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Abstract

Viral genomic surveillance has been integral in the global response to the SARS-CoV-2
pandemic. Surveillance efforts rely on the availability of representative clinical specimens from
ongoing testing activities. However, testing practices have recently shifted due to the widespread
availability and use of rapid antigen tests, which could lead to gaps in future monitoring efforts.
As such, genomic surveillance strategies must adapt to include laboratory workflows that are
robust to sample type. To that end, we compare the results of RT-qPCR and viral genome
sequencing using samples from positive BinaxNOW™ COVID-19 Antigen Card swabs (N=555)
to those obtained from previously collected nasopharyngeal (NP) swabs used for nucleic acid
amplification testing (N=135). We show that swabs obtained from antigen cards are comparable
in performance to clinical excess samples from NP swabs, providing a viable alternative. This
validation permits the reliable expansion of viral genomic surveillance to cases identified in the
clinic or home setting where rapid antigen tests are used.
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Introduction

Coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) has highlighted the critical public health role of continual
testing and viral genomic surveillance for tracking emerging variants, understanding transmission,
linking viral evolution to changes in disease epidemiology, designing and evaluating diagnostic
tools, and forecasting vaccine efficacy in the context of viral diversity (Chen et al. 2022; Mercer
and Salit 2021). COVID-19 caused by severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-
CoV-2) has led to approximately 500 million confirmed cases and 6.2 million deaths reported
worldwide by the World Health Organization (WHO) (WHO 2020). SARS-CoV-2 genome
evolution throughout the pandemic has led to the continual emergence of new variants with
increased transmissibility, disease severity, and capacity for immune escape (Faria et al. 2021;
Tang, Tambyah, and Hui 2021; Tegally et al. 2021). Since the first SARS-CoV-2 genome
sequences were published in January 2020 (Wu et al. 2020), over 10 million sequences have been
shared via the Global Initiative on Sharing All Influenza Data (GISAID) database (Elbe and
Buckland-Merrett 2017), and over 5 million nucleotide sequences data have been deposited in
National Center for Biotechnology Information (NCBI) (https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/sars-cov-
2/) through 29 April 2022. The unprecedented effort to monitor SARS-CoV-2 viral evolution has
permanently changed the approach to pathogen genomic surveillance worldwide.

SARS-CoV-2 genome sequencing approaches have most widely been applied to positive
diagnostic samples from nucleic acid amplification testing (NAATSs). The gold standard and most
widely used NAAT is Real-Time Reverse Transcription Polymerase Chain Reaction (RT-PCR).
As both viral sequencing and RT-PCR directly amplify viral genomic material, the collection
methods and reagents and downstream protocols overlap, making it a useful approach for genomic
surveillance. This has been effective approach since RT-PCR was the most widely used approach
early in the pandemic.

The testing landscape, however, has shifted considerably over the course of the pandemic towards
rapid diagnostic tests (RDTs), most commonly antigen-based lateral flow tests (LFTs). There are
now more than 400 SARS-CoV-2 commercially available RDTs worldwide (Drain et al. 2022)
(Yiice, Filiztekin, and Ozkaya 2021), and several antigen-based LFTs are authorized for over the
counter home testing through emergency use authorization (EUA) in the US (FDA 2020). Antigen-
based assays detect specific viral proteins or the virus directly without PCR amplification steps
(Green et al. 2019). The versatility of LFTs for broad application in schools, clinics, and home
settings has significantly increased their use. Further, in an effort to increase COVID-19 detection,
the US has made LFTs freely available through mail order, subsequently distributing over 270
million test kits as of March 2022 (USPS 2022). The sensitivity of antigen-based LFTs is
comparatively lower than NAATS, especially in cases of low viral load or asymptomatic infection
(Corman et al. 2021; Drain et al. 2022; Jaiskeldinen et al. 2021; Lindner et al. 2022; Prince-Guerra
et al. 2021; et al. 2021); however, when used within 5-7 days of onset among symptomatic
individuals, the test can achieve 99.2% sensitivity and 100.0% specificity (Mistry et al. 2021).
When compared to NAATs, LFTs perform well with viral loads corresponding to a RT-qPCR Ct
value < 33 cycles (Briimmer et al. 2021; Lee, Song, and Shim 2021; Simmons and Saguil 2021).

As robust viral genomic surveillance hinges on acquiring positive cases through testing, changes
to testing practice will impact surveillance efforts if laboratory workflows are not robust to sample
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type. The ability to use previously collected swabs from positive LFTs for genomic analysis would
be of particular benefit. As testing practices in US and abroad continue to shift, a greater proportion
of testing will be conducted via LFTs. The ability to sequence from LFTs will allow researchers
to obtain representative viral samples spanning the geographic and epidemiological scope of the
pandemic, as viral genomic surveillance efforts continue throughout the subsequent phases of the
response. Further, more LFT testing is likely to occur outside of the healthcare setting. This change
could significantly reduce available samples for viral genomic surveillance and skew the available
samples to only those tests performed in a clinical setting, which would result in a bias toward
more severe cases. Capturing samples from LFTs would expand the representation of genomic
surveillance. To this end, we compared the ability use swabs collected from LFTs for viral genome
sequencing to nasopharyngeal (NP) swabs used for NAATS.

Methods

Collection of Samples | Participant Recruitment

A total of 690 testing swabs were collected from NP samples from NAAT positive tests
performed on the BioFire® Torch using the Respiratory 2.1 panel (hereon referred to as NAAT,
N=135) or from positive BinaxXNOW rapid antigen LFTs (N=555). NP swabs were collected
from children seeking care at a local hospital in Orlando, FL between October 2021 and
February 2022. LFT swabs were collected from individuals seeking care at university student
health service clinics in the same period, from October 2021 to February 2022. Positive NP
NAAT and LFT swabs were placed in Zymo Research DNA/RNA shield and stored at 4°C until
RNA extraction. For BinaxNOW tests, this required removal of the swab from the LFT card after
a positive result was observed.

SARS-CoV-2 RNA extraction and RT-qgPCR

RNA extraction for all samples was preformed using the QIAamp 96 virus QIAcube HT kit
automated platform. Our RT-qPCR reactions were carried out in a 10uL reaction using 4X
TaqPath master mix (Thermo Fisher Scientific, Massachusetts, USA), 0.25uM each of 2019-
nCoV_N1(CDC) qPCR probe (5’-FAM-ACCCCGCATTACGTTTGGTGGACC-BHQ1-3’),
forward primer (5’-GACCCCAAAATCAGCGAAAT-3’), and reverse primer (5’-
TCTGGTTACTGCCAGTTGAATCTG-3’), 4.25uL of molecular-grade H>O, and 2.5uL of
template RNA. RT-qPCR was performed on a CFX Opus 96 instrument (Bio-Rad Laboratories,
Hercules, California, USA) with the following conditions: UNG incubation at 25°C for 2 min;
reverse transcription step at 50°C for 15 min, followed by polymerase activation at 95°C for 2
min, and finally, 35 cycles of amplification at 95°C for 15s and 55°C for 30s. All samples were
run in duplicate, including positive and no template controls.

SARS-CoV-2 viral genome sequencing

Samples with Ct values from RT-qPCR <30 were selected for sequencing. Samples were
prepared and sequenced according to the Oxford Nanopore Technologies Midnight RT-PCR
expansion pack (EXP-MRTO001) along with the Rapid Barcoding Kit 96 (SQK-RBK110.96)
protocol. In brief, viral cDNA was reverse-transcribed, followed by tiled PCR amplification,
rapid barcode ligation, pooling, and SPRI bead clean-up. Libraries were sequenced using flow
cells (R9.4.1) with the GridION. Base-calling and demultiplexing were performed in real-time
using the GridION software. The assembly was performed in two steps (using default
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parameters) following the ARTIC Network bioinformatics protocol (https://artic.network/ncov-
2019/ncov2019-bioinformatics-sop.html). The gupplyplex script was used for quality control and
filtering of reads (fragments 1000-1500 bp) followed by assembly with the MinION pipeline,
which uses medaka to call variants, with Wuhan-Hu-1 reference (GenBank accession number
MN908947.3). We then used the pangolin to assign the lineage of each sample.

LFT vs NAAT performance comparison

To evaluate the suitability of samples obtained from positive rapid antigen tests for use in viral
genome sequencing, we compared viral RNA extraction, RT-qPCR, and sequencing success to
samples collected from the clinical excess of positive NAATs. We first assessed for statistical
differences between the date of collection and date of viral RNA extraction between the two
samples. We then compared the frequency of samples that failed to amplify during RT-qPCR
and the resulting cycle threshold (Ct) values among those that amplified. The Ct value is
inversely proportional to the amount of viral target in the sample — lower Ct values are associated
with a greater quantity of virus and higher values are associated with a lower quantity. Last, we
assessed sequencing success (failed samples, viral genome coverage, and genomes passing
sequencing QC) between the two groups. Chi squared statistic was used to compare frequencies
between categories (e.g., pass/fail for NAAT vs LFT) and the Mann-Whitney U test (Mann and
Whitney 1947) was used to determine if the values between two groups were significantly
different sizes. All statistical analysis was performed using python 3.10.2 (Van Rossum and
Drake 2012). All visualizations were produced using Rstudio running v 3.6.0 (Team 2021).

Results

Of the 690 samples, 611 had detectible virus in the sample based on RT-qPCR Ct values after
RNA extraction. There was a significant difference between NAAT samples and LFT that failed
to amplify with a greater proportion of LFT samples successfully extracted (80.7% N=109
NAAT samples vs 90.5% N=502 LFT, p <0.00001) (Figure 1A). Among the samples that had
detectable virus, we compared the RT-qPCR Ct values and found no significant difference
between NAAT and LFT samples (median of 21.7 for NAAT and 21.9 for LFT, p=0.27) (Figure
1B).


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.09.22276150

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.09.22276150; this version posted June 14, 2022. 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.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

* p<0.00001 p=0.27

400

RT-gPCR

Fail
Pass

Swab type
NAAT
LFT

count
Ct value

200

NAAT LFT NAAT LFT
Swab type Swab type

Figure 1. A. Bar plot of the swab type count by RT-qPCR outcome. B. Samples with detectable virus
according to the swab type by Ct value. Corresponding p-values are reported in each panel.

Using a cut-off Ct value of <30, 519 samples (78 NAAT and 390 LFT) were moved forward to
viral genome sequencing. Subsequently, we found that there was no significant difference
between NAAT vs LFT samples in the proportion that failed sequencing (8.1% NAAT vs 10.3%
LFT, p=0.48) and only a moderate significant difference in median sequencing coverage (median
of 183 for NAAT vs 199 LFT, p = 0.0018) (Supplementary Figure 1A). The lineage assignments
for sequenced samples are shown in Figure 2. Most samples (96.2%) were assigned to the
SARS-CoV-2 Omicron variant (BA.1 and BA.1.1).
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Figure 2. Lineage distribution for the samples sequenced stratified by swab type.
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Comparing the time from sample collection to RNA extraction identified that the time to
extraction was significantly shorter for LFT samples due to the logistics of our sample
acquisition process (median of 20 days for NAAT vs 6 days for LFT, p<0.00001)
(Supplementary Figure 1B). To assess the impact on time to extraction on outcomes, we
compared results for each sample type independently. We did not find any significant difference
in time to extraction for passing or failing outcomes for NAAT swabs (median of 19 days for
pass vs 23 for failed, p=0.15) (Supplementary Figure 1C) or LFT swabs (median of 6 days for
pass vs 7 for failed, p=0.16) (Supplementary Figure 1D).
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Supplementary Figure 1. Samples with a Ct value <30. Samples according to the swab type by
sequencing coverage (panel A) and by time of extraction (days) (panel B). Comparison of time of
extraction according to RT-gPR outcome in NAAT (panel C) and LFT (panel D) swabs. Corresponding p-
values are reported in each panel.

Despite our lack of association of time to extraction on sequencing outcomes, we still aimed to
rule out the effect of difference in time to extraction between NAAT and LFT swabs; we thus
performed a sub-analysis by down-sampling based on time to extraction. We limited the
subsample to samples with a time to extraction from 14 to 21 days. This resulted in 41 NAAT
swabs and 44 LFT swabs, of which 35 NAAT and 38 LFT had detectable Ct values with no
significant difference in failure by swab type (p=0.6). After subsetting the data, the median time
to extraction for both NAAT and LFT swabs was 16 days with no significant difference (p =
0.352) (Supplementary Figure 2A). Further, there was no significant difference in time to
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extraction for samples that did not amplify for NAAT or LFT swabs (Supplementary Figure 2B).
For the subsample, RT-qPCR Ct value were again not significantly different between NAAT and
LFT swabs (median of NAAT 19.9 vs 20.9 for LFT, p=0.404) (Supplementary Figure 2C). Using
a cutoff Ct value of <30, 35 (85%) NAAT and 38 (86%) LFT samples moved forward to
sequencing. There was also no significant difference in the proportion of samples from the subset
that failed sequencing or difference in sequencing coverage among those successfully sequenced
(Supplementary Figure 2D).
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Supplementary Figure 2. Sub-analysis of samples with a time of extraction from 14 to 21 days. Samples
according to the swab type by days from collection to extraction (panel A). Comparison of time to
extraction according to the swab type by RT-qPCR outcome (panel B). Samples according to the swab
type by Ct value (panel C) and by sequence coverage (panel D). Corresponding p-values are reported in
each panel.

To further examine the effect of time to extraction on coverage and RT-qPCR values, we
performed a Spearman’s rank-order correlation analysis. We did not identify any significant
correlation between time to extraction and RT-qPCR CT values in the total data (R =-0.02, p =
0.65) or the subset data (R =0.09, p = 0.52). There was also no significant correlation between
time to extraction and coverage in the total dataset (R =-0.02, p =0.7) or the subset data (R = -
0.22,p=0.1).
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Discussion

By sequencing samples derived from NAAT NP swabs and samples derived from positive
BinaxNOW™ COVID-19 Ag Card swabs and comparing the proportions of successful
sequencing, genome coverage, and RT-qPCR Ct values, we demonstrate that positive LFT swabs
are a viable alternative for genomic surveillance. When comparing the sequencing results from
LFT cards to NAAT swabs, there was no significant difference between the proportion of failed
samples, genome coverage, or RT-qPCR Ct values. We did observe that NAAT samples had a
significant, but marginal, longer time to extraction than the LFT samples. However, we did not
observe a significant correlation between time to extraction and genome coverage or RT-qPCR
Ct values, which implies that difference in time to extraction does not have an overt impact.
These findings indicate that sequencing positive LFT swabs is not only a viable alternative to
sequencing of NAAT swabs but yields very similar sequencing quality. The increased ability to
extract and amplify viral RNA from LFTs is consistent with their test performance, as previous
studies have shown that they are more likely to report positive results with higher viral loads
corresponding to RT-qPCR Ct values <30. This may partially explain the high success in viral
genome sequencing from positive LFT swabs.

The ability to use swabs from RDTs for SARS-CoV-2 genome sequencing is imperative for
future surveillance efforts. As RDTs such as the BinaxNOW™ COVID-19 Ag Cards become
more accessible and ubiquitous, NP swabs will become increasingly limited to a clinical setting
where NAATS are routinely employed. This change could potentially bias the genomic
surveillance data towards more severe cases that require clinical intervention. Capturing samples
from RDTs would enable us to generate surveillance data that is more representative. By using
clinical excess from previously collected swabs, we also eliminate the need for collection of a
second swab, which can simplify IRB protocols for clinical studies and increase study
participation. The future of at-home RDTs will depend on the course of the pandemic. The EUA
allowing their use will remain in place until the COVID-19 public health emergency declaration
expires, leaving it up to manufacturers to apply for formal FDA approval thereafter. However, it
seems that the widespread use of RDTs during the pandemic could signal a paradigm shift for the
availability of at-home infectious disease testing. Undeniably, the availability of over-the-counter
RDTs has provided agency to the public, allowing individuals to use testing to manage their
personal risk and aid in decision making. Home testing could conceivably be expanded to other
respiratory pathogens such as influenza virus or respiratory syncytial virus (RSV), which are
commonly diagnosed in the outpatient setting using rapid antigen tests. With this possibility in
mind, we must rethink the future of viral genomic surveillance so that sampling of cases in the
community remains robust. A logical solution would be to provide prepaid postage and mailing
containers with tests that could be sent to sequencing centers. Remuneration could also be
considered to incentivize participation.

Our study is not without limitation. Due to the observational nature of our study, we are not able
to directly compare sequencing success of different sample types from the same participant.
Furthermore, we did not consider vaccine history or disease severity which may vary between
settings (i.e., NAAT: hospital, RDT: clinic). As a note, samples that fail sequencing may be due
to technical errors in library preparation; however, we expect this effect to be independent of
swab type. Finally, we report a significant difference in the time to RNA extraction between the
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two groups. To mitigate this issue, we conducted our analysis using a sub-set of the total data in
which the time to extraction was between 14 and 21 days. This subset resulted in a similar
number of samples between the two groups with similar time to extraction, which is consistent
with previous studies have demonstrating that viral stability is robust to storage duration and
condition; therefore, the variation in our total data may have a minimal impact (Alfaro-Nufiez et
al. 2022; Rogers et al. 2020; Summer et al. 2021). While subsequent studies using parallel
sampling from the same individual could resolve these limitations, we believe our current study
clearly demonstrates the ability to successfully sequence SARS-CoV-2 from swabs used for
LFTs. Overall, we show that sequencing LFT swabs is not only possible, but also results in
comparable RT-qPCR Ct values, genome coverage, and sequencing failure rates. These findings
provide the foundation for community-based viral genomic surveillance, which will allow public
health to maintain representative sampling cases as we continue pandemic mitigation efforts.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.09.22276150

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.09.22276150; this version posted June 14, 2022. 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.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

References

Alfaro-Nufiez, Alonzo, Stephanie Crone, Shila Mortensen, Maiken Worsge Rosenstierne, Anders
Fomsgaard, Ellinor Marving, Sofie Holdflod Nielsen, Michelle Grace Pinto Jergensen,
Charlotta Polacek, Arieh S. Cohen, and Claus Nielsen. 2022. “SARS-CoV-2 RNA Stability
in Dry Swabs for Longer Storage and Transport at Different Temperatures.” Transboundary
and Emerging Diseases 69(2):189-94.

Briimmer, Lukas E., Stephan Katzenschlager, Mary Gaeddert, Christian Erdmann, Stephani
Schmitz, Marc Bota, Maurizio Grilli, Jan Larmann, Markus A. Weigand, Nira R. Pollock,
Aurélien Macé, Sergio Carmona, Stefano Ongarello, Jilian A. Sacks, and Claudia M.
Denkinger. 2021. “Accuracy of Novel Antigen Rapid Diagnostics for SARS-CoV-2: A
Living Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis.” PLoS Medicine 18(8):e1003735.

Chen, Zhiyuan, Andrew S. Azman, Xinhua Chen, Junyi Zou, Yuyang Tian, Ruijia Sun,
Xiangyanyu Xu, Yani Wu, Wanying Lu, Shijia Ge, Zeyao Zhao, Juan Yang, Daniel T.
Leung, Daryl B. Domman, and Hongjie Yu. 2022. “Global Landscape of SARS-CoV-2
Genomic Surveillance and Data Sharing.” Nature Genetics 54(4):499-507.

Corman, Victor M., Verena Claudia Haage, Tobias Bleicker, Marie Luisa Schmidt, Barbara
Miihlemann, Marta Zuchowski, Wendy K. Jo, Patricia Tscheak, Elisabeth Moncke-
Buchner, Marcel A. Miiller, Andi Krumbholz, Jan Felix Drexler, and Christian Drosten.
2021. “Comparison of Seven Commercial SARS-CoV-2 Rapid Point-of-Care Antigen
Tests: A Single-Centre Laboratory Evaluation Study.” The Lancet Microbe 2(7):e311-19.

Drain, Paul, Raed Sulaiman, Melanie Hoppers, Nigel M. Lindner, Vicki Lawson, and Jayne E.
Ellis. 2022. “Performance of the LumiraDx Microfluidic Immunofluorescence Point-of-
Care SARS-CoV-2 Antigen Test in Asymptomatic Adults and Children.” American Journal
of Clinical Pathology 157(4):602-7.

Elbe, Stefan, and Gemma Buckland-Merrett. 2017. “Data, Disease and Diplomacy: GISAID’s
Innovative Contribution to Global Health.” Global Challenges 1(1):33-46.

Faria, Nuno R., Thomas A. Mellan, Charles Whittaker, Ingra M. Claro, Darlan Da S. Candido,
Swapnil Mishra, Myuki A. E. Crispim, Flavia C. S. Sales, Iwona Hawryluk, John T.
McCrone, Ruben J. G. Hulswit, Lucas A. M. Franco, Mariana S. Ramundo, Jaqueline G. De
Jesus, Pamela S. Andrade, Thais M. Coletti, Giulia M. Ferreira, Camila A. M. Silva, Erika
R. Manuli, Rafael H. M. Pereira, Pedro S. Peixoto, Moritz U. G. Kraemer, Nelson Gaburo,
Cecilia Da C. Camilo, Henrique Hoeltgebaum, William M. Souza, Esmenia C. Rocha,
Leandro M. De Souza, Mariana C. De Pinho, Leonardo J. T. Araujo, Frederico S. V. Malta,
Aline B. De Lima, Joice Do P. Silva, Danielle A. G. Zauli, Alessandro C. Alessandro,
Ricardo P. Schnekenberg, Daniel J. Laydon, Patrick G. T. Walker, Hannah M. Schliiter,
Ana L. P. Dos Santos, Maria S. Vidal, Valentina S. Del Caro, Rosinaldo M. F. Filho, Helem
M. Dos Santos, Renato S. Aguiar, José L. Proengca-Modena, Bruce Nelson, James A. Hay,
M¢élodie Monod, Xenia Miscouridou, Helen Coupland, Raphael Sonabend, Michaela
Vollmer, Axel Gandy, Carlos A. Prete, Vitor H. Nascimento, Marc A. Suchard, Thomas A.
Bowden, Sergei L. K. Pond, Chieh Hsi Wu, Oliver Ratmann, Neil M. Ferguson, Christopher
Dye, Nick J. Loman, Philippe Lemey, Andrew Rambaut, Nelson A. Fraiji, Maria Do P. S.
S. Carvalho, Oliver G. Pybus, Seth Flaxman, Samir Bhatt, and Ester C. Sabino. 2021.
“Genomics and Epidemiology of the P.1 SARS-CoV-2 Lineage in Manaus, Brazil.” Science
372(6544):815.

FDA. 2020. “Coronavirus Disease 2019 (COVID-19) Emergency Use Authorizations for


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.09.22276150

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.09.22276150; this version posted June 14, 2022. 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.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Medical Devices.” Vitro Diagnostics EUAs. Https://Www. Fda. Gov/Medical-
Devices/Coronavirus-Disease-2019-Covid- 19-Emergency-Use-Authorizations-Medical-
Devices/Vitro-Diagnostics-Euas (Accessed August 2020).

Green, Kile, Amanda Winter, Rachel Dickinson, Sara Graziadio, Robert Wolff, Susan Mallett,
A. Joy Allen, and Escrick Business Park. 2019. “What Tests Could Potentially Be Used for
the Screening , Diagnosis and Monitoring of COVID-19 and What Are Their Advantages
and Disadvantages ? 2 NIHR Newcastle In Vitro Diagnostics Co-Operative Newcastle upon
Tyne NHS Hospitals Foundation Trust , Newcast.” The Centre for Evidence-Based
Medicine Develops, Promotes and Disseminates Better Evidence for Healthcare 13.

Jaaskeldinen, A. E., M. J. Ahava, P. Jokela, L. Szirovicza, S. Pohjala, O. Vapalahti, M.
Lappalainen, J. Hepojoki, and S. Kurkela. 2021. “Evaluation of Three Rapid Lateral Flow
Antigen Detection Tests for the Diagnosis of SARS-CoV-2 Infection.” Journal of Clinical
Virology 137:104785.

Lee, Jonghoo, Jae Uk Song, and Sung Ryul Shim. 2021. “Comparing the Diagnostic Accuracy of
Rapid Antigen Detection Tests to Real Time Polymerase Chain Reaction in the Diagnosis
of SARS-CoV-2 Infection: A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis.” Journal of Clinical
Virology 144:104985.

Lindner, Andreas K., Lisa J. Kriiger, Olga Nikolai, Julian A. F. Klein, Heike Rossig, Paul
Schnitzler, Victor M. Corman, Terry C. Jones, Frank Tobian, Mary Gaeddert, Susen
Burock, Jilian A. Sacks, Joachim Seybold, Frank P. Mockenhaupt, and Claudia M.
Denkinger. 2022. “SARS-CoV-2 Variant of Concern B.1.1.7: Diagnostic Sensitivity of
Three Antigen-Detecting Rapid Tests.” Microbiology Spectrum 10(1):e00763-21.

Mann, H. B., and D. R. Whitney. 1947. “On a Test of Whether One of Two Random Variables Is
Stochastically Larger than the Other.” The Annals of Mathematical Statistics 18(1):50—60.

Mercer, Tim R., and Marc Salit. 2021. “Testing at Scale during the COVID-19 Pandemic.”
Nature Reviews Genetics 22(7):415-26.

Mistry, Dylan A., Jenny Y. Wang, Mika Erik Moeser, Thomas Starkey, and Lennard Y. W. Lee.
2021. “A Systematic Review of the Sensitivity and Specificity of Lateral Flow Devices in
the Detection of SARS-CoV-2.” BMC Infectious Diseases 21(1):1-14.

Ian W. Pray, Laura Ford, Devlin Cole, Christine Lee, John Paul Bigouette, Glen R. Abedi, Dena
Bushman, Miranda J. Delahoy, Dustin Currie, Blake Cherney, Marie Kirby, Geroncio
Fajardo, Motria Caudill, Kimberly Langolf, Juliana Kahrs, Patrick Kelly, Collin Pitts,
Ailam Lim, Nicole Aulik, Azaibi Tamin, Jennifer L. Harcourt, Krista Queen, Jing Zhang,
Brett Whitaker, Hannah Browne, Magdalena Medrzycki, Patricia Shewmaker, Jennifer
Folster, Bettina Bankamp, Michael D. Bowen, Natalie J. Thornburg, Kimberly Goffard,
Brandi Limbago, Allen Bateman, Jacqueline E. Tate, Douglas Gieryn, Hannah L. Kirking,
Ryan Westergaard, Marie Killerby, Baoming Jiang, Jan Vinjé, Amy L. Hopkins, Eric Katz,
Leslie Barclay, Mathew Esona, Rashi Gautam, Slavica Mijatovic-Rustempasic, Sung-Sil
Moon, Theresa Bessey, Preeti Chhabra, Sarah L. Smart, Raydel Anderson, Kay W. Radford,
Gimin Kim, Dexter Thompson, Congrong Miao, Min-hsin Chen, Lalitha Gade, Renee
Galloway, Kashif Sahibzada, Nhien M. Tran, Srinivasan Velusamy, HaoQiang Zheng,
Kenny Nguyen, Claire Hartloge, Brent Jenkins, and Phili Wong. 2021. “Performance of an
Antigen-Based Test for Asymptomatic and Symptomatic SARS-CoV-2 Testing at Two
University Campuses — Wisconsin, September—October 2020.” MMWR. Morbidity and
Mortality Weekly Report 69(5152):1642-47.

Prince-Guerra, Jessica L., Olivia Almendares, Leisha D. Nolen, Jayleen K. L. Gunn, Ariella P.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.09.22276150

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.09.22276150; this version posted June 14, 2022. 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.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Dale, Sean A. Buono, Molly Deutsch-Feldman, Suganthi Suppiah, LiJuan Hao, Yan Zeng,
Valerie A. Stevens, Kristen Knipe, Justine Pompey, Christine Atherstone, David P. Bui,
Tracy Powell, Azaibi Tamin, Jennifer L. Harcourt, Patricia L. Shewmaker, Magdalena
Medrzycki, Phili Wong, Shilpi Jain, Alexandra Tejada-Strop, Shannon Rogers, Brian
Emery, Houping Wang, Marla Petway, Caitlin Bohannon, Jennifer M. Folster, Adam
MacNeil, Reynolds Salerno, Wendi Kuhnert-Tallman, Jacqueline E. Tate, Natalie J.
Thornburg, Hannah L. Kirking, Khalilullah Sheiban, Julie Kudrna, Theresa Cullen, Kenneth
K. Komatsu, Julie M. Villanueva, Dale A. Rose, John C. Neatherlin, Mark Anderson, Paul
A. Rota, Margaret A. Honein, and William A. Bower. 2021. “Evaluation of Abbott
BinaxNOW Rapid Antigen Test for SARS-CoV-2 Infection at Two Community-Based
Testing Sites — Pima County, Arizona, November 3—17, 2020.” MMWR. Morbidity and
Mortality Weekly Report 70(3):100-105.

Rogers, Amy A., Russell E. Baumann, Gwynngelle A. Borillo, Ron M. Kagan, Hollis J.
Batterman, Marzena M. Galdzicka, and Elizabeth M. Marlowe. 2020. “Evaluation of
Transport Media and Specimen Transport Conditions for the Detection of Sars-Cov-2 by
Use of Real-Time Reverse Transcription-PCR.” Journal of Clinical Microbiology
58(8):e00708-20.

Van Rossum, Guido, and Fred L. Drake. 2012. Python Tutorial. Vol. 620. Centrum voor
Wiskunde en Informatica Amsterdam, The Netherlands.

Simmons, Sean, and Aaron Saguil. 2021. “Rapid Point-of-Care Antigen and Molecular Tests for
Diagnosis of SARS-CoV-2 Infection.” American Family Physician 104(1):29-30.

Summer, Sabrina, Ralf Schmidt, Anna Nele Herdina, Isabella Krickl, Julia Madner, Georg
Greiner, Florian J. Mayer, Nicole Perkmann-Nagele, and Robert Strassl. 2021. “Detection
of SARS-CoV-2 by Real-Time PCR under Challenging Pre-Analytical Conditions Reveals
Independence of Swab Media and Cooling Chain.” Scientific Reports 11(1):1-9.

Tang, Julian W., Paul A. Tambyah, and David SC Hui. 2021. “Emergence of a New SARS-CoV-
2 Variant in the UK.” Journal of Infection 82(4):e27-28.

Team, R. core. 2021. “R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing.”

Tegally, Houriiyah, Eduan Wilkinson, Marta Giovanetti, Arash Iranzadeh, Vagner Fonseca,
Jennifer Giandhari, Deelan Doolabh, Sureshnee Pillay, Emmanuel James San, Nokukhanya
Msomi, Koleka Mlisana, Anne von Gottberg, Sibongile Walaza, Mushal Allam, Arshad
Ismail, Thabo Mohale, Allison J. Glass, Susan Engelbrecht, Gert Van Zyl, Wolfgang
Preiser, Francesco Petruccione, Alex Sigal, Diana Hardie, Gert Marais, Nei yuan Hsiao,
Stephen Korsman, Mary Ann Davies, Lynn Tyers, Innocent Mudau, Denis York, Caroline
Maslo, Dominique Goedhals, Shareef Abrahams, Oluwakemi Laguda-Akingba, Arghavan
Alisoltani-Dehkordi, Adam Godzik, Constantinos Kurt Wibmer, Bryan Trevor Sewell, José
Lourengo, Luiz Carlos Junior Alcantara, Sergei L. Kosakovsky Pond, Steven Weaver,
Darren Martin, Richard J. Lessells, Jinal N. Bhiman, Carolyn Williamson, and Tulio de
Oliveira. 2021. “Detection of a SARS-CoV-2 Variant of Concern in South Africa.” Nature
592(7854):438-43.

USPS. 2022. “U.S. Postal Service Has Delivered More than 270 Million COVID-19 Test Kits to
American Households (Https://About.Usps.Com/Newsroom/National-Releases/2022/0302-
Usps-Delivered-More-than-270million-Covid-19-Test-Kits.Htm).” USPS News.

WHO. 2020. “World Health Organization. Coronavirus Disease 2019 (COVID-19).” Situation
Report, 32. 2019(February):1-16.

Wu, Fan, Su Zhao, Bin Yu, Yan-Mei Chen, Wen Wang, Zhi-Gang Song, Yi Hu, Zhao-Wu Tao,


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.09.22276150

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.09.22276150; this version posted June 14, 2022. 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.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Jun-Hua Tian, Yuan-Yuan Pei, Ming-Li Yuan, Yu-Ling Zhang, Fa-Hui Dai, Yi Liu, Qi-Min
Wang, Jiao-Jiao Zheng, Lin Xu, Edward C. Holmes, and Yong-Zhen Zhang. 2020. “A New
Coronavirus Associated with Human Respiratory Disease in China.” Nature
579(7798):265—69.

Yiice, Meral, Elif Filiztekin, and Korin Gasia Ozkaya. 2021. “COVID-19 Diagnosis—a Review
of Current Methods.” Biosensors and Bioelectronics 172:112752.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.09.22276150

