
 

 

Supplementary material 6 

 
Risk of bias (RoB) assessments for the included studies using the QUADAS-2 tool for the quality assessment of diagnostic accuracy studies. These are 

summarised below for each of the four domains: 

 
Patient selection domain: 

 

  D1 Patient selection 

  A Risk of Bias B Concerns regarding applicability 

  

Describe method of patient selection Was a 
consecutive 
or random 
sample of 
patients 
enrolled?  

Was a 
case-
control 
design 
avoided?  

Did the study 
avoid 
inappropriate 
exclusions?  

Could the 
selection of 
patients have 
introduced 
bias?  

Describe included patients Is there concern that 
the included patients 
do not match the 
review question 

Clark et al. 
(9) 

Patients approached within CoV-19POC study for finger prick test 
alongside the nasal/phyarngeal swabs for RT-PCR testing. 
Inappropriate exclusion may include those excluded for no CRP line 
despite laboratory CRP >20mg/L. Not clear who was re-tested here or 
excluded. Re-testing is also not explained as it is unclear when CRP 
laboratory results were available in order to determine who was to be 
re-tested. 

Yes Yes Unclear Unclear risk Point of care testing on enrolled 
patients within the CoV-19POC study. 
Adults presenting with suspected 
COVID-19 +/- ARI were enrolled. 

Low risk 

Karim et al. 
(13) 

Patients were prospectively enrolled and offered POC FebriDx at the 
same time as the nasal/pharyngeal swab for viral PCR testing when 
meeting PHE definition of COVID-19 and requiring admission for at 
least one night. 26 patients were excluded (25 due to symptoms 
longer than 7 days). 

Yes Yes Yes Low risk Patients were those requiring 
admission for at least one night with 
suspected COVID-19. It is unclear if one 
night admission was for health reasons 
or quarantine purposes. Presentation, 
intended use and settings seem 
appropriate for this test. 

Low risk 

 

 



 

 
Index test domain: 

 

 D2 Index Test 

 

A Risk of bias B Concerns regarding applicability 
 Describe the index test and how it was conducted and 

interpreted 
Were the 
index test 
results 
interpreted 
without 
results of 
the 
reference 
standard? 

If a 
threshold 
was used, 
was it 
pre-
specified? 

Could the 
conduct or 
interpretation 
of the index 
test have 
introduced 
bias? 

Is there 
concern that 
the index 
test, its 
conduct, or 
interpretation 
differ from 
the review 
question? 

[Description] 

Clark et al. 
(9) 

FebriDx was conducted at the same time at naso/pharyngeal 
swabbing for RT-PCR testing. It was interpreted by two 
investigators with a third adjudicating any disagreements. It 
was conducted according to manufacturer guidelines. 

Yes Yes Low risk Low risk - 

Karim et al. 
(13) 

A fingerprick test for MxA and CRP used to determine viral or 
bacterial infection in patients. MxA was interpreted as viral 
infection regardless of CRP expression. CRP alone was 
regarded as bacterial infection. ‘Any patients with both 
FebriDx positive and COVID-19 PCR negative tests were 
considered to have COVID-19 if clinical suspicion was high.’ – 
this does not explain what is regarded as FebriDx positive and 
also mixes reference and index tests. 

Yes Yes Unclear risk Unclear risk The index test is intended as a first-line test to be subsequently 
followed up by further testing or treatment. This is not the 
setting or use in this study as PCR testing was performed at the 
same time as the index test. The test is not specific for COVID-19 
and is unlikely to be applicable in a non-pandemic situation or 
over ‘flu season where other viral infections are present. The 
FebriDx test is for viral and/or bacterial infection but was used 
as a surrogate COVID-19 test in this study. ‘Any patients with 
both FebriDx positive and COVID-19 PCR negative tests were 
considered to have COVID-19 if clinical suspicion was high.’ 

 

  

 

 



 

 
Reference standard domain: 

 

 D3 Reference Standard 

 

A Risk of bias 

B Concerns 
regarding 

applicability 
 Describe the reference standard and how it was conducted and interpreted Is the 

reference 
standard 
likely to 
correctly 
classify 
the target 
condition? 

Were the 
reference 
standard 
results 
interpreted 
without 
the results 
of the 
index test? 

Could the 
reference 
standard, its 
conduct, or 
its 
interpretation 
have 
introduced 
bias? 

Is there 
concern that 
the target 
condition as 
defined by the 
reference 
standard does 
not match the 
review 
question? 

Clark et al. 
(9) 

RT-PCR by laboratory or QIAStat-DX. Conducted and interpreted as per standard guidelines. Binary results were provided, 
minimising user interpretation. Any PCR positive results (QIAstat-Dx, Laboratory E gene or Laboratory RdRp gene) were 
considered positive for COVID-19. Alone, RT-PCR may not be sufficient due to false negative results. However, inclusion criteria 
included clinical suspicion of COVID-19 +/- ARI. 

Yes Yes Low risk Low risk 

Karim et al. 
(13) 

Reference standard was performed as expected for typical RT-PCR from nasal and pharyngeal swabs. Interpretation is not 
described in detail but its conduct and results appear consistent with this test. The reference standard alone is typically not 
sufficient, but combined with the inclusion criteria, suspicion was high in RT-PCR+ patients. Clinical suspicion overruled RT-PCR 
results in the final classification of patients. 

Yes Yes Low risk Low risk 

 

 

  

 

 

 



 

 

Flow and timing domain: 

 D4 Flow and Timing 

 

A risk of bias 
 Describe any patients who did not receive the index test(s) and/or reference standard or who were 

excluded from the 2x2 table  
Describe the 
time interval 
and any 
interventions 
between 
index test(s) 
and 
reference 
standard: 

Was there 
an 
appropriate 
interval 
between 
index 
test(s) and 
reference 
standard? 

Did all 
patients 
receive a 
reference 
standard?  

Did 
patients 
receive 
the same 
reference 
standard?  

Were all 
patients 
included 
in the 
analysis?  

Could the 
patient 
flow have 
introduced 
bias? 

Clark et al. 
(9) 

Excluded patients included those where initial FebriDX tests failed and subsequent re-testing could not be 
performed 

None (at the 
same time) 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Low risk 

Karim et al. 
(13) 

25 patients were excluded due to symptoms longer than 7 days, 1 was excluded due to 
immunosuppression. One patient was not reported for FebriDx due to inability to draw blood. 25 patients 
excluded is very high, although the short window for RT-PCR positivity following onset of symptoms may 
explain this exclusion to some degree but is not likely to reflect clinical setting use. The inclusion criteria 
including 1+ day admission does not reflect standard of care for intended use of FebriDX and would not 
normally be a factor in RT-PCR testing for COVID-19. 

None (at the 
same time) 

Yes Yes Yes Yes High risk 

 

 


