types of RSV tests is dependent upon sample type. The sensitivity and specificity of 274 

immunofluorescence-based RSV tests is higher in nasopharyngeal aspirates, relative to nasal 275 

swabs (32, 33). However, there is no difference in test performance between aspirate and 276 

swab specimens when using molecular-based RSV testing (32, 34). Additionally, mid-277 
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turbinate nasal swabs have been shown to have a comparative viral load to nasopharyngeal 278 

swabs in infants <2 years old (35) and are equally sensitive for the diagnosis of multiple 279 

respiratory viruses in adults (36). The advantages of using a nasal swab rather than a 280 

nasopharyngeal aspirate/swab are that it is less invasive for the patient and easier for clinical 281 

staff to transport (32, 34).  282 

The gold standard for RSV testing, rRT-PCR, was the most used comparator assay across all 283 

the studies included in this review. The use of different reference standards has been shown 284 

to affect the calculated sensitivity and specificity value of an index test; for example, a 285 

significant increase in test sensitivity has been reported in the literature when 286 

immunofluorescence is used as the reference standard compared with rRT-PCR (37). 287 

A systematic review and meta-analysis of the sensitivity and specificity of RSV rapid 288 

antigen-based tests by Chartrand et al. reported a pooled sensitivity and specificity of 80% 289 

(95% CI 76–83) and 97% (95% CI 96–98), respectively (37). In addition, there was a large 290 

disparity observed in sensitivity of RSV tests between studies in pediatric patients (81% 291 

[95% CI 78–84]) and in adults (29% [95% CI 11–48]). In contrast, a systematic review by 292 

Bruning et al. reported that age did not affect diagnostic accuracy of RSV tests; however, this 293 

analysis only focused on three rapid RSV tests (BD Veritor System RSV, Sofia RSV FIA, 294 

and Alere BinaxNOW RSV) (38). Furthermore, while RSV rapid antigen-based tests are 295 

thought to be useful for diagnosis in infants, sensitivity values as low as 7.6% have been 296 

reported for a particular brand of rapid antigen-based test in this age group (39).  297 

In some clinical contexts, the use of multiplex tests for more than one respiratory virus may 298 

increase efficiency in triaging patients presenting with symptoms of a respiratory tract 299 

infection. Young et al. compared the turnaround time for two commercial brands of rapid 300 

tests for influenza A and B and RSV. The turnaround time for the ID NOW RSV assay and 301 
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the ID NOW Influenza A and B assay was 6.4–15.8 min per test result vs 21.3–22.0 min for 302 

the combined cobas Influenza A/B & RSV Assay (40). In addition to considering ‘time to 303 

result’ for multiplex tests, users should also pay close attention to hands-on time when 304 

implementing a new assay. Multiplex RSV tests such as the BioFire FilmArray Respiratory 305 

2.1 Panel and the ePlex Respiratory Pathogen Panel, included in this review, can detect >20 306 

infectious respiratory pathogens; however, these tests are not CLIA-waived and have a longer 307 

turnaround time but may be extremely valuable in patients with severe disease where rapid 308 

identification of the causative agent(s) in a simultaneous manner may be beneficial. In 309 

addition, discrepancies in sensitivity between multiplex and RSV only rRT-PCR tests have 310 

been reported in the literature; this could result in varying thresholds for different respiratory 311 

viruses between different brands of multiplex rRT-PCR tests (41). The findings from our 312 

review also showed that there are differences in the sensitivity and specificity values reported 313 

for tests for RSV only relative to multiplex tests. 314 

The evidence outlined in this paper highlights the need for healthcare professionals to 315 

consider the spectrum of respiratory disease, not just SARS-CoV-2 or influenza, and consider 316 

how viral diagnostic testing could inform their patient management and treatment decisions. 317 

If clinicians do not test for RSV, it leads to selection bias and potentially an underestimation 318 

of the prevalence of the virus. Most importantly, it could lead to inappropriate treatment for 319 

the patient. Healthcare professionals should assess the benefits and drawbacks of each RSV 320 

testing method and decide which would be most appropriate in their practice. Factors to 321 

consider include the site of testing, the location of the testing instrument, the age and immune 322 

status of the individual being tested, end user of the test, where the test results will be 323 

analyzed, the clinical significance of the results, implications for infection control, and the 324 

added value of a combination test result (40, 42).  325 
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One strength of this scoping review is its comprehensive and structured search strategy, 326 

which has maximized the capture of relevant information. In addition, this review has 327 

considered a broad spectrum of molecular and non-molecular RSV tests with different 328 

analytical times. An inherent limitation of scoping reviews is that the data synthesis is based 329 

on the values extracted from any given study; therefore, results may not be comparable in 330 

terms of methodology, limiting the meaningful conclusions that can be drawn from 331 

differences in the sensitivity and specificity between RSV tests from different studies. 332 

However, the purpose of this scoping review was not to analyze but to summarize the 333 

published data available.  334 

Future research should assess the sensitivity and specificity of RSV tests in adult populations 335 

and in outpatient and household settings. In addition, studies should control for selection bias 336 

and adjust for differences in settings where the RSV test was performed, seasonality, and 337 

staff utilization of RSV tests. The use of POC testing for influenza and RSV across four 338 

centers in Denmark resulted in a significant reduction in antibiotic prescription and median 339 

hospitalization time in adults (44.3 hours) and children (14.2 hours), there was also an 340 

increase in the use of antiviral treatment in adults only (18). These positive results indicate 341 

that further studies are warranted to explore the effects of testing for RSV on patient 342 

outcomes (43). 343 

In conclusion, different clinical situations (e.g., the clinical laboratory of a large hospital vs 344 

an outpatient clinic) will require different diagnostic solutions. Given the higher sensitivity 345 

and specificity of molecular-based testing over antigen-based modalities for RSV infection, 346 

rRT-PCR tests should be considered for first-line use when possible. By summarizing the 347 

sensitivity and specificity data available in the peer-reviewed literature for commercially 348 

available RSV tests, this review provides a reference point for healthcare professionals to 349 
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investigate which test is suitable for their practice. Presently, there are several monoclonal 350 

antibodies and vaccines in development for RSV prevention and some promising anti-viral 351 

therapeutic agents for RSV treatment (44). The concurrent use of viral diagnostic testing will 352 

be become increasingly important to identify the effectiveness and appropriateness of these 353 

products in the future. 354 
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TABLES 697 

Table 1. Characteristics of all included studies. 

Study characteristic 

RSV tests with 

analytical time  

≤30 min,  

n (%) 

RSV tests with 

analytical time  

>30 min,  

n (%) 

Total sub-

recordsa, 

n (%) 

Number of sub-records 88 (66.2) 45 (33.8) 133 (100.0) 

Commercial index testb    

3M Rapid Detection RSV 

Test 

4 (4.5) – 4 (3.0) 

Aries Flu A/B & RSV 

Assay 

– 4 (8.9) 4 (3.0) 

BD Veritor System RSV 9 (10.2) – 9 (6.8) 

Alere BinaxNOW RSV 14 (15.9) – 14 (10.5) 

BioFire FilmArray 

Respiratory 2.1 Panel 

– 4 (8.9) 4 (3.0) 

cobas Influenza A/B & 

RSV Assay 

10 (11.4) – 10 (7.5) 

Directigen EZ RSV 8 (9.1) – 8 (6.0) 

ePlex Respiratory 

Pathogen Panel 

– 3 (6.7) 3 (2.3) 

ID NOW RSVc 5 (5.7) – 5 (3.8) 

mariPOC Respi test – 4 (8.9) 4 (3.0) 

Panther Fusion Flu – 7 (15.6) 7 (5.3) 
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A/B/RSV Assay 

QuickVue RSV 4 (4.5) – 4 (3.0) 

RSV Respi-Strip 3 (3.4) – 3 (2.3) 

Simplexa Flu A/B & RSV – 3 (6.7) 3 (2.3) 

Sofia RSV FIA 11 (12.5) – 11 (8.3) 

Xpert Flu/RSV XC 3 (3.4) – 3 (2.3) 

Xpert Xpress Flu/RSV 6 (6.8) – 6 (4.5) 

Data collection    

Prospective 64 (72.7) 19 (42.2) 83 (62.4) 

Retrospective 17 (19.3) 16 (35.6) 33 (24.8) 

Mixed 7 (8.0) 10 (22.2) 17 (12.8) 

Population    

Adults (≥18 years) 1 (1.1) 6 (13.3) 7 (5.3) 

Children (<18 years) 43 (48.9) 8 (17.8) 51 (38.3) 

Mixed 41 (46.6) 25 (55.6) 66 (49.6) 

Not reported 3 (3.4) 6 (13.3) 9 (6.8) 

Comparator test    

DFA/IFA 9 (10.3) 3 (6.7) 12 (9.0) 

rRT-PCR 58 (65.9) 33 (73.3) 91 (68.4) 

Viral culture 5 (5.7) 2 (4.4) 7 (5.3) 

Mixed 16 (18.2) 5 (11.1) 21 (15.8) 

Otherd 0 2 (4.4) 2 (1.5) 

Industry sponsorship    

Yes 52 (59.1) 35 (77.8) 87 (65.4) 

No 23 (26.1) 7 (15.6) 30 (22.6) 
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Not reported 13 (14.8) 3 (6.7) 16 (12.0) 

Majority specimen type    

Nasopharyngeal aspirate 

or wash 

22 (25.0) 6 (13.3) 28 (21.1) 

Nasopharyngeal swab 43 (48.9) 22 (48.9) 65 (48.9) 

Nasopharyngeal aspirate 

or swab 

1 (1.1) 0 1 (0.8) 

Nasopharyngeal specimen 1 (1.1) - 1 (0.8) 

Nasal aspirate or wash 4 (4.5) 1 (2.2) 5 (3.8) 

Nasal swab 1 (1.1) 0 1 (0.8) 

Mixed 16 (18.2) 16 (35.6) 32 (24.1) 

Setting of patient 

recruitment 

   

Emergency department 5 (5.7) 4 (8.9) 9 (6.8) 

Hospital 35 (39.8) 21 (46.7) 56 (42.1) 

Household 0 1 (2.2) 1 (0.8) 

Outpatient 5 (5.7) 5 (11.1) 10 (7.5) 

Mixed 37 (42.0) 9 (20.0) 46 (34.6) 

Not reported 6 (6.8) 5 (11.1) 11 (8.3) 

Setting where test was 

performed 

   

Clinical laboratory 26 (29.5) 29 (64.4) 55 (41.4) 

POC 46 (52.3) 5 (11.1) 51 (38.3) 

Research laboratory 2 (2.3) 2 (4.4) 4 (3.0) 

Mixed 10 (11.4) 0 10 (7.5) 
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Not reported 4 (4.5) 9 (20.0) 13 (9.8) 

aWhere one article reported several relevant sensitivity and specificity values (e.g., when 

more than one index test was studied), then each set of sensitivity and specificity values 

was extracted as a ‘sub-record’; 77 included studies corresponded to 133 included sub-

records.  

bOnly RSV tests with ≥3 sub-records were included in the table. The following index tests 

had two supporting sub-records: CLART PneumoVir, nCounter, NxTAG-Respiratory 

Pathogen Panel, MultiCode-PLx Respiratory Viral Panel, QIAstat-Dx Respiratory Panel, 

Simprova-RV, NucliSens EasyQ Respiratory Syncytial Virus A+B assay, Thermo Electron 

RSV OIA kit, Verigene Respiratory Virus Plus Nucleic Acid Test. The following index 

tests had one supporting sub-record: Allplex Respiratory Panel 1, Colloidal Gold Genesis, 

GenRead RSV, Humasis RSV Antigen Test, Magicplex RV Panel Real-Time Test, 

Prodesse ProFlu+ Assay, RSV K-SeT, Seeplex RV15 OneStep ACE Detection, Bioline 

RSV, Solana RSV + hMPV, Speed-Oligo RSV, TRU RSV, Xpect RSV. 

cThe ID NOW RSV was formerly known as the Alere i RSV.  

d‘Other’ comparator test was the consensus result for all three index tests studied (i.e., a 

ratio of 2:1 positive to negative results was considered a positive result and vice versa).  

DFA, direct fluorescent antibody test; FIA, fluorescence immunoassay; IFA, 

immunofluorescence assay; POC, point-of-care; RSV, respiratory syncytial virus; rRT-

PCR, real-time reverse transcription-polymerase chain reaction. 
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Table 2. Sensitivity and specificity of RSV tests by assay technology in all included 

studies. 

 
RSV tests with analytical time  

≤30 min (n = 88) 

RSV tests with 

analytical time  

>30 min (n = 45) 

Method Antigen  Molecular  Molecular 

Number of sub-

records, n (%) 

61 (69.3) 27 (30.7) 41 (91.1)a 

Overall 

Sensitivity, % 25.7–100 66.7–100 62.5–100 

Specificity, % 80.3–100 94.3–100 77.0–100 

Age 

<18 years 

Sensitivity, % 25.7–97.6 84.3–100 74.3–100 

Specificity, % 80.3–100 94.3–100 97.8–100 

≥18 years 

Sensitivity, %b - - 62.5–100 

Specificity, % b  - - 98.9–100 

Mixed age 

Sensitivity, % 57.5–100 77.8–100 63.2–100 

Specificity, % 91.8–100 94.7–100 77.0–100 

Setting 

Inpatient 

Sensitivity, % 25.7–95.2 98.1–100 80.4–100 

Specificity, % 80.3–100 94.3–99.4 91.5–100 
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Emergency department/outpatient 

Sensitivity, % 67.8–97.6 93–100 62.5–100 

Specificity, % 97.6–99.6 96–100 97.8–100 

aThe mariPOC Respi test (n = 4 sub-records) was included in the RSV tests with 

analytical time >30 min category as the final result is available after 2 hours. The 

sensitivity and specificity values were not included in the table as there were insufficient 

data to produce a range of sensitivity or specificity values for relevant patient and setting 

characteristics.  

bOnly one study assessed an RSV test with analytical time ≤30 min in an adult (≥18 years) 

only population; therefore, it was not possible to produce a range of sensitivity or 

specificity values.  

RSV, respiratory syncytial virus. 
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Table 3. Sensitivity and specificity of RSV tests reviewed under CLIA guidance only. 

Test Manufacturer Technology 

Analytical 

time 

(min) 

Sample type 

Age of 

intended 

patient 

population 

Sensitivity 

range, % 

(95% CI) 

Specificity 

range, % 

(95% CI) 

References 

Waived 

BD Veritor 

System 

RSV 

Becton, 

Dickinson and 

Company 

Antigen 10 
Nasopharyngeal 

swab 
<6 years 

67.5 (56.1–77.6)  

–  

97.6 (NR) 

96.8 (91.1–99.3)  

–  

100 (97.0–100) 

(45-51) 

Alere Binax 

NOW RSV 
Abbott Antigen 15 

Nasopharyngeal 

swab and 

nasopharyngeal 

aspirate/wash 

<5 years 

41.2 (NR)  

–  

90 (NR) 

93.2 (92.8–93.6)  

–  

100.0 (97–100) 

(37, 38, 52-

62) 

cobas 

Influenza 

A/B & RSV 

Assay 

Roche 

Diagnostics 
Molecular 20 

Nasopharyngeal 

swab 
Not specified 

94.2 (87.9–97.9)  

–  

100.0 (96.07–

100.0) 

94.29 (86.01–

98.42) 

 –  

100 (97.7–100) 

(17, 24, 63-

67) 
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ID NOW 

RSVa 
Abbott Molecular 13 

Nasopharyngeal 

swab 

<18 years and 

≥60 years 

93 (89–96)  

–  

100 (93–100) 

96 (93–98)  

–  

98.0 (95.8–99.1) 

(17, 68-70) 

QuickVue 

RSV 
Quidel Antigen 15 

Nasopharyngeal 

swab and 

nasopharyngeal 

aspirate and/or 

nasal wash 

≤18 years 

25.7 (NR)  

–  

90.1 (86.8–93.4) 

98.5 (NR) 

 –  

99.5 (92–99) 

(50, 71-73) 

Sofia RSV 

FIA 
Quidel Antigen 15 

Nasopharyngeal 

swab and 

nasopharyngeal 

aspirate/wash 

<19 years 

74.8 (68.0–80.9) 

 –  

100 (82–100) 

86.8 (85.7–87.4)  

–  

100 (95.2–100) 

(38, 49, 50, 

59, 61, 74-

76) 

Xpert 

Xpress 

Flu/RSV 

Cepheid Molecular 30 

Nasopharyngeal 

swab and/or 

nasal swab 

Not specified 

66.7 (24.1–94.0) 

– 

98.1 (88.8–99.9) 

98.1 (96.6–99.0) 

– 

100 (99.7–100) 

(24, 77-80) 

Moderate complexity 
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3M Rapid 

Detection 

RSV Test 

3M Health 

Care 
Antigen 15 

Nasopharyngeal 

swab and 

nasopharyngeal 

aspirate and/or 

nasal wash 

≤21 years 

60.0 (38.5–81.5) 

– 

87.3 (83.8–90.1) 

95.6 (93.8–96.9) 

 – 

99.6 (98.7–100) 

(81, 82) 

Aries Flu 

A/B & RSV 

Assay 

Luminex 

Corporation 
Molecular 120 

Nasopharyngeal 

swab 
Not specified 

88.6 (58.3–97.6) 

 – 

97.1 (94.4–98.7) 

98.4 (97.7–98.9)  

– 

100.0 (98.8–100) 

(24, 62, 64, 

83) 

BioFire 

FilmArray 

Respiratory 

2.1 Panel 

bioMérieux Molecular 45 
Nasopharyngeal 

swab 
Not specified 

62.5 (24.5–91.5) 

 – 

99.4 (96.9–99.9) 

98.3 (97.5–98.9)  

– 

100 (97.2–100) 

(24, 84-86) 

Directigen 

EZ RSV 

Becton, 

Dickinson and 

Company 

Antigen 15 Not specified <20 years 

59 (NR) 

– 

90 (NR) 

89.5 (NR)  

– 

99.5 (97.0–100) 

(37, 50, 60, 

87-89) 

ePlex 

Respiratory 

Pathogen 

GenMark 

Diagnostics 
Molecular 120 

Nasopharyngeal 

swab 
Not specified 

89.6 (80.0–94.8) 

 – 

100 (92.6–100) 

98.9 (94.2–99.8) 

 – 

100 (99.8–100) 

(90, 91) 
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Panel 

High complexity 

Panther 

Fusion Flu 

A/B/RSV 

Assay 

Hologic, Inc. Molecular 
Not 

reported 

Nasopharyngeal 

swab 
Not specified 

88.4 (81.1–93.1) 

 – 

100 (NR) 

98.7 (97.0–99.6) 

 – 

100 (99.7–100) 

(24, 64, 91-

94) 

Simplexa 

Flu A/B & 

RSV 

Diasorin 

Molecular 
Molecular 60 

Nasopharyngeal 

swab 
Not specified 

73.3 (44.8–91.0) 

 – 

87.0 (74.5–94.2) 

99.4 (96.3–99.9)  

– 

100 (98.9–100) 

(24, 64, 95) 

Sensitivity and specificity ranges were not reported for RSV tests with <3 supporting sub-records.  

aThe ID NOW RSV was formerly known as the Alere i RSV.  

CI, confidence interval; CLIA, Clinical Laboratory Improvement Amendments; FIA, fluorescence immunoassay; NR, not reported; RSV, respiratory syncytial 

virus. 
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FIGURES 701 

Fig. 1. Flow chart summarizing data sources and study selection. 702 

 703 

Duplicate articles and ineligible publication types were excluded at the ‘Screening’ step 704 

(n=1297). Where one article reported several relevant sensitivity and specificity values (e.g., 705 

when more than one RSV test was studied), then each test was extracted as a sub-record. The 706 

77 included studies corresponded to 133 included sub-records. RSV, respiratory syncytial 707 

virus.  708 

 709 

 710 
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Fig. 2. Trends in study design, patient, and setting characteristics in studies included in 711 

the review. 712 

 713 

DFA, direct fluorescent antibody test; IFA, immunofluorescence assay; NP, nasopharyngeal; 714 

POC, point-of-care; RSV, respiratory syncytial virus; rRT-PCR, real-time reverse 715 

transcription-polymerase chain reaction.  716 
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Fig. 3. Sensitivity and specificity of RSV tests under CLIA guidance. 717 

A 718 

 719 

  720 

 . CC-BY 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 February 15, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.02.14.22270927doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.02.14.22270927
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


45 

 

B 721 

 722 

The sensitivity, specificity and analytical time are shown for the RSV tests included in this 723 

review that were CLIA-waived (A) and classed as moderate/high complexity (B). RSV, 724 

respiratory syncytial virus. 725 

 . CC-BY 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 February 15, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.02.14.22270927doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.02.14.22270927
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

