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Abstract

Background: To monitor the progress of lymphatic filariasis (LF) elimination programmes, field
surveys to assess filarial antigen (Ag) prevalence require access to reliable, user-friendly rapid
diagnostic tests. We aimed to evaluate the performance of the new Q Filariasis Antigen Test
(QFAT) with the currently recommended Filariasis Test Strip (FTS) for detecting the Ag of

Wuchereria bancrofti, the causative agent of LF, under field conditions.

Methodology/Principal Findings: During an LF survey in Samoa, 344 finger-prick blood
samples were tested using FTS and QFAT. Microfilariae (Mf) status was determined from blood
slides prepared from Ag-positive samples. Each test was re-read at 1 hour and the next day to
determine the stability of results over time. Overall Ag-positivity by FTS was 29% and 30% by
QFAT. Concordance between the two tests was 94% (Kappa=0.85). Of the 105 Mf slides
available, 38.1% were Mf-positive, and all were Ag-positive by both tests. Darker test line
intensities from Ag-positive FTS were found to predict Mf-positivity (compared to same/lighter
line intensities). QFAT had significantly higher reported test result changes than FTS, mostly
reported the next day. The field laboratory team preferred QFAT over FTS due to the smaller

blood volume required, better usability, and easier readability.

Conclusion/Significance: QFAT could be a suitable and user-friendly diagnostic alternative for
use in the monitoring and surveillance of LF in field surveys based on its similar performance to

FTS under field conditions.
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Author Summary

Lymphatic filariasis (LF) is a debilitating tropical disease caused by an infection with parasitic
filarial worms that are transmitted by mosquitoes. Long-term infection can lead to stigmatising
chronic conditions like lymphoedema and elephantiasis. The World Health Organization initiated
the global programme to eliminate lymphatic filariasis (GPELF) in 2000, which focuses on the
mass administration of anti-LF drugs to stop transmission in endemic countries. However, to
monitor the success of this programme and to make informed decisions to stop costly mass
drug administrations, it is crucial to have access to accurate and reliable rapid diagnostics.

Here, we evaluated the performance of a new rapid antigen test called the Q Filariasis antigen
test and compared it to the currently recommended filariasis test strip under field conditions in
Samoa. This study showed that the new rapid test could be a suitable alternative to the currently

recommended test for use in GPELF-related activities with more user-friendly features.

Keywords
Lymphatic filariasis; Elimination; Surveillance; Rapid Antigen Tests; Filariasis test strip; Q
filariasis antigen test; diagnostics; Wuchereria bancrofti

Abbreviations
Antigen: Ag

Lymphatic filariasis: LF

Q filariasis antigen test: QFAT

Filariasis test strip: FTS

Microfilariae: Mf

World Health Organization: WHO

Global Programme to Eliminate Lymphatic Filariasis: GPELF
Mass drug administration: MDA

Pacific Programme to Eliminate Lymphatic Filariasis: PacELF
Immunochromatographic test: ICT

Confidence interval: ClI

Cohen’s Kappa: K
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Introduction

Lymphatic filariasis (LF) is a mosquito-borne neglected tropical disease caused by infection with
a parasitic worm. Consequences of long-term infection include chronic disabling and disfiguring
manifestations such as lymphoedema, including scrotal hydrocele, and elephantiasis. These
morbidities could lead to social stigmatisation and loss of work (1). The main pathogen causing

LF is the filarial worm Wuchereria bancrofti and, to a lesser extent, Brugia malayi and B. timori
(2).

To eliminate LF as a public health problem, the World Health Organization (WHO) established
the Global Programme to Eliminate Lymphatic Filariasis (GPELF) in 2000. One arm of the
program is focused on interrupting the transmission of LF through repeated rounds of mass
drug administration (MDA) of anti-filarial drugs in endemic regions (3). In conjunction with the
GPELF, the Pacific Programme to Eliminate LF (PacELF) was launched to support the 16
endemic Pacific Island Countries and Territories committed to combating this disease (4). Since
1999, the elimination of LF as a public health problem has been validated in eight countries in
the PacELF region, while the other eight, including Samoa, remain committed to eliminating the
disease. Accessibility to robust and reliable diagnostic tools remains essential for monitoring the

progress of GPELF activities and for post-validation surveillance (5).

In regions where W. bancrofti is the leading causative agent of LF, WHO recommends the
qualitative Alere Bioline Filariasis Test Strip (FTS; Alere Abbott), a rapid diagnostic test for
detecting circulating filarial antigen in human blood samples. Since 2015, FTS has been
successfully used in national programs, replacing the former immunochromatographic test (ICT,
BinaxNOW). Previous studies reported that FTS was preferred over ICT, as it was more stable
in the field, cheaper, and able to detect lower concentrations of circulating filarial antigen than
ICT (6), but its useability and user-friendliness under field conditions were considered a

drawback as it is susceptible to user-error (6, 7). Later, concerns were raised regarding potential
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103  cross-reactivity with other filarial species, such as Loa loa (8), although this parasite is not
104  endemic in the Asia-Pacific. Further, since the COVID-19 pandemic, relying on a single
105  manufacturer has introduced procurement challenges for rapid diagnostic tests, which has been

106  a barrier for LF programmatic surveys.

107 A new rapid antigen test, the Q Filariasis Antigen test (QFAT) (SD Biosensor, Suwon, South

108  Korea), has been proposed as an alternative to the FTS for GPELF-related LF surveys. This

109 new test also detects filarial antigens from capillary blood, like FTS and requires less sample
110  volume, but its utility under field conditions has not been evaluated. This study aimed to

111 evaluate the performance of the new QFAT and FTS when deployed in an endemic region under
112  field conditions. The specific objectives were to compare the concordance between the two

113 tests for detecting the circulating antigen of W. bancrofti, to assess whether the intensity of the
114  test line of QFAT could indicate microfilariae positivity and determine test stability over time by
115 re-reading the tests at one hour and the next day. The findings from this study will support

116  recommendations regarding the suitability of QFAT as an alternative field diagnostic for GPELF-

117 related activities.
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118 Materials and methods

119  Study setting and participants

120  Field and laboratory work for this study was undertaken in Samoa, on the main island of Upolu,
121 in 2023. Samples used in this study were sourced from three study components associated with
122  a monitoring and surveillance field project for LF. The first study component included follow-up
123 of participants (and their household members) from surveys conducted in Samoa in 2018 and
124 2019 (9, 10), who tested antigen (Ag) positive and had detectable microfilaria (Mf) in blood, as
125 identified by microscopy. The second component was a community-based survey of eight

126  sentinel villages, which were selected based on Ag prevalence in 2019 (two villages, each with
127  zero, low (3-4%), medium (6-7%) and high (13-16%) prevalence). The final component involved
128  targeted testing of households neighbouring those Ag-positive participants identified in the 2019

129  survey.

130 Blood sample collection and processing

131  Heparinised microvettes were used to collect 300pL of capillary (finger-prick) blood samples
132 from participants. Immediately after collection, blood samples were stored in a cold storage
133 container until the samples were delivered to the field laboratory, where the samples were

134  stored in the fridge at 4°C. Typically, samples were processed and tested the next morning.

135  Before testing, samples were acclimated to room temperature and tested in a field laboratory.
136  The rapid tests were performed per the manufacturer's instructions using 75uL of blood for FTS
137  and 20uL for QFAT. The precise volumes were transferred to the respective tests using a

138  calibrated micropipette.

139 Reading and interpretation of rapid antigen test results
140  Results of FTS and QFAT were read at the manufactures recommended time of 10 minutes by
141  up to three independent readers. Occasionally, a high laboratory workload meant that it was not

142  possible for all tests to be read by three readers. Tests were read by the naked eye and
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143 illuminated with a torch if needed. Results were classified by each reader as positive, negative,
144  orinvalid (no sample flow or absence of control line). Samples with invalid results were

145  repeated if there was sufficient blood. If the second test produced a valid result, this was

146  recorded as the final result. If the second test produced another invalid result, it was recorded

147 as invalid.

148 At the 10-minute readings, tests with a positive result had the test line semi-quantified based on
149  the intensity of the test line compared to the control line. These tests were scored by up to three
150 readers, accordingly: (1) test lines were lighter than the control line; (2) test lines were the same
151  intensity as the control line; or (3) test lines were darker than the control line. Each test was then
152  re-read at 1 hour and the next day (e.g. 12-18 hours) by one reader to determine whether the
153  tests remained stable over time. Re-reading the Ag tests after 10 minutes is not recommended

154 by the manufacturers.

155  Selection of blood samples for QFAT comparison

156  To select the samples for the QFAT trial, all samples from the wider survey were tested with FTS
157  in batches of five. Any batch of five samples that included at least one FTS-positive sample was
158  also tested using QFAT (Figure 1). This strategy ensured sufficient numbers of Ag-positive

159  samples for comparisons between FTS and QFAT. Therefore, it is important to note that the Ag
160  positivity rate presented in this study does not represent the prevalence in any of the three study
161  components mentioned previously. In addition to the above selection strategy, 14 samples that
162  were inadvertently frozen and invalid by FTS were purposefully included in the QFAT trial for

163  comparison.
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164

Heparinised capillary blood

|

Filariasis test strip

Batch 1 Batch 2 Batch 3

}

Batches 1 and 3
selected for testing with
Q Filariasis Antigen Test

Figure 1: Strategy used to select samples for Q Filariasis antigen test (QFAT) evaluation.
Batches of Filariasis test strip with at least one antigen-positive test were selected for testing
using QFAT. ‘+' indicates antigen (Ag)-positive tests and ‘- indicates Ag-negative tests. Image
created with BioRender.com.

165 Determination of Mf status from thick smear blood films
166  Blood samples testing positive for LF Ag by FTS and/or QFAT, up to three thick smear slides
167  were prepared (depending on the blood volume available). Each slide included three 20 pL

168  stripes of blood. Slides were dried, dehaemoglobinised in water and stained with Giemsa
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169  following standard procedures (11). Two independent blinded readers examined at least two
170  slides per participant. If at least one slide reader detected any Mf, it was classified as Mf-

171  positive. If neither slide reader detected Mf, it was classified as Mf-negative. Slides with

172 discordant Mf results between the two slide readers were resolved by jointly re-examining the

173  slides and making a final judgment.

174  Data analysis

175  Data was analysed using GraphPad Prism 9 (Prism for Windows, version 9.2.0.332). FTS and
176  QFAT summaries were described as frequencies and percentages and reported with a 95%
177  confidence interval (Cl). Final interpretations of the test results for FTS and QFAT were

178 determined by the consensus between the readers and were done accordingly; tests with

179  discordant readings between readers, the dominant reading was used as the result. If the

180  readings were discordant for tests with only two readers, it was classified as indeterminant. In
181  cases where a single reader provided the interpretation, this reading was considered final.

182  Discordance between the readers interpretations was determined when test interpretations
183  made by the readers differed from one another and the analysis excluded samples with invalid

184  interpretations.

185  Concordance between the results of the two rapid Ag tests (agreement or disagreement

186  between positive and negative results) was determined and reported as a percentage. Cohen's
187  Kappa (K) agreement statistics were performed to determine the probability that agreement

188  between the tests was not due to chance and reported with a 95% CI. Line intensity scores from
189  Ag-positive tests to use for the analysis were selected based on the consensus of test line

190 intensity scores by the independent readers. If no consensus was reached by the readers for a
191  particular test result, the result was excluded. These line intensity scores for FTS and QFAT

192  were then compared for those samples where Mf-status was determined. A univariable logistics

193  regression analysis was conducted to assess whether the darker test lines of Ag-positive tests
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194  (compared to those with equal or lesser intensity than the control line) were predictive of Mf-

195  positivity. The relationship was presented as an odds ratio (OR) and reported with a 95% CI.

196  FTS and QFAT tests were re-read at 1 hour and next day time points to determine whether the
197  test results changed over time (from Ag-negative to Ag-positive, or vice versa). Tests with valid
198  positive or negative results at all three time points were compared. The McNemar test was used
199 to determine the difference between the proportion of tests that changed results from 10

200 minutes to 1 hour, and from 1 hour to the next day. Fisher's exact test was used to determine
201 the difference between the proportion of tests that changed results for FTS and QFAT at 1 hour

202  and next day readings. All statistical inferences were based on a p-value of <0.05.

203  QFAT usability under field conditions

204  Four field laboratory workers, trained before sample testing, provided independent verbal

205 feedback on FTS and QFAT at the conclusion of the field comparison. Two of the four laboratory
206  workers have had previous experience using FTS and/or QFAT. Laboratory workers were asked
207  for feedback on test set-up, sample application and volume, test readability and other relevant

208  aspects of the test's characteristics and procedure.

10
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209 Results

210  Atotal of 344 whole blood samples were tested using both FTS and QFAT and were used to
211  evaluate test concordance at the initial reading (10 minutes after application of the sample). At
212 the 10-minute reading, no indeterminant results were reported for QFAT, but three (1.0%) were
213 reported for FTS. Of the 14 (4.1%) samples that were invalid by FTS, none were reported as
214  invalid by QFAT. For the invalid FTS readings, no control lines were reported for the tests, even
215  after repeating the samples on a newer batch of test strips. All 14 samples invalid by FTS

216  produced a valid result by QFAT (one positive and thirteen negatives). Thick blood smears were
217  prepared for 105 Ag-positive participants, and 40 (38.1%, 95% CI 29.4-47.6%) of these were
218 classified as Mf-positive. After the initial reading, 309 (89.8%) of the FTS and 341 (99.1%) of

219  QFAT were read again at 1 hour and the next day and were used for further analysis.

220 Number of readers and discordance between readers at initial reading

221  The number of readers for FTS and QFAT at the initial reading (10 minutes) and discordance
222  between the readers is summarised in Table 1. Among the 344 samples evaluated and removal
223 of the 14 invalid FTS interpretations, 70.3% of FTS and 84.6% of QFAT were read by three

224  independent blinded readers. The total proportion of interpretation discordance between readers
225  was highest for QFAT (4.4%) than FTS (2.1%). Specifically, for tests with only two readers, there
226 was higher discordance for FTS (1.0%) than QFAT (0%), but for tests with three readers,

227  discordance for QFAT (4.4%) was higher than FTS (1.2%).

228

229
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Table 1. Number of readers for Filariasis Test Strip and Q Filariasis Antigen Test at initial

reading (at 10 minutes) and discordant results between readers, excluding invalid test

interpretations, Samoa 2023.

FTS QFAT
Discordant Discordant
interpretations interpretations
Number of Number of between Number of between
readers samples (%) readers (%) samples (%) readers (%)
3 232 (70.3%) 4 (1.2%) 291 (84.6%) 15 (4.4%)
2 80 (24.2%) 3 (1.0%) 48 (13.9%) 0 (0%)
1 18 (5.5%) - 5 (1.5%) -
Overall 330 (100%) 7 (2.1%) 344 (100%) 15 (4.4%)

FTS: Filariasis Test Strip; QFAT: Q Filariasis Antigen Test

LF antigen positivity by FTS and QFAT

Overall, 100 samples tested positive with FTS (29.0%, 95% CI 24.5-34.1%) and 104 samples

with QFAT (30.2%, 95% CI 25.6-35.3%). If indeterminant and invalid FTS results were excluded

from the analysis, Ag positivity was 30.6% (95% CI 25.8-35.8%) by FTS and 30.2% (95% ClI

25.6-35.3%) by QFAT.

FTS and QFAT concordance at initial reading (at 10 minutes)

The overall concordance between FTS and QFAT, including indeterminant and invalid readings

(n=344), was 93.6%. The Kappa agreement statistic indicated excellent agreement between the

two tests (K=0.85; 95% CI 0.80-0.91). Table 2 demonstrates that of the valid but discordant test

results, one was positive by FTS and negative by QFAT, and four were positive by QFAT and

negative by FTS.

12
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246  Table 2: Concordance between Filariasis Test Strip and Q Filariasis Antigen Test results,
247  including indeterminant and invalid tests, Samoa 2023.
FTS Concordance igg&a
Positive | Negative | Indeterminant | Invalid | Total (%) Cl)
Positive 99 4 0 1 104
QFAT Negative 223 3 13 240 085
Indeterminant 0 0 0 0 93.6 (0.80-
Invalid 0 0 0 0 0 0.91)
Total 100 227 3 14 344
248  Cl: Confidence interval; FTS: Filariasis Test Strip; QFAT: Q Filariasis Antigen Test
249
250 If indeterminant and invalid readings were excluded from the analysis, the concordance
251  between FTS and QFAT (n=327) improved to 98.5% (Table 3). The Kappa agreement similarly
252  indicated excellent agreement between the two tests (K=0.96; 95% CI 0.96- 1.0).
253  All 40 Mf-positive samples were Ag-positive by both FTS and QFAT. Of the 65 Mf-negative
254  samples, 56 (86.1%) were Ag-positive by both QFAT and FTS, with 93.9% concordance and
255  good agreement (K=0.68; 95% CI 0.39-0.97) between the two tests (Table 3).
256

13
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Table 3: Concordance between Filariasis Test Strip and Q Filariasis Antigen Test for all samples

and stratified by microfilaria positive or negative, excluding indeterminant and invalid results,

Samoa 2023.
Samples with valid FTS
results for FTSand | N QFAT — : Conc%/rdance g;ﬁ)pé
QFAT Positive | Negative (%) (95% CI)
All | 307 Positive 99 4 98.5 0.96
samples :
Negative 1 223 (0.96-1.0)
Mf o 40 Positive 40 0 100.0 1.0
-positive : , '
Negative 0 0 (1.0-1.0)
_ Positive 56 3 0.68
Mf-negative 65 : 93.9 (0.39-
Negative 1 5 0.97)

Mf: Microfilaria; Cl: Confidence interval; FTS: Filariasis Test Strip; QFAT: Q Filariasis Antigen
Test

Antigen-positive FTS and QFAT test line intensity scores

The distribution of the FTS and QFAT test line intensity scores among the Mf-positive and Mf-
negative participants are presented in Figure 2. Blood samples that were Ag-positive by FTS
and Mf-positive produced predominantly strong (3) test lines (86.5%), compared to FTS Ag-
positive/Mf-negative samples. In contrast, blood samples testing Ag-positive by QFAT and Mf-
positive had mostly light (1) intensity test lines (92.4%), similar to test line intensities reported for
QFAT Ag-positive and Mf-negative blood samples. For samples that tested positive for Ag by
FTS, those with test lines darker than the control had 13.6 times higher odds of being Mf-
positive (95% CI 4.8-45.4), compared to those with test lines that were the same or lighter
intensity than the control (p-value <0.0001). However, a logistics regression could not be
applied for QFAT because there were no samples with test lines that were darker than the

control line.
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Figure 1: Summary of test line gradings (darker, same or lighter than control line) determined for
participants with Antigen (Ag)-positive (A) filariasis test strip and (B) Q Filariasis antigen tests,

against microfilariae (Mf) status.

Changes in FTS and QFAT test results at 1 hour and next day timepoints

We assessed the difference between FTS and QFAT test results at three time points (10-
minutes, 1 hour and next day) to determine whether test results remained stable over time. Only
data sets with complete and valid readings across all three time points were included in the
analysis. Ag positivity at 10 minutes was 30.1% by FTS and 29.9% by QFAT (Supplementary 1,
Table 4). At 1 hour, Ag positivity was 30.2% by FTS and 29.6% by QFAT. The next day, the Ag

positivity remained at 30.2% for FTS but increased to 39.6% for QFAT.
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296  Atotal of 46 (13.5%) QFAT tests were observed to have results change between 10 minutes

297 and 1 hour and/or the next day, while five (1.6%) changed for FTS. The proportion of QFAT tests
298 that had a reported change of results between the 1 hour and next day readings was statistically
299  significant (McNemar test p-value = 0.003). Additionally, there was a statistically significant

300 difference between the proportion of tests changing for FTS and QFAT at the next-day readings
301 (Fisher's exact test p-value = 0.006). These results indicate minor changes in test result

302 readings for FTS and QFAT between 10 minutes and 1 hour, whereas, at the next-day readings,
303 the number of test results reported to have changed was significantly greater for QFAT than for
304 FTS. The distinct proportion of tests reported to have changed at these times points for FTS and

305 QFAT have been broken down in supplementary file 2.

306  QFAT usability under field conditions

307 The field laboratory team reported that QFAT was preferred over FTS for multiple reasons.

308  QFAT required smaller sample volumes than FTS. Further, the smaller sample volume required
309 for QFAT made it easier to apply the blood sample, as blood spillage off the application pad was
310 occasionally noted with FTS but not QFAT. The QFAT cassette was easier to handle than the
311  loose strip and tray used for the FTS, and QFAT occupied less space in the field laboratory.

312  Furthermore, the control line for QFAT was consistently clearer and easier to identify than for
313  FTS. Although the test line on QFAT sometimes appeared lighter than the control, it was still
314 identifiable even without a torch, unlike FTS, which could be challenging to see at times. It was
315 also noted that in times of high laboratory demand the additional buffer step required for QFAT

316  could be missed, which could potentially lead to invalid test results.
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317 Discussion

318  Our study found excellent concordance in LF Ag results between FTS and QFAT. Ag positivity
319 based on initial 10-minute readings was similar for both tests, with a slightly higher reported
320  positivity rate for QFAT. Additionally, it was encouraging to find that all Mf-positive samples were
321  Ag-positive by both QFAT and FTS as these samples tend to have higher levels of detectable
322 circulating Ag (12). Discordance between the independent readers was highest for QFAT

323 compared to FTS. However, all tests were resolvable due to the consensus among readers,

324  except for 1.0% of FTS test results that were classified as indeterminant.

325 It has been previously suggested that semi-quantification of the test line as compared to the
326  control line could indicate Mf-positivity from blood samples (13), which could have potential

327 utility in field studies to indirectly infer the level of Mf rates in a population over time (14). In this
328 current study we found that darker test line intensities, compared to the control line, produced
329 by Ag-positive FTS was a predictor of Mf-positivity. However, this was not the case for QFAT, as
330 no samples produced a test line that was darker than the control line. Indicating that the semi-
331 quantification of the test line for Ag-positive QFAT tests may have limited utility for indicating Mf-
332 positivity. However, this finding could be influenced by the smaller sample volume required for
333  QFAT than for FTS, as the greater intensity of the FTS test line noted in this study could

334  potentially be influenced by the tests greater sample volume requirement. It should also be

335 noted that QFAT consistently had stronger control lines as compared to FTS, whereby the

336  control line of FTS was often very faint. The darker controls lines are more reliable as they are

337 less prone to misinterpretations and being discarded as invalid.

338  Asignificantly greater proportion of tests were reported to have changed for QFAT than FTS at
339 the next day readings. The propensity of the reported change was negative to positive. A
340  previous study comparing and assessing the stability of the former ICT with FTS over time

341 revealed that participants from a non-endemic country had Ag-negative FTS tests at 10 minutes,
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342  Dbut after 24 hours, some of the tests turned positive (6), indicating some level of unreliability of
343  FTSif test results are read after the recommended time. The findings from this study suggest
344  that test results from QFAT could produce false-positives overtime, indicating that results should

345  not be interpreted beyond the manufacturer’'s recommended timeframe.

346  In general, the field laboratory team preferred QFAT over FTS predominantly due to its smaller
347  sample volume requirements, which would be beneficial to field workers as it allows sufficient
348  volumes to be used for other purposes (e.g., Mf slides and/or dried blood spots) or for repeating
349 FTS or QFAT if needed, but also for its user-friendliness. However, the evaluation of user-

350 friendliness may be limited as micropipettes were used to apply precise volumes to the test

351  sample pad, deviating from the capillary tubes provided by the test kits.

352  The strengths of this study include the ability to simulate the performance of QFAT under field
353  conditions, given its integration within an LF community survey. However, in LF programmes
354  QFAT is intended for point-of-care application, specifically using blood directly from a finger-
355  prick. This approach was not evaluated in this current study. While QFAT has demonstrated
356  promising performance under field conditions in Samoa, additional field evaluations are

357 recommended for other settings and should consider evaluating the point-of-care aspect.

358  Additionally, having multiple readings of the test results at the initial 10 minutes was an

359 advantage to this study. Multiple readers enabled the resolution of discordant results, enhancing
360 the reliability of the conclusions drawn from this study. Cross-reactivity was not explored in this
361  current study and while concerns of cross-reactivity of FTS with L. loa (8) and potentially

362  strongyloidiasis (6) have been raised, it is unknown whether this is an issue for QFAT. Other
363 remaining knowledge gaps include whether QFAT will have comparable results to FTS after
364 repeated rounds of MDA and/or where Ag prevalence low. Additionally, a cost-benefit analysis
365  would also be of interest to determine whether QFAT's accuracy and user-friendliness

366  demonstrated in this study leads to cost savings compared to using FTS.
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367 In summary, QFAT demonstrated promising performance under field conditions in Samoa. Our
368  study found that QFAT and FTS Ag-positivity rates were comparable, with excellent

369  concordance between the two tests. The field laboratory team preferred QFAT over FTS due to
370  smaller sample volume requirements, ease of use, and clearer readability, offering reliable and

371  user-friendly Ag detection test for LF surveillance and control programs.
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