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Background

Reliable antibody tests are an essential tool to identify individuals who have developed
an adaptive immune response to SARS-CoV-2. However, attempts to maximize the
specificity of SARS-CoV-2 antibody tests have come at the cost of sensitivity,
exacerbating the total test error with increasing seroprevalence. Here, we present a
novel method to maximize specificity while maintaining or even increasing sensitivity: the
"Sensitivity Improved Two-Test" or "SIT2" algorithm.

Methods

SITZ involves confirmatory re-testing of samples with results falling in a predefined
retesting-zone of an initial screening test, with adjusted cut-offs to increase sensitivity.
We verified and compared the performance of SIT? to single tests and orthogonal testing
(OTA) in an Austrian cohort (1,117 negative, 64 post-COVID positive samples) and
validated the algorithm in an independent British cohort (976 negatives, 536 positives).
Results

The specificity of SIT2 was superior to single tests and non-inferior to OTA. The
sensitivity was maintained or even improved using SIT2 when compared to single tests
or OTA. SIT? allowed correct identification of infected individuals even when a live virus
neutralization assay could not detect antibodies. Compared to single testing or OTA,
SIT? significantly reduced total test errors to 0-46% (0-24-0-65) or 1-60% (0-94-2-38) at

both 5% or 20% seroprevalence.

Conclusion
SIT? proved to be the best diagnostic choice at both 5% and 20% seroprevalence in all

tested scenarios. It is an easy algorithm to apply to different available SARS-CoV-2
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64  antibody testing systems and can potentially be helpful for the serology of other

65 infectious diseases.
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Introduction
Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome Coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) has led to a
worldwide pandemic confronting us with unprecedented epidemiological, therapeutic,

but not at last diagnostic challenges.

While case identification focuses primarily on polymerase chain reaction (PCR) or
antigen testing, detecting antibodies to SARS-CoV-2 is essential to identify individuals
who develop a SARS-CoV-2-specific adaptive immune response following infection or
vaccination. So, reliable determination of SARS-CoV-2 antibodies can provide critical
information for healthcare decision-making (1). Accurate measurement of antibody
levels is paramount in estimating seroprevalences because subsequent attempts to
compensate for antibody test errors can result in highly variable estimates of the actual
seroprevalence rates(2). Moreover, antibody positivity has also been shown to correlate
with protective immunity(3, 4) and several quantitative assays have been used to

determine vaccine-induced antibody levels(5, 6).

Current test systems measure antibodies against either the SARS-CoV-2 nucleocapsid
(NC) or spike (S) protein or fragments thereof(7). For correct serological results, both
high specificity and sensitivity are crucial. The suboptimal specificities of some of the
early SARS-CoV-2 antibody tests were problematic in the context of the low
seroprevalence at the onset of the pandemic. This has changed rapidly, and currently
available SARS-CoV-2 antibody tests are amongst the most specific serological tests
available. In addition, despite marked regional differences, global seroprevalence has
increased significantly(8). Unfortunately, the claim by many test manufacturers that

assay sensitivities are close to 100% has proven to be inaccurate and too optimistic in
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89 practice(7, 9). Two major possible reasons underlying this are that: i) lower antibody

90 levels in non-hospitalized mild or asymptomatic cases sometimes fall below

91 manufacturers' cut-offs, which are set to optimize specificity to limit false-positive

92 results(10, 11), and ii) the decline in antibody titers over time towards the positivity

93 threshold increases the demands on assay sensitivity(12, 13). The latter phenomenon is
94  dependent on the test system used(14, 15) and can be a considerable problem, as

95 shown by an epidemiological study from Brazil(2).

96 Consequently, maximizing both the sensitivity and specificity of SARS-CoV-2 serology is
97 essential. However, there has been no attempt to optimize both parameters
98 simultaneously through a systematic approach to our knowledge. Generally, there is a
99 trade-off between sensitivity and specificity for a given test depending on the selected
100 threshold for positivity; increasing specificity to near 100% comes at the expense of
101 sensitivity, and vice versa. Attempts to increase sensitivity by lowering thresholds for
102 positivity below the recommended values set by manufacturers lead to unacceptably low
103 specificities. Orthogonal testing algorithms (OTA), as recommended by the Center for
104 Disease Control (CDC) for low seroprevalence settings, increase specificity at the
105 expense of sensitivity(16). Although this recommendation was justified at the beginning
106 of the pandemic, it is no longer appropriate given the significant increase in
107  seroprevalence in most areas of the world and the known sensitivity problem of SARS-

108 CoV-2 antibody tests and contributes to the rise in the overall error rate.

109 In this paper, we present a new, simple, and widely applicable method, the Sensitivity-
110  Improved Two-Test (SIT?) algorithm, which, for the first time, allows the maximization of

111  specificity while maintaining or even increasing sensitivity.
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112 Methods

113  Study design and cohorts

114  Sera used in this non-blinded prospective cross-sectional study were either residual
115 clinical specimens or samples stored in the MedUni Wien Biobank (n=1,181), a facility
116 specialized in the preservation and storage of human biomaterial, which operates within

117  a certified quality management system (ISO 9001:2015)(17).

118  For derivation of the SIT? algorithm, sample sets from individuals known to be negative
119 and positive were established for testing. As previously described(11), samples collected
120 before 01.01.2020 (i.e., assumed SARS-CoV-2 negative) were used as a specificity

121  cohort (n=1117): a cross-section of the Viennese population (the LEAD study)(18),

122  preselected for samples collected between November and April to enrich for seasonal
123 infections (n=494); a collection of healthy voluntary donors (n= 265); a disease-specific
124  collection of samples from patients with rheumatic diseases (n=358); (see also Tables

125 Sl and S2).

126  Of the SARS-CoV-2 positive cohort (n=64 samples from n=64 individuals), five

127 individuals were asymptomatic, 42 had mild-moderate symptoms, four reported severe
128 symptoms, and 13 were admitted to the Intensive Care Unit (ICU). The timing of

129 symptom onset was determined by a questionnaire for convalescent donors and by

130 reviewing individual health records for patients. For asymptomatic donors (n=5), SARS-
131 CoV-2 RT-PCR confirmation time was used instead (for more details, see Tables S1 and
132  S3). All included participants gave written informed consent to donate their samples for

133 research purposes. The overall evaluation plan conformed with the Declaration of
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134 Helsinki as well as relevant regulatory requirements. It was reviewed and approved by

135 the ethics committee of the Medical University of Vienna (1424/2020).

136 For validation of the SIT? algorithm, we used data from an independent United Kingdom
137  cohort(19), including 1,512 serum/plasma samples (536 PCR confirmed SARS-CoV-2

138 positive cases; 976 negative cases, collected earlier than 2017).

139 Antibody testing

140  For the derivation analyses, SARS-CoV-2 antibodies were either measured according to
141 the manufacturers' instructions on three different commercially available automated

142  platforms (Roche Elecsys® SARS-CoV-2 [nuclecapsid total antibody assay, further

143 referred to as Roche NC], Abbott SARS-CoV-2-1gG assay [nucleocapsid IgG assay,

144  Abbott NC], DiaSorin LIASION® SARS-CoV-2 S1/S2 assay [S1/S2 combination antigen
145 IgG assay, DiaSorin S1/S2]) or using 96-well enzyme-linked immunosorbent assays
146  (ELISAS) (Technoclone Technozym® RBD and Technozym® NP) yielding quantitative
147  results(20) (for details see Supplement, Supplemental Methods). The antibody assays
148 used in the validation cohort were Abbott NC, DiaSorin S1/S2, Roche NC, Siemens RBD
149 total antibody, and a novel 384-well trimeric spike protein ELISA (Oxford

150 Immunoassay)(19), resulting in 20 evaluable combinations. All samples from the

151  Austrian SARS-CoV-2-positive cohort also underwent live virus neutralization testing
152  (VNT), and neutralization titers (NT) were calculated, as is described in detail in the

153 Supplemental Methods.

154
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155  Sensitivity improved two-test method (SIT?)

156  Our newly developed sensitivity improved two-test (SIT2) method consists of the
157 following key components: i) sensitivity improvement by cut-off modification and ii)

158  specificity rescue by a second, confirmatory test (Fig. 1A).

159  For the first component of the SIT2 algorithm, positivity thresholds were optimized for
160 sensitivity according to the first published alternative thresholds for the respective

161 assays(21-23). Additionally, a high cut-off, above which a result can be reliably regarded
162 as true positive without the need for further confirmation, was defined. These levels were
163 based on in-house observations(11). The lowering of positivity thresholds improves

164  sensitivity; the high cut-off prevents unnecessary re-testing of clearly positive samples.
165 Moreover, the high cut-off avoids possible erroneous exclusion by the confirmatory test.
166  The newly defined interval between the reduced threshold for positivity and the high cut-
167  off is the re-testing zone (Fig. 1A). The initial antibody test (screening test) is then

168 followed by a confirmatory test, whereby positive samples from the re-testing zone of the
169 screening test are re-tested. Also, for the confirmatory test, sensitivity-adapted assay
170 thresholds are needed (Figs.1A, 1B). As false-positive samples are usually only positive
171 in one test system (Fig. S1), false positives can be identified, and specificity markedly
172  restored with minimal additional testing as most samples do not fall within the re-testing
173 zone(11, 24). A flowchart of the testing strategy and the applied cut-off levels and their

174  associated quality criteria are presented in Figs. 1B, 1C.

175 Test strategy evaluation
176  On the derivation cohort, we compared the overall performance of the following SARS-

177  CoV-2 antibody testing strategies: i) testing using single assays; ii) simple lowering of
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178  thresholds; iii) classical orthogonal testing (OTA), and iv) our newly developed SIT?

179 algorithm at assumed seroprevalences of 5% and 20%. As part of the derivation, we
180 then compared the performance of OTAs and SIT? against the results of a virus

181 neutralization assay. On the validation cohort, we then compared the performance of
182  OTAs and SIT?. Finally, we used data from this cohort to evaluate the performance of
183  SIT?versus single tests at seroprevalences of 5%, 10%, 20%, and 50% if the Abbott and
184 DiaSorin assays (i.e., assays with varying degrees of discrepancies in sensitivity and

185 specificity) were used.

186  Statistical analysis

187 Unless otherwise indicated, categorical data are given as counts (percentages), and
188 continuous data are presented as median (interquartile range). Total test errors were
189 compared by Mann-Whitney tests or, in case they were paired, by Wilcoxon tests. 95%
190 confidence intervals (Cl) for sensitivities and specificities were calculated according to
191 Wilson, 95% CI for predictive values were computed according to Mercaldo-Wald unless
192 otherwise indicated. Sensitivities and specificities were compared using z-scores. P

193 values <0.05 were considered statistically significant. All calculations were performed
194  using Analyse-it 5.66 (Analyse-it Software, Leeds, UK) and MedCalc 19.6 (MedCalc

195 bvba, Ostend, Belgium). Graphs were drawn using Microsoft Visio (Armonk, USA) and

196 GraphPad Prism 7.0 (La Jolla, USA).

10
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197 Results

198 Based on the derivation cohort of 1,117 pre-pandemic sera and 64 sera from

199 convalescent COVID-19 patients (80% non-hospitalized, 20% hospitalized), the Roche
200 NC, Abbott NC, and DiaSorin S1/S2 antibody assays gave rise to 545, 780, and 860
201 false-negative results per 100,000 tests, and 285, 760 and 1,710 false-positive results

202  per 100,000 tests respectively, assuming a seroprevalence of 5% (Fig. 2A, left panel).

203 Effects of threshold lowering on Sensitivity and Specificity

204  Lowering the positivity thresholds for the Roche NC, Abbott NC, and Diasorin S1/S2 to
205 17%, 38% and 75% of the manufacturers cut-offs increased the sensitivity significantly
206 and reduced false-negative results to 80, 155, and 545 per 100,000 tests, respectively,
207  but substantially increased false-positive results to 1,520, 2,280 and 2,660 per 100,000
208 tests respectively (all at an assumed seroprevalence of 5%; Table S4, Fig. 2A, left

209 panel).
210 Classical OTA compared to SIT?

211  Subsequently, we evaluated 12 OTA combinations using the fully automated SARS-
212 CoV-2 antibody tests from Roche NC, Abbott NC, and DiaSorin S1/S2 as screening
213 tests, each combined with one of the other fully automated assays or a commercially
214  available NC or RBD-specific ELISA as a confirmation test. Combining these tests as
215 classical OTAs significantly increased specificity and reduced false positives to 0 (0-95)
216 per 100,000 tests. However, the rate of false negatives was 1,095 (955-1,230) per

217 100,000 tests, and therefore considerably higher than for single testing strategies. In

218 contrast, the SIT? algorithm minimized false positives to 0 (0-166-25) per 100,000 tests

11
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219  while also reducing false negatives to 390 (235-607-5) per 100,000 tests (Fig. 2A left

220 panel; Table S5).

221 At an assumed seroprevalence of 20%, the consequences of reduced test sensitivities
222 led to an even more substantial rise in false-negative results for all testing strategies
223 (Fig. 2A, right panel). Both SIT? and OTA reduced false-positive results substantially
224  compared to single testing strategies (SIT% 0 [0-140] and OTA: 0 [0-80] false-positives
225  per 100,000 tests). However, SIT? achieved a substantially lower rate of false-negative
226  results when compared to OTA (1,560 [940-2,420] vs 4,380 [3,820-4,920] per 100,000
227  tests). The reduction in false-positive results using SIT? compared to single tests with
228 the manufacturers' recommended thresholds (Table S6) was accompanied by a lower
229 average false-negative rate for SIT2 than for single tests (Fig. 2A, right panel). Even at
230 20% seroprevalence, single tests resulted in a non-negligible number of false positives

231 (240, 640, and 1,440 per 100,000 tests).
232 Reduction of total error rates by the Sensitivity-Improved Two-Test

233  Of all the methods assessed, SIT? reached the lowest total error rates per 100,000 tests
234  under both 5% and 20% assumed seroprevalence (455 [235-685] and 1,600 [940-2,490]
235 per 100,000 tests) (Fig. 2B). At a seroprevalence of 5 %, OTA on average performed
236  better than individual tests, and the total error rates of the single tests were higher for
237  the Abbott NC and DiaSorin S1/S2 assay (OTA 1,095 [955-1,325] vs. 830 [Roche NC],
238 1,540 [Abbott NC] and 2,570 [DiaSorin S1/S2] per 100,000 tests). But with a

239 seroprevalence of 20 %, performance of OTAs, worsened compared to single tests

240 (OTA 4,380 [3,820-5,000] vs 1,600 [Roche], 2,540 [Abbott] and 4,420 [DiaSorin] per

241 100,000 tests) (Fig. 2B). Therefore, at both 5% and 20% seroprevalence, SIT? resulted

12
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242  in the lowest overall errors. Compared to OTAs, SIT? yielded a similar improvement in
243  specificity while not suffering from the significant sensitivity reduction (Fig. S2). Since the
244  better overall performance of SIT? compared to OTAs was not due to increased

245  specificity but improved sensitivity, we subsequently set out to examine these

246  differences in more detalil.
247  Sensitivities of single tests, OTA and SIT2 in relation to Neutralization Testing

248 Next, we compared the sensitivities of the three screening tests as single tests and in
249  both two-test methods (OTA and SIT?), benchmarking them using the Austrian

250 sensitivity cohort (n=64) simultaneously evaluated with an authentic SARS-CoV-2 virus
251 neutralization test (VNT). Regardless of the screening test used (Roche NC, Abbott NC,
252  or DiaSorin S1/S2), OTAs had lower sensitivities than single tests (80-5% [78-5-83-6],
253  78:'1% [75-8-82-8], or 75-8% [71-5-78-9] vs. 89-1%, 84-4%, or 82-8% respectively), and
254  SIT? showed the best sensitivities of all methods (95-3% [93:0-96-5], 93-8% [92-2-96-5],
255  or 87-5% [85-1-88-7]) (Fig. 3). SIT? algorithms, including the Roche NC and Abbott NC
256  assays, achieved similar or even higher sensitivities than VNT (Fig. 3, VNT reference

257 line), made possible by the unique re-testing zone of SIT? (Fig. S3).
258 Validation of the Sensitivity-Improved Two-Test using an independent cohort

259  To confirm the improved sensitivity of SIT ? compared to OTA, we analyzed the

260 sensitivities of OTAs and SIT? in an independent validation cohort of 976 pre-pandemic
261 samples and 536 post-COVID samples. Out of 20 combinations using the assays Roche
262  NC (total antibody), Abbott NC (IgG), DiaSorin S1/S2 (IgG), Siemens RBD (total

263 antibody), and Oxford trimeric-S (IgG), a statistically significant improvement in

264  sensitivities over OTAs was shown for SIT? in 18 combinations (Fig. 4). The

13
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265 performance was comparable for the remaining two combinations (Siemens RBD with
266  Oxford trimeric-S and vice versa). Still, no statistically significant improvement could be
267 achieved due to the high pre-existing sensitivities of these assays on this particular

268 sample cohort.

269  To further illustrate the effect of SIT? on the outcome of SARS-CoV-2 antibody testing,
270  we compared single testing versus SIT? with the Abbott and DiaSorin assays at varying
271 assumed seroprevalences (5, 10, 20, and 50%), given that the Abbott NC assay is a
272 highly specific (99-9%), but moderately sensitive test (92-7%), and the DiaSorin S1/S2
273 assay has the most limited specificity (98-7%) of all evaluated assays but an acceptable
274  sensitivity (96-3%). Regardless of whether a lack of specificity (DiaSorin S1/S2) or

275  sensitivity (Abbott NC) had to be compensated for, SIT? improved the overall error rate
276  compared to the individual tests in all four combinations and at all four assumed

277 seroprevalence levels (Fig. 5).

14
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278 Discussion

279 The simplest and most practical way to characterize the immune response to prior

280 SARS-CoV-2 infection and vaccination is to measure SARS-CoV-2-specific antibodies.
281 Aslong as the COVID-19 pandemic continues, serology-based assays' ongoing use and
282 development will play a role in controlling and surveillance of this disease. The

283 importance and value of SARS-CoV-2 antibody assays are well established(1, 3, 25-27),
284  although some performance limitations may affect their applicability. To date, variable
285 seroprevalence and very low antibody levels, especially in asymptomatic or mild

286 disease(10), have challenged the performance of available tests(9, 11).

287 In the present work, we first sought to overcome these limitations by lowering positivity
288 thresholds to improve test sensitivity(21-23, 28) or by using conventional orthogonal
289 testing to maximize specificity(16, 29-32). As recommended by the CDC and used in
290 several seroprevalence studies(31, 33), OTAs indeed maximized specificity and thus
291 minimized false-positive results in the two sample cohorts evaluated, regardless of

292  whether the assumed seroprevalence was 5% or 20%. However, this was accompanied
293 by a further reduction of the a priori sub-optimal sensitivities of individual tests and

294  increased false negatives, as shown previously(16). In seroprevalence studies,

295 insufficient sensitivities can lead to apparent discrepancies. This is exemplified in a large
296  study in Iceland, where only slightly more than 90% of individuals testing positive for
297 SARS-CoV-2 by RT-PCR were seropositive(33), resulting from a priori low sensitivities

298 of the single tests used or the OTA applied, or a combination of both.

299 Reducing the cut-offs for positivity leads to a significant increase in sensitivity, also

300 shown previously(2, 21, 22), but is associated with a dramatic increase in false-positive

15
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301 results at low seroprevalence. This effect only gradually decreases with increasing

302 seroprevalence (Fig. 5).

303 The rates of false positives, false negatives, and overall errors of test systems depend
304 on their specificity and sensitivity and the respective seroprevalence in the population. At
305 a population level, at low seroprevalences, a test system with suboptimal specificity

306 combined with insufficient sensitivity can add up to a correctly determined

307 seroprevalence rate since false-positive, and false-negative results can compensate for
308 each other (Fig. S2, left panel). However, at an individual level, the determination of

309 serostatus in such a context is highly flawed, making individual-level results unreliable
310 and unsuitable for management and subgroup analyses. For single tests, specificity and
311 sensitivity always behave in opposite ways since an increase in the positivity threshold
312 increases the specificity but lowers the sensitivity and vice versa. Low test specificity
313 leads to a significant increase in the overall error rate at low seroprevalence. Low test
314  sensitivity leads to a substantial increase in the overall error rate at high seroprevalence.
315 However, since seroprevalence is often neither known and varies widely from region to
316 region, it is difficult to judge whether a less specific or less sensitive test is the lesser of

317 two evils.

318 To overcome these limitations, we propose a new, universally adaptable two-test system
319 that can perform better than any other known approach regardless of the actual

320 seroprevalence: the sensitivity-improved Two-Test or SIT?. Its generalizability can be
321 inferred from the following features: i) the adapted cut-offs used to optimize sensitivity
322  were determined in various independent studies and were not explicitly calculated for

323  our cohort(21-23); i) SIT? was effective, albeit with different efficiencies, in a total of 32
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324 different test combinations; and iii) SIT? was successfully validated in an independent
325 cohort which was profoundly different from the derivation cohort. Therefore, SIT? does
326  not require a particular infrastructure or the availability of high-performance individual

327 test systems but achieves the best performance out of an available test.

328  Our SIT? strategy can rescue the specificity with minimal repeat testing required (see
329 Table S6). For example, when applying the Roche NC as a screening test to our cohort,
330 only 27 out of 1,181 samples needed confirmation testing with the Abbott NC test to

331 correctly identify 62/64 true positives. Simultaneously, all false-positive results were

332 eliminated, including those added by lowering the cut-offs (Table S4 and Fig. S1).

333  Additionally, it was more sensitive than virus neutralization testing, which identified only
334 60/64 clinical positives (Fig. 3). This result is not completely surprising as it is known that
335 not all patients who recovered from COVID-19 show detectable levels of neutralizing
336 antibodies(34). Nevertheless, it should be noted that although antibody binding assays
337 may have a higher sensitivity than neutralization assays, they only partially reflect the

338 functional activity of SARS-CoV-2-reactive antibodies(35, 36).

339 In addition to the low or absent antibody formation shortly after COVID-19 infection(10,
340 34), the antibody levels also decline over time(14), and this is dependent on the assay
341 used. For example, an antibody-positivity half-life of ~85 days has been specifically

342  described for the Abbott NC test(15). The decrease in antibody levels or antibody

343 reactivity measured in specific assays can lead to a status of "seroreversion™ in post-
344  COVID-19 individuals. While some of this disappearance may reflect a genuine loss of
345 antibody (i.e., true seroreversion), some of it reflects an artifact caused by the decline of

346 antibody levels below assay positivity thresholds, as remarkably illustrated in a recent
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347 Brazilian study. The seroprevalence (measured by Abbott NC) apparently decreased
348  from 46% to just under 21% between June 2020 and October 2020, when the

349 manufacturer's recommended cut-off of 1-4 S/C was applied. In contrast, the same test
350 results with a threshold reduced to 0-4 S/C yielded ~54% seroprevalence in June 2020

351 and around 45% in October 2020(2).

352  Our study has both strengths and limitations. One strength is the size of the cohorts
353 examined, both in deriving the SIT? algorithm (N=1,181) and validating it (N=1,512). The
354  composition of our specificity cohort is also unique: it consists of three sub-cohorts with
355 selection criteria to further challenge analytical specificity. The lower cut-offs used to
356 increase sensitivity were not modeled within our datasets but were derived from ROC-
357 analyses data of independent studies(21-23). Furthermore, we were able to test the
358 performance of the two-test systems in a total of 32 combinations, 12 in the derivation
359 cohort and another 20 combinations in the validation cohort. As a limitation, in the

360 Austrian cohort, only samples 214 days after symptom onset were included. Therefore,
361 no conclusions on the sensitivity of the early seroconversion phase can be made from
362 these data. Furthermore, mild and asymptomatic cases were underrepresented in the

363  British cohort, perhaps leading to an observed higher sensitivity of the test systems.

364 In conclusion, we describe the novel two-test algorithm SIT? that, in contrast to classical
365 orthogonal testing, can simultaneously maximize the specificity and the sensitivity of
366 SARS-CoV-2 antibody tests. Poor sensitivity remains a problem for SARS-CoV-2

367 antibody tests. Low a priori antibody levels in many post-COVID-19 individuals

368 combined with the steady antibody decline over time reduce effective sensitivity and

369 lead to many errors in the assignment of SARS-CoV-2 serostatus. In the early post-
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370 vaccine era of the pandemic, reliable assignation of SARS-CoV-2 serostatus will

371  become even more relevant to public health and infection control policy. With SIT?, we
372 present a platform-independent and straightforward solution to minimize the overall error
373 rate in determining SARS-CoV-2 antibody presence at the individual and population

374 level, thereby increasing the accuracy of subsequent decisions.
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546 Figure Legends

547  Fig. 1. A) The Sensitivity Improved Two-Test (SIT?) algorithm includes sensitivity

548 improvement by adapted cut-offs and a subsequent specificity rescue by re-testing all
549 samples within the re-testing zone of the screening test by a confirmatory test. B)

550 Testing algorithm for SIT? utilizing a screening test on an automated platform

551 (ECLIA/Roche, CMIA/Abbott, CLIA/DiaSorin) and a confirmation test, either on one of
552  the remaining platforms or tested by means of ELISA (Technozym RBD, NP). C) All test
553 results between a reduced cut-off suggested by the literature, and a higher cut-off,
554  above which no more false-positives were observed, were subject to confirmation
555 testing. **... results between 12-0 and 15-0, which are according to the manufacturer
556 considered borderline, were treated as positives; ***... suggested as a cut-off for

557 seroprevalence testing; ****... determined by in-house modeling; ... see (21); %... see

558 (22); ... see (23).

559 Fig. 2. False-positives (FP)/false-negatives (FN) (A) and total error (B) of single tests,
560 tests with reduced thresholds according to (21-23), orthogonal testing algorithms (OTAS)
561 and the Sensitivity Improved Two-Test (SIT?) algorithm at 5 and 20% estimated

562 seroprevalence. Data in (B) were compared by Mann-Whitney tests (unpaired) or

563  Wicoxon tests (paired). *... P<0-05; **...P<0-01; ***...P<0-001.

564 Fig. 3. Sensitivities of single tests, orthogonal testing algorithms (OTAs) and the
565  Sensitivity Improved Two-Test (SIT?) algorithm. The dotted line indicates the sensitivity

566  of virus neutralization test (VNT).

567 Fig. 4. Differences in sensitivity and specificity (mean+95% confidence interval) between

568 the Sensitivity Improved Two-Test (SIT?) algorithm and standard orthogonal testing
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569 algorithms (OTAs) within the UK validation cohort. *... P<0-05; **...P<0-01;

570 **...P<0-001; ****...P<0-0001

571 Fig. 5. Comparing false-positives (FP), false-negatives (FN), and total error (TE) for two
572 selected test systems, A) Abbott, B) DiaSorin, between different Sensitivity Improved
573  Two-Test (SIT?) combinations and the respective single test within the UK validation

574  cohort for different estimated seroprevalences.
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