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Abstract

The COVID-19 pandemic places a significant stress on the viral testing capabilities of many countries.
The value of rapid point-of-care (PoC) antigen tests is becoming increasingly clear, but implementing
frequent large scale testing is costly. We have developed an inexpensive device for pooling swabs,
extracting specimens, and detecting viral antigens with a commercial lateral flow assay detecting the
nucleocapsid protein of SARS-CoV-2 as antigen. The holder of the device can be produced locally
through 3D printing. The extraction and the elution can be performed with the entire set-up
encapsulated in a transparent bag, minimizing the risk of infection for the operator. With 6 swabs
holding approx. 0.1 mL specimen each and 0.35 mL extraction buffer, 436 % (n= 8) of the signal for
an individual extraction of a positive control standard was obtained. Image analysis still showed a
signal-to-noise ratio of > 7 upon further eight-fold dilution. Our current total cost of materials is below
$ 2 per tested person or 20% of our cost for an individual PoC test. These findings suggest that
pooling can make frequent testing more affordable for schools, universities and other institutions,

without decreasing sensitivity to an unacceptable level. Further validation of the method is required.

Introduction

Identifying asymptomatic spreaders of viral infections is an important task in a pandemic. This is
particularly true for COVID-19, a viral disease with many 'silent spreaders' that is proving difficult to

control within a population.*?

Frequent testing of a large portion of the population is expected to
reduce the spread of the disease, because spreading events can be avoided. Testing is most effective
when performed frequently, and by using an approach that provides results quickly after collecting the
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viral antigen are among the rapid tests that are attractive in this context.* They produce results within
15-30 min without the need for a laboratory and can show excellent specificity.> Several studies have

validated lateral flow rapid antigen tests in the current pandemic.®’#

Even though lateral flow antigen tests can be mass produced, the cost of mass testing individuals
on a regular basis may become prohibitive, even for developed countries.***? Pooling of samples that
are then analyzed in a single procedure is known to lower the cost of testing in scenarios with low
incidence.”® Pooling has been reported for PCR tests detecting SARS-CoV-2,*****® and a recent report
from a company suggests that pooled samples can successfully be analyzed by lateral flow point of
care (PoC) test cassettes,'” but pooling has not become an established practice for rapid antigen tests.
One reason for this may be the need for biosafety measures and laboratory equipment to perform the
pooling steps, which counterbalances the ease of use for LFAs at the point of need. These
complications may be overcome by an inexpensive device suitable for the pooling, extraction and
analysis of specimens. Here we report such a device, together with results from exploratory pooling

experiments in a laboratory setting.

Materials and Methods

Components of the Panbio™ COVID-19 Ag Rapid Test Device (hasopharyngeal) were used (Abbott
Rapid Diagnostics Jena GmbH, Jena, Germany), for which the manufacturer reports a sensitivity of
91.4% (nasopharyngeal swab versus nasopharyngeal PCR) and a specificity of 99.8%
(https://www.globalpointofcare.abbott/en/product-details/panbio-covid-19-ag-antigen-test.html).  The
Abbott test detects the nucleocapsid protein of SARS-CoV-2 as antigen and contains a control line
detecting chicken IgY. According to the manual, the extraction buffer of the test kit contains tricine as
buffer component, NaCl, Tween 20 as non-ionic surfactant, sodium azide as bacteriostatic (listed as <
0.1 %), and Proclin 300 as other preservative/biocide. Dilution experiments with water used Kabi
Ampuwa sterile water (Fresenius) for injection purposes. Positive control swabs provided with the
Abbott kits were used as source of SARS-CoV-2 antigen. Either the Noble Biosciences NFS-1
nasopharyngeal swabs supplied with the Abbott test kit were used (‘50 pL swabs") or singly wrapped,
sterile, cotton wool swabs (5 mm head) with a wooden stem (150 mm length) from neoLab
(Heidelberg, Germany) as larger specimen alternatives ("100 pL swabs’). Nasopharyngeal or throat
plus nose swab specimen were self-collected from healthy volunteers among the authors who had
tested negative in professional tests performed by physicians using the SARS-CoV-2 rapid antigen test
(Roche, Mannheim, Germany). Plastic bags were zip lock all-purpose/freeze bags made of
polyethylene, holding up to 1 L volume, suitable for transporting liquids in carry-on luggage in the
EU, or up to 3 L volume (both from QuickPack, Renningen, Germany). Syringes were 10 mL Amefa

LUER single-use sterile syringes (B. Braun, Melsungen, Germany). The holder for the syringe body
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acting as pooling container and the lateral flow test cassette was produced by 3D printing on a Prusa
MK2S printer with PLA (polylactide) as material, instructed by CAD data in STL format. Photographs
were taken with the camera of a Samsung Galaxy S20+ (SM-G985F) cellular phone and image
analysis was performed using the free program ImageJ (NIH). Details of the image analysis are

provided in the Supplemental files.

Results and Discussion

Pooling Set-up. We defined the following criteria for the test method to be developed: The
method had to use inexpensive materials, including sterile, singly wrapped swabs and a sterile mixing
container. The analytical procedure had to be based on a commercial, well established LFA system,
and all steps had to be feasible without additional biochemical components and without the need for

laboratory equipment. These criteria led to the system described below.

Figure 1 shows two core components of our device. One of those components is a syringe for
medical use that functions as container for the swabs and as vessel in which the mixing occurs. With
the goal to achieve pooling for at least five specimens, we tested several syringe sizes and swabs and
settled on 10 milliliter (mL) syringes with the central plunger removed as containers. They will hold
approx. ten flocked nylon swabs of the type included in both the Abbott and the Roche rapid antigen
tests and six conventional sterile flocked cotton swabs with wooden stem, without losing the mobility
necessary for thorough mixing. The latter cost a fraction of the nylon swabs, hold twice as much

specimen, and are more pleasant when applied in the mouth.
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Figure 1. Principle of pooling and extraction in a syringe acting as container and elution onto a lateral flow
assay (LFA) cassette for analysis. A) Container in extraction mode; thorough mixing is induced by rotating the
bundle and moving individual swabs. B) Elution, induced by rotating the syringe by 180° to allow for the
extract to drip onto specimen well of the LFA cassette.
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The container is held at an angle to the LFA cassette. There are two positions for the syringe
acting as container. In extraction mode, the LUER fit opening at the tip of the syringe is at its highest
position to prevent premature leaking of the extract. The extraction buffer and the swabs are now
entered, one after the other. Mixing is achieved by extensively rotating and moving the swabs
immersed in the buffer for 3 minutes. This step requires some dexterity and experience to ensure that
the liquid is homogeneous. It is easier to perform this step with more liquid, but dilution lowers the
signal and is therefore undesirable. After mixing, the syringe is switched into elution mode, so that the
LUER fit is in its lowest position, allowing the extract to drip into the specimen well of the cassette.
To ensure that the necessary volume is applied, the swabs should be moved up and down to avoid
blockage of the exit port, and the swabs should be gently squeezed against the wall of the syringe.
Again, this calls for dexterity and may be rehearsed without potentially infectious material first by
operators new to the device. It is also critical to perform the elution with close visual inspection to

ensure that the necessary number of drops is applied.

Figure 2 shows the holder of the device and the final form of the syringe, as employed in our
current procedure. The holder shown in Figure 2A has an arm with a circular opening for the syringe
and indentations next to this opening that arrest the syringe in extraction or elution mode. The base of
the holder has another indentation, where the LFA cassette is held in place. Further, there is a small
indentation at the center bottom of the base plate, into which a stabilizing bar is pushed to provide
mechanical stability to the assembly and to prevent it from tipping over during the extraction and

elution steps.
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Figure 2. Components of the device. A) Technical drawings showing the dimensions (in mm) of the main
holder, the stabilizing bar of the holder, and B) photograph of an unmodified 10 ml syringe next to a syringe
used as pooling and extraction container that had its LUER fit pruned to reduce void volume. The length ruler
next to the pruned syringe shows the length in cm.

While initial prototypes were made of solid PVC, both the main holder and the stabilizing bar are
now produced by us by 3D printing in an inexpensive printer. In our currently preferred method for

testing, the holder is disinfected and recycled when the test outcome is negative, but is disposed of
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when a test is positive. The cost of the material for printing both holder and stabilizing bar is less than
$ 2, so that the method is inexpensive, even if the holder is treated as a disposable item in each test

procedure with swab pooling.

One modification was made to the commercial 10 mL syringes used as container. Their LUER fit
tip was pruned to avoid retention of a significant fraction of the extract in the form of the void volume
of the device. Fully removing the tip led to uncontrolled elution and very large drops. Leaving the
LUER opening unchanged retained too much of the valuable extract. The best performance was
achieved with tips pruned to a length of 4 mm, as shown in Figure 2B. With this size opening, the
volume of 100 L, which is required for the lateral flow assay to function properly, elute in three large
drops that can be visually observed, even if the entire set-up is encapsulated in a transparent
polypropylene bag (Figure 3). We do the pruning of the tip with the blade of a carpet cutter, previously
treated with disinfectant, while the syringe is in a steel holder (see Supplementary Information), but

pruning may also be performed in a simpler, hand-held fashion.

Figure 3. Photographs of testing with the device in a polyethylene bag with zip lock for encapsulation after
loading. A) Device loaded with five 100 pL flocked cotton swabs holding specimen and one positive control
swab (red). B) Close-up showing elution of the extract after thoroughly mixing for 3 minutes. Three drops are
required to elute 100 pL from the pruned syringe, corresponding to 5 drops from the original Abbott extraction
container. C) Result of a test, viewed through the encapsulating bag after 15 min.

Figure 3A shows how the entire set-up may be inserted into a sealable, transparent plastic bag of
sufficient mechanical stability and optical transparency. Our preferred procedure involves self-
sampling in a mixed saliva/nasopharyngeal mode under the supervision of a medically trained member
of the team (‘superuser’) undergoing team testing. Sampling occurs in a fume hood or well ventilated
area with a minimum distance of 3 m between individual team members and superuser. The superuser
sets up the device, drips the necessary volume of extraction buffer into the syringe, places the set-up in
the transparent bag and supervises the collection of the specimens. The members of the team enter
their swabs into the container, one by one, wearing an inexpensive polyethylene glove on the hand

with which they handle the swab, and the superuser, wearing medical-grade gloves and a surgical
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mask or FFP2 mask, then closes the bag and sprays it down with disinfectant from the outside. After a
brief interval to allow for evaporation of the alcohol-based disinfectant, the superuser performs the

extraction, elution and analysis while the entire set-up is inside the closed bag (Figures 3B/C).

Extraction and Analytical Assay. Pooling is expected to increase the total volume of the extract.
To minimize the resulting loss in signal, the concentration of the antigen should be kept as high as
possible. To achieve this, the test procedure was adjusted. First, we gravimetrically determined the
volume absorbed by swabs after immersion in water for 5 seconds, with the aid of an analytical
balance. We found that the NFS-1 flocked style nylon swabs provided with the Abbott test kit absorb
56.7 £ 3.0 pL under our conditions. Given the uncertainty of the viscosity of the real specimen, we
refer to these swabs as '50 pL swabs', assuming that they will take up approx. 50 puL specimen when
applied in saliva plus nasal sampling. The less expensive 5 mm cotton wool swabs with wooden stem
took up 101.3 + 4.1 pL of water under the same conditions, and we refer to those swabs as '100 pL

swabs'.

We assumed that thorough mixing after pooling of the swabs produces a homogeneous liquid as
extract. The total volume of this extract will be the sum of the volume of the extraction buffer
employed and the volume entered with the specimens. Again, for simplicity, we assumed that the
latter volume is either 50 pL or 100 uL per person participating in the team test. The standard
protocol, as described in the user manual for the Abbott Panbio COVID-19 Ag Rapid Test calls for
300 pL extraction buffer. The bottle provided with the test kit (25 tests) contains 9 mL or 360 pL per
test. Assuming that some residue will remain, we used up to 350 pL of this, which equals 13 drops
from the Abbott bottle. Unless otherwise noted, one positive control swab was included in all assays

as a reliable and constant source of antigen to be detected.

Figure 4 shows typical results from assays performed with our device, and Table 1 lists the results
obtained. The numerical values for signal intensities of the test (SARS-CoV-2 antigen) and control
lines were obtained by analyzing photographs taken with the camera of a smartphone and analyzed
with the free software ImageJ, available from the National Institutes of Health, as detailed in the
Supplementary Information. The plots below each photograph of the read-out window of the test

cassettes in Figure 4 are the results of the integration of the gray value data calculated in ImageJ.

For the conventional, single-swab assay, run as recommended in the user manual of the Panbio
Abbott test, the intensity of the test line was 86% of that of the control line (detection of chicken 1gY),
as shown in Figure 4A and entry 1 of Table 1. When five of the 50 pL Noble Biosciences NFS-1
nasopharyngeal swabs with specimens of healthy volunteers plus the dry positive control swab were
used with 350 pL of the extraction buffer, a signal corresponding to 55% of that for the individual test

was found, as expected based on an approximate dilution factor of two (entry 2 of Table 1). This is
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the most conventional form of pooling, using original swabs, as included by the supplier of the test kit
(one per cassette). Unfortunately, such swabs were quoted to us by the importing company at a price
exceeding $ 2 per swab, if ordered separately from the test kits, making this option unattractive from a
cost perspective in the current pandemic market situation. Since we also wished to improve the ratio of

specimen volume to extraction buffer volume, we opted for the 100 pL swabs.
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Figure 4. Representative results from rapid antigen tests with or without pooling. Photographs of the read-out
window of lateral flow assay cassettes are shown, together with signal intensity plots for each test results, as
obtained by integration with ImageJ. The entry number of Table 1 is listed for each graphic. A) Standard assay
with a single positive control swab (entry 1). B) Pool of five nasopharyngeal 50 pL swabs with specimens of
healthy volunteers and one positive control swab (entry 2). C) Five cotton wool 100 pL swabs and one positive
control swab (entry 4). D) Same as C), but with 8-fold dilution with extraction buffer (entry 8). An expanded
view of the integration plot is shown below the original plot. E) Six pooled cotton wool swabs from healthy
volunteers (entry 5). All photographs were taken 15 min after applying the extract to the test cassette.
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In a first set of experiments, we used wet 100 uL swabs, pre-exposed to sterile water and an
extraction buffer diluted two-fold with the same water. The approach gave 37% of the reference
signal, i.e. considerably more than the 27% expected based on the estimated dilution factor, but was
not pursued further over concerns that the dilution may change the characteristics of the extraction
medium™ and reduce the viral load, and that the extra cost (and effort) to provide individual sterile
vials with dilution water to each participant of the team test would become prohibitive. Still, it is an
interesting finding, as it suggests stronger binding of the antigen-loaded gold nanoparticles to the
surface immobilized antibodies in medium with lower ionic strength than standard medium. Our
previous studies with DNA-coated gold nanoparticles on other surfaces’®* did not point in this
direction, which may be due to the different biopolymers involved in the molecular recognition events.
We also note that the dependence of signal on concentration may not be linear due to multivalency

effects,?’ as the gold nanoparticles can be expected to display more than one ligand per particle.

Table 1. Results of rapid antigen test with or without pooling of swabs.

Type of Estimated Relative Signal
No.of  swabsused Vi [pL] Dilution with intensity  relative to
Entry No. swabs ¥ [uL incl. additional liquid test/control  simplex
capacity] ®  specimen [%] assay® [%]
1 1 50 300 - 86 100
2 6 50 600 - 47 55
3 6 100 1100 wet swabs ® 32 37
4 6 100 850 - 37+57  43z6"
5 6% 100 950 - 0 -
6 100 850 2-fold 24 28
7 100 850 4-fold 13 15
8 6 100 850 8-fold " 7 8

% Unless otherwise noted, one of the swabs was a positive control swab (Abbott).

®) Positive control swab was added in dry form.

© Simplex assay is assay with a single swab, according to the manufacturer's manual of the LFA test.
9 300 pL extraction buffer plus 300 pL sterile water.

® Pre-hydrated with sterile water prior to sampling.

" Mean + one standard deviation from eight experiments.

9 No positive control swab included.

" Extract prepared as for entry No. 4, but then diluted with extraction buffer.

Our preferred protocol used sampling in the pharyngeal region of the mouth, with sufficient
wetting with saliva, as well as collection of throat specimens (>30 seconds total), followed by

nasopharyngeal sampling. This approach ensures thorough wetting and avoids that partially wetted
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swabs take up too much of the extract solution, complicating elution. It is similar to sampling
traditionally performed for PCR tests, and is in agreement with the conclusions of a recent study
enrolling 659 patients that employed the Panbio test and showed excellent sensitivity for the
combination of saliva and nasal sampling.* When combined with the 350 pL of extraction buffer,
available from the test kit, the 100 pL extract required for the lateral flow assay was obtained without
the need for any additional fluid. When the team test was performed eight times, we obtained a signal
intensity of 43 =+ 6 % (mean + one SD) of that for the single swab standard procedure (entry No. 4,
Table 1).

To further validate the method, we performed experiments with a negative control swab or six
specimen-holding swabs from healthy, negatively tested volunteers, neither of which gave a detectable
signal (entry 5 of Table 1). Finally, we performed exploratory experiments to determine the limit of
detection with our method. For this, remaining extract from one pooling assay of entry 4 of Table 1,
was diluted with extraction buffer in 1:2 dilution steps, to give 2-, 4-, and 8-fold lower antigen
concentration (entries 6-8, Table 1). Even for the most dilute extract, after 8-fold dilution, a positive
result was detectable, both visually, and by image analysis after photography (Figure 4D). The latter
showed a signal-to-noise ratio of approx. 7 for the test result, versus background, indicating that at
least another factor of two in dilution is achievable without losing the ability to make a clear
positive/negative call. The signal intensity of entries 6-8 of Table 1 scales roughly linearly with

dilution, again suggesting that our method is producing results undistorted by the change in protocol.

We note that the results of Table 1 should be regarded as the lower limit of the signal we expect for
a positive specimen. The positive control swab from Abbott is designed for an assay with 50 pL
swabs, but 100 pL swabs are employed in our preferred low-cost version of the test. So, while the
total volume has gone up approx. 3-fold with 6-fold pooling, the amount of specimen is increasing
approx. two-fold over that of the standard swab, resulting in a numerical decrease in concentration of

antigens by a factor of 1.5 only.

Even though only fluids intended by the original procedure are being used, a validation of the
pooling approach with clinical specimens and field study specimens is required. Assuming that this
validation will confirm the results of our exploratory experiments, the team test approach may
facilitate surveillance for viral infections at approx. five-fold reduced costs at the 6-fold pooling level.
We experienced better compliance with a twice weekly voluntary test regime when testing was
performed as a team test rather than as individual tests with the need for medical appointments. For
ordinary team members, the time effort is well below 5 min per test, and the effort of the superuser is
approx. 30 min per team test. The ability to run the tests at the workplace with low set-up costs and
minimized infection risk due to encapsulation, as well as the self-sampling option, contribute to the
attractiveness of the team test approach. Follow-up in positive cases should be done using more

sensitive methods, such as RT-PCR, and negative results should not be the basis for medical decisions.

-9-
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We note that our procedure deviates from that recommended by Abbott and that is has not been
validated by clinical studies. Our goal was to detect infectious individuals early, using a process that
is sustainable, both financially and in terms of the time effort involved. The manual of the Panbio test
states that it has a detection limit of 2.5x10"® TCIDs, of SARS-CoV-2 and a sensitivity of 94.1% 'with
samples of Ct values <33'. Data from an earlier study,’ as well as data from a recent field study® both
indicate that the Abbott Panbio rapid antigen test reliably detects > 90% of individuals with a viral
load corresponding to a ct value of > 28-30. This is at the upper limit of what is believed to make a
person infectious.”** Therefore, we have reason to believe that the drop in sensitivity observed for 6-
fold pooling keeps the detection limit within the range that successfully identifies active spreaders of
COVID-19. Team tests may provide more safety to families, work teams, musicians, and other groups.

Conclusions

With the pooling strategy described here, a roughly five-fold reduction in material cost may be
achieved, while the accompanying reduction in sensitivity is only approx. two-fold, depending on the
type of swabs employed. This reduction in sensitivity corresponds to approx. one ct number (or
‘average ct),”> and may be compensated by increasing the sensitivity via quantitative image analysis,
using a conventional smart phone and free image analysis software. Even without such compensating
measures, a reduction by only one ct number should not outweigh the gain in practicability, which
results from a simple, rapid, point-of-need procedure that does not require medical personnel or
laboratory infrastructure. Pooling not only reduces the cost, but also allows the testing of more people
when the availability of LFA test cassettes is limiting. Our approach minimizes the risk of infection
when supervised self-sampling at a safe distance is practiced, and when the analytical procedure is
performed in a sealed bag. Independent of the details of the protocol, the inexpensive device described
here may help to reduce the transmission of SARS-CoV-2 and other viruses that threaten the

livelihood of many communities. Our method should be validated further.

Supplementary Data
Supplementary data is available online (protocol for image analysis, cost analysis and data for 3D

printing).

Acknowledgments
The authors thank Mathis Knabe, Dr. Claudia Loser, Dr. Eric Kervio, Daniela Gohringer, Jennifer

Bremer, Juri Eyberg, Tim Gniech and the members of the Richert Research Group for their help.

This work was supported by intramural funds. The work of the Richert Research Group on

antiviral agents is supported by Volkswagen Foundation (supplement to grant Az 92 768).

-10 -


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.11.21252969
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.11.21252969; this version posted March 12, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC 4.0 International license .

References

1. X.He, E. H. Y. Lau, P. Wu, X. Deng, J. Wang, X. Hao, Y. C. Lau, J. Y. Wong, Y. Guan, X. Tan, X. Mo, Y.
Chen, B. Liao, W. Chen, F. Hu, Q. Zhang, M. Zhong, Y. Wu, L. Zhao, F. Zhang, B. J. Cowling, F. Li, G. M.
Leung. Temporal dynamics in viral shedding and transmissibility of COVID-19. Nat Med. 2020, 26, 672-
675. Erratum in: Nat Med. 2020, 26, 1491-1493.

2. M. J. Binnicker, Challenges and controversies to testing for COVID-19. J. Clin. Microbiol. 2020, 58,
€01695-20. https://doi.org/10.1128/JCM.01695-20

3. D. B. Larremore, B. Wilder, E. Lester, et al., Test sensitivity is secondary to frequency and turnaround time
for COVID-19 screening. Sci. Adv. 2021, 7, eabd5393.

4. B. Perez-Lopez, M. Mir, Commercialized diagnostic technologies to combat SARS-CoV2: Advantages and
disadvantages. Talanta 2021, 225, 121898.

5. B. D. Grant, C. E. Anderson, J. R. Williford, L. F. Alonzo, V. A. Glukhova, D. S. Boyle, B. H. Weigl, and
K. P. Nichols, SARS-CoV-2 Coronavirus Nucleocapsid Antigen-Detecting Half-Strip Lateral Flow Assay
Toward the Development of Point of Care Tests Using Commercially Available Reagents. Anal. Chem. 2020,
92, 11305-11309.

6. J. Favress, C. Gillot, M. Oliveira, J. Cadrobbi, M. Elsen, C. Eucher et al. Head-to-Head Comparison of Rapid
and Automated Antigen Detection Tests for the Diagnosis of SARS-CoV-2 Infection. J. Clin. Med. 2021, 10,
265. https://doi.org/10.3390/jcm10020265

7. H. Gremmels, B. M. F. Winkel, R. Schuurman, A. Rosingh, N. A. M. Rigter, O. Rodriguez et al. Real-life
validation of the PanbioTM COVID-19 antigen rapid test (Abbott) in community-dwelling subjects with
symptoms of potential SARS-CoV-2 infection. EClin. Med. 2021, 31, 100677

8. A. Kruttgen, C. G. Cornelissen, M. Dreher, M. W. Hornef, M. Imohl, M. Kleines, Comparison of the SARS-
CoV-2 Rapid antigen test to the real star Sars-CoV-2 RT PCR kit. J. Virol. Methods 2021, 288, 114024.

9. N. Kohmer, T. Toptan, C. Pallas, O. Karaca, A. Pfeiffer, S. Westhaus, et al. The Comparative Clinical
Performance of Four SARS-CoV-2 Rapid Antigen Tests and Their Correlation to Infectivity In Vitro. J. Clin.
Med. 2021, 10, 328. https://doi.org/10.3390/jcm10020328

10. V. Schildgen, S. Demuth, J. Lusebrink, O. Schildgen, Limits and Opportunities of SARS-CoV-2 Antigen
Rapid Tests: An Experienced-Based Perspective. Pathogens 2021, 10, 38.
https://doi.org/10.3390/pathogens10010038

11.J. J. Deeks, A. J. Brookes, A. M. Pollock, Operation Moonshot proposals are scientifically unsound They
could do more harm than good to people, populations, and the economy. BMJ 2020, 370, m3699.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.m3699

12.M. J. Binnicker, Challenges and controversies to testing for COVID-19. J. Clin. Microbiol. 2020, 58,
€01695-20.https://doi.org/10.1128/JCM.01695-20

13.R. Dorfman. The Detection of Defective Members of Large Populations. Ann. Math. Statistics 1943;14, 436-
440.

14.C. A. Hogan, M. K. Sahoo, B. A. Pinsky. Sample Pooling as a Strategy to Detect Community Transmission
of SARS-CoV-2. JAMA 2020, 323, 1967-1969.

15.S. Lohse, T. Pfuhl, B. Berko-Gottel, J. Rissland, T. Geissler, B. Gartner et al. Pooling of 109 samples for
testing for SARS-CoV-2 in asymptomatic people. Lancet Infect. Dis. 2020, 20, 1231-1232.

16.G. . Lopez-Lopes, R. de Cassia Compagnoli Carmona, V. O. Silva ,C. M. Ahagon, L. Spinazola do Prado, F.
Pereira dos Santos et al. SARS-CoV-2 RNA detection using pooling of self-collected samples: Simple

-11-


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.11.21252969
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.11.21252969; this version posted March 12, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC 4.0 International license .

protocol may foster asymptomatic surveillance. medRxiv preprint, 2020,
https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.10.05.20205872.

17.N. Salcedo, A. Harmon, B. Brooke Herrera, Pooling of samples for SARS-CoV-1 2 detection using rapid
antigen tests. medRxiv preprint, 2021. https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.09.21250610

18. U. Plutowski, S. S. Jester, S. Lenhert, M. M. Kappes, C. Richert, DNA-based self-sorting of nanoparticles on
gold surfaces. Adv. Mat. 2007, 19, 1951-1956.

19.J. C. Heimann, C. Richert, DNA-Mediated site-specific deposition of gold nanoparticles on silicon wafers.
Nanoscale 2010, 2, 2579-2582.

20. M. Mammen, S. K. Choi, G.M. Whitesides, Polyvalent interactions in biological systems: Implications for
design and use of multivalent ligands and inhibitors. Angew. Chem. Int. Ed. 1998, 37,2755-2794.

21.V. Agullé, M. Fernandez-Gonzélez, V. Ortiz de la Tabla, N. Gonzalo-Jiménez, J. A Garcia, M. Masi4, F.
Gutiérrez, Evaluation of the rapid antigen test Panbio COVID-19 in saliva and nasal swabs in a population-
based point-of-care study. J. Infect. 2020, S0163-4453, 30768-4. doi: 10.1016/j.jinf.2020.12.007.

22.T. Peto, UK COVID-19 Lateral Flow Oversight Team, COVID-19: Rapid Antigen detection f 1 or SARS-
CoV-2 by lateral flow assay: a national systematic evaluation for mass-testing. medRxiv preprint, 2021,
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.13.21249563.

23.R. Wolfel, V. M. Corman, W. Guggemos, M. Seilmaier, S. Zange, M. A. Miller et al. Virological assessment
of hospitalized patients with COVID-2019. Nature 2020, 581, 465-469.

-12 -


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.11.21252969
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

