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Summary 

Here we describe an open and transparent consortium for the rapid development of 

COVID-19 rapid diagnostics tests. We report diagnostic accuracy data on the Mologic 

manufactured IgG COVID-19 ELISA on known positive serum samples and on a panel 

of known negative respiratory and viral serum samples pre-December 2019.  
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In January, Mologic, embarked on a product development pathway for COVID-19 

diagnostics focusing on ELISA and rapid diagnostic tests (RDTs), with anticipated 

funding from Wellcome Trust and DFID.  

834 clinical samples from known COVID-19 patients and hospital negative controls 

were tested on Mologic’s IgG ELISA. The reported sensitivity on 270 clinical samples 

from 124 prospectively enrolled patients was 94% (95% CI: 89.60% - 96.81%) on day 

10 or more post laboratory diagnosis, and 96% (95% CI: 84.85% - 99.46%) between 14-

21 days post symptom onset. A specificity panel comprising 564 samples collected pre-

December 2019 were tested to include most common respiratory pathogens, other 

types of coronavirus, and flaviviruses. Specificity in this panel was 97% (95% CI: 

95.65% - 98.50%).  

This is the first in a series of Mologic products for COVID-19, which will be deployed for 

COVID-19 diagnosis, contact tracing and sero-epidemiological studies to estimate 

disease burden and transmission with a focus on ensuring access, affordability, and 

availability to low-resource settings.  

 

Introduction 

On the 31st of January, six weeks after the first report in Wuhan, China, of SARS-CoV-

2, the causative pathogen of Coronavirus Disease 2019 (COVID-19), and 24 hours after 

the World Health Organization (WHO) declared COVID-19 a public health emergency, 

the United Kingdom reported its first two imported cases. By the end of April >20,000 

hospitalized patients with COVID-19 had died in the UK and >200,000 fatalities have 

occurred worldwide, with the pandemic spreading to more than 190 countries1. The 
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WHO advises countries to ‘test, test, test’ as one of the pillars for COVID-19 control, 

although most countries don’t have enough tests for widespread deployment and testing 

strategies focus on identifying symptomatic patients who need hospitalization or for 

isolation and use among key workers.2  

Current testing is almost exclusively reliant on RT-PCR to detect the virus RNA. These 

assays are sensitive and specific for SARS-CoV-2, but the scale of the COVID-19 

pandemic has caused global shortages of essential reagents for testing, including those 

for sample collection, RNA extraction and pathogen detection. These have hampered 

the urgent scale-up of testing required, and has led to the politicization of diagnostic 

testing with reports of stockpiling resources.3–5 Nucleic acid amplification and detection 

technologies are generally not deployable at the point-of-need, as most of them require 

significant laboratory infrastructure, expertise, and skilled staff with appropriate personal 

protective equipment (PPE).  

Governments and industry are increasing testing capacity through the accelerated 

development of simpler, less elaborate and more affordable rapid diagnostic tests 

(RDTs). These tests may detect viral protein antigens in nasopharyngeal swabs or oral 

fluid to determine acute infection, or antibodies in blood to indicate seroconversion after 

infection, similar to laboratory-based enzyme-linked immunosorbent assay (ELISA) 

technology. RDTs are more suitable for use at the point-of-need, because although they 

may offer lower sensitivity and specificity than RT-PCR-based tests in some 

circumstances, their ease of use and rapid readout of results make them important 

components of diagnostic and contact tracing control strategies, especially as tools for 

rapid triage at the frontline of hospitals, primary care facilities, and for reaching into the 
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community and home. Antibody detection will also be key to informing exit strategies for 

the expected long tail of the pandemic and in supporting surveillance by identifying 

clusters of infection and convalescent cases or people with milder disease that could 

seed the infection to generate severe cases.6 

The rollout of RDTs is currently marred by a lack of performance data, reference 

materials, numbers tested and transparency on how tests are being evaluated. Many 

RDTs have been rushed to market with limited or no independent evaluations of 

performance. Marketing information is typically based on internal evaluations with poorly 

designed studies with limited participant characterization. Governments have cancelled 

orders once independent evaluations have failed to replicate the claims of the 

manufacturer.7  

We describe here a partnership set up to develop low-cost COVID-19 tests to detect (a) 

SARS-CoV-2 antigens and (b) circulating IgG, IgA and IgM antibodies using lateral flow 

assays (LFA) delivering results in <15 minutes and (c) complementary ELISA assays for 

laboratory-based mass screening for seroconversion. Development of these diagnostic 

tools is a result of a partnership between Mologic (UK), a biotechnology company 

committed to developing tests for low resource settings at cost of goods in line with 

Global Access Policy8, the Liverpool School of Tropical Medicine (LSTM, UK), St 

George’s University of London (SGUL, UK), and the Institut Pasteur de Dakar (IPD, 

Senegal). Our consortium includes a globally distributed testing network across four 

continents to evaluate novel RDTs in Malaysia, Kenya, Malawi, China, Spain, North 

America, and Latin America. 
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Our aim is to develop COVID-19 RDTs to meet the WHO provisional target product 

profiles (TPP) for point-of-need tests for antigen and antibody assays9. Antigen assays, 

could be used for the rapid triage of patients with presumptive COVID-19, to detect 

asymptomatic or presymptomatic carriers and mild infections for isolation10. 

Asymptomatic and subclinical infections play an important role in the transmission of 

SARS-CoV-2 to close contacts, especially among cohabiting family members11–13 and 

may be responsible for 50%-80% of infections14,15, although, critically, we need accurate 

tests to confirm this hypothesis. 

Furthermore, these point-of-need antigen tests will be formatted as self-tests, offering 

the additional benefit of being widely used in the home and community settings by 

professional testers for rapid triage, to test contacts of confirmed cases, and to de-

centralise surveillance. Antibody assays have been proposed as part of the ‘exit 

strategy’ from large scale lockdown of countries as a “back to work" test. However, 

RDTs remain insufficiently accurate due to their low positive predictive and negative 

value among low prevalence settings in the community, and because the presence of 

antibodies have not yet been shown to correlate with long-lasting immunity to 

reinfection.  

 

Methods:  

Following the declaration of COVID-19 as a Public Health Emergency of International 

Concern on 30th January 202016, an application by Mologic, LSTM and SGUL to develop 

and manufacture rapid tests for COVID-19 was considered successful for funding from 

the Wellcome Trust and the Department for International Development (DFID) on the 
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28th of February. The program started on March 6th and the first batch of 15 different 

prototypes arrived at LSTM and SGUL ready for evaluation two weeks from 

commencing, and 8 weeks ahead of the official award letter. The first batch of 

prototypes was evaluated against positive serum obtained from convalescent COVID-19 

originally confirmed by Public Health England’s RT-PCR tests and provided by 

International Severe Acute Respiratory and Emerging Infection Consortium 4C (ISARIC) 

in the UK, and prospectively collected SGUL in-patient samples. Data from testing were 

shared and discussed across all partners on the 26th of March.  Second, third and fourth 

rounds of independent iterative validation across three sites were conducted in 

sequential weeks allowing Mologic to accelerate the best performing prototypes and 

optimise assay components.  

We envisaged this approach that combined the strengths of industry and academia, 

would speed up the development of these critically needed tests. The subsequent 

robust and transparent evaluation will provide all stakeholders with accurate 

information, which is critical for the informed decision of test implementation and their 

correct placement in the UK’s testing strategy. Prototype RDTs and the ELISA have 

been evaluated in prospectively collected excess diagnostic waste clinical samples of 

patients with RT-PCR confirmed COVID-19 at SGUL and a specificity panel from LSTM, 

Mologic and SGUL of pre-December 2019 bio-banked serum samples.  

At SGUL, anonymised excess diagnostic material (and relevant clinical data) from 

patient samples tested for SARS-CoV-2 in South West London Pathology (SWLP) 

microbiology laboratory at St George’s, University Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust 

(SGHFT) were collected. RT-PCR confirmation of SARS-CoV-2 infection in patients 
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from which excess diagnostic material were collected used nasopharyngeal swabs 

placed into Sigma Virocult®. An aliquot was subsequently placed into Roche PCR lysis 

buffer for RNA extraction using Roche RNA extraction kits on a Magnapure (with 

extracts placed into 96 well plates). SARS-CoV-2 detection was undertaken using the 

Altona Diagnostics RealStar®SARS-CoV-2 RT-PCR Kit (S and E genes). 

We have also engaged with the ISARIC 4C consortium, who are providing 50 serum 

samples on an ongoing basis samples for testing, and we will publish results of these 

rounds of testing once we reach the sample size.  

Ethics 

Clinical sample collection was approved at SGUL as part of the DARTS study - IRAS 

project ID: 282104; REC reference: 20/SC/0171 

 

Results 

Here we provide validation data for a novel IgG ELISA for SARS-CoV-2. These data 

were generated using 96-well plate kits provided by Mologic, in which an early 

generation assay used NP, S1 and S2 antigens and the finalized version used only NP 

and S2 antigens (with S1 being removed). Assays were undertaken following the 

manufacturer’s protocol, initially in triplicate and subsequently in duplicate, with each 

plate having a diluent (negative), cut off and positive controls (results were considered 

positive if they were 10% above the cut off value). Data are presented in Tables 1 and 

2.  
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A total of 270 positive samples laboratory confirmed SARS-CoV-2 by RT-PCR, ranging 

from day 0 to day 42, and 564 negative samples (from 2018-2019) were tested. Clinical 

samples were analysed from a total of 124 patients, including from 50 women (40.3%) 

and 74 men (59.7%) with an age range of 26 to 88 years. Overall, the sensitivity was 

88% (95% CI: 83.68% - 91.75%) in all samples (238 of 270 positive samples). The 

specificity was 97% (95% CI: 95.65% - 98.50%) (549 of 564 samples tested).  

 

Sensitivity of the IgG ELISA was 94% (95% CI: 89.60% - 96.81%; 185 of 197 positive 

samples) among samples greater than 10 from initial laboratory diagnosis. Sensitivity 

among symptomatic cases was 96% between 14 and 21 days of symptom onset (95% 

CI: 84.85% - 99.46%) compared with 78% among cases less than 14 days from 

symptom onset (95% CI: 64.04% - 88.47%).  

 

A total of 209 samples (77.4%) were collected from 90 individuals reporting symptoms 

of COVID-19 and 61 samples (22.6%) from 34 individuals who were asymptomatic at 

first swab collection. Of the 34 individuals who were asymptomatic at presentation and 

positive by RT-PCR, 29 were also COVID-19 positive with IgG ELISA (85.3%). Of the 

remaining 5 individuals, 3 seroconverted (8.8% of asymptomatic cases on presentation) 

on repeat testing and 2 individuals remained negative on the IgG ELISA despite repeat 

testing (5.8% of asymptomatic cases on presentation) .  Among the 90 RT-PCR positive 

symptomatic individuals, 11 were IgG ELISA negative at presentation (12.2%), 6 

seroconverted on repeat testing (6.7% of symptomatic cases on presentation)., and 5 
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individuals remained negative on IgG ELISA (5.5% of symptomatic cases on 

presentation).  

 

Time from swab to laboratory confirmation was comparable between ELISA positive 

and ELISA negative samples. However, ELISA negative samples were on average 3 

days sooner to symptom onset than ELISA positive samples (20.5 days versus 23.5 

days, respectively). In addition, swab collection was 6 days earlier among ELISA 

negative samples than ELISA positive samples (11.6 days versus 17.5 days, 

respectively) and laboratory confirmation was 5 days earlier (10.1 days versus 15.7 

days, respectively). Collectively this suggests a proportion of ELISA negative samples 

are yet to manifest as positive for IgG detection.  

 

Discussion: 

Challenges of RDT development 

The development of RDTs takes longer than that of RT-PCR tests, which were 

designed and developed within days of the publication of the first viral genomes17–19, 

and then validated within weeks20,21. RDTs require the production of viral protein 

antigen, in the case of antibody detection, or the production of specific antibodies in the 

case of antigen detection.  

Rapid tests are difficult to develop without access to well-characterised patient samples, 

unlike RT-PCR tests which can be developed using synthetic RNA with the viral target 

sequence. However, not all RDTs are created equal. In existing RDT markets there is a 

substantial variation of performance and, for example, the sensitivity of malaria RDTs 
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varies between 31.7% and 100% across manufacturers22. The same variations are 

documented for Dengue23 and leishmaniasis24, to name but a few diseases. It is thus 

essential that new COVID-19 tests are subjected to robust independent evaluations, 

and that results from evaluations are transparent and freely available for scrutiny by 

governments and the public. The methodology of an evaluation, including the study 

population, the reference test used, and the handling of the sample have a large 

bearing on the results of the study. A badly designed study will either under- or 

overestimate a test’s accuracy, invalidating the decision of whether to implement that 

particular test or not. 

Transparency and Openness 

In the UK, the target sensitivity and specificity from the MHRA was published on the 8th 

April 2020, several days after ELISAs and RDTs were reported to fail evaluations as 

tests for ‘immunity passports’ and seroprevalence studies.25 The required accuracy for 

such tests is currently specified at >98% sensitivity and specificity (update 24th April 

202026).  However, all manufacturers reported lower accuracy levels than this threshold 

from their own evaluations, and therefore would not have expected to pass these 

stringent criteria. The current lack of transparency and rapid feedback to product 

developers removes the opportunity for evaluation data to inform test optimisation and 

to develop improved products. Additionally, company names were not released with the 

evaluation data due to non-disclosure agreements25. Not having a TPP by WHO for 

COVID-19 diagnostics – 3 months since the declaration of a global public health 

emergency only serves to hamper the accelerated development of novel technologies to 

support pandemic control. Release of preliminary data to the scientific community for 
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consultation and scrutiny would allow for a wider discussion of results, and a greater 

understanding of likely test accuracy. Furthermore, we would encourage evaluations 

within networks in the UK; the greater the sample number, the more accurate 

predictions are, whereas current MHRA criteria may perversely encourage small, poorly 

designed studies with large confidence intervals to hit the targets.  

As a team of academic evaluators, at the LSTM and St George’s, University of London, 

and Mologic, a biotechnology company and manufacturer of rapid diagnostic tests, we 

have sought to aid the development of new RDTs for SARS-CoV-2 antigens and 

antibodies. We have formed an accelerated validation partnership enabling the 

independent evaluation of prototype tests, with continual feedback to the test developer 

allowing for iterative optimisation of the assay. During this process we strive to make 

results available to the scientific community as rapidly as possible, both via publication 

in journals, and in frequently updated results summaries on public domains such as 

BioRxiv (https://www.biorxiv.org) and MedRxiv (https://www.medrxiv.org). This is our 

first submission of the ELISA IgG data which looks extremely promising and is now 

available from Mologic with increased manufacturing capability aided by DFID, FIND 

and BMGF. 
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Tables and Figures  

Performance Characteristics:  
 
Table 1. Performance Evaluation Data 
A total of 270 positive samples (laboratory confirmed SARS-CoV-2 by RT-PCR, ranging from day 0 to day 42) and 
564 negative samples (from 2018-2019) were tested, with the following results.  
 

834 clinical samples analysed % (N) 95% CI 

Sensitivity  

 

Total SARS-CoV-2 positive samples 
ranging from day 0 - 42 post laboratory 
diagnosis with RT-PCR 

88% (238/270) 83.68% - 91.75% 

Specificity  

 

Total SARS-CoV-2 negative samples 
ranging from 2018-2019 

97% (549/564) 95.65% - 98.50% 

 
 
 
Table 2. A) Sensitivity stratified by days post swab for RT-PCR 
 

Days post laboratory 
diagnosis 

Sensitivity (%) 95% CI 

< 7 70% (37/53) 55.66% - 81.66% 

> 8 93% (199/215) 88.20% - 95.69% 

> 10 94% (185/197) 89.60% - 96.81% 

> 14 94% (150/159) 89.53% - 97.38% 

 
Table 2. B) Sensitivity stratified by onset of symptoms 

Onset of symptoms against 
RT-PCR 

Sensitivity (%) 95% CI 

< 10 74% (23/31) 55.39% - 88.14% 

> 7 - 14 78% (25/32) 60.03% - 90.72% 

> 14 - 21 96% (43/45) 84.85% - 99.46% 

> 21 - 28 90% (52/58) 78.83% - 96.11% 

> 28 - 35 93% (28/30) 77.93% - 99.18% 

> 35 93% (27/29) 81.61% - 97.24% 

Asymptomatic 85% (51/60) 77.23% - 99.15% 
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Table 3. A) Cross reactivity: SARS-CoV-2 negative samples that are positive for a range of other 
viruses. 

Source Organism/conditi
on 

Days post PCR 
result, median 
(range) 

Number of 
samples 

ELISA  
negative 

ELISA  
positive 

Resp Virus PCR Adenovirus 36 (20-76) 9 9 0 

Resp Virus PCR Bocavirus 68 (57-79) 2 2 0 

Resp Virus PCR Coronavirus 229 74.5 (20-84) 20 18 2 

Resp Virus PCR Coronavirus 43 42 (20-71) 12 12 0 

Resp Virus PCR Coronavirus 63 55 (22-71) 5 5 0 

Resp Virus PCR Hong Kong Uni 
coronavirus 

28.5 (21-38) 4 4 0 

Resp Virus PCR Enterovirus 64 (25-90) 9 8 1 

Resp Virus PCR Influenza H1N1 35 (23-87) 13 12 1 

Resp Virus PCR Influenza A 49 (20-85) 17 17 0 

Resp Virus PCR Influenza B 40 (30-50) 2 2 0 

Resp Virus PCR Metapneumoviru
s 

42 (28-72) 9 9 0 

Resp Virus PCR Mycoplasma 66 (59-73) 2 2 0 

Resp Virus PCR Parechovirus 61 (35-87) 2 2 0 

Resp Virus PCR Parainfluenza 1 48 (29-57) 3 3 0 

Resp Virus PCR Parainfluenza 2 40.5 (21-66) 6 6 0 

Resp Virus PCR Parainfluenza 3 39 (30-77) 9 8 1 

Resp Virus PCR Parainfluenza 4 29.5 (23-32) 4 4 0 

Resp Virus PCR Rhinovirus 41 (27-67) 14 14 0 

Resp Virus PCR RSV 38 (23-88) 14 14 0 

Culture Haemophilus 
Influenzae 

38.5 (27-64) 12 12 0 

Culture Streptococcus 
pneumoniae 

26 (12-84) 8 8 0 

Culture Group A 
Streptococcus 

41 (27-60) 7 7 0 

TB culture Mycobacterium 
tuberculosis 

30 (27-58) 6 6 0 

Urinary antigen Legionella  35 1 1 0 

Malaria blood 
film 

Malaria 21.5 (12-80) 5 5 0 
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PCR Pneumocystis 
jirovecii 

45 (17-52) 3 3 0 

Serology Bordatella 
Pertussis  

0 12 12 0 

Serology Dengue 0 19 18 1 

Serology EBV 0 18 18 0 

Serology Systemic Lupus 
Erythematosus 

0.5 (-6 to 11) 12 11 1 

Serology Rheumatoid 
factor 
(rheumatoid 
arthritis) 

0 14 14 0 

Serology Sample save 0 67 63 4 

 

 
 

 

TOTAL 340 329 11 
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Figure Legends 

 

Figure 1: Timeline of events for Mologic IgG ELISA, including COVID-19 milestones, Administration, Assay development, Clinical Validation and 

Manufacture.  

 

Week January 27th February 

3rd

February 

10th

February 

17th

February 

24th

March 

2nd

March 9th March 16th March 

23rd

March 30th April 6th April 13th April 20th April 27th

COVID-19 
milestones

Declaration of 
Public Health 

Emergency of 
International 
Concern

First death 
outside of 

China 
recorded 
with 17,391 

confirmed 
cases across 

24 countries

WHO 
Research & 

Innovation 
Forum. 
Disease is 

officially 
named 

COVID-19

WHO-China 
Joint mission 

& 71,429 
confirmed 
cases across 

26 countries 
with >3,000 

deaths

First case 
detected in 

Africa

Total of 
88,948 

confirmed 
cases 
across 64 

countries 
with 21

COVID-19 
classified as 

a pandemic

Solidarity 
Trial launched 

for COVID-19 
treatments

Total of 
332,930 

confirme
d cases & 
14,509 

deaths

Total of 
693,282 

confirmed 
cases & 
33,106 

deaths

Total of 
1,210,956 

confirmed 
cases & 
67,594 

deaths

Total of 
1,777,084 

confirmed 
cases & 
111,652 

deaths

Total of 
2,314,621 

confirmed 
cases & 
157,847 

deaths

Administrati
on

Preliminary 
submission to 

DFID & 
Wellcome
Trust

Review 
panel 1

Invitation to 
submit full 

application

Review 
panel 2

Application 
successful

Backdate
d project 

launch

Due 
diligence & 

contract 
negotiation

Official 
Award 

Letter

Assay 
Development Preliminary 

submission to 
Wellcome/DFID

Initiation of 
virus-like 

particle 
program 
(phase 1: 10 

weeks)

First of 50 
rapid 

antigen & 
antibody 
test formats 

prototyped

Shortlist of 15 
rapid 

antibody test 
prototypes

Comparis
on of 

single & 
double 
well 

devices

First ELISA 
test plate 

manufactur
ed

Selection of 
single well 

rapid test 
final format

Optimisati
on of rapid 

test flow 
rates & 
control 

lines

Design 
locked rapid 

antibody 
test & ELISA

Accelerated 
rapid antigen 

test 
development 

Clinical 
Validation

Unofficial 
kick off 

meeting

Protocol 
development

Joint 
validation 

round 1

Joint 
validation 

round 2

Joint 
validation 

round 3

Joint 
validation 

round 4

Open access 
publication

Manufacture Scaling 
manufact

ure 
capacity & 
securing 

supply 
chain is 

prioritised

Proposal to 
acquire 

volume 
facility in 
UK

Failed 
attempt to 

acquire 
volume 
facility in UK

Submissi
on 

DFID/FIN
D to scale 
in-house 

manufact
ure (20 

million 
devices)

DFID/FIND 
award to 

scale 
manufactur
e

Submission 
BMGF to 

scale in-
house 
manufactur

e facility 
(40 million 

devices)

Initiate 
transfer to 

manufactu
re & 
successful 

BMGF 
award to 

scale

ELISA 
Validation 

batches 1-3

RDT 
Validation 

batches 1-3

 . 
C
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Legends for further figures: 

 

Figure 2. Distribution of OD readout from the IgG ELISA among 270 laboratory confirmed samples of 

COVID-19 from 124 patients and 564 negative samples.  

 

Figure 3. Distribution of OD readout from the IgG ELISA by seroconversion status among symptomatic 

patient only. Blue represents Positive ELISA (n=77 patients with 225 samples), yellow represents 

Negative ELISA (n=7 patients with 21 samples), green represents Seroconversion from negative to 

positive ELISA on repeat testing (n=8 patients with 21 samples), and red represents Waning of immune 

response from positive to negative ELISA (n=1 with 3 samples).  

 

Figure 4. Comparison in days of timelines from symptom onset, swab processing, and laboratory 

confirmation among ELISA positive and ELISA negative samples.  
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