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27 ABSTRACT 

28 The main objective of this study was to estimate the performance, under local 

29 epidemiological conditions, of two in-house ELISA assays for the combined detection of 

30 anti-SARS-CoV-2 IgA, IgM, and IgG immunoglobulins. A total of 94 serum samples were 

31 used for the assessment, where 44 corresponded to sera collected before the pandemic (free 

32 SARS-CoV-2 antibodies), and 50 sera were collected from confirmed COVID-19 patients 

33 admitted to the main public hospital in the city of Valdivia, southern Chile. The Np and RBD 

34 proteins were separately used as antigens (Np and RBD ELISA, respectively) to assess their 

35 diagnostic performance. A receiver operating characteristic (ROC) analysis was performed to 

36 estimate the optical density (OD) cut-off that maximized the sensitivity (Se) and specificity 

37 (Sp) of the ELISA assays. Np ELISA had a mean Se of 94% (95% CI = 83.5 – 98.8%) and a 

38 mean Sp of 100% (95% CI = 92.0 – 100%), with an OD 450 nm positive cut-off value of 

39 0.88. On the other hand, RBD ELISA presented a mean Se of 96% (95% CI = 86.3 – 99.5%) 

40 and a mean Sp of 90% (95% CI = 78.3 – 97.5%), with an OD 450 nm positive cut off value 

41 of 0.996. Non-significant differences were observed between the Se distributions of Np and 

42 RBD ELISAs, but the latter presented a significant lower Sp than Np ELISA. In parallel, 

43 collected sera were also analyzed using a commercial lateral flow chromatographic 

44 immunoassay (LFCI), to compare the performance of the in-house ELISA assays against a 

45 commercial test. The LFCI had a mean sensitivity of 94% (95% CI = 87.4 – 100%) and a 

46 mean specificity of 100% (95% CI = 100 – 100%). When compared to Np ELISA, non-

47 significant differences were observed on the performance distributions. Conversely, RBD 
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48 ELISA had a significant lower Sp than the LFCI. Although, Np ELISA presented a similar 

49 performance than the commercial test, this was 2.5 times cheaper than the LFCI assay. Thus, 

50 the in-house Np ELISA could be a suitable alternative tool, in resource limited environments, 

51 for the surveillance of SARS-CoV-2 infection, supporting further epidemiological studies.  

52

53 INTRODUCTION 

54 The emergence of the severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2), the 

55 etiological agent of COVID-19, has caused a global pandemic, which 2.5 years after the first 

56 reported case (December 2019) has been linked to more than 5 million deaths and more than 

57 two hundred million cumulative cases [1]. Since its emergence, several serological assays 

58 have been developed to detect the presence of specific antibodies against SARS-CoV-2 [2]. 

59 Although, serological approaches cannot distinguish between acute and chronic infection, 

60 these types of tests are useful for i) the identification of individuals who have developed an 

61 immune response, ii) aid in contact tracing, iii) monitoring infection dynamic in the general 

62 population, and iv) the development of clinical trials [3,4]. 

63 The immunoglobulin time response is between 4 to 10-14 days after the onset of symptoms, 

64 which limits its applicability for the diagnosis during the acute phase [5,6]. However, the IgM 

65 and IgA anti SARS-CoV-2 antibodies develop rapidly in response to the infection, and their 

66 detection can significantly increase the diagnostic sensitivity of SARS-CoV-2 infection, 

67 when serological tests are combined with molecular tests [7]. In particular, IgA antibodies 

68 play an important role in mucosal immunity, where IgA may be a better marker of early 

69 infection than IgM [8–10]. However, most COVID-19 serological tests are based on the 

70 detection of IgM and/or IgG antibodies [11]. The preference of IgG and/or IgM detection 

71 over IgA, probably is related to a lower specificity of this immunoglobin despite an earlier 

72 onset in comparison with IgG and IgM [9]. Nevertheless, the use of assays detecting IgA, 
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73 along with IgG and IgM, may be useful in scenarios where it is necessary to maximize the 

74 diagnostic sensitivity of the test, such as a screening tool for a surveillance program, for 

75 example. Additionally, IgA assays may also be helpful in patients with atypical symptoms, in 

76 asymptomatic cases, or when RT-qPCR results remains negative in suspected subjects 

77 [12,13].

78 The detection of circulating antibodies against SARS-CoV-2, as part of a surveillance 

79 program, requires the use of tools with known sensitivity and specificity [14]. Those 

80 parameters would allow to estimate key epidemiological variables, such as the true 

81 prevalence (TP), when the assay is used in randomized studies. Moreover, accurate TP 

82 estimates could be used to assess the performance of passive surveillance systems that most 

83 countries have implemented as part of their COVID-19 control strategies [15,16]. 

84 The main serologic assays used for SARS-CoV-2 detection include the lateral flow 

85 chromatographic immunoassay (LFCI) and ELISA tests. In these kinds of assays, the most 

86 used viral proteins as antigens are the nucleocapsid protein (Np), which plays a role in the 

87 transcription and replication of the virus [17,18] and the subunits S1 and S2 of the spike (S) 

88 protein [19]. Specifically, S1, containing the receptor binding domain (RBD) for the host 

89 angiotensin-converting enzyme (ACE2) receptor; and the S2, containing elements needed for 

90 membrane fusion [20,21]. Previous evidence has suggested that the IgG antibodies aiming for 

91 the S protein are more specific than the anti-Np protein [22,23]. On the other hand, the IgG 

92 aiming Np may be more sensitive than those anti-S proteins, particularly in the early phase of 

93 infection [22,23]. This could be explained by the relatively high homology in aminoacidic 

94 sequence of the SARS-CoV-2 protein Np with the nucleocapsid proteins of other 

95 Coronaviridae and other viruses [22,24]. Thus, the increased sensitivity of the anti-Np 

96 antibody response detection could be at the expense of specificity. The latter may be due to 

97 the potential cross-reaction of serological tests to other similar viruses circulating in the target 
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98 population, increasing the false positive rate. In consequence, the performance of any 

99 serological assay, such as ELISA tests must be optimized and validated under local 

100 conditions, accounting for endemically circulating viruses.

101 The objective of this study was to evaluate and validate two in-house ELISA assays for the 

102 combined detection of SARS-CoV-2 IgG, IgM and IgA antibodies. To be used for the 

103 surveillance of COVID-19 in the general population, and to support further epidemiological 

104 studies. In particular, diagnostic performance indices, such as sensitivity (Se) and specificity 

105 (Sp), were estimated using sera from pre-pandemic individuals and confirmed COVID-19 

106 patients

107

108 MATERIAL AND METHODS

109 Study population, sample collection and ethics approvals

110 The present study was developed following the Standards for the Reporting of Diagnostic 

111 Accuracy Studies (STARD) guidelines proposed by Cohen et al. [25]. A total of 94 

112 individuals were enrolled, where 50 corresponded to confirmed cases of SARS-CoV-2 

113 infection (24 women and 26 men), and 44 corresponded to sera collected between June and 

114 July 2019, thus regarded as free of SARS-CoV-2 antibodies sera (pre-pandemic samples). All 

115 50 confirmed cases corresponded to unvaccinated patients admitted to the Hospital Base de 

116 Valdivia (HBV), Valdivia, southern Chile, from April to November 2020, and they were 

117 confirmed by a standard RT-qPCR assay using nasopharyngeal swab samples, as previously 

118 described [26]. At the time of sera collection at the HBV, all were symptomatic cases, 

119 presenting different degrees of COVID-19 complications, from very mild to severe, which 

120 eventually required hospitalization at the HBV. In this line, confirmed cases presented a 

121 median of 4 days (interquartile range (IQR): 2 – 6 days) between symptoms onset and RT-

122 qPCR diagnosis, whereas serum samples were collected with a median of 11.5 days (IQR: 9 – 
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123 15 days) after symptoms onset. This group presented a median age of 58 years (1st Q: 52.5 

124 years and 3rd Q: 68.5 years). On the other hand, samples from non-COVID-19 individuals 

125 were obtained from a serum bank of an epidemiological study on cystic echinococcosis, 

126 where sera were collected from the general population in the Coquimbo region, Chile. This 

127 group was composed of 27 women and 17 men, with a median age of 53.5 years (1st Q: 41.5 

128 years and 3rd Q: 63.5 years), and 7 out of 44 control-participants presented some type of 

129 chronic disease, mainly diabetes.    

130 Serum samples from non-COVID-19 individuals were obtained and handled following the 

131 protocol accepted by the Scientific Ethics Committee of the Faculty of Medicine at the 

132 Universidad Católica del Norte, Coquimbo-Chile, approved under the resolution 

133 CECFAMED-UCN N º 81/2019. In short, 5 cc of blood was obtained by peripheral 

134 venipuncture from volunteers who attended an ultrasound survey for detecting cystic 

135 echinococcosis in urban and rural areas in northern Chile. Blood samples were then 

136 centrifuged on the same day using a portable centrifuge (Mobilspine, Vulcon Technologies, 

137 Richmond, USA), serum was separated and kept in liquid nitrogen in the field and then 

138 transferred to a -80ºC freezer until further analysis. The samples from the confirmed COVID-

139 19 patients were collected following the sample collection protocol of the HBV, where 6 cc 

140 of blood were obtained by peripheral venipuncture using yellow or red cap tubes and 

141 processed before 4 hours. The use of stored sera, for COVID-19 research purposes, was 

142 authorized by the Scientific Ethics Committee of the Servicio de Salud Valdivia (SSV), 

143 Ministry of Health of Chile, under the resolution SSV Ord.N°187/2020.

144

145 Study design and laboratory analyzes

146 The in-house ELISA aims for the combined detection of specific anti-SARS-CoV-2 isotype 

147 antibodies (IgA, IgM, and IgG) for the surveillance of COVID-19. To assess the performance 
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148 of this assay, sera from pre-pandemic and confirmed cases were assessed by the in-house 

149 ELISA test using Np and RBD proteins separately as antigens (Np ELISA and RBD ELISA, 

150 respectively), in order to evaluate the performance of each protein. Additionally, analyzes 

151 were run in in duplicate and reported optical density (OD) corresponded to the mean between 

152 runs. As a quality assurance element, the coefficient of variation between runs was estimated.

153

154 In-house ELISAs for combined detection of specific SARS-CoV-2 antibodies

155 Proteins: Recombinant SARS-CoV-2 Np protein (Met1-Ala419, with a C-terminal 6-His tag) 

156 from Spodoptera frugiperda (R&D System, Catalog Number 10474.CV) (accession # 

157 YP_009724397.2). Recombinant SARS-CoV-2 S1 subunit protein (Arg319-Phe541, with a 

158 C-terminal 6-His tag) of Host Cell Receptor Binding Domain (RBD) from HEK293 cells 

159 (Raybiotech, Catalog Number: 230-30162) (accession # QHD43416.1); Coating step: A final 

160 volume of 50 µl of 20 ng Np or RBD proteins [27] were seeded in a 96-well plate in 

161 carbonate buffer pH 9.6 per well and incubated overnight at 4°C. Washing step: After the 

162 incubation time, 3 washes of 5 minutes were carried out with PBS 1x-Tween20 0.05%. 

163 Blocking step: the wells were blocked with 200 µl of blocking solution (1x PBS, 5% BSA, 

164 0.05% Tween20) for 2 hours at 37° C, and the content of the plate was discarded, and the 

165 washing phase was carried out as previously described. Loading of serum samples: A final 

166 volume of 50 microliters of sample (1:40 dilution in PBS buffer 0.1% w/v of BSA; 0.05% v/v 

167 Tween20) [27,28] was loaded and incubated for 2 hours at 37° C. Washing step: After the 

168 incubation time, 3 washes of 5 minutes were carried out with PBS 1x-Tween20 0.05%. 

169 Antibodies hybridization step: 100 µl per well of Anti-Human IgA/IgG/IgM (H&L) goat 

170 polyclonal antibody (HRP) (Rockland, R.609-103-130) at a dilution of 1: 10,000 in PBS 

171 buffer 0.1% BSA-0.05% Tween20, were added and incubated for 1 hour at 37° C, the content 

172 of the plate was discarded, and the washing phase was carried out as previously described. 
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173 Finally, the washed wells were developed with TMB reaction and read at 450 nm using a 

174 microplate reader HR801 (Shenzhen Highcreation Technology Co. Ltd).

175

176 Performance comparison between the in-house ELISAs and a commercial test 

177 To compare the performance of the in-house assays (Np & RBD ELISAs) against a 

178 commercially available test. The collected sera were additionally tested using a LFCI kit (The 

179 Diagnostic Kit for IgM / IgG Antibody to Coronavirus (SARS-CoV-2) (Lateral Flow), 

180 LIVZON, China). This LFCI test was widely used by the Chilean Health Services in the early 

181 stages of the pandemic, and it can separately detect IgG and IgM immunoglobulin isotypes, 

182 using Np as antigen. For this assessment, the LFCI interpretation criteria considered that any 

183 serum showing a signal for IgG or IgM was positive to SARS-CoV-2 infection. Statistical 

184 comparison between the LFCI and in-house assays are described below. To complement the 

185 comparison between the in-house ELISAs and the commercial LFCI test performance, a cost 

186 per sample analyzed at laboratory level was included. The latter evaluation only considered 

187 the cost of the reagents (in-house ELISAs) or the commercial value of the kit (LFCI).    

188

189 Statistical analysis

190 Collected data were analyzed using GraphPad Prism 6 statistical software (USA) and the R 

191 software v4.0.2 [29]. They included mean values and standard deviation (mean ± SD) of the 

192 optical density (OD) distribution. Those values were subjected to a background subtraction 

193 step before data analysis. For comparative analysis of the infected and pre-pandemic OD 

194 distributions, a Mann-Whitney U-test was used. A receiver operating characteristic (ROC) 

195 analysis was conducted to determine the best OD cut-off for the in-house ELISA tests, where 

196 sample size was calculated using the equation proposed by Obuchowski, N [30], estimating a 

197 minimum of 43 infected and 43 uninfected to yield a study power of 80%, a significance 
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198 level of 5%, and an expected area under the curve (AUC) of 65%. The ROC and AUC values, 

199 in addition to the sensitivity and specificity values, for Np or RBD antigens, were calculated 

200 by comparing infected (sera from confirmed COVID-19 patients) and non-infected specimens 

201 (sera from pre-pandemic individuals), based on a logistic regression model. The agreement 

202 between Np ELISA and RBD ELISA results were assessed using the Cohen’ kappa index and 

203 the paired McNemar's test. Statistical differences in sensitivity and specificity distributions 

204 between Np and RBD ELISAs were evaluated using the Kolmogorov–Smirnov test. The 

205 overlap area between Np and RBD sensitivity and specificity curves was estimated using the 

206 “overlapping” package [31] for the R software. Finally, in-house ELISAs and LFCI results 

207 were cross tabulated in two-by-two tables and the agreement between them was also 

208 evaluated using Cohen’ kappa index and the paired McNemar's test, in addition to the 

209 Kolmogorov–Smirnov test to assess statistical differences between the performance 

210 distributions of both tests, where Np ELISA and RBD ELISA were separately compared 

211 against the commercial LFCI test.

212

213 RESULTS

214 In-house ELISAs for specific SARS-CoV-2 antibodies using Np or RBD antigens

215 The Figure 1 shows a representative scheme of used proteins and their location in the SARS-

216 CoV-2 virus, together with the OD distributions of the Np ELISA (left) and RBD ELISA 

217 (right) for confirmed cases and controls. At the comparison between duplicated runs, both 

218 assays showed an adequate consistency, and a low error level, with intra-assay variation of 

219 11.2% and 13.4% for Np and RBD ELISAs, respectively. In this way, antibodies against Np 

220 protein showed that sera from COVID-19 patients had a significantly higher (97%) 

221 absorbance than sera from pre-pandemic individuals (1.02+/-0.12 vs 0.51+/-0,13 OD, 

222 respectively) (P < 0.0001). On the other hand, although to a lesser extent, the immunoassay 
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223 against the RBD protein also showed that sera from patients with COVID-19 presented a 

224 significantly higher absorbance (43.5%) than sera from pre-pandemic individuals (1.09 +/- 

225 0.03 vs 0.71 +/- 0.18 OD, respectively) (P < 0.0001). Interestingly, sera from confirmed 

226 COVID-19 patients showed a more homogeneous distributions in their absorbances with the 

227 RBD immunoassay than with Np (Figure 1, right and left, respectively). Furthermore, these 

228 distributions suggest that most of the analyzed sera presented antibodies that recognize and 

229 bound to both proteins (Np and RBD), and only 2 patients presented antibodies just against 

230 the RBD protein.

231

232 In-house ELISAs performance assessment (sensitivity and specificity estimation)

233 The ROC analysis of the Np ELISA indicated a mean sensitivity of 94% (95% CI = 83.5 – 

234 98.8%) and a mean specificity of 100% (95% CI = 92.0 – 100%), with AUC of 0.99 (95% 

235 CI: 0.97 – 1.00) and an OD 450 nm positive cut-off value of 0.88 (Figure 2A). On the other 

236 hand, the ROC analysis of the RBD ELISA had a mean sensitivity of 96% (95% CI = 86.3 – 

237 99.5%) and a mean specificity of 90% (95% CI = 78.3 – 97.5%), with AUC of 0.96 (95% CI: 

238 0.91-1.00) and an OD 450 nm positive cut off value of 0.996 (Figure 3B). Those cut-offs 

239 represent the point in the ROC curves where the sensitivity and specificity were maximized 

240 for this set of samples. 

241 The agreement between Np and RBD ELISAs was assessed as substantial to perfect 

242 (kappa=0.81, 95% CI = 0.69 – 0.93) based on the qualitative scale interpretation proposed by 

243 Landis and Koch [32] of Cohen’s kappa values. Additionally, the dichotomous ELISA results 

244 (positive/negative) were not statistically different (P = 0.18) between the two antigens. 

245 Although RBD ELISA presented a relatively higher sensitivity than Np ELISA, those 

246 differences were not statistically significant (P = 0.37), with an overlapping area between 

247 both curves of 69.7% (Figure 3A). Conversely, the use of RBD protein as antigen was 
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248 associated to a statistically lower (P < 0.01) specificity, with a shared distribution of 10.8% 

249 between the Np and RBD proteins (Figure 3B).

250

251 In-house ELISAs and commercial LFCI test comparison 

252 The cross-tabulation between the LFCI test results and SARS-CoV-2 infection status are 

253 presented in Table 1, whereas the cross-tabulation of the dichotomous ELISA and 

254 commercial test results are shown in Table 2. Based on the infection status (gold standard), 

255 the LFCI test presented a mean sensitivity of 94% (95% CI = 87.4 – 100%) and a mean 

256 specificity of 100% (95% CI = 100 – 100%). The Cohen’ kappa index showed a substantial 

257 to perfect (kappa=0.89, 95% CI = 0.80 – 0.98) agreement between the Np ELISA and the 

258 LFCI test, whereas the agreement between RBD ELISA and the LFCI test was categorized as 

259 substantial kappa=0.78, 95% CI = 0.66 – 0.91). Non-significant differences in the sensitivity 

260 (P = 0.999) or specificity (P = 0.999) distributions were observed for the comparison between 

261 Np ELISA and the LFCI test. Conversely, the comparison between RBD ELISA and the 

262 LFCI test render a significant difference in the specificity distribution (P < 0.01), but non-

263 differences were observed between them for the sensitivity distributions (P = 0.999). The use 

264 of the LFCI had a cost of $10.57 USD per serum analyzed, whereas the Np ELISA and RBD 

265 ELISA had costs of $4.23 USD and $2.65 USD per serum, respectively. Thus, the in-house 

266 ELISAs were between 2.5 – 4.0 times cheaper than the used commercial test.

267

268 DISCUSSION

269 The present research reports the performance estimation of two in-house ELISA assays for 

270 the surveillance of SARS-CoV-2 infection, which showed a comparable performance than a 

271 commercial test but at a fraction of the cost. Thus, they may be alternative tools for 

272 conducting large epidemiological studies in resource limited environments, such as 
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273 developing countries. However, the in-house ELISAs require more qualified personnel than 

274 the commercial kit, in addition to be more time consuming. In the present study, labor was 

275 not considered in the cost comparison. Despite the latter, it is important to note that full-time 

276 technicians are commonly present at university laboratories, where a more frequent problem, 

277 in developing countries, is the lack of resources to buy reagents rather than labor availability.    

278 The OD cut-off optimization and performance estimates considered local epidemiological 

279 conditions; thus, study results represent the expected performance of the assays in the target 

280 population. ROC analysis indicated a non-significant higher sensitivity and statistically 

281 significant lower specificity of immunoglobins targeting RBD in comparison to Np. In 

282 opposition, previous studies have shown a higher Np sensitivity than RBD, and higher 

283 specificity of RBD than Np [22,23]. Even though these authors argue that this phenomenon 

284 occurs in the early phase of infection, with IgG as the main isotype. In this line, Burbelo et al. 

285 [17] showed in a longitudinal study that antibodies against Np emerged before antibodies 

286 against the S protein. In the present study, confirmed COVID-19 cases had manifested 

287 clinical signs before serum collection (median = 11.5 days, IQR: 9 – 15 days). Thus, 

288 sensitivity and specificity results reflect the performance of Np and RBD antigens at later 

289 stages of the infection under local conditions. Moreover, considering that the intended use of 

290 the in-house ELISA assays is for surveillance purposes, study outputs could represent the 

291 expected performance in the general population, for the detection of past infections of SARS-

292 CoV-2. A recent meta-analysis study [19], assessing the performance of serological tests for 

293 the detection of antibodies against SARS-CoV-2, has shown that ELISA tests (detecting IgG 

294 or IgM) present lower sensitivity than the assays evaluated in this study, where on average 

295 those assays presented a sensitivity of 84.3% (95% CI: 75.6 – 90.9%). On the other hand, that 

296 meta-analysis showed a comparable specificity (range 96.6 – 99.7%), at least for Np ELISA. 

297 In this sense, the combined capture of three immunoglobulins, and particularly the inclusion 
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298 of IgA, could contribute to explaining the higher sensitivity observed. Similarly, Ma et al. 

299 [28] reported that measuring IgA in addition to IgG or IgM would increase the sensitivity of 

300 the assay. In this line, previous reports have indicated that SARS-CoV-2 elicits robust 

301 humoral immune responses, including the production of IgM, IgG, and IgA immunoglobulin 

302 isotypes [33]. Patients have been shown to achieve seroconversion and produce detectable 

303 antibodies within 20 days from the symptom onset, though the kinetics of IgM and IgG 

304 production was variable [4,34,35]. A serological screening that includes the detection of IgA, 

305 IgM and IgG could be more consistent as a strategy to prevent the spread of the virus, given 

306 the need to maximize the sensitivity [13], when the diagnostic assay is used as a screening 

307 test. 

308 Based on the results of the Np and RBD in-house ELISAs, the combined detection of three 

309 immunoglobulin isotypes (IgA, IgM and IgG) could be more sensitive than assays that only 

310 detect one or two immunoglobulin isotypes, particularly for screening purposes or in studies 

311 to evaluate the exposition levels in the general population to SARS-CoV-2 virus, regardless 

312 of stage, severity, and symptoms of COVID-19 disease. However, the increase in sensitivity 

313 is offset by the reduction in specificity, which was especially evident when the RBD antigen 

314 was used. This could be also appreciated when contrasting OD distributions for both antigens 

315 (Figure 2), where the comparison between control sera showed that RBD ELISA tend to have 

316 higher OD values than Np ELISA in this group, indicating a lower specificity of this antigen.  

317

318 CONCLUSIONS

319 Considering the intended purpose of the in-house ELISA, a relevant element was to obtain 

320 accurate sensitivity and specificity estimates, to support further epidemiological studies. In 

321 this sense, estimates for Np ELISA presented a variation (in relation to the mean) between 8 

322 – 16%, whereas RBD ELISA presented a variation between 14 – 21%. Thus, relatively 

 . 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 preprintthis version posted June 14, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.10.22276239doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.10.22276239
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


14

323 precise estimates were obtained. Moreover, at the comparison with the commercial LFCI test, 

324 the Np ELISA presented a comparable performance than the LFCI test, while the RBD 

325 ELISA presented a significant lower specificity than the LFCI test and the Np ELISA. 

326 Therefore, it can be concluded that the Np ELISA is a better assay than RBD ELISA, which 

327 presented performance comparable to a commonly used commercial test, but at a quarter of 

328 the cost, making it a viable alternative for surveillance studies in developing countries.   
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472 FIGURE CAPTIONS

473 Figure 1: Combined immunodetection of SARS-CoV-2-specific IgA/IgM/IgG 

474 immunoglobulins in response against the Nucleocapsid (Np) and Region Binding Domine of 

475 Spike Protein (RBD). Oil painting picture schematic of SARS-CoV-2 viral structure (top 

476 panel), N-protein (Np) and RBD from S-protein are showed in red and light orange, 

477 respectively. Absorbance at 450 nm plotted for combined detection of IgA, IgM, and IgG 

478 specific immunoglobulin isotypes for Np and RBD ELISAs (lower left and lower right panel, 

479 respectively). Forty-four sera from pre-pandemic individuals and fifty sera from COVID-19 

480 patients were tested. To compare both groups, a Mann-Whitney U-test was used. Mean+/-SD 

481 and P values are showed (P < 0.0001). 

482

483 Figure 2: Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC) curves for the combined detection of 

484 SARS-CoV-2 IgA, IgM, and IgG immunoglobulin isotypes using RBD or Np antigens. 

485 Graph of ROC curve and two graph curves (sensitivity and specificity for different cut-off) 

486 for Np-specific immunoglobulins (Panel A: top and bottom, respectively), and RBD-specific 

487 immunoglobulins (Panel B: top and bottom, respectively), are shown. Forty-four sera from 

488 pre-pandemic individuals and fifty sera from COVID-19 patients were tested. AUC, area 

489 under the curve of ROC.

490

491 Figure 3: Estimated sensitivity and specificity distribution curves for the selected OD cut off 

492 (Np = 0.88 & RBD = 0.996). The overlapping area between the sensitivity curves of Np 

493 ELISA vs. RBD ELISA (Panel A), and the overlapping area between the specificity curves of 

494 Np ELISA vs. RBD ELISA (Panel B).

495
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496 Table 1. Cross-tabulation of in-house ELISAs (Np & RBD ELISA) results and a commercial 

497 lateral flow chromatographic immunoassay (LFCI) result   

  LFCI*

Positive Negative

Positive 44 2Np 

ELISA Negative 3 45

Positive Negative

Positive 44 7RBD 

ELISA Negative 3 40

498 *The Diagnostic Kit for IgM / IgG Antibody to Coronavirus (SARS-CoV-2) (Lateral Flow), LIVZON, China

499   

500
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501 Table 2. Cross-tabulation of SARS-CoV-2 infection status and a commercial lateral flow 

502 chromatographic immunoassay (LFCI) test result   

  Disease Status

Confirmed Control

Positive 47 0
LFCI*

Negative 3 44

503 *The Diagnostic Kit for IgM / IgG Antibody to Coronavirus (SARS-CoV-2) (Lateral Flow), LIVZON, China

504

505
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