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Abstract 33 

 SARS-CoV-2 infections often cause only mild disease that may evoke relatively low 34 

antibody titers compared to patients admitted to hospitals. Generally, total antibody 35 

bridging assays combine good sensitivity with high selectivity. Therefore, we developed 36 

sensitive total antibody bridging assays for detection of SARS-CoV-2 antibodies to the 37 

receptor-binding domain (RBD) and nucleocapsid protein (NP), in addition to conventional 38 

isotype-specific assays. Antibody kinetics was assessed in PCR-confirmed hospitalized 39 

COVID-19 patients (n=41) and three populations of patients with COVID-19 symptoms not 40 

requiring hospital admission: PCR-confirmed convalescent plasmapheresis donors (n=182), 41 

PCR-confirmed hospital care workers (n=47), and a group of longitudinally sampled 42 

symptomatic individuals highly suspect of COVID-19 (n=14). In non-hospitalized patients, the 43 

antibody response to RBD is weaker but follows similar kinetics as has been observed in 44 

hospitalized patients. Across populations, the RBD bridging assay identified most patients 45 

correctly as seropositive. In 11/14 of the COVID-19-suspect cases, seroconversion in the RBD 46 

bridging assay could be demonstrated before day 12; NP antibodies emerged less 47 

consistently. Furthermore, we demonstrated the feasibility of finger prick sampling for 48 

antibody detection against SARS-CoV-2 using these assays. In conclusion, the developed 49 

bridging assays reliably detect SARS-CoV-2 antibodies in hospitalized and non-hospitalized 50 

patients, and are therefore well-suited to conduct seroprevalence studies.  51 

  52 
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Introduction  53 

In December 2019, the first cases of atypical pneumonia were reported in China.[1] 54 

The causative agent was a β-coronavirus; now known as severe acute respiratory 55 

syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2). SARS-CoV-2 is related to the human severe acute 56 

respiratory syndrome coronavirus 1 (SARS-CoV-1) and BatCoV RaTG13.[2] In the following 57 

months, an increase in reverse transcription-polymerase chain reaction (RT-PCR) confirmed 58 

cases of coronavirus infectious disease 2019 (COVID-19) were reported in various 59 

countries resulting in the World Health Organization (WHO) declaring a pandemic. RT-PCR-60 

based diagnostics requires active virus shedding. As such, many COVID-19 patients that 61 

were not hospitalized remain undiagnosed, and the true extent of SARS-CoV-2 infections is 62 

unquestionably higher than initially reported.[3,4] This is confirmed by several 63 

seroprevalence studies that have since been conducted.[5–7] However, insight into the 64 

dynamics and variability of the antibody response in non-hospitalized patient populations, 65 

with only mild symptoms remains to be elucidated. Furthermore, the suitability of various 66 

assays to assess these – presumably partly rather weak – responses, is a point of concern.  67 

The coronavirus comprises four common structural proteins; the spike (S), envelope 68 

(E), membrane (M) and nucleocapsid (N) proteins.[8,9] Previous studies on SARS-CoV-1 69 

identified the S protein as a major antigen and antibodies against the S protein were 70 

demonstrated to have neutralizing capacity.[10–14] The S protein and more specifically 71 

the receptor-binding domain (RBD) in subunit S1 in SARS-CoV-2 is reported to be an 72 

immunodominant epitope [40], and has been demonstrated to have negligible cross-73 

reactivity with human coronaviruses HKU1, 229E, NL63 and OC43 or Middle East Respiratory 74 

Syndrome coronavirus (MERS-CoV) and only to SARS-CoV-1.[15]  The N protein (NP) in SARS-75 

CoV-1 is also immunogenic, eliciting an antibody response.[16,17]. Studies on SARS-CoV-1 76 

and SARS-CoV-2 reported that antibodies against the N protein appeared earlier than those 77 

directed at the S protein.[18–22] Furthermore, in SARS-CoV-2, immune-dominance of the N-78 

antigen in COVID-19 patients was described.[23] Implementing validated serological assays 79 

will provide much-needed information on transmission, the ascertainment of the true 80 

infection rate, corresponding mortality and morbidity and the immune response. Also, it will 81 

allow a better understanding of the dynamics of SARS-CoV-2 in the general population. 82 

Here, we describe the development of a serological bridging assay for the detection 83 

of antibodies against the RBD and NP of SARS-CoV-2. Bridging assays, or double-antigen 84 
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sandwich assay, have the advantage of being able to detect antibodies regardless of isotype, 85 

which potentially makes these assays maximally sensitive for seroprevalence studies. Here, 86 

we used these assays, together with isotype-specific assays, to assess the antibody response 87 

in several hospitalized and non-hospitalized COVID-19 patient populations. In particular, we 88 

describe the early antibody response to SARS-CoV-2 in non-hospitalized individuals highly 89 

suspect of COVID-19, during the symptomatic stages of disease.  90 

  91 

Materials and Methods  92 

Samples and patients  93 

Serum or plasma samples obtained from RT-PCR positive SARS-CoV-2 hospitalized 94 

and non-hospitalized recovered adult patients (n=182) who underwent plasmapheresis 95 

at Sanquin, the national blood bank, Amsterdam, the Netherlands were included.  96 

Also, serum samples from hospitalized SARS-CoV-2 RT-PCR confirmed patients 97 

(n=41) at the Jeroen Bosch Hospital, Den Bosch, the Netherlands and Amsterdam University 98 

Medical Centre, Location AMC, Amsterdam, the Netherlands were included.  99 

From the Elisabeth-TweeSteden Hospital, Tilburg, the Netherlands serum samples of 100 

SARS-CoV-2 RT-PCR confirmed healthcare workers (HCWs) were obtained (n=47) at various 101 

time points. None of the HCWs were admitted to the hospital for COVID-19.  102 

From the Amsterdam Rheumatology and immunology Centre, location Reade, The 103 

Netherlands, serum samples were obtained at regular intervals in a group of otherwise 104 

healthy volunteers which based on recent travel to an endemic area abroad were highly 105 

suspect for COVID-19 (n=7) and  household contacts (n=2) of this group that did not go 106 

abroad. Moreover, serum samples were collected from a SARS-CoV-2 RT-PCR positive 107 

volunteer and close contacts, all with no comorbidities. (n=5). All 14 volunteers had 108 

symptoms not requiring hospital admission. Samples were collected at regular intervals 109 

after the onset of potential COVID-19 disease symptoms. The average age of participants 110 

was 31 years (SD 4.2), 7 (50%) were female and none reported relevant comorbidities. 111 

Negative control serum samples were included from healthy blood donors collected 112 

by Sanquin (n=307). The negative control samples had been collected from the Dutch 113 

population before mid-January 2020, thus prior to the first reported SARS-CoV-2 case in the 114 

Netherlands (27 February 2020).  115 

 . 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 June 19, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.17.20133793doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.17.20133793
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


This study has been conducted in accordance with the ethical principles set out in 116 

the declaration of Helsinki and all participants provided written informed consent, if 117 

applicable. Approval was obtained from the Medical Ethics Committees from the Academic 118 

Medical Center, VU University Medical Center and Elisabeth-TweeSteden Hospital. 119 

   120 

Development of SARS-CoV-2 RBD and NP based bridging assays  121 

The RBD-mFc and RBD-ST proteins were produced as described by Okba et al.[15] 122 

The NP was produced in HEK cells with HAVT20 leader peptide, 10xhis-tag and a BirA-tag as 123 

described by Dekkers et al.[24] MaxiSORP microtiter plates (ThermoFisherScientific, US) 124 

were coated with 100 µL per well 0.125 µg/mL RBD-mFc or NP in PBS overnight 125 

at 4oC. Plates were washed five times with PBS supplemented with 0.02% polysorbate-20 126 

(PBS-T). Samples were diluted 10-fold in PBS-T supplemented with 0.3% gelatin (PTG) and 127 

incubated on the plate (100 µL) for 1h at room temperature (RT) while shaking. After 128 

washing five times with PBS-T, 100 µL per well biotinylated RBD-ST (EZ-Link Sulfo-NHS-LC-129 

Biotin, Thermo Fisher) or biotinylated NP (via the BirA tag as described in [24]) was added at 130 

0.5 µg/mL or 0.015 µg/mL, respectively, in PTG and incubated for 1h at RT, followed by 131 

incubation for 30 minutes with streptavidin-poly-HRP (Sanquin). Plates were washed five 132 

times with PBS-T, and 100 μl of TMB substrate (100 μg/mL) and 0.003% (v/v) hydrogen 133 

peroxide (Merck, Germany) in 0.11 M sodium acetate buffer (pH 5.5) was added to each 134 

well. A total of 100 μl of 0.2 M H2SO4 (Merck, Germany) was added to stop the reaction. 135 

Absorbance was measured at 450 nm and 540 nm. The difference was used to evaluate 136 

antibody binding. OD values were normalized to readings of a reference serum pool that 137 

was included on each plate and reported as nOD.  138 

 139 

SARS-CoV-2 RBD and NP isotype-specific assays 140 

MaxiSORP microtiter plates were coated with 1.0 µg/mL RBD-ST or NP, or 4.0 µg/mL 141 

monoclonal mouse antihuman IgM (MH15, Sanquin, the Netherlands) in PBS overnight at 142 

4
o
C. Following washing with PBS-T, samples were diluted 100-fold/200-fold in PTG and 143 

incubated for 1h at RT. After washing, 0.5 µg/mL HRP-conjugated monoclonal mouse 144 

antihuman IgG (MH16, Sanquin) or antihuman IgA (MH14, Sanquin) was added, diluted in 145 

PTG and incubated for 1h. Following enzymatic conversion of TMB substrate, absorbance 146 

was measured at 450 nm and 540 nm and the difference used to evaluate antibody binding 147 
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as described above. For IgM, the assay was finished using biotinylated RBD-ST as described 148 

above for the bridging assay.  149 

 150 

Data processing and analysis 151 

Statistical analysis were carried out using Graphpad Prism 7.  152 

 153 

Results   154 

Total antibody assays 155 

Total antibody bridging assays depend on the multivalency of antibodies of any 156 

isotype to generate a bridge between antigen for capture as well as detection. Therefore, 157 

antigen coating density is generally a critical parameter. We set up bridging assays for RBD 158 

and NP antigens and optimized antigen coating density to obtain optimal differentiation 159 

between specific and non-specific signals using a small set of sera from COVID-19 patients 160 

and pre-outbreak healthy donors (HD), see Figure S1. A good reproducibility between runs 161 

was observed (Figure S1). After an initial evaluation of 80 pre-outbreak samples, we arrived 162 

at a cut-off value of 0.1 nOD, anticipated to provide ca. 99% specificity. Subsequent samples 163 

were measured, retested if initially positive (>0.1 nOD), and only considered positive if the 164 

repeated measurement was also >0.1 nOD. Analogously, a cut-off value of 0.14 nOD was set 165 

for the NP bridging assay.  166 

 167 

Seroprevalence in different study populations  168 

We assessed seroprevalence with the RBD bridging assay (RBD-Ab) and NP bridging assay 169 

(NP-Ab) in several different study populations of PCR-confirmed COVID-19 patients as well 170 

as pre-outbreak HD. Only two (0.7%) positive samples were detected in pre-outbreak HD 171 

(n=307) using the RBD-Ab, whereas seven (2.5%) positive samples were detected using the 172 

NP-Ab (Figure 1). In 40 out of 41 (97.5%) and 39 out of 41 (95.1%) hospitalized patients with 173 

active, RT-PCR confirmed COVID-19 we detected antibodies against the RBD or NP, 174 

respectively. In PCR-confirmed non-hospitalized convalescent HCW’s (n=47) antibodies 175 

against RBD or NP were detected in 45 (95.7%) and 39 (83.0%) samples, respectively. 176 

Antibodies against RBD were detected in 180 (98.9%) and for the NP in 175 (96.2%) of PCR-177 

confirmed convalescent plasmaphereses donors (n=182), which consists both of patients 178 

with and without prior hospitalization due to COVID-19. In all but one case, samples 179 
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negative in the RBD-Ab assay were also negative in the NP-Ab assay (Figure 4). The above-180 

described seroprevalences demonstrated a good overall sensitivity and specificity of the 181 

RBD-Ab (98.1% and 99.3%), and somewhat less for the NP-Ab (93.7% and 97.5%).  182 

 183 

Antibody response at different time points 184 

To study the effect of time on the seroprevalence and antibody levels determined by using 185 

the RBD-Ab and the NP-Ab, we stratified the samples of the non-hospitalized cases 186 

(plasmapheresis donors and HCWs) for different days since symptom onset (information 187 

available for n=167; Figure 2). As comparison, in addition to the hospitalized patients with 188 

active disease (approx. 8 – 23 day post symptom onset), convalescent cases that were 189 

previously admitted to the hospital are also included (n = 27; approx. 20 – 66 post symptom 190 

onset). There is an increase in nOD over time for the RBD-Ab in hospitalized cases and a 191 

similar, non-significant trend in non-hospitalized cases. However, there is no apparent effect 192 

of time after onset of symptoms on the detection of antibodies in the RBD-Ab or NP-Ab 193 

assay. 194 

 To obtain insight into the dynamics of the different isotypes, we also measured 195 

antibodies using assays for the detection of IgM, IgG, and IgA (Figure 2). For the antibody 196 

response to the RBD, there is a (non-significant) trend towards declining IgM and IgA levels 197 

as time progresses in both hospitalized and non-hospitalized patients. Hospitalized patients 198 

have significantly higher IgG levels later in time. In non-hospitalized patients, the IgG 199 

response rises slowly over time and gains prominence relative to other isotypes at later time 200 

points (Figure S2), in line with expectations. At least up to 60 days after symptom onset 201 

substantial amounts of IgG to the RBD can be detected in this population. In comparison to 202 

hospitalized convalescent patients, the IgG response in non-hospitalized patients is 203 

significantly weaker, as shown in Figure 2. A similarly weaker IgG response is also observed 204 

against the NP.  205 

 206 

 Antibody kinetics in non-hospitalized patients at early time points  207 

 To obtain a better insight into the antibody response against SARS-CoV-2 and thus the 208 

seroprevalence in a in specific population, we tested sequentially collected sera from a 209 

group of non-hospitalized and otherwise healthy individuals who were highly suspected of 210 

having contracted COVID-19 (Reade patient cohort; Figure 3). Day 3 post symptom onset 211 
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samples were available for two individuals and were negative in both the bridging assays as 212 

well as in the IgM, IgG, and IgA assays. Within 12 days post symptom onset, antibodies 213 

against the RBD were detected in 11 out of 14 (78.6%) patients as compared to 8 out of 14 214 

(53.1%) against NP antibodies, as shown in Figure 3, using the bridging assays. At day 60, 215 

one of the previously negative samples became positive in both bridging assays. 216 

Figure 3 shows the antibody kinetics for IgM, IgG and IgA. Most patients (n=9) 217 

seroconverted for IgG within 15 days post symptom onset, although three patients 218 

seroconverted later. The slow appearance of IgG antibodies to RBD is clearly seen in this 219 

population. Interestingly, at two months, IgG anti-RBD appears to be declining again, 220 

suggesting a lack of sustained overall anti-RBD response in this group of patients. The 221 

antibody response to NP is not detectable in most patients around day 10 both in the NP-Ab 222 

and NP-IgG assays, and remains weak in many patients at later time points.  223 

 224 

 Comparison of assay formats 225 

The RBD-Ab assay identifies positive patients most reliably, with few false-positive cases. 226 

Sensitivity and/or specificity could theoretically be enhanced by combining two or more 227 

assays. When comparing the RBD-Ab with the NP-Ab assay, we observe that for HD, none of 228 

the samples were positive in both assays as shown in Figure 4. Requiring both assays to be 229 

positive would therefore result in enhanced specificity, albeit with reduced sensitivity. Also, 230 

for the RBD-IgG assay it appears that negative control samples either have elevated signals 231 

in either this assay or the RBD-Ab, but not both (Figure 5). There is a moderately strong 232 

correlation between RBD-Ab and RBD-IgG (Spearman r = 0.69, p < 0.0001) across the 233 

populations; whereas the correlation between RBD-Ab and NP-Ab is moderate (r = 0.58, 234 

p<0.0001).   235 

 236 

Finger prick sampling 237 

A relatively low volume of serum is needed for the developed assay to assess the 238 

antibody response, therefore making it well suited for finger prick sampling. A small number 239 

of samples (n = 11) was obtained by finger prick sampling, rather than obtained by 240 

venipuncture. Antibodies were detected by the RBD-Ab assay and compared to a matching 241 

venipuncture draw (Figure 6). The results suggest that a finger prick is an equivalent method 242 

for drawing blood when using this assay to detect antibodies against the RBD.   243 
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Discussion  244 

In this study, we describe the development of sensitive serological bridging assays 245 

based on the RBD and NP to detect antibodies against SARS-CoV-2. Assay performance was 246 

evaluated in serum samples of different patient populations (hospitalized and non-247 

hospitalized) and the RBD bridging assay was found to best discriminate between cases and 248 

pre-outbreak controls across different time points, especially in individuals with COVID-19 249 

symptoms who did not require hospital admission. We also show the early antibody kinetics 250 

in a group of non-hospitalized individuals, highly suspected of having contacted COVID-19, 251 

during their symptomatic phase. Finally, we demonstrate the feasibility of using finger prick 252 

sampling for the detection of antibodies against SARS-CoV-2.  253 

In recent studies, seroconversion of SARS-CoV-2 infected hospitalized 254 

patients usually occurred between 5-14 days.[15,20,21,25,26] Our study demonstrated a 255 

similar result in non-hospitalized patients. Since an adequate antibody response requires 256 

time to develop, false-negative results will occur depending on the timing of sampling 257 

independent of the type of assay used, thereby influencing seroprevalence study results. In 258 

one patient followed over time, seroconversion occurred after day 15. Although this patient 259 

went to work (not healthcare related) and did groceries, other public measures regarding 260 

SARS-CoV-2 were followed, and this is probably a late seroconversion.  261 

In the non-hospitalized patients, the isotype-specific antibody response to RBD 262 

follows a pattern similar to hospitalized patients [41], with a relatively late appearance of 263 

IgG antibodies. Although the IgG levels are significantly lower in the non-hospitalized 264 

population, these antibodies nevertheless are present in readily detectable amounts up to 265 

60 days after symptom onset. The long-term persistence of these responses remains to be 266 

investigated.  267 

Bridging assay, or homologous double-antigen sandwich immunoassays have found 268 

firm ground in the assessment of (weak) immune responses against biopharmaceutical 269 

drugs [27,28], but are as yet relatively uncommon for measurement of antibodies to viral 270 

antigens. Nevertheless, a commercially available assay using a similar format for SARS-CoV-2 271 

has been described.[29] Advantages of this assay type include the ability to detect 272 

antibodies of any isotype (with the exception of IgG4 [30], which is unlikely to be of 273 

relevance in the context of an antiviral immune response) and a generally low background. 274 

Disadvantages include the lower responsiveness to low-affinity antibodies. In general, the 275 
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assay described here is robust in detecting SARS-CoV-2 antibodies in patients with 276 

symptoms not requiring hospital admittance. This will aid in determining the true 277 

prevalence of COVID-19. The use of this developed assay could, therefore, lead to a better 278 

understanding of the dynamics of SARS-CoV-2 infections in the population since it is 279 

assumed that a large proportion of COVID-19 patients have mild symptoms and are not 280 

hospitalized. 281 

In prior publications, mainly in hospitalized patients, the antibody response against 282 

the NP appeared earlier than that against the S protein. [18–23] Similarly, a study in SARS-283 

CoV-1 described that the IgG immune response is more frequently directed against the NP 284 

compared to the S protein.[31] Moreover, in a SARS-CoV-2 study, it was found that most ICU 285 

patients had a higher N-IgG than S –IgG titer compared to non-ICU hospitalized patients.[32]  286 

Other studies demonstrated or suggested an association between disease severity and level 287 

and/or longevity of the antibody response for SARS-CoV-2 and MERS-CoV.[15,33–35] Our 288 

results suggest that the antibody response against the NP of SARS-CoV-2 needs more time 289 

to develop compared to the antibody response against the RBD in patients with mild 290 

symptoms, and is overall more variable. Our finding regarding the NP may, therefore, be 291 

(partially) based on the difference in immune response based on disease severity (e.g. 292 

hospitalized and non-hospitalized). However, the discrepancy between our finding and that 293 

of previous research needs to be confirmed in a larger sample size, since other factors such 294 

as the timing of samples and difference between assay types can also influence this.  295 

Since different samples were positive in the RBD-Ab and NP-Ab assays in our healthy 296 

donors, there is a rationale for performing both assays to eliminate false positives. This will 297 

however result in a somewhat diminished sensitivity. A similar pattern is seen for the RBD-298 

Ab assay compared to the RBD-IgG assay. In another study, combining different antigens has 299 

also been proposed to optimize the sensitivity and specificity of a SARS-CoV-2 serological 300 

assay.[23] Two-tier testing strategies are regularly implemented for other infectious 301 

diseases such as Lyme disease or syphilis. 302 

In a recent study describing a SARS-CoV-2 transmission model a range of 303 

transmission scenarios were examined and it was suggested that: “serological testing is 304 

required to understand the extent and duration of immunity to SARS-CoV-2 which will help 305 

determine the post-pandemic dynamics of the virus.”.[36] Determining the true extent of 306 

the total incidence of SARS-CoV-2 by serological testing will optimize these transmission 307 
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models and could aid in determining which public health measures are needed and their 308 

timing to maintain control of the SARS-CoV-2 pandemic. To assess this during periods of 309 

widespread transmission and when non-essential travel is prohibited, we developed a 310 

reliable serological assay which needs a low volume of serum and is therefore well suited to 311 

use for blood obtained by finger prick. 312 

There are some limitations to this study. Further investigation of cross-reactivity 313 

for the different coronaviruses may be necessary since the RBD of SARS-CoV-2 may show 314 

cross-reactivity with other human coronaviruses (HCoV), and in particular SARS-CoV-1. 315 

However, we anticipate that this will not alter our findings due to the limited number of 316 

cases with SARS-CoV-1 in Europe. [37] By including a large population of healthy controls 317 

the risk of having missed substantial cross-reactivity against other HCoV is also limited; 318 

especially since antibodies against HCoV are detected in the majority of the population 319 

(>90% for all four HCoV).[38,39]   320 

Furthermore, although this study provides an insight into the antibody response in 321 

the early phase of infection in non-hospitalized patients, the number of cases is still modest. 322 

Our study describes the early antibody kinetics in a population based on probable exposure 323 

and not based on symptoms or hospitalized patients who are RT-PCR positive. Yet, this 324 

provides an unbiased view of the performance of the developed serological assay and the 325 

antibody response in patients with mild SARS-CoV-2 infection.   326 

In summary, this study demonstrates the use of a sensitive bridging assay to study 327 

seroprevalence in non-hospitalized COVID-19 patients, and provides insight into the early 328 

kinetics of the antibody response to SARS-CoV-2 in this population.  329 
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 468 

 469 

Figure 1. Total antibody titers measured in different patient populations. 470 

Total antibody titers against the RBD (A) and NP (B) measured in different patient 471 

populations: pre-outbreak healthy donors (HD), hospitalized active-disease patients (Hosp. 472 

Ac), non-hospitalized, convalescent healthcare workers (HCW Conv) and convalescent 473 

plasmapheresis donors (PD Conv). Samples below the lower dotted line are considered 474 

negative, whereas the upper dotted line indicates upper boundary of dynamic range.  475 
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 477 
 478 

Figure 2. Antibody titers and isotypes measured in different patient populations and at 479 

various time points. 480 

Total and isotype-specific antibody titers against the RBD and NP were measured in 481 

different patient populations: hospitalized patients with active disease (Hosp. Ac; 8 – 23 482 

days post symptom onset; n = 41) or convalescent cases (Hosp. Conv; 20 – 66 days post 483 

symptom onset; n = 27), and non-hospitalized convalescent individuals (Non-Hosp. Conv; n = 484 

167). For the latter group, on the x axes the number of days post symptom onset are 485 

indicated.  For the isotype-specific assays, signals measured in pre-outbreak healthy donors 486 

(HD) are also indicated (for total Ab, see Figure 1). Dotted lines indicate approximate 95% 487 

(IgM) and 98% (IgG, IgA) percentile of the negative controls. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** < 488 

0.001. Tests performed: Hosp. Ac vs Hosp. Conv, Mann-Whitney; Hosp. Conv vs Non-Hosp. 489 

Conv, Kruskal-Wallis test/Dunn’s multiple comparisons test. 490 
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 492 

Figure 3. Kinetics of antibody response against SARS-CoV-2. 493 

In 14 non-hospitalized patients with mild symptoms and a high likelihood (1 SARS-CoV-2 RT-494 

PCR confirmed) of SARS-CoV-2 infection we tested the antibody response against the RBD-495 

Ab, NP-Ab, NP-IgG, RDB-IgM, RBD-IgG and RBD-IgA. The x-axes show the number of days 496 

post symptom onset. The horizontal dotted line is the cut-off; samples below this line are 497 

considered negative. The vertical dotted lines represent from left to right 8 days, 13 days 498 

and 19 days post symptom onset. 499 
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 501 

Figure 4. Anti-NP and RBD immune responses compared. 502 

Antibodies detected with the NP-Ab and the RBD-Ab assay plotted on the x-y axes for 503 

different patients groups: pre-outbreak healthy donors (HD), hospitalized patients with 504 

active disease(Hosp. Ac) or convalescent cases (Hosp. Conv), non-hospitalized convalescent 505 

individuals (Non-Hosp. Conv, and the Reade patient cohort (R); stratified according to days 506 

post symptom onset as indicated. Dotted lines indicate the cut-off for both assays.   507 
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 509 

 510 

Figure 5. Comparison between the RBD-Ab and RBD-IgG assay. 511 

Comparison of the detection of antibodies with the RBD-Ab and RBD-IgG assay plotted on 512 

the x-y axes for different patient groups; stratified according to days post symptom onset as 513 

indicated. Dotted lines indicate the cut-off for both assays. 514 
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 516 
Figure 6. Comparison of venipuncture and finger prick. 517 

For the RBD-Ab we compared the antibody titers measured in eleven serum samples 518 

obtained from a venipuncture and that obtained by finger prick.  519 
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 521 

Figure S1. Setup of total antibody bridging assays for A) RBD and D) NP antigen. B,E) Impact 522 

of coating density on signals obtained from sera of selected COVID-19 patients and pre-523 

outbreak controls for B) RBD, and E) NP. C,F) Correlation between two independent runs for 524 

C) the RBD-Ab assay, and F) the NP-Ab assay.  525 
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 527 

Figure S2. Gain in anti-RBD IgG over other isotypes over time in the non-hospitalized 528 

convalescent individuals. Ratio of nODs. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; Kruskal-Wallis test/Dunn’s 529 

multiple comparisons test.  530 
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